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Abstract—This paper studies the general problem of operating of approaches have been proposed in the literature. The first
energy storage under uncertainty. Two fundamental sources category is based on exploiting structures of specific @bl
of uncertainty are considered, namely the uncertainty in the instances, usually using dynamic programming (DP). These

unexpected fluctuation of the net demand process and the . - 2
uncertainty in the locational marginal prices. We propose a structural results are valuable in providing insights dabou

very simple algorithm termed Online Modified Greedy (OMG) the system, and often lead to analytical solution of these
algorithm for this problem. A stylized analysis for the algaithm  problem instances. For example, analytical solutions toreg

is performed, which shows that comparing to the optimal cosbf  storage arbitrage with stochastic prices have been derived
the corresponding stochastic control problem, the sub-ojinality in [7] without storage ramping constraints, and in [8] with

of OMG is controlled by an easily computable bound. This . traints. Probl f . h ¢
suggests that, albeit simple, OMG is guaranteed to have good ramping constraints. Froblems of using energy storage 1o

performance in cases when the bound is small. Meanwhile, OMG minimize energy imbalance are studied in various contexts;
together with the sub-optimality bound can be used to provié see [9], [10] for reducing reserve energy requirements in
a lower bound for the optimal cost. Such a lower bound can be power system dispatch, [11], [12] for operating storage co-
valuable in evaluating other heuristic algorithms. For the latter located with a wind farm, [13], [14] for operating storage

cases, a semidefinite program is derived to minimize the sub- . .
optimality bound of OMG. Numerical experiments are conducted co-located with end-user demands, and [15] for storage with

to verify our theoretical analysis and to demonstrate the us of demand response. However, such approaches rely heavily on
the algorithm. specific assumptions of the type of storage, the form of the

Index Terms—Energy storage operation, renewable integra- cost fun_c'Fion, and _the distribution of unce_zr_tain_ paranseter
tion, stochastic control, approximation algorithms, onlne algo- Generalizing analytical results to other specificatiort more
rithms complex settings is usually difficult.

In many cases, DP can also lead to efficient computational
methods, notably algorithms based on value iterationcpoli
iteration or linear programming. For storage operationbpro

Energy storage provides the functionality of shifting gyyer lems, as the state space, action space and disturbance space
across time. A vast array of technologies, such as batferiage all continuous, approximations based on discretiz4fi6]
flywheels, pumped-hydro, and compressed air energy sterage simulation [17] are needed. Although error bounds are
are available for such a purpose [1]. Furthermore, flexiblvailable for these approximations, the computationat obs
or controllable demand provides another ubiquitous sourtieese methods usually grow exponentially with the dimemsio
of storage. Deferrable loads — including many thermal lpadsity of the problem. This phenomenon, known @sses of
loads of internet data-centers and loads correspondingdimensionality makes DP based computational methods not
charging electric vehicles (EVs) over certain time intésvawell suited for some instances of the storage control prob-
[2], [3] — can be interpreted astorage of deman{#4]. Other lems. More importantly, implementing DP based approaches
controllable loads which can possibly be shifted to an eadi requires full information of the probability distributioof the
later time, such as thermostatically controlled loads (3)CL stochastic parameters, which may not be readily available.
may be modeled and controlled as a storage with negativelThe other category is using heuristic algorithms, such
lower bound and positive upper bound on the storage level [8s Model Predictive Control (MPC) [18] and look-ahead
[6]. These forms of storage enable inter-temporal shiftfig policies [19], to identify sub-optimal storage control asl
excess energy supply and/or demand, and significantly eedldsually based on deterministic (convex) optimization,sthe
the reserve requirement and thus system costs. approaches can be easily applied to general networks. The

The problem of optimal storage operation under variousajor drawback is that these approaches usually do not have
sources of uncertainty remains challenging. Two categoriany performance guarantee. Consequently, it lacks tHeaket

justification for implementing them in real systems. Exasspl
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system components which provide the functionality of sjera Il. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Second, we formulate the problem of optimal storage op®rati - \orking with slotted time, we use as the index for an
under uncertainty as a stochastic control problem with G#negrpitrary time period and denote the constant length of each
cost functions, and provide examples of applications that Ctime period byAt. Using At, we can convert from power
be encapsulated by such a formulation. Third, we develop gRits @.g, MW) to energy units .9, MWh) and vice versa
online modified greedy (OMG) algorithm for this problem, angyith ease!: For convenience and assuming a proper conversion,
derive performance guarantees in the form of sub-optignaliyye work with energy units in this paper, albeit many power
bounds for the algorithm. The OMG algorithm is very simplgystem quantities are conventionally specified in powetsuni

as it only requires solving a deterministic optimizatioresich The system diagram is depicted in Figure 1.
step, and it needs a very little amount of information regayd

the probability distribution of the stochastic parametétise Controllable inflow

sub-optimality bounds are not only of theoretical intesebut

also suggests the use of OMG in many cases where accur: l‘ft

methods such as those based on DP are not applicable. FurthUncontrollable i . Residua
more, these bounds are useful in evaluating the performanc “energy %, Oy =0—hlu)+ 11, 'energy
of other sub-optimal algorithms when the optimal costs ar¢ imbalance imbalanct
difficult to compute. They can also be used to estimate th: RC(u) hP ()

maximum cost reduction that can be achievedaby storage
control policies, thus provides understandings for theétloha
certain storage system. To the best of our knowledge, thieis

first algorithm with provable guarantees for peneralstorage
operation problem with both stochastic price and demand.

Charge Discharge

+ _
Uy Uy

. . Fig. 1. System di :
Our methodology is built upon on the theory of Lyapunov'g ystem dlagram

optimization [20], which was developed for queueing net-

works and has been applied to the context of energy storage .

control in recent work including [14], [15], [21] and [22]."™ Generalized Storage

Different from these work, which analyze specific setups for We start by describing generalized storagenodel, which
storage operation, we aim to provide a general framewokspecified by the following elements:

where the storage, co-located with a controllable resources Thestorage levebr State of Charge (SoG) summarizes
and any stochastic uncontrollable resource, can be operate the status of the storage at time periodf s; > 0, it

to minimize an arbitrary convex cost function. To achievis th represents the amount of energy in storage; i 0, —s;
goal, we have introduced a much more general storage model can represent the amount of currently deferred (and not
which i) captures energy dissipation over time, ii) regsire  fulfilled) demand. It satisfies; € [S™in, S™a%], where
minimal assumptions in terms of the storage parameters to S™&* is the storage capacity, arff** is the minimum
model e.g, storage of demand and TCLs, and iii) allows allowed storage level.

charging and discharging energy losses. In contrast, nfost oe Thestorage operation,; summarizes the charging (when
the existing work analyzes ideal energy storages withoyt an  «; > 0) and discharging (whem, < 0) operations of

of the above features, with the exception that [22] models the storage. It satisfies charging and discharging ramping
charging energy losses. Modeling these features leads to a constraints,.e, u; € [U™", U™3], where U™*(< 0)
different online program, requires a new analysis for the is the negation of the maximum discharge within each

algorithm, and results in different sub-optimality bountts time period, andU™*(> 0) is the maximum charge
particular, the new bounds developed in this paper scale within each time period. We also us€ = max(uy, 0)
very differently with the storage capacity compared to the and u; = max(—u:,0) to denote the charging and

bounds appeared in the prior work since we have captured the discharging operations, respectively.
effect that large storage can lose more energy due to energy The storage conversion functiol maps the storage

dissipation. Preliminary results related to this papereaped operationu, into its effect on the bus. In particular,
in [23]. This paper significantly generalizes [23] by modgli it is composed of two functions, namely tlabharging
additional controllable devices connected to the bus,ingal conversion functiorh®, and thedischarging conversion
with general convex cost functions instead of piecewisedin function hP, such thath®(u;") is the amount of energy
costs, developing examples and analytical solutions fer th  drawn from the bus due ta,;” amount of charge, and
online program to facilitate implementation, and condugti hP(u; ) is the amount of energy that is injected into the
new case studies. bus due tou, amount of discharge, whence

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 h(ug) 2 hC(u) — hP (u))

formulates the problem of operating a generalized storage
under uncertainty. Section 3 gives the online algorithm and
SFateslthe per.formance guarantee. Numerical exampleisare t 1yye work with real power in this paper. Incorporating reaetpower and
given in Section 4. Section 5 concludes the paper. more detailed power flow model with storage is an importanirtudirection.

is the energy drawn from the bus by the storage.



