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Abstract—Unscheduled islanding events of microgrids result
in the transition between grid-connected and islanded modes
and induce a sudden and unknown power imbalance, posing
a threat to frequency security. To achieve seamless islanding, we
propose a distributionally robust frequency-constrained micro-
grid scheduling model considering unscheduled islanding events.
This model co-optimizes unit commitments, power dispatch,
upward/downward primary frequency response reserves, virtual
inertia provisions from renewable energy sources (RESs), de-
loading ratios of RESs, and battery operations, while ensuring
the system frequency security during unscheduled islanding.
We establish an affine relationship between the actual power
exchange and RES uncertainty in grid-connected mode, describe
RES uncertainty with a Wasserstein-metric ambiguity set, and
formulate frequency constraints under uncertain post-islanding
power imbalance as distributionally robust quadratic chance
constraints, which are further transformed by a tight conic
relaxation. We solve the proposed mixed-integer convex program
and demonstrate its effectiveness through case studies.

Index Terms—Microgrid scheduling, frequency security, is-
landing, quadratic chance constraint, distributional robustness.

I. INTRODUCTION

ICROGRIDS integrate diesel generators (DGs), renew-

able energy sources (RESs), battery energy storage
systems (BESSs), and local demands and provide a promising
pathway to achieve flexible and low-carbon power supply
[1fI, [2]. Microgrids can operate in both grid-connected and
islanded modes [3]. Their islanding capability is critical to
enhance power supply reliability under extreme conditions or
main grid faults. Nevertheless, sudden islanding leads to a
large power imbalance, which makes maintaining frequency
stability difficult since microgrids alone cannot provide enough
rotational inertia [4]. Therefore, developing a new microgrid
scheduling approach is necessary to guarantee frequency se-
curity seamlessly through unscheduled islanding transitions.

Several previous works have studied the problem regarding
microgrid operations with islanding transitions, primarily fo-
cused on pre-positioning reserves. Liu et al. [5]] propose the
probability of successful islanding (PSI) concept and include it
in microgrid scheduling, where upward/downward reserves are
optimized. Hemmati et al. 6] introduce the PSI to the recon-
figurable microgrid scheduling. Wu et al. [[7] propose a two-
stage chance-constrained model to determine reserves for the
microgrid operation mode switching. However, such a strategy
without considering frequency dynamics may be insufficient
for frequency security during the islanding transition.

To ensure frequency security in case of a contingency,
a natural idea is to incorporate post-contingency dynamic
frequency requirements, i.e., constraints on rate-of-change-
of-frequency (RoCoF), maximum frequency deviation (or
frequency nadir/zenith), and quasi-steady state, into system

scheduling. Such frequency-constrained scheduling problems
have been extensively studied in bulk power systems [8]—
[13]], but for microgrid scheduling following an unscheduled
islanding event, research is still limited.

Wen et al. [[14] embed frequency constraints, derived from
discretized-time frequency dynamics, in a microgrid dispatch
model considering unscheduled islanding events. Javadi et
al. [[15]] expand upon this formulation, adding the commitment
decision of generators. However, neither of those takes into ac-
count the frequency support from RESs. In fact, inverter-based
resources (IBRs) like RESs are able to provide frequency
support; e.g., via deloading [16]. It may be infeasible to obtain
a microgrid scheduling scheme with frequency security only
considering frequency support provided by DGs. Gholami et
al [[1'7] consider the frequency support from IBRs and propose
a comprehensive frequency-constrained real-time operation
framework for multi-microgrids under an islanding event, but
the ON/OFF schedule of generating units is predetermined,
and the system inertia is fixed a priori.

Subsequently, Zhang et al. [[18] propose a deep learning-
assisted frequency-constrained microgrid scheduling (FCMS)
model considering frequency support from wind turbines via
deloading. Chu et al. [[19] co-optimize the non-critical load
shedding and the virtual inertia from wind turbines. However,
both works neglect the uncertainty associated with wind power
outputs. Moreover, the power imbalance caused by islanding
is assumed to have a prespecified direction (i.e., importing
power) in [18] and roughly replaced with a known load
increase in [[19] to facilitate the formulation of frequency
nadir constraints. Such settings may not be true in practice
as the post-islanding power imbalance is the power exchange
between the microgrid and the main gird in grid-connected
mode, which is unknown a priori and determined by optimal
grid-connected microgrid scheduling. The recent work of [20]]
develops a stochastic FCMS model considering a random load
increase but within the context of an isolated microgrid.

Current works regarding FCMS under unscheduled island-
ing have the following gaps. Firstly, none of the existing
studies account for the uncertain power imbalance, which
results from the RES uncertainty. It is unclear how such
an uncertain power imbalance, together with the frequency
constraints, will impact the scheduling decisions. Secondly,
existing works lack a holistic co-optimization of generators’
scheduling, primary frequency response (PFR) reserves, virtual
inertia of BESSs and RESs, as well as RES deloading ratios
to achieve frequency security. In this work, we aim to fill the
research gaps above with the following contributions:

o We propose a distributionally robust FCMS (DR-FCMS)
model, co-optimizing generators’ scheduling, PFR re-
serves, virtual inertia of BESSs/RESs, and RES deloading
ratios, under sudden islanding with RES uncertainty.
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Fig. 1. Microgrid frequency excursion after an unscheduled islanding event:
(a) frequency falls when p““b > 0 or (b) frequency rises when p“” < 0.

