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Abstract

In this paper we investigate the economic impacts of the European Emission Trading Scheme

(EU-ETS) on the Italian electricity market by a power generation expansion model. In partic-

ular, we assume that generators make their capacity expansion decisions in a Cournot or in a

perfect competition manner. This model is used to measure the effects of the EU-ETS Directives

on electricity prices and demand, investments and generators’ profits both in an oligopolistic

and in a perfectly competitive organization of the power market.

We adopt a technological representation of the energy market which is discretized into six ge-

ographical zones (North, Center-North, Center-South, South, Sicily, Sardinia) and five virtual

poles (Monfalcone, Foggia, Brindisi, Rossano, Priolo) with limited production for a total of

eleven zones. We assume that generators operate in different zones connected by interconnec-

tions with limited capacity and produce energy by running existing or new plants in which they

directly invest.

We consider several investment scenarios under the CO2 regulation with and without incen-

tives to renewables. The scenarios also include simulations on future effects of the third EU-ETS

phase on the system.

Our analysis shows that perfect competition induces generators to invest more than in an

oligopolistic framework, but in both market configurations, investments are mainly concen-

trated in fossil-fired plants (CCGT and coal), leaving a small proportion to new wind plants.

This happens also in presence of incentives given to renewable technologies. We can thus con-

clude that investments in a secure and efficient technology like CCGT is preferable compared

to those in renewables that cannot be used with continuity. This investment policy affects

electricity prices that significantly increase in 2020 compared to their 2009 levels. The raise of
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electricity prices in 2020 is particularly favorable for generators operating as Cournot players

which are able to increase their profits compared to 2009, despite the full auctioning system

foreseen for the allocation of CO2 allowance to the power sector in the third EU-ETS phase.

The solution of the overall system is found by exploiting the mixed complementarity the-

oretical framework and solution algorithms. The developed model is implemented as comple-

mentarity problems and solved in GAMS using the PATH solver.

Keywords: Complementarity conditions, General equilibrium models, EU-ETS, Italian

electricity market.
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1 Introduction

In the last twenty years, the restructuring process of the electricity system has deeply changed

the organization of this market around the world. In Europe, following the examples of United

Kingdom and Norway, the European Commission issued the Directive 96/92/EC in order to

liberalize the power sector and create an Internal Electricity Market (IEM). This Directive

imposed the unbundling of generation, transmission and distribution that, since then, were

vertically integrated and controlled by a sole entity (power company) operating in a monopolistic

regime. The aim of this Directive was to improve efficiency and avoid abuses of dominant

positions, especially in setting power prices.

In Italy, the disposals of the European Directive 96/92/EC were acknowledged by the Bersani

decree in 1999, but only in 2004 the Power Exchange GME (“Gestore del Mercato Elettrico”)

became operative on the Italian energy market (IPEX). With the Bersani decree, the old mo-

nopolist Enel had to disinvest 15 GW of its production capacity in order to reduce its market

share. The current Enel’s contribute to the Italian power production is of 28,1%, significantly

lower than its 2004 level of 43,9%1. However, the Italian market cannot be yet considered fully

competitive as highlighted by Floro (2009).

Since 2005, the energy sector is involved in the European Emission Trading Scheme (EU-

ETS)2. The EU-ETS is an environmental policy developed in the framework of the Kyoto Pro-

tocol that aims at reducing the European CO2 emissions generated by carbon-intensive instal-

lations of the energy and industrial sectors. Such a goal is achieved through the implementation

of a cap-and-trade system that imposes a CO2 emission limit to all covered installations and

creates a market that prices CO2 where ETS participants can exchange their emission permits.

The EU-ETS was initially subdivided into two phases as indicated by Directive 2003/87/EC.

The first phase (2005-2007), the so-called “learning by doing phase”, was introduced to test the

functioning of the EU-ETS system. Its implementation led to some economic distortions mainly

due to the grandfathering of the emission allowances (Neuhoff et al., 2006a, 2006b; Reinaud,

2003, 2005) and to the consequent raise of “windfall profits” for the power sector (Sijm et al.,

2006). Compared to the energy intensive industries involved in the EU-ETS, generators are able

to pass through a high proportion of their carbon costs in electricity prices despite the fact that

almost all CO2 permits, needed to cover their emissions, are freely distributed. This happens

because the current organization of electricity markets allows for pricing power at marginal

production cost. The result is twofold: the EU-ETS causes both an increase of electricity prices

and an intended raise of generators’ profits. These two issues have been extensively discussed

in literature and many studies confirm this outcome (see, for instance, Chen et al., 2008, Kara

et al., 2008, Linares et al., 2008 and Lise et al., 2010, Oggioni and Smeers, 2009).

In order to remedy to this situation, the Directive 2009/29/EC, regulating the third EU-ETS

phase (2013-2020), has imposed a full auctioning system for the allocation of emission permits

destined to the energy sector. For the industrial sectors, it foresees a progressive adoption of

the auctioning system starting from a proportion of the 20% in 2013 and reaching a 70% level in

1See Autorità per l’Energia Elettrica e il Gas (AEEG), Relazione annuale sullo stato dei servizi e sull’attività

svolta, 2011. Available at http://www.autorita.energia.it/it/relaz_ann/11/11.htm
2http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/ets/index_en.htm
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20203. Moreover, the revised EU-ETS will cover more industries and types of greenhouse gases

and will encourage the development of renewables.

In this paper, we investigate the economic impacts of the EU-ETS on the Italian electricity

market. In particular, taking into account the current organization of the Italian electricity

market, we formulate a capacity expansion model, where generators are Cournot players. Indeed,

imperfect competition models are often used to study electricity markets (see, for instance, Chen

and Hobbs, 2005, Chen et al., 2006, Hobbs, 2001, Hobbs and Helman, 2004, Vespucci et al.,

2009). An oligopolistic market can be described either by a Nash-Cournot or a Bertrand or a

Supply Function Equilibrium models. Supply Function Equilibrium (see Anderson and Hu, 2008,

Willems et al., 2009) and Cournot Equlibrium (for overviews see Tirole, 1988, Vives, 1999 and

for review see Ventosa et al., 2005) are the most applied models to electricity markets. However,

since the aim of the restructuring of the electricity market is to make it fully competitive, we

also analyze the case where power producers operate in a perfectly competitive market. More

specifically, we adopt a technological representation of the energy market and we assume that

generators operate in different zones linked by inter-connectors with limited transfer capacity.

The solution of the overall system is found by exploiting the mixed complementarity theoretical

framework and solution algorithms.

The organization of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we describe the market model

where generators are Cournot competitors. Section 3 presents a perfectly competitive version

of the model illustrated in Section 2. In Section 4 we discuss the results of our analysis. Finally,

Section 5 is devoted to conclusions and final remarks.

2 The market model

We first describe a market where generators compete à la Cournot. Each generator maximizes

its profits taking into account the decision taken by his competitors. Market energy balance

is guaranteed by the Italian Market Operator which maximizes consumers’ willingness to pay

taking into account the transfer limits of the interconnections linking the different zones. We

also model an emission market limited to the energy sector. We first list the notation used in

this paper.

2.1 Notation

We here introduce all symbols of the model. They are classified on basis of their means and use.

Sets

• i ∈ I: Zones;

• t ∈ T : Time segment, we consider time horizon t = 1, ..., 24 hours;

• p ∈ P : Set of technologies (note that we respectively indicate with p = h and p = sh the

hydro plants based on reservoir and on the pumped-storage technologies);

3The Article 10 ter of the Directive 2009/29/EC states that all industrial sectors that are exposed to the risk

of carbon leakage will continue to receive free permits. See http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/ets/leakage/

index_en.htm.
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• f ∈ F : Generators;

Parameters

• vcf,p,i: Hourly variable costs of new and existing plant of technology type p owned by

generator f in zone i (e/MWh);

• fcf,p,i: Hourly fixed costs of new plant of technology type p owned by generator f in zone

i (e/MWh);

• shcf,sh,i: Hourly costs of pumped-storage technology sh when pumping owned by gener-

ator f in zone i (e/MWh);

• Gf,p,i: Total available capacity of technology plant p owned by generator f in zone i

(MW);

• THf,p,i: Total available capacity of hydro p = h, sh technology owned by generator f in

zone i (MW);

• gh
h
, ghh: Minimum and maximum capacity of hydro technology h (MW) owned by gen-

erator f in zone i;

• shf,sh,i, shf,sh,i: Minimum and maximum capacity of the technology pumping water in

the upper basin in the pumped-storage technology sh (MW);

• gsh
f,sh,i

, gshf,sh,i: Minimum and maximum capacity of pumped-storage technology sh

(MW) owned by generator f in zone i;

• Rf,p,i: Variance between maximum and minimum energy reserve of hydro technology h

and sh (MW) owned by company f in zone i;

• ep: Emission factor of technology p (ton/MWh);

• E: Total emission cap (ton);

• GEf : Total amount of emission allowances grandfathered to generators f (ton);

• τ : 8760 (number of hours in one year);

• τt: 365 (number of days in one year);

• at,i: Intercept of consumers’ affine demand functions at zone i in time segment t (e/MWh);

• bt,i: Slope of consumers’ affine demand functions at zone i in time segment t (e/MWh2);

• ρf,sh,i: Performance of pumped-storage technology showned by generator f in zone i.

