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Abstract— When solving decision-making problems with
mathematical optimization, some constraints or objectives may
lack analytic expressions but can be approximated from data.
When an approximation is made by neural networks, the
underlying problem becomes optimization over trained neural
networks. Despite recent improvements with cutting planes,
relaxations, and heuristics, the problem remains difficult to
solve in practice. We propose a new solution based on a
bilinear problem reformulation that penalizes ReLU constraints
in the objective function. This reformulation makes the problem
amenable to efficient difference-of-convex algorithms (DCA),
for which we propose a principled approach to penalty selection
that facilitates convergence to stationary points of the original
problem. We apply the DCA to the problem of the least-cost
allocation of data center electricity demand in a power grid,
reporting significant savings in congested cases.

I. INTRODUCTION

Optimization over trained neural networks has gained
momentum thanks to their remarkable expressivity in rep-
resenting complex objectives and constraints in decision-
making. Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) neural networks can
be trained to learn complex laws from data and then in-
tegrated into mathematical optimization as mixed-integer
constraints [1], [2]. For example, ReLU networks efficiently
approximate natural gas and power flows from data, enabling
optimal dispatch of gas systems and power grids [3], [4]—
the application domain of interest to this work.

For practically sized neural networks, such optimization
becomes computationally expensive. The standard mixed-
integer programming (MIP) approach enjoys Big-M refor-
mulation of ReLU constraints but suffers from numerical
issues when M is large [1], [2]. The SOS1 approach resolves
numerical issues [5] but requires computationally expensive
branch-and-cut procedures. At the rate of one binary vari-
able (or SOS1 constraint) per ReLU, such methods quickly
become intractable. To improve tractability, the literature
suggests identifying stable neurons [6] and patterns in neural
activations [7], as well as pruning [8]. Considerable progress
has been made in the space of neural network verification,
offering improvements via semidefinite programming relax-
ation of ReLU neurons [9], [10] and bound propagation
[11], although their applications outside the verification space
have yet to be explored. In addition, a principled heuristic
proposed in [12] exploring global and local linear relaxations
of neural networks has shown to outperform MIP solvers.

Our interest in optimization over trained neural networks
is motivated by the growing electricity demand of AI. Large
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networks of data centers can help grid operators reduce the
cost of grid operations by spatially reallocating electricity
demand among electrically remote locations. This problem
can be solved using different types of coordination (e.g., see
[13] for a brief overview), but more naturally via strategic
market participation of data centers. By seeking the least-cost
demand allocation in the grid, they implicitly help the system
achieve the minimum operating cost. Strategic participation
models either feature restrictive assumptions (e.g., linear
price model [14]) or require grid data [15] which is not
available to regular participants. The use of neural networks
provides a more practical solution: They are trained on
historical market outcomes to approximate the price model,
which can then be used to optimize demand allocations.

Contributions: Inspired by their potential impact on grid
operations, we develop a new efficient algorithm for opti-
mization over trained neural networks. Our algorithm relaxes
the ReLU constraints by penalizing them in the objective
function. Such a formulation makes the problem amenable
to difference-of-convex programming [16], which iteratively
solves simple convex sub-problems, thereby avoiding the
computational complexity of the standard MIP formulations.
However, the challenge is to compute the penalty parameter,
which sufficiently penalizes the ReLU constraints without
impacting optimality. We establish the principled approach
to computing such a penalty. Our approach is inspired by
solution techniques for complementarity problems whose
structure is similar to the problem at hand [17]. We provide
an application to strategic participation of data centers in
electricity markets, where trained neural networks are used
to approximate the market price as a function of data center
demands. Our simulations on small and large neural networks
reveal significant cost savings for data center owners.

Paper Organization: Sec. II provides preliminaries on the
problem at hand. Sec. III introduces the main algorithm and
our approach to selecting the penalty. Sec. IV and V provide
application and numerical results. Sec. VI concludes.

