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Abstract

To solve the optimal power flow (OPF) problem, reinforcement learning (RL) emerges as a promising
new approach. However, the RL-OPF literature is strongly divided regarding the exact formulation of
the OPF problem as an RL environment. In this work, we collect and implement diverse environment
design decisions from the literature regarding training data, observation space, episode definition, and
reward function choice. In an experimental analysis, we show the significant impact of these environ-
ment design options on RL-OPF training performance. Further, we derive some first recommendations
regarding the choice of these design decisions. The created environment framework is fully open-source
and can serve as a benchmark for future research in the RL-OPF field.
Keywords: Reinforcement Learning, Optimal Power Flow, Environment Design, Economic Dispatch,
Voltage Control, Reactive Power Market

1. Introduction

The optimal power flow (OPF) is a broad
class of optimization problems in the energy field
[1]. The common denominator is to optimize
the power flow in a given power system to mini-
mize an objective function subject to constraints.
The current transformation of the energy system
places new demands on the OPF. To achieve a
real-time and continuous optimization of electric
power systems, the OPF needs to be performed
more frequently and potentially for various sce-
narios. That requires a fast and real-time capable
solver [2, 3]. If researchers use the OPF to investi-
gate diverse scenarios under different influencing
factors with millions of variants [4], the speed-
solving requirements increase even more. Con-
ventionally, the OPF is solved with methods like
interior point or Newton’s method [1], which are
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too slow when thousands or millions of OPF so-
lutions are required in a high frequency [2, 3].

To speed up computation, a common approach
of recent years is to train Deep Neural Networks
to approximate the OPF [5, 6, 7, 8, 9]. This way,
at the cost of a computationally heavy training
phase, the difficult optimization problem is trans-
lated to a series of matrix multiplications, result-
ing in a speed-up of several orders of magnitudes.
The training can be done by using supervised
learning [2, 5, 6, 9], i.e., learning by examples of
existing optimal solutions, or by using reinforce-
ment learning (RL) [3, 10, 11, 12], i.e., solving the
problem by trial-and-error without pre-existing
optimal solutions. Both options show promising
results and are under intense research. They also
can be combined by using supervised learning for
pre-training and RL for fine-tuning [7, 12]. How-
ever, RL has the big advantage of not requiring
a conventional solver for training data generation
[10].

In RL, an agent interacts with an environment,
which represents the problem to solve, which is
the OPF in this case. The agent performs se-
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quential actions based on its observations of the
environment’s state and receives a reward for each
action. The goal is to maximize the sum of re-
wards [13].

Most RL publications focus on the RL algo-
rithm and how training can be improved for given
RL benchmark problems, e.g., the MuJoCo1 en-
vironments. To serve as benchmarks for RL re-
search, these environments should be designed to
be difficult but possible to solve [14]. In contrast
to that, when applying RL to practical problems,
we should design the simplest environment possi-
ble for a given problem, i.e., supporting the train-
ing process instead of challenging it. However,
the literature on RL environment design for best
training performance is very limited [15]. Reda
et al. [15] systematically compare different design
options in the PyBullet2 locomotion environments
regarding their influence on training performance.
They demonstrate that environment design can
significantly influence RL performance while be-
ing heavily neglected by researchers at the same
time.

In line with the lack of literature regarding
environment design, most RL-OPF publications
choose very different environment designs when
formalizing the OPF problem as RL environ-
ment, suggesting a lack of consensus in the lit-
erature about how the OPF should be formulated
as RL environment (see section 3.5). Following
the findings from Reda et al. [15], we hypothe-
size that environment design can significantly in-
fluence RL-OPF performance and should be ac-
tively researched. In this work, we focus on how
OPF environments need to be designed to sup-
port the training process of RL agents, regarding
both optimization and constraint satisfaction per-
formance of the OPF.

Our contributions are as follows:

1. We identify and describe four different design
decision categories from the RL-OPF litera-
ture with multiple options within each cate-
gory.

1https://gymnasium.farama.org/environments/
mujoco/, last access: 2024-01-17

2https://pybullet.org, last access: 2024-01-25

2. We implement 13 different design variants
overall and compare their performance after
training in two different OPF problems.

3. With our experiments, we show the signif-
icant impact of these design decisions on
training performance.

4. From our results, we derive first insights and
recommendations regarding design of RL-
OPF environments for future research.

5. We open-source our developed OPF environ-
ment framework and all source code for other
researchers.3

With this, our overall contribution is a guideline
on how to evaluate relevant design options for RL-
OPF problems.

Our work is structured as follows: In the fol-
lowing section 2, we first identify the special chal-
lenges of the OPF when formulated as RL prob-
lem and derive some limiting assumptions for our
work. Section 3 then identifies various design op-
tions from the RL-OPF literature and discusses
the underlying idea as well as expected advan-
tages and disadvantages of the respective options.
Section 4 presents our OPF environment frame-
work and section 5 presents the experimentation
details, including the two exemplary OPF prob-
lems used in this work. Section 6 evaluates our re-
sults and provides recommendations for each cat-
egory of design options respectively, followed by
some concluding remarks.

2. Challenges of the OPF as RL Problem

Before looking into the environment design, we
will first discuss the special characteristics of the
RL-OPF problem that make it a challenging RL
problem. These challenges are constraint satis-
faction, large action spaces, high computational
effort for evaluation, and training data.