« The storage dynamicgs then Example 2 (Storage of Demandpre-emptive deferrable
loads may be modeled as storage of demand, with
corresponding to the accumulated deferred (but not yet

where € (0,1] is the storage efficiencyvhich models fulfilled) load up to time¢ , and with u; corresponding
the loss over time even if there is no storage operatio® the amount of load to defer/fulfill in time period We
We provide the definition of a generalized storage as fouo\,\%aveS < S"% < 0 in this case. Storage of demand

Definition 1: For ¢ — 1.2 the controlled dynamic iffers from storage of energy in the sense that it has to
system  with .statest e’ [’S."“.i"‘ Smax] control u; € be discharged before charging is allowed. The conversion

[U™n Umax], and dynamicss;s1 = As; + u; is deemed function can usually be set th(u;) = u:, and generally

a generalized storage moddl the set of parameter§ = A =1 in deferrable load related applicatio_ns. .
{)\’ Smin7 Smax’ []min7 Umax} satisfies the fOIIOWing condi- Example 3 (Battery Model for Aggregatlon of TCL$D:|S

shown recently that an aggregation of TCLs may be modeled

St+1 = )\St + Ut, (1)

tions:
i . ) : as a generalized battery [6]. With a linear approximation, a
min max min max min

* gi‘:ﬁ_‘b'“ty) ASTEAU > ST andASTEE LU < discrete time version of such a model can be cast into our

' o . . . - framework by settingS™** > 0 representing the maximum

max max max min —

* gg‘;‘fg“gg‘i'fy) AS +U =5 and AS™ + amount of virtual energy storage that can be obtained by

= ) ) pre-cooling without affecting .the comfort level of the user

In addition, the effect of_ the storage operation on the busB§, a symmetric argument§™» — —Smax _ Other storage
captured by the conversion functién parameters can be set properly according to Definition 1 of

The feasibility and controllability conditions can be inte 6] and we have\ < 1 to model energy dissipation.
preted as follows. Feasibility means that starting from any -

feasible storage level, there exists a feasible storageatipe

such that the storage level in the next time period is feasibB- System Model and Cost Functions

Every storage system must satisfy the feasibility conditio The generalized storage is connected to a bus together with
Controllability requires that starting from any feasibterage several other system components. For time petjdtie local
level, there exists a sequence of feasible storage opesatigncontrollable energy imbalanceenoted bys,, is defined to

to reach any feasible storage level in a finite number @k the difference between the uncontrollable local geimrat
time periods. The linear nature of the dynamics (1) reducegch as energy generated by solar panel or priorly dispatche
the controllability requirements to the inequalities shoim  generators, and the demand. The sign convention is such that
Definition 1, which hold for all practical storage systems ex, < 0 (§, > 0) represents a net demand (supply) at the bus.
cept for pathological cases. Apparently, controllabiiityplies Due to the limited predictability, both the local generatand
feasibility. It will become clear that the feasibility coitidn is demand can be stochastic, and theref@rds stochastic in
crucial in proving various results in this paper; it is oftesed general. The bus could be connected to another controllable
in place of the positive storage level condition which doasomponent/device such as a standby generator or motor, from
not hold for generalized storage models. The controligbili(to) which the energy inflow (outflow) is denoted ky > 0
condition is mostly introduced to simplify the presentatio (f, < 0) and we havef, € F for all t where F is a convex

see [24] for more details regarding how to relax it. and compact set.
A few examples of generalized storage models are providedThe residual energy imbalanceafter accounting for the
below. controllable inflow and storage operation, is then given by:

Example 1 (Storage of EnergyBtorage of energy can be _— o+ _—
modeled as a generalized storage wtft™ > smin > 0. 0y =0 —h(u) + fr =0 —h (u) + - (ug ) + fir, (2)

Here U™» and U™2* correspond to the power rating of the , .
. . - which represents the overall output of the sub-system under
storage, up to a multiple of the length of each time perlovt\f

At. By settinghC(uf) = (1/uC)ut, andhP(u:) = pPur, consideration. Such energy imbalance may be matched by

one models the energy loss during charging and dischargﬁ\%ergy inflow/outflow from the main grid, at certain cost. Let

ogerations. _Hereuc_ € (021] is _the charging efficiency;_ gt 2 g¢(ug, fr, 64, t) ()

u” € (0,1] is the discharging efficiency; and the round-trip

efficiency of the energy storage i€ uP. For instance, basedbe a convex cost functidrfor time period¢, wherep; is a
on the information from [7], a sodium sulfur (NaS) batteryptochastic price parameter modeling for example the lonati
and a compressed air energy storage (CAES) can be modénaiginal price (LMP) at the bus. Different functional forms

with parameters shown in Table 1. of g; encode different uses of the storage. We provide the
functional forms ofg; for the two fundamental use cases of
TABLE | the storage, namely, to exploit the inter-temporal diffees

PARAMETERS FOR ENERGY STORAGE INEXAMPLE 1. HERE At = 1h,
Umin — _[ymax aAND MD — MC'

Slnlll Srnax UII)aX MC A
NaS OMWh 100MWh 10MW -1h  0.85 0.97
CAES OMWh 3000MWh  300MW -1h 0.85 1.00

in prices and to balance the unexpected fluctuations in net
demand across time periods. We also provide another example
where these two effects are somewhat combined.

2Report [24] discusses how and to what extent the convexifyirement
can be reduced.



Example 4 (Arbitrage):Third-party owned storage deviceseach week or month with the storage being operated every 5
may be used to arbitrage price variations in the electricitpinute to 1 hour), it leads to a loss of optimalitg., increased
spot market. Consider the case that the bus is only connectgdtem cost, by using’& that is less than thdecision horizon
to a storagej.e, 6, = 0 and f; = 0. For arbitrage purpose [25] of the problem. Here the decision horizon, roughly
and given a stochastic sequence of locational marginaégrispeaking, is al’ such that the information in stagg + 1

{p: : t > 1}, the following cost function may be used would not affect the optimal solution of the problem in the
first T' stages. Since calculating the exact decision horizon
_ . sR_ C(y+y _ 3Dy~ ) g - ) )
ge = —pedy = pe(h™(uy) = h=(uy ), (4 under stochastic settings is not always possible, usinggera
to characterize the negation of the stage-wise profit eapged?' is usually preferable.
storage operations. Due to the fact thay, depends on stochastic parameters

Example 5 (Balancing/RegulationBtorage may be usedd: andp; whose realizations are not known ahead of time,
by the system operator or ancillary service providers toi-mirProblem (7) is not well defined. In ask neutralsetting, one
mize residual energy imbalance given by some stochastic iy instead solve
demand{d, : t > 1} process. Typical cost functions penalize

T
the positive and negative residual energy imbalance eifity, minimize  (1/7)E [ Z gt] (8a)
and may have different penalties at different time periods, P}
e.g, to model the different consequences of load shedding subject to  (7b)(7c), (7d), (7e), (8b)

at different times of each day. The problem of optimal sterag
control for such a purpose can be modeled by problem (8here the expectation is taken over the possible realizatd

with the cost function 0, andp; fort =1,...,T, and the goal is to identify optimal
4RV L - (R policies which are functions that map information avaiaat
g=a (6") +a (&) ®) staget to the optimal actions,; and f;3. The following chal-

whereg;" and ¢, are the penalties for each unit of positivdenges must be resolved in order to derive a practical atyuri
and negative residual energy imbalance at time petiod for problem formulation (8). (i) Probability distributisrof &,
respectively. andp; are required for evaluating the objective function. This
Example 6 (Storage Co-Located with Stochastic GeneratiBfi)ires probabilistic forecasts for a long horizon, whiéten
For storage co-located with a wind farm or an end-user, it Practically infeasible. (i) The exact offline optimallstion
can be the case that both the net energy imbalances and@h®roblem (8) is characterized by the Bellman’s recursion
prices are stochastic. Applications of this type can be cdgf]. which is computationally intractable for problemsthwi
into our framework usingd; : ¢ > 1} to model the stochastic continuous variables such as (8). No general solution exist
generation or demand process, &g : t > 1} to model the for the aforementioned challenges; thus certain appraioms

stochastic prices. A possible cost function is are necessary. Usually, one has to seek a good tradeoffdetwe
B the simplicity and the performance of the algorithm. In the
gt = Pt (55) 5 (6) remaining of this paper, we provide a very simple algorithm

where the excessive supplied energy is curtailed with rt]%at has provable performance guarantees.

