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Abstract—This paper proposes a model-free distribution sys-
tem state estimation method based on tensor completion using
canonical polyadic decomposition. In particular, we consider a
setting where the network is divided into multiple areas. The
measured physical quantities at buses located in the same area are
processed by an area controller. A three-way tensor is constructed
to collect these measured quantities. The measurements are
analyzed locally to recover the full state information of the
network. A distributed closed-form iterative algorithm based on
the alternating direction method of multipliers is developed to
obtain the low-rank factors of the whole network state tensor
where information exchange happens only between neighboring
areas. The convergence properties of the distributed algorithm
and the sufficient conditions on the number of samples for each
smaller network that guarantee the identifiability of the factors of
the state tensor are presented. To demonstrate the efficacy of the
proposed algorithm and to check the identifiability conditions,
numerical simulations are carried out using the IEEE 123-bus
system and a large-scale real utility feeder.

Index Terms—Tensor completion, canonical polyadic decompo-
sition, distribution system state estimation, alternating direction
method of multipliers

I. INTRODUCTION

The distribution system state estimation (DSSE) task pro-
vides an estimation of voltage magnitude and angle of the net-
work operating point (state) for distribution feeders. DSSE is
a key function in the monitoring and control of electric power
distribution systems [1], such as reactive power management,
demand response, distributed generation dispatch, and integra-
tion with transmission system operations [2]. Nowadays, as the
penetration of distributed energy resources (DERs) increases,
DSSE becomes more essential to enabling normal and se-
cure operating conditions because DERs introduce intermittent
power generation and uncertain system operating conditions.

Unlike redundant measurements in transmission systems,
the measured information in secondary substations of distri-
bution systems is scarce, which poses a formidable challenge
to DSSE [3]. To address the challenge, [4] developed a graph
signal processing based weighted least squares method and
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[5] applied an optimal measurement selection approach to the
traditional Kalman filter. And many learning-based methods
have been proposed for DSSE. For example, [6] proposed
a deep learning approach to Bayesian state estimation under
a stochastic generation and demand model. The authors of
[7] built a graph neural network using several layers of
unrolled Gauss-Newton iterations followed by proximal steps
to account for the regularization term. The authors of [8]
presented a data-driven, learning-based neural network that
can accommodate several types of measurements as well
as pseudo-measurements. Also, [9] proposed a novel neural
network model that uses the physical structure of distribu-
tion power systems; [10] leveraged a deep neural network
by incorporating physical information of the grid topology
and line/shunt admittance; [11]–[13] proposed the constrained
matrix completion method by combining the conventional
matrix completion model with the power flow constraints;
and [14] developed a spatio-temporal learning approach to
enhance the observability of DERs; however, these machine
learning methods require pseudo-measurements or accurate
knowledge of the network model (topology of the grid or the
bus admittance matrix). Unfortunately, pseudo-measurements
[15] can introduce large estimation errors [16], and accurate

distribution system topology is difficult to obtain because
of frequent distribution grid reconfigurations and insufficient
knowledge about the status of the network [17], [18]. As such,
there is an imperative need for model-free DSSE methods.

The model-free tensor decomposition methods—including
canonical polyadic decomposition (CPD), Tucker decomposi-
tion, and multilinear singular value decomposition—have been
widely used in signal processing, statistics, data mining, and
machine learning [19], [20], [21]. In particular, CPD has found
applications in web link analysis [22], forecasting of the power
load [23], recommender systems [24], PMU data recovery
[25], and DSSE [26]. In [26], a third-order tensor was built
using the state information of the distribution network, with
the form PHASE × MEASUREMENT × TIME. The consistency
of the model generating the data is the main reason that the
constructed tensor is a low-rank tensor. That is, the same power
flow model governs the operation of the feeder at all time
instants even if this model is unknown. In addition, the spatial
and temporal correlations in the time-series data increase the
interdependency of state tensor rendering it representable using
few factors in a latent space, i.e., low-rank. Thus, a model-free
state estimation task is rendered a viable task using tensor
completion. The asynchronous sensor measurements across
the system and the increasing complexity of the distribution
system, however, call for distributed implementation of state
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estimation algorithms, and some distributed state estimation
algorithms based on least-squares model and matrix comple-
tion were developed recently in [12], [17], [18], [27], [28].

In this work, we consider a multi-area, model-free DSSE
method based on tensor completion using CPD in [26].
Note that the state of the network in [26] and this work
includes the voltage phasors and the active and reactive power
injections at all buses/phases, which is different from the
traditional state–the voltage phasors only. The way we defined
the state is because when an accurate model of the network
is available, the voltage phasors at all buses/phases in the
network are enough to recover any other quantity, e.g., power
consumption/injection and current flow; however, such an
accurate model of the feeder and the line parameters is often
not at the system operator’s disposal because of the change
in line parameters resulting from aging and/or unrecorded
topology changes.

The main contributions of this work are: (a) formulating
the model-free multi-area distribution system state estimation
as a distributed tensor completion problem, where measure-
ments are processed locally at each area, (b) devising general
identifiability conditions for the distributed tensor completion
task, which represent the minimum measuring requirements
for recovering the state of the whole network, and (c) devising
a distributed optimization algorithm based on ADMM that
has closed-form updates for tensor low-rank factors and has a
guaranteed convergent behavior. The efficacy of the proposed
formulation and algorithm are demonstrated on the IEEE
123-bus system and a large-scale real utility feeder, and the
identifiability conditions are verified.

This paper is organized as follows. Tensor preliminaries and
CPD definitions are outlined in Section II. We present the
problem statement and distributed CPD model in Section III.
The identifiability conditions of tensor completion using the
multi-area CPD model are established in Section IV. A closed-
form ADMM algorithm is developed and its convergence is
investigated in Section V. Section VI presents the simulation
results, and Section VII concludes the work.

II. TENSOR PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we introduce some definitions related to
tensors that will be later used in this manuscript. For more
details, please refer to [21], [29].

A tensor is represented as a multidimensional array. Con-
sider a three-way tensor, X ∈ RI×J×K , with elements
X (i, j, k). The Frobenius norm of X ∈ RI×J×K is defined as
the square root of the sum of the squares of all its elements,
i.e., ‖X‖F =

√∑I
i=1

∑J
j=1

∑K
k=1 X 2(i, j, k). A slab is a

two-dimensional section of a tensor, defined by fixing one
index; hence, there are three types of slabs in a three-way
tensor: horizontal slabs, X (i, :, :), vertical slabs, X (:, j, :), and
frontal slabs, X (:, :, k). A fiber is a one-dimensional section
of a tensor, defined by fixing the first two indices, denoted by
X (i, j, :).

A rank-one tensor, X ∈ RI×J×K , is the outer product of
three vectors, i.e.:

X = a ◦ b ◦ c,

where a ∈ RI , b ∈ RJ , c ∈ RK , and the symbol “◦” denotes
the vector outer product. Any tensor can be represented as a
summation of rank-one tensors in the form:

X =

F∑
f=1

af ◦ bf ◦ cf , (1)

where F is a positive integer; and af ∈ RI ,bf ∈ RJ , cf ∈
RK for f = 1, . . . , F . The minimum F that can be used in (1)
is defined as the tensor rank, and the minimum rank polyadic
decomposition is called the canonical polyadic decomposition
(CPD).

We use matrices to denote the tensor factors in (1), i.e., A =
[a1, . . . ,aF ] ∈ RI×F , B = [b1, . . . ,bF ] ∈ RJ×F , and C =
[c1, . . . , cF ] ∈ RK×F , in which A,B,C are called the CPD
factors of the tensor X . Following [30], we use the notation
X = JA,B,CK to express the CPD equation (1). The authors
in [31] derived that under some mild conditions, the CPD of
X in (1) is unique, and the conditions were stated using our
notations in Theorem 1 by [26].

The Kronecker product of two matrices A1 ∈ Rm×n and
B1 ∈ Rp×q is a matrix of size mp× nq defined by

A1 ⊗B1 =


a11B1 · · · a

1n
B1

...
. . .

