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Abstract

The Wind Storage Integrated System with Power Smoothing Control (PSC) has emerged as a promising solution to
ensure both efficient and reliable wind energy generation. However, existing PSC strategies overlook the intricate
interplay and distinct control frequencies between batteries and wind turbines, and lack consideration of wake effect
and battery degradation cost. In this paper, a novel coordinated control framework with hierarchical levels is devised to
address these challenges effectively, which integrates the wake model and battery degradation model. In addition, after
reformulating the problem as a Markov decision process, the multi-agent reinforcement learning method is introduced
to overcome the bi-level characteristic of the problem. Moreover, a Physics-informed Neural Network-assisted Multi-
agent Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient (PAMA-DDPG) algorithm is proposed to incorporate the power fluctuation
differential equation and expedite the learning process. The effectiveness of the proposed methodology is evaluated
through simulations conducted in four distinct scenarios using WindFarmSimulator (WFSim). The results demonstrate
that the proposed algorithm facilitates approximately an 11% increase in total profit and a 19% decrease in power
fluctuation compared to the traditional methods, thereby addressing the dual objectives of economic efficiency and
grid-connected energy reliability.

Keywords: wind storage integrated systems, power smoothing control, multi-agent deep reinforcement learning,
physics-informed neural network

1. Introduction

As one of the most popular renewable energy resources, wind power holds substantial potential for meeting future
global energy demands while mitigating climate change and environmental pollution. However, the intermittent na-
ture of wind power introduces inherent variability and uncertainty when integrated into power systems. As the wind
power penetration level increases, the secure and reliable operation of power systems becomes a significant challenge
[1]. In practice, the grid usually requires the active power fluctuation from wind farms to be confined to a specific
value within a one-minute time window [2]. Therefore, Wind Power smoothing control (PSC) has emerged as a po-
tential solution. Previous research has established two major categories of Power Smoothing Control for wind farms,
including regulation control of wind turbines and indirect power control by Battery Energy Storage System (BESS).
The former approach typically involves pitch angle control [3], rotor inertia control [4], and Direct Current (DC)-link
voltage control [5], which require a different operation from maximum power point tracking, causing inefficiency and
potential damages [6].

On the contrary, with a stronger capability of power smoothing, the BESS-based PSC coordinates the active power
from BESS and wind turbine [7], providing rapid response to power fluctuation with high operability and little power
loss. Recognizing the benefits of such Wind Storage Integrated Systems (WSIS) [8], incentive policies have been
introduced to mandate the installation of BESSs from 10% to 30% of wind farms’ installed capacity. WSIS facilitates
wind power storage, allocating, and smoothing, enhancing delivery stability and energy management flexibility for
both the grid and wind farm.
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For BESS-based power smoothing, traditional model-based methods utilize the physical properties of WSIS to
build the models and optimize the power generation. In terms of model completeness, researchers have considered the
wind turbine wake model [9], battery degradation model [10], wind speed and power forecasting model [11], and other
relevant physics information for PSC problems in WSIS. Moreover, Xiong et al. [12] combine sophisticated wake
and battery energy models to optimize the allocation of power flow in BESS. However, challenged by complexity,
none of the studies include both the wake effect and battery degradation in the model formulation of the WSIS PSC
problem. Such model-based approaches overly rely on the accuracy and temporal scale of the environmental models,
necessitating a trade-off between control deviation and computational costs, which pose difficulties for real-time
implementation.

To address the aforementioned challenges, several model-free methods are applied in WSIS, such as random search
[13], adaptive control [14], and Reinforcement Learning (RL). As an emerging data-driven approach, RL allows the
agent to learn optimal policy by performing actions and receiving feedback rewards from the environment, making
it well-suited for complex, dynamic, and uncertain conditions [15]. Deep RL (DRL), which incorporates RL with
deep neural networks [16], has been successfully demonstrated in wind farm and BESS, respectively. For instance,
Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient (DDPG) algorithm has been applied to achieve optimal wind power generation
[17] and power smoothing [18] in wind farms. Yang et al. [19] implemented the Rainbow algorithm to control the
charge/discharge schedule of the BESS to increase their revenues under uncertainties of wind generation and electric-
ity price. Furthermore, with a unitary control frequency, Wang et al. [9] proposed a hybrid power smoothing strategy
for WSIS. This approach consists of a model-based power control and an RL-based power optimization. However,
there is currently a scarcity of research that fully addresses the WSIS PSC problem using model-free methods, espe-
cially satisfying both power maximization and power smoothing. Moreover, previous coordinated PSC studies have
overlooked the distinct response frequencies and internal control sequences of wind turbines and BESS, which is a
pivotal factor to take into account.

To navigate the intricate WSIS environment and enhance the learning process efficiency, multi-agent RL (MARL)
and Physics-informed Neural Network (PINN) are introduced. Based on game theory, MARL deals with self-learning
and decision-making in a dynamic environment where multiple agents interact, cooperate, or compete with each
other based on local observations [20]. As a result, MARL can be introduced to handle asynchronous decision-
making and multi-objectives. Furthermore, multi-level MARL explores settings where agents are organized into
hierarchies or teams [21], each with different responsibilities and coordination requirements, which allows for much
more flexible task allocation. MARL has been applied to manage multiple wind turbines [9] and batteries [22] for
decision optimization in smart grid. On the other hand, PINN combines traditional physics-based modeling with
machine learning methods [23], which makes it possible to design specialized network architectures that automatically
satisfy some of the physical invariants for better accuracy, faster training, and improved generalization. Specifically,
several paradigms of PINN, e.g., Physics-informed (PI) loss function, PI initialization, PI design of architecture, and
hybrid physics-deep learning models, are summarized in [24]. PINN has found diverse extensions and applications,
including dynamic analysis [25] and transfer learning [26]. When cooperating physics priors into the RL, it highlights
the different components of the typical RL paradigm, such as state/action space, reward function, and agent networks
[27]. Gao et al. [28] proposes a transient voltage control approach, by using the transient constraint on the value
function to expedite convergence. However, for dynamic complex and uncertain environments, further exploration is
imperative regarding the selection of both the physics prior and the method of RL implementation.

