arXiv:2210.15344v1 [eess.SY] 27 Oct 2022

A Classification Scheme for Local Energy Trading

Jens Hönen^1, Johann L. Hurink^1, and Bert Zwart^{2,3}

1Faculty of EEMCS, University of Twente, Enschede, The Netherlands 2Department of Mathematics and Computer Science, Eindhoven University of Technology, Eindhoven, The Netherlands 3Centrum Wiskunde & Informatica (CWI), Amsterdam, The Netherlands

Abstract

The current trend towards more renewable and sustainable energy generation leads to an increased interest in new energy management systems and the concept of a smart grid. One important aspect of this is local energy trading, which is an extension of existing electricity markets by including prosumers, who are consumers also producing electricity. Prosumers having a surplus of energy may directly trade this surplus with other prosumers, which are currently in demand.

In this paper, we present an overview of the literature in the area of local energy trading. In order to provide structure to the broad range of publications, we identify key characteristics, define the various settings, and cluster the considered literature along these characteristics. We identify three main research lines, each with a distinct setting and research question. We analyze and compare the settings, the used techniques, and the results and findings within each cluster and derive connections between the clusters. In addition, we identify important aspects, which up to now have to a large extent been neglected in the considered literature and highlight interesting research directions, and open problems for future work.

Keywords Local energy trading game theory distributed optimization smart grid literature review survey

1 Introduction

In the last few years, a growing awareness of the impact of climate change has led to a trend towards more sustainable and renewable energy sources, such as photovoltaic systems (PV) or wind power. This results in high penetration of renewable energy sources and can lead to severe problems within the energy system. Among the most crucial disadvantages are the lack of control on the generation side as well as the uncertainty in predicting future amounts of energy generation due to the intermittent nature of renewable energy sources.

Especially within the electricity domain, this leads to an enormously complex, and challenging situation, as the ongoing electrification also leads to a drastic increase and changing patterns of electricity consumption.

In order to avoid upgrading the entire physical infrastructure of the electricity grid to compensate for the increased loads and peaks, one promising approach is the concept of a smart grid. Its core is the addition of a two-way communication layer on top of the current physical grid and the introduction of advanced sensor technology and smart devices in the system. The keys to unlocking the potential of smart devices supporting the smart grid are algorithms and energy management systems. They use the additional information from the sensors, as well as information from outside the grid system, such as e.g. weather forecasts, and aim to use the potential advantage of the flexibility offered by smart devices. As such, corresponding control algorithms are an important tool in ensuring a stable electricity distribution in the future.

One core task of the new energy management system is to support and enable local energy trading. Historically seen, energy trading has always happened on national electricity markets, where electricity producers, grid operators, retailers and suppliers, as well as large energy-intensive companies buy and sell electricity and short-term capacities. Due to the ongoing penetration of newly affordable technologies such as PV systems, batteries, or electric vehicles (EVs) and in order to ensure a stable grid, it is essential to include also prosumers, which are consumers who also produce, store and trade energy by e.g. PV and battery systems, in future energy markets. Currently, prosumers are not part of energy trading yet, mainly because of their small size and the uncontrollable nature of their local energy production. However, due to new concepts such as microgrids (see Section 4), these prosumers are now able to enter the energy markets. Possible approaches include trading with other prosumers, often referred to as Peer-to-Peer trading (P2P), or acting as one larger unit on traditional energy markets by combining their flexibility.

The field of traditional energy markets has always attracted the attention of researchers from different areas, such as electrical engineering, operations research, or (power) economics. This research considered amongst others, variations of the classical unit commitment problem (e.g., [7], [10], [40], [87]), bidding or pricing strategies for different national electricity markets (e.g., [1], [2], [3], [19], [20]), load forecasting (e.g., [32], [38], [58]), AC or DC optimal power flow computations (e.g., [13], [11], [15], [83]) or cascading failures and blackouts in high-voltage grids (e.g., [9], [12], [14], [73]). Compared to these problems, local energy trading focuses on the low-voltage (LV) or distribution grid and offers new, interesting challenges, such as congestions in LV grids due to the increased demand and local generation, or the impact of prosumers’ behavior, which is not necessarily restricted to cost savings or profit maximization. Hence, existing techniques and approaches used on a national level cannot simply be transferred to the local level, but need to be adapted and newly implemented.

The main contribution of this work is twofold. In a first step, we provide a detailed overview of existing literature in the area of local energy trading. Due to the wide range of settings and research questions in publications in this field, we first identify and define various characteristics and research questions related to the settings. Based on these questions and characteristics, we classify the considered literature into three main clusters and analyze each cluster on its own. During this analysis, we compare the used techniques within each cluster, as well as investigate possible connections between the clusters. In a second step, we identify open questions and challenges in local energy trading, based on the insights gained from the analysis. To the best of our knowledge, many of these interesting open challenges have been neglected up to now.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we present our main findings and results, followed by a detailed classification scheme in Section 3. Section 4 introduces a general model of a microgrid, while Section 5 presents a short theoretical introduction of the techniques used in the considered literature. In Section 6, we analyze the different clusters in detail w.r.t. the settings and used techniques. We conclude the work with a summary as well as an outlook to future research directions and open problems within the scope of local energy trading in Section 7.

2 Findings and Results

In this section, we give a summary of the three main findings identified within the scope of this work.

1. Three research directions: Within the area of local energy trading, there are three main research questions, which up to now have been considered in the literature. The first research question deals with the problem of matching (fixed) demand and (fixed) supply. The second research question focuses on internal pricing schemes for the prosumers, in which each prosumer profits from participation. The last research question deals with the problem of a decentralized balancing of demand and supply for a set of prosumers, such as a microgrid. In contrast to the first research question, here smart devices and some parts of the demand and supply offer flexibility.

2. Grid constraints: In contrast to classical energy markets, the considered literature rarely took grid constraints in the LV grid into account. While this may be reasonable and feasible for the classical energy production and generation of the last decades, the increased demands due to electrification as well as the local generation of e.g. PV systems require that (LV) grid constraints are also included in future local energy markets.

3. Uncertainty: Only in a very limited subset of the literature uncertainty, either in prices or forecasts, is taken into account. The vast majority of the work assumes to have perfect knowledge of all parameters for these aspects. While this may seem reasonable for short time horizons, energy trading schemes that plan the trading for a whole day should include some form of safety against deviations from the predicted values.

As a first conclusion, we can state that there are currently three main lines of research in the area of local energy trading. Herein, very interesting ideas and algorithms ranging from game theory to distributed optimization have already been applied, but some important aspects, in particular grid constraints and uncertainty, have been neglected or ignored to a large extent. Hence, the area of local energy trading still offers many interesting open problems for each of the given research lines.

3 Clustering of Local Energy Trading Approaches

Given the wide range of different settings and research questions in the considered literature, we first cluster similar problem settings together and then compare the clusters with each other. In order to cluster the settings, we first need to identify and define the key characteristics as well as the high-level research questions. Combining own findings as well as some of the characteristics found in [44] and [94], the final classification scheme is based on the following characteristics:

1. Valuation: Is the valuation of electricity of each prosumer taken into account? The valuation can be represented by means of bids in an auction approach or by utility functions in (non-)cooperative games. Utility functions are often a weighted sum of different aspects of electricity consumption, such as the cost of purchase, the profit of selling electricity, or the satisfaction of (the results of) electricity consumption.

2. Flexibility: What kind of flexibility w.r.t. electricity consumption and generation is taken into account? This can span from no flexibility over flexibility due to the usage of a battery or EV to flexible load and curtailment of PV generation.

3. Structure: How is the computation organized? Is it done centrally at the microgrid operator (MGO) or are computations distributed among all participants?

4. Objective: What is the main objective of the setting? The objectives in the considered literature range from maximizing social welfare, over minimizing costs to minimizing peak load or maximizing local consumption.

5. Stability and Fairness: Should the solution be stable against strategic manipulation of participants? Is the solution fair to everyone? As there is no common scientific definition of fairness, it refers to the lack of discrimination of a subset of the prosumers within assignments or decisions taken by the algorithms.

6. Participants and their incentives: Which entities can participate in the local energy trading scheme? Do all participants profit from the local energy trading scheme or may some participants be off the same as when not joining the energy trading scheme?

Using these characteristics, the final classification scheme consists of three major clusters, each with a unique setting and high-level research question. Two of the major clusters can be further split into two subclusters each. The reason for maintaining such a structure with three main clusters and two of them consisting of two subclusters each is that the two subclusters are very similar to each other, meaning that they are much closer related to each other than to any other cluster. Hence, we keep the three main clusters, each with a clear focus on the setting and problem definition, but also acknowledge the smaller but still noticeable differences within two of the clusters. We refer to Table 1 for an overview of the relation between the different clusters and the considered characteristics.

The first identified cluster consists of settings in which the valuation of electricity of each prosumer is taken into account in the form of a bid. Demand and supply are fixed and smart devices do not offer any flexibility. Only prosumers are considered participants in this cluster and no participant is worse off compared to not joining the proposed energy trading schemes. The high-level research question in this setting is to match fixed demand and supply with each other while maximizing the social welfare of the participants. In the following, we refer to this cluster as the Matching without Flexibility cluster. A closer analysis of the settings in this cluster reveals that it can be split further into two subclusters. In the first subcluster, all computations are done centrally and, assuming rational participants, the solution is protected against strategic manipulations. In addition, not all participants need to profit from participating. This subcluster is referred to as the Strategic Matching without Flexibility cluster. In the second subcluster, on the other hand, computations may be done in a decentralized way, but there is no guarantee that the solution is stable. Given some (light) assumptions, all participants may profit from their participation. We refer to this subcluster as the Direct Matching without Flexibility cluster.

The second cluster does not take the valuation of prosumers of electricity into account. Instead, its goal is to minimize the overall costs of a given set of prosumers and divide the cost among the participants. Demand and supply are fixed, but in some cases, flexibility is offered by batteries. The computation is done centrally, and the distribution of the cost should be done fairly and in such a manner that no group of participants has an incentive to deviate from the centrally managed solution. The high-level research question is to find a pricing scheme, such that every prosumer benefits from following the optimal solution. For the remainder of this work, we refer to this second cluster as the Cooperative Pricing Scheme cluster.

