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Abstract

Efficiently integrating renewable resources into electricity markets is vital for

addressing the challenges of matching real-time supply and demand while re-

ducing the significant energy wastage resulting from curtailments. To address

this challenge effectively, the incorporation of storage devices can enhance the

reliability and efficiency of the grid, improving market liquidity and reducing

price volatility. In short-term electricity markets, participants navigate numer-

ous options, each presenting unique challenges and opportunities, underscoring

the critical role of the trading strategy in maximizing profits. This study delves

into the optimization of day-ahead and balancing market trading, leveraging

quantile-based forecasts. Employing three trading approaches with practical

constraints, our research enhances forecast assessment, increases trading fre-

quency, and employs flexible timestamp orders. Our findings underscore the

profit potential of simultaneous participation in both day-ahead and balancing

markets, especially with larger battery storage systems; despite increased costs
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and narrower profit margins associated with higher-volume trading, the imple-

mentation of high-frequency strategies plays a significant role in maximizing

profits and addressing market challenges. Finally, we modelled four commer-

cial battery storage systems and evaluated their economic viability through a

scenario analysis, with larger batteries showing a shorter return on investment.

Keywords: Electricity Price Forecasting, Battery Storage, Arbitrage Trading,

Machine Learning

1. Introduction

The 21st century faces the challenge of incorporating sustainable energy

sources into our power systems. European electricity markets have experienced

a remarkable surge in variable renewable generation, driven by policy incentives

and renewable portfolio standards (Europa (2021)). Over the past decade, global

adoption of wind and solar power has steadily increased. Ireland experience a

fast expansion of the renewable generation share in its electricity mix, rising from

21.7% in 2014 to 39.5% in 2022 (EirGrid (2022)). This widespread integration

can introduce volatility in net power supply due to rapid and unforeseen changes

in their output, potentially resulting in reliability concerns within the power

system (Martinez-Anido et al. (2016)).

Curtailments arising from surplus renewable energy generation during low-

demand periods persistently impede the expansion of renewable energy capac-

ity. In Ireland, curtailment rates, illustrated in Figure 1, range between 3.0%

and 5.9%, indicating that striving for increased capacity can be counterproduc-

tive, imposing significant economic burdens. In a recent study, Ireland had the

highest curtailment percentage amongst the countries analysed (Yasuda et al.

(2022)). This led to an increase in studies aimed at the facilitation of renew-

ables integration. Many of these were leveraging machine learning; for example,

Cardo-Miota et al. (2024) developed a machine learning framework to forecast

system non-synchronous penetration in the Irish market.

To contribute to the success of this integration, modern electricity markets
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Figure 1: Annual percentages of curtailments, constraints, and dispatch down incidents, illus-

trating the impact of renewable energy challenges on wind output (Eirgrid).

have turned to Battery Energy Storage Systems (BESS) as a powerful tool to

mitigate the volatility in supply and demand caused by fluctuations in renewable

energy output. BESS offers a compelling solution for reducing or even eliminat-

ing these limitations while optimizing the efficient utilization of renewable en-

ergy. Strategic BESS deployment can alleviate network constraints, resulting in

an overall improvement in grid efficiency. Moreover, the economic implications

of curtailment, particularly the energy wastage caused by inadequate demand,

underscore the need for effective solutions. Addressing these challenges enables

a more sustainable and efficient energy future.

The rising deployment of BESS underscores the increasing emphasis on en-

ergy arbitrage revenues (Essajee (2022)). BESS enables efficient energy redis-

tribution, exploiting price differentials between low-demand and high-demand

periods, thus reducing reliance on expensive fast-responding generation units

like thermal peaker plants. Additionally, BESS contributes to load shifting, im-

proved power quality, and grid stability. In the Irish single electricity market,

the Day-Ahead Market (DAM) and the Balancing Market (BM) play pivotal
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roles in grid stability. The DAM allows trading for electricity delivery the next

day through daily auctions, while the BM acts as a real-time mechanism for

balancing supply and demand. However, escalating market price volatility, fu-

eled by forecast errors in renewable electricity generation (Do et al. (2019);

Maciejowska (2020)), especially at the day-ahead stage, presents challenges in

maximizing the potential of renewable energy integration (Ortner & Totschnig

(2019)). Effective BESS arbitrage in these markets hinges on accurate prob-

abilistic electricity price forecasting (PEPF), enhancing profitability and risk

mitigation (Bunn et al. (2018)).

1.1. Motivation and contributions

In this paper, we respond to recent shifts in research trends that go beyond

the traditional focus on PEPF metrics, which prioritize reliability, sharpness,

and resolution to include trading strategies to better benchmark the forecasts.

Our study delves into trading in the DAM & BM through probabilistic forecast-

ing, making contributions to addressing gaps in the existing literature; namely:

• We introduce a comprehensive trading approach, incorporating practical

BESS constraints, to evaluate the usefulness of PEPF in both markets. We

provide a flexible Python implementation that facilitates future battery

trading scenario analysis with varied constraints.

• We investigate the impact of various fundamental trading constraints on

profitability and the assessment of trading strategies, bridging theoretical

models with practical market applications.

• Our study improves trading opportunities with a unique dual-market per-

spective, employing a real-time forecasting approach that simultaneously

focuses on both the DAM and BM with 8-hour BM predictions, aligning

DAM with BM positions to optimize trading decisions.