« We model RES uncertainty via a new Wasserstein-metric
ambiguity set and formulate the frequency constraints
under uncertain post-islanding power imbalance as dis-
tributionally robust (DR) chance constraints, where we
design a tight conic reformulation and solve the proposed
DR-FCMS model as a mixed-integer convex program.

o« We perform extensive benchmark analyses against al-
ternative decision models and uncertainty models, with
which we show our method yields an economical micro-
grid schedule with frequency security.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section [II| for-
mulates the frequency constraints; Section [[TI| connects the fre-
quency constraints to the microgrid scheduling and describes
the uncertainty model; Section covers the tractable refor-
mulation of the DR chance constraints (DRCC); Section [V]
details the benchmark analyses; and Section [VI| concludes the
paper with a brief discussion of future work.

II. FORMULATION OF FREQUENCY CONSTRAINTS

Unscheduled islanding leads to a sudden loss of power
exchange between the microgrid and the main grid, which af-
fects microgrid’s frequency stability. The frequency decreases
if the microgrid imports power from the main grid before
islanding and increases vice versa, as illustrated in Fig. [T} In
a microgrid, besides synchronous DGs, the frequency support
from IBRs, such as RESs and BESSs, is useful to contain the
frequency excursion. The RESs operate in deloading mode for
upward PFR reserve to arrest the frequency drop while BESSs
can contain the frequency drop/rise by discharging/charging.
We approximate frequency dynamics of the microgrid by the
swing equation [22], assuming we use virtual inertia control
for RESs and droop control for BESSs [21]]:
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where A f(7) is the frequency deviation caused by the post-
islanding power imbalance pi"*. We index the DGs, RESs and
BESSs by i € G, s € S, and b € B, respectively. A positive
pi™? indicates that the microgrid imports power from the main
grid. We denote the PFRs provided by DGs, RESs, and BESSs
as AP;(1), AP4(7), and AP,(7). Note that the load damping
level in the power-electronic dominated microgrid is generally
low and thus neglected in (III) similar to the setting in [[L 1], [[12].
The system aggregated inertia H; in (I)) contributed from
DGs, RESs, and BESSs is calculated by
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where f; is the nominal frequency, g/ "™, p™*, and D

denote power output capacities. The parameter HC is the
inertia constant of DG <. The binary variable z;, t determlnes
if DG i is on at time ¢. The variables H? "¢ and HE p.t are virtual
inertia of RES s and BESS b, which will be optlmlzed in the
microgrid scheduling.

In accordance with [§8]-[13], a linear ramping model is
adopted to approximate the PFR dynamics, whose effective-
ness is demonstrated in [12], [13]. Indeed, detailed PFR dy-
namics modeling can enhance the accuracy but hinders deriv-
ing the closed-form solution to (1) and prohibits the tractability
of constraints on frequency requirements. We present the PFRs
AP;(7), AP(7), and AP,(7) with a linear ramping model:
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where we denote PFR reserve capacities as RS, s RS 4» and

Rbt, respectively. Tpp is the delivery delay of DG due to
the deadband of DG’s governor. Since governors control the
delivery speed of PFRs from DGs while that of PFRs from
IBRs, including RESs and BESSs, are controlled by power
electronic devices, we have the relationship between DGs’ and
IBRs’ delivery times as T > TE.

Given the frequency dynamics above, we formulate the fol-
lowing frequency constraints, including limitations on RoCoF,
maximum frequency deviation, and quasi-steady state.

1) Constraints on RoCoF: The greatest magnitude of Ro-
CoF occurs at 7 = 0 after the islanding event. From @), we
have RoCoF = the sign of pi™ i
model two-sided constramts on RoCoF:

—2H; - RoCoF™ < pi™® < 2H, - RoCoF™>  (3)

is unknown, we

where RoCoF™?* is the permissible maximum RoCoF.

2) Constraints on Maximum Frequency Deviation: The
maximum frequency deviation occurs at frequency nadir or
zenith when PFRs fully cover the power imbalance. Equa-
tions (2a)-(2c) show the total PFRs is a piecewise linear func-
tion. The maximum frequency deviation must occur before
Tc + Tpp so that the quasi-steady state constraint (§) can
hold. In practice, PFR controlled by power electronic devices
is fast (Tg =~ 1 s). Only when the system has extremely low
inertia can the maximum frequency deviation occur within Ty,
but the constraint on RoCoF is hard to hold in this situation.
Hence, it is reasonable to assume that the maximum frequency
deviation occurs after T but before T + Tpp. It is shown
in [12] that the maximum frequency deviation is:
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The sign of maximum frequency deviation A f(7*) depends

on the sign of pi™?. Therefore, we construct the constraint on
Af(7*) for two cases: pi™® > 0 and pi™® < 0.



1) When pi™® > 0, the system frequency drops and
Af(1*) < 0, requiring upward PFR reserves, R > 0 and
RF > 0. We let RS = RV, RF = RPU where RSV
g REY and RV — (z SRS + S hes thU) de-
note the total upward PFR reserves of DGs and IBRs (i.e.,
RESs and BESSs). Constraint on the maximum frequency
deviation is formulated as a rotated conic constraint:
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where A f™#* is the allowable maximum frequency deviation.

