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I. INTRODUCTION
Decarbonization of the energy sector is promoting a worldwide increase in the deployment of renewable energy [1]. This
shifts the foundation of power systems from large, centralized generation units to smaller distributed energy resources
(DERs). However, the volatility associated with renewable
generation has posed serious challenges for their integration
into the existing power system setups. In this context, the
microgrid (MG) concept represents a promising direction [2].
In [3], an MG is defined as follows: “Generally, a microgrid
is defined as a group of DERs, including Renewable Energy
Resources (RES) and Energy Storage Systems (ESS), and
loads, that operate together locally as a single controllable entity. Microgrids exist in various sizes and configurations; they
can be large and complex networks with various generation
resources and storage units serving multiple loads, or small
and simple systems supplying a single customer.”
Here, we focus on islanded operation of MGs. In such an
MG, the energy management system (EMS) is responsible
for deciding the power set-points of the generation units to
meet the demand locally and ensure an economic operation.
Usually, the EMS provides the power set-points on a time scale
ranging between minutes to fraction of an hour, guaranteeing
safe operation without violation of power and energy limits
of the units. On the lower control layers, often droop-based
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Abstract—In this paper, we propose a minimax model predictive control (MPC)-based energy management system that is
robust with respect to uncertainties in renewable infeed and load.
The MPC formulation includes a model of low-level droop control
with saturation at the power and energy limits of the units.
Robust MPC-based energy management systems tend to underutilize the renewable energy sources to guarantee safe operation.
In order to mitigate this effect, we further consider droop control
of renewable energy sources.
For a microgrid with droop-controlled units, we show that
enhancing droop feedback with saturation enlarges the space of
feasible control actions. However, the resulting controller requires
to solve a mixed-integer problem with additional variables and
equations representing saturation. We derive a computationally
tractable formulation for this problem. Furthermore, we investigate the performance gained by using droop with saturation,
renewable droop and combination of both in a case study.
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Figure 1. Block diagram representation: the central operation control provides
power set-points to the units; the units change their power output based on a
primary control law to ensure a power balance. The primary control laws of
the different units can have saturation according to operation limits.

control strategies are used to maintain power balance (see,
e. g., [4]). This is shown in Figure 1.
Various control strategies to design EMSs are available in
literature. Some of these strategies are reviewed in [5]. One
popular strategy presented there is model predictive control
(MPC), which is a finite-horizon optimal control strategy that
determines the control actions (e. g., power set-points) by
solving an optimization problem. At each time instance, an
optimization problem is formulated based on renewable infeed
forecast, demand forecast and the current state of the MG and
solved. From the resulting sequence of control actions, only
the first control action is applied to the system. At the next time
instance, the optimization problem is updated with the new
state and forecasts and solved again. A valuable feature of this
control technique is its ability to account for constraints such
as power and energy limits. MPC-based EMSs are designed,
e. g., in [6], [7].
Fluctuations in renewable infeed and load demand can
compromise safe and reliable operation of MGs. In literature
there are MPC designs that are capable of handling uncertainty
(see, e. g., [8], [9], [10]). In [7], the authors propose a minimax
(MM) MPC approach to address the uncertain load and
renewable infeed. This design considers the impact of droop
control on the operation.
As opposed to an MPC-EMS approach, pure droop schemes
aiming for economic objectives are proposed in [11], [12],
[13]. In [11], a non-linear droop control law that prioritizes
generation from units with less operation cost is suggested.
Furthermore, a strategy for tuning the droop gradient in
accordance with the generation cost is proposed in [12]. In
[13], a linear droop scheme based on incremental cost of power
generation is considered. In [14], it is stated that when the
operation costs are strictly convex, selecting a suitable droop
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control law can lead to an economic operation. One limitation
of these approaches is their omission of storage dynamics and
energy limits. Also, it is not possible to consider turning on
and off the conventional generators.
A major drawback of the MM MPC proposed in [7] is its
conservativeness: the power and energy limits are included
as constraints and the power set-points are selected such that
purely affine droop feedback would not violate these constraints for all possible disturbance realizations. Thereby, this
approach avoids saturation in the local unit controllers. The
limitation of avoiding actuator saturation in MPC designs is
recognized in [15], [16], [17]. These works provide theoretical
results to include this effect in feedback control of MM MPC.
However, the proposed approaches are not directly applicable
to MGs. For instance, they do not include binary decision
variables that result from switching on and off conventional
units and, in contrast to our MG system, assume state feedback
control.
Another limitation of most of the aforementioned power
system control designs is their exclusion of renewable energy
systems (RES) in droop control. These designs consider droop
control only for storage and conventional units. Increasing
penetration of RES has encouraged developing droop strategies for RES (see, e. g., [18], [19], [20], [21]). They can
increase the energy generated from renewable units, especially
during periods with sufficient availability. The benefit of droop
control for renewable units in the reliable operation of a gridconnected MG without energy storage is demonstrated in [21].
Similar results, including a practical study, are shown for an
islanded scenario in [20]. Such works encouraged us to extend
the previous MM EMS design (see [7]) for systems with RES
droop, expecting an improvement in the overall performance.
A. Contributions
The main contributions of this paper are as follows.
1) We propose an MM MPC-based EMS that is both
economic and robust. As compared to a related existing
solution [7], we improve performance by including RES
droop and droop saturation.
2) The MM MPC with saturation corresponds to a robust
mixed-integer program. Existing tractable reformulations (see, e. g., [22]) are not directly applicable as the
droop control with saturation constitutes a piecewise
affine function. We derive a tractable reformulation of
the MM MPC problem considered here.
3) We show that the proposed controller increases the feasible set of controls over MM MPC without saturation.
4) In a case study, we demonstrate performance improvement resulting from saturation and RES droop in terms
of open-loop predicted cost as well as closed-loop cost.