• Our paper extends recent PEPF developments, providing a scenario anal-

ysis, assessing battery asset economic viability across four scenarios over
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a 15-year period, covering various aspects of battery asset economic via-

bility, aiding decision-makers in navigating the evolving cost landscape.

• In brief, we explore the potential of quantile forecasts in energy markets,

emphasizing battery selection, trading strategies, and economic viability

to empower market participants in dynamic electricity markets.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows: in Section 2, we refer to

recent & salient DAM and BM PEPF publications. Section 3 gives a detailed

breakdown of our dataset. Section 4 provides an overview of our approach,

models, specifics of the forecasting problem and of each trading strategy and

their constraints. In the experimental results 5, we present trading strategy

performance with a 10-year scenario analysis for four separate batteries. Finally,

Section 6 concludes the paper with observations and suggested future work.

2. Literature Review

This section surveys the relevant literature regarding electricity price fore-

casting and trading. In Section 2.1, we conduct an exploration of probabilistic

forecasting, dissecting uncertainties prevalent in energy markets and providing

a current overview of the field. Moving forward to Section 2.2, our focus shifts

to the economic evaluation of energy storage systems within electricity markets.

Finally, Section 2.3 scrutinizes the intricate interplay of accurate forecasts and

pragmatic constraints, shedding light on their pivotal role in the formulation of

profitable trading strategies.

2.1. Probabilistic forecasting

PEPF is a critical component of energy markets, primarily focused on load,

price, wind, and solar forecasting. It aids in addressing uncertainties tied to var-

ious factors like smart grids, renewable integration, and electric vehicle adop-

tion Khosravi & Nahavandi (2014); Khajeh & Laaksonen (2022). In recent

studies, best practices and evaluation metrics have been explored extensively.
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Nowotarski & Weron (2018) investigated various approaches, such as autore-

gressive models, neural networks, quantile regression averaging, and ensembles.

They outline the use of metrics like pinball loss and interval score, emphasiz-

ing the importance of reliability, sharpness, and rigorous out-of-sample testing.

Marcjasz et al. (2020) incorporated deep learning models into PEPF, high-

lighting the superiority of seasonal component models. Tzallas et al. (2022)

introduced a lightweight forecasting model for UK electricity prices. Marcjasz

et al. (2022) emphasized forecast averaging for enhanced accuracy, particularly

with distributional deep neural networks. Uniejewski (2023) present a novel

PEPF approach, employing smoothed QRA with kernel estimation, outper-

forming benchmarks in reliability, precision, and economic value. Jiang et al.

introduce a nonconvex regularized QRA approach to improve EPF accuracy,

particularly in PEPF. Janczura (2024) present Expectile Regression Averaging

(ERA) as an alternative to traditional quantile-based approaches such as QR

and QRA, demonstrating improved accuracy in DAM EPF.

The literature on probabilistic forecasting within the BM remains sparse,

largely attributed to challenges in data acquisition. In a study by Klæboe et al.

(2015), state-aware models such as SARMA and ARM were compared with

purely time series-based models like ARMA and ARX. The results indicated

that incorporating contextual information enhanced forecasting accuracy. How-

ever, these investigations often feature limited time horizons, typically extending

only up to one hour ahead, leaving questions unanswered regarding longer-term

forecasting in BMs. In the context of the Belgian electricity market, Dumas

et al. (2019) introduced a methodology for predicting imbalance prices, leverag-

ing historical data, net regulation volume transition probabilities, and reserve

activation information. Additionally, research such as Bunn et al. (2020) has

delved into the predictability of BM prices using regime-switching models, re-

vealing that BM prices display predictable behavior contrary to efficiency con-

jectures. These insights suggest potential advantages for market participants

in devising forecasting and trading strategies grounded in fundamental econo-

metric relationships. Moreover, in a study conducted by Lucas et al. (2020)
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focusing on BM price forecasting in Great Britain, machine learning techniques

were employed, highlighting the efficacy of Gradient Boosting and Extreme Gra-

dient Boosting algorithms. On the other hand, Narajewski (2022) explored BM

prediction in the German electricity market, uncovering that simplistic models

often outperform sophisticated techniques.

2.2. Energy Storage

Recent European electricity market reforms prioritize resilient mechanisms

amid rising renewable energy integration Zachmann et al. (2023). The eco-

nomic viability of energy storage systems in electricity markets has been exam-

ined in various contexts. Staffell & Rustomji (2016) assessed the profitability

of energy storage systems in the British electricity market, emphasizing the

role of reserve services. Tohidi & Gibescu (2019) evaluated revenue from flow

battery energy storage in photovoltaic (PV) solar plants, considering uncer-

tainties in electricity prices and PV production. Abramova & Bunn (2021)

focused on battery storage trading and optimization for enhanced profitability.

Gräf et al. (2022) investigated battery pack degradation, particularly the im-

pact of temperature variations. On average, degradation occurred at 1.55% per

year, with temperature-dependent rates ranging from 1.03% to 2.00% annually.

Wankmüller et al. (2017) incorporates degradation’s arbitrage impact.

