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Locational Energy Storage Bid Bounds
for Facilitating Social Welfare Convergence
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Abstract—This paper proposes a novel method to generate
bid bounds that can serve as offer caps for energy storage in
electricity markets to help reduce system costs and regulate
potential market power exercises. We derive the bid bounds
based on a tractable multi-period economic dispatch chance-
constrained formulation that systematically incorporates the
uncertainty and risk preference of the system operator. The
key analytical results verify that the bounds effectively cap
storage bids across all uncertainty scenarios with a guaranteed
confidence level. We show that bid bonds decrease as the state of
charge increases but rise with greater net load uncertainty and
risk preference. We test the effectiveness of the proposed pricing
mechanism based on the 8-bus ISO-NE test system, including
agent-based storage bidding models. Simulation results show
that the bid bounds effectively adjust storage bids to align with
the social welfare objective. Under 30% renewable capacity and
20% storage capacity, the bid bounds contribute to an average
reduction of 0.17% in system cost, while increasing storage profit
by an average of 10.16% across various system uncertainty
scenarios and bidding strategies. These benefits scale up with
increased storage economic withholding and storage capacity.

Index Terms—Energy storage, locational bid bounds, chance-
constrained optimization, social welfare convergence, market
design

I. INTRODUCTION

Surging deployments of energy storage are introducing new
challenges in regulating market power and facilitating social
welfare convergence. As of December 2024, the capacity of
battery energy storage in the California Independent System
Operator (CAISO) has exceeded 11.5 GW and is projected to
reach 50 GW by 2045 [1], with most storage units conducting
price arbitrage in wholesale markets [2] while simultaneously
submitting charge and discharge bids [3]. Market offerings of
energy storage critically depend on future opportunities, which
are difficult to quantify or benchmark [4], fundamentally
differing from thermal generators, whose market offers are
based on fuel costs [5]. Hence, current market practices
primarily rely on storage participants generating strategic
bids, with a limited understanding of how these bids would
impact system economics and exercise market power [6]. A
recent study into historical energy storage bids in CAISO
shows considerable practices of economic withholding and
the resulting economic inefficiencies [7].

The challenge of monitoring energy storage market offers
lies in calculating future opportunities caused by limited
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energy capacity [8]. In day-ahead markets, storage may
choose to withhold capacity to arbitrage in the more volatile
real-time markets [9], while in real-time markets, storage may
withhold capacity in anticipation of future price spikes [10],
[11]. Consequently, inaccurate prediction of future uncertainty
may lead to excessively high or low bids, resulting in market
inefficiency, This has also been evidenced by storage
practices in observed CAISO [7]. On the other hand,
storage can exercise market power by conducting economic
withholding, but identifying these intentions is extremely
difficult due to the inability to distinguish from economic
withholding for capturing legitimate future opportunities [6].
Hence, it is crucial for system operators to develop novel
approaches to regulate storage market power and facilitate
storage bidding with social welfare convergence.

This paper proposes a novel approach to imposing bid
bounds on storage offers, providing system operators with
a preventive measure to regulate market power and enhance
market efficiency. The bounds dynamically depend on future
system conditions, uncertainties, risk preference, and storage
physical characteristics. Our contributions are as follows:

1) Chance-Constrained Bounds: We propose a novel
chance-constrained framework that provides locational
storage bid bounds with a system cost minimization
objective. The bounds are derived from a chance-
constrained multi-period economic dispatch problem
incorporating uncertainties from net load, as well as the
risk preference of system operators.

2) Theoretical Pricing Analysis: We provide a theoretical
analysis of key characteristics of the proposed bounds to
establish a robust understanding of market intuitions. We
prove that the bounds cap truthful bids with a confidence
level and the cleared storage bids should be bounded by
the risk-aware locational marginal price (LMP). We also
show that the bid bounds decrease monotonically with
the state of charge (SoC) and increase monotonically
with net load uncertainty and risk perference.

3) Simulation Analysis: We test the bid bounds using an
agent-based market simulation with varying storage
bid strategies and system uncertainty scenarios on the
modified 8-zone ISO-NE test system with multiple
renewables and storage units. Results show that the
proposed bid bounds can reliably reduce system cost
and increase storage profit under high storage economic
withholding cases, and these benefits scale up with the
economic withholding level and storage capacity.

We organize the remainder of the paper as follows.
Section II summarizes the previous works on market design of
energy storage and pricing of uncertainty. Section III provides
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problem formulation and preliminaries of chance-constrained
pricing framework. Section IV presents the theoretical pricing
analysis. Section V describes case studies to verify the
theoretical results. Finally, section VI concludes this paper.
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Fig. 1. Comparison of hourly weighted average bids and optimal hindsight
bids during January 2024 from CAISO [7].

II. BACKGROUNDS AND LITERATURE REVIEW

A. Energy Storage Strategic Bidding

Facilitated by FERC Order 841, U.S. power system
operators now permit energy storage systems to submit
charge (demand) and discharge (generation) bids to energy
markets, recognizing that these bids must account for future
opportunities and uncertainties [6]. For storage participants,
developing optimal bidding strategies requires considering
the physical characteristics of the storage, uncertainties in
future market prices, and opportunities from participating in
multiple markets. This complexity results in a challenging
problem, as electricity prices are highly volatile and do
not adhere to standardized process models. Researchers
have explored a diverse range of approaches to address
storage bidding, including model predictive control [12],
stochastic optimization [13], bi-level optimization [14], robust
optimization [15], reinforcement learning [16], [17], and
model-based learning techniques [4], [18], etc.