II. OPTIMIZATION OVER TRAINED NEURAL NETWORKS

Consider a trained neural network (NN) with the following
mathematical representation:

λ = WN+1ReLU(. . .ReLU(W1d+ b1) . . . ) + bN+1,

i.e., feedforward network with fully-connected layers of
ReLU neurons. Consider the input d = [d1, . . . , dn]

⊤ from a
bounded domain D and the output λ = [λ1, . . . , λm]⊤. Each
hidden layer i = 1, . . . , N has an output yi = [yi1, . . . , y

i
p]

⊤.
Let Wi be the ni×ni−1 matrix of weights connecting layer
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i and i−1, and bi be the bias vector. The output yi is given
by the ReLU activation function ReLU(Wiyi−1 + bi) =
max{0,Wiyi−1 + bi}, understood element-wise.

In optimization over trained neutral networks, the param-
eters Wi and bi for each layer i are fixed, and the decision
variables include the input d, and the outputs y1, . . . ,yN

and λ of the hidden and final linear layers, respectively. The
optimization problem takes the form:

minimize
d∈D,y,λ

c(λ) (1a)

subject to y1 = ReLU(W1d+ b1), (1b)

yi = ReLU(Wiyi−1 + bi),∀i = 2, . . . , N (1c)

λ = WN+1yN + bN+1, (1d)

where the input d belongs to its bounded domain D, c :
Rm 7→ R is the convex cost function acting on NN’ s outputs,
and variable y = [y1⊤, . . . ,yN⊤]⊤ stacks the outputs of
hidden layers. The goal of this optimization is to find the
optimal NN input d⋆ that minimizes the cost function.

We relate the optimization over trained NNs to mixed-
complementarity problems. The neuron activations y =
ReLU(a) are represented by complementarity constraints:

y = a+ v, (2a)
0 ⩽ y ⊥ v ⩾ 0, (2b)

where v is an auxiliary variable, and expression y ⊥ v
means that y and v are orthogonal, i.e., their inner product
is zero. We can verify this ReLU formulation by examining
two scenarios, a ⩾ 0 and a ⩽ 0. If a ⩾ 0, then y = a,
and v = 0 and all conditions are satisfied. If a ⩽ 0, then
y = 0, v = −a ⩾ 0, again, all conditions are satisfied. We
can also regard the last condition (2b) as a SOS1 constraint
[5], or address it through Big-M reformulation [1]; in this
paper, however, we will take a different path to address this
constraint. We rewrite problem (1) as follows:

minimize
d∈D,y,v,λ

c(λ) (3a)

subject to y1 = W1d+ b1 + v1, (3b)

yi = Wiyi−1 + bi + vi,∀i = 2, . . . , N (3c)

0 ⩽ yi ⊥ vi ⩾ 0, ∀i = 1, . . . , N (3d)

λ = WN+1yN + bN+1, (3e)

The number of complementarity constraints is equal to the
number of hidden neurons. At the rate of one constraint per
ReLU, the problem quickly becomes intractable. In the next
section, we introduce an algorithm to address this challenge.

III. DIFFERENCE-OF-CONVEX ALGORITHM FOR
OPTIMIZATION OVER TRAINED NEURAL NETWORKS

In this section, we first introduce a bilinear reformulation
of problem (3) that penalizes complementarity constraint vi-
olations in the objective function. The difference–of–convex
algorithm (DCA) is then introduced to solve the bilinear for-
mulation. Leveraging the specifics of trained NNs, we then
present a principled method to optimize the DCA parameters
to converge to the solution of the original problem.

A. Bilinear Formulation and DCA Algorithm

The bilinear formulation relaxes the complementarity con-
straints (3d) and penalizes them in the objective function:

minimize
(d,y,v,λ)∈O

c(λ) + ρ

N∑
i=1

yi⊤vi (4a)

subject to y1 = W1d+ b1 + v1, (4b)

yi = Wiyi−1 + bi + vi, ∀i = 2, . . . , N (4c)

