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Robust Continuous-Time Generation Scheduling under
Power Demand Uncertainty: An Affine Decision Rule Approach

Youngchae Cho

Abstract— Most existing generation scheduling models for
power systems under demand uncertainty rely on energy-based
formulations with a finite number of time periods, which may
fail to ensure that power supply and demand are balanced
continuously over time. To address this issue, we propose
a robust generation scheduling model in a continuous-time
framework, employing a decision rule approach. First, for a
given set of demand trajectories, we formulate a general robust
generation scheduling problem to determine a decision rule that
maps these demand trajectories and time points to the power
outputs of generators. Subsequently, we derive a surrogate
of it as our model by carefully designing a class of decision
rules that are affine in the current demand, with coefficients
invariant over time and constant terms that are continuous
piecewise affine functions of time. As a result, our model can be
recast as a finite-dimensional linear program to determine the
coefficients and the function values of the constant terms at each
breakpoint, solvable via the cutting-plane method. Our model
is non-anticipative unlike most existing continuous-time models,
which use Bernstein polynomials, making it more practical. We
also provide illustrative numerical examples.

I. INTRODUCTION

Efficiently balancing power supply and demand is a funda-
mental objective of generation scheduling problems, such as
unit commitment [1] and economic dispatch [2]. With power
demand becoming increasingly unpredictable over the past
few decades due to the integration of renewables, stochastic
optimization has been used to develop generation schedulin
models that address demand uncertainty endogenously [3]

Most of the existing generation scheduling models that
account for demand uncertainty, e.g., [4] and [5], are for-
mulated in discrete-time settings. These models typically
consider a finite number of time periods, treating the energy
demand for each period as uncertain. As a result, they can
only ensure that power supply and demand are balanced on
average within each time period. However, power supply and
demand must be balanced continuously over time. Moreover,
as noted by [6], a discrete-time generation scheduling model
may not guarantee the existence of a feasible power output
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trajectory that complies with the ramp-rate limits of genera-
tors, even when energy demand is known in advance. Simply
augmenting the temporal granularity does not necessarily
resolve these issues and may increase computational burden
[7]. Thus, it is essential to formulate a continuous-time
generation scheduling model that is capable of addressing
demand uncertainty and producing a feasible power output
trajectory aligned with the actual demand trajectory.

The existing continuous-time generation scheduling mod-
els under demand uncertainty include [8]-[12], where mul-
tiple demand trajectories are explicitly considered. [8] and
[9] address power systems with energy storage systems and
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems,
respectively. [10] determines the reserve capacity and deploy-
ment trajectories of generators with different time fidelities.
This approach is extended by [11] to incorporate energy stor-
age devices. [12] considers integrated electricity and natural
gas transmission systems with demand response programs.
To capture demand uncertainty, these models utilize finitely
many representative scenarios [9]-[11], a scenario tree [8],
and the information-gap decision theory [12].

Notably, [8]-[12] commonly leverage Bernstein polynomi-
als to model both demand trajectories and the corresponding
power output trajectories of generators. In the Bernstein
polynomial approach, a continuous function on the unit
interval [0,1] is approximated by a linear combination of
a predetermined number of Bernstein basis polynomials, the
coefficients of which are referred to as Bernstein coefficients.
This method is particularly useful because it provides a
constructive proof of the Weierstrass approximation theorem,
which states that any continuous function on a closed in-
terval can be uniformly approximated by polynomials [13].
Furthermore, as highlighted in [14], Bernstein polynomials
offer several additional modeling advantages, such as a
straightforward representation of derivatives and the well-
known “convex hull property” [15]. Studies on continuous-
time generation scheduling under uncertainty that utilize
Bernstein polynomials also include [16]—[19].

However, the Bernstein polynomial approach inherently
violates the non-anticipativity constraint, which is a modeling
principle asserting that decisions must be made solely based
on the information available up to the current time point
[20]. This occurs because, for any time interval, the Bernstein
coefficients of a demand trajectory is required to obtain those
of a power output trajectory. Since a demand trajectory (and
its Bernstein coefficients) over a non-degenerate closed time
interval is not fully known at any single time point except
for the right endpoint, non-anticipativity is not satisfied.
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To resolve this issue, we propose a robust continuous-time
generation scheduling model under demand uncertainty that
is non-anticipative, unlike those in [8]-[12]. To incorporate
non-anticipativity, we adopt a decision rule approach [21].

