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Abstract

Driven by global climate goals, an increasing amount of Renewable Energy
Sources (RES) is currently being installed worldwide. Especially in the context of
offshore wind integration, hybrid AC/DC grids are considered to be the most effec-
tive technology to transmit this RES power over long distances. As hybrid AC/DC
systems develop, they are expected to become increasingly complex and meshed as
the current AC system. Nevertheless, there is still limited literature on how to op-
timize hybrid AC/DC topologies while minimizing the total power generation cost.
For this reason, this paper proposes a methodology to optimize the steady-state
switching states of transmission lines and busbar configurations in hybrid AC/DC
grids. The proposed optimization model includes optimal transmission switching
(OTS) and busbar splitting (BS), which can be applied to both AC and DC parts
of hybrid AC/DC grids. To solve the problem, a scalable and exact nonlinear, non-
convex model using a big M approach is formulated. In addition, convex relaxations
and linear approximations of the model are tested, and their accuracy, feasibility,
and optimality are analyzed. The numerical experiments show that a solution to
the combined OTS/BS problem can be found in acceptable computation time and
that the investigated relaxations and linearisations provide AC feasible results.

Keywords: Busbar Splitting, Hybrid AC/DC Grids, Mixed-Integer Nonlinear Pro-
gramming, Optimal Transmission Switching, Topological Actions.
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1 Introduction and motivation

Due to the European Union’s commitment to decarbonize its power system, a massive
increase in installed offshore wind capacity is expected in the North Sea by 2050 [1].
For this purpose, the construction of several offshore multi-terminal High-Voltage Direct
Current (HVDC) grids in the North Sea area has been announced [2]. Multi-terminal
HVDC grids allow the exchange of power between different DC substations, inherently
increasing the system’s redundancy compared to having only point-to-point HVDC in-
terconnections. Moreover, the originally separate HVDC grids are expected to become
connected, creating a North Sea-wide offshore HVDC grid. In addition, the use of switch-
ing units in DC substations has been recently discussed in [3] and will likely play a major
role in future expansions of hybrid AC/DC grids. The future offshore HVDC grid will
therefore serve a double purpose: i) the transport of offshore wind generation to shore
and ii) the exchange of power between North Sea countries.

As a result of bulk offshore Renewable Energy Sources (RES) integration, the future
hybrid AC/DC grid is expected to experience congestion. Currently, generation redis-
patch is the most used congestion mitigation measure despite being considerably costly.
For example, the congestion and security-related redispatch costs in Germany have ap-
proximately been 2.6 bn€ in 2023 [4]. The need for congestion management actions is
only expected to increase with the increase in RES.

Topological actions are an alternative, non-costly congestion management measure.
For example, 16 European Transmission System Operators (TSOs) use a day-ahead ca-
pacity calculation methodology [5] aimed at maximizing the available transfer capacity in
their grid. However, this methodology is still in its development phase, and the additional
benefits of topological actions for hybrid AC/DC grids have not been fully quantified yet,
due to the lack of appropriate tools.

Therefore, the model proposed in this paper constitutes the mathematical basis for
such optimization tools. By performing Optimal Transmission Switching (OTS) and/or
Busbar Splitting (BS) on both AC and DC substations of a power system for the first
time, the optimal grid topology is determined minimizing the total generation cost, or
redispatch cost, while accounting for the physical constraints of the hybrid AC/DC grid
as a whole. Furthermore, a range of relaxations and approximations are developed and
implemented for a complete analysis of feasibility, optimality, and tractability.

System operators can utilize the developed OTS / BS models in the operational con-
text, or as part of cost-benefit analysis methods to compare grid topologies with varying
substation configurations. Especially in the context of offshore MTDC grids, the devel-
oped models will be crucial to optimizing the system’s topology from the planning and
operational point of view.
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2 Related work and contributions

2.1 Optimal Transmission Switching

The OTS problem aims to switch on/off certain network components in the power grid
to achieve reductions in the total generation costs. It is well understood and discussed
in the literature in the context of AC grids. Fisher et al. [6] first introduced the concept,
using the “DC” linearization of the “AC”-OPF constraints. In addition, Hedman et al. [7]
discussed the effect of switching lines on the reliability of power systems applying the N-1
constraint again using the “DC” linearization. However, the solutions of the DC-OTS
led to infeasibility when applied to the exact, non-convex “AC” formulation [8]. Note
that AC infeasibility of “DC” solutions also occurs for “plain” OPF problems [9]. As
the AC-OTS problem is a Mixed-Integer Nonlinear Problem (MINLP), its computational
effort is considerable for sizeable (test) networks. Thus, several heuristics-based method-
ologies have been developed to provide AC-feasible results [8], [10-11]. Soroush et al. [8]
use a DC-OPF-based line ranking to reduce the operations costs in the exact AC-OPF
model. Capitanescu et al. [10] relax the binary variables and run several nonlinear OPFs,
getting acceptable results compared to the MINLP problem while considerably reducing
the computational time. A set of standard DC-OPF problems is selected by a greedy
algorithm developed by Crozier et al. [11]. However, the lines “chosen” to be switched
off in the DC-OTS problem do not bring the same benefits to the AC-OTS. More re-
cently, Hinneck et al. [12] proposed a methodology including domain-specific knowledge
and parallel heuristics that allow testing OTS on larger test cases as Mixed-Integer Linear
Programming (MILP) subproblems.

In this paper, a full AC-OTS formulation for AC/DC grids is introduced. Both AC
(branches) and DC (DC branches and AC/DC converters) switching actions can occur,
representing the first time that OTS has been implemented and applied to DC grids for
a deterministic problem.

2.2 Busbar splitting

The BS problem aims to split selected busbars into two (or more) parts to increase the
transmission capacity and relieve congestion in a power grid. Intuitively, splitting a
busbar increases the electrical distance of its parts, while they remain physically close.
Busbar Splitting (BS) was first modeled by Heidarifar et al. [13] to alleviate congestion
while satisfying the N-1 security criterion for a given network. An improved node-breaker
model is introduced in [14], by (largely) the same authors. There, each substation is
modeled in its double-busbar configuration. The two “splittable” parts of the busbar are
linked by a Zero Impedance Line (ZIL), and each grid element can be connected to either
of them using one binary variable. In our work, the busbar links are modeled as ZILs, too.
The approach in [14] was further extended in [15], where a heuristic methodology incor-
porating AC non-convex power flow and N-1 contingency constraints is developed. The
substation model in [15] can represent both a double-bus double-breaker and a breaker-
and-a-half arrangement. Nevertheless, the method only allows a limited set of switching
actions and may not represent the switching actions in a real substation. To overcome the
limitation, this paper is based on the augmented network representation of a substation
presented by Hinneck et al. [16] and by Morsy et al. [17]. In this representation, each grid
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element (generator, load, branch, etc.) is linked to either part of the split busbar through
provisional auxiliary branches represented by binary variables. The solver thus optimizes
the busbar topology by selecting one of the two binary variables and the state of the ZIL
splitting the selected busbar.

