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Abstract—This letter first explores the solution uniqueness of
the data-driven modeling of price-responsive flexible loads
(PFL). The PFL on the demand side is critical in modern pow-
er systems. An accurate PFL model is fundamental for system
operations. Yet, whether the PFL model can be uniquely and
correctly identified from operational data remains unclear. To
address this, we analyze the structural and practical identifia-
bility of the PFL model, deriving the condition for the solution
uniqueness. Besides, we point out the practical implications of
the results. Numerical tests validate this work.

Index Terms—Flexible loads, data-driven modeling, identifi-
ability, inverse optimization, solution uniqueness.

I. INTRODUCTION

HE demand-side flexible resources, including adjusta-

ble loads, distributed energy resources, and virtual
power plants, are increasingly important in modern power
systems. They can usually be modeled as price-responsive
flexible loads (PFL) that actively respond to the electricity
price to facilitate the system analysis. The model of the PFL
that can accurately describe the temporal evolution of the
aggregated power serves a critical interface role in power
system operations.

Currently, two primary approaches exist for modeling the
PFL: the physics-based and data-driven ones. The former
starts from the individual components within the PFL. It
usually frames the modeling of the PFL as a feasible region
projection problem, and the commonly used techniques in-
clude the Minkowski sum methods [1], optimization-based
outer/inner approximation methods [2], and heuristics-based
feasible region elimination/expansion methods [3, 4]. How-
ever, this approach suffers from high computational de-
mands and low accuracy, particularly as time periods ex-
pand. More critically, obtaining detailed models of each
component within the PFL is impractical for power system
operators.

Alternatively, the data-driven approach identifies the ag-
gregated power model of PFL from the operational data,
including the price and aggregated power, offering a more
flexible and adaptable way. This approach usually resorts to
the inverse optimization (10) technique, as the aggregated
power of the PFL is determined by an optimization model
parametrized by the price. To name a few, Tan et al. [5]
prescribe a physics-informed parametric virtual battery to
describe the aggregate power of the PFL, the parameters of
which are then identified by the 10 method. Lyu et al. [6]
further improve this approach by using machine learning to
enhance the parameter updating efficiency. While the above
work establishes the basic framework, some fundamental
problems remain unsolved. This letter focuses on whether
the PFL model can be uniquely identified from the data.

To address this, we analyze the structural and practical
identifiability of the PFL model and derive the condition of
the dataset under which the PFL model can be uniquely
identified. Then, the practical implications of the results are
discussed. Finally, numerical simulation validates the effec-
tiveness of the results.

Il. PROBLEM STATEMENT

The PFL can actively respond to electricity prices to min-
imize costs. Under the price 2 € R”, the aggregated power
P, of the PFL can be calculated by the response model as

M(Q): P.(4,Q)=argmin A"P, (1)

PeQ

wherein T is the length of periods; P is the aggregated pow-
er; P, is the optimal solution of this model; and Q is the fea-
sible region of the power P depending on the model of PFL.

The feasible region Q is usually characterized by the pa-
rameters 6. A typical PFL model widely used in existing
research is the storage-like model, which is a physical model
using the battery to simulate the characteristics of PFL, as
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wherein P}, P, € RT are the power of the temporally cou-
pled (i.e., virtual storage-like)/temporally decoupled adjust-
able loads; P}, € R” is the fixed load; PR, Py, € RT are
the lower and upper bounds of PJ}; Jg,ﬁ’ﬁd € RT are the

lower and upper bounds of P[}; _,’}b,EZb,E,’}b,O € RT are the
lower bound, upper bound, and initial value of the energy;
Y™ € R™*" is a lower triangular matrix, wherein (Y™);; =
(e™)iJ,i = j wherein o™ denotes the energy loss ratio; and
Nyp/Nea/Ngiy is the index set of the temporally coupled ad-
justable loads/temporally decoupled adjustable loads/fixed
loads in the PFL. In this model, the model parameters are
2 = (P2 P P2 Peas Efy, B, Ef 0, 0™).

Since the PFL model is embedded in the optimization
model (1), its identification is a typical 10 problem. After
collecting the input-output pairs (1%, P¥),vk € K, we can
use the following model to estimate the parameters 0, as
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The model (3) is the core of the data-driven modeling of
the PFL. Theoretically, if the model Q(6) is well defined so
that 36 making Q(0) # @, the model (3) always has (at least)
a solution 6 such that f(8) < +oo. Besides, if the dataset
(A%, PF), vk € K are noise-free and the model Q(8) is ap-
propriately selected so that it can correctly describe the
characteristics of the PFL, the optimal value of model (3)
will be f(6) = 0.