• Flowi,ii: Flow transfer limit from zone i to zone ii (MW).

Variables

• gt,f,p,i: Power produced by generators f in zone i using existing technology p in time

segment t (MWh) (In particular, gt,f,h,i: power supplied by generators f in zone i using

existing technology h in time segment t (MWh), gt,f,sh,i: power supplied by generators f

in zone i using existing technology sh in time segment t (MWh).);

• gnt,f,p,i: Power produced by generators f to zone i using new technology p in time segment

t (MWh);
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• sht,f,sh,i: Power used by generator f in zone i to pump water in the upper reservoir of

pumped-storage technology sh in time segment t (MWh);

• Rt,f,h,i: Hydro energy reserve of hydro technology h owned by generator f in zone i in

time segment t (MWh);

• If,p,i: Investments in new capacity of technology type p operated by generators f in zone

i (MW);

• st,f,i: Power supplied by generator f to zone i in time segment t (MWh);

• dt,i: Electricity consumption in zone i in time segment t (MWh);

• pt,i: Nodal electricity price in time segment t (e/MWh);

• Pt,i(dt,i): Willingness to pay in zone i and in time segment t (e);

• flowt,i,ii: Power transferred from zone i to zone ii in time segment t.

2.2 Generation expansion model

We model a zonal market where generators compete as Cournot players. They produce energy by

running existing or new plants in which they invest. We assume that new plants are immediately

disposable. Each plant is characterized by its own fixed4, emission and fuel costs that influence

their endogenously determined merit order. During the implementation phase, we consider a set

of eight technologies composed of wind, photovoltaic, geothermal, run-on-river, coal, CCGT, gas

and oil based technologies. These plants are endogenously put in merit order. In the theoretical

formulation of the problem, we also model the use of reservoir and pumped-storage hydro

plants5. Generators make their strategical investment and production choices by taking into

account the environmental opportunity costs due to the CO2 regulation.

Each generator f maximizes its objective function (1) subject to technological constraints

(2)-(15). In (1), the term st,−f,i stands for
∑

f ′ 6=f st,f ′ ,i. In particular, each generator maximizes

his profit (1) by selling electricity at price pt,i(st,−f,i + sf,t,i −
∑

ii(flowt,i,ii − flowt,ii,i) that

in the following we denote as pt,i. The costs faced by generators are: the variable generation

(
∑

p,i vcf,p,i · (gt,f,p,i + gnt,f,p,i) · τt), the investment (
∑

p,i fcf,p,i · If,p,i · τ) and the emission

opportunity costs (ϕ·(GEf−
∑

t,p,i ep ·(gt,f,p,i + gnt,f,p,i) · τ t)) computed over a year. Moreover,

for those generators who dispose of hydro pumped-storage technologies, we consider the cost of

pumping water from the lower to the upper basin (
∑

i,t shcf,sh,i · sht,f,sh,i · τ t).

Max

∑
t,i

[
pt,i

(
st,−f,i + st,f,i −

∑
ii

(flowt,i,ii − flowt,ii,i)

)]
· st,f,i

 · τt+ (1)

−

∑
t,p,i

vcf,p,i · (gt,f,p,i + gnt,f,p,i) +
∑
t,i

shcf,sh,i · sht,f,sh,i

 · τt+
+

ϕ ·
GEf −

∑
t,p,i

ep · (gt,f,p,i + gnt,f,p,i)

 · τt+
4We only account for fixed costs of new generating units.
5Unfortunately, we do not dispose of the data related to these two hydro technologies.
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−
∑
p,i

fcf,p,i · If,p,i · τ

s.t. ∑
p

gt,f,p,i +
∑
p

gnt,f,p,i = st,f,i (αt,f,i) ∀t, f, i (2)

Gf,p,i − gt,f,p,i ≥ 0 (βt,f,p,i ≥ 0) ∀t, f, p 6= h, p 6= sh, i (3)

If,p,i − gnt,f,p,i ≥ 0 (νt,f,p,i ≥ 0) ∀t, f, p, i (4)

THf,p,i − gt,f,p,i −Rt,f,p,i ≥ 0 (βt,f,p=h,p=sh,i ≥ 0) ∀t, f, p = h, p = sh, i (5)

Rt,f,p,i +Rf,p,i ≥ 0 (ξt,f,p,i ≥ 0) ∀t, f, p = h, p = sh, i (6)

Rf,p,i −Rt,f,p,i ≥ 0 (ξ
t,f,p,i

≥ 0) ∀t, f, p = h, p = sh, i (7)

gt,f,h,i − ghf,h,i ≥ 0 (δt,f,h,i ≥ 0) ∀t, f, h, i (8)

ghf,h,i − gt,f,h,i ≥ 0 (δt,f,h,i ≥ 0) ∀t, f, h, i (9)

ρf,sh,i · sht,f,sh,i − gt,f,sh,i ≥ 0 (ηt,f,sh,i ≥ 0) ∀t, f, sh, i (10)

sht,f,sh,i − shf,sh,i ≥ 0 (θt,f,sh,i ≥ 0) ∀t, f, sh, i (11)

shf,sh,i − sht,f,sh,i ≥ 0 (θt,f,sh,i ≥ 0) ∀t, f, sh, i (12)

gt,f,sh,i − gshf,sh,i ≥ 0 (µ
t,f,sh,i

≥ 0) ∀t, f, sh, i (13)

gshf,sh,i − gt,f,sh,i ≥ 0 (µt,f,sh,i ≥ 0) ∀t, f, sh, i (14)

gt,f,p,i; gnt,f,p,i; It,f,p,i; st,f,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, p, i (15)

Equation (2) defines a production balance between the total amount of electricity generated

(
∑

p gt,f,p,i +
∑

p gnt,f,p,i) and sold (st,f,i) in zone i by generator f in each time segment t.

Constraints (3) and (4) impose generation capacity limits respectively for existing and new

plants. These constraints hold for all technologies with the exception of pumped storage and

hydro plants with reservoir. For these hydro technologies, we have specific capacity constraints

(see (5)-(14)). Constraint (5) states that the total available capacity THf,p,i (with p = h, sh)

has to be greater or equal to the sum of the quantity of electricity gt,f,p,i (with p = h, sh)

generated by those hydro plants and the energy reserve Rt,f,p,i of the recervoir. This reserve

varies between a minimum (−Rf,p,i) and a maximum (Rf,p,i) level as indicated by constraints

(6) and (7). Conditions (8), (9), (13) and (14) indicate the generation limits of the turbines of

hydro (with reservoir) and pumped-storage technologies respectively.

Condition (10) defines that the energy needed to pump water from the lower to the upper

reservoir is greater than the energy produced. The turbine used to pump water has capacity

limits as indicated by inequalities (11) and (12) that respectively define a lower and an upper

bound.

Finally, conditions (15) are the non-negativity constraints.
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2.3 Market operator’s model

Market Operator maximizes the consumers’ willingness to pay (16) taking into account a zonal

energy balance constraint (17)-(18) and transmission constraint (19) that defines the flow trans-

fer limits among connected zones (more details are reported in Section 4.1).