cost/benefit, and the excessive demand is supplied via guyin
energy from the market at stochastic prige I1l. THE ONLINE MODIFIED GREEDY ALGORITHM

A. Algorithm

Among algorithms that have been proposed to solve prob-
In case that all the stochastic parameters are known ah@a#l (8), the greedy (or myopic) algorithm is one of the
of time, the optimization of the storage operation (posgsibkimplest. In an online setting where at the beginning of each
together with the controllable inflow) can be written as  time periodt the realizations of the stochastic parameters,

&, andp,, are revealed to the operator, theeedy algorithm

C. Optimal Storage Operation Problem

T
minimize  (1/T)> " g: (7a) solves
t=1 L - .
SUbJECt 10 $101 = sy -+ g (7b) minimize  §; = g¢(us, fi, ¢, Pr) (9a)
Smin < g, < gmax (7c) subject to gmin < Asp +up < ST (9b)
= 9t > ) . ax
Umin <y < [max (7d) g™ < Ut < ™ ) (90)
freF (7€) fee 7, (9d)

T where the optimization variables aig and f;. Other than rare
", cases, the greedy algorithm is sub-optimal for problema(sd,
the level of sub-optimality is usually difficult to charadie.

where the optimization variables asgand f; fort = 1, .
and the initial states; € [S™", Sm2X] has an arbitrary given
value. In the formulation abovel' is the number of time
periods that is considered for the storage operation pnoble _ _ . _
Notation: In this paper, we denote control policies andoasti(uz, ft)

Although_engineering practic_es often us@ﬁhat corresponds it the same set of variables. To differentiate, we (8¢, f/7) to denote
to a relatively short time period(g, solving the problem for the corresponding control policy that induces actian, f;) at timet.



In the reminder of this section, we show that a slight modstochastic parameters; and p, is required. The only

fication of (9) renders an algorithm that comes with provabkxception is when calculatingg and Dg, the supports o,

bounds to optimality. andp; may be needed. But compared to the entire distribution
The algorithm, termed the online modified greedy (OMGunctions, it is much easier to estimate the supports of the

algorithm, is composed of an offline and online phase. Nestochastic parameters from historical data.

we describe the input data to the algorithm and each phase. Remark 2 (Determine the Supports fgrand p;): The

prorts ford, and p; may be determined based on the

hysical parameters of the system. For instancé, hodels

Re wind power generation process, thgt" and §™** may

be determined using the minimal possible wind generation

(which is0 in many cases) and the nameplate capacity for the

e\é;/ind farm, respectively; ifp, models the locational marginal

Input Data. Other than data specifying the storage mod@
(S andh), OMG requires two more parameters regarding t
cost functions, denoted bf¢ and Dg which are defined as
follows.

Definition 2: Let y = (f,d,p). For function ¢;(u,y) =
g:(u, f,0,p) that is convex (but not necessarily differentiabl
in u, a real numbed is called a (partial) subgradient of with
respect to argument at given(u, y) if ¢¢(u',y) > & (u,y)+
a(u —u) for all ' € [U™n, U™ax], The set of all subgra-
dients at(u,y), denoted byo, ¢:(u,y), is called the (partial)
subdifferential of¢; (u,y) with respect tou at (u,y). Denote
U Y [Umin’Umax]’ hY% Y F x [5min’6max] x [pminvpmax]’
Z. = {1,2,...}, where[§™» §™2x] and [p™i» p™aX] are the
compact supports faf, andp;, respectively. Define the set

rices at the bus, then it can be bounded using an estimate
of the maximal marginal cost of generation. Another possibl
approach is to estimate the supports using the forecasts of
0; and p;, which in turn are based on historical observation
of the processes. Techniques that are used to determine the
uncertainty sets for robust optimization can be used here;
interested readers are referred to [27] for more details. As
in general a smalleDg — Dg leads to better performance
guarantees, it is beneficial to obtain a tight estimate fer th
Dg 2 U Audr(u,y), supports of the stochastic parameters.

(tu,y) €24 XUXY Offline Phase. The algorithm depends on two algorithmic
parameters, namely a shift paramdieand a weight parameter

and let real number®g and Dg be defined such that i o
W, that should be selected offline. Any pdlfr, W) satisfies

Dg < inf Dg < sup Dg < Dy. (10) the following conditions can be used
That is, Dg and Dg are a lower bound and an upper bound e << e (11)
of the subgradient of; over its (compact) domain and over 0 <W < Wmax (12)

all time periods, respectively.
The quantitiesDg and Dy partially characterize how sen-where

; 1 ; .
sitive the cost is in perturbation of storage operation. ilt w rmn £ X (=WDg + Um™ — §mx) | (13)
be shown later that a smallddg — Dg leads to a tighter
sub-optimality bound of our algorithm, so that if possible [max & % (_Wﬁg — gmin Umin)7 (14)

one should selecDg = inf Dg and Dg = sup Dg. We
demonstrate the procedure of calculatifly and Dg for and
cost functions discussed in Examples 4, 5 and 6 under the i & (SMax _ gminy _ (pymax _ prminy
simplification that the conversion functiol is the identity w = Dy — Dg : (15)
mapping,i.e., h(u) = u. =

Example 7 (CalculatdDg and Dg): (i) For the arbitrage Note that the interval fofl” in (12) is well-defined under a
cost function (4), we have mild condition (see the next subsection for more detailsy, a

. the interval forT" in (11) is always well-defined. It will be clear
Ougt(u,pt) = {p+} and Dg = [p™", p™*¥]. later that the sub-optimality bound depends on the choice of

. — (T', W). Here we provide two possible ways for selecting these
I min — max
Thus one can sebg = p™™ and Dg = p™&*. parameters.

(i) For the balancing cost (5), if for example the penalty . The maximum weighBpproach fiaxw): Setting W —

i ime. =gt > o=

(rJa_teZ%)Z\c’)r?hoegneir;eiguesa:;r&sihtggl;e t(h;]]tjzg :(f_q172’_](1f and WH‘T;X, onn[(?a )[educes the interval in (11) to a singleton
soDg = —qT andDg = q". (I = 1% and

(iii) For the cost function (6) and positive priceg™®* > Dg(Smin — gmin) _ Dg(gmax _ [ymax)
p™in > (), one can uség = 0 and Dg = p™&*, I'= XDy — Dg) :

For more general cost functions, one may obtBigp and
Dg by solving certain optimization problems.

Remark 1 (Distribution-Free Method)fhe OoMG
algorithm is a distribution-free method in the sense that
almost no information regarding the distribution of the 5Discussions of the intuitions behinds the algorithmic peeters are de-

ferred to the part describing the online phase of the algoritThe conditions
4We also assume the feasible set is such that B§th> 0 and 55 <0 onI andW follow from the feasibility requirement of the algorithmees
are possible for certain (but not necessarily the sar@)d (u¢, ft, 6t). Appendix A for more details.

(16)

Using this parameter configuration in a sense sets OMG
to be the “greediest” in the range of admissible parameter
specifications.