First, the OPF problem is usually a constrained
optimization problem. However, constraints are
not part of the standard RL framework. There-
fore, either special RL algorithms are required, or

3https://github.com/Digitalized-Energy-Systems/
rl-opf-env-design
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the reward function must include a penalty func-
tion that enables the agent to learn a valid policy
[16]. Additionally, power systems are critical in-
frastructure. Therefore, in some cases, constraint
violations are completely unacceptable. However,
in other cases, minor violations are fully accept-
able, e.g., slightly too high voltage magnitudes
[17]. Whether violations can be tolerated depends
on the exact use case, e.g., whether the model is
used in simulation only or in actual grid opera-
tion.

Second, since the OPF has mostly generator
or load setpoints as degrees of freedom, the OPF
usually has a continuous action space. That limits
the RL algorithm choice, e.g., Deep Q-Learning
[18] is not applicable. Additionally, large-scale
OPF problems can have hundreds or thousands of
degrees of freedom. In RL, such high-dimensional
action spaces are very challenging and not often
investigated. For example, the popular MuJoCo
benchmark environments have only about six ac-
tions on average.

Third, evaluating an agent’s action, i.e., actu-
ator setpoints, requires a power flow calculation
to compute the resulting power flows and voltage
values. This makes an OPF environment compu-
tationally very expensive. Therefore, especially
sample-efficient RL algorithms should be used for
training, which limits the RL algorithm selection
again.

Fourth, realistic training data for the OPF is
very limited. In contrast to artificial environ-
ments like MuJoCo environments, random sam-
pling of states can result in completely unrealistic
power system states, potentially harming training
performance.

In summary, the OPF’s constraints, large-scale
continuous action spaces, computational require-
ments, and lack of training data result in a chal-
lenging RL problem. All this has to be considered
in the environment design.

Considering the broadness of OPF research and
to limit the scope of this work, we will make some
assumptions about the OPF problems to solve,
which also define the scope of this work. We
assume that the topology of the power system
is fixed. We assume only continuous actuators,

defining our environment’s action space. For ex-
ample, transformers as actuators are not consid-
ered. Further, we assume that one RL agent is
trained to solve a specific OPF problem for a spe-
cific power system. Finally, we assume that the
agent has full knowledge about the power system’s
state, as is the case in conventional OPF solvers,
i.e., no partial observability. All these are stan-
dard assumptions for learning the OPF with RL.
Further, we explicitly focus only on the standard
OPF and not on related problems like, for ex-
ample, real-time control of power systems [19] or
multi-stage OPFs [20].

3. Environment Design Decisions

In the following, we will derive four categories
of open design decisions and how they can be
handled from the literature. The categories are
training data, observation space, episode defini-
tion, and reward function. We will present the
different options used in literature, explain the
underlying idea and theory, and discuss the ex-
pected advantages and disadvantages.

3.1. Training Data

One core question in all Machine Learning ap-
plications is the choice of training data. Regard-
ing the OPF, the goal is that the trained agent
should be able to solve real-world OPF problems
and, therefore, work on real-world states of the
electric system. However, an unsolved problem in
energy research is that real-world data on power
system states is very limited. And even if data is
available, it is only possible to train on data from
the past, while the application must work on fu-
ture data in a highly dynamic system. Therefore,
changing data distributions – i.e. changing load
or generator behavior – may result in performance
degradation.

The most straightforward training data option
is to use time-series data of loads and generators,
either realistic data collected from measurements
or artificially created data. This environment de-
sign option Time-Series was used in references
[8, 21, 22, 23]. The big advantage of time-series
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data is that it is closest to the actual data dis-
tribution in application. However, the main dis-
advantage of time-series data is that it is usually
very limited, while deep learning methods require
large amounts of data. Further, such data sets
do not often contain special cases and extreme
data points, e.g., holidays, extreme weather, etc.,
which bears the risk of failure in these uncommon
cases. Mathematically, the Time-Series option
means we draw our power system states s from a
given finite dataset D.

s ∼ D (1)

The second option is to train on randomly sam-
pled data, for example, by sampling all load and
generator setpoints from a Normal distribution.
This tackles both previously mentioned disadvan-
tages of time-series data. Random data can be
created in any quantity and does not favor com-
mon over uncommon states. Further, it can be
used even without knowing the actual data dis-
tribution. However, most randomly created data
points will be completely unrealistic. Most dis-
tributions in power systems are highly coupled,
e.g., wind turbine feed-in or load behavior. In this
work, we will consider two random sampling op-
tions: a Uniform training data distribution from
references [7, 11, 12]

s ∼ U(smin, smax) (2)

and a Normal distribution around the mean [3]

s ∼ N (µ, σ2) (3)

with the data range [smin, smax], the mean µ, and
the variance σ2. Here, we assume that the re-
quired data range is known for uniform sampling
and that the mean of the data is known for normal
sampling. The state variables are usually non-
controllable active and reactive setpoints of loads
and generators but can also be information about
constraints or the current market situation, de-
pending on the exact OPF use case.

3.2. Observation Space
Another important question of RL is which ob-

servations the agent receives to make its decision.

The Markov property is fulfilled when the agent
receives all the information required to make an
optimal decision [13]. From a power system per-
spective, only all active and reactive power values
of all non-controllable loads and generators are
required (including storages, shunts, etc.). Ad-
ditionally, in market-based OPFs, we must con-
sider all prices to enable optimal decisions. Sys-
tem variables like voltages or line flows are not
required because they can be computed from the
node power values using power flow calculation.