The third cluster encompasses settings in which flexibility is offered by smart devices, such as batteries, EVs, or heat pumps, but also by flexible parts of the load. Participants can include a wide range of entities, from prosumers to companies or aggregators. The valuation of electricity is usually taken into account in the form of a utility function, often as a weighted sum of different objectives. Computations are done in a decentralized way, usually mimicking the underlying structure of the participants. The focus of the high-level research question is to locally balance consumption and generation using the given flexibility while maximizing social welfare. In the following, we refer to this cluster as the Balancing with Flexibility cluster. Similarly to the Matching without Flexibility cluster, we again can split the cluster into two subclusters, each with its own focus. In the first subcluster, the whole group of participants shares a common objective, usually the sum of the utility functions of all participants. The main goal is then to find an optimal solution that maximizes (or minimizes) the objective. We refer to this subcluster as the Joint Balancing with Flexibility cluster. The other subcluster on the other hand treats every single participant as an individual, selfish agent which wants to maximize its own utility. In this setting, the objective is to find an equilibrium solution in which no participant can improve its utility by deviating from this solution. In the following, we refer to this cluster as the Equilibrium Balancing with Flexibility cluster.

At the start of our research, we considered in addition to characteristics 1 to 6 also the following characteristics for the classification scheme. However, the additional characteristics were not selected because either they did not add any further insights into the clusters, or the resulting (sub)clusters were too small and the differences between subclusters were only present in one single aspect.

7. Devices: What kind of (smart) devices, such as PV systems, batteries, EVs, or heat pumps are considered in the approach?

Within the scope of local energy trading, we are much more interested in the flexibility the devices can offer compared to the management of the device themselves. Hence, the actual devices are not important, but only the (type of) flexibility they can offer.

8. Time Horizon: What is the considered time horizon of the setting? Are multiple time slots considered at once or only one single time slot after the other?

The characteristic of time horizon is only important in the presence of smart devices, such as batteries or EVs, which can shift energy demand through time. Within each of the three main clusters, either all approaches have the same time horizon, or approaches covering one time slot do not consider the flexibility of such smart devices, and therefore each time slot can be optimized individually.

9. Grid Constraints: Are grid constraints considered in the problem definition?

Due to an increase in electrification of mobility and heating as well as local

MF BF Characteristics SMF DMF CPS JBF EBF

Valuation:

- bids x x - - - - utility function - - - - x

Flexibility:

- battery - - x x x - demand - - - x x - supply - - x x x

Structure:

- centralized x x x - - - decentralized - - - x x - hybrid - x - x x

Objective:

- max social welfare x x - - x - min total cost - - x x -

Stability and Fairness:

- stability x - x - x - fairness - - x - -

Participants and Incentives:

- participants all all all all all - incentives x x x - x

Table 1: Overview of the relation between the different clusters and the characteristics; Matching without Flexibility (FM), Balancing with Flexibility (BF), Smart Matching without Flexibility (SMF), Direct Matching without Flexibility (DMF), Cooperative Pricing Scheme (CPS), Joint Balancing with Flexibility (JBF), Equilibrium Balancing with Flexibility (EBF)) electricity generation, congestion in LV grids or other violations of (LV) grid constraints are becoming more likely and hence pose a serious threat to the reliability of future electricity distribution.

However, grid constraints are rarely taken into account in the considered approaches. Hence, the resulting subclusters, which do take grid constraints into account, only consist of one or two approaches, and therefore can rather be seen as outliers than as actual clusters which offer further insights into the underlying structure of local energy trading.

10. Uncertainty: Is uncertainty taken into account?

In particular in settings with a larger time horizon, forecasts and predictions of load and generation are often not perfect. PV generation heavily depends on the weather, while the household load is subject to the prosumer’s decisions and behavior. Both, human behavior, as well as the intermittent generation of renewable energy sources, are known to be difficult to predict.

While it is reasonable to assume that in settings with only one time slot, uncertainty does not play a large role due to the short time horizon, most settings with larger time horizons also do not consider uncertainty in predictions and forecasts. Similar to the grid constraints, the resulting subclusters would be very small and not yield any additional insights into local energy trading.

4 General Model

Before analyzing the settings and approaches within each cluster, we provide a common ground w.r.t. the used models and techniques. We first give a brief outline of the current electricity system, followed by a generalized framework, which includes the time horizon, a model of a microgrid as well as possible ways of trading. Although the model is quite comprehensive, specific aspects, such as e.g. the incorporation of time-shiftable devices, are not taken into account. Nevertheless, all considered publications can be described well enough using the given model and trading possibilities.

Electricity System: The current electricity system, as can be found in Europe, can be split up into two layers. The top level is the high-voltage or transmission grid. Large energy generators, such as e.g. coal- or gas-fired power plants, as well as large-scale consumers, such as the energy-intensive industry, are directly connected to this level. The transmission system operator (TSO) is responsible for the safe and reliable transmission of electricity between the producers and consumers on this level and the mid/low-voltage grid. The bottom layer consists of the mid/low-voltage or distribution grid which connects the high-voltage grid with electricity consumers, like private households or smaller businesses. The distribution system operator (DSO) is responsible for the safe and reliable operation on this level. Note, that details regarding the distribution of responsibilities, here in the form of the TSO and DSO, may differ from country to country. Local energy trading mostly takes place in the mid- and low-voltage grid.

Time Horizon: In general, energy management approaches cover a specific time horizon, which is discretized into equally-length, non-overlapping time slots t ∈ T , where T denotes the set of all time slots and t_1 < t_2 indicates that time slot t_1 ends before time slot t_2 starts. Based on this discretization, load and generation can be represented by vectors of length |T |, with the t−th entry representing the load, respectively the generation, in time slot t. Depending on the chosen setting, the time horizon spans a certain time period, which is often one day or a part of a day, although the period may also be longer. In literature often a time slot covers one hour.

Prosumer: A microgrid represents a small part of a distribution grid, consisting of a set of prosumers N = {1, . . . , N}. To specify the electricity behavior of a prosumer i ∈ N , devices and parameters may be used, which define the main characteristics of the corresponding household of the prosumer:

• The uncontrolled or fixed load fl_i ∈ R^{|T |}_{≥0} of the household over the considered time horizon, whereby fl^t_i represents the fixed load of the household resulting during time slot t. This load results from devices that are assumed to not be shiftable in time without a massive change in human behavior, such as e.g. TV, lightning, or cooking.

• The adjustable load al_i ∈ R^{|T |}_{≥0} of household i, which can be adapted by reducing (curtailing) it, implying that only an amount between 0 and al^t_i has to be served in time slot t. Note, that al_i represents the maximum amount of flexible load added to the fixed household load.

• A battery, which can be used to increase the demand by charging or acting as a source of electricity by discharging. It has charging and discharging limits, a capacity limit, and an initial state of charge at the beginning of the given time horizon. Batteries are especially of interest for prosumers also producing electricity. In literature, various battery models are known and can represent different levels of detail, such as charging and discharging losses.

• An electric vehicle (EV), from a modeling perspective, can also be seen as a battery with some additional restrictions, resulting from arrival and departure times and a required state of charge at the departure time. In literature often settings are considered, where an EV is not discharging and thereby not providing electricity to the prosumer.

• Devices, which are a source of electricity, such as e.g. PV panels. Comparable to the adjustable load, the PV generation of a household i during time slot t can be specified by a value p^t_i ≥ 0. The generation may be curtailable, implying that the delivered electricity then has to be between 0 and p^t_i.

• An individual goal of household i, such as e.g. minimizing energy costs, maximizing the self-usage of PV generation, or maximizing the own utility of consuming energy. This individual goal is modeled as a utility function u_i, which may reflect a combination of different goals and maps an energy profile of the household to a value. This value then represents the valuation of household i for the profile and the utility function can be used to evaluate and compare different profiles with each other. Hereby, the utility function may depend, next to the profile vector of prosumer i, also on the energy profiles, and thereby the decisions, of other prosumers.

Microgrid Operator: Next to the households, also a microgrid operator (MGO), which is responsible for the interaction of the microgrid with the main grid, is a relevant entity in a microgrid. In some research, this MGO also has control over certain assets, such as e.g. a battery. In this case, the battery serves as a sort of communal battery and can be used to improve the overall situation for the microgrid. The MGO has also its own utility function u_{MGO}, which may represent different goals of the community, such as e.g. minimizing the interaction with the main grid, minimizing costs of the microgrid, maximizing self-usage of PV generation, or minimizing peaks in the energy profile of the overall microgrid. Additionally, some papers consider a setting, where the MGO is also responsible for the compliance of low-voltage grid restrictions and limitations.

Trade: A last relevant aspect of a microgrid is its connection to the main grid or the market. For this, mainly the cumulative difference between the load and generation of the whole microgrid is of interest. This difference has to be served by or exported to the main grid. In most literature, it is assumed that the corresponding prices are fixed, whereby the feed-in price is in general assumed to be strictly smaller than the price for buying electricity from the main grid.

Interactions take place between the introduced entities of a microgrid, e.g. an interaction between two prosumers represents a trade between them. In the literature, mainly the following two types of trades are considered:

• Direct trade between prosumers, where a prosumer i sells electricity to a prosumer j. This type of trade is often referred to as peer-to-peer (P2P) trading. Note, that in most cases the overall demand in a microgrid is not equal to the overall supply, and therefore, also the possibility to trade with the main grid needs to be considered.

• Indirect trade between prosumers, where prosumers do not directly trade with each other, but with the MGO. They either sell or buy electricity to/from the MGO, which thereby serves as an intermediate agent linking demand and supply within the microgrid. In order to balance demand

Figure 1: Sketch of trading relationships between prosumers and the market in indirect and direct trading

and supply within the microgrid, the MGO can interact with the main grid, and thereby participate in e.g. day-ahead markets or trade with traditional suppliers. For this type of trading also the term community trading is used.

See also Figure 1 for a simplified representation of indirect and direct trading. The houses within the dotted rectangle represent the prosumers of the microgrid, which communicate either only with the MGO in the indirect trading form or directly with each other in the direct trading. Note, that there exist various hybrid forms of community trading and P2P trading, such as e.g. neighboring microgrids trading with each other and with traditional markets, see e.g. [85]. In addition, it should be mentioned that concepts similar to local energy trading are also designed for structures such as energy communities, in which households are not necessarily geographically close to each other.

5 Theoretical Background

Based on the general model presented in Section 4, many ways to trade between different entities with the goal to balance demand and supply are possible. Some of the approaches leave the decisions completely to the prosumers, while others use signals to steer the prosumers in a certain direction. In this section, we introduce and explain general concepts and theories behind the different approaches presented in the considered literature. These approaches cover techniques from game theory over distributed optimization techniques to economic theories. For a more in-depth analysis of the techniques and proofs, we provide additional references. Readers who are familiar with techniques and concepts such as e.g. the core, the Shapley value, Stackelberg games, or ADMM may continue with the detailed analysis in Section 6.

