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Abstract 
Transmission expansion planning (TEP) is a sophisticated decision-making problem, 
especially in an oligopolistic electricity market in which a number of strategic (price-maker) 
producers compete together. A transmission system planner, who is in charge of making 
TEP decisions, requires considering the future generation investment actions. However, in 
such an oligopolistic market, each producer makes its own strategic generation investment 
decisions. This motivates the transmission system planner to consider the generation 
investment decision-making problem of all producers within its TEP model. The strategic 
generation investment problem of each producer can be represented by a complementarity 
bi-level model. The joint consideration of all bi-level models, one per producer, characterizes 
the generation investment equilibrium that identifies the future evolution of generation 
investment in the market. This paper proposes a tri-level TEP decision-making model to be 
solved by the transmission system planner, whose objective is to maximize the social welfare 
of the market minus the expansion costs, and whose constraints are the transmission 
expansion limits as well as the generation investment equilibrium problem. This model is 
then recast as a mixed-integer linear programming problem and solved. Numerical results 
from an illustrative example and a case study based on the IEEE 14-bus test system 
demonstrate the usefulness of the proposed approach. 
 
Keywords: Transmission expansion planning (TEP), generation investment equilibrium, 
strategic producers, mathematical program with equilibrium constraints (MPEC), 
equilibrium problem with equilibrium constraints (EPEC), oligopoly. 
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1. Introduction 
1.1. Background and Aim 

In traditional vertically integrated power systems, a single entity, i.e., system operator, is in 
charge of making both transmission and generation expansion decisions. For this purpose, it 
solves a single optimization problem seeking to minimize the total expansion and operational 
costs [1]-[4], referring to a centralized planning decision-making framework. However, in 
competitive electricity markets, each producer makes its own generation investment 
decisions, while another entity, i.e., transmission system planner, makes transmission 
expansion decisions. This decentralized planning decision-making framework within 
electricity markets makes the expansion problems complex to model and solve [5]-[7]. This 
complexity is even worse in oligopolistic electricity markets in which a number of strategic 
(price-maker) producers compete together. Each strategic producer is able to alter the market-
clearing outcomes to its own benefit through exercising market power [8]. The decision-
making problem of each strategic producer can be represented by a complementarity bi-level 
model [8]-[9], aiming to maximize its profit through making most beneficial generation 
capacity investment (planning) and price offering (operation) decisions. However, the 
strategic decisions of various producers are interrelated through market-clearing conditions, 
forming a generation investment equilibrium problem [10]-[12]. Note that the transmission 
system planner requires considering the future evolution of generation investment in the 
market to solve its transmission expansion planning (TEP) decision-making problem. This 
motivates the consideration of TEP problem on top of the generation investment equilibrium 
problem, i.e., the TEP problem is constrained by the generation investment equilibrium 
problem [13]-[19]. This allows the transmission system planner to make informed decisions 
on new lines to be built that optimally facilitate the power transaction among different buses 
considering all existing and future generating units. In this structure, the generation 
investment decisions of producers are not exogenous (fixed) within the TEP problem because 
the new transmission lines to be built may change the generation investment decisions of the 
producers. According to this structure, we propose a complementarity tri-level TEP model to 
be solved by the transmission system planner, whose objective is to maximize the social 
welfare (SW) of the market minus the expansion costs. This model is constrained by the 
transmission expansion limits as well as the generation investment equilibrium problem.  

1.2. Literature Review and Contributions 
There are several papers in the literature addressing the market-based TEP problem 

considering the future generation investment decisions of the producers. For example, [6] 
proposes an iterative algorithm for coordinated generation and transmission capacity 
expansion in a perfectly competitive market. In the recent literature, e.g., [13]-[18], it is 
common to use the game-theoretic complementarity models to address the TEP decision-
making problems while anticipating the generation investment decisions of the producers, 
referring to “proactive TEP”. Pioneering works [13] and [14] propose Nash-Cournot 
equilibrium models to analyze how the strategic behavior of producers in an oligopoly affects 
the equilibrium between generation and transmission investments. However, the solution 
methodology relies on an iterative algorithm, and does not determine the optimal TEP 
decisions, but evaluates the impacts of predetermined TEP projects on SW of the market. The 
models proposed in [13] and [14] have been improved in [15] and [16] by proposing a tri-
level model, whose lower level represents the market clearing, while the intermediate level 
represents a Nash equilibrium in generation capacity expansion. In addition, the upper level 
makes the TEP decisions considering the continuous expansion alternatives. This model is 
finally recast as a mixed-integer linear programming (MILP) problem. However, [15] and 
[16] assume a perfectly competitive market in the sense that the producers offer their 
productions at fixed prices, which are equal to their actual production costs. In a similar line, 
[17] proposes a tri-level TEP model in an oligopoly considering the strategic offer prices, and 
then solves this model using an iterative diagonalization algorithm. In addition, a bi-level 
model is proposed in [18] to derive the best TEP decision under different incentives while 
endogenously anticipating the generation expansion outcomes of a perfectly competitive 
market. For a similar purpose but using a non-complementarity model, [19] proposes a four-
level TEP model considering the strategic behavior of producers in generation investment, 
and solves it using an agent-based model as well as a search-based technique to avoid 
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computing equilibrium. In addition, [20] considers an oligopoly and evaluates the effects of a 
transmission augmentation on both market power and strategic generation investment 
decisions using a heuristic method. Finally, [21] proposes a bi-level model to address the 
renewable generation investment problem as well as the transmission system reinforcement. 
The modeling features and assumptions of the aforementioned papers are compared in [17].  

The main contribution of the current paper is to propose a tri-level complementarity model 
to determine the optimal TEP decisions in an oligopoly, while endogenously considering the 
generation investment equilibrium. The solution technique is non-iterative, which relies on 
recasting the proposed model as a MILP.  

Compared to [13] and [14] that consider the predetermined TEP projects, this paper 
determines the optimal TEP decisions in an oligopoly using a non-iterative game-theoretic 
technique. Compared to [15] that assumes a perfect competition with price-taker producers, 
we consider an oligopoly including a set of strategic producers, who are able to exercise 
market power not only in long run by strategic investment decisions but also in short run by 
strategic price offers. Similarly, compared to [16], [18] and [21] that assume a perfect 
competition including price-taker producers, we consider an oligopoly in which the producers 
offer at strategic prices. Compared to [17], [19] and [20], we propose a non-iterative solution 
technique based on complementarity modeling, which is generally more efficient to solve 
with respect to iterative diagonalization techniques. 

