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Abstract—Unit commitment (UC) are essential tools to trans-
mission system operators for finding the most economical and
feasible generation schedules and dispatch signals. Constraint
screening has been receiving attention as it holds the promise
for reducing a number of inactive or redundant constraints in
the UC problem, so that the solution process of large scale
UC problem can be accelerated by considering the reduced
optimization problem. Standard constraint screening approach
relies on optimizing over load and generations to find binding
line flow constraints, yet the screening is conservative with
a large percentage of constraints still reserved for the UC
problem. In this paper, we propose a novel machine learning
(ML) model to predict the most economical costs given load
inputs. Such ML model bridges the cost perspectives of UC
decisions to the optimization-based constraint screening model,
and can screen out higher proportion of operational constraints.
We verify the proposed method’s performance on both sample-
aware and sample-agnostic setting, and illustrate the proposed
scheme can further reduce the computation time on a variety
of setup for UC problems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Solving large-scale optimization problems is one of the
cornerstones for many power system operation tasks, such
as unit commitment (UC), optimal power flow (OPF), and
capacity expansion planning. Many such applications require
to solve the problem in a timely manner, as the solutions are
essential to market clearing, power grid reliability, and power
grid operations [!]. And in particular, as the DC power flow
is often utilized in UC models, while the generators” ON/OFF
statutes are often described as integer variables, UC problems
are usually formulated as mixed integer programming (MIP).
There is a lot of computation burden to find the most
economical UC solutions for such NP-hard problems on
large-scale power networks.

The computational burden of the UC problem can be
significant, especially for large-scale transmission systems.
This motivates the research on seeking surrogate models
that are much smaller than the original UC problems yet
ensure equivalence of constrains’ binding situation at op-
timal solution which should be the same as the original
one. On the one hand, the active constraints can be kept
with the constraint generation technique, where the violated
constraints are gradually added into the surrogate model until
the solution to the surrogate model is feasible to the original
UC problem [2]. On the other hand, the redundant constraints

can be screened out by solving a relaxed optimization for
each constraint to identify whether the upper or lower bound
of each constraint is redundant [3]. After securely screening
constraints, the promise is to reduce the computation time
significantly for the reduced UC problems which only involve
a subset of original physical constraints in the UC problem.

Although the total number of UC constraints is theoreti-
cally prohibitive with the above methods, empirical evidence
shows that a vast majority of the constraints are still re-
dundant and only a smaller subset of constraints could be
binding (equality holds) given the region of load profiles [4].
Recent efforts have explored the potential of using cost-
driven [5] and data-driven [6] ways to handle these issues.
[5] adds an operational cost upper bound to the standard
relaxed optimization so as to further narrow the subset of
constraints; [6] proposes to use the k-nearest neighbor as a
screening model to classify the constraint binding statuses
using historical samples, yet both methods have tradeoffs in
accuracy and efficiency.

Indeed, the availability of historical power system oper-
ation records can provide rich information regarding oper-
ational decisions, constraint patterns and load profiles [7],
[8]. Note that the system operating pattern corresponds to a
unique region of load. The reexamination of the inactive or
redundant constraints is needed, once the system operating
pattern changes due to the change of the load. As such, [5]
determines the cost upper bound for different aggregated
net demand, i.e., load level. [9] considers the constraint
screening for varying load ranges and results in a surrogate
model that is applicable in a long operation period. In [10],
the spatial correlation between nodal demands is taken into
consideration for identifying the umbrella constraints.

However, the data-driven method used in [6]-[8] directly
using machine learning (ML) predictions to classify if con-
straints are redundant, which may have simplicity but be hard
to respond to the change of load region and without guarantee
of equivalence. Meanwhile, the cost-driven method proposed
in [5] can promise the solution accuracy, but it adds integer
constraints to the constraint screening problem, making the
screening procedure cumbersome to solve. Thus, it is required
to come up with a method considering load region to achieve
the accuracy-simplicity balance for the constraints screening
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Fig. 1. The schematic of our proposed method. We use the historical records involving load vector and UC cost to train a neural network model serving
as cost model (a), and further use the trained model to get the upper bound of UC cost so as to screen constraints and obtain a surrogate model (b).

problem.