To solve the PSC problem in WSIS, this paper proposes a Physics-informed Deep Reinforcement Learning
(PIDRL)-based coordinated control framework. The contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

• In light of the distinct control frequencies and sequence of wind turbines and BESS, a bi-level coordinated
control framework is derived to address the WSIS PSC problem, which also incorporates wake effect and
battery degradation models to achieve a comprehensive and authentic environment.

• The proposed coordinated PSC framework is reformulated to a bi-level Markov decision process, and the reward
function of MARL is redesigned to derive the real-time optimal strategy with less uncertainty. Specifically, the
power generation of the wind farm, power fluctuation to the grid, energy loss within BESS, the degradation cost
of BESS, and the penalty of the unsafe actions are selectively constructed as the reward functions of the two
agents, to maximize total profitability and ensure power smoothness.
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• A physics-informed neural network in a MARL-based control algorithm is integrated into actor-network train-
ing to accelerate the learning process. A customized partial differential equation about power fluctuation is
conceived as a weighted loss term within the network architecture of DDPG. The proposed PINN-assisted
Multi-agent DDPG (PAMA-DDPG) method has showcased superior performance for the WSIS PSC problem.

The remaining sections of this paper are organized as follows. In Section 2, we briefly describe the WSIS models.
In Section 3, the PIDRL-based coordinated WSIS PSC framework is introduced, and the PAMA-DDPG algorithm is
proposed. Section 4 verifies the effectiveness of the proposed method under several scenarios in WindFarmSimulator
(WFSim). Section 5 gives the conclusion and future works of this paper.

2. Wind Storage Integrated System

2.1. Overall Structure

The WSIS primarily consists of a centralized control system, the BESS, wind turbines, and transmission lines that
connect the system to the main grid. Power converters and transformers serve as devices for power conversion. The
overall structure of the WSIS is shown in Fig. 1.
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Figure 1: The structure of the wind storage integrated system.

Within the wind farms, anemometers are employed to measure the free-stream velocity, including both wind speed
and direction. Based on the induction factor received from the centralized control system, the turbines capture the
kinetic energy from the wind and convert it into electrical energy, where the wake effect impacts the downstream wind
turbines by reducing wind speed and generating additional turbulence. The BESS is connected to the DC bus, allowing
for bidirectional power flow. It effectively stores or dispatches power according to the control signal, ensuring a
reliable power supply and maximizing revenue. The centralized control system serves to optimize the operation of the
wind turbines and manages the power flow of BESS, thereby ensuring grid stability through continuously monitoring
the observations, including the State of Charge (SOC), wind velocity, and electricity price. During periods of excess
wind generation, surplus power can be fed into the BESS. Moreover, BESS may also be required to charge from
the grid when the electricity price and SOC are relatively low. Conversely, when there is a shortfall in wind power
generation, stored energy from the BESS can be utilized to smooth the fluctuations.
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2.2. Wind Farm Model

2.2.1. Wind Turbine Model
The power generated by a single wind turbine can be mathematically formulated using the following equations:

Pturbine =
1
2
ρArCpU3

in f (1)

Umin ≤ Uin f ≤ Umax (2)

where Pturbine is the power output of the wind turbine, ρ is the air density, Ar is the swept area of the rotor, and Uin f

is the free stream speed. The power coefficient, Cp, is the ratio of electric power extracted from the wind flow and is
explicitly concerning detailed control policy. Furthermore, free stream speed Uin f should be in a threshold between
the cut-in speed Umin and cut-out speed Umax for regular operation of the turbine.

The Actuator Disk Model (ADM) [29] is used to simulate a wind turbine’s aerodynamics, where the wind turbine’s
rotor is regarded as an actuator disk. Applying ADM to a one-dimensional stream shows that:

Cp (α) = 4α
(
cos
(
φy

)
− α
)2

(3)

α = 1 −
Ur

Uin f
(4)

where φy is the yaw angle and Ur is the wind speed at the rotor. α (0 ≤ α ≤ 0.5) is the axial induction factor, which
is defined as the ratio of the speed deficit behind the rotor to the undisturbed wind speed ahead of the rotor. In axial
induction-based control, the axial induction factor of the turbines is tuned by physically controlling the blades’ tip
speed ratio and pitch angle to recover the flow [30].

2.2.2. Wake Model
The wake effect introduces challenges in calculating power output, as the turbulence and reduced wind speeds in

the wake impact the downstream wind turbines. The Jensen Park model [31] takes into account the wake expansion
and the effect of the rotor on the incoming wind flow. The wind speed U at location (x, y) is defined as:

U (x, y, α) = Uin f

(
1 − ude f icit

)
(5)

where ude f icit is the wind deficit percentage compared to the free stream speed Uin f , represented by:

ude f icit =


2α(

1 + 2kx
D

)2 , if y ≤
D + 2kx

2

0, otherwise

(6)

where D is the turbine blade’s diameter, and k is the wake expansion parameter. Due to its comprehensibility and
broad applicability, the Jensen Park model is commonly used in mainstream wind farm simulators.

2.3. Battery Energy Storage System

2.3.1. Battery Energy Model
For the purpose of simulation, the dynamics of the BESS considering energy loss [32] is modeled as:

Et+1
B = Et

B + [max(Pt
B, 0) · ηch −

max(−Pt
B, 0)

ηdis
] · ∆t (7)

where ηch and ηdis represent the energy conversion efficiency during the charging and discharging process, respectively.
∆t is the duration time of each interval and Et

B is the battery energy at time t. Pt
B represent the power flow to BESS,
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wherein the Pt
B > 0 and Pt

B < 0 denote the processes of charging and discharging. Note that the maximum charging
and discharging rates at which the battery can transfer electrical energy [33] are:

−Pdis
max ≤ Pt

B ≤ Pch
max (8)

where Pch
max and Pdis

max are the power limits of charging and discharging, respectively. Besides, to ensure the safe and
reliable operation of the BESS, the constraint for battery energy is as follows:

Emin ≤ Et
B ≤ Emax (9)

where Emin and Emax denotes the minimum and maximum energy levels, respectively.