a tractable reformulation of the MM MPC problem and also
prove the increase of the feasible region. Section V provides a
case study comparing MM MPC controllers with and without
saturation and with and without RES droop control.
C. Mathematical preliminaries
The set of real numbers is denoted by R. The sets of
negative, positive, non-positive and non-negative real numbers
are denoted by R<0 , R>0 , R≤0 and R≥0 , respectively. The set
of positive integers is denoted by N, and N[1,n] = {1, 2, . . . , n}
is the set of the first n positive integers.
The operator min(x, y) provides the element-wise minimum
of the vectors x, y. Similarly, max(x, y) provides the elementwise maximum. If x and y are vectors or matrices of equal
dimensions, then a comparison such as x ≤ y is true if and
only if (iff) all comparisons between elements at matching
positions are true. If x is a matrix and y is a vector, then
a comparison is true iff comparing every column in x to y
according to the previous sentence evaluates to true. If x is
a vector or matrix and y is a scalar, then a comparison is
true iff comparing every single element in x to y evaluates to
true. If x and y are vectors or matrices of equal dimensions
and x ≤ y, then the set [x, y] is the box determined by the
intervals defined by elements at matching positions.
For a vector or matrix x, the transpose is denoted by xT .
n
For a vector
Pn x ∈ R with elements xi , we use the notation
1T x = i=1 xi . For x ∈ R and δ ∈ {0, 1}, we define y =
δ ∧ x as: y = x if δ = 1 and y = 0 if δ = 0. When x and
δ are vectors, this operation is performed element-wise. We
sometimes use a dot to indicate that function arguments are
omitted for brevity, e. g., writing x(·, ρ).
We explicitly point out that when we classify a function as
increasing or monotonically increasing, respectively decreasing or monotonically decreasing, we allow it to be constant or
constant in parts; i. e., we do not imply strict monotonicity.
II. M IROGRID M ODEL
In this section, we develop the mathematical model of an
islanded MG including droop control and saturation limits.
The model of the MG and the notation are motivated from
[7], [23] and related works. This model is used later for the
EMS design.
For the model, we assume that the lower control layers (also
referred to as low-level control in this paper), i. e., primary
and secondary control ensure a stable operation of the MG.
In addition, we assume that start-up and shut-down times
of the conventional units are small compared to the EMS
sampling time. Furthermore, we assume that storage losses are
negligible compared to the uncertainties posed by the RES and
load demand.

B. Structure of the paper
The structure of this paper is as follows. Section II provides
the mathematical model of an islanded MG, droop control and
saturation. Section III defines the control objective and two
MM MPC problems - one with RES droop and one with RES
droop and saturation in all the units. In Section IV, we present

A. Notation
We consider the MG model with RES like wind turbines
and photovoltaic (PV) plants, battery storage units and conventional units like diesel generators. Each unit in the MG is
provided with a power set-point from the EMS. However, the
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uncertainty both in generation from the RES and in demand
necessitates power outputs that differ from these set-points.
In the MG, let us denote the number of conventional
units, storage units and renewable units by T , S and R,
respectively, and the number of loads by D. At a given
sampling instance k ∈ N≥0 , let us denote the disturbance by
w(k) = [wr (k)T wd (k)T ]T , where wr (k) ∈ RR
≥0 is the available renewable infeed and wd (k) ∈ RD
≤0 is the load demand.
The power set-points provided by the EMS are denoted by
u(k) = [ut (k)T us (k)T ur (k)T ]T , where ut (k) ∈ RT , us (k) ∈
RS and ur (k) ∈ RR are the set-points of the conventional
units, storage units and RES, respectively. Each conventional
unit can be switched on or off, which is represented by a vector
of binary variables δt (k) ∈ {0, 1}T . The power output of the
units is denoted by p(k) = [pt (k)T ps (k)T pr (k)T ]T , where
pt (k) ∈ RT≥0 , ps (k) ∈ RS and pr (k) ∈ RR
≥0 . The energy level
of storage units is denoted by x(k) ∈ RS≥0 .
B. Microgrid without saturation and without renewable power
sharing
In an islanded MG, the local generation should match the
local consumption at all time instances. This power balance
condition can be represented by the algebraic equation
1T pt (k) + 1T ps (k) + 1T pr (k) + 1T wd (k) = 0.

(1)

The power provided by the renewable units depends on the
available renewable infeed wr (k) and the power set-points
ur (k), i. e.,
pr (k) = min(ur (k), wr (k)).
(2)
The uncertain load wd (k) and renewable infeed pr (k) cause
mismatch in the power balance. This mismatch is compensated
by the storage and conventional units [4]. Each unit has a lowlevel droop control that ensures a desired proportional power
sharing (see, e. g., [24], [25]). The share of each unit depends
on the inverse droop gain, which we denote by χt ∈ RT≥0 for
the conventional units and χs ∈ RS≥0 for the storage units.
These inverse droop gains can be chosen, e. g., according to
T T
the nominal power of the units. Let us denote χ = [χT
t χs ] .
Consider an auxiliary free variable ρ(k) ∈ R. In steadystate, the power of the storage units can be described by
ps (k) = us (k) + χs ρ(k).

(3a)

The dynamics of the storage units are
x(k) = x(k − 1) − Ts ps (k),

(3b)

(3c)

with xmin ∈ RS≥0 and xmax ∈ RS>0 .
Conventional units can be switched on or off. When conventional unit i ∈ N[1,T ] is switched off, i. e., δt,i (k) = 0,
then its power pt,i (k) = 0 and it cannot participate in power
sharing. When switched on, i. e., δt,i (k) = 1, it participates in
power sharing. This behavior can be modeled by
pt (k) = δt (k) ∧ (ut (k) + χt ρ(k)).

umin ≤ u(k) ≤ umax ,


δt (k) ∧ pmin
t
 ≤ p(k) ≤ pmax ,

pmin
s
min
pr

(4)

(5a)
(5b)

with umin ∈ RT +S+R , umax ∈ RT +S+R , pmin ∈ RT≥0 ×
max
RS<0 × RR
∈ RT>0+S+R . We subdivide these
≥0 and p
limits in the same manner as u(k) and p(k), e. g., pmin =
T
min T
min T T
[(pmin
t ) (ps ) (pr ) ] .
C. Microgrid with renewable power sharing
In the previous model, we have restricted power sharing
to storage and conventional units. However, as we already
considered the limitation due to available renewable power,
we can also include renewable units in power sharing. Let
us define χr ∈ RR
≥0 and redefine the vector of inverse droop
T T T
constants by χ = [χT
t χs χr ] . Then the renewable power (2)
is redefined as
pr (k) = min(ur (k) + χr ρ(k), wr (k)).