2. Modeling Assumptions and Features 
2.1. Modeling Assumptions 
In this study, an hourly basis day-ahead electricity pool is considered. A market operator clears 
the pool considering a lossless DC representation of transmission network. This derives a 
locational marginal price (LMP) for each bus as a dual variable associated with the power 
balance equality at that bus. 

As it is common in the generation and transmission expansion studies, e.g., [10], [15], [22], 
[23], we use a static investment model considering a single future target year to make the 
optimal TEP decisions for that year. Another alternative is to use a multi-stage dynamic model 
[24]-[25] that makes the expansion decisions at different points in time. It is straightforward to 
upgrade the proposed static model to the multi-stage one, but at the cost of increased 
computational complexity. For such an extension, an index for time periods needs to be added 
within all variables. In addition, the annualized investment costs in the static model should be 
replaced by the actual investment costs while considering the amortization rates in different 
time stages. To avoid anticipating information, a set of non-anticipativity constraints is also 
required. Further information can be found in [7]. 

Similar to [10], [17], [19], [22], and pursuing simplicity, the potential sources of uncertainty 
such as future demand growth and variable generation (e.g., wind power) are not considered. 
However, if considered, the TEP problem can be modeled using a stochastic programming 
approach [26] or a robust optimization technique [27]-[29]. In addition, we do not consider the 
reliability indices and renewable targets [30], transmission network payment schemes [31], risk 
aversion [25], [32] and their impacts on TEP decisions.    

In line with [10], [15] and [22], the load-duration curve of the market for the target year is 
approximated through a number of stepwise demand blocks. A weighting factor is associated 
with each demand block referring to the number of hours within the target year, whose demand 
levels are represented by that block. As another alternative, a set of operating conditions can be 
used to represent the various levels of demand and variable generation considering their 
potential correlation [26], [33]. In addition, we do not consider the intertemporal constraints, 
e.g., ramping limits of thermal generating units and reservoir capacity of hydro generating 
units; otherwise, the TEP problem may require clustering methods to find appropriate 
representative days within the target year [34]. We also ignore the binary variables indicating 
the commitment status of conventional generating units as well as their characteristics 
requiring binary variables, e.g., start-up costs.    

 
Modeling Features: A Tri-level Model 
The structure of the proposed tri-level TEP model is illustrated in Fig. 1 and explained 

below: 
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Lower-level problems, 
one per demand block

(market clearing)

 Price offers
Generation investment 

decisions

 LMPs
 Production quantities

Intermediate-level problems, 
one per strategic producer

(generation investment and offering decisions)

 TEP decisions  Generation investment decisions 
 Production quantities                

Upper-level problem 
(TEP decisions)

G
eneration investm

ent equilibrium

 
Figure 1:  Tri-level structure of the proposed TEP model in an oligopoly 

 
 
Lower-level problems:  
The lower-level problems, one per demand block, clear the market, based on given 

transmission and generation investment as well as price offering decisions. The market-
clearing outcomes are LMPs and production and consumption quantities.  

 
Intermediate-level problems:  
Each producer behaves strategically in terms of its capacity expansion and price offering 

decisions, while it seeks to maximize its profit. The strategic behavior of each producer is 
modeled using a complementarity bi-level model. Each intermediate-level problem, one per 
producer, is constrained by all lower-level problems, and determines the most beneficial i) 
price offers, and ii) generation investment actions of the corresponding strategic producer. 
Note that the TEP decisions to be made by the transmission system planner are fixed within the 
intermediate-level problems. The joint consideration of all intermediate-level problems 
characterizes the generation investment equilibrium. 

 
Upper-level problem:  
The transmission system planner makes the TEP decisions in the upper-level problem, 

whose objective is to maximize the SW of the market minus the transmission expansion costs. 
This problem is constrained by the transmission expansion limits and all intermediate-level 
problems, i.e., the generation investment equilibrium.    

One important observation is that all lower-, intermediate- and upper-level problems are 
interrelated, and therefore, they cannot be separately solved. In one hand, as depicted in Fig. 1, 
the intermediate-level problems depend on LMPs and production quantities coming from the 
lower-level problems, and the lower-level problems are affected by offering and generation 
investment decisions determined in the intermediate-level problems. On the other hand, the 
TEP decisions to be made in the upper-level problem affect the strategic decisions of the 
producers in the intermediate-level and the market-clearing outcomes in the lower-level 
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problems, while the outcomes of the lower- and the intermediate-level problems alter the value 
of SW of the market to be maximized in the upper-level problem.  

To solve this tri-level problem, we use a methodology similar to the one proposed in [35] 
and [36]. First, the optimality conditions associated with each lower-level problem are derived 
using a primal-dual transformation that renders a set of mathematical programs with 
equilibrium constraints (MPECs), one per producer. The joint consideration of all MPECs 
characterizes an equilibrium problem with equilibrium constraints (EPEC), whose solution 
identifies the generation investment equilibrium. In order to solve the proposed TEP problem, 
we derive the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions of the EPEC, which provide its strong 
stationary conditions. This mathematical procedure transforms the original tri-level model into 
a single-level optimization problem that contains the upper-level problem constrained by the 
KKT conditions of the EPEC. 

3. Formulation 
The main symbols used in this paper are listed below:  
Indices: 
݀		 Index	for	demands
݃		 Index	for	strategic	producers
݅		 Index	for	generating	units
݈		 Index	for	demand	blocks
݊,݉		 Indices	for	buses
 
Sets: 
		ܦ Set	of	demands
		େܩ Set	of	candidate	generating	units
	୉ܩ Set	of	existing	generating	units
௚	 Set	of	generating	units	belonging	to producer	݃		
௡
େ		 Set	of	candidate	lines	connected	to	bus	݊

௡
୉		 Set	of	existing	lines	connected	to	bus	݊

 
The first three sets above include subscript ݊ if referring to the set of demands/units located 

at bus	݊. 
 

