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Abstract— In this paper, we consider a modified projected
Gauss-Newton method for solving constrained nonlinear least-
squares problems. We assume that the functional constraints
are smooth and the the other constraints are represented
by a simple closed convex set. We formulate the nonlinear
least-squares problem as an optimization problem using the
Euclidean norm as a merit function. In our method, at each
iteration we linearize the functional constraints inside the
merit function at the current point and add a quadratic
regularization, yielding a strongly convex subproblem that is
easy to solve, whose solution is the next iterate. We present
global convergence guarantees for the proposed method under
mild assumptions. In particular, we prove stationary point
convergence guarantees and under Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL)
property for the objective function we derive convergence rates
depending on the KL parameter. Finally, we show the efficiency
of this method on the power flow analysis problem using several
IEEE bus test cases.

I. INTRODUCTION

In many areas of engineering, such as maximum likelihood
estimations, non-linear data fitting, parameter estimation or
power flow analysis, one finds applications that can be recast
as nonlinear least-squares problems of the form [11], [8], [6]:

min∥F(x)∥ (1)
s.t. x ∈ C ⊆ Rn,

where C is a closed convex set and F = (F1, · · · ,Fm), Fi :
Rn → R for i = 1 : m, are nonlinear differentiable functions.
When C = Rn and m = n, problem (1) is equivalent to a
squared system of nonlinear equations. Hence several algo-
rithms were proposed for solving this problem, among these
algorithms the most popular is Newton-Raphson method
(NR) [22]. In Newton-Raphson method one uses the inverse
of the Jacobian matrix in order to update the iterations, i.e.,
the iterations are of the following form:

x+ = x−∇F(x)−1F(x),

where x is the current iteration and ∇F(x) is the Jacobian
matrix of F(x). Although NR has fast convergence, it has
several drawbacks. First of all, it can happen that at current
test point the Jacobian is degenerate; in this case the method
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is not well-defined. Secondly, this convergence is not guar-
anteed when the initial point x0 is far from the optimum [13].
Many approaches have been proposed in order to deal with
these challenges, e.g., improving the starting point [3], or
using different approximations for the Jacobian [4], [1]. In
[17], Nesterov proposed a modified Gauss-Newton scheme
(M-GN) for solving unconstrained nonlinear least-squares
problems. The M-GN method constructs a convex model
by linearizing the nonlinear function F inside a sharp merit
function and adding a quadratic regularization term, i.e.:

x+ = arg min
y∈Rn

∥F(x)+∇F(x)(y− x)∥+ M
2
∥y− x∥2.

When M = 0, we recover the NR method described above. In
[17] it was proved that, under a nondegenerate assumption
(i.e., σmin(∇F(x)) > 0 for all x in the level set of ∥F(x0)∥,
where x0 is the starting point and σmin denotes the smallest
singular value), this scheme has global convergence. More-
over, the solution of each subproblem can be computed with
a standard convex optimization solver. Further, problem (1) is
equivalent to the following composite optimization problem:

min
x∈Rn

∥F(x)∥2 + IC(x), (2)

where IC is the indicator function of the convex set C.
Note that using only the norm ∥ · ∥ as the merit function
is beneficial than using ∥ · ∥2, since in the latest case the
condition number is doubled. Another possible algorithm
for solving this problem is the Projected Gradient Descent
(PGD) [18], [9], [20], [21]. The standard PGD algorithm is
given by:

x+ = ΠC (x−α∇F(x)F(x)) ,

where ΠC is the projection operator (see Section II) and
α is a step size. PGD descent is a simple method easy
to implement, but the main drawback is that it has slow
convergence.