The paper extends the method in [16-17] by adding AC and DC switches instead of
auxiliary branches. They offer the possibility to model protection devices in more detail,
e.g., with their specified thermal ratings for both AC and DC substations. In addition, [17]
only considers the DC linearisation of the BS problem. In this paper, we explore multiple
formulations of the AC power flow constraint, including the exact one, which results in a
MINLP. Specifically, we test relaxations based on Second-Order Cone (SOC) [18], and
Quadratic Convex [19] (QC) programming. The QC has proved valuable for OTS in [20],
where it provides lower bounds to the original AC-OTS. Additionally, the “LPAC” linear
approximation from [21] is modeled. Contrary to the DC linearization, it preserves reac-
tive power and voltage magnitudes, implying a better physical representation of the grid.
Additionally, a big M reformulation [22] of the MINLP problem and related adaptations
is used to avoid bilinear terms in the formulations. Finally, the results with the different
reformulations are compared and checked for AC feasibility.

Recent work employs BS for voltage stability under contingencies [23], distribution
network reconfiguration for reactive power regulation with electric vehicles [24], and to
minimize the additional operating expenses required to mitigate the adverse effects of
contingencies [25]. Neither these references nor the rest of the literature address the
use of topological actions for DC grids (let alone combined hybrid AC/DC) due to the
novelty of the topic and the added complexity of modeling the DC components, such as
the AC/DC converter and the HVDC cable poles. Finding reliable AC/DC test cases is
still an open challenge too. Furthermore, the mentioned references resort to simplified
models of switching elements, instead of modeling them as self-standing grid elements.

2.3 Contributions

Table 1 provides an overview of the literature on grid topological actions and highlights
this paper’s contributions to the topic. The paper presents a model that utilizes the full
flexibility of topological actions in hybrid AC/DC grids. This work improves on the state
of the art by making the following original contributions:

1. A full non-convex steady-state MINLP formulation is developed and implemented
for both OTS and BS. These are formulated for DC grids for the first time too. The
model allows addressing hybrid AC/DC grids as a whole, evaluating the optimal
actions across all AC- and DC-side possibilities.

2. A whole range of formulations ranging from an exact, nonlinear, non-convex, and
mixed-integer formulation to a mixed-integer piecewise linear one is developed for
the BS problem for the first time.

3. OTS and BS are combined in a single model for the first time. This addition allows
to calculate the trade-offs between different switching possibilities.

4. The developed models are made open-source and publicly available in the Power-
ModelsTopologicalActions Julia package.
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Table 1: Overview of topological actions literature. ✓ refers to this paper.
Busbar Optimal Combined Busbar Splitting and
Splitting Transmission Switching Optimal Transmission SwitchingFormulation

AC DC AC/DC AC DC AC/DC AC DC AC/DC
DC linearization - with binaries [11], [13-17] - - [6-8] - - - - -
LPAC linearization - with binaries ✓ ✓ ✓ [26] - - ✓ ✓ ✓
SOC relaxation - with binaries ✓ ✓ ✓ - - - ✓ ✓ ✓
QC relaxation - with binaries ✓ ✓ ✓ [20] ✓ ✓ ✓
Exact, non-convex - with binaries ✓ ✓ ✓ [10], [20], ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Exact, non-convex - binaries relaxed - - - [10] - - - - -

3 Methodology

This work extends the exact, non-convex OPF formulation for AC/DC grids from the
PowerModelsACDC Julia package [27]. It introduces additional variables and constraints
to incorporate optimal topological actions. Thus, this section describes the full OTS and
BS MINLP optimization model.

3.1 Sets

The list of network components, topologies and connectivities and nomenclature to un-
ambiguously distinguish each network component is presented below. By using ‘reverse’
topologies for AC and DC branches, the same branches described before can represent
flows in the opposite direction. Note that both radial and meshed topologies (both on
the AC and DC sides) are supported by the proposed model.

3.2 Parameters

All the generators k in the network are assigned cost parameters c1k($/W ), c0k($). Each
converter c has loss parameters ac(W ), bc(W/A), cc(Ω). A generic HVDC converter station
model is used, whose parameters and (continuous) variables are shown in Fig. 1. Its
transformer and phase reactor are characterized by the admittances ytfc = (ztfc )−1 =
gtfc + jbtfc , yprc = (zprc )−1 = gprc + jbprc . The filter has a shunt capacitor with susceptance
bfc . Finally, tc indicates the transformer voltage magnitude transformation factor.

converterphase
reactor

filter

transformer

+jQcv,ac
c

∼
=

c

i e
P cv,dc
cP cv,ac

c

Ui Udc
e

= U f,mag
c ∠θfc

bfc

zprcztfc

U f
c U cv

c
= U cv,mag

c ∠θcvc

jQf
c

P tf
cie

P pr
cieP tf

cei
P pr
cei

+jQpr
cie +jQpr

cei

= Umag
i ∠θi

+jQtf
cie +jQtf

cei

Figure 1: Converter station model, figure from [27].
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Network components
I Set of AC nodes
L Set of AC branches
SWac Set of AC switches
E Set of DC nodes
D Set of DC branches
SWdc Set of DC switches
C Set of AC/DC converters
G Set of AC generators
M Set of AC loads
I′ Set of AC nodes for BS
S Set of AC switches for BS
E ′ Set of DC nodes for BS
Q Set of DC switches for BS
Topologies and connectivities
T ac AC topologies
T ac,rev Reverse AC topologies
T dc DC topologies

T dc,rev Reverse DC topologies
T sw,ac AC switch topologies
T sw,dc DC switch topologies
T ZIL,ac AC zero impedance lines

T ZIL,dc DC zero impedance lines
T cv AC/DC converter topologies
T load AC load connectivity
T gen AC generator connectivity
Nomenclature of each network component
lij ∈ T ac ⊆ L × I × I AC branches
υii′ ∈ T ZIL,ac ⊆ SWac × I × I′ AC ZILs
υmi ∈ T sw,ac ⊆ SWac × I × I AC switches
def ∈ T dc ⊆ D × E × E DC branches

ξee′ ∈ T ZIL,dc ⊆ SWdc × E × E ′ DC ZILs

ξre ∈ T sw,dc ⊆ SWdc × E × E DC switches
lji ∈ T ac,rev ⊆ L × I × I Reverse AC branches
dfe ∈ T dc,rev ⊆ D × E × E Reserve DC branches

mi ∈ T load Loads
gi ∈ T gen Generators
cie ∈ T cv AC/DC Converters

Each DC branch d is modeled as a series resistance rd (or conductance gd = r−1
d , left-

hand side of Fig. 2), whereas AC branches l are characterized by a π-model (right-hand
side of Fig. 2) with a series admittance, yl = gl + jbl, and two shunt ones, i.e., yi, yj . All
impedance parameters are given as input1. Note that load data are input parameters for
each test case.