To that end, we first present a general generation schedul-
ing problem aimed at determining a decision rule, defined
as a function that maps the demand trajectories of loads
and time points to the power outputs of generators. Its
objective is to minimize the worst-case total generation cost
while maintaining the power supply-demand balance at any
time point throughout the planning horizon for any demand
trajectory from a given set. The decision rule is explicitly
constrained by both continuity and non-anticipativity.

Recognizing that this optimization problem is insuffi-
ciently specific to apply a standard algorithm, we derive a
surrogate model through two key modifications.

First, we replace the set of demand trajectories for each
load with a superset defined by two continuous piecewise
affine functions of time. These functions correspond to
the pointwise maximum and minimum demand trajectories,
respectively.

Second, we restrict the decision rule to a carefully de-
signed class that incorporates affine decision rules. Affine
decision rules are a widely used solution method for opera-
tional planning and control under uncertainty in discrete-time
settings, enforcing the linear dependence of decisions on un-
certain parameters. Since their first introduction in stochastic
programming [22], affine decision rules have attracted broad
attention in robust optimization [23] and control theory [24]—
[27] due to their superior tractability. They have also been
applied in various domains, including portfolio management
[28] and power system operation [29]-[31]. Specifically,
our decision rule is defined as an affine function of the
current demand at any fixed time point, with coefficients
invariant over time and constant terms that are continuous
and piecewise affine in time. Exploiting the time-invariance
of the coefficients and the finite number of breakpoints of the
constant terms, we reformulate our model as a linear program
(LP) that can be solved using the cutting-plane method [32].

To the best of our knowledge, the proposed model is the
first continuous-time generation scheduling model to ensure
power supply-demand balance in a non-anticipative manner
across an infinite number of demand trajectories. It can be
generally applied to any future time horizon, such as 24
hours. However, integrating our model into current electricity
market frameworks is beyond the scope of this paper.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section
[ formulates the general robust continuous-time generation
scheduling problem, introducing the decision rule frame-
work. Sections [l and [[V] present our model and explain the
solution method, respectively. Section [V] provides numerical
examples. Section [VI] offers concluding remarks.

Notation. We denote the sets of all, non-negative, and non-
positive real numbers by R, R, and R_, respectively. For
any positive integer n, we denote the n-dimensional vector
of ones by 1,, and let N[n] := {1,...,n}. Furthermore, o
represents the entrywise product operator for two vectors of

the same dimension. The vertex set of a compact convex
polytope is denoted by V (-).

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider a transmission system of G fossil-fuel-based
generators, D loads, and L transmission lines for a planning
horizon T € (0, 00). The generators are assumed to remain
in operation (i.e., turned on) throughout the planning horizon.
For any positive integer n, we denote by C,, the set of
all continuous functions from 7 := [0,7] to R™. We
also denote the demand trajectory of load d € N[D] by
&4 T — R, which is initially unknown. Moreover, we
represent a set of possible demand trajectories of load d as
=4, which is assumed to be given and non-singleton. We
define £ : T — RP as £(t) == (& (1),...,€p (1)) and let
Z:==1 X---xXZp. We assume that £ is revealed over time,
ie., I1;¢ : [0,#] — RP is available at time ¢ € T, where II;
is a truncation operator such that II,£ () = £ (7) for any
T € [0,t].

To ensure that power supply and demand are balanced
at any time ¢ € 7 for any demand trajectory { € =
while satisfying the non-anticipativity constraint, we adopt a
decision rule approach. Specifically, our goal is to determine
a function z : £ x T — R$ such that z (¢,t) denotes the
vector of power outputs from the generators at time ¢ given
that the demand follows &. To this end, we first consider the
following general robust generation scheduling problem:

inf  f=(2) (la)
m:EXT—HRE
st. x(§,)eCs VEEE, (1b)

x (&) =a(€,t) V(EE 1) e Z2x T I¢ =11,¢, (lc)

X<z(t) <X V(1) eEXT, (1d)

—F<Fex(&t)+FYE)<F Y(ELEEXT, (le)

ng(gvti)_tx(gvtl) SE V(ﬁ,thtz)EExT", (1f)
2 — U1

Lo (&) =156(t) V(1) EEXT, (1g)

which is based on a DC power flow representation [33].
Assuming that the generation cost functions are linear in
power output, we define the objective function in (Ia) as

f=(x) = sup/ Cla(&t)dt
§EEJT

where C' € Rﬁ denotes the cost coefficient vector of the
generators. Constraints (Ib) and (Id) indicate that any power
output trajectory must be continuous and non-anticipative,
respectively. In (Id), the entries of X, X € Rf correspond
to the upper and lower limits of power outputs, respectively.
Constraint (I€) limits the power flow in each transmission
line to its respective capacity, where F € RJLF contains the
transmission capacities. The entries of F® € REXE and
Fd € REXD are the power transfer distribution factors of the
buses to which the generators and the loads are connected,
respectively. Constraint (If) imposes the ramp rate limits on
power outputs, where

T° := {(tl,tg) (S T2 1 < tQ}



includes all the strictly ordered pairs of time points. More-
over, R € R and R € R® denote the vectors of ramp-up
and ramp-down limits of the generators, respectively. The
systemwide supply-demand balance condition is expressed
by (Tg).