Storage bid strategies often depend on proprietary
information, including price forecasts and uncertainty models,
which poses challenges for power system operators in
effectively monitoring and regulating these bids. Figure 1
compares average bid data from CAISO with hindsight
optimal bids generated using cleared market prices. The
comparison reveals that discharge bids are significantly higher
(and charge bids significantly lower) than the hindsight
optimal bids, suggesting strategic economic withholding by
storage operators. Although the hindsight bids do not account
for uncertainties and specific unit or locational factors, the
substantial gap between historical bids and optimal bids high-
lights significant opportunities to enhance market efficiencies.

B. Market Efficiency Managements of Energy Storage

Measures to enhance market efficiency in energy storage
participation can be categorized into two main approaches: 1)
deriving default bids to enable system operators to manage the

dispatch of energy storage directly, and 2) mitigating market
power in storage bids to prevent storage operators from
exerting undue influence on market prices through strategic
bidding behavior. However, both strategies are still in their
early stages of development. Extensive research has focused on
developing more sophisticated pricing signals that incorporate
uncertainties [19], [20] and temporal dependencies [21], [22].
Yet, energy storage systems typically require a 12- to 24-hour
planning horizon to address daily price fluctuations between
peaks and valleys [23], which is significantly longer than the
shorter horizons needed for ramping or reserve management.
Consequently, these advanced pricing models have not been
effectively implemented in practice for energy storage default
bids, primarily due to the challenges of accurately modeling
future uncertainties over extended time horizons. Additionally,
the need to maintain the power system operator’s neutral
stance in the market and uphold reliability standards further
complicates the integration of these models.

Detecting market manipulation through storage operations
remains challenging due to the lack of an opportunity cost
baseline [24]. Most studies in this area have been descriptive
and have yet to produce definitive conclusions when applied
to realistic operations under uncertainty. For example, recent
research suggests that storage discharge bids should not exceed
the highest daily price [25] and that storage operators should
avoid withholding energy to manipulate market prices [26].
However, these recommendations are grounded in determin-
istic frameworks and fail to account for scenarios where
storage operators use proprietary models incorporating price
uncertainties to design their bids. To this end, the locational bid
bounds proposed in this work serve as a preventive measure to
mitigate potential market power abuse and bid inefficiencies,
while still allowing storage participants the flexibility to
develop their bid strategies within the established limits.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND PRELIMINARIES

Our objective is to derive probabilistic bounds for locational
and unit-specific energy storage market offers. To do this, we
begin by formulating an Oracle baseline economic dispatch
problem that represents the optimal scenario for storage
dispatch. Recognizing the uncertainties in demand and re-
newable generation, we then introduce chance constraints into
the economic dispatch framework and develop a deterministic
convex reformulation to establish robust bid bounds.

A. Oracle Economic Dispatch

The Oracle economic dispatch problem (OED) assumes
a multi-period dispatch with perfectly forecasted demand
and renewable profiles. While OED is not achievable in
practice, it provides a baseline for our later analysis. OED is
formulated as follows.

min
∑

t∈T
[
∑

i∈G
Ci(gi,t)+

∑
s∈S

Ms(ps,t+bs,t)] (1a)

s.t. ∀i∈G, ∀s∈S , ∀l∈L, ∀t∈T∑
i∈G

gi,t+
∑
s∈S

(ps,t−bs,t)=
∑

n∈N
dn,t: λt (1b)
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|
∑

n∈N
PTDFl−n(

∑
i∈Nn

gi,t+
∑

s∈Nn

(ps,t−bs,t)−dn,t) |

≤F l: ωl,t,ωl,t (1c)

Gi≤gi,t≤Gi−ri,t (1d)∑
i∈G

ri,t≥ρ
∑

n∈N
dn,t (1e)

−RDi≤gi,t−gi,t−1≤RUi (1f)

0≤bs,t≤P s (1g)

0≤ps,t≤P s (1h)
bs,t⊥ps,t (1i)

Es≤es,t≤Es (1j)
es,t−es,t−1=−ps,t/ηs+bs,tηs: θs,t (1k)

where G, S , T , N , and L denote the sets of conventional
generators, storages, time periods, nodes, and lines,
respectively, and the subscripts i, s, t, n, l correspond to the
elements within these sets. Ci and Ms denote the production
cost function of conventional generator and degradation cost
of storage [$/MWh]. dn,t denotes the net load (load minus
renewable generation) [MWh]. F l denotes the power limit of
transmission line normalized per time step [MWh]. PTDFl−n

denotes the power transfer distribution factor from node n to
line l. ρ defines the reserve capacity ratio of the conventional
generator (e.g., ρ= 10%). P s, Es and Es denote the power
capacity of storage, normalized per time step [MWh] and
maximum and minimum SoC of storage [MWh]. ηs denotes
the one-way efficiency of storage. Gi and Gi denote the
maximum and minimum power output of conventional
generator, normalized per time step [MWh]. RU i and RDi

denote the ramp-up and ramp-down limits of conventional
generator, normalized per time step [MWh]. gi,t, ri,t; ps,t, bs,t
and es,t denote the decision variables for dispatched energy
and reserve energy of conventional generator [MWh];
discharge energy, charge energy, and SoC of storage [MWh].
λt, ωl,t, ωl,t, and θs,t are dual variables of corresponding
constraints. λt and θs,t denote the energy price, and LMP is
defined as: LMPn,t=λt−

∑
lPDTFl−n(ωl,t−ωl,t).