In this work, we investigate the potential of designing cost-
driven paradigms to efficiently screen constraints in the unit
commitment problem. We try to bridge the insights given by
machine learning algorithms and the standard optimization-
based constraint screening processes. Our approach also
utilizes the historical data, but here ML prediction is used
to help optimization-based method screen each constraint
more efficiently. Specifically, we train a neural network to
predict the optimal costs given load inputs [I1]. Then we
can conveniently upper-bound the search space of constraint
screening problem by integrating the cost level predicted and
optimized via the trained neural network model, where the
formulation of the screening can be treated as a simple linear
programming problem. Besides, our method can be flexibly
integrated to screen constraints for either one specific load
vector or for a given region of load, which we term as
sample-aware [3] and sample-agnostic [9] constraint screen-
ing respectively. In sample-aware case, our proposed method
can screen out about 90.03% of the redundant constraints. In
sample-agnostic case, we can realize the UC cost prediction
with relative error less than 1% and remove the redundant
constraints without cost error along with saving the solution
time.

II. PROBLEM SETUP

A. UC Problem Formulation

In this paper, we assume the system operators need to
decide both the ON/OFF statuses as well as dispatch level
for all generators. As the realistic UC problem requires to
take start-up and shut-down costs and logic constraints as
well as ramp constraints into considerations, which make
the analysis of multi-step constraints more complicated, we
firstly consider the single-period UC problem as follows:

n
J(8) = lIln)g ;cixi (1a)
sit. wiz; <x; <wii, 1=1,..,n (1b)
—f<Kf<f (Ic)

x+Af=¢ (1d)

u; € {0,1}, i=1,...,n. (le)

In the UC problem, we optimize over the generator statuses
u, the generator dispatch x and the line power flow f to find

the least-cost solutions with cost denoted as J(£) in the objec-
tive function (1a). ¢; denotes the cost coefficient. Constraint
(1b), (1c) and (1d) denotes the generation bound, the flow
bound and the nodal power balance respectively. Note that
the power flows are modeled as a DC approximation, while
the phase angles are absorbed into the fundamental flows
f e R 1 [11],[12]; K and A map such fundamental flows
to flow constraints and nodal power balance respectively. (1e)
enforces the binary constraint of generator statuses, where
u; = 1 indicates the generator is on.

B. Constraint Screening

Since there are many redundant line flow constraints when
seeking the optimal solution of UC problem with given load
region or specific load vector, which brings unnecessary
computation burden, constraint screening for the line flow
constraints can be meaningful. Similar to [3], we relax the
integer variables u in (1) as continuous variables in [0, 1],
and the screening approach requires to iteratively solve the
relaxed optimization problem to find the upper and lower
flow values on each transmission line. If the upper and
lower bound cannot be reached by the relaxed optimization
problem, we can safely screen out that line flow constraint.

For the case that the load region £ is known, a sample-
agnostic constraint screening problem can be formulated for
a group of operating scenarios, which can be given as follows,

e A o
st wix; <z <wry, t=1,..,n (2b)

— 7 <Kg)f <fr) (20)

x+Af=1¢ (2d)

0<u; <1, i=1,..n (2e)

LeL; (2f)

where F/j denotes all remaining entries of vectors or matrix
which excludes those correspond to f;.

On the contrary, when the specific load vector is avail-
able, we can conduct the following sample-aware constraint



screening:
max / min  f; (3a)
u,x,f° ux,f
st wix; <z <wry, t=1,..,n (3b)
— 7 <Kg)f <fr) (o)
x+Af=¢ (3d)
0<uy; <1, i=1,...,n; 3e)

where £ is a known load vector for UC problem.

The above formulations are both optimization-based ap-
proaches, which seek to find the limit of the flow while
keeping all other flow and generation constraints satisfied.
However, this approach still allows some line flow values
causing unrealistic cost to reach the upper or lower bounds,
and thus there are more redundant constraints reserved [5].

Therefore, it is interesting to consider the economical goal
in the original UC problem, minimizing the system cost, to
further safely screen out constraints.

ITII. LEARNING TO PREDICT UC COSTS
A. Learning Cost Predictors for Unit Commitment Problem

As mentioned before, screening without cost objectives
enlarge the possible value range of load variables f;, which
leads to conservative screening and keep more constraints
as non-redundant. To close such gap, in this paper, we
investigate if it is possible to tighten the search space of
constraint screening by adding a cost constraint in the form
of Z:.L:l c;z; < O, where C is the upper bound whose value
needs to be determined in the following sections.

