
ar
X

iv
:2

40
4.

17
54

1v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 2

6 
A

pr
 2

02
4

Applications of Lifted Nonlinear Cuts to Convex Relaxations of the

AC Power Flow Equations

Sergio I. Bugosen, Robert B. Parker, Carleton Coffrin

Los Alamos National Laboratory

Los Alamos, New Mexico, USA

May 2024

Abstract

We demonstrate that valid inequalities, or lifted nonlinear cuts (LNC), can be projected to tighten the
Second Order Cone (SOC), Convex DistFlow (CDF), and Network Flow (NF) relaxations of the AC Optimal
Power Flow (AC-OPF) problem. We conduct experiments on 36 cases from the PGLib-OPF library for two
objective functions, (1) power generation maximization and (2) generation cost minimization. Significant
optimality gap improvements are shown for the maximization problem, where the LNC strengthen the SOC
and CDF relaxations in 100% of the test cases, with average and maximum differences in the optimality
gaps of 23.1% and 93.5% respectively. The NF relaxation is strengthened in 79.2% of test cases, with
average and maximum differences in the optimality gaps of 3.45% and 21.2% respectively. We also study the
trade-off between relaxation quality and solve time, demonstrating that the strengthened CDF relaxation
outperforms the strengthened SOC formulation in terms of runtime and number of iterations needed, while
the strengthened NF formulation is the most scalable with the lowest relaxation quality provided by these
LNC.

Nomenclature

N The set of nodes in the network

E The set of from edges in the net-
work

ER The set of to edges in the network

I AC current

i Imaginary number constant

L Current magnitude squared, |I|2

V = v∠θ AC voltage

S = p+ iq AC power

Sd = pd + iqd AC power demand

Sg = pg + iqg AC power generation

su Line apparent power thermal limit

Y = g + ib Line admittance

Y s = gs + ibs Bus shunt admittance

Y c = gc + ibc Line charging

Z = r + ix Line impedance

W = wR + iwI Product of two AC voltages

T = t∠θt Transformer properties

θij Phase angle difference (i.e., θi − θj)

φij , δij Phase angle difference center and
offset

(·)∗ Conjugate of a complex number

| · | L2-norm of a complex number

ℜ(·) Real part of a complex number

ℑ(·) Imaginary part of a complex num-
ber

xσ Sum of the bounds (i.e., xl + xu)

x A constant value
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1 Introduction

The AC Optimal Power Flow problem (AC-OPF) is fundamental in power systems computations. It
seeks to determine the operating conditions of an electric network such that an objective function (often
generation cost minimization) is optimized, electricity demand is met, and AC power flow equalities are
satisfied. This problem contains nonconvex and nonlinear constraints, and is known to be NP-hard [1].

Convex relaxations such as the Semi-definite Programming (SDP), Second Order Cone (SOC), Convex
DistFlow (CDF), Quadratic Convex (QC) and Network Flow (NF) formulations are useful to provide bounds
on the AC-OPF objective function, prove infeasibility of particular instances, and produce a solution that,
if found feasible in the original nonconvex problem, guarantees that it is a global optimum [2]. Convex
relaxations are also useful to provide bounds in contexts where using a nonconvex model is intractable.
Strengthened convex relaxations provide better performance in global optimization algorithms by reducing
the number of partitions required in branch-and-bound, or reducing the number of iterations needed in
multi-tree methods [3, 4, 5].

Convex relaxations must balance solution quality (tightness) with tractability. Coffrin et al. [2] develops
a novel approach to derive lifted nonlinear cuts for the AC power flow equations, specifically to strengthen
the SDP and QC relaxations, without significantly increasing solve time. In this paper, we extend the lifted
nonlinear cuts to the SOC [6], CDF [7] and NF [8] relaxations. We demonstrate the improved quality of the
relaxations and show the trade-off between relaxation quality and solve time that exists among the tightened
versions of these three formulations. The computational study is conducted on 36 test cases from the PGLib-
OPF benchmark library [9], which features realistic datasets incorporating bus shunts, line charging, and
transformers.