2.3.2. Battery Degradation Model
Battery degradation affects the energy that can be stored and discharged, ultimately impacting the system’s reli-

ability and economics. A linear programming approach in [34] is used to model and estimate the equivalent battery
degradation costs. Firstly, the lifetime throughput LT,n for every depth of discharge n is calculated as:

LT,n = Emax · gn · fn (10)

where fn is the number of battery cycles to failure, gn is the Depth of Discharge (DOD) of the battery. Then, the
resulting lifetime throughput LT is obtained by averaging the values of LT,n in the allowable operating range of battery
DOD:

LT =
1
n

n∑
1

LT,n (11)

The equivalent battery degradation cost per kWh can be defined as:

Kdeg =
CR

LT · RE
(12)

where CR is the replacement cost of the battery, and RE is the square root of the roundtrip efficiency of the battery.
The unit of Kdeg is

(
$/kwh

)
. This modeling approach refers to battery lifetime throughputs under different DOD and

SOC and performs averaging to estimate the battery degradation cost in a linearized way. The cost will be incurred
every time the battery is discharged:

Ct
deg = Kdeg · max(−Pt

B, 0) · ∆t (13)

3. DRL-based Coordinated Control Framework

3.1. Bi-level Coordinated Power Smoothing Control

The objective of the proposed framework is to maximize the total power profit of the WSIS while ensuring the
fluctuation of the power output within an acceptable level. The key idea of this framework is based on two assump-
tions. First, the centralized control system has the ability to control all the turbines simultaneously. Second, the
control frequencies for wind turbines and the BESS are set to be 1/ f and 1 min−1, respectively, where f is the real-
time control time scale for wind turbines [35]. According to the highest control frequency, the time granularity ∆t is
discretized as one minute.

The model of the PSC problem for WSIS is formulated as an objective function (14) that maximizes the total profit
of the power generation and the negative degradation cost of the BESS in a time interval of T :

max
α⃗t ,Pt

B

T∑
t=0

(Prt · Pt
G · ∆t −Ct

deg) (14)

s.t.
α⃗t =

(
αt

1, α
t
2, . . . , α

t
n

)
(15)
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Pt
W =
∑
i∈NΨ

Pt
turbine,i (16)

Pt
W − Pt

B = Pt
G (17)

Pt
FG =

∣∣∣Pt−1
G − Pt

G

∣∣∣ (18)

Pt
FG ≤ PFG,max (19)

Eqs. (1) - (9), (13)

where Prt, Pt
G, α⃗t, and Pt

W denote the electricity price, the power connected to the grid, the vector of the turbines’
induction factors, and the power generated by wind farm. NΨ is the set of wind turbines with size n and Pt

turbine,i is
the wind power of turbine i in time t under the wake effect. Pt

FG is the power fluctuation to grid and Pt
FG,max is its

threshold. Eq. (17) is the dynamic equation of the power flow in WSIS, where Pt
G > 0 and Pt

G < 0 indicate power
injection into and extraction from the grid, respectively. Eq. (18) defines the grid-connected power fluctuation Pt

FG
as the changes of the Pt

G over ∆t. Eqs. (1) - (3) denotes the model of a single wind turbine. Eqs. (5) - (6) consider
the wake model. Eqs. (7) - (9) model the energy dynamics of the BESS and Eq. (13) consider the battery degradation
cost through a coefficient Kdeg.

To effectively tackle the separate control frequencies between wind turbines and BESS within the context of the
WSIS problem, a bi-level formulation is proposed. For clear separation of concerns and reduction of complexity,
each level is set to be in charge of the turbine-related and BESS-related objectives and constraints, respectively. By
employing suitable optimization algorithms and techniques, each level can be solved successively, thereby simplifying
the computational burden. Given that BESS operates at a much higher frequency and relies on the decisions made
by the wind turbines, the upper level is designed to focus on the wind turbines, while the lower level is dedicated
to the BESS. This bi-level formulation helps optimize the overall system operation and achieve a balance between
responsiveness and efficiency. It ensures that the wind power generation is maximized at the upper level, while the
lower level effectively manages the power smoothing and reduces the degradation cost.

3.1.1. Upper-level Wind Farm Control
According to the separation of the bi-level formulation, the sub-goal of the upper level is to maximize the to-

tal profit of wind power generation in a control loop T response to changes in wind velocity and electricity price.
Choosing all turbines’ axial induction factors α⃗ as the control variable, the control objective can be written as:

max
α⃗t

T∑
t=0

Prt ·
∑
i∈NΨ

Pt
turbine,i

 (20)

s.t.
α⃗t = α⃗t−1 if not t = 0, f , 2 f , ... (21)

Eqs. (1) - (6)

The control frequency is guaranteed in Eq. (21). The detailed models for wind turbines are illustrated in Eqs. (1) -
(6).

3.1.2. Lower-level Battery Energy Storage System Control
The lower-level system is related to control objects in BESS, which are responsible for minimizing the battery

degradation cost, electricity purchasing cost, and power fluctuations by controlling the power flow among the wind
farm, BESS, and the grid. For simplicity and flexibility, the power fluctuation constraint Eq. (19) is transferred to
the objectives as a penalty term that prescribes a high cost for violation of the constraint. Therefore, the problem is
represented as:

min
Pt

B

T∑
t=0

[
Ct

deg + Prt · (Pt
B − Pt

W ) + β · Pt
VG

]
(22)
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Figure 2: The coordinated bi-level control framework.

s.t.

