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Abstract—In this paper, a novel fast straightforward method for
thermal generating units scheduling is presented. The new method
decomposes the solution of the unit commitment (UC) problem
into three subproblems. In the first subproblem, the quadratic cost
functions of units are linearized and hourly optimum solution of
UC is obtained considering all constraints except the minimum
up/down time constraints. In the second subproblem, the minimum
up/down times are enforced through a novel optimization process
by modifying the schedule obtained in the first step. Finally, in the
third subproblem, the extra reserve is minimized using a new de-
commitment algorithm.

For testing the proposed method, the conventional ten-unit
test system and its multiples with 24-h scheduling horizon have
been solved. Comparison of results with those of other methods
justifies the effectiveness of the proposed method with regards to
minimizing both the total operation cost and execution time. Also,
the IEEE 118-bus system with 54 units and a practical large-scale
system including 358 units have been analyzed to exhibit the
superiority of the proposed approach.

Index Terms—Power generation scheduling, thermal power gen-
eration, unit commitment.

NOMENCLATURE

A; Coefficient of the piecewise linear production

cost function of unit j.
aj, bj, c; Coefficients of the quadratic production cost
function of unit j.

cej,he; t5? Coefficients of the startup cost function of

unit j.
(k) Shutdown cost of unit j in period k.
ki (k) Production cost of unit j in period k.
cj (k) Startup cost of unit j in period k.
(k) Additional cost of unit j in period k.
D(k) System load demand in period k.
DT; Minimum down time of unit j.
G; Number of periods unit j must be initially on

due to its minimum up time constraint.

J Set of indexes of the generating units.
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Index of units.
Set of indexes of the time periods.
Index of time periods.

Number of periods unit 7 must be initially off
due to its minimum down time constraint.

Number of segments of the piecewise linear
production cost function of unit j.

Generation of unit j.

Upper limit of real power generation of unit
7

Lower limit of real power generation of unit
7.

Maximum available output power of unit j
in period k.

Minimum available output power of unit j
in period k.

Spinning reserve requirements.

Ramp-down rate limit of unit j.

Ramp-up rate limit of unit j.

Number of periods unit j has been off prior
to the first period of the time span.

Number of periods of the time span.
Continuous offline period of unit 5 in period
k.

Continuous online period of unit j in period
k.

Upper limit of block [ of the piecewise linear
production cost function of unit j.

Minimum up time of unit j.

Number of periods unit 5 has been on prior
to the first period of the time span.

Commitment state of unit j in period & for
unit-based subproblem.

Initial commitment state of unit j.

Commitment state of unit j in period k for
hour-based subproblem.

Auxiliary binary variable of unit 7 in
reserve-based subproblem.
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Aji Slope of block [ of the piecewise linear
production cost function of unit 7.

ATAT () Maximum slope related to the last committed
segment in period k.

01(7, k) Power produced in block [ of the piecewise

linear production cost function of unit 5 in
period k.

I. INTRODUCTION

HE competition has become more furious in the global
Telectric power market, forcing electric utility companies
to pay more attention to how to better schedule the electric
power systems in order to better satisfy customer demands [1],
[2]. Generally speaking, unit commitment (UC) algorithms pro-
vide the generators commitment schedule, an integer program-
ming problem and generators production levels (economic dis-
patch), a nonlinear programming problem [2]-[4]. Therefore,
the unit commitment problem can be modeled as a large-scale,
nonlinear, mixed-integer problem with complex constraints.

The thermal unit commitment problem has been tradition-
ally solved in centralized power systems to determine when to
startup or shutdown thermal generating units and how to dis-
patch online generators to meet system demand and spinning re-
serve requirements while satisfying generation constraints (pro-
duction limits, ramping limits, and minimum up/down times)
over a specific short-term time span, so that the overall opera-
tion cost is minimized [1].

The generation scheduling problems solved by the indepen-
dent system operator (ISO) in current electricity markets [5]
are similar to the unit commitment problem in the centralized
noncompetitive power systems, as promoted by FERC’s Stan-
dard Market Design [6]. Sometimes, rather than minimizing
operation costs, the ISO maximizes a measure of social wel-
fare, which is a function of market participants’ bids and offers.
Nevertheless, different traditional, centralized unit commitment
methods, more or less, can be used for the competitive power
industry.

Optimizing the UC solution is a challenging task [1], [7].
The solution may be obtained by enumerating all the feasible
solutions which is often constrained by the combinatorial
explosion and problem dimensions. The optimal solutions to
the UC problems can save millions of dollars to the electric
power companies. Therefore, in the past 30 years, much efforts
have been devoted for developing more efficient, near-optimal
solving methods that can be adopted to the large-scale power
systems [7], [8].