(6)

D. Microgrid with saturation
We consider saturation as a hard limiter enforcing the
physical operation range of a unit. Therefore, the power output
of units with droop control given by (3a), (4), (6) is now
expressed as a feedback law of ρ(k) and saturation. Let us
define saturation of a variable (for example, p) as

min
min

p , if p < p ,
(7)
sat(pmin , p, pmax ) := p,
if p ∈ [pmin , pmax ],

 max
p , if p > pmax ,
where pmin ≤ pmax . When p, pmin and pmax are vectors, the
sat(·, ·, ·) operator is understood element-wise.
With saturation, operation constraints are imposed by limiting the output power at the lower control layer. Now the
renewable power (6) is redefined as
pr (k) = sat(pmin
r , ur (k) + χr ρ(k), wr (k)).

where Ts ∈ R>0 is the sampling time. The energy storage
capacities are included by the constraints
xmin ≤ x(k) ≤ xmax ,

The constraints on the power set-points and the power of
the units are

(8)

Note that (6) already includes saturation at the upper limit.
For conventional generators, the power given by (4) is
redefined as
max
pt (k) = δt (k) ∧ sat(pmin
).
t , ut (k) + χt ρ(k), pt

(9)

Operation of storage units is restricted by power as well
as energy limits. A straightforward way to implement energybased saturation would involve setting the power to zero in
the moment the energy reaches one of the bounds in (3c).
However, to avoid such sudden power changes, which could
happen also between sampling instances of the EMS, and to
keep the analysis simple, we choose a different approach.

4

Based on the sampling time Ts and current energy level x,
dynamically adjusted power limits are determined by


max
min
min x(k − 1) − x
p̄s (k) = max ps ,
,
Ts


(10a)
min
max x(k − 1) − x
,
p̄max
(k)
=
min
p
,
s
s
Ts

B. Operation cost
The operation cost under consideration is economically
motivated. We assume there is no cost on operating renewable
units. The operation cost of conventional units includes fuel
cost, fixed-generation cost and switching cost, i. e.,
T
`t (pt (k), δt (k), δt (k − 1)) = CtT pt (k) + Con
δt (k)+
T
Csw
|δt (k) − δt (k − 1)| , (14)

and the power is subject to saturation at these limits, i. e.,
max
ps (k) = sat(p̄min
s (k), us (k) + χs ρ(k), p̄s (k)).

(10b)

Remark 1: When the power sharing constant of a unit is
χi = 0, for i ∈ N[1,T +S+R] , then the unit does not participate
in power sharing. This means flexibility to decide which units
can participate in power sharing.
Remark 2: Please note that in the saturation-based model,
the power set-point limits umin and umax in (5a) can differ from
and even lie beyond the power limits pmin and pmax .
Remark 3: Also note that now the explicit energy and power
constraints (3c) and (5b) are no longer required. Instead, the
limits xmin , xmax , pmin and pmax are implicitly enforced by
saturation.

where Ct , Con , Csw ∈ RT≥0 .
Typically, the purpose of storage units is to store the excess
energy for future usage. This can be encouraged by including
a cost on the storage power, i. e.,

where Cs ∈ RS≥0 . Hence, `s is negative if power is stored,
i. e., if ps (k) is negative. In particular, this cost discourages
wasting available renewable power just because it cannot be
consumed by load demand instantaneously.
The total operation cost of an MG is the sum of (14) and
(15), i. e.,
`(p(k), δt (k), δt (k − 1)) = `t (pt (k), δt (k), δt (k − 1))+
`s (ps (k)). (16)

III. MINIMAX MPC FOR MICROGRID WITH
SATURATION
The goal is to design an MPC-based EMS that is robust
w. r. t. uncertain available renewable infeed and load demand.
We consider an MM formulation where the worst-case operation cost of the MG over all possible disturbance realizations
is minimized [9]. In this section, we define the uncertainty,
the operation cost and later formulate the MM MPC problem.

A. Uncertainty model
For the considered renewable units, the available power
depends on the weather conditions (i. e., solar irradiation for
PV plants and wind speed for wind turbines). Using historic
data and a forecaster, future lower and upper bounds for the
available power can be derived (see, e. g., [26]). Let us denote
these bounds at time instance k by
wrmin (k) ≤ wr (k) ≤ wrmax (k),
wrmin (k)

wrmax (k)

(11)

where
∈
and
∈
Similarly, the
minimum and maximum bounds for the load demands are
RR
≥0

RR
≥0 .

wdmin (k) ≤ wd (k) ≤ wdmax (k),

(12)

max
D
where wdmin (k) ∈ RD
≤0 and wd (k) ∈ R≤0 . Based on (11),
(12) we can pose

wmin (k) ≤ w(k) ≤ wmax (k),

(15)

`s (ps (k)) = CsT ps (k),

(13)

where wmin (k) = [wrmin (k)T wdmin (k)T ]T and wmax (k) =
[wrmax (k)T wdmax (k)T ]T .

C. Minimax MPC
In certainty equivalence MPC, the power set-points are determined by minimizing the operation cost over the prediction
horizon for a given disturbance realization. Therefore, this
formulation does not rigorously account for uncertainties. In
a minimax strategy, uncertainties are handled by considering
their worst-case impact [9]. More precisely, a control (here,
power set-points and switch statuses) is determined such that
the operation cost is minimized over robustly feasible controls
and at the same time maximized over possible disturbance
realizations. Robustly feasible controls guarantee constraints
to be satisfied for all possible disturbance realizations.
Let us consider the prediction horizon of the MM MPC as
Np ∈ N. At sampling instance k, the power predicted at future
step j ∈ Np is given by p(k + j). Let us define matrices to
represent profiles of variables over the prediction horizon as
δ t := [δt (k + 1) · · · δt (k + Np )],
u := [u(k + 1) · · · u(k + Np )],
p := [p(k + 1) · · · p(k + Np )],
x := [x(k + 1) · · · x(k + Np )],

(17)

w := [w(k + 1) · · · w(k + Np )],
wmin := [wmin (k + 1) · · · wmin (k + Np )],
wmax := [wmax (k + 1) · · · wmax (k + Np )].
Finally, let us define the operation cost over the prediction
horizon as
J(p, δ t , δt (k)) :=

Np
X
j=1

`(p(k+j), δt (k+j), δt (k+j−1)). (18)
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(19b)

Remark 4: In Problem 2 the constraints on the unit power
and the storage unit energy are included in the saturation
function and there is no need to write them explicitly.
In general, minimax problems are hard to solve. A tractable
reformulation for robust integer problems without considering
binary decisions in feedback is provided in [22]. But the
saturation in the above problem leads to binary variables in the
feedback. In previous work [7], a tractable reformulation has
been found with binaries affecting the feedback. In that work,
both robust feasibility and the inner maximization problem
only require checking two disturbance cases – one where it
is minimum at all times and one where it is maximum at all
times. However, the analysis presented in [7] is not directly
applicable to the above problems as it does not include RES
droop and droop saturation. Therefore, it is necessary to derive
tractable reformulations for the above problems.