The research field of game theory deals with mathematical models and concepts for the strategic behavior of rational players. A common division of game theory is into the areas of cooperative and non-cooperative game theory. As the name already hints, cooperative game theory deals with aspects related to coalitions of players, such as the allocation of profit of cooperation among all participating members. Often, the main focus is on finding such an allocation that makes the coalition of all players stable, meaning that no subset of members has an incentive to leave the coalition. Non-cooperative game theory, on the other hand, focuses on the behavior of players who compete with each other. Concepts such as an equilibrium, which is a situation where no player can be better off by deviating, are the main foundation for determining allocations. A further important area, which lies in the intersection of game theory and optimization is mechanism design, which focuses on designing market rules to ensure socially desirable outcomes. These concepts are explained in more detail in the following three subsections, followed by a fourth subsection, where relevant decentralized optimization techniques for the energy area are sketched.

5.1 Cooperative Game Theory

Starting with techniques from cooperative game theory, we introduce the concepts of the core and the Shapley value. Given a coalition game Γ = (N, v), with N being the set of players, in our case the prosumers, and v : 2^N → R being the value function, assigning a value v(S) to each subset of players S ⊆ N, the main question of cooperative game theory is how to allocate the value of a coalition to its members. In the area of energy trading, the value function v(S) could correspond to the value of the energy savings of a coalition S given that prosumers in S cooperate with each other e.g. by trading or using batteries. Let x ∈ R^{|N|} denote an allocation with x_i being the share of player i ∈ N. An allocation x is called feasible, if ∑ i∈N x_i ≤ v(N), that is the allocation distributes not more than the value of the grand coalition N. The allocation can be seen as the distribution of the overall savings of all prosumers among themselves.

The Shapley value is one of the most well-known concepts in cooperative game theory. Its main goal is to characterize a fair allocation of value to the players. It is based on the following three axioms:

• Symmetry: For all i, j ∈ N, where v(S ∪ {i}) = v(S ∪ {j}) for all S ⊂ N with i, j /∈ S, the allocations are equal, that is x_i = x_j .

• Dummy player: A player is a dummy player if she always adds the same amount of value to any coalition she joins, i.e. for all S with i /∈ S we have v(S ∪ {i}) − v(S) = v({i}). The allocation for a dummy player is then x_i := v({i}). This axiom is sometimes also known as the null player axiom.

• Additivity: For two games Γ_1 = (N, v), Γ_2 = (N, w) over the same set of players N, and the game Γ_3 = (N, (v + w)), defined by (v + w)(S) := v(S) + w(S) for all S ⊆ N, the allocation for each player for game Γ_3 has to be equal to the sum of the allocations for the two games Γ_1 and Γ_2, i.e. we have x_i((v + w)) = x_i(v) + x_i(w).

In [81], Shapley specified an allocation scheme satisfying all these three axioms. In addition, it was shown that this is the unique allocation x satisfying efficiency, that is ∑ i∈N x_i = v(N). The Shapley value of player i for a game Γ = (N, v) is given by

x_i := 1 |N|! ∑ S⊆N\{i} |S|!(|N| − |S| − 1)! [v(S ∪ i) − v(S)] .

It can be seen as the average marginal contribution of player i to any coalition. Taking a closer look, we see that in order to compute the Shapley value using this formula we need to consider every subset at least once. Therefore for general coalition games, the running time to compute the value in this way is exponential in the number of players. Nevertheless, there are approaches to deal with the running time, for example by approximating the value using (random) subsets of the coalitions of the players. Furthermore, for some special value functions, there also exists closed-form formulations that can be computed efficiently.

While the Shapley value is seen as fair and always exists for any coalition game, the question arises whether this allocation is also stable. The stability of an allocation is related to the question of whether subsets of agents could get better off by forming smaller coalitions on their own. One concept that deals with the stability of an allocation is the core, which is the set of stable allocations. An allocation x is stable and therefore in the core of a game Γ = (N, v), if and only if ∑ i∈S x_i ≥ v(S), ∀S ⊆ N. In practical applications, this is a desirable property, as a stable allocation ensures that no subset of players would have an incentive to deviate from the grand coalition. One important question is whether there always exists an allocation in the core. The answer to this is ’no’, meaning there are games with an empty core, implying that there is no allocation to the players that is stable. For games with a non-empty core, the next interesting problem is if the Shapley value always lies within the core. Once again the answer to that question is ’no’, as there are games where the core is non-empty, but the Shapley value is not part of it. In [56] some examples of such games are given, as well as a detailed introduction to the area of cooperative game theory.

5.2 Non-cooperative Game Theory

In this section, we consider the research field of non-cooperative game theory. A (finite) normal-form game is defined by a triple Γ = (N, A, u), with N being a (finite) set of players i, A = A_1 × A_2 × . . . A_n the set of available actions, with A_i being the action space of player i, and u : A → R^n the utility function, mapping a feasible strategy s ∈ A to its value u(s). Hereby, the i-th entry of u(·) represents the utility of player i. In the context of local energy trading, the set of players may represent the set of prosumers of the microgrid, and the action space A_i of player i may represent the possible actions and decisions of prosumer i during a given time horizon T . Often this translates to energy schedules specifying for each time slot t the usage of energy due to devices such as an EV or batteries. The utility function u_i(s) in the game represents the utility function of prosumer i, as mentioned in Section 4. In most cases, the utility function is a combination of the cost of energy given the profile s and the preferences of a prosumer w.r.t. its energy usage. There are two solution strategies for the players:

• Pure strategy: Each player i chooses a pure action a_i ∈ A_i.

• Mixed strategy: Each player i randomizes over her set of available actions following some probability distribution. A mixed strategy of player i is specified by a vector s_i ∈ R^{|Ai |}_{≥0} with ∑ a_i∈A_i si(ai) = 1 and si(ai) the probability that action a_i is chosen by player i. We denote the space of all mixed strategies of player i by S_i.

Note that a pure strategy is also a mixed strategy with all probability on one action. In contrast to the above definition, in the energy trading context, a mixed strategy can be seen as a convex combination of multiple (pure) strategies rather than a probability distribution, as each pure strategy corresponds to an energy usage profile that can be combined with each other. In a general game Γ, this may not be possible and therefore the terms of mixed and pure strategies are used. The (expected) utility of a strategy s for player i is given by

u_i(s) = ∑ a∈A u_i(a) n∏ j=1 s_j (a_j ).

If the game has only 1 player, this player can directly decide whether a strategy is optimal or not. However, in general, player sets are larger and we need another way to evaluate a strategy. To deal with this, we introduce one of the arguably most important solution concepts in game theory, namely the Nash equilibrium (NE). A strategy profile s = (s_1, s_2, . . . , s_n) is called a NE, if and only if for all players i u_i(s_i, s_{−i}) ≥ u_i(s^∗_i , s_{−i}) ∀s^∗_i ∈ S_i, where s_{−i} is the strategy profile s without the strategy of player i. Referring back to the situation of energy trading, strategy profile s is a NE, if and only if no prosumer i can improve her utility (function) by deviating from s_i given that all other prosumers still act according to s_{−i}. In [72], Nash introduced his idea and showed that for every finite n-player game, there exists a mixed NE.

One popular game used for modeling markets is the Stackelberg game. It is often used for oligopoly models, where one player moves first, and the other players can observe this move and then decide on their actions. The player moving first is called the leader of the game, and the remaining players are the followers. Depending on the exact setting of a Stackelberg game there either exists a closed-form solution or an iterative approach converging towards the Stackelberg (Nash) equilibrium (SNE). In the context of energy trading or energy management systems, the leader is often the MGO, or another third entity independent of the prosumers, such as a DSO. The utility function of this leader is then related to grid constraints, such as minimizing peaks and its action space consists of setting energy prices for the prosumers. The followers are the prosumers, who, based on the decision of the MGO, try to maximize their own utility. They then report their resulting power profile back to the MGO, which can either react by updating the prices (increasing prices during times of peaks) and thereby entering the next iteration or by accepting the actions of the prosumers. The resulting solution is an SNE that ensures that neither the prosumers nor the MGO can be better off by deviating from the chosen actions.

5.3 Mechanism Design

The research area of (algorithmic) mechanism design lies within the intersection of game theory and optimization. Its goal is to design algorithms or rules that ensure a socially desirable outcome in settings with selfish decision-making agents having individual preferences. Examples of such settings include various auctions, voting systems, cost-sharing mechanisms, or matchings.

The difference between a mechanism design and an optimization viewpoint is that in mechanism design the agents cannot directly be forced to reveal their preferences. In addition, agents may try to manipulate the outcome by revealing false preferences, and they may not have an incentive to accept the outcome. The main challenge now is to design the algorithm such that the individual objectives of the agents align with the overall goal of the socially desirable outcome. Often, the algorithm can be split up into two parts, namely the assignment and the payment scheme. The goal of the assignment scheme is to efficiently find a socially desirable solution assuming that the agents reveal their true valuation. The payment or incentive scheme then needs to be designed in such a way that revealing the true preferences always results in the best outcome for each agent.

In the following, we use the example of a second-price sealed bid auction to highlight how assignment and payment schemes can look like. We also shortly introduce other types of auctions without going into the details of the algorithms.

In the second-price sealed bid auction, an auctioneer wants to sell only one item. The set of agents is the set of the possible buyers, each with a private valuation of the item. The utility function of an agent i is either 0 if agent i does not get the item after the auction, or it is its valuation minus the price paid for the item. The socially desirable outcome for the auctioneer is to sell the item to the agent with the highest valuation. During the auction process, each agent can submit a value, representing its public valuation, without the remaining agents knowing the value. Note, that the bid is not necessarily equal to the private valuation. The auctioneer then declares the agent with the highest bid the winner (assignment scheme) and charges as the price the second highest bid to the winner (payment scheme). It can be shown that for each agent, truthfully submitting its private valuation is a dominant strategy. This property is often referred to as dominant-strategy incentive compatible (DSIC). Thus, agents cannot improve their utility by misreporting their valuation, and due to the structure of the payments, they also have an incentive to accept the outcome.

The Vickrey-Clarke-Groves (VCG) mechanism is a generalization of the above auction setting and is able to select any socially desirable solution out of a set of feasible solutions while being truthful. It can also be applied to other auction setting such as the double auction, which is a two-sided auction. In twosided auctions, the set of agents can be split into two subsets, namely the sellers and the buyers. Bids now consist of two values, the first one is the number or amount of items, in our case, electricity, which they either want to buy or sell. The second value is the price they are willing to pay or the price they want to receive. McAfee, [65], proposed a truthful mechanism for two-sided auctions which ensures that the payments received by the sellers are equal to the payments made by the buyers, a property which the VCG mechanism applied to this setting is not able to guarantee. Other variants of two-sided auctions are continuous double auctions, in which bids arrive over time and after each arrival, the auctioneer checks for possible trades. For an in-depth review of different truthful mechanisms as well as a theoretical introduction to mechanism design, see [74], in particular chapters 9 to 16.