The most distinctive feature of () is the non-anticipativity
constraint (Ic), which the existing models using Bernstein
polynomials, e.g., [8]-[12], lack by construction. However,
(@ is insufficiently specific to solve directly, requiring to de-
termine infinitely many functions from {IL;¢ : £ € =} to RY
for all ¢ € T. For tractability, we address (1)) suboptimally.

III. PROPOSED APPROACH

In this section, we explain our approach for approximately
solving (1) and formulate our model. Our approach is based
on the following assumption on the rate of change in demand:

Assumption 1: For each d € N [D], any demand trajectory
&4 € =4 is Lipschitz continuous, i.e.,

Tq 1= sup {R (gd,tl,tg) : gd € =4, (tl,tz) S TO} < 00,

rg=1nf {R (&4, t1,1t2) : €4 € Za, (t1,t2) € T°} > —00
where
§a(t2) — &a(t1)

to — 11
denotes the average rate of change in the demand of load d
over the time interval [t1, {o].
Our model is a surrogate of (), formulated in consider-

ation of tractability by replacing = with a superset {2 O =
and confining x to a certain class & : Z x T — Rf.

R (&a,t1,t2) =

A. Approximation of Demand Trajectory Sets

In this subsection, we describe how 2 is constructed.
We approximate = using only the supremum and infimum
of demand for each of finitely many time intervals that
subdivide 7, as well as the supremum and infimum of
temporal changes in demand under Assumption [Il With this
aim, we consider N > 2 equally spaced time points 77, ...,
T'N such that

0=Ti<Ihy<...<In=T.

The number N of time points affects both conservatism of
2 and the computational burden of our model, which should
be set taking into account their trade-off. Then, the superset
Q of Z is defined as €2 :=Qy x --- x Qp C Cp, where

Qui={&€Ciiwy(t) <&(t) <wy(t) VteT,
rg < R(&a tr,ta) <Tq Y (ti,t2) € T}
Here, we let
Wy (t) :==sup{&a () : &a € Za, 7 € [Ty, Ticy+1]
Wiy (t) :==inf {& (1) : &4 € Ea, 7 € [Tiqry, Tit)+1) }
with i : T — N[N — 1] defined as

), if tel|l;,T,; ,
i(t) = J 1 [J ]+1)
N -1

if t="1T.
The index function 7 returns the time interval to which
each time point belongs, out of the initially given (N — 1)

time intervals. Thus, @/, and w/, are the tightest piece-
wise constant functions that capture =;, each defined with
(N — 1) segments corresponding to the (N — 1) time inter-
vals [T1,T%), ..., [Tn-2,Tn-1),[Tn—1,Tn]. Note that we
further constrain the ramp rates of load d’s demand using 74
and r, to define Qg, in accordance with Assumption [Il

Our first step in addressing () is to replace = by €2, which,
along with Z, reduces our model to a finite-dimensional
program. This is attributed to the fact that 2y for any
d € N[D] can be represented using two piecewise affine
functions @y, w, € Ci, which are defined in what follows.

A continuous piecewise affine function over a closed
interval can be uniquely identified by its breakpoints and
the corresponding function values. Thus, to define w, and
w4, We present their function values at breakpoints.

We first define @y for any fixed d € N[D]. The breakpoint
set of wy is denoted by

—b 7P 7P
Td = {T17 .- 7TN} U {Td,l7 te ’Td;N_2}

where
o { Ty 456 m i B2 0
7 Tj1 —wy/ry otherwise
with
Wyl = wg (Tj1) — @ (1))

Here, we follow the convention 0/0 = 0. Note that T; ;€
(T;,Tj+2) for any j € N[N — 2]. Meanwhile, the function
values of wy for each ¢ € TZ are defined as follows:
wa (Th) =y (T1),
@a (Tj4+1) = min{@y (1)), (Tj+1)} Vi€ N[N —1],
— /P _ _ .
wq (T;) := max {w, (T;) , @y (Tj11)} Vje N[N —2],
whereby wy is fully identified.