2.3. Trading

In the domain of energy trading, crafting lucrative strategies for energy stor-

age systems critically relies on precise probabilistic forecasts. Krishnamurthy

et al. (2017) performed a comprehensive analysis of trading models tailored for

both DAM and BM arbitrage, emphasizing the supremacy of stochastic models

amid price uncertainty. Their models, including a Quantity-Only bid model

and a Price-Quantity bid model, exhibited diverse levels of profitability and

risk. In a parallel investigation, Narajewski & Ziel (2021) delved into opti-

mal bidding strategies within auction-based electricity markets, specifically for

portfolios centered on renewable energy sources. Their research underscored
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the significance of market impact estimation and the consideration of transac-

tion costs in shaping optimal strategies for risk-neutral traders. The analysis

spanned various portfolios, encompassing wind and solar power producers, and

showcased substantial revenue enhancements achievable with basic forecasting

models. More recent developments include Uniejewski & Weron (2021) with the

introduction of Lasso quantile regression averaging (QRA), a method refining

point forecasts using quantile regression, and later smoothing QRA Uniejewski

(2023), outperforming benchmarks in quantile-based DAM trading strategies.

In summary, these studies enhance our understanding of effective energy

trading methodologies, emphasizing the link between probabilistic forecasting,

market dynamics, and optimal bidding strategies. Despite significant progress,

gaps remain, particularly in extending probabilistic forecasting to the BM and

understanding emerging energy storage technologies. As we move forward, our

focus is on addressing these gaps, presenting insights and methodologies to

fortify energy trading strategies in both the DAM and BM.

3. Datasets

The data was sourced from SEMO & SEMOpx, comprising historical and

forward-looking data from 2019 to 2022. The dataset can be categorized into

two main types of data: Historic data and Forward/future-looking data.

3.1. Day-ahead Market

In our analysis, we focus on predicting DAM prices, with the forecast horizon

starting at t, extending to the subsequent 24 settlement periods, denoted as:

YDAM = [DAMt, ..., DAMt+23]. (1)

The historical data considered for DAM price prediction includes DAM prices for

the previous 168 hours and the wind and demand forecasts for the same interval.

We then consider the TSO wind and demand forecasts for the forecasting horizon

of 24 settlement periods.
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3.2. Balancing Market

For the BM, we predict BM prices for the next 16 open settlement periods.

The forecast horizon starts at t+ 2 as at time t, the market periods t and t+ 1

are already closed, and adjustments can only be made from t+ 2, denoted as:

YBM = [BMPt+2, ..., BMPt+17]. (2)

Historic data

The historical data used for BM price prediction includes:

• BM Prices: BM prices from the most recent and available 24 hours.

• BM Volume: The most recent 48 observations of BM volume.

• Forecast Wind - Actual Wind : Difference in forecast and actual wind data

for the last 48 settlement periods.

• Interconnector Values: Interconnector flows from the previous 24 hours.

• DAM Prices: DAM prices from the previous 24 hours, used at an hourly

granularity for each half-hour settlement period.

Forward/future-looking data

The future-looking data for BM price prediction includes:

• Physical Notifications Volume: The sum of physical notifications for the

forecast horizon.

• Net Interconnector Schedule: Interconnector schedule for the forecast hori-

zon.

• Renewable Forecast : TSO renewables forecast for non-dispatchable renew-

ables for the forecast horizon.

• Demand Forecast : TSO demand forecast for the forecast horizon.

• DAM Prices: DAM prices for the next 8 hours.
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The variation in time intervals for historical data is due to availability, limited to

the most recent and accessible 48 observations from the data source. For further

details on our forecasting approach, market structure, datasets, and variables

for both the DAM and BM, please refer to O’Connor et al. (2024).

4. Methodology

In this section, we outline the methodology used in our study to investigate

the development of BESS trading strategies. These strategies encompass the op-

timization, and in some cases, co-optimization of revenue streams derived from

participation in ancillary service markets, energy-only markets, or both. Just

as ancillary service markets contribute to grid stability and reliability, BESS

play an increasingly vital role in integrating renewable energy into the evolv-

ing energy landscape. To achieve this objective, our primary focus lies in the

formulation of trading strategies aimed at maximizing profits through energy

arbitrage in the DAM and BM.

Methodology Overview

In our analysis the forecasting & trading approach can be broadly viewed as

comprising of 5 key steps for both the DAM and BM. That is:

1. Data Collection and Preparation: We gather historical and forward-looking

data from the ISEM relating to the DAM and the BM.

2. Data Pre-processing and Model Optimization: In preparation for analysis,

we pre-process the data. Each predictive model undergoes hyperparameter

tuning for each 3-month data subset to enhance its performance.

3. Walk-Forward Model Validation: For the reliability of our models, we

employed a walk-forward validation process, iteratively updating the time

horizon.

4. Quantile Forecasting: We generated quantile forecasts using our optimized

models based on unseen test data. These forecasts were designed for time

horizons of 24 hours for the DAM and 8 hours for the BM.
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5. Trading Strategy Execution: With quantile predictions in hand, we im-

plemented our chosen trading strategy. This strategy involved submitting

quantity bids and offers for positions in both the DAM and BM, aligning

with our 24 and 8-hour forecasts.

This approach involves the strategic purchase of electricity during periods of low

predicted prices, subsequent storage, and timely resale during periods of high

predicted prices, with the goal of optimising financial returns.