In the area of energy trading, two-sided auctions, such as (continuous) double auctions have been applied for matching demand and supply. The players are the prosumers with either a surplus (seller) or a demand (buyer) of energy, as well as a private valuation of energy. The solution is then a set of players who trade with each other instead of selling to or buying from the electricity market.

Another approach from mechanism design, which is used for energy trading is called cake-cutting. The problem is to divide an infinitely divisible set of heterogeneous resources among a set of players. The main difference to other allocation problems in game theory, such as the core or Shapley value, is that the players have individual value functions u_i over the set of resources. As players are selfish, the task is to divide the resources such that the assignment is seen as fair by every player. There are several notions that are related to the term fairness, but for cake-cutting, a mechanism to divide the resources is proportional, if for each player its piece is at least as valuable as the value of the complete resource divided by the number of players. A mechanism is said to be envy-free if for each player its own piece is at least as valuable as the piece of any other player. Both proportionality and envy-freeness are popular properties of fairness, see [18]. In the area of energy trading, cake-cutting games have been used to split up the budget of an MGO for buying energy from its prosumers using different prices, see [92].

5.4 (Decentralized) Optimization Techniques

Apart from game theoretic techniques, there are also several optimization techniques, which have been successfully applied to problems in energy management and trading. Within this section, we focus on decentralized optimization techniques, but also provide an overview of popular centralized optimization techniques.

One popular decentralized technique is the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM), which solves convex optimization problems by decomposing the problem into subproblems and solving these sequentially. The algorithm is applicable to optimization problems of the form

min f(x) + g(z) s.t. Ax + Bz = c, where x and z are vectors of variables, A, B and c given matrices or vectors, and f and g given convex functions. The augmented Lagrangian of this problem is L_ρ(x, z, y) = f(x) + g(z) + y^T (Ax + Bz − c) + (ρ/2)‖Ax + Bz − c‖^2, with ρ > 0. This function is minimized in an iterative approach, where, instead of optimizing over x and z at once, these vectors are updated one after the other, leading to the term alternating direction. The corresponding iterative steps are

x^{k+1} := argmin_xL_ρ(x, z^k, y^k),

z^{k+1} := argmin_zL_ρ(x^{k+1}, z, y^k),

y^{k+1} := y^k + ρ ( Ax^{k+1} + Bz^{k+1} − c ) . Regarding convergence rates, there are many different results in the literature. One very general assumption, which is often made, is that the functions f and g are closed, proper, and convex. This assumption implies that the iterative subproblems of determining x^{k+1} and z^{k+1} are solvable. In practice, ADMM often converges fast to a moderate level of accuracy, but afterward shows slow converging behavior to high accuracy. See [17] for a detailed and in-depth analysis of ADMM, including both, theoretical and practical results.

A further class of decentralized optimization techniques, which have been successfully used in the energy domain, are variants of Consensus and Innovation (C+I) [84] or decentralized versions of primal-dual gradient methods [41]. These decentralized optimization techniques are applied by modeling the trading system using a mathematical formulation such as an LP, MILP, or MIQP. The arguably most important step here is to formulate the problem in such a way, that the formulation can be decomposed into subproblems. These subproblems hereby often represent the problem of energy scheduling for a single prosumer, which then can solve its own (sub)problem using standard optimization techniques, such as interior point methods or the Simplex algorithm. Several of the above-mentioned techniques rely on a master problem which coordinates the process of solving the overall problem. This master problem is often solved by the MGO and together with the subproblems being solved by the prosumers, this is a quite natural representation of the structure of the underlying microgrid. These approaches also show similarities to the Stackelberg games, in which the prosumers solve their own problems and communicate their solutions to the MGO, which in turn updates and sends prices or other steering signals.

As briefly mentioned, the resulting subproblems often still need to be solved using centralized optimization methods. Usually, it is not stated which exact technique is used, but depending on the format of the optimization problem, standard optimization approaches, such as interior point methods, the (dual) Simplex algorithm, or gradient descend methods, may be used. A heuristic optimization technique, which has been used is genetic algorithms.

6 Analysis

Based on the introduced general framework and the different techniques, we now study the introduced classification scheme in detail. We first describe the settings within each cluster and then analyze and compare the different techniques used within each cluster.

6.1 Matching without Flexibility

6.1.1 Strategic Matching without Flexibility

As shortly described in Section 3, the Strategic Matching without Flexibility cluster is one of two clusters that mainly focuses on matching prosumers to each other. Even beyond the considered characteristics 1 to 6, the settings are all very similar to each other. If devices, such as PV or batteries, are considered, they are usually not controlled within the scope of the used techniques, but rather change the demand or surplus of the corresponding prosumers in a fixed and often greedy way, without offering any further flexibility. Corresponding to this general setting of fixed demand and supply, and no flexibility, the considered time horizon usually only covers one time slot. Hence, the research questions aim to match prosumers with each other on rather short notice, such as given in balancing markets. This also aligns with the absence of uncertainty in the data. If the considered time slot is rather short and the computations are done directly before the realization, forecast errors may be reasonably small and can therefore be neglected. Analyzing the approaches within this cluster, it becomes obvious that also the used techniques are quite similar and often related to concepts from mechanism design. The techniques can be divided into three groups, namely auctions, non-cooperative games as well as approaches based on matching and contract theory.

Approaches based on auctions, are presented in [16], [22], [30], [42], [45], [80], [86] and [90]. In all of these approaches, the prosumers participate in an auction and can be divided into two groups, one with a surplus of and one with a demand for electricity. The outcome of the auction is a subset of the prosumers, which trade with each other, as well as a clearing price and the amount of electricity each prosumer in the subset contributes to the trade. Different types of auctions have been proposed throughout literature, with the standard double-auction ([42], [80] and [90]) or combinatorial (VCG) auctions ([22], [45]) as presented in Section 5 being the most prominent ones. A very interesting way how to combine heat and electricity into one auction is presented in [80], where the double auction is modified to be run once for both energy types simultaneously. [42] presents a way how to include grid constraints into an auction setting by modifying the pricing mechanism of the double auction to include additional charges based on a linear approximation of active power flow. In [86], the concept of a double auction is used in an online setting, in which both, demand and supply offers may appear and disappear over time. The approach in [98] is based on the same principles as the auctions above, namely individual rationality (IR) and incentive compatibility (IC), but makes use of contract theory. All sellers publicly announce their producer type, which contains the amount of electricity to sell and the cost of production. The buyer then uses a mathematical model to find the optimal bids for each type. It is shown that for sellers truthfully reporting their type is a best response strategy.

Different matching approaches are presented in [46] and [48]. In [46], the matching is done via a priority list which is based on the economic profit of a trade between two prosumers. The negotiation between two matched prosumers is executed as an iterative approach and the final solution is shown to be a NE. In [48], the matching is based on the outcome of the Galey-Shapley algorithm, where the input is a distance measure of the difference between surplus and demand between each pair of prosumers. In this approach, there is no negotiation process as the internal trading price is fixed to a certain fraction of the trading price with the external grid.

In contrast to the previous approaches, the approach in [75] is based on a non-cooperative game. A set of prosumers reports their demand or supply for the coming time slot to the MGO. Based on previous contributions to the microgrid, as well as its current request, the MGO distributes the surplus of electricity to the prosumers with a need. The distribution algorithm is based on a water-filling algorithm, while the strategic choice of how much energy to ask for is decided using a non-cooperative game among the prosumers with a demand for electricity.

6.1.2 Direct Matching with Flexibility

Another way to enable trading between prosumers is to either use continuous double auctions ([16], [21], [30], [95]), or to match buyers and sellers directly with each other ([46], [66]). Using the iterative nature of a continuous double auction, in [16] heat and electricity are traded together. To achieve this, two continuous double auctions are executed in parallel and after each new computation, bundle constraints between heat and electricity are checked. In [30] and [95], each possible trade is first checked w.r.t. grid violations, before it is allowed and congestion prices may be added. In [46] on the other hand, the peer matching algorithm includes the impact of trades for the grid constraints by means of the pricing negotiation. [66] analyses the efficiency of random peer matching on the social welfare. The price negotiation can range from pay-as-bid strategies for the buyers ([66]) to iterative negotiation algorithms ([46]), in which both players update their prices until a final price is found. In [67], a comparison between continuous double auctions and random peer-matching algorithms with different price negotiation techniques is presented.

6.2 Cooperative Pricing Scheme

As mentioned in Section 3, the main research question for the settings in the Cooperative Pricing Scheme cluster is to encourage prosumers to follow the centrally computed solution by creating a pricing scheme from which every prosumer profits. The settings within this cluster are once again very similar to each other, also beyond the considered characteristics. Apart from [54], no approach considers uncertainty in any form, although there are some settings with multiple time slots. Grid constraints are also not taken into account. This may be explained with the settings, where prosumers do not have flexibility in their load to change their demand or surplus. Hence, even without the centrally computed solution, prosumers would still trade the same amount of electricity with the grid. Therefore, no additional problems w.r.t. grid congestion or violation of grid constraints appear. In all settings, some form of renewable energy production, mostly PV generation, is considered. Some of the settings also include batteries, which are usually used to minimize the amount of traded electricity with the grid. The settings with batteries often cover multiple time slots, while most settings with only one time slot do not consider batteries. The main difference between the approaches, which consider only a single time slot at once, and approaches, which consider multiple time slots can be found in the centralized computation, while the pricing scheme is often identical or at least very similar. In general, the used techniques are based on cooperative game theory, in particular the Shapley value and the core.

The approaches, which are directly based on the Shapley value are [25], [36], [33], [35], [34], [54], [57], [62], [68] and [97]. While [25], [54] and [97] cover one only time slot, the remaining approaches solve the centralized problem of minimizing the total cost of the microgrid for a larger time horizon. Combined with batteries, this can further increase the cost saving compared to solutions of individual prosumers. One important aspect to be considered when using the Shapley value is the scalability of the approach. In general, an exponential number of subproblems has to be solved to be able to compute the Shapley value. Hence, for slightly larger microgrids this may already pose a serious problem. Fortunately, only the payments depend on the Shapley value, while the distribution of electricity between the prosumers and devices is the solution to the centralized optimization problem. Hence, the Shapley value may theoretically still be computed even after the considered time horizon. One assumption in this context is that all prosumers will participate in the trading scheme, even without knowing their exact cost savings. Another way how to avoid the problem of computational complexity is by approximating the Shapley value, which can be done in various ways, see [36], [34] and [54]. In [34], a stratified sampling approach is used to reduce the number of subproblems to solve, while [36] clusters similar prosumer profiles together to reduce the number of participants and thereby also the number of subproblems to solve. The approach in [54] does not reduce the number of subproblems to solve, but rather computes the asymptotic Shapley value using statistical parameters of the considered uncertainty. In addition, it is shown that the asymptotic Shapley value lies within the core of the cooperative game.