Pt
VG =

Pt
FG, if Pt

D ≤ 0
PFG,max + ν · Pt

D, otherwise
(23)

Pt
D = Pt

FG − PFG,max (24)

Eqs. (7) - (9), (13), (18)

where Pt
VG is defined as the power violation penalty and Pt

D signifies the surplus beyond the threshold value. β and
ν are coefficients related to the penalty terms. In order to account for the discrepancy in units between violation
and costs, it is necessary to scale and adjust their respective impacts on the control task by the penalty coefficient
β, which effectively modifies their relative influence. To more effectively penalize power fluctuations beyond the
specified threshold, denoted as Pt

D, the violation penalty Pt
VG is formulated as a piecewise function with a relatively

large coefficient ν. The detailed models for BESS are illustrated in Eqs. (7) - (9) and (13).

3.2. DRL-based Coordinated Control Framework

To solve the aforementioned problem, a coordinated bi-level WSIS PSC framework is proposed, as depicted in Fig.
2. The following steps outline the detailed procedure. First, the upper-level controller gathers observations from the
environment, including the free stream speed and direction measured by the anemometer, as well as the on-grid price
for wind power. Subsequently, the free stream velocity will be preprocessed to a suitable threshold to satisfy the cut-in
and cut-off speed. If the free stream velocity surpasses the predefined threshold, the wind turbine will automatically
shut down, and the upper-level controller will wait until the next decision time to reassess the observations and repeat
the steps. When the system observes the current observation and the accumulative reward during the f minutes, data
are saved to a database to train the RL agent. The agent then calculates the real-time control strategy using the agent’s
policy. The action should be checked through a safety module in case some improper operations damage the turbine.
Furthermore, the upper-level action is conveyed to the lower-level controller as a guiding signal, which indicates the
amount of wind power to allocate.

Based on the current state of the system, the lower-level module provides the control strategy with a higher
frequency, precisely at a one-minute period. After aggregating the observations from both the environment and the
upper-level signal from the power meter, the observations undergo normalization to an appropriate scale. The training
process of the RL agent is similar to the upper-level controller, with the addition of a physics-informed neural network
to expedite training. The strategy derived from the upper-level agent undergoes testing through a safety module to
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prevent battery charging/discharging actions from exceeding the maximum charging/discharging power limits. It’s
noteworthy that the upper-level controller generates actions every f minutes, while the lower-level controller operates
within the control loop until it reaches the maximum time steps, at which point the lower-level controller terminates
the current control loop.

Due to the stochastic nature of wind, the sequential decision-making involved, and the adherence to the Markov
property, the above-mentioned control problem can be reformulated as a Markov Decision Process (MDP). Customize
distinct agents for each level within this coordinated control framework.

3.2.1. Upper-level Agent
The upper-level agent is defined as follows.
State: The upper-level agent controls the multiple wind turbines in the wind farm. Considering the target of the

system, the state includes the incoming free-stream wind speed U t
in f , wind direction φt, and electricity price Prt in

time t, i.e., st
U = (U t

in f , φ
t, Prt). Note that the free stream wind speed U t

in f should satisfy the Eq. (2). If the wind speed
U t

in f falls outside the range, the state is invalid.
Action: The action is defined as the axial induction factors of the turbines, which can be expressed as a vector:

at
U =

(
αt

1, α
t
2, . . . , α

t
n

)
. To ensure the safety, rather than directly applying αt

i(i ∈ NΨ) to the environment, a check
model is utilized. If the action is infeasible, meaning αt

i < 0 or αt
i >

1
2 for some i ∈ NΨ, the agent is required to adjust

the action to ãt
U =
(
α̃t

1, α̃
t
2, . . . , α̃

t
n

)
according to the following rule.

α̃t
i =


1
2
, αt

i >
1
2

αt
i, 0 ≤ αt

i ≤
1
2

0, αt
i < 0

(25)

Reward: The target of the upper-level agent is to maximize the wind farm’s total profit and keep the action within
the safe range. A normal way to deal with constraint is to use the violation as a punishment in the reward function.
Therefore, the reward function consists of two parts: the first is the total power generation of the wind turbines, while
the second is the penalized term for unsafe actions. The cumulative reward rt

U in a control interval will be received
after f minutes:

rt
U =

t+ f−1∑
t′=t

(Prt′ ·
∑
i∈NΨ

Pt′
i ) −GU (26)

GU = κ · ∥at
U − ãt

U∥ (27)

where Pt′
i , U t

i , and φt
i are the power generation, incoming wind speed, and wind direction of the turbine i in time t′,

respectively. κ is the penalized coefficient and ∥·∥ denotes the Manhattan distance.

3.2.2. Lower-level Agent
The lower-level agent is defined as follows.
State: The lower-level agent allocates the wind power generation based on information including historical power

to grid. After the upper-level controller optimizes the turbines, the lower-level agent chooses the action according to
the current environment state st

U , the grid-connected power of the previous time Pt−1
G , and the signal gt from the upper

level. To smooth the power output to the grid, the upper-level signal gt is addressed as the total power generation Pt
W

for each time step. Although the induction factor ãt
U remains unchanged, Pt

W still varies as a result of the changing
wind velocity. Accordingly, the state is defined as: st

L =
[
st

U , P
t−1
G , P

t
W

]
.