A natural questions arises whether we can prove global
convergence of MG-N method without assuming the nonde-
generacy assumption on the Jacobian ∇F(x) , i.e., without as-
suming σmin(∇F(x))> 0 for all x in the level set of ∥F(x0)∥
(see (5)). Such a condition is conservative and it is not always
satisfied in practice. In this paper we answer positively to
this question, i.e., we consider a Modified Projected Gauss-
Newton method (MPG-N) for solving problem (1), where
C is a simple closed convex set. At each iteration, MPG-N
aims to solve the following strongly convex subproblem:

xk+1=argmin
x∈C

∥F(xk)+∇F(xk)(x−xk)∥+
M
2
∥x− xk∥2, (3)
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which is a slightly modified version of [17] as it considers
constraints x ∈ C. We prove, under mild assumptions, that
this scheme can achieve global convergence without any
assumption on the Jacobian matrix. More precisely, we prove
that any limit point of the sequence generated by MPG-N
is a stationary point and under the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz
(KL) property, we derive convergence rates in function
value depending on the KL parameter. Finally, we consider
solving a power flow analysis problem, with functional
constraints which do not usually satisfy the non-degenerate
assumption, while it satisfies the KL property. We compare
the performance of such a scheme with the projected
gradient scheme and demonstrate its efficiency of the
proposed method on several IEEE bus test cases.

Content. The rest of the paper is organized as follows:
Section II provides some notations and preliminaries, Section
III presents the new algorithm and the convergence results,
Section IV describes the power flow analysis problem and
numerical results on several IEEE bus test cases.

II. NOTATIONS AND PRELIMINARIES

We denote a finite-dimensional real vector space with E
and by E∗ its dual space composed of linear functions on
E. Using a self-adjoint positive-definite operator D : E →
E∗(notation D = D∗ ≻ 0), we can endow these spaces with
conjugate Euclidean norms:

∥x∥= ⟨Dx,x⟩
1
2 , x ∈ E, ∥g∥∗ = ⟨g,D−1g⟩

1
2 , g ∈ E∗.

For simplicity, we consider in the following E = Rn and
D is the identity matrix. Let F = (F1, · · · ,Fm), where Fi’s,
i = 1 : m, are differentiable functions and the Jacobian is
Lipschitz continuous, i.e.:

∥∇F(x)−∇F(y)∥ ≤ LF∥x− y∥ ∀x,y ∈ Rn.

It follows that [17]:

∥F(x)∥−∥F(y)+∇F(y)(x−y)∥ ≤ LF

2
∥x−y∥2 ∀x,y∈Rn. (4)

Let h be proper lower semicontinuous function and µ > 0.
Then, the proximal operator with respect to h is:

proxµh(x) = argmin
y

h(y)+
µ

2
∥y− x∥2,

and the Moreau envelop is defined as:

hµ(x) = min
y

h(y)+
µ

2
∥y− x∥2.

When h is the indicator function of a convex set C, IC, then
the proximal operator is the projection:

proxµIC
(x) = ΠC(x) = argmin

y∈C
∥y− x∥2.

We say that h is µ-weakly convex if the function

x 7→ h(x)+
µ

2
∥x∥2

is convex. The level set of h at x0 is defined:

L (h(x0)) := {x ∈ Rn : h(x)≤ h(x0)}. (5)

Next, we provide few definitions and properties concerning
subdifferential calculs (see also [14], [19]).

Definition 1: (Subdifferential): Let f :Rn → R̄ be a proper
lower semicontinuous function. For a given x ∈ dom f , the
Frechet subdifferential of f at x, written ∂̂ f (x), is the set of
all vectors gx ∈ Rn satisfying:

lim
x ̸=y,y→x

f (y)− f (x)−⟨gx,y− x⟩
∥x− y∥

≥ 0.

When x /∈ dom f , we set ∂̂ f (x) = /0. The limiting-
subdifferential, or simply the subdifferential, of f at x ∈
dom f , written ∂ f (x), is defined through the following clo-
sure process [14]:

∂ f (x) :=
{

gx ∈ E∗: ∃xk → x with f (xk)→ f (x)

and ∃gk
x ∈ ∂̂ f (xk) with gk

x → gx

}
.