2 Strengthening Convex Relaxations

The AC-OPF problem is NP-hard due to the nonconvex product of voltage variables ViV
∗
j . This product

can be lifted into a higher-dimensional space (i.e. the W -space), where voltage phase information is lost.
The absolute square of the voltage product is then relaxed (Eq. (1d)) to obtain the basis for the SOC, CDF,
and NF relaxations,

wi = |Vi|
2 ∀i ∈ N (1a)

Wij = ViV
∗
j ∀(i, j) ∈ E (1b)

|Wij |
2 = wiwj ∀(i, j) ∈ E (1c)

|Wij |
2 ≤ wiwj ∀(i, j) ∈ E (1d)

Coffrin et al. [2] propose a novel approach to derive valid inequalities in the W -space. These valid
inequalities, referred as lifted nonlinear cuts (LNC), have been proven to strengthen the SDP and QC
relaxations. The LNC are shown in Eqs. (2)-(3), where φij = (θu

ij + θl
ij)/2 and δij = (θu

ij − θl
ij)/2.

vσ
i v

σ
j (w

R
ij cosφij + wI

ij sinφij)

− vu
j cos(δij)v

σ
j wi − vu

i cos(δij)v
σ
i

(wR
ij)

2 + (wI
ij)

2

wi

≥ vu
i v

u
j cos(δij)× (vl

iv
l
j − vu

i v
u
j ) ∀(i, j) ∈ E

(2)

vσ
i v

σ
j (w

R
ij cosφij + wI

ij sinφij)

− vl
j cos(δij)v

σ
j wi − vl

i cos(δij)v
σ
i

(wR
ij)

2 + (wI
ij)

2

wi

≥ vl
iv

l
j cos(δij)× (vu

i v
u
j − vl

iv
l
j) ∀(i, j) ∈ E

(3)

These LNC are nonlinear, but can be linearized by lifting them to the R
4 space {wi, wj , wR

ij , wI
ij}

using Eq. (1c). The goal of this work is to project these LNC into the variable space of the CDF and NF
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relaxations, and demonstrate that they provide tighter optimality gaps. Note that the LNC are by default
expressed in the W -space, thus they are directly applicable to strengthen the SOC relaxation. To highlight
the effectiveness of these LNC, we run an optimization-based bound tightening (OBBT) algorithm for the
voltage (vi) and phase angle difference (θij) variables using the QC relaxation [10, 11]. The LNC benefits
from these procedure as they are derived using the bounds on these variables.

2.1 Strengthened NF relaxation

The voltage product defined as Wij = wR
ij + iwI

ij is not a variable in the NF relaxation. Instead, this
formulation is defined in the space of the following variables: {wi, Sij}. The AC line flow equation, solved
for the voltage product term, yields Wij = wi − Z∗

ijSij ; this equation is the basis to derive expressions for

wR
ij and wI

ij in terms of the NF variables. These are shown in Eqs. (4)-(5), and are used to replace wR
ij and

wI
ij in Eqs. (2)-(3). The extended expressions are shown in Appendix A.

wR
ij = ℜ(wi −Z∗

ijSij) ∀(i, j) ∈ E (4)

wI
ij = ℑ(wi −Z∗

ijSij) ∀(i, j) ∈ E (5)

2.2 Strengthened CDF relaxation

This relaxation is defined in the space of the following variables: {wi, Lij , Sij}. The expression for wR
ij

in terms of the CDF variables is shown in Eq. (6) and is obtained by computing the absolute square of the
AC current, namely Lij = IijI

∗
ij = |Yij |

2(wi − Wij − W ∗
ij + wj). The expression for wI

ij is equivalent to

Eq. (5). These equations are meant to replace wR
ij and wI

ij in Eqs. (2)-(3). The extended expressions are
shown in Appendix B. Even though Eq. (4) is also in the variable space of the CDF relaxation, preliminary
experiments demonstrated that the inclusion of the Lij variable in wR

ij is necessary to improve the runtime
performance of this formulation.