2) When pi™® < 0, the system frequency rises and
A f(T*) > 0, requiring downward PFR reserves, RtG <0
and RE < 0. We let RY = —R%P RE — thEvD where
REP = = icg RG D and RV = = ben Ry are the total
downward PFR reserves of DGs and BESSs Srmllar to @
we formulate a rotated conic constraint:
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The maximum frequency deviation constraints above, in-
cluding two cases pi™® > 0 and pi™ < 0, belong to the type
of if-then conditional constraint. By introducing the big-M, we
convert the above if-then conditional constraint into:
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where we introduce a binary variable wu; to describe the
unknown direction of the post-islanding power imbalance, M
is a predefined positive big number, and x;, y;, and z; are
optimization variables introduced to enable the reformulation.

3) Constraints on Quasi-Steady State: To stabilize fre-
quency eventually after unscheduled islanding, the amount of
total available PFRs is required to cover the power imbalance.
Considering the unknown sign of pi™*, we formulate the
quasi-steady state constraints as the following two-sided form:

—REP _ RED < pimb < RGU | REU. (8)

III. DR-FCMS FORMULATION

We first describe how we model RES uncertainty and the
affinely adaptive decision rule. We then introduce how we ac-
count for uncertainty-related constraints, including frequency
constraints, via a DRCC approach. Finally, we formulate the
full DR-FCMS problem in the event of unscheduled islanding.

A. Network Representation

The microgrid is represented by a graph (N, £), where N/
L are the sets of nodes and lines. We assume that the graph
has a tree structure. The root node of the graph is indexed by
1, and NT=N"\ {1} denotes the set of non-root nodes. The
sets of DGs, RESs, BESSs, and loads are denoted as G, S,
B, and D, respectively. We assume that there is one DG, one
BESS, one RES, and one load at each non-root node, such
that [NT| = |G| = |S| = |B| = |D|. Non-root nodes without
the DG, BESS, RES, or load can be handled by setting the
corresponding parameters to zeros, and nodes with multiple
entries can be addressed by a summation.

B. Modeling of System Responses under Uncertainty

In this section, we first introduce the uncertainty model of
active power forecasts. Then we adopt an affinely adaptive
policy similar to [23]] for microgrids’ responses to RES uncer-
tainty via DGs, BESSs, power exchanges, and power flows.

1) RES Uncertainty: The RES active power output is con-
sidered uncertain as forecasts contain random errors. There-
fore, we model the available active power outputs of RESs by
the sum of a forecast value and a random forecast error:

Dot =L, + & )
where p; ¢, pbf,i, and &, ¢ are the available active power output,
forecast value, and forecast error of RES.

RESs operate in the deloading mode to provide frequency
support under an islanding event. The available power output is
split into an actual power output, ps ;, and a portion to provide
reserves for the virtual inertia response and PFR, 75 , [[16]. We
optimize the deloading ratio 5 ¢:

6s,t)ﬁs,t = (1 - 5s,t)p£7t + (1 - 6S,t)£s,t (loa)
(10b)
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We assume a constant power factor cos ¢ for uncertain
renewable energy injections and ¢ = /(1 — cos? ¢)/(cos? ¢),
so we can model the actual reactive power injection by:

Qo = by = o1 = 8s)ply + (1 =8 (D)

2) DGs: Based on the affine policy, the actual active and
reactive power outputs of DG 7 are modeled by:

Gie =911 — (0i)"& (12a)

3% = 97 — (a2)"é (12b)

where g; t/gz , are the actual active/reactive power outputs

in the presence of uncertainty, and g; t/gl , are the nominal

active/reactive power outputs in the absence of uncertainty, i.e.,

& = 0. The participation factor vectors af) ./ olet € R‘fl“ are
/aQ

subject to optimization whose entries 0% st/ describe the
reactions of DG i to uncertain forecast errors of RES s.



3) BESSs: To balance the uncertain active power forecast
errors of RESs, the BESS is controlled to adjust its charging
or discharging power with an affine policy:

~ch

Py =il + (B (13a)
e =i — (B4 (13b)

where pbht/pdCh are the actual charging/discharge power of

BESSs and pj/i/pjj" are the nominal charging/discharging
power correspondmg to & = 0. The participation factor
vectors ﬁg}; / Bé{ih € Rl_f‘ﬂ are subject to optimization.

4) Power Exchanges: We model the actual power ex-
changes between the microgrid and main grid by:

=" = ()" (14a)
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where pg*/q;” are the actual active/reactive power exchanges
corresponding to & # 0 while the nominal power exchanges

pi¥lqg” correspond to & = 0. The participant factor vectors
vF/ ’th € lelﬂ are subject to optimization.

5) Line Power Flows: The actual active and reactive power
flows across line ¢j are modeled by:
i};t = iIJ:'),t + (Xf;,t)Tft
fzjt fQ + (Xg t)Tgt

where fI il fw , are the actual active/reactive power flows

under uncertainty, and fl f + are the nominal active/reactive
line power flow set points The participation factor vectors
Xf;,t/Xg’t € RISIX1 are subject to optimization.

6) Voltage Magnitudes: The actual squared voltage magni-
tude is modeled by:

5)
(16)

Vie=Vig + & (17)

where f/i,t /Vi. is the actual/nominal squared voltage magni-
tude and we optimize the participation factor m;; € RISIXT,
C. Objective Function

The objective function of the grid-connected FCMS under
uncertainty is to minimize the total cost:
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where the first five terms represent the start-up, shut-down,
no-load, expected generation, and DG PFR reserve costs. The
sixth and seventh terms represent inertia response (IR) and
RES PFR reserve costs. The eighth to tenth terms are the
expected charging/discharging, IR, and BESS PFR reserve
costs. The last term represents the expected cost of power
exchange with the main grid, where \; is the unit power
exchange price. Note that we compute the expected cost
against the worst-case distribution of & within an ambiguity
set P;, which is detailed in Section IV-A.
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D. Microgrid Normal Operation Constraints

We adopt the LinDistFlow model in [24]] to describe the
microgrid. The operational constraints of microgrid based on
the LinDistFlow setting are introduced as follows.