Maxdt,i

∑
t

[∫ dt,i

0

Pt,i(ξ)dξ

]
· τt (16)

s.t ∑
f

st,f,i −
∑
ii

(flowt,i,ii − flowt,ii,i)− dt,i = 0 (ψt,i) ∀t, i (17)

dt,i ≥ 0 ∀t, i (18)

0 ≤ flowt,i,ii ≤ Flowi,ii (σt,i,ii) ∀t, i, ii (19)

2.4 Emission market

Our model only considers the emissions of power plants. Since National Allocation Plans (NAPs)

refer to annual targets, we impose one emission constraint, limited to the electricity market,

which is associated with the dual variable ϕ, representing the allowance price. E indicates

the annual CO2 emission cap while
∑

t,f,p,i ep · (gt,f,p,i + gnt,f,p,i) · τt are the annual emissions

generated by electricity production.

E −
∑
t,f,p,i

ep · ((gt,f,p,i + gnt,f,p,i) · τt) ≥ 0 (ϕ ≥ 0) (20)

2.5 Mathematical structure

Let K be a nonempty, closed and convex subset of the n-dimensional Euclidean space Rn,

F : K → Rn a continuous mapping. The variational inequality problem (VI for short) is the

problem of finding a point x∗ ∈ K such that

〈F (x), (x− x∗)〉 ≥ 0, ∀ x ∈ K. (21)

The solution set of VI (21) is denoted by SOL(K,F ).

Most existence results of solutions for VIs are proved by using various fixed point theorems.

As shown by Hartmann & Stampacchia (1966), VI (21) has a solution if K is compact and

F is continuous.

In general, VI can have more than one solution. We now recall one condition under which

VI (21) has a unique solution, this result needs generalized monotonicity assumption.

Definition 1 Let K be a convex set in Rn. A mapping F : K ⊆ Rn → Rn is said to be

• monotone on K if (F (x)− F (y))T (x− y) > 0, ∀x, y ∈ K;

• strictly monotone on K if (F (x)− F (y))T (x− y) > 0, ∀x, y ∈ K and x 6= y.
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Theorem 1 (Harker & Pang 1990) If F (x) is strictly monotone then VI (21) has at most one

solution.

In addition, we now recall the known monotonicity criteria for continuosly differentiable

mappings.

Theorem 2 (Ortega & Rheinboldt, 1970) Let K be an open convex set in Rn and let F : K ⊆
Rn → Rn be countinuously differentiable on K.

• F is monotone on K if and only if ∇F is positive semidefinite on K;

• F is strictly monotone on K if ∇F is positive definite on K.

VIs are closely related with many problems of Nonlinear Analysis, such as complementarity,

fixed point and optimization problems. In general, a complementarity problem (CP) is the

problem of finding a point x such that:

0 ≤ x ⊥ F (x) ≥ 0 (22)

where F : Rn
+ → Rn. We recall that condition (23) can be alternatively defined as:

x ≥ 0, F (x) ≥ 0, F (x) · x = 0. (23)

We now consider a Nash Equilibrium problem with N players, each of whom has a certain

cost function θi(x), where x = (xi : i = 1, ..., N), and a strategy set Ki ⊆ Rni .

The problem of player i, given the other players’ strategies x̃i = (xj : j 6= i), is to solve the cost

minimization problem in the variable yi:

min θi(y
i, x̃i) (24)

sub to yi ∈ Ki.

The solution set of the problem is denoted by Si(x̃i).

Definition 2 A Nash Equilibrium is a tuple of strategies x = (xi : i = 1, ..., N) such that for

each i, xi ∈ Si(x̃i).

This problem can be transformed into an equivalent variational inequality or complementar-

ity problem if for each fixed x̃i the θi(y
i, x̃i) function is convex in yi. The following proposition

gives the relationship between the solution of VI and the solution of a Nash Equilibrium (see

Facchinei and Pang, 2003).

Proposition 1 Let Ki be a close subset of Rni . Assume that for each fixed tuple x̃i, the function

θi(y
i, x̃i) is convex and continuously differentiable in yi.

Then x is a Nash equilibrium if and only if x ∈ SOL(K,F ), where

K := K1 ×K2 × ...×KN ,

F (x) := (∇xiθi(x)) i = 1, ..., N

and

∇xiθi(x) =

(
∂θi(x)

∂xi1
, ...,

∂θi(x)

∂xiN

)
.
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It is easy to verify that our Cournot model presented in Section 2 can be formulated as a VI,

where each function θi(y
i, x̃i) is continuous and strictly convex in the variable yi.The resulting

function F (x) that defines the VI of our Cournot problem is continuous and it has a Jacobian

matrix positive definite on the bounded, convex and admissible set. Hence, on the basis of these

considerations, we can conclude that our model has one solution.

In order to find this solution, we formulate our model in complementarity form that we here

present.

0 ≤ vcf,p,i + ϕ · ep − αt,f,i + βt,f,p,i ⊥ gt,f,p,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, p, i (25)

0 ≤ vcf,p,i + ϕ · ep − αt,f,i + νt,f,p,i ⊥ gnt,f,p,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, p, i (26)

0 ≤ vcf,h,i + ϕ · eh − αt,f,i + βt,f,h,i − δt,f,h,i+ (27)

+δt,f,h,i ⊥ gt,f,h,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, h, i

0 ≤ vcf,sh,i + ϕ · esh − αt,f,i + βt,f,sh,i + ηt,f,sh,i (28)

−µ
t,f,sh,i

+ µt,f,sh,i ⊥ gt,f,sh,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, sh, i

0 ≤ −∂pt,i
∂st,f,i

· st,f,i − pt,i + αt,f,i ⊥ sf,p,i ≥ 0 ∀f, p, i (29)

0 ≤ shcf,sh,i − ρf,sh,i · ηt,f,sh,i − θt,f,sh,i + θt,f,sh,i ⊥ sht,f,sh,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, sh, i (30)

0 ≤ fcf,p,i −
∑
t

τt
τ
νt,f,p,i ⊥ If,p,i ≥ 0 ∀f, p, i (31)

∑
p

gt,f,p,i +
∑
p

gnt,f,p,i − st,f,i = 0 (αt,f,i) ∀t, f, i (32)

0 ≤ Gf,p,i − gt,f,p,i ⊥ βt,f,p,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, p 6= h, p 6= sh, i (33)

0 ≤ THf,p,i − gt,f,p,i −Rt,f,p,i ⊥ γt,f,p,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, p = h, p = sh, i (34)

0 ≤ gt,f,h,i − ghf,h,i ⊥ δt,f,h,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, h, i (35)

0 ≤ ghf,h,i − gt,f,h,i ⊥ δt,f,h,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, h, i (36)

0 ≤ Rt,f,p,i +Rf,p,i ⊥ ξt,f,p,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, p = h, p = sh, i (37)

0 ≤ Rf,p,i −Rt,f,p,i ⊥ ξt,f,p,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, p = h, p = sh, i (38)

0 ≤ ρf,sh,i · sht,f,sh,i − gt,f,sh,i ⊥ ηt,f,sh,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, sh, i (39)

0 ≤ sht,f,sh,i − shf,sh,i ⊥ θt,f,sh,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, sh, i (40)

0 ≤ shf,sh,i − sht,f,sh,i ⊥ θt,f,sh,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, sh, i (41)

0 ≤ gt,f,sh,i − gshf,sh,i ⊥ µt,f,sh,i
≥ 0 ∀t, f, sh, i (42)

0 ≤ gshf,sh,i − gt,f,sh,i ⊥ µt,f,sh,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, sh, i (43)
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0 ≤ If,p,i − gnt,f,p,i ⊥ νt,f,p,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, p, i (44)

βt,f,h,i − ξt,f,h,i + ξ
t,f,h,i

= 0 (Rt,f,h,i) ∀t, f, h, i (45)

The complementarity conditions associated to the market operator’ problem are as follows:

0 ≤ −at,i + bt,i · dt,i + ψt,i ⊥ dt,i ≥ 0 ∀t, i (46)∑
f

st,f,i −
∑
ii

(flowt,i,ii − flowt,ii,i)− dt,i = 0 (ψt,i) ∀t, i (47)

0 ≤ Flowi,ii − flowt,i,ii ⊥ σt,i,ii ≥ 0 ∀t, i, ii (48)

0 ≤ ψt,i − ψt,ii + σt,i,ii − σt,ii,i ⊥ flowt,i,ii ≥ 0 ∀t, i, ii (49)

The complementarity condition associated to the emission market’s problem is as follows:

0 ≤ E −
∑
t,f,p,i

ep · ((gt,f,p,i + gnt,f,p,i) · τt) ⊥ ϕ ≥ 0 (50)

3 Perfect competition model

We modify the model presented in Section 2 by assuming that generators operate in a perfectly

competitive way. Under this assumption, generators are price takers and sell electricity at the

zonal price pt,i defined by the market. This implies a slight modification of their objective

function that becomes as reported in (51) below. The price pt,i is now the dual variable of the

market clearing condition in the Market Operator’s problem (see (52)).

