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Abstract— Offshore wind farms have emerged as a popular
renewable energy source that can generate substantial electric
power with a low environmental impact. However, integrating
these farms into the grid poses significant complexities. To
address these issues, optimal-sized energy storage can provide
potential solutions and help improve the reliability, efficiency,
and flexibility of the grid. Nevertheless, limited studies have
attempted to perform energy storage sizing while including
design and operations (i.e., control co-design) for offshore wind
farms. As a result, the present work develops a control co-design
optimization formulation to optimize multiple objectives and
identify Pareto optimal solutions. The graph-based optimization
framework is proposed to address the complexity of the system,
allowing the optimization problem to be decomposed for large
power systems. The IEEE-9 bus system is treated as an onshore
AC grid with two offshore wind farms connected via a multi-
terminal DC grid for our use case. The developed methodology
successfully identifies the Pareto front during the control co-
design optimization, enabling decision-makers to select the best
compromise solution for multiple objectives.

I. INTRODUCTION

Offshore wind farms (OWF) are gaining increasing atten-
tion worldwide for sustainable energy development. In 2022,
8,385 MW of new projects were commissioned for offshore
wind energy globally [1]. In the U.S., offshore wind energy
production capacity potential reached 52,687 MW in 2023,
showing a growth of 15% [1] [1]. With the increasing power
extraction from OWFs, it becomes important to develop
capabilities to transmit this power efficiently. Most modern
OWFs are developed with multi-terminal DC (MTDC) grid
with modular multilevel converters (MMC) due to various
advantages over high-voltage alternating current (HVAC)
lines. A detailed review of MMC-MTDC grid can be seen
in [2].

Large renewable energy source integration brings chal-
lenges to the AC-grid operators. A comprehensive discussion
is presented in [3]. One of the well-acknowledged approaches
to ensure power system stability is battery energy storage
systems (BESS) and their operations and control [4].

BESS sizing on AC/DC side is an important decision
during OWF interconnection planning. A comprehensive
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review focusing on determining optimal sizing for wind farm
applications can be seen in [5]. Recent work by Halwany
et al. [6] developed an approach for doing storage sizing
for OWF black start operations with probabilistic approach
for onsite energy storage. However, the work did not con-
sider the onshore BESS sizing and interconnection MTDC
grid. Santanu et al. [7] also proposed a multi-objective
approach for battery sizing in OWF considering economic
and reliability objectives. The work developed a sequential
approach of handling multiple objectives but neglected the
battery controls and converter dynamics. Moghaddam et al.
[8] considered the BESS sizing problem for an onshore wind
farm; however, the authors developed a sequential approach
where they first chose BESS size and then proposed a control
strategy. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, none of
the studies has considered simultaneously accounting for the
control operations of offshore wind farms while sizing BESS.

Conventionally, the design problem is solved first followed
by operation control optimizations. However, many studies
[9]–[15] have shown that such a sequential approach re-
sults in sub-optimal system performance. Control co-design
(CCD) is a control system design approach that takes into
account the interactions between the control system and the
underlying design of the physical system. A comprehensive
review of CCD and handling uncertainties in the formulation
presented in [16] and [17] respectively. In this paper, we
aim to develop a CCD approach that is suitably used for
BESS design for the OWF. Specifically, we are interested
in developing CCD approach to handle the challenge of
large system CCD with tight coupling amongst the sub-
systems (i.e MMC’s etc.). We aim to develop a generalized
framework to pose a co-design optimization problem that
can also handle sub-system level coupling constraints during
the control and design optimization. Furthermore, many
energy systems design requires the system to satisfy multiple
objectives (e.g., low operation cost, minimize power loss
etc.). Few studies on co-design control (CCD) considering
multiple objectives have been conducted without identifying
the Pareto front [18]–[20]. Inspired by recent research on
optimizing marine energy kites [21], we propose a CCD
approach that addresses multiple objectives to find Pareto
solutions for integrating offshore wind farms into the grid.
Therefore, in this paper, we aim to address the aforemen-
tioned research objective by developing the CCD approach
using the graph-based optimization framework, which can
allow scalability of optimization in the case of large systems
and allow formulating a sub-system level co-design problem.
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Fig. 1. A schematic for the graph-based optimization formulation is shown.
Each node defines a sub-system with individual objective functions.