1) Constraints on Network Power Flows: We describe the
power flow constraints of the microgrid as follows, where we
omit “Vt € T for simplicity:
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where and (I9b) are the active and reactive power
balance equations at the root node while and (19d)
are the active and reactive power balance equations at each
non-root node. Constraint represents the voltage drop
equation across each line.

By separating the uncertainty-independent and uncertainty-
dependent parts, constraints (I9a)-(I9¢) are equivalent to en-
forcing the following constraints:
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where A; € RV "IX1 is a vector with the i-th element being
1 while others being zero. Constraints (20a)-(20¢) and (20f)-
(207) enforce the power balance and voltage drop equations.
2) Constraints for DGs: We omit “Vi € G,t € T” in each
constraint on DG for simplicity. Constraints (21a) and (21b)
describe the logic relationship between DG’s start-up/shut-
down status (z?t/zgt) and ON/OFF status (x;.). Constraints
and (12_1__(1]) are the minimum—up and minimum—down
time limits. DR chance constraints and ( ensure
that the sum of the actual active power output of DG 7 and
the PFR reserves (RG v RG P) is within a specified range



with a probability at least 1 — e for all distributions in the
ambiguity set P;. Constraints (2Ig) and (2Ih) impose limits
on upward and downward PFR reserve capacities. Constraints
and (2T]) are the DRCC for the actual reactive power
output bounds of DG ¢ and constraints (21k) and TI) impose
probabilistic ramping limits of DG <.

Z;L,t - Zfl,t = Tit — Tit—1 (21a)
2 2 @i € 40,13 (21b)
t
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3) Constraints for BESSs: For a BESS, constraints (22a)
and (22b) ensure that the sum of the charging and discharging
power, upward/downward IR reserves (I Rbﬂ;U/I R{ng) and
PFR reserves (RfiU/RfiD) is within the limits with a proba-
bility at least 1 —ep, for any distribution within P;. Constraint
ensures that the charging and discharging behaviors
cannot simultaneously happen. Constraint (22d) models the
state of charge level transition dynamics of a BESS. The
upward and downward IR reserves are indicated by constraints
and (22f). The virtual inertia provided by BESSs is
restricted by constraint (22g). Constraints on upward and
downward PFR reserves are indicated by constraints (2Zh) and
(221). Constraint (22j) imposes limits on the state of charge
level in a BESS. Constraint (22k) requires that each BESS’
state of charge at the final period recovers its initial level.

inf P{pil + (80" + IRY + RS < uilp ™}
t

>1—ep (22a)
nf PP — (B 6 + 1R + RYY < uidp)
>1—ep (22b)
ug’}; + uijh =1, uiﬁ/ugﬁh € {0,1} (22¢)
By = Byuo1 + 05" pby — pit /my " (22d)
IRV = 2H,py™ ™ RoCoF™ (1 — uy) (22e)
IR.P = 2H{ p" ™ RoCoF™ uy (22)
HP™™ < HY < HP™™ (229)
0< Ry < Muy (22h)
0< RS < M(1—w) (22i)
Ey™ < By < B (22j)

Eyr = Eyp. (22k)

4) Constraints for RESs: Constraint (23a) ensures the allo-
cated reserve 7 , is sufficient for upward IR/PFR reserves with
a probability at least 1 — eg for all distributions within Py ; of
random variable &, ;. Constraints (23b) and connect the
upward IR and PFR reserves. The virtual inertia RESs provide
is bounded by constraint (23d). Constraint (23¢]) imposes limits
on the deloading ratio.

Jinf P {IRi’tU +R5Y < f;t} >l—eg  (23)
IRY) = 2HS p™™* RoCoF™ (1 — u,) (23b)
0< Ry < Mu (23¢)
nymin < HsS:t < HSS,max (23d)
0 <054 <O (23e)

5) Constraints for Line Power Flows: We formulate the un-
certain line power flows as a DR quadratic chance constraint:

at B8+ (207 < U™} 21— e

(24)

where f77%* is the transmission capacity of line ij.

6) Constraints for Voltage Magnitudes: The following DR
chance constraints formulate the upper and lower bounds on
the squared voltage magnitudes under uncertainty:

: 7. < max\2 | - 1 _
Jnf P {Vm < (Vmax) } >1—ep (252)
: (7 min)2 _
Pgtp{v,vt > (p/min) } >1—ep. (25b)

7) Constraints for Power Exchanges: The transmission
capacity of the substation connected to the main grid limits
the power exchange between the microgird and the main grid:

Jdnf PL(BE")* +(37)° < (™)} =1 —em. (26)

E. Frequency Constraints involving Uncertainty

Section [MI] presents the frequency constraints when the
power imbalance is realized after unscheduled islanding. When
we consider the RES uncertainty, the post-islanding power
imbalance pi™® = p¢® — (4F)T¢; becomes a random vari-
able. Therefore, we need to embed the uncertainty in those
frequency constraints and formulate the following DR chance

constraints in order to ensure robustness.

inf P{p™ < Muy,) >1— 2
Anf PAp™ < Mu} > 1 —ep (27a)
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F. Overall Formulation of DR-FCMS

Before presenting the solution method for DR-FCMS, we
summarize the overall DR-FCMS formulation as follows:

(DR-FCMS) min (T8)

s.t. (70)-(H. ©-(T7). (20a)-20¢), E0f)-20j). 2Ta)-21I),
(22a)-22K). 24). @54), @50). 26). and 272)-27g).

