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Abstract—In this paper, we discuss our approach and algo-
rithmic framework for solving large-scale security constrained
optimal power flow (SCOPF) problems. SCOPF is a mixed
integer non-convex optimization problem that aims to obtain the
minimum dispatch cost while maintaining the system N-1 secure.
Finding a feasible solution for this problem over large networks
is challenging and this paper presents contingency selection,
approximation methods, and decomposition techniques to address
this challenge in a short period of time. The performance of
the proposed methods are verified through large-scale synthetic
and actual power networks in the Grid Optimization (GO)
competition organized by the U.S. Advanced Research Projects
Agency-Energy (ARPA-E). As many prior works focus on small-
scale systems and are not benchmarked using validated, publicly
available datasets, we aim to present a practical solution to
SCOPF that has been proven to achieve good performance on
realistically sized (30,000 buses) networks.

Index Terms—Security-constrained optimal power flow, Opti-
mization decomposition, High performance computing

NOMENCLATURE
Constants and parameters
Jk Base-case apparent rating of line/transformer out of
service in contingency k
Dk Base-case real power upper bound of generator out of
service in contingency k
K Number of contingencies in reduced contingency set
Dk Last-known operating point of real power for genera-

tor out of service in contingency k

Dr,a  Last-known operating point of real power flow from
destination of branch out of service in contingency k
Dk,o  Last-known operating point of real power flow from

origin of branch out of service in contingency k
qk Last-known operating point of reactive power for of
generator out of service in contingency k

dk,d Last-known operating point of reactive power flow
from destination of branch out of service in contin-
gency k

k.0 Last-known operating point of reactive power flow
from origin of branch out of service in contingency k

Tk Last-known operating point of the network

K Number of contingencies

N, Number of slack variables per index k

Na, Number of primary decision variables in the base case
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Functions
¢ér(-)  Trimmed version of ¢ (-) with variables appearing in
DC power balance only

fe(:) DC power balance equations with implicit power
flows

Bk() Relaxed version of hy- with only real power genera-
tion and its adjustment

S Trimmed version of S with variables appearing in
DC power balance only

Sk Trimmed version of s; with variables appearing in DC
power balance only

X Trimmed version of &} with variables appearing in

DC power balance only
Tk Trimmed version of z; with variables appearing in
DC power balance only
Linear inner approximation of hy(+)
Objective function per index k
) Power balance equations with implicit power flows
per index k

gx(-)  Line/transformer rating constraint with implicit power
flows per index k
hi(-) Generator PV/PQ switching response equations per

index k
Sets and indices

l Iteration of Bender’s algorithm

K Reduced contingency set

k Index for reduced contingency set

K Contingency set

Sk Rectangular feasible region in R™*« for slack decision
variables s,

X Rectangular feasible region in R"*x for primary de-
cision variables z;,

k Contingency index, £ = 0 denotes base case

Computed quantities

T Values for primary decision vector xj, that yield the
worst-case cost

rank;, Rank of a contingency k indicating its importance in
optimization

c* Feasible score

c*°°'®  Network score

cS1ack  worst-case cost (worst score)

xy Computed values for primary decision vector zy,

Decision variables

Ag Generator real power adjustment for contingency k

Sk Slack variables per index k

s£+, Slack for positive violation of power flow constraints

; per index k

Slack for negative violation of power flow constraints



per index k

s7 Slack for violation of line/transformer rating per index
k

A Portion of decision vector z pertaining to generators’
real power adjustment

P Portion of decision vector x pertaining to generators’
real power

x4 Portion of decision vector = pertaining to generators’

reactive power

zV Portion of decision vector x pertaining to generators’
voltages

T Primary decision variables

Yk New decision variable introduced per index & for

Bender’s decomposition

I. INTRODUCTION

The security constrained optimal power flow (SCOPF)
problem seeks to achieve economically optimal steady-state
setpoints for power system controllers to operate under normal
operation and during contingencies, e.g., loss of a generator,
transformer, or transmission line. This extends the traditional
optimal power flow (OPF) problem to adhere to the N-1
security criteria. Put differently, this problem ensures equity of
load and generation while conforming to network constraints
(e.g. voltage and generation limits) in the event of a single
element failure (e.g., line, generator, or transformer).

