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Highlights

Multicriteria Adjustable Regret Robust Optimization for Building
Energy Supply Design

Elisabeth Halser, Elisabeth Finhold, Neele Leithäuser, Tobias Seidel, Karl-Heinz
Küfer

• Novel multicriteria optimization model for building energy supply de-
sign

• Consideration of cost regret with respect to price uncertainty as objec-
tive

• Column and constraint generation algorithm and proof of convergence

• Demonstration of the approach in a case study for an office building at
an early planning stage
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Abstract

Optimizing a building’s energy supply design is a task with multiple com-
peting criteria, where not only monetary but also, for example, an envi-
ronmental objective shall be taken into account. Moreover, when deciding
which storages and heating and cooling units to purchase (here-and-now-
decisions), there is uncertainty about future developments of prices for en-
ergy, e.g. electricity and gas. This can be accounted for later by operating
the units accordingly (wait-and-see-decisions), once the uncertainty revealed
itself. Therefore, the problem can be modeled as an adjustable robust opti-
mization problem. We combine adjustable robustness and multicriteria opti-
mization for the case of building energy supply design and solve the resulting
problem using a column and constraint generation algorithm in combination
with an ε-constraint approach.

In the multicriteria adjustable robust problem, we simultaneously min-
imize worst-case cost regret and carbon emissions. We take into account
future price uncertainties and consider the results in the light of information
gap decision theory to find a trade-off between security against price fluctu-
ations and over-conservatism. We present the model, a solution strategy and
discuss different application scenarios for a case study building.
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1. Introduction

Buildings and their energy consumption are responsible for about 40%
of global greenhouse gas emissions (International Energy Agency, 2021) and
for a significant amount of many companies’ annual costs. In the following,
we use the term carbon emissions to consider all types of greenhouse gas
emissions as they can be converted to carbon equivalent emissions. The two
possibly competing criteria of minimizing costs and carbon emissions make
the task of designing a building’s energy supply an inherently multicriteria
one for which trade-offs have to be identified.

The existence of multiple criteria is not the only challenge in building
energy supply design. A second structural difficulty is that the problem nat-
urally comes with different decision stages. Initially, there is the first stage
device purchasing decision (here-and-now decision). Throughout the article,
we use the term device to talk about all types of heating and cooling units
and storages as well as photovoltaic. Before the actual operation of the pur-
chased units, the costs for operating them, which are highly uncertain due
to potential price fluctuations, become known. Then, in a second decision
stage, there is the possibility to react to the then observed resource price
reality (wait-and-see decisions) by controlling the heating and cooling units.
The reason for distinguishing between here-and-now and wait-and-see vari-
ables is that at the beginning, the prices are uncertain. Because of the two
stages, where the second stage can be adjusted to the realized uncertainty,
we call the problem adjustable.

One way to deal with uncertainty is to consider the worst case of an
assumed set of possible scenarios, which we call uncertainty set. This ap-
proach is called robust optimization. When considering the worst possible
price scenario, we call the problem structure multicriteria adjustable robust.

However, when solely focusing on the optimization of worst-case total
costs, it is likely that the purchasing decision is tailored for an unlikely ex-
treme scenario and is likely to underperform in most other, more moderate,
scenarios. Therefore, it is preferable to take a here-and-now decision which
will cause minimal regret when the actual resource prices are known. Regret
can be quantified as the difference between the minimal costs given a fixed
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purchasing decision and the minimal costs that would have been possible, if
the prices had been known in advance. The concept for this kind of prob-
lem is called regret robust optimization. Hence, in this study, we employ
cost regret alongside carbon emissions as an objective in our multicriteria
adjustable regret robust optimization.

Modeling building energy supply design as optimization problem is a
large field of research. Most of the models are linear programs (LP) or
mixed integer programs (MILP). Detailed modeling considerations are given
by Wirtz et al. (2021).

A good overview over the mathematical field of multicriteria optimization
(MCO) is for example given in the book by Ehrgott (2005). MCO problems
have more than one objective. If some of these objectives are contradicting, it
is not possible to minimize them at the same time. Therefore, compromises,
also called trade-offs, have to be found. The basic idea of MCO is to identify
solutions where no other solution outperforms them in every objective. Such
solutions are called efficient, and their image in objective space is known as
the Pareto front. One approach to approximate the Pareto front is the ε-
constraint method, which inspired our approach. Multicriteria optimization
has been applied to building energy supply design in different articles, for
example in the work of Richarz and Osterhage (2020) or Finke and Bertsch
(2023).

Robust optimization is an approach to deal with uncertainty in optimiza-
tion problems. A good overview is given by Ben-Tal et al. (2009) or more
recently by Bertsimas and Hertog (2022), where both books also cover ad-
justable robustness. Robust optimization for energy supply design was for
example done by Moret et al. (2020) and for building renovation by Richarz
et al. (2021).

