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Multi-Period Active Distribution Network Planning
Using Multi-Stage Stochastic Programming and
Nested Decomposition by SDDIP

Tao Ding

Abstract—This paper presents a multi-period active distribution
network planning (ADNP) with distributed generation (DG). The
objective of the proposed ADNP is to minimize the total planning
cost, subject to both investment and operation constraints. The
paper proposes a multi-stage stochastic optimization model to ad-
dress DG uncertainties over several periods, in which the decisions
are made sequentially by only using the present-stage information.
A nested decomposition method is proposed which applies the
stochastic dual dynamic integer programming (SDDIP) method
to address computational intractabilities of the proposed ADNP
approach. The presented numerical results and discussions on a
33-bus distribution system and a large-scale 906-bus system verify
the effectiveness of the proposed ADNP method and its solution
method.

Index Terms—Distribution network planning, uncertainty,
distributed energy resources, multi-stage stochastic programming.
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Indices of periods.
Indices of segments in piecewise
linearization.

Set of buses/lines.
Set of transmission lines, substations,
transformers, DGs and load buses.

Resistance/ Reactance of line (j, k).
Maximum penetration rate of DGs.
Annual interest rate.

Active and reactive loads at bus & at
period 7.

Number of buses.

Number of planning periods.

Power factor angle of the load at
bus k.

Investment prices of (k, r)-th line, k-th
substation, (k, r)-th transformer and
k-th DG at period .

Maintenance prices of (k, r)-th line,
k-th substation, (k, r)-th transformer
and k-th DG at period 7.

Equipment lifetime of (k, r)-th line,
k-th substation, (k, r)-th transformer
and k-th DG.

Electricity purchase price at period .
Lower and upper bounds of voltage
magnitude at bus k; the specified volt-
age at substation k.

Lower and upper bounds of current on
(k, r)-th transmission line.

Lower and upper bounds of current on
(k, r)-th transformer.

Apparent power capacities on (k, 7)-
the transmission line and transformer.
Active and reactive power capacities
of k-th substation.

Active and apparent power capacities
of k-th DG.

A large number.
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Variables

LN ,.ST ,.TR ,.DG

Lirts Tht s Lrts Tioot

Number of sampled scenarios.
Number of sampled scenarios at pe-
riod t.

Number of segments for linearization.

Binary variables representing the in-

vestment decisions of (k, r)-th line,
k-th substation, (k, r)-th transformer
and k-th DG at period t.

Binary variables representing the op-
eration decisions of (k, r)-th line, k-th
substation, (k, r)-th transformer and
k-th DG at period 7.

Binary variables representing the
accumulation of binary variables
xéﬂ\’t, xf?, m{fi, katG from 1 to t.
Active and reactive power flows on
(k, r)-th transmission line and trans-
former at period .

Active and reactive power outputs by
k-th substations and DG at period .
Power flow on line ij at period ¢ in the
fictitious network.

Generation and load at bus k at period
t in the fictitious network.
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Okr,t’ Ok,t

Pk:r,h ri,t
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Pk,t ’Pk,t y Wkt Xk,t
Wije

ST LD
Wi Wiy

Ukt Squared voltage magnitude at bus k at
period .
Tjr s Squared branch current on the line (k,

r) at period .

Dummy variables for linearizing ca-
pacity constraints of line flows and
DGs.

QL t,v, 6kr,t,v
Qe tvs ﬂk,t,v

I. INTRODUCTION

CCORDING to the US Energy Information Administra-
A tion (EIA) in International Energy Outlook 2016 [1], [2],
the share of total renewable energy production will expand from
22% in 2012 to 29% in 2040. China also has been actively
promoting the growth of renewable energy resources (RERs)
through several initiatives such as the Action Plan of Energy
Development Strategy issued by the state council. Among var-
ious RERs, Distributed Generators (DGs), which are flexible
and easy to install, are growing rapidly globally. It is expected
that DGs will play an increasingly important role in reshaping
the future of electric power systems. DGs often represent small,
stand-alone power generation systems which are less than 10
MW and installed in distribution networks near load centers to
defer long-distance power transmission lines.

RERSs possess a low energy-density requiring an enormous
space for large-scale and often costly installations of wind or
solar power plant. An alternative is to develop DGs which could
be scattered in distribution systems with significant impacts on
large thermal power supply, transmission network, and retail
consumers [3]. The integration of DGs at high penetration levels
could have an effect on the economics and the reliability of
distribution networks. Thus, the distribution network planning
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with DGs, known as the active distribution network planning
(ADNP), commands additional studies on power system cost-
benefit analyses with a special attention to the impact of ADNP
on power system operation and control.

ADNP is a mixed-integer nonlinear programming problem
which can be modeled as either static or dynamic system [4], [S].
In a static formulation, the ADNP problem is solved at a single
period and investment decisions are made at the beginning of
the planning period [6], [7]. In a dynamic formulation, network
investments are determined over several successive planning
periods according to the practical requirements of each period
[8], [9]. The dynamic approach is flexible, but suffers from large
dimensionality and faces difficulties in formulating and solving
the problem considering the linkage between periods.