Further, we also develop a gradient-based approach to handle
multiple objectives for Pareto set identification.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section-II,
we discuss the proposed methodology of using graph-based
optimization and the gradient based multi-objective optimiza-
tion approach for Pareto set identification. In Section-III, we
describe the OWF use case for doing CCD and developed
optimization formulation. In Section-IV, we discuss the
results from the approach and present our conclusions and
future work in Section-V.

II. METHODOLOGY

We describe the details on the proposed methodology
developed for doing CCD OWF interconnected with AC-grid
with BESS.

A. Graph-Based Optimization

Graph-based modeling abstractions have recently been
explored in convex optimization [22], infrastructure networks
[23], supply chain planning problems [24], and simulation
of partial differential equations [25]. These abstractions’
structures are directly tied to physical topology of the sys-
tems. Recent work by [23], [26], [27] has shown that the
optimization and simulation for complex systems can be
represented using the graph-based computational framework.
It provides a coherent strategy to capture the modeling
elements for a system, which are often common in most
engineering applications. Figure 1 shows the graph-based
representation of optimization problem consisting of a set
of nodes and edges. Each node represents an individual
sub-system optimization model (with variables, objectives,
constraints, and data), and each edge captures connectivity
between node models and coupling constraints. Once the
graph is constructed, it can be communicated to traditional or
decomposition optimization solvers (e.g., Groubi or Ipopt).

In CCD problem for OWF connecting to AC grid through
MTDC, we use the system topology of MTDC and AC grids
to define the nodes and edges. Each node corresponds to a
sub-system level representation. The details about the CCD
formulation and how to convert it to a graph-based model
will be discussed in section-III.

Next, we describe the details on the proposed gradient-
based approach for solving multi-objective optimization.

B. Gradient based Multi-objective optimization

We propose a gradient-based multi-objective optimization
framework inspired by the weighted-sum method and the
bi-level optimization algorithm in [28]. Given N objective
functions that can be split into n nodes, the weighted-sum
combination of single objective functions {f1, f2, . . . , fn},
{g1, . . . , gn}, {h1, . . . , hn} can be written as,

min w1(f1 + f2 + . . .+ fn) + w2(g1 + g2 + . . .+ gn)

+ . . .+ wN (h1 + h2 + . . .+ hn) (1)

where {f}, {g}, {h} are groups of individual objective
functions into different nodes. Then the proposed multi-
objective optimization framework can be applied to update
the weights to find the Pareto frontier, as in the following
Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Gradient-based Approach for Multi-
Objective Optimization

1 Set the step sizes β for updating w.;
2 Solve the graph-based problem with initial weights

w0 = (w1, w2, . . . , wN ) using Plasmo.jl.
3 for k ← 0 to K by 1 do
4 Update w with projected gradient descent.

wk+1 = proj∆N (wk + βhk
w);

5 Solve the graph-based problem with updated
weights wk+1 = (w1, w2, . . . , wN ) using
Plasmo.jl

6 end
7 Return w̄ = w(τ), where τ ∼ U(1, . . . ,K)

As shown in Algorithm 1, the inputs of this algorithm
include the initial values of weights w0, step size β, and
well-defined multi-objective functions, e.g., (f1, f2, . . . , fn)
and (g1, g2, . . . , gn)(N = 2). The weighed-sum of the given
objective functions can be written into n nodes graph-based
formulation as in (1). During the iteration from k = 1 ∼ K,
the weights w are updated by the step size β into the per-
objective stochastic gradient estimates hk

w = [∇wk
f ,∇wk

g],
then the new weights will be its projection to the N -
simplex defined by ∆N := {w ∈ RN : wi ≥ 0,∀i ∈
[N ],

∑
i∈[N ] wi = 1}. For each iteration, the problem will be

solved as a single objective graph in Plasmo.jl and after K it-
erations, the output of the algorithm will be uniformly chosen
from the generated Pareto frontier weights(w1, . . . ,wK).

It is imperative to mention that while numerous con-
ventional methods are available to tackle multi-objective
optimization problems, the reason to choose the proposed
gradient-based algorithm is three-fold. Firstly, computa-
tional efficiency when solving large-scale graph-based multi-
objective optimization problem is still a critical issue, espe-
cially when binary variables exist in the problem. The graph-
based formulation can be easily integrated in our proposed
algorithm for computing its projected gradient without losing
its convexity. Secondly, the proposed algorithm supports
vector-valued nonlinear objectives and constraints, which can



not be directly solved in existing Plasmo.jl or JuMP multi-
objective solvers yet. Finally, this approach is more scalable
to graph-based formulation when combined with Plasmo.jl
to application in large-scale graph network.

