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Abstract—In this paper, we propose a bilateral peer-to-peer
(P2P) energy trading scheme for residential prosumers with a
simplified entry to the market. We formulate the market as
an assignment game, a special class of coalitional games. For
solving the resulting decision problem, we design a bilateral
negotiation mechanism that enables matched buyer-seller pairs
to reach a consensus on a set of “stable” and “fair” trading
contracts. The proposed negotiation process can be executed
on possibly time-varying communication networks with virtually
minimal information requirements that in turn preserves privacy
among prosumers. Numerical simulations illustrate the beneficial
features of our P2P market model and negotiation protocol.

Index Terms—Peer-to-peer energy trading, electricity markets,
renewable energy integration

I. INTRODUCTION

Decarbonization of energy systems is one of the key agenda
of the climate action plan and to achieve this goal, power
systems are envisioning large scale integration of renewable
energy sources (RES). Wide scale decentralized deployment
of RES, especially photo-voltaic (PV), is being undertaken
by the small prosumers (e.g. residential) which brings them
at the center of this transformation [1]. Thus, many demand-
side tools are being developed for the technical and economic
integration of the residential prosumers.

Local or community based electricity markets can effec-
tively facilitate the distributed deployment of RES by manag-
ing the associate uncertainty locally and by providing financial
benefits. Therefore, such market based solutions have received
considerable attention from smart-grid researchers, especially
towards the peer-to-peer (P2P) market paradigm [2]. P2P
markets provide prosumers with the direct control over the
trade of their energy sources on their own terms of transactions
to make profitable interactions. Thus, it encourages wider
prosumer participation and also provides significant benefits
to the system operators for example in terms of peak shaving
[3], and lower investments in grid capacity [4].

However, the design of the local P2P electricity markets
presents mathematical and structural challenges. The whole
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sale market in EU requires sellers to enter with the complex
offers, which requires high level of technical abilities. Such
structure cannot be replicated in the markets where the par-
ticipants are laypersons (residential prosumers). Thus, the key
tasks are to design: a mechanism which seeks a market equi-
librium while incorporating a self-interested decision-making
attitude by the participants and a structure simple enough to
encourage the entry by residential prosumers. Therefore, in
this paper, we first design a bilateral P2P market that simplifies
the entry of a typical residential prosumer and then we present
an algorithm that enables prosumers to converge to a fair and
stable market solution, in context of coalitional game theory.

Coalitional game theory provides analytical tools to study
the cooperative interaction of selfish and rational agents and
thus, holds adequate prospects for the design of P2P markets.
The authors in [5] propose a P2P energy trading scheme
in which prosumers form a coalition to trade energy among
themselves, at a mid-market rate which ensures the stability
of the coalition. In [6] the authors use coalitional game
theory to formulate a community based architecture for local
energy exchange to minimize overall energy cost. A coalition
formation game is formulated by the authors in [7] for P2P
energy exchange among prosumers, and the resulting coali-
tion structure is shown to be stable. The price of exchange
is determined by the double auction mechanism. Another
coalition formation game is presented by the authors in [8],
that allows prosumers to optimize their battery usage for P2P
energy trading. In [9] the authors present an iterative procedure
for peer matching among prosumers, who then undertake a
bilateral negotiation to come to an agreement on the price and
quantity of energy trade, but without coalitional game theoretic
guarantees. In this paper, we model P2P energy trading as an
assignment game, a special class of coalitional games, that
allows for bilateral contracts and for a mutual settlement on
the fair and stable contract prices via distributed negotiation.

Contribution: We propose a bilateral P2P electricity market
and a solution mechanism within the framework of coalitional
game theory. Our key contributions are summarized next:
• We formulate bilateral P2P energy trading as an assign-

ment game which simplifies the prosumer participation,
amidst of RES uncertainty, and allows for product dif-
ferentiation. Our formulation ensures the existence of a
“stable” set of bilateral contracts (Section III);978-1-6654-4875-8/21/$31.00 ©2021 IEEE
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• We develop a distributed negotiation mechanism where
the buyer (seller) communicates only with the matched
seller (buyer) and the market operator, and we show that
the mechanism converges to the τ -value in the core of the
assignment game while preserving the privacy among the
market participants (Section IV);