λ = WN+1yN + bN+1, (4d)

where ρ > 0 is a penalty parameter and set O contains
the input domain D and non-negativity of variables y and
v. Under such constraints, the penalty function ρyi⊤vi for
each layer i is zero if and only if yi ⊥ vi, as required by
(3d). By solving this penalized problem, we aim to obtain
the solution to the original non-convex problem (3). Finding
the global optimum solution of (3) is NP-hard, so we seek
strongly stationary solutions–to be formally defined later–
which satisfy the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions (KKTs)
of (3). We observe that the penalty functions for each layer
i can equivalently be written as [17]:

ρyi⊤vi =
ρ

4
∥yi + vi∥22 −

ρ

4
∥yi − vi∥22 (5)

Substituting (5) into the objective function (4a), we represent
the latter as the difference–of–convex function

f(y,v) = c(λ) +
ρ

4

N∑
i=1

∥yi + vi∥22︸ ︷︷ ︸
f1(y,v)

− ρ

4

N∑
i=1

∥yi − vi∥22︸ ︷︷ ︸
f2(y,v) (6)

where the non-convex objective function f is given by the
difference of two convex functions f1 and f2. We do not
include variable λ into the arguments of f and f1, as it can
be represented by the affine transformation of the output of
the last hidden layer yN . The basic DCA minimizes (6) over
iterations subject to constraints (4b)–(4d). It overestimates
the concave part of (6) by a linear function using a gradient
evaluated at a current iterate and solves a resultant auxiliary
(convex) sub-problem to obtain a new iterate [16]. In terms
of function (6), after computing the gradient of f2, the
corresponding sub-problem at iteration k takes the form

minimize
(d,y,v,λ)∈O

c(λ) +
ρ

4

N∑
i=1

∥yi + vi∥22

− ρ

2

N∑
i=1

(yi(k) − vi(k))⊤(yi − vi) (7a)

subject to y1 = W1d+ b1 + v1, (7b)

yi = Wiyi−1 + bi + vi, ∀i = 2, . . . , N (7c)

λ = WN+1yN + bN+1, (7d)

where the variables yi(k),vi(k) are fixed to the corresponding
values from iteration k, and the last term represents the
gradients of f2 evaluated at (yi(k),vi(k)). This problem is
convex and easy to solve. The DCA to solve problem (4) is
summarized in Alg. 1. It requires a feasible initial guess for



Algorithm 1 DCA for solving bilinear problem (4)

1: input: feasible guess d0,y0,v0,λ0, tolerance εtol > 0
2: output: optimized NN input d⋆

3: repeat
4: set k ← k + 1.
5: get dk+1,yk+1,vk+1,λk+1 by solving (7)
6: until f(yk,vk)− f(yk+1,vk+1) ≤ εtol

7: return d⋆ ← dk+1

set O and constraints (4b)–(4d), and a tolerance parameter
εtol. The algorithm outputs the optimized d⋆ that minimizes
the objective function of the penalized problem (4).

B. Selecting Penalty Parameter ρ

The penalty parameter ρ in the bilinear problem (4) plays
an important role in retrieving the solution to the original
problem (3). A small ρ does not sufficiently penalize the
relaxed complementarity constraints in (4a), while a large
penalty prioritizes complementarity constraint satisfaction
over cost minimization. Moreover, a large penalty slows
down DCA convergence, as we illustrate later in Sec. IV.

Hence, we seek the smallest ρ that satisfies the comple-
mentarity constraints without impacting convergence. Our
analysis follows that underlying [17, Prop. 6] while relying
on specifics of trained NNs. The optimal ρ highly depends on
the NN at hand, so we pose the following important question:
given a trained NN, what is the penalty ρ that drives the DCA
to a stationary solution of problem (3)?