This paper discusses our optimization framework which
solves the SCOPF problems using the formulation and grid
configurations developed by the Department of Energy’s the
Advanced Research Projects Agency- Energy (ARPA-E) as
part of the Grid Optimization (GO) competition. Our proposed
solution was ranked as one of the top performing solutions in
the competition on large-scale, realistic networks (up to 30,000
buses), and was ranked second-place on actual industry power
networks. In this paper we discuss how these results were
achieved and present the performance of different solutions
that we examined and tested as part of our participation in the
GO competition.

The SCOPF problem formulations follows that of a two-
stage non-convex stochastic optimization problem where the
stochasticity is, in essence, deterministically represented by
equally probable scenarios, see e.g., [1]. In this setup, the first
stage formulation, also known as the preventive stage, is as-
sociated with normal operation of the power grid. The second
stage, also known as the corrective stage represents operation
under contingencies. The two main bottle-necks in solving
the SCOPF problem are (i) the non-convexity of the power
flow equations and (ii) the computational complexity arising
from contingency inclusion posed as second-stage constraints
coupled with first-stage normal operation constraints.

Addressing these two challenges have been vastly studied
in the literature. To cope with the non-convexity challenge,
researchers have studied a wide-rage of convex modifications
of the power flow equations, e.g., the linear program (LP)
in [2], the second order cone program in [3], and the semidef-
inite program in [4]. To address the computational complexity
issue, researchers have proposed contingency filtering and
screening to reduce the set of considered contingencies. These

techniques aim to find the most critical failures based on
their impact on the system dispatch, e.g. [5], [6]. To further
relieve the computational burden arising from contingency
constraints, decomposition techniques such as Benders [7], [8],
Lagrangian methods [9], [10], and consensus-based methods
[11] are suggested in the literature. Prior methods struggle to
solve the comprehensive SCOPF formulation (implemented in
the industry software that is used by power grid operators)
and often make simplifying assumptions to make the original
problem tractable. Translating theoretical methodologies to
industry requirements is, however, not straightforward. In this
paper we use the ARPA-E GO competition’s formulation and
data-sets which are adopted from realistic formulation used by
major Independent System Operators (ISOs).

For instance, in a real-time setting, the preventive stage of
the SCOPF must produce a feasible base-case solution for
networks with as many as 30,000 buses under 10 minutes [12].
In such a time-restricted setting, feasibility must be prioritized
over optimality. Furthermore, to examine the quality of the
preventive solution, tens of thousands of contingencies need
to be considered and solved in the second stage of the
SCOPF problem. Hence a comparison between optimality and
feasibility is also necessary for corrective decisions.

In this paper we propose computationally efficient solutions
for ultra large-scale power grids. To this end, we will present
two contingency selection procedures, three formulation ap-
proximations combined with algorithmic decomposition that
we used for handling many equations and variables associated
with large-scale SCOPF problem. Implementing various com-
binations of these techniques yield twelve distinct approaches.
Impartial comparisons between these algorithms based on the
trade-off between their optimality and time efficiency guided
our top-performing solution approach. We highlight here that
although our methods are discussed in the context of solving
ARPA-E GO’s formulation [13], they can be adopted to solve
similar representations of the SCOPF problem. This formula-
tion follows the standard industry practice and is comprised
of preventive or pre-contingency (hereafter named code 1) and
post-contingency corrective actions (hereafter named code 2).

This paper is organized as follows. In Section II, the
mathematical formulation of the SCOPF problem—inspired by
the GO competition—is presented. Submission of the solutions
and their evaluation are also briefly outlined. Our proposed
solutions are detailed in Sections III and IV followed by
discussions on their implementation in Section V. Computa-
tional results are detailed in Section VI. Finally, section VII
concludes this paper.