Another technique used within the Cooperative Pricing Scheme cluster is to show that a tailor-made pricing scheme lies within the core of the cooperative game, and is therefore stable against group deviations. As mentioned before, this is done in [54] for the Shapley value, but also in [68] for a pricing scheme based on the nucleolus and in [91] for the mid-market price. The mid-market pricing scheme simply computes the internal trading price as the average of buying and feed-in price of the grid. Based on the common assumption that the feed-in price is strictly smaller than the buying price of the grid, it can be shown that this pricing scheme lies within the core of the game. Apart from the nucleolus and the Shapley value as pricing schemes, in [68] two additional allocation schemes are introduced. The first one is a uniform pricing scheme, while the second one is based on the VCG payment rule. In [63] several pricing schemes are proposed. The first pricing scheme is the mid-market price, which lies within the core, as explained above. The second pricing scheme is based on a double auction, while the third one is referred to as bill-sharing. In this pricing scheme, the single microgrid bill of the overall trade with the external grid is shared among all prosumers using a fixed internal price for buying and selling.

A further technique from cooperative game theory is used in the second step of the two-step optimization approach in [39]. Here, a Nash Bargaining approach is used to decide how the jointly generated cost savings should be distributed among the players.

6.3 Balancing with Flexibility

6.3.1 Joint Balancing with Flexibility

The settings within the Joint Balancing with Flexibility cluster deal with the question of how prosumers can make use of their flexibility to optimize a common objective. The settings and approaches within this cluster are all rather similar to each other, although some settings highlight particular aspects, such as the preference between different ’types’ of electricity, such as e.g. locally produced or green electricity. Due to the decentralized structure of computation, individual data and parameters of the participants, such as the flexibility or the valuation of electricity, do not need to be shared. Therefore, most settings take data privacy into account. As mentioned in Section 3, all of the settings in the Joint Balancing with Flexibility cluster do take flexibility into account. In some settings, this flexibility directly stems from devices such as batteries, EVs, or heat pumps, but there are also some problem definitions, in which flexibility only stems from the flexible part of the load. These settings often reduce the problem to a bare minimum and do not model any devices. Nevertheless, the models are able to represent the key problems that may occur in (local) energy trading. Regarding the time horizon, some settings directly formulate models for multiple time slots, while quite a few of the considered settings within this cluster only formulate single time slot models. Nevertheless, it is often noted that for the sake of simplicity and notation only a single time slot is modeled, but the presented approach can easily be adapted for multiple time slots. However, even though larger time horizons can be modeled at once, uncertainty is not taken into account in any of the settings. Grid constraints are also not considered by the majority of settings, although a few use approximations of power flow to create price signals for overloaded lines within the grid. In all settings, decentralized optimization techniques, such as ADMM, relaxed C+I, or decentralized primal-dual algorithms are used.

The approaches in this cluster are [8], [31], [39], [43], [41], [50], [69], [70], [71], [84] and [85]. In [8], [31], [50], [69], [70], [84] and [85], the approaches are based on simplified and reduced models in which no devices are directly modeled. Nevertheless, different types of local trading, such as direct peer-to-peer trading, communal trading, or a hybrid version are formulated and solved either via ADMM or relaxed C+I, see Section 5 for a short introduction to these techniques. Due to the structure of the simplified models, there is no difference in the objective value of the proposed decentralized and centralized optimization algorithms. In addition to an optimal solution, the relaxed C+I in [84] also computes prices for each individual trade, which are based on the economic concept of shadow prices, that are the dual variables of the trade constraints.

In [43] and [41], the same simplified model is extended by grid constraints in the form of distribution load flow. Based on the load flow, the power transfer distribution factor (PTDF), which computes the contribution of each trade between prosumers in the power flow, is computed for each line in the grid and is used as a price signal for the prosumers. Before solving this model with an adapted decentralized primal-dual gradient method, Lagrangian multipliers move global constraints into the objective function. Instead of introducing grid constraints to the simplified models, in [39], [55] and [71] different devices, such as batteries are directly modeled. While [71] introduces prosumer preferences over different classes of electricity, such as green or local electricity, [39] focuses on a payment scheme in a second stage, which is based on a Nash Bargaining game. All three models are again solved using ADMM. In [70] risk levels for prosumers are introduced to model different human behavior in the presence of uncertainty. The model is again solved using ADMM.

6.3.2 Equilibrium Balancing with Flexibility

Another approach to make use of flexibility is offered by the settings in the Equilibrium Balancing with Flexibility cluster. In contrast to the Joint Balancing with Flexibility cluster, the participants behave more selfishly and do not simply act as distributed computing units for the goal of the whole microgrid. Individual objectives and goals are more important and techniques that lead to stable solutions in which no participant can improve anymore have to be used. Beyond the considered characteristics, for most aspects, there are large similarities between the settings, although there are some exceptions. Comparable with the previous cluster, due to the decentralized structure of computations, in most cases, sensitive data, such as flexibility or utility functions, can remain private for each participant. Apart from [82], no other setting considers grid constraints in its approach. Devices are mostly explicitly modeled, although there are a few settings, in which there are either no devices modeled, or PV generation is indirectly included via the load profiles. Regarding the considered time horizon, the settings are evenly split up between considering only a single time slot and multiple time slots at once. Furthermore, unlike the previous cluster, settings covering only one time slot can not always easily be upgraded to multiple time slot models. This is mainly a consequence of the absence of one central model which can be split up into subproblems for each participant. Adapting all individual models while ensuring that the used techniques still converge to an equilibrium is more challenging. Regarding uncertainty, only some settings take that into account, even if a larger time horizon is modeled. Hence, no exact pattern between time horizon and uncertainty can be recognized, as there are settings with only one time slot, but also settings covering multiple time slots, which consider uncertainty. Due to the focus on individual objectives, techniques in this cluster have to be able to represent this selfish behavior, while ensuring that a stable solution is found. Game theory offers the right tools for such problems, and in most settings, a Stackelberg game is used to model the relation between the different participants. Other settings ignore the leader-follower dynamic of Stackelberg games and focus on general non-cooperative games. In some settings, either the non-cooperative or Stackelberg games are complemented by other techniques, such as auctions.

The first group consists of Stackelberg games in which prosumers are leaders and followers. The notion of the prosumer is generalized beyond the definition in Section 4, as also companies that either buy or sell electricity are included. This setting is considered in [4], [28], [53], [61], [60] and [76]. In [4], [53] and [76], the set of prosumers is divided into a set of sellers and a set of buyers. The sellers act as the leaders in a multi-leader multi-follower Stackelberg game, while the buyers are the followers. The strategies of sellers and buyers can differ from one approach to the other. In [4] and [53], the sellers start by announcing the amount of electricity they are willing to sell, and the buyers react with the prices they are able to pay. Based on these prices, the sellers update the amount of electricity and the game continues until convergence to a Stackelberg equilibrium. In [76], the strategies are quite different. The sellers announce their prices and the amount of electricity they are able to sell first, and then the buyers react with a selection of the sellers. This selection is a probability distribution for each buyer over the complete set of sellers and should indicate the probability of a buyer choosing a specific seller. The buyers compute this selection using an evolutionary game. Based on this selection, the sellers update their prices using a non-cooperative game. Note that hereby the amount of electricity to sell is a fixed parameter in this setting. Again, it is shown that the iterative Stackelberg game converges to a Stackelberg equilibrium. In [28], [61] and [60] on the other hand, the prosumers are not in advance divided into buyers or sellers. In all these settings, the leader is a single entity that can buy and sell electricity and the followers are the set of prosumers. In [61] and [60], the leader is a storage system within the microgrid, which can buy excess electricity or sell electricity to prosumers with a demand. Its goal is to maximize its profit, while the objectives of the prosumers are to maximize their own utility. The leader starts by announcing internal prices for the prosumers. Based on these prices, the prosumers can each solve their own (bounded) optimization problem to maximize their utility. They then announce their optimal amount of electricity to buy or sell, and the leader reacts to this by adjusting its prices. While the convergence of this iterative approach to a Stackelberg game is shown in [61], in [60] the model is based on a bi-level optimization problem, and no guarantees for convergence are made. In [28], instead of a storage system, a power company is the leader of the Stackelberg game. It first announces a price, based on which the prosumers play a non-cooperative game among themselves to determine how much electricity to buy or sell. Two different ways to achieve a Stackelberg game are proposed, with the first one being an iterative one leading to an ϵ-Stackelberg equilibrium, while in the second, the leader solves a non-linear optimization problem to directly find the Stackelberg equilibrium.

The second group of settings uses Stackelberg games to model the relation between the prosumers and their MGO or DSO. This setting is considered in

[5], [6], [23], [49], [51], [59], [78], [93] and [100]. In [23], [51] and [59], the leader of the game is the MGO, while the prosumers are the followers. The goal of the leader is to maximize its profit and it starts by submitting initial internal buying and selling prices to the prosumers. The prosumers use these prices as input to their utility maximization problems and optimize them on their own. The prosumers then announce the amount of electricity to buy or sell and the leader updates its prices. The existence of a Stackelberg equilibrium is shown. In [5], [49], [93] and [100], the leader is either a central power station, which wants to buy surplus electricity from the prosumers, the DSO, which wants to minimize the grid cost of the microgrid or retailers, who want to maximize their profit of selling electricity to the prosumers. The followers are once again the prosumers, who want to maximize their utility, or local MGOs, who want to maximize the social welfare of their set of prosumers. The leader announces initial prices or grid tariffs and based on this, the prosumers optimize their utility. In contrast to [23] and [59], the prosumers either solve a generalized Nash equilibrium (GNE) game to decide how much to sell to the central power station, or they need to solve a complementary problem to compute an equilibrium. In both cases, the prosumers then announce their electricity consumption, either on an individual base, [93], or on an aggregated level [5]. Based on the reaction of the prosumers, the leader updates its prices and this iterative scheme continues until some convergence criterion is met. In [100] on the other hand, the bilevel problem is reformulated into a single-level MILP, which can easily be solved. A similar approach is taken in [6], where the trilevel problem is reformulated twice to obtain a tractable formulation. In the first step, an explicit formulation is derived for the prosumers, which removes the bottom layer. The remaining two layers, with the supplier being the leader and the MGOs being followers, are then reformulated using the KKT conditions of the followers in the leader’s problem. In [78], the MGO also acts as the leader of the Stackelberg game, but instead of using price signals as a strategy, it uses demand profiles. In the beginning, the MGO collects the load profiles of all prosumers and optimally schedules its own battery usage. It then broadcasts the aggregated load profiles minus the prosumer’s load profile to each prosumer. In addition, also boundaries for the aggregated load profile and penalty prices are announced. The prosumers then optimize their utility function, which is a weighted sum of electricity costs, the comfort level, and the minimization of interruption to increase the life span of appliances. The prosumers announce their resulting load profiles to the MGO, which updates its battery schedule and possibly also the penalty prices. This process continues until the difference in the objective function of the MGO is reasonably small. It is shown that the iterative process converges to a Stackelberg equilibrium.