Decision variables are defined for generator setpoints, active and reactive power through
AC branches, AC voltage angles and magnitudes, AC/DC converter setpoints, power
through DC branches, and DC voltage magnitudes. Model 1 includes the variables in the
AC-OPF formulation for hybrid AC/DC grids. All variables X are assigned upper and
lower bounds, indicated with over- (X) and underlines (X), respectively.

1See [27] for the description of all the parameters used in this section.
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rd
P dc
def P dc

dfe

Udc
e Udc

f

yl = gl + jbl Plji + jQljiPlij + jQlij

yi = yj =
gi + jbi gj + jbj

Figure 2: DC (left) and AC (right) branch model.

3.3 Topological actions models

3.3.1 AC-OPF model for hybrid AC/DC grids

The AC-OPF model is based on the formulation for hybrid AC/DC grids from [27]. To
avoid redundancy in the text, the compact formulation of the OPF model is introduced
by (M1.1)-(M1.17). While our implementation is easily extendable to line-commutated
converters (LCC), this paper focuses on voltage-sourced converter (VSC) based HVDC,
as this configuration is the standard for new offshore wind connections and is the most
suitable technology for multi-terminal DC grids. The variable space depends on the chosen
underlying power flow formulation. For the AC part of the grid, we use the non-convex AC
polar formulation, which is a bus injection model whose variables include apparent power
flows/injections Slij , Slji at all AC branches/injection buses, and nodal voltage phasors
in polar coordinates: Ui = Um

i ∠ θi. The DC part of the grid is modeled with its exact
quadratic formulation. The DC-related variables consist of real power flows/injections at
all DC branches/injection buses P dc

def and DC voltage magnitude at all nodes Udc
e .

The objective function in (M1.1) consists of minimizing the total costs of the G set of
generators, where P g

k is the active power injection. (M1.2) sets the voltage angle of the
reference bus to zero while (M1.3) and (M1.4) limit respectively the voltage magnitude
and angles of the other buses between a minimum Um

i , θi and maximum U
m

i , θi value.
Similarly, the generator setpoints are bounded by Sg

k, S
g

k in (M1.6). Moreover, the AC
power balance is shown by (M1.5), where Scv,ac

c refers to injections from HVDC convert-
ers, and Sm

l to the nodal demand. The term Y s
i |Ui|2 refers to the power absorbed by

shunt elements connected to the node i. They are considered negligible in the remain-
der of the paper. Ohm’s law is satisfied using (M1.7) and (M1.8), which refer to the
π-section model for AC branches in Fig. 2. Y ∗

lij represents the admittance matrix of the
network, while the complex tap ratio Tlij is assumed to be unitary, and i refers to the
imaginary operator. The power flow through the AC branches is constrained by (M1.9),
while the difference in the voltage angles across AC branches is bounded by [θ∆min

lij , θ∆max

lij ]
in (M1.10). The apparent power through the converter AC side is limited between the
bounds Scv,ac

c and S
cv,ac

c by (M1.11).
Regarding the DC side of the hybrid AC/DC grid, the power balance for the DC

nodes e in E is defined by (M1.15). Similarly to the power balance for the AC side in

(M1.5), P g,dc
k refers to DC generators, P c,dc to the DC side of the AC/DC converters,

P d,dc
e to the DC loads, Y s

e |Ue|2 to the shunt elements and P dc
def to the DC branches. The

power flow through the DC branches is regulated by (M1.16), where pdcdef is the number

of poles. Here, pdcdef = 2 for bipolar and symmetrical monopolar configurations and

pdcdef = 1 for monopolar configurations. The DC branches are modeled with a single-
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line representation, which enables the correct representation of monopolar and balanced
bipolar (by halving the power flows) DC links. The extension to unbalanced bipoles is
left for future work [28]. The power flow through the DC branches is bounded within

[P dc
def , P

dc

def ] by (M1.17). Finally, the AC/DC converters’ AC and DC sides are linked
by (M1.12), expressing the losses of the converter dependent on the AC side converter
current Icvc , and the parameters a, b and c. The AC/DC converter apparent power Scv,ac

c

on the DC side is related to the converter current Icvc using the nodal voltage magnitude
of the AC grid Um

i . In the full formulation of the OPF model from [27], the converter
transformer and filters have been modeled as shown in Fig. 1. As these elements can be
modeled as AC branches without loss of generality, they are not further described in this
paper.

Model 1: AC-OPF for hybrid AC/DC grids

Minimize:∑
k∈G c1kP

g
k + c0k (M1.1)

eq:obj

AC bus:

θr = 0 (M1.2)

Um
i ≤ Um

i ≤ U
m
i ∀i ∈ I (M1.3)

θi ≤ θi ≤ θi ∀i ∈ I (M1.4)∑
k∈Gi

Sg
k +

∑
l∈Mi

Sm
l −

∑
c∈Ci

Scv,ac
c − Y s

i |Ui|2 =∑
lij∈T ac Sac

lij ∀i ∈ I (M1.5)

Generator

Sg
k ≤ Sg

k ≤ S
g
k ∀k ∈ G (M1.6)

AC branch

Slij = (Y ∗
lij − i

bclij
2

)
|Um

i |2

|Tlij |2
− Y ∗

lij

Um
i Um∗

j

Tlij
∀lij ∈ T ac (M1.7)

Slji = (Y ∗
lij − i

bclji
2

)
|Um

j |2

|Tlij |2
− Y ∗

lii

Um∗
i Um

j

T∗
lij

∀lji ∈ T ac (M1.8)

|Slij | ≤ Slij ∀lij ∈ T ac ∪ T ac,rev (M1.9)

θ∆lij ≤ ∠(Um
i Um∗

j ) ≤ θ∆lij ∀lij ∈ T ac (M1.10)

AC/DC converter

Scv,ac
c ≤ Scv,ac

c ≤ S
cv,ac
c ∀c ∈ C (M1.11)

P cv,ac
c + P cv,dc

c = a+ b|Icv,dcc |+ c|Icv,dcc |2 ∀c ∈ C (M1.12)

|Um
i |2|Icv,dcc |2 = (Scv,ac

c )2 ∀c ∈ C, ∀i ∈ I (M1.13)

DC bus

Udc
e ≤ Udc

e ≤ U
dc
e ∀e ∈ E (M1.14)∑

k∈Gdc
e

P g,dc
k +

∑
c∈Ce

P cv,dc
c −

∑
l∈Mdc P

m,dc
l −

Y s
e |Udc

e |2 =
∑

def∈T dc P dc
def ∀e ∈ E

(M1.15)

DC branch

P dc
def = pdcdefYdef · ((Udc

e )2 − Udc
e Udc

f ) ∀def ∈ T dc ∪
T dc,rev

(M1.16)

P dc
def ≤ P dc

def ≤ P
dc
def ∀def ∈ T dc ∪ T dc,rev (M1.17)

3.3.2 AC and DC Optimal Transmission Switching model

The AC-OTS model for hybrid AC/DC grids extends the OPF formulation by includ-
ing (M2.1)-(M2.12) to determine the optimal switching states (open/closed) of all the
branches and AC/DC converters in the grid. Each branch and AC/DC converter is as-
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signed a binary variable that equals 0 if it is disconnected, and 1 otherwise. The switching
decisions are taken through the binary variables zacl for AC branches, zdcd for DC branches,
and zcvc for converters. For simplicity, we assume that all branches and converters can be
switched. Selecting a subset is of course possible and suggested to avoid having excess
binary variables.