1. SOLUTION UNIQUENESS

First, let us introduce the definitions and assumptions to
be used. These definitions are less rigorous but enough for
this work.

Definition 1 (Structural identifiability). For the system



y = y(u, w), assuming that input u and output y are noise-
free, it is said to be structurally identifiable if for all w and
@ in the parameter space, there exists u in the input space U
making that y(u, w) = y(u, &) holds only when w = &@.

Definition 2 (Practical identifiability). For the system
vy = y(u, w), given the available input u € U and output y
(i.e., real and noisy), it is said to be practically identifiable if
for all w and @ in the parameter space, y(u,w) =
y(u,®),Vu € U implies gap(w — @) < €, wherein gap()
is a measure quantifying the uncertainties in the estimates,
and e is a sufficiently small positive number.

Assumption 1. The set Q is a deterministic nonempty
bounded polyhedron.

Assumption 2. The dataset (1%, P¥), k € K are noise-free.

Remark 1. Some extra explanations are as follows:

(1) Both structural and practical identifiability focus on
whether we can uniquely determine the parameters w. The
former is a necessary condition for the latter.

(2) With Assumption 2, the practical identifiability is
equivalent to under the actually available u € U, for all w
and @ in the parameter space, if y(u, w) = y(u,®),Vu € U
implies w = @.

Essentially, the solution uniqueness of the data-driven
modeling of the PFL is equivalent to the practical identifia-
bility of the response model M(Q) defined in (1) under the
given dataset (1%, P¥), vk € K, also equivalent to the practi-
cal identifiability (or solution uniqueness) of the set 2 in
model (3) under the given dataset (1%, P¥), vk € K.

Remark 2. Apparently, the solution uniqueness of Q is
critical for power system operators because () describes the
power adjustable ranges of the PFL, a false estimation of
which will threaten the operational safety and economy.

Note that the solution uniqueness of the set Q is not nec-
essarily equivalent to that of the parameters 6 in model (3).
For example, for Q(60) 2 {P|AP < b}, 0 = {A, b}, we have
Q(6) = Q(k6),Vk > 0, indicating that any parameters
k6, k > 0 will produce the same Q. This makes the analysis
of the solution uniqueness of the set Q in model (3) very
complicated. To deal with this problem, with Assumption 1,
we recast Q(0) into a vertex-based convex hull, as

Q(@)éQven(G):{P PT:%’Oggfl}, (4)
1"¢=1eR

wherein 6 = [8' ---0V] € R™"; 8! is the coordinate of the
ith vertex; and V is the number of vertices.

It is evident that Que+(0) = Qyere(9) yields 6 =6 .
Therefore, the solution uniqueness of the set Q... in model
(3) is equivalent to that of the model parameters 6.

Based on this, we can analyze the identifiability of the
model Q,.,;. We first analyze the structural identifiability.

Theorem 1 (Structural identifiability of Q,,.,.). Under As-
sumptions 1, Q.. is structurally identifiable in model (3).

Proof. Since Q... (0) is a polyhedron, based on the sup-
porting hyperplane theorem [7], for the ith vertex 6%, there
exists some vector AL € RT such that (A1)'9% <
(A)TP,VP € Q,,,+(8), wherein “=" holds if and only if
P = 6. Hence, we have P.(A},8%) = 6%. This implies that
the vertices 6%,i = 1,---,V can be uniquely determined by
choosing a proper input AL. Therefore, once P.(A},8) =
P.(A,8%), we can conclude 6° = 8. m

The next critical problem is the practical identifiability of
Quere Under the dataset (1%, P¥), vk € K in model (3). Note

that if 36 such that P,(4*,8) = P¥, vk € K, the optimal val-
ue of model (3) is f(8) = 0, but not vice versa. The reason
is that there could exist multiple different 6 satisfying
P.(A%,6) = Pk, indicating that the model (3) will yield mul-
tiple different PFL model Q... Therefore, next we analyze
the solutions of model (3).

Define the price matrix A = [A1--- AX]", the aggregate
power matrix T, =[Pl---PX] , the cost matrix =
[(ADTPL--- (A¥)TPK]T, and the set T = {P|AP = E}, where-
in K = |K|. Then, the following theorem gives some insights
into the solutions of model (3).

