
 

Abstract — The proliferation of distributed energy resources 
(DERs) imposes new challenges to distribution system operation, 
e.g., power quality issues. To overcome these challenges and en-
hance system operation, it is critical to effectively utilize all avail-
able resources and accurately characterize unbalanced distribu-
tion networks in operational tools. This paper proposes a convex 
second-order-cone programming (SOCP)-based AC optimal 
power flow (ACOPF) model for three-phase unbalanced distribu-
tion networks, including smart inverters and Volt-VAr controller 
(VVC) devices. Reactive power-voltage (Q-V) characteristics of 
smart inverters of solar photovoltaic (PV) units are also modeled. 
Moreover, the settings of Q-V characteristics of VVC are co-opti-
mized within the proposed ACOPF, considering the allowable 
range of the IEEE 1547-2018 standard. Furthermore, dynamic 
analyses are conducted to verify the stability of optimal settings of 
VVC. The proposed models are tested on an actual 1747-node pri-
mary distribution feeder in Arizona. The results illustrate the ef-
fectiveness of the proposed ACOPF for unbalanced systems in 
providing a global optimal solution while capturing the non-line-
arity and non-convexity of ACOPF. By co-optimizing settings, sys-
tem operation is improved due to the flexibility of adjusting reac-
tive power output from PV units with VVC. The time-domain sim-
ulations show that the optimal settings result in a stable system. 
 
Index terms — AC optimal power flow, distributed energy 
resources, second-order cone programming, three-phase 
unbalanced distribution system, Volt-VAr controller. 

NOMENCLATURE 

Indices and Sets 
𝑑 ∈ 𝐷 Index and set of demands. 
𝑔 ∈ 𝐺 Index and set of nodes connected to substations. 
ℎ ∈ 𝐻 Index and set of all solar photovoltaic (PV) units. 
𝑖𝜙 ∈ 𝐵 Index and set of nodes (bus 𝑖 and phase 𝜙). 
𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 Index and set of all PV units having Volt-VAr con-

troller (VVC). 
𝑙 ∈ 𝐿 Index and set of lines. 
𝑛 ∈ 𝑁 Index and set of voltage settings of VVC. 
𝜙 ∈ Φ Index and set of phases.  
𝐺(𝑖𝜙)  Sets of connections for substation at node 𝑖𝜙. 
𝐻(𝑖𝜙)  Sets of connections for PV unit at node 𝑖𝜙. 
𝐵(𝑖𝜙)  Sets of line connections for node 𝑖𝜙. 
𝒟(ℎ)  Sets of the load node connected to PV unit ℎ. 

 

Parameters 
𝜌ீ,𝜌௣௩ Energy prices from bulk system and PV units. 
𝓋௡ Auxiliary parameter representing square of default 

voltage setting 𝑛 of VVC.  

𝓋௡,௞
(௧) Taylor series first-order expansion base point for 

auxiliary parameter representing square of voltage 
setting 𝑛 for PV unit 𝑘 with VVC at iteration 𝑡. 

𝜃௜థ
(௧) Taylor series first-order expansion base point for 

voltage angle at node 𝑖𝜙 at iteration 𝑡. 

𝑏௜௝
థథᇲ

 Susceptance between node 𝑖𝜙 and node 𝑗𝜙ᇱ. 

𝑔௜௝
థథᇲ

 Conductance between node 𝑖𝜙 and node 𝑗𝜙ᇱ. 

𝑢௜థ
(௧) Taylor series first-order expansion base point for 

auxiliary variable 𝑢௜థ at node 𝑖𝜙 at iteration 𝑡. 
𝑃ௗ

஽ , 𝑄ௗ
஽  Active and reactive power demands at node 𝑑. 

𝑃௣௩,௛
௠௔௫ Maximum active power point of PV unit ℎ. 

𝑄௣௩,௞
௠௔௫ Maximum reactive power setting for PV unit 𝑘 with 

VVC.  
𝑆௣௩,௛

௠௔௫ Apparent power rating of PV unit ℎ. 
𝑉௜థ

௅ , 𝑉௜థ
௎  Minimum and maximum of voltage magnitude lim-

its at node 𝑖𝜙. 

Decision Variables 
𝜃௜థ Voltage angle at node 𝑖𝜙. 
𝓋෥௡,௞ Auxiliary variable representing square of voltage 

setting 𝑛 of Q-V curve of PV unit 𝑘 with VVC. 

𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

, 𝑒௜௝
థథᇲ

 Auxiliary variables for SOCP-based ACOPF. 

𝑢௜థ Auxiliary variable for SOCP-based ACOPF. 
𝑧௡,௞ Binary variable for operating zone 𝑛 of VVC for PV 

unit 𝑘. 
𝑃௚

ீ , 𝑄௚
ீ  Active and reactive powers from upstream system in 

node 𝑔. 
𝑃௟

௅ , 𝑄௟
௅ Active and reactive power flows of branch 𝑙. 

𝑃௛
௉௏ , 𝑄௛

௉௏  Active and reactive powers of PV unit ℎ. 
𝑄෨௣௩,௞

௠௔௫ Maximum reactive power setting for PV unit 𝑘 with 
VVC.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Motivation and Background 

The increasing penetration level of distributed energy re-
sources (DERs) has made them an indispensable part of modern 
distribution network operation. Different IEEE Standards have 
been established to enhance power system operation and over-
come challenges associated with integrating DERs in grid op-
eration. For example, Standards Coordinating Committee 21 
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(SCC21) has developed IEEE Standard 1547-2018 for the in-
terconnection and interoperability of DERs in distribution sys-
tems [1]. This standard provides a uniform criterion and sets the 
requirements relevant to the performance, operation testing, 
safety considerations, and maintenance of the interconnection 
of DERs such that they can be universally adopted. With the 
issued IEEE Standard 1547-2018, there is a need to update sys-
tem operational tools to improve the representation of DERs in 
distribution operation.  

Rooftop solar photovoltaic (PV) unit is one type of DER, 
which has been widely adopted in distribution systems. When 
operated in the Reactive power-voltage (Q-V) controller mode, 
Volt-VAr controllers (VVC) of smart inverters can adjust the 
power outputs of PV units and maintain the voltage within an 
acceptable range in [1]. For example, excessive PV generation 
in distribution systems can lead to overvoltage issues, which 
can be mitigated via two options: (i) reactive power support un-
der Q-V mode and (ii) active power curtailment of PV units. 
Thus, PV units with smart inverters constitute a set of dispatch-
able resources whose optimal operation can enhance the perfor-
mance of distribution networks. 

 As a result of the high R/X ratio of distribution feeders, the 
assumption of DC optimal power flow typically made in trans-
mission systems is not valid.  Moreover, unlike balanced trans-
mission grids, the distribution networks are commonly unbal-
anced, and the mutual coupling between the three phases cannot 
be ignored. Therefore, a three-phase unbalanced AC optimal 
power flow (ACOPF) model is essential for distribution system 
operational scheduling. However, the three-phase unbalanced 
ACOPF is highly nonlinear and non-convex. Directly solving a 
nonlinear and non-convex model is not preferred because of the 
quality of the solution and the computational requirements.  

Therefore, with the increasing penetration of DERs and the 
recommendations of IEEE standard 1547-2018, there is an ur-
gent need to formulate a convex three-phase unbalanced 
ACOPF that incorporates the dispatching and performance of 
DERs in distribution grids.  