4.1. Quantile Regression Models

All models in our study employ quantile regression, a statistical technique

for estimating conditional quantiles, allowing the estimation of target values

at specific quantiles (e.g., 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9). These quantiles are used

to define a "quantile pair," which establishes a forecast range, encompassing

lower and upper bounds, offering potential values within a specified confidence

level. For instance, a quantile pair of 0.1 and 0.9, denoted by α = 0.1 and

its complementary quantile 1 − α = 0.9, defines a forecast range that covers

the central 80% of potential outcomes, providing a nuanced perspective on the

distribution of forecast possibilities.

A high-level categorisation of the models includes the following:

• K-Nearest Neighbors (KNN): A versatile non-parametric algorithm that

predicts an instance’s output by comparing it to the "K" nearest data

points in the feature space, using distance metrics like Euclidean or Man-

hattan distance. The predicted value is the average of the K nearest data

points in the feature space, making it suitable for capturing local patterns

in time series data.

• Random Forest (RF): An ensemble learning method widely utilized in

DAM and BM forecasting due to its ability to handle non-linearity and

high-dimensional data. By aggregating the predictions of multiple decision

trees, RF effectively captures complex temporal relationships and provides

robust predictions for both short-term and long-term horizons.
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Figure 2: MH RNN DNN Model

• Light Gradient Boosting Method (LGBM): Like RF, Gradient Boosting

methods have gained popularity in DAM and BM forecasting tasks for

their efficiency and scalability. As a boosting algorithm, LGBM sequen-

tially builds decision trees, iteratively improving model performance by

focusing on data points with high residuals. This approach enables LGBM

to capture intricate temporal patterns and make accurate predictions with

minimal computational resources.

• Deep Neural Network (DNN): A versatile deep learning model equipped

with customizable hyperparameters. It adeptly processes both historical

data and future projections, facilitating accurate forecasting. Additionally,

a hybrid variant merges LSTM and DNN architectures, enhancing predic-

tive capabilities by capturing sequential patterns from historical data while

effectively incorporating future trends Lago et al. (2018). The output layer

predicts 8 hours (or 16 timestamps). See Figure 2 for visualization.

4.2. Trading Strategies

In this section, we present three trading strategies tailored to optimize profits

in electricity markets while considering constraints and price dynamics. These

include:

12



1. Trading Strategy 1 (TS1) follows a rule-based heuristic approach, utilizing

a straightforward single trade strategy. This strategy ensures that the buy

timestamp precedes the sell timestamp.

2. Trading Strategy 2 (TS2) maintains TS1’s constraints whilst increasing

intraday trading frequency with an iterative multi-trade approach.

3. Trading strategy 3 (TS3) is an optimization-based high-frequency ap-

proach that enables flexible buy/sell timestamps while maintaining bottleneck-

constrained purchase and sell volumes.

Our trading strategies are separately applied to both the DAM and the BM. In

section 4.5, we present an adapted approach for holding DAM and BM positions

concurrently.

4.3. TS1: Single trade quantile strategy

TS1 is a rule-based heuristic trading strategy adopted from Uniejewski &

Weron (2021); Uniejewski (2023), incorporating the same BESS constraints.

This strategy employs quantile-based forecasts to optimize trading decisions

involving a hypothetical battery with capacity Bc, no discharge limit, discharge

efficiency Ed, and charge efficiency Ec. Over the time horizon of interest (i.e. 1

day for the DAM or 8 hours for the BM), a single buy-sell pair trade is permitted

with the requirement that the buy trade occurs before the sell trade. The key

steps for TS1 are as follows:

1. Identify Optimal Timestamps: Determine timestamps for the minimum

and maximum predicted prices for the specified quantile (α) and the com-

plementary quantile (1-α). Choose the pair with the greater difference.

2. Execute Trades: Submit buy and sell orders at identified timestamps.

3. Calculate Profit: Calculate profit as the difference between the sell and

buy prices, adjusted for charge Ec and discharge Ed efficiencies.

The objective function for the trading strategy is given by:

max

T∑
t=1

(
Ed · p̂αt2 · −

p̂1−α
t1 ·
Ec

)
(3)
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where p̂αt denotes the model-predicted α-quantile, and p̂1−α
t · signifies the com-

plementary (1−α)-quantile at hour t. The total number of time periods, denoted

as T , corresponds to 24 hourly periods for the DAM and 16 half-hour periods

for the BM.

4.4. TS2: Multi-Trade strategy

TS2 extends TS1 by iteratively identifying multiple buy-sell pairs for the

24-hour period in DAM or 8-hour period in BM, maintaining the rule that buy

timestamps precede sell timestamps while increasing intraday trading frequency.

The first three steps of TS2 are consistent with TS1. The subsequent three steps

are specific to TS2:

4. Create Additional Price Subsets: To adhere to buy/sell constraints, the

price data is divided into subsets, enabling the identification of new buy-

sell pairs within each subset. The division typically occurs into one subset

before the first trade (TS1) and another after it.

5. Identify Buy-Sell Pairs: Within each subset, as in TS1, identify the times-

tamps for the minimum and maximum predicted prices for the specified

quantile (α) and the complementary quantile (1-α). For each pair within a

subset, submit buy and sell orders for the pair with the greatest difference.

6. Calculate Profit: Calculate profit for each trade pair as the difference

between the sell and buy prices, adjusted for efficiency, as in TS1.

While TS2 offers more trading opportunities than TS1, it is limited by the

buy/sell order constraint.