(19c)

IV. T RACTABLE REFORMULATION FOR THE MINIMAX MPC

Using the notation introduced above, we first formulate
the minimax MPC which includes renewable droop but no
saturation in storage and conventional units.
Problem 1 (MM MPC with RES droop):
min max J(p, δ t , δt (k)),
u, δ t

w

(19a)

where J(·) is defined by (18), subject to the model equations
0 = 1T p(k + j) + 1T wd (k + j),
pr (k + j) = min(ur (k + j) + χr ρ(k + j), wr (k + j)),
pt (k + j) = δt (k + j) ∧ (ut (k + j) + χt ρ(k + j)),
ps (k + j) = us (k + j) + χs ρ(k + j),
x(k + j) = x(k + j − 1) − Ts ps (k + j),
j ∈ N[1,Np ] ,
initial conditions
xs (k) = xs,0 ,

δt (k) = δt,0 ,

control constraints
δ t ∈ {0, 1}T ×Np ,
umin ≤ u ≤ umax ,
uncertainty model
wmin ≤ w ≤ wmax ,
power and energy constraints


δ t ∧ pmin
t
 pmin
 ≤ p ≤ pmax ,
s
min
pr

(19d)
(19e)

(19f)

WITH SATURATION

In this section, to keep the presentation simple, we show
the detailed derivation of the tractable reformulation for only
Problem 2. We show that the maximum operation cost occurs
for minimum disturbance w = wmin . Furthermore, we show
that ensuring that constraints are satisfied for w = wmin and
w = wmax is sufficient to ensure that they are satisfied for all
possible disturbance realizations. We also show that the MM
MPC problem with saturation has a larger feasible control
region than the MM MPC problem without saturation.

xmin ≤ x ≤ xmax ,
and the condition that the control δ t , u must be feasible w. r. t.
(19b), (19c), (19f) ∀ w ∈ [wmin , wmax ].
We now formulate the minimax MPC with droop and
saturation at all the units.
Problem 2 (MM MPC with RES droop and saturation):
min max J(p, δ t , δt (k)),
u, δ t

w

(20a)

where J(·) is defined by (18), subject to the model equations
0 = 1T p(k + j) + 1T wd (k + j),
pr (k + j) = sat(pmin
r , ur (k + j)+
χr ρ(k + j), wr (k + j)),
pt (k + j) = δt (k + j) ∧ sat(pmin
t , ut (k + j)+
χt ρ(k + j), pmax
),
t

min
max
p̄min
) T−1
s (k + j) = max(ps , (x(k + j − 1) − x
s ),
max
min
p̄max
) T−1
s (k + j) = min(ps , (x(k + j − 1) − x
s ),

ps (k + j) = sat(p̄min
s (k + j), us (k + j)+

χs ρ(k + j), p̄max
s (k + j)),

x(k + j) = x(k + j − 1) − Ts ps (k + j),
j ∈ N[1,Np ] ,

(20b)

initial conditions (19c), control constraints (19d) and uncertainty model (19e), and the condition that the control δ t , u
must be feasible w. r. t. (20b), (19c) ∀ w ∈ [wmin , wmax ].

A. Tractable formulation
In Problem 2, the switch status of the conventional generators δ t makes the outer minimization a mixed-integer problem.
However, the disturbance w cannot directly modify the switch
status, which makes the inner maximization problem integerfree. Furthermore, note that all droop gains χs , χt , χr are nonnegative. Hence the power values of all units which are not
yet in saturation either increase or decrease simultaneously to
achieve the power balance, or stay constant if the respective
droop gain is zero. The following theorems pinpoint the
disturbance sequences that have to be considered (instead of
all possible sequences) with regard to robust feasibility and
the maximum cost.
Theorem 1: In Problem 2, given non-negative droop gains
χs , χt , χr , the set of feasible controls (δ t , u) reduces to the
set of controls which are feasibile for disturbance realizations
w = wmin and w = wmax .
Proof: See Appendix -A and -B.
Theorem 2: In Problem 2, given non-negative droop gains
χs , χt , χr , the worst-case operation cost corresponds to the
disturbance realization w = wmin .
Proof: See Appendix -A and -C.
Using Theorem 1 and 2, the MM MPC Problem 2 can be
equivalenty stated as
Problem 3 (Tractable MM MPC):
min J(p, δ t , δt (k))|w=wmin ,
u, δ t

(21)
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where J(·) is defined by (18), subject to the model equations (20b), initial conditions (19c), control constraints (19d),
and the condition that the control δ t , u must be feasible w. r. t.
(19c), (20b) for w = wmin and for w = wmax .
Remark 5: The sat(·, ·, ·) in the current formulation can be
included with additional binary varibales as in [27], which
may increase computational complexity.
B. Enhancing feasibility

us (k + j) + χs ρ(k + j)

ur,1
Controlled
conventional
generator

us
Controlled
wind
turbine

wr,1
p1

ur,2
Controlled
storage
unit

wr,2

x
p2

Controlled
PV power
plant

p3
wd

p4

Load

Figure 2. Test microgird topology

The robust feasibility requirement of the MM MPC optimization problem restricts the set of admissible controls,
which leads to conservative power set-points. In Problem 2,
constraints on the power and energy are included as saturation
instead of hard limits p ∈ [pmin , pmax ], x ∈ [xmin , xmax ] as in
Problem 1. It is shown here that this enlarges the feasible
control space.
Theorem 3: Any feasible solution to Problem 1 is a feasible
solution to Problem 2. However, the converse does not hold in
general. Furthermore, a feasible solution for Problems 1 and 2
is associated with the same cost value in both problems.
Proof: An alternative way to express Problem 1 is by
augmenting Problem 2 with the following constraints:
ur (k + j) + χr ρ(k + j)