Note that we have ∂̂ f (x)⊆ ∂ f (x) for each x ∈ dom f . In the
previous inclusion, the first set is closed and convex while
the second one is closed, see e.g., [19](Theorem 8.6). For
any x ∈ dom f let us define:

S f (x) = dist
(
0,∂ f (x)

)
:= inf

gx∈∂ f (x)
∥gx∥.

If ∂ f (x) = /0, we set S f (x) = ∞. Let us also recall the
definition of a function satisfying the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz
(KL) property (see [2] for more details).

Definition 2: A proper lower semicontinuous function f :
Rn → R̄ satisfies Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) property on the
compact set Ω ⊆ dom f on which f takes a constant value
f∗ if there exist δ ,ε,q > 0 such that one has:

f (x)− f∗ ≤ σq S f (x)q (6)
∀x : dist(x,Ω)≤ δ , f∗ < f (x)< f∗+ ε.

Note that the relevant aspect of the KL property is when Ω

is a subset of critical points for f , i.e. Ω ⊆ {x : 0 ∈ ∂ f (x)},
since it is easy to establish the KL property when Ω is not
related to critical points. The KL property holds for a large
class of functions including semi-algebraic functions (e.g.,
real polynomial functions), vector or matrix (semi)norms
(e.g., ∥ · ∥p with p ≥ 0 rational number), trigonometric
functions, logarithm functions, exponential functions and
uniformly convex functions, see [2] for a comprehensive list.

III. MODIFIED PROJECTED GAUSS-NEWTON METHOD

In this section, we present the Modified Projected Gauss-
Newton (MPG-N) method and then derive convergence re-
sults. We recall the problem of our interest is:

min
x∈Rn

f (x) := ∥F(x)∥+ IC(x). (7)

We consider the following assumption:
Assumption 1: 1) F is differentiable and the Jacobian

is Lipschitz continuous:

∥∇F(x)−∇F(y)∥ ≤ LF∥x− y∥, ∀x,y ∈ C.



2) Problem (3) has solution, i.e., there exist x∗ ∈ C such
that f (x∗)>−∞.

An immediate consequence of (4) is:

f (x)≤ ∥F(y)+∇F(y)(x− y)∥+ LF

2
∥x− y∥2 ∀x,y ∈ C.

Then, for M > 0, we define the modified projected Gauss-
Newton iterate at a point x ∈ C as follows:

TM(x) = argmin
y∈C

ΨM(y;x) (8)

:= argmin
y∈C

∥F(x)+∇F(x)(y− x)∥+ M
2
∥y− x∥2.

Note that this subproblem is strongly convex, hence TM(x)
is well defined and unique. Finally, the modified projected
Gauss-Newton algorithm is as follows:

MPG-N algorithm
Chose x0 ∈ C and L0,δ > 0. For k ≥ 0 do:
Find L0 ≤ Mk ≤ 2LF such that:

δ

2
∥TMk(xk)− xk∥2 ≤ ΨMk

(
TMk(xk);xk

)
− f

(
TMk(xk)

)
(9)

Update xk+1 = TMk(xk).

The first step of MPG-N algorithm consists of finding a
constant Mk > 0 such that inequality (9) holds. If the constant
LF is known, we can take Mk = LF +δ . Otherwise, we can
apply the following line search procedure [16]:

While (9) is not satisfied do Mk = 2Mk

Mk+1 = max
(

Mk

2
,L0

)
.

The next lemma shows that this process is well defined.
Lemma 1: Let Assumption 1 hold. At kth iteration of

MPG-N algorithm, if Mk−LF ≥ δ , then inequality (9) holds.
Proof: We have from inequality (4) that:

Mk −LF

2
∥TMk(xk)− xk∥2 + f (TMk(xk))

≤ ∥F(xk)+∇F(xk)(TMk(xk)− xk)∥+
Mk

2
∥TMk(xk)− xk∥2

= ΨMk

(
TMk(xk);xk

)
.