4.5. TS3: High-Frequency Strategy

TS3, inspired by Staffell & Rustomji (2016), introduces an optimization-

based approach designed to tackle the inherent limitations of battery ramp

rates. This challenge is particularly pronounced in larger batteries, where a

full charge or discharge within a single trading cycle is typically unfeasible. By

incorporating a bottleneck mechanism, TS3 enables greater flexibility in de-

termining buy and sell timestamps, thereby removing the constraint requiring
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buy timestamps to precede sell timestamps. The bottleneck within our research

encompasses several realistic limitations. The ramp rate R is restricted by fac-

tors including the battery’s capacity and maximum allowable charging speed,

limiting energy acquisition during specific intervals. Similarly, the discharging

rate faces constraints linked to the battery’s state of charge and the maximum

discharging rate, affecting energy release. Battery capacity dictates the volume

of energy available for trading. To ensure battery health and reliability, a mini-

mum charge level constraint is in place. Additionally, energy efficiency (denoted

as Ed and Ec) causes energy losses during charging and discharging. These lim-

itations define the operational boundaries of our trading strategy and are vital

for its performance. The key steps of TS3 can be summarized as follows:

1. Find Min and Max Price Periods: As in TS1 & TS2, this step involves

identifying timestamps for the minimum predicted price associated with

a specified quantile (α) and the maximum predicted price for the comple-

mentary quantile (1-α). However, the order of timestamps is now flexible.

2. Charging/Discharging Bottleneck: This step focuses on the charging and

discharging bottleneck. When the minimum price period precedes the

maximum price period or vice versa, the algorithm dynamically adjusts the

charging and discharging operations accordingly to maximize profitability.

Further details on this bottleneck and the associated profit calculations

are available in Algorithm 1.

3. Iterate for Additional Trade Pairs: The algorithm applies the same pro-

cess to subsets of price data before, after, and in between each trade pair.

This iterative approach allows for the exploration of additional trading

opportunities and price subsets.

4. Repeat for All Trade Pairs: Continue iterating through all subsets until

no more purchase and sell pairs are available.

The trading strategy outlined addresses these limitations by dynamically

adjusting charging and discharging operations based on the order of minimum

and maximum price periods, aiming to maximize profits under the constraints
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Algorithm 1 Algorithm 1: TS3 Bottleneck

1: Initialize variables: c (charge level), xbuy (charging quantity), xsell (discharg-

ing quantity), pmin (min price), pmax (max price), Profit

2: Initialize constants: R (ramp rate), Bc (battery capacity), Cmin (min charge

level)

3: Charging/Discharging Bottlenecks

4: if Period of pmin < Period of pmax then

5: Charging Strategy:

6: xbuy ← min(Bc − c, R) ▷ Charging Bottleneck

7: c← c+ xbuy

8: xsell ← min(c− Cmin, R) ▷ Discharging Bottleneck

9: c← c− xsell

10: Profit← (pmax × xsell × Ed)− (
pmin×xbuy

Ec
)

11: else

12: Discharging Strategy:

13: xsell ← min(c− Cmin, R) ▷ Discharging Bottleneck

14: c← c− xsell

15: xbuy ← min(Bc − c, R) ▷ Charging Bottleneck

16: c← c+ xbuy

17: Profit← (pmax × xsell × Ed)− (
pmin×xbuy

Ec
)

imposed by the bottleneck, thus significantly boosts trading frequency.

TS3-Dual: Dual Markets

Our dual markets approach, TS3-Dual, optimizes trading decisions in both

the DAM and BM concurrently, ensuring synchronization between them. This

strategy capitalizes on the differences in granularity and lead times, such as:

• DAM positions are determined at time t for the time range of t + 12 to

t+ 36, with hourly granularity, covering a 24-hour period.

• BM positions, in contrast, are generated at time t + 12, 12 hours after
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DAM positions have been established. These BM positions are based on

an 8-hour ahead forecast extending to t+20, with half-hourly granularity.

The emphasis in TS3-Dual is on midday trading opportunities in the DAM,

while the remaining time before and after DAM trades is allocated to the BM,

capitalizing on BM’s consistent volatility. To achieve this, we create subsets of

price data to optimize trades in both the DAM and BM, divided as follows:

• Early-Bidding in the BM (PS1): Tailored for BM trades, PS1 focuses on

time periods occurring before any DAM trades. It provides an opportunity

for strategic planning and early bidding to optimize trading decisions in

the BM market.

• DAM Trades - PS2: Dedicated to the DAM, this subset covers the time

range starting from the initial DAM trade pair’s minimum period to the

maximum period.

• Late-Bidding in the BM - PS3: Similar to PS1, PS3 serves BM trades but

encompasses periods after DAM trades. It is strategically positioned to

accommodate late bidding activities in the BM.

We follow the outline for TS3 in each subset, iterating through all subsets until

no more purchase and sell pairs are available. Organizing price data into these

subsets enables TS3-Dual to efficiently manage trading opportunities in both

the DAM and BM while ensuring synchronization between them. Code for all

trading strategies can be found at GitHub1

5. Experimental Results

In this section, we present the results of our study, focusing on the practical

applications of quantile forecasts in BESS trading within the DAM and BM.

Our analysis evaluates three distinct trading strategies: TS1, TS2, and TS3.