The objective function (1a) minimizes system cost of con-
ventional generators and storages. Constraints (1b) guarantee
the power balance. Constraints (1c) limit the transmission line
power flow. By using DC-OPF model [27], PTDF=BlB̂

−1,
Bl is the admittance of line l, B̂ is the pseudoinverse matrix
of bus admittance. Constraints (1d) limit the power output
of conventional generators. Constraints (1e) guarantee the
reserve capacity from conventional generators. Constraints (1f)
limit the ramp-up/down of conventional generators. Charge
and discharge power of storage are limited by (1g)-(1h).
Constraints (1i) prevent simultaneous charging and discharging
of storage and can be reformulated using binary variables,
rending a mixed-integer linear programming [28]. By substi-
tuting the binary variables with their solutions, we can obtain
dual variables from the reduced convex model. Storage SoC is
limited by constraints (1j). Constraints (1k) define the relation-
ship between the SoC and charge/discharge energy of storage.

Remark 1. Marginal value of storage opportunity. The
dual variable θs,t the associated with (1k) is the marginal
opportunity value of energy stored at storage s at the end

of time period t. This is trivial to show as (1k) is the only
time-coupling constraint of the storage operation. In later
sections, we will use θs,t as a main reference to analyze and
develop storage bid bounds.

B. Single period dispatch and storage marginal cost

Practical real-time economic dispatch considers either
a single time period or a very short look-ahead primarily
for ramp rate management. To simplify the mathematical
presentation and solely focus on storage management, we
consider the following single-period economic dispatch
problem (SED) defined as follows:

min
∑

i∈G
Ci(gi,t)+

∑
s∈S

(As,tps,t−Bs,tbs,t) (2a)

s.t. (1b)–(1f)

0≤bs,t≤min{P s,(Es−es,t−1)/ηs} (2b)

0≤ps,t≤min{P s,(es,t−1−Es)ηs} (2c)

where As,t and Bs,t denote the storage discharge and charge
marginal costs. Note es,t−1 is treated as a parameter instead
of a variable as SED only optimizes time step t.

Given perfect foresight of net load over a future T-time
horizon, we calculate the optimal hindsight marginal cost of
storage using Lagrangian relaxation in (3), which consists of
both physical costs Ms and opportunity costs θs,t.

As,t=∂(Msps,t+θs,tps,t/ηs)/∂ps,t=Ms+θs,t/ηs (3a)
Bs,t=−∂(Msbs,t−θs,tbs,tηs)/∂bs,t=θs,tηs−Ms (3b)

Note that due to uncertainties in net load and inter-temporal
constraints (1k), problem (1) is unsolvable in practice, and
the opportunity cost θs,t cannot be known.

C. Chance-Constrained Multi-Period Economic Dispatch

We now extend (1) to incorporate net load uncertainties
using a chance-constrained economic dispatch formulation
(CED) in (4). The CED provides probabilistic bounds on the
storage opportunity costs, which serve as a base for designing
market offer caps. The CED is formulated as follows.

min
∑

t∈T
[
∑

i∈G
Ci(gi,t)+

∑
s∈S

Ms(ps,t+bs,t)] (4a)

s.t. ∀i∈G, ∀s∈S , ∀l∈L, ∀t∈T

P
(∑
i∈G

gi,t+
∑
s∈S

(ps,t−bs,t)≥
∑
n∈N

dn,t)≥1−ϵ: λ̂s,t (4b)

P
(
|
∑
n∈N

PTDFl−n(
∑
i∈Nn

gi,t+
∑
s∈Nn

(ps,t−bs,t)−dn,t) |≤F l

)
≥1−ϵ: ω̂l,t,ω̂l,t (4c)

Gi≤gi,t≤Gi−ri,t: ν̂i,t,ν̂i,t (4d)

P
(∑

i∈G
ri,t≥ρ

∑
n∈N

dn,t
)
≥1−ϵ (4e)

−RDi≤gi,t−gi,t−1≤RUi: κ̂i,t,κ̂i,t (4f)

0≤bs,t≤P s: α̂s,t,α̂s,t (4g)

0≤ps,t≤P s: β̂
s,t

,β̂s,t (4h)

bs,t⊥ps,t (4i)

Es≤es,t≤Es: ι̂s,t ,̂ιs,t (4j)
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es,t−es,t−1=−ps,t/ηs+bs,tηs: θ̂s,t (4k)

where P denotes the probability function for chance-
constraints. ϵ denotes the probability level of chance-
constraints, e.g., ϵ=5%. λt, θs,t, ωl,t, ωl,t, νi,t, νi,t, κi,t,
κi,t, αs,t, αs,t, β

s,t
, βs,t, ιs,t, and ιs,t are dual variables

of corresponding constraints under CED framework. λ̂t

and θ̂s,t denotes the energy price and opportunity cost of
storage derived from CED framework. And risk-aware LMP
is defined as: ˆLMPn,t= λ̂t−

∑
lPDTFl−n(ω̂l,t−ω̂l,t).

Compared to the deterministic framework, constraints
(1b), (1c), and (1e) are changed into chance-constraints
(4b), (4c), and (4e), which ensure that these constraints are
simultaneously satisfied with a 1−ϵ confidence level.

D. Problem Reformulation

Chance-constraints (4b), (4c), and (4e) admit a deterministic
reformulation in (5).∑
i∈G

gi,t+
∑
s∈S

(ps,t−bs,t)≥
∑
n∈N

(µn,t+F−1(1−ϵ)σn,t) (5a)∑
n∈N

PTDFl−n(
∑

i∈Nn

gi,t+
∑

s∈Nn

(ps,t−bs,t) (5b)

−µn,t−F−1(1−ϵ)σn,t≥−F l,
∑

n∈N
PTDFl−n(

∑
i∈Nn

gi,t

+
∑

s∈Nn

(ps,t−bs,t)−µn,t+F−1(1−ϵ)σn,t)≤F l∑
i∈G

ri,t≥ρ
∑

n∈N
(µn,t+F−1(1−ϵ)σn,t) (5c)

where µt, σt and F−1(·) are the mean, standard deviation
and normalized inversed cumulative distribution function of
net load.