...
a

m1
B1 · · · a

mn
B1

 .
The Khatri-Rao product is the “matching columnwise” Kro-
necker product. The Khatri-Rao product of A ∈ RI×F and
B ∈ RJ×F is a matrix of size IJ × F and defined by

A�B =
[
a1 ⊗ b1 a2 ⊗ b2 · · · aF ⊗ bF

]
.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In a general multi-phase electric power distribution system,
we define the state of the network as the collection of active
and reactive power injections as well as the voltage phasors
at all the phases of all the buses. In the following, we refer to
the pair (bus, phase) as simply “phase” for brevity. The state
estimation task aims to estimate the unknown values of the
state variables using available measurements. In this work, we
construct a three-way tensor, X ∈ RI×J×K , that collects nodal
physical quantities (states) for multiple time instants. The
tensor X is in the form PHASE × MEASUREMENT × TIME.
That is, the element X (i, j, k) represents the measurement j
for phase i taken at time k, and I is the number of phases
for all the buses in the network, J is the number of the
measurement types, and K is the number of time steps. The
measurement types considered in this paper include the real
part of the voltage phasor, imaginary part of the voltage
phasor, voltage magnitude, active power, and reactive power,
so J = 5. We remark that our model is able to accommodate
any measurement known to have some correlation with other
measurements in the tensor. The low-rank CPD representation
of the tensor X can be expressed as follows:

X (i, j, k) =

F∑
f=1

A(i, f)B(j, f)C(k, f), (2)
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where F denotes the rank of the tensor, and the matrices A,
B, and C denote the low-rank factors.

In general, the state tensor X has a low-rank structure for
three reasons: 1) the temporal correlation that exists as a
result of similar conditions affecting power consumption at all
phases; 2) the spatial correlation between different locations in
a power grid affecting solar consumption, for example; and 3)
the relationship between different types of measurements via
the power flow model, which can be well-approximated using
linear flow models. Therefore, this motivates us to apply the
following CPD model [26] to recover the unknown values of
X :

min
A,B,C

1

2
‖W ∗

(
X − JA,B,CK

)
‖2F , (3)

where X ∈ RI×J×K is the tensor to be completed; A,B,C
are the CPD factors of X with A ∈ RI×F ,B ∈ RJ×F ,C ∈
RK×F ;W ∈ {0, 1}I×J×K is a binary observation tensor with
1 for every known element, 0 otherwise; and ∗ is the Hadamard
or element-wise product. Note that we use the same notation
with [32] in (3).

In [26], the centralized model-free state estimation methods
for solving (3) have been proposed. Unfortunately, these
methods require a high degree of synchronization among
measuring units across the system, which is challenging to
achieve, especially in large-scale distribution feeders; thus, we
aim to build a multi-area CPD computation model and develop
a distributed state estimation method for solving the proposed
model, which circumvents the issue of requiring network-wide
measurement synchronization. In addition, it will also alleviate
computational burdens for the control center. The distributed
state estimation method does not need a centralized coordi-
nation system operator but only a communication network
for exchanging the boundary and consensus variables among
adjacent regions. The multi-area CPD model of (3) is built as
follows.

Consider a general three-phase distribution network, where
X ∈ RI×J×K denotes the state tensor. Assume that the
distribution system is partitioned into N areas along the first
dimension (phases). Let Ii denote the set of phases in the
i-th area, where Ii denotes the number of phases in area i,
and let N (i) denote the areas adjacent to area i. Note that
this adjacency is defined over the communications network
between area controllers that are not necessarily conforming
with the electric network because we assume that the electric
network topology is not known. We also assume that the set
Ii is not empty for all i. Let Xi, Wi, and Ai be the corre-
sponding parts of X , W , and A with respect to area i, which
satisfy that X = [X1; . . . ;XN ], W = [W1; . . . ;WN ], and
A = [A1; . . . ; AN ]. Each area i is required to communicate
with its adjacent areas to exchange the consensus variables
Bi and Ci; thus, for each area i, Bi and Ci are defined as
the basis matrices satisfying Bi = B and Ci = C. Note
that, the communication between neighboring areas in the
feeder does not require high-level synchronization and several
asynchronous optimization approaches can be adopted. Then

(3) can be written in a distributed form as follows:

min
{Ai},{Bi},{Ci}

N∑
i=1

1

2
‖Wi ∗

(
Xi − JAi,Bi,CiK

)
‖2F ,

s.t. Bi = Bj , j ∈ N (i),

Ci = Cj , j ∈ N (i).

(4)

Auxiliary variables are introduced to enforce the connected
areas to consent on the basis matrices. We introduce Bij =
Bi = Bj and Cij = Ci = Cj if j ∈ N (i) to guarantee
that the equality constraints in (4) hold. Including the new
variables {Bij} and {Cij}, (4) becomes:

min
{Ai},{Bi},{Ci}
{Bij},{Cij}

N∑
i=1

1

2
‖Wi ∗

(
Xi − JAi,Bi,CiK

)
‖2F ,

s.t. Bi = Bij = Bj , j ∈ N (i),

Ci = Cij = Cj , j ∈ N (i).

(5)

The following section establishes the identifiability conditions
of the tensor completion using the multi-area CPD model (5).

IV. IDENTIFIABILITY CONDITIONS

The identifiability conditions of the tensor completion using
the centralized CPD model were studied by [26] and [33];
however, the identifiability conditions in these two references
require all the measurements to be synchronized across the en-
tire system, and the conditions apply only to specific uniform
sampling schemes. In this section, we provide more general
identifiability conditions of the tensor completion using the
multi-area CPD model (4), which also covers the case of the
centralized CPD model. Our identifiability conditions allow for
asynchronous samplings among different areas, and they apply
to any sampling scheme. We first introduce some sampling
notations and schemes, and then we provide the general
identifiability conditions.

A. Sampling Notations and Schemes

Assume that the distribution system is partitioned into N
areas. Review the notations in Section II and Section III,
X = JA,B,CK ∈ RI×J×K denotes the whole tensor to
be completed, and Xn(In, :, :) = JAn,Bn,CnK ∈ RIn×J×K
denotes the subtensor to be completed in area n, satisfying
that X = [X1; . . . ;XN ], A = [A1; . . . ;AN ], B = Bn, and
C = Cn, where In is the set of phases in area n. Without
loss of generality, let In = {

∑n−1
m=1 Im + 1, . . . ,

∑n
m=1 Im}

with
∑N
n=1 In = I .

In area n, let X̄n denote the sampled subtensor. Let Pn ⊆
In, Mn ⊆ {1, . . . , J}, and Tn ⊆ {1, . . . ,K} be the sets of
identifiable rows of An, Bn, and Cn through the available
samples of X̄i, respectively. Using the sampled subtensor
X̄n in area n, we recover An and partial rows of B and
C. Our aim is to recover the whole tensor X through the
sampled subtensors in all areas. In the following proposition,
we provide the conditions under which the whole tensor X
can be recovered from the sampled subtensors.
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B. Main Result: Identifiability

Before we state the main result, we introduce some defini-
tions that will prove useful later on.

Definition 1: Area n and area m are mutually identifiable
if i) |Mn ∩Mm| ≥ 2 and |Tn ∩ Tm| ≥ 1 hold, or
ii) |Tn ∩ Tm| ≥ 2 and |Mn ∩Mm| ≥ 1 hold.

The concept of mutually identifiable partitions is intro-
duced in this work to facilitate the presentation of the main
theoretical result. Since the sampled measurements and time
instants differ between areas of the feeder, we denote the set of
measurements and time steps whose low-rank representation is
identifiable from the sampled measurements at area n byMn

and Tn, respectively. Then, two areas are mutually identifiable
if their identifiable components have an intersection as detailed
in the result. This intersection guarantees that identified factors
from the two mutually identifiable partitions can be combined,
i.e., their respective rotation and scaling ambiguities can be
resolved.

Definition 2: Consider each area of the distribution system
as a vertex; if two vertices are connected, we say that there
is an edge between the two vertices. Define a graph G(V, E),
where V denotes the set of N vertices, and E denotes the set
of all edges connecting any two vertices. Then, we say that
vertices representing area n and area m are connected in the
graph G if and only if the two areas are mutually identifiable.

Note that the graph considered here is independent of the
physical systems graph. Since the proposed approach is model-
free, the measurement requirements used are not function
of the electric feeder topology. Additionally, the quality of
the estimates provided from the proposed approach should
not be dependant on the partitioning of the system as long
as the conditions presented next are satisfied. Nonetheless,
utilizing the feeder topology to design partitioning strategies
may lead to enhancement in convergence speed of ADMM-
based decentralized optimization algorithm.