In terms of solution, several numerical methods were widely
applied to the multi-period ADNP problem. Reference [10]
presented a spatial power network planning problem which
considers environmental factors in electric line routing. A joint
extension planning model of multi-period DGs and distribution
networks was proposed in [11] and [12] without considering
DG uncertainties. Reference [13] investigated the incorpora-
tion of DG investment decisions in a multi-period distribution
expansion planning problem considering the timing, location,
and sizing of DG units. Reference [14] proposed a multi-period
long-term expansion planning model which was linearized to
form a mixed-integer linear programming (MILP) model which
was solved by classical optimization tools. In [15], an integrated
model was set up by taking into account the load growth un-
certainty and multi-period and multi-objective optimal ADNP.
Reference [16] presented an ADNP model considering medium-
and low-voltage systems for minimizing investment, operation,
and reliability costs. In [17], a multi-period ADNP model was
proposed with a piecewise linear objective function and relia-
bility constraints.

Reference [18] presented a new model for considering DGs in
an ADNP, in which the optimal power flow (OPF) was proposed
to minimize capital costs for network upgrades, operation and
maintenance costs, where a modified genetic algorithm was
used to find the optimal solution. Reference [19] proposed a
mixed-integer conic programming formulation for the minimum
loss distribution network reconfiguration problem. Reference
[20] set up amodel to incorporate both uncertainty and reliability
in the dynamic expansion planning of distribution network with
DGs, and proposed an iterative algorithm to yield a pool of
high-quality candidate solutions. In [21], a new multistage dis-
tribution expansion planning model was proposed to minimize
investments on distribution network, which included DG, energy
storage, and electric vehicle charging stations.

Reference [22] introduced a mixed-integer conic relaxation
technique to handle long-term distribution system expansion
planning. In [23] and [24], a two-stage robust optimization was
proposed for active distribution networks to address the im-
pact of uncertain DGs and a column-and-constraint generation
method was designed. Reference [25] reported a new model to
reformulate the microgrid problem in resilient distribution net-
works, in which the number of binary and continuous variables
was significantly reduced and the computational performance
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was improved. In the early literature, heuristic methods were
developed to deal with a nonconvex ADNP problem. References
[26]-[28] applied the improved Genetic Algorithm (GA) to the
multi-period, multi-level and multi-objective ADNP planning
model.

Reference [29] proposed an ADNP model based on GA in
which the DG access and load uncertainty were considered.
Reference [30] deployed data envelopment analyses along with
GA to solve multi-period ADNP in which a load location was
considered as a variable. Considering the use of nonconvex
distribution power flow equations in a complex ADNP, a decom-
posed ADNP optimization model with multiple subproblems
was proposed. In [21], the first subproblem was responsible
for identifying maximum stress conditions in each ADNP pe-
riod. The second subproblem defined the installation period in
network investments. Additionally, the improved Tabu Search
was proposed to solve a large-scale ADNP problem [32] and
[33]. Reference [34] proposed a multi-objective TSA to solve
the multi-period ADNP problem in which the system reliability
was evaluated.

To address the stochastic nature of DGs in distribution net-
works, a restricted operation scenario selection method was
proposed in [35] and implemented in the multi-period bi-level
ADNP model. To reduce the computational complexity, a selec-
tion technique was used based on shadow prices. Furthermore,
a multi-objective and multi-level oriented ADNP model was
set up in [36] to accommodate high-penetrated RESs, where a
K-means-cluster based multi-scenarios tool was employed to
address uncertainties. Then, a two-stage robust optimization
model was set up in [37] to deal with a dynamic reconfiguration
problem considering load and DG uncertainties. References
[38] and [39] developed a two-stage multi-period stochastic
planning model where load and renewable energy uncertainties
were considered. Similarly, a large-scale mixed-integer program
was presented as a two-stage stochastic programming model for
optimal DG locations [40].

The previous papers for the multi-period ADNP utilized a
two-stage stochastic programming model, in which planning
decisions were made before the realization of uncertainties and
could not be adjusted in a multi-period horizon. In order to gener-
ate more flexible planning decisions that address uncertainties,
this paper proposes a multi-stage stochastic programing in a
multi-period ADNP optimization model with DG uncertainties.
The main contributions are presented as:

1) A multi-stage stochastic programming approach is pro-
posed for the multi-period ADNP to address DG uncer-
tainties over planning periods. The proposed model, which
outperforms a traditional two-stage stochastic program-
ming approach, is equivalent to a dynamic programming
reformulation in which the planning decisions are sequen-
tially made with the realization of uncertainties.

2) A stochastic nested decomposition method, referred to as
stochastic dual dynamic integer programming (SDDIP),
is introduced to decompose the large-scale optimization
model and reduce the computational complexity of the
proposed large-scale multi-stage stochastic programming
model.

The paper is organized as follows: in Section II, a determin-
istic ADNP model with DGs is set up. Section III designs a
nested decomposition by SDDIP for the proposed ADNP model
to address uncertainties. Here, forward and backward passes
are conducted iteratively with strengthened Benders cuts. In
Section IV, numerical results are provided and analyzed.
Section V draws the main conclusions.