Since Mk −LF ≥ δ , it follows immediately that:

δ

2
∥TMk(xk)− xk∥2 ≤ ΨMk

(
TMk(xk);xk

)
− f (TMk(xk)).

Hence, this is the statement of the lemma.
Note that Lemma 1 ensures that (9) always holds, provided
that Mk ≥ L f +δ . However, in practice, using the line search
procedure allows us to work with Mk small (i.e., Mk ≤ LF )
such that condition (9) holds. Next, let us discuss the solution

of the subproblem (8). Following [18], we have:

min
y∈C

∥F(x)+∇F(x)(y− x)∥+ M
2
∥y− x∥2

= min
y∈C

max
∥s∥≤1

⟨s,F(x)+∇F(x)(y− x)⟩+ M
2
∥y− x∥2

= max
∥s∥≤1

min
y∈C

⟨s,F(x)+∇F(x)(y− x)⟩+ M
2
∥y− x∥2

= max
∥s∥≤1

min
y∈C

⟨∇F(x)T s,(y− x)⟩+ M
2
∥y− x∥2 + ⟨s,F(x)⟩

= max
∥s∥≤1

min
y∈C

M
2
∥y− x+

1
M

∇F(x)T s∥2 − 1
2M

∥F(x)T s∥2

+ ⟨s,F(x)⟩

= max
∥s∥≤1

M
2
∥ΠC

(
x− 1

M
∇F(x)T s

)
− x+

1
M

∇F(x)T s∥2

− 1
2M

∥F(x)T s∥2 + ⟨s,F(x)⟩,

which can be solved with standard convex optimization tools,
such as trust-region methods [5].

A. Convergence analysis

In this section we derive convergence results for MPG-N
algorithm. First, we can prove the following descent:

Lemma 2: Let Assumption 1 hold. Let (xk)k≥0 be gener-
ated by MPG-N algorithm. Then, we have:

1) Sequence ( f (xk))k≥0 is nonincreasing and satisfies:

δ

2
∥xk+1 − xk∥2 ≤ f (xk)− f (xk+1). (10)

2) The sequence (xk)k≥0 satisfies:

∞

∑
k=1

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 < ∞, lim
k→∞

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 = 0.

Proof: We have:

ΨMk

(
TMk(xk);xk

)
≤ min

x∈C
ΨMk (x;xk)≤ ΨMk (xk;xk) = f (xk).

Then, combining this inequality with equation (9) we get the
first statement. Further, summing up the inequality (9) and
using that f is bounded from below by f ∗, we get:

N

∑
k=1

δ

2
∥xk+1 − xk∥2 ≤ f (x0)− f (xN)≤ f (x0)− f ∗,

and the second statement follows.

In [7], [15], the authors prove that for the composite problem
(3), the quantity dist(0,∂ f (xk+1)) does not always tend
to zero in the limit, even if ∥xk+1 − xk∥ goes to zero.
Thus, we must look elsewhere for a connection between
dist(0,∂ f (·)) and ∥xk+1−xk∥. Let us start with the following
observation, whose proof can be found in Lemma 4.2 [7]:
the function f (x) := ∥F(x)∥+ IC(x) is LF -weakly convex.
Weak convexity of f has an immediate consequence on the
Moreau envelope, denoted fµ :



Lemma 3: (Lemma 4.3 [7]) Let µ > LF . Then, the prox-
imal map proxµ f is well-defined and single-valued. The
Moreau envelope fµ is smooth with gradient given by:

∇ fµ(x) = µ(x−proxµ f (x)).
Further, we have the following lemma whose prove is similar
to the proof of Lemma 5 in [15].

Lemma 4: Let Assumption 1 holds. Let (xk)k≥0 be gen-
erated by MPG-N method and consider yk+1 = proxµ f (xk),
where 1

µ
∈ (0, 1

3LF
). Then, we have the following relations:

1) ∥yk+1 − xk∥2 ≤ µ

µ−3LF
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

2) dist(0,∂ f (yk+1))≤ µ∥yk+1 − xk∥.

