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Accelerating Chance-constrained SCED via
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Qian Zhang, Student Member, IEEE, Le Xie, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract—This paper studies some compression methods
to accelerate the scenario-based chance-constrained security-
constrained economic dispatch (SCED) problem. In particular, we
show that by exclusively employing the vertices after convex hull
compression, an equivalent solution can be obtained compared to
utilizing the entire scenario set. For other compression methods
that might relax the original solution, such as box compression,
this paper presents the compression risk validation scheme to
assess the risk arising from the sample space. By quantify-
ing the risk associated with compression, decision-makers are
empowered to select either solution risk or compression risk
as the risk metric, depending on the complexity of specific
problems. Numerical examples based on the 118-bus system and
synthetic Texas grids compare these two risk metrics. The results
also demonstrate the efficiency of compression methods in both
problem formulation and solving processes.

Index Terms—Chance constraint, scenario approach, security-
constrained economic dispatch, scenario compression, complexity

I. INTRODUCTION

INcreasing penetration of variable renewable energy has
posed unprecedented challenges for secure and economic

dispatch in large power systems. Many uncertainty optimiza-
tion methods are proposed to replace the conventional deter-
ministic SCED, especially stochastic optimization (SO) [1] and
robust optimization (RO) [2]. Chance-constrained optimization
(CCO), which combines the advantages of both SO and RO,
has found a high potential application in SCED and many other
areas in recent years [3]. TABLE I compares the strengths and
weaknesses of SO, RO, and CCO with select examples in the
power system SCED. Unlike optimizing under expected value
(SO) or making solutions robust in the whole uncertainty set
(RO), CCO gives the feasibility guarantee of solutions under
user-defined probability. This feature allows decision-makers
to balance risk and cost according to their preferences.

To make the CCO problem computationally tractable, there
are two main approaches to modeling the uncertainty. A
brute-force way is to truncate the uncertainty space based on
the assumed probability distribution function and a tolerable
risk level [13], which has limitations when the probability
distribution is complicated or hard to validate, such as the wind
power forecasting error [14], [15]. In contrast, data-driven
methods describing the uncertainty directly from sampling are
more practical without any assumptions on the probability
distribution [3]. This paper focuses on adopting a method that
is under active development called the scenario approach,
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which provides probabilistic guarantees based on a finite
number of samples [16], [17].

In the development of the scenario approach, most research
aims to find the precise relationship between the sample size
and the risk level with a rigorous mathematical guarantee. The
first exact expression of this relationship is presented in [18],
where the problem is regarded as the so-called fully supported
to give the risk bound before solving the problem. After
observing the fact that many reality optimization problems
are not fully supported, the following works prefer to give
a more tight risk bound after solving the problem based on
posterior evaluation of the support constraints (or complexity)
[19]. Some recent works extend the above results to non-
convex or nonstationary models [20], [21] and some machine
learning applications [22], [23].

Along with the continuous breakthrough on the theory side,
many papers spontaneously try to make the scenario approach
computationally efficient mainly in two directions: saving the
problem-solving time or simplifying the problem formulation.
Except for advanced optimization algorithms which are up-
dated in commercial solvers, the solving time in scenario
approach relies on finding the problem’s complexity after
gaining the solution. In [24], some algorithms are proposed
to compute complexity in both convex and non-convex mod-
els under different problem structure assumptions. To find
the complexity with minimum data resources, the authors
introduce a new scheme where the size of input scenarios is
incrementally tuned to hit a desired level of risk [25]. On the
other hand, simplifying the scenario approach formulation is
also a good way to improve both computational efficiency and
memory. Margellos et al [26] convert the scenario approach
problem to a two-part robust version, where the scenario-based
uncertainty is relaxed to set-based uncertainty first. This new
formulation has the same risk guarantee and less computation
time but performs worse than the original solution. Because
the mathematical formulation of scenario approach is equal to
applying robust philosophy to each sample of scenarios, some
scenario reduction methods in chance-constrained or robust
optimization areas [27]–[30] inspire the development of a
more general scenario compression scheme based on scenario
approach [23], [31].

These above works have found many successful applications
in power systems with different sources of uncertainty: secu-
rity assessment [32], demand response [33], economic dispatch
[11], energy storage planning [34] and unit commitment [24],
etc. Among all these applications, the SCED process is the
area that has both strict security requirements and solving
time constraints, typically within 5 minutes. To achieve the
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Method Advantages Disadvantages Power System Applications

SO Optimizes expected value; flexible
with various uncertainties

Computationally expensive; poor
performance in worst scenarios

[4]–[6]

RO Less sensitive to uncertainty;
computationally efficient

Overly conservative; simplifies
uncertainty to bounded ranges

[7]–[9]

CCO Realistic modeling of uncertainty;
balances risk and cost

Computationally expensive;
sensitive to distribution accuracy

[10]–[12]

TABLE I: Comparison of SO, RO, and CCO and some selected examples in power system SCED

optimal solution of the original scenario approach formulation,
the previous scenario-based economic dispatch papers [3],
[11], [33] refuse to simplify the problem formulation. Because
of the convex property, the problem-solving algorithms in
commercial solvers have a polynomial time, but the problem
formulation process consumes a long time and huge computer
memory in large-scale power grids which typically requires
high-performance computing [11]. Meanwhile, a simplified
problem formulation can also save problem-solving time. In
this paper, we try to make this problem formulation process
more efficient for SCED and our main contributions are
twofold.