III. CASE STUDY: OFFSHORE WIND FARM
INTERCONNECT

We apply our methodologies on the well-known WSCC
9-bus system. Two OWFs are connected to buses 4 and
6 through a four-terminal MMC-based MTDC network to
transmit the wind power [29], [30]. Two BESS are attached
to buses 4 and 6 to help reduce total cost and improve system
efficiency. The system structure is shown in Figure 2.

Fig. 2. IEEE-9 bus system interconnected with OWFs using MMC-MTDC
grid.

We treat OWFs with converters as active power source
and energy storage devices with converters as active power
load or sources depending on their charging/discharging
operations. MMCs connecting AC and MTDC grids are
simply modeled with fixed coefficients [31], [32].

The original nonconvex formulation of our MTDC and AC
power flow CCD problem is relaxed to a second-order conic
program (SOCP) [33], [34]. It usually gives more accurate
solutions than linear models and does not have the local
optimality issue in solving nonconvex problems. SOCP can
either be solved by many optimization solvers or calculated
through decomposition algorithms.

Control Co-design Optimization Formulation

The following two objectives are considered in our model.
We can easily extend it to contain additional objetives.

min
∑
i∈S

fEI
i (BSi) +

∑
i∈BAC

∑
t∈T

fG
i (PG

i,t, Q
G
i,t)

+
∑
i∈S

∑
t∈T

fEO
i (P ch

i,t , P
dis
i,t ) (2)

min
∑
i∈C

∑
t∈T

PLoss
i,t +

∑
i,j∈LAC

∑
t∈T

gij (cii,t + cjj,t − 2cij,t)

+
∑

ij∈LDC

∑
t∈T

gDCij (vii,t + vjj,t − 2vij,t) (3)

The objective function (eq. 2) is to minimize total cost,
including BESS installation fEI(·), regular generator fuel
cost, fG(·) and BESS operation cost fEO(·). We use S,
BAC , and T to represent the index sets of batteries, buses

in AC grid, and time intervals, respectively. In the cost
functions, BSi is the size of BESS i; P ch

i,t and P dis
i,t are

their charged and discharged power at time t, respectively;
and PG

i,t and QG
i,t are active and reactive power output of

generator i at time t, respectively.
The objective function (eq. 3) is to minimize total power

loss, including those in MMCs, AC grid transmission, and
DC grid transmission. In this objective function, C, LAC , and
LDC are index sets of MMCs, branches of AC and MTDC
grids, respectively; variable PLoss

i,t represents the power loss
in converter i at time t; parameters gij and gDCij are
conductance of AC and DC branch ij, respectively; variables
cij,t, vij,t, and sij,t appeared later are used for replacing
voltages of AC and DC buses to get SOCP relaxation.
Specifically, if we let Ei and Fi be the real and imaginary
parts of voltage at AC bus i, Vi be the voltage at DC bus
i, then we have cij = EiEj + FiFj , sij = EiFj − EjFi,
and vij = ViVj . Therefore for each AC or DC branch, they
should satisfy the following relationship.

cij,t = cji,t, sij,t = −sji,t ∀ij ∈ LAC , t ∈ T (4)

c2ij,t + s2ij,t ≤ cii,tcjj,t ∀ij ∈ LAC , t ∈ T (5)

vij,t = vji,t, v2ij,t ≤ vii,tvjj,t ∀ij ∈ LDC , t ∈ T (6)

For each bus i at time period t, the following active and
reactive power balance constraints should be satisfied.

PG
i,t − PD

i,t + PConv
i,t − P ch

i,t + P dis
i,t =∑

j∈BAC

(Gijcij,t −Bijsij,t) (7)

QG
i,t −QD

i,t = −
∑

j∈BAC

(Gijsij,t +Bijcij,t) (8)

Here parameters PD
i,t and QD

i,t are active and reactive power
demand, G and B are real and imaginary parts of AC
grid admittance matrix, variable PConv

i,t is the active power
injection from the MMC.

Let V i and V i be the lower and upper bounds of the
voltage at bus i. These limits can be imposed as

V 2
i ≤ cii,t ≤ V

2

i ∀i ∈ BAC , t ∈ T (9)

The active and reactive power output of generator i at time
t have the following ramping and bound limits, in which the
left and right-hand side values are corresponding parameters.