Parameters: 

݅ܥ
G	 Production cost of unit i [$/MWh] 

݃ܭ
max		 Annualized investment budget of producer ݃ [$] 

	݅ܭ Annualized investment cost of candidate unit iܩେ  [$/MW] 

ܳ݅
G		 Capacity of existing unit iܩ୉ [MW] 

ܳ݅
Gmax		 Maximum capacity of candidate unit iܩC [MW] 

݈ܳ,݀
D 	 Quantity bid of demand ݀ in block ݈ [MW] 

ܳ݊,݉	 Transmission capacity of line (݊,݉) [MW] 

ܵ	 A non-negative factor indicating supply security 
ܺ݊,݉	 Reactance of transmission line (݊,݉) [ohm] 
		݉,݊ߛ Annualized investment cost of candidate transmission line (݊,݉) [$] 

		 Annualized investment budget for transmission expansion [$] 
	݈ߩ Weighting factor of block ݈ [hour] 

݀,݈ߚ
D 	 Price bid of demand ݀ in block ݈ [$/MWh] 

 
Variables: 
 ௟,௡݌ LMP at bus ݊ in block l [$/MWh] 

ܳ݅
G Capacity of candidate unit iܩେ  [MW] 

݅,݈ݍ
G   Power production of unit i in block l [MW] 

݀,݈ݍ
D   Power consumption of demand d in block l [MW] 



 

6 
 

 Binary decision variable to indicate if candidate transmission  ݉,݊ݑ
line (݊,݉) is built (equal to 1) or not 

݅,݈ߚ
G   Price offer of unit i in block l [$/MWh] 

 Voltage angle of bus n in block l [rad] ݊,݈ߜ
 

3.1. Lower-level Problems: Market Clearing for Each Demand Block 
Given the offering and planning decisions, lower-level problem (1) clears the market for 

demand block	݈. The objective function (1a) maximizes the SW of the market, and is subject to 
market-clearing constraints (1b)-(1g). Note that (1) is a linear and convex problem, since the 
offering and planning decisions are treated as fixed parameters within the lower-level 
problems. The dual variables are indicated in the constraints following a colon: 

 

ቐ Maximize
	௤೗,೔
ృ 	,	௤೗,೏

ీ 	,	ఋ೗,೙	
ቌ෍ߚ௟,ௗ

ୈ ௟,ௗݍ	
ୈ

ௗ∈஽

െ ෍ ௟,௜ߚ
ୋ ௟,௜ݍ	

ୋ

௜∈ሺீి∪ீుሻ

	ቍ	 																																																																						ሺ1aሻ	

subject	to:	
	

෍ ௟,ௗݍ
ୈ

ௗఢ஽೙

െ ෍ ௟,௜ݍ
ୋ

௜∈ሺீ೙
ి∪ீ೙

ుሻ

൅ ෍
௡,௠ݑ
ܺ௡,௠

൫ߜ௟,௡ െ ௟,௠൯ߜ
	௠ఢሺ೙

ు∪೙
ిሻ

ൌ 0	 ∶ 	ሺ1bሻ																							∀݊														௟,௡݌

0 ൑ ௟,௜ݍ
ୋ ൑ ܳ௜

ୋ 							 ∶ 
௟,௜
ୋ ,௟,௜

ୋ 						∀݅ ∈ ሺܩେ ∪ 	ሺ1cሻ																																																																															୉ሻܩ

0 ൑ ௟,ௗݍ
ୈ ൑ ܳ௟,ௗ

ୈ 								 ∶ 
௟,ௗ
ୈ ,௟,ௗ

ୈ 						∀݀ ∈ 	ሺ1dሻ																																																																																									ܦ
௡,௠ݑ
ܺ௡,௠

൫ߜ௟,௡ െ ௟,௠൯ߜ ൑ ܳ௡,௠ 	 ∶ ௟,௡,௠୐ 					∀݊, ∀݉	ϵ	ሺ௡
୉ ∪௡

େሻ																																																										ሺ1eሻ	

െߨ ൑ ௟,௡ߜ ൑ 					ߨ ∶ 
௟,௡
ఋ ,௟,௡

ఋ 						∀݊																																																																																																						ሺ1fሻ	

௟,ሺ௡ୀଵሻߜ ൌ 0					 ∶ ௟ଵ 																																	෍ 		ቑ			∀݈.																																																																						ሺ1gሻ	

 
Constraint (1b) enforces the power balance at each bus and for each demand block, whose 

dual variable (݌௟,௡) provides the LMP at that bus. Constraints (1c) and (1d) limit the production 
and consumption levels of units and demands, respectively. Constraint (1e) enforces the 
transmission capacity of all existing and candidate lines. Constraints (1f) restricts nodal voltage 
angles, whereas constraints (1g) introduces ݊ ൌ 1	as the voltage angle’s reference bus. 

3.2. Intermediate-level Problems: Generation Investment and Price Offering Decisions 
of Each Strategic Producer  

For strategic producer	݃, the intermediate-level problem (2) maximizes its profit through 
making strategic price offering (ߚ௟,௜

ୋ , ∀݈, ∀݅) and strategic generation investment (ܳ௜
ୋ, ∀݅ܩେ) 

decisions: 
 

ቐMaximize
௻೒
౅ై

ቌ෍ߩ௟ ቎ ෍ ௟,௜ݍ
ୋ ൫݌௟,ሾ௡:௜஫ሺீి∪ீుሻሿ െ ௜ܥ

ୋ൯
௜ఢൣሺீి∪ீుሻ∩೒൧

቏
௟

െ ෍ ܳ௜	௜ܭ
ୋ

௜∈൫ீి∩೒൯

ቍ 										ሺ2aሻ	

subject to: 
	

0 ൑ ܳ௜
ୋ ൑ ܳ௜

ୋ୫ୟ୶					∀݅ ∈ ൫ܩେ ∩௚൯																																																																																																		ሺ2bሻ	

෍ ܳ௜	௜ܭ
ୋ

௜∈ሺீి∩೒ሻ

൑ 	ሺ2cሻ																																																																																																																									௚୫ୟ୶ܭ

௟,௜ߚ
ୋ ൒ 0							∀݈, ∀݅ ∈ ൣሺܩେ ∪ ୉ሻܩ ∩௚൧																																																																																														ሺ2dሻ	
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෍ ܳ௜
ୋ

௜∈ሺீి∪ீుሻ

൒ ܵ෍ܳሺ௟ୀଵሻ,ௗ
ୈ

ௗ∈஽

																																																																																																															ሺ2eሻ	

lower	level	problems		ሺ1ሻ				∀݈																		෍ ෍ ቋ											∀݃.																																															ሺ2fሻ	

 
The set of primal variables of problem (2), i.e., ߌ௚୍୐, includes ܳ௜

ୋ for candidate units of 

producer ݃, offer prices ߚ௟,௜
ୋ  for all units of producer ݃ as well as all primal and dual variables 

of lower-level problems (1). 
     Objective function (2a) maximizes the profit of strategic producer ݃, containing its 
operational profit over the target year minus the annualized generation investment cost. 
Constraint (2b) limits the capacity of candidate units to be built by producer ݃. Constraint (2c) 
enforces the annualized financial budget of producer ݃ for investing in new units. Constraint 
(2d) enforces the offer prices to be non-negative. Although constraints (2b)-(2d) are included 
within the formulation; however, one can remove them if they are not relevant for a particular 
market or a producer. For example, constraint (2c) could be relaxed if producer ݃ does not 
suffer from the availability of financial resources for building new units. In addition, constraint 
(2e) represents a regulatory condition for a market in which the corresponding market regulator 
imposes such a condition to guarantee the supply security and to avoid generation capacity 
deficit. Finally, constraint (2f) contains all lower-level problems (1) representing the market 
clearing for all demand blocks.  

