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Abstract—The flexible loads in power systems, such as inter-
ruptible and transferable loads, are critical flexibility resources
for mitigating power imbalances. Despite their potential, accurate
modeling of these loads is a challenging work and has not received
enough attention, limiting their integration into operational
frameworks. To bridge this gap, this paper develops a data-driven
identification theory and algorithm for price-responsive flexible
loads (PRFLs). First, we introduce PRFL models that capture
both static and dynamic decision mechanisms governing their
response to electricity price variations. Second, We develop a
data-driven identification framework that explicitly incorporates
forecast and measurement errors. Particularly, we give a theo-
retical analysis to quantify the statistical impact of such noise on
parameter estimation. Third, leveraging the bilevel structure of
the identification problem, we propose a Bayesian optimization-
based algorithm that features the scalability to large sample sizes
and the ability to offer posterior differentiability certificates as
byproducts. Numerical tests demonstrate the effectiveness and
superiority of the proposed approach.

Index Terms—Bayesian optimization, data-driven identifica-
tion, flexible loads, inverse optimization, statistical noise analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION

W Ith increasing incorporation of renewable energy

sources (RES) into the power system [1], the inherent

uncertainty and intermittent of RES cause significant power

imbalances between supply and demand side. In this context,

the integration of demand-side flexible loads (FLs), including

thermostatically controlled loads [2], plug-in electric vehicles

[3], and energy storages [4], into power systems is becoming

a promising solution to address power imbalance [5], [6].

To incentivize the FLs to offer flexibility for power system

operation, there are two main market mechanisms: incentive-

based mechanisms that utilize financial subsidies for the

adjustments of FLs, and price-responsive mechanisms that

use price signals to motivate the FLs to adjust their re-

sponse power. The FLs under price-responsive mechanisms

(PRFLs) can ensure market fairness, minimize intervention,

and facilitate efficient settlement, and thus has been widely

adopted by power system operators (PSOs). In this case, it is a

fundamental prerequisite for PSOs to develop accurate PRFL

models to ensure safe and economical operation [7]. Given

the inherent spatial dispersion and behavioral heterogeneity of

individual PRFLs, a practical scheme to manage PRFLs is to

aggregate them in certain area, which requires us to build the

aggregate model (AGM) of PRFLs [8], [9]. In current research,

two predominant approaches are employed to derive the AGM,

including the physics-based ones and the data-driven ones.

The physics-based approaches adopt a bottom-up construc-

tion, initiating from individual PRFL component models to

derive AGM through some mathematical approaches, includ-

ing: (1) the geometric projection techniques that frame this

issue as a feasible region projection challenge, exemplified by

Minkowski summation [7] and Fourier-Motzkin elimination

[10]–[12]; (2) the optimization-driven approximations that for-

mulate convex outer [13] or inner [14] bounds to encapsulate

operational constraints; and (3) the heuristic simplification

strategies such as non-iterative vertex enumeration [15] and

recursive feasible region expansion [16], [17]. While these

methods provide physical mechanism models, they exhibit two

shortcomings: high computational complexity and relying on

precise PRFL information. Moreover, because of the privacy

concerns, the PRFLs are not necessarily willing to share

their detailed information with PSOs, hindering the practical

feasibility of the above methods.

Alternatively, the data-driven approaches employ a top-

down design philosophy, extracting price-response mecha-

nisms from historical operational data. The early research

relies on shallow learning architectures like linear regression

and artificial neural networks [18], suffering from data quality

dependencies and weak physical interpretability. Some subse-

quent research integrated physical priors into the data-driven

frameworks. For example, Taheri et al. [19] proposed to use

the convex quadratic classifiers that embedded thermodynamic

constraints to enhance the interpretability. However, the inher-

ent restrictive constraint formulations and device parameter

requirements limit the application of this method. Conse-

quently, the inverse optimization (IO) based method [20]–

[22] is proposed for the PRFL modeling, which overcomes

the above limitations by embedding different prior physics

structures of PRFL in data-driven frameworks.

Resorting to IO framework, Tan et al. [23] identified the

upper and lower bound parameters in the AGM model of the

PRFLs by a novel Newton-based algorithm. Lyu et al. [24]

proposed a co-regularized IO architecture to reduce compu-

tation time and enhance the robustness against data noise.

However, some critical parameters such as storage efficiency

are still unable to be identified by these methods, and these

identification frameworks can hardly extend to other response

mechanisms, such as the dynamic mechanisms. In the analysis

of this IO problem solution, Lu et al. [25] first underscores

the uniqueness of model solutions and emphasizes proper prior

model selection, while demonstrating conventional KKT-based

methods’ limited scalability with sample size and highlighting

the need for noise impact analysis on parameter identifiability.

While the above research has carried out pioneering research

in the data-driven modeling of PRFL, there are still some
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unsolved problems, summarized as follows: (1) In the mod-

eling, the current identification models usually assume static

response mechanisms, failing in accounting for the dynamic

response mechanisms that may be also implemented in reality.

Moreover, the robustness of these models against measure-

ment noise and data perturbations remains inadequately ad-

dressed in existing research. (2) The inherent bilevel structure

and non-convex nature of the identification model seriously

compromises the effectiveness of conventional algorithms in

terms of guaranteeing global optimality while maintaining

computational tractability. (3) Furthermore, as revealed by

[25], the identification model exhibits solution multiplicity,

necessitating developing a dedicated computational framework

that can evaluate the performance of the solution a posterior.

To bridge the above-mentioned gaps, we first develop the

response models of the PRFLs under static and dynamic

decision mechanisms. We then formulate the parameter iden-

tification of PRFLs as an IO model and propose an improved

Bayesian optimization (BayOpt) based solution method. The

main contributions are summarized as follows:

1) We develop a novel data-driven identification model for

the PRFLs. The proposed identification model is formu-

lated as an inverse optimization problem embedding the

forward decision problem of the PRFLs, in which the

data noise including the forecast and measurement errors

is integrated. Particularly, we theoretically analyze the

impact of data noise on the identification results.