−RampP−
i ≤ PG

i,t+1 − PG
i,t ≤ RampP+

i (10)

−RampQ−
i ≤ QG

i,t+1 −QG
i,t ≤ RampQ+

i (11)

Pmin
i ≤PG

i,t ≤ Pmax
i (12)

Qmin
i ≤QG

i,t ≤ Qmax
i (13)

Similar to the AC grid, each MTDC bus i at time t has a
balance constraint, in which BDC is the index set of buses
in MTDC, PWF

i,t is offshore wind power generation, GDC

is DC grid admittance matrix, variable PDC
i,t is the power

injected to MMC.

PWF
i,t − PDC

i,t =
∑

j∈BDC

vij,tGDCij
(14)



Each MMC has three constraints, including power bal-
ance, loss estimation, and voltage droop control, which are
presented below. The index i on left and right-hand sides
represent the AC and DC buses it connects, respectively.

PConv
i,t + PLoss

i,t = PDC
i,t (15)

PLoss
i,t = βi

∣∣PDC
i,t

∣∣ (16)

(kiP
Conv
i,t + di)

2 ≤ vii,t (17)

Here β is the efficiency coefficient, and k and d are droop
control parameters.

Finally, we have the constraints for each BESS i.

SCi,t − SCi,t−1 = ηchi P ch
i,t − ηdisi P dis

i,t (18)

0 ≤ P ch
i,t ≤ P ch max

i zi,t (19)

0 ≤ P dis
i,t ≤ P dis max

i (1− zi,t) (20)

0 ≤ SCi,t ≤ BSi (21)

BSmin
i ≤ BSi ≤ BSmax

i (22)

Constraint (18) is the operation equation, in which param-
eters ηch and ηdis are charging and discharging efficiency,
respectively. Constraints (19-22) are limits of charging and
discharging rates, states of charge, and sizes, respectively.

In this problem, the battery size BS is chosen as our
design variable, and the remaining operation-related ones
as our control variables, including charged and discharged
power of batteries P ch, P dis, active and reactive power
output of generators PG, QG, AC and MTDC power flow
related variables c, s, v in constraints (eq. 4-6, eq. 14), and
the power through MCC PConv , PLoss, PDC .

To convert this problem into a graph-based model, we
define each AC/DC bus, AC/DC branch, converter, and
BESS as graph nodes. The linking constraints of the edges
and objective terms in each node are derived based the
above-described formulation. We consider eight hours as our
problem time horizon. The resulting graph is shown in Figure
3 with each color representing an hour. The structure of the
graph shows the nodes with associated decision variables
connected in time (sequential hours). While selecting one of
the hours on the graph (circled in black) shows the linking
constraints among different components, including the same
components of the system.

IV. RESULTS

DC grid branch data is presented in Tables I. The converter
droop control and efficiency parameters are k = 0.02, d = 1,
β = 0.03. The batteries’ minimum (BSmin) and maximum
(BSmax) capacities are 20MWh and 120MWh, respectively,
and their initial and minimum states of charge at the last hour
are set to half of BSmin. Batteries’ charge and discharge
efficiency are 0.8 and 1.1, respectively. Nominal wind farm
(WF) outputs are set as 40MW and 50MW, respectively.
Nominal load and generator cost functions are taken from
the 9-bus system data. In each hour, WF output, nominal
load, and fuel cost are multiplied by the factors provided in
Table II. The problem is formulated in Julia programming
with packages JuMP and Plasmo, solved by Ipopt and
Juniper on a laptop with i7-12800H CPU and 16GB ram.

Fig. 3. The graph-based co-design optimization problem visualization for
IEEE-9 bus-MTDC use case. Each color indicates a time snapshot of the
complete system described as a graph node for 8 Hours.

TABLE I
DC GRID BRANCH DATA

From To R(p.u.) From To R(p.u.)
1 2 0.0016 2 3 0.0048
1 4 0.0048 3 4 0.0042

A. Single Objective Function

We first only consider objective function (eq. 2) for
minimizing total cost. The results by setting each of the two
batteries with the same fixed sizes ranging from 20MWh to
120MWh in 10 MWh increments are shown in Figure 4.

Fig. 4. Minimum total system costs with different battery sizes.

By setting battery sizes as decision variables, total cost is
minimized with an optimal solution of 26.5 MWh and 93.2
MWh. The time for solving this problem is about 45 seconds,
while solving all 11 problems with fixed battery sizes takes
almost 15 minutes in total.