Therefore, based on the Markov property, op-
tion Markov for the observation space is to use
only the active/reactive power of all non-actuator
units in the system, plus all market prices, if ap-
plicable. If the constraints change, we also need
to provide that information to the agent. The
Markov option is used in references [3, 7, 8, 21,
22, 24] from the RL-OPF literature.

oMarkov ∈ {Pload, Qload, Pgen, Qgen, ...} (4)

The redundant system variables are not used in
the Markov option. However, most constraints in
the OPF concern exactly these system variables,
e.g., the voltage band or maximum line load-
ing. Therefore, these data may help with better
decision-making, although being redundant from
a theoretical standpoint. In consequence, design
option Redundant adds the system variables to
the observations of option Markov , namely volt-
ages of all nodes in the system, loading of all lines
and transformers in the system, and power flows
from/to all external grids. This option is used in
references [11, 12, 23].

oRedundant ∈ oMarkov + {Ubus, Sline, Strafo, Sext} (5)

To compute these system variables, we must cal-
culate the power flow when a new data point is
sampled in the environment. That requires initial
actuator setpoints before the actual agent action.
For that initial action handling, we consider two
variants: the average possible action for all actu-
ators

ainit = (amax − amin)/2 (6)

or a random action:

ainit ∼ [amin, amax] (7)
4



In the second variant, this action must also be
added to the observation space for the agent to
consider its influence on the observed state. The
potential advantage of option Redundant is bet-
ter performance, especially regarding constraint
satisfaction. However, the required initial power
flow calculation increases the computation time
of the environment because two power flow cal-
culations are required instead of one. Addition-
ally, the bigger observation space may result in
increased training time.

3.3. Episode Definition
In RL, an episode is the amount of steps until

a termination criterion is reached. Usually, the
agent aims to maximize the sum of rewards over
an episode [13]. Two general options to define
the RL episodes to learn the OPF are used in
literature: the 1-step environment and the n-step
environment.

Option 1-Step means that every environment
state is terminal, which starts a new episode.
The agent receives an observation, performs a 1-
shot action, and that action results in the final
state, which is used for performance evaluation.
This variant was chosen in references [21, 23, 24].
The advantage is that this 1-step episode simpli-
fies training. Most RL algorithms work by first
predicting the expected sum of future rewards to
then optimize for the actions that maximize that
value. In the special case of a 1-step environment,
the sum of rewards is simply the current reward.
Therefore, the task of predicting becomes a sim-
ple supervised learning problem, without typical
problems of n-step RL like value overestimation
[25]. The disadvantage, however, is that the agent
cannot learn to correct its own mistakes, e.g., by
observing a self-induced constraint violation and
then performing an action to resolve that viola-
tion. This is not possible because the environ-
ment resets to a completely new state after each
action.

In option n-Step, the agent can perform mul-
tiple actions to solve a given OPF problem it-
eratively, which is more similar to conventional
solvers. This sequential decision making is the
normal case for RL environments and used in

[3, 7, 8, 11, 12, 22]. The agent receives an ini-
tial observation, iteratively acts on these states,
and receives the updated states as new observa-
tions. This can be repeated n times, potentially
improving the OPF solution each time. The ex-
pected advantage is that the agent can learn to
solve a given OPF problem step-by-step, e.g., by
correcting observed self-induced violations. How-
ever, as discussed before, the task of predicting
future rewards is a more difficult learning task,
which could slow down training or even decrease
performance. Further, the agent will be trained
with less diverse data because it interacts n times
with the same data point, resulting in n times less
data points during training if we train the same
number of steps as option 1-Step.

Note that n-Step automatically includes the ob-
servation space variant Redundant because the
agent requires the additional observations of volt-
age level and power flows to improve its actions.
Only providing the Markov data to the agent does
not work with n-Step because these values are in-
dependent of the agent’s action, which means the
agent will receive the same observation again and
again.

3.4. Reward Function

The reward function is another core element of
RL. Therefore, we expect the reward design to
greatly influence the agent’s performance. When
learning the OPF, the agent has two goals: opti-
mization of the objective function and constraint
satisfaction.

The objective function can be used as a nega-
tive reward (assuming a minimization problem).
However, considering the constraints is not as
straightforward because constraints are not part
of the standard RL framework. The common
approach from the RL-OPF literature is to use
penalties for invalid states in the reward [16]. Two
approaches are common, which we call Summa-
tion and Replacement in the following.

The Summation method used in [21, 11, 22, 23,
8] defines the reward as the sum of the objective
function J(s) minus some penalty function P (s):

Rsum = −J(s)− P (s) (8)
5



Table 1: RL-OPF literature overview including their environment design decisions.
Reference Training Data Observation Space Episode Definition Reward Function

Zhou et al. [12] Uniform Redundant n-Step Replacement
Wolgast and Nieße [21] Time-Series Markov 1-Step Summation
Yan and Xu [3] Normal Markov n-Step N.A.
Woo et al. [11] Uniform Redundant n-Step Summation
Zhou et al. [7] Uniform (Markov) n-Step Replacement
Liu et al. [22] Time-Series Markov n-Step Summation
Nie et al. [23] (Time-Series) Redundant 1-Step Summation
Nie et al. [8] Time-Series Markov n-Step Summation
Zhen et al. [24] ? Markov 1-Step Replacement

with usually a linear penalty function P (s):

P (s) =
∑
c∈C

αc · vc (9)

with the violations v and penalty factors α of all
constraints C. The expected advantage of Sum-
mation is that the agent can learn constraint sat-
isfaction and optimization concurrently. However,
the penalty factors need to be chosen well. If the
penalties are too high, the agent will neglect op-
timization and focus on constraints only. If the
penalties are too low, the agent might tolerate
minor violations for better optimization if the op-
timum of the objective function is in the invalid
state space.