2) We model both the static and dynamic decision mecha-

nisms of the PRFLs in the forward problem. Also, the

forward problem model is further extended to integrate

the inner cost of the PRFLs to make it more practical.

3) We propose a BayOpt based algorithm for the identifica-

tion of the PRFLs. The method is scalable to large sample

size and inherently provides posterior identifiability cer-

tificates as a byproduct. Besides, we introduce a block

Cholesky decomposition (BCD) technique, significantly

accelerating the inversion of covariance matrices while

preserving numerical stability.

II. PROBLEM DESCRIPTIONS

This section develops the PRFLs identification framework

through physical model derivation and data-driven inverse

formulation. The notations are defined as follows: T denote

the index set of the planning horizon; t ∈T denotes the

index of time period; T and ∆t indicate the cardinality of

T and temporal resolution, respectively; N denotes the index

set of samples; n ∈ N denotes the index of samples; I(·)

denotes the index set of the fixed power (Ifix)/adjustable

power (Iadj)/energy storage (Istr) components in the PRFLs;

i, j ∈ I(·) denotes the index of the components; pi,t(·) ∈ R and

ei,t(·) ∈ R denote instantaneous power/energy scalars, with their

boldface counterparts P i
(·) ∈ R

T and Ei
(·) ∈ R

T representing

the chronological vectors. For instance, pi,tfix denotes the fixed

load power of the i-th component at period t, and the temporal

sequence becomes P i
fix = [pi,1fix, p

i,2
fix, · · · , p

i,T
fix]

⊤. Besides,

we use (̂·), (̃·), and (·)∗ to denote the estimated, observed,

and true value of the variables, respectively.

A. Physical Model of PRFL

1) Components of PRFLs: In this work, we use three

components to model the PRFLs, including the fixed load com-

ponent, the adjustable power component, and energy storage.

Fixed load component Pfix ∈ R
T : It characterizes price-

insensitive, periodically stable demands essential for main-

taining operational continuity, encompassing process-critical

industrial loads and continuous-operation lighting systems.

This component exhibits predictability due to its inherent

cyclicity and invariability.

Adjustable power component Padj ∈ R
T : It characterizes

the component in the PRFLs that has time-independent power

bounds and the power variation limitation, such as the dis-

tributed generators and interruptible loads. The operational

characteristics are captured by:

pj
adj

≤ pj,tadj ≤ pjadj ∀t ∈ T, j ∈ Iadj, (1a)

rj∆t ≤ pj,tadj − pj,t−1
adj ≤ rj∆t ∀t ∈ T, j ∈ Iadj , (1b)

wherein pjadj , p
j

adj
∈ R represent the upper and lower power

bounds, and rj , rj ∈ R denote the ramp-rate limits.

Here, we give the matrix-form model of the adjustable

power component.

P j
adj ≤ P j

adj ≤ P
j

adj, (2a)

Rj∆t ≤ MP j
adj ≤ R

j
∆t, ∀j ∈ Iadj , (2b)

wherein M ∈ R
T×T represents the temporal difference matrix

with elements [M ]t,t = −1 , [M ]t,t+1 = 1 and the rest are 0.

R
j
= [rj , rj , · · · , rj ]⊤ ∈ R

T and Rj = [rj , rj , · · · , rj ]⊤ ∈
R

T .

Energy storage component Pstr ∈ R
T : It characterizes

the energy storage systems (EST) with bidirectional power

exchange capability, enabling strategic energy arbitrage during

price-fluctuating periods. We use the following model to

describe this component, as:

pi
str

≤ pi,tstr ≤ pistr ∀t ∈ T, i ∈ Istr, (3a)

eistr ≤ ei,tstr ≤ eistr ∀t ∈ T, i ∈ Istr, (3b)

ei,tstr = σiei,t−1
str + pi,tstr∆t ∀t ∈ T, i ∈ Istr, (3c)

wherein σi ∈ (0, 1] represents the storage efficiency.

eistr , e
i
str ∈ R denote the upper and lower energy bounds.

pistr, p
i

str
∈ R describes the charge/discharge upper and lower

power limits. If the EST consume power to increase energy

storage, then pi,tstr ≥ 0 and vice versa. The equation (3c) can

be also rewritten as:

ei,tstr =

t∑

k=1

(σi)t−kpi,kstr∆t+ (σi)tei,0str ∀t ∈ T, i ∈ Istr ,

(3d)

wherein ei,0str ∈ R denotes the initial energy storage of the i-
th energy storage component. Further, we can reformulate the

model (3) in vector space form, as:

P i
str ≤ P i

str ≤ P
i

str ∀i ∈ Istr , (4a)
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Ei
str ≤ Ei

str ≤ E
i

str ∀i ∈ Istr, (4b)

Ei
str = (γi)⊤[Ei

str]0 + Υ iP i
str∆t ∀i ∈ Istr , (4c)

wherein

P i
str = [pi

str
, pi

str
, · · · , pi

str
]⊤, P

i

str = [pistr , p
i
str, · · · , pistr]⊤,

Ei
str = [eistr, e

i
str, · · · , eistr]⊤, E

i

str = [eistr, e
i
str , · · · , eistr]⊤,

and
γi = [σi, (σi)2, · · · , (σi)T ]⊤,

Υ i =




1 0 · · · 0
(σi)2−1 1 · · · 0

...
...

. . .
...

(σi)T−1 (σi)T−2 · · · 1


 .