First, the scenarios compression method is proposed to
simplify the scenario-based SCED formulation without any
uncertainty space relaxation. After finding the convex hull of
the scenarios-based uncertainty space, we prove the equivalent
of inputting the vertexes and the whole scenarios. Unlike too
general problem setting in [26], our result mainly relies on
the special structure of the SCED problem, where the deci-
sion variables and the uncertainty variables are just linearly
combined with each other.

Second, leveraging on the recent theory findings given in
[23], [35], we can also estimate both the upper and lower
compression risk bound based on the number of vertexes.
Different from evaluating the risk based on the complexity of
the solution, this new validation scheme directly generates the
compression risk based on the complexity of the sample space,
which quantifies the probability of the new scenario violating
the compressed space. While the solution risk bounds are pro-
vided after solving the optimization problem, the compression
risk bounds can be directly established in a prior manner. In
practice, engineers can choose from these risk-bound options
based on their preference for either accuracy or computational
efficiency.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. Sec-
tion II formulates the chance-constrained SCED problem and
introduces the updated theory results of scenario approach
in solving chance-constrained problems. After clarifying the
main computational obstacles of applying scenario approach
to a large-scale system at the end of Section II, Section III
proposes two useful scenario compression methods to save the
problem formulation and solving time. The new compression
risk validation scheme is also presented to quantify the risk
from sample space rather than solution space. The efficacy
of the proposed approach is demonstrated on 118-bus and

synthetic Texas grids in Section IV. Section V gives the
concluding remarks.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. Chance-Constrained SCED

The conventional SCED problem is reformulated in a
chance-constrained form, which is also similar with the
chance-constrained DC optimal power flow (DC-OPF) in
many previous papers [10], [32]. In our setting, system uncer-
tainty refers to the wind power forecasting error, which is the
main uncertain factor in the economic dispatch process. This
model can also be extended to other uncertain sources, such as
solar and demand, where the uncertainty can be assumed either
following a distribution function [33] or directly generated
from historical data [36].

The wind generation w = ŵ + w̃ consists of deterministic
wind forecast value ŵ ∈ Rnw and the uncertain forecast
error w̃ ∈ ∆, where ∆ ⊆ Rnw is the uncertainty set.
After introducing wind power into the conventional chance-
constrained DC-OPF problem, we have:

min
g,η

c(g) (1a)

s.t. 1⊤g = 1⊤d− 1⊤ŵ (1b)
g ⪯ g ⪯ ḡ (1c)

f(ŵ, w̃) = Hg

(
g − 1⊤w̃η

)
−Hdd+Hw(ŵ + w̃) (1d)

Pw̃

 f ⪯ f(ŵ, w̃) ⪯ f̄
g ⪯ g − 1⊤w̃η ⪯ ḡ
Rd ⪯ −1⊤w̃η ⪯ Ru

 ≥ 1− ϵ (1e)

1⊤η = 1 (1f)

where the decision variables are generation output levels
g ∈ Rng , and an affine control policy η ∈ Rng of automatic
generation control to allocate total wind fluctuation in
real-time. The objective function is the total generations cost
c(g). The load level is d ∈ Rnd , and transmission line flows
f ∈ Rnf are calculated using (1d), where Hg , Hd, and
Hw are the corresponding sub-matrix of the power transfer
distribution factor (PTDF) matrix H . The constraints related
to the forecasting error w̃ are modeled as a chance-constraint
form under risk ϵ in (1e), including transmission line flow
limits [f, f̄ ] ∈ Rnf × Rnf , generation capacity limits
[g, ḡ] ∈ Rng × Rng and the ramp up(down) rate limits
[Rd, Ru] ∈ Rng ×Rng .
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Because of the probability measure term Pw̃, it is im-
possible to solve the above problem directly. Over the past
decade, many different ways have been proposed to reformu-
late chance-constrained problems into tractable deterministic
optimization problems, such as sample average approximation
(SAA) [37] and moment-based reformulations [38]. Interested
readers may refer to the latest review [39] for a more com-
prehensive summary.

B. The Scenario Approach

In this paper, we focus on a novel data-driven method called
scenario approach [18] to make the above chance-constrained
problem tractable. Leveraging on the randomization of the
sampled scenarios, the scenario approach provides proba-
bilistic guarantees based on the finite identical independent
distributed (i.i.d.) scenarios. For the chance-constrained SCED
problem (1), supposing we have the i.i.d. wind forecasting
error scenarios set N := {w̃1, w̃2, · · · , w̃N}, the chance-
constrained inequalities (1e) can be replaced by scenario-based
inequalities (2a)-(2c):

min
g,η

c(g)

s.t f ⪯ f(ŵ, w̃i) ⪯ f̄ (2a)

g ⪯ g − 1⊤w̃iη ⪯ ḡ (2b)

Rd ⪯ −1⊤w̃iη ⪯ Ru (2c)
i = 1, 2, 3, ..., N

(1b), (1c), (1d), (1f)

Before giving the quantified risk level for the above scenario
problem SP(N ), we introduce some basic definitions under
the scenario approach scheme.