Theorem 2 (Practical identifiability of Q,.,.). Under As-
sumptions 1 & 2, for model (3) we have: (a) Conv(T,) € II;
(b) Any 6, satisfying Conv(T,) € Q..+ (6;) S I makes
f(6,) =0, i.e., it is one of the optima of model (3); (c) Any
6, not satisfying Conv(l,) S Q,..+(6,) €I makes
f(6,) > 0, i.e., it is not the optimum of model (3).

Proof. (a) Since the pair (1%, P¥), vk € K is the solution
of model (1), we have (A*)'P! > (A%)'Pk,vi, k € K. This
yields AP! > E,vi €K, i.e., P! €I1,Vi € K, and hence we
have Conv(T,) < II.

(b) For 6, satisfying Conv(T,) € Q,.,:(8,) €11, since
P¥ € Conv(T,), Vk € K and Conv(T,) € Q,.,.(0;), we have
P¥ € Qe (6,) . Since Qe (6)) ST, we have AP >
E,VP € Q.+ (6;). This indicates Vk € K,P € Q.+ (61) ,
(NP = (B), ie., )P = (A¥)'Pk. Hence, giving the
with the input 2%, one solution of model (1) is P.(4%,0,) =
P¥,vk € K. Hence, we have f(8;) =0 . Note that
v, f(6) = 0, and thus 6, is one of the optima of model (3).

(c) The situation that 6, does not satisfy Conv(I,) S
Quer:(05) € 1T includes two cases: Conv(Tl,) € Qe (05)
and Q,.,:(6,) € I1. The first case is obvious. We prove the
second case in the following. For 6, satisfying Q,,.,+(6,) &
D, we can always find a point P, € Q,,,+(6,) and P, & II.
Since P, ¢ I1, there exists at least one j € K such that
(NP, < (8);, ie, W)'P, < (W)'P!. Since P! e, we
have P,(/,8,) = P, # P.. This implies ||P/ — B,|| > 0, and
thus £(8,) > 0. Theorem 2. (b) indicates that 36 such that
f (@) = 0. Hence, 6, is not the optimum of model (3). [ ]

Remark 3. Theorem 2 gives some insightful conclusions,
which are explained as follows:

(1) Existence of solutions. For model (3), there must exist
at least one optimum 6, such that f(6,) = 0, and 6, is the
optimum if and only if Conv(T,) S Q,,,.(6.) S II.

(2) Uniqueness of solutions. Denote AQ 2 CH(ConV(F*)),
wherein Cx(Y) denotes the complement of Y in X. The case
AQ = @ provides a certificate for the practical identifiability
of the PFL under Q,.,;(8), i.e., the solution uniqueness of
the data-driven modeling of PFL.

(3) Information completeness of dataset. The case AQ #
@ indicates that the information in (A%, P¥),vk € K is in-
complete. In this case, it is unknown whether (part of) AQ
should be included in Q,,,.(8). The (part of) AQ could be
practically infeasible for the PFL or practically feasible but
not being activated by the prices A%, vk € K. Note that
Conv(T,) (or IT) grows (or shrinks) as the effective infor-
mation in T, increases.

(4) Computation of AQ. Although AQ is hard to calculate,
judging if AQ = @ is equivalent to checking whether IT <
Conv(T,), i.e., checking if each point in the set IT is a feasi-
ble point in the set Conv(T,). This can be formulated into
equivalent linear programming problems.




IV. PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

The above theoretical results reveal that the PFL model
(specifically, the feasible region Q) is not necessarily identi-
fiable under the given dataset, in which model (3) will pro-

duce an incorrect PFL model that is inconsistent with reality.

This will bring potential security risks and economic losses
to the system operation but has not been fully noticed. Our

results provide two implications for this problem, as follows.

(1) Checking the practical identifiability of Q

The results in Section 111 indicate that checking the prac-
tical identifiability of Q is essential to avoid false identifica-
tion results. As shown in Remark 3. (3), the practical identi-
fiability of Q depends on the information completeness of
the dataset. Based on this, Remark 3. (4) also provides a
prior method to check the information completeness, which
we can use to check the practical identifiability of Q in real-
world applications. Note that this method relies on the
noise-free assumption (i.e., Assumption 2). If the noise is
non-negligible, we can use statistical methods, such as
Bayesian inference, to posteriorly analyze the practical iden-
tifiability of Q, which is worthy of further study.