wR
ij =

1

2

(

wi + wj −
Lij

|Yij |2

)

∀(i, j) ∈ E (6)

3 Computational Evaluation

This section presents the benefits of strengthening the SOC, CDF, and NF relaxations with their associ-
ated LNC projections, which were extended and implemented with bus shunts, line charging, and transform-
ers. The formulations for the SOC and CDF relaxations can be found in [12], while the formulation for NF
is in [8]. Computations are conducted on a machine with an Apple M2 Max processor and 64 GB of RAM.
IPOPT 3.14 [13] with linear solver MA27 was used for finding locally optimal solutions to the extended
nonconvex AC-OPF formulated in JuMP v1.20 [14] using PowerModels v0.21 [15]. JuMP and Gurobi v10.0
[16] were used to model and solve the original and strengthened relaxations. A parallelized implementation
of the OBBT algorithm in [10] was used to precompute tight variable bounds for the datasets. We present
results for the objective of minimizing generation cost and, given that the LNC are equivalent to an upper
bound on branch line losses (see Appendix C), we also present results for the objective of maximizing power
generation. These types of problems are present in a range of applications, such as robust optimization [17]
and determination of voltage stability margins [18]. Results are shown in Tables 1-4 and summarized below.

(1) For the maximization problem: the LNC strengthen the SOC and CDF relaxations in 100% of the
test cases, with average and maximum differences in the optimality gaps of 23.1% and 93.5% respectively.
The NF relaxation is strengthened in 79.2% of test cases, with average and maximum differences in the
optimality gaps of 3.45% and 21.2% respectively.

(2) For the minimization problem: the LNC strengthen the SOC and CDF relaxations in 41.7% of the test
cases, with average and maximum differences in the optimality gaps of 0.13% and 0.66% respectively. The
NF relaxation is strengthened in 75% of test cases, with average and maximum differences in the optimality
gaps of 1.05% and 6.67% respectively.
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Table 1: Optimality gaps and runtime results for the power generation maximization problem. Test cases
preprocessed with OBBT.

% Optimality Gap Runtime (s)
Test Case SOC SOC+LNC CDF CDF+LNC NF NF+LNC SOC SOC+LNC CDF CDF+LNC NF NF+LNC
case14 ieee sad 15.28 10.06 15.28 10.06 22.14 17.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
case24 ieee rts sad 40.19 16.98 40.19 16.98 53.86 53.15 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case30 ieee sad 14.63 13.38 14.63 13.38 15.51 14.86 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case39 epri sad 23.47 10.63 23.47 10.63 31.28 31.28 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case57 ieee sad 23.69 8.64 23.69 8.64 52.97 50.34 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case60 c sad 145.62 52.82 146.34 52.82 242.20 242.20 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00
case73 ieee rts sad 41.88 22.34 41.88 22.34 53.54 53.09 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.01
case118 ieee sad 93.65 38.90 94.10 38.91 132.14 131.29 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.01
case300 ieee sad 8.23 5.81 8.26 5.80 33.95 32.65 0.20 0.22 0.09 0.09 0.01 0.02
case793 goc sad 68.65 55.70 68.91 55.70 102.23 99.67 1.17 1.32 0.15 0.23 0.02 0.05
case2312 goc sad 64.61 61.57 64.78 61.50 97.14 97.07 9.90 14.17 0.67 1.02 0.07 0.18
case3022 goc sad 82.81 75.84∗ 83.77 73.89 164.13 163.67 14.17 10.73 0.92 1.22 0.08 0.15
Test Case SOC SOC+LNC CDF CDF+LNC NF NF+LNC SOC SOC+LNC CDF CDF+LNC NF NF+LNC
case14 ieee api 46.48 4.64 46.65 4.64 51.47 37.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
case24 ieee rts api 43.36 8.09 44.86 8.09 73.48 67.70 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case30 ieee api 43.10 2.80 44.09 2.80 68.94 47.72 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case39 epri api 14.91 3.31 14.91 3.31 33.99 33.99 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case57 ieee api 70.81 21.48 70.83 21.48 123.27 121.60 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case60 c api 33.16 18.84 33.16 18.84 76.68 76.68 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00
case73 ieee rts api 42.21 13.47 43.46 13.47 73.75 68.10 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00
case118 ieee api 88.62 39.93 89.14 39.95 106.40 105.52 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.01
case300 ieee api 26.74 18.19 26.99 18.17 40.65 38.75 0.17 0.28 0.11 0.13 0.01 0.02
case793 goc api 72.13 63.43 72.28 63.43 84.99 84.90 0.45 0.65 0.18 0.39 0.01 0.03
case2312 goc api 60.50 59.71 60.51 59.71 73.72 73.72 0.72 0.97 0.54 0.79 0.05 0.09
case3022 goc api 95.59 89.45∗ 96.19 88.19 112.47 112.05 3.79 4.80 0.80 1.01 0.08 0.15