The UC solving methods can be classified into nine cat-
egories: priority list method (PL), dynamic programming
method (DP), integer and mixed-integer programming method
(IP/MIP), linear programming method (LP), branch and bound
method (BB), Benders decomposition method (BD), La-
grangian relaxation method (LR), interior point optimization
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(IPO), and the soft-computation or computationally intelligent
methods, such as simulated annealing (SA), artificial neural
network (ANN), expert system (ES), fuzzy mathematics (FM),
and various algorithms of evolutionary computation.

In this paper, we focus on a new fast straightforward (SF)
technique to solve the UC problem. The UC problem is
decomposed into three subproblems. The quadratic cost func-
tions of generating units are linearized as piecewise linear
functions in the first subproblem. Then, the linearized cost
functions are used to minimize the total production cost of
units over the entire time span subject to satisfying hourly
loads and spinning reserve requirements, units output limits
and ramp-up/ramp-down rates constraints. This step is named
the hour-based subproblem. In the second subproblem, the
schedules obtained for different units in the first step are mod-
ified to include the minimum up/down time constraints. The
proposed modifying method is so developed as to minimize
the additional costs caused by rescheduling the units. This step
is named the unit-based subproblem. In the third subproblem,
some units are decommitted in order to minimize the difference
between the scheduled reserve and the required reserve. This
step is named the reserve-based subproblem.

The SF technique is applied to the widely used ten-unit test
system and its multiples. Comparing our results with those of
many UC solving methods presented in relevant publications
reveals that the SF method is a more effective technique among
the various methods from both the operation cost and execu-
tion time aspects. Therefore, this technique is much more effi-
cient for applying to practical large-scale power systems gener-
ation scheduling. Also, the IEEE 118-bus system and a practical
large-scale system consisting of 358 units are solved by SF ap-
proach and the results are presented.

This paper is organized as follows: Section II formulates
the UC problem. Section III mainly elaborates on the pro-
posed approach and decomposes the problem into hour-based,
unit-based, and reserve-based subproblems. Also, the appro-
priate formulation of the decomposed subproblems is presented
in this section. Section IV conducts the numerical simulations
and presents comparison among various UC solving methods.
Finally, concluding remarks are discussed as well in Section V.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In electric power systems, the unit commitment scheduling
mainly determines the on/off pattern and generation output of all
units from an initial status to meet load demands in a given time
horizon. The objective is to find an optimal unit commitment
schedule which can minimize the total production cost while
satisfying the load demand, spinning reserve requirement, and
other operational constraints.

A. Objective Function

The objective function of a UC problem mainly comprises
the fuel cost of generating units, the startup cost of committed
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units, and the shutdown cost of decommitted units. Thus, the
UC problem can be formulated as

Minimize Z Z (k) + cj (k) + c;l(k) (1)

kEK jeJ

where ¢!/ (k) is the generation cost function of unit j ($/h) which
is a quadratic polynomial function as follows:

cg(k) = ajv]-(k)—i-b]-pj(k)—l—cjp?(k), Vje J, Vke K. (2)

The startup cost function is denoted by c;‘(k) and is defined as
follows:

Vje JVke K

%m_{hq,ﬁﬁﬁ%)gﬁw+Dﬂ
3)

ey, it (k) > 501 4 DTy
and c?(k) is shutdown cost that is assumed to be constant.

B. Constraints

The UC problem is subjected to the following constraints:
1) Power balance constraints

> pi(k) = D(k), VkeK. @)

=
2) Spinning reserve constraints

> pi(k) > D(k) + R(k), VK € K. )

JjeEJ
3) Unit output limits
Pvi(k) <p;(k) < Pjv;(k), VieJVkeK. (6)

4) Unit ramp-up constraints

pi(k) <Bi(k), Vi€ JVkeK ™)
pj(k) = Min {p;(k — 1) + RU;jv;(k — 1), P;},
Vje JVke K 3)

5) Unit ramp-down constraints

pi(k) 2p,(k), VjeJVkeK ©)
Qj(k) =Maz {p;(k—1) — RD;jv;(k —1),P;},
Vj e J,Vk € K. (10)

6) Minimum up time limit

[t (k — 1) = UT5] % [vj(k — 1) —v;(k)] >0 (1)
G

[ —v(k)]=0, VjeJ (12)
k=1
G; = Min {T, [UT; — U?] x V;(0)} . (13)
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Fig. 1. Piecewise linear production cost.

7) Minimum down time limit

(1977 (k = 1) = DT] x o (k) = vi(k = )] >0 (14)

L;

> (k) =0,

L = Min (T, [DT; — $,(0)] x [L - (0]}

VjeJ (15)

(16)

III. METHODOLOGY

The SF approach consists of three subproblems or steps. In
each subproblem, an object function is minimized subject to
appropriate constraints. The details of these steps are explained
below.