II. DETERMINISTIC ADNP MODEL WITH DGS

In this paper, the ADNP model is conducted by a distribution
company for investing on the distribution equipment, including
lines, substations, transformers, and DGs, to satisfy load require-
ments. Intuitively, additional investments on DGs could reduce
the respective substations costs. Therefore, the two planning
alternatives should be traded off.

A. Objective Function

For the proposed ADNP model, the objective is to minimize
the total investment and operation costs. The net present value
(NPV) of the ADNP objective is expressed as

T
min Z (L+0)~" (O + CfP) 1)
t=1

where C{"?and C;"*"are investment and operation costs at
period #, respectively.

1) Investment Cost: We consider the investment on four
types of assets including lines, substations, transformers and
DGs. The total investment cost of each equipment will be
transformed into annual investment cost based on the equipment
lifetime [18]. Considering equipment lifetimes, the investment
cost in the proposed model can be formulated as

LN, .LN ST ..ST
i — U(Skr,txkr,t Z U(Sk,t Tt
t - _XLN _XST
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2) Operation Cost: The operation cost includes maintenance
and power purchase costs. The distribution network maintenance
cost is expressed as

>
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+ Y WREE A+ D PP o)
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The power purchase cost is expressed as

E T T
Cy = )‘tS Z Iy I;S:t (4)
keQST
The total operation costCy?“" is expressed as

et =cM+of Q)



B. Constraints

The ADNP constraints include those of power flow, network
topology requirements, and logical constraints.

1) Power Flow Constraints: The ADNP solution would
maintain power and voltage magnitudes within permissible
ranges shown in (6)—(19). We use the square of voltage mag-
nitude Uy, ;and branch current I, ;. Specifically, (6) defines the
square of nodal voltage limits and (7) specifies the square of
substation voltage magnitude

(Ullgnin)2 < Uk,t < ([]11;[1"”()27 Vk € QN,t =1,... 771 (6)
(7

Constraint (8) specifies the square of branch current limits for
lines and transformers. If a line or a transformer is on outage,
there is no current flow.

Upi = (UD)°, Yke Q5T t=1,...,T

2
0< Ty < g (1), Vikr) € QMY b =1, T
(8a)

2
0< Ly < yiR (I,Sﬁmﬂ") V() e QTR =1,...,T
(8b)

Constraint (9) specifies active and reactive power flows for
lines and transformers. If a line or transformer is on outage, the
respective active and reactive powers will be zero.

szT.,t+Q%T7t Sylg?{ytslf7{\r7max’ v (ka T’) € QLNv t= 15 s aT

(9a)
VPR Q2 SyRRSLET Y (k) e QTR E =1, T
(9b)

Constraints (10)—(13) are substation and DG capacity limits.
Likewise, if a substation or DG is not operational, the corre-
sponding power is zero.

0< PST <yfTPIT™™ ke QST t=1,...,T (10)
0< QY <ydTQ" ™ vke QT t=1,...,T (1)

0< PPE <yPePPo™™, vk e QP t=1,...,T (12)

V() (aze)

k.t
<yPESPEm gk e QPC 1 =1,...,T

13)

Finally, (14) restricts the DG penetration capacity to maintain
the distribution system safety.

S PEE<u Y P t=1,....T

keQDG keQST

(14)

The precise line flow model [19] is utilized to characterize the
distribution power balance and voltage drop,

> Pui— Y Puu=PPE+PT-PLP
(k,i)eQB (j,k)eQrB

Y Qrin— Y Qi =QPY+QiT QY
(k,i)eQB (j,k)eQB

Vee QN t=1,...,T (15)
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—M (L= yih) < Uy — Upt = 2 (Riy Pert + XirQrert)
+ (R, + XE) Ty < M (1—yiy),
Vk,r)e QN t=1,....T

-M(1- ygrl,%t) S Uiy —Upt = 2(Rir Prrt + Xpor Qrert)
+ (R, + X0,) Tiry < M (1—yif)
V(k,r) e QTR t=1,...,T

(16a)

(16b)

However, (9a), (9b) and (13) are convex with second-order
cone (SOC) nonlinear constraints, which can be tightly lin-
earized [19]. For a general SOC constraint,\/27 + 23 < 23,
we consider N, segments to linearize the SOC constraint with
dummy variables («o, ..., ay,) and (B, . .., B, ), such that

—ap < z1 < ag

—Bo <22 < fo

Q, = Cos (2%) Qy_1 + sin (#) Bo_1

—By < —sin (55) Qw1 s u=1,...
+ cos (5557) Bo-1 < By

an, < z3

B, < tan (gxier) an,

(17)
Furthermore, (9a), (9b) and (13) are linearized by the follow-
ing constraints