Proposition 1: Assume that An,Bn, and Cn are drawn
from some joint absolutely continuous distribution with re-
spect to the Lebesgue measure in R(In+J+K)F . If the sampled
subtensors X̄n, for every area n (n = 1, . . . , N ), admit
essentially unique CPDs and the following conditions are
satisfied:

1) Pn = In ∀n = 1, . . . , N ,
⋃N
n=1Mn = {1, . . . , J}, and⋃N

n=1 Tn = {1, . . . ,K},
2) The graph G(V, E) is connected,

then X can be recovered almost surely from the observed
elements.
The proof of this proposition is relegated to Appendix A.

Remark 1: Fig. 1 illustrates the definition of the graph
G(V, E) being connected. The system is partitioned into three
areas based on the first dimension. The blue area, orange area,
and green area denote the sets of identifiable rows of Bn

and Cn (n = 1, 2, 3). The figure shows that |M1 ∩M2| =
1, |T1 ∩ T2| = 2, and |M2 ∩M3| = 2, |T2 ∩ T3| = 1, which
implies that Area 1 and Area 2 are mutually identifiable, and
Area 2 and Area 3 are mutually identifiable; thus, the graph
with the three areas being vertices is connected.

Fig. 1: Illustration of connected partitioning

V. ALGORITHMS

A. ADMM Algorithm

In this section, we develop a distributed algorithm based on
ADMM that enjoys closed-form updates to solve the multi-
area CPD model (5). The updates in this approach are done
locally at each area after receiving updates from neighboring
areas. On the other hand, the updated variables are sent to
neighboring areas following the local updates. This allows
for asynchronous distributed optimization to be deployed.
This relaxes the expensive requirement of having high-level
synchronization between all areas that is often required in
centralized optimization methods.

Let Γij and Λij denote the Lagrange multipliers associated
with the pair of equation constraints in (5), respectively. For
simplicity, we use Γij and Λij to denote the scaled forms
of the dual variables, i.e., Γij/µ and Λij/λ. The scaled aug-
mented Lagrangian function (please refer to [34] for details)
of (5) can be written as follows:

L({Ai}, {Bi}, {Ci}, {Bij}, {Cij}, {Γij}, {Λij})

=

N∑
i=1

1

2
‖Wi ∗

(
Xi − JAi,Bi,CiK

)
‖2F

+

N∑
i=1

∑
j∈N (i)

µ

2
‖Bi −Bij + Γij‖2F −

µ

2
‖Γij‖2F

+

N∑
i=1

∑
j∈N (i)

λ

2
‖Ci −Cij + Λij‖2F −

λ

2
‖Λij‖2F .

(6)

Using the scaled dual variables, the ADMM updates are
given as follows.
The primal variable updates are:

Ak+1
i = arg min

Ai

1

2
‖Wi ∗

(
Xi − JAi,B

k
i ,C

k
i K
)
‖2F ,
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Bk+1
i = arg min

Bi

{
1

2
‖Wi ∗

(
Xi − JAk+1

i ,Bi,C
k
i K
)
‖2F

+
∑

j∈N (i)

µ

2
||Bi −Bk

ij + Γkij ||2F

 ,

Ck+1
i = arg min

Ci

{
1

2
‖Wi ∗

(
Xi − JAk+1

i ,Bk+1
i ,CiK

)
‖2F

+
∑

j∈N (i)

λ

2
||Ci −Ck

ij + Λk
ij ||2F

 .

The auxiliary variables updates are:

Bk+1
ij =

Bk+1
i + Bk+1

j

2
+

Γkij + Γkji
2

,

Ck+1
ij =

Ck+1
i + Ck+1

j

2
+

Λk
ij + Λk

ji

2
.

The dual variable updates are:

Γk+1
ij = Γkij + (Bk+1

i −Bk+1
ij ),

Λk+1
ij = Λk

ij + (Ck+1
i −Ck+1

ij ).

From the update rule of Γij , we have:

Γk+1
ij + Γk+1

ji = Γkij + Γkji + (Bk+1
i + Bk+1

j )− 2Bk+1
ij .

Substituting the update rule of Bij into the above equation
results in Γk+1

ij + Γk+1
ji = 0, which implies that:

Bk
ij =

Bk
i + Bk

j

2
.

Similarly, we have:

Ck
ij =

Ck
i + Ck

j

2
.

Substituting the above two equations into the primal and
dual updates, we have the following updates for the primal
and dual variables:

Ak+1
i = arg min

Ai

1

2
‖Wi ∗

(
Xi − JAi,B

k
i ,C

k
i K
)
‖2F ,

Bk+1
i = arg min

Bi

{
1

2
‖Wi ∗

(
Xi − JAk+1

i ,Bi,C
k
i K
)
‖2F

+
∑

j∈N (i)

µ

2
‖Bi − (Bk

i + Bk
j )/2 + Γkij‖2F

 ,

Ck+1
i = arg min

Ci

{
1

2
‖Wi ∗

(
Xi − JAk+1

i ,Bk+1
i ,CiK

)
‖2F

+
∑

j∈N (i)

λ

2
‖Ci − (Ck

i + Ck
j )/2 + Λk

ij‖2F

 ,

Γk+1
ij = Γkij + (Bk+1

i −Bk+1
j )/2, j ∈ N (i) (7)

Λk+1
ij = Λk

ij + (Ck+1
i −Ck+1

j )/2, j ∈ N (i). (8)

Let W(j)
i , X (j)

i for j = 1, 2, 3 denote the mode-j unfoldings
of tensors Wi and Xi, respectively. Define w

(j)
i = vec(W(j)

i ),
x
(j)
i = vec(X (j)

i ), ai = vec(Ai), bi = vec(Bi), and
ci = vec(Ci). Then finding the primal variables Ai, Bi, and
Ci is equal to finding ai, bi, and ci, respectively. Using the
matricization of tensors and the vectorization of matrices, by
the first order necessary condition, the closed-form updates for
the primal variables ai, bi, and ci are derived as follows:

ak+1
i = (DkT

i Dk
i )−1DkT

i (w
(1)
i ∗ x

(1)
i ), (9)

where Dk
i = diag(w

(1)
i )((Ck

i �Bk
i )⊗ I

Ii×Ii
).

bk+1
i = (EkT

i Ek
i + µ

∑
j∈N (i)

IFJ×FJ)−1(EkT
i (w

(2)
i ∗ x

(2)
i )+

µ
∑

j∈N (i)

vec((Bk
i + Bk

j )/2− Γkij)), (10)

where Ek
i = diag(w

(2)
i )((Ck

i �Ak+1
i )⊗ I

J×J
).

ck+1
i = (GkT

i Gk
i + λ

∑
j∈N (i)

IFK×FK)−1(GkT
i (w

(3)
i ∗ x

(3)
i )+

λ
∑

j∈N (i)

vec((Ck
iC

k
j )/2−Λk

ij)), (11)

where Gk
i = diag(w

(3)
i )((Bk+1

i �Ak+1
i )⊗I

K×K
). The readers

can refer to [35] for deriving the closed-form updates for the
primal variables in a similar model.

The closed-form ADMM algorithm for the multi-area CPD
model (5) is given as follows:

Algorithm 1 ADMM Algorithm for Distributed CPD Model

Initialize: Obtain the CPD factors A1
i ,B

1
i ,C

1
i of the sub-

measurement tensor Wi ∗ Xi for i = 1, · · · , N , then set
a1
i ,b

1
i , c

1
i as the vector form of A1

i ,B
1
i ,C

1
i , respectively.

Let Γ1
ij = 0,Λ1

ij = 0 for j ∈ N (i).
1: for k = 1, . . . , n do
2: Use (9), (10), (11) to update aki ,b

k
i , c

k
i , respectively.

Update Γkij ,Λ
k
ij for j ∈ N (i) using (7) and (8),

respectively.
3: end for
4: return X =

[JAn+1
1 ,Bn+1

1 ,Cn+1
1 K; · · · ; JAn+1

N ,Bn+1
N ,Cn+1

N K]

B. Convergence

In this section, we discuss the convergence of the distributed
ADMM algorithm devised in the previous section.