To achieve such goal, the adopted method should approx-
imate the map between load input and system costs J(€)
well along with predicting system costs efficiently. Thus, in
this paper, we use a neural network (NN) to find the upper
bound. To train the NN model, we utilize the past record of
UC solutions and the training loss between the output of NN
model and the actual cost defined as follows,

L:=|fnn(8) = T3 )

where fyn(£) denotes the NN model given load inputs.
In the next subsection, we detail how to connect NN’s
predicted costs to the constraint screening problems.

B. Tightening the Search Space for Constraint Screening

Note that the ML model is not directly applied for making
operation or dispatch decisions, and alternatively, we are
treating the ML prediction as a constraint to reduce the search
space of optimization-based constraint screening problems
(2) and (3). With such design, the resulting optimization
problem can still find feasible decisions for the original UC
problem. We can then add the neural network’s prediction as
an additional constraint to the original constraint screening
problem to further restrict the search space for each trans-
mission’s flow bounds.

In sample-agnostic case, to ensure feasibility of the con-
straint screening problem after adding the cost constraint for

the whole load space along with restricting the searching
space effectively, we need to find a predicted cost given by
NN which can serve as the upper bound. Then projected
gradient ascent (PGA) algorithm can be adopted to achieve
this goal. PGA can find the upper bound iteratively by
moving £ in the gradient direction at each step along with
projecting it onto £, and the details are listed in Algorithm
1. Besides, in practice, the real load samples may be out
of distribution, and incur costs which are over the upper
bound and thus causing screening failure. Therefore, we use
a relaxation parameter € to adjust the obtained upper bound
PGA(fnn(£)) and integrate it to (2). Then, we can get the
following sample-agnostic screening problem considering the
cost constraint,

RECTON P o
st (2b)(20)(2d)(2e)(2f) (5b)

Zcixi < PGA(fnn(£)(1+¢€). (5¢)
i=1
In sample-aware case, we predict and still relax the UC
cost for each specific sample, as the predicted cost may be
lower than the actual cost, which can result in an infeasible
adjusted screening problem for the investigated sample. Then
we add the relaxed cost to (3), and the adjusted sample-
agnostic screening problem can be formulated as follows,

Ina)g/ mir} fi (6a)
s.t.  (3b)(3c)(3d)(3e) (6b)
Z cirg < fnn(£)(1+¢). (6¢)

i=1
Note that the upper bound given by the NN model will
be a constant given load region or specific load vector, so

the screening problems (5) and (6) can be treated as linear
programming problems which are efficient to solve.

IV. CASE STUDY

To evaluate the performance of the proposed constraint
screening algorithm, we take the original optimization-based

Algorithm 1: Projected Gradient Ascent Algorithm

Input: Load distribution £, trained NN model fyn(€),
step size f.
Output: Upper bound PGA(fnn(£)).
Initialize: Random load vector £°) € £, k = 0.
1: while £(*) doesn’t converge do
Update: PGA(fnn(£)) < fnn(£F))
Calculate gradient Vo fyn(€)
Update: £+ « Proj () + BV, fan (L))
k+—k+1
6: end while
7: Return PGA(fyn(£))
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Fig. 3. Percentage of the reduced constraints (upper) and relative solution time (lower) of sample-agnostic screening on different load variation ranges.

method as benchmark, and also compare our method with
KNN method in this section. The predicting accuracy of the
learning cost predictors, the computational efficiency and the
solution accuracy of the reduced UC problem are examined
over a wide range of problem settings. The details are given
at https://github.com/Hexuan085/UC_SCREENING_ML.

A. Simulation Setups

We carry out the numerical experiments on IEEE 14-
bus, IEEE 39-bus and IEEE 118-bus power systems. For
each system, we consider the load with 0%, 25%, 50%,
75% and 100% variation which is defined as r around the
average nominal values £. When investigating the sample-
aware constraint screening, the load level is known in our
setting and is defined as L. Then the load region £ considered

here can be represented as:

(1-re<e<(1+r)e (7a)
> =L (7b)
=1

To generate samples for training and validating the neural
network model and KNN model, we use uniform distribution
to get different load vectors £ € £ for sample-agnostic case