ut , δt

≥ pmin
r ,
max
∈ [pmin
s , ps ],
min
max

x(k + j − 1) − Ts (us (k + j) + χs ρ(k + j)) ∈ [x

,x

],

max
δt (k + j) ∧ (us (k + j) + χt ρ(k + j)) ∈ [pmin
].
t , pt

Essentially, these are constraints preventing units from going
into saturation. Therefore, a feasible solution to the more
stringent Problem 1 is a feasible solution to Problem 2. As the
problems differ only in constraints, not in the cost function,
the feasible solution is associated with the same cost value in
both problems.
But the vice-versa does not hold in general. As a counterexample, consider a scenario when the power set-points of
units 1 and 2 are u1 (k + j) = pmin
and u2 (k + j) = pmax
1
2 .
Hence, without saturation, p1 (k + j) = pmin
1 + χ1 ρ(k + j)
and p2 (k + j) = pmax
+ χ2 ρ(k + j). The power constraints
2
[pmin pmax ] in Problem 1 can be satisfied if and only if
ρ(k + j) = 0, i. e., a power imbalance caused by an unknown
disturbance in the system cannot be compensated. On the other
hand, when units are allowed to saturate, ρ(k + j) can become
positive and unit 1 can increase its power output, p1 (k + j) >
pmin
1 , to compensate a negative power imbalance, while the
power output of unit 2 stays constant at p2 (k + j) = pmax
2 .
Similarly, a positive imbalance can be compensated by unit 1
keeping its power at p1 (k + j) = pmin
and unit 2 decreasing
1
its power, p2 (k + j) < pmax
2 .
V. CASE STUDY
In this section, we demonstrate the benefits of the proposed
saturation-based robust controller assuming the MG with high
share of renewable infeed shown in Figure 2. The MG consists
of a wind turbine, a PV power plant, a storage unit, a
conventional unit and a load. Power and energy limits of the
units are posed in Table I together with the droop gains and

Table I
U NIT PARAMETERS AND WEIGHTS OF COST FUNCTION .
Parameter

Value

Weight

Value

min
[umin
umin
umin
s
t
r,1 ur,2 ]
max umax umax ]
[umax
u
s
t
r,1
r,2
min
[pmin
pmin
pmin
s
t
r,1 pr,2 ]
[pmax
pmax
s ]
t
[xmin xmax ]
x0

[−5 −5 −5 −5] pu
[5 5 5 5] pu
[0.2 −1 0 0] pu
[1 1] pu
[0 6] pu h
2 pu h
[1 1 1 1]

Ct
Con
Csw
Cs

1
0.2
0.3
0.9

[χt χs χr,1 χr,2 ]

the weights of the cost function. Note that cs is smalller than
ct to discourage charging the storage with conventional power.
The EMS sampling time is chosen to be 15 min and the
prediction horizon of the MPC is 8 h, i. e., Np = 32. The
simulation horizon is 6 days, i. e., Ns = 576. The model and
the controllers are implemented in Matlab® 2015a. The MPC
optimization is formulated using YALMIP [28] and solved
with Gurobi 8.1.1 [29].
The available renewable infeed is generated based on real
measurement data provided by the Atmospheric Radiation
Measurement (ARM) Climate Research Facility [30], located
at Graciosa Airport, Azores, Portugal. The robust intervals for
the disturbance are typically generated using a forecaster [31],
[26]. As this generation is out of the scope of the paper, we
assume hypothetical robust intervals given by minimum and
maximum disturbance, wmin (k) and wmax (k). The resulting
robust intervals are highlighted in Figure 3. The robust interval
for the load demand was generated in a similar fashion and is
also illustrated in Figure 3.
For the simulations, we consider the worst-case disturbance
realization, w = wmin , as this corresponds to the worst-case
open-loop operation cost (see Theorem 2).
A. Prescient controller
A prescient MPC is a hypothetical controller which has
prefect future knowledge of the available renewable infeed and
the load demand. In particular, for the worst-case disturbance
realization wmin , the corresponding worst-case prescient MPC
is formulated based on Problem 2 as follows. The uncertainty
model (19e) is replaced by w = wmin and, accordingly, the
robust feasibility condition is replaced by the condition of
feasibility for w = wmin . The closed-loop simulation with
worst-case disturbance realization and worst-case prescient
MPC is visualized in Figure 3. The corresponding open-loop
cost values predicted each time the worst-case prescient MPC
problem is solved are included in Figure 4.
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C. Closed-loop simulation
Closed-loop simulations with different MPC controllers are
performed over a 6-day period, comprising Ns = 576 sampling instances. These closed-loop simulations are performed

Convent.
power [pu]

1
0.5
0

Storage
power [pu]

1
0

Stored energy
[pu h]
PV
power [pu]

2

Wind
power [pu]

−1
6
4
2
0

2

Load
power [pu]

B. Open-loop comparison
Here, we compare open-loop performance of different MPC
controllers for given initial energy levels and switch statuses
and identical robust forecast intervals. A collection of 576 variations of this data is obtained from the closed-loop simulation
with the worst-case prescient MPC.
Here, we define the labels for the different considered MPC
controllers:
1) Prescient: worst-case prescient MPC,
2) MM: Problem 1 with χr = 0,
3) Sat. MM: Problem 2 with χr = 0,
4) RES-droop MM: Problem 1 with χr > 0,
5) Sat. RES-droop MM: Problem 2 with χr > 0.
Figure 4 shows the open-loop cost predicted by these
controllers. We can observe:
• Sat. MM MPC does not reduce the predicted cost value
compared to MM MPC.
• RES-droop MM MPC reduces the cost value compared
to MM MPC during periods of high share of renewable
infeed, e. g., between days 4 and 6.
• Sat. RES-droop MM MPC provides an equal or lower
cost than the remaining controllers. This illustrates that
Sat. RES-droop MM MPC increases the feasible region
compared to RES-droop MM MPC and thereby achieves
a lower open-loop cost (Theorem 3).
These items suggest a synergy between the features RES droop
and saturation of all units. In fact, the cost value of Sat. RESdroop MM MPC and the worst-case prescient MPC apparently
coincide over the entire simulation horizon. This indicates that
no conceivable robust MPC and low-level control combination
could perform better in this case study as far as open-loop
prediction is concerned (see Remark 6).
The average (per sample over the 6-day period) predicted
cost and average predicted RES and conventional infeed of
the controllers are shown in Table II. Here, differences in
average predicted RES infeed energies can be observed, while
average predicted conventional infeed is identical for all MPC
controllers. This indicates that lower predicted cost values are
predominantly attributed to harvesting more energy from RES
thus boosting storage energy level at the end of the prediction
horizon.

MM
RES-droop MM
Disturbance forecast

Prescient
Sat. MM
Sat. RES-droop MM

1
0

1
0

−0.2
−0.6
−1
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Time [d]
Figure 3. Closed-loop simulation with the worst case disturbance realization.
For clarity, the plots corresponding to controllers other than prescient MPC
are only shown in the case of stored energy.