—Qkrt,0 < Prrt < 0grt0

—Brert,0 < Qroryt < Brrt,0

Qr t,v = COS (gv%) Qrtw—1 1 Sin (gv%) Brrtv-1

—Brert,o < —sin (557) 1 :
+ cos (gu%) Brrtw-1 < Brrtw

Okt N, < yzgﬁszf]v’max

r
5] < tan (577 ) @
Ny = it
kr,t,N, (2NU+1) kr,t,N,

V(kr)€QFN t=1,...,Tv

1,...,N, (18a)
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Qkr,t,N, < y,{,’ﬁS;ﬁR’m“

Brert,N, < tan (gxrr) kN,

Vk,r)e QM t=1,....Tv

1,...,N, (18b)

—Qk 0 < P;ftG < Q10

B0 < QP < Broro

Q. t,v = COS (ﬁ) Q. tv—1 + sin (gv%) Bt v—1
Bt < —sin (g8 ) dp—1+008 (357) Breto—1 < Brtw
¢, N, < y;zfsl?amax

Bret,N, < tan (gxr) VN,

V(k,r) e QPC t=1,...,T v

—1,...,N, (I8¢

b
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Fig. 1.  6-bus Network diagram.

2) Network Topology Constraints: During investment and
operation periods, the distribution network can be reconfigured
to achieve the optimal operation. However, the radial property
and the connectivity should be strictly preserved. According to
the necessary condition stated by the graph theory [41]-[44],
the total number of lines in a radial network is equal to the total
number of buses minus the number of roots (i.e., substations),

SO
Z ykrt + Z ylz:ﬂrﬁ;
(k,r)eQtN (k,r)eQTh
=N N il t=1,...,T (19)
keQSsST

However, (19) cannot sufficiently guarantee the radiality of
distribution network. For example, Fig. 1 depicts a 6-node
system, where bus 3 is an isolated node and there is a loop. The
topology in Fig. 1 satisfies (19), but the distribution network is
not a connected network.

To address the problem, we consider a fictitious network
where all nodes have loads except for the substation. Fictitious
network is a network has the same topology as that of the
physical network but has different net loads. To realize the idea,
the flow decision variables for physical and fictitious networks
are different while the topology decision variables are the same.
If all nodes in the fictitious network can satisfy power flow
conditions, the connectivity of all nodes will be guaranteed. The
power flow equations in the fictitious network will only constrain
the connectivity of buses, so the equations are simplified as

S Wike— >, Wiga=W, (20)

(i,k)eQB (k,j)eQ?

VeeQN t=1,....,T

Wkt’

—ykrtM<Wkrf<yk'rfM Vk,r)e QN t=1,...,T

(21)
—y i M <WET <ydtTM VekeQST t=1,....T

(22)
WiP =1, VkeQ"P t=1,....T (23)

where (20) specifies the power balance at each mode in the ficti-
tious network; (21) and (22) indicate that the power flow should
be zero if the line or substation is not constructed; (23) shows that
the load demand at each node in the fictitious network is specified
as 1 unit. Constraints (20)—(23) refer to the commodity flow. If
(20)—(23) are satisfied, there is at least one path that connects
the sink with each node, suggesting that the network must be
connected. It is noted that the original power flow constraint
(15) cannot fully guarantee the network connectivity because
some nodes might have a zero power injection. If all the nodes

have nonzero power injection, (20)—(23) are redundant and can
be eliminated.

3) Logical Constraints: First, the investment on each equip-
ment is done only once, which is expressed as

T
Zxéf,\i <1,V (k,r) € QY
t=1

T
D all <1,Vke T

(24)
T
> abf <1,V (k) € QTR
t=1
T
Zx7 <1,k € QP¢ (25)

Second, binary variables representing the network topology
(yEN  yLE ) are coupled with investment decision variables.
Hovs}ever, an equipment is put into operation once it is planned,
ie., (y,frj\f5 ,y,{ft ) = 1. This condition gives way to the follow-
ing constraints,

Z% h> .7)

e QN t=1,...,T (26)

VeEe QST t=1,...,T (27)
h=1
t
vt <> abtf, Yk e QM t=1,...,T (28)
h=1
t
yre <> aPf, YkeQPCr=1,....T (29

Moreover, a transformer is added only after its substation is
planned. This constraint is expressed as

t
rf—zxkhvykrf yktv VkEQSTvt:L"'aT

(30)

However, temporal constraints (24)—(30) linking more than

two periods are equivalent to those in dynamic programming

reformulation in which the decision at period ¢ would only
depend on that of the previoius period. Define

t

LN LN
Okr,t_ kr,h7 Z km k:rt
h=1
Zxkrhv kt = Zm
Jgt=1,...,T 3D



Constraints (24)-(30) are exactly reformulated as

OEN, <1,V (k,r) € QIN,05% < 1,Vk € Q5T

32
O <1V (k,r) € Q"7 00F = 1,vk € QP¢ 2)

t=1,....T

YEN, < OENV (k,r) € QFN g1 < 67Tk € Q5T

33
yIE < 6TR Y (k,r) € QTR yDG < PG i c qp6 O

t=1,...,T

OLN = OFN_ + alN.V (k,r) € QLN
O =031 + 2% Wk € Q57T

OFf = OIR | +all V (k) QTR
OP¢ =OP¢ | +xP¢ Vk € QPC
t=1,....T

TR ST TR ST
xkr,t S x < Yy

(34)