B. Literature Review 

Numerous studies have been conducted for the convexifica-
tion of nonlinear and non-convex ACOPF. For the balanced 
system, two main convex relaxation techniques, which are sem-
idefinite programming (SDP) [2]-[6] and second-order-cone 
programming (SOCP) [7]-[13], are explored to obtain the 
global optimal solution of ACOPF. Reference [2] is among the 
first papers that proposed SDP-based ACOPF and solved it us-
ing the interior point method (IPM) algorithm. Reference [3] 
implements three decomposition techniques to decrease the 
computational time of the SDP-based ACOPF approach. 
Stronger and tighter SDP relaxation is discussed in [4]-[6] to 
mitigate the non-exact issue of the SDP relaxation. The ACOPF 
is first convexified and reformed as a SOCP problem for radial 
networks in [7]. Reference [8] uses hierarchies of linear pro-
gramming with SOCP to alleviate the computational burden. 
Reference [9] utilizes a SOCP-based ACOPF to obtain optimal 
online control of devices. A mixed-integer SOCP problem is 
presented for the reactive optimal power flow (OPF) to deter-
mine the status of shunt elements and tap ratio of transformers 
in [10]. Another mixed-integer SOCP model is proposed by 

[11] to alleviate the unbalance issue from the demand-side with 
DERs. In [12], SOCP-based ACOPF is used in a security-con-
strained OPF problem for the worst contingencies of the sys-
tem. The authors in [13] use a SOCP-based model to improve 
the grid operation with DERs for balanced systems. However, 
the primary and low-voltage level distribution girds are gener-
ally unbalanced due to unbalanced loads, DERs, and line seg-
ments. The assumptions of ACOPF in [2]-[13] may not be ac-
curate enough to address the condition of the system and ensure 
the secure and economic operation in distribution grid.  

Recently, some research efforts have been conducted to for-
mulate the convexified three-phase unbalanced ACOPF model. 
The SDP-based three-phase unbalanced ACOPF model in [14] 
is proposed and solved by alternating direction method of mul-
tipliers (ADMM). Reference [15] proposes a chordal relaxa-
tion-based SDP model for ACOPF in unbalanced systems con-
sidering DERs and voltage regulation transformers (VRTs) and 
provides a tighter convex model for VRTs to mitigate solution 
inexactness. Reference [16] convexifies nonlinear three-phase 
unbalanced ACOPF through a moment relaxation-based SDP 
model with a two-stage hierarchical algorithm to obtain the ex-
act feasible solution. The SDP-based ACOPF for an unbalanced 
system in [17] accounts for the mixture of wye and delta-con-
nection loads, DERs, and step voltage regulators. All references 
[14]-[17] utilize the SDP technique to convexify the ACOPF. 
The SOCP-based model is another potential option for convex-
ifying ACOPF for three-phase unbalanced systems, but rarely 
discussed in literature. To fill this gap, this paper proposes a 
convex SOCP-based ACOPF model for unbalanced distribution 
grids, and the performance of the proposed method is evaluated 
an actual distribution primary feeder. 

The modeling of PV units in the distribution grid operation 
has been addressed in the literature. In [18]-[19], the active and 
reactive power and power factor limits of PV units are consid-
ered in OPF. Reference [20] proposes three different control 
strategies with active and reactive power limits for PV units to 
improve the voltage profile in distribution networks. However, 
the PV models in [18]-[20] may not satisfy IEEE standard 1547-
2018 recommendations. The DERs standard performance in 
IEEE standard 1547-2018 is studied in [21]. The author formu-
lates a decentralized approach to account for the standard char-
acteristic in IEEE standard 1547-2018 for balanced systems. 
Reference [22] proposed a two-level Volt-VAr control scheme 
of PV units in which a 15-min dispatch and real-time adjust-
ment are considered for PV units to enhance system operation. 
The unbalanced three-phase distribution grid characteristics are 
not well captured in [21]-[22]. To improve the modeling of 
DERs in system operational tools in unbalanced distribution 
grids, this paper incorporates the IEEE standard 1547-2018 
characteristic of PV units with a mixed-integer SOCP 
(MISOCP)-based ACOPF. Two different models of settings of 
VVC are considered: fixed default settings and optimal settings. 

C. Contributions and Organization of the Paper 

According to the gaps mentioned above, the main contribu-
tions of this paper can be summarized as follows: 

 A convex SOCP-based ACOPF which accounts for the 
unique characteristics of distribution networks, i.e., single-
phase and three-phase lines, unbalanced network, and mutual 



impedances between phases, is proposed for three-phase unbal-
anced distribution systems. A two-stage algorithm is developed 
to solve the proposed model. The convex SOCP-based ACOPF 
is tested on a real 1747-node primary distribution feeder in Ar-
izona with significant roof-top PV penetration. The simulation 
results indicate that the proposed model has the ability to cap-
ture the three-phase unbalanced characteristics of distribution 
grids and obtain a global optimal solution that is exact for the 
distribution system.  

 The proposed SOCP-based ACOPF is extended and 
converted into a MISOCP-based ACOPF model to account for 
the Q-V characteristics of PV units equipped with VVCs based 
on the IEEE standard 1547-2018. Two different types of models 
for VVC are studied: (i) default settings and (ii) optimal set-
tings. The simulation results show that the proposed MISOCP-
based ACOPF model can capture the Q-V characteristic of 
VVC and the characteristics of the unbalanced network. 

 This work also shows the advantages of optimal set-
tings of VVC in comparison with default settings. Case studies 
show that co-optimizing the settings of VVC within the allow-
able range of IEEE standard 1547-2018 in the ACOPF model 
enables more flexibility to adjust the reactive power output of 
PV units with VVC, which can mitigate voltage issues, improve 
system operation, and reduce operational cost. Dynamic anal-
yses are conducted to verify the control stability of PV units 
under optimal settings of VVCs and load changes. The time-
domain simulations show that the decision of optimal settings 
is valid and does not result in any stability issues in the system.  

Section II explains the formulations and the algorithm of the 
proposed convex SOCP-based ACOPF. The Q-V characteristic 
of PV units and corresponding formulations in MISOCP-based 
ACOPF are introduced in Section III. Numerical results of the 
proposed model and dynamic simulation are presented and dis-
cussed in Section IV. Finally, Section V concludes the paper. 

II. CONVEX ACOPF FOR THREE-PHASE UNBALANCED 

DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS 

A. Convex SOCP-based ACOPF for Unbalanced Systems 

The complex power flow on the line 𝑺௜௝థ
௅  from bus 𝑖 to bus 

𝑗 at phase 𝜙 can be calculated through the voltage 𝑽௜థ  multi-
plied by the conjugate of the line current (phasors are in bold 
font). The formulation of power flow of a three-phase line is 
shown in (1). 

𝑺௜௝థ
௅ = 𝑽௜థ ቀ∑ ൫𝑽௜థᇲ − 𝑽௝థᇲ൯𝒀௜௝

థథᇲ

థᇲ∈஍ ቁ
∗

 (1) 

where 𝑽௜థ is the voltage at bus 𝑖 on phase 𝜙; 𝒀௜௝
థథᇲ

 is the admit-

tance of the path from bus 𝑖 phase 𝜙 to bus 𝑗 phase 𝜙ᇱ; note that 

𝒀௜௝
థథ  indicates self-impedance of phase 𝜙  and 𝒀௜௝

థథᇲ

 (𝜙 ≠ 𝜙ᇱ) 

indicates mutual impedances between phases 𝜙  and 𝜙ᇱ  with 

phasor 𝑽௜థ = 𝑉௜థ∠𝜃௜థ  and 𝒀௜௝
థథᇲ

= 𝑔௜௝
థథᇲ

+ 𝑗𝑏௜௝
థథᇲ

. 𝑉௜థ  and 𝜃௜థ 

are the voltage magnitude and the voltage angle at bus 𝑖 phase 

𝜙 respectively. By substituting 𝑽௜థ and 𝒀௜௝
థథᇲ

in (1), 𝑺௜௝
௅  can be 

written as (2).  

𝑺௜௝థ
௅ = 𝑉௜థ𝑉௜థ൫𝑔௜௝

థథ
− 𝑗𝑏௜௝

థథ
൯ + ∑ 𝑉௜థ𝑉௜థᇲ ቀcos 𝜃௜௜

థథᇲ

+థᇲ∈஍\థ

𝑗 sin 𝜃௜௜
థథᇲ

ቁ ቀ𝑔௜௝
థథᇲ

− 𝑗𝑏௜௝
థథᇲ

ቁ − ∑ ቀcos 𝜃௜௝
థథᇲ

+థᇲ∈஍

𝑗 sin 𝜃௜௝
థథᇲ

ቁ 𝑉௜థᇲ𝑉௝థᇲ ቀ𝑔௜௝
థథᇲ

− 𝑗𝑏௜௝
థథᇲ

ቁ (2) 

Three auxiliary variables (3)-(5) are introduced to reformu-
late the nonlinear three-phase unbalanced formulation (2) and 
eventually convexify it in (6)-(8) and (10).  

𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

= 𝑉௜థ𝑉௝థᇲ cos 𝜃௜௝
థథᇲ

 (3) 

𝑒௜௝
థథᇲ

= 𝑉௜థ𝑉௝థᇲ sin 𝜃௜௝
థథᇲ

 (4) 

𝑢௜థ = ൫𝑉௜థ൯
ଶ
 (5) 

By substituting three auxiliary variables into (2), the active 
and reactive power flows on the line from bus 𝑖  to bus 𝑗 on 
phase 𝜙 can be reformulated as a convex form (6)-(7). The re-

lationship of the auxiliary variables 𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

 and 𝑠௜௝
థథᇲ

 are pre-

sented via (8)-(9). 

𝑃௜௝థ
௅ = 𝑔௜௝

థథ
𝑢௜థ + ∑ ቀ𝑔௜௝

థథᇲ

𝑐௜௜
థథᇲ

+ 𝑏௜௝
థథᇲ

𝑒௜௜
థథᇲ

ቁథᇲ∈஍\థ −

∑ ቀ𝑔௜௝
థథᇲ

𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

+ 𝑏௜௝
థథᇲ

𝑒௜௝
థథᇲ

ቁథᇲ∈஍ , ∀𝑖𝑗𝜙 ∈ 𝐿  (6) 

𝑄௜௝థ
௅ = −𝑏௜௝

థథ
𝑢௜థ + ∑ ቀ𝑔௜௝

థథᇲ

𝑒௜௜
థథᇲ

− 𝑏௜௝
థథᇲ

𝑐௜௜
థథᇲ

ቁథᇲ∈஍\థ −

∑ ቀ𝑔௜௝
థథᇲ

𝑒௜௝
థథᇲ

− 𝑏௜௝
థథᇲ

𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

ቁథᇲ∈஍ , ∀𝑖𝑗𝜙 ∈ 𝐿 (7) 

𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

= 𝑐௝௜
థᇲథ

, 𝑒௜௝
థథᇲ

= −𝑒௝௜
థᇲథ (8) 

ቀ𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

ቁ
ଶ

+ ቀ𝑒௜௝
థథᇲ

ቁ
ଶ

= 𝑢௜థ𝑢௝థᇲ  (9) 

The constraint (9) shows the exact relationship between aux-
iliary variables; however, it introduces non-convexity in the 
model. Therefore, the non-convex constraint (9) is relaxed as a 
convex SOC constraint in (10).  

ቀ𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

ቁ
ଶ

+ ቀ𝑒௜௝
థథᇲ

ቁ
ଶ

≤ 𝑢௜థ𝑢௝థᇲ  (10) 

A general three-phase unbalanced ACOPF can be formu-
lated as a convex SOCP-based optimization problem as shown 
in (11)-(18) with the core constraints (6)-(8), (10). In this gen-
eral model, the PV units without VVC are non-controllable. As 
a result, these PV units inject maximum available active power 
with zero reactive power into the distribution grid. 

min ∑ 𝜌ீ𝑃௚
ீ

∀௚∈ீ + ∑ 𝜌௣௩൫𝑃௛
௣௩

− 𝑃௜థ,   ௜௙ ௜థ ఢ 𝒟(௛)
஽ ൯∀௛∈ு  (11) 

∑ 𝑃௚
ீ

∀௚∈ீ(௜థ) + ∑ 𝑃௛
௣௩

∀௛∈ு(௜థ) = ∑ 𝑃௜థ
஽

∀௜థ∈஽ + ∑ 𝑃௜௝థ
௅

∀௝∈஻(௜థ) ,

∀𝑖𝜙 ∈ 𝐵 (12) 

∑ 𝑄௚
ீ

∀௚∈ீ(௜థ) + ∑ 𝑄௛
௣௩

∀௛∈ு(௜థ) = ∑ 𝑄௜థ
஽

∀௜థ∈஽ +

∑ 𝑄௜௝థ
௅

∀௝∈஻(௜థ) , ∀𝑖𝜙 ∈ 𝐵 (13) 

𝑃௛
௣௩

= 𝑃௣௩,௛
௠௔௫ , ∀ℎ ∈ 𝐻 (14) 

𝑄௛
௣௩

= 0, ∀ℎ ∈ 𝐻 (15) 

൫𝑉௜థ
௅ ൯

ଶ
≤ 𝑢௜థ ≤ ൫𝑉௜థ

௎ ൯
ଶ

, ∀𝑖𝜙 ∈ 𝐵\𝐺 (16) 

𝑢௚ = ൫𝑉௚൯
ଶ

, ∀𝑔 ∈ 𝐺 (17) 

𝜃௚ = 𝜃௚
௦௨௕ , ∀𝑔 ∈ 𝐺 (18) 



The objective function (11) minimizes the total system op-
erating cost including the cost of energy purchased from the up-
stream wholesale market and the cost of solar generation sur-
plus paid to PV owners. The active and reactive power balances 
at each node are constrained by (12)-(13). The VVC enables 
changing the active and reactive power output of PV units and 
provide voltage regulation service. For the PV units without 
VVC, the PV units’ active and reactive outputs are modeled as 
(14)-(15). Voltage limits of nodes are given by (16). Constraints 
(17)-(18) fix voltage magnitude and angle for nodes connected 
to the substation.  

However, the reformed formulations (6)-(8), (10) provide no 
guarantee of a correct and exact solution. One reason is that the 
mutual impedance of the three-phase line creates the virtual 
loops shown in Fig. 1, which makes the network non-radial and 
complicates the determination of an exact solution using the 
SOCP-based formulations (6)-(8) and (10).  

 
Fig. 1. Paths and line power flows for the three-phase unbalanced network.  

Another reason is that the active and reactive power flow 
constraints are not completely bounded by the auxiliary varia-
ble constraint (8). For example, unlike SOCP-based ACOPF 
constraints in the balanced system, the reformed formulations 
(6)-(8) and (10) cannot ensure that the active power line loss is 
nonnegative in the unbalanced distribution system. In the non-
linear and non-convex line flow constraint (2), based on trigo-

nometry, cos 𝜃௜௝
థథᇲ

 and sin 𝜃௜௝
థథᇲ

 between different phase pairs 

have a strong correlation. However, the constraint (8) only en-
sures the correlation of auxiliary variables that are related to the 
phase pairs with the same phase in line flow formulation (6). 
For example, the line power flow 𝑃௜௝థ

௅  and 𝑃௝௜థ
௅  are affected by 

both actual and virtual paths due to the mutual impedance 
shown in Fig. 1. Only the red path for the similar phase is 
bounded to ensure the correlation in the line flow constraints 
(e.g., 𝑐௜௝

థథ
= 𝑐௝௜

థథ
, 𝑒௜௝

థథ
= −𝑒௝௜

థథ ). In contrast, the terms with 

auxiliary variables related to phase pairs with different phases 

(e.g., phase 𝜙 and phase 𝜙ᇱ for 𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

 in 𝑃௜௝థ
௅  and 𝑐௝௜

థథᇲ

 in 𝑃௝௜థ
௅ ) 

have no limit and mathematical correlation for line power flow 
constraints. Those unbounded auxiliary variable pairs make it 
rather hard to obtain an exact solution. To overcome the chal-
lenges mentioned above, new bounding constraints are pro-
posed for the three-phase unbalanced SOCP-based ACOPF and 
solved by a two-stage algorithm.  

B. New Bounding Constraints and Two-Stage Algorithm for 
Solving Three-Phase Unbalanced SOCP-based ACOPF 

This paper proposes new bounding constraints for auxiliary 

variables 𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

 and 𝑒௜௝
థథᇲ

 to narrow down the feasible region, 

address the problems of virtual paths created by mutual imped-
ances, and bound the terms associated with different phases via 
Taylor series approximation. The formulations (19)-(20) are 

linearized expressions of auxiliary variables 𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

 and 𝑒௜௝
థథᇲ

 in 

(3)-(4) by applying the first-order Taylor series approximation.  

𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

= ට𝑢
௜థ

(௧)
𝑢

௝థᇲ
(௧)

ቀ𝜃௜థ
(௧)

− 𝜃
௝థᇲ
(௧)

ቁ sin ቀ𝜃௜థ
(௧)

− 𝜃
௝థᇲ
(௧)

ቁ +

ට௨
ೕഝᇲ
(೟)

ଶට௨
೔ഝ
(೟)

cos ቀ𝜃௜థ
(௧)

− 𝜃
௝థᇲ
(௧)

ቁ 𝑢௜థ +
ට௨

೔ഝ
(೟)

ଶට௨
ೕഝᇲ
(೟)

cos ቀ𝜃௜థ
(௧)

− 𝜃௝థ´
(௧)

ቁ 𝑢௝థᇲ −

ට𝑢
௜థ

(௧)
𝑢

௝థᇲ
(௧)

sin ቀ𝜃௜థ
(௧)

− 𝜃
௝థᇲ
(௧)

ቁ (𝜃௜థ − 𝜃௝థᇲ) (19) 

𝑒௜௝
థథᇲ

= −ට𝑢
௜థ

(௧)
𝑢

௝థᇲ
(௧)

ቀ𝜃௜థ
(௧)

− 𝜃
௝థᇲ
(௧)

ቁ cos ቀ𝜃௜థ
(௧)

− 𝜃
௝థᇲ
(௧)

ቁ +

ට௨
ೕഝᇲ
(೟)

ଶට௨
೔ഝ
(೟)

sin ቀ𝜃௜థ
(௧)

− 𝜃
௝థᇲ
(௧)

ቁ 𝑢௜థ +
ට௨

೔ഝ
(೟)

ଶට௨
ೕഝᇲ
(೟)

sin ቀ𝜃௜థ
(௧)

− 𝜃
௝థᇲ
(௧)

ቁ 𝑢௝థᇲ +

ට𝑢
௜థ

(௧)
𝑢

௝థᇲ
(௧)

cos ቀ𝜃௜థ
(௧)

− 𝜃
௝థᇲ
(௧)

ቁ (𝜃௜థ − 𝜃௝థᇲ) (20) 

Since Taylor series first-order expansion base points (e.g., 

𝑢௜థ
(௧)  and 𝜃௜థ

(௧) ) are introduced in (19)-(20), those base points 

need to be iteratively updated in the SOCP-based ACOPF 
model to obtain an exact and feasible solution. In this regard, a 
two-stage algorithm is developed to solve the proposed three-
phase unbalanced SOCP-based ACOPF model with new 
bounding constraints (19)-(20). 

The overall two-stage algorithm is presented in Fig. 2. The 
algorithm updates the Taylor series base points and adds SOC 

 
Fig. 2. The proposed two-stage algorithm to solve the proposed SOCP-based 
ACOPF for three-phase unbalanced systems.  



constraints if needed. Stage 1 starts from an initial point, which 
can be a flat start for all nodes with voltage magnitudes of the 
substation and voltage angles 0, -120, +120 for phases 𝑎, 𝑏 
and 𝑐, respectively. Moreover, a power flow solution of voltage 
magnitudes and angles from a similar system condition can be 
used as an initial point. With the selected initial point, the initial 

Taylor series base points (i.e., 𝑢௜థ
(௧) and 𝜃௜థ

(௧)) can be calculated 

for the linearized constraints (19)-(20). Then, Stage 1 goes into 
the loop to make the voltage magnitudes and angles converged. 
In the first iteration of the loop, the initial Taylor series base 
points are used to update linearized constraints (19)-(20) and 
the convex SOCP-based ACOPF (6)-(8), (11)-(20) is solved. 
After obtaining the solution of the convex ACOPF model (6)-
(8), (11)-(20), new Taylor series base points are calculated 
based on the obtained solution to prepare for the update in the 
next iteration. If the updated voltage magnitudes and angles are 
close enough to the previous values between iterations, the up-
date of the Taylor series base points has converged. In that case, 
the algorithm can proceed to Stage 2. Otherwise, Stage 1 con-
tinues to update Taylor series base points in the loop until they 
meet the tolerance criterion. In Stage 2, the absolute SOC relax-

ation errors 𝑢௜థ𝑢௝థᇲ − ቀ𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

ቁ
ଶ

− ቀ𝑒௜௝
థథᇲ

ቁ
ଶ

 are checked. If the 

absolute relaxation errors are minor, the algorithm stops and 
outputs the obtained solution. Otherwise, the SOC constraint 
(10) is added, and the algorithm goes back to Stage 1.  

III. Q-V CHARACTERISTIC OF PV UNITS MODELED IN 

ACOPF 

A. Q-V Characteristic of Photovoltaic Units with VVC 

In the previous section, the convex SOCP-based ACOPF is 
proposed with the non-dispatchable PV units that are not 
equipped with VVC. This section extends the proposed ACOPF 
model to account for Q-V characteristics of PV units with VVC 
to enable effective operational scheduling of these resources. 
To this end, the SOCP-based ACOPF model is modified to a 
MISOCP-based ACOPF. Moreover, two different models are 
developed for the default and optimal settings of VVC shown 
in Section III.B and Section III.C, respectively. 

IEEE standard 1547-2018 indicates that the DERs with VVC 
should be capable of injecting and absorbing reactive power and 
participating in voltage regulation [1]. Furthermore, this stand-
ard provides four general modes for the reactive power control 
functions of DERs [1]. This paper considers the Q-V mode pre-
sented in Fig. 3, which is a mandatory requirement for both Cat-
egory A and Category B 1547-compliant inverters. 

 
Fig. 3. Voltage-reactive power mode: Q-V characteristic of PV units with five 
different operating zones.  

𝑉௅ and 𝑉ு are the lower and upper limits for DER continu-
ous operation in Fig. 3. 𝑄௠௔௫ is the setting for the maximum 
reactive power output of DER. As the auxiliary variable 𝑢௜థ is 
defined to represent squared voltage magnitude in the proposed 
SOCP-based ACOPF, the voltage settings for the separation of 
different operating zones 𝑉ଵ, 𝑉ଶ, 𝑉ଷ, 𝑉ସ, 𝑉௅  and 𝑉ு  are squared 
as 𝓋ଵ, 𝓋ଶ, 𝓋ଷ, 𝓋ସ, 𝓋௅  and 𝓋ு , respectively. The mathematical 
expression of the Q-V characteristic can be expressed as (21). 

𝑄௞
௣௩

=

⎩
⎪
⎪
⎨

⎪
⎪
⎧

𝑄௣௩,௞
௠௔௫                  𝑖𝑓 𝓋௅ ≤ 𝑢௞ < 𝓋ଵ

ொ೛ೡ,ೖ
೘ೌೣ

𝓋మି𝓋భ
(𝓋ଶ − 𝑢௞) 𝑖𝑓 𝓋ଵ ≤ 𝑢௞ <  𝓋ଶ

0                         𝑖𝑓 𝓋ଶ ≤  𝑢௞ < 𝓋ଷ

ொ೛ೡ,ೖ
೘ೌೣ

𝓋యି𝓋ర
(𝑢௞ − 𝓋ଷ) 𝑖𝑓 𝓋ଷ ≤ 𝑢௞ < 𝓋ସ

−𝑄௣௩,௞
௠௔௫                 𝑖𝑓 𝓋ସ ≤ 𝑢௞ < 𝓋ு

, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (21) 

The output of PV units, which are equipped with VVC, can 
be controlled and adjusted. The active and reactive power out-
put limits of PV units with VVC are modeled as (22)-(23). 