A. Hour-Based Subproblem

The hour-based subproblem is formulated as

Minimize Y cE(k)+ (k) +cf(k), Vke K (17)
JjeJ

subject to power balance (4), spinning reserve (5), units output
limits (6), units ramp-up constraints (7), (8), and units ramp-
down constraints (9), (10). To minimize the objective function,
the generating units quadratic cost functions are approximated
by piecewise linear segments as illustrated in Fig. 1. For all prac-
tical purposes, the piecewise linear function of Fig. 1 is indis-
tinguishable from the nonlinear model if enough segments are
used. The analytical representation of this linear approximation
is given in the following[11]:

NL;

(k) = Ajoi(k) + > b4, k),

=1
Vje JVke K
NL,

pi(k) =Y 8104, k) + Pyv;(k),

Vje JVkeK

(18)

19)
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01(4,k) <Tjy—P;, VjeJVkeK (20)
o1(g, k) < Ty — Tj-1,

VieJVke KVI=2,... NLj—1 (21)

éni, (G k) <P;—Tjnp,-1, Vji€JVkeK (22)

6i1(4,k) >0, Vje JVke K,Vl=1,...,NL; (23)

where A; = a; + b;P; + CJ'E?.

The minimization of object function is carried out for all time
periods, and the optimum schedule of units at each time period
is found. The only coupling link between two successive periods
is ramp rate constraint. In this subproblem, it is not possible to
encounter an infeasible solution because there are no restric-
tions for turning on or turning off units. Therefore, the maximum
ramping capabilities of all units are available to follow the load
variations.

Feasibility Check: In the unit-based subproblem, as will be
discussed, we just have permission to turn on units to satisfy
minimum up/down time constraints. Since this action for each
unit would be independent of the other units, it is possible, in
some specific time periods, to encounter a situation that con-
straint (4) cannot be satisfied. It means that the sum of minimum
available power output of all online units exceeds the system
load demand. To overcome such an infeasible situation, before
passing the results of hour-based subproblem to the unit-based
subproblem, a feasibility check is performed on them. This is
a preventive action to ensure that the required adjustments for
satisfying minimum up/down time constraints can be performed
in the unit-based subproblem without encountering infeasible
conditions.

In the feasibility check block, first for each time period, the
committable and uncommittable units are determined based on
the results of hour-based subproblem. To do this, units are sorted
in the ascending order of number of ON periods over the entire
time span. Thus, a unit with more ON states would have a higher
order compared to others with less ON states.

The committable units in each time period, includes all of the
units from top of the list that the sum of their minimum available
power outputs does not exceed the system load demand at that
time period. The remaining units in that time period are consid-
ered as uncommittable.

Any unit that in the hour-based subproblem is scheduled to be
OFF in a particular time period but, is among the “committable
units” of that time period, is allowed to be turned ON in order to
eliminate minimum up/down time constraints violation of that
unit, if there exists any.

For all units experiencing minimum up/down time constraints
violations such that these violations cannot be eliminated by the
idea of “committable units” explained above, their state in the
violated time periods will be set to OFF. For each unit that its
ON states are switched to OFF in some time periods, two cases
regarding to constraint (5) may occur. In the first case, we as-
sume constraint (5) is not violated in those time periods the unit
is switched OFF. In such case, the hour-based subproblem is
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performed forcing the particular unit to be OFF in certain time
periods. Since these fixed OFF states are uncommittable, they
would not be considered in determining the “‘committable units”
at the next iteration of feasibility check. In the second case,
we assume turning OFF this unit violates constraint (5), which
means there are not enough units to satisfy demand and reserve
in those specific time periods. In this case, we move the corre-
sponding unit to the top of the list of the sorted units and then
continue with performing the feasibility check. Putting a unit at
the top of the list ensures that this unit would be committable in
the entire time span.

Once the solution of the hour-based subproblem passes the
feasibility check, the committable units guarantee a feasible so-
lution in the unit-based subproblem.

B. Unit-Based Subproblem

The output of hour-based subproblem gives the optimal solu-
tion to the UC problem, ignoring the units minimum up/down
time constraints, in the form of an on/off (one/zero) pattern for
each unit over the entire time span. Thus, any deviation from
this pattern imposes additional cost. In this paper, the on/off pat-
tern of all units violating minimum up/down time constraints
is modified using a novel approach. Note that the output re-
sults of hour-based subproblem have already passed the fea-
sibility check to avoid encountering infeasible solution in this
subproblem.

The unit-based subproblem starts by analyzing the on/off
pattern of each unit obtained in the hour-based subproblem
for unit minimum up/down time violations. To overcome such
violations, if any, all possible feasible patterns resulting from
turning on the violating units are compared in order to find a
new on/off pattern that imposes the least additional costs due
to unit rescheduling. In generating feasible patterns, only the
“committable units” are considered. The additional costs are
defined as follows.