All the remaining constraints are as in Section 2.

Max

∑
t,i

pt,i · st,f,i −
∑
p,i

vcf,p,i · (gt,f,p,i + gnt,f,p,i)

 · τt+ (51)

+

ϕ · [GEf −
∑
t,p,i

ep · (gt,f,p,i + gnt,f,p,i)]−
∑
i,t

shcf,sh,i · sht,f,sh,i

 · τt+
−
∑
p,i

fcf,p,i · If,p,i · τ

∑
f

st,f,i −
∑
ii

(flowt,i,ii − flowt,ii,i)− dt,i = 0 (pt,i) ∀t, i (52)

The complementarity conditions of the perfectly competitive market are the same of those

of the Cournot model except for conditions (29), (46) and (47) that respectively become:

0 ≤ −pt,i + αt,i ⊥ st,f,i ≥ 0 ∀t, f, p, i (53)
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0 ≤ −at,i + bt,i · dt,i + pt,i ⊥ dt,i ≥ 0 ∀t, i (54)

∑
f

st,f,i −
∑
ii

(flowt,i,ii − flowt,ii,i)− dt,i = 0 (pt,i) ∀t, i (55)

4 Application to the Italian electricity market

4.1 Market description

We apply our models to a prototype of the Italian electricity market as depicted on Figure

1. This market is discretized into six geographical zones (North, Center-North, Center-South,

South, Sicily, Sardinia) and five virtual poles (Monfalcone, Foggia, Brindisi, Rossano, Priolo)

with limited production for a total of eleven zones. Our analysis is calibrated with 2009 data.

Figure 1: Italian Network

Following the network representation provided by Terna, the Italian Transmission System

Operator (TSO), we assume that each zone is connected to the others by two connections with
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different limited transfer capacities that depend on the flow directions. The transfer limits are

listed in Table 16 and are used to define the parameter Flowi,ii in condition (19).

MW N CN CS S Sic Sar Mf Fg Br Rs Pl

N 0 3450 0 0 0 0 10000 0 0 0 0

CN 1700 0 1750 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CS 0 2250 0 10000 0 420 0 0 0 0 0

S 0 0 3700 0 0 0 0 10000 10000 10000 0

Sic 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 275 10000

Sar 0 0 450 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mf 1030 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fg 0 0 0 1200 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Br 0 0 0 5200 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rs 0 0 0 1613 150 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pl 0 0 0 0 315 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table 1: Flowi,ii

A set of eight generators7 produce electricity running wind, run-on-river (hydro), geothermal,

photovoltaic, coal, CCGT, other gas and oil based power plants depending on their availability.

Capacity data for all these technologies are taken from the annual reports of the considered

power companies and from Terna8. Electricity is generated by existing and new power plants.

In order to simplify both the database and the interpretation of the results, we assume that

old and new capacity have identical variable costs. The models obviously allow one to change

this assumption to apply different efficiency rates to new plants. Doing so in this prototype

study would however mix fundamental economic phenomena and sometimes arbitrary data

differentiations and hence cloud the interpretation of the results.

The time horizon of the model is divided into segments corresponding to the twenty-four

hours of a day. We model electricity demand by using an affine inverse demand function de-

pending on time and zones. Demand function is constructed taking an elasticity of 0.1 for all

consumers; reference demand and price are taken from the Italian Market Operator website9.

We develop and analyze a variety of scenarios in the framework of the two market forms pre-

viously analyzed. These scenarios allow us to evaluate the impact of the EU-ETS on electricity

prices, investments and generators’ profits in the different scenarios.

Scenarios are subdivided into two groups: in the first one we describe the situation of the

Italian electricity market in 2009 (see Table 2), while in the other we provide an outlook of the

2020’s situation (see Table 3) in order to study the new setting of the third EU-ETS phase. In

6See Terna, (2011). Valori dei limiti di transito tra le zone di mercato REV.14, Avail-

able at http://www.terna.it/default/Home/SISTEMA_ELETTRICO/mercato_elettrico/Procedura_valutazione_

limiti_e_limiti_transito.aspx
7The considered companies are: Enel, Edison, Eni, Edipower, Eon, A2A, TirrenoPower, in addition to a fringe

that collects all the remaining small power companies.
8See http://www.terna.it/default/Home/SISTEMA_ELETTRICO/statistiche/dati_statistici.aspx
9See Gestore Mercato Elettrico (GME) website at http://www.mercatoelettrico.org/En/download/

DownloadDati.aspx?val=MGP_PrezziConvenzionali
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all these scenarios, we assume that generators operate under the EU-ETS regime and always

invest in new capacity.

Among the 2009 scenarios, we describe the setting of the current EU-ETS phase without

(“ETS”) and with (“ETS, inc”) incentives in new renewable power plants. We apply these tests

both to the “Cournot” and “Perfect” competition market organizations.

Scenario 2009 Description

Cournot, ETS Oligopolistic competition with ETS regulation and investments

Cournot, ETS, inc Oligopolistic competition with ETS regulation, investments

and incentives in new renewable technologies

Perfect, ETS Perfect competition with ETS regulation and investments

Perfect, ETS, inc Perfect competition with ETS regulation, investments

and incentives in new renewable technologies

Table 2: 2009 scenarios

For the 2020’s prevision, we study scenarios with and without (“nodev”) economic develop-

ment. For both of them, we also consider the cases with and without incentives in renewables.

To model economic development in 2020, we increase the 2009 reference electricity demand and

prices by 22,4% and 14% respectively, while these increases are only of 14.3% and 11% in case

of economic stagnation10.

Scenario 2020 Description

Cournot, ETS Oligopolistic competition with ETS regulation and investments

Cournot, ETS, inc Oligopolistic competition with ETS regulation, investments

and incentives in new renewable technologies

Cournot, ETS, nodev Oligopolistic competition with ETS regulation and investments

in the case of no economic development

Cournot, ETS, inc, nodev Oligopolistic competition with ETS regulation, investments

incentives in new renewable technologies in the case of no

economic development

Perfect, ETS Perfect competition with ETS regulation and investments

Perfect, ETS, inc Perfect competition with ETS regulation, investments

and incentives in new renewable technologies

Perfect, ETS, nodev Perfect competition with ETS regulation and investments

in the case of no economic development

Perfect, ETS, inc, nodev Oligopolistic competition with ETS regulation, investments and

incentives in new renewable technologies in the case of no

economic development

Table 3: 2020 scenarios

The emission market that we model is limited to the Italian electricity market and we do not

consider the CO2 allowance trade with the other sectors involved in the EU-ETS. We introduce

10See Terna, 2006 and ICCF, 2005.
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this restriction since we do no have any information about this trade, but we intend to overcome

this limit in our future research. Given this restriction, the total emission cap E computed for

the 2009 scenarios corresponds exactly to the sum of the NAPs of the electricity generating

companies included in the simulation tests that we took from the European Commission web-

site11. It amounts to about 94 Millions tons. This cap denotes the amount of emissions allowed

in the power market. Considering the new disposal introduced by Directive 2009/29/EC, we

compute the 2020 cap by reducing by 15% the 2009 cap12.

Finally, our mixed complementarity problems are implemented in GAMS language using

PATH as solver.

4.2 Results

In this section, we report the results of our analysis. In particular, we want to show the effects of

the EU-ETS on electricity prices, investments and generators’ profits in the different scenarios.

4.2.1 Impact on prices

Figures 2 and 3 define the trend of the national hourly electricity prices respectively in 2009

and 2020. For 2009, we consider all scenarios listed in Table 2, while for 2020, we select only

four among the six cases proposed in Tables 3.

Figure 2: Average national electricity prices in 2009

Both in Figures 2 and 3, electricity prices are higher in the oligopolistic market organization

than in perfect competition. The electricity prices are generally lower in presence of incentives in

11See http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/ets/allocation/index_en.htm
12The 15% cut corresponds to a yearly reduction of 1,74% of the 2009 cap as foreseen by the new ETS Directive.
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renewables. This happens both in 2009 (see Figure 2) and 202013. In fact, with incentives, there

are more investments in less pollutant plants that imply a reduction of the CO2 allowance price.