Proof: Let us prove the first statement. Since f is
weakly convex, then yk+1 is well-defined and unique. Thus:

f (yk+1)+
µ

2
∥yk+1 − xk∥2 ≤ f (xk+1)+

µ

2
∥xk+1 − xk∥2. (11)

Further, from the definition of xk+1, we have:

f (xk+1)
(9)
≤ ∥F(xk)+∇F(xk)(xk+1−xk)∥+

Mk

2
∥xk+1−xk∥2

(8)
≤ min

x∈C
∥F(xk)+∇F(xk)(x− xk)∥+

Mk

2
∥x− xk∥2

(9)
≤ min

x∈C
f (x)+

Mk +LF

2
∥x− xk∥2

≤ f (yk+1)+
Mk +LF

2
∥yk+1 − xk∥2,

where the last inequality follows by taking x = yk+1. Thus,
we have:

f (xk+1)≤ f (yk+1)+
3LF

2
∥yk+1 − xk∥2. (12)

Finally, combining this inequality with (11), we get:

∥yk+1 − xk∥2 ≤ µ

µ −3LF
∥xk+1 − xk∥2,

which proves the first statement. Further, from the optimality
conditions of yk+1, we get:

−µ(yk+1 − xk) ∈ ∂ f (yk+1). (13)

Thus, the second statement follows.
Using the strict descent and Lemma 4, we can conclude the
following global convergence rate:

Theorem 1: Let the assumptions of Lemma 4 hold. Then:

min
j=1:k

dist(0,∂ f (y j))≤ O

(
1

k1/2

)
.

Moreover, any limit point of the sequence (xk)k≥0 is a
stationary point of problem (7).

Proof: From Lemma 4, we have:

dist(0, f (yk+1))
2 ≤ µ3

µ −3L f
∥xk+1 − xk∥2.

Further, combining this inequality with (10), we get:

dist(0, f (yk+1))
2 ≤ 6µ3

δ (µ −3LF)
f (xk)− f (xk+1).

Summing up this inequality and taking the minimum we get:

min
j=0:k

dist(0, f (y j+1))≤

√
6µ3

δ (µ −3LF)

1
k1/2 .

which prove our first statement. Further, let x∗ be a limit
point of (xk)k≥0, then one can notice that it is also a
limit point of the sequence (yk)k≥0. This means that there
exist a subsequence (yk j) j≥0 such that yk j → x∗. Since F
is continuous, then f (yk j) → f (x∗). Note that we have
µ(yk j − xk j−1) ∈ ∂ f (yk j) and (yk j − xk j−1) → 0. Then, we
conclude from the definition of the generalized subgradient
that 0 ∈ ∂ f (x∗) and hence x∗ is a stationary point.

B. Better rates under KL

In [17], the authors impose a nondegeneracy assumption on
the Jacobian, that is, σmin(∇F(x))> 0 for all x in the level
set of ∥F(x0)∥ in order to prove global convergence rate
for MG-N method. Such a condition is not always valid in
practice. In this section, we derive improved convergence
rates for MPG-N method provided that the objective function
satisfies the KL property. In general, the KL condition is less
conservative than the nondegeneracy condition (see Section
IV). Let us denote the set of limit points of (xk)k≥0 by:

Ω(x0) ={x̄ ∈ E : ∃ an increasing sequence of integers
(kt)t≥0, such that xkt → x̄ as t → ∞}.

We have the following convergence rate:

Theorem 2: Let the assumptions of Lemma 4 hold. Addi-
tionally, assume that f satisfy the KL property (6) on Ω(x0).
Then, the following convergence rates hold for the sequence
(xk)k≥0 generated by MPG-N algorithm in function values:

• If q ≥ 2, then f (xk) converge to f∗ linearly for k
sufficiently large.

• If q < 2, then f (xk) converge to f∗ at sublinear rate of

order O

(
1

k
q

2−q

)
for k sufficiently large.