Therefore, the active and reactive power parts from the apparent powers Slij , Slji

in (M1.7)-(M1.8) are written in (M2.1)-(M2.6) in their OTS form. On the DC side, the
DC branches are switched on/off by the binary variable zdcd in (M2.7), (M2.11) while the
AC/DC converters are linked to zcvc in (M2.7). The combination of (M2.8) and (M2.9)
ensures that the converter losses are zero when the converter is de-energized (zcvc = 0).
Similarly, all the parameters in the converter power balance, i.e. the converter’s DC
current I

cv,m

c (M2.10), AC active power P cv,ac
c (M2.12) and DC active power P cv,dc

c

(M2.13) are zero with zcvc = 0. Using this formulation, it is possible to set up different
OTS problems, e.g., fixing all zac to 1, and only performing DC OTS. Fixing all binaries
to 1 results in a conventional AC-OPF problem.

The main contributions of this paper rest in the models for busbar splitting. Hence,
relaxations and approximations for the OTS problem are not discussed, although the
rationale for applying them to the studied test cases would be the same.

3.3.3 AC and DC Busbar Splitting model

Fig. 3 shows a simple model of the AC swac
υmi and DC swdc

ξre switches to perform BS on
AC and DC busbars. If the switch is closed, the parameters of the two buses at their
extremes are identical. Thus, they are considered a single bus. If the switch is open,
the two parts are electrically distant even if they are physically close. As a result, their
voltage magnitudes and angles may differ. Note that we use the term “switch” to refer to
every switching unit capable of dividing a busbar into two sections. The modeled switches
can perform the operations of an actual switch, a disconnector, or a circuit breaker.

im

ac switch swac
mi

Um = U
mag
m

6 θm Ui = U
mag
i

6 θi

er

dc switch swdc
re

Udcr Udce

Figure 3: AC and DC switch models for busbar splitting.

Fig. 4 shows the BS methodology for AC and DC busbars. On the left-hand side, every
grid element connected to the AC busbar i is removed from the busbar and connected to
a new AC bus m. Switches swac

υmi and swac
υmi′ connect node m, to either part (i or i′) of

the split busbar i, and the ZIL swac
υii′ links the two parts of busbar i. If the ZIL switch
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=
∼

i

∼

br1ij

br2ij

geni

convie e brdc1ef

brdc2ef

loadi

j f

i

swbr1,mi

ZIL
ii′

swbr2,ni

e

e′

swbrdc1,se

ZIL
ee′

br1mj

br2nj

=
∼
convpr

j
m

i′

∼
genqloado

sw
br2,ni′

sw
br1,mi′

n

o

swloadi,oi

sw
loado,oi′

p

swconvpi

sw
convpi′

q

swgenqi

sw
genqi′

brdc1sf

brdc2tf

f

r

swconvre

sw
convre′

swbrdc2,te

sw
brdc1,se′

sw
brdc2,te′

s

t

Figure 4: Busbar splitting representation with AC and DC switches for AC and DC
busbars. Each grid element originally connected to the split busbars is attached to an
auxiliary bus and linked to each part of the split busbar through a switch.

swac
υii′ is closed, the two parts of the AC busbar are connected and AC buses i and i′ have

the same complex voltage values. On the right-hand side of Fig. 4, the DC busbar e is
split with the same methodology as the AC part. The DC switches swdc

ξre and swdc
ξre′ link

the new bus r to the two parts of the split DC busbar e and e′, with the DC ZIL swdc
ξee′

connecting them.
The total number of switches (SWac + SWdc) added to the model equals SWac +

SWdc = (
∑B

b=1 2 ∗ nb) + B where B is the number of busbars being split and nb is the
number of grid elements connected to each busbar. See sections 3.3.4 and 3.3.5 for the
equations describing the AC and DC switches.

Note that the proposed BS methodology is flexible in terms of the grid elements
which can be connected to either part of the split busbar. From a planning perspective,
this flexibility helps to assess the best possible configuration for a given network. In a
practical setting, certain grid elements are likely always connected to a given part of a
(split) busbar. These “fixed” elements result in fewer binary variables in the model.

3.3.4 AC switch model

The AC switches swac
υmi, sw

ac
υmi′ and swac

υii′ are subject to (M2.14)-(M2.19) [29]. (M2.14)
and (M2.15) deal with the voltage angles and the voltage magnitudes of the two buses
at the extremes of each AC switch swac

υmi. Moreover, (M2.16) and (M2.17) limit the
active and reactive powers of the AC switch to its maximum P

sw,ac

υmi ,Q
sw,ac

υmi and minimum
values P sw,ac

υmi ,Qsw,ac

υmi
, whereas (M2.18) defines the relation between both powers and

the maximum apparent power of the switch Ssw,ac
υmi . Lastly, (M2.19) is an “exclusivity”

constraint including the switches connecting each grid element to the split busbar. It
is either an equality (= 1) or inequality (≤ 1) constraint depending on whether OTS is
performed or not. If OTS and BS are both allowed in the same optimization problem,
(M2.19) is an inequality constraint and switches swac

υmi or sw
ac
υmi′ are both allowed to be

open. As a result, the grid element is not reconnected to the split busbar i. If (M2.19)
is an equality constraint, each grid element decoupled from the original busbar i needs
to be reconnected to one part of the split busbar, and one of the two switches swac

υmi or
swac

υmi′ must be closed.
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3.3.5 DC switch model

As DC grids do not have voltage angles and reactive power, the set of constraints (M2.20)-
(M2.22) for DC switches include only the voltage magnitudes (M2.20) and active power
(M2.21). Similarly to the previous “exclusivity” constraint, (M2.19), (M2.22) are inequal-
ities (≤ 1) when OTS is allowed, and equality constraints otherwise.