Regret robustness aims for a solution that does not minimize the worst-
case outcome but the worst regret over all scenarios. Regret robustness
ensures that the optimal solution is not only determined by a potentially un-
likely extreme scenario, but rather by how much one would regret a decision
when comparing it to what would have been possible if the scenario had been
known in advance. It was applied to the energy problem by Yokoyama et al.
for continuous (Yokoyama et al., 2014) and discrete (Yokoyama et al., 2021)
design variables, where in these works the uncertainty comes from uncertain
loads.

Robust multicriteria optimization allows for different definitions of effi-
cient solutions, of which some are given by Botte and Schöbel (2019). The
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most common definition is that of point-based min-max robust efficiency,
which for building energy supply design was applied by Majewski et al.
(2017).

Multicriteria adjustable robust optimization (MARO) is a relatively new
topic, that combines adjustable and multicriteria optimization and was stud-
ied in the linear decision rule case by Chuong and Jeyakumar (2022) and
for general cases in (Halser et al., 2024a). There, different computational
approaches are compared, especially a weighted-sum scalarization and an ε-
constraint scalarization. Solutions which are found with these approaches are
called weighted sum MARO-efficient and constraint MARO-efficient, respec-
tively. Yokoyama and Ito (2001) used a weighted sum approach to deal with
regret robustness against uncertain loads, which correspond to right-hand
side uncertainty.

Inverse robustness (Berthold et al., 2024), also called information gap
decision theory, was already applied in the energy context for one (Javadi
et al., 2017) and multiple (Feng et al., 2023) objectives. It is a way of
answering the question of what size of uncertainty set the solution should be
robust against, which forms an additional objective on its own.

In this paper, we compute constraint MARO-efficient solutions for the
problem of multicriteria building energy supply design with the objectives
carbon emission and cost regret minimization. Constraint MARO-efficient
solutions are beneficial for the problem as they come with good bounds for
the objectives, which hold over all scenarios of the uncertainty set, and their
solution in the objective space can be interpreted similarly to a usual Pareto
front (Halser et al., 2024a). Both properties are especially valuable for deci-
sion makers and make this approach valuable in practice. We will focus on
uncertainty sets that consist of possible future price fluctuations. Compared
to load uncertainties, price fluctuations are much more unpredictable and
therefore hold practical relevance. In this paper, we present a case study in
which we place the results in the context of inverse robustness by varying
the size of the uncertainty set. In this way, the decision makers can weigh up
how much price uncertainty they want to hedge against and what this might
cost.

Table 1 puts our work in the context of the already existing literature.
There is a great number of further articles which could be added to the table
as they deal with some of the topics. However, to the best of our knowledge,
there has not been a combination of all these points so far. To summarize
our contributions,
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Table 1: Classification of the contribution of this work.
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• we compute constraint MARO-efficient solutions for the problem of
minimizing cost regret and carbon emissions of building energy supply
design, thereby combining regret robust optimization and multicriteria
optimization.

• we consider uncertain prices in the objective function (instead of uncer-
tain loads on the right-hand side as in (Yokoyama et al., 2014)) in the
cost regret optimization and show how the algorithmic ideas of Zeng
and Zhao (2013) carry over.

The remainder of this article is structured as follows. In Section 2, we give
a brief overview of our model, for which the details are given in Appendix
A. In Section 3 we explain how we apply the ideas of MARO to our problem.
The detailed formulation of the solution algorithm is given in Appendix B.
In Section 4 we discuss a case study and summarize our results in Section 5.

2. Model

As a basic model, yet without consideration of regret, we use a slightly
adapted model from (Halser et al., 2024b), which we summarize here, while
the detailed formulas are given in Appendix A. Unlike as in (Halser et al.,
2024b), we do not consider a third objective function of inconvenience but
assume that all predetermined loads have to be fulfilled.

The main goal in building energy supply design is to find a design con-
figuration d ∈ Rnd , nd ∈ N. For a list of commercially available unit types
and storages, the vector d contains the selected size. In order to find d
and evaluate annual costs and emissions, it is necessary to also find controls
s ∈ Rns , ns ∈ N for a representative period of time. A suitable set of represen-
tative days U , which can be used to approximate annual costs and emissions,
is found by k-Medoids clustering as suggested in (Schütz et al., 2018). For all
representative days with all their time steps, the vector s represents the con-
trol states for all unit types and the storage states. The decision variables d
and s have to fulfill the constraints that for all representative days the loads
are fulfilled and the technical constraints are met. The objective expressions
costsp(d, s) and co2(d, s), which are to be minimized, represent the annual
costs and carbon emissions, respectively, caused by the design configuration
d with controls s under price vector p. As we will need this split later, we
introduce

co2(d, s) = coinv2 (d) + coop2 (d, s),

6



where coinv2 (d) denotes the investment or life cycle carbon emissions that
are incorporated in producing, transporting and disposing the devices, while
coop2 (d, s) are the operational carbon emissions. The detailed formulas are
given in the appendix. In the model, all variables are continuous and all
expressions are linear.