൫𝑃௞
௣௩

൯
ଶ

+ ൫𝑄௞
௣௩

൯
ଶ

≤ ൫𝑆௣௩,௞
௠௔௫൯

ଶ
, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (22) 

𝑃௞
௣௩

≤ 𝑃௣௩,௞
௠௔௫ , ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (23) 

B. Formulations of Q-V Characteristic of Photovoltaic Units 
in ACOPF with Default Settings 

The expression of the Q-V characteristic in (21) is piecewise 
linear. In this section, first, the expression (21) is converted into 
five different operating zones using a linear representation. Bi-
nary variables, i.e., 𝑧ଵ,௞, 𝑧ଶ,௞, 𝑧ଷ,௞, 𝑧ସ,௞, and 𝑧ହ,௞ are introduced 
for Zones 1-5, respectively. The Big-M method is used to for-
mulate if-then conditional statements for the five operating 
zones. The square voltage settings 𝓋ଵ, 𝓋ଶ, 𝓋ଷ, and 𝓋ସ of VVC 
are fixed default values based on IEEE standard 1547-2018, 
which are 0.942, 0.982, 1.022, and 1.062, respectively. The max-
imum reactive power setting 𝑄௣௩,௞

௠௔௫  is 60% of the apparent 
power rating of the PV unit 𝑘. The formulations of the Q-V 
characteristic (Fig. 3) are presented in (24)-(35). Note 𝑧௡,௞ = 0 
indicates that the operating Zone 𝑛 is activated for PV unit 𝑘.  

The if-then conditional statement for Zone 1 is given by: 

𝑢௞ ≤ 𝓋ଵ + 𝑀𝑧ଵ,௞, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (24) 

−𝑀𝑧ଵ,௞ ≤ 𝑄௞
௣௩

− 𝑄௣௩,௞
௠௔௫ ≤ 𝑀𝑧ଵ,௞ , ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (25) 

The if-then conditional statement for Zone 2 is given by: 

−𝑀𝑧ଶ,௞ + 𝓋ଵ ≤ 𝑢௞ ≤ 𝓋ଶ + 𝑀𝑧ଶ,௞ , ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (26) 

−𝑀𝑧ଶ,௞ ≤ 𝑄௞
௣௩

−
ொ೛ೡ,ೖ

೘ೌೣ

𝓋మି𝓋భ
(𝓋ଶ − 𝑢௞) ≤ 𝑀𝑧ଶ,௞ , ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (27) 

The if-then conditional statement for Zone 3 is given by: 

−𝑀𝑧ଷ,௞ + 𝓋ଶ ≤ 𝑢௞ ≤ 𝓋ଷ + 𝑀𝑧ଷ,௞, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (28) 

−𝑀𝑧ଷ,௞ ≤ 𝑄௞
௣௩

≤ 𝑀𝑧ଷ,௞ , ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (29) 

The if-then conditional statement for Zone 4 is given by: 

−𝑀𝑧ସ,௞ + 𝓋ଷ ≤ 𝑢௞ ≤ 𝓋ସ + 𝑀𝑧ସ,௞, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (30) 

−𝑀𝑧ସ,௞ ≤ 𝑄௞
௣௩

−
ொ೛ೡ,ೖ

೘ೌೣ

𝓋యି𝓋ర
(𝑢௞ − 𝓋ଷ) ≤ 𝑀𝑧ସ,௞ , ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (31) 



The if-then conditional statement for Zone 5 is given by: 

−𝑀𝑧ହ,௞ + 𝓋ସ ≤ 𝑢௞ , ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (32) 

−𝑀𝑧ହ,௞ ≤ 𝑄௞
௣௩

+ 𝑄௣௩,௞
௠௔௫ ≤ 𝑀𝑧ହ,௞, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (33) 

The constraints (34)-(35) ensure that at least one operating 
zone is activated for each PV unit. 

𝑧ଵ,௞ + 𝑧ଶ,௞ + 𝑧ଷ,௞ + 𝑧ସ,௞ + 𝑧ହ,௞ ≤ 4, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (34) 

𝑧ଵ,௞ , 𝑧ଶ,௞, 𝑧ଷ,௞, 𝑧ସ,௞ , 𝑧ହ,௞ ∈ {0,1}, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (35) 

C. Formulations of Q-V Characteristic of PV Units in 
ACOPF with Dispatch-VVC-Settings Co-optimization 

The settings of the Q-V curve for PV units with VVC are 
considered as parameters based on default values of IEEE 
standard 1547-2018 in Section III.B. However, these settings 
can be adjusted for the VVC of each PV unit to meet the differ-
ent needs of the system and improve the distribution grid oper-
ation. In this paper, the proposed ACOPF is extended to opti-
mally identify the settings of VVC curves of smart inverters 
within the allowable range of IEEE standard 1547-2018. For-
mulations (36)-(45) show the additional constraint for the 
ACOPF with co-optimization of VVC curve settings, i.e., 𝓋෥ଵ,௞, 
𝓋෥ଶ,௞, 𝓋෥ଷ,௞, 𝓋෥ସ,௞, and 𝑄෨௣௩,௞

௠௔௫.  

𝑢௞ ≤ 𝓋෥ଵ,௞ + 𝑀𝑧ଵ,௞, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (36) 

−𝑀𝑧ଵ,௞ ≤ 𝑄௞
௣௩

− 𝑄෨௣௩,௞
௠௔௫ ≤ 𝑀𝑧ଵ,௞ , ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (37) 

−𝑀𝑧ଶ,௞ + 𝓋෥ଵ,௞ ≤ 𝑢௞ ≤ 𝓋෥ଶ,௞ + 𝑀𝑧ଶ,௞, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (38) 

−𝑀𝑧ଶ,௞ ≤ 𝑄௞
௣௩

−
ொ෨೛ೡ,ೖ

೘ೌೣ

𝓋෥మ,ೖି𝓋෥భ,ೖ
൫𝓋෥ଶ,௞ − 𝑢௞൯ ≤ 𝑀𝑧ଶ,௞, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (39) 

−𝑀𝑧ଷ,௞ + 𝓋෥ଶ,௞ ≤ 𝑢௞ ≤ 𝓋෥ଷ,௞ + 𝑀𝑧ଷ,௞, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (40) 

−𝑀𝑧ଷ,௞ ≤ 𝑄௞
௣௩

≤ 𝑀𝑧ଷ,௞ , ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (41) 

−𝑀𝑧ସ,௞ + 𝓋෥ଷ,௞ ≤ 𝑢௞ ≤ 𝓋෥ସ,௞ + 𝑀𝑧ସ,௞ , ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (42) 

−𝑀𝑧ସ,௞ ≤ 𝑄௞
௣௩

−
ொ෨೛ೡ,ೖ

೘ೌೣ

𝓋෥య,ೖି𝓋෥ర,ೖ
൫𝑢௞ − 𝓋෥ଷ,௞൯ ≤ 𝑀𝑧ସ,௞, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (43) 

−𝑀𝑧ହ,௞ + 𝓋෥ସ,௞ ≤ 𝑢௞, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (44) 

−𝑀𝑧ହ,௞ ≤ 𝑄௞
௣௩

+ 𝑄෨௣௩,௞
௠௔௫ ≤ 𝑀𝑧ହ,௞, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (45) 

The formulations (36)-(37), (38)-(39), (40)-(41), (42)-(43), 
and (44)-(45) are if-then conditional statements of co-optimiza-
tion of the VVC curve settings for Zone 1, Zone 2, Zone 3, Zone 
4, and Zone 5, respectively. However, making the settings of 
VVC as variables in the proposed model introduces non-con-

vexity in the model due to two nonlinear terms 
ொ෨೛ೡ,ೖ

೘ೌೣ

𝓋෥మ,ೖି𝓋෥భ,ೖ
൫𝓋෥ଶ,௞ −

𝑢௞൯ and 
ொ෨೛ೡ,ೖ

೘ೌೣ

𝓋෥య,ೖି𝓋෥ర,ೖ
൫𝑢௞ − 𝓋෥ଷ,௞൯ from formulations (39) and (43). 