VEe Q3T t=1,....T (35)

For the above planning model, define z; and ¢, as the sets
of binary and continuous decision variables, respectively. Con-
straints (2)—(23) are only related to the decision variables (z;, )
at each period, and (32)—(35) linking two consecutive periods
are only associated with binary variables (i.e., planning decisions
x:). Moreover, the current value of zj is deterministic. Therefore,
the optimization model (1) subject to (2)—(23) and (32)—(35) is
mathematically stated as

T
: T T
d 36
2}2; (ct zZi + a, (It) (36a)
S.t. Btzt_l + Atzt > bta t= 1, ce ,T (36b)
zte{oal}v (ztaqt)EQta tzl,.‘.,T (36C)

III. NESTED DECOMPOSITION BY SDDIP FOR MULTI-STAGE
STOCHASTIC PROGRAMMING OF ADNP

The optimization model (36) is stated for a specific net load
(i.e., load demand minus DG output). In this paper, we consider
that all DGs are renewable with variable generation outputs.
Thus, the corresponding net load uncertainty will affect planning
decisions. This paper proposes a stochastic programming model
with multiple scenarios for calculating the uncertain decision
variables.

At first, we apply a scenario tree to characterize the uncertain-
ties and describe possible sequential realizations as depicted in
Fig. 2. Let (£5,£5,...,&5) denote the s-th scenario with each
& representing a realization of the s-th scenario at the period 7.
We consider that each scenario (£5,&5,...,&5) is stage-wise
independent (i.e., Markovian). The detailed modeling for a
scenario tree can be found in [45].
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Fig.2. A scenario tree.

Since the distribution planning problem is essentially a multi-
period optimization problem, the decisions should be made
sequentially with respect to the gradual realization of the ran-
dom process for uncertainties 1, ..., 7, where &, denotes the
uncertainty at period ¢. From the distribution planning model
(33), the uncertainties only exist in €2y, i.e., 24(£,). This gives
a multi-stage stochastic programming (MSSP) as shown in (37)
shown at the bottom of this page, [46], where the feasible region
is expressed as

Xt (2e-1,&) = {z: € {0,1} |As 2y

>b— Bz 14, (20,q,) € U (&)}
t=1,...,T,

(38)

The multi-stage optimization model indicates that the plan-
ning decisions zi,..., z7 should be flexible to the random
process, which have the form as: Observation (£;)— Decision
{z1(€1)} — Observation (£1, £2) — Decision {z2(§1, £2)}
—---— Observation (&1, €9, ..., £ ) — Decision {z (&1, £o, ...,
&r1)}. This implies that the decision variables z; = z4({1, &o, ...,
&) for t = 1,...,T is a function of the random process (£1,
&a,..., &) up to time ¢. This is called a policy. The MSSP can be
cast as a nested mixed integer stochastic formulation [47]-[52].
To handle this problem, we present a nested decomposition by
SDDIP. The main idea includes four steps: (i) stop criteria; (ii)
random sampling, (iii) forward pass, and (iv) backward pass.
The detailed flowchart is shown in Table I.

Specifically, we state the following:

i) The stopping criterion can be chosen by estimating the
optimal gap. Let 1 and o represent the mean and the
variance of the objective value for N samples. The lower
bound is the objective value from any relaxed optimiza-
tion model. Usually, we can choose the optimal objective
value of a single-stage problem at the first stage as the
lower bound. The upper bound is a confidence interval
[u - za/g\/%, Bt Zap \/LN}’ w.her.e Za/2 is the. 1.—04 quan-
tile of the standard normal distribution. Intuitively, the

min cl'zy +dlq, +E inf
(z1,91)€x1(20,€1) (22,92)€x2(21,62)

chzg—&—leql—i—IE{..—l—]E[ inf

or ]|
(37)

(zr,97)exT(zr-1,6T)
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TABLE I
FLOWCHART OF NESTED SDDIP DECOMPOSITION

Nested Decomposition by SDDIP

1 Initialize LB« —o0, UB<«— +o0 and i«1

2 while the stopping criterion (35) is satisfied

3 Sample N scenarios &*=(&1%,&°,...,87°), s=1,...,N;

4 for s=1,....N

5 for ~=1,...,T

6 Sk i mradtl (56) ad i (Z,s ., ) ;

7 end
8 T pi —i

8 ey G ustdl g,

9 end

10 p"<—i2 7l ando’ « LZN (ri—ui)z ;
N == N -1

11 UB < iz, \/_

12 for ~=T,...2

13 for s=1,...,.N

14 for j=1,....N,

15 Solve (38)-(39) to get p, and Ziss

16 end

17 Generate a cut by (38) and add it into the mode (36);

18 end

19 end

20 Solve 35) by Of (2.4 ) and LB« e zi+d] g, ; ieit1;

21 end

algorithm can be stopped if the gap between lower and
upper bounds is small enough. Since any value within the
confidence interval can be served as the upper bound, we
will choose the supremum of the confidence interval as the
upper bound to guarantee the optimality, which gives