1) Additional cost imposed by committing a unit: when the
state of uncommitted unit j in period k£ changes from
zero to one, its output power is set to P;. This power
must be subtracted from the output of other online units
to hold the power balance constraint (4) satisfied. The
added cost due to this change is A; and the reduced cost
is A4 (k) P;, where A™?% (k) is the largest incremental
cost in period k according to

AT (k) = Max (\ivj(k)), Vjed (24)
where index [ includes the committed segments of piece-
wise linear production cost function of each unit.

Thus, the additional cost imposed by committing unit j
in period k is as follows:

Aj _ /\mar(k)B_

e

(25)



2138

It should be noted that the value of A\™**(k) is as-
sumed to be constant in each period in spite of units
rescheduling.

2) Startup and shutdown costs: by changing the on/off
status of units, the number of startups and shutdowns
and also their types (hot or cold) will change. These
costs are as follows:

ui(k) [1 = uj(k = D] ef —vi(k) [1 = vj(k = 1] ¢f

+uj(k = 1) [1 = (k)] f —vi(k = 1) [1 = v; (k)] cf.  (26)

In this expression, v; (k) is state of unit j obtained from
subproblem one and u;(k) is the state of unit j in new
considered pattern.

Since the first term in (26) is startup cost of the new
pattern (for unit 7 in period k), previously startup cost
obtained from hour-based subproblem should be elim-
inated. This is done by the second term. Similarly, the
third term in (26) is shutdown cost of the new pattern
and the forth term eliminates shutdown cost obtained in
the first subproblem.

The summation of two aforementioned additional costs forms
the unit-based objective function and it must be minimized as
much as possible. The unit-based subproblem is developed as
follows:

Minimize Zcf(k) 27)
where
cit (k) =u; (k)[1—v; (k)] [A; =A™ (k) P;]
+uj(k)[1—uj(k—1)] ¢} —v;(k)[1—v;(k—1)] ¢}
+u(k—1)[1—u; (k)] ¢f —v; (k—1)[1—v;(k)] ¢f.-

After determining the pattern with minimum additional costs,
the power dispatches of online units must be determined in pe-
riods that unit 5 is committed by second subproblem. In such
periods, since the unit j is set to Bj, therefore this amount of
power must be subtracted from outputs of other online units.
For this purpose, the output of unit with the largest incremental
cost is reduced by P;. If the minimum available output power
of this unit obstructs this reduction, the output of this unit is set
to this value and the output of next unit with the largest incre-
mental cost is reduced. This process is continued until the total
reduction reaches P e At the end of this subproblem, variables
u; (k) are representative of unit states. It is recognized that only
the violating units are involved in the unit-based subproblem.
Therefore, for the remaining units, u; (k) will be equal to v; (k).

C. Reserve-Based Subproblem

In this subproblem, we consider the time periods having a
large amount of excess reserve. At these periods, we search for
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units that can be turned off, whereas satisfying problem con-
straints. To do this, the following reserve objective function is
defined:

(k) =" [w; —u(k)], VkeK.
jeJ

(29)

In (29), u;(k) is state of unit j obtained from subproblem
two and w; is an auxiliary binary variable that can be either one
or zero. After reduction of extra reserve at time period k&, the
values of u;(k) are replaced by the values of w;. This process
is consecutively performed from first to the end of time span.

The reserve-based subproblem is as follows:

Minimize ¢"(k), Vke K (30)
subject to
> pjw; - D(k) - R(k) >0, VkeK (1)
j€J
1 —wjlu;(k — Duj(k)uj(k+1)=0, Vke K (32)
wjh 1) Y [ = s+ )]
n=1
UT;
ik =1) S 1=k —n)] =0,

n=1

Vk € K. (33)

According to (29), the binary variable w); tries to catch a value
of zero in period k to minimize the objective function, but it is
restricted by (31)—(33). Constraint (31) means that we are free to
turn off units until the amount of required reserve in each period
is met. Constraints (32) and (33), both, define periods that unit 5
can be turned off, whereas its minimum up time limit is not vi-
olated. In this subproblem, the minimum down time constraint

(28) needs not to be included because the presented formulation per-

mits decommitment of units in a way to increase hours the units
are being off continuously.

Ultimately, economic dispatch program is run for committed
units considering linear cost functions and units constraints.
Fig. 2 illustrates the procedure of the proposed straightforward
UC solving approach.

IV. NUMERICAL SIMULATION

We conduct three case studies consisting of the ten-unit test
system, the IEEE 118-bus system, and a relatively large-scale
power system representing the Iranian national power grid to
illustrate the performance of the proposed method. Quadratic
production costs are linearized through a piecewise linear ap-
proximation with ten segments. Once the final UC scheduling
is obtained, a linear-programming-based economic dispatch is
run to facilitate the assessment of the results.