To handle the non-convexity issue in the model, the first-order 
Taylor series approximation is employed to convexify the non-

linear terms 
ொ෨೛ೡ,ೖ

೘ೌೣ

𝓋෥మ,ೖି𝓋෥భ,ೖ
൫𝓋෥ଶ,௞ − 𝑢௞൯ and 

ொ෨೛ೡ,ೖ
೘ೌೣ

𝓋෥య,ೖି𝓋෥ర,ೖ
൫𝑢௞ − 𝓋෥ଷ,௞൯ as 

two linearized formulations denoted as functions 𝑓ଶ  and 𝑓ସ 
shown in (46)-(47), respectively. 

𝑓ଶ(𝑄෨௣௩,௞
௠௔௫ , 𝑢௞, 𝓋෥ଵ,௞, 𝓋෥ଶ,௞) =

𝓋మ,ೖ
(೟)

ି௨ೖ
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𝓋
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(೟)

ି𝓋
భ,ೖ
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೘ೌೣ,(೟)

𝓋
మ,ೖ
(೟)

ି𝓋
భ,ೖ
(೟) 𝑢௞ +
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೘ೌೣ,(೟)

ቀ𝓋మ,ೖ
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ି௨ೖ
(೟)

ቁ

ቀ𝓋
మ,ೖ
(೟)

ି𝓋
భ,ೖ
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ቁ
మ 𝓋෥ଵ,௞ −

ொ෨೛ೡ,ೖ
೘ೌೣ,(೟)

ቀ𝓋భ,ೖ
(೟)

ି௨ೖ
(೟)

ቁ

ቀ𝓋
మ,ೖ
(೟)

ି𝓋
భ,ೖ
(೟)

ቁ
మ 𝓋෥ଶ,௞ (46) 

𝑓ସ(𝑄෨௣௩,௞
௠௔௫ , 𝑢௞, 𝓋෥ଷ,௞, 𝓋෥ସ,௞) =

௨ೖ
(೟)

ି𝓋య,ೖ
(೟)

𝓋
య,ೖ
(೟)

ି𝓋
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(೟) 𝑄෨௣௩,௞

௠௔௫ −
ொ෨೛ೡ,ೖ

೘ೌೣ,(೟)

𝓋
య,ೖ
(೟)

ି𝓋
ర,ೖ
(೟) 𝑢௞ +

ொ෨೛ೡ,ೖ
೘ೌೣ,(೟)

ቀ௨ೖ
(೟)

ି𝓋ర,ೖ
(೟)

ቁ

ቀ𝓋
య,ೖ
(೟)

ି𝓋
ర,ೖ
(೟)

ቁ
మ 𝓋෥ଷ,௞ −

ொ෨೛ೡ,ೖ
೘ೌೣ,(೟)

ቀ௨ೖ
(೟)

ି𝓋య,ೖ
(೟)

ቁ

ቀ𝓋
య,ೖ
(೟)

ି𝓋
ర,ೖ
(೟)

ቁ
మ 𝓋෥ସ,௞ (47) 

By substituting functions 𝑓ଶ and 𝑓ସ into constraints (39) and 
(43), the linearized formulations of Zone 2 and Zone 4 for the 
ACOPF with co-optimization of VVC curve settings become 
formulations (48)-(49). In this paper, Taylor series base points 
in formulations (48)-(49) and (19)-(20) are updated at the same 
time. Moreover, the linearization errors of 𝑓ଶ and 𝑓ସ and SOC 
relaxation errors are checked simultaneously in the proposed 
approach (Fig. 2). 

−𝑀𝑧ଶ,௞ ≤ 𝑄௞
௣௩

− 𝑓ଶ൫𝑄෨௣௩,௞
௠௔௫ , 𝑢௞, 𝓋෥ଶ,௞, 𝓋෥ଷ,௞൯ ≤ 𝑀𝑧ଶ,௞ , ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾

 (48) 

−𝑀𝑧ସ,௞ ≤ 𝑄௞
௣௩

− 𝑓ସ൫𝑄෨௣௩,௞
௠௔௫ , 𝑢௞, 𝓋෥ଷ,௞, 𝓋෥ସ,௞൯ ≤ 𝑀𝑧ସ,௞ , ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾

 (49) 

Moreover, IEEE standard 1547-2018 provides allowable 
ranges for settings of VVC. The settings limits are considered 
and modeled in constraints (50)-(54). 

0.82ଶ ≤ 𝓋෥ଵ,௞ ≤ 𝓋෥ଶ,௞ − 0.04, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (50) 

0.97ଶ ≤ 𝓋෥ଶ,௞ ≤ 1, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (51) 

1 ≤ 𝓋෥ଷ,௞ ≤ 1.03ଶ, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (52) 

𝓋෥ଷ,௞ + 0.04 ≤ 𝓋෥ସ,௞ ≤ 1.18ଶ, ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (53) 

0 ≤ 𝑄෨௣௩,௞
௠௔௫ ≤ 𝑆௣௩,௞

௠௔௫ , ∀𝑘 ∈ 𝐾 (54) 

With the proposed default settings of VVC (22)-(35) and op-
timal settings of VVC (22)-(23), (34)-(38), (40)-(42), (44)-(54), 
the proposed SOCP-based ACOPF model is extended into two 
MISOCP-based ACOPF models, which are tested on the real 
1747-node unbalanced distribution system. 

IV. CASE STUDIES AND NUMERICAL RESULTS 

A. Test System Data and Assumptions 

The proposed models are tested on an actual1747-node 
three-phase unbalanced distribution network of a local electric 
utility in Arizona [23] with different feeders and laterals con-
figurations, i.e., single-phase and three-phase. The total number 
of branches is 1744. The modeled load and PV generation data 
represent a snapshot at 2:00 pm on March 15, 2019. The instan-
taneous penetration of PV for this snapshot is 232%. The total 
active and reactive power demands are 1563.3 kW and 258.9 
kVAr, respectively. The total active power injection from PV 
units is 3625.2 kW. An overview of this distribution feeder is 
shown in Fig. 4. In the original 1747-node distribution primary 
network shown, there is no PV unit with VVC installed. As a 
result, all PV units inject their maximum active power with 
unity power factor, i.e., zero reactive power, into the grid. This 



high penetration of PV units without VVC results in overvolt-
age issues, i.e., voltage magnitude exceeds 1.05 p.u., for some 
nodes at the studied snapshot. Furthermore, the testing system 
is modified by including 8 to 14 VVCs for the PV units at the 
nodes with the worst overvoltage issues. Two MISOCP-based 
ACOPF models, i.e., default and optimal settings of VVC, are 
tested on the modified distribution network.  

The convex SOCP-based and MISOCP-based ACOPF mod-
els for the three-phase unbalanced system are implemented in 
Python and solved utilizing the Gurobi solver. The dynamic 
simulation is conducted using OpenDSS, a software tool devel-
oped by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) [24] for 
distribution system studies. Simulations are conducted via a 
laptop with an Intel Core i7-10750H CPU, 16GB DDR4, and 
1TB PCIe SSD. The PV generation price is modeled based on 
net surplus compensation rates of Pacific Gas and Electric 
(PG&E) on March 15, 2019 [25]. The wholesale electricity 
price is obtained from the locational marginal price (LMP) map 
of the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) for the 
PG&E area for March 15, 2019 [26]. In this paper, the PV gen-
eration and wholesale electricity prices are 21.79 $/MWh and 
55.71 $/MWh, respectively, for the studied snapshot.  