We say a point Z =
({ai}, {bi}, {ci},Bij ,Cij , {Γij}, {Λij}) satisfies the
Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions for problem (5) if
there exists Z such that:

DT
i (w

(1)
i ∗ x

(1)
i −Diai) = 0, (12a)

(ET
i Ei + µ

∑
j∈N (i)

IFJ×FJ)bi =

ET
i (w

(2)
i ∗ x

(2)
i ) + µ

∑
j∈N (i)

vec(Bij − Γij),
(12b)
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(GT
i Gi + λ

∑
j∈N (i)

IFK×FK)ci =

GT
i (w

(3)
i ∗ x

(3)
i ) + λ

∑
j∈N (i)

vec(Cij −Λij),
(12c)

Bi −Bj = 0, j ∈ N (i), (12d)

Ci −Cj = 0, j ∈ N (i). (12e)

Theorem 1: If the multiplier sequence ({Γkij}, {Λk
ij}) for

i = 1, . . . , N, j ∈ N (i) is bounded and satisfies:
∞∑
k=0

N∑
i=1

∑
j∈N (i)

‖Γk+1
ij −Γkij‖2F +‖Λk+1

ij −Λk
ij‖2F <∞, (13)

then any accumulation point of {Zk} generated by the ADMM
for problem (5) is a KKT point satisfying (12).

Proof: See Appendix A.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we demonstrate the performance of the
proposed multi-area model-free distribution system state esti-
mation approach on the IEEE 123-bus system and a real utility
feeder, and we compare that with the centralized SDF-NLS
solver used in [26]. The data we use for our implementation
were simulated at 1-minute resolution using power flow anal-
ysis with diversified load and solar profiles created for each
bus using real solar irradiance and real load consumption data.
For both the IEEE 123-bus system and real utility feeder, we
assumed a constant power factor loads, but when renewable
energy injections are subtracted (added with a different sign to
obtain the net power injections), the net power injections do
not have a constant power factor. Thus, the active and reactive
power injections are not completely dependant if only the net
injections are observed.

The measurement types considered in the simulation in-
clude the real/imaginary parts of the voltage phasor, voltage
magnitude, and the net active/reactive power. The first two
measurement types are assumed to be obtained from the
very limited PMU measuring devices installed within the
the distribution feeder, and the last three measurements are
assumed to be obtained from smart meters of SCADA systems.
The tensor is constructed using 72 time steps that are sampled
every 20 minutes, thus this nonconsecutive data contain the
state information of the network over 24 hours and the tensor
is of size 263×5×72. Note that, we have experimented using
the angles at each phase as a separate measurement. However,
our simulations indicated that the rank required to approximate
the tensor increases significantly when this measurement is
added. This is mainly due to the angles being in three different
ranges, i.e., 0, 2π

3 , and −2π3 . Thus, we have excluded the angles
from the state variables and considered it as an implicit state
variable from the first stages of this work.

The known measurements are added with noise with zero
mean and 1% of the true value as the standard deviation. The
mean absolute percentage error (MAPE) for the voltage mag-
nitude (|V |) and mean absolute error (MAE) for the voltage
angle (θ), active power (P ), and reactive power (Q) are used
to measure the performance of our closed-form decentralized
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Fig. 2: Relative error of the computed CPD approximation

approach and the centralized SDF-NLS solver. And the MAPE
and MAE are defined as: MAPE := 1

n

∑ |Actual-Estimated|
Actual ×

100% and MAE := 1
n

∑
(|Actual-Estimated|), where n is the

total number of elements. The sampling schemes considered
are slab sampling, fiber sampling, and the mixed sampling, and
the definitions of slabs and fibers were introduced in Section II.
The experiments below are performed on a laptop with 1.9
GHZ CPU and 32 GB RAM. For our simulation experiments,
at each phase, we normalize each type of its known data by
subtracting its mean over all the time steps, and recover back
finally, so the errors are calculated based on its original data.

The system is partitioned into three areas with the areas
comprising 87 phases, 87 phases, and 89 phases, respectively.
Therefore, the three subtensors X1, X2, and X3 are of sizes
87×5×72, 87×5×72, and 89×5×72, respectively. By the
identifiablity condition in [31], if the rank (F ) of the subten-
sors satisfies F ≤ 2blog2 5c+blog2 72c−2 = 32, then the low-rank
factors are essentially unique almost surely. Fig. 2 shows that
when the rank of the CPD approximation for each subtensor is
equal to seven, the relative error between the subtensor and its
rank-k CPD approximation is less than 10−4, which implies
that the three subtensors can be well approximated using low-
rank tensor decompositions. The relative error between the
subtensor and its rank-k CPD approximation is defined as the
ratio of the Frobenius norm square of the residual between the
subtensor and its rank-k CPD approximation and the Frobenius
norm square of the subtensor.

The authors [36] proposed a model-free multichannel Han-
kel matrix completion method for missing data recovery and
provided performance guarantees. However, the matrix can
not be recovered if one entire row (which comprises one
measurement type for all locations at different time steps) is
missing. The proposed approach is a distributed fashion of the
centralized model [26], and allows a entire row missing of one
slice of the tensor to be recovered. Thus, the proposed method
will be compared with the centralized approach [26] and a
model-based decentralized matrix completion method [12].
The simulation results showed the efficacy of the distributed
approach and that the model-free approach can achieve close
estimation accuracy with model-based methods.
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Fig. 3: Horizontal slab sampling example.

A. Slab Sampling

For slab sampling, we consider horizontal and frontal slab
sampling schemes for each area. We use X̄n(Spn, :, :) to denote
the horizontal slab sampled in area n, where the phases with
all measurements available at all time instances are collected
in the set Spn ⊆ In; Fig. 3 shows an example of horizontal
slab sampling. We use X̄n(:, :,Stn) to denote the frontal slab
sampled in area n, where all measurements for all phases
are sampled at the time steps collected in Stn ⊆ {1, . . . ,K}.
It is worth noting that, the slab sampling measuring scheme
requires frontal slabs to be sampled from the state tensor which
includes the real and imaginary parts of voltage phasors at all
phases. This is impractical due to the limited availability of
such devices in distribution networks. However, the proposed
distributed framework allows for requiring such frontal slab to
be sampled at exactly one partition of the network according to
Theorem 1. Thus, the operator may assume that one partition
containing all phases with PMU measurements has complete
frontal slab sampling while the other network partitions do not
require this measurement type.

For horizontal slab samplings, we sample eight phases
randomly from nonzero load phases for each area, so |Spn| = 8
for n = 1, 2, 3. Instead of sampling all time instances, we
sample partial horizontal slabs which only covers the time
steps 1 to 36, 24 to 48, and 30 to 72 for the three areas,
respectively. For frontal slab samplings, we sample each area
at different six time steps: St1 = {1, 13, 25, 37, 49, 61}, St2 =
{5, 17, 29, 41, 53, 65}, and St3 = {9, 21, 33, 45, 57, 69}. In the
following paragraph, we will verify that the slab sampling
schemes satisfy the conditions in Proposition 1 when the rank
(F ) of CPD is 7.

First, for each area, n = 1, 2, 3, |Spn| ≥ 2, |Stn| ≥ 2,
so we have sampled subtensors formed in each area. For
horizontal slab samplings, let Kn denote the sampled time
steps in area n. Then we have that K1 = 36, K2 = 25, and
K3 = 43. Let J = 5 denote the number of measurement types.
Then we have that min

{
blog2 |Spn|c+ blog2 Jc, blog2 |Spn|c+

blog2Knc, blog2 Jc + blog2Knc, log2(4J |Stn|)
}
≥ log2(4F )

for each area n, which guarantees that the sampled horizontal
subtensor in each area admits a unique CPD [33]. The frontal
slab samplings in each area guarantee that Pn = In for any
n = 1, 2, 3 and

⋃3
n=1Mn = {1, . . . , J}; and the horizon-

Table I: Comparison of the proposed algorithm and centralized
solver for slab sampling

MAPE(|V |) MAE(θ) MAE(P ) MAE(Q)

ADMM 0.5922% 0.7758 0.0279 0.0105
SDF-NLS 0.6394% 0.6457 0.0314 0.0147
Data vs. noisy data 0.8199% 0.4756 0.0079 0.0080

tal slab samplings in each area guarantee that
⋃3
n=1 Tn =

{1, . . . ,K}; thus, condition 1) in Proposition 1 holds. Next, we
check condition 2) in Proposition 1. From the horizontal slab
sampling in each area, we have |Mm∩Mn| = 5 for any area
m and area n, and |T1∩T2| = 13, |T1∩T3| = 7, |T2∩T3| = 7,
which implies that condition 2) in Proposition 1 also holds.