The Replacement method used in [7, 12, 24]
tackles that trade-off problem by only granting
rewards for optimization if all constraints are sat-
isfied:

Rreplace =

{
−J(s) + k if valid

−P (s) else
(10)

However, considering that the objective function
J(s) can take negative values, we must add some
constant value k to the valid part of the reward
function. This should ensure that all valid states
yield higher rewards than all invalid states. Our
work considers two general heuristics to choose
k. In both, we sample 1000 random states with
random actions and calculate their objective val-
ues. In variant 1, we set k to the absolute worst-
case sampled value. However, considering that
the worst-case value bears the risk of an extremely

high offset and a jump in the reward function, we
also look into variant 2 of using the mean value
instead. This way, we can also investigate the in-
fluence of that parameter choice.

The expected advantage of the Replacement
method is that the agent cannot tolerate con-
straint violations in any way. However, since the
agent only receives sparse feedback on its opti-
mization performance, training can be expected
to be less efficient regarding optimization.

3.5. Summary

In the previous sections, we identified four dif-
ferent aspects of environment design where the
RL-OPF literature is strongly divided regarding
their choice. While the observation space, reward
function, and episode definition are unique to RL,
the training data distribution is also relevant for
supervised learning.

All four categories were also investigated by
Reda et al. in their work [15], which indicates
that they are important for environment design
on a general level, not only for the OPF.

Table 1 categorizes all the previously mentioned
references regarding their respective design deci-
sions. Some of these literature design decisions do
not perfectly fit our previous descriptions, which
we indicated by putting them in brackets. Yan
and Xu [3], did not use a reward function in the
classical sense. Zhen et al. [24] did not provide
information about the training data distribution
used.

The overview demonstrates a high diversity re-
garding environment design. However, some de-
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sign options are used significantly more often than
others, e.g., the Summation reward or the n-Step
episode definition. For a more comprehensive lit-
erature overview, refer to Khaloie et al.’s recent
review [16].

4. Environment Framework

For a systematic comparison of the presented
design options, we need a general OPF environ-
ment framework, which allows to define all kinds
of OPF problems as RL environments. We build
that framework on top of the Gymnasium4 li-
brary, the de facto API standard for RL envi-
ronments. For the power system modeling and
calculation, we use pandapower 5 and SimBench6,
both broadly used in research and open-source.
pandapower provides power flow calculations and
conventional OPF calculations. The former are
required to calculate the new state that results
from an agent’s action. The latter are required
for performance testing the agents after train-
ing. SimBench provides benchmark power sys-
tems from all voltage levels and realistic time-
series data, which can be used as training and
testing data.

The overall procedure of the framework is vi-
sualized in Figure 1 and follows the Gymnasium
API. The environment starts with a reset method,
which contains data sampling and the creation
of the initial agent observation. Here, the power
system is set to some random state for which the
OPF should be solved. That random state is sam-
pled from some distribution, which is an open de-
sign decision discussed in section 3.1. After sam-
pling, the state of the power system is translated
to the agent’s observation, which should provide
all information to compute optimal actions. The
details of which observations should be provided is
another open design decision discussed in section
3.2. Based on the observations, the agent per-
forms an action. In the OPF, these actions are

4https://gymnasium.farama.org/index.html, last
access: 2024-01-10

5https://pandapower.readthedocs.io/en/latest/,
last access: 2023-10-30

6https://simbench.de/en/, last access: 2023-10-30

Grid state → 
Observation
(optional pf)

Reward 
Function

(requires pf)
Data Sampling

Episode 
ended?

Agent

Grid state → 
Observation

obs

obs

reward

done

act

reset() method step() method
Environment

Figure 1: The procedure and API of the developed RL-
OPF environment framework, following the Gymnasium
API.

usually continuous active and/or reactive power
setpoints of units like generators, loads, or stor-
ages. The agent action is given to the environ-
ment’s step method, which applies the actions to
the power system. Then, a power flow calculation
is performed to compute the new state of the sys-
tem, e.g., power flows and voltage values. Based
on that new state, the reward and an updated
observation are computed and given to the agent
as learning feedback. The details of the reward
function are a design decision discussed in sec-
tion 3.4. Finally, it is determined if the episode
ends, i.e., if the agent performs another step or if
the environment is reset to a new state, as dis-
cussed in section 3.3. Note that no data sampling
in the step method is performed, which means we
are focusing on single time-step OPF problems,
in contrast to multi-stage OPFs.

The presented framework allows to define al-
most arbitrary OPF problems and convert them
to RL environments. The objective function and
the constraints are automatically extracted from
the pandapower model. Therefore, all OPF prob-
lems possible in pandapower can be converted to
RL environments. However, custom objectives
and constraints are possible as well. The same is
true for custom observations, data sets, etc. The
framework is fully open-source and will continue
to be developed.