∗Solver displayed numerical warnings / Suboptimal termination.

Table 2: Optimality gaps and runtime results for the generation cost minimization problem. Test cases
preprocessed with OBBT.

% Optimality Gap Runtime (s)
Test Case SOC SOC+LNC CDF CDF+LNC NF NF+LNC SOC SOC+LNC CDF CDF+LNC NF NF+LNC
case14 ieee sad 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 21.35 14.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
case24 ieee rts sad 2.09 2.09 2.09 2.09 13.63 11.52 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case30 ieee sad 1.90 1.89 1.90 1.89 13.93 12.76 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case39 epri sad 0.18 0.17 0.17 0.17 2.60 2.43 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case57 ieee sad 0.18 0.17 0.18 0.17 2.51 2.37 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case60 c sad 1.50 1.34 1.50 1.34 3.92 3.49 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00
case73 ieee rts sad 3.32 3.32 3.32 3.32 16.18 14.44 0.11 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.01
case118 ieee sad 5.31 4.65 5.31 4.65 11.53 11.53 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.01
case300 ieee sad 1.06 1.05† 1.06 0.95 8.02 7.84 0.46 0.68 0.09 0.54 0.01 0.04
case793 goc sad 8.78† 8.54† 6.94 6.93 10.07 9.33 1.80 3.57 0.21 0.34 0.03 0.07
case2312 goc sad 4.25† 4.19† 3.93 3.91 5.87 5.87 7.53 10.85 7.03 10.52 0.14 0.26
case3022 goc sad 2.76† 2.76† 2.77 2.77 2.95 2.95 9.94 3.41 1.27 1.57 0.14 0.22
Test Case SOC SOC+LNC CDF CDF+LNC NF NF+LNC SOC SOC+LNC CDF CDF+LNC NF NF+LNC
case14 ieee api 5.13 5.13 5.13 5.13 22.25 22.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
case24 ieee rts api 3.39 3.39 3.39 3.39 10.55 10.25 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case30 ieee api 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 15.52 13.82 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case39 epri api 0.63 0.63 0.63 0.63 2.19 2.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
case57 ieee api 6.48 6.40 6.48 6.40 18.08 16.84 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00
case60 c api 0.88 0.77 0.88 0.77 5.69 5.08 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00
case73 ieee rts api 1.90 1.90 1.90 1.90 6.63 6.34 0.06 0.09 0.03 0.10 0.00 0.01
case118 ieee api 7.56 7.52 7.56 7.52 16.21 15.45 0.05 0.07 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.01
case300 ieee api 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.60 4.26 4.10 0.23 0.22 0.07 0.11 0.01 0.04
case793 goc api 23.54† 21.80† 13.96 13.93 17.21 17.05 1.60 2.53 0.18 0.23 0.02 0.05
case2312 goc api 25.00† 23.56† 17.56 17.52 19.72 19.72 11.43 8.21 0.67 2.13 0.09 0.13
case3022 goc api 13.50† 13.49† 13.46 13.46 14.42 14.42 2.93 4.96 0.95 6.34 0.14 0.22

†Solver displayed numerical warnings / Suboptimal termination.