2) Aggregate model of PRFLs: The aggregate model of the

PRFL can be derived from above component models, defined

as:

ΩT :=






Pagg = P i
fix +

∑
j∈Iadj

P j
adj +

∑
i∈Istr

P i
str ,

P j
adj ≤ P j

adj ≤ P
j

adj,

Rj∆t ≤ MP j
adj ≤ R

j
∆t, ∀j ∈ Iadj

P i
str ≤ P i

str ≤ P
i

str, Ei
str ≤ Ei

str ≤ E
i

str,

Ei
str = (γi)⊤[Ei

str]0 + Υ iP i
str∆t, ∀i ∈ Istr,






∈ R
T ,

(5)

B. Identification Problem of PRFLs

We collect the parameters in the model ΩT into the set θ,

as follows:

θ = {pi
str

, pistr, e
i
str , e

i
str, e

i,0
str, σ

i,

pj
adj

, pjadj, r
j , rj ∀i ∈ Istr, ∀j ∈ Iadj}.

(6)

The identification process constitutes a typical IO frame-

work as shown in Fig. 1: (1) Forward problem: PRFLs solve

the response model P ∗
agg = R(λ̂, θ∗) using forecast prices

λ̂ and actual AGM parameters θ∗ within ΩT to optimize

economic objectives. The actual aggregate response power

P ∗
agg is observed by PSOs as P̃agg with measurement noise. (2)

Inverse problem: PSOs estimate parameters θ̂ in the surrogate

AGM Ω̂T via identification model θ̂ = I(P̃agg, P̂agg) under

actual prices λ. The surrogate AGM mirrors the forward struc-

ture with distinct parameters, receiving true price signals rather

than forecasts. Given that the response model is typically

formulated as an optimization problem, this inverse problem

inherently constitutes a bilevel program. Subsequent sections

detail both problem formulations.

Remark 1. The time-invariant nature of θ (constant power/en-

ergy bounds, storage efficiency, and ramp rates) inherently

restricts the AGM applicability to systems with stable opera-

tional parameters during planning horizons.

III. FORWARD PROBLEM: RESPONSE MODEL

This section presents the PRFLs response model, con-

sidering both static and dynamic decision mechanisms. The

Fig. 1. Data-driven modeling framework of PRFLs.

planning horizon Tph and decision cycle Tdc govern energy

scheduling, wherein static mechanism employs Tdc-horizon

price forecasts and Tdc = Tph, while dynamic mechanism

implements rolling horizon price updates and Tdc < Tph.

The core distinction lies in real-time price forecast integration.

First, we introduce two fundamental assumptions in formula-

tions, as:

Assumption 1. The PRFLs are rational and optimize their

response power to minimize their total economic costs.

Assumption 2. The response of the PRFLs does not affect the

electricity prices.

A. Static Response Model

We assume that under the predicted price λ̂ ∈ R
Tdc , the

PRFLs utilize the following response model to determine the

response power:

Rst : P̂agg(θ, λ̂) = argmin
Pagg∈R

Tdc

hst(θ) = λ̂⊤Pagg (7a)

s.t. Pagg ∈ ΩTdc
(θ) ∩ {Pagg

∣∣[Ei
str]Tdc

= [Ei
str ]0 }, (7b)

The supplementary constraint enforces equal initial and final

energy storage levels within an operational cycle. Here, we

use the predicted prices λ̂ of the PRFLs instead of λ in the

response model due to PRFLs’ limited price visibility pre-

decision. In the TOU pricing, λ̂ = λ holds as prices are

predetermined for Tph. In real-time pricing implementations

wherein prices are post-dispatched, λ̂ = λ + ∆λ with ∆λ
representing forecast errors.

B. Dynamic Response Model

In the dynamic model, the PRFLs determine the response

power for the sequential Tph periods and only implement the

first Tdc periods decisions. In this setting, the response model

is formulated as:

Rdy : P̂agg(θ, λ̂dy) = argmin
Pagg∈R

Tdc

hdy(θ)

= λ̂⊤
dyPagg − [λ̂ave]t

∑

i∈Istr

ei,t+Tdc

str , ∀t ∈ T,
(8a)

s.t. Pagg ∈ ΩTdc
(θ), (8b)
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wherein

λ̂dy = [[λ̂dy]t, [λ̂dy]t+1, . . . , [λ̂dy]t+Tdc−1]
⊤,

[λ̂ave]t =

Tph+t−1∑

i=Tdc+t

[λ̂dy]i/(Tph − Tdc), ∀t ∈ T,
(8c)

wherein the last term of the objective is employed to assess

the prospective value of energy storage. Logically, a higher

potential value will incentivize aggregators to augment the

volume of energy stored. Conversely, a lower potential value

will lead them to prioritize utilizing stored energy to meet

demand rather than procuring electricity from the grid.

C. Extending to Integrating Inner Costs

In some cases, besides the electricity-exchange costs defined

in the models (7) and (8), the PRFLs also have the inner costs,

such as the fuel cost and the loss of energy satisfaction. Recall

the model ΩT defined in (5), the inner costs are usually related

to the adjustable power P i
adj . For example, if P i

adj denotes the

power of one distributed generator or the interruptible load,

then the fuel cost or the loss of energy satisfaction can be

modeled as a quadratic function derived from the offset price

and the power deviation to the expected power P̌ j
adj . Based

on this, the functions hst(θ) and hdy(θ) in the models (7) and

(8) can be separately updated as:

hst(θ) = λ̂⊤Pagg +
∑

j∈Iadj

cj‖P j
adj − P̌ j

adj‖22, (9a)

hdy(θ) = λ̂⊤
dyPagg − [λ̂ave]t

∑

i∈Istr

ei,t+Tdc

str

+
∑

j∈Iadj

cj‖P j
adj − P̌ j

adj‖22,
(9b)

wherein the term related to price λ̂ denotes the power purchase

cost and the term containing ci means the inner cost. The P̌ j
adj

represents the expected power of the users.