B. Three-phase Unbalanced Convex SOCP-based ACOPF 

The proposed SOCP-based ACOPF is tested on the system 
of Fig. 4 and the accuracy of the proposed model is evaluated 
in this section. Due to the excessive PV injection and overvolt-
age issue in the primary distribution feeder at the studied snap-
shot, the upper voltage limit of nodes is relaxed only in this sec-
tion. Table I presents the maximum relaxation and linearization 
errors by applying the proposed convex SOCP-based ACOPF. 
Since the ACOPF convexifies formulation (9) into a SOC form 
in constraint (10), the SOC relaxation error 𝑢௜థ𝑢௝థᇲ −

ቀ𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

ቁ
ଶ

− ቀ𝑠௜௝
థథᇲ

ቁ
ଶ

 becomes a critical factor in checking the 

exactness of the obtained solution. The total simulation time for 

this test is 9.2 seconds.  
For the 1747-node unbalanced network, the maximum SOC 

relaxation error is 1.1×10-10 p.u., which is sufficiently small to 
ensure that the obtained solution is exact. The linearization er-

rors of 𝑐௜௝
థథ′  and 𝑠௜௝

థథ′  need to be checked as well because 

Taylor series approximation is used to linearize the non-convex 
auxiliary variable formulations (19)-(20). Maximum lineariza-

tion errors of 𝑐௜௝
థథ′  and 𝑠௜௝

థథ′  shown in Table I are considera-

bly low, which implies that the approximations of two auxiliary 
variables are accurate enough in the proposed model to ensure 
an acceptable solution. 

 
Fig. 5. SOC relaxation errors, 𝑐௜௝

థథᇲ

 and 𝑠௜௝
థథᇲ

 linearization errors of convex 
SOCP-based ACOPF for the 1747-node utility primary feeder.  

Figure 5 presents the SOC relaxation errors, 𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

 and 𝑠௜௝
థథᇲ

 

linearization errors for all paths from node 𝑖𝜙 (bus 𝑖 phase 𝜙) 
to node 𝑗𝜙ᇱ (bus 𝑗 phase 𝜙ᇱ) for the 1747-node three-phase un-
balanced distribution primary feeder. In Fig. 5, most of the SOC 
relaxation errors are zero. A few of them are around 10ିଵ଴ p.u.. 

The Taylor linearization errors of two auxiliary variables 𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

 

and 𝑠௜௝
థథᇲ

 are also small enough for all paths. Figure 5 indicates 

that the proposed convex SOCP-based ACOPF model can ac-
curately handle relaxation and linearization errors and capture 
the three-phase unbalanced characteristics of a distribution sys-
tem and obtain an exact global optimal solution. 

C. Results of MISOCP-based ACOPF with Q-V Characteris-
tic of PV Units: Default and Optimal Settings 

In this section, two MISOCP-based ACOPF models are 
tested using the modified 1747-node system with 8 VVCs for 
the nodes of PV units having the worst overvoltage issues. The 
location of 8 PV units with VVC for the modified 1747-node  

 
Fig. 6. Topology of 1747-node utility primary feeder with 8 VVC locations. 
distribution primary feeder is shown in Fig. 6. The overvoltage 

TABLE I 
MAXIMUM RELAXATION AND LINEARIZATION ERROR OF CONVEX SOCP-

BASED ACOPF FOR THREE-PHASE UNBALANCED SYSTEM 

Case 
Max SOC 
error (p.u.) 

Max absolute 
linearization error 

for 𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

 (p.u.) 

Max absolute 
linearization error 

for 𝑠௜௝
థథᇲ

 (p.u.) 

No VVC 1.1×10-10 4.9×10-11 8.1×10-11 

 

Fig. 4. Topology of 1747-node utility primary feeder.  
 



issue is eliminated after adding VVCs because of the capability 
of providing reactive power support and curtailing active power 
from PV units. To further compare the performance of the de-
fault and optimal settings of VVC, two MISOCP-based ACOPF 
models are tested on the modified system with different number 
of VVCs. 

Since the proposed MISOCP-based ACOPF model also in-
volves SOCP relaxation and Taylor series approximation, the 
relaxation errors and linearization differences need to be 
checked to ensure the exactness of the solution. The following 
results show the solutions of MISOCP-based ACOPF model for 
default and optimal settings of VVC.  

Table II shows the maximum SOCP relaxation errors of the 
proposed MISOCP-based ACOPF model for default and opti-
mal settings of 8 PV units with VVCs. As shown in Table II, 
relaxation errors are small enough, which implies that the ob-
tained solutions are exact for two MISOCP-based ACOPF 
models. The linearization errors of default and optimal settings  
models are shown in Tables III and IV, respectively. The line-

arization errors of 𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

 and 𝑠௜௝
థథᇲ

 are all around 10-8 p.u.. It 

should be noted that due to high PV penetration and overvoltage 
issue in the studied snapshot, all 8 PV units with VVC operate 
in Zone 4 and absorb reactive power to mitigate the overvoltage 
issue. Therefore, only the linearization error of 𝑓ସ in the optimal 
settings model is shown in Table IV. It can be seen in Table IV 
that the maximum linearization error is 1.2×10-2 p.u., which is 
small enough for a PV unit. Table III and Table IV imply that 
the proposed constraints based on Taylor approximations are 
accurate and sufficient to ensure acceptable solutions for both 
MISOCP-based ACOPF models. 

Figures 7-8 present relaxation and linearization errors for all 
paths of the distribution network by applying the default and 
optimal settings models. The majority of SOC relaxation errors 

and 𝑐௜௝
థథ′  linearization errors are zero for both models. The 

𝑠௜௝
థథᇲ

 linearization errors are scattered from the maximum (aro- 

 
Fig. 7. SOC relaxation error, 𝑐௜௝

థథᇲ

 and 𝑠௜௝
థథᇲ

 linearization error for default set-
tings model.  

 
Fig. 8. SOC relaxation error, 𝑐௜௝

థథᇲ

 and 𝑠௜௝
థథᇲ

 linearization error for optimal set-
tings model.  

  
Fig. 9. Linearization error of Q-V characteristic for optimal settings model. 
und 10-7) to zero. Figure 9 shows the linearization errors of 𝑓ସ 
for 8 PV units with VVCs in the ACOPF model with controller 
setting co-optimization. As it can be seen, only one PV unit has 
non-zero linearization error, which is relatively small. Figures 
7-9 confirm that the proposed MISOCP-based ACOPF models 
for default and optimal settings of VVC can accurately repre-
sent the Q-V characteristic of VVC in the model and capture 
the characteristics of the unbalanced system. 

Figures 10-11 illustrate the active and reactive power com-
parison of 8 PV units with VVCs for default and optimal setting 
models. Note that only 8 nodes of PV units having the worst 
overvoltage issues are selected to have VVC to mitigate the 
problems in the system. The system-level scheduling ensures 
that the PV units with VVC manage voltage at their local nodes 
and alleviate voltage violations across the feeder. Both models 
need to select a solution with active power curtailment and re-
active power absorption from PV units with VVC to avoid over-
voltage in the system due to the excessive PV active power in-
jection. For the default settings model in Fig. 10, active power 
outputs of PV units 5, 6, and 8 are almost completely curtailed. 
However, there can be much less curtailment if settings are co-
optimized in the model as shown in Fig. 10. Under default set-
tings, there are active power curtailments for PV units with 
VVC in Fig. 10-11, while reactive power absorptions do not 
reach their maximum, i.e., 𝑄෨௣௩,௞

௠௔௫. This issue is due to the fixed 
characteristic of VVC for the default setting case. Zone 5 is ac-
tivated if the node voltage reaches VVC voltage setting 𝑉ସ , 
however, due to the voltage limit (i.e., 1.05 p.u.) being smaller 

TABLE II 
MAXIMUM RELAXATION ERROR OF SOCP-BASED ACOPF WITH 8 PV UNITS 

WITH VVC 
 Default settings Optimal settings 

Max SOC error (p.u.) 1.14×10-7 1.09×10-7 

TABLE III 
MAXIMUM LINEARIZATION ERROR OF SOCP-BASED ACOPF WITH DEFAULT 

SETTINGS OF 8 VVCS 

Model 

Max absolute 
linearization error for 

𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

 (p.u.) 

Max absolute 
linearization error for  

𝑠௜௝
థథᇲ

 (p.u.) 

Default 
settings 

5.2×10-8 9.8×10-8 

TABLE IV 
MAXIMUM LINEARIZATION ERROR OF SOCP-BASED ACOPF WITH OPTIMAL 

SETTINGS OF 8 VVCS 

Model 

Max absolute 
linearization 

error for 𝑐௜௝
థథᇲ

 
(p.u.) 

Max absolute 
linearization 

error for 𝑠௜௝
థథᇲ

 
(p.u.) 