Notation and definitions: Given a mapping M : Rn →
Rn,fix(M) := {x ∈ Rn | x = M(x)} denotes the set of
its fixed points. Id denotes the identity operator. For a closed
set C ⊆ Rn, the mapping projC : Rn → C denotes the
projection onto C, i.e., projC(x) = arg miny∈C ‖y−x‖. A⊗B
denotes the Kronecker product between the matrices A and B.
For x1, . . . , xN ∈ Rn, col((xi)i∈(1,...,N)) :=

[
x>1 , . . . , x

>
N

]>
.

dist(x, y) := ‖y − x‖. For a closed set C ⊆ Rn and N ∈
N, CN :=

∏N
i=1 Ci. A continuous mapping M : Rn → Rn

is a paracontraction, with respect to a norm ‖ · ‖ on Rn, if
‖M(x)−y‖ < ‖x−y‖, for all (x, y) ∈ (Rn\fix(M))×fix(M).

II. MATHEMATICAL BACKGROUND ON ASSIGNMENT
GAMES AND THE τ -VALUE

A. Assignment games

Assignment games are a class of coalitional games that
model a two sided matching market with the objective of
finding optimal assignments between the opposite sides, for
example buyers and sellers [10]. Let us denote the two sets
of agents, i.e., buyers and sellers by IB and IS , respectively.
Here, each seller j ∈ IS offers a good at the price of at least
cj and each buyer i ∈ IB, bids hi,j for the good of seller j.
Then, the value function that gives value to each buyer-seller
pair, with a slight abuse of notation, reads as:

v(i, j) = max{0, hi,j − cj}. (1)

Any viable assignment must satisfy hi,j > ci. Furthermore,
one-sided coalitions generate no value, i.e., v(S) = 0 if S ⊆
IB or S ⊆ IS , thus only mixed coalitions are meaningful.

Utilizing the fact that the buyer-seller pairs alone suffice
to determine the two-sided market completely, we define an
assignment matrix M = [v(i, j)] for all pairs (i, j) ∈ IB×IS .

Definition 1 (Value function): Let IB = {1, . . . , NB} and
IS = {1, . . . , NS} be the sets of buyers and sellers, respec-
tively. Let M = [v(i, j)](i,j)∈IB×IS be an assignment matrix
with v(i, j) as in (1). Given B ⊆ IB and S ⊆ IS , let P(B,S)
be the set of all possible matching configurations between B
and S, where a matching configuration is a set of two-sided
matchings such that a seller (buyer) is matched with at most
one buyer (seller). Then, the value function vM : IB∪IS → R
is defined as, vM (B ∪ S) = max

P∈P(B,S)

∑
(i,j)∈P v(i, j). �

Let us now formally define an assignment game.
Definition 2 (Assignment game): Let IB = {1, . . . , NB} and

IS = {1, . . . , NS} be the sets of buyers and sellers, respec-
tively. An assignment game is a pairM = (IB∪IS , vM ) such
that the value function vM is as in Definition 1. �
In an assignment game, the value generated by an optimal
match between a buyer-seller pair (i, j), v(i, j), is distributed
between both the members as a payoff.

Definition 3 (Payoff vector): Let M = (IB ∪ IS , vM ) be
an assignment game and (i, j) ∈ IB × IS be a matched pair.
Then, the element (x′i, x

′′
j ), of vectors (x′, x′′) ∈ RNB ×RNS

represents the share of agent i and j of the value v(i, j). �
The most widely studied solution concept of assignment games
is the core, a set of efficient and rational payoff vectors. The
core relates to the stability of assignment, i.e., the satisfaction
of the self-interested agents with the corresponding match.

Definition 4 (Core of assignment game): The core CM of
an assignment game (IB ∪ IS , vM ) is the following set:

CM :=
{

(x′, x′′) ∈ RNB × RNS |
∑
i∈IB

x′i +
∑
j∈IS

x′′j =

vM (IB ∪ IS), x′i + x′′j ≥ v̂(i, j) for all (i, j) ∈ IB × IS
}
.