Definition 1 (Support Constraint): The scenario-dependent
constraint corresponding to sample w̃s, s ∈ {1, 2, ...,S}, is a
support constraint or support scenario if its removal improves
the solution of SP(N ), i.e., if it decreases the optimal cost
c(g).

Assumption 1 (Non-degeneracy): For every N , the solution
(g∗, η∗) to the optimization problem (2) coincides with prob-
ability 1 with the solution that is obtained after eliminating all
the constraints that are not of support.

Definition 2 (Solution Complexity): The number of support
scenarios in SP(N ) is defined as the solution complexity s∗N .

Remark: Rigorous speaking, the number of support scenar-
ios is related to both solution and sample distribution, and
some papers [18], [24] define it as sample complexity. We
define it as solution complexity here to distinguish it from the
complexity in the later scenario compression process.

Definition 3 (Solution Risk): The solution risk (also called
violation probability) of a candidate solution (g∗, η∗) is
defined as the probability that (g∗, η∗) is infeasible, i.e.,
Vw̃(g

∗, η∗) := Pw̃((g
∗, η∗) /∈ Xw̃), where Xw̃ is the decision

set generated by SP(N ).

Based on the above definitions, Campi et al. first gives
the relationship between the risk and number of scenarios

for SP(N ) in [16], [18], and update it to a more applicable
form recently in [35] which reveals a fundamental correlation
structure that links the risk to the solution complexity, i.e.
Theorem 1.

Theorem 1 (Solution Risk Bounds [35]): Consider the
number of scenarios N is larger than the number of decision
variables n. Given a confidence parameter β ∈ (0, 1), for any
k = 0, 1, . . . , n consider the polynomial equation in the t
variable(
N
k

)
tN−k − β

2N

∑N−1
i=k

(
i
k

)
ti−k − β

6N

∑4N
i=N+1

(
i
k

)
ti−k = 0

(3)
This equation has exactly two solutions in [0,+∞), which are
named as t(k) <. Supposing ϵ(k) := max{0, 1 − t̄(k)} and
ϵ̄(k) := 1− t(k), it holds that

PN
w̃ {ϵ (s∗N ) ≤ Vw̃(g

∗, η∗) ≤ ϵ̄ (s∗N )} ≥ 1− β (4)

Because the exact value of s∗N depends on the solution, the
decision makers need to tune the input sample size N based
on solutions to finally hit the desired risk level. In the past
ten years, many papers have addressed this issue, including
how to tune sample size or risk efficiently [25], [40], and
how to compute the value of s∗N in both convex and non-
convex problems [24]. Meanwhile, the conservativeness of the
risk upper bound has also significantly improved over the past
decade. By setting a confidence parameter β = 10−3 and a
fixed scenario size N = 500, Fig.1 illustrates the risk upper
bounds provided by various studies. Notably, the most recent
result from [35] offers the least conservative risk bound, which
we have applied for the first time in a power system problem.

Fig. 1: The comparison of risk upper bound from different
papers

Thanks to the convex property of the DC-OPF economic
dispatch problem, the scenario-based problem can be easily
solved by commercial software, such as CVX, CPLEX, and
Gurobi. But when the system’s original constraints and the
scenario size are both very large, it will cause a long solving
time. Meanwhile, even though the solving time may be im-
proved in the future, only focusing on problem-solving time is
not enough when applied to a large-scale power network for
two reasons.

First, the number of original constraints (2) extend N
times after considering N input scenarios, which increases
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the problem formulation time before solving it. Taking the
IEEE 118 standard test system for example, the number of
line, generator, and reserve constraints is 372, 108, and 108,
respectively, which means the total number of constraints is
588×N after going through N scenarios. Supposing we need
300 scenarios to meet the risk requirement, we must model a
convex programming with 176400 constraints, which requires
a huge computer memory and consumes much formulating
time.

Second, the frequent change of system operation modes,
such as generators shouting down and line switching, means
we might need to reformulate the programming. Similarly,
tuning sample size N to meet the desired risk also results in
problem reformulating. The problem formulation is not a one-
shot issue in scenario-based SCED problems, and simplifying
the problem formulation is crucial to applying the scenario
approach to the real world.

High-performance computing resource with large computer
memory is helpful to store these constraints [11], [24]. Still,
the formulating time is hard to reduce because each constraint
needs to be converted to standard form accepted by solvers
[41]–[43]. On the other hand, a simpler problem formulation
can also save problem-solving time in return.

III. SCENARIO COMPRESSION

Scenario compression means reducing the scenario size
before formulating the problem while keeping the original
solution as invariant as possible. In this section, the convex
hull and box compression will be deeply discussed or proved,
but the proposed compression risk validation scheme can be
extended to any scenario compression method.

A. Convex Hull Compression
The convex hull compression means finding the smallest

convex polygon, that encloses all of the scenarios in the set.
This compression technique is similar to both deterministic op-
timization problems [44] and data-driven robust optimization
problems [28], but it is first proved to be compatible with the
scenario approach for the chance-constrained SCED problem
in this paper.

Definition 4 (Vertex of Convex Hull): A scenario w̃v after
convex hull compression is called vertex if it cannot be written
in the form w̃v = tw̃x + (1 − t)w̃y where w̃x and w̃y of N
are distinct scenarios and 0 < t < 1, i.e. w̃v is not between
two other points of N .