« Theminimum sub-optimality bounapproach:ins): It operationu} is as follows:
turns out that the sub-optimality bound of OMG as a
function of (T', W) can be minimized using a semidefinite . Jummoif sy > (Wp/A) T,
program reformulation (see Lemma 1 in the next section). Ut = Umaxjf 5, < (Wpg/\) =T
Empirical results show that using the bound minimizing
(T, W), one often obtains better lower bounds for the (ii) For the balancing cost function (5), the optimal stagag
optimal costs. Thus this is the recommended approacperation is
if one runs the OMG algorithm for the purpose of

evaluating other algorithms. It is not necessarily the case gmin if st > (Wgq, /A) =T,

that the actual algorithm performance with this choice; = { U™max if s, < (=Wgq/\)—T,

of algor_lthm_|c parameters is opt_|m|zed — minimizing the My (=6,) if (=Wq /N =T < s, < (Wgq; /A) —T,

sub-optimality bound is not equivalent to minimizing the

actual sub-optimality. where I (-) is the (Euclidean) projection operator for the
Remark 3:For ideal storageX = 1), the maximum weight feasible set of storage operatidn = [U™i» U™, j.e,

and minimum sub-optimality bound approaches coincide. IIy/(—d;) = min (max(—d;, U™in), Umax),
We close this subsection by summarizing the algorithm in

Online Phase.At the beginning of each time period the a compact form (Algorithm 1),

OMG algorithm solves the following modified version o
program (9),

Algorithm 1 Online Modified Greedy Algorithm

m|n_|m|ze)\(ri§n+ D + VZiﬁ (172) Input: Dg, Dg, S, h, and the functional form of,.
subject toU™" < u; < U™, (17b)  Offline-Phase: Determine(I", W) using either the maximum
ft e F, (17¢) weight or minimum sub-optimality bound approaches.

Online-Phase:
for each time period do

Observe realizations af; andp, and solve (17).
end for

for the storage operatiom; and controllable inflowf;. Com-
paring the above optimization (17) to optimization (9), one
notices two modifications. The first modification is in the
objective function. Instead of directly optimizing the tasthe
current time period, the OMG algorithm optimizes a weighted
combination of the stage-wise cost and a linear termuof

depending on the shifted storage levek-I'. Here the weight

parametefV decides the importance of the original cost in thi

weighted combination, while the shift paramefedefines the  We proceed by providing a stylized analysis for the algo-
shifted state given the original state Roughly speaking, the rithm performance.

shifted states; + T belongs to an intervds™™* +-T', S™**4+-T]  agsumption 1:The following assumptions are in force for
which usually contains. If the storage level is relatively high, the analysis in this section.

the shifted state is greater thansuch that the state-dependen . o .

term (.e., A(s; + T)us) encourages a negative (discharge) Al Infinite horizon: The horizon lengti” approaches to

T . infinity.
to minimize the weighted sum. As a result, the storage level ; ) . .
in the next time period will be brought down. On the oth r2 IID disturbance: The imbalance procegs : ¢ > 1} is

hand, if the storage level is relatively low, the shiftedtetis !ndependent and |dent|cally.d|str|buf[ed (","d') a}crpssld

smaller tharD, such that the state-dependent term encourages is supported on a compa(_:t_lnter\{é‘ff“% 5mdx]' Similarly,

a positiveu; (charge) and consequently the next stage storage the procesgp; :_t > 1} 'I‘:’l ilr;l.dr.ni(croset and is supported

level is increased. These two effects together help to hedge on a compact intervalp™", p™**]. Here d, andp, may

against uncertainty by maintaining a storage level somesvhe be correlated.. -

in the middle of the feasible interval. The second modifarati A3 Frequent aptmg: The storage parameters satisfy™ —

is the deletion of the constraint (9b). We will show laterttha gmin < Gmas — g,

by selecting(T", W) satisfying conditions (11) and (12), theHere A1 and A2 are technical assumptions introduced to

constraint (9b) holds automatically. However, for the ms® simplify the exposition. An extra term o®(1/T') appears

of robustness (considering the possibility of feeding imect in the sub-optimality bound wheA1l is relaxed. For T on

parameters to the algorithm), one can optionally add ttiee order of10% (which is, e.g, corresponding to operating

constraint (9b) to (17). the storage every 30 minutes for a month or every 5 minutes
In case thatf; = 0, the online optimization usually canfor a week) or larger, this term is negligible. The bounds in

be solved analytically. This leads to further simplificatiof this section may not be accurate for applications with truly

the implementation. Assuminky is the identity mapping, we small7. Appendix B discusses how to redu&g. Under these

work out the analytical solutions of (17) with the cost fuoos two assumptions, the storage operation problem can be cast

given in Examples 4 and 5. as an infinite horizon average cost stochastic optimal obntr
Example 8 (Analytical Solutions of the Online Program):

(i) For the arbitrage cost function (4), the optimal storage®See Remark 8 for some additional discussions.

B. Analysis of the Algorithm Performance



problem in the following form and the online algorithm is no worse thaf/W sub-optimal.
In this case, one would optimize the performance by setting

T
minimize Thf;o(l/T)E[;gt] (18a) T (Smax _ Smii) — (Umax — Umin)7
: Dg—Dg
subject to  (7h)(7c), (7d), (7e) (18b)

_ _ _ ~and the corresponding interna™i, T™ax] is a singleton with
where we aim to find a control policy that maps the inforpmin — pmax peing the expression displayed in (16). Let
mation available up to each of the stages to control actiogsax _ gmin _ p(U™a — [rmin) - Sypposel™max| = |ymin|,

that minimizes the expected average cost and satisfieseall fyr jdeal storageX = 1), the sub-optimality bound is
constraints for each time periad - .

AssumptionA3 appears to be a restriction on the physical _ _ (1/2)(Dg — Dg)(U™™)*> _ Dg—Dg [ymax
parameters of the storage model. It states that the rangeWpf  (Smax — Smin) — (max _ gymin) — 4(p — 1) '
feasible storage contrgl™* — ™ is smaller than the range £ fiyeqrrmax, as storage capacity increases, p — oo, the
of storage levelss™** — 5™, i.e., the ramping limits of the ¢, optimality(A7/1) — 0. That is, OMG is near-optimal for
storage is relatively small compared to the storage capaciljey) storage with small ramping limits and a large capacity
This is, nevertheless, not completely true as the desigher$y ihe other hand, if7™ax and.S™** increases with their ratio
the storage controller usually also has the freedom to Bel%‘:ﬁxed, the bound increases linearly withmx.
the frequency of the controller in a range of possible values For the remaining cask € (0, 1), the sub-optimality bound

More specifically, for a fixed storage system, it has a certain |, longer monotone iV as choosing a smalléi” can
Stg;ige Cj}f"?‘c'wgv energy rating in l.m't of N_IWh’ .ande., __lead to a larger intervdl™i*, T™2x] potentially containing &

St — S in our notation) and certain charging/discharging nich in turn leads to smallev/*(I) andM* () values. Thus
ramping capi\mty e(.g: power rat_lng in unlfc of M\_N’ and it requires solving an optimization program to identify the
denoted byr* and r™ for charging and discharging rate’bound-minimizing parameter pafl’, 7). In the next result,

. o+ in _ _ .— . .. -

respectlveIZl);xWe t‘nai‘:l’é]mai— rTAL UM = —rm AL and e sate 5 semidefinite program to fiil, IW*) that solves
thereforel/ —Umt = (r™ +r7)At can be made smallerthe following parameter optimization program

than S™ax — gmin 35 Jong as the frequency of the controller

is high enough (or the length of each time peritdis small PO: minimize M (T)/W

enOUgh). - SUbjeCt to Fmin < r < Fmax’ 0<W < Wmax’
DefineJ(u™, f™) as the value (or total cost) function of (8)

induced by the sequence of control policigs], f7), t > 1} where the optimization variables afeand V.

and J* = J(u™*, f™*) as the optimal value of the average Lemma 1 (Semidefinite ReformulationRd): Let

cost stochastic control problem with(u]*, f7*), ¢ > 1} symmetric positive definite matricesY™imu, —xmaxu,

being the corresponding optimal sequence of control msici X™™* and X™a%* pe defined as follows

Sometimes we also use the notatidifu™) when the f* G [ UO 4+ (1= AT G [1° SO 4T
sequence is clear from the context. We are ready to stateX' "= " oW , XVi= “ w1
the main theorem regarding the performance of the OMG

algorithm. where (-) can be eithermax or min, and n* and n°® are

Theorem 1 (Performance)fhe control policy sequenceauxilliary variables. ThePO can be solved via the following
(umol, froly & (7! ;7o) ¢ > 1} generated by the OMG semidefinite program
algorithm is feasible with respect to all constraints of &8¢ . u s
its sub-optimality is bounded by/(T')/W, that is minimize 7~ + ML =N (21a)
subjectto ™" <T <T™¥ 0<W < W™ (21b)