Table I shows the performance of our proposed algorithm
and the centralized algorithm. The performance results in
terms of MAPE and MAE are comparable for the proposed
algorithm and for the centralized solver. The runtime for
the proposed algorithm is 16 seconds, whereas that for the
centralized solver is 41 seconds, which demonstrates the time
efficiency of the proposed algorithm over the centralized solver
for the similar performance. This can be explained by that the
computational complexity for the centralized method in [26]
per iteration is O(|Ω|F ), and that for our proposed distributed
method per iteration is O(|Ω|F/N), where |Ω| and N are
the number of measurements in the whole network and the
number of partitions, respectively. The MAPE and MAEs
between the true data and the data with 1% Gaussian noise are
also shown in Table I, which demonstrates the efficacy of the
proposed approach in rejecting noise and estimating network
states under noisy measurements.

Figs. 4 and 5 show that as more frontal slabs are sampled
in each area, the MAPE and MAEs decrease. We refer to
the aforementioned scenario as Case 1, and we consider the
following three cases1: for Case 2, St1 = {1 : 6 : 72}, St2 =
{5 : 6 : 72}, and St3 = {9 : 6 : 72}; for Case 3, St1 = {1 : 3 :
72}, St2 = {5 : 3 : 72}, and St3 = {9 : 3 : 72}; and for Case
4, St1 = {1 : 72}, St2 = {5 : 72}, and St3 = {9 : 72}. Note
that the set of sampled time steps for case 4 includes the set
of sampled time steps for case 3. Similarly, the set of sampled
time steps in case 3 includes the corresponding set for case 2,
and so on. For all the cases, the horizontal slabs sampled are
the same.

B. Fiber Sampling

For fiber sampling, we use X̄n(Spn,Smn , :) to denote the
sampled subtensor in area n, where Spn ⊆ In denotes the set
of sampled phases, and Smn ⊆ {1, . . . , J} denotes the set of
sampled measurement types. Let Spn = In for n = 1, 2, 3,
Sm1 = {1, 2, 3}, Sm2 = {3, 4, 5}, and Sm3 = {3, 4}; Fig.
6 shows an example of a fiber sampling scheme with two
patterns. Instead of sampling all the time steps, we sample the
time steps {1 : 2 : 72}, {1 : 72}, and {1 : 3 : 72} for the three
areas, respectively. The sampling schemes mean that for all
the phases in Area 1, the real voltage, imaginary voltage, and
voltage magnitude are sampled at time steps {1, 3, 5, . . . , 71};
for all the phases in Area 2, the real voltage, active power,

1We use MATLAB notations to denote the set of sampled slabs indices.
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and reactive power are sampled at time steps {1, 2, 3, . . . , 72};
for all the phases in Area 3, the voltage magnitude and
active power are sampled at time steps {1, 4, 7, . . . , 70}. Next,
we will verify that the fiber sampling schemes satisfy the
conditions in Proposition 1 when the rank (F ) of CPD is 7.

First, for each area n = 1, 2, 3, |Spn| ≥ 2, |Smn | ≥
2, so we have sampled subtensors formed in each area.
Let Kn denote the sampled time steps in area n. Then
we have that K1 = 36, K2 = 24, and K3 = 18.
The inequality min

{
blog2 |Spn|c + blog2 |Smn |c, blog2 |Spn|c +

blog2Kc, blog2 |Smn |c + blog2Knc
}
≥ log2(4F ) for n =

Fig. 6: Two-pattern fiber sampling example.

Table II: Comparison of the proposed algorithm and the
centralized solver for fiber sampling

MAPE(|V |) MAE(θ) MAE(P ) MAE(Q)

ADMM 0.3083% 0.9576 0.0547 0.0157
SDF-NLS 0.2412% 0.9734 0.1582 0.0421

1, 2, 3 guarantees that the sampled subtensor in each area
admits a unique CPD [33]. The sampled phases satisfying
Spn = In for n = 1, 2, 3 guarantee that Pn = In for
n = 1, 2, 3, and the sampled measurement types satisfying
Sm1 = {1, 2, 3}, Sm2 = {3, 4, 5}, and Sm3 = {3, 4} guarantee
that

⋃3
n=1Mn = {1, . . . , J}; and the sampled time steps

{1 : 2 : 72}, {1 : 72}, {1 : 3 : 72} guarantee that⋃3
n=1 Tn = {1, . . . ,K}. Thus, condition 1) in Proposition 1

holds. Next we check condition 2) in Proposition 1. By that
Sm1 = {1, 2, 3}, Sm2 = {3, 4, 5}, Sm3 = {3, 4, } , we have that
|M1 ∩M2| = 1, |M1 ∩M3| = 1, and |M2 ∩M3| = 2. The
sampled time steps {1 : 2 : 72}, {1 : 72}, {1 : 3 : 72} in the
three areas imply that |T1∩T2| = 36, |T1∩T3| = 12, |T2∩T3| =
24, so condition 2) in Proposition 1 also holds. Thus, all the
conditions in Proposition 1 are satisfied.

Table II shows that the MAPE of the voltage magnitude
for the centralized solver is slightly better than the proposed
algorithm, and the MAE of the voltage angle is comparable,
but the MAEs of the active power and the reactive power
for the proposed algorithm are much better than those for the
centralized solver. The runtime for the the proposed algorithm
is 15 seconds, and that for the centralized solver is 41
seconds. The results show that the proposed algorithm slightly
outperforms the centralized solver in terms of both accuracy
and time efficiency while reducing the computational time and
not requiring the data to be shared from all controllers.

It is worth noting that for the fiber sampling, we only sample
three phases at the slack bus with real voltage, imaginary
voltage, and voltage magnitude known, and the other phases
in the first area with voltage magnitude, active power, and
reactive power known, for the other two areas, the assumption
is the same with the manuscript, and we get MAPE for the
voltage magnitude around 0.4023% (a little bit worse than the
above scenario), MAE for the voltage angle around 1.0484
(a little bit worse than the above scenario), and MAEs for
the active power and reactive power are 0.0534 and 0.0164
(comparable with the above scenario).

C. Mixed Sampling

In this section, we demonstrate that our proposed algorithm
works for mixed sampling schemes and that our proposition
can be used to check mixed sampling schemes too. We assume
that Area 1 has horizontal and frontal slab sampling schemes,
and areas 2 and 3 have fiber sampling schemes. We use the
same notations with sections VI-A and VI-B. For horizontal
slab sampling, we assume that |Sp1 | = 8, and we sample only
at time steps {1 : 9 : 72} = {1, 10, 19, 28, 37, 46, 55, 64}. For
frontal slab samplings, we sample at time steps 18, 36, 56, 72.
For fiber sampling, we assume that Spn = In for n = 2, 3,
Sm2 = {3, 4, 5}, and Sm3 = {1, 2, 3}. Instead of sampling all
the time steps, we sample the time steps {1 : 72}, and {1 : 3 :
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Table III: Comparison of the proposed algorithm and the
centralized solver for mixed sampling

MAPE(|V |) MAE(θ) MAE(P ) MAE(Q)

ADMM 0.5054% 0.9318 0.0326 0.0168
SDF-NLS 0.6431% 0.9290 0.1459 0.0382

72} for the two areas, respectively. Similar to sections VI-A
and VI-B, we can check that the mixed sampling schemes
satisfy the conditions in Proposition 1 when the rank (F ) of
CPD is 7.

Table III shows that the MAPE of the voltage magnitude and
the MAEs of the voltage angle for both the proposed algorithm
and the centralized solver are comparable, but the MAEs of the
active power and the reactive power for the proposed algorithm
are much better than those for the centralized solver.