Suppose v vertexes labeled w̃i1 , w̃i2 , ..., w̃iv after convex
hull compression of the given scenarios set N . Leveraging on
the special structure of the robust counterpart, we can use the
vertex of the convex hull to represent the whole uncertainty
scenario-generated space, which is stated as Theorem 2.

Theorem 2 (Invariant Solution): The solution of the SCED
scenario problem SP(N ) is invariant after replacing the sce-
narios set N with its convex hull vertexes w̃i1 , w̃i2 , ..., w̃iv .

Proof. Because the objective function and other deterministic
constraints are the same before and after convex hull com-
pression, proving the solution invariant property is equal to

proving the constraints region R1 constructed by (2) is the
same as the region R2 constructed by (5)

f ⪯ f(ŵ, w̃i) ⪯ f̄ (5a)

g ⪯ g − 1⊤w̃iη ⪯ ḡ (5b)

Rd ⪯ −1⊤w̃iη ⪯ Ru (5c)

with i = i1, i2, . . . , iv .
Considering the fact {w̃i1 , w̃i2 , ..., w̃iv} ∈ N , it is easy to

show R1 ⊆ R2. Now we need to prove R1 ⊇ R2.
1) For the generator capacity constraints (2b,5b) and reserve

constraints (2c,5c), their corresponding constraints region
R1(b,c) ⊇ R2(b,c) is equal to:

−1⊤w̃j ≤ max{−1⊤w̃i1 , . . . ,−1⊤w̃iv}
−1⊤w̃j ≥ min{−1⊤w̃i1 , . . . ,−1⊤w̃iv}

(6)

for any j ∈ {1, 2, ..., N}.
Note that {w̃1, . . . , w̃N} is the convex combination of

{w̃i1 , . . . , w̃iv}, which means any w̃j with j ∈ {1, 2, ..., N}
can be expressed as:

w̃j = θj1w̃i1 + θj2w̃i2 + ...+ θjv w̃iv

θj1 + θj2 + ...+ θjv = 1

θj1 , θj2 , ..., θjv > 0

(7)

Then we have:

− 1⊤w̃j = −1⊤(θj1w̃i1 + θj2w̃i2 + ...+ θjv w̃iv )

=− (θj11
⊤w̃i1 + θj21

⊤w̃i2 + ...+ θjv1
⊤w̃iv )

≤(θj1 + ...+ θjv )× max{−1⊤w̃i1 , . . . ,−1⊤w̃iv}
=max{−1⊤w̃i1 , . . . ,−1⊤w̃iv}

(8)

Similarly, −1⊤w̃j ≥ min{−1⊤w̃i1 , . . . ,−1⊤w̃iv}, which
means we have proved:

R1(b,c) ⊇ R2(b,c) (9)

2) For the line capacity constraints (2a,5a), because 1w̃ is
a scalar, we can extract the w̃ related robust counterpart as
below:

f(ŵ, w̃) = Hg (g − 11×nw
w̃η)−Hdd+Hw(ŵ + w̃)

= Lw̃ + (Hgg −Hdd+Hwŵ)
(10)

where Lnl×nw = Hgη1ng×nw +Hw.
Because η is the decision variable, which is unknown before

solving the problem. If R1(a) ⊇ R2(a) is true, supposing
L(r, :) represents the r-th row of the matrix L, we need to
prove that for any L, there exists:

L(r, :)w̃j ≤ max{L(r, :)w̃i1 , . . . , L(r, :)w̃iv}
L(r, :)w̃j ≥ min{L(r, :)w̃i1 , . . . , L(r, :)w̃iv}

(11)

for any j ∈ {1, 2, ..., N} and r ∈ {1, 2, ..., nl}.
Actually, based on the convex combination result in (7), we

can use a similar technique to show that:

L(r, :)w̃j = L(r, :)(θj1w̃i1 + θj2w̃i2 + ...+ θjv w̃iv )

=(θj1L(r, :)w̃i1 + θj2L(r, :)w̃i2 + ...+ θjvL(r, :)w̃iv )

≤(θj1 + ...+ θjv )× max{L(r, :)w̃i1 , . . . , L(r, :)w̃iv}
=max{L(r, :)w̃i1 , . . . , L(r, :)w̃iv}

(12)
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Similarly, L(r, :)w̃j ≥ min{L(r, :)w̃i1 , . . . , L(r, :)w̃iv} is
also true, which means we have proved:

R1(a) ⊇ R2(a) (13)

Because R1 = R1(a) ∩ R1(b, c) and R2 = R2(a) ∩
R2(b, c), after combing the results of (9) and (13), it follows
that:

R1 ⊇ R2 (14)

Corollary 1 (Invariant Solution Complexity): For the SCED
scenario problem SP(N ), the solution complexity s∗N is
invariant after replacing the scenarios set N with its convex
hull vertexes w̃i1 , w̃i2 , ..., w̃iv .

Proof. Regarding the convex hull compression process as
the removal of non-vertex scenarios from N , based on the
invariant solution Theorem 2, it shows that these non-vertex
scenarios are non-support scenarios, i.e. the support scenarios
are all kept after compression. Because the solution complexity
s∗N is equal to the number of support scenarios, which means
s∗N is also invariant after convex hull compression.

Based on Theorem 2 and Corollary 1, the decision maker
can simplify the problem formulation and reduce solving time
by considering only the convex hull vertices instead of the
entire scenario set in the scenario problem SP(N ).