Each intermediate-level problem (2), one per strategic producer, is in fact a bi-level 
problem. This can be transformed into an MPEC through replacing each lower-level problem 
(1) included in (2f) with its primal-dual optimality conditions. This transformation is provided 
in appendix A, yielding MPECs (5), one per producer. The collection of all those MPECs 
results in the EPEC.  

3.3. Upper-level Problem: TEP Decisions  
The transmission system planner solves the upper-level problem (3) below and makes the 

TEP decisions through a trade-off between the expansion costs and the SW of the market: 
 

Minimize
௻౑ై

ቐ ෍ ௡,௠ߛ		௡,௠ݑ
௡,ሺ௠ఢ೙

ిሻ

൅	 ෍ ܳ௜	௜ܭ
ୋ

௜∈ீి

	െ෍ߩ௟ ቎෍ߚ௟,ௗ	
ୈ ௟,ௗݍ

ୈ

ௗ∈஽

െ ෍ ௜ܥ
ୋ	ݍ௟,௜

ୋ

௜∈ሺீి∪ீుሻ

቏
௟

ቑ			ሺ3aሻ 

subject to: 
 

෍ ௡,௠ߛ	௡,௠ݑ
௡,ሺ௠ఢ೙

ిሻ

൑ ഥ																																																																																																																										ሺ3bሻ 

௡,௠ݑ ൌ 1										∀݊, ∀݉	ϵ	௡
୉																																																																																																																	ሺ3cሻ 

௡,௠ݑ ∈ ሼ0,1ሽ										∀݊, ∀݉	ϵ	௡
େ																																																																																																										ሺ3dሻ 

MPECs		ሺ5ሻ				∀݃.																																																																																																																																			ሺ3eሻ	
 

The set of primal variables of problem (3), i.e., ߌ୙୐, includes the binary decision variables 
 ,௡,௠ as well as all primal and dual variables associated with the EPEC, i.e., MPECs (5)ݑ
included in (3e). 

Objective function (3a) minimizes the annualized transmission and generation expansion 
costs minus the annual SW of the market. Unlike the lower-level objective function (1a), the 
true SW of the market is considered in (3a) including the actual production costs of all existing 
and newly built generating units (and not their strategic offers). There are two reasons: first, the 
transmission system planner generally invests in the candidate lines which are the best options 
for the social welfare of the competitive (and not the oligopolistic) market. This may end up to 
an increase in the market competitiveness. The second reason is to maintain the linearity of the 
model, since the true SW is a linear expression while the one with the strategic offers is 
nonlinear. 

Constraint (3b) enforces the annualized financial budget limit for building new lines. 
Constraints (3c) and (3d) distinct the existing and candidate lines. Finally, constraint (3e) 
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includes all strategic producers’ MPECs rendering the EPEC.  
In order to solve (3), we first replace the EPEC in (3e) by its KKT conditions. However, 

each MPEC (5) in (3e), one per strategic producer, is nonlinear and nonconvex, whose KKTs 
provide strong stationary conditions, which are not necessarily the optimality conditions. 
Therefore, the KKTs of the EPEC may yield no, or single, or multiple optimal solutions 
(equilibrium points), or it may even end up to local solutions or saddle points [36]. 

The KKT conditions associated with the EPEC are derived in Appendix B, including three 
sets of constraints, i.e., Γଵ, Γଶ and Γଷ. Note that these conditions include several non-linearities, 
however, their mixed-integer linear equivalences are provided in Appendix C. Accordingly, the 
TEP problem (3) is transformed into a MILP problem as follows: 

 
Minimize

ஆ౑ై
					ሺ3aሻ																																																																																																																																				ሺ4aሻ 

subject to: 
ሺ3bሻ െ ሺ3dሻ																																																																																																																																													ሺ4bሻ 
Mixed	integer	linear	form	of		sets	Γଵ െ Γଷ.																																																																																					ሺ4cሻ	

 
In this paper, we use an ex-post validation technique [10] to check whether each solution 

obtained from (4) is in fact a Nash equilibrium point. In such a point, no market party can 
improve its objective (profit in case of producers, and SW in case of transmission system 
planner) by unilaterally changing its strategies (either long-term investment decisions or short-
term offering decisions). Similar to Illustrative Example and Case Study in Section 4, we 
consider a duopoly with strategic producers P1 and P2. The steps of the ex-post validation 
technique developed are as follows: 

1. Consider a solution obtained for the proposed model (4). Let us denote the optimal 
strategies obtained for producers P1, P2 and transmission system planner as X୔ଵ, 
X୔ଶ	and X୘, respectively.  

2. Solve the strategic generation investment problem for producer P1, while the strategies 
of producer P2 and transmission system planner are fixed to X୔ଶ and X୘. This problem 
is an MPEC, similar to (2), which can be readily linearized. We refer to strategies of 
producer P1 obtained from this step as Y୔ଵ. 

3. Solve a similar problem but for producer P2. It is an MPEC in which the strategies of 
producer P1 and transmission system planner are fixed to X୔ଵ and X୘. We refer to 
strategies of producer P2 obtained from this step as Y୔ଶ. 

4. Solve another MPEC in which the long- and short-term strategic decisions of producers 
P1 and P2 are fixed to X୔ଵ	and X୔ଶ, and determine the optimal transmission expansion 
decisions Y୘.	 

5. Check whether X୔ଵ ൌ Y୔ଵ , X୔ଶ ൌ Y୔ଶ and X୘ ൌ Y୘. If so, the solution obtained is in 
fact a Nash equilibrium because no market party motivates to deviate from its strategy 
unilaterally. 

Note that the similar ex-post steps can be considered in case the number of producers is 
more than two.  