(2)

�
Remark 1 (Non-emptiness of core [10]): An assignment

game (as in Definition 2) has a non-empty core. �
The payoff (x′i, x

′′
j ) as a result of a bilateral trade between

an optimally matched pair (i, j) ∈ IB × IS determines the
bilateral contract price λi,j . The contract price is defied as the
difference of the bid of buyer i and his payoff, i.e., λi,j =
hi,j − x′i. We remark that, the core set is not singleton and
different core payoffs can favor different sides of the market
[10]. The two extreme points of the core are referred as the
buyer optimal payoff (x′, x′′) and the seller optimal payoff
(x′, x′′). Therefore, it is important to identify a fair payoff that
belongs to the core. Next, we provide one such fair payoff,
namely the τ -value in context of assignment games [11].

B. The τ -value for assignment games

The τ -value is generally defined as an average of the utopic
payoff and the minimal rights payoff where, the utopia payoff
is regarded as the maximal payoff an agent can receive in
the core and the minimal rights payoff is what an agent
can guarantee himself. In context of an assignment game
(IB ∪ IS , vM ), the utopia payoff for a buyer i is given by
his marginal contribution to the grand coalition, which is also
the buyer optimal, i.e., x′i = vM (IB∪IS)−vM (IB∪IS\{i}).
Furthermore, the minimal rights payoff of buyer i that is
optimally matched with seller j is given as x′i = vM (IB ∪
IS\{j}) − vM (IB\{i} ∪ IS\{j}). Finally, the τ -value of an
assignment game is as follows:

τ(vM ) =
(x′, x′′) + (x′, x′′)

2
(3)

Remark 2 (τ -value in core [11]): The τ -value of an assign-
ment game (as in Definition 2) belongs to the core. �
Using the fact that the τ -value is a midpoint between the
buyer-optimal and the seller-optimal core payoff, we can
define a set of favorable payoffs for each side.

Definition 5 (Favorable payoff): For buyer i in an optimally
matched pair (i, j), the set of favorable payoffs is

Xi := {x′i ∈ R | x′i ≥
(x′i + x′i)

2
, x′i + x′′j = v(i, j)}. (4)



�
In the sequel, we associate the idea of fairness to the τ -

value and use it as a solution concept for our bilateral P2P
market design. In practice, bilateral agreements should be
directly negotiated by self-interested agents. Thus, we propose
a distributed solution mechanism in which the agents negotiate
bilaterally to autonomously reach a consensus on the payoff.

Definition 6 (Consensus set): The consensus set A ⊂ RN2

is defined as:

A := {col(x1, . . . ,xN ) ∈ RN
2

| xi = xj ,∀i, j ∈ I}. (5)

�
III. P2P MARKET AS AN ASSIGNMENT GAME

In this section, we formulate a bilateral P2P energy market
as assignment game where the participants are partitioned
into buyers and sellers. A prosumer who owns an energy
source is regarded as a seller while a buyer can be a mere
consumer as well. For modelling a seller, we consider a typical
residential prosumer who is not present at home during high
PV generation hours on the weekdays. Therefore, it makes
high economic sense for such prosumer to sell the energy
produced in the market. Let us elaborate on the models of
the market participants namely, sellers, buyers and the market
operator. First, a sellers’ offer is composed of a rated power
of the generation source and the price per KWh of energy
for the period of availability. Such offer structure, with easily
known parameters, greatly simplifies the process of prosumer’s
entry into the market which in fact is an important practical
requirement for enabling the participation of residential pro-
sumers (layman) in P2P markets. Another way of looking at
our model is that a seller offers to rent out his generation
source for the desired time period. Our market design also
creates an opportunity for the data markets in energy systems
that allows participants to share their generation and demand
data for additional financial or operational benefits. This data
is then utilized by the market operator to optimize amidst of
uncertainty. We note that our model can accommodate other
energy sources as well (e.g. ES) but we maintain our focus on
PV as it is most widely adopted RES at residential level.

A buyer enters the market with the energy demand, bid per
KWh and the preference factor that allows a buyer to prioritise
sellers based on the desired criteria (e.g. green energy, seller
rating). Finally, the market is operated by a central operator
who has complete information of bids and offers, and is also
responsible for maximizing the market welfare.