7
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5. Analyzing RL Environment Design

This section defines the exact experimentation
of our work. First, we will introduce the two OPF
problems to be converted to RL environments for
our experiments. Further, we will define the de-
fault environment design to be used as baseline,
the RL algorithm and hyperparameter choice, as
well as the experiment details and evaluation met-
rics.

5.1. Exemplary OPF Problems as RL Environ-
ment Instances

The experiments regarding the choice of RL en-
vironment design options are done for two differ-
ent use cases in power systems where OPF is rel-
evant in the field: voltage control and economic
dispatch. The simpler VoltageControl environ-
ment and the more complex EcoDispatch envi-
ronment will be presented in the following, both
following the previously described general frame-
work.

5.1.1. VoltageControl
The first RL environment is the VoltageControl

problem, which can be formulated as OPF prob-
lem [26, 27]. The objective is to minimize active
power losses Ploss in the system with minimal re-
active power costs in state s:

J(s) = min Ploss · pP +
∑
g∈G

Q2
g · pQg (11)

with the active power price pP , the reactive power
price pQg and reactive power Q of the genera-
tors G. We assume a quadratic reactive power
price, according to [28]. Since we consider reac-
tive power prices in the optimization, the Voltage-
Control problem is equivalent to a reactive power
market problem, also usually formulated as OPF
[27].

The constraints are the voltage band of all
buses B,

Umin ≤ Ub ≤ Umax ∀ b ∈ B (12)

maximum line loading of all lines L,

Sl ≤ 100% ∀ l ∈ L (13)

maximum power exchange with the external grid
(i.e. slack bus),

−Qmax ≤ Qext ≤ Qmax (14)

and the maximum reactive power of the genera-
tors G

−Qmax,g ≤ Qg ≤ Qmax,g ∀ g ∈ G (15)

Qmax,g =
√

S2
max,g − P 2

g ∀ g ∈ G, (16)

which is calculated from the current fixed active
power setpoint P and the maximum apparent
power Smax. Note that the environment does not
need to contain the power balance equations be-
cause they are automatically handled in the power
flow calculation used to calculate the next envi-
ronment state.

The degrees of freedom / actions a are the re-
active power setpoints Q of all generators G. Ac-
tions are translated to setpoints as follows:

Qg = ag ·Qmax,g with a ∈ [−1, 1] (17)

Our observations to fulfill the Markov property
are the active and reactive power of all loads, the
reactive power prices of all generators, and the
active power setpoints of all generators. Option-
ally, we can add line loadings, voltage values, and
the power exchange with the external grid (see
Redundant observation in 3.2)

As power system, we use the
1-LV-urban6–0-sw SimBench system with
59 buses, 111 loads, and five generators. The
resulting VoltageControl environment has five
continuous actions and 233 observations (352
with Redundant).

To analyze the behavior and complexity of the
VoltageControl environment, Figure 2 shows a
scatter plot of the normalized objective values and
summed violations when performing 1000 random
actions in randomly sampled states from the Sim-
Bench data set. For both metrics, lower means
better. The plot shows a strong positive Pear-
son correlation of +0.78 of objective values and
violations. This means an action that creates a
valid solution usually has good optimization per-
formance, and vice versa. Therefore, we expect
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this positive correlation to simplify training. Be-
cause of the rather small action space and the
positive violation-objective correlation, the Volt-
ageControl environment represents a rather sim-
ple RL problem. However, we observe some ex-
treme negative outliers regarding objective func-
tion, which could pose a problem for learning.
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Figure 2: VoltageControl: Scatter plot of normalized ob-
jective values and sum of violations.

5.1.2. EcoDispatch
The second environment EcoDispatch repre-

sents an Economic Dispatch problem. The ob-
jective is to minimize active power costs:

J(s) = min
∑
g∈G

Pg · pPg (18)

The constraints are again the voltage band (equa-
tion 12) and the line loading (equation 13). Ad-
ditionally, the active power exchange with the ex-
ternal system is restricted in a way that the agent
must create power balance with the local genera-
tors only:

−Qmax ≤ Qext ≤ 0 (19)

The active power setpoints of the generators have
a fixed boundary here, in contrast to the previous
environment:

Pg ≤ Pmax
g ∀ g ∈ G. (20)

The actions a are the active power setpoints P of
all generators G. Actions are translated to set-
points as follows:

Pg = ag · Pmax
g with a ∈ [0, 1] (21)

The Markov observations are active and reactive
power setpoints of all loads and the active power
prices of all generators.

As power system, we use the 1-HV-urban–0-sw
SimBench system with 372 buses, 79 loads, and
42 generators. The resulting EcoDispatch envi-
ronment has 42 continuous actions and 201 ob-
servations (691 with Redundant).

Figure 3 shows the scatter plot of violations and
objective values resulting from random actions in
random states again. In contrast to the previ-
ous case, we now observe a negative correlation of
−0.42. Therefore, a valid solution tends to have
worse optimization performance, and vice versa.
That inherent trade-off of optimization and con-
straint satisfaction performance can be expected
to complicate training. Additionally, the environ-
ment has a 42-dimensional action space, which is
very large for a RL problem.

Altogether, the VoltageControl environment
and the EcoDispatch environment were designed
to represent two levels of difficulty of the RL-OPF
problem.
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Figure 3: EcoDispatch: Scatter plot of normalized objec-
tive values and sum of violations.