4. Numerical Results 
This section verifies the well-functioning of the proposed tri-level TEP model through an 

Illustrative Example and a Case Study based on the IEEE 14-bus test system [37]. The 
computational issues for both Illustrative Example and Case Study are discussed in Appendix 
D. 
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Figure 2: Network of Illustrative Example 	

 

4.1. Illustrative Example 
In this section, we consider a four-bus power system as depicted in Fig. 2. Two existing 

generating units (G1 and G2) and three candidate ones (G3, G4 and G5) are considered. In 
addition, we take into account transmission lines N1-N2 and N1-N3 as existing lines, whereas 
lines N1-N4, N2-N4 and N3-N4 are candidates to be built. In Fig. 2, the candidate units and lines 
are highlighted by dash-line. Three demands D1, D2 and D3 are also connected to the system. 
The susceptance of each line, either existing or candidate, is 500 S. The capacity of each 
existing line is 350 MW. The capacity and the annualized investment cost of each candidate 
line are presented in Table 1. The annualized investment budget of the transmission system 
planner is $10 million. 

 
Table 1: Data for the candidate transmission lines (Illustrative Example) 

Candidate line Capacity  
[MW] 

Annualized investment cost 
[million $] 

N1-N4 200 3 
N2-N4 500 5 
N3-N4 300 4 

 
Table 2: Data for the existing generating units (Illustrative Example) 

Generating unit Capacity 
[MW] 

Production cost  
[$/MWh] 

G1 380 10 
G2 220 14 

 
Table 3: Data for the candidate generating units (Illustrative Example) 

Generating unit Maximum capacity to be built 
[MW] 

Production cost 
[$/MWh] 

Annualized investment cost 
[$/MW] 

G3 and G5 500 18 17500 
G4 750 12 42000 

 
Table 4: Demand data across different blocks (Illustrative Example) 

Demand block 1 Demand block 2 Demand block 3 
Quantity 

bid [MW] 
Price bid 
[$/MWh] 

Quantity bid 
[MW] 

Price bid 
[$/MWh]

Quantity bid 
[MW] 

Price bid 
[$/MWh] 

D1 320 35 290 32 250 30 
D2 350 33 310 30 280 28 
D3 330 31 300 28 270 26 

 
Tables 2 and 3 give the data for existing and candidate generating units, respectively. 

According to Table 3, two different technologies are considered for generation investment: (i) 
the base-load technology (unit G4) with a comparatively high investment cost, but a 
comparatively low production cost, and (ii) peaking generation technology (units G3 and G5) 
whose investment costs are comparatively low, and whose production costs are comparatively 
high.  

Regarding the demand level in the future target year, three demand blocks are considered, 
whose weighting factors are 1280, 3250 and 4230, respectively. Note that the summation of all 
these weighting factors is 8760, i.e., the number of hours in a year. For each block, Table 4 
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provides the quantity and price bid of each demand. In addition, the supply security factor (ܵ) 
is assumed to be 1.05.   

We obtain the investment results for three different cases as follows: 
 Case 1) a single strategic producer owns all existing and future generation portfolio of the 

market. This case refers to a monopoly. The annualized investment budget of the producer 
is $27 million. 

 Case 2) two strategic producers (P1 and P2) are considered creating a duopoly. Producer P1 
owns existing unit G1, whereas existing unit G2 belongs to producer P2. Both producers 
can invest in both generation technologies considered, i.e., base-load and peaking. The 
annualized investment budget of producers P1 and P2 are $15 million and $12 million, 
respectively. 

 Case 3) this case is similar to Case 2, but producer P1 behaves in a non-strategic manner, 
i.e., it offers the production of each unit within its portfolio at a price identical to the 
production cost of that unit.  

 
Table 5: Transmission and generation investment results obtained for Cases 1 to 3 (illustrative example) 

 Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 

New lines to be built N3-N4 N1-N4 N1-N4 

Generation investment decisions of each producer 
G3 (150 MW) 
G4 (300 MW)  

G3 (250 MW) by P1 
G4 (200 MW) by P1 

G3 (281.63 MW) by P2 
G4 (168.37 MW) by P2 

Annualized transmission expansion cost (million $) 4 3 3 
Annualized generation investment cost of each 
producer (million $) 

15.22 
12.78 (P1) 

0 (P2) 
0 (P1) 

12.00 (P2) 

Annual profit of each producer (million $) 106.15 
79.07 (P1) 
25.96 (P2) 

58.16 (P1) 
45.99 (P2) 

Total Annualized profit of producers (million $) 106.15 105.03 104.15 
Annual true SW of the market (million $) 64.58 80.81 126.03 

	
Table 5 presents the transmission and generation investment results obtained for Cases 1 to 

3. As expected, the single producer in the monopolistic case, i.e., Case 1, gains the highest 
profit with respect to the total profit of the producers in duopolistic Cases 1 and 2. Therefore, 
that producer spends more money to invest in both base-load and peaking units. Accordingly, 
the transmission system planner decides to build line N3-N4, whose transmission capacity is 
higher than that of line N1-N4. Note that the annual SW of the market in this monopolistic case 
is comparatively low ($64.58 million) due to the lack of competition.  

Compared to Case 1, the strategic producers in Case 2 spend less money to invest in new 
units since more peaking units are built. Note that in this case, both new generating units are 
invested by producer P1. However, as discussed in [38], several generation investment results 
can be obtained, in which the total invested capacity in each generation technology and the 
locations of those units are identical, but their ownership distribution between two producers is 
different. In other words, the only difference among potential solutions is the investors of the 
newly built units. For example, another generation investment solution is to build 250-MW (as 
unit G3) and 200-MW (as unit G4) by producers P1 and P2, respectively. This implies that from 
the transmission system planner’s point of view, the future generation fleet is the same among 
all solutions. Therefore, the transmission expansion decision is unique and consistent for all 
potential generation investment solution, which is to build line N1-N4. Note that this line is 
decided to be built since a comparatively lower generation capacity is invested at bus N4. In 
Case 2, the annual SW of the market is increased with respect to that in Case 1 due to a higher 
level of competition.  

In Case 3, the profit of producer P1 is considerably decreased because it behaves in a non-
strategic manner. This brings an opportunity for strategic producer P2 to spend the entire of its 
investment budget to build new units. In this case, the TEP decision remains unchanged with 
respect to that in Case 2, however, the SW of the market is significantly increased because one 
of the producers behaves competitively.  

The ex-post checking procedure explained in Section 3 confirms that all results reported for 
Cases 1 to 3 of Illustrative Example refer to Nash equilibrium points.   