Remark 2. Uncertainty models. The inversed cumulative
distribution function can be obtained based on the following
uncertainty models. Considering uncertainties with spatio-
temporal correlations, Sample Average Approximation
method [29] and Distributionally Robust Optimization [30]
can be used to estimate the quantiles.

1) For uncertainty with assumed distribution, e.g., normal
distribution, then we have F−1(1−ϵ)=Φ−1(1−ϵ).

2) For uncertainty with ambitious information, we can
obtain the robust approximation of inversed cumulative
distribution function from generalizations of the
Cantelli’s inequality [31]. Please refer to Table I.

3) For uncertainty with discrete historical and observed sce-
narios, we can model the uncertainty by three-parameters
Versatile Distribution proposed in [32] and learn the
parameters by Maximum Likelihood Estimation, then
we have F−1(1−ϵ |a,b,c)=c−ln

(
(1−ϵ)−1/b−1

)
/a.

IV. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we derive the locational bid bounds for
storage participants. We then present a theoretical analysis to
demonstrate the monotonicity of bid bounds with respect to
SoC, uncertainty and risk preference.

TABLE I
ROBUST APPROXIMATION OF NORMALIZED INVERSE CUMULATIVE

DISTRIBUTION WITH AMBIGUOUS INFORMATION

Type & Shape F−1(1−ϵ) ϵ

No Assumption (NA)
√

(1−ϵ)/ϵ 0<ϵ≤1

Symmetric Distribution (S)
√

1/2ϵ 0<ϵ≤1/2

0 1/2<ϵ≤1

Unimodal Distribution (U)
√

(4−9ϵ)/9ϵ 0<ϵ≤1/6√
(3−3ϵ)/(1+3ϵ) 1/6<ϵ≤1

Symmetric & Unimodal Distribution (SU)

√
2/9ϵ 0<ϵ≤1/6

√
3(1−2ϵ) 1/6<ϵ≤1/2

0 1/2<ϵ≤1

A. Locational Bid Bounds

Our main result shows the storage opportunity value dual
θ̂s,t from the CED problem serves as a probabilistic bound
of the storage marginal cost from the OED problem.

Theorem 1. Locational storage bid bounds. The chance-
constrained locational storage bid bounds are formulated as:

P(max(As,t)≤Ms+max(θ̂s,t)/ηs)≥1−ϵ (6a)

P(max(Bs,t)≤min(θ̂s,t)ηs−Ms)≥1−ϵ (6b)

Theorem 1 demonstrates that for cleared storage units, the
bids submitted by storage participants should be limited by
the proposed bounds with a 1−ϵ confidence level. However,
as shown in (16), if power or SoC constraints are binding, the
storage unit is not cleared, allowing the bids to exceed these
bounds. Hence, the system operator can distinguish it from
exercising market power based on the proposed bounds and
storage states. We defer the complete proof to Appendix A.

Due to the limited knowledge of system uncertainties, stor-
age struggles to bid efficiently, making it difficult to capture
legitimate future opportunities. Overbidding or underbidding
can reduce storage profits and social welfare. To address this,
storage bid bounds can benchmark storage market power and
effectively adjust bids to facilitate social welfare convergence.

Corollary 1. Anticipated storage bid bounds. The locational
storage bid bounds equal the risk-aware LMP.

max(As,t)=max( ˆLMPm,t), max(Bs,t)=min( ˆLMPm,t) (7)

Corollary 1 shows that the system operator can anticipate
storage bid bounds based on the projected risk-aware LMP.
This result aligns with previous work [28] under a price-taker
profit maximization framework, which shows that the upper
bound of storage bids is limited by peak energy price.

B. SoC Monotonicity of Storage Bid Bounds

We further show that the storage bid bounds are a convex
function of storage SoC. Hence, they serve as bounds for
SoC-dependent bids [2], enabling the efficient integration of
SoC-dependent bids into the market clearing. To demonstrate
this, the following proposition proves that the storage bid
bounds monotonically decrease with SoC.
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Remark 3. Second-order differentiability and piece-wise
linear approximations. We assume that the generator cost
function is convex second-order differentiable for the follow-
ing theoretical analysis. Hence, given a quadratic or super-
quadratic cost function Ci, ∂2Ci(gi,t)/∂g

2
i,t ≥ 0. For applica-

tion to piecewise-linear/quadratic cost functions, we can ap-
proximate using discrete second-order derivative calculations:

∂2Ci(gi,t)

∂g2i,t
≈ Ci(gi,t+∆g)+Ci(gi,t−∆g)−2Ci(gi,t)

∆g2
(8)

where ∆g is a sufficiently small step, then according to the
convex definition (monotonic increasing cost functions), the
second-order derivative approximation is always non-negative.

Proposition 1. SoC-dependent storage bid bounds. Given
a monotonically increasing and quadratic or super-quadratic
cost function Ci, we have ∂ max(As,t)/∂es,t−1 ≤ 0,
∂max(Bs,t)/∂es,t−1≤0.

Proof. Substituting (1b) and (17a) into (7), then we have:

∂max(As,t)

∂es,t−1
=

∂2Ci(gi,t)

∂2gi,t

∂gi,t
∂ps,t

∂ps,t

∂es,t−1
(9)

=−ηs∂
2Ci(gi,t)/∂

2gi,t≤0

∂max(Bs,t)

∂es,t−1
=

∂2Ci(gi,t(ξt))

∂2gi,t

∂gi,t
∂bs,t

∂bs,t

∂es,t−1
(10)

=−∂2Ci(gi,t(ξt))/ηs∂
2gi,t≤0

Hence, we have finished the proof.