VII. CONCLUDING REMARKS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This paper considered a model-free tensor completion
method using CPD for DSSE. By dividing the network into
multiple areas, the measured physical quantities at buses
located in the same area were processed by an area controller.
A three-way tensor was constructed to collect the measured
quantities analyzed locally to recover the full state information
of the network. A distributed closed-form ADMM algorithm
was developed to obtain the low-rank factors of the whole
network state tensor where information exchange happened
only between neighboring areas. The convergence properties
of the distributed algorithm and the sufficient conditions on the
number of samples for each smaller network that guarantee
the identifiability of the factors of the state tensor were
investigated. In addition, simulations were carried out on the
IEEE 123-bus distribution feeder to verify the identifiability
conditions and to demonstrate the efficacy of the distributed
ADMM.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1

To prove this proposition, we first invoke two results of the
tensor algebra literature. The first theorem introduced general
conditions under which the CPD decomposition of a tensor is
essentially unique almost surely.

Theorem 2: [31] Let X = JA,B,CK with A ∈ RI×F ,
B ∈ RJ×F , and C ∈ RK×F . Assume that A, B, and C
are drawn from some joint absolutely continuous distribution.
Also, assume I ≥ J ≥ K without loss of generality. If F ≤
2blog2 Jc+blog2Kc−2, then the decomposition of X in terms of
A, B, and C is essentially unique almost surely.
Essential uniqueness means that the decomposition is unique
up to a common rotation and scaling and counter-scaling. In
other words, any decomposition of X is a rotated and scaled
and counter-scaled version of the unique factors, i.e.,

A = AΠΓ1, B = BΠΓ2, C = CΠΓ3, (14)

where Π denotes a common rotation matrix, and Γi are
diagonal matrices satisfying Γ1Γ2Γ3 = I . Then, we introduce
the second result from the literature which ensures that the

uniqueness property is preserved even if the underlying factors
are multiplied by a deterministic matrix.

Theorem 3: [37] Let Z̃ = PZ, where the elements of
Z are drawn from an absolutely continuous joint distribution
with respect to the Lebesgue measure in RIF , and P is a
deterministic matrix of size I ′ × I which has a full row rank.
Then, the joint distribution of the elements of Z̃ is absolutely
continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure in RI′F .

This result guarantees that the essential uniqueness property
is preserved if the original tensor is distributed as we propose
in this paper. Before delving into the proof of our proposition,
we present an example of the recovery process of the original
factors in a simple scenario.

Assume the original tensor X ∈ R10×4×4 is divided into
two partitions. The first partition collects all measurements for
the first five nodes. The second partition collects all measure-
ments of the last five nodes of the network. After performing
decomposing the two partitions, the resulting factors would be

A
(1)

= P(1)
a AΠ(1)Γ(1)

a , A
(2)

= P(2)
a AΠ(2)Γ(2)

a , (15)

B
(1)

= BΠ(1)Γ
(1)
b , B

(2)
= BΠ(2)Γ

(2)
b , (16)

C
(1)

= CΠ(1)Γ(1)
c , C

(2)
= CΠ(2)Γ(2)

c , (17)

where P
(1)
a := [I5 0] and P

(2)
a := [0 I5]. Let us denote the

inverse of Γ
(i)
b by Λ

(i)
b , similar for Γ(i)

c . Then, to reconstruct
A from the copies, we need to resolve the rotations Π(1) and
Π(2) as well as the scaling ambiguities Γ(1)

a and Γ(2)
a . We aim

at recovering

A =

[
P

(1)
a A

P
(2)
a A

]
=

A
(1)

Λ(1)
a Π(1)T

A
(2)

Λ(2)
a Π(2)T

 =

A
(1)

Γ(1)
c Γ

(1)
b Π(1)T

A
(2)

Γ(2)
c Γ

(2)
b Π(2)T

 .
If we matricize the first partition of the tensor, we get

X1 = (C
(1) �B

(1)
)A

(1)T

= (C
(2)

Λ(2)
c Π(2)TΠ(1)Γ(1)

c

�B(2)
Λ

(2)
b Π(2)TΠ(1)Γ

(1)
b )A

(1)T

= (C
(2)

Λ(2)
c Γ̃

(1)

c Π(2)TΠ(1)

�B
(2)

Λ
(2)
b Γ̃

(1)

b Π(2)TΠ(1))A
(1)T

= (C
(2) �B

(2)
)Λ

(2)
b Γ̃

(1)

b Λ(2)
c Γ̃

(1)

c Π(2)TΠ(1)A
(1)T

= (C
(2) �B

(2)
)Λ

(2)
b Λ(2)

c Π(2)TΠ(1)Γ
(1)
b Γ(1)

c A
(1)T

where in the first step we do simple manipulations of (16)
and (17). Then, in the second and fifth steps, we utilize the
property that Π(2)TΠ(1)Γ(1)

c = Γ̃
(1)

c Π(2)TΠ(1) where Γ̃
(1)

c

is a diagonal matrix that has the same elements with Γ(1)
c but

rotated according to Π(2)TΠ(1). Then, the fourth step utilizes
Khatri-Rao product properties. Using the results from [38],
the matrix (C

(2) � B
(2)

) is full column rank almost surely.
Therefore, from the matricization of the first tensor, we can
recover Ã := A

(1)
Γ(1)
c Γ

(1)
b Π(1)TΠ(2)Λ

(2)
b Λ(c)

c .
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Using the recovered Ã, we can write

AΠ(2)Λ
(2)
b Λ(c)

c =

[
Ã

A
(2)

]
(18)

This represents a rotated and scaled version of the generating
factor A. This way we combine the identified rows from
A

(1)
and A

(2)
which have different rotations and scaling

ambiguities. In general, the proof of the theorem details
the conditions under which the previous procedure can be
applied to recover the factors of the tensor up to a common
permutation and scaling and counter scaling ambiguities.

Proof: The condition that the sampled subtensor X̄n for
every area n admits a unique CPD guarantees that the factors
of the subtensor constructed from the sampled subtensor
at each area can be identified, up to column permutation
and scaling. In order to recover the factors of the original
tensor, the low-rank factors identified from each area need
to be combined. Let the identified factors from area n be
(Ǎn, B̌n, Čn). In this case, we relate these factors to the
original factors as follows:

X̌n ≈
[
[Pn,aΠnSn,aA,Pn,bΠnSn,bB,Pn,cΠnSn,cC]

]
(19)

where Pn,a, Pn,b, and Pn,c represent the scaling diagonal
matrices satisfying Pn,aPn,bPn,c = I . Also, Πn denotes
the common rotation of factors and the selected rows of A,
B, and C are sampled using the sampling matrices Sn,a,
Sn,b, and Sn,c, respectively. Assume that two areas m and
n are mutually identifiable. Then, in order to combine the
rows available in (Ǎn, B̌n, Čn) and (Ǎm, B̌m, Čm), we need
to recover the rotation Πn and Πm as well as the scaling
ambiguities. We consider the two possible cases:
i) |Mn∩Mm| ≥ 2 and |Tn∩Tm| ≥ 1. In this case, we select
any two common rows of Mn and Mm. By calculating the
element-wise ratios between the two rows on B̌n and B̌c, we
can resolve the permutation ambiguity between the two sets
of factors. We apply the counter permutations on all A and
C factors as well. We can then absorb the scaling in A by
setting the elements of the one of the common rows of B̌n

and B̌m as well as the common row of Čn and Čm to be the
same. Then, we proceed by just combining the factors since
the sampling matrices are known.
ii) |Tn ∩ Tm| ≥ 2 and |Mn ∩Mm| ≥ 1. In this case, we can
combine the factors similar to the previous case but using the
common rows of Čn and Čm instead of B̌n and B̌m and vice
versa.

Condition 1) guarantees that all the rows of An, B, and C
can be identified from all partitions combined. Condition 2)
implies that either i) |Mn ∩Mm| ≥ 2 and |Tn ∩ Tm| ≥ 1
hold, or ii) |Tn ∩Tm| ≥ 2 and |Mn ∩Mm| ≥ 1 hold for area
n and at least one area m. Then, condition 2) also implies that
all areas are connected, and hence all rows of A, B, and C
can be recovered. Therefore, X is recovered, which completes
the proof.