Intuitively, , is obtained by taking the highest possible
ramp rate at each time point given the initial value @y (77)
and the piecewise constant functions w’d and C_U:w while

ensuring that wy € 4. As such, wy is the pointwise largest
function in €y, i.e.,

Wa(t) =sup{&q(t):&a € Qu} VteT.
We define w, in a similar manner. Specifically, we let
To={T1,.... TN} U{L5q,.... Ty n_o}
denote the breakpoint set of w,, where

I+ /= . 1+
™ Tjp1 —wy;/Ta if wy; >0,
Lgii= .
& Tjt1 + g’j& /T, otherwise

with

Wit = wy (Ti) — wy (Ty) .-
Moreover, the function values of w, for each ¢ € IZ are
defined as follows:

wy (T1) == wy (Th),
wq (Tj+1) := max {wy (7)) ,wy (Tj+1)}  Vj € N[N —1],
wy (I5) = min {w} (T)) &} (Tj+1)} Vi€ N[N —2].
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Fig. 1. Obtaining (@g,w,). (a) w&fj,ggj > 0. (b) wjj ' d < 0.

Given its initial value w, (71), w, follows the lowest possible
ramp rate at each time point while ensuring that w,; € 4.
Thus, w, is the pointwise smallest function in 24, i.e.,

Wy (t) = inf {fd (t) 1€ € Qd} VieT.

Fig. [ depicts how to obtain (wg,w,) using (@), w)), Ta,ry)-

Notably, the continuous piecewise affine functions wy and
w,; offer the tightest interval representation of {24 in the sense
that

{€a (1) : €a € Qa} = [wy (1) ,@a (t)]
for any ¢ € 7. We define @,w : T — R as
@1(t),-- -, @p(t), w(t):=(w(t),...
B. Affine Decision Rule

In this subsection, we present the proposed decision rule
2. Let the set of all breakpoints of w and w be denoted by

w(t):=

—=b
TP = Ugenip) (TqUTY) = {10, 10, ..., Ty}
where
0=TP <TV <...<TH =T
and M = |TP?| < 2D(N —2) + N. We define k : T —
N[M —1] as

if te[TP,T},),

k() =" _
M-1 it t=T.

Similar to ¢, k corresponds to the index function for the
(M — 1) time intervals formed by the M time points in 7.
We also define v : 7 — [0, 1] as

)= - Te0) Bk, i LE0.T),
et if t="1,
where
AY:=Tp, —Tp VjeN[M-1].

Note that v (¢) represents the position of time point ¢ within

the time interval [T} Kt T,E(t) 4] to which it belongs. As a

result, we can express any ¢t € 7 using k£ and v as
7 (8) Aoy
Then, our decision rule & : 2 x T — Rf

2(&t) =af )+ 1 =~@)Brw +(t) Brry+1

where a € RE*P and By, ...,By € RY parameterize #.
For brevity, we define § € Cg as

B(t):=(1—~() By +7 ) Brery+1

is defined as

»wp(t)) -

which is continuous and piecewise affine in time, and
Biar = (B1, ..., Bm). When needed, we use the symbol
T, B.a, instead of 2 to explicitly express its dependency on
(O[, ﬂ 1:M )

Our decision rule is analogous to affine decision rules
widely studied in discrete-time settings, e.g., [30], as it
remains affine in the uncertain parameters at any fixed time
point. Specifically,  can be viewed as the linear interpolation
of affine decision rules defined for each time point in 7P
with a common coefficient matrix. We present our generation
scheduling model in the following subsection.

C. Proposed Model
By replacing = and x in (@) by Q and Z, respectively, we

formulate our model to determine («v, 81.a7) as
inf fﬂ (j:a-,ﬁlzl\/f) (2a)
a,B1:m
st. AZa gy (1) +BE(E) <a ¥V (Et) € xT, (2b)
R< T, B1:m (5 t2) Ta ,B1:m (f,tl) < R
to —t (2¢)

V(f,tl,tg) c ) x To

12‘%&7,31:1»1 (5 t) =1 5( )
a € RGXD,/BLM RGM

V(61 eQxT, (2d)

where A € R2AGHL)XG B ¢ RAGHL)*XD apd q € R2(G+L)
are defined using X, X, F& F9, and F such that (ZB) is
collectively equivalent to (Id) and (T€) for (Z,z) = (Q, 7).
Moreover, we omit the continuity constraint (Ib) and the
non-anticipativity constraint (Id) for (Z,z) = (2, %) as our
decision rule satisfies both constraints by construction. We
assume that (@) is feasible. Notably, & specified by any
feasible point of () meets all the constraints of (). Further,
the optimal value of @) is an upper bound on that of (1.
We discuss a solution method for (2)) in the next section.