Prescient
Sat. MM
Sat. RES-droop MM

MM
RES-droop MM

30
20
Objective

Remark 6: The open-loop cost value corresponding to the
worst-case prescient controller is a lower bound for the cost
value corresponding to the MM MPC Problem 2. This can
be easily deduced from Theorems 1 and 2. In fact, the openloop cost of the prescient MPC is a lower bound for the openloop cost value corresponding to any conceivable robust MPC
controller. This can be inferred by noting that the prescient
MPC is able to select an optimal physically possible power
output profile p(k+j), j ∈ N[1,Np ] , and a corresponding switch
status profile.

10
0
−10
−20
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Time [d]
Figure 4. Predicted MPC cost for 576 different initial conditions and robust
forecast intervals. The sequence of variations of this data stems from a closedloop simulation with the worst-case prescient controller.
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Table II
C OMPARISON OF AVERAGE OPEN - LOOP MPC PERFORMANCE FOR 576
INITIAL CONDITIONS ( PER - SAMPLE ).

Prescient
MM
Sat. MM
RES-droop MM
Sat. RES-droop MM

Cost

RES
[pu h]

Convent.
[pu h]

0.121
0.188
0.188
0.144
0.121

0.169
0.150
0.150
0.162
0.169

0.0136
0.0136
0.0136
0.0136
0.0136

Table III
C OMPARISON OF CLOSED - LOOP PERFORMANCE FOR WORST - CASE
DISTURBANCE REALIZATION ( PER - SAMPLE EXCEPT SWITCHINGS ).

Prescient
MM
Sat. MM
RES-droop MM
Sat. RES-droop MM

Cost

RES
[pu h]

Convent.
[pu h]

Switch.
[#]

0.225
0.255
0.253
0.233
0.224

0.155
0.149
0.150
0.154
0.155

0.0466
0.0490
0.0488
0.0472
0.0466

12
22
14
18
10

assuming the worst-case disturbance realization w(k) =
wmin (k). Figure 3 includes energy profiles resulting for different MPC controllers. Here, we can observe that the Sat.
RES-droop MM MPC tends to harvest more energy resulting
in higher energy levels.
Based on the total operation cost (16) and the cost definition in Problem 2, closed-loop per-sample cost values are
calculated over the entire Ns = 576 samples in the simulation
by
PNs
J closed-loop := 1/Ns k=1
` (p(k), δt (k), δt (k − 1)) ,
(22)
where δt (0) are the given initial switch statuses and p(k), δt (k),
k ∈ {1, . . . , Ns }, are the variable evolutions resulting from
the respective simulation. Per-sample RES and conventional
infeed energies are defined in the same manner. The resulting
values for different controller are shown in Table III. The
Sat. RES-droop MM MPC and the prescient MPC result in
the same Per-sample RES and conventional infeed energies.
The variation in the per-sample cost results from the higher
number of switching in prescient MPC compared to Sat. RESdroop MM MPC. The considered MPC formuation uses a
finite horizon and hence, it is not guanteed to deliver the
optimal closed-loop performance. Furthermore, here the MPC
formulation can have multiple optimal solutions with same
optimal cost which could explain different control decisions.
Also note that – contrary to open-loop prediction – not all
closed-loop conventional infeed energies are identical.
VI. CONCLUSIONS
In this paper, we have demonstrated that the conservativeness in minimax MPC of a microgrid can be reduced
by including saturations in droop control and droop control
of renewable energy systems. We have derived a tractable
reformulation of the optimal control problem over a finite
prediction horizon. This reformulation is based on analytical
solutions for the disturbance maximizing the cost function,

independently of the control. In a case study, we have observed
that, compared to classical minimax MPC, including droop
control of RES provides a benefit,and including both droop
control of RES and saturations in droop control of all units
can reduce conservativeness of the minimax MPC.
We think evident future work is to extend our model by
a detailed battery model and an electrical network. Also, we
would like to further investigate the effects related to power
sharing of RES and extend the reseach to include piecewiseaffine droop curves or time varying droop parameters. Furthermore,we plan to extend the robust MPC in the following
ways. First, we suppose that our analysis can be extended
to more general convex or monotonic costs. Second,we think
the conservativeness of the robust MPC can be reduced, for
example by formulating a multi-objective problem. Finally, the
impact of saturation on computational complexity should be
studied.
A. Preliminaries and lemmas used for proving Theorems 1 and 2
In the following, we prepare the ground for proving Theorems 1 and 2, which deal with feasibility and the worst-case
cost, respectively. For evaluating feasibility, we will introduce
a measure which allows us to decide whether a control is
feasible or not. We want this measure to be always welldefined – also when the control is not feasible. For this
purpose, we reformulate Problem 2 and use a relaxation.
For the proofs, it is convenient to solve the algebraic equations corresponding to the power balance and droop control
with saturation for ρ(k + j). Therefore, we define a ρ(k + j)candidate explicitly as a function of u(k + j), δt (k + j),
x(k + j − 1), w(k + j), j ∈ N[1,Np ] . The following definitions
and Lemma 1 are concerned with this ρ(k + j)-candidate
function and its properties when we assume that u(k + j),
δt (k + j), x(k + j − 1), w(k + j) are independent variables.
Based on the function and its established properties, Lemma 2
and the proofs thereafter analyze the evolution of variables
over the prediction horizon j ∈ N[1,Np ] . Please note that we
sometimes ease notation by omitting the time indexes k + j
and k + j − 1.
We denote the droop control laws with saturation (8), (9),
(10) by functions of the independent variables by writing
pr (ur , wr , ρ), pt (ut , δt , ρ), ps (us , x, ρ), respectively. Note that
one of the important facts about these functions is: for any
fixed values of the other variables, they are monotonically
increasing in ρ. Let us define auxiliary lower and upper bounds
on ρ, so that for values of ρ exceeding those bounds it is
guaranteed that all units (except those with zero droop gain,
the power output of which is not affected by ρ) are in lower
respectively in upper saturation. These bounds are determined
by the range of possible power to power-setpoint differences,
i. e.,
ρmin :=

pmin
− umax
i
i
,
χi
i∈N[1,T +S+R] \{i|χi =0}

(23a)

ρmax :=

pmax
− umin
i
i
.
χi
i∈N[1,T +S+R] \{i|χi =0}

(23b)

min

max
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Because power output of units is constant for ρ outside of
these bounds, we can w. l. o. g. add the auxiliary constraint
ρmin ≤ ρ(k + j) ≤ ρmax

(24)

∀ j ∈ N[1,Np ]

to (20b) in Problem 2. This, in turn, enables us to augment
(1) by an additional term. That is, we define

The remaining variables are supposed to have the same values
in both scenarios. Then,
x(2) ≥ x(1) =⇒ ρ̃(u, δt , x(2) , w) ≤ ρ̃(u, δt , x(1) , w),
(29a)
w

(2)

≥w

(1)

=⇒ ρ̃(u, δt , x, w

(2)

) ≤ ρ̃(u, δt , x, w

T

).