Let cj denote the price demanded by a seller j ∈ IS per
KWh of energy and let sj represent the rated power of the
offered energy source; then, an offer of a seller j is given by
a pair (cj , sj). Similarly, let us denote the energy demand of
a buyer i ∈ IB by di and his preference factor for seller j
by αi,j . Furthermore, let pi be a base price that the buyer i
is willing to pay for each unit (1 KWh) of energy, hence he
presents its bid as (αi,jpi, di). Next, we impose some practical
limitations on the buyer bids and seller offers to make our
market setup economically rational for the participants. Let gb
and gs denote the buying price and the selling price of energy

provided by the grid, respectively. Then, the rational buyer i
should offer a seller j a higher energy price than that of the
grid, but not more than the grid’s selling price, i.e., αi,jpi ∈
(gb, gs] and analogously, the seller j satisfies cj ∈ [gb, gs).

The energy generation by RES (PV) is inherently uncertain
thus to encourage prosumer participation we transfer the
responsibility of accounting for this uncertainty from a seller
to the market operator. We achieve this by allowing seller to
only include the rated power of his energy asset instead of the
energy. Therefore, a stochastic market mechanism is required.
For this purpose we use scenario modeling of uncertainty in
RES generation. Let the set of generation scenarios of future
be F and denote the probability of occurrence of the scenario
f ∈ F by ρf . Also, let us denote the generation forecast of
seller j’s energy source in scenario f by ŝj(f) then the corre-
sponding expected value is given by E[ŝj ] =

∑
f∈F ρf ŝj(f).

We note that, without the loss of generality, the uncertainty
can also be considered in demand. However, in this paper
we assume the demand forecast to be deterministic. Next, we
formulate a P2P energy market as an assignment game.

In our P2P market setup, the sellers and buyers make
bilateral contracts that generate certain utility (value) for both.
Let buyer i ∈ IB and seller j ∈ IS make a bilateral contract
then, the value v̂(i, j) generated by this contract reads as

v̂(i, j) =

{
(max{0, αi,jpi − cj})di if E[ŝj ] ≥ di
(max{0, αi,jpi − cj})E[ŝj ] otherwise.

(6)
Let us elaborate on the bilateral contract value in (6). First, the
contract is only viable when buyer’s bid of the energy is higher
than seller’s offer, i.e., αi,jpi > cj . Then, in the first case, i.e.,
E[ŝj ] ≥ di, trading each unit generates the welfare equal to
αi,jpi − cj where, the total traded units are di. Furthermore,
the excess energy of the seller (sj − di) is sold to the grid.
The second case has a similar explanation. We note that, the
value of a non-viable contract will be zero and that if sj = di
then the two cases are equivalent.

Now, let us define an assignment matrix M =
[v̂(i, j)](i,j)∈IB×IS where each element v̂(i, j) represents the
value of a bilateral contract between buyer i ∈ IB and seller
j ∈ IS . Then, the corresponding assignment game is given by
M = (IB ∪ IS , vM ). To solve the resulting game, the market
operator first evaluates the value vM (S), for each S ⊆ I, by
solving the following assignment problem:

P(S) :



max
µ

∑
i∈IB∩S

∑
j∈IS∩S

v̂(i, j)µi,j

s.t.
∑

i∈IB∩S
µi,j ≤ 1 ∀j ∈ IS ∩ S∑

j∈IS∩S
µi,j ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ IB ∩ S

(7)

with matching factors µi,j ∈ {0, 1}, where µi,j = 1 represents
the matching between buyer i and seller j. The constraints
imposed on the matching factors ensure one-to-one matching.
We note that the sellers and buyers can also enter as multiple



agents to ensure adequate energy trading in the case of
participation discrepancy on two sides of the market. The
results obtained by solving the assignment problem in (7)
enable the market operator to evaluate the optimal buyer-
seller assignment and the marginal contribution of the agents.
Following are the notable features of our P2P market design:

• Existence: There always exist a set of unobjectionable
bilateral contracts for all participants, i.e., the core of a
bilateral P2P market is always non-empty (Remark 1).

• Product differentiation: Buyers can assign priority to
seller characteristics (e.g. green energy, location of seller)
via preference factors αi,j .

• Convenience: Residential prosumers do not require any
technical tools or methods to offer suitable amount of
energy for given time interval (offer includes power
rating) thereby simplifying the market entry.