Proof: We have:

f (xk+1)− f∗
(12)
≤ f (yk+1)− f∗+

3LF

2
∥yk+1 − xk∥2

(6)
≤ σqS f (yk+1)

q +
3LF

2
∥yk+1 − xk∥2

≤ σqµ
q∥yk+1 − xk∥q +

3LF

2
∥yk+1 − xk∥2

≤ σqµ
q
(

µ

µ −3LF

)q/2

∥xk+1 − xk∥q

+
2µ

3LF(µ −3LF)
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

≤C1( f (xk)− f (xk+1))
q
2 +C2( f (xk)− f (xk+1)).

where the third and the fourth inequalities follow from
Lemma 4, the last inequality follows from the descent (10),

C1 = σqµq
(

µ

µ−3LF

)q/2
(2/δ )q/2 and C2 =

4µ

δ (3LF )(µ−3LF )
. De-

note δk = f (xk)− f∗, then we get:

δk+1 ≤C1(δk −δk+1)
q
2 +C2(δk −δk+1).



Fig. 1. Representation of the IEEE 14-bus system [10].

Using Lemma 2 in [15] with θ = 2
q we get our statement.

IV. POWER FLOW ANALYSIS

Power flow problems are ones of the most studied in power
systems being an important tool for planning and operation
of the electric grid. In this section we consider the particular
problem of power flow analysis. This is defined as follows.
Consider a power system with N bus (see e.g., Figure 1
for the IEEE 14 bus system). We denote vi, pi and qi
the complex voltage, active power and reactive power for
the i bus, respectively. Let Y := G+ jB be the admittance
matrix and denote p= (p1, · · · , pN), q= (q1, · · · ,qN) and v=
(v1, · · · ,vN). Given a complex load vector s := sR + jsI , then
the power flow analysis problem is to find v = (v1, · · · ,vN)
such that [6]:

F(v) = s ; F(v) = p+ jq = diag(vvHY H), (14)

where (.)H is the Hermitian transpose. This problem is
equivalent to the following optimization problem:

min
v=(u,θ)

∥F(v)− s∥

s.t. u ∈ [umin,umax], θ ∈ [−π,π].

In [6], the authors provide a similar formulation for the power
flow analysis problem, but using ∥·∥2 as the merit function to
measure the distance between the objective function F(·) and
the desired complex load s. As we have mentioned earlier, it
is beneficial to use only ∥ · ∥ as the merit function. Further,
since we have (see e.g., [12]):

pi(u,θ) =
N

∑
k=1

uiuk (G(i,k)cos(θi −θk)+B(i,k)sin(θi −θk)) ,

qi(u,θ) =−
N

∑
k=1

uiuk(B(i,k)cos(θi−θk)+G(i,k)sin(θi−θk)),

and denote:

C = {(u,θ) : u ∈ [umin,umax], θ ∈ [−π,π]},

then, the previous optimization problem is equivalent to the
following optimization problem:

min
x=(u;θ)∈C

f (x) =
∥∥∥∥p(x)− sR

q(x)− sI

∥∥∥∥ . (15)

The most efficient algorithm for solving the (unconstrained)
power flow analysis problem is the Newton-Raphson (NR)
method [22]. However it may lead to poor performance
when the initialization point is far from the optimum or the
system is stressed (i.e., the problem is ill-conditioned). In
a recent paper, [6], the authors proposed a hybrid method
that combines stochastic gradient descent (SGD) and the
NR methods to overcome the numerical challenges in this
problem. The iterative process starts with the NR algorithm,
and if the method detect a divergence (e.g., when the
condition number of the Jacobian deteriorates), then switch
to the SGD algorithm. After running a few SGD steps,
then again switch to the NR iterates and repeat the process
until an (approximate) optimal solution is found. Since this
hybrid algorithm cannot deal with (simple) constraints as in
(15), we propose to use our new method, modified projected
Gauss-Newton (MPG-N), and compare its performance with
the projected gradient descent (PGD) method applied to the
problem (2), where F is given in (14). In order to apply both
methods, one needs to evaluate the gradient of the functions
p(x) and q(x). We have the following expressions for the
derivatives of pi’s and qi’s:

∂ pi

∂ui
=2G(i, i)+

N

∑
k=1
k ̸=i

uk (G(i,k)cos(θi−θk)+B(i,k)sin(θi−θk)) ,

∂ pi

∂uk
= ui (G(i,k)cos(θi−θk)+B(i,k)sin(θi−θk)) ,∀k ̸= i,

∂ pi

∂θi
=

N

∑
k=1
k ̸=i

ukui (−G(i,k)sin(θi−θk)+B(i,k)cos(θi−θk)) ,

∂ pi

∂θk
=−uiuk (−B(i,k)cos(θi−θk)−G(i,k)sin(θi−θk)) ,∀k ̸= i,

∂qi

∂ui
=−2B(i, i)−

N

∑
k=1
k ̸=i

uk (B(i,k)cos(θi−θk)−G(i,k)sin(θi−θk)) ,

∂qi

∂uk
=−ui (B(i,k)cos(θi−θk)−G(i,k)sin(θi−θk)) ,∀k ̸= i,

∂qi

∂θi
=

N

∑
k=1
k ̸=i

ukui (B(i,k)sin(θi−θk)+G(i,k)cos(θi−θk)) ,

∂qi

∂θk
=−ukui (G(i,k)cos(θi−θk)+B(i,k)sin(θi−θk)) ,∀k ̸= i.

Hence, ∇ f (x) ∈ R2N and we have:

∇ f (x) =
N

∑
i=1

∂ pi(x)
∂x

(pi(x)− sR)+
∂qi(x)

∂x
(qi(x)− sI),

where ∂ pi(x)
∂x =

(
∂ pi(x)

∂u1
; · · · ; ∂ pi(x)

∂uN
; ∂ pi(x)

∂θ1
; · · · ; ∂ pi(x)

∂θN

)
and

∂qi(x)
∂x =

(
∂qi(x)

∂u1
; · · · ; ∂qi(x)

∂uN
; ∂qi(x)

∂θ1
; · · · ; ∂qi(x)

∂θN

)
for i = 1 : N.
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Fig. 2. Comparison between MPG-N and PGD methods in terms of ∥F(x)∥
along iterations on several IEEE bus systems.

Note that the Jacobian ∇F may be ill-conditioned, but the
objective function f (may) satisfy KL inequality.

A. Numerical simulations

In this subsection, we demonstrate the efficiency of the
modified projected Gauss-Newton (MPG-N) method using
several IEEE bus test cases from [10] (IEEE 14 bus, IEEE 39
bus, IEEE 57 bus and IEEE 118 bus). We chose an optimal
point x∗ ∈ C, then we generate sR = p(x∗) and sI = q(x∗)
(see also [6]). We apply MPG-N method on problem (15)
and PGD method on problem (2), where F is given in
(14), and test whether the algorithms can reach x∗ from a
random feasible starting point. The stopping criterion for
both algorithms is ∥F(xk)∥ ≤ 10−3. The results are given in
Figure (2), where we plot the evolution of the function value
∥F(xk)∥ along iterations. From this figure one can observe
that in the beginning, the PGD performs better than the
MPG-N method. However, MPG-N method requires small
number of iterations (even 5 times less) than the PGD in
order to achieving the desired accuracy.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed a modified projected Gauss-
Newton (MPG-N) method for solving constrained least-
squares problems. Under mild assumptions, we have proved
global convergence results for the iterates. More precisely,
we have proved that any limit point of the sequence generated
by MPG-N algorithm is a stationary point and under the
KL property, we have derived convergence rates in function
values depending on the KL parameter. Finally, we have
considered solving a power flow problem and compared
the performance of our scheme with the projected gradient
method, showing the efficiency of the proposed method on
several IEEE bus test cases.
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