This is particularly evident in the “Perfect, ETS, inc” of the 2009 setting, where the emission

price decreases by 41% compared to its corresponding level without incentives (“Perfect, ETS”).

This lower electricity price also implies a daily increase of about 102 GW in electricity demand

compared to the “Perfect, ETS” value. We register the same phenomenon in the 2009 “Cournot,

ETS, inc” case, but in a smaller proportion because the CO2 price decreases only by 23.5% and

the raise of the daily power consumption is just of 9 GW.

Figure 3: Average national electricity prices in 2020

Figure 3 depicts the electricity prices in 2020 in the case with and without economic de-

velopment for both market organizations. The results confirm that power prices in 2020 are

higher than in 2009. Since the difference between the total quantity of electricity produced

in the cases of economic growth and stagnation is small, we obtain similar electricity prices

in these two cases. This happens both in the Cournot and in the perfect competition market

organizations14.

4.2.2 Impact on investments

In this section, we describe how the market organization (Cournot vs perfect competition) and

the EU-ETS can affect investment strategies. In our simulations, we assume that generators

13We do not report this case in Figure 3.
14In the “Perfect, ETS, nodev” electricity generation is only 7% lower than in the “Perfect, ETS”. We have an

identical reduction in the “Cournot, ETS, nodev” compared to “Cournot, ETS”.
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can only invest in the geographical zones15 (namely North, Center-North, Center-South, South,

Sicily and Sardinia). In Figure 4, we report the results of the 2009 scenarios “ETS”, “ETS,

Figure 4: Zonal investment in 2009 by source of energy (MW)

inc” in the “Cournot and “Perfect” competition cases. A first result is that perfect competition

enhances investments compared to the situation where generators are Cournot players. This

happens both in the scenarios with and without incentives. Under the assumption of perfect

competition, Figure 4 shows that generators take different investment decisions depending on

the zones. In the North, there is a massive investment in wind in addition to other-gas based

plants, while in the other zones power producers only invest in CCGT. These investment choices

can be explained by the fact that, considering our input data, the North disposes of almost the

57% of the Italian available CCGT. This is an efficient technology both in terms of production

and emission generation and it is not subject to intermittence problems (like wind). On the

other hand, wind is the cheapest among the renewable technologies in terms of fixed costs,

but it remains much more expensive compared to the other power units. Even in presence of

incentives (“Perfect ETS, inc”) investment strategies do not change. The incentives increase the

wind investments in the North by 35%. Note that, besides these investments, generators use

existing plants to produce electricity. In particular, both with and without incentives, they run

all renewables16 and CCGT technologies. While renewables are run at full capacity in almost

all hours, existing CCGT is mainly used in the central hours (from 10 a.m to 5 p.m.).

When considering the Cournot scenarios in 2009 (see Figure 4), the investment choices are

all oriented towards CCGT. With incentives in renewables, the investment mix changes and

includes wind, CCGT and also a proportion of coal. Under Cournot assumptions, generators

are able to impose higher electricity price and reduce their production and investment levels. In

15Note that we assume no investments in hydro plants since the hydroelectric resources are almost fully exploited

in Italy.
16Wind, hydro, photovoltaic, geothermic.
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this way, the emission constraint is still binding but the associated CO2 is much lower than in

all other 2009 considered scenarios17. This cut in emission price is due to the increased use of

wind. On the other side, this situation makes coal plants competitive since they are relatively

cheap both in terms of fixed and variable (fuel) costs.

Figure 5: Zonal investment in 2020 by source of energy (MW)

In 2020, the overall investment level is higher than in 2009 both under the Cournot and

the perfect competition assumptions. In Figure 5, we report the results of the 2020 scenarios

in the case with and without economic development. Under perfect competition, generators’

investment strategies remain almost unchanged at zonal level with respect to the 2009 situation

(compare the scenarios reported in Figure 5 with the “Perfect, ETS” case in Figure 4). This is

particularly true in the scenario of low economic growth (see “Perfect, ETS, nodev” in Figure 5)

where in the North there are still investments in other-gas power plants (even though in a lower

proportion compared to the 2009 case18). Recall again that due to the high concentration of

CCGT plants in the North, generators prefer to invest in another type of fossil-fired technology,

at least in this area, but in the other zones, they continue to invest in CCGT. These investments

in other-gas plants disappear in presence of economic development. In fact, generators only build

new wind stations. With incentives in renewables (these cases are not reported in Figure 5),

17It amounts to 39 e/MWh, while in the corresponding Cournot case without incentives allowance price is 51

e/MWh. Under perfect competition, CO2 emission prices amount to 207 e/MWh and 112 e/MWh respectively

in the cases without and with incentives. We know that these prices are not realistic, but they can be compatible

with our model assumptions. In fact, we assume that the emission market involves the electricity market only and

experience has shown that the power market has been always short in emission permits. This becomes particularly

true in the case of the Italian electricity market because its production is mainly based on fossil-fired power plants.

In fact, we have observed that an increase of the emission cap determines a decrease of the CO2 allowance price.
18In 2009, investments in other-gas plants amount to 42% and 30% of the total investment level in the North

respectively in the case without and with incentives. In 2020, this proportion drops to 9%.
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investments increase both in the scenarios with and without economic development. In the

North, only new wind plants appear, while in the other zones investments in CCGT persist.

Considering now the Cournot scenarios in Figure 5 and comparing them with the case

“Cournot, ETS” in Figure 4, one can see that generators reduce their global investments in

CCGT in favor of wind in all zones. This is particularly evident in the North. This change

of tendency can be considered as a direct effect of the compulsory auctioning system imposed

by Directive 2009/29/EC on energy sector during the third EU-ETS phase. Since the aim of

oligopolistic generators is to maximize their profits, they try to reduce their emission costs by

investing in renewables. This happens both with and without economic developments.

In presence of incentives in renewables19, investments in wind almost double in the “Cournot,

ETS, inc” and triple in the “Cournot, ETS, inc, nodev” with respect to the corresponding cases

without incentives (see Figure 5). However, incentives induce generators to build new coal plant

both with and without economic development. The reasoning, illustrated for the 2009 scenarios

with incentives, also holds for these 2020 cases.

4.2.3 Impact on generators’ profits

Tables 4 and 5 respectively report the profit analysis in the 2009 and 2020 scenarios. In par-

ticular, they list the “Generation Revenues”, the “Generation Costs”, the “Emission Revenues”

and the “Emission Costs”. The first two terms indicate the profits and the (fixed and variable)

costs related to power production from new and existing plants, while the difference between

the other two shows the emission opportunity costs. In 2020, the column “Emission Revenues”

disappears since during the third EU-ETS phase the power sector will buy all needed permits.

Note that, in our analysis, we do not consider the windfall profits problem that has been exten-

sively discussed and proved in literature (see Chen et al., 2008, Kara et al., 2008, Linares et al.,

2008, Lise et al., 2010, Sijm et al., 2006). Moreover, in our simulations we assume full auctioning

of CO2 allowances both in 2009 and 2020. The “Emission Revenues” in 2009 are simply given

by the product between the endogenous allowance price and the grandfathered permits.

As expected, the generators’ profits in an oligopolistic market are always higher than in

perfect competition. This happens both in 2009 and 2020 scenarios, but it is particularly

evident in 2020 when generators no longer receive permits for free. The comparison between

the results in Tables 4 and 5 shows that the profits of oligopolistic (“Cournot”) generators are

higher in 2020 than in 2009. This is a direct consequence of the increase of the electricity prices

that more than compensates the cost of emissions.

In the perfect competition cases, profits are lower in 2009 than in 2020 because they have

to buy all needed permits.

In all scenarios, generators gain lower profits when receiving incentives on renewables because

the subsidies to these technologies lead to lower electricity prices while maintaining relatively

high investment costs. Finally, in the 2020 case with no economic developments, generators’

profits are lower than in the corresponding cases with economic growth.