As future price developments are very unpredictable, we introduce an
uncertainty set and consideration of regret in the model, which we will then
treat in a robust way. In the following, we use the notation

p =


pe

pel

pw

pg

ph

 ,

where pe, pel, ph, pw, pg [AC/kWh] are the prices of buying electricity, selling
electricity, buying district heat, buying wood pellets and buying gas. We
define the cost regret

costregretp(d, s) := costsp(d, s)− min
(d∗,s∗)

costsp(d∗, s∗)

as the difference between the minimal costs given purchasing decision d and
price scenario p and the minimal costs that are possible for this price scenario.
Note that the decision variables of the minimization have to satisfy the linear
constraints Ad∗ +Bs∗ ≤ e for suitably chosen parameter matrices A,B and
a vector e to represent the constraints. The detailed formulation of these
constraints is given in the appendix. We obtain the model

min
d

max
p

min
s

(
costregretp(d, s)

co2(d, s)

)
s.t. Ad+Bs ≤ e

Ad∗ +Bs∗ ≤ e

p ∈ P(α).

(P (α))

α is a parameter for the size of the price uncertainty set P(α), for which
different realizations like a box, polyhedron or ellipsoid are possible choices.

The trade-off between α and solutions of (P (α)) is exactly what is ad-
dressed by inverse robustness or information gap decision theory.
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3. Solution Strategy

The proposed problem formulation can be understood as a MARO prob-
lem. We follow the approach of constraint MARO-efficiency from (Halser
et al., 2024a), which is the application of the ε-constraint method in a first-
scalarize-then-robustify manner to find solutions to (P (α)). This is done by
restricting the annual carbon emissions to some value c ∈ R. The resulting
optimization problem is

min
d

max
p

min
s

costregretp(d, s)

s.t. co2(d, s) ≤ c

Ad+Bs ≤ e

co2(d
∗, s∗) ≤ c

Ad∗ +Bs∗ ≤ e

p ∈ P(α).

(P (α, c))

The problem contains different stages, where we call the minimization of
d the first stage, the maximization the middle stage and the minimization
over the controls s the second stage problem. We use this notation, where
the middle stage is not counted, to be coherent with the two-stage decision
structure of the problem. To guarantee that the solution is meaningful and
the algorithm from Appendix B is applicable, we have to guarantee that
for every fixed d and all p ∈ P(α) there is a feasible second stage solution s
to (P (α, c)). This assumption is called relatively complete recourse assump-
tion (Birge and Louveaux, 2011). In our case, this means that it has to be
guaranteed that all loads can be fulfilled, while respecting all constraints,
independent of the first stage device selection. To ensure this, we restrict the
investment carbon emissions to c by adding the constraint

coinv2 (d) ≤ c

to the first stage problem. Further, we add dummy generators to our model
that have neither investment costs nor carbon emissions, but enormous costs
for generating heating and cooling. These dummy generators can always step
in for providing the required energy. This guarantees relatively complete
recourse for all c > 0.
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We call solutions d to (P (α, c)) constraint MARO-efficient for (P (α)).
Moreover, for all price scenarios p ∈ P(α), there is the guarantee that there
is a control s such that for the optimal value o of (P (α, c))

costregretp(d, s) ≤ o

co2(d, s) ≤ c.

To find solutions to (P (α, c)), we essentially dualize the second stage
problem and then apply adaptive discretization (see e.g. (Blankenship and
Falk, 1976)). The detailed algorithm, including its convergence proof, is given
in Appendix B.

4. Case Study

4.1. Data Basis

For the case study, we consider a new office building in Kaiserslautern,
Germany, planned next to an existing office complex. In addition to the of-
fices, the building will also house data centers, that require significant cool-
ing. We use the data basis from (Halser et al., 2024b), where the building,
its heating and cooling loads, the weather conditions of the example days,
the unit properties, i.e. their coefficients of performance, and the nominal
price scenario are described in detail.

4.2. Uncertainty Set

To get a first impression of the uncertainty, we look at data from Eurostat
(2023), and observe the developments of the electricity and gas price from
Figure 1 to which we added the price from 2023 (gray dot), that was assumed
in (Halser et al., 2024b). We choose a box shape of the uncertainty set. As
the values from the last year are extreme for the known observations of the
uncertain parameters and future prices are unpredictable due to political and
economical uncertainties, this ensures that we are likely secured against price
developments of different kinds.