(3) The LNC have a more significant effect on the optimality gaps for the maximization objective given
their equivalence to an upper bound on branch line losses.

(4) Tables 3 and 4 emphasize the runtime performance difference between the three strengthened relax-
ations. Even though the SOC and CDF relaxations are mathematically equivalent, thus providing the same
relaxation quality [12], the strengthened CDF has better performance than the strengthened SOC, displaying
significantly less numerical warnings during each solve.
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(5) Coffrin et al. [8] demonstrated that the NF relaxation is scalable for large datasets due to its linearity.
Here, the NF relaxation still shows good scalability, even with the inclusion of the LNC, making it suitable
for finding tighter optimality gaps when the use of stronger relaxations is computationally prohibitive. It
shows appropriate scalability up to 78,484 buses, making it a good choice for obtaining fast lower bounds in
global solution algorithms for large networks.

Table 3: Performance comparison - Power generation maximization.

SOC+LNC CDF+LNC NF+LNC
Test Case Runtime (s) Iterations Runtime (s) Iterations Runtime (s) Iterations
case4837 goc sad 2.70 50 3.06 59 0.59 22
case5658 epigrids sad 30.93 306 2.43 31 1.11 22
case9591 goc sad 7.49 54 9.81 87 1.88 35
case24464 goc sad 17.46 53 10.87 50 3.80 17
case30000 goc sad 22.65 94 11.34 51 2.06 20
case78484 epigrids sad 870.59‡ 342 41.77 44 9.24 19
case4837 goc api 4.94 80 1.18 28 0.28 9
case5658 epigrids api 25.19 294 1.30 27 0.30 11
case9591 goc api 8.73 73 3.94 37 0.70 14
case24464 goc api 152.70‡ 237 10.05 38 2.34 16
case30000 goc api 17.98 80 9.92 51 0.86 17
case78484 epigrids api 388.13‡ 241 41.00 45 7.10 20

‡Solver displayed numerical warnings / Suboptimal termination.

Table 4: Performance comparison - Generation cost minimization.

SOC+LNC CDF+LNC NF+LNC
Test Case Runtime (s) Iterations Runtime (s) Iterations Runtime (s) Iterations
case4837 goc sad 13.77 171 2.92 37 0.46 39
case5658 epigrids sad 6.48 62 3.15 41 1.74 66
case9591 goc sad 36.08 178 10.33 59 1.37 58
case24464 goc sad 118.78§ 173 28.03§ 72 3.25 52
case30000 goc sad 72.01§ 115 47.57§ 96 1.92 56
case78484 epigrids sad 170.44§ 68 74.41 72 16.54 84
case4837 goc api 25.10 285 1.99 40 0.33 35
case5658 epigrids api.m 8.42 113 1.94 39 0.35 0
case9591 goc api 20.00 119 6.48 52 1.02 50
case24464 goc api 122.18§ 183 28.97§ 75 2.60 47
case30000 goc api § § 41.21§ 118 1.14 39
case78484 epigrids api 123.35 74 53.00 57 14.52 70

§Solver displayed numerical warnings / Suboptimal termination.