UB—LBSe,UB:u+za/20/\/N (39)

where € > 0 denotes the optimality gap.

ii) The random sampling generates N scenarios in the sce-
nario tree to approximate the recourse function at each
iteration.

iii) The forward pass will solve dynamic equations from ¢t =
1 to t = T for each sampled scenario s. In the i-th iteration,
we have

v  min
Auzj,2b-Birjri =2

(zi0mi)€{0,1), (200 qiorE, )€ (E5)

Qis (Zi,1’57 g;) =

ct zts + dt qts + 1925—&-1 (Zis) (40)

Then, a feasible solution is obtained by (2} ,,...,Z% ) and
(@i s:---+@p.)- Then, the upper bound can be updated by (39).
iv) The backward pass starts from the last stage # = T to the
first stage r = 1 for each scenario s, which aims to generate

cuts at each period to tighten the lower approximation of

the recourse functions. Based on (2} ,...,Z% ) from

the forward pass, the Lagrangian cut is obtained by solv-
ing the Lagrangian dual problem as

Ztis (E; 1,s t) =

max min
e Azl >b-Byri (2l )e{0,1}

(2i5:a50mhs )€ (ED)
9 i i T (i —i
+ vy (zts) - (Trts) (Irts - thl,s)
Since the outer-level model is unconstrained, we can fix the

value by the multipliers from the linear relaxation of the inner
model, leading to a strengthened Benders cuts as

Y\ 1 S
ﬁt;pm Zt+ﬁt;Zts,t:T,...72

_ (42)
where p¢_ and 7;8 are computed by (43) and (44), respectively.

(41)

Uy (2¢) >

Li (pis) - II'llIlCt Zts + quts + {lgtJrl (Zts)
s.L. Atzis > b— Btrisa (Zisv qimris) € Qt (ff) )

Tis = Eifl,s : pis (43)
Zts = min c?zis + d;q;s + ﬁH‘l (z;s) - (ﬂ-;s) ris
s.t. Az, > b— Byr!, (zis, qis,ris) e (&) (44)

Discussion: The traditional stochastic programming for the
multi-period ADNP in an uncertain environment is essentially
a two-stage problem [37]-[40]. All discrete decision variables
are calculated as the first stage variables before the realization
of uncertainties. This means that first-stage variables are in-
dependent of any future information on uncertainties and are
identical in all scenarios. The continuous variables serve as
the second stage adjustable variables for uncertainties. For the
two models, which include two-stage and multi-stage stochastic
programming models, the “stage” and “period” are the same in
the latter model but different in the former model. The optimal
planning decision from the two-stage model is unchanged with
the realization of uncertainties, whereas that from the multi-stage
model is sequentially changed with respect to the scenarios of
uncertainties. At each stage, the decision for the next stage
is unique but decisions for future stages can be adjusted to
uncertainties. Therefore, the multi-stage model can yield more
flexible decisions than the two-stage model.

IV. CASE STUDY

A 33-bus distribution network depicted in Fig. 3, whose
data are available from [53], is considered for the simulation
over three periods. In this system, buses 2-32 are load buses,
and 1 and 34 are two candidate substations. Additional DG
parameters, cost coefficients and prices are provided in Table II.
A scenario tree in Fig. 3 is used to represent DG and load
uncertainties, where there are three stages and the corresponding
probabilities are given in Table III. For the first stage, there is
only one scenario to represent the current information, where
all decisions will be made from. For the second stage, there are



[H Candidate substation node
O Loadnode

—— Candidate line

Fig. 3. The candidate 33-bus distribution network.
TABLE II
BASIC PARAMETERS OF THE 33-BUS DISTRIBUTION NETWORK

Parameters Value
Substation candidate buses #1 & #33
Load buses #2 - #32
DG buses #2 - #32
DG capacity 100kW
Investment cost of lines 200,000 ¥/km
Maintenance cost of lines 20,000 ¥/year
Investment cost of substations 5 million ¥/unit
Maintenance cost of substations 200,000 ¥/year
Investment cost of DGs 200,000 ¥/unit
Maintenance cost of DGs 10,000 ¥/year
Energy price from electricity market 400 ¥MWh
Annual interest rate 0.03

TABLE III

SCENARIOS FOR UNCERTAIN DG OUTPUT AND LOAD DEMAND

Scenarios  Stages DG Load Probability
1 1 30% 80% 1.0
2 2 70% 80% 0.3
3 2 20% 110% 0.7
4 3 70% 110% 0.1
5 3 40% 120% 0.6
6 3 10% 140% 0.3

two scenarios, representing high and low penetrations of DGs.
For the third stage, we set three scenarios, representing high,
medium and low penetrations of DGs. Furthermore, two-stage
stochastic programming (TSSP), and TSSP with only the load
uncertainty (TSWO) are two additional models which are used
for comparison with the proposed MSSP. The three models are
solved by GUROBI on a computer with quad-core, 2.4 GHz
CPU and 4 GB memory. The ADNP solutions for the three
distribution network models are shown in Figs. 4-6.