* < w0l pgm,ol < J* . .
J* < J(u ’f ) <J'+ M(F)/W (19) Xmln,qumax.,qumln,s’ X max,s - 07 (21C)

where where the optimization variables ai&, T, n*, n°, X™inu,
M(T) = M*(T) + A(1 — \)M*(T), Xmaxu - ymins gnd Xmaxs and '™t and I™a* are linear
N 1 in 2 5 functions of W as defined in (13) and (14).
M*(I) = gmax ((U +(1=ND)% U™+ (1= \)T) ), This lemma provides us an efficient way to evaluate the mini-
sy min 2 ax 2 mum sub-optimality bound over all the algorithmic paramete
M?(T) = max ((S +T)7, (5™ +T) ) ' choices. In the next example, we compare the minimum sub-

The theorem above guarantees that the cost of the OMBlimality bounds for the case with = 1 and that for the

algorithm is bounded above by* + M(T')/W. The proof of Case withA <1. o .
the theorem is relegated to Appendix A. The sub-optimality EXample 9 (Scaling of Sub-Optimality Bounds¥hile the

bound M (T')/W reduces to a much simpler form i = 1. performance bounds in Theorem 1 holds for any instance of
Remark 4 (Sub-Optimality Boundl,— 1): For a storage generalized storage models, it is useful to understand hew t
with A = 1. we have ' bound varies with the parameters of the storage system. For

_ simplicity, we consider the balancing cost function wiby =
M 2 M(T) = (1/2) max((U™™)2, (U™*)?), 1 and Dg = —1, and storage systems witf™" = 0 and



Umin — _grmax 7 Motivated by discussions in Remark 4, vg 1 gx10°
consider the following two sets of scenarios.
o Increasing the storage capacity™** with a fixed.
Umax /Smax ratio: This set of scenarios can model e.cg
storage system consisting afidentical battery module‘§o.5
with a commonU;"**/S** ratio for batteryi, i = 2
1,...,n, whose system-wise charging and discharc®
circuit capacity is not constraining. As a demonstrati
in this example, we fix th@&max /gmax — (1,
« Increasing the storage capacty*®* with a fixedU™?*: Fig. 3. The sub-optimality bound decreases witi** when A = 1 but
This set of scenarios can model e.g. a storage systéi§ieases withs™* whenx <1, given thatt/** is fixed.

consisting ofn identical battery modules and whomO o1
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charging and discharging limits are determined by — A=1 012

shared system-wise charging/discharging circuit ratiz 5 04l

instead of the intrinsic charging/discharging rates ohe% 0.0% %o o8

of the battery modules. In this example, we {X*** = 5§ s

0.01. 0.005 Q006
Figure 2 shows that the sub-optimality bound grows line: 0.04
with the storage capacity in the first set of scenarios foht 0o 05 7 0.03 05 1
A =1and)\ < 1, and that largen leads to smaller bound.. S S

_Choosmg the ?‘lgorlthmlc parameters using the SDP prOpo%gq 4. The sub-optimality bound amortized 5y*#* decreases witty™a*
in Lemma 1 fninS) leads to smaller bounds compared to thghen ;rmax is fixed.

max weight heuristicr{faxw) and the improvement is more o ]

significant when\ is smaller. Figure 3 depicts the bounds ifgnergy dissipation over time, have advocated the use of
the second set of scenarios, where it is shown thahfer1, Lyapunov type methods for large storage based on the
increasing the storage capacity with fixgth> drives the sub- Scaling shown in the left panel of Figure 3. However, when
optimality bound to zero as predicted by Remark 4. Howevé&hergy dissipation is considered, the sub-optimality lioun
the behavior of the bounds far< 1 is very different in this set In fact grows with the storage capacity. Thus it is unclear
of scenarios due to the fact that larger storage capacitjigmp that whether Lyapunov type methods are more suitable for
potentially more energy dissipation over time. As such, tH@rge storage systems than smaller ones when there is energy
sub-optimality bounds for bothinS andmaxw in fact grow dissipation. F.urt_her!”nore., even for systems with a tiny ambou
with the storage capacity in a nonlinear fashion. Figureodspl ©f energy dissipation, it is very important to gauge the
the bounds amortized by the corresponding storage capadi§/formance of Lyapunov methods using bounds Xor 1

For storage with energy dissipation, instead of approaghif® e bounds fok = 1 may substantially underestimate the
zero, the amortized sub-optimality decreases with theagtor SUb-optimality especially for storage with a large capacit

capacity and approaches a positive constant which ingeaseVe close this section by discussing an implication of the
with (1 — \). performance theorem.

Remark 6 (Value of Storage and Percentage Cost Savings):

g S 201 In all applications including those discussed in Exampl8,4,
§0-015 =1 § ‘ “::\\ig‘g’ min% and 6, the Operational Value of Storage (VoS) is broadly
2 2 01-A—09%mins defined as the savings in the long term system cost due
S 0.01 TEu A =0.95 & to storage operation. Such an index is usually calculated
= = by assuming storage is operated optimally. In stochastic
) G 20.05 . . . .

& 0093 D environments, the optimal system cost with storage opmerati
0.00 27 ts, the optimal syst t with storage operat
@ @ is hard to obtain in general settings. Consider the case that
Op 05 Op 95 1 f; = 0. In our notations, let.™ denote the control policy

sequence{uT : uf = 0,t > 1} which corresponds to no
Fig. 2. The sub-optimality bound increases wifi"#* linearly when storage operation. Then
ymax /gmax ratio s fixed.

/ VoS = J(u™) - J*,

The surprising difference in the left and right panels ofng it can be estimated by the interval
Figure 3 suggests the importance of modeling the energy

dissipation in real-world applications. J (™) = J(u™), J(umnS)_J(umolHﬁ
Remark 5 (Practical Guarantees of Lyapunov Methods): w
Prior studies [14], [15], [21], [22], which do not consideradditionally, for a storage operation control policy seqoe

e _ , . _ _ u™, the percentage cost savings due to storage can then be
Section IV-A will consider a similar setup. With the balamgicost (22),

the bounds calculated in this example can be physicallyrgreted as the deﬁn_ed by (J (u™") — J(Uﬂ))/J(UF.’DS)- An upper pound _
average imbalance per unit. of this for any storage control policy can be obtained via



(J(u™s) — J(u™°) + M/W)/J(u™"), which to an exten

summarizes the limit of a storage system in providing ¢ g1 0.11
reduction. a
$0.09 z 01
IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS 8 X 80 0¢
A. Balancing with 11D Disturbance %o,og % N L
We first test our algorithm in a simple setting where ‘g 80-08 _ \\0 storage ™
. . . L P > ge .
analytical solution for the optimal control policy is awatle, <0.0 <0 o7~ Greedy '\_‘ |
so that the algorithm performance can be compared aga#: -~ No storage AN | = OMG(mins) y
true optimal costs. We consider the problem of using enc 0.06= OMG 0.06  OMGmaxw)
S . T Greedy -=- Lower boundfins)
storage to minimize the energy imbalance as studied in = Lower bound Lower boundfaxw)
where it is shown that greedy storage operation is optim. 0.03 05 1 0.03 05 1
X =1 and if the following cost is considered S S
g¢ = |60 — (1/p)u + pPuy |- (22)

As in [9], we specify storage parameters in per unit, and _ . .
min Let uC — 40 — 1 that th terizati ig. 5. Algorithm performance with temporally homogeneaust and ideal

S = 0. Let p - = ; SO _a € parameteriza IOnstorage (left panel), and temporally heterogeneous cakhan-ideal storage

of storage operation here is equivalent to that of [9]. W@ght panel). The average costs represent average indeagan. ¢f. cost (22))

assume each time period represents an hour, _aigin = in the left panel and average penalty (23) in the right parespectively.
Umax = (1/10)S™=*, In order to evaluate the performance
we simulate thé; process by drawing i.i.d. samples from zerc_.6

[e2]

mean Laplace distribution with standard deviatign= 0.149 % +8ngdy £Rﬁgdgnins)

per unit (p.u.) obtained from NREL data [9]. The time horizo.£€ > = Upper bound S0 SMG (rt[alach)jr@ )
! L - , 2 -=-Upper boundrins

for the simulation is chosen to BE = 1000. Figure 5 (left & ,q 40 Upper boundiaxi)s

panel) depicts the performance of OMG and the optimal c(g
J* obtained from the greedy policy, where it is shown that tt g 30
costs of OMG are close to the optimal costs, and are be' &
than what the (worst-case) sub-optimality bound predftts. 520

A slight modification of the cost function would render i$10
problem which does not have an analytical solution. Comsic
the setting where only unsatisfied demand is penalized witl  Og

0.5
higher penalty during the day @m to7 pm): S

_(y,t/,C D, —\" Day
= 3 (5t (ut /M ) Th utE , teT ’ 23) Fig. 6. Percentage cost savings with temporally homogeneost and ideal
(515 — (u?'/,uc) + uDut_) , otherwise storage (left panel), and temporally heterogeneous cashan-ideal storage

where7 P2 is the set of stages that corresponds to time poirff@"t Pane)-

in the range of7 am to7 pm. We run the same set of testg imulation with Real Price and Net Demand Data

above, with the modification that nop” = P = 0.85, and _ . .