We first rewrite problem (3) in a more general form:

minimize
d,y,v

c⊤y (8a)

subject to Ad ⩾ f , (8b)
Vd+Wy + b = v, (8c)

0 ⩽ yi ⊥ vi ⩾ 0, ∀i = 1, . . . , N, (8d)

where the objective represents the output of the neural
network we optimize for. The NN input d is constrained by
inequality (8b), and equality (8c) represents NN constraints
(4b)–(4c). The bilinear formulation then becomes

minimize
d,y,v

c⊤y + ρy⊤v (9a)

subject to Ad ⩾ f , (9b)
Vd+Wy + b = v, (9c)
yi,vi ⩾ 0, ∀i = 1, . . . , N (9d)

To compute ρ, we explore the relationship between several
optimization problems, as shown in Fig. 1. First, we compute
a stationary point of problem (8)—the point which satisfies
its KKTs—by solving a relaxed version of (8), whose so-
lution is still feasible for (8). Then, we find ρ by relating
the KKTs of the relaxation of (8) and KKTs of the bilinear
formulation (9), both enforced on the stationary point.

For the review of stationarity concepts, we refer to [18],
[17]; here, we are interested in the strong stationarity.

Strongly stationary point of problem (8)

Solution to relaxation (10) with empty set I0

DCA solution to bilinear problem (9) for ρ > ρ
if complementarity 0 ⩽ y ⊥ v ⩾ 0 is satisfied

Fig. 1. Relationships between stationary points of problems in Sec. III-B.
Such points satisfy the same set of KKT conditions [17, Prop.6].

Definition 1 (Strongly stationary point): Let (d̃, ỹ, ṽ) be
some feasible point for constraints (8b)–(8d) and consider
the following problem as a relaxation of problem (8):

minimize
d,y,v

c⊤y (10a)

subject to Ad ⩾ f : λ, (10b)
Vd+Wy + b = v : µ, (10c)
yi = 0 : µy0

i ∀i ∈ Iy(ỹ, ṽ), (10d)
yi ⩾ 0 : µy+

i ∀i ∈ Iv(ỹ, ṽ), (10e)
vi = 0 : µv0

i ∀i ∈ Iv(ỹ, ṽ), (10f)
vi ⩾ 0 : µv+

i ∀i ∈ Iy(ỹ, ṽ), (10g)
yi, vi ⩾ 0, ∀i ∈ I0(ỹ, ṽ), (10h)

whose dual variables are stated after the colon signs, and the
index sets are defined as follows

Iy(ỹ, ṽ) ≜ {i | ỹi = 0 < ṽi} ,
Iw(ỹ, ṽ) ≜ {i | ỹi > 0 = ṽi} ,
I0(ỹ, ṽ) ≜ {i | ỹi = 0 = ṽi} .

The solution (d,y,v) of the relaxed problem (10) is called
a strongly stationary point of (8) if it is feasible for (8). ◁

To compute a strongly stationary point, we sample feasible
points (d̃, ỹ, ṽ) in expectation that the solution of the relaxed
problem (10) is also feasible for (8). Conveniently, for trained
NNs, the feasible point (d̃, ỹ, ṽ) can be obtained by sampling
a random d̃ from the input domain D and propagating
it through the network, taking the note of corresponding
variables ỹ and ṽ for each neuron. For active neurons, ỹi
takes the neuron output and ṽi = 0. For inactive neurons,
ỹi = 0 and ṽi takes the negative of the neuron’s input. To
ensure that the relaxed solution is feasible for (8), we look
for such point (d̃, ỹ, ṽ) which renders index set I0(ỹ, ṽ)
empty, or equivalently ỹi ̸= ṽi,∀i = 1, . . . , N . Neurons that
fall into this index set feature zero input and zero output,
which is rare, making the search very fast. Moreover, if there
are many neurons with zero outputs, it is a good indication
that the network can be losslessly reduced [8]. Once such
point is found, we solve relaxation (10) on (d̃, ỹ, ṽ) to get
the strongly stationary point (d,y,v).

On the one hand, the subset of KKTs of (10) include

A⊤λ+V⊤µv = 0, (11a)

W⊤µv + µy = c, (11b)



Algorithm 2 Selecting penalty parameter ρ
1: repeat
2: Sample d̃ from the input domain D
3: Pass d̃ through the trained NN to retrieve ỹ and ṽ
4: until ỹi ̸= ṽi for each neuron i
5: return (d̃, ỹ, ṽ)
6: Obtain (d,y,v) from relaxation (10) on (d̃, ỹ, ṽ)
7: Obtain duals (λ,µv,µy) by solving KKTs (11) as a fea-

sibility problem with primal variables fixed to (d,y,v)
8: Compute the lower bound ρ from (13).
9: Fine-tune ρ ⩾ ρ from here until the DCA returns the

solution with complementary conditions satisfied.