II. SCOPF FORMULATION AND EVALUATION
A. Problem formulation

We give a high level description of the SCOPF problem as
presented by the ARPA-E GO competition formulation [13].
The problem comprises a base case denoted by the index
k = 0 and a number of K contingency cases denoted
by indices k in the contingency set K = {1,...,K}. A
contingency refers to an outage of one component from the
set of generators, transmission lines, and transformers that are
online in the base case. Primary decision variables include



voltage magnitudes, voltage angles, real and reactive power
injections from generators and controllable shunt susceptances.
For contingencies k € IC, an additional post-contingency real
power adjustment variable Ay is also included in the primary
decision vector. Let us denote the number of primary decision
variables in the base and contingency cases by n,, and collect
the primary variables in vectors 3 € R« for k = {0} U K.
Slack decision variables are introduced in the comprehen-
sive SCOPF formulation [13] to allow for soft constraints;
i.e., those constraints that may have violations. These slack
variables are penalized in the objective of the problem. Slack
variables are denoted by s; € R"*x where n,, denotes the
number of slack variables for & = {0} U K. The vector s
is further compartmentalized to s;, = [s£+/, si™, sz/]’ where
s£+, si_ are slack variables for soft power flow constraints, SZ
are slack variables for soft transmission line and transformer
rating constraints, and ’ denotes transposition.
We thus consider the following SCOPF formulation:

. 1
?0“23511252 c(xg) + co(so) + Ve Z ck(sk) (1a)
ke
subject to fo(xg) = sg+ - séc* (1b)
go(zo) < s§ (o)
fe(zg) = s£+ — si , ke Ko (1d)
gk(xk < SZ kek (1e)
hi (22, a2 =0, ke K (1f)
Ty € X, Sk € Si, k € {0} UK. (1g)

The objective in (la) comprises piece-wise linear functions
e(+), ¢o(+), and c(-) which respectively calculate generator
cost, penalty costs for the base case, and penalty costs for
the contingency cases [13, eqs (1)-(31)]. Constraints (1b)
and (lc) respectively account for soft power balance and
transmission line/transformer rating constraints for the base
case. Constraints (1d) and (le) respectively account for soft
power balance and transmission line/transformer rating con-
straints during contingencies. Constraint (1f) is the generator
responses to contingencies. The superscripts p,q,v, and A refer
respectively to those indices of the vector that correspond
to generators’ real power, reactive power, voltages and real
power adjustment. Lastly, the sets X} and Sy are subsets of
the extended real coordinate space in, respectively, R™*+ and
R™sx . Hence, constraints expressed in (1g) express lower and
upper bounds on primary and slack variables.

Although we do not delve into specifics of every function
in the objective or constraints throughout this manuscript,
it is useful to highlight the challenges in solving (1). The
first challenge is the nonlinearity and nonconvexity of soft
power balance constraints (1b) and (1d). The second is han-
dling generator response constraints (1f) which are nonlinear,
nonconvex, and nondifferentiable. These constraints may be
represented by min/max operators or by a disjunction of linear
constraints. Inputting (1f) into optimization solvers require
introduction of binary variables [13, Sections 3.14 and 3.15].

Last but not least, a third challenge is the size of the prob-
lem. Indeed, this problem is a two-stage stochastic program
where the base and contingency variables comprise the first

and second stage decisions, respectively. As the number of
buses and branches in the networks increases, the number of
contingencies K also inevitably rises. Networks with thou-
sands of buses, branches, and thousands of contingencies are
common in the GO competition datasets [14]. The coupling
introduced in constraint (1f) prevents a straightforward paral-
lelization of the solution methodology rendering the problem
intractable for larger networks.

B. Solution submission procedure

Computed base case primary variables, x, are printed in
solutionl.txt and computed contingency primary vari-
ables, z} for k € K, are printed in solution2.txt. Slack
variables are not submitted for they are recomputed using
the evaluation procedure [13, Appendix F]. Accordingly, the
algorithm has two main parts: Code 1 and code 2, respectively
outputting solutionl.txt and solution2.txt.

C. Evaluation procedure

The performance evaluation criteria used to measure the per-
formance our proposed solutions in described here according
to ARPA-E GO’s evaluation metrics [12]. Prior to elaborating
on the evaluation procedure, an explanation is in order to
construct feasible solutions Zo and %y for & € K that yield
the worst-case cost for a power grid:

1) Set the variables in indices of &y and Zj corresponding
to the voltage magnitudes, real and reactive power gener-
ation to the midpoint of their bound constraints described
by the sets &}, for k& € {0} UK.