The proposed method was implemented on a Dell Inspiron
6000 with a 1.86-GHz processor and 512 MB of RAM using
MATLAB optimization toolbox [12].
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TABLE I
TOTAL COST COMPARISON OF SEVERAL METHODS

Total Cost ($)
No.of | SPL EP EPL PLEA PSO IPSO | HPSO | BPSO | PSO-LR| LR LRGA | ELR ALR GA
Units | [24] [26] [19] [25] [23] [23] [16] [18] [20] [20] [10] [22] [22] [9]
10 564,950 | 565,352 | 563,977 | 563,977 | 574,153 - 563,942 | 565,804 | 565,869 | 566,107 | 564,800 | 563,977 | 565,508 | 565,825
20 |1,123,938]1,127,256]1,124,369]1,124,295] 1,125,983 1,125,279 - - 1,128,072]1,128,362]1,122,622|1,123,297|1,126,720( 1,126,243

40 |2.248,645]2.252,612]2,246,508]2,243.913]2,250,012] 2,248,163 -

- 2.251,116]2,250,223]2,242.178] 2.244.237]2.249,790( 2,251 911

60 |3,371,178]3.376,255]3,366,210(3,363,892|3.374.174] 3,370,979 -

B 3,376,407 3,374,994 3,371,079] 3,363,491 3,371,188 3,376,625

80 [4.492,909|4,505,5364,489,3224,487,354]|4,501,538] 4,495,032 -

- 4,496,717)4,496,729]4,501,844 (4,485,633 (4,494,487 (4,504,933

100 |5.,615,530]5,633,800]5,608,440]5,607,904]5,625,376( 5,619,248 -

- 5,623,607 5,620,305 5,613,127] 5,605,678 5,615,893 5,627,437

Total Cost ($)
No.of | FPGA BCGA ICGA |UCC-GA| ACSA DP DPLR TS-RP | TS-IRP MA MILP [ MRCGA SF Minimum
Units [ [15] [14] [14] [27] (7] [9] [22] [21] [21] [28] [13] [29] Value
10 564,094 | 567,367 | 566,404 | 563,977 | 564,049 | 565,825 | 564,049 [ 564,551 | 563,937 | 565,827 - 564,244 | 563,865 | 563,865
20 |1,124,998|1,130,2911,127,244]1,125,516 - - 1,128,098 - - 1,128,192 - 1,125,035] 1,125,161 1,122,622
40 |2,248,235]2,256,590]2,254,123(2,249,715 - - 2,256,195 - - 2,249,589 - 2,246,62212,246,849|2,242,178
60 |3,368,375]3,382,913]3,378,108( 3,375,065 - - 3,384,293 - - 3,370,820 - 3,367,366] 3,365,980] 3,363,491
80 [4,491,169[4,511,438[4,498,943|4,505,614] - - 4,512,391 - - |4494214] - [4.489,964]4,489,062] 4,485,633
100 _|5,614,357]5,637,930] 5,630,838[5.626,514] - - |5640488] - - 15,616,314]5,605,189[5.610,031]5,615,960] 5,605,189
Load and generated by scaling the generating units and load demand by
Units Data 2,4,...,and 10 times, respectively. The spinning reserve is held

v

Hour-Based Sub-Problem:
Find Hourly Optimal Schedule of Units for
all Time Periods Neglecting Minimum

Up/Down Time Constraints

A

Feasibility Check

Determine the Committable Units at Each
Time Period and Check the Feasibility of

the Unit-Based Sub-problem

O ()

v

Unit-Based Sub-Problem:

Enforce Minimum Up/Down Time Constraints
while Imposing Least Additional Costs

=

Reserve-Based Sub-Problem:
Minimize Extra Reserve by
Decommitment Algorithm

v

Units
Patterns

/_\m

Fig. 2. Flowchart of proposed SF approach.

A. Ten-Unit Base Problem

The proposed formulation has been applied to solve a com-
monly used UC problem based on the ten-unit test system. This
problem consists of a group of unit commitment problems. The
basic problem includes ten units with a scheduling time horizon
of 24 h. The 20-unit, 40-unit,. . ., and 100-unit UC problems are

as 10% of the scaled load in each case. For quick reference, the
hourly load distribution over 24-h time horizon and the gener-
ating units data are given in Tables V and VI of the Appendix,
respectively.

The results of applying 26 different methods to the ten-unit
system and its multiples were taken directly from [13]-[29], tab-
ulated and compared with the results obtained from our method
in Tables I and II from the view points of total operating cost and
execution time. The abbreviation list of all considered methods
is given in Table VII of Appendix.

Table I summarizes the total cost of different UC solving tech-
niques that consists of production and startup costs. As shown in
this table, for the case with ten units, the proposed method gives
the best result, and for the other cases, the method came up with
the total costs that are less than that of many other methods while
very close to the least costs.