Action: The lower-level action at
L is defined as the quantity of the charging or discharging power at time step t,

defined as a continuous variable at
L = Pt

B constrained in Eq. (8), which ultimately determines the power flow to the
grid by Eq. (17). Invalid actions will be clipped to the boundary value during the learning process and punished
according to the degree of the violation.
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Reward: To mitigate the power fluctuation and maximize the total profit, the effectiveness of grid-connected power
smoothing, the reduction in degradation and electricity purchasing costs, and the safety of the power flow are taken
as the reward for the lower-level agent. By incorporating the safety constraint as a penalization term GL, the reward
function is meticulously crafted to summate three items, where two specific coefficients βi (i = 1, 2) are assigned to
delineate their relative significance.

rt
L = −[Ct

deg + Prt · (Pt
B − Pt

W )] − β1 · Pt
VG − β2 ·GL (28)

GL = |Pt
B + Pdis

max| + |P
t
B − Pch

max| − Pch
max − Pdis

max (29)

3.3. MA-DDPG Algorithm

To tackle the complexity and information flow of the given bi-level MDP problem, multi-agent DDPG (MA-
DDPG) is specially developed to learn the optimal policy. Unlike DDPG, the centralized fully cooperative MA-
DDPG algorithm comprises several actors (a policy network µ(s|θµ) with θµ as the parameter used to approximate
the deterministic policy function) which are used to execute different tasks according to the local observation. Each
actor has a corresponding critic (a value network Q(s, a|θQ) with θQ as the parameter used to simulate the action-value
function) that is used to guide the actions of the actors.

For the coordinated control problem in WSIS, MA-DDPG employs a centralized training and decentralized ex-
ecution architecture. The critics collectively share both actions and observations across all agents, while each actor
independently acts based on its state. The actor’s parameter θµk and the critic’s parameter θQ

k of agent k (k ∈ {U, L}) are
updated by:

L
(
θQ

k

)
= E
[
yt − Qk

(
st, at |θQ

k

)]2
(30)

yt = rt
k + γmax

at
k

Q′k
(
st+1, at+1

∣∣∣∣θQ′

k

)
(31)

∇θµk
Jk = E

[
∇ak Qk

(
s, a|θQ

k

)∣∣∣∣ak=µk(sk)∇θµk
µk(s|θµk )

]
(32)

where L is the loss function for value network, E is the expectation of samples in random batch, and γ (0 < γ < 1)
is the discounted factor. ak, sk, µk, Qk and Jk are the action, state, policy network, value network and the cumulative
discounted reward of the agent k, respectively. µ′k(s|θµ

′
k ) and Q′k(s, a|θQ′k ) are target networks to slowly update the

learned actor and critic network with identical initial parameters [36], which are improved by a soft updating process
as follows:

θQ′

k ← τθ
Q
k + (1 − τ)θQ′

k

θ
µ′

k ← τθ
µ
k + (1 − τ)θµ

′

k

(33)

where τ is the hyper-parameter for the target network to update.
Specifically, as shown in Fig. 3, the upper-level agent receives the raw states st

U and produces its action at
U by its

actor network µU . at
U persists unchanged for the subsequent few time steps due to the decision frequency. For each

state st′ (t′ ∈ {t, t + 1, ..., t + f − 1}), at
U corresponds to a signal Pt′

W , which will be transmitted to the lower-level agent
together with raw state st′

U and historical power output Pt−1
G . The lower-level agent integrates this information as its

state st′
L, producing its action at′

L using the actor network µL similarly and getting an instant reward rt′
L . The lower-level

agent terminates either when the episode ends or when the maximum time step f is reached. Subsequently, the upper-
level agent obtains the cumulative reward rt

U . The training process is similar for both agents using Eq. (30)-(32) and
their network parameters θU and θL are revised. Notably, PINN is designed for the lower-level training procedure, as
elucidated in the subsequent section. Following this, the iterative process continues until each agent converges.

3.4. Physics-informed Neural Network

The proposed muti-agent DRL consists of two levels of policies and agents, thus, the interaction between different
levels adds additional complexity and training time. Especially for the lower-level agent, its reward encompasses
various facets, rendering the allocation of the optimal power flow a huge challenge. Therefore, considering the
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Figure 3: The workflow of the MA-DDPG.

dynamics of power fluctuation for optimal policy, the PINN-based method is introduced to enhance the efficiency of
the training process of the multi-agent DRL.

For the physical models of a general dynamic system, PINN incorporates its physical constraints into the neural
network via differential equations involving time and other physical inputs. The general form [37] can be expressed
as:

∂u(t, s)
∂t

+ N(u) = 0 (34)

where u(t, s) represents the potential solution, s is the input state vector, and N(·) is an operator that can encapsulate a
series of mathematical physics.

When applied to this work, the solution is defined as the lower-level action Pt
B = u(t, sL) with lower-level state sL.

Assume that the power transferred to the grid is invariant to simulate the ideal dynamic system. Thus, the changes in
power Pt

G remain zero over time t. The invariable physical equation about the optimal power smoothing objective is
derived as:

∂Pt
G

∂t
= 0 (35)

where Pt
G is identified as the variable related to the lower-level action Pt

B by Eq. (17). Accordingly, the above equation
can be elegantly reformulated as a differential equation related to the solution Pt

B:

∂Pt
B

∂t
+ N(Pt

B) = 0 (36)

which can be regarded as the special case of Eq. (34) for WSIS. Define f (t, sL) to be given by the left-hand-side of
Eq. (36), i.e.,

f (t, sL) :=
∂Pt

B

∂t
+ N(Pt

B) (37)

and u(t, sL) has been approximated by policy network µL. The policy network µL and physics-informed network
f (t, sL) have the same parameters, while the activation functions are different due to the operator N. Therefore, the
physics-informed network f (t, s) can be utilized for the training of the lower-level agent. The shared parameters
between the neural networks can be learned by minimizing the integrated mean squared error loss:

LPINN = ωuLu + ω fL f (38)
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where ωu and ω f are the weights to balance the interplay between the two loss terms. Lu andL f are the data error and
the physical information error of the neural network, respectively. In WSIS, f represents the physical laws of power
smoothness:

L f =
1

N f

N f∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣ f (ti, si
)∣∣∣∣2 (39)

where N f is the batch size and {
(
ti, si
)
} are sets of experiences in the sampled batch. Hence the actor network is

updated by the gradient ascent method:

∇θµ J ≈ Es[ωu ·
(
∇aQ
(
s, a
∣∣∣θQ
)
|a=µ(si)∇θµµ (s|θµ)

)
+ ω f · | f (t, s)|2] (40)