2) For every generator contingency k, re-set those variables
of I, corresponding to the real and reactive power outputs
at contingency k to zero.

3) Set the variables in indices of X and &, corresponding to
the voltage angles, controllable shunt susceptances, and
real power generation adjustments to zero.

Based on the form of the constraint (1f) (for instance, [13,
egs. (85) and (93))), it is straightforward to see that the worst-
case solution procedure ensures that hy (5, #29V2) = .
Plugging in &y, in fi(-) and gi(-) yields 3. The worst-case
cost (or sometimes referred to as score) is then given by

1
slack __ Y o o
c = ¢(Zo) + co(50) + 7 };Cck(sk) 2)

We now describe the following evaluation procedure:

1) After the specified amount of time for code 1, read x;
from file solutionl.txt. If the file does not exist
or any other errors arise (such as incorrect formatting)
declare the worst case score and terminate.

2) After the specified amount of time for code 2, read xj,
for k € IC from file solution2.txt. If the file does
not exist or any other errors arise declare the worst case
score and terminate.

3) After successfully reading zf and zj for k € K, if
hk(xg’q’v*,xZ’q’v’A*) # 0 for any k € K, or if zp & X
for any k € {0} UK, declare the worst case score and
terminate.



4) If hy (@Y™, 22V 2) = 0 forall k € K and if 2}, € X
for all k € {0}UK, plug in z} in fi(.) and g(.) to yield
sy for k € {0} U K. Set the feasible score as

1
7 O k(). 3)

keKx

" = c(xp) + colsp) +

sScore

5) Declare network score as ¢ slacky

= min{c*, ¢
Having reviewed the problem formulation, implementation,
and evaluation procedures, we now discuss our code 1 (rep-
resenting preventative SCOPF) and code 2 (representing cor-
rective SCOPF) solutions.

III. PREVENTATIVE SCOPF (“CODE 1) SOLUTION

In this section, we present our algorithm for finding a
solution for code 1 in real time, the restriction that code 1 must
produce solutionl.txt within ten minutes of wall-clock
time. Our offline algorithm is based on similar principles with
slight improvements. In this section, we discuss several meth-
ods that we used for developing code 1. These solutions are
described next in the three categories of contingency selection,
formulation approximation, and decomposition approaches.

A. Contingency selection

This subsection presents two practical contingency selection
methods. The goal is to trim down the set K with cardinality
K to a set K with cardinality K < K so that the SCOPF
problem (1) becomes tractable. The first method is based on
nominal sizes or ratings of generators, transmission lines, and
transformers. The second is based on knowledge of a base case
operating point from the data files—referred to as contingency
selection based on real-time data.

1) Contingency selection based on asset ratings: Contin-
gency selection based on ratings is as follows:

(1) Select an integer K < K.

(ii) For every contingency k € K that describes the outage of
a generator, let py, be this out-of-service generator’s base-
case real power upper bound obtained from Xy. The rank
of such a contingency is calculated as

ranky = pg 4)

(iii) For every contingency k € /C that describes the outage

of a transmission line or transformer, let g; be this out-

of-service branch’s base-case maximum apparent power
rating. The rank of such a contingency is calculated as

ranky = gi. (5
(iv)

Collect the computed ranks rank; in a vector and use
a descending sort to obtain the vector rank. Output the
set K C K that collects indices k € K where rank; is

among the first K entries of rank.

2) Contingency selection based on real-time computations:
Suppose a previously calculated base case operating point so-
lution is given by Z(. The algorithm for contingency selection
based on real-time computations is as follows:

(i) Select an integer K<K.
(ii) For every contingency k € K that describes the outage
of a generator, let p; and ¢ be this out-of-service

generator’s real power and reactive power generation
from the given operating point Zy. The rank of such a
contingency is calculated as

ranky, = /2 + 2. (©6)

For every contingency k£ € K that describes the outage of
a branch (transmission line or transformer), let py , and
gr,o together with py 4 and gi 4 collect respectively the
real and reactive power flows at the origin and destination
of the corresponding branch computed from zg. The rank
of such a contingency is calculated as

ranky = 0.5\/p} , + Gt , +0.5¢/Pt g + Gog- (1)

Collect the computed ranks rank; in a vector and use
a descending sort to obtain the vector rank. Output the
set K C K that collects indices k € K where rank;, is
among the first K entries of rank.