IV. SOLUTION METHODOLOGY

Model (DR-FCMS) cannot be readily solved by off-the-
shelf solvers due to:

1) worst-case expected cost terms in (I8);

2) DR chance constraints @21€), @I1), CIH-CII), 22a),
@25). @33 @F). @53 €5b). @5). and Q7373

3) bilinear terms in (22¢)), 22f), and (23b).

In this section, we propose detailed methodologies to ad-
dress the issues above. We first specify the ambiguity set for
describing the RES uncertainty £; and reformulate the worst-
case expected cost terms and DR linear chance constraints.
There is no straightforward reformulation for the DR quadratic
chance constraint (24)), (26), and (27¢). Thus, we convert the
DR quadratic chance constraints into a set of DR linear chance
constraints so that they can be further reformulated to a set of
SOC constraints. Subsequently, we linearize the bilinear terms
such that we can obtain a computationally tractable mixed-
integer convex program for (DR-FCMS).

A. Wasserstein-metric Ambiguity Set

A proper selection of ambiguity set for the uncertain
forecast error of RES & € RISIX! is crucial when we
reformulate the objective function and DR chance constraints
in a realistic and tractable manner. We consider a Wasserstein-
metric ambiguity set that defines a ball of radius € > 0 in the
distribution space around a prescribed reference distribution:

Pi={PePo:dw(PP) <0} (28)
where P, is the set of all probability distributions on RIS!. The
Wasserstein distance dy (P1,P2) = infgeop, p,) Eofl|1 —
&[] where || - || is the general norm on RIS and Q(Py,Py) is
the set of all joint distributions on RIS x RIS! with marginal
distributions P; and P, that govern &; and &», respectively.

Given N historical observations of uncertainty &, i.e.,
{&PYN_,, a natural choice for P is the empirical distribution
P= % anl 5{?, where 5{? is the Dirac distribution centered

on f?. With this setting, the complexity of the reformulation
counterpart for DR chance constraints will rise sharply in the
sample size, affecting the scalability [25]]. To address this, an-
other choice is to use an elliptical distribution as the reference,
where the mean and covariance information of the elliptical
distribution is estimated from historical observations [26].
In the literature on power system operations, the Gaussian
distribution is widely used to model the forecast errors of RESs
[20], [27]], and an elliptical distribution is a generalization of
a Gaussian distribution.

Therefore, we consider an elliptical reference distribu-

tion denoted as P = P(,, s, , with mean y; € RISIX!
and positive-definite covariance matrix X, € RISIXISI
whose probability density function is f(§) = k -

g (3(& — )™= (& — p1e)) where k is a positive normal-
ization scalar and g¢(-) is the density generator. As for the
Wasserstein distance in P;, we adopt the Mahalanobis norm
associated with the positive definite matrix >;, defined as

||z|| = y/2TE; 2. Such choices on reference distribution and
Wasserstein distance will lead to the following tractable re-

formulation and approximation for the worst-case expectation
function and DR chance constraints.

B. Reformulation of Objective Function

The worst-case expected cost in the objective function
can be written in a compact form of suppcp, Ep [c(q;t)Tft ,
where ¢(x;) € RISI*! is an affine function on the optimization
variable x; and P, is the ambiguity set defined in (28).
Proposition 1. suppcp, Ep [c(x¢)7€,] with the ambiguity set

in and an elliptical reference distribution P =P, =, 4
is equivalent to:

Ep [e(w1)"€] + 0llc(z)|ly,

where P = P, 5.9 and ||c(act)||2t_1 is the Mahalanobis
norm associated with inverse matrix %; *.

Note that Proposition 1 is adapted from Proposition 8 in
[28] by specifying the form of norm in Wasserstein-metric
ambiguity set as the Mahalanobis norm.

C. Reformulations of DR Linear Chance Constraints

For ease of exposition, we consider a general single-sided
DR linear chance constraint below

Pieng,, P {a(xt)Tft < b(mt)} >1—¢€ (29)

where a(x;) € RISI*! and b(x;) € R are affine functions. The
parameter € is a pre-specified violation probability.

Proposition 2. If € < 0.5, the DR linear chance constraint
under the ambiguity set defined in (28) can be reformu-
lated as the following SOC constraint:

M1 — €)val(z) S a(x,) < bxy) — alze)
where ¢ = 1 — ®(n*) with n* being the minimal
n > 1—® Y1 — ¢) that satisfies n(®(n) — (1 — €)) —

2/2
<17>7*/1(1—e)2/2 kg(z)dz > 0.

(30)

Note that Proposition 2 is an immediate result from Theo-
rem 4.8 of [29] and Proposition 2 of [28]]. See [28]] and [29]
for the detailed proof of Proposition 2.