We do not only consider uncertainty of gas and electricity prices but of
all prices, where we assume as nominal prices the values from Table 2. Then,
we can define a polyhedral box uncertainty set as
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Figure 1: Developments of gas and electricity prices for Germany from 1985 to 2022, in-
cluding all taxes. Depicted are the available values for commercial prices which are closest
to the prices for companies with 4 GWh of annual electricity as well as gas consumption.
On the right side, the blue dots correspond to the values from the left chart, while the gray
dot is a value from 2023. The gray boxes are visualizations of our choice of uncertainty
set shape.

p̂gas p̂elbuy p̂elsell p̂dh p̂wp

Value [AC/kWh] 0.0934 0.2074 0.2074 0.095 0.0817

Table 2: Nominal prices for gas, buying electricity, selling electricity, district heating and
wood pellets.
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Pbox(α) :={(pgas, pelbuy , pelsell , pdh, pwp)
T |

pgas = p̂gas · βgas, pelbuy = p̂elbuy · βelbuy ,

pelsell = p̂elsell · βelsell , pdh = p̂dh · βdh,

pwp = p̂wp · βwp,

βgas, βelbuy , βelsell , βdh, βwp ∈ [1− α, 1 + α]}.

4.3. Implementation and Computational Performance

All computations discussed in the following were performed on an In-
tel i7 with 32GB RAM and operating system Windows 11. The code was
written in python 3.9, using gurobipy 11.0.0. As solution algorithms, we
implemented the constraint generation (CG) and the column and constraint
generation (C&CG) algorithm, which are the two variants of Algorithm 1
that can be found in the appendix. Remark 2 in the appendix suggests that
using the C&CG algorithm is superior to using the CG Algorithm. First
numerical experiments confirm this suggestion. Table 3 shows numerical re-
sults for the two algorithms for different model sizes and parameters. In the
table, the respective ratios are below one for all comparisons, which means
that the C&CG algorithm has less computational time and fewer iterations
for all considered scenarios. Therefore, in the following, we use the C&CG
algorithm. However, also for the C&CG algorithm computation times in-
crease rapidly with model size. Therefore, the problem size that is tractable
is limited. Furthermore, it can be seen that not only model size but also α
and the carbon limit influence the computational complexity. For this and
all following applications of Algorithm 1, the termination accuracy ε of the
Algorithm was set to 100 AC.

4.4. Results

In this section, we discuss possible trade-offs between cost regret, carbon
emissions and willingness to take risks, represented by α, and their implica-
tions to device selection. To account for model size limitations and the chosen
model formulation, we look at three different case study configurations.

First, we consider an example with three representative days in a reso-
lution of three time steps of eight hours each and with annual carbon limits
between 20 and 160 t CO2 in steps of 10 t CO2. Apart from the carbon limit,

11



α 0.3 0.7
Carbon Limit [t CO2] 30 60 30 60

|U| = 1, n = 1

#iterations CG 11 21 16 24
#iterations C&CG 1 3 2 3
#iterations ratio 0.09 0.14 0.12 0.12
time CG [s] 2.51 5.26 3.64 5.32
time C&CG [s] 0.51 1.30 0.76 1.19
time ratio 0.20 0.25 0.21 0.22

|U| = 1, n = 3

#iterations CG 32 29 39 36
#iterations C&CG 1 3 2 3
#iterations ratio 0.03 0.10 0.05 0.08
time CG [s] 18.73 17.61 44.65 35.48
time C&CG [s] 1.20 2.90 1.87 4.52
time ratio 0.06 0.16 0.04 0.13

|U| = 3, n = 1

#iterations CG 69 62 46 55
#iterations C&CG 2 1 2 2
#iterations ratio 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.04
time CG [s] 63.76 58.23 45.96 57.38
time C&CG [s] 3.33 1.58 2.88 2.78
time ratio 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.05

|U| = 3, n = 3

#iterations CG 141 164 102 137
#iterations C&CG 2 1 3 2
#iterations ratio 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01
time CG [s] 312.94 399.81 174.32 203.88
time C&CG [s] 8.82 3.27 14.89 5.28
time ratio 0.03 0.01 0.09 0.03

Table 3: Comparison of CG and C&CG algorithm for 16 different scenarios. |U| is the
number of considered type days and n is the number of time steps per day. The ratio is
the ratio of the C&CG value to the CG value.

12



we also vary the size of the uncertainty set, for which we test the α-values of
0.25, 0.5 and 0.75.

The visualization of the results can be seen in Figure 2, where in the
upper plot for the different α-values and carbon limits the cost regret of the
constraint MARO-efficient solutions is shown. The connecting lines between
the different carbon values are only for visual readability but not to guarantee
behavior for computations with carbon limits in between. In this graphic, it
is to be expected from the mathematical formulas that the regret has to be
monotonically decreasing for each α and that higher α-values cause higher
regret, but this is the only structural knowledge that is available. The plot
can be used to find a preferred trade-off, and it can be seen that for the two
objectives as well as for the willingness to take risks, represented by α, there
is significant potential for trade-off finding.