(2) Enhancing the practical identifiability of Q

As indicated in Remark 3. (3), the practical unidentifiabil-
ity of Q originates from the information completeness of the
dataset. This inspires us to enhance practical identifiability
using two different approaches. The first approach is to col-
lect more effective data. Specifically, based on the conclu-
sions of Theorem 2, we can choose any price 1€
{A|A7a = 0, 2'b = 0} to probe the undetermined region.

The second approach is to incorporate a priori physical
knowledge of the PFL to eliminate the indetermination. The
priori physical model, for example, Q,p, (6) in model (2),
offers a concise but interpretable description of the PFL, and
reduces the requirements for data quality and completeness.
Essentially, this is equivalent to choosing a priori structure
for the parameter space. Remark 3 provides some implica-
tions for selecting a correct physical model Q,,,,(6). The
case f(6,) = 0 and Conv(T}) = I1 = Q,, (6,) indicates the
information completeness of the dataset and the correctness
of Q,n, (). The case f(6,) > 0 implies that the prior phys-
ical knowledge about the PFL is incorrect, meaning that we
need to adjust the model Q,,,,(6). The final case is f(6,) =
0, Conv(T,) € Q,,,(6,) €11, Conv(I,) < II, which reveals
that the information in the dataset is incomplete. In this case,
it remains unclear whether the physical model Q,,, (6) is
correct or not, and more data is necessary.

V. NUMERICAL TEST

To validate the above results, we perform simulations on
a hypothetical PFL consisting of a fixed load, a time-
decoupled adjustable load, and four batteries. First, we ran-
domly generate the electricity price samples and use model
(1) to get the aggregated power of the PFL. Second, we
choose the physical model Q,,,,, defined in (2) and use mod-

el (3) with 1-norm as the objective to identify the parameters.

The length of the period is set to 2 for visualization. The
detailed parameters and codes are provided in [8].

First, we investigate the impact of the sample size on sets
Conv(T) and I, as given in Fig. 1 (a). Consistent with theo-
retical results, the sets Conv(T") (or IT) expands (or shrinks)
as the sample size increases. Besides, the AQ is still
nonempty under 200 samples, indicating the information is
insufficient. This means the operational characteristic of the

g00 0 Conv(D)(K| =20) «ex OII(IK| = 20) g0, * Vertice() [ Conv(I)-- o,
7 Conv(I)([K| = 50) == OII(|K| = 50) —> Price vector [ 1T O,
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Fig. 1. (a) Conv(T) and IT under different sample size(s;)(b) Identification
results of Q,,,,, under different number of storage (1 and 2 for 0, and
Qghy, respectively). (A: IT shrinks as the sample sizes |K| increases from 20
to 50; B: Conv(I') expands as |K| increases from 20 to 50; C: II shrinks as
the |K| increases from 50 to 200; D: Undetermined region; E: Practically

infeasible region; F: Undetermined region in Q,,p,,.)

PFL cannot be uniquely determined only by the current da-
taset, inspiring us to embed prior physical knowledge or
design specific price vectors to detect if some undetermined
region is feasible for the PFL. For example, we can choose
any price 2 € {A|A'a = 0,4"b = 0} to probe the undeter-
mined region D in Fig. 1 (a).

Second, we analyze the identification results using 50

samples based on the physical model Q,,, in which the

numbers of storage are set to 1 and 2 for O, and Q3,,,,

respectively. The feasible region of the aggregated power in
Qpny is given in Fig. 1 (b). Obviously, the embedding of
physical knowledge significantly eliminates the undeter-
mined regions, although the physical model Q,y,, in (2) is
not exactly correct since it contains the practically infeasible
region E. Interestingly, the undetermined region F is also
identified, which is not covered by Conv(T). Besides, as the
number of storage in the Q,, increases, the identification
result is more accurate, consistent with the theoretical results.

In summary, the simulation results validate the effective-
ness of theoretical results. Besides, we provide extended
numerical test results under noise-free and noisy datasets in
the online supplementary material [8].

VI. CONCLUSION

This letter first investigates the solution uniqueness of the
data-driven modeling of the PFL and gives some implica-
tions. We derive the condition of the dataset under which the
PFL model can be uniquely identified from data. Overall,
the data-driven modeling of the PFL is still in its initial stag-
es. Future work includes (1) choosing a physics-compatible
model for the PFL identification and (2) designing optimal
prices to probe the undetermined region in the dataset.
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