To better understand how the batteries help reduce total
cost, we investigate in detail their hourly operations. In
Figure 5, the total charging (positive)/discharging (negative)
power and state of charge of the batteries are shown by solid
lines by the sub-figures, respectively, including results with

TABLE II
LOAD, WIND FARM OUTPUT, AND COST LEVELS

Hour 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Load 0.9 1.1 1.25 1.4 1.55 1.3 1.15 1
WF Output 1 0.95 1.05 0.9 0.85 1 1.1 0.95
Fuel Cost 1.1 0.9 1.3 1.5 1.8 1.6 1.4 1.4



11 fixed battery sizes and that of CCD by setting battery sizes
as decision variables. The dashed lines are relative load and
generation cost levels in Table II. The “BS” in legend stands
for “Battery Size”. When load and generation costs are low,
like in the first and last few hours, the batteries are charged.
These charged power is then used to satisfy demand when
load and cost are high. By transferring load from peak to off-
peak hours, the total cost is reduced. By choosing the best
battery sizes based on single-objective control co-design, our
model can balance the cost of battery installation, operation,
and power generation.

Fig. 5. Different battery sizes and relative cost/load levels in each hour
(a) Battery charging/discharging operation (b) Battery state of charge.

Since batteries transfer load from peak to off-peak time to
reduce cost, it is not difficult to imagine that different load
levels may require different battery sizes. We calculate the
total cost of the system based on these 11 fixed battery sizes
considering demand levels between 98% and 104% of the
original nominal demand. The results are shown in Figure 6.
As the load increases, the best battery sizes to have minimum
total cost also increase. On one hand, higher demand may
need larger battery capacities for transferring load from peak
to off-peak hours. On the other hand, higher generation cost
resulting from larger load allows more budgets for battery
installation and operation.

Fig. 6. Total system cost of different nominal demand and battery sizes.

B. Multiple Objective Functions

In this subsection, we minimize both objective functions
(eq. 2) and (eq. 3) together. We first simply adopt the
linear scalarization approach to find the Pareto front, i.e.,
we convert the problem as weighted average minimization
problem, by defining individual objective weights.

Figure 7 (a) compares the Pareto fronts derived from fixed
battery sizes with those obtained using the CCD approach.
The dashed lines depict the fronts for fixed sizes, intersecting

in certain regions, indicating that optimal battery sizes for
one objective may be suboptimal for others. In contrast, the
solid black line, representing the CCD approach, consistently
remains below the dashed lines, signifying a non-dominated
solution. This indicates that the CCD approach achieves the
lowest total cost for a given level of power loss or the least
power loss for a given total cost.

We selected three points on the Pareto front identified
through CCD (refer to Fig. 7 (a)). The endpoints of the
curve represent optimization for a single objective, whereas
the midpoint is the Pareto optimal solution that balances
both objectives. Figure 7 (b) illustrates the battery operation
at these three points. When minimizing power loss, battery
usage is highest; conversely, it is lowest when minimizing
total cost. The Pareto optimal solution operates the battery
at a level that compromises between minimizing power loss
and total cost.

Fig. 7. (a) Pareto front of two objective functions with fixed battery sizes
and CCD. (b) Battery charging/discharging operations in the three selected
solutions on the Pareto front.

Algorithm 1 is applied with different number of iterations
K=10, 30, 100,to identify weight combination for the Pareto
front, shown in Fig. 8. The zoomed view shows the algorithm
sampling in the region of maximum change.

K = 100

K = 10

K = 30

Fig. 8. Pareto front of two objective functions with different iterations K.

State-of-the-art multi-objective optimization methods like
evolutionary and swarm-based algorithms are effective but
become costly with larger problems. The graph-based opti-
mization outperforms these methods, offering faster compu-
tation and fewer iterations. Applied to the IEEE-9-bus sys-
tem, it computes the Pareto front with impressive efficiency:
for a resolution of K=100, it takes only 17 minutes, and for
K=10, just 79.9 seconds, significantly quicker than traditional



solvers like IPOPT, which take over 150 seconds for the same
task.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Our study introduces a graph-based, multi-objective CCD
method for optimizing storage sizing in an AC-grid linked to
OWFs via MTDC, considering power generation and trans-
mission controls. Results indicate energy storage can shift
demand to off-peak hours, reducing costs, with larger storage
preferred for higher demand. A gradient-based framework
was used to identify the Pareto Front for minimizing cost
and power loss, revealing variable optimal energy storage
solutions. Future work will apply this CCD to larger systems
and incorporate offshore wind variability, demonstrating the
advantages of graph-based optimization.
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