IV. SOLUTION METHOD

In this section, we show that @) can be solved using
the cutting plane method in finitely many iterations. First,
we present an LP reformulation of (@). Subsequently, we
describe the cutting-plane method for solving this LP.

A. LP Reformulation

To solve (@), we first reformulate it as an LP by expressing
the objective function in (2a) as a convex, piecewise affine
function of (a,f1.ar) and deriving a finite set of linear
inequalities for (v, 81.as) corresponding to (ZB)—(2d). These
equivalents of (2a)—(2d) are provided in Propositions [[H4]
respectively.

Proposition 1: The objective function in (2a) can be
rewritten as follows:

1M 1

Ja (jaﬁl;zv[) = 5 Z Ab (ﬂ]+1 + ﬂ])
j=1

M-—1

+ < Zsup ZAbdeC ad,ZAb d]C Qg



where ag € RE denotes the dth column of « and
ij =Wa (TJ+1) +Wa (Tb) 5
= wdé] Pe1) Fwg (T7) -

The proof of Proposmon is deferred to Appendix [Al

Due to the time-invariance of « and the linearity of the
generation cost of each generator, the total generation cost for
any fixed (v, 81.a7) can be represented as an affine function
of the total demand of each load, i.e., the integral of &, whose
constant term includes the integral of 5. This implies that the
pointwise maximum or minimum trajectory, i.e., Wq Or W,
corresponds to the worst-case scenario of & for any d €
N[D] in terms of total generation cost. Note that all entries
of W, w, and [ are piecewise affine functions. Moreover,
the integral of a piecewise affine function over an interval
can be computed by summing the areas of the trapezoids
associated with each segment. Proposition [ follows as a
direct consequence of this observation.

Proposition 2: Let (o1, ...,09p) denote any permutation
of {0,1}”. Moreover, for each j € N [M], let

Hj = (T7) —w (T7)
Constraint (2b) is necessary and sufficient for
(Aa+ B) (w (T}) + 010 H;) + AB; < a
V(j,1) € N[M] x N [2P].

The proof of Proposition 2] is provided in Appendix [Bl

Note that (w (Tb) + 070 H;) in (@) represents a vertex
of the multidimensional interval [w(T}),w(T})]. Thus, (@)
ensures that our decision rule satisfies the 1nequa11ty in (2b)
at each time point in 7P for all extremal demand scenarios.
This, in turn, implies that any inequality in (2B) can be
obtained as a convex combination of the inequalities in (B)
because W, w, and 3 are piecewise affine functions of time

with the same breakpoint set 7.
Proposition 3: For each (d,j) € N[D] x N[M —

wa(T}) = wy(T}), ) = wa(T}4),

implying that load d has only a single demand trajectory over
the time interval [T}, TP, ,]. then let

Ty, = @a(T}y,)
f;zyj = (wd(Tngrl)

Otherwise, let 7 ; := 74 and 17, ;
sufficient and necessary for

3)

1), if

w (T_]b-l— 1

—wd(TJb)) /A?

:= r,. Constraint 2d) is

_wd(

4
V(j,Z)eN[M—uxN[zD} ®
where 1 := (r; 1,..., 1 p) € RP, ) = (7} 1,..., T p) €
RP, and
95 = (Bj+1— Bj)/ A} € RE.

The proof of Proposition [@lis given in Appendix [C

In @, r and r denote the maximum and minimum ramp
rates of each load’ s demand over the time interval [TJ i +1]
respectively. Moreover, (1 +a;0(7;—r’;)) represents a vertex

of the multidimensional 1nterval [IJ , 7’7] Thus, @) constrains

« and the rate of change in 3 for each time interval defined
by the breakpoints of S, ensuring that the ramp rate limits
of the generators are satisfied for any sudden fluctuation of
demand. Since the ramp rate of a generator’s power output
trajectory obtained using our decision rule is determined by
the ramp rates of £ and f3, the equivalence of (2d) and () is
intuitive.

Proposition 4: Constraint (2d) is sufficient and necessary
for

lba=1}, 1LB;=0 VjeN[M]. 5)

The proof of Proposition H] is presented in Appendix

Given that =; is non-singleton for any d € N[D] by
assumption, Proposition[d]is essential. It is worth mentioning
that the same result generally holds for affine decision rules
in discrete-time generation scheduling models (e.g., [30]).