The third group of approaches uses general non-cooperative games to model the interactions between prosumers and other participants. The corresponding approaches are [24], [27], [29], [47], [52], [57], [82], [92] and [99]. In [24], [29], [47] and [52], a non-cooperative game is played among all prosumers. The utility functions of the players consist of the cost and the satisfaction of electricity consumption, while the strategies of the prosumers are their load profiles. In [29], the prosumer may be equipped with storage devices and the market equilibrium problem is reformulated into a mixed complementarity problem using the KKT conditions. The resulting formulation is then solved via ADMM. A similar solution approach is presented in [24], where a non-cooperative game between prosumers, consumers, and generator units with possible failure times is modeled. The formulation results in a stochastic mixed complementarity problem, which solves the optimization problems of each prosumer and results in an equilibrium solution. In [47], a tailor-made billing scheme penalizes heavy electricity users, and it is shown that an iterative gradient-based algorithm converges to the NE of the game. In [52] on the other hand, the coupling constraints between the prosumers lead to a GNE. A detailed analysis provides insights into the efficiency of the GNE compared to a central solution. In [82], a GNE game is played between the DSO and the prosumers. The strategy of the prosumers is based on the amount of flexibility that they are willing to offer, while the strategy of the DSO is based on the fraction of the prosumers’ flexibility that it wants to use, as well as a congestion price. Due to a coupling constraint between the prosumers as well as the DSO, a GNE is computed. In [92], a similar setting is considered, in which a power company is interested in buying surplus electricity from the prosumers, given a fixed budget. A cake-cutting game is proposed and a variational equilibrium is found using a decentralized algorithm. In [27], a non-cooperative game between a market operator, producers, and consumers is modeled. It is shown that a unique equilibrium always exists and a distributed algorithm is presented, in which producers and consumers react to the market operator’s prices by adapting their production and consumption. In [99], two non-cooperative games between prosumers, the MGO, and suppliers are played. The MGO acts as a local aggregator between the prosumers on the one side and the suppliers on the other side. For the non-cooperative game between MGO and suppliers, the suppliers offer bids to the MGO. The MGO then uses these bids and the net demand of the prosumers to compute external trading prices with the suppliers. The utility function of the suppliers represents the profit they make by selling electricity to the MGO. The second non-cooperative game in [99] is played among the prosumers, who decide on their load profiles, given some predefined buying and selling prices for the given time interval. The utility functions of the prosumers consist of the cost of buying or the profit of selling electricity locally as well as the utility of electricity consumption. For both non-cooperative games, it is shown that a unique NE exists and an iterative algorithm is given, which converges to the NE. Both non-cooperative games are then connected via the MGO, which updates the external and internal prices after a change in either bids from the suppliers or the electricity consumption from the prosumers. In [57] on the other hand, a trilevel problem between the DSO, MGOs, and prosumers is modeled. Two different solution approaches, one cooperative and one non-cooperative are proposed. In both cases, the trilevel model is first reduced to a bilevel model by deriving an analytical solution to the non-cooperative game between MGOs and their respective prosumers. The remaining bilevel problem is then solved either in a cooperative or non-cooperative way using price and demand as signals.

The last group combines Stackelberg or general non-cooperative games with auctions, see [26], [37], [79], [88], [89] and [96]. In the considered literature, there are two main ways to combine these approaches with each other. In [79] and [96], a non-cooperative game is played among a set of prosumers with a surplus of electricity. The strategies of the sellers are specified by the amount of electricity they are willing to sell, while the utility is the profit they gain by selling electricity to the buyers. The prices are computed using a standard double auction between buyers and sellers, as is also often seen in the Strategic Matching without Flexibility cluster. After initializing the amounts to sell, the double auction is run, and based on the new clearing price, each prosumer one after the other finds best responses by communicating with the MGO, which acts as the auctioneer. It is shown that this iterative algorithm converges to a NE. In [37], a non-cooperative game is played among the prosumers of a microgrid. Each prosumer first solves a simple optimization problem to determine how much electricity to offer or ask for in the auction. Following a double auction, the winners participate in a non-cooperative game, in which each participant finds an optimal deviation from its original bid. This deviation maximizes a utility function, which consists of profit and the reluctance to deviate from the original bid. Afterward, the clearing price of the double auction is updated and the non-cooperative game continues, with each participant finding its best response to the new clearing price until a stopping criterion is met. Similarly to the above approaches, in [88], a modified version of a combinatorial auction is run. Within each iteration, players are added to the set of winners of the auction, based on the outcome of a non-cooperative game. In [26] and [89] on the other hand, a double auction is run first to determine the set of winners of the auction, as well as the clearing price limits. Then, a Stackelberg game is played, with the MGO being the leader and the followers are either the winning buyers or sellers of the double auction. Using the range of possible clearing prices, the objective of the MGO is to maximize the average social welfare of the remaining set of winners. The strategy of the followers is to adapt the amount of electricity they are willing to sell or buy. This iterative process continues until the Stackelberg equilibrium is found.

6.4 Connections between Clusters

Based on the previous analysis of the clusters w.r.t. the used techniques and various aspects of the settings, we now identify and highlight connections between the three main clusters. Thereby, approaches from different clusters may complement each other when combined.

As already seen in the Equilibrium Balancing with Flexibility cluster, there are different approaches that combine the flexibility of this cluster with the auction-based approaches in the Matching without Flexibility cluster. This allows for an integration of a market-based pricing scheme into prosumers’ decision processes and thereby extends the given approaches.

Another possible combination of approaches from two different clusters is to use the decentralized algorithms presented in the Joint Balancing with Flexibility cluster to compute an optimal solution, which can then be used in the Cooperative Pricing Scheme cluster. In both cases, the objective of the optimization problem is to minimize the sum of electricity costs of the microgrid. While the approaches in the Cooperative Pricing Scheme cluster are often based on centralized approaches along with their disadvantages regarding data privacy, decentralized optimization approaches (in the Joint Balancing with Flexibility cluster) could avoid this. In addition, new possibilities on how to fairly assign the benefits of cooperating among the participants may arise from this connection.

7 Discussion and Conclusion

Summarizing, we can state that there are currently three main lines of research for local energy trading, each with a distinct setting and focus on one specific high-level research question of local energy trading:

1. The main goal of approaches within the Matching without Flexibility cluster is to match demand and supply, mostly by means of an auction. Prosumers can express their individual valuation in the form of bids and the MGO computes a clearing price, which maximizes the social welfare using well-established auction mechanisms.

2. The Communal Pricing Scheme focuses on creating pricing mechanisms that incentivize prosumers to be part of a microgrid. Instead of focusing on the load and flexibility of single prosumers, load profiles and flexibility of the whole community are combined to increase the overall profit. This additional profit is then split up between the prosumers, such that everyone profits from participation.

3. The last cluster is the Balancing with Flexibility cluster, which makes use of the flexibility of smart devices and the present loads to balance demand and supply. Using decentralized algorithms on the base of the underlying structure of the microgrid, the privacy of data can be ensured.

These central research questions within the clusters also align well with the considered research questions and findings of the analyzed literature. Combined with the different characteristics of the classification scheme, see Section 3, we can identify several future research directions and major open problems.

The first research direction is the uncertainty in data. While it has already been considered in other related areas, such as power flow computations, this topic has not been studied much in a local energy trading setting. Most of the considered trading approaches simply use predictions or forecasts for the majority of their data. Although many publications across all clusters state the integration of uncertainty or stochasticity in data as an important, open research question, only a few approaches have already done first steps to integrate uncertainty into their methods. We propose to start with the integration of robust or stochastic methods into approaches of the Joint Balancing with Flexibility cluster and then to further proceed with approaches in other clusters. This is based on the following reasons:

1.1 The original formulation of these approaches are all built upon a centralized model, for which it is fairly straightforward to apply well-established methods, such as (adaptive) robust optimization or stochastic programming. The challenge then lies within the adaption of the decentralized optimization techniques to the updated formulations of the problem.

1.2 Most of the settings within the Joint Balancing with Flexibility cluster can cover time horizons of several hours and more. Within these time horizons, a considerable amount of uncertainty, compared to short time horizons of up to 15 min, can appear. Therefore, it is important to deal with the uncertainty in these settings first, before also considering smaller time horizons.

1.3 When applying techniques from robust optimization to the centralized models in the Joint Balancing with Flexibility cluster, additional synergy effects, due to uncertainty sets, may appear, when combining the robust approaches with the ideas of the Cooperative Pricing Scheme cluster.

It is worth mentioning that the integration of uncertainty has to be applied not only for local energy trading but also for energy management approaches, which are similar to the approaches in Joint Balancing with Flexibility.

The second future research direction, which up to now has not received much attention in local energy trading, is the integration of the physical infrastructure of microgrids. In large parts of the analyzed literature, the power aspect of the (LV) grid is strictly separated from the energy aspect of local trading. Future work in local energy trading has to integrate the power aspect into the approaches to ensure a stable electricity distribution. There are two main ways how to achieve this:

2.1 The direct approach integrates the power aspect by means of constraints, directly modeling the power flow and grid constraints. Approaches in the Joint Balancing with Flexibility cluster are once again a good starting point due to their central optimization models, in which different versions of power flow approximations can easily be integrated.

2.2 The indirect approach makes use of different steering approaches, such as e.g. congestion prices. These can then encourage or discourage prosumers to consume more electricity or to curtail their PV generation. Approaches within the Matching without Flexibility clusters are a good starting point to integrate the power aspect in an indirect way, see e.g. [42], [95].

A third research direction, which has yet to gain focus in local energy trading, is the modeling of human behavior, see e.g. [77]. While it is reasonable (and necessary) to make some assumptions on prosumer behavior to analyze equilibria and their efficiencies, it has been shown that prosumers do not focus solely on the financial aspect of their decisions [64]. Based on the reviewed literature, two ways how to integrate prosumer behavior into local energy trading can be identified:

3.1 A rather direct approach is to introduce different classifications of electricity, representing various aspects, such as ’green’ or ’local’ electricity. Prosumers can then follow their individual preferences over these different types, see e.g. [71].

3.2 Another approach is to extend the already existing utility functions of the prosumers by additional aspects, such as e.g. an ecological motive. Using game-theoretic approaches, a detailed analysis of equilibria w.r.t. differently weighted motives could reveal interesting results and insights for designing future energy policies and incentives.