Model 2.1: Topological actions

AC Optimal Transmission Switching

Plij = zacl · ((gi + gl) · (Um
i )2 − glU

m
i Um

j cos(θi − θj) −
biU

m
i Um

j sin(θi − θj)) ∀lij ∈ T ac (M2.1)

Qlij = zacl · −((bi + bl) · (Um
i )2 + blU

m
i Um

j cos(θi − θj)−
giU

m
i Um

j sin(θi − θj)) ∀lij ∈ T ac (M2.2)

Plji = zacl · ((gi + gl) · (Um
j )2 − glU

m
j Um

i cos(θj − θi) −
bljiU

m
j Um

i sin(θj − θi)) ∀lji ∈ T ac (M2.3)

Qlji = zacl · (−(bi + bl) · (Um
j )2 + blU

m
j Um

i cos(θj − θi)−
glU

m
j Um

i sin(θj − θi)) ∀lij ∈ T ac (M2.4)

(P 2
lij +Q2

lij) ≤ zacl · (Slij)
2 ∀lij ∈ T ac ∪ T ac,rev , (M2.5)

−zacl ·∆θi ⩽ (θi − θj) ⩽ zacl ·∆θi ∀lij ∈ T ac ∪ T ac,rev (M2.6)

DC Optimal Transmission Switching

P dc
def = zdcd ·(gd ·Udc

e ·(Udc
e −Udc

f )) ∀def ∈ T dc∪T dc,rev (M2.7)

P cv,dc
c = zcvc · (Udc

e · Icv,dcc ) ∀cie ∈ T cv (M2.8)

P cv,loss
c = zcvc ·ac + bc · Icv,dcc + cc · (Icv,dcc )2 ∀cie ∈ T cv (M2.9)

−zcvc · Icv,dcc ≤ Icv,dcc ≤ zcvc · Icv,dcc ∀cie ∈ T cv (M2.10)

−zdcd · P def ≤ Pdef ≤ zdcd · P def ∀def ∈ T dc ∪ T dc,rev (M2.11)

−zcvc · P cv,ac
c ≤ P cv,ac

c ≤ zcvc · P cv,ac
c ∀cie ∈ T cv (M2.12)

−zcvc · P cv,dc
c ≤ P cv,dc

c ≤ zcvc · P cv,dc
c ∀cie ∈ T cv (M2.13)

AC Busbar Splitting

zsw,ac
υmi · θm = zsw,ac

υmi · θi ∀υmi ∈ T sw,ac ∪ T ZIL,ac, (M2.14)

zsw,ac
υmi · Um

m = zsw,ac
υmi · Um

i ∀υmi ∈ T sw,ac ∪ T ZIL,ac, (M2.15)

zsw,ac
υmi · P sw,ac

υmi ≤ P sw,ac
υmi ≤ zsw,ac

υmi · P sw,ac
υmi ∀υmi ∈

T sw,ac ∪ T ZIL,ac (M2.16)

zsw,ac
υmi · Qsw,ac

υmi
≤ Qsw,ac

υmi ≤ zsw,ac
υmi · Qsw,ac

υmi ∀υmi ∈
T sw,ac ∪ T ZIL,ac

(M2.17)

(P sw,ac
υmi )2 + (Qsw,ac

υmi )2 ≤ zsw,ac
υmi · (Ssw,ac

υmi )2 ∀υmi ∈
T sw,ac ∪ T ZIL,ac,

(M2.18)

zsw,ac
υmi + zsw,ac

κmi′ ≤ 1 ∀(υmi, κmi′) ∈ T sw,ac (M2.19)

DC Busbar Splitting

zsw,dc
ξre · Udc

r = zsw,dc
ξre · Udc

e ∀ξre ∈ T sw,dc ∪ T ZIL,dc (M2.20)

zsw,dc
ξre · P sw,dc

re ≤ P sw,dc
re ≤ zsw,dc

ξre · P sw,dc
ξre ∀ξre ∈

T sw,dc ∪ T ZIL,dc
(M2.21)

zsw,dc
ξre + zsw,dc

ιre′ ≤ 1 ∀ξre, ξre′ ∈ T sw,dc (M2.22)

3.3.6 AC-Busbar splitting model with AC and DC switches

The AC-OPF formulation introduced in section 3.3 is refined in Model 2.2 by including
the constraints related to the AC (M2.14)-(M2.19) and DC switches (M2.20)-(M2.22) and
by including the switches in the AC and DC nodel power balance (M2.23), (M2.24). If
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BS is applied only to the AC or DC part of the network, the original nodal power balance
equation (M1.5) or (M1.15) can be used for the part which is not split.

Model 2.2: AC-BS for hybrid AC/DC grids

Minimize: (M1.1)

Subject to:

(M1.2)-(M1.4), (M1.6)-(M1.14), (M1.16)-(M1.17),
(M2.14)-(M2.22),

AC bus power balance∑
k∈Gi

Sg
k +

∑
l∈Mi

Sm
l −

∑
c∈Ci

Scv,ac
c − Y s

i |Ui|2 +∑
υmi∈(T sw,ac

i ∪T ZIL,ac
i )

Ssw,ac
υmi =

∑
lij∈T ac Sac

lij ∀i ∈ I
(M2.23)

DC bus power balance∑
k∈Gdc

e
P g,dc
k +

∑
c∈Ce

P cv,dc
c −

∑
l∈Mdc P

m,dc
l −

Y s
e |Ue|2 +

∑
ξre∈(T sw,dc

e ∪T ZIL,dc
e )

P sw,dc
ξre =∑

def∈T dc P dc
def ∀e ∈ E

(M2.24)

3.4 Big M reformulation of the AC and DC switch models

The formulations for the AC and DC switches include equations with bilinear terms,
namely (M2.14), (M2.15) and (M2.20). To reduce the computational complexity of the
MINLP BS model, they can be reformulated as two linear constraints through a big M
formulation [22] mentioned in the previous section 2. Therefore, (large enough) bounds
Mθ (2π), Mm (1.0), and Mdc (1.0) are introduced to the difference between the voltage
angles and magnitudes connected by each switch, as shown in (M2.25)-(M2.30).