Using Propositions [[H4] @) is recast as the LP

1JW 1 1 D
> AL (5 )+ o
d=1

a 51 Mﬂh D 2

s.t. (IZ[), @), @,

M—-1
na> Y A@h CTaq VdeN[D], (6)
j=1

M-1
>y Ay ;Claq VdeN[D],
j=1

o 6 RGXD,/BLM 6 RGZM;UI:D E RD

where n1.p :== (m1,...,1mp) € RP. Although written as an
LP, (@) may be hard to tackle in the current form due to the
large number of constraints in () and ). Specifically, B)
and @) contain 2P M and 2P*! (M — 1) linear inequalities,
respectively. To efficiently solve (6), we employ the cutting-
plane method [32].

B. Cutting-Plane Method

In this subsection, we describe the cutting-plane method
for (@). For initialization, we let G =w (T})) + oy o Hj
for each j € N[M] and v; := 1} + oy o (7, — 1) for each
j € N[M — 1] with a randomly chosen I’ € N [2”]. Further,
we solve the following LP, which is a relaxation of (6):

inf n

o,B1:M,M1:D,M

s.t. @,
(Aa+B)(j+AB; <a VjeN[M],

ESOM/)J'-FQJ'SF Vj e N[M — 1],
M—1

D
1 1
Nz 5 > AYCT (B Bia) + 5 D
= =
M—-1

na> Y AbwyClag VdeN[DI,
j=1
M—1

ng > Z APT .CTag VdeNI[D],

a € RGXDaﬁl:]\{[ € RGMﬂ?d S Run € ]R'i'



where the inequalities in (3) and (@) are removed compared
to (@) except those for [ = [’. The new decision variable
n € R, is added to ensure that (@) is bounded, which does
not affect the optimality as the total generation cost is known
to be non-negative in any case.

After obtaining a solution (a() ﬁll ) to @, we in-
Vestlgate if any 1nec(1ua11ty in @) and (EI) is violated for
(e, Br:nr) B1.3,) with respect to [ for each fixed j.
This can be readlly achieved considering only the positivity
of the entries in Aa") + B and a(!), without solving an
optimization problem. For example, to check whether the
pth inequality in (@) is violated for some fixed (p,j) €
N[2(G + L)] x N[M] and for any | € N [2P], i.e., whether

(Apa(l) + By) (w (ij) + 0,0 Hj) + Apﬂj(-l) <a,
vl € N[27]
holds, where 4, € R**“ B, € R™*P and a, € R denote

the pth rows of A, B, and a, respectively, it suffices to verify
that

(ApaV + By) (w(TP) + 0" o Hy) + 4,8 <a,  (9)

®)

because we have

s (4,0 +By) (000 Hy) =
Here, as H; € R, the dth entry of o’ € {0, 137 is set to
one if the dth entry of (Apa(l) + Bp) is non-negative, and
zero otherwise. If (@) holds, then (B) also holds. Otherwise,
@) can be considered the most violated inequality in (8).

Subsequently, the most violated inequalities in () and (@),
obtained in this manner, are added as constraints to (7)),
which is then solved again to obtain a point (a(?), [3%2])\4)
We repeat this process, meaning that at iteration k > 1, we
obtain (a(*), Bik])w) by solving () with all the most violated
inequalities previously found in (B) and @) incorporated,
which is an LP, until no inequality is found to be violated.
Notably, the algorithm returns a solution to (@) in at most
2P (3M — 2) iterations. We omit further details of the algo-
rithm, as it is considered standard in the literature of robust
optimization; see, e.g., [30].

(Apa(1)+Bp) (o' o Hj).

V. ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

In this section, we illustrate our approach with simulation
results on a modified version of the six-bus test system from
[34]. The modified system consists of three generators g =
1,2, 3 at buses 1, 2 and 6, respectively, three loads d = 1,2, 3
at buses 3, 4 and 5, respectively, and seven transmission lines.
With T' = 24 and N = 25, we assumed that =; was given for
each d such that @),(T}) = pqS; + 5 for any j € N[N — 1]
and @y (Tn) = @, (Tn—_1), where p; = 0.2 and py = p3 =
0.4. Here, S; denotes the system demand at hour j reported
in [34]. To ensure that 2 is non-empty, we also set w’,(T7) =
paSt — 5, wy(T;) = min{wy(T)j—1),wy(Tj+1), paSi} — 5
forj=2,...,N —1, and w;(Tn) = w)(Tn-1) with 7q =
Pd man{Sj+1 —Sj} and Tq = Pd minj{Sj+1 —Sj}. Further,
we doubled the capacities of transmission lines and halved
the ramp-up and ramp-down limits of generators.
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Fig. 2. (a) Construction of Q1. (b), (c) Enlarged views of (a).