Before applying Proposition 2, we can determine the value
of n* by solving the following optimization problem:

*

= min
n21-2=1(1—¢)
n?/2
st. n(®(n) —(1—¢)— / kg(z)dz > 6. (31)
d-1(1-e)2/2

2
Let F(n) = n(®(n) — (1= €)) = [317,_ s o kg(2)dz — 0.
Since F'(n) = ®(n) — (1 —¢) > 0forn > 1— & 1(1 -
€), thereby F'(n) is monotonically increasing from negative
to positive on 7 > 1 — ®~1(1 — ¢). That is, n* occurs when
F(n*) = 0. We can solve the problem F'(n*) = 0 efficiently
via bisection search.



D. Reformulations of DR Quadratic Chance Constraints

The chance constraints ([24), @26), and (27¢) contain
quadratic terms of random variables, i.e., fE fi? o Vit

ij,t°
5%, @*, and pi™®. There is no straightforward analytical
reformulation for quadratic chance constraints unlike the DR
linear ones in Section IV.C [30]. Here we show how to
approximate such DR quadratic chance constraints by using
a set of DR linear chance constraints.

1) DR Quadratic Chance Constraints on Line Power Flows
and Power Exchanges: Following [30], we approximate the
DR quadratic chance constraint (24) by a set of the DR linear
chance constraints and non-probabilistic constraints:

Pié%t P{|ﬂljt| < Kz’?,t} >1-vreg (32a)
dnf PAS <K, }21-(-ve  (320)
(Ki?,t)Z + (Kg,t)Q <( ir}lax)z (32¢)

where Kf; and Kg are the introduced auxiliary variables.
The predefined parameter v, € (0,1) balances the trade-off
between violation probabilities in the two DR linear chance
constraints (32a) and (32b). DR linear chance constraints (32a)
and (32b) involving absolute value operators are essentially
two-sided DR linear chance constraints, which can be approx-
imated by two single-sided DR linear chance constraints as:

nf IP{ P < Kf;-’t} >1—vpeL (33a)
jnf P75, 2K} 21-ve (33b)
nf P {fgﬂt < Kgyt} >1—(1—vp)er (33¢)
inf P{/3, 2 -KG. =1~ (v (330)

We can apply a similar approximation for the DR quadratic
chance constraint on power exchange (26).

2) DR Quadratic Chance Constraint on Maximum Fre-
quency Deviation: By introducing the auxiliary variable wy,
We can equivalently transform constraint as:

inf P imb < >1— 34
s {Ip} z| <w} > €F (34a)
wy = Ty (34b)
wy >0 (34¢)

where (34a) can be further approximated by two single-sided
DR linear chance constraints. However, equation @]) is a
non-convex quadratic equality constraint. We relax it to the
following rotated conic constraint:

wf < T4y (35)

We prove such relaxation is tight, which is also supported
by the computational results in Section V-A.

Proposition 3. The constraint (27¢) can be replaced by
constraints (34a), (33), and without loss of optimality.

Proof. Suppose we solve DR-FCMS with constraint (27¢),
denoted as (M), and obtain a partial solution Z, ¢, Z, worst-
case distribution P; and optimal value F'. On the other hand,
suppose we solve DR-FCMS with constraint (34a), (33),

and (34d), denoted as problem (M), and obtain a partial
solution w, ¥, ¥, z, worst-case distribution P; and optimal
value F'.

( = _) The solution #,7,% is a feasible solution to
model (M) as we can introduce w; = 3, Vt and con-
straints (34D), (33), and are satisfied. Therefore, ' > F.

( <= ) By the feasibility of w, z,y, Z, we can derive the
following inequalities for all ¢:

Jnf P{(pi™ = 2)? < i} (362)
= P {(i™ - 2)* < @i} (36b)
> P {pi™ — z| < 1) (36¢)

: imb =~ ~
> Jjuf P {[p"" — z| <y} (36d)
> 1—e€p. (36¢)

Inequality (36¢) is derived from the fact that w? < ¥

inequality follows the inf operator; inequality
follows the feasibility of solution Z, ¥, Z, which satisfies con-
straint (34a). The set of inequalities (36) shows that the solu-
tion Z, 7, Z also satisfies constraint (27¢). Therefore, F' > F'.

Combining the results above, we conclude that ' = F
and it is without loss optimality to replace constraint

by constraints (34D), (33), and (34d). O

So far, the DR quadratic chance constraints in the proposed
model (DR-FCMS) have been transformed into single-sided
DR linear chance constraints, which can be straightforwardly
reformulated as SOC constraints according to Proposition 2.

E. Linearization of the Bilinear Terms

Constraints (22¢)), (22)), and (23b) involving bilinear terms
have the same mathematical form as:

X = pY, (37)

where X, p, and Y are the semicontinuous, binary, and
continuous variables. We can introduce the big-M to linearize
equation as follows:
—M(1-p)<X—-Y <M(1-p)
—Mp< X< Mp

(38a)
(38b)

V. CASE STUDIES

We evaluate our method on a modified IEEE 33-node
microgrid system in [24], adding three DGs, two BESSs, and
two RESs. We consider a time horizon of a day with each
period spanning an hour (|7 | = 24) and display the profiles of
RES active power forecasts and total loads in Fig. 2] Detailed
parameters of the test system are available in [31]. We set
additional frequency parameters as fy=50 Hz, Tpp=0.2 s,
Tp=1s, T¢=8 s, RoCoF™**=0.5 Hz/s, and A f™*= (.5 Hz.

To obtain candidate solutions, we generate 100 samples of
RES forecast errors from Gaussian distribution whose mean is
set to be 0 for all ¢ € 7, and the standard deviation is set to be
5% of RES forecast values. Later, we generate an additional
10,000 samples from the same Gaussian distribution to test
the solution’s out-of-sample performance. We set e = eg =
€s =€, =€y = €g = e =€ = 0.05 and v, = vg = 0.5.
The radius of the Wasserstein ball is set to § = 0.01.