In the lower plot, the influence of the set carbon limit on the selected
devices is visualized. The abbreviations used in the graphic are from Table 4,
where all possible converters with their respective dimension units are listed.
Although the developments are not necessarily monotone, some tendencies
can be observed. Higher carbon emission acceptance leads to smaller heat
storage and solar thermal, while the size of the cogeneration unit, the water-
water heat pump, district heating, compression chiller and photovoltaic is
increased. Note that photovoltaic and solar thermal compete for the area on
the roof. It is also important to notice that the behavior of the converter
sizes does not have to be monotone over increasing carbon limits, as, for
example, the value for the size of free cooling shows.

Second, as three days with three time step resolution might cause a very
limited case study result, we also performed computations for six days with 12
time steps of two hours each. To limit computational time, we only looked
at three different carbon limits (20, 40, 60 t CO2) in this case and again
at the three different α-values of 0.25, 0.5 and 0.75. The resulting regret
is compared with that of the coarser computation from the first study in
Table 5. It can be seen that despite the difference in model resolution, the
regret values differ by at most 8%. This can be seen as an indicator that the
results from the coarser resolution are already quite meaningful. Therefore,
it is possible to select a desired compromise in Figure 2 and then compute
the exact device configuration in a second step, with a finer resolution.

Third, we look at a modified version of the problem. So far, we have
considered the regret when comparing with all available designs and controls.
This approach would be the best choice to find trade-offs with a decision

13



converter/storage abbreviation dimension unit
air-water heat pump AWHP kW output
absorption chiller AdC kW output
adsorption chiller AC kW output
brine-water heat pump BWHP kW output
cogeneration unit CU kW output
cold storage CS kWh storage
compression chiller CC kW output
cooling dummy C-Dummy kW output
district heating DH kW output
free cooling FC kW output
gas boiler GB kW output
heating dummy H-Dummy kW output
heat storage HS kWh storage
pellet boiler PB kW output
photovoltaic PV m2

reversible air-water heat pump rev. AWHP kW output
reversible brine-water heat pump rev. BWHP kW output
reversible water-water heat pump rev. WWHP kW output
solar thermal ST m2

water-water heat pump WWHP kW output

Table 4: Parameters of all considered converters and storages. Note that 1m2 PV uses
2.975m2 roof area.

α carbon limit [t CO2] coarse regret [€] fine regret [€] deviation

0.25
20 132801 133537 0.01
40 92615 93410 0.01
60 58487 63813 0.08

0.5
20 252957 258994 0.02
40 191580 197533 0.03
60 133167 140059 0.05

0.75
20 374133 383486 0.02
40 288910 298527 0.03
60 206311 215559 0.04

Table 5: Comparison of the regret values of coarser optimization (based on three days
with three time steps) and finer optimization (based on six days with twelve time steps).
The deviation is the relative difference of the coarser regret compared to the finer regret.
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Figure 2: Overview of regret and device selection developments for different α and carbon
limit values for three representative days consisting of three time steps, representing eight
hours each. The minimal possible carbon emission value is 17170 kg, if all loads have to
be fulfilled without dummy usage, as was computed by a single criteria optimization. In
the lower plot, the shaded areas are the range that is caused by the different α-values and
the lines correspond to the mean of the three α-values.
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maker who considers carbon emission reduction as an optional criterion and
will always ask how much money could have been saved by ignoring carbon
restrictions. In the following, we will only compare to designs and controls
that also respect the carbon limit. This addresses a decision maker who is
interested in guaranteeing good carbon limits. Formally, this is obtained by
adding the constraints

co2(d
∗, s∗) ≤ c

coinv2 (d∗) ≤ c

to (P (α, c)). The resulting problem structure is different from that of the so
far considered constraint MARO-efficiency. As computation times increase
in this case, we again only look at three days with three time steps each
and use the carbon and α-values from the second study. The results of this
study can be seen in Figure 3. It can be observed that in this case carbon
emission reduction and regret reduction are no contradicting goals anymore,
but minimal carbon emissions are well in line with minimal regret. Dealing
with larger uncertainty sets, by considering larger α-values, still leads to
larger regret. Considering the solutions in more detail, it can be observed
that the regret-minimal configuration for this plot is for all α-values based
on solar thermal, absorption chiller, pellet boiler, cold storage, heat storage,
free cooling and a small compression chiller as well as photovoltaic area. All
other devices are not chosen in this case.

5. Conclusion

We introduced a model and computed constraint MARO-efficient solu-
tions for building energy supply design with the objectives of minimizing
cost regret and carbon emissions under price uncertainty. Moreover, we vi-
sualized the results similarly as it is usually done for MCO, offering intuitive
access to trade-off finding. For the computations, we successfully adapted an
algorithm for regret with respect to load uncertainty to regret with respect
to price uncertainty and proved the convergence in this case for the CG as
well as for the C&CG algorithm.

In the case study, we made the following observations.