Given these system and demand parameters, we first ob-
tained W, and w, using (@), w!;, T4, ry) for each d according
to the procedure described in Section [II=A]l which led to
M = 64. For instance, Fig. 2l depicts (@), w)) and (@1, w;).

Subsequently, we solved (@) to determine (o, 81.s) using
the cutting-plane method, which required eight iterations and
yielded the optimal value, i.e., the worst-case total generation
cost, of 8.63 x 10%. The lowest possible total generation cost
equals 7.58 x 10%.

Our decision rule can accommodate any demand trajec-
tory in €. For example, we randomly generated ten test
trajectories from € in the form of an affine function with
2401 equally spaced breakpoints over 7. These demand
trajectories and the corresponding power output trajectories
produced by our decision rule are shown in Fig. Bl the
average total cost of which is equal to 8.15 x 10%. Notably,
each point of the power output trajectories were obtained
non-anticipatively, using only the current demand values.

To emphasize the robustness of our model by way of
contrast, we also solved a scenario-based counterpart. This
model was obtained by replacing Q in @) with Qsc =
{@,w,&1,...,E0}. Here, &1,...,&30 denote 30 piecewise
affine functions randomly selected from 2, the breakpoint
sets of which are 7P. Let #° denote the resulting decision
rule. The time-invariant coefficients of £°¢ for generators 2
and 3 are zero, implying that only generator 1, with the low-
est marginal generation cost, adapts to demand uncertainty.
Using 2°¢, we obtained the power output trajectories of the
generators non-anticipatively for another five test trajectories
from ). However, all the five trajectories of generator 1
violate the ramp rate constraints. Fig. @ shows the trajectories
of total demand for €2°¢ and the five test trajectories, in
addition to the power output trajectories obtained using 2°°
for the test trajectories. The figure illustrates the power output
trajectories obtained using our decision rule as well, which
satisfy all the operational constraints of (@) by design.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We proposed a robust continuous-time generation schedul-
ing model under demand uncertainty using a decision rule
approach. The significance lies in its non-anticipative nature,
distinguishing it from most existing continuous-time gener-
ation scheduling models. Future research directions include
developing a systematic method for constructing the set of
demand trajectories, which is presumed to be given in this
study, and extending the proposed model to incorporate the
operating status of generators as decision variables.
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Fig. 3. (a)-(c) The test demand trajectories. (d)—(f) The power output
trajectories obtained using our decision rule for the test demand trajectories.
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Fig. 4. (a) The total demand computed with the trajectories in Qe
(grey) and the test trajectories from €2 (green). (b)—(d) The power output
trajectories obtained using Z°¢ (red) and our decision rule (blue) for the test
demand trajectories. (e), (f) Enlarged views of (d). The yellow segments in
(d)—(f) indicate the ramp-rate limit violations of generator 1, caused by Z5°.

APPENDIX
A. Proof of Proposition[l]
Since C' "y is constant over 7 for any d € N[D] and

{£@): €€} =w (1), @1 ()] x -+ x [wp (), @b (t))]
forany t € T, fa (Za,p...,) is equal to

T T _ T
sup/TC' al(t)+C B(t)dt—/TC' B(t)dt

ceQ

D
—I—Zsup{/ CTadwd(t)dt,/ CTadgd(t)dt}.
d=1 T T

As W, w, and 3 are piecewise affine, we have

[ cTawd=3 3" AT (5104 5)
:

M-—1
1 ,
/ CTogwy (t)dt = 5 > A, CTag VdeN[D],
T —
7j=1
1 M-—1
/T Clagw, (t)dt = 5 Z Abwy i Clag VdeNI[D].

j=1

Hence, the statement holds.

B. Proof of Proposition
We first prove the sufficiency. Condition @b) is equiva-

lently rewritten as

(Aa+B)E@)+ A8 (1) <a V() eQxT,
implying that

(Aa+B)(+AB;j <a Y(e€ {ﬁ(ij) €€ Q}
for any j € N[M]. Meanwhile, (w (7)) + 01 0 H;) € RP
for any (j,1) € N[M] x N [2P] corresponds to a vertex of

B = [w(17),@ (17)] = {¢(T7) : £ € 2}

More precisely, we have

{w(TP)+oi0oH;:1eN[2P]} =V (B;) c B;  (10)

for any j € N[M], indicating that the sufficiency holds.
Subsequently, we prove the necessity. Due to the equality

in (I0), @) implies that
(Aa+B)(+ AB; <a Y€ Bj, (11a)
(Aa + B) CI + Aﬁj+1 <a VC/ € Bj+1 (11b)
for any j € N[M — 1]. By taking a weighted sum of (ITa)
and (I1D), we obtain
(Aa+ B) (1 -0)¢+0¢) + A[(1—0) Bj + 6Bj41] < a
v((vc/aa) € Bj X Bj+1 X [07 1] .
This suggests that