Execution times of different UC solving methods are pre-
sented in Table II. Although the CPU times shown in Table II
may not be directly comparable due to different computers or
programming languages used, but some insight can be gained.
It is obvious that except for the ten-unit case, our run times are
significantly lower than the run times of all other methods. The
21.3 s that we obtained for 100-unit case is less than one third of
the next least CPU time. Therefore, the proposed method is effi-
cient and suitable for large-scale practical cases. Table III gives
the 24-h units outputs for the ten-unit case. Fig. 3 illustrates the
hourly demand plus the required reserve curve and the summa-
tion of maximum available outputs of committed units curve.
The small difference between two curves shows the outstanding
UC scheduling using SF method.

B. IEEE 118-Bus System

The IEEE 118-bus system consisting of 54 units is consid-
ered to study using the SF method. The data for this system are
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TABLE II
EXECUTION TIME COMPARISON OF SEVERAL METHODS

Execution Time (Sec)
No.of | SPL EP EPL | PLEA [ PSO IPSO | HPSO | BPSO | PSO-LR| LR LRGA | ELR ALR GA
Units | [24] [26] [19] [25] [23] [23] [16] [18] [20] [20] [10] [22] [22] [9]
10 7.24 100 0.72 - - - - - 42 257 518 4 32 221
20 16.32 340 2,97 - - - - - 91 514 1147 16 12 733
40 | 4632 1176 11.9 - - - - - 213 1066 2165 52 34 2697
60 | 11385 [ 2267 23 - - - - - 360 1594 2414 113 67 5840
80 | 21577 [ 3584 44.4 - - - - - 543 2122 3383 209 111 10036
100 | 37403 [ 6120 64.5 - - - - - 730 2978 4045 345 167 15733
Execution Time (Sec)
No.of | FPGA | BCGA | ICGA |UCC-GA| ACSA DP DPLR | TS-RP | TS-IRP | MA MILP | MRCGA| (. | Minimum
Units | [15] [14] [14] [27] [17) [9] [22] [21] [21] [28] [13] [29] Value
10 - 37 74 85 - - 108 107 77 290 0.97 3.6 0.91 0.72
20 - 15.9 22.4 225 - - 299 - - 538 4.49 12.6 1.39 1.39
40 - 63.1 583 614 - - 1200 - - 1032 19.53 43.2 4.72 4.72
60 - 137 1173 1085 - - 3199 - - 2740 3783 | 1029 7 7
80 - 257 176 1975 - - 8447 - - 3159 | 133.88 [ 169.7 | 1347 | 1347
100 - 397 242.5 3547 - - 12437 - - 6365 123 260.5 21.3 213
TABLE III
UNITS OUTPUT POWER FOR THE TEN-UNIT CASE
Ui ts| Hours (1-24)
1 [ 2130 a4]s5le6l 71 8]olwlnlwlwdlalis]lielm]18l19]2]21[2]23]22
1 |[455 ] 455 [ 455 ] 455 | 455 [ 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 [ 455
2 {245 295 [ 370 | 455 [ 390 | 360 [ 410 | 455 [ 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 455 | 310 | 260 | 360 | 455 | 455 | 455 [ 455 | 420 [ 345
3ol of o] ofo]130fmo]130f[mo]130]130]130]130]130]130[130]130f[130]130f130]130[ o] o] o
4ol of o] ofmo]130fmo]130fmo]i130]130]130]130]130]130]{130]130f130]130fm30]130[ o] o]o
sl o] o f[25]40 252525 30] 8 [162]162[162]162[ 85 ] 30 [25]25]25]30162[85]145[25] 0
6fflolJofolJofoJofoJof2]3]73[8][33]2]o0of[o]ofo]of3]2[2]o0]o0
7lolofo]JofJoJolofJol2sf2s]25f[25]25[25]o0of[o]o]o]ol2f[25]25[0]0o
sffolJofolJofoJofoJofoJw]Jiw[4]tw]o]J]ofo]J]ofo]JofJw]Jof[o]Jo]o
sfolJofolJofoJofoJofoJoJmwlw]l]oJo]J]ofo]J]ofo]JofJoJof[o]Jo]o
Wl ofoJofoJofJoJoJofoJofolJiwfolofoJofoJofoJoJofo]lofo
L s C. Iranian Power System With 358 Units
1600} Demand + b
isol.  Actual Reserve | In order to present the performance of the proposed approach
for the solution of a relatively large power system, the Iranian
1400} . . . o .
power system including 358 units is studied. The proposed
1300} J Domand + ) | method provided, in 118 s, a solution including hourly on/off
1200} / Required Reserve iy patterns and the total economical operation cost. Comparing
1100 to the results obtained using a genetic algorithm-based UC
1000 program running on a 3.0-GHz computer having 512 MB of
00— / \ RAM at the Iranian Grid Management Company, our method
800 ;/" - was more than ten times faster. Also, our total operating cost
700L— | 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 was 1.10% less than theirs.