4 Conclusion

This letter demonstrates that the projection of lifted nonlinear cuts into the variable space of the SOC,
CDF and NF relaxations has the potential to produce tighter optimality gaps with minimal additional
runtime overheads. We showed the trade-off between relaxation quality and solve time, concluding that even
though the strengthened SOC and CDF formulations are equivalent, the strengthened CDF is the better
alternative for solving large datasets. While the NF relaxation provides a weaker optimality gap than CDF,
it allows for computation of fast lower bounds during branch and bound algorithms for datasets with more
than 78,484 buses.
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Appendix A: Network Flow (NF) relaxation

The extended AC line flow equation, solved for the voltage product term, yields,

Wij =

(

Z∗

ijTij

(

(Yij + Y c
ij)

wi

|Tij |2
− Sij

))

∀(i, j) ∈ E (7)

Expressions for wR
ij and wI

ij are derived as follows,

wR
ij = ℜ

(

Z∗

ijTij

(

(Yij + Y c
ij)

wi

|Tij |2
− Sij

))

∀(i, j) ∈ E (8)

wI
ij = ℑ

(

Z∗

ijTij

(

(Yij + Y c
ij)

wi

|Tij |2
− Sij

))

∀(i, j) ∈ E (9)

The implementation in JuMP is based on the real number formulation for Eqs. (8)-(9),

wR
ij =

(

tzR
ij(g + gc

ij) + tzI
ij(b+ bcij)

)

wi

(tRij)
2 + (tIij)

2
− tzR

ijpij + tzI
ijqij ∀(i, j) ∈ E (10)

wI
ij =

(

tzI
ij(g + gc

ij)− tzR
ij(b+ bcij)

)

wi

(tRij)
2 + (tIij)

2
− tzI

ijpij − tzR
ijqij ∀(i, j) ∈ E (11)

Where the terms tzRij and tzIij are defined as,

tzR
ij = rtRij + xtIij ∀(i, j) ∈ E (12)

tzI
ij = rtIij − xtRij ∀(i, j) ∈ E (13)
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Appendix B: Convex DistFlow (CDF) relaxation

An expression for wR
ij , needed for the lifted nonlinear cut (LNC) implementation, is derived as follows.

We first obtain an equation for the absolute square of Ohm’s law, which is valid for the extended AC-OPF
feasibility problem and is needed to lift the nonconvex problem into the space of line currents (L-space).

IijI
∗
ij =

(

(Yij + Y c
ij)

Vi

Tij

− YijVj

)(

(Yij + Y c
ij)

∗ V
∗
i

T ∗

ij

− Y ∗

ijV
∗
j

)

∀(i, j) ∈ E (14)

Expanding Eq. (14) and considering IijI
∗
ij = |Iij |

2, we obtain,

|Iij |
2 = |Yij |

2

(

|Vi|
2

|Tij |2
−

ViV
∗
j

Tij

−
V ∗
i Vj

T ∗

ij

+ |Vj |
2

)

+ (Y c
ijSij + Y c∗

ij S∗
ij)− |Y c

ij |
2
|Vi|

2

|Tij |2
∀(i, j) ∈ E (15)

Assigning the CDF variables {wi, Lij , Sij},

Lij = |Yij |
2

(

wi

|Tij |2
−

Wij

Tij

−
W ∗

ij

T ∗

ij

+ wj

)

+ (Y c
ijSij + Y c∗

ij S∗
ij)− |Y c

ij |
2

wi

|Tij |2
(16)

Applying the complex number property: X +X∗ = 2ℜ(X), the expression for wR
ij is obtained from Eq.

(16), observing the equivalence,

(

wi

|Tij |2
−

Wij

Tij

−
W ∗

ij

T ∗

ij

+ wj

)

⇔

(

wi

|Tij |2
−

2ℜ(Wij)

ℜ(Tij)
+ wj

)

(17)

Thus, the projection of wR
ij in the variable space of the CDF relaxation is given by Eq. (18).

wR
ij =

tRij

2

(

wi

|Tij |2
+ wj −

(

Lij − Y c
ijSij − Y c∗

ij S∗
ij + |Y c

ij |
2

wi

|Tij |2

)

|Zij |
2

)

∀(i, j) ∈ E (18)

For implementation purposes in JuMP, we express Eq. (18) in terms of real numbers,

wR
ij =

tRij

2

[

wi

(tRij)
2 + (tIij)

2
+wj−

(

Lij−2gc
ijpij+2bcijqij+

wi

(

(gc
ij)

2 + (bcij)
2
)

(tRij)
2 + (tIij)

2

)

(r2+x2)

]

∀(i, j) ∈ E (19)

Finally, the expression for wI
ij is shown in Eq. (11).
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Appendix C

Proposition. The LNC are equivalent to an upper bound on branch line losses.