(29b)

p̃tot (u, δt , x, w, ρ) :=
min 0, ρ − ρ

(1)


min

+ max (0, ρ − ρmax ) +

T

T

Proof: Proving (29a) makes use of the fact
T

1 pt (ut , δt , ρ) + 1 ps (us , x, ρ) + 1 pr (ur , wr , ρ) + 1 wd
(25)
to ensure that, for any combination of u, δt , x, w, we can
always find a ρ ∈ R which satisfies
p̃tot (u, δt , x, w, ρ) = 0.

(26)

Accordingly, (26) is identical to (1) only as long as (24)
holds, but the function p̃tot (·, ρ) by itself is defined for ρ ∈ R
and – because of the additional term – is a surjective function
of ρ. It is also piecewise affine, continuous and monotonically
increasing. It may be constant on some intervals. However,
it is easy to see that any interval where p̃tot (·, ρ) is constant
fulfills the following. 1) It is contained in [ρmin , ρmax ]. 2) All
unit power functions are constant on it. If p̃tot (·) = 0 is located
on a constant interval, the lower control layers would settle at
a certain ρ. W. l. o. g., let us assume that always the maximum
possible ρ is selected and define a function that provides a ρsolution of (26) as
ρ̃(u, δt , x, w) := max ρ s. t. p̃tot (u, δt , x, w, ρ) = 0. (27)

x(2) ≥ x(1) =⇒
p̃tot (u, δt , x(2) , w, ρ) ≥ p̃tot (u, δt , x(1) , w, ρ) ∀ ρ ∈ R, (30)
which can be deduced as follows: p̄min
and p̄max
given by
s
s
(10a) are monotonically increasing in x; therefore, noting that
sat(pmin , p, pmax ) is monotonically increasing in pmin and pmax ,
ps given by (10b) is monotonically increasing in x; therefore,
p̃tot given by (25) is monotonically increasing in x.
According to (27),
ρ̃(1) := ρ̃(u, δt , x(1) , w) = max ρ
s. t. p̃tot (u, δt , x(1) , w, ρ) = 0,
ρ̃

(2)

(2)

:= ρ̃(u, δt , x

(31a)

, w) = max ρ

s. t. p̃tot (u, δt , x(2) , w, ρ) = 0,

(31b)

which satisfy
p̃tot (u, δt , x(1) , w, ρ̃(1) ) = 0,
(2)

p̃tot (u, δt , x

, w, ρ̃

(2)

) = 0.

(32a)
(32b)

ρ∈R

Using this function to define a ρ(k + j)-candidate, the
constraint (24), and the aforementioned functions to express
the droop control laws with saturation, the robust optimal
control Problem 2 can be equivalently stated as
Problem 4:
min max J(p, δ t , δt (k)),
u, δ t

w

(28a)

where J(·) is defined by (18), subject to the model equations
consisting of (25), (27) and
pr (k + j) = pr (ur (k + j), wr (k + j), ρ(k + j)),

p̃tot (u, δt , x(1) , w, ρ̃(2) ) ≤ p̃tot (u, δt , x(2) , w, ρ̃(2) ) = 0. (33)
By definition (31a), ρ̃(1) is the maximum ρ for which
p̃tot (u, δt , x(1) , w, ρ) = 0. Therefore, if we suppose ρ̃(2) >
ρ̃(1) , this would imply
p̃tot (u, δt , x(1) , w, ρ̃(2) ) 6= 0,
and (32a) and the fact that p̃tot (u, δt , x(1) , w, ρ) is a monotonically increasing function of ρ would imply
p̃tot (u, δt , x(1) , w, ρ̃(2) ) ≥ p̃tot (u, δt , x(1) , w, ρ̃(1) ) = 0.

pt (k + j) = pt (ut (k + j), δt (k + j), ρ(k + j)),
ps (k + j) = ps (us (k + j), x(k + j − 1), ρ(k + j)),
x(k + j) = x(k + j − 1) − Ts ps (k + j),
ρ(k + j) = ρ̃(u(k + j), δt (k + j), x(k + j − 1), w(k + j)),
ρmin ≤ ρ(k + j) ≤ ρmax ,
j ∈ N[1,Np ] ,

As a consequence of (30) and (32b) we know that

Consequently, p̃tot (u, δt , x(1) , w, ρ̃(2) ) > 0 would be implied,
which contradicts (33). This concludes the proof of (29a).
Proving (29b) makes use of the fact
w(2) ≥ w(1) =⇒

(28b)

p̃tot (u, δt , x, w(2) , ρ) ≥ p̃tot (u, δt , x, w(1) , ρ) ∀ ρ ∈ R, (34)

the initial conditions (19c), control constraints (19d) and
uncertainty model (19e), and the condition that the control
δ t , u must be feasible w. r. t. (25), (27), (28b), (19c) ∀ w ∈
[wmin , wmax ].
Lemma 1: ρ̃(u, δt , x, w) is monotonically decreasing in x
and w. That is, consider values of the respective variables
corresponding to two scenarios, x(1) , x(2) and w(1) and w(2) .

which can be deduced as follows: noting that sat(pmin , p, pmax )
is monotonically increasing in pmin and pmax , pr given by (8) is
monotonically increasing in wr ; therefore, p̃tot given by (25) is
monotonically increasing in wr ; since p̃tot is also monotonically
increasing in wd , it is monotonically increasing in w.
Lemma 2: Consider Problem 4 and two scenarios with
common control actions u(k + j), δt (k + j) but different
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disturbance forecasts w(1) (k + j) and w(2) (k + j). For a given
j, if
w(2) (k + j) ≥ w(1) (k + j),

(35a)

x(2) (k + j − 1) ≥ x(1) (k + j − 1),

(35b)

then
ρ(2) (k + j) ≤ ρ(1) (k + j),

(36a)

(2)
pt (k
(2)

+ j),

(36b)

(k + j).

(36c)

x

+ j) ≤

(1)
pt (k
(1)

(k + j) ≥ x

Proof: Defining an auxiliary storage power demand
p̃s (k + j) that does not consider state of charge-dependent
power limits, the storage model (10), (3b) can be transformed
into a model composed of

max
p̃s (k + j) := sat pmin
,
s , us (k + j) + χs ρ(k + j), ps
(37a)

min
max
x(k + j) = sat x , x(k + j − 1) − Ts p̃s (k + j), x
(37b)
and
ps (k + j) = 1/Ts (x(k + j − 1) − x(k + j)) .