5.2. Default Environment Settings
To investigate the performance impacts of the

environment design decisions, we need to perform
experiments in which only the respective design
decisions get altered, while all other settings re-
main unchanged. Therefore, we define default de-
signs. For this work, we use Time-Series sam-
pling for training data distribution, the Markov
observation space, the 1-Step episode definition,

9



and the Summation reward function design with
penalty factors of 500 for VoltageControl and
10000 for EcoDispatch as default.

To test the agents’ performance during and af-
ter training, we sample from a separate test data
set, which is not used in training. The test data
set was created by separating 20% of the Sim-
Bench data before training, resulting in 6720 test
samples and 28416 training samples (only relevant
for option Time-Series). This way, even agents
trained with the Time-Series training data distri-
bution never observe these data during training,
ensuring transferability to unseen data. The test
sets are exactly the same for all performed exper-
iments for better comparability of the results.

5.3. RL Algorithm and Hyperparameters

This work focuses on the environment design
for OPF problems. The goal is that the resulting
environment design works for standard RL algo-
rithms. Accordingly, we pick Deep Deterministic
Policy Gradient (DDPG) [29] for our experiments
without restricting the general applicability of our
approach. DDPG is the most used RL algorithm
in RL-OPF literature, e.g., used in [3, 8, 22, 23].
Additionally, it is an off-policy algorithm, making
it sample-efficient and advantageous for compu-
tationally expensive environments like OPF prob-
lems. The hyperparameter choices can be found
in Appendix A.

5.4. Experiments and Evaluation Metrics

To consider the stochasticity of RL experi-
ments, we repeat every training run ten times
[30]. This also allows us to evaluate the variance
of results over the training runs, which can serve
as a metric to evaluate design decisions regarding
their robustness. We train for one million steps in
the VoltageControl and two million steps in the
EcoDispatch environment.

We aim to evaluate the different environment
design decisions based on multiple metrics. To
evaluate the capability of the RL agent to solve
the OPF optimization problem, we compute the
mean absolute percentage error (MAPE) relative
to the optimal solution from a conventional solver.

To ensure that the agent cannot buy better opti-
mization performance by creating invalid system
states, we use only valid samples for the MAPE
computation:

MAPE =

(
1

Nvalid

∑
Nvalid

|J − J∗|
J∗

)
· 100% (22)

with the number of samples N and optimal objec-
tive value J∗. To evaluate the agents’ capability
for constraint satisfaction, we compute the share
of invalid solutions in the test data set:(

1− Nvalid

N

)
· 100% (23)

Both metrics need to be minimized for improved
performance. Additionally, we will evaluate the
design decisions based on computational effort
and variance of results as soft metrics. In both
cases, less is better to ensure quick training and
reproducible performance.

6. Evaluation

The main objective of this work is to compare
and analyze different design decisions in RL-OPF
environments regarding their influence on train-
ing performance. In the following, we present the
training results of the four categories presented in
section 3, discuss the influence of the respective
options on the performance metrics, and draw rec-
ommendations for RL-OPF environment design.

6.1. Data Sampling Distribution
Figure 4 shows the results regarding the train-

ing data distribution for both environments and
both metrics. For the Normal sampling method,
we use a standard deviation of 0.3 relative to the
respective data range of the unit. The first row
shows the MAPE metric, the second row shows
the share of invalid system states that resulted
from the trained agent’s actions, and the columns
represent the two environments. We use boxplots
to visualize the median and distribution over all
ten experiment runs. The leftmost boxplot is al-
ways the baseline environment setting described
in section 5.2. We will use this data visualization
for all the following design decision experiments.
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Figure 4: Training Data - Comparison of design options regarding optimization MAPE (first row), share of invalid
solutions (second row), and variance in both the VoltageControl environment and the EcoDispatch environment (arranged
in columns).

Results. The results show that the Time-Series
option drastically outperforms the random sam-
pling options regarding both metrics and in both
environments. The MAPE and invalid share are
significantly and reproducibly lower. In some
cases, the Normal sampling is competitive, e.g.,
regarding constraint satisfaction in VoltageCon-
trol (1.57% vs. 1.19%). However, Uniform
sampling is consistently outperformed. In the
VoltageControl environment, it even almost com-
pletely failed to produce valid solutions. Addi-
tionally, we observe more variance in both random
sampling experiments.

Discussion. The results confirm the hypothesis
that training on randomly sampled data can re-
sult in bad performance if tested on realistic data.
This can be explained by having too many unreal-
istic system states in the training data. For exam-
ple, we investigated the bad performance of Uni-
form and found that above 99% of these states are
not solvable by the conventional solver, although
being sampled from the SimBench data range.
That explains why the RL agents almost com-
pletely fail to learn successful constraint satisfac-
tion. However, the results also demonstrate that
even little knowledge about the test data distribu-
tion can significantly improve the performance of
random sampling. In the Normal option, the re-
spective data mean is used for sampling. That ad-

ditional knowledge seems to improve performance
drastically, compared to the Uniform sampling,
which covers the whole possible range uniformly.

Recommendation. Due to the clear results, we
recommend using realistic time-series data for
training if available. However, there is a high
potential of overfitting to the usually very lim-
ited data and failure in unusual scenarios, which
should always be accounted for. More experi-
ments in future work will clarify whether ran-
domly sampled data can be useful in other use
cases. Potentially, the solution could be artifi-
cially created large time-series data sets combined
with additional random noise.