B. Box Compression

After convex hull compression, the decision-makers only
need to use the vertex scenarios to represent the whole scenario
set N without solution change, but the number of vertex
can be large under some uncertainties. Constructing a bigger
compressed set with fewer vertexes is a straightforward way
to further reduce the problem size.

Without loss of generality, we introduce the box compres-
sion method which compresses the scenarios into a hyper-
rectangle space [26]. Supposing w̃

(q)
i ∈ [τ q, τ̄q] means the

q-th element of the scenario w̃i, the simple optimization
problems (15) relax the scenario set N to hyper-rectangle
space B∗ := ×nw

q=1

[
τ∗q , τ̄

∗
q

]
min

τq,τ̄q∈R

(
τ̄q − τ q

)
s.t. w̃(q)

i ∈
[
τ q, τ̄q

]
, for i = 1, . . . , N

(15)

Fig.2 illustrates the difference between convex hull com-
pression and box compression. It is clear that the compressed
space is relaxed to achieve the box compression shape with
fewer vertexes. Because the hyper-rectangle after box com-
pression is a special convex hull and all the scenarios are
inside or on the boundaries of this hyper-rectangle, similar in
Section III-A, we can also directly use the vertexes to represent
the whole hyper-rectangle space.

Fig. 2: The comparison of convex hull compression (black
dotted lines) and box compression (red solid lines)

Unlike convex hull compression, the vertex in box com-
pression does not necessarily belong to the original scenario
set N , which means the exact value of solution complexity
s∗N is impossible to be computed based on hyper-rectangle
vertexes. To conquer this barrier, the authors in the previous
paper replace s∗N with its upper bound: n in (4), but it makes
the final risk bound too conservative [26], [32]. In the next
section, we will show that if it is hard to gain a precise solution
risk, solving the compression risk may be another accessible
way.

C. Compression Risk

The above scenario compression can be regarded as apply-
ing an algorithm A to construct the corresponding compressed
set of the sampled scenarios N , and the compression function
c returns the smallest subset of N which can be used to recon-
struct the compressed set. For the convex hull compression,
function c maps to the scenarios at the vertex, while for the
box compression, function c typically maps to the scenarios
on the hyper-rectangle boundaries.

Instead of focusing on the risk of the solution in Definition
3, the compression risk directly quantifies the probability of a
newly drawn scenario that is outside of the compressed set.

Definition 5 (Compression Risk [23]): The compression
risk of the compression algorithm A is defined as the proba-
bility of change of vertexes after adding a new scenario:

ϕ(A(w̃1, ..., w̃N ))

=Pw̃{c(c(w̃1, ..., w̃N ), w̃N+1) ̸= c(w̃1, ..., w̃N )}
(16)

where {w̃1, ..., w̃N} is the specific given data set, while
w̃N+1 is the future unknown data under distribution Pw̃.

Generally speaking, the compression risk only considers the
risk in the sample space, while the solution risk projects the
risk from the sample space to the solution space, which seems
more useful for decision-makers. Under the scenario approach
scheme, the risk in the solution space also means the risk in
the sample space, but not vice versa. To illustrate this, suppose
we have the simple chance-constrained problem (17):

min
θ,J

J

s.t. Pδ{ρ(θ, δ) ≤ J} ≥ 1− ϵ′
(17)

where θ is the scalar decision variable, δ ∈ ∆δ is the uncertain
variable with two dimensions, ρ is a simple convex function,
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J is both the scalar decision variable and objective function,
and ϵ′ is the tolerable risk level.

After applying the scenario approach to (17), we have the
scenario-based formulation (18) if N scenarios are needed.

min
θ,J

J

s.t. ρ(θ, δi) ≤ J i = 1, ..., N
(18)

Assuming the solution of Equation (18) remains unchanged
following convex hull compression, Fig.3 illustrates the differ-
ence between the Definition 3 solution risk and Definition 5
compression risk. Any newly drawn scenario outside of the
convex hull area is regarded as a risk of the compression
process, but only part of these scenarios will cause violations
in the solution space. For example, the red scenario δ′N+1

and the green scenario δ′′N+1 are both viewed as a risk in
compression, but only the red scenario δ′N+1 results in solution
risk.

Fig. 3: The comparison of (convex hull) compression risk and
solution risk

In Fig.3, the number of vertexes after compression is 5,
while solution complexity s∗N is 2 equal to the number of
decision variables. That means for the problem (17), it is easy
to quantify the risk after projecting it from sample space to
solution space.

However, when the optimization problem is complex, it may
be hard to compute solution complexity s∗N or the value of s∗N
is very large. For a convex problem, the decision maker can
replace s∗N with its upper bound, i.e. the number of decision
variables n, but it is proved to be impractical in the SCED
problem, where the solution complexity s∗N is 3− 5 while the
decision variables n is 864 in [11].

On the other hand, because of many mature compression
algorithms, it is highly possible to quantify the compression
risk bound from the sample space. Thanks to a recent theory
breakthrough in [23], the unprecedentedly tight risk bounds
based on the cardinality of the compressed data set are proved
for the many compression processes. This result without
requiring solution complexity s∗N is extremely useful when
the sample space is simpler than the solution space.