All numerical tests are conducted on a laptop with an
Intel Core 17-9750H CPU 2.6 GHz processor and 16 GB
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Fig. 2. Profiles of RES active power forecast values and total load: RESs
(left plot) and total load (right plot).

memory. All optimization models are coded in MALTAB using
YALMIP [32] and solved by Gurobi v9.0.0 [33[], with the
parameter MIPGap set as 0.1%.

A. Tightness of Constraint (27¢) Reformulation

Our reformulation is a relaxation of (DR-FCMS) as we
change the equality in constraint (34b) to an inequal-
ity (B3). we deﬁne the mean relaxation gap as cgqp =
ITI > ieT |Teyr — wi|. We solve the optimization problem ten
times and report the maximum, average, and minimum €44
in Table [l We observe that the maximum relaxation gap is in
the same order as the numerical tolerance, indicating a tight
relaxation scheme.

TABLE I
VALUES OF RELAXATION GAP
Maximum  Average = Minimum
Egap 1.1e-4 3.3e-5 1.7e-7

B. The Value of Co-optimization of Power Exchange, PFR
Reserves, and Frequency Constraints

We consider the following three microgrid scheduling meth-
ods for comparisons to investigate the value of co-optimization
of power exchange, PFR, and frequency constraints.

e M1: FCMS model in [19]].

e M2: The microgrid scheduling model with capacity-based
PFR constraint in [7]].

e M3: Our proposed model (DR-FCMS).

For a fair comparison, M1 is obtained from M3 by replacing
the post-islanding imbalance in (27a)-(27g) with a constant
load increase, and the frequency-related constraints are thus
reduced to deterministic counterpart. M2 is obtained from M3
by dropping constraints on RoCoF and maximum frequency
deviation (27c)-(27¢). Note that the price for power exchange
with the main grid is set less than the cost coefficients of DGs
to encourage the power exchange. Fig. 3| presents the results of
power exchange and total PFR reserves produced by M1, M2,
and M3, in which the shadowed area is bounded by the max-
imum and the minimum power exchange realizations among
100 samples of RES uncertainty and the dashed line represents
the total PFR reserve. Fig. show the distributions of hourly
post-islanding frequency dynamic metrics, i.e., RoCoF and
maximum frequenczl deviation (MFD), which are calculated

by RoCoF' = — H and with solutions produced by M1,
M2, and M3 under 100 in- sample post-islanding realizations.

We observe that the power exchange with the main grid in
M1 is the largest and significantly more than those in M2 and
M3 since the post-islanding power imbalance considered in
M1 decouples the power exchange and is thus not restricted by
PFR-related constraints while these work on M2 and M3. As a
result, M1 produces the cheapest scheduling scheme ($1544)
against M2 and M3. However, the total PFR reserve in M1
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Fig. 3. Results of power exchange realizations and total PFR reserve: M1
(top), M2 (middle), and M3 (bottom).

TABLE 11
COST COMPARISONS OF BENCHMARK METHODS
Methods Ml M2 M3

Total cost (§) 1544 1788 1795

is only upward dedicated to the fixed sudden load increase
and notably mismatched with the uncertain power exchange,
which makes it hard to ensure frequency security in the event
of islanding. As shown in Fig. 4] the RoCoF and MFD metrics
significantly violate the requirements RoC'oF™** = 0.5 Hz/s
and A f™®* = (.5 Hz in post-islanding realizations.

In contrast, the total PFR reserves in M2 and M3 properly
match the power exchange thanks to the co-optimization of
power exchange and PFR reserves. Even so, violations of
both RoCoF and MFD metrics in M2 exist in many post-
islanding realizations due to lacking frequency constraints, as
shown in Fig. 5] Moreover, frequency dynamics are unstable
if islanding occurs at hours 1-4, and the corresponding RoCoF
and MFD metrics are outside the ranges [-1, 1] Hz/s and [-
2, 1] Hz, respectively. By co-optimizing the power exchange,
PFR reserves, and frequency constraints, the proposed method
(M3) can guarantee frequency security after an unscheduled
islanding event in a permissible security level despite its
scheduling scheme with a slightly higher cost ($1795) than
M2. As seen in Fig.[6] the RoCoF metrics for all post-islanding
realizations satisfy the requirement RoCoF™** = (0.5 Hz/s in
all hours while there exist three samples at hour 5 and one
sample at hour 23 in which the MFD metric is violated due
to the DR chance constraint modeling. Still, they satisfy the
pre-specified permissible risk level € = 0.05.

C. Impact of Uncertainty Models on DR-FCMS

We compare the following four chance-constrained (CC)
methods to showcase the value of the adopted Wasserstein-
metric DRCC approach for FCMS under uncertainty.

¢ Gaussian-CC: Gaussian-assumption CC method.
« M-DRCC: DRCC with a moment-based ambiguity set.
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e W-DRCC: DRCC with a Wasserstein-metric ambiguity
set, built on a uniform reference distribution and the
Wasserstein distance defined by an Euclidean norm.

« EW-DRCC: DRCC with a Wasserstein-metric ambiguity
set, built on an elliptical reference distribution and the
Wasserstein distance defined by a Mahalanobis norm.