The output of PINN and the associated physics-based information of environment states are provided as components
to the RL agent’s neural network loss function during its training. It is noteworthy that, since Pt

G has already been
calculated for state derivation, there is no need for additional storage or computation of Pt

B and N(Pt
B) in f (t, s). Con-

sidering physical laws during model training constrains the range of feasible solutions for neural network parameters,
consequently reducing the demand for extensive training data and the size of the neural network. The detailed process
of PINN-assisted Multi-agent DDPG (PAMA-DDPG) is shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 PINN-Assisted Multi-Agent DDPG

Input: initial Q-function parameters {θQ
L , θ

Q
U}, policy parameters {θµL, θ

µ
U}, empty replay buffer {RBL,RBU}

Output: network parameters
1: Set target parameters {θQ′

L , θ
Q′
U } ← {θ

Q
L , θ

Q
U} and {θµ′L , θ

µ′
U } ← {θ

µ
L, θ
µ
U}

2: for episode = 1, num episodes do
3: Initialize environment and get initial state st;
4: Initialize random process N t

U ,N
t
L for action exploration

5: while s is not terminal do
6: Observe st

U , 0← RU

7: Select upper-level action at
U ← µU

(
st

U |θ
µ
U

)
+ N t

U

8: Observe st
L ← {s

t
U , P

t−1
G , P

t
W }

9: while not (s is terminal or lower level terminates) do
10: Select lower-level action at

L ← µL

(
st

L|θ
µ
L, P

t
W

)
+ N t

L

11: Observe st+1
U and st+1

L ← {st+1
U , P

t
G, P

t+1
W }

12: Obtain instant reward rt
H and rt

L for two levels
13: Store transition (st

L, at
L, rt

L, st+1
L ) in RBL

14: Sample mini-batch from RBL and update parameters θL of the lower level by (30), (31), (40) and (33)
15: RU ← RU + rt

U , st ← st+1, st
L ← st+1

L
16: end while
17: Store transition (st

U , at
U , Rt

U , st+1
U ) in RBU

18: Sample mini-batch from RBU and update parameters θL of the lower level by (30), (31), (32) and (33)
19: end while
20: end for

4. Experimental Results

4.1. Setup

To evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed PAMA-DDPG algorithm, we employ the dynamic control-oriented
wind farm simulator, WindFarmSimulator (WFSim) [38], for conducting comprehensive case studies. WFSim is a
dynamic medium fidelity control-oriented model that predicts the flow velocity vectors in a wind farm using the spa-
tially and temporally discretized 2D Navier-Stokes equations, which strike a balance between simulation fidelity and
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Figure 4: The wind turbine structural system.

computational complexity. In practical applications, the wind turbine with three rotor blades is typically positioned
upwind of the tower and the nacelle, as depicted in Fig. 4. The optimal induction factor, determined by the centralized
control system, is then conveyed to the internal control unit of the turbine to regulate the pitch and the rotor speed.

To better restore the real world, real-world wind speed data from Alternative Energy Development Board (AEDB)
[39] is incorporated into the simulations, with 10-minute average values being interpolated to minute-by-minute val-
ues. For the purpose of our study, it is assumed that the direction of freestream velocity remains fixed in the linear
topology. In accordance with the renewable energy feed-in tariff policy, the on-grid price is maintained as a con-
stant value [40]. As per the specifications for wind farms’ active power regulation and control [41], the fluctuation
threshold is defined as 3 MW/min. For BESS, the lithium-iron battery is utilized with energy conversion efficiencies
ηch = ηdis = 0.98 [6]. The data for battery degradation calculation comes from a real-world application in Rwanda
[34]. Complete details of the parameters for WFSim, BESS, PARK, and DRL can be found in Table 1. The wind farm
simulation is conducted using Matlab R2020a, and the algorithms are trained on a PC with an Intel Core i9 processor
and an NVIDIA RTX 2060 GPU.

Prior to delving into the assessment of the proposed PAMA-DDPG approach, it is imperative to establish a frame-
work comprising several wind farm control methodologies, with the intention of facilitating thorough comparison and
validation.

1) Model Predictive Control (MPC): At each time step, the MPC method forecasts the forthcoming free-stream
velocity, guiding the analytical Jensen Park model with ADM to estimate the wake effect and the power generation of
each wind turbine. Subsequently, an optimization model is formulated to derive the BESS schedules – establishing a
benchmark.

2) DDPG: Traditional single-agent DDPG method can solve complex MDPs but cannot be directly applied to
deal with different control frequencies. Therefore, an agent is designed to control both the turbines and the batteries
simultaneously with a reduced control frequency, which is the control frequency of the wind turbine in this case.
Suppose BESS has the same control frequency as the turbines and the DDPG agent outputs a two-level action every
five minutes. For a fair comparison, we use the same network architectures as those for PAMA-DDPG. The actor and
critic networks are composed of one input layer, three hidden layers, and one output layer, respectively. The neuron
number in each hidden layer is set as (400, 300, 400). The Rectified Linear Unit is used as the activation function.

3) MA-DDPG: This method has the identical multi-agent architecture with the proposed PAMA-DDPG except for
the PINN structure, which aims to illustrate superior learning performance when integrating physics information.