4.2. Case Study: The IEEE 14-bus Test System 
This section considers the IEEE 14-bus test system [37] including eleven loads, five generating 
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units (G1 to G5) and twenty lines as existing facilities, as depicted in Fig. 3. Six demand blocks 
with identical weighting factors (i.e., 1460) are considered. The load level in the first demand 
block is identical to that in the original paper [37] raised by 50%. The bid price of each demand 
in the first block is given in Table 6. In the next five demand blocks, the demand level of each 
load is identical to that in [37] multiplied by 1.3, 1.2, 1.1, 1.0, and 0.9, respectively. In 
addition, their bid prices over the second to sixth blocks are identical to those in Table 6 
multiplied by 0.95, 0.90, 0.85, 0.80, and 0.75, respectively. Table 7 includes the data for 
existing units as well as candidate units, i.e., G6 and G7. In addition, Table 8 contains the data 
for four candidate transmission lines. The transmission capacity of each existing line is 
identical to that in [37] raised by 40%. Similar to Illustrative Example, two strategic producers, 
i.e., P1 and P2, are considered creating a duopoly. Producer P1 owns the existing units G1, G3, 

and G5, while the rest belong to P2. It is assumed that both producers can invest in all candidate 
units. The transmission and generation investment budgets are unlimited, and the supply 
security factor ܵ is assumed to be 1.1.  
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Figure 3: Network of the IEEE 14-Bus test system (Case Study) 	

 
Table 6: Bid price data in the first demand block (Case Study) 

Load D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D9 D10 D11 D12 D13 D14 
Bid price [$/MWh] 35 35 35 35 40 38 40 38 40 38 38 

 
 Table 7: Data for the existing and candidate generating units (Case Study) 

Generating units G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 G6 G7 

Capacity [MW] 200 150 130 150 100 Max: 200 Max: 200 

Production cost [$/MWh] 20 22 16 30 25 19 29 
Annualized investment cost [$/MW] - - - - - 55000 22000 

 
Table 8: Data for the candidate transmission lines (Case Study) 

Candidate line N1-N3 N1-N9 N2-N10 N6-N14 
Capacity [MW] 168 168 168 168 
Annualized cost [million $] 2.2 3.0 2.0 2.5 
Susceptance [S] 500 768 521 909 

 

  As the generation investment results, Producer P1 invests in the base-load technology (i.e., 
unit G6) with the capacity of 116.03-MW, while Producer P2 decides to build a 122.52-MW 
peaking unit (i.e., unit G7). According to these generation investment decisions, the 
transmission system planner decides to expand the transmission system through investing in 
two new lines, i.e., N1-N3 and N1-N9. Based on these planning results, the annual profit of 
producers P1 and P2 are $37.92 million and $16.18 million, respectively, while the annual true 
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SW of the market is expected to be $70.32 million. The ex-post procedure explained in Section 
3 validates that the result obtained for Case Study is in fact a Nash equilibrium point.   

 

5. Conclusions 
This paper proposes a complementarity tri-level model for determining the optimal 

transmission expansion decisions in an oligopoly considering the generation investment 
equilibrium. This model is recast as a MILP and applied to an illustrative example and a case 
study based on the IEEE 14-bus test system. The results obtained verify the well-functioning of 
the proposed model.  

The main advantage of the proposed model is that it assists the transmission system planner 
to appropriately model the strategic behavior of all producers in terms of their generation 
capacity expansion and price offering decisions. Therefore, it makes more informed 
transmission expansion decisions aiming to maximize the social welfare of the market.  

The main challenge of the proposed model is the computational issues, especially in case of 
large-scale systems with hundreds of buses, lines and generating units. Accordingly, our future 
work will focus on improving the solution methodology based on decomposition and/or 
parallelization techniques. In addition, a similar study considering stochastic generation 
sources is a part of our future work, which requires modeling their generation uncertainty. 

 

Appendix A: MPEC Formulation 
This appendix provides the formulation of the MPEC corresponding to bi-level model (2), 

representing the strategic decision-making of producer	݃. The dual variables associated with 
producer ݃ are indicated in each constraint following a colon: 
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Within each MPEC (5) above, one per producer, note that (5a)-(5e) are those included in 

(2a)-(2e), while conditions (5f)-(5s) are equivalent to (2f), i.e., lower-level problems (1). In 
details, conditions (5f)-(5k) are primal constraints in (1). Condition (5l) is the strong duality 
equality associated with (1) enforcing the equality of primal and dual objective functions at the 
optimal solution. Finally, conditions (5m)-(5s) are dual constraints of (1). 

 

Appendix B: KKT Conditions of the EPEC 
The KKT conditions of the EPEC consist of three sets of constraints as follows: 

1)    The equality conditions obtained from differentiating the Lagrangian associated with 
MPECs (5) with respect to variables in ߌ௚୍୐. We refer to this set of conditions by Γ1. An 
example of the members of this set is below: 
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Conditions (6) above are derived from differentiating the Lagrangian corresponding to 

each MPEC, presented in (5), with respect to generation investment decisions, i.e., 
ܳ௜
ୋ, ∀݅ܩେ. 

2)    Complementarity conditions derived from the inequality constraints of MPECs (5). We 
refer to this set of conditions by Γ2. An example of the members of this set is below: 
0 ൑ ܳ௜

ୋ	ߤ௚,௜
୧୬୴ ൒ 0											∀݃, ∀݅ ∈ ሺGେ ∩௚ሻ																																																																													ሺ7ሻ 

which corresponds to inequality constraint (5b). 
3)    The equality constraints within MPECs (5) given by (8) below. We refer to this set of 

constraints by Γ3. 

(5f), (5k)-(5o)       											∀݃.                                                                                                 (8)	
 

Appendix C: Linearization Techniques 
There are four types of non-linearities within sets	Γଵ െ Γଷ	introduced in Appendix B: 

 Conditions Γଶ: There are two techniques to linearize each complementarity condition of set 
Γଶ without approximation, namely Big-M approach [39] and SOS1-based approach [40], 
as described below: 
The Big-M approach [39] linearizes each complementarity condition of the form 0 ൑ ݍ ٣
ߤ ൒ 0 through the following set of equations: ݍ ൒ 	ߤ ,0 ൒ ߤ ,0 ൑ ܽ ൈܯ, and ݍ ൑ ሺ1 െ
ܽሻ ൈ  is a large enough positive ܯ Note that ܽ is an auxiliary binary variable and .ܯ
constant. The use of this linearization technique is costly in the large-size problems due to 
the increased number of binary variables. The selection of appropriate values for ܯ is also 
challenging, so that a too large value may result in complementarity not being satisfied, 
while a value that is too small may lead to numerical ill-conditioning. 
The SOS1-based approach [40] is another alterative, which adds special ordered set 
variables of type 1 (SOS1 variables) to the problem. This technique replaces each 
complementarity condition of the form 0 ൑ ݍ ٣ ߤ ൒ 0 by the following set of equations: 
ݍ ൒ 	ߤ ,0 ൒ ݍ ,0 ൅ ߤ ൌ ଵݏ ൅ ݍ ଶ, andݏ െ ߤ ൌ ଵݏ െ  ଶ are SOS1ݏ ଵ andݏ ଶ. Note thatݏ