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

The proof follows the steps of the proof
of Theorem 2.1 in [39]. First, we prove that
L({Ai}, {Bi}, {Ci}, {Bij}, {Cij}, {Γij}, {Λij}) is strongly
convex with respect to each variable of ai,bi, ci,Bij , and
Cij . Because

‖Mi ∗
(
Xi − JAi,Bi,CiK

)
‖2F

= ‖w(1)
i ∗ x

(1)
i − diag(w

(1)
i )((Ci �Bi)⊗ I

Ii×Ii
)ai‖22

= ‖w(2)
i ∗ x

(2)
i − diag(w

(2)
i )((Ci �Ai)⊗ I

J×J
)bi‖22

= ‖w(3)
i ∗ x

(3)
i − diag(w

(3)
i )((Bi �Ai)⊗ I

K×K
)ci‖22,

and

‖Bi −Bij + Γij‖2F = ‖bi − vec(Bij − Γij)‖22
‖Ci −Cij + Λij‖2F = ‖ci − vec(Cij −Λij)‖22,

which show that L is a strongly convex quadratic function
with respect to each variable of ai,bi, ci,Bij , and Cij ,
respectively. By the form of L and the assumption in the
theorem, we have that L is bounded. By the fact that L is
bounded and that L is strongly convex to each variable of
ai,bi, ci,Bij , and Cij , respectively, we have the following
inequalities hold:

L(aki )− L(ak+1
i ) ≥ ‖ak+1

i − aki ‖22, (20a)

L(bki )− L(bk+1
i ) ≥ µ‖bk+1

i − bki ‖22, (20b)

L(cki )− L(ck+1
i ) ≥ λ‖ck+1

i − cki ‖22, (20c)

L(Bk
ij)− L(Bk+1

ij ) ≥ µ‖Bk+1
ij −Bk

ij‖2F , (20d)

L(Ck
ij)− L(Ck+1

ij ) ≥ λ‖Ck+1
ij −Ck

ij‖2F . (20e)

Let a := min{1, µ, λ}, Zk =
({aki }, {bki }, {cki }, {Bk

ij}, {Ck
ij}, {Γkij}, {Λk

ij}), and
Zk1 = ({aki }, {bki }, {cki }, {Bk

ij}, {Ck
ij}). By (20), we

have that

L(Zk)− L(Zk+1)

=L(Zk1 , {Γkij}, {Λk
ij})− L(Zk+1

1 , {Γk+1
ij }, {Λ

k+1
ij })

=L(Zk1 , {Γkij}, {Λk
ij})− L(Zk+1

1 , {Γkij}, {Λk
ij})+

L(Zk+1
1 , {Γkij}, {Λk

ij})− L(Zk+1
1 , {Γk+1

ij }, {Λ
k+1
ij })

≥a
N∑
i=1

(‖ak+1
i − aki ‖22 + ‖bk+1

i − bki ‖22 + ‖ck+1
i − cki ‖22+

‖Bk+1
ij −Bk

ij‖2F + ‖Ck+1
ij −Ck

ij‖2F )−max{µ, λ}
N∑
i=1

∑
j∈N (i)

(‖Γk+1
ij − Γkij‖2F + ‖Λk+1

ij −Λk
ij‖2F ).
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Taking summation of the above inequality for k from 0 to ∞
and recalling that L is bounded, we have that

a

∞∑
k=0

N∑
i=1

(‖ak+1
i − aki ‖22 + ‖bk+1

i − bki ‖22 + ‖ck+1
i − cki ‖22+

‖Bk+1
ij −Bk

ij‖2F + ‖Ck+1
ij −Ck

ij‖2F )−max{µ, λ}
∞∑
k=0

N∑
i=1

∑
j∈N (i)

(‖Γk+1
ij − Γkij‖2F + ‖Λk+1

ij −Λk
ij‖2F ) <∞.

By (13), we have that

∞∑
k=0

N∑
i=1

(‖ak+1
i − aki ‖22 + ‖bk+1

i − bki ‖22 + ‖ck+1
i − cki ‖22+

‖Bk+1
ij −Bk

ij‖2F + ‖Ck+1
ij −Ck

ij‖2F ) <∞,

which implies that (21a) holds for i = 1, · · · , N . And for any
i = 1, · · · , N, j ∈ N (i), by (13) we directly have (21b) hold.

(ak+1
i ,bk+1

i , ck+1
i )− (aki ,b

k
i , c

k
i ) −→ 0, (21a)

(Γk+1
ij ,Λk+1

ij )− (Γkij ,Λ
k
ij) −→ 0. (21b)

Then we prove that any accumulation point of {Zk} generated
by the distributed ADMM for problem (5) is a KKT point
satisfying (12). By the updates of ai,bi, ci,Γij ,Λij , we have:

(DkT
i Dk

i )(ak+1
i − aki ) = DkT

i (w
(1)
i ∗ x

(1)
i −Dk

i a
k
i ), (22a)

(EkT
i Ek

i + µ
∑

j∈N (i)

IFJ×FJ)(bk+1
i − bki ) =

− (EkT
i Ek

i + µ
∑

j∈N (i)

IFJ×FJ)bki + EkT
i (w

(2)
i ∗ x

(2)
i )

+ µ
∑

j∈N (i)

vec(Bk
ij − Γkij), (22b)

(GkT
i Gk

i + µ
∑

j∈N (i)

IFk×Fk)(ck+1
i − cki ) =

− (GkT
i Gk

i + µ
∑

j∈N (i)

IFk×Fk)cki + GkT
i (w

(3)
i ∗ x

(3)
i )

+ µ
∑

j∈N (i)

vec(Ck
ij −Λk

ij), (22c)

Γk+1
ij − Γkij = (Bk+1

i −Bk+1
j )/2, j ∈ N (i), (22d)

Λk+1
ij −Λk

ij = (Ck+1
i −Ck+1

j )/2, j ∈ N (i). (22e)

By (21), we have that the left-hand and right-hand sides of
(22) all go to zero, i.e.:

DkT
i (w

(1)
i ∗ x

(1)
i −Dk

i a
k
i ) −→ 0 (23a)

− (EkT
i Ek

i + µ
∑

j∈N (i)

IFJ×FJ)bki + EkT
i (w

(2)
i ∗ x

(2)
i )

+ µ
∑

j∈N (i)

vec(Bk
ij − Γkij) −→ 0, (23b)

Table IV: Performance on a real utility feeder system

MAPE(|V |) MAE(θ) MAE(P ) MAE(Q)

0.8833% 0.2552 0.0197 0.0028

Table V: Comparison of the proposed algorithm and decen-
tralized matrix completion

MAPE(|V |) MAE(θ) MAE(P ) MAE(Q)

TC 0.5922% 0.7758 0.0279 0.0105
MC 0.4263% 0.2134 0.0136 0.0068

− (GkT
i Gk

i + µ
∑

j∈N (i)

IFk×Fk)cki + GkT
i (w

(3)
i ∗ x

(3)
i )

+ µ
∑

j∈N (i)

vec(Ck
ij −Λk

ij) −→ 0, (23c)

Bk+1
i −Bk+1

j −→ 0, j ∈ N (i), (23d)

Ck+1
i −Ck+1

j −→ 0, j ∈ N (i). (23e)

Then for any limit point Ẑ1 =
({âi}, {b̂i}, {ĉi}, {B̂ij}, {Ĉij}) of sequence {Zk1},
there exists a subsequence {Znk

1 } converging to Ẑ1.
The boundedness of ({Γkij}, {Λk

ij}) implies the existence of
a subsequence ({Γlkij}, {Λ

lk
ij}) of ({Γnk

ij }, {Λ
nk
ij }) converging

to some point ({Γ̂ij}, {Λ̂ij}). Hence, (Ẑ1, {Γ̂ij}, {Λ̂ij})
is a limit point of {Zk}. We have that the five equations
in the KKT conditions (12) are satisfied at the limit point
(Ẑ1, {Γ̂ij}, {Λ̂ij}). This completes the proof.

APPENDIX C
PERFORMANCE ON A REAL FEEDER

In order to demonstrate the scalability of our algorithm, we
implement it on a 2576-phase feeder from our utility partner
with a ten-area partition for the following slab sampling
scenario: for horizontal slab sampling, we sample ten phases
randomly from nonzero load phases for each area at fifteen
time steps; for frontal slab sampling, we sample each area
at different six time steps. Instead of considering the zero
active and reactive power injections to be known, we leave
them unkown, and the percentage of known measurements is
7.61%. The performance in terms of MAPE and MAEs are
shown in Table IV.

The results in terms of MAPE and MAEs are similar to
those for the first scenario in the slab sampling section on the
IEEE 123-bus feeder, and the runtime is 28 seconds.