IV. INVERSE PROBLEM: IDENTIFICATION MODEL

To identify the parameters in the AGM of the PRFLs, we

first formulate the identification model and then analyze the

impact of noise on the identification results.

A. Identification Model

Accurate assessment of PRFLs behavioral identification ne-

cessitates an objective function quantifying model deviations.

Identification precision directly correlates with alignment be-

tween estimated P̂agg and observed P̃agg responses under

identical prices λ̂. We thus formulate the accuracy metric using

the l2-norm:

Ist : θ̂ = argmin
θ

f(θ) =
∑

n∈N

1

|N| ‖P̃
n
agg − P̂n

agg(θ)‖22

s.t. P̂n
agg(θ) = argmin

Pn
agg∈ΩTdc

(θ)∩{[Ei
str]Tdc

=[Ei
str]0}

hst(θ),

∀n ∈ N.
(10)

wherein N represents the index set of the samples; P̃n
agg

denotes the n-th measurement of the response power.

In a similar manner, this concept can be utilized to develop

a model for the dynamic case, as:

Idy : θ̂ = argmin
θ

f(θ) =
∑

n∈N

1

|N|‖P̃
n
agg − P̂n

agg(θ)‖22,

s.t. [P̂n
agg(θ)]t = argmin

Pn
agg∈ΩTdc

(θ)

hdy(θ),

∀t ∈ T, n ∈ N.
(11)

The static model enforces periodic decision-making with

energy recovery constraints, whereas the dynamic model

implements rolling horizon optimization. This fundamental

operational distinction yields divergent constraint formulas.

B. Impact of Noise

In this following, we first model the noise in observation

response power P̃agg and predicted fixed component power

P̂fix. Based on that, we further propose Theorem 1 on the

noise impact on the solution to the inverse problem in static

case.

To characterize physical uncertainties, we model the noise

in fixed component prediction and power observation as

εfix ∼ N (µfix,Σfix) and εagg ∼ N (µagg ,Σagg) respec-

tively, wherein µ(·) ∈ R
T and Σ(·) ∈ R

T×T denote mean

vector and covariance matrix of Gaussian distribution. The

noise data can be decompose as:

P̂fix = P ∗
fix + εfix, P̃agg = P ∗

agg + εagg. (12)

Here P ∗
fix and P ∗

agg represent the actual power values,

with εfix = [[εfix]1, [εfix]2, · · · , [εfix]T ]⊤ and εagg =
[[εagg]1, [εagg]2, · · · , [εagg]T ]⊤ being prediction/observation

noise vectors. The identification objective function derives

from noise data as:

fnd(θ) =
1

|N|
∑

n∈N

∥∥∥P̃n
agg − P̂n

agg

∥∥∥
2

=
1

|N|
∑

n∈N

∥∥∆n + εnagg − εnfix
∥∥2

=
1

|N|
∑

n∈N

‖∆n + µagg − µfix‖2

+
2

|N|
∑

n∈N

(∆
n
)⊤(εnagg − εnfix − µagg + µfix)

+
1

|N|
∑

n∈N

(
∥∥εnagg − εnfix

∥∥2 − ‖µagg − µfix‖2).

(13)

It is worth noting that the objective function for noiseless

data is a special case of formula (13), as:

fnf(θ) =
1

|N|
∑

n∈N

‖∆n‖2 , (14)

wherein ∆n = Pn∗
str − P̂n

str + Pn∗
adj − P̂n

adj and ∆
n
= ∆n +

µagg − µfix represent the deviation in deterministic part.

Based on the characteristics of the above objective function,

we propose the Theorem 1 on the noise effect of the solution.
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Fig. 2. Algorithm framework based on Bayesian loop.

Theorem 1. If the l2-norm is used for fnd(θ) in model (13)

and ∀n ∈ N, εnagg − εnfix ∼ N (0,ΣP ) (ΣP ∈ R
T×T is the

covariance matrix), we have:

(a) lim
|N|→+∞

(
θ̂nd − θ̂nf

)
= 0,

(b)(fnd(θ̂)− fnf (θ̂))N
Probility−→ tr (ΣP ) ,

wherein the θ̂nd and θ̂nf represent the optima for models (13)

and (14) respectively, and tr(·) denote the trace of matrix,

with tr (ΣP ) = tr (Σagg +Σfix). A detailed proof is given in

the Appendix A.

Remark 2. The mean of observation and prediction noise will

results in a deviation from the optimal response power, i.e., the

actual response power Pn∗
agg will be observed as Pn∗

agg+µagg−
µfix. This will result in differing levels of drift in our estimated

parameters θ̂. Fortunately, in practical engineering, the mean

of the noise can be regarded as 0, i.e., µagg = 0, µfix = 0.

Therefore, the estimated parameters θ̂ will be mildly affected

when the train set is large enough.

Remark 3. While the constant term tr(Σagg)+tr(Σfix) does

not influence the optimal solution for θ̂, it does impact our

assessment of the optimal solution. The value of fnd(θ̂) will

be always greater than the value in noise-free case even if the

parameter θ is accurately estimated. Still, a smaller fnd(θ̂)
means a better estimation of the parameters θ.

V. BAYESIAN IDENTIFICATION ALGORITHM

In this section, we first present the BayOpt-based solution

framework for solving identification model, followed by a pro-

posed recursive block Cholesky decomposition (BCD) method

to accelerate covariance matrix inversion in the computational

process. The developed algorithm features a bilevel structure

comprising three core modules, as illustrated in Fig. 2, which

will be elaborated in the following subsections.

A. Solution Method

The algorithm’s core implements a Bayesian loop that

iterates through three modules sequentially until reaching

predefined cycle limits Nmax.