 

14 
 

variables, i.e., at most one of them can take a strictly positive (non-zero) value. This 
technique can also be costly in large-size problems due to the increased number of SOS1 
variables.  
The third option [40], but at the cost of approximation, is similar to the SOS1-based 
approach. In this option, the SOS1 variables ݏଵ and ݏଶ are relaxed to be non-negative 
variables. However, the objective function is penalized by adding a term of the form െܾ ൈ
ሺݏଵ ൅  ଶሻ, where ܾ is a small positive constant. This option is mathematicallyݏ
straightforward since it adds neither binary variables nor SOS1 variables. However, the 
value selection for parameter ܾ is challenging, so that an inappropriate value can bring a 
significant approximation. 
In this paper, we use all the three alternatives above, each applied to different 
complementarity conditions. 

 The bilinear terms within (5l) included in (8): In a linear optimization problem, e.g., the 
lower-level problems (1), the strong duality equality is equivalent to the set of all 
complementarity conditions associated to the inequality constraints of that problem [36]. 
Therefore, we replace the strong duality equality (5l) by its equivalent set of 
complementarity conditions. Each complementarity condition can be then linearized using 
the Big-M, or the SOS1-based, or the penalization technique.  

 The bilinear terms including ௚௧: The proposed model can be parameterized in dual 
variables	௚௧ without incurring any approximation [36]. The reason is that the MPEC (5) 
is nonconvex, and therefore the values obtained for its dual variables are not unique. This 
redundancy brings some degree of freedom in the selection of values for those dual 
variables, and allows the parameterization of dual variables ௚௧. 

 The bilinear terms including binary variables ݑ௡௠: A similar Big-M approach [40]-[41] is 
used. For example, consider a bilinear term of the form ݑ ൈ  are binary ߜ and ݑ where ߜ
and continuous variables, respectively. This bilinear term is replaced by an auxiliary 
continuous variable ݂, and then the following linear constraints including a big positive 
constant M are added: െݑ ൈܯ ൑ ݂ ൑ ݑ ൈܯ and െሺ1 െ ሻݑ ൈܯ ൑ ሺ݂ െ ሻߜ ൑ ሺ1 െ ሻݑ ൈ
 .ܯ
 

Appendix D: Computational Issues 
The proposed MILP model (4) is solved using CPLEX under GAMS on an Intel Core i7-

2620M with 4 processors clocking at 2.7 GHz and 4 GB of RAM. The optimality gap is fixed 
to zero. For both Illustrative Example and Case Study, Table 9 gives the computational times 
and the number of variables and constraints.  

 
Table 9: Computational time and number of variables/constraints  

 Illustrative Example Case Study 
Computational time 19 seconds 18 hours 
Number of continuous variables 1267 28536 
Number of binary variables 782 1648 
Number of SOS1 variables 0 3648 
Number of equality constraints 456 6893 
Number of inequality constraints 1428 1848 

 
Note that we use the Big-M approach only in Illustrative Example to linearize all 

complementarity conditions, and therefore, no SOS1 variable appears. However, we use all 
Big-M, SOS1-based, and also penalization methods to linearize complementarity conditions in 
Case Study, and therefore, both binary and SOS1 variables exist.  

According to Table 9, the computational time in Case Study is significantly higher with 
respect to that in Illustrative Example. This motivates the use of parallelization and/or 
decomposition techniques for the large-scale applications, which is in fact our future work.  

 

References 
[1] L. Wenyuan and R. Billinton, "A minimum cost assessment method for composite generation and transmission system 

expansion planning," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 628-635, May 1993. 
[2] J. Alvarez Lopez, K. Ponnambalam, and V. H. Quintana, "Generation and transmission expansion under risk using 

stochastic programming," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 1369-1378, Aug. 2007. 



 

15 
 

[3] V. Krishnan, J. Ho, B. F. Hobbs, A. L. Liu, J. D. McCalley, M. Shahidehpour, and Q. P. Zheng, "Co-optimization of 
electricity transmission and generation resources for planning and policy analysis: Review of concepts and modeling 
approaches,"Energy Systems, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 297-332, May 2016. 

[4] F. D. Munoz and J.-P. Watson, "A scalable solution framework for stochastic transmission and generation planning 
problems," Comput. Manag. Sci., vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 491-518, Oct. 2015. 

[5] R. P. O’Neill, E. A. Krall, K. W. Hedman, and S. S. Oren, "A model and approach to the challenge posed by optimal 
power systems planning," Math. Program., vol. 140, no. 2, pp. 239-266, Sep. 2013. 

[6] J. H. Roh, M. Shahidehpour, and Y. Fu, "Market-based coordination of transmission and generation capacity 
planning," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 22, no. 4, pp. 1406-1419, Nov. 2007. 

[7] A. J. Conejo, L. Baringo, S. J. Kazempour, and A. Siddiqui, "Investment in Electricity Generation and Transmission: 
Decision Making Under Uncertainty", Springer, Switzerland, 2016. 

[8] J. B. Cardell, C. C. Hitt, and W. W. Hogan, "Market power and strategic interaction in electricity networks," Res. and 
Energy Econ., vol. 19, no. 1-2, pp. 109-137, Mar. 1997. 

[9] S. J. Kazempour, A. J. Conejo, and C. Ruiz, "Strategic generation investment using a complementarity approach," 
IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 26, No. 2, pp. 940-948, May 2011. 

[10] S. J. Kazempour, A. J. Conejo, and C. Ruiz, "Generation investment equilibria with strategic producers—Part I: 
Formulation," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 28, No. 3, pp. 2613-2622, Aug. 2013. 

[11] S. Wogrin, J. Barquín, and E. Centeno, "Capacity expansion equilibria in liberalized electricity markets: An EPEC 
approach," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 1531-1539, May 2013. 