(37c)

From (35a), (35b) and Lemma 1 follows (36a). From (36a)
and (9) and with χ ≥ 0 follows (36b), and from (36a) and
(37a) follows
(1)
p̃(2)
s (k + j) ≤ p̃s (k + j).

(38)

Using this in (37b) directly leads to (36c).
Having derived Lemmas 1 and 2, we can now use them to
prove Theorems 1 and 2.
B. Proof of Theorem 1
Proof: Here, we again refer to the vector respectively
matrix definitions (17) for profiles over the prediction horizon.
We need to show that, for given initial conditions, a control
is robustly feasible in the sense of Problem 2 for all possible
disturbance realizations w ∈ [wmin , wmax ] if and only if it is
feasible for disturbance realizations w = wmin and w = wmax .
Consider Problem 4 defined above, which is equivalent to
Problem 2. Note that for a relaxed problem – where (24) is
abandoned – any control, umin ≤ u ≤ umax , is feasible for any
disturbance and initial conditions. In particular, ρ(k + j) is
always well-defined, even if it is not contained in the interval
[ρmin , ρmax ]. Therefore, for the relaxed problem, consider the
sequence ρ := [ρ(k + 1) . . . ρ(k + Np )] which is uniquely
determined by a given initial state x0 (k) and initial switch
statuses δt0 (k), control δ 0t := [δt0 (k + 1) . . . δt0 (k + Np )], u0 :=
[u0 (k+1) . . . u0 (k+Np )] and disturbance forecast w. Whether
ρ satisfies ρmin ≤ ρ(k + j) ≤ ρmax ∀ j ∈ N[1,Np ] indicates if
also in the context of Problem 4 the given control is feasible
for the given disturbance forecast and initial conditions.
Therefore, we need to show that for any given x0 (k) ∈
min
[x , xmax ], δt0 (k) ∈ {0, 1}T , δ 0t ∈ {0, 1}T ×Np , u0 ∈
[umin , umax ], it holds that
ρmin ≤ ρ

x(k)=x0 (k),
δ t =δ 0t ,
u=u0 ,
w

≤ ρmax

∀ w ∈ [wmin , wmax ],

if and only if
ρmin ≤ ρ

≤ ρmax

x(k)=x0 (k),
δ t =δ 0t ,
u=u0 ,
w

for w = wmin
and w = w

max

(39)
.

Note that the initial switch statuses δt0 (k) are missing in the
condition blocks because they only impact the cost but not the
constraints of the problem.
The only if-part is trivial as wmin and wmax are already
included in the interval [wmin , wmax ]. To prove the if-part,
consider two scenarios with disturbance realizations w(1) ≤
w(2) . Both scenarios assume the same control actions over the
prediction horizon and identical initial conditions, i. e.,

(1)
δt (k
(1)

u
w

+ j) =

(k + j) ≤ w

(2)

(40a)

+ j)

∀j ∈ N[1,Np ] ,

(40b)

(k + j)

∀j ∈ N[1,Np ] ,

(40c)

(k + j) ∀j ∈ N[1,Np ] .

(40d)

(2)
δt (k
(2)

(k + j) = u

(1)

(1)

δt (k) = δt (k),

x(1) (k) = x(2) (k),

(2)

From iteratively applying Lemma 2 follows
(41)

ρ(1) (k + j) ≥ ρ(2) (k + j) ∀ j ∈ N[1,Np ] .

To summarize, if the evolution of the other variables is
fixed, we have w(1) ≤ w(2) =⇒ ρ(1) ≥ ρ(2) . Now
substitute w(1) = wmin and w(2) = w and denote the
respective ρ(1) =: ρ|wmin and ρ(2) =: ρ|w . Consequently,
wmin ≤ w =⇒ ρ|wmin ≥ ρ|w . Combining this with the
result of the substitution w(1) = w and w(2) = wmax and
defining ρ|wmax accordingly gives
wmin ≤ w ≤ wmax =⇒ ρ|wmax ≤ ρ|w ≤ ρ|wmin .

(42)

The condition on the left side of this implication is obviously
true, and so we can state that ρ|w is bounded by ρ|wmax and
ρ|wmin . If, in turn, each of these bounds is bounded by ρmin and
ρmax , then ρ|w is bounded by ρmin and ρmax . This represents
the if-part of (39) and completes the proof.
C. Proof of Theorem 2
Proof: Using the same matrix respectively vector definitions as before, we need to show that, for any given initial
state x0 (k) and switch statuses δt0 (k) as well as control actions
δ 0t and u0 , solving the inner maximization problem in (20)
reduces to
max

w∈[wmin ,wmax ]

J

x(k)=x0 (k),
δt (k)=δt0 (k),
δ t =δ 0t ,
u=u0 ,
w

=J

x(k)=x0 (k),
δt (k)=δt0 (k),
δ t =δ 0t ,
u=u0 ,
w=wmin

.

(43)

Consider two scenarios with disturbance realizations w(1) ≤
w(2) as in (40). From iteratively applying Lemma 2 follows
(1)

(2)

∀j ∈ N[1,Np ] ,

(44a)

(1)

(2)

(k + j) ∀j ∈ N[1,Np ] .

(44b)

pt (k + j) ≥ pt (k + j)
x

(k + j) ≤ x
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Note that in particular x(1) (k + Np ) ≤ x(2) (k + Np ). With the
storage dynamics (3b), the cost in (20) can be equivalently
expressed as
CT

J = − Tss (x(k + Np ) − x(k))+
PNp
T
T
j=1 Ct pt (k + j) + Con δt (k + j) +

T
Csw
|δt (k + j) − δt (k + j − 1)| .

(45)

With (40b), (40a) and (44), and recalling that Cs , Ct are
positive, it follows that
J (1) ≥ J (2) .

(46)

To summarize, if the evolution of the other variables is
fixed, we have w(1) ≤ w(2) =⇒ J (1) ≥ J (2) . Now
substitute w(1) = wmin and w(2) = w and denote the
respective J (1) =: J|wmin and J (2) =: J|w . Consequently,
wmin ≤ w =⇒ J|wmin ≥ J|w . The condition on the left side
of this implication is obviously true, and so we can state that
J|wmin is an upper bound for J|w . It is attained by inserting
w = wmin , and so wmin maximizes J|w .
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