Gaussian-CC, M-DRCC, and EW-DRCC are sample-free
methods while W-DRCC is a sample-based method whose
computation size increases with the number of DR chance
constraints and samples. Due to the scalability issue, we
just apply W-DRCC to reformulate the frequency-related DR

TABLE 111
RESULTS UNDER FOUR CHANCE-CONSTRAINED FCMS METHODS
Gaussian-CC~ M-DRCC® W-DRCC EW-DRCC
max 1790 1309 1823 1799
Cost ($)  avg 1789 1808 1820 1796
min 1788 1807 1815 1792
max 9.55 335 791 430
EVP (%) avg 6.16 1.95 5.25 4.02
min 5.25 0.45 3.19 3.82
max 158 118 932 143
Time (s) avg 68 80 610 58
min 15 42 390 39

* denotes results of M-DRCC under ¢ = 0.11 as it is infeasible until we
increase € to 0.11 in this case study.

chance constraints (27a)-(27g) and worst-case expected cost
terms in objective function while the remaining DR
chance constraints are still addressed by EW-DRCC. For each
method, we solve the optimization model ten times and report
the maximum, average, and minimum cost, empirical violation
probability (EVP), and computation time in Table where
we define EVP as the percent of violated samples in the
out-of-sample test by averaging over all chance constraints.
Additionally, M-DRCC is infeasible until we increase € to
0.11 due to its over-conservativeness. Therefore, we include
M-DRCC’s results with € = 0.11 in Table [III| for comparison.

We observe that M-DRCC, W-DRCC, and EW-DRCC yield
a higher cost than Gaussian-CC as the DRCC methods hedge
against all underlying distributions within the ambiguity sets.
Between these DRCC methods, EW-DRCC offers a less costly
scheme than M-DRCC and W-DRCC in this case study. As
for out-of-sample performance, the EVPs in Gaussian-CC
exceed the target value € = 0.05 up to 9.55%, indicating the
restriction of the Gaussian distribution assumption. Compared
to Gaussian-CC, the EVPs in W-DRCC have been reduced
but their average is still slightly over € = 0.05 and maximum
reaching 7.91%, while the EVPs in M-DRCC are significantly
less than the predefined ¢ = 0.11, indicating its conserva-
tiveness again. Notably, EW-DRCC has nicely maintained
low EVPs satisfying the pre-specified requirement € = 0.05.
Overall speaking, the proposed EW-DRCC can achieve a
decent trade-off between cost and EVP.

We further compare the computation time for these methods.
As expected, the sample-free methods (Gaussian-CC, EW-
DRCC) are significantly faster than the sample-based method
(W-DRCC) with around 10 times in terms of average time
in this case study despite only partial DR chance constraints
being reformulated by W-DRCC. Between Gaussian-CC and
EW-DRCC, EW-DRCC is slightly slower than Gaussian-CC
but with a comparable complexity as the DR chance constraint
is also reformulated as an SOC constraint in EW-DRCC.

D. The Effects of Optimized Deloading Ratios

We design the following three cases to investigate the effects
of optimized deloading ratios on the system operation. As
discussed in the technical studies [34]], the RES deloading
ratio is generally chosen as at most 10%. We set the fixed
deloading ratios for RESs in Case 1 below 10% as 8% and
set fixed deloading ratios for RESs in Case 2 as 10%. The
optimized deloading ratios for RESs are considered in Case 3
with upper bounds set to 10%.

o Case 1: Fixed RESs deloading ratios at d5 ¢ = 8%.
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TABLE IV
TOTAL COSTS UNDER OPTIMIZED AND FIXED DELOADING RATIOS
Methods Case 1 Case2 Case3
Total cost ($) 1881 1905 1795

o Case 2: Fixed RESs deloading ratios at d, ; = 10%.
e Case 3: Optimized deloading ratios for RESs with upper
bounds set to 10%.

As shown in Fig.[/| we observe that the deloading behaviors
for RES1 and RES2 in Case 3 only take place in the periods
with high RES and low load, i.e., hours 1, 24 for RES 1 and
hours 1-3, 24 for RES2, while in Case 1 and Case 2, deloading
behaviors for RES1 and RES2 always exist during the 24-hour
dispatch horizon with fixed deloading ratios of 8% and 10%,
respectively, lacking the co-optimization of deloading ratios,
frequency constraints, and power exchange. As a result, Case
3 provides the lowest costly scheme ($1795), yielding 4.6%
and 5.8% cost savings compared to Case 1 ($1881) and Case
2 ($1905), as illustrated in Table

VI. CONCLUSION

We propose a DR-FCMS model that co-optimizes unit
commitments, power dispatch, power exchange, PFR reserves,
and RESs’ deloading ratios to achieve seamless unscheduled
islanding with frequency security guaranteed. Our model ac-
counts for frequency constraints under unknown and uncertain
post-islanding power imbalance by using the DRCC approach,
where the corresponding DR quadratic chance constraint is
successfully converted into SOC constraints. Consequently, the
proposed DR-FCMS model admits a mixed-integer convex
programming. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our co-
optimization scheme in guaranteeing frequency security fol-
lowing an unscheduled islanding event with numerical results.
The proposed DR-FCMS method can reliably limit the EVPs
of chance constraints and achieve a better trade-off between
cost, EVP, and computation efficiency than commonly used
Gaussian-CC, M-DRCC, and W-DRCC in the literature. The
numerical results also show the cost saving of optimized
deloading ratios for RESs compared to the fixed ones.
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