(iii)

(iv)

B. Approximate Formulations

Building on our contingency selection methods, this section
propose approximate solutions for solving the reduced SCOPF
problem (1) obtained by replacing the reduced set K for K.
Although the proposed contingency selection methods reduce
the size of contingency set, solving the reduced SCOPF prob-
lem for large-scale network still faces two main difficulties.
These two challenges originate from the nonconvexity of
constraints (1b) and (1d) as well as the nonconvexity and non-
differentiability of function h(-) in constraint (1f). Depending
on various handling of the aformentioned constraints, three
approximations of the reduced problem are given next.

1) NBNC formulation: The NBNC formulation is given as

gl&lglzi c(xo) + co(so) + % Z cr(sk) (8a)
ke

subject to fo(xg) = sg+ - 557 (8b)

go(wo) < 57 (8¢)

fe(zg) = s£+ sgf, kek (8d)

ge(zg) < 8%, ke K (8e)

(ahY, 22V 2) =0, ke K (8f)

Ty € Xy, s € S, k€ {0} UK. (8g)

Here, power balance and branch rating constraints retain
their nonlinear, nonconvex form (NBNC stands for Nonlinear
Base Nonlinear Contingencies). However, constraint (8f) is
introduced where a linear function 7(-) is used in place of
hi(+) to provide a linear inner approximation of constraint
(1f). The function 7 (-) ignores the dependence of (1f) on
reactive powers. Since all the base case variables xg of the
original SCOPF problem (1) are present in this formulation,
the solution x) is feasible for the base case and can be output
as solutionl.txt. Recall that code 1 is responsible only
for providing a feasible solution for the base case.



2) NBLC formulation: This formulation is presented as

1 A s
irc)llg)lgilzsf c(zo) + co(so) + I ,%%Ck (8k) (9a)
subject to fo(xzg) = sg+ — sgf (%9b)
go(z0) < 5§ ©90)
fu(@e) =57 =37 kek (9d)
hi (25, 222) =0, ke K (%)
z0 € Xo, 50 € So, i € Xy, 31, €S, ke K. (9h)

In NBLC (i.e., Nonlinear Base Linear Contingency), the power
balance and branch ratings of the base case retain their original
nonconvex form. For contingencies, power balance constraints
are linearized using similar principles as those given by the DC
power flow formulation; see, e.g. [15] and references therein.
The branch ratings per contingency k are ignored. In the
NBLC formulation, due to the omission of reactive powers
and voltages in the contingencies, the linear function fig(-)
of (8f) is relaxed to ﬁk() of (9e) to serve as a linear surrogate
of (1f). Symbols ¢, §x, fu, Lk, Xy, and Sy, are the trimmed
versions of the corresponding symbols per requirements of
the DC approximation.  Similar to the NBNC formulation,
since all the base case variables xg of the original SCOPF
problem (1) are present in (9), the solution z§ is feasible for
the base case and may be used for solutionl.txt.

3) LBLC formulation: The LBLC formulation is given as

1

minimize é(Zo) + co(80) + 7 geck(sk) (10a)
subject to fo(#0) = 851 — 85~ (10b)
ful@n) =3" -8~ kek (10¢)
hi(25,#22) =0, ke K (10d)

ip € X, 81, € S, ke {0} UK. (10e)

In the LBLC (stands for Linear Base Linear Contingency)
formulation, power balance constraints are approximated using
similar principles similar to that of DC power flows. Voltages,
reactive powers, and rating constraints are ignored. Unlike
the NBNC and NBLC formulations, the base case variable
Zo is a subcomponent of the the decision variable zy. To
elaborate, in order to calculate solutionl.txt, the reactive
powers, shunt susceptances, and voltage magnitudes remain to
be calculated even after having solved (10). Although setting
these remaining variables to midpoints of their corresponding
regions technically yields a feasible base case solution, it is
desired to achieve a feasible base case point with minimal
slack penalties. Therefore, the following recovery problem is
defined to be solved immediately after solving LBLC:

minimize ||z} — 2§72 + co(so) (11a)
0,50

subject to fo(xo) = ngr — sl (11b)

go(wo) < s (11¢)

its) EX(),SQESQ (11d)

In (11), 25" is the generator real power portion of the optimal
solution to (10). The goal of the recovery problem (11) is

to find a base case solution zfj that is close to Z{, the
optimal solution of the LBLC problem (10)—as measured
by the Euclidean distance of their subcomponents that collect
generator real power outputs.