1) Observation module: This module replicates the forward

problem structure: given parameters θi at iteration i, it solves

the response model R(λ̂, θi) and computes the value of

identification objective f(θi). The response model, formulated

as a linear program, can be efficiently solved by commercial

optimization solvers. Resultant pairs di = (θi, f(θi)) are then

transferred to the surrogate model as training data.

2) Surrogate model: The BayOpt framework fundamen-

tally differs from conventional optimization by constructing

a probabilistic surrogate model through Gaussian process

(GP) regression. Formally, the surrogate model fsur(θ) ∼
GP (µ(θ), k(θi, θj)). In this work, based on the continuity of

the objective function, we choose the Matern kernel [26] as

the covariance function, as:

k(θi, θj) = E[f(θi)f(θj)]

= α(1 +

√
5r

β
+

5r2

3β2
)e−

√
5r
β + ǫ2δij ,

(15)

wherein the hyperparameters η = (α, β, ǫ) govern signal

variance, length scale, and noise respectively. In each loop with

small sample, we re-estimation GP hyperparameter through

marginal likelihood maximization. The Kronecker delta δij in

the kernel function models heteroscedastic noise, critical for

handling the uncertainties.

For the samples fsur(θ1:n) := [f(θ1), f(θ2), · · · , f(θn)]⊤,

the GP prior distribution becomes:

fsur(θ1:n) ∼ N (µ(θ1:n),K(θ1:n, θ1:n)), (16a)

wherein

µ(θ1:n) = [µ(θ1), µ(θ2), · · · , µ(θn)]⊤, (16b)

K(θ1:n, θ1:n) =



k(θ1, θ1) · · · k(θ1, θn)

...
. . .

...

k(θn, θ1) · · · k(θn, θn)


 . (16c)

The covariance matrix K ∈ R
n×n with elements [K]ij =

k(θi, θj) captures the parameter space correlations. This non-

parametric formulation enables sequential updating of pos-

terior distributions P(fsur(θ)|fsur(θ1:n)) through Bayesian

inference as:

fsur(θ)|fsur(θ1:n) ∼ N (µ∗(θ),K∗)

µ∗(θ) = k(θ1:n, θ)
TK(θ1:n, θ1:n)

−1f(θ1:n)

K∗(θ) = k(θ, θ) − k(θ1:n, θ)
TK(θ1:n, θ1:n)

−1k(θ1:n, θ)

3) Selection module: The GP is updated iteratively by

incorporating additional observation points. Therefore, the se-

lection of new sample has a significant impact on the accuracy

of posterior GP. The selection module deduce the best location

in parameter space via the acquisition function which serves

as the valuation criterion of the next sampling point relying on

the current posterior GP. Specifically, to propose the best new

sample, this module should balance exploration-exploitation

tradeoffs. In this paper we choose the expected improvement

(EI) as the acquisition function to reduce the calculation of

this module, expressed in formula (17)

EI(θ) := E([f∗
sur − f̂sur(θ)]

+), (17)

wherein f∗
sur = min{fsur(θ1), fsur(θ2), · · · , fsur(θn)} rep-

resents the incumbent optimum. The closed-form solution un-

der GP prior assumptions enables efficient global optimization
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Algorithm 1: Parameter estimation based on FABO

Input: θ1:n0
, f, N0, Nmax

1 Calculate the objective function value of θ1:n0
to obtain the initial

data Dn0
and set the condition number of classic loop N0 and

that of entire loop Nmax;
2 Tune hyperparameters by solve

η∗ = argmaxη p(fsur(θ1:n0
)|η, θ1:n0

), then calculate
K(θ1:n0

, θ1:n0
), Ln0

and set n = n0;
3 while n ≤ N0 do

4 Calculate J1 = L−1
n fsur(θ1:n), J2 = L−1

n k(θ1:n, θ);
5 Solve θn+1 = argmaxθ EI(θ) with calculating µ∗,K∗ by

J1, J2 in each iteration;
6 Obtain the new data dn+1 = (θn+1, f(θn+1)) by solving

forward problem ;
7 Tune hyperparameters again on new data by solve

η∗ = argmaxη p(fsur(θ1:n+1)|η, θ1:n+1) ;
8 n = n+ 1;
9 end

10 Save the matrix L−1
N0

and last hyperparameters η in above loop;

11 while N0 + 1 ≤ n ≤ Nmax do

12 Calculate the inversion of Ln by BCD;
13 Solve θn+1 = argmaxθ EI(θ) with calculating µ∗,K∗ using

L−1
n in each iteration;

14 Obtain the new data dn+1 = (θn+1, f(θn+1)) by solving
forward problem;

15 n = n+ 1;
16 end
17 Return the optimal point in result set

θ∗ = argmin(θ,f(θ))∈Dn
f(θ).

for EI, as:

θn+1 = argmax
θ

((f∗
sur − µ∗(θ))Φ(z) +K∗(θ)φ(z)), (18)

wherein z = f∗−µ(θ)
K∗(θ)

, with Φ(·) and φ(·) denoting the

standard normal CDF and PDF. It is noted that the observation

module updates the dataset iteratively by incorporating new

samples dn+1 from the selection module, such that Dn+1 =
Dn ∪ dn+1 = (θ1:n, f(θ1:n)) ∪ (θn+1, f(θn+1)). While ex-

panding the dataset enhances surrogate model accuracy, it

simultaneously increases computational demands. Thus, the

cycle limit number Nmax represents a critical compromise

between estimation precision and computational feasibility.