A = 0.9975 (which corresponds to the NaS battery in Exam- Ve consider a case where a storage is co—Ioc_:ated with a
ple 1 operated in 5 minute intervals). Note that the greeéw_nd farm. The_wmd farm operates the storage () to re_(_juce
policy is only a sub-optimal heuristic for this case. Figre wm_d power sp|||_age caused by for_ecast eITors, and (i) to
(right panel) shows OMG performs significantly better thiaa t arbljcrage price qwf.erences across different time periddz .
greedy algorithm. The costs of our algorithm together wiéa t setting here is similar to Example 6, such tha§ both the price
lower bounds give narrow envelopes for the optimal averig@d the net demand are random. The stage-wise cost function
cost J* in this setting, which can be used to evaluate tHg oy 4 b _

performance of other sub-optimal algorithms numericaMg 9(t) =pe(0e — (1/p7)ui + p-uy ),

have also shown the performance and lower bounds of theere the{p, : t > 1} and {5, : ¢t > 1} sequences are

OMG algorithm withminS andmaxw parameter settings. In gptained from the LMP data from PJM interconnection and
this examplemins gives better lower bounds whereasxW fqrecast error data from the NREL dataset [28] (Figure 7).
leads to lower costs. Figure 6 translates the cost numbeys -onsider an ideal storage with capadity™* = 5o, and
into the percentage cost savings of operating the storaile (Wmax _ _ ymin _ (1/20)8™2, whereoy = 20.1MWh is
various approaches) comparing to the no storage scenarioe empirical standard deviation of the wind power genenati

In both experiments, we also plot the costs of certaingyrecast error. The storage is operated every hour and the
equivalent/predictive storage control, whose solution b& gy ylation is run for a monthie. T — 360. The average

shown to beu, = 0 for all . Consequently, the cOsts of suChyer siage cost without energy storagedd.65 $, whereas the
operation rule are the same as the system costs when theré‘vbc‘rage per stage cost of greedy storage operation, OMG, and

no storage. the offline clairvoyant optimal operation af®.7%, 88.8%,

8By an abuse of notation, in this section, we ubeto denote the results anq 75'7% of the n(_) storage ?OSt_* respeCt'VeW- Here the
from simulation, which are estimates of the true expeatatio offline clairvoyant optimal operation is calculated by sotya
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Fig. 7. Bar plots for hourly locational marginal price andefcast error data 7
for a wind farm in PJM interconnection in January 2004. Poweits have [7]
been converted to energy units.

deterministic optimization assuming full knowledge ofuté (8]
d; and p; sequence, and is in general a loose lower bound
of the optimal costs. The stochastic lower bound assumini§]
i.i.d. disturbance suggests the minimal achievable pegesta

cost would be83.2% of the no storage cost. [10]

V. CONCLUSION [11]

In this paper, we formulate the problem of operating a gen-
eralized storage under uncertainty as a stochastic cqobk
lem. A very simple algorithm, termed online modified greedy
algorithm, is proposed and analyzed. The sub-optimality of
the algorithm is proved to be bounded by a function of trtzg
system parameters. The bound is efficiently computable al oJ
can be used to gauge the performance of the algorithm [a4
well as to estimate the optimal cost. Numerical simulations
are conducted to illustrate the use of the algorithm and to
validate its effectiveness. [15]

The following future directions are of interests for getiera
ing/improving the proposed method. i) The proposed algorit
does not require the knowledge of the full probability diztr [16]
tions of disturbances. While this may be advantageous when
such information is not available, in case that it is avddadr 17]
partially available, extensions of the algorithm incomorg
such information may generate a better storage contratyoli
i) Our approach is easily generalizable to settings witH-m
tiple same-stageariables,i.e., the controllable inflow can be
a vector that lies in a given convex set. However, applicatio[19]
that also involvedook-aheadvariables, such as those arising
in the contexts that the storage is operated with a wind fargg
participating in the forward markets or that the storagelfits
participates in the forward markets, cannot directly bé icds [21]
our framework. Generalizing the algorithm for those cotgex
by e.g. incorporating ideas from [20, Section 4.9.2] is an
important future direction. iii) The current algorithm optzes
a single storage. Extending the algorithm to a setting wi{ﬁz]
multiple storages that are connected via a power network wil
enable the algorithm to be applied to settings such as stor&gf!
control in micro-grids. One possible way for such an extemsi
is reported in [29].
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2996, Oct 2010. Lemma 2 (Optimal Stationary Disturbance-Only Policies):
Under Assumption 1 there exists a stationary disturbance-

APPENDIXA 0n|y9 poIicy pTstat — (uﬂ',stat’fﬂ',stat), Satisfying (25b) and
_ PROOFS O_F”D CA_SE ~ (25d), and providing the following guarantees for all
We will prove 'Fhe resul_ts_ln Section Il by constructing a (1 — \)Smin < Blust] < (1 — A)S™e, (27)
sequence of auxiliary optimization problerR4 to P3. First, stat .
define Elge|ve = vi*"] = Jpy, (28)
a1 a | a wherevitat = (ystat| fstat) s the control action induced by
4= lim T Zut , §= lim T Zst : control policy v™%t at time ¢ and the expectation is taken
t=1 t=1

over the randomization of;, p;, and (possiblyy™stat,

Note that fors; € SmT“, Smax]) 0 .
s1 €l ] Remark 7:Lemma 2 holds for many non-i.i.d. disturbance

T
4= lim lE Z Stp1 — /\St] =(1-))5. processes as well. One can generalize the results in Lemma 2
Tooo T | to other stationary processes by invoking Theorem 4.5 df [20
As s; € [Smin gmax] for all ¢ > 0, the above expressionGeneralizing to the case without stationary assumptioatsts
implies ' possible; see [30] and references therein for more details.
(1=X)8"" < < (1—N)8™m, Equation (28) not only assures the storage operation itluce

by the stationary disturbance-only policy achieves thénagt

Then, problem (8) can be equivalently written as follows )
P (8) g y cost, but also guarantees that the expected stage-wise cost

T
P1: minimize lim lE th (24a) is a constant across time periods and equal to the optimal
Tooo T | time average cost. This fact will later be exploited in ortier
subject tos; 11 = As; + uy, (24b) establish the performance guarantee of our online algorith

min max An issue which arises in the application of control policy
S o Ase S g < 5T = dsy, (240) v™*(P2) to the original problem is that™*(P2) may not be
U™ < up < U™, (24d)  feasible forP1 To have thels; : t > 1} sequence induced by
ft e F, (24e) the storage operation sequence lie in the intejyai», S™max],
(1—A)S™in < g < (1 \)Smax, (24f) We construct a virtual queue related 4pand use techniques

where bounds o, are replaced by (24c), and (24f) is addeffom Lyapunov optimization to “stabilize” such a queue. Let
without loss of optimality. the queueing state be a shifted version of the storage level:

The proof procedure is depicted in the diagram shown in sy =s:+ 7T, (29)

Figure 8. Here we usép,(v™) to denote the objective valué\ynere the shift constarit satisfies conditions (11). We wish

of P1 with control policy sequence™ = {u™, f"}, whereu™ 5 minimize the stage-wise cost and at the same time to
and f™ are abbreviations ofuf : ¢ > 1} and {7 : ¢ > maintain the queueing state close to zero. This motivates us
1} respectlvely;v”’*(fl) denotes an optimal control policyy consider solving the following optimization onlinee, at
sequence foP1, Jp, = Jp1(v™*(P1)), and we define similar yhe peginning of each time periadafter the realizations of
quantities forP2 andP3. It is obvious that/p; (v™) = J(v™)

andjfl =J" .Hell’gF’Z is an auxilliary problem we construct orpe policy is a pure function (possibly randomized) of therrent
to bridge the infinite horizon storage control probléth to disturbances; and p;.