Table IV presents the annual electricity input and minimum
voltage profile for the three models. The investment cost (In-
vest.), annual electricity purchase (Purch.), and maintenance
cost (Main.) of the three models are shown in Table V. The
investment costs for all three models, occur in the first period.
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TABLE IV
TOTAL ELECTRICITY (MWH) AND VOLTAGE LEVELS (P.U.)

Models  Period  Total electricity Minimum voltage
1 9075.36 0.96
2 8825.40 0.99
MSSP 3 20110.59 0.96
Total 38011.35 -
1 9075.36 0.96
2 9143.06 0.98
TSsp 3 25221.13 0.95
Total 43439.55 -
1 9075.36 0.96
2 15668.03 0.95
TSWO 3 50903.62 0.94
Total 75647.01 -
TABLE V
ADNP CosTs (10* ¥)
Models Period Invest. Purch. Main. Total
1 717.92 352.44 46.60 1116.96
2 260.83 332.75 63.81 657.39
MSSP 3 407.80 736.16 97.41 1241.37
Total 1386.55 1421.35 207.82  3017.72
1 717.92 352.44 46.60 1116.96
TSSP 2 296.95 344.73 64.66 706.34
3 492.79 923.24 103.41 1519.44
Total 1507.66 1620.41 214.67  3342.74
1 717.92 352.44 46.60 1116.96
2 127.29 590.74 56.18 774.21
TSWO 3 620.90 1863.36 95.17 2579.43
Total 1466.11 2806.54 197.95  4470.60

At the beginning (1st period), the distribution network is con-
structed for supplying the load buses. This period will result
in high investment costs. At the second period, the model with
DGs will require an additional investment. However, load cannot
be met without the DG support at the third period because
the substation capacity is limited. Thus, another substation is
planned, which will increase the investment cost of TSWO.
Although the installation of DGs will increase the investment
cost at the initial stage, the DGs will significantly reduce the
total ADNP cost during the next two periods.

Compared with TSSP and TSWO, the proposed MSSP
model’s reduction in electricity purchase after adding DGs is
about 32207.46 MWh in the entire planning period. The to-
tal TSSP cost is reduced by 42.27%. In addition, the reverse
power flow of DGs will support the distribution network voltage
profile, where the minimum voltages in TSSP and MSSP are
higher than that of TSWO. In addition, the total MSSP cost is
reduced by 10.8% as compared with that of TSSP. Moreover,
it can be found that the planning scheme is different under
different scenarios, but the decision maker does not obtain the
precise prior information. Note that TSSP only produces one
planning scheme before the realization of uncertainties, which
is similar to TSWO. TSSP finds the ADNP model with the
minimum expected cost in which the ADNP solution is fixed
for the realization of uncertainties. In contrast, MSSP offers an
ADNP decision tree in which the uncertainties are realized as
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Stage 1

Stage 2

Stage 3

Load node (not exist yet)
O Load node (exist)
O Load node (newly exist)

| Substation (unconstructed)
N Substation (constructed)
N Substation (newly constructed)

Fig. 4. The planning of the 33-bus distribution system with DGs (MSSP).

23

32 33

gy 1413

Stage 1

Stage 2 Stage 3

[\] Substation (unconstructed)
N  Substation (constructed)
[N Substation (newly constructed)

Load node (not exist yet)
O Load node (exist)
O Load node (newly exist)

Fig. 5. The planning of the 33-bus distribution system with DGs (TSSP).

the ADNP solution progresses. Accordingly, the ADNP decision
is a wait-and-see scheme which is not completed before the
realization of uncertainties.

Using the proposed MSSP solution, there is only one plan-
ning decision and several possible future decisions in the first
period. In the second period, decision makers wait and see which
scenario truly happens and choose the corresponding planning
as uncertainties are realized. For example, if the probability of
a scenario is 0.3, the remaining planning scheme at the second
period will be chosen and the future periods still have multiple
possibilities. Once the third period uncertainties are realized, the
third period planning will be determined. Therefore, the MSSP
decision is more flexible than that of TSSP which can be adjusted
according to future period uncertainties. As shown in Table V,

Line (unconstruceted) A Distributed generators (constructed)
Line (constructed)

Line (newly constructed) A Distributed generators (newly constructed)

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3

Line (unconstruceted) A Distributed generators (constructed)

Line (constructed)
Line (newly constructed) A Distributed generators (newly constructed)

Fig. 6. The planning of the 33-bus distribution system without DGs.

the restriction on nodal voltages is in fact loose in the MSSP
model, but the restriction is not always loose.

Now, we design four cases to explain this viewpoint on the
33-bus distribution network.

Case 1: The restriction on nodal voltages is removed;

Case 2: The upper bound of voltages is 1.05 p.u., and the lower
bound is 0.95 p.u.;

Case 3: The upper bound of voltages is 1.03 p.u., and the lower
bound is 0.97 p.u.;

Case 4: The upper bound of voltages is 1.025 p.u. and the lower
bound is 0.975 p.u.