B. Acceleration Method

It is well known that the cubic-time complexity O(n3)
inherent in Bayesian optimization primarily stems from the in-

version of covariance matrices in formula K∗ – a fundamental

computational bottleneck governed by Cholesky decomposi-

tion requirements in kernel-based regression. To address the

computational bottleneck in covariance matrix inversion, we

develop the BCD method to update the matrix leveraging the

information of low-rank matrix. Specifically, Theorem 2 pro-

vides the calculation method with computational complexity

O(n2) of this problem:

Theorem 2. Denote Ln as the Cholesky decomposition of

covariance matrix Kn at n iteration, satisfying Kn = LnL
⊤
n .

Given Ln, L−1
n , and θ1:n+1, the updated decomposition Ln+1

and its inversion L−1
n+1 for augmented covariance matrix Kn+1

are calculated as:

Kn+1 = Kn+1,n+1 − (L−1
n+1Kn+1,1)

TL−1
n+1Kn+1,1, (19a)

Ln+1 =

[
Ln 0
L21 L22

]
, L−1

n+1 =

[
L−1
1 0

L3
−1 L−1

2

]
, (19b)

wherein L21 = K⊤
n+1,1L

−⊤
n , L22 =

√
Kn+1,n+1 − L21L⊤

21,

L−1
1 = L−1

n , L−1
2 =

1

L22
, L−1

3 = −L−1
22 K

⊤
n+1,1(LnL

⊤
n )

−1
.

Kn+1,n+1 = k(θn+1, θn+1),

Kn+1,1 = [k(θ1, θn+1), k(θ2, θn+1), · · · , k(θn, θn+1)]
⊤.

The developed recursive BCD calculation method achieves

O(n2) computational complexity in formula L−1
3 per iteration.

The detailed proof is given in Appendix B. This complex-

ity reduction stems from the analytical inverse propagation

through partitioned matrix identities, effectively avoiding full

covariance matrix recomputation while maintaining numerical

precision.

VI. NUMERICAL TESTS

The numerical test considers an AGM comprising a 400-600

kW fixed load, 10 adjustable power components, consisted of 5

distributed generators and 5 interruptible loads, and 50 energy

storage systems. These generators’ operational constraints

contain 3-5 kW lower power bounds, 10-15 kW upper power

bounds and 2-3 kW/h ramp rates. The interruptible loads

are limited by 1-3 kW lower power bounds and 5-10 kW

upper power bounds. The energy storage systems’ parameters

including the power bounds, energy capacity and the stor-

age efficiency, sampling from following uniform distribution

U(·, ·): (1) Power bounds: pi
str

∼ U(−18,−6)kW, pistr ∼
U(4, 16)kW; (2) Energy capacity: eistr ∼ U(8, 64)kWh,

eistr ∼ U(0.1eistr, 0.15e
i
str)kW; (3) Power bounds: pi

str
∼

U(−18,−6)kW . The temporal framework adopts a 24-hour

planning horizon with 1-hour resolution. Price signals λ derive

from ISO-NE 2022 market day-ahead prices (NEMA region)

for static response model and real-time prices for dynamic

response model.

In the follow, we first evaluate the accuracy of the proposed

BayOpt based method for the noisy static model, and compare

the performance under different numbers of energy storage

components. Then, we test the identification of the extended

static model in the same way and analyze the effect of

noise on the results. In addition, the Gaussian regression

model outputs the relation between the loss function and each

parameter, which helps us to analyze the identifiability of

each parameter. In the same way, we display the deviation

of the estimated aggregate response power P̂agg in dynamic

response mechanisms. We further compare the performance

with the mainstream Newton-based approach. All of the above

simulation experiments are run on a computer with an i7-

14700k CPU using MATLAB R2020b software.

A. Performance for Static Response Model

This experimental workflow comprises four stages:(1) Gen-

erate the ground-truth response P ∗
agg by solving static re-

sponse model (7) with the actual parameters in AGM; (2)

Synthesize noisy training data P̃agg = P ∗
agg + ǫ, wherein

ǫt ∼ N (0, 0.005[P ∗
agg]t), to simulate the noise introduced in



CHEN et al.: ON THE DATA-DRIVEN MODELING OF PRICE-RESPONSIVE FLEXIBLE LOADS: FORMULATION AND ALGORITHM 7

0

500

1000

-200

-100

0

100

200

300

Real responseof PRFLs( ) Aggregate response with 1 EST( )
Deviation

0

500

1000

P
o
w
e
r
/k
W

-200

-100

0

100

200

300

D
e
v
ia
ti
o
n
/k
W

Aggregate response with 2 EST( )Real responseof PRFLs( )
Deviation

13 24 48 72 96

Time/h

0

500

1000

-200

-100

0

100

200

300

Aggregate response with 3 EST( )Real responseof PRFLs( )
Deviation

Training data Testdata

Training data Testdata

Training data Testdata

Fig. 3. Performance of static model with noise data.
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Fig. 4. Performance of extended static model with noise data.

measurement and prediction process; (3) Identify parameters

θ̂nf and θ̂nd in AGM with different number of energy stor-

ages within surrogate AGM using pristine/noisy training pairs

(λk, P k∗
agg)/(λ

k, P̃ k
agg) via BayOpt based algorithm;(4) After

solving the response model with identified parameters, we

evaluate test-set performance via aggregate response deviation

||P ∗
agg − P̂agg||2 as shown in the Fig. 3 and compare the

error index illustrated in Fig. 5. The error index NRMSE are

calculated as:

NRSME =

√
1

T |N|

∑
n∈N

∥∥∥Pn∗
agg − P̂n

agg

∥∥∥
2

2

maxn,t{[Pn∗
agg]t} −minn,t{[Pn∗

agg]t}
. (20)

It is worth noting that in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 at t = 13h, as

the number of energy storage increases, the response becomes

more accurate, illustrating that the flexibility of the surrogate

AGM can be enhanced by adjusting this number to match the

flexibility of the real PRFLs, which can also be concluded in

Fig. 5(a). The deviation in train set of extended model is bigger

than that of the static model probably due to the complex

quadratic response mechanism.