• There is a significant potential for trade-offs between cost regret, carbon
emissions and the size of the uncertainty set, which corresponds to
willingness to take risks.
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Figure 3: Overview of regret developments for different α and carbon limit values for
three representative days consisting of three time steps, representing eight hours each. In
contrast to Figure 2, the regret is computed in comparison with only those designs and
operations that also fulfill the carbon limit.

• Similar to the algorithm for load uncertainty, the problem size that is
tractable is limited.

• The computational effort does not only depend on the model size, i.e.
the number of considered days and time steps, but also on the volume
of the uncertainty set and the value of the imposed carbon limit.

• Minimizing carbon emissions and cost regret does not lead to contra-
dicting results if the comparison is only with devices and controls that
also fulfill the carbon limit. In this case, the most carbon saving is also
the most regret reducing design.

In further research, it would be beneficial to find possibilities to acceler-
ate the algorithm to be able to deal with larger models. Moreover, it could
be useful to combine the approach with more interactive decision aiding
approaches like Pareto navigation, which was already applied to the prob-
lem without robustness in (Halser et al., 2024b). However, an additional
challenge for Pareto navigation is the nonconvexity of the robust problem.
Furthermore, it could be beneficial to consider additional objectives like, for
example, minimization of investment costs.
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Appendix A. Problem Formulations

In this section, we introduce the detailed terms of the problem formula-
tion.

Using the notation from Table A.6 and defining

pitk := eitkp
e − elitkp

el + witkp
w + gitkp

g + titkp
h ∀i ∈Md+, t ∈ T , k ∈ U

qitk := eitkc
e − elitkc

el + witkc
w + gitkc

g + titkc
h ∀i ∈Md+, t ∈ T , k ∈ U

pinv := fdhsphs + fdcspcs +
∑
i∈M

dip
d
i

cinv := fdhschs + fdcsccs +
∑
i∈M

dic
d
i

d :=

 dhs

dcs

(di)i∈Md+


s :=

(sitk)i∈Md+,t∈T ,k∈U
(sctk)t∈T +,k∈U
(shtk)t∈T +,k∈U

 ,

we define the objective functions as

costsp(d, s) := f
∑

i∈M,t∈T ,
k∈U

wksitkpitk + pinv

co2(d, s) := f
∑

i∈M,t∈T ,
k∈U

wksitkqitk + cinv.

The carbon emission split in operational and investment emissions is then
given by

coop2 (d) = f
∑

i∈M,t∈T ,
k∈U

wksitkqitk

coinv2 (d, s) = cinv

and analogously for costs. The detailed constraints are given as cooling and
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M set of all possible converters
Md set consisting of heating and cooling dummy
Md+ M with additional dummy generators for heating and

cooling
T := {0, ..., n} set of all time steps (equidistant) of the day, where we

require that n divides 24
T + := T ∪{n+1} set of all time steps of the day with an additional step

at the end
U set of representative days, consisting of finite num-

ber of cluster center days, which are found with a k-
Medoids algorithm

di dimension of converter i [-]
dhs/dcs dimension of heat/cold storage [kWh storage potential]
sitk dimension-scaled load of converter i in time step t at

day k [-]
shtk/s

c
tk heat/cold storage charge in time step t of day k [kWh]

ce/cel/ch/cw/cg carbon equivalent emissions of buying electric-
ity/selling electricity/district heat/wood pellet/gas
[kg/kWh]

chs/ccs depreciated carbon emission factor of heat/cold stor-
age [kg]

eitk/kitk/witk/
gitk/titk

maximum electric/heat/wood pellet/gas/district heat
consumption of converter i in time step t of day k
[kWh]

elitk/hitk/citk maximum electric/heat/cold production of converter i
in time step t of day k [kWh]

f := 24
n

length of the time steps
Htk/Ctk heating/cooling loads in time step t of day k [kWh]
pe/pel/ph/pw/pg price of buying electricity/selling electricity/district

heat/wood pellet/gas [AC/kWh]
p vector of all resource prices (variable or fixed)
pdi /c

d
i size dependent depreciation costs/carbon emission of

converter i [AC]/[kg]
pfi /c

f
i base depreciation costs/carbon emission of converter i

[AC]/[kg]
phs/pcs depreciated price factor of heat/cold storage [AC]
wk weights of cluster day k ∈ U

Table A.6: Notation for the LP. Indices are subscripts, while superscripts are used for
nomenclature.
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heating load fulfilling

sctk − sct+1k +
∑

i∈Md+

sitkcitk = Ctk ∀t ∈ T , k ∈ U

shtk − sht+1k +
∑

i∈Md+

sitk(hitk − titk) = Htk ∀t ∈ T , k ∈ U ,

technical limits of the converters and storages

sitk ≤ di ∀i ∈Md+, t ∈ T , k ∈ U
sctk ≤ dcs ∀t ∈ T , k ∈ U
shtk ≤ dhs ∀t ∈ T , k ∈ U

and start and end states of the storages for each day. These are chosen such
that the heat storage has to be empty at midnight and the cold storage has
to be full at that time

sc0k = 0 ∀k ∈ U
sc{n+1}k = 0 ∀k ∈ U

sh0k = dhs ∀k ∈ U
sh{n+1}k = dhs ∀k ∈ U .