Acknowledgements

This research is supported by the Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO) grant 645.002.001.

Authors’ contributions

All authors contributed to the design of the project and to the literature search. Jens Hönen took the lead in writing the first draft of the paper, all authors contributed to realizing the final version.

References

[1] René Aïd, Roxana Dumitrescu, and Peter Tankov. “The entry and exit game in the electricity markets: A mean-field game approach”. In: Journal of Dynamics & Games 8.4 (2021), pp. 331–358.

[2] René Aïd, Pierre Gruet, and Huyên Pham. “An optimal trading problem in intraday electricity markets”. In: Mathematics and Financial Economics 10 (2015).

[3] E. J. Anderson and A. B. Philpott. “Optimal Offer Construction in Electricity Markets”. In: Math. Oper. Res. 27.1 (2002), 82–100. issn: 0364- 765X.

[4] K. Anoh et al. “Energy Peer-to-Peer Trading in Virtual Microgrids in Smart Grids: A Game-Theoretic Approach”. In: IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid 11.2 (2020), pp. 1264–1275.

[5] Magnus Askeland et al. “Helping end-users help each other: Coordinating development and operation of distributed resources through local power markets and grid tariffs”. In: Energy Economics 94 (2021), p. 105065.

[6] Didier Aussel et al. “A trilevel model for best response in energy demandside management”. In: European Journal of Operational Research 281.2 (2020), pp. 299–315. issn: 0377-2217.

[7] Jonathan F. Bard. “Short-Term Scheduling of Thermal-Electric Generators Using Lagrangian Relaxation”. In: Oper. Res. 36 (1988), pp. 756– 766.

[8] T. Baroche, F. Moret, and P. Pinson. “Prosumer Markets: A Unified Formulation”. In: 2019 IEEE Milan PowerTech. 2019, pp. 1–6.

[9] Andrey Bernstein et al. “Sensitivity Analysis of the Power Grid Vulnerability to Large-Scale Cascading Failures”. In: SIGMETRICS Perform. Eval. Rev. 40.3 (2012), 33–37. issn: 0163-5999.

[10] D. Bertsimas et al. “Adaptive Robust Optimization for the Security Constrained Unit Commitment Problem”. In: IEEE Transactions on Power Systems 28.1 (2013), pp. 52–63.

[11] Dan Bienstock et al. “Mathematical programming formulations for the alternating current optimal power flow problem”. In: 4OR 18.3 (2020), 249–292. issn: 1614-2411.

[12] Daniel Bienstock. Electrical Transmission System Cascades and Vulnerability: An Operations Research Viewpoint. USA: Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, 2015. isbn: 1611974151.

[13] Daniel Bienstock, Michael Chertkov, and Sean Harnett. “Chance Constrained Optimal Power Flow: Risk-Aware Network Control under Uncertainty”. In: SIAM Review 56 (2012).

[14] Daniel Bienstock and Sara Mattia. “Using Mixed-Integer Programming to Solve Power Grid Blackout Problems”. In: Discret. Optim. 4.1 (2007), 115–141. issn: 1572-5286.

[15] Daniel Bienstock and Abhinav Verma. “Strong NP-hardness of AC power flows feasibility”. In: Operations Research Letters 47.6 (2019), pp. 494– 501. issn: 0167-6377.

[16] Carsten Block, Dirk Neumann, and Christof Weinhardt. “A Market Mechanism for Energy Allocation in Micro-CHP Grids”. In: Proceedings of the 41st Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (HICSS 2008) (2008), pp. 172–172.

[17] Stephen Boyd et al. “Distributed Optimization and Statistical Learning via the Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers”. In: Found. Trends Mach. Learn. 3.1 (2011), 1–122.

[18] S. J. Brams, M. A. Jones, and C. Klamler. “Divide-and-Conquer: A Proportional, Minimal-Envy Cake-Cutting Algorithm”. In: SIAM Review 53.2 (2011), pp. 291–307.

[19] J. Bushnell and S. Oren. “Transmission pricing in California’s proposed electricity market”. In: Utilities Policy 6.3 (1997). Transmission Pricing, pp. 237–244. issn: 0957-1787.

[20] Rene Carmona, Michael Coulon, and Daniel Schwarz. “Electricity price modeling and asset valuation: A multi-fuel structural approach”. In: Mathematics and Financial Economics 7 (2012), pp. 167–202.

[21] Kaixuan Chen, Jin Lin, and Yonghua Song. “Trading strategy optimization for a prosumer in continuous double auction-based peer-to-peer market: A prediction-integration model”. In: Applied Energy 242 (2019), pp. 1121–1133. issn: 0306-2619.

[22] S. Chen and C.-C. Liu. “From demand response to transactive energy:

state of the art”. In: Journal of Modern Power Systems and Clean Energy 5.1 (2017), pp. 10–19.

[23] S. Cui, Y.-W. Wang, and N. Liu. “Distributed game-based pricing strategy for energy sharing in microgrid with PV prosumers”. In: IET Renewable Power Generation 12.3 (2018), pp. 380–388.

[24] Mel T. Devine and Valentin Bertsch. “Examining the benefits of load shedding strategies using a rolling-horizon stochastic mixed complementarity equilibrium model”. In: European Journal of Operational Research 267.2 (2018), pp. 643–658. issn: 0377-2217.

[25] J. Dixon et al. “Flexible Cooperative Game Theory Tool for Peer-to-Peer Energy Trading Analysis”. In: 2018 IEEE Power Energy Society General Meeting (PESGM). 2018, pp. 1–5.

[26] H. T. Doan, J. Cho, and D. Kim. “Peer-to-Peer Energy Trading in Smart Grid Through Blockchain: A Double Auction-Based Game Theoretic Approach”. In: IEEE Access 9 (2021), pp. 49206–49218.

[27] Vladimir Dvorkin, Jalal Kazempour, and Pierre Pinson. “Electricity market equilibrium under information asymmetry”. In: Operations Research Letters 47.6 (2019), pp. 521–526. issn: 0167-6377.

[28] G. El Rahi et al. “Managing Price Uncertainty in Prosumer-Centric Energy Trading: A Prospect-Theoretic Stackelberg Game Approach”. In: IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid 10.1 (2019), pp. 702–713.

[29] Julia Grübel et al. “On electricity market equilibria with storage: Modeling, uniqueness, and a distributed ADMM”. In: Computers & Operations Research 114 (2020), p. 104783. issn: 0305-0548.

[30] J. Guerrero, A. C. Chapman, and G. Verbič. “Decentralized P2P Energy Trading Under Network Constraints in a Low-Voltage Network”. In: IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid 10.5 (2019), pp. 5163–5173.

[31] Zhenwei Guo et al. “Online Optimization for Real-Time Peer-to-Peer Electricity Market Mechanisms”. In: IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid 12.5 (2021), pp. 4151–4163.

[32] Heiko Hahn, Silja Meyer-Nieberg, and Stefan Pickl. “Electric load forecasting methods: Tools for decision making”. In: European Journal of Operational Research 199.3 (2009), pp. 902–907. issn: 0377-2217.

[33] L. Han, T. Morstyn, and M. McCulloch. “Constructing Prosumer Coalitions for Energy Cost Savings Using Cooperative Game Theory”. In: 2018 Power Systems Computation Conference (PSCC). 2018, pp. 1–7.

[34] L. Han, T. Morstyn, and M. McCulloch. “Estimation of the Shapley Value of a Peer-to-peer Energy Sharing Game Using Multi-Step Coalitional Stratified Sampling”. In: International Journal of Control, Automation and Systems 9 (2021), 1863–1872.

[35] L. Han, T. Morstyn, and M. McCulloch. “Incentivizing Prosumer Coalitions With Energy Management Using Cooperative Game Theory”. In: IEEE Transactions on Power Systems 34.1 (2019), pp. 303–313.

[36] L. Han et al. “Improving the Scalability of a Prosumer Cooperative Game with K-Means Clustering”. In: 2019 IEEE Milan PowerTech (2019).

[37] L. He and J. Zhang. “A Community Sharing Market With PV and Energy Storage: An Adaptive Bidding-Based Double-Side Auction Mechanism”. In: IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid 12.3 (2021), pp. 2450–2461.

[38] Tao Hong et al. “Probabilistic energy forecasting: Global Energy Forecasting Competition 2014 and beyond”. In: International Journal of Forecasting 32.3 (2016), pp. 896–913. issn: 0169-2070.

[39] Aihua Jiang, Huihong Yuan, and Delong Li. “A two-stage optimization approach on the decisions for prosumers and consumers within a community in the Peer-to-peer energy sharing trading”. In: International Journal of Electrical Power & Energy Systems 125 (2021), p. 106527. issn: 0142-0615.

[40] Raymond B. Johnson, Shmuel S. Oren, and Alva J. Svoboda. “Equity and efficiency of unit commitment in competitive electricity markets”. In: Utilities Policy 6.1 (1997), pp. 9–19. issn: 0957-1787.

[41] M. Khorasany, Y. Mishra, and G. Ledwich. “A Decentralized Bilateral Energy Trading System for Peer-to-Peer Electricity Markets”. In: IEEE Transactions on Industrial Electronics 67.6 (2020), pp. 4646–4657.

[42] M. Khorasany, Y. Mishra, and G. Ledwich. “Auction based energy trading in transactive energy market with active participation of prosumers and consumers”. In: 2017 Australasian Universities Power Engineering Conference (AUPEC). 2017, pp. 515–520.

[43] M. Khorasany, Y. Mishra, and G. Ledwich. “Distributed Market Clearing Approach for Local Energy Trading in Transactive Market”. In: 2018 IEEE Power Energy Society General Meeting (PESGM). 2018, pp. 1–5.

[44] M. Khorasany, Y. Mishra, and G. Ledwich. “Market framework for local energy trading: a review of potential designs and market clearing approaches”. In: IET Generation, Transmission & Distribution 12.22 (2018), pp. 5899–5908.

[45] M. Khorasany, Y. Mishra, and G. Ledwich. “Peer-to-peer market clearing framework for DERs using knapsack approximation algorithm”. In: 2017 IEEE PES Innovative Smart Grid Technologies Conference Europe (ISGT-Europe). 2017, pp. 91–96.

[46] M. Khorasany et al. “A New Method for Peer Matching and Negotiation of Prosumers in Peer-to-Peer Energy Markets”. In: IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid 12.3 (2021), pp. 2472–2483.

[47] B. Kim et al. “Bidirectional Energy Trading and Residential Load Scheduling with Electric Vehicles in the Smart Grid”. In: IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications 31.7 (2013), pp. 1219–1234.

[48] Alaa Krayem, Ali Ahmad, and Sara Najem. “A game-theoretic approach to assess peer-to-peer rooftop solar PV electricity trading under constrained power supply”. In: Energy Systems (2021).