The NBNC, NBLC, and LBLC formulations offer approxi-
mate and more tractable versions of the original problem. The
LBLC formulation can be solved by CPLEX [16]. The NBNC,
NBLC, and recovery formulations can be fed to off-the-bench
nonlinear programming (NLP) solvers such as SNOPT [17]
and TIPOPT [18]. Solving these extensive-form formluations
using nonlinear optimization solvers are useful for assessing
the performance of our proposed approximations and indeed
the solutions provided by these have proved useful for smaller-
sized networks. However, for networks with thousands of
buses and contingencies, extensive form approaches may fail
to meet our real-time criteria laid out at the beginning of this
section. We explore Benders decomposition [19] as another
technique to ensure achiving the best solutionl.txt
within the time limit of the real-time criteria.

C. Benders decomposition

Benders decomposition is a widely used tool for disassem-
bling the SCOPF problem into a series of base and contingency
subproblems; see, e.g., [20] and [21] for relevant examples.
In what follows, we present modification of the NBNC,
NBLC, and LBLC formulations to make them amenable to
Benders decomposition. Applying the decomposition is then
straightforward using instructions laid out in [22].

1) Reformulating the NBNC problem (8) for decomposition:
Per contingency k € K, introduce new decision variables Yk
with the same dimension as xg’v. Remove constraint (8f).
Insert the following constraints:

oY =yk, k € K
hk(yk,l‘z’v’A) =0, ke K;,

(12a)
(12b)

rendering a new problem which is amenable to nonlinear
Benders decomposition. The advantage of this technique is
two-folds: (a) the subproblems can now be solved using
K parallel processes and and (b) at every iteration ¢ of
the Benders algorithm the incumbent solution z((¢) is a
feasible base case solution which can be periodically output
as solutionl.txt. This incumbent solution can serve as
a back-up solution if the algorithm fails to converge in the
specified time-limit.

2) Reformulating the NBLC problem (9) for decomposition:
Per contingency k € K., introduce new decision variables 1,
with the same dimension as z{,. Remove constraint (9e). Insert
the following constraints:

zy =y, k € K
b (i, 355) = 0, k € K.

(13a)
(13b)

Doing so renders a new problem which is again amenable
to nonlinear Benders decomposition and enjoys the same two
advantages iterated previously.



3) Reformulating the LBLC problem (10) for decomposi-
tion: Per contingency k € K, introduce new decision variables
yi, with the same dimension as 5:3. Remove constraint (10d).
Insert (13b) and the following constraint:

@b =i, ke K. (14)

An advantage of the LBLC formulation is that since it is an LP,
there are convergence guarantees for Benders. A disadvantage,
however, is that the incumbent optimal solution of the master
problem at iteration ¢, denoted by Zo(¢), is not immediately
feasible for the base case. Therefore, per iteration, the recovery
problem (11) must be solved to calculate solutionl.txt
as a backup prior to the expiration of the time limit.

IV. CORRECTIVE SCOPF (“CODE 2’) SOLUTION

So far we have discussed approaches for code 1 which
eventually output a base case feasible solution zf to
solutionl.txt. The purpose of code 2 is to provide a
solution x} for k& € K. Notice here that K is the entire
contingency set given by the data files and not the reduced
set discussed in Section III. Ideally, given the obtained base
case feasible solution zg by code 1, code 2 is responsible for
solving the following optimization problem:

mi&igize Il(,;CCk(Sk) (15a)
subject to fr(zk) = s£+ — sff, ke (15b)
gr(zr) <sj, kek (15¢)

hi (25 a2y = 0, ke K (15d)

Ty € X, sk € S, k € K. (15e)