(Aa+B)(+ A1 =7 (1) Brwy +7 (1) Bry+1] < a
V¢ e (1 —v(t)) Brwy +7 (1) Bry41
for any t € 7. As we have

(1 =(1)) Brgey + v (t) Bry+1
= {(1 —y(®) ¢+ (@) ¢(":Ce Bk(t)aC/ € Bk(t)+1}
=), @] ={£#): £}

for any ¢ € T, @B follows. This completes the proof.

C. Proof of Proposition
We first prove the sufficiency. For any j € N[M — 1], we

have
_ Blt2) = B(t1)

;= V(ty,t2) € TP
i PR— (t1,t2) €T;

(12)
where
TP ={(ti ) € T?: TP < th1 <ty <TP,}

denotes the set of all strictly ordered pairs of time points in
the time interval [T, TP, ,]. Hence, (2d) implies that for any
jeN[M-1],

§(t2) = &(t)

R<a
to — 11

+gj SR V(&,tl,tg) c ) x 7;-0.

(13)
For any (d, j,0) € N[D] x N[M — 1] x {0, 1}, there exists
some (&4,t1,t2) € 2 x T such that

R(&atr,te) =154+ 0 (g —15a)-



This equation trivially holds if @Wa(TP) = w,(T}) and
@a(TP 1) = wy(T},,), implying 7 , = r’; ;. Otherwise, we
can find such (£4,t1,t2) by considering any ¢; > T]b and
to < ij+1 that are arbitrarily close. Thus, (@) follows.
Subsequently, we prove the necessity. If (@) holds, then

for any j € N[M — 1], we have
R<ar+g; <R Vre [},

=

as (r; + oy 0 (7 —r;)) for any I € N [27] corresponds to

a vertex of [f;,?ﬂ, or more precisely,

(1 +ovo (7 —15) -1 €N 2]} =V (7).
For any j € N[M — 1], since we have (I2) and

€ (t2) — & (t)

by definition, (I3)) follows. This implies that
R(tz—t1) <@ (&t2) =2 (§,t1) SR (t2 — 1)
for any (&,t1,t2) € Q x T° such that k(t1) = k(t2).
Meanwhile, for any (&,t1,%2) € € x T° such that k (1) <
k (t2), we obtain from (I3) that
T (& t2) — 2 (& Thry)) < R (t2 — Thea)) »
2 (& Thgty)) — & (& Thita)—1) < R (Thes) — Th(ta)—1) »

V(E t1,t2) € XX TP

(14)

& (& Tey+2) — 2 (& Topny+1) < B (Tieny+2 — Tr(er)+1) »
3 (& Titr)+1) — & (&, t1) < R (Thgeyy1 — 1)
where the first inequality trivially holds when to = Tj .-
Adding these k (t2) — k (¢1) 4+ 1 inequalities, we have
z (55152) - (gatl) < R(tz - tl) :

Similarly, we can derive the inequality

R(ta —t1) <2 (& t2) — 2 (& ).
Thus, (I4) holds for any (&, t1,t2) € Q x T°, which is
equivalently expressed by (2d). The proof is complete.
D. Proof of Proposition

As the necessity is obvious, we prove only the sufficiency.
Constraint 2d) is rewritten as

(1ga —1p) (1) + (1= (1) LsBr

+(t) 1gﬂk(t)+1 =0 V(t)eQxT.
For any d € N[D], there exists some ¢t € 7T such that
{&€a(t) : &4 € Qa} = [wy (t) ,@q ()] is non-degenerate as =g
is non-singleton. Thus, there exists some non-zero b € R
such that b (15— 1)) eq = 0, where ¢4 denotes the dth
column of the D x D identity matrix, implying 1 a—1], =
0. Using this equation, (I3) is rewritten as

(1= 1)) 1Bk +7 ) 1aBrpy+1 =0 VL€ T. (16)

Thus, we have

(v (t2) = v (t1)) (L&Br(er) — 1&Br(ty+1) =0

s)

for any (¢1,t2) € T° suchthat k (1) = k (¢2), which implies

LEBr(tr) = 1&Brin) 41

as v (t2) # v (t1). Due to (I6), we observe

LBty = 1éBren) = 0.

This completes the proof.
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