Model 2.3: Big M reformulation for Busbar Splitting

AC Busbar Splitting with big M reformulation

−(1−zsw,ac
υmi ) ·Mθ ≤ θm−θi ≤ (1−zsw,ac

υmi ) ·Mθ ∀υmi ∈
T sw,ac ∪ T ZIL,ac (M2.25)

−(1−zsw,ac
υmi ) ·Mθ ≤ θi−θm ≤ (1−zsw,ac

υmi ) ·Mθ ∀υmi ∈
T sw,ac ∪ T ZIL,ac (M2.26)

−(1 − zsw,ac
υmi ) · Mm ≤ Um

m − Um
i ≤ (1 − zsw,ac

υmi ) ·
Mm ∀υmi ∈ T sw,ac ∪ T ZIL,ac (M2.27)

−(1 − zsw,ac
υmi ) · Mm ≤ Um

i − Um
m ≤ (1 − zsw,ac

υmi ) ·
Mm, ∀υmi ∈ T sw,ac ∪ T ZIL,ac (M2.28)

DC Busbar Splitting with big M reformulation

−(1 − zsw,dc
ξre ) · Mdc ≤ Udc

r − Udc
e ≤ (1 − zsw,dc

ξre ) ·
Mdc ∀ξre ∈ T sw,dc ∪ T ZIL,dc

(M2.29)

−(1−zsw,dc
ξre )·Mdc ≤ Udc

r −Udc
e ≤ (1−zsw,dc

ξre )·Mdc, ∀ξre ∈
T sw,dc ∪ T ZIL,dc

(M2.30)
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Model 2.4: AC-BS for hybrid AC/DC grids with big M reformu-
lation

Minimize: (M1.1)

Subject to:

(M1.2)-(M1.4), (M1.6)-(M1.14), (M1.16)-(M1.17),

(M2.16)-(M2.19), (M2.21)-(M2.24),

(M2.25)-(M2.30)

3.5 Reformulations of the AC-BS problem for AC/DC grids

3.5.1 Second Order Cone (SOC) Relaxation

Several variables introduced previously are modified to build a SOC problem [18] by lifting
the variables to a higher dimensional space:

(Um
i )2 → Wi, (U

m
j )2 → Wj , U

m
i · Um

j → Wij ,

(Udc
e )2 → W dc

e , (Udc
f )2 → W dc

f , Udc
e · Udc

f → W dc
ef ,

(Idcdef )
2 → isq,dcdef , (Icv,dcc )2 → isq,cvc , (Uf,mag

c )2 → W f
c

The lifted variables are used to convexify the non-convex constraints from the original
AC-OPF formulation [20], such as equations (M1.7), (M1.8) for the AC grid and (M1.16)
for the DC grid. Given that the SOC formulation is a well-established relaxation in
literature [18], the full formulation for the AC-OPF for hybrid AC/DC grids is not added
to this paper. The interested reader can find it in [27].

3.5.2 Quadratic Convex (QC) Relaxation

The QC relaxation uses the previously-mentioned lifted variables W and builds convex
envelopes around the nonlinear terms [19] by using the McCormick relaxation [30]. The
reader is referred to the work of Coffrin et al. [19] for the full formulation and description
of the QC relaxation. For the DC grid part, the developed Bus Injection SOC (SOC BIM)
and QC relaxations are equivalent, as mentioned in [27].

3.5.3 Linear Programming Approximation (LPAC)

Unlike the DC linearization [31], the LPAC approximation [21] presents voltage mag-
nitudes and reactive power in addition to voltage phase angles. Moreover, a piecewise
linear approximation of the cosine term in the AC branches equations and Taylor series
for approximating the nonlinear terms are used. This paper is based on the Cold-Start
model from [21] where the target voltages Ṽ t = 1 are the starting values and the power
flows are based on the ϕi voltage magnitudes change ϕi −ϕj for the AC grid and ϕe −ϕf

for the DC grid. As for the SOC and QC relaxations, the full LPAC-OPF formulation is
not included in this paper, but can be found in [21].

Note that all the reformulations are still non-convex by definition due to the binary
variables, but the continuous parts of the equations are convexified.
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3.5.4 AC and DC switches model adaptations

The big M reformulation of the AC and DC switches models described previously in
(M2.25)-(M2.30) are modified in (M3.1)-(M3.8) to include the lifted variables W (SOC,
QC relaxations) and voltage magnitude change ϕ (LPAC approximation) previously dis-
cussed in the section. To have the relaxed and approximated versions of Model 2.4,

Model 3: Big M reformulation for Busbar Splitting with
SOC, QC relaxations and LPAC approximation

Convex relaxations

−(1 − zsw,ac
υmi ) · Mm ≤ Wm − Wi ≤ (1 − zsw,ac

υmi ) ·
Mm ∀υmi ∈ T sw,ac ∪ T ZIL,ac (M3.1)

−(1 − zsw,ac
υmi ) · Mm ≤ Wi − Wm ≤ (1 − zsw,ac

υmi ) ·
Mm ∀υmi ∈ T sw,ac ∪ T ZIL,ac (M3.2)

−(1 − zsw,dc
ξre ) · Mdc ≤ W dc

r − W dc
e ≤ (1 − zsw,dc

ξre ) ·
Mdc ∀ξre ∈ T sw,dc ∪ T ZIL,dc

(M3.3)

−(1 − zsw,dc
ξre ) · Mdc ≤ W dc

r − W dc
e ≤ (1 − zsw,dc

ξre ) ·
Mdc ∀ξre ∈ T sw,dc ∪ T ZIL,dc

(M3.4)

Linear Approximation

−(1−zsw,ac
υmi )·Mm ≤ ϕm−ϕi ≤ (1−zsw,ac

υmi )·Mm ∀υmi ∈
T sw,ac ∪ T ZIL,ac (M3.5)

−(1−zsw,ac
υmi )·Mm ≤ ϕi−ϕm ≤ (1−zsw,ac

υmi )·Mm ∀υmi ∈
T sw,ac ∪ T ZIL,ac (M3.6)

−(1 − zsw,dc
ξre ) · Mdc ≤ ϕdc

r − ϕdc
e ≤ (1 − zsw,dc

ξre ) ·
Mdc ∀ξre ∈ T sw,dc ∪ T ZIL,dc

(M3.7)

−(1 − zsw,dc
ξre ) · Mdc ≤ ϕdc

e − ϕdc
r ≤ (1 − zsw,dc

ξre ) ·
Mdc ∀ξre ∈ T sw,dc ∪ T ZIL,dc

(M3.8)

(M2.25-M2.30) are substituted by the constraints (M3.1-M.3.4) and (M3.5-M3.8). Simi-
larly, the OPF equations from [27] are replaced by the formulations from [20] (QC), [18]
(SOC) and [21] (LPAC).

4 Test cases

The OTS and BS models are tested on five multi-terminal hybrid AC/DC grids of differ-
ent sizes, namely 5-buses (shown in Fig. 5), 39-buses, 588-buses and 3120-buses from [27]
and a 67-buses from [32]. The number of grid elements for each of them is summarised
in Table 2. Compared to [27], an adapted 39-buses case is evaluated in lowload operating
conditions. The 5-buses test case from Fig. 5 is used in section 5 for a practical visualiza-

Table 2: multi-terminal hybrid AC/DC test cases.
Test case # AC # DC #AC/DC # AC # DC

buses buses conv branches branches
5-buses [27] 5 3 3 7 3
39-buses [27] 39 10 10 46 12
67-buses [32] 67 9 9 102 11
588-buses [27] 588 7 7 686 8
3120-buses [27] 3120 5 5 3693 5

tion of the results, while the other, larger cases confirm the proposed models’ scalability.
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The results presented in the next Section 5 are computed using a MacBook Pro with chip
M1 Max and 32 GB of memory.