The objective of the predefined WSIS control problem is to maximize the total profit of the WSIS as well as

12



Table 1: Hyperparameters Used In Experiments

Parameter Value

Powerscale 0.95
Forescale 1.5
Wake Expansion Coefficient 0.08
Air Density (kg/m3) 1.2
Turbine Diameter (m) 100
Battery Capacity (MWh) 6
RE (%) 89
CR ($) 900
LT (kWh) 1344
Electricity Price ($/MWh) 300
Energy Conversion Efficiency 0.98
κ 10
β1 5
β2 10
Batch Size 32
Critic-Network Learning Rate 0.01
Actor-Network Learning Rate 0.0001
Target Network Hyper-Parameter 0.001

mitigate power fluctuation. To judge the overall performance of a given control policy, we need to consider both the
profit and the fluctuation. The total profit is the power generation profit minus the battery degradation cost, as defined
in Eq. (14). More specifically, we consider the power fluctuation in two metrics. Define the fluctuation severity of the
power output FS :

FS =
N∑

t=1

Pt
FG (41)

where N denotes the length of a testing wind sequence. Define violation occurrence VO of the power output as the
times that WSIS’s power output exceeds the prescribed threshold:

VO =
N∑

t=1

max(sign(Pt
FG − PFG,max), 0) (42)

where the function sign (·) is utilized to indicate excessive fluctuation. The two different metrics are used to quantify
the severity and occurrence of violations or deviations from the stable power output.

Moreover, in order to mitigate the impact of the ever-changing wind velocity, four typical one-day wind sequences
are employed as testing scenarios, thereby showcasing the algorithms’ adaptability to varying wind patterns, which is
showcased in Fig. 5. Scenario 1 exemplifies conditions of low wind velocity, while scenarios 2 and 3 depict moderate
wind speeds, representing the most prevalent circumstances. Scenario 4, on the other hand, illustrates a state of high
wind velocity. For better illustration, the average metrics over the four scenarios are utilized to compare the general
performance.

4.2. Optimal Results Comparison

To provide a clear demonstration of the optimal results achieved by the proposed algorithm, MPC’s performance
is utilized as the baseline, and the relative metrics of other methods are calculated. By comparing the performance of
MPC, DDPG, MA-DDPG, and PAMA-DDPG algorithms, we can effectively assess the effectiveness and superiority
of the proposed approach.

Fig. 6 exhibits that the proposed PAMA-DDPG algorithm can always reach the maximum total profit and min-
imum fluctuation in the WFSim environment. On average, PAMA-DDPG demonstrates improvements of roughly
+11%, -19%, and -22% in total profit, FS , and VO compared to the MPC method. The base values for MPC are
$840.55, 19.01MW, and 23 for total profit, FS , and VO respectively. As the single-agent DDPG control operates at a
reduced frequency, it yields unsatisfactory performance. The reason is that the agent cannot react to the environmental
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Figure 5: One-day wind speed profile for 4 testing scenarios.
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change in time. These comparative results underscore the ability of both PAMA-DDPG and MA-DDPG approaches
to acquire the optimal policy across all scenarios. This successful acquisition of the optimal policy by the bi-level
structure serves as evidence of the effectiveness and robustness of the proposed algorithm. Conversely, the conven-
tional DDPG algorithm proves inadequate in addressing such intricate challenges, consequently impeding its ability
to acquire a proficient policy.

It is noteworthy that while two fluctuation-related metrics demonstrate notable improvement, the enhancement in
total profit is comparatively modest. This discrepancy arises due to the substantial MPC baseline and the inevitable
trade-off that entails sacrificing some power output in order to achieve a smoother power profile. Specifically, it is
inevitable to either charge or discharge the battery to stabilize the power injection into the grid, consequently incurring
degradation costs.

4.3. Verification of Model Completeness

Within the proposed framework, we adopt a comprehensive approach by considering the influence of both the
wind wake model and the battery degradation model. In order to evaluate the impact of model completeness, two
controlled experiments are designed to compare the proposed control strategies.

Firstly, if the wake model is not considered, the upper layer control problem could have an analytical solution. By
utilizing the power generation formula of the wind turbine, since the induction factor A is constrained by 0 and 1/2, the
maximum power extraction P∗ for the single turbine is determined as A∗ = cos(φy)/3, while the coefficient of power,
denoted as C∗p, can be expressed as 16 cos3 (φy)/27. Secondly, the battery degradation model is directly related to the
learning goal for the lower-level controller. Without considering the degradation, the performance feedback obtained
from control algorithms may be inaccurate, leading to unreliable operation of the system. To validate it, we test the
proposed PAMA-DDPG algorithm in the four testing scenarios with varying model settings.

The results depicted in Fig. 7 highlight the positive influence of accurate and comprehensive models on the
WSIS system’s control objectives, particularly in maximizing total profit and minimizing power fluctuation/violation.
Specifically, define the complete model as the baseline, for the model without wake effect, the average total profit, FS ,
and VO are roughly 85%, 107%, and 108%, respectively. For the model without battery degradation, the average total
profit, FS , and VO are 91%, 135%, and 152%. By incorporating a complete environmental model, the PAMA-DDPG
algorithm is empowered to make more informed decisions, leading to improved control performance.
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4.4. Verification of the Efficiency of PINN
The lower-level controller utilizes the PINN during the training process. In this test, we compare the changes of

rewards, total profit, and fluctuation (FS ) against iteration times between the MA-DDPG and PAMA-DDPG algo-
rithms to validate the efficacy of PINN. Due to the significant variability in wind velocity, the direct output remains
highly volatile even with a fixed policy during the training process. To quickly visualize the policy modifications at
each iteration, a fixed short-term five-minute wind speed sequence is utilized for testing, which is (8.74, 7.32, 4.50,
10.39, 6.66) m/s. To eliminate the randomness, each of the algorithms runs 10 times to draw the average learning
performance (solid line) with standard deviation (shaded region) as shown in Fig.8, which illustrates the first 2e5 it-
erations. The average time for the two algorithms to choose an action and update the policy is 1e-8 and 1e-2 seconds,
respectively. In general, PAMA-DDPG and MA-DDPG learn the optimal policy within approximately 4e4 and 5e4
iterations, respectively. It is clear in Fig. 8(a) that the blue line rises faster than the red line before convergence, which
means PINN can accelerate the learning efficiency. Furthermore, PAMA-DDPG also converges to a higher reward,
greater profit, and reduced fluctuation, as shown in subplots of Fig. 8. Specifically, PAMA-DDPG achieves a reward
of 15.57, a profit of 8.18$, and a fluctuation of 0.71MW at iteration 4e4, while MA-DDPG only obtains a reward
of 14.69, a profit of 7.49$, and a fluctuation of 0.96MW at iteration 5e4. The inherited physics information in the
PAMA-DDPG enhances its effectiveness for the specific WSIS control problem. 

