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ABSTRACT With the large-scale grid integration of wind power, the inherent space-time characteristics
of wind power and the transmission congestion seriously restrict the consumption of wind power and the
development of demand. In order to improve the wind power accommodation and load acceptance level,
the joint planning including the wind power installed capacity and location, the transmission network
expansion, and energy storage system locating and sizing is considered. The generation-side operation
process and the charging-discharging strategy of energy storage systems are also involved. The source-
network-storage joint planning model is established with the goal of minimizing the cost of the transmission
network expansion, the construction and operation of energy storage systems, the conventional units’
operation, the wind curtailment, and the heavy-load penalty. Furthermore, the energy storage system planning
& operation constraints, the heavy-load operation constraints and the quadratic generation cost function are
linearized in the MILP model. Through the Wood&Wollenberg 6-bus system, the IEEE RTS-24 test system,
and the modified IEEE 118-bus system as the test systems, the joint planning schemes under multiple
scenarios are compared and analyzed. The results show that the proposed planning model can effectively
improve the load acceptance capability and wind power integration level.

INDEX TERMS Energy storage system, linear programming, transmission grid expansion planning, unit

commitment, wind power integration.

I. INTRODUCTION

With the increasing of demand and the proportion of renew-
able energy sources (RES) in power grid, especially the
wind power [1], [2], the original power source planning and
power grid construction are no longer suitable for future
development. New challenges for power grid planning occur
by the requirement of adaptability, uncertainty, wind cur-
tailment and so on [3], [4]. Moreover, many factors can
affect wind power accommodation, and the reasons for wind
curtailment in different regions are also different. Generally,
system regulation capability, transmission capacity and dis-
patching mode are the leading factors affecting wind power
consumption [5], [6]. The power system regulation capability
and transmission capacity should be synthetically considered
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in the power grid planning to cope with demand and RES
development. For regulation capability, the conventional units
are generally limited by the generation schedule, the climbing
rate, the minimum start up and shut down time, and other
operational restrictions. It is hard to timely reduce the power
output of the conventional units in the wind peak or load
valley periods to provide sufficient consumption space for
the wind power. The rapid response capability and dynamic
regulation characteristics of energy storage systems (ESSs)
can effectively enhance the system regulation capability and
wind power acceptance ability [7], [8]. The ESSs can be used
in many fields to improve the safe and stable operation, such
as ancillary services, power transmission and distribution,
renewable energy integration. On the other hand, the trans-
mission congestion is directly caused by limited transmission
capacity and uneven power flow distribution. A large number
of heavy-load and light-load lines may appear simultaneously
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in the system because of transmission congestion, and it will
significantly reduce the system safety margin and develop-
ment potential. Therefore, enhancing the transmission capac-
ity by transmission network expansion planning (TNEP) [9]
and optimizing the power flow distribution in operation pro-
cess become feasible solutions to alleviate transmission con-
gestion, which makes it highly significant to study the TNEP
and ESS planning (ESSP) to cope with the demand and wind
power development.

At present, there are many research results for TNEP or
ESSP under wind power integration. The TNEP is mixed inte-
ger nonlinear programming which may cause computational
issues in large-scale system planning. Meanwhile, mathe-
matical optimization and heuristic algorithms are widely
applied to solve the TNEP, including mixed integer linear
programming (MILP), Bender’s decomposition [10], genetic
algorithm (GA) and so on. Reference [11] models the TNEP
as a two-stage stochastic optimization problem which uses a
modified version of Benders” decomposition. Reference [12]
proposes a new efficient Benders cuts method for TNEP
in which the operation cost and N-1 security criterion are
taken into account. Reference [13] considers the effect of dis-
tributed generation evaluated by the accurate assessment of
loss in TNEP. In addition, a two-stage optimization method-
ology for security-constrained AC TNEP is developed in [14],
which is solved by a modified artificial bee colony algorithm.
A multi-objective TNEP model which concerns the corre-
lation between uncertainties related to loads is formulated
in [15]. Reference [16] proposes a TNEP method under multi-
ple generation scenarios to significantly reduce the expansion
cost with small infeasibilities.