0 ⩽ λ ⊥ Ad− f ⩾ 0, (11c)

y⊤µy = 0, v⊤µv = 0, (11d)
µy
i ⩾ 0, ∀i ∈ Iv(ỹ, ṽ) (11e)

µv
i ⩾ 0, ∀i ∈ Iy(ỹ, ṽ) (11f)

where, µv = [µv0⊤ µv+⊤]⊤ and µy = [µy0⊤ µy+⊤]⊤, and
constraint (10h) is disregarded as set I0 is empty. On the
other hand, the KKTs of the bilinear problem (9) include

A⊤λ+V⊤µ = 0, (12a)

0 ⩽ y ⊥ −W⊤µ+ c+ ρv ⩾ 0, (12b)
0 ⩽ λ ⊥ Ad− f ⩾ 0, (12c)
0 ⩽ v ⊥ ρy + µ ⩾ 0. (12d)

Now we pose the following question: for which ρ, does
the KKT point of (11) satisfy the KKTs in (12)? Consider
a strongly stationary point (d,y,v), and the corresponding
triplet of dual variables (λ,µv,µy), jointly satisfying KKTs
(11). Substituting c from (11b) to (12b), yields the first bound
ρ ⩾ −µy/v at the stationary point. Similarly, from the (12d),
we have the second bound ρ ⩾ −µv/y. The two bounds are
respected simultaneously for ρ ⩾ ρ, where

ρ̄ ≜ max

{
0,

{
−µy

i

v̄i

∣∣∣∣ v̄i > 0

}
,

{
−µv

i

ȳi

∣∣∣∣ ȳi > 0

}}
. (13)

That is, the strongly stationary point (d,y,v) is stationary
for the bilinear problem (9) when ρ ⩾ ρ̄. Unfortunately,
it does not guarantee the DCA convergence to the point
satisfying the complementarity condition 0 ⩽ y ⊥ v ⩾ 0.
However, if the DCA solution satisfies this condition, it
returns a strongly stationary point of problem (8).

The overall search logic is summarized in Alg. 2. Impor-
tantly, ρ is the lower-bound on the ρ which leads to the sat-
isfaction of the complementarity constraints. Our numerical
experiments below reveal that this bound is very tight, and
the selection in the order of ρ = [1.2, 2]×ρ makes the DCA
solution strongly stationary for the original problem (8).

IV. APPLICATION TO DATA CENTERS SCHEDULING

Our motivating problem is the optimal scheduling of
electricity demand from large data centers in power systems.
In this section, we first describe a popular yet difficult-to-
implement approach to solving this problem as a bilevel

optimization problem. We then detail an arguably more
practical NN-based approach.

A. Conventional Bilevel Formulation

Consider an operator of spatially distributed data cen-
ters who allocates the workloads to minimize the cost of
electricity consumption. This problem is solved in advance,
when the operator receives a forecast of the total electricity
demand, denoted by ∆, to be allocated among grid nodes
hosting data centers. The optimal allocation is driven by
locational marginal prices (LMPs), defining the cost of
electricity at specific nodes. The prices are computed via dual
variables of the optimal power flow (OPF) problem [19]:

minimize
p⩽p⩽p

p⊤Cp+ c⊤p (14a)

subject to 1⊤(p− ℓ− d) = 0 : λ (14b)

|F(p− ℓ− d)| ⩽ f : µ,µ (14c)

which seeks generator dispatch p that minimizes quadratic
cost (14a). The dispatch must remain within a feasible range
[p,p] and satisfy a set of grid constraints. Equality con-
straint (14b) enforces a system-wide power balance between
dispatched generation and loads composed of conventional
loads ℓ and data center loads d. The power flows in transmis-
sion lines are computed using the matrix of power transfer
distribution factors F, which maps net power injections
(p−ℓ−d) to power flows as F(p−ℓ−d). They are capped by
line capacity f via (14c). The optimal dual variables (stated
after the colon signs) are used to compute LMPs as

π = 1λ⋆ − F⊤µ⋆ + F⊤µ⋆ (15)

where the uniform price λ⋆ is corrected by line congestion
terms, justifying the locational nature of electricity prices.