1https://anonymous.4open.science/r/DAM-BM_Trading-2B30/
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Each incorporates quantile forecasts with diverse trading constraints to opti-

mize efficiency. Subsequent sections offer a detailed exploration of these strate-

gies, encompassing quantile pair selection, model choice, forecast accuracy, and

highlighting key distinctions between the DAM and BM that influence trad-

ing outcomes. Furthermore, we conduct a thorough BESS economic analysis,

highlighting the economic implications of these strategies within the DAM and

BM.

5.1. Trading strategies

We assess three distinct trading strategies: TS1, TS2, and TS3, which em-

ploy quantile forecasts and trading constraints involving a hypothetical battery

with a capacity Bc set as 1 MWh, 80% discharge efficiency (Ed), and 98% charge

efficiency (Ec). Each strategy is evaluated over a period of 12 months, covering

both the DAM and BM. TS3 emerges as the top-performing strategy, surpassing

TS1 and TS2 in the DAM. However, both TS1 and TS2 encounter challenges

in the BM, as illustrated in Figure 3, which depicts the profit performance of

each strategy over the evaluation period. TS3’s superiority is attributed to its

flexible timestamp orders and increased trading frequency, which are crucial in

quantile trading and allow it to capitalize on market fluctuations effectively.

The inclusion of TS3-Dual, simultaneously participating in both DAM and BM,

emphasizes the advantages of market diversification in energy trading, mitigat-

ing risks associated with market volatility. The observed variance in Figure 3

across trading strategies for each quantile pair stems from differing trade execu-

tion numbers and market conditions. TS3’s closely aligned quantile pairs result

in more identified trades and increased profit opportunities, contrasting with

TS1, which, with minimal variance in quantile pairs (Figure 3), identifies fewer

distinctive trading opportunities. Table 1 furnishes a comprehensive analysis of

the financial profits derived from TS3, utilizing a high-frequency strategy, across

different quantile pairs and markets over the evaluation period. This breakdown

portrays the varied and nuanced outcomes of each trading strategy, including

their performance relative to key benchmarks such as perfect foresight (PF),
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signifying the theoretical maximum profit achievable with complete knowledge

of future price movements, and our baseline quantile pair 0.5-0.5, serve to un-

derscore the enhanced performance of TS3. Notably, despite its overall success,

TS3 faces challenges in achieving profitability in the BM, reflecting the inherent

unpredictability and volatility of this market.

DAM BM DAM BM DAM BM DUAL

0

2

4

·104

Market

P
ro

fit
(e

)

Strategy Profit Comparison Across Markets

TS1 TS2 TS3

Figure 3: Average profit for TS1, TS2, & TS3 in each market. Error bars highlight the results

for each quantile pair.

Trading in the day-ahead market

Our analysis of trading strategies in the DAM reveals incremental improve-

ments when compared to the baseline 0.5-0.5 quantile pair. For strategy TS3,

the baseline quantile pair 0.5-0.5 consistently outperforms other quantile pairs in

all four models, securing approximately 83% of the potential profit of e34,703.

Notably, the next most successful quantile, 0.3-0.5, attains approximately 63%

of the potential profit, as reported in Table 1. The 0.5-0.5 quantile pair consis-

tently attains the highest or closely approximates the top quantile pair, resulting

in the highest average profitability across all trading strategies in the DAM. This

indicates a limited impact for quantile trading in the DAM due to the relatively
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low error rates.

Trading in the balancing market

Quantile-based strategies gain greater importance in the inherently unpre-

dictable BM. Within TS3, as detailed in Table 1, the 0.5-0.5 quantile averages

e11,194, approximately 5%, out of e217,326, while the 0.5-0.7 quantile achieves

e18,454, approximately 8.5%. In the context of the BM, the 0.5-0.7 quantile

pair emerges as the top-performing choice for three out of four models, closely

followed by the 0.7-0.9 quantile pair. In addition, significant variance exists

among the quantile pairs across the three trading strategies, as illustrated in

Figure 4. This variability is more closely linked to the performance of the cho-

sen trading strategy rather than the specific quantile selection. These findings

highlight the critical role of both quantile pair selection and high-frequency

trading in the BM. TS3, characterized by its adaptability and increased trad-

ing frequency, excels. In contrast to the DAM, where profits closely align with

the PF benchmark due to its low error rate, the BM falls short of reaching

the profitability achieved with a PF of e217,326. This discrepancy underscores

the challenges associated with accurately forecasting the BM, given its inherent

unpredictability in a highly volatile market with numerous predictors. Nev-

ertheless, it underscores the untapped profit potential for market participants

with successful, precise forecasting methodologies.

Trading Dual Market positions

The trading strategy TS3-Dual focuses on both markets simultaneously,

aligning DAM positions with BM positions. As detailed in Table 1, the deploy-

ment of the 0.5-0.5 quantile within this strategy results in a profit of e37,252,

53% of the potential profit e70,389, while the 0.5-0.7 quantile pair achieves an

average of 55% with e38,553 in profit, it becomes clear as the top-performing

choice, as reflected in Table 1. Although the Dual Market’s potential profit of

e70,389 (32%) falls short of the BM’s potential profit of e217,326, the aver-

age return from TS3-Dual amounts to e35,358, outperforming the DAM return

20
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by 76% and more than tripling the average BM return. Ultimately, the TS3-

Dual approach consistently outpaces that of individual market trading across

all strategies, as evidenced in Figure 3.