Indeed, since xf is known in (15d), code 2 offers a completely
decentralized formulation per k € K. Nevertheless, as iterated
previously, the structure of the nonconvexity of function fy(-)
and the nonconvexity and nondifferentiability of function hy(-)
remain as challenges for code 2. Due to the very stringent
time limits imposed on code 2 by the GO competition (2
seconds average per contingency), we approximate (15) per
contingency k € K:

minimize ¢k (sg) (16a)

Tk,Sk
subject to fy(z1) = s — s/, (16b)
gr(z) < sl kek (16¢)
Bi(xb*, 2PV ) =0, ke K (16d)
T € Xi, S € Sk. (16e)

In (16), the difficulty of handling (15d) is replaced by using
its inner approximation (16d). Notice that due to inner approx-
imation, a feasible point of (16d) is readily feasible for (15d).
The latter implies that if (16) is feasible, then the solution per
k € K is feasible for the original code 2 problem (15).

V. PRACTICAL IMPLEMENTATION

This section clarifies how the approaches in Sections III
and IV can be implemented on the multi-node competition
evaluation platform [23]. After reading data files for a specific
test network, the crucial tasks of the submitted algorithms for

Select
contingencies

B

Formulate

solutionl.txt

approximation

solutionl.txt solution2.txt

Fig. 1. Sequential tasks of code 1 (left) and code 2 (right). Multiple parallel
arrows depict that the data transfer as well the task at the arrows’ destinations
may be performed in parallel.

solutionl.txt

Fig. 2. The solve task for code 1 when the extensive form of the approximate
formulation is passed directly to a solver. For NBNC (8) and NBLC (9)
formulations, the dashed box is ignored and only an NLP solver is required
to calculate solution. Fo*r the LBLC formulation (10), an LP solver is

called first to solve for asg . An NLP solver then uses xg to solve the

recovery problem (11) to obtain z§ and return solutionl.txt.

code 1 and code 2 are shown on the left- and right-hand sides
of Fig. 1, respectively.

To elaborate on Fig. 1, code 1 first reduces the original
contingency set K to the set K following the methods in
Section III-A. Next, it chooses one of the approximate formu-
lations, namely, NBNC (8), NBLC (9), or LBLC (10). Finally,
code 1 solves the selected approximate formulation either by
passing its extensive form directly to a solver or by using
Benders decomposition of Section III-C. Upon termination,
code 1 returns solutionl.txt.

Code 2 first reads solutionl.txt and extracts the
base case solution xf. Then, it formulates the approximate
correction problems (16) for all contingencies £ € K. Upon
solving these correction problems, the solutions xj for all
k € K are printed in solution2. The tasks of code 2 may be
parallelized across compute nodes available on the computer
cluster—indicated by multiple parallel arrows in Fig. 1. As
the implementation of code 2 is relatively straightforward, in
what follows, we focus solely on design differences for code
1 based on discussions of Section III-B and III-C.

Figure 2 shows subtasks of the code 1 solve task when the
selected approximate formulation is passed directly to a solver.
Concretely, for the NBNC (8) and NBLC (9) formulations,
only an NLP solver is required to obtain the base case solution
x(, and the dashed box is ignored. For the LBLC formula-
tion (10), an LP solver is called to obtain £§" prior to calling
an NLP solver for the recovery problem (11) to yield x(. These
methods output solutionl.txt after the solver terminates.
In contrast to Fig. 2, one iteration of Benders applied to the
NBNC formulation (12) is shown in Fig. 3. In one compute
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Fig. 3. Tteration £ of the Benders decomposition applied to NBNC. Parallel
arrows indicate that the data transfer and the tasks at the arrows’ destination
are conducted in parallel. Here, solutionl.txt is derived every iteration.
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Fig. 4. Design of iteration ¢ of the Benders decomposition applied to
LBLC. This method is different than applying Benders on NBNC and NBLC
formulations in that it requires solving the recovery problem (11) in parallel
with the contingency subproblems for k € K.

node, at iteration ¢ the master problem is solved first using
an NLP solver to obtain the solution z(¢). This compute
node writes x5(¢) to solutionl.txt and communicates
its entries z{"""(¢) according to (12a) to other compute nodes
where subproblems pertaining to specific contingencies k € K
are solved in parallel. Necessary information to form Benders
cuts are passed back to the compute node containing the master
problem. Notice a major difference between Fig. 2 and Fig. 3
is that in the latter solutionl.txt is written after every
iteration. Thus, even if the algorithm does not converge, a
feasible base case solution is still available. Applying Benders
to NBLC has the same configuration except that subproblems
are LPs and are solved faster than their nonlinear counterparts.