Moreover, there are the constraints that guarantee nonnegativity of dimen-
sions and controls and the fixation of the size of dummy generators

p, s ≥ 0

d ≥ 0

di = M ∀i ∈Md

for a sufficiently large constant M . There are also device specific constraints.
To avoid introducing too many indices, we give them only verbally.

• We model reversible heat pumps as two devices, where one represents
the heating and the other the cooling, and both devices have to have a
fixed size ratio. We ensure that only one of them has positive coefficient
of performance in every time step.
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• The roof area is an upper bound for the sum of the (weighted) dimen-
sions of photovoltaic and solar thermal.

• An adsorption chiller needs to have a dimension smaller than the sum
of the dimensions of the district heating and the cogeneration unit.

Appendix B. Solution Algorithm

Appendix B.1. Motivation

In the following, we motivate the solution algorithm. As this algorithm
can also be applied to other problems with the same structure, we use general
notation, that is independent of the problem-specific notation from before.
The minimax regret problem can be understood as a problem of the form

min
x

max
p

min
y

cTx+ pTAy − min
x∗,y∗

(cTx∗ + pTAy∗)

s.t. Bx+ Cy ≥ d

Bx∗ + Cy∗ ≥ d

Ep ≥ f

Gx ≥ h

x, p, y, x∗, y∗ ≥ 0

with the variables x ∈ Rnx , p ∈ Rnp , y ∈ Rny , and the parameters c ∈
Rnx , d ∈ Rnd , f ∈ Rnf , h ∈ Rnh , A ∈ Rnp×ny , B ∈ Rnd×nx , C ∈ Rnd×ny , E ∈
Rnf×np , G ∈ Rnh×nx for dimensions nx, np, ny, nd, nf , nh ∈ N.

This problem can be reformulated as

min
x

max
p,x∗,y∗

min
y

cTx+ pTAy − cTx∗ − pTAy∗ (B.2a)

s.t. Bx+ Cy ≥ d (B.2b)

Bx∗ + Cy∗ ≥ d (B.2c)

Ep ≥ f (B.2d)

Gx ≥ h (B.2e)

x, p, y, x∗, y∗ ≥ 0. (B.2f)

By dualizing the second stage problem, we obtain with dual variable
vector π ∈ Rnd
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min
x

max
p,x∗,y∗,π

cTx+ (d−Bx)Tπ − cTx∗ − pTAy∗ (B.3a)

s.t. CTπ ≤ ATp (B.3b)

Bx∗ + Cy∗ ≥ d (B.3c)

Ep ≥ f (B.3d)

Gx ≥ h (B.3e)

x, p, π, x∗, y∗ ≥ 0. (B.3f)

We can observe that the feasible set of the second stage problem is in-
dependent of x and has bilinear terms. We will exploit this structure in the
following solution algorithms.

Appendix B.2. Algorithm Formulation

The algorithms we propose are based on the algorithms described by Zeng
and Zhao (2013), with the difference that in our dualized problem p appears
not only in the objective function but also in the constraints. Therefore, an
argument is necessary to observe that the optimal value in this case is still in a
vertex of a certain polyhedron. To state the algorithms, we first have to split
the problem in main- and subproblem. There are two possible algorithms, a
constraint generation (CG) and a column and constraint generation (C&CG)
one, with slightly different main problem, which we look at in the following.

Let us start with the subproblem. In the following, we assume relatively
complete recourse. This means that for every first and middle stage decision,
there is a feasible second stage decision. We obtain the subproblem

SP (x) : sp(x) = max
p,x∗,y∗,π

(d−Bx)Tπ − cTx∗ − pTAy∗

s.t. CTπ ≤ ATp

Bx∗ + Cy∗ ≥ d

Ep ≥ f

p, π, x∗, y∗ ≥ 0,

which is a bilinear problem (BLP). We will observe later that the solution to
this problem can be assumed to be in a vertex of the polyhedron that defines
the feasible region of the problem. For the rest of the article, we assume
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that whenever we talk about a solution to the problem, it is chosen in this
way. Similar BLPs can be linearized, for example in (Yokoyama et al., 2014),
but as the constraints involving p are not independent of other variables but
also contain π, we cannot apply that to the structure of our problem and
therefore have to keep the bilinear form.