   

(a) The changes of reward during learning process. (b) The changes of total profit during learning process. (c) The changes of fluctuation (FS) during learning process. 

 

Figure 8: Learning process of the proposed approach.

4.5. Robustness Analysis
Given that the lower level is responsible for degradation cost and power fluctuation, the penalty factor β1 plays

a critical role in PAMA-DDPG, which balances their respective significance in the control task. Take five β1 values
in [0, 0.5, 1, 5, 10], and test them in the four test scenarios. The average experimental results are quite stable in a
wide range except 0, as shown in Table. 2. When β1 = 0, the influence of power fluctuation is disregarded, and the
degradation cost becomes negligible, resulting in the highest levels of the three metrics. As β1 becomes positive, both
FS and VO experience a sharp decline, albeit with some sacrifice to total profit.

Table 2: Performance of PAMA-DDPG for different β1.

β1 Total Profit FS VO

0 945.11 34.96 47
0.5 936.18 16.93 19
1 932.45 14.28 20
5 933.01 15.39 18
10 930.12 14.11 18

We further verify that PAMA-DDPG works effectively for different energy conversion efficiencies by changing
ηch and ηdis. Table. 3 shows that PAMA-DDPG can effectively learn the optimal policies for various energy conver-
sion efficiency. The change of ηch and ηdis has minimal impact on overall profit. This is due to the fact that wind
power generation predominantly contributes to the total profit, making the profit associated with energy loss relatively
insignificant.
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Table 3: Performance of PAMA-DDPG for different energy conversion efficiency.

ηch ηdis Total Profit FS VO

0.95 0.95 932.67 15.27 18
0.98 0.98 933.01 15.39 18
1.00 1.00 936.45 16.36 19

4.6. Case Analysis of Lower-level Strategy

To visually demonstrate the effectiveness of the power smoothing strategy derived from the proposed algorithm,
we analyze the charging/discharging behavior corresponding to wind speed fluctuations within a typical time interval.
Two representative 120-minute intervals from the testing scenarios are selected, which exhibit pronounced fluctua-
tions. Fig. 9 presents an intuitive illustration of how PAMA-DDPG successfully mitigates power variations over a
100-minute testing duration. Fig. 9(a) and Fig. 9(b) show the BESS behaviors for low wind velocity and high wind
velocity, respectively. Consider the instance when time equals 4 min in Fig. 9(a), with the elevation of wind speed
from 3.61m/s to 8.32m/s, the BESS charges 1.32MW to retain the excess power. However, in the subsequent minute,
as the wind speed descends to 5.33m/s, the BESS discharges 1.28MW to uphold stable power production. In most
cases, PAMA-DDPG acquires a commendable charging strategy for the BESS as the wind speed ascends, while effec-
tively discharging it as the speed diminishes. It’s worth mentioning that BESS remains idle while the wind fluctuation
remains within the accepted threshold to minimize degradation costs, as shown during time 50-60 in Fig. 9(a). For the
same reason, it is more likely to charge than to discharge, as charging behavior incurs degradation costs. Combining
two subfigures, BESS can accommodate both low and high wind velocities, and the extent of the charging/discharging
behavior is mainly influenced by short-term wind fluctuations. The experimental outcomes elucidate that the proposed
PAMA-DDPG exhibits adaptability to diverse wind-changing patterns and possesses the capability to mitigate power
output fluctuations.

 

(a）BESS control results for low wind velocity. 

 

(b）BESS control results for high wind velocity. 

 
Figure 9: BESS control results obtained by the proposed PAMA-DDPG over 100 minutes.
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5. Conclusion

This paper presented an innovative approach to address the PSC challenges in WSIS. A comprehensive coordi-
nated control framework is developed considering the distinct control frequencies, wake effect, and battery degrada-
tion cost. To overcome the challenges of complex systems and environment randomness, a PAMA-DDPG algorithm
was proposed, incorporating the power fluctuation differential equation into the loss function of the policy network.
The feasibility and effectiveness of the proposed power smoothing control strategy have been demonstrated through
extensive simulation scenarios using WFSim. The numerical results have verified the following.

• The proposed PAMA-DDPG algorithm yielded an average total profit 11% higher than that achieved by the
MPC baseline. Furthermore, the average fluctuation and violation of the PAMA-DDPG algorithm were approx-
imately 19% and 22% lower, respectively, compared to the MPC baseline.

• The learning process of PAMA-DDPG exhibited faster convergence compared to MA-DDPG. By leveraging
PINN for loss design, convergence iterations for the algorithm were enhanced from 5e4 to 4e4. Specifically,
PAMA-DDPG achieves a reward of 15.57 at iteration 4e4, while MA-DDPG only obtains a reward of 14.69
at iteration 5e4. The results of this study contribute to PSC problems in WSIS, showcasing the potential of
PIDRL.

• The wake effect and battery degradation cost model contribute to a comprehensive framework formulation and
result in better power output and power smoothing. The total profit declined about 9%-15%, while FS and VO
increased about 7%-35% and 8%-52% respectively for deficient environmental models.

The proposed framework and algorithm offer valuable insights for optimizing WSIS total profit and improving the
reliability and efficiency of renewable energy systems. Our potential future works will be focused on exploring the
incorporation of other physical laws, thereby improving the algorithm’s predictive accuracy and usefulness in practical
applications. The incorporation of transfer learning and PINN is also a promising approach for expediting the learning
process. Moreover, the tricks of automatic hyperparameter tuning are also considered one of our future plans to
streamline the process of selecting optimal hyperparameter configurations. Finally, models of electronic components
and real-world experiments could be pursued to validate the findings and assess the practical implementation of the
proposed approach in actual WSISs.
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