Proof. The LNC are given by Eqs. (20)-(21), where φij = (θu
ij + θl

ij)/2 and δij = (θu
ij − θl

ij)/2.

vσ
i v

σ
j (w

R
ij cosφij + wI

ij sinφij)− vu
j cos(δij)v

σ
j wi − vu

i cos(δij)v
σ
i

(wR
ij)

2 + (wI
ij)

2

wi

≥ vu
i v

u
j cos(δij)× (vl

iv
l
j − vu

i v
u
j ) ∀(i, j) ∈ E

(20)

vσ
i v

σ
j (w

R
ij cosφij + wI

ij sinφij)− vl
j cos(δij)v

σ
j wi − vl

i cos(δij)v
σ
i

(wR
ij)

2 + (wI
ij)

2

wi

≥ vl
iv

l
j cos(δij)× (vu

i v
u
j − vl

iv
l
j) ∀(i, j) ∈ E

(21)

Lifting the LNC to the R
4 space {wi, wj , w

R
ij , w

I
ij} using |Wij |

2 = wiwj , we obtain,

vσ
i v

σ
j (w

R
ij cosφij + wI

ij sinφij)− vu
j cos(δij)v

σ
j wi − vu

i cos(δij)v
σ
i wj

≥ vu
i v

u
j cos(δij)× (vl

iv
l
j − vu

i v
u
j ) ∀(i, j) ∈ E

(22)

vσ
i v

σ
j (w

R
ij cosφij + wI

ij sinφij)− vl
j cos(δij)v

σ
j wi − vl

i cos(δij)v
σ
i wj

≥ vl
iv

l
j cos(δij)× (vu

i v
u
j − vl

iv
l
j) ∀(i, j) ∈ E

(23)

Assuming symmetrical bounds on the phase angle differences (i.e. θuij = −θlij), φij = 0. Reorganizing

the LNC and solving for wR
ij , we obtain a lower bound on this variable, as shown:

wR
ij ≥

vu
i v

u
j cos(δij)× (vl

iv
l
j − vu

i v
u
j ) + vu

j cos(δij)v
σ
j wi + vu

i cos(δij)v
σ
i wj

vσ
i v

σ
j

∀(i, j) ∈ E (24)

wR
ij ≥

vl
iv

l
j cos(δij)× (vu

i v
u
j − vl

iv
l
j) + vl

j cos(δij)v
σ
j wi + vl

i cos(δij)v
σ
i wj

vσ
i v

σ
j

∀(i, j) ∈ E (25)

The simple AC Power Flow equation for a branch is,

Sij = Y ∗

ij |Vi|
2 − Y ∗

ijViV
∗
j ∀(i, j) ∈ E ∪ ER (26)

Projecting this equation to the W -space,

Sij = Y ∗

ijwi − Y ∗

ijWij ∀(i, j) ∈ E ∪ ER (27)

An expression for the power loss through a branch is obtained by summing the flow going from bus i to
bus j (Sij) and from bus j to bus i (Sji),

Sij + Sji = Y ∗

ij(wi + wj −Wij −W ∗
ij) ∀(i, j) ∈ E (28)

Applying the complex number property: X +X∗ = 2ℜ(X),

Sij + Sji = Y ∗

ij(wi + wj − 2wR
ij) ∀(i, j) ∈ E (29)

Replacing Eq. (24) or Eq. (25) in Eq. (29), the result follows,

Sij + Sji ≤ Y ∗

ij(wi + wj − 2wR
ij) ∀(i, j) ∈ E (30)
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