P1: Original problem

« V" (P2)may be infeasible
for P1

Relax o Jiy < Jp

\d

P2: State-independent problem

o It has an optimal control policy™*(P2) that is stationary and
disturbance-only

* Elg(H)[v™*(P2)] = Jp,

e v™*(P2) is feasible forP3

Stabilize
o Jiy < Jp3(v™*(P2))

\d

P3: Online optimization

o v™*(P3) is feasible foP1
o Jp1 (v (P3)) < Jpy + S < 5 + S

Fig. 8. An illustration of the proof procedure as relationstvieen three
problems considered. Her® denotes the sub-optimality bound.

stochastic parametegs andd; have been observed)

P3: minimize As;u; + W g, (30a)
subject toU™® <y, < U™8X, (30b)
ft € F, (30c)

where the optimization variables ate and f;, andW > 0
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then the sub-differential condition implies that< 0. Now, by
substitutingu = U™* in the above expression, one obtaihs
(v—u) >0 andJ,(v) > J,(U™a), for all v € [U™in, max],
Therefore, one concludes that = U™?* attains an optimal
solution in (17). Similarly, the condition
ASy > =W Dg

implies 9, J¢(u)|u=u, € [0,00). Based on analogous argu-
ments, one concludes that, = U™ attains an optimal
solution in (17). ]

Now, we are in position to prove that the control policy
v™*(P3) is a feasible solution tB1 (and the stochastic control
problem in (8)).

Proof of Theorem 1, FeasibilityWe first validate that the
intervals ofl" and W are non-empty. Note that from Assump-
tion 1, W™ax > 0, thus it remains to shoW™ax > T'min
Based on (15)}¥ > 0, and Dg > Dg, one obtains

W(Dg _ Qg) S [(Smax _ Smln) _ (Umax _ Umln)].
Re-arranging terms results in

_WQ(]+ Umax _ Smax S _Wﬁg _ Smin 4 U'nlin7

which further impliesI'™ax > [min,
We proceed to show that
Smin < g < Smax7 (31)

fort =1,2,..., when control action.*(P3) is implemented.

The base case holds by assumption. Let the inductive hypoth-

esis be that (31) holds at time The storage level at + 1
is thens; 11 = As; + uf'. We show (31) holds at + 1 by
considering the following three cases.

is the weight parameter satisfying conditions (12). We U8ase 1.—WDg < A5; < A\(S™2* +T).

the notationsug! for the solution toP3 at time periodt,
v*(P3) for the sequencgvy! : t > 1}, Jpa(v;) for the

First, it is easy to verify that the above interval f&s, is non-
empty using (13) and” > I'™", Next, based on Lemma 3,

objective function ofP3 at time periodt, and Jg;, for the gpe obtaing:§' = U™ < 0 in this case. Therefore

corresponding optimal cost. Note th&3 is implemented

Syl = ASt + Umin S )\ gmax + Umin S Smax7

in the online phase of Algorithm 1 (see the optimizatiofhere the last inequality follows from the feasibility asga

problem in (17)) andv*(P3) = {v;, t > 1} wherev, is

the solution of problem (17) at timé Furthermore, denote
with v™*(P3) the corresponding control policy defined by the
online optimization (which generates(P3)). We also define

the corresponding quantities farand f.

tion in Definition 1. On t_he other hand, _
St41 = Asg + U™ > —WDg — A+ U™
> — WDg — \['™Max 4 ymin
>W[Dg — Dg] + ™" > ™™,

We break the proof of Theorem 1 into two parts — feasibilitwhere the third inequality follows from the definition Bf*a*,
and performance. In order to prove the feasibility of cohtrand the fourth inequality useBg > Dy.
policy «™*(P3) (and hence™*(P3)), the following technical Case 2.\(S™" +T') < \s; < —W Dg.

lemma is needed.

The above interval for\s; is non-empty by (14) and® <

Lemma 3 (Structural Properties of Online Optimization): T™a*, Lemma 3 impliesu?' = U™ > 0 in this case.
Let u9' be the optimal storage operation obtained via solviritherefore, by the feasibility assumption,

(17) at timet. The following statements hold:

1) if A(s; +T) + WDg > 0, thenug! = U™ir;

2) if AM(s¢ +T) + WDg <0, thenug! = Umax,
Proof: Let J(u, f) = A(s; + D)u + Wa.(u, f, 01, p¢) be

the objective function of (17) after the stochastic pararet

¢ andp, are realized. Recatb; (u, y) 2 g¢(u, f, St,ﬁt) where
y = (f,0¢,p¢) and let Jy(u) = sup,cy ¢¢(u,y). To show
the set of sufficient conditions fary! takesU™* (or U™in),
notice that the condition

A(St + F) S —Wﬁg
implies 0, J: (4) |u=v, € (—00,0], for any giveny € Y. Thus,

for every givenu € [U™® U™ax] if 3 is a constant such that

Ji(0) — Ju(w) > B+ (v —u), Vo€ [U™", Um,

Syl = ASt + [max > )\Smin + [max > Smin.
On the other hand,
St+1 = ASt + ymax S —Wﬁg — A + uma
S _ Wﬁg _ Al—\min + Umax
S _ W[Eg —Qg] + Smax S Smax7
where the third inequality used the definitionIgf™®, and the
fourth inequality again is byDg > Dg.
Case 3.—-WDg < A5y < —W Dg.
By U™in < 49! < UM% one obtains
St41 = Ast + u?l < Asy + U™
<—WDg— '+ UM
S _ WQ(] _ /\I\min 4 pmax S Smax’
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where the last inequality is by the definition B, On the where the last term could serve as a proxy for estimating the
other hand, error in the performance bounds in Theorem 1 if a fiflités
Str1 = Asy +udl > \s; 4 U™in use_d. _ -
> — WDg — AT + U™ Finally, Lemma 1 can be easily proved using the Schur
complement as follows.

> = WDg — AT™™ + U™ > g™, Proof of Lemma 1: Based on the following re-
where the last inequality follows from the definition BF***.  parametrizations
Combining these three cases, and by mathematical induc- n = M“(T)/W, n° = M*()/W,
tion, we conclude (31) holds for afl=1,2,.... B (sinceW > 0) one can easily show that probleR© has the
We proceed to prove the sub-optimality of control policgame solution as the following optimization problem:
v™*(P3). _ _ minimize "+ A1 - X\)n®
Proof of Theorem 1, PerformanceConsider a quadratic biect to [™in < T < [™3% ( < J17 < Jymax
Lyapunov function L(s) = s2/2. Let the corresponding subject to - =7 < N ’
Lyapunov drift be 20"W > (U™ + (1= \)I)",
A(5t) = E[L(541) — L(5¢)[5] - WMUW > (U™ 4 (1 — \))?,

Recall thats; 11 = s¢41 + T = A8 + ur + (1 — AT, and so

AG) = E[(1/2)(ur + (1 — NT)? — (1/2)(1 — A)32 W > (™4 T) W > (S 4 D)

The proof is completed by applying Schur complement on the

+ ASpur + A(1 = N5 D5 last four constraints of the above optimization. n

< ML) = (1/2)(1 = N*)37
o ST APPENDIX B
+ E[Astut + )\(1 — )\)stl"|st]
N N GENERALIZATION TO NON-1ID CASES

< M*(T) 4+ E[Ase(us + (1 — AN)T)[5] (32) ) .