(a) (b)
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Fig. 6. Contour plots of parameters.

The Gaussian process regression analysis reveals parameter

identifiability, as visualized in Fig. 6. For energy storage

parameters, the parameter planes exhibit a singular extremum,

demonstrating strong posterior identifiability. This unimodal

distribution indicates robust convergence to unique solutions

during parameter identification process. Conversely, for ad-

justable power components, the rate-limiting parameters of

adjustable power units display multiple extrema and limited

parameter sensitivity ranges in the second-to-last line of pic-

tures. These characteristics correspond to weak identifiability,

particularly under static pricing conditions wherein positive

electricity prices render such constraints always inactive. In

the Fig. 6, we can further find an interesting results. While the

energy storage efficiency σi emerges as the most influential

parameter, current identification approaches are unable to

identify this particular type of parameters.

To verify the Theorem 1, we collect identified parameters

when the number of samples increases from 3 days to 55

days under the static case with 1 EST in the Table I, wherein

parameter units remain consistent with prior configurations.

The parameter β quantifies the discrepancy between param-
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TABLE I
NOISE EFFECT ON IDENTIFIED PARAMETERS.

θ̂
3 days 10 days 55 days

θnf θnd θnf θnd θnf θnd

p
str

-425.53 -300.00 437.24 500.00 1343.10 1500.00

pstr -566.86 -582.56 366.57 358.72 1166.42 1146.80
estr -483.78 -528.46 408.11 385.77 1270.27 1214.41
estr -437.10 -610.43 431.45 344.79 1328.64 1111.96
e0 -300 -416.88 500 441.56 1500.00 1353.90
σ -457.57 -453.36 421.21 423.32 1303.03 1308.30

β 62.11 51.84 18.61
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Fig. 7. Performance of dynamic model with noise.

eter derived from noise-corrupted and noise-free scenarios,

expressed mathematically as:

β = ||θsnf − θsnd||2, (21)

wherein θsnf =
θnf−θnf

θnf−θnf

, θsnd =
θnd−θnd

θnd−θnd

.

Here θ(·)/θ(·) represents the lower bounds and the upper

bounds for identified parameters. From the table I, we can

evidently find the identification deviation β decreases heavily

with increasing sample size, consistent with the Theorem 1.

B. Performance for Dynamic Response Model

Given that PRFLs can use different response mechanism

to actual price in reality, we examine the performance of

the proposed theory and algorithm in dynamic case. Similar

to the static response model, we evaluate the accuracy of

dynamic and its extended model under different numbers of

EST, displayed in Fig. 7 and Fig. 8. The error index NRMSE

are demonstrated in Fig. 5(b).

The dynamic model identification of AGM exhibits com-

parable accuracy to static model results, with precision im-

proving proportionally to system flexibility within certain

thresholds. Notably, our analysis reveals another meaningful

phenomenon: dynamic aggregation outperforms the static one

in the accuracy of identification. This disparity highlights the

differential sensitivity of response mechanisms to AGM char-

acteristics. Contrary to conventional expectations, increasing

number of EST within surrogate AGM does not guarantee

improved performance. This overfitting phenomenon likely
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Fig. 8. Performance of extended dynamic model with noise.
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Fig. 9. Performance of the Newton-based method and the proposed method.

originates from insufficient data diversity relative to model

complexity. It further demonstrates that enhanced flexibility in

surrogate AGM configurations proportionally increases para-

metric dimensionality, thereby imposing stricter requirements

on data completeness. Model (7) and (8) reveal that optimal re-

sponses are exclusively governed by the price direction vector
λk

|λk|
rather than magnitude under fixed constraint parameters.

Crucially, we conclude that comprehensive coverage of price

direction permutations in reality ensures generalization error

congruence between test and training set.

C. Comparison With Existing Algorithms

This comparative analysis evaluates a reduced-order static

model focusing exclusively on boundary constraint identifica-

tion for energy storage system parameters, neglecting storage

efficiency and measurement noise. The simplified formulation

permits solution via existing methods such as the Newton-

based optimization – a mainstream approach demonstrat-

ing superior performance to machine learning benchmarks

(multilayer perceptrons, support vector machines, LSTM net-

works). Fig. 9 contrasts the proposed method against Newton-

based optimization for single-component identification. The
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proposed method’s deviations consistently reside within the

Newton-based method’s prediction envelope, demonstrating

the enhanced aggregate response precision of our method and

also indicating the identification of superior parameters. The

NRMSE of the Newton-based method in training data and test

data is 0.0951 and 0.0940 relatively which is bigger than that

of the proposed method 0.0619 in training data and 0.0633 in

test data.

These numerical validations confirm the BayOpt based

framework’s efficacy for this inverse optimization problems,

achieving 34.8% error reduction over conventional methods.

Furthermore, Gaussian process posterior enables to analyze the

parameter identifiability and influence magnitude – a critical

advancement for PRFL identification.

VII. CONCLUSION

This study aimed to identify the PRFLs with the operation

data for PSOs. To achieve this target, this paper proposes a

novel framework to identify parameters in AGM and integrates

BayOpt with IO to fill the gap in current literature, which

lacks both generalization ability and an effective algorithm

for resolution. Moreover, this integration produces an iden-

tifiable posterior evaluation method that compensates for the

shortcomings of prior methods. In general, we provides the

promising theory and effective method for identification of

PRFLs. Future work mentioned in this paper would be the

optimal valuable price signal design and quantitative posterior

evaluation of identifiability.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. As mentioned before, the objective function in noise

data can be calculated by:

fnd(θ) =
1

|N|
∑

n∈N

‖∆n + µagg − µfix‖22

+
2

|N|
∑

n∈N

(∆
n
)⊤(εnagg − εnfix − µagg + µfix)

+
1

|N|
∑

n∈N

(
∥∥εnagg − εnfix

∥∥2
2
− ‖µagg − µfix‖22),

To simplify the description, we denote the last two terms as

ξa and ξb respectively. In practice, the observation of aggregate

response power and the predicted fixed power are conducted as

independent processes. Consequently, this two noise random

variables associated with the two processes are independent:

E[(εnagg)
⊤εnfix] = E(εnagg)

⊤
E(εnfix).