TABLE I
COMPARISONS OF THE RELATIVE COST ERROR AND RELATIVE SOLUTION
TIME FOR IEEE 118-BUS SYSTEM

Total cost error (%) Total solution time (%)
Range | »s 5o 75 100 25 50 75 100
Method
KNN5 53 98 33 45 | 183 165 164 167
KNNI10 08 O 02 17 | 185 191 19.7 203
Benchmark 0 0 0 0 314 36.1 408 45.6
Ours 0 0 0 0 21.7 334 395 457
TABLE II
PERCENTAGE OF AVERAGE REDUCED CONSTRAINTS OF SAMPLE-AWARE
SCREENING
Num.Gen. Num.Lines Benchmark Ours  Actual €
14-bus 5 20 92.5% 97.5% 97.5% 0.01
39-bus 10 46 84.7% 86.9% 92.4% 0.03
118-bus 54 186 81.5% 85.7% 97.3% 0.01

or random £ for sample-aware case, and then solve (1) for
all loads. The UC cost and the binding situation of each
line flow constraint are recorded. Under each setting, we
solve and collect 10,000 samples for each neural network
with 20 percentage of generated data split as test samples,
while for KNN we solve 2,000 samples only based on 118-
bus system due to computation burden. Moreover, when
evaluating the screening performance of the benchmark, the
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proposed method and KNN, we use the same validation data
and consider 100 samples for each validation case. The used
neural networks all have ReLU activation units and 4 layers,
and corresponding neurons on each hidden layer are 50, 30,
30. We feed the load vector as input for the neural network
and the output is the corresponding UC cost, then we further
use the cost to solve (5) and (6).

All simulations have been carried out on a laptop with
a 2.50 GHz processor and 16G RAM. Specifically, all the
optimization problems are modeled using Python and solved
with CVXPY [13] powered by GPLK_MI solver [14].

B. Simulation results

To ensure the effectiveness and scalability of the proposed
cost predictors, we train the NNs for different load levels, and
randomly select a specific load vector from each load level
to predict the corresponding cost. The results are shown in
Fig. 2, from which it can be seen that the predicted costs
are almost equal to the actual costs obtained by solving (1)
with the relative error less than 1%. Note that the predicted
cost can be lower than the actual cost, so it is reasonable to
consider ¢ in (6¢) to ensure feasibility.

Using the NN models trained for the setting load levels
and the PGA algorithm, we can get the upper bounds in (5c)
so as to conduct the sample-agnostic constraint screening.
Then, this method is compared with the benchmark and KNN
method, which is carried out on 118-bus system and the
results are shown in Table I and Fig. 3. According to Table
I where the cost error and the solution time of the reduced
problems are relative to the result of the original problem
(1), KNN methods can reduce more solution time than other
methods. The total cost errors of the case K=5 are lower
than that of the case K=10, while the situation of the solution
time is on the contrary. Though requiring more solution time,
the benchmark and our methods can promise the solution
accuracy without cost error.

Meanwhile, our method can screen more constraints and
save more solution time than the benchmark in all cases of
investigated power systems with load variation range from
0% to 50% according to Fig. 3. In the cases of 39-bus
and 118-bus systems with 75% to 100% load range, the
performance of the two methods are very close. This may be
due to the increasing patterns of non-redundant constraints
with larger load variation range, i.e., the percentage of the
redundant constraints decreases when widening the load
variation as shown in Fig. 3.

Furthermore, according to Table II, the average percentage
of redundant constraints can reach 92.4% to 97.3% for a
specific load vector. Then, with the sample-aware constraint
screening, most of the redundant constraints can be removed.
Specifically, the benchmark method can screen 81.5% to
92.5% of total constraints as redundant, while our method
defined in (6) can screen 85.7% to 95.1% with setting ¢
properly.

The above results show the following positive effects of
our method:

1) Capturing the mapping between load vector and UC
cost well at different load levels.

2) Realizing the trade-off between computational effi-
ciency and solution accuracy in the sample-agnostic
case.

3) Achieving higher screening efficiency in the sample-
aware case.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORKS

In this paper, we introduce a novel usage of machine
learning to help screen redundant constraints. The neural
networks are trained to predict UC cost so as to integrate
the cost constraints to original screening problem efficiently.
With the cost constraints, the search space of constraint
screening can be sufficiently tightened. Since our method
does not necessarily yield a minimal set of active constraints
for the underlying UC problem, in the future work we
would like to seek theoretical understandings about the set
of constraints and investigate how the proposed techniques
can be generalized to multi-step UC problem with nonlinear
constraints. We also plan to explore the potential of making
sample-agnostic case serve as the warm-start for the sample-
aware case.
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