These results fit the diminishing storage value, i.e.,
the marginal value decreases with storage SoC levels.
Proposition 1 also aligns with prior studies that show the
storage opportunity value function is convex, but were derived
using a price-taker profit maximization framework [2], [33].
In contrast, we derive proposition 1 using a social welfare
maximization framework. These results provide convex
bounds for SoC-dependent storage bids, demonstrating that a
convex cost function can guide both system operator dispatch
and the bids submitted by storage participants.

C. Uncertainty Monotonicity of Storage Bid Bounds

We further show that storage bid bounds increase with
system uncertainty and risk preference of system operators.
This is a significant difference compared to conventional
generators, whose bids should always be based on fixed fuel
cost curves, independent of uncertainty and risk preference.

Proposition 2. Storage bid bounds scaling with system
uncertainty. Given a quadratic or super-quadratic function Ci,
we have ∂max(As,t)/∂σn,t≥0, ∂max(Bs,t)/∂σn,t≥0.

Proof. From (17a) and quadratic or super-quadratic function
Ci, we have:

∂ ˆLMPm,t

∂σn,t
=

∂2Ci(gi,t)

∂gi,t∂σn,t
=

∂2Ci(gi,t)

∂2gi,t
F−1(1−ϵ)≥0 (11)

By substituting (11) into (7), we have finished the proof.

Note that the uncertainties lie not only in the renewables
and load but also in the look-ahead window of the dispatch.

Proposition 2 demonstrates that with a quadratic or super-
quadratic function of Ci, the storage bid bounds will increase
with higher non-anticipativity either from higher penetration of
uncertain resources (e.g., renewables, flexible load) or a longer
look-ahead window. This result can also confirm that the bid
bounds incorporating future uncertainty (σt > 0) should be
greater than those without uncertainty consideration (σt=0).

Proposition 2 also aligns with prior studies [28], [33] that
have shown the storage bids scales with price uncertainty in
price-taker profit-maximization objectives. Yet, we derive this
result considering net load uncertainty from a social welfare
maximization perspective.

Proposition 3. Storage bid bounds scaling with risk
preference. Given a quadratic or super-quadratic function Ci,
we have ∂max(As,t)/∂ϵ≤0, ∂max(Bs,t)/∂ϵ≤0.

Proof. From (17a) and quadratic or super-quadratic function
Ci, we have:

∂ ˆLMPm,t

∂ϵ
=

∂2Ci(gi,t)

∂gi,t∂ϵ
=−∂2Ci(gi,t)

∂2gi,t

∂F−1(1−ϵ)σn,t

∂ϵ
≤0

(12)

By substituting (12) into (7), we have finished the proof.

Proposition 3 shows that the system operator can adjust
the bid bounds based on their risk preference. However,
when ϵ is too small, storage bid bounds become excessively
large, reducing their effectiveness in limiting market power
and enhancing social welfare. Conversely, when ϵ is too
large, storage bid bounds become too conservative, failing
to recover the truthful storage cost, which diminishes both
storage profitability and social welfare. Therefore, the system
operator should choose a trade-off value for ϵ in practice.

V. NUMERICAL CASE STUDY

A. Agent-based Experiment Setups

We use a modified agent-based simulation framework with
strategic storage participants [9] based on the ISO-NE sys-
tem [34] to demonstrate the effectiveness of proposed bid
bounds in system costs and storage profits. The test system
consists of 8 nodes, 12 lines, 76 thermal generators with a total
installed capacity of 23.1 GW, and an average load of 13 GW.

Our experiment has the following procedures:
1) Select 10 representative day-ahead (DA) net load

scenarios and 100 Monte Carlo samples of real-time
(RT) realizations for each DA scenario based on a pre-set
net load uncertainty, hence 1000 scenarios for each trial.

2) Perform DA unit commitment to derive the day-ahead
price for each scenario (see [9] for the DA unit
commitment formulation).

3) For each of the ten DA scenarios, repeat for following
for each of the 100 real-time scenarios:

a) Generate storage economic withholding bids based on
the day-ahead price and assumed price derivations σ,
please refer to Appendix B for detailed bid generation
formulations.

b) Generate the proposed bid bounds as (6).
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Fig. 2. Chance-constrained bounds for storage opportunity cost.

Fig. 3. Storage discharge and charge bid bounds variations with SoC under
20% and 35% storage capacity scenarios.

c) Perform RT economic dispatch using the SED
formulation in (2) with economic withholding bids
submitted by storage participants. The SED runs
sequentially for 24 hours for each real-time scenario.

d) Repeat SED with capped storage economic
withholding bids using bid bounds.

4) Record the averaged system cost and storage profit results
across scenarios and samples of steps 3-c) and 3-d).

We also repeated the experiment trials with different energy
storage withholding and system uncertainty.

For easier presentation, we use a capacity holding scale 1-5
to represent price σ from 0 to 50 $/MWh when storage design
their bids, higher uncertainty results in higher economic with-
oldings [33]. The baseline uncertainty scenarios are derived
from the Elia dataset [35], and use a net load uncertainty
scale of 1–3 to represent scaling up the net changes three
times its value. Unless otherwise specified, renewables are set
at 30% of maximum load capacity, with storage configured at
20% of maximum load capacity and 4-hour duration. Initial
SoC, efficiency, and marginal cost of storage are set to be 0.5,
95%, and $10/MWh. The probabilistic level is set to be 5%.

The optimization is coded in MATLAB and solved by
Gurobi 11.0 solver. The programming environment is Intel
Core i9-13900HX @ 2.30GHz with RAM 16 GB1.

1The code and data used in this study are available at: https://github.com/
thuqining/Storage Pricing for Social Welfare Maximization.git

(a)

(b)

Fig. 4. Storage bid bounds: (a) variations with net load uncertainty and (b)
comparison to storage economic withholding bids.