For simplicity of description, we define variables ξn1 and

ξn2 :

ξn1 = (∆
n
)⊤(εnagg − εnfix − µagg + µfix)

ξn2 =
∥∥εnagg − εnfix

∥∥2

2
− ‖µagg − µfix‖22

Further, the variables in two processes usually have the same

mean value µagg = µfix approximately equal to zero. Hence,

we can calculate the mean value and variance of ξn1 :

µ1 = E(ξn1 ) = E[(∆
n
)⊤(εnagg − εnfix − µagg + µfix)]

= E[(∆
n
)⊤(εnagg − εnfix)] = 0.

σ2
1 = (∆

n
)⊤(Σagg +Σfix)∆

n
.

ξn1 ∼ N (0, σ2
1)

Similarly we calculate the mean and variance of ξn2 :

µ2 = E(ξn2 ) = E[‖(εnagg − µagg)− (εnfix − µfix)

+ (µagg − µfix)‖22 − ‖µagg − µfix‖22]

It is worth noting that E(εnagg−µagg) = 0,E(εnfix−µfix) =
0 and they are independent. Therefore, we can further calculate

µ2 as:

µ2 = ‖µagg − µfix‖22 + E[‖εnagg − µagg‖22 + ‖εnfix − µfix‖22
− 2 ∗ (εnagg − µagg)

⊤(εnfix − µfix)]− ‖µagg − µfix‖22
= ‖µagg − µfix‖22 + tr(Σagg) + tr(Σfix)− ‖µagg − µfix‖22
= tr(Σagg) + tr(Σfix).

For the ξn2 ’s variance V(ξn2 ), we can deduce its upper bound

by the Cauchy inequality as:

σ2
2 = V(ξn2 ) = V(

∥∥εnagg − εnfix
∥∥2
2
)

= E(
∥∥εnagg − εnfix

∥∥4
2
)− [E(

∥∥εnagg − εnfix
∥∥2
2
)]2

≤ E(
∥∥εnagg − εnfix

∥∥4
2
)

≤ TE(
∑

t∈T

([εnagg]t − [εnfix]t)
4)

= T
∑

t∈T

(3σ4
3 + 6σ2

3µ
2
3 + µ4

3) = M.

µ3 = E([εnagg ]t − [εnfix]t) = µagg − µfix

σ2
3 = V([εnagg]t − [εnfix]t) = (σagg)

2 + (σfix)
2.

Wherein the tr(Σ) denotes the trace of the covariance

matrix. Noting that the last two terms ξa and ξb can be

expressed by the ξn1 and ξn2 :

ξa =
2

|N|
∑

n∈N

ξn1 , ξb =
1

|N|
∑

n∈N

ξn2 .

From the law of large numbers, the ξa and ξb follow the

normal distribution relatively:

ξa ∼ N (0,
4σ2

1

|N| ), ξb ∼ N (0,
σ2
2

|N| ).

Due to expectation of ξn1 and ξn2 exists and variance is

bounded, we have:

lim
|N|→+∞

4σ2
1

|N| = 0,

lim
|N|→+∞

σ2
2

|N| ≤ lim
|N|→+∞

M

|N| = 0.
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Hence, from Chebyshev’s inequality for ∀ε > 0 we have:

P(|fnd(θ̂)−
1

|N|
∑

n∈N

‖∆n + µagg − µfix‖22 (22)

−(tr(Σagg) + tr(Σfix))| > ε) = 0.

Finally, we draw an important conclusion:

fnd(θ̂)−
1

|N|
∑

n∈N

‖∆n + µagg − µfix‖22
P−→ tr(Σagg) + tr(Σfix).

When the mean value of those noise is zero,i.e. µagg =
0, µfix = 0, the conclusion can be rewritten as:

(fnd(θ̂)− fnf (θ̂))N
P−→ tr(Σagg) + tr(Σfix).

Comparing this objective function (23) with that (14) with-

out noise, we can conclude the random variable εagg and εfix
will not affect the solution of the model:

lim
|N|→+∞

θ̂nd = lim
|N|→+∞

θ̂nf .

�

B. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. To decompose the incremental components of Ln+1,

we partition the Cholesky factor and its inverse as:

Ln+1 =

[
Ln 0
L21 L22

]
, L−1

n+1 =

[
L−1
1 0

L3
−1 L−1

2 ,

]
,

Kn+1 =

[
Kn Kn+1,1

Kn+1,1
⊤ Kn+1,n+1

]
.

wherein the submatrices derive from:

L21 = K⊤
n+1,1L

−⊤
n , L22 =

√
Kn+1,n+1 − L21L⊤

21,

Kn+1,1 = [k(θ1, θn+1), k(θ2, θn+1), · · · , k(θn, θn+1)]
⊤,

Kn+1,n+1 = k(θn+1, θn+1).

Subsequently, the inverse components follow:

L−1
1 = L−1

n , L−1
2 =

1

L22
, L−1

3 = −L−1
22 K

⊤
n+1,1(LnL

⊤
n )

−1
.

Substituting into the Gaussian process update yields:

Kn+1 = Kn+1,n+1 − (L−1
n+1Kn+1,1)

TL−1
n+1Kn+1,1.

�
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