1
12 14
Hour

10 16 18 20 22 24

Fig. 3. Comparison between demand plus required reserve and summation of
maximum available outputs of committed units.

given at http://ee.sharif.edu/IEEE_118_BUS.doc. All the con-
straints involved in this problem are regarded, and a more prac-
tical constraint is considered that is: each committed unit must
be scheduled to operate at its lower generation limit in the first
and last hours of being committed. Table IV presents the units’
output powers for 24-h time horizon with a total operating cost
of $1 643 818 and execution time of 6.57 s.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, a fast straightforward method for solving the
UC problem was proposed. This method decomposes the UC
problem into three subproblems which are solved in order. The
salient feature of the proposed approach is its extremely short
execution time that makes it applicable and efficient for large-
scale practical power systems generation scheduling. The pro-
posed technique has been successfully tested on three realistic
case studies. Accuracy and computational efficiency of the new
method were revealed by numerical results obtained.
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TABLE IV
UNITS OUTPUT POWER FOR IEEE 118-BUS SYSTEM
Units Hours (1-24)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 | 11 12 13 14 | 15 16 | 17 18 19 | 20 | 21 22 | 23 | 24
1-3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 203 | 180 | 150 | 150 | 150 f 150 | 203 | 270 | 2551 270 ] 270 | 264 | 225 | 195 ] 270 | 270 | 270 | 270 [ 285 | 300 | 300 | 270 | 270 | 255
5 200 | 180 f 140 100 | 100 | 160 | 200 | 260 | 240 | 280 | 280 | 260 | 240 | 200 | 280 | 280 | 277 | 280 | 280 | 300 | 300 | 280 | 280 | 240
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 25140 | 40 | 25 | 25 | 25 | 40 | 40 | 25 | 40 | 55 [62.5] 70 | 40 | 40 | 25
8-9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 200 | 180 { 140 { 100 | 100 | 157 | 200 | 260 | 240 | 280 | 280 | 260 | 240 | 200 | 280 | 280 | 260 | 280 | 280 | 300 | 300 | 280 | 280 | 240
11 350 | 350 | 350 [ 350 | 350 | 350 ) 350 ] 350 | 350 | 350 | 350 | 350 | 350 ] 350 ] 350 | 350 | 350 | 350 | 350 | 350 ] 350 ] 350 | 350 | 350
12-13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25140 |1 40 | 25 | 25 | 25 | 40 | 40 [ 25 | 40 | 55 |162.5] 70 | 40 | 40 [ 25
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 1 40 | 40 | 25 | 25 ] 25| 40 | 40 | 25 | 40 | 55 |625[ 70 [ 40 | 32 | 25
17-18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 1 40 | 40 | 25 | 25 1 25 | 40 | 40 | 25 | 40 | 55 |625] 70 40 | 25 | 25
20 250 ] 250 | 250 | 134 | 250 [ 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 [ 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250
21 250 ] 250 ] 250 | 130 | 250 [ 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250 | 250
22-23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 1 40 | 40 | 25 | 25 1 25 | 40 | 40 | 25 | 40 | 55 |625] 70 40 | 25 | 25
24 200 | 200 | 200 | 100 | 155 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 { 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200
25 200 | 200 f 200 100 | 151 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200
26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 1 32 1 40 | 25 1 25 1 25 | 32 | 40 | 25 | 40 | 55 |625] 70 40 | 25 | 25
27-28 420 | 388 | 356 | 178 | 292 | 356 | 420 | 420 | 420 | 420 | 420 | 420 | 420 | 420 | 420 | 420 | 420 | 420 [ 420 | 420 | 420 | 420 | 420 | 420
29 21211891124 | 80 | 80 [ 146 | 212 | 256 | 256 | 278 | 278 | 256 | 234 | 205 | 278 | 278 | 278 | 278 [ 278 | 300 | 300 | 278 | 278 | 256
30-33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 1 25 1 40 | 25 | 25 1 25 | 25 | 40 | 25 | 40 | 55 |625] 70 40 | 25 | 25
35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 1 251 40 | 25 | 25 1 25 | 251 40 | 25 | 40 | 551 60 [ 70 40 | 25 | 25
36 1951 180 | 150 [ 150 | 150 | 150 | 195 ] 264 | 244 | 270 | 270 | 255 | 225 ] 195] 270 | 270 | 270 | 270 [ 285 | 300 | 300 | 270 | 270 | 244
37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 25125140 | 25 25125 25] 40 | 25| 40 | 55 | 55 [67.5] 40 | 25 | 25