19Again, results are not reported in Figure 5.
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Scenarios Generation Generation Emission Emission Total

Revenues Costs Revenues Costs Profits

(Me) (Me) (Me) (Me) (Me)

Cournot, ETS 40,010 10,615 4,317 4,797 28,915

Cournot, ETS, inc 38,997 10,779 3,268 3,631 27,854

Perfect, ETS 38,366 11,149 17,387 19,319 25,284

Perfect, ETS, inc 25,293 10,144 9,405 10,450 14,104

Table 4: Generators’ profits in 2009 scenarios

Scenarios Generation Generation Emission Total

Revenues Costs Costs Profits

(Me) (Me) (Me) (Me)

Cournot, ETS 62,817 21,698 8,086 33,034

Cournot, ETS, inc 53,665 17,920 2,578 33,166

Cournot, ETS, nodev 57,306 19,044 7,720 30,542

Cournot, ETS, inc, nodev 49,156 16,156 2,578 30,417

Perfect, ETS 52,076 24,231 19,583 8,262

Perfect, ETS, inc 36,162 17,761 13,169 5,231

Perfect, ETS, nodev 47,084 20,790 18,211 8,083

Perfect, ETS, inc, nodev 27,081 13,864 9,068 4,149

Table 5: Generators’ profits in 2020 scenarios

5 Conclusion

The generation expansion models presented in Section 2 and Section 3 simulate and analyze the

impact of the EU-ETS on the Italian electricity market. In particular, these models are used

to measure the effects of the EU-ETS Directives on electricity prices and demand, investments

and generators’ profits both in an oligopolistic and in a perfectly competitive organization of

the power market. For this reason, we consider several investment scenarios under the CO2

regulation with and without incentives to renewables. The scenarios also include simulations on

future effects of the third EU-ETS phase on the system.

Our analysis shows that perfect competition induces generators to invest more than in an

oligopolistic framework, but in both market configurations, investments are mainly concentrated

in fossil-fired plants (CCGT and coal), leaving a small proportion to new wind plants. This

happens also in presence of incentives given to renewable technologies. We can thus conclude

that investments in a secure and efficient technology like CCGT is preferable compared to

those in renewables that cannot be used with continuity. The absence of nuclear plants in the

Italian power market also influences the choice described above. This investment policy affects

electricity prices that significantly increase in 2020 compared to their 2009 levels.

The raise of electricity prices in 2020 is particularly favorable for generators operating as

Cournot players which are able to increase their profits compared to 2009, despite the full
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auctioning system foreseen for the allocation of CO2 allowance to the power sector in the third

EU-ETS phase. On the contrary, in a perfect competition organization, generators face a

significant drop in their 2020 profits compared to 2009 caused by the increase of their emission

costs.

In our future research, we intend to develop the current model by including a technological

representation of industrial sectors covered by the EU-ETS. This will allow us to have a complete

and more realistic representation of the emission market functioning.

References

[1] Anderson, E. J., & Hu, X. (2008). Finding supply function equlibria with aymmetric firms.

Operation Research, 56, 697-711.

[2] Chen ,Y., & Hobbs, B.H. (2005). An Oligopolistic Power Market Model With Tradable NOx

Permits. IEEE, 20(1), 119-129.

[3] Chen, Y., Hobbs, B.H., Leyffer, S., & Munson,T.S. (2006). Leader-Follower Equilibria for

Electric Power and NOx Allowances Markets. Computational Management Sciences, 3(4),

307-330.

[4] Chen, Y., Sijm, J., Hobbs, B.H., & Lise, W. (2008). Implications of CO2 emissions trad-

ing fro short-run electricity market outcomes in northwest Europe. Journal of Regulatory

Economics, 34, 23-44.

[5] Facchinei, F., & Pang, J.-S. (2003).Finite-Dimensional Variational Inequalities and Com-

plementarity Problems, Vols 1 and 2. Springer, New York

[6] Floro. D., (2009), Selecting static oligopolistic models in the Italian wholesale electricity

market.

[7] Harker, P.T., & Pang, J.-S.. (1990). Finite-Dimensional Variational Inequality and Nonlinear

Complementarity Problems: A survey of Theory, Algorithms and Applications. Mathemat-

ical Programming, 115, 153-188.

[8] Hartmann, P., & Stampacchia, G. (1966). On some Nonlinear Elliptical Differential Func-

tional Equations. Acta Mathematica, 48, 161-220.

[9] Hobbs, B.H. (2001). Linear Complementarity Models of Nash–Cournot Competition in Bi-

lateral and POOLCO Power Markets. IEEE Transaction on Power Systems, 16(2), 194-202.

[10] Hobbs, B.F., & Helman, U. (2004). Complementarity-Based Equilibrium Modeling for Elec-

tric Power Markets. D. Bunn, ed., Modeling Prices in Competitive Electricity Markets, 69-98,

J. Wiley.

[11] International Council for Capital Formation-ICCF. (2005). Kyoto Protocol and Beyond:

the Economic Cost to Italy.

[12] Kara, M., Syri, S., Lehtila, A. H., Helunen, S., Kekkonen, V., Ruska, M., & Forsstrom, J.

(2008). The impacts of the EU CO2 emissions trading on electricity markets and electricity

consumers in Finland. Energy Economics, 30, 193-211.

[13] Linares, P., Santos, F.J., Ventosa, M., & Lapiedra, L. (2008). Incorporating oligopoly,

CO2 emissions trading and green certificates into a power generation expansion model.

Automatica, 44, 1608-1620.

21



[14] Lise, W., Sijm, J., & Hobbs, B.H. (2010). The impact of the EU-ETS on Prices, Profits

and Emissions in the Power Sector: Simulation Results with the COMPETES EU20 Model.

Environmental and Resource Economics, 47, 23-44.

[15] Neuhoff K., Keats K., & Sato M. (2006a). Allocation, incentives and distortions: the impact

of EU ETS emission allowance allocations to the electricity sector. Climate Policy, 6, n. 1,

pp. 73-91.

[16] Neuhoff K., Ahman M., Betz R., Cludius J., Ferrario F., Holmgren K., Pal G., Grubb

M., Matthes F., Rogge K., Sato M., Schleich J., Sijm J., Tuerk A., Kettner C., & Walker

N. (2006b). Implications of announced phase 2 national allocation plans for the EU ETS.

Climate Policy, 6(5), 41-422.

[17] Oggioni G., & Smeers Y. (2009). Evaluating the impact of average cost based contracts on

the industrial sector in the European emission trading scheme. CEJOR, 17(2), 181-217.

[18] Ortega, J.M., & Rheinboldt, W.C. (1970). Iterative Solution of Nonlimear Equations in

Several Variables, Academic Press, New York.

[19] Reinaud J. (2003). Emission trading and its possible impacts on investment decisions in

the power sector. IEA Information Paper.

[20] Reinaud J. (2005). Industrial competitiveness under the European Union Emission Trading

Scheme. IEA Information Paper.

[21] Sijm J. P. M., Neuhoff K., & Chen Y. (2006). Cost pass thought and windfall profits in the

power sector. Climate Policy, 5(1), 61-78.

[22] Terna (2006). Previsioni della domanda elettrica in Italia e del fabbisogno di potenza necas-

sario.

[23] Tirole, J. (1988). The Theory of Industrial Organization. MIT Pres, Cambridge, MA.

[24] Ventosa, M., Baillo, A., Ramos, A., & Rivier, M. (2005). Electricity market modelling

trends. Energy Policy, 33, 897-213.

[25] Vespucci M.T., Allevi, E., Gnudi, A., & Innorta, M. (2009). Cournot equilibria in oligopolis-

tic electricity markets. IMA Journal of Management Mathematics, doi: 10.1093/ima-

man/dpp004.

[26] Vives, X. (1999). Oligopoly Pricing: Old Ideas and New Tools. MIT Pres, Cambridge, MA.

[27] Willems, B., Rumiantseva, I., & Weigt, H. (2009). Cournot versus supply functions: what

does the data tell us?. Energy Economics, 31, 38-47.