B. Analysis on Bid Bounds Dependency

We first demonstrate some key characteristics of the
bid bound, which directly validates the analytical results
presented in the previous sections.

1) Bound effectiveness: Figure 2 compares the proposed
opportunity cost bound (ϵ = 5%) with the true maximum
opportunity cost from 500 Monte Carlo samples of net
load uncertainty realizations. The opportunity cost bounds
effectively cap the true opportunity cost of storage with a
guaranteed confidence level. Hence, the bid bounds which
consist of fixed physical cost and opportunity cost bound
can reliably cap the truthful bids submitted by storage
participants. This result verifies the Theorem 1.

2) SoC-Dependent Storage Bid Bounds: Figure 3
demonstrates that storage bid bounds decrease monotonically
with SoC, confirming Proposition 1. Comparing the trends
at 20% and 35% storage capacities, the 35% case exhibits a
significantly stronger dependency on SoC. This indicates that
higher storage capacity has a more pronounced impact on
system operations and marginal costs. In particular, the lower
discharge bid bound at the 35% case suggests that storage
operations further drove down the system LMPs.

3) Uncertainty Scaling of Storage Bid Bounds: Figure 4
(a) demonstrates that the storage bid bounds monotonically
increase with uncertainty, which verifies the Proposition 2.
The discharge and charge bid bounds increase by 50% and
68%, respectively, as uncertainty scales from 0 to 5.

The bid bounds can benchmark storage economic
withholding behavior. As illustrated in Figure 4 (b), the bids
submitted by storage participants increase monotonically

https://github.com/thuqining/Storage_Pricing_for_Social_Welfare_Maximization.git
https://github.com/thuqining/Storage_Pricing_for_Social_Welfare_Maximization.git
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(b)(a)

Fig. 5. Difference after adding storage bounds under 20% storage capacity and 30% renewable capacity: (a) system cost reduction and (b) storage profit increase.

(b)(a)

Fig. 6. Difference after adding storage bounds 35% storage capacity and 30% renewable capacity: (a) system cost reduction and (b) storage profit increase.

with the economic withholding scale. Therefore, significant
economic withholding results in excessively high discharge
bids or low charge bids, thereby affecting storage clearing and
ultimately impacting social welfare. The proposed bid bounds
adjust inefficient storage bids by clipping any values that
exceed these bounds. It is observed that bids with scale 0 and 3
economic withholding levels are reasonable, whereas bids with
scale 5 economic withholding exceed the storage’s truthful
marginal cost and are consequently capped by the bid bounds.
Moreover, the bounds can help storage understand the system
uncertainty level. Under the current net load uncertainty, the
assumed price σ is expected to be around 15 $/MWh.

C. Agent-based System Operation Analysis

We now show the agent-based simulation results.
1) Impact on system cost and storage profits: Figure 5

compares the system cost and storage profit at 30% renewable
capacity and 20% storage capacity. The results indicate that
the proposed bounds reduce system cost while increasing
storage profits in scenarios of high storage withholding
and low system uncertainty (upper-left regions of the
figures). This improvement arises because the bid bound
mitigates inefficient storage bids—those with excessively

high withholding that unduly limits system availability. By
capping such bids, storage availability is enhanced, leading
to lower system costs and higher profits.

Figure 6 offers a similar comparison under a scenario with
higher storage capacity—30% renewable capacity and 35%
storage capacity. Compared to Figure 5(a), the 35% case
yields more significant system cost savings, indicating that
the bid bound’s contribution increases with greater storage
shares. Conversely, Figure 6(b) shows that in low uncertainty
conditions with moderate withholding levels (mid-left region),
the bid bound reduces storage profit. In this region, storage
units achieve higher prices and profits through optimal
withholding, capping these bids lowers profits while cutting
system costs. At higher withholding levels (greater than 4),
the bounds again prove beneficial by curbing inefficient bids
that would otherwise undermine profitability, mirroring the
trends observed in Figure 5.

2) Result sensitivity to storage and renewable capacity:
Table II provides more comprehensive results of the economic
performance and its improvement with different storage and
renewable capacities under low system uncertainty (averaged
over 1-1.5 scale) and high system uncertainty (averaged over
1.75-3 scale), with average economic withholding (AEW)
cases averaged over withholding scale from 0 to 5, and
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TABLE II
IMPACT OF STORAGE AND RENEWABLE CAPACITY ON ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE AND IMPROVEMENT UNDER LOW AND HIGH UNCERTAINTY

Renewable Storage Low Uncertainty High Uncertainty

System Cost (106$(%)) Storage Profit (105$(%)) System Cost (106$(%)) Storage Profit (105$(%))
AEW MEW AEW MEW AEW MEW AEW MEW

30%
20% 7.63(-0.17) 7.65(-0.23) 1.04(10.16) 0.92(14.48) 7.80(-0.06) 7.81(-0.09) 0.94(4.96) 0.92(7.72)
35% 7.57(-0.21) 7.60(-0.48) 1.48(0.19) 1.29(12.24) 7.74(-0.09) 7.78(-0.18) 1.40(4.77) 1.37(10.69)
50% 7.48(-0.20) 7.52(-0.40) 2.03(0.90) 1.90(6.83) 7.64(-0.07) 7.68(-0.12) 2.00(1.47) 2.00(3.89)

50%
20% 7.50(-0.11) 7.52(-0.18) 0.91(6.63) 0.78(11.68) 7.72(-0.02) 7.72(-0.04) 0.85(1.31) 0.83(2.71)
35% 7.42(-0.10) 7.45(-0.23) 1.44(-1.10) 1.30(2.21) 7.63(-0.03) 7.66(-0.06) 1.40(1.13) 1.38(2.46)
50% 7.37(-0.08) 7.40(-0.26) 1.77(-1.51) 1.69(2.44) 7.57(-0.05) 7.59(-0.07) 1.80(0.62) 1.85(1.89)

the maximum economic withholding (MEW) corresponding
to the withholding scale of 5. The result shows under all
scenarios, storage bid bounds can reliably reduce the system
cost, with the highest reduction case close to 0.5%. On the
other hand, the bid bound improves the most profit at low
storage capacity levels, for it helps to modulate less efficient
bids from storage that overly withhold capacity.