6.2. Observation Space
Figure 5 shows the observation space results for

both environments and metrics. We investigated
the Redundant option in two variants regarding
the default starting action, as described in 3.2. In
variant fixed, the environment always starts with
the average of all actions. In variant random, a
random action is sampled, applied, and added to
the observation. In both cases, a power flow cal-
culation is performed afterward to generate the
additional observations. We consider these differ-
ent variants to differentiate between the influence
of the actual design decision and that of its im-
plementation.
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Figure 5: Observation Space - Comparison of design options regarding optimization MAPE (first row), share of invalid
solutions (second row), and variance in both the VoltageControl environment and the EcoDispatch environment (arranged
in columns).

6.2.1. Results
The results show that the Redundant observa-

tion variant outperforms the Markov variant re-
garding optimization, but underperforms regard-
ing constraint satisfaction, which is the opposite
of the expectations formulated in section 3.2. Fur-
ther, we observe a slightly higher variance of the
Redundant results of both variants. Additionally,
the fixed variant of Redundant seems to slightly
outperform the random variant. However, all the
mentioned differences are quite small, especially
compared to the training data results in the pre-
vious section.

Discussion. Overall, adding redundant observa-
tions does not seem to improve performance in
a meaningful way. It can even harm constraint
satisfaction, which happened in both presented
environments. However, the Redundant option
requires a second power flow calculation, which
slows down training. Since the power flow calcu-
lation is computationally very heavy, it increased
training time by about 30% in both environ-
ments.7

7We do not provide exact numbers regarding training
time because we could not ensure the exact same hard-
ware for all experiments. Additionally, the availability of
GPUs plays a big role, which we also could not fully control
during our experiments. Therefore, these are only rough
numbers to indicate the general magnitude.

Recommendation. Due to the unclear advantages
of redundant observations and the computation-
ally heavy additional power flow calculation, we
recommend using the Markov observation space
option. This recommendation is supported by lit-
erature where the Markov observation space is the
favored solution as well (see Table. 1). However,
exceptions are possible in special cases, e.g., if the
power flow calculation is performed anyway or in
the case of partial observability.

6.3. Episode Definition

Figure 6 shows the results regarding the episode
definition. Here, we use two different variants of
the n-Step option. We performed the training
for two different choices of the hyperparameter γ,
which controls how greedy the agent maximizes
its reward. We chose γ = 0.5 for a short-sighted
and 0.9 for a more myopic agent. The episode
length n was chosen as five in both cases. Note
that the n-Step option automatically includes the
Redundant observation space with random action
initialization. Therefore, we exceptionally use Re-
dundant as a baseline to ensure that the episode
definition is the only influence factor for training
performance.

Results. With one exception, the 1-Step environ-
ment outperforms the n-Step variants, and the
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Figure 6: Episode Definition - Comparison of design options regarding optimization MAPE (first row), share of invalid
solutions (second row), and variance in both the VoltageControl environment and the EcoDispatch environment (arranged
in columns). *Note: The baseline here is exceptionally the Redundant option with random initialization.

short-sighted n-Step variant outperforms the my-
opic variant significantly. However, in the EcoDis-
patch environment, the γ = 0.9 variant slightly
outperforms the other two regarding constraint
satisfaction (1-step: 1.24%, n-Step 0.5: 1.03%,
n-Step 0.9: 0.96% median invalid solutions). Ad-
ditionally, the variance is lower here.

Discussion. Overall, the results indicate that
rather short-sighted behavior is beneficial for RL-
OPF. Not only does the 1-Step environment win
the overall comparison, the short-sighted n-Step
variant comes in second. However, the slightly
better constraint satisfaction of the myopic vari-
ant indicates that the n-Step environment can im-
prove constraint satisfactions in some cases, as
suspected in section 3.3. This comes to fruition
in the EcoDispatch environment with its difficult
trade-off of constraint satisfaction and optimiza-
tion (see section 5.1.2). However, it requires the
additional costly power flow calculation, because
it includes the Redundant observation. Overall,
the additional complexity of a n-Step learning
problem seems to outweigh the advantages of per-
forming multiple trials.

Recommendation. Overall, we recommend to
start with the 1-Step environment definition.
That is currently done by only the minority of
publications (see Table 1). The n-Step option

can be tested if constraint satisfaction is not sat-
isfactory. It also seems to be the natural choice
for multi-stage OPF problems over multiple time
steps, which we do not consider here.

6.4. Reward Function
Figure 7 shows the results of the reward func-

tion choice. To investigate the influence of the
penalty factors and reward offset k, we run ex-
periments with multiple variants again. For the
Summation method, we additionally investigate a
penalty factor ten times higher than the baseline
(variant 10x ). For the replacement method, we
choose the offset k once as the mean and once as
the worst-case reward, as described in section 3.4.
Preliminary experiments showed that the penalty
factor of the replacement method is not as im-
portant as in the summation method because it
does not compete with the objective part of the
reward function. Therefore, we do not investigate
multiple variants here.

Results. Overall, both reward options show a
trade-off of constraint satisfaction vs. optimiza-
tion in both environments. The variant with bet-
ter constraint satisfaction also has a worse MAPE,
and vice versa. Further, the low penalty Summa-
tion method outperforms the other approaches re-
garding MAPE but performs worst regarding con-
straint satisfaction in both environments. The
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Figure 7: Reward Function - Comparison of design options regarding optimization MAPE (first row), share of invalid
solutions (second row), and variance in both the VoltageControl environment and the EcoDispatch environment (arranged
in columns). *Note: We removed two outliers of 26% and 69% in the bottom right subplot of the Replacement (Min)
variant because their extreme magnitudes resulted in losing too much visual information.