To map a specific demand allocation d to LMPs, we need
to solve the OPF sub-problem (14). The optimal allocation
becomes a bilevel optimization problem, which optimizes d
using feedback from the embedded OPF sub-problem, i.e.,

minimize
d

π⊤d (16a)

subject to d ⩽ d ⩽ d (16b)

1⊤d = ∆ (16c)
π ∈ dual sol. of (14) formulated on d (16d)

where the objective function (16a) minimizes the total charge
for electricity consumption of data centers. Constraints in
(16b) ensure that the allocation respects the minimum and
maximum capacity of data centers. The equality constraint
(16c) enforces the conservation of electricity demand.

B. Solution Based on the Optimization over Trained NN

There are several practical challenges that prevent solving
problem (16). The first is the lack of data necessary to for-
mulate OPF problem (14), including actual network matrix
F, cost coefficients C and c, and dispatch limits p and p.
Second, solving (16) means optimizing over its KKTs that
itself is an NP-hard problem [15]. Finally, the actual market
engine can be more complicated than a well-posed convex



formulation (16), e.g., include unit commitment binary vari-
ables preventing its standard KKT reformulation.

The optimization over trained NNs overcomes these chal-
lenges. NNs can approximate the mapping from data center
loads d to resulting charges from historical data. Consider a
labeled dataset {(d1, λ1), . . . , (dn, λn)}, where for each load
instance di we have the corresponding charge λi, obtained
as the inner product of LMPs and data center loads from
past outcomes. A trained NN, with fixed weight and bias
parameters, takes input d and outputs λ. The optimization
problem with the embedded trained NN takes the form:

minimize
d,y,v,λ

λ (17a)

subject to d ⩽ d ⩽ d (17b)

1⊤d = ∆ (17c)

y1 = W1d+ b1 + v1, (17d)

yi = Wiyi−1 + bi + vi,∀i = 2, . . . , N (17e)

0 ⩽ yi ⊥ vi ⩾ 0, ∀i = 1, . . . , N (17f)

λ = WN+1yN + bN+1, (17g)

where the NN input takes the forecast ∆ and computes the
least-cost allocation of electricity demands d.

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

We test the DCA algorithm on small and large networks.
We relegate the modeling details to the online repository,
including data and code to replicate the results:

https://github.com/xl359/NN DC OPT.

A. Experiments with Ground Truth Solution

We first experiment with a small PJM 5-bus system, where
all 3 loads are assumed to be data centers with demand limits
within the range of [0.8, 1] of the nominal load value. We
train a NN with 2 hidden layers, with 50 neurons each,
to compute the total demand charge on 10, 000 demand
samples. For this small NN, we retrieve the global optimal
solution to problem (17) using Gurobi solver.

We apply the DCA Alg. 1 to compute the optimal demand
allocation, when the forecast ∆ is 90% of the maximum total
data center load. We used Alg. 2 to compute ρ = 110.5, and
selected ρ⋆ = 1.5 × ρ, which ensured the satisfaction of
complementarity constraints; we use ρ⋆ as a reference.

The ground truth solution yields the total demand charge
of $194.4k, which is matched by the DCA with ρ⋆ (with
a negligible error of < 10−6). The trajectories of DCA
solutions are given in Fig. 2. Increasing the penalty leads to
an order-of-magnitude increase in the number of iterations.
Moreover, selecting a significantly larger penalty leads to
the feasible yet sub-optimal solution, e.g., see 20× ρ⋆. The
penalty parameters below the ρ⋆ threshold do not allow for
the convergence to the ground truth. In fact, such trajectories,
if converged, lead to points that do not satisfy the comple-
mentarity constraints and hence are of no use. The results
confirm the convergence of Alg. 1 to the ground truth on a
small example and necessitate the application of Alg. 2 to
properly tune the DCA penalty parameter.