22



NOTE DI LAVORO DELLA FONDAZIONE ENI ENRICO MATTEI 

Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei Working Paper Series 

Our Note di Lavoro are available on the Internet at the following addresses: 
http://www.feem.it/getpage.aspx?id=73&sez=Publications&padre=20&tab=1 

http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/JELJOUR_Results.cfm?form_name=journalbrowse&journal_id=266659 
http://ideas.repec.org/s/fem/femwpa.html 

http://www.econis.eu/LNG=EN/FAM?PPN=505954494 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/handle/35978 

http://www.bepress.com/feem/ 
 
 
 
 

NOTE DI LAVORO PUBLISHED IN 2011 
SD 1.2011 Anna Alberini, Will Gans and Daniel Velez-Lopez: Residential Consumption of Gas and Electricity in the U.S.: 

The Role of Prices and Income 
SD 2.2011 Alexander Golub, Daiju Narita and Matthias G.W. Schmidt: Uncertainty in Integrated Assessment Models of 

Climate Change: Alternative Analytical Approaches 
SD 3.2010 Reyer Gerlagh and Nicole A. Mathys: Energy Abundance, Trade and Industry Location 
SD 4.2010 Melania Michetti and Renato Nunes Rosa: Afforestation and Timber Management Compliance Strategies in 

Climate Policy. A Computable General Equilibrium Analysis 
SD 5.2011 Hassan Benchekroun and Amrita Ray Chaudhuri: “The Voracity Effect” and Climate Change: The Impact of 

Clean Technologies 
IM 6.2011 Sergio Mariotti, Marco Mutinelli, Marcella Nicolini and Lucia Piscitello: Productivity Spillovers from Foreign 

MNEs on Domestic Manufacturing Firms: Is Co-location Always a Plus? 
GC 7.2011 Marco Percoco: The Fight Against Geography: Malaria and Economic Development in Italian Regions 
GC 8.2011 Bin Dong and Benno Torgler: Democracy, Property Rights, Income Equality, and Corruption 
GC 9.2011 Bin Dong and Benno Torgler: Corruption and Social Interaction: Evidence from China 
SD 10.2011 Elisa Lanzi, Elena Verdolini and Ivan Haščič: Efficiency Improving Fossil Fuel Technologies for Electricity 

Generation: Data Selection and Trends 
SD 11.2011 Stergios Athanassoglou: Efficiency under a Combination of Ordinal and Cardinal Information on Preferences
SD 12.2011 Robin Cross, Andrew J. Plantinga and Robert N. Stavins: The Value of Terroir: Hedonic Estimation of 

Vineyard Sale Prices 
SD 13.2011 Charles F. Mason and Andrew J. Plantinga: Contracting for Impure Public Goods: Carbon Offsets and 

Additionality 
SD 14.2011 Alain Ayong Le Kama, Aude Pommeret and Fabien Prieur: Optimal Emission Policy under the Risk of 

Irreversible Pollution 
SD 15.2011 Philippe Quirion, Julie Rozenberg, Olivier Sassi and Adrien Vogt-Schilb: How CO2 Capture and Storage Can 

Mitigate Carbon Leakage 
SD 16.2011 Carlo Carraro and Emanuele Massetti: Energy and Climate Change in China 
SD 17.2011 ZhongXiang Zhang: Effective Environmental Protection in the Context of Government Decentralization 
SD 18.2011 Stergios Athanassoglou and Anastasios Xepapadeas: Pollution Control with Uncertain Stock Dynamics: 

When, and How, to be Precautious 
SD 19.2011 Jūratė Jaraitė and Corrado Di Maria: Efficiency, Productivity and Environmental Policy: A Case Study of 

Power Generation in the EU 
SD 20.2011 Giulio Cainelli, Massimiliano Mozzanti and Sandro Montresor: Environmental Innovations, Local Networks 

and Internationalization 
SD 21.2011 Gérard Mondello: Hazardous Activities and Civil Strict Liability: The Regulator’s Dilemma 
SD 22.2011 Haiyan Xu and ZhongXiang Zhang: A Trend Deduction Model of Fluctuating Oil Prices 
SD 23.2011 Athanasios Lapatinas, Anastasia Litina and Eftichios S. Sartzetakis: Corruption and Environmental Policy: 

An Alternative Perspective 
SD 24.2011 Emanuele Massetti: A Tale of Two Countries:Emissions Scenarios for China and India 
SD 25.2011 Xavier Pautrel: Abatement Technology and the Environment-Growth Nexus with Education 
SD 26.2011 Dionysis Latinopoulos and Eftichios Sartzetakis: Optimal Exploitation of Groundwater and the Potential for 

a Tradable Permit System in Irrigated Agriculture 
SD 27.2011 Benno Torgler and Marco Piatti. A Century of American Economic Review 
SD 28.2011 Stergios Athanassoglou, Glenn Sheriff, Tobias Siegfried and Woonghee Tim Huh: Optimal Mechanisms for 

Heterogeneous Multi-cell Aquifers 
SD 29.2011 Libo Wu, Jing Li and ZhongXiang Zhang: Inflationary Effect of Oil-Price Shocks in an Imperfect Market: A 

Partial Transmission Input-output Analysis  
SD 30.2011 Junko Mochizuki and ZhongXiang Zhang: Environmental Security and its Implications for China’s Foreign 

Relations 
SD 31.2011 Teng Fei, He Jiankun, Pan Xunzhang and Zhang Chi: How to Measure Carbon Equity: Carbon Gini Index 

Based on Historical Cumulative Emission Per Capita 
SD 32.2011 Dirk Rübbelke and Pia Weiss: Environmental Regulations, Market Structure and Technological Progress in 

Renewable Energy Technology — A Panel Data Study on Wind Turbines 
SD 33.2011 Nicola Doni and Giorgio Ricchiuti: Market Equilibrium in the Presence of Green Consumers and Responsible 

Firms: a Comparative Statics Analysis 



SD 34.2011 Gérard Mondello: Civil Liability, Safety and Nuclear Parks: Is Concentrated Management Better? 
SD 35.2011 Walid Marrouch and Amrita Ray Chaudhuri: International Environmental Agreements in the Presence of 

Adaptation 
ERM 36.2011 Will Gans, Anna Alberini and Alberto Longo: Smart Meter Devices and The Effect of Feedback on Residential 

Electricity Consumption: Evidence from a Natural Experiment in Northern Ireland 
ERM 37.2011 William K. Jaeger and Thorsten M. Egelkraut: Biofuel Economics in a Setting of Multiple Objectives & 

Unintended Consequences 
CCSD 38.2011 Kyriaki Remoundou, Fikret Adaman, Phoebe Koundouri and Paulo A.L.D. Nunes: Are Preferences for 

Environmental Quality Sensitive to Financial Funding Schemes? Evidence from a Marine Restoration 
Programme in the Black Sea 

CCSD 39.2011 Andrea Ghermanti and Paulo A.L.D. Nunes: A Global Map of Costal Recreation Values: Results From a 
Spatially Explicit Based Meta-Analysis 

CCSD 40.2011 Andries Richter, Anne Maria Eikeset, Daan van Soest, and Nils Chr. Stenseth: Towards the Optimal 
Management of the Northeast Arctic Cod Fishery 

CCSD 41.2011 Florian M. Biermann: A Measure to Compare Matchings in Marriage Markets 
CCSD 42.2011 Timo Hiller: Alliance Formation and Coercion in Networks 
CCSD 43.2011 Sunghoon Hong: Strategic Network Interdiction 
CCSD 44.2011 Arnold Polanski and Emiliya A. Lazarova: Dynamic Multilateral Markets 
CCSD 45.2011 Marco Mantovani, Georg Kirchsteiger, Ana Mauleon and Vincent Vannetelbosch: Myopic or Farsighted? An 

Experiment on Network Formation 
CCSD 46.2011 Rémy Oddou: The Effect of Spillovers and Congestion on the Segregative Properties of Endogenous 

Jurisdiction Structure Formation 
CCSD 47.2011 Emanuele Massetti and Elena Claire Ricci: Super-Grids and Concentrated Solar Power: A Scenario Analysis 

with the WITCH Model 
ERM 48.2011 Matthias Kalkuhl, Ottmar Edenhofer and Kai Lessmann: Renewable Energy Subsidies: Second-Best Policy or 

Fatal Aberration for Mitigation? 
CCSD 49.2011 ZhongXiang Zhang: Breaking the Impasse in International Climate Negotiations: A New Direction for 

Currently Flawed Negotiations and a Roadmap for China to 2050 
CCSD 50.2011 Emanuele Massetti and Robert Mendelsohn: Estimating Ricardian Models With Panel Data 
CCSD 51.2011 Y. Hossein Farzin and Kelly A. Grogan: Socioeconomic Factors and Water Quality in California 
CCSD 52.2011 Dinko Dimitrov and Shao Chin Sung: Size Monotonicity and Stability of the Core in Hedonic Games 
ES 53.2011 Giovanni Mastrobuoni and Paolo Pinotti: Migration Restrictions and Criminal Behavior: Evidence from a 

Natural Experiment 
ERM 54.2011 Alessandro Cologni and Matteo Manera: On the Economic Determinants of Oil Production. Theoretical 

Analysis and Empirical Evidence for Small Exporting Countries 
ERM 55.2011 Alessandro Cologni and Matteo Manera: Exogenous Oil Shocks, Fiscal Policy and Sector Reallocations in Oil 

Producing Countries 
ERM 56.2011 Morgan Bazilian, Patrick Nussbaumer, Giorgio Gualberti, Erik Haites, Michael Levi, Judy Siegel, Daniel M. 