[49] Hélène Le Cadre. “On the efficiency of local electricity markets under decentralized and centralized designs: a multi-leader Stackelberg game analysis”. In: Central European Journal of Operations Research 27 (2019).

[50] Hélène Le Cadre, Enrique Rivero, and Hanspeter Höschle. “Consensus Reaching with Heterogeneous User Preferences”. In: Springer International Publishing, 2019, pp. 151–170. isbn: 978-3-030-14811-9.

[51] Hélène Le Cadre et al. “Designing coalition-based fair and stable pricing mechanisms under private information on consumers’ reservation prices”. In: European Journal of Operational Research 272.1 (2019), pp. 270–291. issn: 0377-2217.

[52] Hélène Le Cadre et al. “Peer-to-peer electricity market analysis: From variational to Generalized Nash Equilibrium”. In: European Journal of Operational Research 282.2 (2020), pp. 753–771. issn: 0377-2217.

[53] J. Lee et al. “Distributed Energy Trading in Microgrids: A Game-Theoretic Model and Its Equilibrium Analysis”. In: IEEE Transactions on Industrial Electronics 62.6 (2015), pp. 3524–3533.

[54] W. Lee et al. “Direct Electricity Trading in Smart Grid: A Coalitional Game Analysis”. In: IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications 32.7 (2014), pp. 1398–1411.

[55] W. Lee et al. “Optimal Operation Strategy for Community-based Prosumers through Cooperative P2P Trading”. In: 2019 IEEE Milan PowerTech. 2019, pp. 1–6.

[56] Kevin Leyton-Brown and Yoav Shoham. Essentials of Game Theory: A Concise Multidisciplinary Introduction. Morgan & Claypool, 2008.

[57] Longxi Li. “Coordination between smart distribution networks and multimicrogrids considering demand side management: A trilevel framework”. In: Omega 102 (2021), p. 102326. issn: 0305-0483.

[58] K.B. Lindberg et al. “Long-term electricity load forecasting: Current and future trends”. In: Utilities Policy 58 (2019), pp. 102–119. issn: 0957- 1787.

[59] N. Liu et al. “Energy Sharing Management for Microgrids with PV Prosumers: A Stackelberg Game Approach”. In: IEEE Transactions on Industrial Informatics 14 (2017), pp. 1088–1098.

[60] N. Liu et al. “Energy-Sharing Model With Price-Based Demand Response for Microgrids of Peer-to-Peer Prosumers”. In: IEEE Transactions on Power Systems 32.5 (2017), pp. 3569–3583.

[61] N. Liu et al. “Energy-Sharing Provider for PV Prosumer Clusters: A Hybrid Approach Using Stochastic Programming and Stackelberg Game”. In: IEEE Transactions on Industrial Electronics 65.8 (2018), pp. 6740– 6750.

[62] C. Long, Y. Zhou, and J. Wu. “A game theoretic approach for peer to peer energy trading”. In: Energy Procedia 159 (2019), pp. 454 –459.

[63] C. Long et al. “Peer-to-peer energy trading in a community microgrid”.

In: 2017 IEEE Power Energy Society General Meeting. 2017, pp. 1–5. [64] Mari Martiskainen. “Affecting consumer behaviour on energy demand”.

In: Sussex: SPRU–Science and Technology Policy Research 81 (2007). [65] R.P. McAfee. “A dominant strategy double auction”. In: Journal of Economic Theory 56.2 (1992), pp. 434–450. issn: 0022-0531.

[66] E. Mengelkamp, J. Garttner, and C. Weinhardt. “The role of energy storage in local energy markets”. In: 2017 14th International Conference on the European Energy Market (EEM). 2017, pp. 1–6.

[67] E. Mengelkamp et al. “Trading on local energy markets: A comparison of market designs and bidding strategies”. In: 2017 14th International Conference on the European Energy Market (EEM). 2017, pp. 1–6.

[68] Lesia Mitridati, Jalal Kazempour, and Pierre Pinson. “Design and game- Theoretic analysis of community-Based market mechanisms in heat and electricity systems”. In: Omega 99 (2021), p. 102177. issn: 0305-0483.

[69] F. Moret et al. “Negotiation Algorithms for Peer-to-Peer Electricity Markets: Computational Properties”. In: 2018 Power Systems Computation Conference (PSCC). 2018, pp. 1–7.

[70] Fabio Moret, Pierre Pinson, and Athanasios Papakonstantinou. “Heterogeneous risk preferences in community-based electricity markets”. English. In: European Journal of Operational Research 287.1 (2020), pp. 36– 48. issn: 0377-2217.

[71] T. Morstyn and M. McCulloch. “Multi-Class Energy Management for Peer-to-Peer Energy Trading Driven by Prosumer Preferences”. In: IEEE Transactions on Power Systems 34.5 (2019), pp. 4005–4014.

[72] J. F. Nash. “Equilibrium points in n-person games”. In: Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 36.1 (1950), pp. 48–49.

[73] T. Nesti, A. Zocca, and B. Zwart. “Emergent Failures and Cascades in Power Grids: A Statistical Physics Perspective”. In: Phys. Rev. Lett. 120 (25 2018), p. 258301.

[74] N. Nisan et al. Algorithmic Game Theory. Cambridge University Press, 2007.

[75] S. Park et al. “Contribution-Based Energy-Trading Mechanism in Microgrids for Future Smart Grid: A Game Theoretic Approach”. In: IEEE Transactions on Industrial Electronics 63.7 (2016), pp. 4255–4265.

[76] A. Paudel et al. “Peer-to-Peer Energy Trading in a Prosumer-Based Community Microgrid: A Game-Theoretic Model”. In: IEEE Transactions on Industrial Electronics 66.8 (2019), pp. 6087–6097.

[77] Alejandro Pena-Bello et al. “Integration of prosumer peer-to-peer trading decisions into energy community modelling”. In: Nature Energy 7.1 (2022), pp. 74–82.

[78] B. Rajasekhar et al. “Collaborative Energy Management for a Residential Community: A Non-Cooperative and Evolutionary Approach”. In: IEEE Transactions on Emerging Topics in Computational Intelligence 3.3 (2019), pp. 177–192.

[79] W. Saad et al. “A noncooperative game for double auction-based energy trading between PHEVs and distribution grids”. In: 2011 IEEE International Conference on Smart Grid Communications (SmartGridComm). 2011, pp. 267–272.

[80] R. Saur, N. Yorke-Smith, and H. La Poutré. “Combined heat and power markets by double-sided auction mechanisms”. In: Proceedings of 2019 IEEE PES Innovative Smart Grid Technologies Europe, ISGT-Europe 2019. 2019, pp. 1–5.

[81] L. S. Shapley. “On balanced sets and cores”. In: Naval Research Logistics Quarterly 14.4 (1967), pp. 453–460.

[82] Ilia Shilov, Hélène Le Cadre, and Ana Bušić. “A Generalized Nash Equilibrium analysis of the interaction between a peer-to-peer financial market and the distribution grid”. In: 2021 IEEE International Conference on Communications, Control, and Computing Technologies for Smart Grids (SmartGridComm). 2021, pp. 21–26.

[83] J. Kyle Skolfield and Adolfo R. Escobedo. “Operations research in optimal power flow: A guide to recent and emerging methodologies and applications”. In: European Journal of Operational Research (2021). issn: 0377-2217.

[84] E. Sorin, L. Bobo, and P. Pinson. “Consensus-Based Approach to Peerto-Peer Electricity Markets With Product Differentiation”. In: IEEE Transactions on Power Systems 34.2 (2019), pp. 994–1004.

[85] T. Sousa et al. “Peer-to-peer and community-based markets: A comprehensive review”. In: Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 104 (2019), pp. 367 –378.

[86] Philipp Ströhle and Christoph M. Flath. “Local matching of flexible load in smart grids”. In: European Journal of Operational Research 253.3 (2016), pp. 811–824. issn: 0377-2217.

[87] Kaarthik Sundar et al. “Chance-Constrained Unit Commitment With N-1 Security and Wind Uncertainty”. In: IEEE Transactions on Control of Network Systems 6.3 (2019), pp. 1062–1074.

[88] Georgios Tsaousoglou, Pierre Pinson, and Nikolaos G. Paterakis. “Transactive Energy for Flexible Prosumers Using Algorithmic Game Theory”. In: IEEE Transactions on Sustainable Energy 12.3 (2021), pp. 1571–1581.

[89] W. Tushar et al. “Energy Storage Sharing in Smart Grid: A Modified Auction-Based Approach”. In: IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid 7.3 (2016), pp. 1462–1475.

[90] W. Tushar et al. “Grid Influenced Peer-to-Peer Energy Trading”. In:

IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid 11.2 (2020), pp. 1407–1418. [91] W. Tushar et al. “Peer-to-Peer Energy Trading with Sustainable User Participation: A Game Theoretic Approach”. In: IEEE Access 6 (2018), pp. 62932–62943.

[92] W. Tushar et al. “Price Discrimination for Energy Trading in Smart Grid: A Game Theoretic Approach”. In: IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid 8.4 (2017), pp. 1790–1801.

[93] W. Tushar et al. “Prioritizing Consumers in Smart Grid: A Game Theoretic Approach”. In: IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid 5.3 (2014), pp. 1429–1438.

[94] M. Ventosa et al. “Electricity market modeling trends”. In: Energy Policy 33.7 (2005), pp. 897–913.

[95] Perukrishnen Vytelingum et al. “Trading Agents for the Smart Electricity Grid”. In: Proceedings of the 9th International Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multiagent Systems: Volume 1 - Volume 1. AA- MAS ’10. Toronto, Canada: International Foundation for Autonomous Agents and Multiagent Systems, 2010, 897–904. isbn: 9780982657119.

[96] Y. Wang et al. “A Game-Theoretic Approach to Energy Trading in the Smart Grid”. In: IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid 5.3 (2014), pp. 1439– 1450.

[97] Yoshihiro Yamamoto. “A bidirectional payment system for mitigating the supply–demand imbalance among prosumers based on the core of coalitional game theory under the enhanced use of renewable energy”. In: Energy Economics 96 (2021), p. 105156. issn: 0140-9883.

[98] B. Zhang et al. “A Contract Game for Direct Energy Trading in Smart Grid”. In: IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid 9.4 (2018), pp. 2873–2884.

[99] Min Zhang et al. “Energy Trading with Demand Response in a Communitybased P2P Energy Market”. In: 2019 IEEE International Conference on Communications, Control, and Computing Technologies for Smart Grids (SmartGridComm). 2019, pp. 1–6.

[100] Marco Zugno et al. “A bilevel model for electricity retailers’ participation in a demand response market environment”. In: Energy Economics 36.C (2013), pp. 182–197.