Property 1 (Non-concentrated Mass): If the random vari-
able z ∈ Z satisfies:

P {z = z} = 0,∀z ∈ Z (19)

then we say the random variable z has a non-concentrated
mass property, which excludes with probability 1 that the same
z occurs twice or more times in a training set.

Property 2 (Non-associativity): For any q ≥ 1, there exists

P(E1 \ E2) = 0 (20)

where
E1 = {c(z1, . . . ,zN , zN+i) = c(z1, . . . ,zN ), i = 1, . . . , q}
E2 = {c(z1, . . . ,zN , zN+1, . . . ,zN+q) = c(z1, . . . ,zN )}

(21)
which means if the compression does not change after adding
each new scenario one time, then it does not change by adding
all new scenarios together.

Property 3 (Preference): For any multisets U and V such
that V ⊆ U , if V ̸= c(U), then V ̸= c(U, z) for all z ∈ Z .

Definition 6 (Compression Complexity): The compression
complexity kc is defined as the minimum number of scenarios
required to construct the compression set.

Based on Definition 6, the compression complexity of both
convex hull and box compression methods can be computed.

Corollary 2 (Compression Complexity of Convex Hull
Compression): The compression complexity of convex hull
compression is equal to the number of vertexes of the com-
pression set.

Proof. According to Definition 4, removing any convex hull
vertex will alter the shape of the compression set. Con-
sequently, the minimum number of scenarios required to
construct the compression set is equal to the number of
vertices.

Corollary 3 (Compression Complexity of Box Compres-
sion): The compression complexity of box compression is
equal to or less than 2m, where m is the number of the
uncertainty domain dimension.

Proof. In contrast to convex hull compression, the box com-
pression set has precisely 2m vertices. These vertices are
derived from the original scenarios that touch with the box.
This implies that the minimum number of scenarios required
to define the box set is equal to or less than 2m.

Theorem 3 (Compression Risk Bounds [23]): Give a com-
pression algorithm A, and the compression function c returns
the smallest subset of the input data. If the probability by
which the scenarios are drawn has no concentrated mass
(Property 1), and the compression function c satisfies Property
2 and Property 3, then we have the upper and lower bounds
for the compression risk:

P {ε(kc) ≤ ϕ (A (w̃1, . . . , w̃N )) ≤ ε̄(kc)} ≥ 1− β (22)

where kc = |c (w̃1, . . . , w̃N )| while ε(kc) and ε̄(kc) has the
same definition as Theorem 1.

The key difference between Theorem 1 and Theorem 3
is that the s∗N in (4) is number support scenarios based on
solution, while kc in (22) is the compression complexity of
the compressed data set. As illustrated in Fig. 3, the solution
risk guarantee offers a tighter risk bound compared to the
compression risk. If a more accurate risk metric (bound) is the
decision maker’s top priority, the solution risk is the preferable
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choice. However, if minimizing computing time is paramount,
then the compression risk might become the better option.
The balancing criteria can be designed to include indexes that
account for both risk conservative and computation time.

Remark: It is easy to check that the convex hull compression
and box compression meet the requirement of Theorem 3. If
the decision maker wants to use other advanced learning-based
compression algorithms, except for satisfying Property 1-3, the
coherence property of the loss function is also needed to get
the risk bounds (22) [23].

D. Time Complexity

1) Convex Hull Compression
After convex hull compression, the number of constraints

for scenario-based optimization is reduced from N in (2) to
v in (5), which saves both time and computer memory in the
problem formulation part. However, this trade-off process also
sacrifices the computation time in finding the convex hull.

Luckily, algorithms that construct convex hulls have been
well-studied in the past decades. In the planar case, many
algorithms have log-linear time complexity O(N logN) [45],
such as the Graham scan, Quickhull, and Chan’s algorithm. For
high dimension situations, the time complexity may increase to
O(N logN+N⌞m

2 ⌟) [46], which implies as the dimensionality
of the uncertainty set increases, constructing a convex hull
set becomes more time-consuming. To illustrate this, consider
several independent uncertainty variables, each following a
normal distribution with the same mean µ = 0 and standard
deviation σ = 0.02, Figure 4 compares the time required for
convex hull compression across different dimensions.

Fig. 4: The convex hull compression time under different
dimensionality

However, in reality, elements within a scenario often exhibit
correlations, which can significantly reduce solving time after
model reduction is applied [47]. Especially, if these elements
have a linear correlation with each other, they can be projected
to lower dimensional space by affine transformation.

Definition 7 (Affine Transformation): An affine transforma-
tion F : Rna → Rma is a map of the form F (x) = A(x) +b

where b ∈ Rma is a fixed vector and A is an invertible linear
transformation of Rna .

Let C ⊂ Rna be a convex set, then set F (C) after
affine transformation is also a convex set and F maps the
vertexes of C onto the vertexes of F (C) [48]. Taking a 3-
dimension random variable as an example, suppose two of
its coordinate directions value has a linear relationship. Based
on this property, we can generate these vertexes from a 2-
dimension space rather than from the 3-dimension space,
which is illustrated in Fig.5.

Remark: Indeed, all supporting scenarios in Definition 1
are vertexes of convex hull. Hence, the solution complexity
cannot be reduced by using convex hull compression, and
the vertexes are usually more than the solution complexity.
However, convex hull compression allows decision-makers
to reduce the number of constraints in optimization and,
therefore, leads to saving computational time when convex hull
construction is easier than finding support scenarios, which is
typically true in large-scale power system problems.