[12] T. S. Genc and G. Zaccour, "Capacity investments in a stochastic dynamic game: Equilibrium characterization," 
Operations Research Letter, vol. 41, no. 5, pp. 482-485, Sep. 2013. 

[13] E. E. Sauma and S. S. Oren, “Proactive planning and valuation of transmission investment in restructured electricity 
markets,” J. Reg. Econ., vol. 30, no. 3, pp. 261-290, Nov. 2006. 

[14] E. E. Sauma and S. S. Oren, “Economic criteria for planning transmission investment in restructured electricity 
markets,” IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 22, no. 4, pp. 1394-1405, Nov. 2007. 

[15] D. Pozo, E. E. Sauma, and J. Contreras, "A three-level static MILP model for generation and transmission expansion 
planning," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 202-210, Feb. 2013. 

[16] D. Pozo, J. Contreras, and E. E. Sauma, "If you build it, he will come: Anticipative power transmission planning," 
Energy Econ., vol. 36, pp. 135-146, Mar. 2013. 

[17] S. Jin and S. M. Ryan, "A tri-level model of centralized transmission and decentralized generation expansion planning 
for an electricity market—Part I," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 29, no. 1, pp. 132-141, Jan. 2014. 

[18] M. Jenabi, S. M. T. F. Ghomi, and Y. Smeers, "Bi-level game approaches for coordination of generation and 
transmission expansion planning within a market environment," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 28, no. 3, pp. 2639-
2650, Aug. 2013. 

[19] A. Motamedi, H. Zareipour, M. O. Buygi, and W. D. Rosehart, "A transmission planning framework considering 
future generation expansions in electricity markets," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 25, no. 4, pp. 1987-1995, Nov. 
2010. 

[20] M. R. Hesamzadeh, D. R. Biggar, N. Hosseinzadeh, and P. J. Wolfs, "Transmission augmentation with mathematical 
modeling of market power and strategic generation expansion—Part I," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 26, no. 4, pp. 
2040-2048, Nov. 2011. 

[21] L. Baringo and A. J. Conejo, "Transmission and wind power investment," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 27, no. 2, pp. 
885-893, May 2012. 

[22] F. H. Murphy and Y. Smeers, "Generation capacity expansion in imperfectly competitive restructured electricity 
markets," Oper. Res., vol. 53, no. 4, pp. 646-661, Jul. 2005. 

[23] L. P. Garcés, A. J. Conejo, R. García-Bertrand, and R. Romero, "A bilevel approach to transmission expansion 
planning within a market environment," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 24, no. 2, pp. 1513-1522, Aug. 2009. 

[24] A. Botterud, M. D. Ilic, and I. Wangensteen, "Optimal investments in power generation under centralized and 
decentralized decision making," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 254-263, Feb. 2005. 

[25] S. Bruno, S. Ahmed, A. Shapiro, and A. Street, "Risk neutral and risk averse approaches to multistage renewable 
investment planning under uncertainty," Eur. J. Oper. Res., vol. 250, no. 3, pp. 979-989, May 2016. 

[26] H. Park, R. Baldick, and D. P. Morton, "A stochastic transmission planning model with dependent load and wind 
forecasts," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 30, no. 6, pp. 3003-3011, Nov. 2015. 

[27] C. Ruiz and A. Conejo, "Robust transmission expansion planning," Eur. J. Oper. Res., vol. 242, no. 2, pp. 390-401, 
Apr. 2015. 

[28] R. A. Jabr, "Robust transmission network expansion planning with uncertain renewable generation and loads," IEEE 
Trans. Power Syst., vol. 28, no. 4, pp. 4558-4567, Nov. 2013. 

[29] R. García-Bertrand and R. Mínguez, "Dynamic robust transmission expansion planning," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., to 
be publihsed, 2016. 

[30] A. Moreira, D. Pozo, A. Street, and E. Sauma, "Reliable renewable generation and transmission expansion planning: 
Co-optimizing system's resources for meeting renewable targets," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., to be publihsed, 2016. 

[31] D. Bravo, E. Sauma, J. Contreras, S. de la Torre, J. A. Aguado, and D. Pozo, "Impact of network payment schemes on 
transmission expansion planning with variable renewable generation," Energy Econ., vol. 56, pp. 410-421, May 2016. 

[32] F. D. Munoz, A. H. van der Weijde, B. F. Hobbs, and J.-P. Watson, "Does risk aversion affect transmission and 
generation planning? A Western North America case study," Electricity Policy Research Group Report, University of 
Cambridge, 2016. Available on-line at: http://www.eprg.group.cam.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/1621-Text.pdf 

[33] L. Baringo and A. J. Conejo, "Risk-constrained multi-stage wind power investment," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 28, 
no. 1, pp. 401-411, Feb. 2013. 

[34] K. Poncelet, H. Hoschle, E. Delarue, A. Virag, and W. D’haeseleer, "Selecting representative days for capturing the 
implications of integrating intermittent renewables in generation expansion planning problems," IEEE Trans. Power 
Syst., to be publihsed, 2016. 

[35] X. Hu and D. Ralph, "Using EPECs to model bilevel games in restructured electricity markets with locational prices," 
Oper. Res., vol. 55, no. 5, pp. 809-827, Sep. 2007. 

[36] C. Ruiz, A. J. Conejo, and Y. Smeers, "Equilibria in an oligopolistic electricity pool with stepwise offer curves," IEEE 
Trans. Power Syst., vol. 27, no. 2, pp. 752-761, May 2012. 



 

16 
 

[37] University of Washington, Power Systems Test Case Archive. [Online]. Available: 
http://www.ee.washington.edu/research/pstca/. 

[38] S. J. Kazempour, A. J. Conejo, and C. Ruiz, "Generation investment equilibria with strategic producers—Part II: Case 
studies," IEEE Trans. Power Syst., vol. 28, No. 3, pp. 2623-2631, Aug. 2013. 

[39] J. Fortuny-Amat and B. McCarl, “A representation and economic interpretation of a two-level programming problem,” 
J. Oper. Res. Soc., vol. 32, no. 9, pp. 783–792, Sep. 1981. 

[40] S. Siddiqui and S. Gabriel, "An SOS1-based approach for solving MPECs with a natural gas market application," 
Netw. Spatial Econ., vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 205-227, Jun. 2013. 

[41] S. A. Gabriel, A. J. Conejo, J. D. Fuller, B. F. Hobbs, and C. Ruiz, Complementarity Modeling in Energy Markets, ser. 
International Series in Operations Research & Management Science, Springer, New York, NY, USA, 2012. 