An increase in renewable capacity leads to lower energy
prices, thereby diminishing the effectiveness of bid bounds.
Notably, in high-renewable scenarios, storage profit is sacri-
ficed by an average of 1.10–1.15%. Under high uncertainty
scenarios, both system cost and storage profit are elevated rela-
tive to low uncertainty scenarios. However, the effectiveness of
bid bounds is reduced, since it becomes more rational to with-
hold higher capacity as indicated by the higher bid bounds.

3) Result sensitivity to uncertainty model and risk
preference: We evaluate the performance of the proposed
pricing mechanism under different uncertainty models as
shown in Table III. It is observed that bid bounds and
performance vary across different uncertainty models.
Specifically, the model using empirical hindsight data
generates the lowest bid bounds and achieves the highest
social welfare improvement compared to the others. The
versatile distribution demonstrates the best performance in
fitting uncertainty, as it can capture skewness and multimodal
characteristics, with results closely aligning with the empirical
model. The robust approximation results in the least social
welfare improvement due to its excessively high bid bounds,
particularly in high uncertainty scenarios. Compared to
the empirical model, the versatile distribution demonstrates
relatively better performance, with only a 0.1%-0.2%
reduction. This indicates that system operators can guarantee
acceptable performance using versatile distribution models.

Furthermore, we compare the performance of the Gaussian
model under different risk preferences by varying ϵ. Table IV
shows that as ϵ decreases, bid bounds increase while
social welfare improvement declines, which verifies the
Proposition 3. Moreover, under low uncertainty, the bid
bounds and the associated performance are more sensitive to
ϵ. For a high ϵ setting, the bid bounds may prevent storage
from recovering its truthful cost in extreme scenarios, whereas
for a low ϵ setting, excessively high bid bounds reduce their
effectiveness in limiting strategic economic withholding
behavior. Especially, when ϵ is set to 15%, system cost and
storage profit decrease by an average of 0.20% and 13.77%,

respectively. This suggests that system operators can make a
tradeoff decision by setting ϵ around 5% to 10%.

TABLE III
COMPARISON OF ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE AND IMPROVEMENT UNDER

DIFFERENT UNCERTAINTY MODELS

Uncertainty
Scale Model System Cost

(106$)
Cost

Reduction (%)
Storage Profit

(105$)
Profit

Increase (%)

1.0

Empirical

7.60

-0.14

1.06

8.96
Versatile -0.15 9.71
Gaussian -0.19 11.21
Robust -0.16 10.41

3.0

Empirical

7.93

0.05

0.90

5.24
Versatile -0.04 4.52
Gaussian -0.01 3.09
Robust -0.00 1.75

TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE AND IMPROVEMENT UNDER

DIFFERENT RISK PREFERENCE

Uncertainty
Scale

ϵ
(%)

System Cost
(106$)

Cost
Reduction (%)

Storage Profit
(105$)

Profit
Increase (%)

1.0

15

7.60

-0.20

1.06

-13.77
10 -0.19 11.45
5 -0.19 11.21
1 -0.17 10.52

3.0

15

7.93

-0.11

0.90

8.96
10 -0.10 8.92
5 -0.01 3.09
1 -0.00 1.99

4) Computational efficiency and scalability: Table V
shows the computing time for storage bid bounds calculation
increases exponentially with the number of integrated storage
units. When the number of storage units exceeds 5000, the
problem takes over an hour to solve, making it impractical
for real-world implementation. To address this problem, we
employ a robust relaxation [36] to avoid the use of binary
variables, significantly enhancing computational performance.
The computing time increases linearly with the number of
storage units, requiring only 102.51 s for 10000 units.

VI. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

We proposed a novel approach to generate bounds for
capping energy storage market offers to help reduce system
operating costs and regulate storage profits. These bounds are
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TABLE V
COMPARISON OF COMPUTATIONAL PERFORMANCE UNDER DIFFERENT

STORAGE NUMBER AND RELAXATION CONDITION

Storage
Number

CPU Time
Storage
Number

CPU Time

Without
Relaxation

With
Relaxation

Without
Relaxation

With
Relaxation

5 0.58 s 0.19 s 500 3.36 s 0.89 s

10 0.96 s 0.22 s 1000 317.99 s 2.04 s

50 1.86 s 0.24 s 5000 >1h 39.92 s

100 3.26 s 0.30 s 10000 >1h 102.51 s

unit-location specific and generated using a tractable chance-
constrained economic dispatch formulation that internalizes
the net load uncertainty and the system operator’s risk
preference. We provide theoretical proof showing that the bid
bounds cap truthful storage bids and has strong dependency
with SoC, system uncertainty and risk preference. Agent-
based numerical simulations based on the 8-zone ISO-NE test
system verify our theoretical findings and show the proposed
approach can reliably reduce system cost and regulate storage
profit, especially mitigating extreme withholding cases that
also improve storage profits.

Our work addresses the pressing need for new regulatory
approaches to manage energy storage market offers in
electricity markets, while acknowledging that storage
participants have valid causes for conducting economic
withholding, which is sensitive to price volatility and
uncertainty. Our approach enables operators to remain neutral,
fostering competition among strategic storage participants,
while capping offers to prevent excessive withholding that
could compromise system efficiency. Additionally, the bounds
can be tuned within a chance-constrained framework based
on risk preferences and uncertainty models, allowing power
system operators to update bids in line with their uncertainty
profiles without directly influencing market-clearing outcomes.