For the main problem, we consider with additional variable η ∈ R the
epigraph reformulation of (B.3)

min
x,η

cTx+ η

s.t. η ≥ (d−Bx)Tπ − cTx∗ − pTAy∗ ∀(p, x∗, y∗, π) ∈ S

Gx ≥ h

x ≥ 0,

where

S :=
{
(p, x∗, y∗, π) ∈ Rnp+nx+ny+nd

≥0 | CTπ ≤ ATp, Bx∗ + Cy∗ ≥ d, Ep ≥ f
}
.

Problems like this with an infinite number of constraints are call semi-infinite.
By relaxing the semi-infinite constraint to a still to be concretized, finite
subset

Sk := {(pl, x∗
l , y

∗
l , πl) | (pl, x∗

l , y
∗
l , πl) ∈ S, l ∈ {0, ..., k}} ,

we obtain the main problem

MPCG(k) : min
x,η

cTx+ η

s.t. η ≥ (d−Bx)Tπl − cTx∗
l − pTl Ay

∗
l ∀l ≤ k

Gx ≥ h

x ≥ 0, η ∈ R.

The algorithm that is based on this problem formulation is the CG algorithm.
It is also possible to consider an epigraph reformulation of (B.2), which leads
to the C&CG algorithm with main problem

MPC&CG(k) : min
x,η,y1,...,yk

cTx+ η

s.t. η ≥ pTl Ayl − cTx∗
l − pTl Ay

∗
l ∀l ≤ k

Bx+ Cyl ≥ d ∀l ≤ k

Gx ≥ h

x ≥ 0, η ∈ R.
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Both problems are LPs, so without loss of generality we assume in the
following that solutions are obtained at vertices of the polyhedron defining
the feasible region. Now that we have stated all partial problems, we can
state Algorithm 1. Depending on whether we useMPCG orMPC&CG therein
as MP , we are in the case of the CG or the C&CG algorithm.

Algorithm 1 (Column and) Constraint Generation

Require: ε ≥ 0, lb = −∞, ub = +∞, k = 0
x0, η0 ←MP (0)
p1, x

∗
1, y

∗
1, π1 ← SP (x0)

lb← max{lb, cTx0 + η0}
ub← min{ub, cTx0 + sp(x0)}
k = 1
while ub− lb > ε do

xk, ηk ←MP (k)
pk+1, x

∗
k+1, y

∗
k+1, πk+1 ← SP (xk)

lb← max{lb, cTxk + ηk}
ub← min{ub, cTxk + sp(xk)}
k ← k + 1

end while
return xk

By iteratively solving main- and subproblem, we compute lower bounds
(lb) and upper bounds (ub) for the problem. This is done until a predefined
solution quality ε ≥ 0 is reached. As the solution to the bilinear subproblem
can be very time-consuming, it can be beneficial in practice not to solve it to
full optimality but to use upper bounds instead of solutions in the algorithm.

Appendix B.3. Proof of Convergence

Theorem 1. The CG algorithm terminates in a finite number of steps. The
difference between the returned solution and the global optimal solution is at
most ε.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof in A 2.2. by Yokoyama et al.
(2014). It follows from the definition of the main- and the subproblem that
the respective solutions are lower and upper bounds for the problem. With
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the definitions

h1 =

(
π
p

)
, h2 =

(
x∗

y∗

)
the subproblem is a bilinear problem

SP (x) : max
h1,h2

(
d−Bx 0

)
h1 −

(
c 0

)
h2 − hT

1

(
0 0
0 A

)
h2

s.t.

(
−CT AT

0 E

)
h1 ≥

(
0
f

)
(
B C

)
h2 ≥ d

h1, h2 ≥ 0

to which Theorem 2.1 from Konno (1976) can be applied, and therefore,
the solution has to be obtained in a vertex of the polyhedron defining the
feasible region, which is independent of x. When generating constraints in the
main problem corresponding to all vertices of the polyhedron that defines the
feasible region of the subproblem, the solution is obtained and the algorithm
terminates as main- and subproblem solution coincide.

It remains to show that the algorithm cannot run into an infinite loop
where the same constraints are added to the mainproblem repeatedly, while
others are never considered. In this case, there would be an iteration, where
all considered constraints are added and all further iterations of the loop
only add the same constraints. From this iteration on, the feasible region
of the main problem will not change anymore. As we assume mainproblem
solutions to be in vertices of the feasible region, there will be xk−n and xk

such that xk−n = xk for k, n ∈ N, k ≥ n in a finite number of steps. But
then, xk has to be the solution to the problem and the algorithm terminates.

Remark 2. The C&CG algorithm converges in a finite number of steps,
where the maximum possible number of steps is at most as large as the maxi-
mum possible number of steps for the dual algorithm. The convergence proof
is analogous to that of Theorem 1, with the only difference that the con-
straints only correspond to p-values of the vertices of the polyhedron that de-
fines the feasible region. As multiple vertices might share the same p-value,
this number can be significantly smaller than the number of constraints that
are required in the dual algorithm.

Remark 3. Both variants of Algorithm 1 also work with discrete or mixed
integer first stage decision.
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