Replacement (Min) variant, on the other hand,
performs worst regarding optimization and best
regarding constraints satisfaction, however, also
showing two extreme outliers.

Apart from that, the results are very different
for the two environments. In the VoltageControl
environment, the high penalty Summation vari-
ant outperforms the Replacement (Mean) variant
regarding both metrics. In the EcoDispatch envi-
ronment, constraint satisfaction is almost identi-
cal (10x : 0.126%, Mean: 0.097%), while the Re-
placement (Mean) variant achieves significantly
better optimization and less variance compared
to high penalty Summation.

Discussion. Most results were already hypothe-
sized in section 3.4. A too low penalty in the
Summation method neglects constraint satisfac-
tion. The very conservative choice of the offset k
in Replacement (Min) results in very good con-
straint satisfaction but also neglects optimization
and potentially destabilizes training, which hap-
pened in two out of ten training runs.

The more ambiguous results can be explained
by looking at the environment characteristics vi-
sualized in Figures 2 and 3. The Summation
method results in a concurrent improvement of
constraint satisfaction and optimization, which
benefits from the observed correlation of these

two traits. However, in the EcoDispatch envi-
ronment, Summation will result in a trade-off
between constraint satisfaction and optimization,
and the agent will prioritize the reward part that
is more heavily weighted and sacrifice the other.
The Replacement method prevents that trade-
off by incentivizing first constraint satisfaction,
then optimization, similar to curriculum learn-
ing. However, In the VoltageControl environ-
ment, that exact trait results in a performance
decrease due to a sparser reward, as hypothesized
in section 3.4.

Recommendation. The results show that the re-
ward function needs to be chosen depending on
the characteristics of the OPF problem to solve
and based on the importance of constraint satis-
faction. The experiments indicate that in prob-
lems with conflicting objectives, the Replace-
ment method prevents the agent from sacrificing
constraint satisfaction for optimization and vice
versa. If that is not the case, the Summation
method enables a denser reward and better op-
timization performance. Additionally, its penalty
factor allows for more fine-grained control of the
constraint satisfaction importance. Therefore, it
is also the better choice if smaller constraint vio-
lations can be tolerated. Overall, we recommend
always investigating both but starting with the
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Summation method, which is also the favored ap-
proach in literature (see Table 1).

However, it remains unclear whether penalties
are even the right approach to learn constraint
satisfaction. The research area of Safe RL is a
promising alternative here and was successfully
applied to similar problems already [31]. We leave
that question to future work.

7. Conclusion

Contributions. This work identified four cate-
gories of design decisions for RL-OPF environ-
ments, namely regarding training data, observa-
tion space, episode definition, and reward func-
tion. We systematically analyzed the respective
impact of overall 13 variants on training perfor-
mance in two OPF environments.

The overall message of our work is that envi-
ronment design matters for the RL-OPF. It is an
important step in solving OPF problems with RL
algorithms, as been shown for other application
areas by Reda et al. [15] and been hypothesized
at the beginning of this contribution. Applied to
the RL-OPF, it can have a significant impact on
optimization performance (see section 6.1), con-
straint satisfaction (6.4), training time (6.2), or
simplicity of the learning task (6.3).

From our results, we derived some first rec-
ommendations for other researchers and practi-
tioners on defining RL-OPF environments. The
results in 6.1 indicated that realistic time-series
data should be used for training and cannot be
replaced by naively sampling random data. Sec-
ond, we could not show any significant advan-
tages of using redundant observations like volt-
age values or power flows (6.2). Therefore, since
it requires an additional power flow calculation,
we hypothesize it to be unnecessary and harm-
ful regarding training time. Third, section 6.3
indicated that a 1-Step episode is favorable over
an n-Step episode. However, the n-Step variant
slightly outperformed the 1-Step environment in
one case, making the results slightly ambiguous
and requiring more research effort. Finally, sec-
tion 6.4 shows that the reward function choice
is highly problem-specific, depending on the ex-

act OPF problem and the weighting of constraint
satisfaction vs. optimization performance.

In summary, we found some design decisions
that we expect to be transferable to other OPF
environments, while others seem to be more am-
biguous and problem-specific. Therefore, it is ad-
visable to perform systematic design experiments
as we showed here for all newly created OPF en-
vironments. Our results can provide a good start-
ing point. Also, our environment framework, with
all its implemented design options, will be open-
sourced. Besides its application in environment
design, it can also serve as a benchmark frame-
work for future RL-OPF advances.

Future Work. Considering some ambiguities in
the results, more experiments in more different
OPF variants and different power systems are re-
quired to investigate if the derived recommenda-
tions are generally applicable or if the environ-
ment design must be chosen problem-dependent.
Large-scale experiments will allow for very gen-
eral recommendations on the design of RL-OPF
environments. Further, similar experiments for
different algorithm-hyperparameter combinations
are required to investigate potential interconnec-
tions of the algorithm choice and the environment
design.
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Appendix A. Hyperparameter Choices

Table A.2 shows the DDPG hyperparameters
used for this work. Note that we used a bigger
neural network for the EcoDispatch environment
because of its greater complexity.
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