5 Results and discussion

The AC-OPF, AC-OTS, and AC-BS simulations are performed using the Juniper op-
timizer [33], combining Gurobi [34] and Ipopt [35]. The QC and SOC relaxations and
LPAC approximations are instead solved with Gurobi [34] given their MISOCP and MILP
natures.

The results are organized in two parts. Firstly, the AC-OTS model with switch-
able grid elements in the AC, DC, and combined AC/DC parts are presented for the
three smallest test cases mentioned in section 4. The larger cases 588 sdet-buses and
3120sp mcdc reach the simulation time limit (10 h) for all the OTS models. Due to page
limitations, the SOC, QC relaxations, and LPAC approximation for the OTS problem are
not discussed. The interested reader is referred to the publicly available OTS models2 to
test the different formulations.

Secondly, the results of the AC-BS model with AC and DC switches are analyzed for
the same test cases. The performed switching actions are shown on the case5-buses’s grid
topology introduced in Fig. 5.

5.1 Optimal Transmission Switching

The results of the AC-OTS model with switchable grid elements in the AC, DC, and
combined AC/DC parts are shown in Table 3 hereafter.

The AC-OTS reduces the generation costs compared to the AC-OPF for one operating
point of all the feasible test cases, namely 5-buses, 39-buses, and 67-buses. The DC-OTS
model with only DC switchable elements does not reduce the generation costs. Similarly
to the DC-OTS, the AC/DC-OTS has the same total generation costs as the AC-OTS for

2All the models presented in the paper are publicly available at https://github.com/Electa-
Git/PowerModelsTopologicalActions.jl in the PowerModelsTopologicalActions Julia package.
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Figure 5: Case “5-buses” hybrid AC/DC. It consists of a 5-node AC grid with a 3-node
meshed DC grid [27].
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Table 3: Results for the OPF and AC-OTS models for the hybrid AC/DC test cases. LO
stands for “Lower Objective value”.
Test Model Obj. value LO wrt AC-OPF? Time # Binary # Branches and
case [$/h] OPF [%] [s] variables converters switched
5-buses AC-OPF 194.139 - 0.033 - -

AC-OTS, AC 184.437 5.00 0.452 7 3 AC
AC-OTS, DC 194.139 - 0.490 6 -
AC-OTS, AC & DC 184.437 5.00 17.465 13 3 AC

39-buses AC-OPF 2513.82 - 0.616 - -
AC-OTS, AC 2512.80 0.04 23.54 46 4 AC
AC-OTS, DC 2513.82 - 30.493 22 -
AC-OTS, AC & DC 2498.44 0.61 176.978 68 4 AC, 4 DC, 7 conv dc

67-buses AC-OPF 122253.02 - 0.368 - -
AC-OTS, AC 122128.68 0.10 2.408 102 12 AC
AC-OTS, DC 122253.02 - 12.361 20 -
AC-OTS, AC & DC 122128.68 0.10 15.992 122 12 AC

cases 5-buses and 67-buses, as no DC branch nor AC/DC converter is de-energized in this
simulation. Nevertheless, case 39-buses shows an additional reduction in the generation
costs when 2 AC branches, 4 DC branches, and 8 AC/DC converters are switched off
in the AC/DC-OTS. These results confirm how switching off DC branches and AC/DC
converters can reduce the overall generation costs in AC/DC grids and show that the
optimization model works as expected. However, the cost reduction from switching DC
components is not significant in these test cases. From a planning perspective, using the
model on real test cases can inform the system operator whether investing in DC switches
and/or circuit breakers is worthwhile from a flexibility point of view.

A potential solution to the scalability issues of test cases 588-buses and 3120-buses
would be the selection of a subset of switchable lines. In real grids, it is typically not
possible to de-energize any line arbitrarily, thus this restriction would be natural. Alter-
natively, computational analyses could be performed a priori to select a convenient subset
of the available switchable lines.

5.2 Busbar Splitting

For ease of computation and lack of available data on the average number of busbars that
can be split, we assume that only one of the substations in our test cases is “splittable”.
Even though potentially all the substations in a test case can be split, this assumption
allows us to prove the economic benefit brought by the proposed method, while keeping
a low computational complexity of the model. Future work will elaborate on an effective
busbar selection method to achieve bigger reductions in the generation costs due to the
splitting of several selected busbars.

The busbar being split for each test case is selected by running the LPAC-BS model for
each busbar separately and choosing the one leading to the highest reduction in generation
cost compared to the AC-OPF. The LPAC-BS is used as it provides the best trade-off
between AC-feasibility and computational time among the proposed methods. Note that
the AC-OPF model mentioned in this section is the nonlinear, non-convex model for
hybrid AC/DC grids described previously in Model 1 of Section 3.

Only for the smallest test case 5-buses, the possibility of splitting more busbars is
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shown in Fig. 6, as it helps the reader understand the working principle behind the
proposed methodology. On the left-hand side of Fig. 6, splitting busbar 2 leads to a
reduction in the objective value for all the BS models. As displayed in Table 4, the
AC-BS model with big M reformulation (Model 2.4, AC-BS big M ) is slower than the
“original” formulation (Model 2.2, AC-BS ) but leads to a lower objective value. Given
the MINLP nature with bilinear terms of AC-BS, the optimizer reaches a local optimum
before AC-BS big M, resulting in higher generation cost. Both the convex relaxations and
LPAC approximation result in lower objective values than their OPF formulations, but
only the LPAC-BS is AC-feasible with a lower objective value compared to the original
AC-OPF. Nevertheless, the LPAC-BS ’s objective value is higher than the AC-BS big M
MINLP formulation (but lower than the AC-BS ). This implies that the AC-BS big M
formulation results in a higher reduction of generation costs compared to the LPAC-BS.
Nevertheless, the LPAC-BS formulation is 400 times faster than the AC-BS big M model.
Depending on the final application of the BS model, a trade-off should be made between
a “less” optimal, yet considerably faster LPAC-BS formulation and an optimal but slower
AC-BS big M formulation.

These results are confirmed when AC busbars 2 and 4 are split in the same test case, as
shown in Table 5 with the final topology included in the right-hand side of Fig. 6. LPAC-
BS proves to be significantly faster than the AC-BS big M formulation while maintaining
AC-feasibility. Its objective value is still higher than the AC-BS big M formulation, but
lower than the AC-BS and AC-OPF. In addition, similarly to the previous case with
one busbar being split, the AC-BS reduces the total generation costs compared to the
AC-OPF one, proving the value of splitting busbars. However, the AC-BS costs are still
higher than the AC-BS big M one. Note that both cases in Fig. 6 split the busbars when
given the chance.