Fig. 2. 5-bus PJM test case: DCA trajectories for varying penalty ρ. The
total demand charge (cost of electricity) is normalized to the ground truth.

Fig. 3. Total charges for data center electricity consumption on the baseline
and DCA allocations across 47 simulations in IEEE 118-bus system.

B. Experiments on the IEEE 118-bus system

We now consider the IEEE 118-bus system with 10
data centers installed, as shown in Fig. 5. The history of
operations is modeled by 12, 500 samples of individual
demands from the range of [0, 100] MWh, then map to the
total demand charge. We approximate this mapping by a
5-hidden layer NN with 1, 000 ReLU hidden neurons. We
do not have the ground truth solution, as solving (17) as a
mixed-integer problem is computationally infeasible in this
case. Instead, we benchmark against the baseline demand
allocation sampled from the same distribution as the training
samples. The DCA computes a new demand allocation in
expectation of improving on the baseline. We randomly
picked 50 baseline cases, of which DCA could successfully
converge and roughly match the output of the OPF model
on 47. We present the results for those cases.

Figure 3 contrasts the charges resulted form the baseline
and DCA demand allocations in 47 cases, sorted by magni-

Fig. 4. DCA convergence in the experiments with the IEEE 118-bus system.
The green thin lines indicates the actual trajectories using nominal penalty
ρ⋆. The red thin lines indicates the convergence trajectories using 5 × ρ⋆

penalty. The thick lines are the average trajectories.

https://github.com/xl359/NN_DC_OPT


Fig. 5. The difference in LMPs induced by the baseline and DCA
demand allocations in the IEEE 118-bus system. The red marks indicate
buses hosting data centers. For the majority of these buses, the LMPs are
significantly reduced under the DCA demand allocation compared to the
baseline. Case #28.

tude of the baseline allocation charge. In the first 23 cases,
the savings are small. These cases are lightly congested with
almost uniform LMPs, where there is little to no benefit
from the spatial load redistribution. In other cases, the DCA
demand allocation significantly improves on the baseline.
The DCA finds allocations that significantly reduces grid
congestion. For one of such cases, Fig. 5 illustrates the
difference between the LMPs induced on the baseline and
the DCA solutions. At the majority of buses hosting data
centers, the LMP is significantly reduced, e.g., up to −85.4
$/MWh at bus 41, leading to a significantly lower charges.

Figure 4 presents the convergence behavior of DCA in 47
cases. All values are normalized by the final DCA solution
for the nominal ρ⋆ value. The smaller ρ consistently leads to
faster convergence. There is only one case out of the 47 test
cases for which the larger ρ converged faster. The majority of
cases converge within 105 iterations, and on overage it takes
below 104 to converge. Each iteration takes ≈ 0.37 seconds,
allowing for convergence in around 1 hour on average.

Finally, we discuss some challenges in DCA convergence.
There are a few cases where the DCA solution was different
from that in the OPF solution on the same demand allocation.
Such cases can be addressed by early stopping or keeping
the best OPF solution so far in the DCA iterations. They
can also be solved by increasing the penalty and stepping
back several iterations. Only 3 of 50 cases were difficult to
address and require further investigation.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We develop a difference-of-convex algorithm to solve
decision-making problems with objectives or constraints rep-
resented by trained neural networks. The algorithm avoids

the computational bottleneck of ReLU logical constraints
through informed penalization of such constraints in the ob-
jective function, hence avoiding computationally expensive
mixed-integer techniques. The application to the problem of
the optimal data center demand allocation in power grids
revealed a large reduction in the total demand charge relative
to the baseline demand allocation. Our results justify appli-
cations in the settings with a clear baseline solution upon
which the algorithm can improve. As future research, we will
expand the scope of modeling constraints, e.g., to include
both spatial and temporal demand allocation, and provide
more theoretical guarantees on the convergence behavior.
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