The results of the cost and the minimum voltage are shown in
Table VI. In both Cases 1 and 2, the minimum voltages during
three periods are 0.9729 p.u., 0.9867 p.u. and 0.9676 p.u., and

9



TABLE VI
TOTAL COST AND VOLTAGE LEVEL IN FOUR CASES
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TABLE VIIT
COMPUTATION TIME AND COST FOR THE 906-BUS DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

Period 1 2 3 Total # of Pers # of Sces  Time (seconds)  Cost (10° ¥)
Cost (10* ¥) 1116.96 65739 1241.37 3017.72 6 797.7 4135.17
Casel  Minimum = 0799 09860 09671 - 3 8 1033.9 4421.52
voltage (p.u.) 10 1469.1 4961.36
Cost(10°¥) 111696 65739 124137 3017.72 B 23144 42082
Case 2 Vol\g;‘:l(‘;“l’l ) 09729 09869 09671 - 4 16 2618.9 4399.5
e 20 3021.1 4718.8
4
Case 3 C}j{sl;féﬁmf) 1116.96 652.71 1251.27 3020.94 24 36912 42892
voltage (p.u.) 0.9729  0.9853  0.9700 - 5 32 4419.2 4318.4
Cost(10°¥) 114042 65271 126124 305437 40 5287.7 4632.3
Cased  Minimum =75 (9860 09750 -
voltage (p.u.)
the MSSP model for different numbers of periods and scenarios.
TABLE VII The data of 906-bus distribution system can be available from
SCALABILITY OF THE PROPOSED METHOD [50]. The computation time and the optimal cost are shown in
™ Table VIII. As the numbers of periods and scenarios increase, the
#of  #of  fiof # of #of - Time(s) computation time will increase from 798s to 5288s accordingly.
Pers Sces BVs CVs Cons T1 T2 . .
In particular, the proposed method can efficiently solve the
3 6 3816 5796 10087 61 183 1 | Tt hasti e del withi
3 27 17172 26082 42028 249 1872 arge-scalemu t1-stage stoc z}stlc optimization mo el withintwo
5 6 6360 9660 17131 38 463 hours for the case with 5 periods and 40 scenarios, where there
5 27 28620 43470 77086 377 >3600 are 3278400 continuous variables, 1821600 discrete variables,
10 6 12720 19320 32341 116 1546 and 6750028 constraints. Moreover, the optimal cost ranges
10 27 57240 86940 140091 510 - from 4,000 million ¥ to 5,000 million ¥ for different numbers
20 81 171720 260820 413871 3187 --

the total cost is the lowest at 30.1772 million ¥. This indicates
that the voltage magnitudes are not active for these cases. But in
Case 3, the minimum voltages during three periods are 0.9729
p.u., 0.9853 p.u. and 0.9700 p.u.; in Case 4, the minimum
voltages during three periods are 0.9751 p.u., 0.9919 p.u. and
0.9750 p.u.

This shows that the minimum voltage magnitude reaches the
lower bound of the allowable nodal voltages. As a result, the
restriction on nodal voltages is tight. Compared with Cases 1 and
2, we conclude that if the lower bound of nodal voltages is below
0.9676 p.u., the voltage restriction will be loose; otherwise, it
will be tight. Moreover, we find that increasing the lower bound
of voltages will increase the total cost because the feasible region
of the optimization model becomes smaller.

In addition, the scalability of the proposed MSSP method is
tested for different numbers of periods (# of Pers) and scenarios
(# of Sces). Table VII shows that the number of binary variables
(# of BVs), continuous variables (# of CVs) and constraints (# of
Cons) will increase with increasing the # of Pers and/or Sces, and
the computation time will increase accordingly. Moreover, the
SDDIP for MSSP (T1) is faster than that of the straightforward
method by directly using the CPLEX solver (T2) for 1% gaps.
In small-scale cases, i.e., T1 compared with T2 accelerates the
speed by 3—10 times. In large-scale cases, T2 fails to solve the
proposed MSSP model due to the limited memory space while
T1 can still handle the MSSP. Moreover, by increasing either the
# of Pers or the # of Sces, T1 will save more time with the help
of decomposition and strengthened Benders’ cuts.

Finally, we have added a 906-bus distribution network for
simulation validation and checking the computation efficiency of

of periods and scenarios. The increase in the number of periods
will reduce the optimal cost because the feasible region of the
optimization model becomes larger and there are more choices
for decision makers. For the same numbers of time periods, the
cost will increase as the number of scenarios increases because
some extreme scenarios will result in a higher cost than the
expected cost.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper developed a multi-stage stochastic programming
for the multi-period ADNP model with uncertain DGs. Com-
pared with a traditional two-stage stochastic programming
model which makes the decision simultaneously before the
realization of uncertainties, the proposed multi-stage stochastic
programming model will give a sequential decision with uncer-
tainties realized at each period. A 33-bus distribution network
and a large-scale 906-bus system are tested to show that the
multi-stage stochastic approach can provide a better optimal
planning scheme than the traditional two-stage stochastic ap-
proach. Moreover, the nested SDDIP decomposition method can
efficiently solve the proposed model over multiple periods.
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