Fig. 5: The simple illustration of affine transformation from
black points to red points, where the black random variables
are uniformly distributed in [0, 1] of each coordinate direction
but with the same value in X-direction and Z-direction.

2) Box Compression
Box compression can be conducted after convex hull com-

pression, which extremely reduces the N scenarios to 2m

scenarios. Meanwhile, directly constructing the box set from
the original scenario set is faster, which equals to finding the
minimum and maximum value of the scenario’s dimension,
whose time complexity is O(mN).

The number of scenarios after compression 2m might be
a big value in a high-dimension case. Except for choosing
a similar projection method when some elements of the
scenario have a correlation, there are some other tractable
reformulations that can be used to reduce the problem size.
For example, if the generations cost c(g) is a linear function
and there are nc constraints in the chance-constraints part (1e),
based on the results in [13], the nc× 2m constraints after box
compression can be further reduced to nc(2m+1) after adding
nc(m+ 1) decision variables.
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IV. CASE STUDY

The similar forecasting error pattern of the spatial near
wind farms is a well-recognized phenomenon [9], [49]. For
example, the Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT)
divides wind farms into five geographical regions in which
climatological characteristics are similar for all areas within
such region, and the regional forecasting results are updated
every five minutes online [50]. To simplify the simulation, the
relative forecasting error value of each wind farm from the
same area is regarded as the same. In reality, the operators may
use linear correlation to model them based on more detailed
data, which makes the compression process faster.

All the problems are solved using 64 GB memory on the
Intel XEON CPU. The mathematical models were formulated
using YALMIP on Matlab R2023a and solved using Gurobi
v9.5.

A. 118-bus System

The 118-bus system is based on the test case c118swf.m in
MATPOWER [51]. The grid includes 4 areas, 118 nodes, 210
lines, and 52 generators, 11 of which are modeled as wind
farms located in 3 areas with 5, 4, and 2 farms in Area 1,
Area 2, and Area 3 respectively. To address the influence of
wind uncertainty on economic dispatch, the storage units are
turned off during the simulation.

Suppose the wind relative forecasting errors have Normal
distribution with mean µ = 0, while standard deviation
σ = 0.02, σ = 0.04, and σ = 0.06 in Area 1,2, and
3 respectively. The absolute forecasting error scenarios of
each wind farm can be easily affine projected from these
three random variables by multiplying with their deterministic
forecasting result ŵ, which is set to 0.25 of each wind farm’s
capacity in our simulation.

After generating 500 independent scenarios extracted from
the above uncertainty set, we apply the conventional scenario
approach, convex hull compression, and box compression to
solve the chance-constrained SCED problem (1). Because of
the randomness property of the generated data, the solution
complexity s∗N might be slightly different for different scenario
sets. To avoid this variation, complexity and risk are based on
the average solution complexity and risk value of 100 times
independent experiment.

We first evaluate the solution risk bounds provided by
Theorem 1 against those from previous literature, as detailed
in TABLE II. The results demonstrate that the solution risk
bounds from Theorem 1 are less conservative compared to
other methods.

TABLE II: The comparison of solution risk bounds

N = 500, β = 0.001 Complexity Solution Risk

Theorem 1 2.25 [0, 0.031]
[11], [19] 2.25 [0, 0.029]
[33], [40] 2.25 [0, 0.019]

Similarly, the compression risk bounds from Theorem 3 are
compared and found to be less conservative than those from
other approaches, as presented in TABLE III.

TABLE III: The comparison of box compression risk bounds

N = 500, β = 0.001 Complexity Compression Risk

Theorem 3 6 [0, 0.045]
[26], [31] 6 [0, 0.033]

Utilizing the most accurate risk bounds available—those
from Theorem 1 and Theorem 3—the differences between
solution risk and compression risk are highlighted in TABLE
IV. Compared with the conventional scenario approach, the
convex hull compression saves over 10 times less time for
problem formulation and solving without changing the solu-
tion. Meanwhile, box compression is shown to be the most
efficient method, but it changes the original solution which
means a higher dispatch cost. As illustrated in Fig.3, when
the decision maker can easily compute the solution complexity
s∗N , the solution risk is a more precise risk metric than com-
pression risk, such as the convex hull compression. However,
when employing box compression or another method that
complicates obtaining the exact solution complexity s∗N , it
becomes necessary to compare these methods with alternative
compression techniques to estimate the solution risk. For
example, box compression is typically considered less risky
than convex hull compression.

Fig. 6: The affection of line capacity to the complexity and
risk

The gap between solution risk and compression risk is
mainly decided by the complexity of uncertainty in both
sample and solution space, which is measured by kc and
s∗N respectively. As shown in Fig.6, after reducing the line
capacity of the system in convex hull compression, the value
of s∗N also increases because of more active constraints.
However, the complexity of uncertainty in sample space kc
is not affected under the same scenario set, which means the
gap between these two risks is narrower when grids have less
transmission line capacity or operate under a higher power
demand situation.
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TABLE IV: The comparison of different compression methods (118-bus System)

N = 500, β = 0.001 Dispatch Cost s∗N Solution Risk kc Compression Risk Formulating Time* Solving Time**

Without Compression 8.278× 104$ 2.25 [0, 0.031] / / 2.426s 4.494s
Convex Hull Compression 8.278× 104$ 2.25 [0, 0.031] 32 [0.028, 0.121] 0.162s 0.368s