The proposed framework provides a practical solution to
the ongoing storage bidding behavior in CAISO, as outlined
in our motivation, where storage participants are overly
withholding their availability and evidently contributing to
price spikes during periods when storage was not planned to
discharge. Notably, our bound framework can be implemented
as a simplification of the real market clearing models that
ensures computation efficiency while offering insights into
facilitating social welfare convergence as power systems scale
up renewable and energy storage deployments.
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APPENDIX

A. Proof of Theorem 1

We provide the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions of
CED (4) in (13) for the following theoretical analysis.

∂L

∂gi,t
=

∂Ci(gi,t)

∂gi,t
+
∑

l
PDTFl−n(ω̂l,t−ω̂l,t) (13a)

−λ̂t−ν̂i,t+ν̂i,t−κ̂i,t+κ̂i,t=0, i∈Gn

∂L

∂bs,t
=Ms−

∑
l
PDTFl−m(ω̂l,t−ω̂l,t)−α̂s,t (13b)

+α̂s,t+λ̂t+(−θ̂s,t− ι̂s,t+ ι̂s,t)ηs=0, s∈Sm

∂L

∂ps,t
=Ms+

∑
l
PDTFl−m(ω̂l,t−ω̂l,t)−β̂

s,t
(13c)

+β̂s,t−λ̂t+(θ̂s,t+ ι̂s,t− ι̂s,t)/ηs=0, s∈Sm

∂L

∂es,t
= θ̂s,t−θ̂s,t+1− ι̂s,t+ ι̂s,t=0, s∈Sm (13d)

From (3), the bid bounds should include both physical
cost and opportunity cost bounds, hence we first prove the
opportunity cost bounds:

P(min(θ̂s,t)≥min(θs,t))≥1−ϵ (14a)

P(max(θ̂s,t)≥max(θs,t)≥θs,t)≥1−ϵ (14b)

From (13b)-(13c), we derive the linear relationships
between opportunity costs and risk-aware LMPs under charge
and discharge states in (15).

θ̂s,t=( ˆLMPm,t+Ms−α̂s,t+α̂s,t)/ηs− ι̂s,t+ ι̂s,t (15a)

θ̂s,t=( ˆLMPm,t−Ms+β̂
s,t
−β̂s,t)ηs− ι̂s,t+ ι̂s,t (15b)

For the cleared unit under charge state, we have α̂s,t =

ι̂s,t = 0, while under discharge state, we have β̂
s,t

= ι̂s,t = 0.
Given that all dual variables are non-negative, we derive the
minimum bound of charge opportunity cost in (16a) and the
maximum bound of discharge opportunity cost in (16b).

min(θ̂s,t)=(min( ˆLMPm,t)+Ms)/ηs (16a)

max(θ̂s,t)=(max( ˆLMPm,t)−Ms)ηs (16b)

Given that we have a marginal generator unit i for each time
slot, i.e., gj,t = Gj or Gj , j ̸= i. Hence, the constraints (4d)
and (4f) for the marginal unit i are not binding, we have

ν̂i,t= ν̂i,t= κ̂i,t= κ̂i,t=0. Then, combining (13a) and (4b), we
have (17a). ˆLMP

c
m,t and ˆLMP

c
n,t denote the congestion cost

of the storage node and marginal generator node, respectively.
d+n,t denotes the (1 − ϵ)% quantile of net load distribution.
Similarly, the deterministic LMP is formulated in (17b).

ˆLMPm,t=

∂Ci

( ∑
n∈N

d+n,t−
∑
s∈S

(ps,t−bs,t)−
∑

j∈G, j ̸=i

gj,t
)

∂gi,t

+ ˆLMP
c
m,t− ˆLMP

c
n,t (17a)

LMPm,t=

∂Ci

( ∑
n∈N

dn,t−
∑
s∈S

(ps,t−bs,t)−
∑

j∈G, j ̸=i

gj,t
)

∂gi,t
+LMPc

m,t−LMPc
n,t (17b)

Since d+n,t is larger than any realization of dn,t with
a 1 − ϵ confidence level, and congestion is more severe
under the chance-constrained framework, we have (18). By
substituting (18) into (16), we have proved (14). Hence, we
can derive the bid bounds based on the opportunity cost
bounds and have finished the proof.

P(LMPm,t≥ ˆLMPm,t)≥1−ϵ (18)

B. Formulation of Storage Economic Withholding Bids

(1) Opportunity Value Function. The storage profit
maximization is formulated in (19) to derive the storage
opportunity value function. To handle the SoC dependencies in
the storage model and uncertainty in price, stochastic dynamic
programming can be used to recursively update the value
function. The storage opportunity value function is determined
by the mean of real-time price (i.e., day-ahead price), and
monotonically increases with the standard deviation of real-
time price [28]. Hence, storage can exercise more economic
withholding with higher assumed price uncertainty.

Qs,t−1(es,t−1)=max λt(ps,t−bs,t)−Ms(ps,t+bs,t) (19)
+Vs,t(es,t)

Vs,t(es,t−1)=E(Qs,t−1(es,t−1) |λt)

s.t. (1g)–(1k)

where Vs,t is the opportunity value of energy storage, hence
value-to-go function in the stochastic dynamic programming.

(2) Storage Economic Withholding Bids. Energy storage
can generate charge and discharge bids as (20).

As,t=Ms+vs,t(es,t−1−ps,t/ηs)/ηs (20a)
Bs,t=ηsvs,t(es,t−1+bs,tηs)−Ms (20b)

where vs,t is the subderivative of Vs,t.

https://www.elia.be/en/grid-data
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