One iteration of Benders decomposition method applied to
LBLC is depicted in Fig. 4. This design is different than
applying Benders to NBNC and NBLC because the LBLC
(10) is reliant on solving the recovery problem (11) to ensure
a feasible base case solution xf. Therefore, at every iteration
¢ of the Benders algorithm, the optimal solution of the master
problem #§(¢) is not only passed to compute nodes that solve
the LP subproblems, but it is also sent to a designated compute
node that solves the recovery problem (11).

VI. SIMULATION RESULTS

The three NBNC, NBLC, and LBLC formulations, their
respective Benders decompositions, together with the two
contingency selection methods based on size and real-time
implementation result in twelve distinct methodologies for
solving the SCOPF problem (1). In this section, we apply these
twelve methods and compare their scores against one another.
For demonstration purposes two test networks have been
selected from ARPA-E GO data-sets [14]. The first is scenario
1 of Network_03R-10 which is a small network with 793
buses, 912 branches, and 91 contingencies. The second is

N Size
B Size+Benders

I Real-Time
BB Real-Time+Benders

30000

25000

20000

15000

Score

10000

5000

NBNC

NBLC LBLC
Formulation

Fig. 5. Results on a small network with 793 buses, 912 branches and 91
contingencies. All twelve heuristics achieve a relatively “good” score that is
much smaller than c512ck,

scenario 1 of Network_07R-10 which is a larger network
with 2312 buses, 3013 branches, and 990 contingencies.

For each of the twelve methods, we select K = 5. Code
1 and code 2 are set up based on the schematic in Fig. 1
and code 2 uses 144 processors. Upon termination of code 1
and code 2, an evaluation algorithm analogous to Section II-C
is run. The calculated scores for the smaller network are
shown using a bar graph in Fig. 5. The x-axis represents the
approximate formulation and the y-axis measures the scores.
The legends help distinguish between the size or real-time
contingency selection methods and the application of Benders
decomposition. Figure 5 indicates that for small networks,
all twelve methods achieve similar scores that are much
lower than ¢*'2°k. The best solution among the twelve turns
out to be using real-time contingency selection and Benders
decomposition on the NBLC formulation, yielding a score of
approximately 22380.433.

The calculated scores for the larger network are depicted
in Fig. 6. On this larger network, code 1 from extensive
formulations of NBNC times out and thus outputs the worst-
case base feasible solution. Code 2 run on the worst-case base
feasible solution does not finish in time also and violates the
average 2 seconds per contingency time limit. Therefore, their
corresponding scores are set to ¢*'2°¢ which exceed the y-axis
in Fig. 6. The remaining methods achieve much lower scores
than ¢®'2%%_ For this network, the best score is 67158.175 and it
comes from contingency selection based on size and applying
Benders decompostion to the NBNC formulation.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

This paper presents computationally efficient solutions for
solving comprehensive industry-based SCOPF formulation,
which was thoroughly tested and performed well on a suite
of both synthetic and actual industry networks. We proposed
and compared twelve solution approaches to solve this mixed
integer nonconvex stochastic problem and find the best feasible
solution for large-scale systems in near real-time (under ten
minutes). Our proposed techniques are categorized in three
groups contingency selection, formulation approximation, and
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Fig. 6. Results on a larger network with 2312 buses, 3013 branches and 990

contingencies. The extensive forms of the NBNC formulation time out and
produce the worst-case solution. The remaining heuristics obtain a “good”
score that is much smaller than cs1ack,
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7. Average time per contingency on a small network.

decompositions. Future work includes extending our frame-
work to include discrete transformer tap settings, switchable
shunts, phase shifting transformers, price-responsive demand,
generator ramp rates and transmission switching.
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