Max lineariza-
tion error for Q-
V characteristic 

(p.u.) 

Optimal 
settings 

5.0×10-8 9.5×10-8 1.2×10-2 

 



 
Fig. 10. Active power comparison of 8 PV units with VVC for default and op-
timal settings.  

 
Fig. 11. Reactive power comparison of 8 PV units with VVC for default and 
optimal settings. 

than the fixed VVC voltage setting 𝑉ସ (i.e., 1.06 p.u.), Zone 5 
will not be activated under default settings. Thus, these VVCs 
operate in Zone 4 and the reactive power absorption is smaller 
than maximum reactive power absorption due to the fixed Q-V 
characteristic and settings (Fig. 3). In contrast, for the optimal 
settings model, the settings of VVC are adjusted to provide 
needed support to the distribution feeder, which results in less 
need for PV active power curtailment. The optimal settings of 
VVC enables the ACOPF model to attain more flexibility to ad-
just the reactive power output by changing the settings of VVC 
and facilitates reactive power support where it is most needed. 
Figures 10-11 confirms that co-optimizing the settings of VVC 
can result in more effective utilization of reactive power support 
by these units. The PV units 1, 2, 3, and 7 have less reactive 
power absorption, however, the rest of the PV units absorb more 
reactive power, which leads to less active power curtailments 
for the optimal settings model. The enhanced flexibility from 
optimal settings of VVCs results in an improvement of the sys-
tem operation as well as a reduction in operational cost and PV 
active power curtailment as shown in Table V. The cost savings 
and percentage of the active power curtailments in this paper 
are calculated via (55) and (56), respectively. 

େ୭ୱ୲ ୢ୧୤୤ୣ୰ୣ୬ୡୣ ୠୣ୲୵ୣୣ୬ ୡୟୱୣୱ ୵/ ୢୣ୤ୟ୳୪୲ ୟ୬ୢ ୭୮୲୧୫ୟ୪ ୱୣ୲୲୧୬୥ୱ 

ୢୣ୤ୟ୳୪୲ ୱୣ୲୲୧୬୥ୱ ୡ୭ୱ୲ 
× 100%

 (55) 

୘୭୲ୟ୪ ୟୡ୲୧୴ୣ ୮୭୵ୣ୰ ୡ୳୰୲ୟ୧୪ୣୢ ୤୰୭୫ ୔୚ ୳୬୧୲ୱ ୵୧୲୦ ୚୚େ

୘୭୲ୟ୪ ୟୡ୲୧୴ୣ ୮୭୵ୣ୰ ୭୤ ୔୚ ୳୬୧୲ୱ ୵୧୲୦ ୚୚େ
× 100% (56) 

Case studies with different number of VVCs are conducted 
to compare the performance of default and optimal settings of 
VVC. To this end, more VVCs are considered for PV units of 
the nodes with the worst overvoltage issues. Table V shows the 
comparison and benefit of co-optimizing the settings of VVC 
within the ACOPF model. Note that the computational time is 
around 30 seconds for all simulations, and all obtained solutions 

are checked to have sufficiently small relaxation and lineariza-
tion errors. As the number of VVCs increases, the PV curtail-
ment decreases for both default and optimal settings models be-
cause more PV units can have higher ability to provide reactive 
power support. As shown in Table V, the default settings model 
always receives higher PV curtailment than the model with op-
timal settings of VVC. For instance, the optimal settings model 
reaches 0% PV curtailment, while the default settings model 
still has 16% PV curtailment in the case with 11 PV units with 
VVC. Also, the amounts of cost saving between the default and 
optimal settings models of VVC are shown in Table V. Due to 
the lower PV generation price compared to wholesale electric-
ity price, less PV curtailment leads to less energy purchase from 
the more expensive wholesale electricity market. This implies 
that the system operating cost can be reduced by co-optimizing 
the settings of VVC as shown in Table V. Furthermore, the 9 
VVCs case gains the highest cost-saving 7.4% by co-optimizing 
the settings in the ACOPF model. 

D. Dynamic Simulation for Stability Analysis of PV Unit: 
Optimal Settings 

Since the improper selection of the VVCs’ settings may 
cause system instability [1], dynamic analysis needs to be con-
ducted to verify the control stability of PV units with VVC for 
optimal settings. In this paper, the stability of the optimal set-
tings and the impact of load change disturbance are evaluated 
through dynamic analysis. The dynamic analyses are imple-
mented via OpenDSS. The Q-V characteristic of PV units with 
VVC is programmed in a DLL file and called by OpenDSS. The 
result of the 8 VVCs case is exhibited as an exemplary dynamic 
simulation in this section. The time-domain of dynamic simu-
lation is 0.9 sec. At the first 0.2 sec, the 8 VVCs of PV units are  

 
Fig. 12. Voltage and reactive power outputs of a PV unit with VVC. 

TABLE V 
COMPARISON OF DEFAULT AND OPTIMAL SETTINGS MODELS 

NO. of 
VVCs 

Default settings Optimal settings 

Cost 
saving 

(%) 
Active 
power 

from PV 
(kW) 

% Active 
power 
curtails 

Active 
power 

from PV 
(kW) 

% Active 
power 
curtails 

8 113.8 41 158.1 17 6.8 

9 153.9 28 196.5 8 7.4 

10 182.8 23 229.1 3 6.3 

11 217.9 16 259.0 0 6.1 

12 238.5 13 274.1 0 5.7 

13 268.4 10 294.2 0 5.4 

14 306.4 6 326.9 0 4.0 
 



inactivated. Then, all 8 VVCs with optimal settings are acti-
vated at 0.2 sec. Finally, load variation is modeled at 0.5 sec-
onds of the time-domain simulation using Gaussian distribution 
with 20% load variance. The dynamic simulation results show 
that all 8 PV units with VVCs follow a similar pattern. Figure 
12 presents the voltage and reactive power outputs of one PV 
unit with VVC. 

As shown in Fig. 12, the voltage decreases, and reactive 
power output increases at 0.2 sec because of the activation of 
VVCs. Then, the load change has a very small impact on both 
curves. Therefore, both voltage and reactive power output 
curves become stable after a short period of time. This implies 
that the obtained optimal settings solution is acceptable and 
causes no stability issue for the system. Therefore, the response 
of the VVC is stable with the optimized settings. 

V. CONCLUSIONS 

In this paper, a convex SOCP-based ACOPF model is pro-
posed for three-phase unbalanced distribution systems. A two-
stage iterative-based algorithm is developed to solve the pro-
posed SOCP-based ACOPF. The Taylor series approximation 
is employed to create a linear relationship among the auxiliary 
variables to make the SOCP-based approach suitable for unbal-
anced distribution systems. The Q-V characteristics of PV units 
with VVC is considered based on the guidance of IEEE Stand-
ard 1547-2018. The proposed SOCP-based ACOPF is con-
verted and extended into two MISOCP-based ACOPF models 
to account for the Q-V characteristic of PV units with VVC with 
default and optimal settings. All proposed models are tested on 
an actual 1747-node unbalanced distribution primary feeder.  

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, a convex SOCP-
based ACOPF for the unbalanced distribution network is rarely 
discussed in the literature. This paper fills this research gap by 
proposing a convex SOCP-based ACOPF model for the three-
phase unbalanced distribution grid operation while accounting 
for IEEE Standard 1547-2018 requirements for smart inverters. 
The proposed models can capture the characteristics of three-
phase unbalanced network. The simulation results show that the 
proposed models can obtain the global optimal solution with 
very small relaxation and linearization errors, which means that 
the obtained solution is exact for the system. Moreover, the Q-
V characteristic of PV units with VVC is well represented by 
the proposed MISOCP-based ACOPF. Besides, the results of 
the MISOP-based ACOPF show that the system operation can 
be improved if settings of VVC are co-optimized in the model 
due to the flexibility of the optimal settings model to adjust the 
reactive power output of PV units. Furthermore, dynamic anal-
ysis is conducted to ensure the stability of the system. The dy-
namic simulation results confirm that the optimal settings are 
valid and cause no stability concern for the distribution system. 
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