• Bilateral negotiation: Optimal bilateral contracts are as-
signed centrally by the market operator but the contract
price is negotiated internally between matched buyer and
seller, thus preserving the inter-prosumer privacy.

IV. SOLUTION MECHANISM

After the market operator’s evaluation of the optimal as-
signment, members of each matched pair negotiate between
themselves for a bilateral agreement on the trading price.
The goal of our mechanism design is to enable the matched
pairs to independently reach a consensus on a fair bilateral
contract price such that the corresponding collective vector of
payoffs belong to the core in (2). Thus, to achieve our goal, we
propose a distributed bilateral negotiation mechanism, where a
central market operator with complete information of the game
transmits to the market participants only their marginal con-
tribution to the grand coalition (P2P market). After receiving
the required information, each agent distributedly proposes a
payoff allocation to his matched agent. We prove that utilizing
such a limited information, the proposed solution converges to
a fair and stable payoff distribution, i.e, to the τ -value.

A. distributed bilateral negotiation

We consider a bilateral negotiation process in which, at each
negotiation step k, a buyer (seller) communicates with the
matched seller (buyer) to bargain for his payoff. We present
the process of negotiation for a matched pair Ei,j ∈ E :=
{(i, j) | µi,j = 1, for all (i, j) ∈ IB × IS} where, E is a set
of matchings in an optimal assignment attained by solving
(7) for the grand coalition (IB ∪ IS). The matched pair
communicates over a directed network link weighted using an
adjacency matrix W k = [wki,j ], whose element wki,j represents
the weight assigned by agent i to the payoff proposal of his
matched agent j, xkj . Here, the time-variation k refers to the
variation of the weights assigned by each agent to the proposal
of the corresponding matched agent. Furthermore, we assume
the adjacency matrix to be stochastic with the positive entries,
which means that an agent always gives some weight to his
previous proposal and the proposal of the matched agent.

Assumption 1 (Stochastic adjacency matrix): For all k ≥ 0,
the adjacency matrix W k = [wki,j ] of the communication links
is row-stochastic and ∃ γ > 0 such that wki,j ≥ γ. �
We further make a technical assumption on the elements of the
adjacency matrix W k, i.e., they belong to a finite set hence,
finitely many adjacency matrices are available.

Assumption 2 (Finitely many adjacency matrices): The adja-
cency matrices {W k}k∈N of the communication graphs belong
to W , a finite family of matrices that satisfy Assumption 1,
i.e., W k ∈ W for all k ∈ N. �

At each negotiation step k, an agent i bargains by proposing
a payoff distribution xki ∈ R2, for both of the agents in
a matched pair (i, j). To evaluate a proposal, he first takes
an average of the estimate of the matched agent xkj and
his own proposal weighted by an adjacency matrix W k,∑
j∈Ei,j w

k
i,jx

k
j . Next, agent i receives the information of his

marginal contribution in the market by the market operator,
which allows agent i to evaluate the set of his favorable payoffs
Xi, as in (4). We note that our algorithm does not require
evaluation of the complete core as for the algorithms presented
in [12] and [13]. After receiving the required information,
agent i projects the average x̂ki :=

∑
j∈Ei,j w

k
i,jx

k
j on the set

of favorable payoffs Xi. Thus, the iteration reads as xk+1
i =

projXi
(x̂ki ). We can generalize this iteration by replacing the

projection operator, proj(·), with a special class of operators
namely, paracontractions. This generalization enables us to
utilize operator theory for showing the convergence of our
algorithm later. The protocol we propose for an agent i ∈ Ei,j
is xk+1

i = Ti(x̂
k
i ), that in collective form, for negotiation

between pair (i, j), reads as the fixed-point iteration

xk+1
(i,j) = T (W kxk(i,j)), (8)

where T (x) := col(T1(x1), T2(x2)) and W k := W k ⊗ I4
represents an adjacency matrix. In (8), we require the operator
Ti to have Xi in (4) as fixed-point set, i.e., fix(Ti) = Xi.