Performance of Non-Conventional Quantile Pairs

In this section, we evaluate the performance of non-conventional quantile

pairs (0.3-0.5, 0.5-0.7, 0.7-0.9) in contrast to conventional quantile pairs (e.g.,

0.5-0.5, 0.3-0.7, 0.1-0.9) within our trading strategy, with a specific focus on

strategy TS3, which capitalizes on increased trading frequency. Our analy-

sis underscores the exceptional performance of non-conventional quantile pairs,

particularly the 0.5-0.7 pair, in the context of strategy TS3. In the DAM, the

0.3-0.5 and 0.5-0.7 quantile pairs closely trail the baseline 0.5-0.5 pair. How-

ever, in the BM, where trading frequency plays a pivotal role, 0.3-0.5 and 0.5-

0.7 emerge as the top-performing quantile pairs. These findings underscore the

critical importance of carefully aligning non-conventional quantile pairs with

specific trading strategies and markets. Broader quantile pair ranges, such as

0.1-0.9, consistently lead to fewer trades and limited profitability, highlighting

the importance of high-frequency trading in trading success.

Model Selection and Forecast Accuracy

In this section, we evaluate the performance of four distinct models—KNN,

RF, LGBM, and DNN—in shaping our trading decisions and profitability within

the dynamic energy markets. The performance of these models is crucial for un-

derstanding their effectiveness in different market scenarios. Figure 6 presents

a visual comparison of the profits generated by each model for the DAM, BM,

and DUAL scenarios. The LGBM and RF models excel in both the DAM

and the BM, as depicted in Figure 6. In contrast, the DNN and KNN mod-

els struggle, leading to reduced profits in all market scenarios, particularly in

strategy TS3. Furthermore, to assess the accuracy of our forecasts, we ex-

amine the pinball scores associated with each model. Figure 5 illustrates the

relationship between pinball scores and profitability for our trading strategy.
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Figure 4: TS3 Profit for DAM, BM & DUAL quantile pairs. The error bars are relative to

the different forecasting models.

Lower pinball scores indicate more accurate forecasts, which tend to result in

higher profits. The profit-to-error ratios highlight the importance of accurate

quantile-based forecasts in achieving success in electricity trading. Specifically,

the RF model emerges as the top-performing choice, with the lowest error and

the highest average profits across all market scenarios. This underscores the

pivotal role of accurate quantile-based forecasts in addressing market-specific

challenges and seizing opportunities. These findings have practical implications

for energy traders, emphasising the importance of precise quantile-based fore-

casts for profitable outcomes.

5.2. Economic Viability - Scenario Analysis

In this section, we present a comprehensive analysis of the economic viabil-

ity of BESS configurations, exploring various factors that influence their returns

and performance. Our study encompasses a scenario analysis focusing on key
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elements such as construction costs, maintenance expenses, degradation-related

costs, efficiency losses, and market dynamics. The goal is to evaluate the prof-

itability and economic outlook of different BESS units over a potential lifespan

of 10-15 years. In the following discussion, as detailed in Baxter & Byrne; Herzer

(2018), we explore key factors influencing the returns derived from operating a

BESS. These include:

• CAPEX: Battery purchase, including ancillary systems, installation, com-

missioning, permits, and civil works.

• Fixed O&M (ekW-year): Fixed maintenance costs and variable costs

throughout the system’s lifespan, based on operation hours or cycles. All

batteries are modelled to have maintenance costs increasing at a rate of

2% per year, as per the Sandia report Richard Baxter (2018).

• Degradation-related costs: Expenses due to cycle-induced degradation,

potentially requiring cell addition or replacement, leading to reduced bat-

tery capacity and efficiency over time. Battery degradation is estimated

at 1.55% in line with lithium-ion battery data from Gräf et al. (2022).

• Efficiency costs: Costs related to round-trip efficiency losses (e/kWh). All
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battery options are modelled with a 95% charge & discharge efficiency.

• Depth of Discharge: Energy discharged as a percentage of rated capacity.

• Ramp Rate: Ratios of rated energy to rated power, e.g. 2-hour Tesla

megapack, 1-hour lithium-ion battery in Sandia report Richard Baxter

(2018).

• Calendar Life (years): Maximum lifespan from factors such as state of

charge, e.g., Li-ion batteries end life below 60% rated energy. All batteries

have an assumed lifespan of ∼10-15 years.

• Market registration costs for trading in ISEM DAM and BM include an

annual total of e18,294. These costs consist of a once-off entry fee, annual

subscription fees, BM accession fee, BM participation fee, and variable

trading fees, which apply per MWh traded. For a detailed fee breakdown,

see SEMO (2023b) for ISEM DAM & IDM and SEMO (2023a) for BM

participation.

Items we will not factor in for issues on acquiring accurate data include:

• Warranty: (e/kWh-year): Annual fees for quality assurance.

• Insurance (e/kWh): Premiums against unforeseen risks.

• End-of-life costs: Expenses for disassembly, transportation to recycling

facilities, and safe disposal of lithium-ion cells.