. . : Markov models are widely used in the power system

It follows that, with arbitrary control actiom,, L X .
N . applications for the modeling of stochastic demand, renew-

A(St) + W]E[gt|8t] (33)

able generation, and price processes (cf. [31], [32], [33])
SM™(T) + A1 = N)&:L + E[Jps ¢ (v1)]54], We demonstrate how our results can be generalized to non-

where it is clear that minimizing the right hand side of.i.d. cases by establishing similar performance bounds fo

the above inequality over, is equivalent to minimizing the ergodic Markov chains. The proof technique is based on the

objective of P3. Given thatvi*®*, the control action induced well-known method of analyzing regenerative cycles of the

by disturbance-only stationary poliay™=t?* of P2 described underlying disturbance process.

in Lemma 2, is feasible foP3, the above inequality implié$ We consider the following particular disturbance model.

A(5r) + WE[g:[5:, v = v¥)] (34) Suppose that the uncertain parameter veprp,) is some
<MU(T) + A1 — NE[ + E[Jﬁs,t@] deterministic function of the system stochastic statewhere

w; follows a finite state ergodic Markov Chain, supported on

u i~ staty |~
SMU(T) + A1 = NET + E[Jpa . (0;)[51] Q. Here by ergodic, we meafw; : t > 1} is stationary,

@M“(F) +ASE [u5 + (1 = NT] + WE[ge|o] "] positive recurrent and irreducible. Lef* € Q be the initial

) © state ofw;. Sincew; is an ergodic Markov chain, there exists

<M(D) + WE[g:|v]**] < M(T) + WJp,. a sequence of finite random return tinme= T3 < Tp <
Here (a) uses the fact thatu*** is induced by a " <Tr <Tr41 <..., forr =1,2,..., such thatw, visits

disturbance-only stationary policy(b) follows from in- «" for the r-th time at timet = 7,. From this sequence of
equalities|s;| < (max ((S™ 4 T)2, (Smin 4 1—\)2))1/2 and returntimes, we_defme thﬂ_s—th e_poch as’T,.,T.+1 — 1] and
IE [u5t?] + (1 — A)T| < (1 — A)(max((S™ + I)Z, ($™in + the length of this epoch is defined a‘sTr_ =T - .
1)2))/2; and (c) usedE[g,[v5t] = Jg, in Lemma 2 and Apparently, the §equer!ce.(§ﬁTr cr > 1} is ii.d.. Let AT
J%, < J%.. Taking expectation ove¥, on both sides gives be a random variable dls_tr.|buted A9 and mdependem W|th
P2 =opl . ~ ol all AT,, »r > 1. The positive recurrence assumption implies
B [L(Se1) = L]+ WE [gefor = o] that E[AT] < co. We also assume that the second moment of

<M(T) +WJp,. (35) AT is boundedi.e, E [AT?] < oc.
Summing expression (35) overfrom 1 to 7', dividing both  As the proof of the feasibility of the OMG algorithm does
sides byW T, taking the limit7T" — oo and noting that/s; = not depend on the assumptions on the disturbance process, we
J*, we obtain the performance bound in expression (19). focus on the performance analysis in the remaining of this
B appendix.

Remark 8 (Finite Termination)in the above proof, one Theorem 2 (Performance)The sub-optimality of storage
notes that with a finit", we get the bound operation control policyy™*(P3) is bounded byM(T)/W

1 <& M(T 1 R R with probability one, that is

T2 Jhan S b+ 7() + g ELEG) = LEra)l, Ty < Jor (v (P3) < Jpy + MD)W (37)

t=1 with probability one, where
E[AT?] M1 —E [M2T])

0The notationE[g¢|v™-5**] is an abbreviation foiE[g¢|ve = wvitat]. M(T)
Similar abbreviation appears in Appendix B.

= Ean MO+ ——gag MO, 68
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and M*(T") and M“(T") are defined in Theorem 1. On the other hand,

Proof: Consider a quadratic Lyapunov functidi(s) = Tra—-1 R e N R
s2/2 and the corresponding Lyapunov drifh(s) = Bi<E | Y A5 — A "T8 ||uf™ + (1 - M| [5r,
E[L(8:4+1) — L(8:)|5:]. Based on the analysis in expression t=Tr+1
(32), we have that Try1—1¢—T,
4 sta I~
A(5) < ML) + E X5, (ue + (1 — A)T)[3] SE| Y > Mue+ (1= NJu™ + (1= AT [3r,
t=T,4+1 (=1

holds for anyt. Consider the-th epoch[T,., T'. ;1 —1]. For this Trir—1 o

analysis, we will first treaf’’;. and7’.1, as fixed deterministic _ 5, ru N < MY (TAT.(AT
. . " " . s T 1 )
guantities, and then consider that they are in fact randoin an ( )t:;H ; - @) ( )

take expectation over them. Applying above inequality giveywhere the first term (forr = 7)) in the summation that

Try1—1 appeared in the definition d#; is removed as it is zero, and
E Z A(Sy) + Wae|sr, (39) the second inequality is due to the fact that
t=T, to—t1

S =275+ > X (ugy e+ (1= M)

Tyiq—1
<AT.M*“(T) + E Z ASt(ut + (L= ND) + W[5, | - for anyts >t > O.Thusgﬂ)lr ther-th epoch, we have that
t=T, Tyiq—1
Using the tower property of iterative conditional expeictat E |L(GT,,,) — L(51,) + Z Wai|sT,,v™*(P3)
one recognizes that the last term of the right hand side t=T,
of (39) is the same as the sum of the objectivesP8ffor Try1—1
t="T,,...,T+1—1, apartfrom a constant term. As (39) holds = Z A(5y) + Wy |37, v™*(P3)
for arbitrary control policy, and the stationary disturbaronly =T,
5\,%“%\',2 Lemma 2,.e., the solution ofP2, is feasible forP3, -S Mu(F)ATTQ S - )\ATT)M.S(F) + AT, W T, |
- Taking expectation over the return times and, and summing
s N N over epochd, ..., R gives
E Z A(S) + Wa|st,., v (P3) Th
=T, E | L(31y) — L(31) + Y Wgi |81, 0™*(P3)
Tyi1—1 t=1
<AT,M“(T'HE Z A5y (ug+ (1= NDHW g [57, ,0™*(P3)|  <RE[AT?|M"*(THRA(1-E [/\AT])MS(FHRIE[AT]WJ;,Q.
| t=T | Dividing both sides by’ RE[AT] and sendind? — oo yields
711 1 Je(@™(PY) < Jpy + M(D)/W < Jpy + M(L)/W,
<AT,M*“(T)+E Zx\gt(ut+(1—)\)1“)+Wgt sr.,07*(P2)| where we have used the fact that, by elementary renewal
| t=T | theorem,Tr/R — IE[AT] with probability one, and that
Tyi1—1 Jpy < Jpy. =

=AT,(M*(T) + W Jp, HE Z NG (uSt 4 (1 — \)D)|57, |, Remark 9 (Beyond Stationary Models)he technique
=T, | above can be easily generalized to other stationary presess

where the last identity is by Lemma 2 (see Remark 7 for trgef regenerative natures. Under suitable technical canuti

RN . ootstrapping this analysis to processes that are noaliiti
applicability in this case). The fact that the disturbanaepss . L . -
is Markov makes the one step bound i (15t + (1 — A)T) stationary, but converge to a limiting/stationary disitibn,

. . such as many Markov models and martingales, is a standard
no longer directly applicable here. Instead, we bound tke | Y 9

. . ) ; xcise in probability theory. Extending to processes that a
term of the right hand side of the last inequality as follows: P y theory ingfo p e
fundamentally non-stationary requires a new analysis.tMos

Trpa -1 importantly, the “equilibrium” notions of optimality mayon
E| > A8 (" + (1 - \D)|51, longer apply. Interested readers are referred to [20, Gecti
t=T 4.9.2] for the use of the so-called™slot lookahead metric”
Try1—1 for establishing performance guarantees in non-statjonar
SE| Y MG - NSt (1- A)[3r, contexts.
t=T,
B
Tyri1—1
+ELE | Y AT @ (1 - A3, |
t=T)
B2

where by the same arguments proving (34),
By < M1 = AT M(D).