Table 4: Results for the AC-OPF and BS models for case 5-buses, AC busbar 2 split. LO
stands for “Lower Objective value”.
Model OPF Obj. BS Obj. Time Binary AC feasible? Time AC-feasibility check [s], Benefit wrt Total

value [$/h] value [$/h] [s] variables LO wrt AC-OPF? Obj. value [$/h] AC-OPF [%] time [s]
AC-OPF 194.139 - 0.030 - ✓, - - - 0.030
AC-BS 194.139 186.349 10.884 15 ✓, ✓ 0.023, 186.349 4.01 10.907
AC-BS big M 194.139 184.289 28.291 15 ✓, ✓ 0.020, 184.289 5.07 28.311
SOC-BS 183.763 183.730 0.143 15 ✓, – 0.022, 253.323 - 0.183
QC-BS 183.761 183.693 0.288 15 ✓, – 0.023, 253.323 - 0.171
LPAC-BS 183.924 180.907 0.037 15 ✓, ✓ 0.027, 185.652 4.37 0.064

Table 5: Results for the AC-OPF and BS models for case 5-buses, AC busbars 2 and 4
split. LO stands for “Lower Objective value”.
Model OPF Obj. BS Obj. Time Binary AC feasible? Time AC-feasibility check [s], Benefit wrt Total

value [$/h] value [$/h] [s] variables LO wrt AC-OPF? Obj. value [$/h] AC-OPF [%] time [s]
AC-OPF 194.139 - 0.030 - ✓, - - - 0.030
AC-BS 194.139 190.595 13.593 24 ✓, ✓ 0.049, 190.595 1.83 13.642
AC-BS big M 194.139 183.961 238.252 24 ✓, ✓ 0.039, 183.961 5.24 238.291
SOC-BS 183.763 183.733 0.342 24 ✓, – 0.027, 253.323 - 0.369
QC-BS 183.761 183.751 0.709 24 ✓, – 0.024, 253.323 - 0.733
LPAC-BS 183.924 180.903 0.144 24 ✓, ✓ 0.030, 187.193 3.58 0.174

When extended to a larger network, the LPAC-BS is still the fastest model. In
Table 6, the BS results are shown for several test cases with AC and DC busbars being
split. As all the AC-BS, AC-BS big M, SOC-BS, QC-BS and LPAC-BS followed the
same trend as Table 4 and Table 5, only the AC-BS ref and LPAC-BS are included
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Figure 6: Optimized topologies for the AC-BS big M formulation applied to case 5-buses
with AC busbar splitting possible respectively on AC busbar 2 (left) and AC busbars 2
and 4 (right).

here. Note how splitting AC busbars leads to lower generation cost for all the AC-BS
cases shown in Table 5. Besides case 39-buses, the LPAC-BS model is AC-feasible and
has lower generation costs than the AC-OPF model in all test cases. Furthermore, its
computational time is 10 to 30 times lower than the AC-BS big M model. These results
suggest that there are clear benefits in terms of cost savings associated with BS and that
the LPAC-BS model can provide an AC-feasible solution in a lower time compared to
the AC-BS model. Splitting DC busbars leads to better objective values for case39-buses
and 588-buses, while they provide no added value in the other cases. As each test case
does not have an extended multi-terminal DC grid, these results confirm the potential
benefit of splitting DC busbars and will be further investigated with more relevant test
cases. Note that, even if OTS is allowed during BS, no grid elements are disconnected
from the split busbars in any simulation.

Table 6: Results for the AC-BS big M and LPAC-BS models for AC and DC busbar
splitting in several hybrid AC/DC test cases. LO stands for “Lower Objective value”.

AC busbar split DC busbar split
Test case, OPF Obj. Split busbar, BS Obj. AC feasible? Time Split busbar, BS Obj. AC feasible? Time
Model value [$/h] Binaries value [$/h] LO wrt AC-OPF? [s] Binaries value [$/h] LO wrt AC-OPF? [s]
39-buses, AC 2513.820 13, 9 2513.780 ✓, ✓ 25.0 4, 13 2513.800 ✓, ✓ 32.1
39-buses, LPAC 2471.190 13, 9 2468.870 ✓, ✗ 0.8 4, 13 2470.840 ✓, ✗ 1.3
67-buses, AC 122.253 28, 9 122.246 ✓, ✓ 38 2, 7 122.253 ✓, ✗ 43.2
67-buses, LPAC 120.954 28, 9 120.941 ✓, ✓ 4.1 2, 7 120.954 ✓, ✗ 2.8
588-buses, AC 378.635 353, 19 376.523 ✓, ✓ 1005 4, 7 378.626 ✓, ✓ 85.3
588-buses, LPAC 372.198 353, 19 370.242 ✓, ✓ 52 4, 7 372.198 ✓, ✗ 18.2
3120-buses, AC 214.264 38, 21 214.231 ✓, ✓ 12560.0 5, 7 214.263 ✓, ✓ 266.7
3120-buses, LPAC 211.906 38, 21 212.154 ✓, ✓ 534.0 5, 7 211.906 ✓, ✓ 95.6

6 Conclusion and future work

This paper presents the first implementation of an OTS and BS optimization model for
AC/DC grids, in which the switching actions can be performed on both the AC and DC
grid parts, jointly or separately. Results from test cases of different sizes show that such
actions lead to reduced generation costs compared to the original grid topology. While
the benefits are test case-dependent, this confirms the effectiveness and potential of the
proposed methodology. As future renewable-dominated AC/DC grids may increasingly be
prone to congestion, resorting to topological actions guarantees a more effective network
utilization.
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The proposed BS models compare exact, non-convex power flow constraints and their
convex relaxations and linear approximations. While all test cases in this paper solve in
acceptable time (maximum 3.5 hours for the 3120-buses test case), a high computational
time is expected in real-life test cases due to the increased number of variables. In
particular, if multiple busbars are allowed to split, the guarantee of optimal or simply
feasible results for the MINLP AC formulations is yet to be determined. Nevertheless, as
shown in the paper, the MILP-LPAC formulation provides an excellent trade-off between
speed, optimality, and feasibility, which provides AC-feasible results in a substantially
lower computational time compared to the MINLP problem.

Future work will include the development of methods (e.g., sensitivity analyses) to
a-priori shortlist most “promising” busbar candidates to be split, e.g., based on the Line
Outage Distribution Factors or DC grid Distribution Factors. The use of heuristic meth-
ods will be explored as well.

Furthermore, a DC protection-aware optimal transmission switching and busbar split-
ting methodology will be derived. As DC protections are expected to have significant
restrictions in terms of short-circuit current capabilities, modeling their characteristics in
AC/DC optimization will be imperative.

Lastly, the authors will contribute to the creation of real-life inspired test cases for
AC/DC grids, that will allow to calculate the potential of topological actions in a more
realistic fashion. This is expected, a.o., to result in more significant differences in the cost
implied by different topologies, which does not fully emerge with the presently available
synthetic test cases.
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