Battery Options

We analyze various battery options, utilising configurations provided in

Committee (2021), including smaller batteries with capacities of 3MWh (Scot-

tish Power, Battery A) and 3.9 MWh (Tesla Megapack, Battery B) and larger

batteries with capacities of 10MWh (Avolta storage, Battery C) and 39 MWh

(10 Tesla Megapacks, Battery D). Revenue data for all batteries is derived from

the leading dual-market model in TS3-Dual, utilizing configurations specific to

the selected battery setup.

25



0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

−1.5

−1

−0.5

0

0.5

Year

R
et

ur
n

(e
m

ill
io

ns
)

Returns for Batteries A and B

Return A Return B

Figure 7: 15-year cost breakdown for the 3 MW Scottish Power and 3.9 MW Tesla capacity

Smaller Batteries: A & B

• Battery A, Scottish Power (3 MWh) - This battery features a 1-hour

cycle, a maximum discharge capacity of 3 MWh, and operates with a

charge/discharge efficiency of 95%. With a construction cost of e1,671,000.00

(e557 per kWh) and annual maintenance expenses of e11,000 (e4 per

kWh), it represents a compact and efficient option suitable for applica-

tions with shorter duration requirements.

• Battery B, Tesla Megapack (3.9 MWh) - Designed for a 2-hour cycle,

Battery B shares similar charge/discharge efficiencies and ramp rates with

Battery A. Its purchase costs amount to e1,722,628.98 (e447 per kWh),

and annual maintenance costs are e7,730.96 (e2 per kWh). The extended

capacity makes it well-suited for applications demanding longer discharge

periods.

• Battery C, Avolta Storage (10 MWh) - This battery is configured with a 1-

hour cycle, a maximum discharge capacity of 9 MWh, and a charge/discharge

efficiency of 95%. With a construction cost of e4,850,000 (e485 per kWh)
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38.5 MWh

and annual maintenance costs of e100,000 (e10 per kWh), designed to

balance capacity and efficiency, catering to applications with larger scale

and short duration requirements.

• Battery D, Tesla Megapack*10 (38.5 MWh) - A larger-scale option, fea-

tures a 2-hour cycle and shares similar charge/discharge efficiencies and

ramp rates with Battery B. The purchase cost, accounting for a bulk dis-

count for ordering 10 units, is e13,726,186.17 (e356 per kWh), with an-

nual maintenance costs of e61,593.89 (approximately e2 per kWh). This

configuration, suitable for substantial energy storage needs, highlights the

potential economic benefits of scaling up BESS installations.

Economic Viability of BESS Units

This section assesses the economic viability of various BESS configurations,

looking at what year they are profitable and their performance over a potential

battery life of 10-15 years. Figure 7 illustrates the 15-year return on investment
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for batteries A and B. Figure 8 compares the 15-year returns for batteries C

and D.

1. A 3 MW Scottish Power unit with construction costs of e557/kW and

maintenance costs of e11/kW, doesn’t achieve profitability until year 12,

with a a 16% return by year 15.

2. A 3.9 MW Tesla Megapack with construction costs of e447/kW and main-

tenance costs of e2/kW, doesn’t achieve profitability until year 11, with

a a 34% return by year 15.

3. A 10 MW Avolta Storage unit with construction costs of e485/kW and

maintenance costs of e10/kW, achieves profitability by year 11, with a

38% return by year 15.

4. A 38.5 MW Tesla Megapacks unit with construction costs of e356/kW and

maintenance costs of e2/kW, achieves profitability by year 7, a return of

56% by year 10 and 123% by year 15. The results emphasize the impact

of size and cost dynamics on BESS economic outlook.

The findings highlight the evolving landscape of BESS and the crucial role of cost

reduction. When considering potential interest in construction and maintenance

costs, Batteries A and C point towards alternative investment opportunities. In

contrast, Batteries B and, notably, Battery D exemplify economic viability.

These results underscore the recent advancements in BESS cost-effectiveness

and emphasize the significance of appropriate battery sizing. They reveal the

intricate link between construction and maintenance expenses, battery size, and

long-term profitability, shaping the future of energy storage technologies and

their grid integration.

6. Conclusion

In this study, we conducted an analysis of BESS trading, employing quantile

forecasting in both the DAM and BM. Our investigation encompassed trad-

ing strategies, constraints, and the impact of quantile forecasts on profitabil-

ity in BESS trading. Our findings highlight the effectiveness of dual-market
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strategies, with TS3-Dual emerging as the most successful, with an emphasis

on adaptability and high-frequency trading. In the DAM, the baseline 0.5-0.5

quantile pair consistently outperformed other quantile pairs, while in the BM,

the 0.5-0.7 quantile pair exhibited the best performance, emphasizing the crit-

ical role of precise quantile pair selection and trading frequency. The choice

of models also significantly impacted profitability, with RF models excelling in

both the DAM and BM. Low pinball scores were associated with increased prof-

itability, emphasizing the importance of accurate quantile-based forecasts. In

terms of the economic viability of BESS trading, analyzing cost implications,

we demonstrate the potential for profitable engagement in energy markets with

appropriate battery sizing and trading strategies. Future research could ex-

plore the incorporation of intra-day markets into trading strategies, delve into

the price impact on BM trading, and investigate the utilization of reinforce-

ment learning techniques for trading (e.g., Shavandi & Khedmati (2022)). The

promising results underscore the role of quantile forecasting and dual-market

strategies in enhancing BESS profitability. Continued research and innovation

in this domain could further amplify the success of BESS in the evolving energy

landscape.
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