38 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
39 300 | 300 { 300 { 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 | 300 ] 300 | 300 | 300
40 200 | 185 125 50 | 80 | 155 ] 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200
41-42 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
43 200 | 180 | 140 | 100 | 100 [ 140 | 200 | 260 | 240 | 280 | 280 | 260 | 231 | 200 | 280 | 280 | 260 | 280 [ 280 | 300 | 300 | 280 | 280 [ 240
44 200 | 180 ] 129 ] 100 | 100 | 140 | 200 | 260 | 240 | 280 | 280 | 260 | 220 | 200 | 280 | 280 | 260 | 280 [ 280 | 300 | 300 | 280 | 280 | 240
45 200 | 180 | 120 | 100 | 100 [ 140 | 200 | 260 | 240 | 280 | 280 | 260 | 220 | 200 | 280 | 280 | 260 | 280 | 280 | 300 | 300 | 280 | 280 [ 240
46 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
47 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 1 25 | 32 | 25 | 25 1 25 | 25 | 40 | 25 | 32 | 55 | 55 [62.5] 40 | 25 | 25
48 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 | 25 | 25 | 25 | 25 | 25 | 25 | 40 | 25 | 25 |545] 55 [625) 40 | 25 | 25
49-50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
51-52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 | 25 | 25 | 25 | 25 |1 25 | 25 | 40 | 25 | 25 |47.5] 55 [625) 40 | 25 | 25
53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 | 25 | 25 | 25 | 25 | 25 | 25 | 32 | 25 | 25 |475] 55 [625f 32 | 25 | 25
54 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TABLE V [2] F. Zhuang and F. D. Galiana, “Towards a more rigorous and practical
LOAD DEMAND OF TEN-UNIT BASE PROBLEM unit commitment by Lagrangian relaxation,” IEEFE Trans. Power Syst.,
vol. 3, no. 2, pp. 763-773, May 1988.
Hour 1 2 3 4 5 6 [3] F.N. Lee, “Short-term thermal unit commitment-a new method,” IEEE
Load MW)[ 700 750 850 950 1000 1100 Trans. Power Syst., vol. 3, no. 2, pp. 421-428, May 1988.
Hour 7 3 9 10 1 12 [4] R. Gollmer, M. P. Nowak, W. Romisch, and R. Schultz, “Unit commit-
Load (MW)| 1150 1200 1300 1400 1450 1500 ment in power generation—A basic model and some extensions,” Ann.
Hour 13 14 15 16 17 18 Oper. RES., vol. 96, Pp- 167—189, Nov. 2000.
Load (MW) 1400 1300 1200 1050 1000 1100 [5] M. Shahidehpour, H. Yamin, and Z. Li, Market Operations in Elec-
Hour 19 20 21 bD) 23 24 tric Power Systems: Forecasting, Scheduling, and Risk Management.
Load (MW)| 1200 | 1400 | 1300 | 1100 | 900 800 New York: Wiley, 2002, pp. 275-310.
[6] Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Jun. 2002, Remedying Undue
Discrimination Through Open Access Transmission Service and Stan-
dard Electricity Market Design, Notice of proposed rulemaking, Doc-
APPENDIX ument no. RMO01-12-000. [Online]. Available: http://www.ferc.gov/.
[7]1 N. P. Padhy, “Unit commitment—A bibliographical survey,” IEEE
The load pattern and the generating units characteristics of the Trans. Power Syst., vol. 19, no. 2, pp. 1196-1205, May 2004.
ten-unit system are provided in Tables V and VI, respectively. (8] C. P. Cheng, C. W. Liu, and C. C. Liu, “Unit commitment by an-
Table VII gives the abbreviations list of different UC solving nealing-genetic algorithm,” Int. J. Elect. Power Energy Syst., vol. 24,
pp. 149-158, Feb. 2002.
techniques which appeared in Tables I and II. [9] S. A. Kazarlis, A. G. Bakirtzis, and V. Petridis, “A genetic algorithm
solution to the unit commitment problem,” IEEE Trans. Power Syst.,
vol. 11, no. 1, pp. 83-92, Feb. 1996.
REFERENCES [10] C. P. Cheng, C. W. Liu, and G. C. Liu, “Unit commitment by La-

[1]1 A.J. Wood and B. F. Wollenberg, Power Generation, Operation, and
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UNIT CHARACTERISTICS AND COST COEFFICIENTS OF TEN-UNIT BASE PROBLEM
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P 150 150 20 20 25 20 25 10 10 10
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PLEA:|Priority List-based Evolutionary Algorithm

PSO:|Particle Swarm Optimization

TPSO: |Improved Particle Swarm Optimization

HPSO: |Hybrid Particle Swarm Optimization
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SF:|Straightforward (Our Proposed Approach)
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