Box Compression 8.279× 104$ / < 0.031 6 [0, 0.045] 0.042s 0.141s

TABLE V: The comparison of different compression methods (Synthetic Texas Grids)

N = 500, β = 0.001 Dispatch Cost s∗N Solution Risk kc Compression Risk Formulating Time* Solving Time**

Without Compression 1.0274× 106$ 2 [0, 0.030] / / 47.53s 136.60s
Convex Hull Compression 1.0274× 106$ 2 [0, 0.030] 63 [0.071, 0.200] 6.05s 16.96s

Box Compression 1.0275× 106$ / < 0.030 10 [0.003, 0.059] 3.14s 6.84s
* The scenario compression time is included in the Formulating Time.
** The practical requirement for the combined formulation and solving time is less than 120 seconds [52].

B. Synthetic Texas Grid

Fig. 7: Wind forecasting regions in ERCOT

We compare different compression methods on a 2000-bus
synthetic grid on a footprint of Texas [53]. This grid consists
of 544 generation units, with a portfolio of 367 gas, 39 coal,
4 nuclear, 25 hydro, 87 wind, and 22 utility-scale solar power
plants. Nodes with wind farms are where uncertainty exists
in this paper, but the results can be generalized to solar and
other uncertain sources in the electricity market. The wind
power forecasting profiles are scaled from the real recorded
data from ERCOT based on the five wind forecasting regions
in Fig.7. To avoid repeated simulation, we select the dispatch
interval with average wind power in 2022 as the tested case
which is 11:00 am on March 19th, whose wind output accounts
for 32.5% of the whole wind capacity [50].

Unlike the assumed normal distribution function in the
118-bus System, the wind forecasting error scenarios for the
synthetic Texas grids are directly generated from past experi-
ence, which unleashes the distribution-agnostic advantage of
the scenario approach. To be precise, the scenario generation
method is based on filtering scenarios using ambient wind
conditions proposed in [36], which means the scenarios are
generated from the past error data with the most similar
ambient conditions, such as wind speed and temperature. Fig.8
shows the empirical distribution of the generated 500 scenarios

for the studied dispatch interval, which is more precise than a
naive normal distribution.

Fig. 8: The empirical distribution of the generated wind
forecasting error scenarios for the south Texas area on 11:00-
11:05 dispatch interval on 3/19/2022

Because the synthetic Texas grid includes 3206 transmission
lines, directly applying the compressed scenarios to each
line constraint still makes the optimization problem consume
a large memory and long solving time. To overcome this
barrier, we first solve the conventional DC-OPF problem with
deterministic forecasting value. Based on the deterministic
results, only the line whose power flow exceeds 60% of
its capacity will be considered for the chance-constraints
problem. After this key line selection process, the number of
transmission lines in the scenario approach is reduced to 247
even less than the 118-bus system.

The transmission line constraint reduction is similar to
finding the active constraint of the optimization problem, but
it needs to make sure the discarded line constraints remain
inactive for the uncertain scenarios. Considering the 5-min
wind forecasting error is typically not large compared with
long-term forecasting, we simply choose 60% of the line
capacity as the threshold to pick key line constraints, and
the operator can change this threshold value based on the
accuracy of the forecasting or the penetration level of wind
power. A more precise but complicated method to identify
the potential active constraint sets can be found in [54].

TABLE V compares the results of applying different
compression methods in synthetic Texas grids. As the
system expands, the scenario-based problem formulation and
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solving time both increase, which in total is 184.13s without
compression. Because each dispatch interval is 5 minutes,
after including the delay in communication, control, and
other factors, the real-time economic dispatch problem must
be solved within 2 minutes [52], which is hard to achieve in
large scenario-based problems without compression. On the
other hand, the problem formulation and solving time are
both reduced extremely after convex hull or box compression.

Fig. 9: The total time cost based on different scenario sizes in
the risk-tuning process

In reality, when the operators are not satisfied with the
risk bound after solving the problem, they need to change
the number of input scenarios, which means repeating the
problem formulation and solving process at least once. Fig.9
illustrates the total time cost in the risk-tuning process based
on different sample sizes. It is clear that the time gap between
with and without convex hull compression is increasing as
more scenarios are input to achieve a lower risk guarantee.
As the operators tune the risk more times, the benefit of time-
saving after scenario compression is also magnified.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, scenario compression methods are proposed to
speed up the chance-constrained SCED problem. The convex
hull compression using only vertices yields an equivalent
solution to using the entire scenario set. Meanwhile, the
proposed compression risk validation scheme helps assess
the impact of any compression method within uncertainty
domains. Depending on the complexity of the problem at
hand, decision-makers have the flexibility to choose between
solution risk and compression risk as the appropriate metric.

Both convex hull and box compression techniques achieved
nearly a tenfold reduction in the formulation and solving time
on the 118-bus system and synthetic Texas grids, compared to
scenarios without compression. This efficiency improvement
paves the way for the application of chance-constrained meth-
ods in real-time economic dispatch, which requires solving
problems within the (5-minute) dispatch interval.

The compression risk is highly related to the construction
method of the compressed set in the uncertainty domains.

Future work will explore optimal compression region con-
structions and apply our compression analysis scheme to other
stochastic programming problems.
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