APPENDIX D
COMPARISON BETWEEN DISTRIBUTED TENSOR
COMPLETION AND DECENTRALIZED MATRIX

COMPLETION

In [12], a decentralized model-based matrix completion
method was developed by building the data matrix using
multiple time-step data. We compare our proposed distributed
tensor completion approach to the decentralized model-based
matrix completion method for Case 1 in Sec. VI-A and the
comparison results are shown in Table V.



12

The results for the decentralized matrix completion are
generally better than our model but of the same order for
MAPE for the voltage magnitude, and MAE of the voltage
angle and active power. Note that our proposed approach
achieves this result without the use of the model information
required by the decentralized matrix completion method [12].
Also the runtime for our proposed method is 16 seconds, and
that for the matrix completion is around 10 minutes. But it
is worth mentioning that the decentralized matrix completion
model can perform well enough at the same percentage of
measurements with only one time step data due to the power
flow constraints.

REFERENCES

[1] G. Wang, G. B. Giannakis, J. Chen, and J. Sun, “Distribution system
state estimation: an overview of recent developments,” Frontiers of
Information Technology & Electronic Engineering, vol. 20, pp. 4–17,
2019.

[2] M. Baran and T. E. McDermott, “Distribution system state estimation
using ami data,” in 2009 IEEE/PES Power Systems Conference and
Exposition, 2009, pp. 1–3.

[3] R. Singh, B. C. Pal, and R. A. Jabr, “Distribution system state estimation
through gaussian mixture model of the load as pseudo-measurement,”
IET Generation, Transmission Distribution, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 50–59,
2010.

[4] H. L. Dabush, A. Kroizer, and T. Routtenberg, “State estimation in
unobservable power systems via graph signal processing tools,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2106.02254, 2021.

[5] J. Zhang, G. Welch, G. Bishop, and Z. Huang, “Reduced measurement-
space dynamic state estimation (remedyse) for power systems,” in 2011
IEEE Trondheim PowerTech, 2011, pp. 1–7.

[6] K. R. Mestav, J. Luengo-Rozas, and L. Tong, “Bayesian state estimation
for unobservable distribution systems via deep learning,” IEEE Trans-
actions on Power Systems, vol. 34, no. 6, pp. 4910–4920, 2019.

[7] Q. Yang, A. Sadeghi, G. Wang, G. B. Giannakis, and J. Sun, “Robust
psse using graph neural networks for data-driven and topology-aware
priors,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2003.01667, 2019.

[8] A. S. Zamzam, X. Fu, and N. D. Sidiropoulos, “Data-driven learning-
based optimization for distribution system state estimation,” IEEE Trans-
actions on Power Systems, vol. 34, no. 6, pp. 4796–4805, 2019.

[9] A. S. Zamzam and N. D. Sidiropoulos, “Physics-aware neural networks
for distribution system state estimation,” IEEE Transactions on Power
Systems, pp. 1–1, 2020.

[10] J. Ostrometzky, K. Berestizshevsky, A. Bernstein, and G. Zussman,
“Physics-informed deep neural network method for limited observability
state estimation,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.06401, 2019.

[11] P. L. Donti, Y. Liu, A. J. Schmitt, A. Bernstein, R. Yang, and Y. Zhang,
“Matrix completion for low-observability voltage estimation,” IEEE
Transactions on Smart Grid, vol. 11, no. 3, pp. 2520–2530, 2020.

[12] A. Sagan, Y. Liu, and A. Bernstein, “Decentralized low-rank state
estimation for power distribution systems,” IEEE Transactions on Smart
Grid, vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 3097–3106, 2021.

[13] Y. Liu, A. Sagan, A. Bernstein, R. Yang, X. Zhou, and Y. Zhang,
“Matrix completion using alternating minimization for distribution
system state estimation,” in 2020 IEEE International Conference on
Communications, Control, and Computing Technologies for Smart Grids
(SmartGridComm), 2020, pp. 1–6.

[14] S. Lin and H. Zhu, “Enhancing the spatio-temporal observability of grid-
edge resources in distribution grids,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.07801,
2021.

[15] M. B. Do Coutto Filho, J. C. S. de Souza, and M. T. Schilling,
“Generating high quality pseudo-measurements to keep state estimation
capabilities,” in 2007 IEEE Lausanne Power Tech, 2007, pp. 1829–1834.

[16] K. A. Clements, “The impact of pseudo-measurements on state estimator
accuracy,” in 2011 IEEE Power and Energy Society General Meeting,
2011, pp. 1–4.

[17] V. Kekatos and G. B. Giannakis, “Distributed robust power system state
estimation,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 28, no. 2, pp.
1617–1626, 2013.

[18] C. Muscas, M. Pau, P. A. Pegoraro, S. Sulis, F. Ponci, and A. Monti,
“Multiarea distribution system state estimation,” IEEE Transactions on
Instrumentation and Measurement, vol. 64, no. 5, pp. 1140–1148, 2015.

[19] K. Shin, L. Sael, and U. Kang, “Fully scalable methods for distributed
tensor factorization,” IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engi-
neering, vol. 29, no. 1, pp. 100–113, 2017.

[20] N. D. Sidiropoulos, L. De Lathauwer, X. Fu, K. Huang, E. E. Papalex-
akis, and C. Faloutsos, “Tensor decomposition for signal processing and
machine learning,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 65,
no. 13, pp. 3551–3582, 2017.

[21] T. G. Kolda and B. W. Bader, “Tensor decompositions and applications,”
SIAM Review, vol. 51, no. 3, p. 455–500, 2009.

[22] T. G. Kolda, B. W. Bader, and J. P. Kenny, “Higher-order web link anal-
ysis using multilinear algebra,” in Fifth IEEE International Conference
on Data Mining (ICDM’05). IEEE, 2005, pp. 8–pp.

[23] H. A. Song, B. Hooi, M. Jereminov, A. Pandey, L. Pileggi, and C. Falout-
sos, “Powercast: Mining and forecasting power grid sequences,” in Joint
European Conference on Machine Learning and Knowledge Discovery
in Databases. Springer, 2017, pp. 606–621.

[24] A. Karatzoglou, X. Amatriain, L. Baltrunas, and N. Oliver, “Multiverse
recommendation: n-dimensional tensor factorization for context-aware
collaborative filtering,” in Proceedings of the fourth ACM conference on
Recommender systems, 2010, pp. 79–86.

[25] D. Osipov and J. H. Chow, “Pmu missing data recovery using tensor
decomposition,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 35, no. 6,
pp. 4554–4563, 2020.

[26] A. S. Zamzam, Y. Liu, and A. Bernstein, “Model-free state estimation
using low-rank canonical polyadic decomposition,” IEEE Control System
Letters, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 605–610, 2020.

[27] X. Zhou, Z. Liu, Y. Guo, C. Zhao, J. Huang, and L. Chen, “Gradient-
based multi-area distribution system state estimation,” IEEE Transac-
tions on Smart Grid, vol. 11, no. 6, pp. 5325–5338, 2020.

[28] H. Zhu and G. B. Giannakis, “Power system nonlinear state estimation
using distributed semidefinite programming,” IEEE Journal of Selected
Topics in Signal Processing, vol. 8, no. 6, pp. 1039–1050, 2014.

[29] N. D. Sidiropoulos, L. D. Lathauwer, X. Fu, K. Huang, E. E. Papalex-
akis, and C. Faloutsos, “Tensor decomposition for signal processing and
machine learning,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 65,
no. 13, pp. 3551–3582, July 2017.

[30] J. B. Kruskal, “Three-way arrays: rank and uniqueness of trilinear
decompositions, with application to arithmetic complexity and statistics,”
Linear Algebra and its Applications, vol. 18, no. 2, pp. 95 –138, 1977.

[31] L. Chiantini and G. Ottaviani, “On generic identifiability of 3-tensors of
small rank,” SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, vol. 33,
no. 3, p. 1018–1037, 2012.

[32] N. Vervliet, O. Debals, and L. De Lathauwer, “Tensorlab 3.0—numerical
optimization strategies for large-scale constrained and coupled ma-
trix/tensor factorization,” in 2016 50th Asilomar Conference on Signals,
Systems and Computers. IEEE, 2016, pp. 1733–1738.

[33] C. I. Kanatsoulis, X. Fu, N. D. Sidiropoulos, and M. Akçakaya, “Tensor
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