Kammen and Joergen Fenhann: Informing the Financing of Universal Energy Access: An Assessment of 
Current Flows 

CCSD 57.2011 Carlo Orecchia and Maria Elisabetta Tessitore: Economic Growth and the Environment with Clean and Dirty 
Consumption 

ERM 58.2011 Wan-Jung Chou, Andrea Bigano, Alistair Hunt, Stephane La Branche, Anil Markandya and Roberta 
Pierfederici: Households’ WTP for the Reliability of Gas Supply 

ES 59.2011 Maria Comune, Alireza Naghavi and Giovanni Prarolo: Intellectual Property Rights and South-North 
Formation of Global Innovation Networks 

ES 60.2011 Alireza Naghavi and Chiara Strozzi: Intellectual Property Rights, Migration, and Diaspora 
CCSD 61.2011 Massimo Tavoni, Shoibal Chakravarty and Robert Socolow: Safe vs. Fair: A Formidable Trade-off in Tackling 

Climate Change 
CCSD 62.2011 Donatella Baiardi, Matteo Manera and Mario Menegatti: Consumption and Precautionary Saving: An 

Empirical Analysis under Both Financial and Environmental Risks 
ERM 63.2011 Caterina Gennaioli and Massimo Tavoni: Clean or “Dirty” Energy: Evidence on a Renewable Energy Resource 

Curse 
ES 64.2011 Angelo Antoci and Luca Zarri: Punish and Perish? 
ES 65.2011 Anders Akerman, Anna Larsson and Alireza Naghavi: Autocracies and Development in a Global Economy: A 

Tale of Two Elites 
CCSD 66.2011 Valentina Bosetti and Jeffrey Frankel: Sustainable Cooperation in Global Climate Policy: Specific Formulas 

and Emission Targets to Build on Copenhagen and Cancun 
CCSD 67.2011 Mattia Cai, Roberto Ferrise, Marco Moriondo, Paulo A.L.D. Nunes and Marco Bindi: Climate Change and 

Tourism in Tuscany, Italy. What if heat becomes unbearable? 
ERM 68.2011 Morgan Bazilian, Patrick Nussbaumer, Hans-Holger Rogner, Abeeku Brew-Hammond, Vivien Foster, Shonali 

Pachauri, Eric Williams, Mark Howells, Philippe Niyongabo, Lawrence Musaba, Brian Ó Gallachóir, Mark 
Radka and Daniel M. Kammen: Energy Access Scenarios to 2030 for the Power Sector in Sub-Saharan Africa

CCSD 69.2011 Francesco Bosello, Carlo Carraro and Enrica De Cian: Adaptation Can Help Mitigation: An Integrated 
Approach to Post-2012 Climate Policy 

ES 70.2011 Etienne Farvaque, Alexander Mihailov and Alireza Naghavi: The Grand Experiment of Communism: 
Discovering the Trade-off between Equality and Efficiency 

CCSD 71.2011 ZhongXiang Zhang: Who Should Bear the Cost of China’s Carbon Emissions Embodied in Goods for 
Exports? 



CCSD 72.2011 Francesca Pongiglione: Climate Change and Individual Decision Making: An Examination of Knowledge, Risk 
Perception, Self-interest and Their Interplay 

CCSD 73.2011 Joseph E. Aldy and Robert N. Stavins: Using the Market to Address Climate Change: Insights from Theory 
and Experience 

CCSD 74.2011 Alexander Brauneis and Michael Loretz: Inducing Low-Carbon Investment in the Electric Power Industry 
through a Price Floor for Emissions Trading 

CCSD 75.2011 Jean-Marie Grether, Nicole A. Mathys and Jaime de Melo: Unravelling the Worldwide Pollution Haven Effect 
ES 76.2011 Benjamin Elsner: Emigration and Wages: The EU Enlargement Experiment 
CCSD 77.2011 ZhongXiang Zhang: Trade in Environmental Goods, with Focus on Climate-Friendly Goods and Technologies
ES 78.2011 Alireza Naghavi, Julia Spies and Farid Toubal: International Sourcing, Product Complexity and Intellectual 

Property Rights 
CCSD 79.2011 Mare Sarr and Tim Swanson: Intellectual Property and Biodiversity: When and Where are Property Rights 

Important? 
CCSD 80.2011 Valentina Bosetti, Sergey Paltsev, John Reilly and Carlo Carraro: Emissions Pricing to Stabilize Global 

Climate 
CCSD 81.2011 Valentina Bosetti and Enrica De Cian: A Good Opening: The Key to Make the Most of Unilateral Climate 

Action 
CCSD 82.2011 Joseph E. Aldy and Robert N. Stavins: The Promise and Problems of Pricing Carbon: Theory and Experience 
CCSD 83.2011 Lei Zhu, ZhongXiang Zhang and Ying Fan: An Evaluation of Overseas Oil Investment Projects under 

Uncertainty Using a Real Options Based Simulation Model 
CCSD 84.2011 Luca Di Corato, Michele Moretto and Sergio Vergalli: Land Conversion Pace under Uncertainty and 

Irreversibility: too fast or too slow? 
ES 85.2011 Jan Grobovšek: Development Accounting with Intermediate Goods  
ES 86.2011 Ronald P. Wolthoff: Applications and Interviews. A Structural Analysis of Two-Sided Simultaneous Search 
CCSD 87.2011 Céline Guivarch and Stéphane Hallegatte: 2C or Not 2C? 
ES 88.2011 Marco Dall'Aglio and Camilla Di Luca: Finding Maxmin Allocations in Cooperative and Competitive Fair 

Division 
CCSD 89.2011 Luca Di Corato: Optimal Conservation Policy Under Imperfect Intergenerational Altruism 
CCSD 90.2011 Ardjan Gazheli and Luca Di Corato: Land-use Change and Solar Energy Production: A Real Option 

Approach 
ERM 91.2011 Andrea Bastianin, Matteo Manera, Anil Markandya and Elisa Scarpa: Oil Price Forecast Evaluation with 

Flexible Loss Functions 
CCSD 92.2011 Elena Verdolini, Nick  Johnstone and Ivan Haščič: Technological Change, Fuel Efficiency and Carbon 

Intensity in Electricity Generation: A Cross-Country Empirical Study 
CCSD 93.2011 Qin Bao, Ling Tang, ZhongXiang Zhang, Han Qiao and Shouyang Wang: Impacts of Border Carbon 

Adjustments on China’s Sectoral Emissions: Simulations with a Dynamic Computable General Equilibrium 
Model 

ES 94.2011 Benno Torgler: Work Values in Western and Eastern Europe 
CCSD 95.2011 Jean-Charles Hourcade, Antonin Pottier and Etienne Espagne: The Environment and Directed Technical 

Change: Comment 
CCSD 96.2011 Adamos Adamou, Sofronis Clerides and Theodoros Zachariadis: Oil Designing Carbon Taxation Schemes for 

Automobiles: A Simulation Exercise for Germany 
CCSD 97.2011 Valentina Bosetti, Carlo Carraro, Enrica De Cian, Emanuele Massetti and Massimo Tavoni: Incentives and 

Stability of International Climate Coalitions: An Integrated Assessment 
CCSD 98.2011 Oskar Lecuyer and Ruben Bibas: Combining Climate and Energy Policies: Synergies or Antagonism? 

Modeling interactions with energy efficiency instruments 
ERM 99.2011 Francesca Ponenti, Giorgia Oggioni, Elisabetta Allevi and Giacomo Marangoni. Evaluating the Impacts of 

the EU-ETS on Prices, Investments and Profits of the Italian Electricity Market 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