Assumption 3 (Paracontractions): The operator T in (8) is
such that Ti ∈ T , where T is a finite family of paracontraction
operators such that fix(Ti) = Xi with Xi in (4). �
The iteration in (8) provides the bilateral negotiation process
that will be executed by each matched pair (i, j) ∈ IB × IS
independently. Next, we provide our main convergence result.

Theorem 1 (Convergence of bilateral negotiation): Let
Assumptions 1 − 3 hold. Let X(i,j) := Xi ∩ Xj with
Xi as in (4). Then, starting from any x0

(i,j), the sequence
(xk(i,j))

∞
k=0 generated by the iteration in (8) converges to

x∗(i,j) ∈ X
2
(i,j) ∩A with A as in (5) and the collective payoff

vector x∗ ∈
∏

(i,j)∈E X(i,j) is the τ -value in (3) thus belongs
to the core, CM in (2). �

V. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

In this section, we demonstrate the effectiveness of proposed
algorithm by conducting numerical simulations of our bilateral
P2P market design for time slots with high PV generation. We
consider 3 residential prosumers with energy deficiency and 3
with surplus to act as buyers and sellers, respectively. Sellers



Fig. 1. Trajectories of dist(xk, τ -value) via bilateral negotiation algorithm
with operator Ti := projXi

for optimally matched buyer-seller pairs.

Fig. 2. Percentage distribution of total welfare between buyers and sellers
via seller optimal, buyer optimal and τ -value payoffs.

are equipped with either a PV source of capacity 2 - 5 kWp or
an ES of 4 kWh. The buyers assign preference level to each
seller using the priority factor αi,j ∈ [1, 1.5] with 1 being
indifference to any criteria, e.g. green source (PV) vs brown
source (ES), etc. Furthermore, buyers choose base valuation of
the energy pi such that their bid is higher than the grid’s buying
price gb = 0.05 £/kWh and not more than the grid’s selling
price gs = 0.17 £/kWh and the sellers choose their valuation
cj less than the grid’s selling price gs [6]. To account for the
uncertainty, we use three PV generation scenarios.

In our P2P market setup, first the market operator evaluates
the optimal trading pairs of buyers and sellers using the for-
mulation in (7). Then, each matched pair internally negotiates
for the contract prices via mechanism in (8). In Figure 1, we
show the convergence of bilateral negotiation algorithm to the
respective τ -value payoffs. In Figure 2 we show the welfare
allocation by respective points in the core. As the payoff is
negotiated bilaterally the gain of buyer corresponds to the
loss of seller and vice versa thus, we observe that, the τ -
value payoff provides more fair treatment to both sides. Next,
we illustrate the economic benefit of trading inside the P2P
market, compared to trading with the grid, in Figure 3.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have modelled P2P energy trading as an assignment
game (coalitional game) and proposed a bilateral negotiation
process as a clearing mechanism. The proposed P2P electricity
market model encourages prosumers to participate by provid-
ing ease of accessibility, flexibility of choice and economic
benefits, i.e., higher revenue (sellers) and lower energy costs
(buyers) compared to trading with the grid. Furthermore, the
bilateral negotiation mechanism enables participants to reach
a trading contract (τ -value) which fairly divides the resulting
market welfare among buyers and sellers.

Fig. 3. Average revenue improvement (sellers) and average cost reduction
(buyers) via seller optimal, buyer optimal and τ -value payoffs compared to
energy trading with the grid.

APPENDIX

To prove the convergence of (8), as stated in Theorem 1,
we first provide useful property of a paracontraction operator.

Lemma 1 ( [14], Thm. 2): Let M = {M1, . . . ,Mm}
be a set of paracontractions such that

⋂
M∈M fix(M) 6=

∅. Let the communication graph be connected and con-
sider the iteration xk+1 = M(W k(xk)), where M(x) :=
col(M1(x1), . . . ,Mm(xm)). Then, the state xk converges to
a state in the set A ∩ fix(M) as k →∞. �

Proof: By (4), X(i,j) =
(x′

i,x
′′
j )+(x′

i,x
′′
j )

2 . Let Assumptions 1
and 3 hold then, by Lemma 1 the iteration in (8) converges to
A∩X 2

(i,j). Next, by Definition in (3) the collective payoff x∗

is the τ -value thus, by Remark 2, x∗ ∈ CM . �
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