The above literature basically has not considered the wind
power integration planning (WPIP). That the wind farms with
determinate installed capacity are connected to certain buses
is usually assumed. But in fact, the wind power accommoda-
tion level, the TNEP, and the ESSP are highly related to the
sizing and site of wind farms. Therefore, several researchers
try to coordinate the WPIP with the TNEP. The bi-level opti-
mization model is developed for transmission expansion and
wind power integration decisions in [17], [18]. The static volt-
age stability criterion is formulated as operational constraints
to obtain more technically and economically schemes for
large-scale wind power integration planning and according
regional transmission network planning in [19].

The TNEP is mainly aimed at meeting the transmission
requirements during peak-load periods. If wind power and
load demand fluctuate markedly, the economy and adaptabil-
ity of the TNEP will be worse. In that case, it is intractable to
improve the system flexibility only by the TNEP. However,
ESSs can effectively response the regulation requirements
from the wind power or load demand. The ESSs which are
centralized or distributed are beneficial to peak-load regula-
tion, enhancing transmission ability, alleviating congestion,
reducing system reserve capacity and so on. In consequence,
the storage duration required to reduce variable genera-
tion curtailment is analyzed [20]. Reference [21] examines
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the curtailment—storage—penetration nexus in the energy
transition. Two criteria including maximum regret of wind
curtailment cost and total social cost are discussed in a
new multi-objective framework for a wind curtailment issue
in [22]. References [23]-[25], and [26] explore siting and
sizing optimization method of ESSs.

There are still some limitations if TNEP and ESSP sep-
arate. Combining TNEP with ESSP can provide a more
effective and feasible solution to promote system trans-
mission capacity and regulation capability. Exploring the
roles of TNEP and ESSP in a power system becomes more
significant than before. Therefore, reference [27] shows
the benefit of the TNEP combining with ESSP is greater
than each individually. Besides, reference [28] shows that
an ESS located at a congestion point has complement
effect to further increase the capability of critical trans-
mission corridors. The relationship between transmission
and ESSs is discussed in [29], that is, ESSs and trans-
mission lines are not generally substitutes or complements
but depend on the actual situation. Moreover, a new robust
min-max-min cost optimization model for joint TNEP and
ESSP is presented in [30]. Reference [31], [32] achieve
the TNEP and ESSP co-optimization scheme considering
both long-term and short-term uncertainty. The approach for
TNEP considering ESSs in a market-driven environment is
described in [33].

The work of the above literature has promoted the devel-
opment of TNEP and ESSP under wind power integration.
However, there are still some issues that can be further
explored and studied. In general, most of the literature has
not considered the impact of the operation. Actually, with the
integration of wind power and ESSs, the coupling between
planning and operation is getting stronger. Wind power dis-
patching, energy storage operation strategy, unit commit-
ment, and other issues should be considered in the planning
stage. The planning guided by reasonable operating modes
can be eventually more economical, flexible, and practical.
In addition, the above literature does not yet involve the power
flow distribution optimization during the planning. The trans-
mission redundancy, system security margin, and reliability
are highly associated with power flow distribution. Therefore,
optimizing the power flow distribution at the planning and
operation stages can mitigate transmission congestion and
improve system safety margin.

Based on the above analysis, in this paper, the WPIP
including the installed capacity and location of the wind
farms, the TNEP, ESSP about ESSs locating and sizing and
the power generation-side operation are coordinated consid-
ered in the planning stage. According to the comprehensive
consideration of economy, safety and wind curtailment at
the planning and operation level, a source-network-storage
joint planning model with the minimizing goal including
transmission line expansion cost(TLEC), ESSs construction
and operation cost(ECOC), units operation cost(UOC), wind
curtailment cost(WCC), heavy-load penalty cost(HLPC) is
proposed. Finally, the case analysis is carried out in the
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Wood&Wollenberg 6-bus system, the IEEE RTS-24 test sys-
tem, and the modified IEEE 118-bus system to verify the
validity and rationality of the model in different scenarios.

The main contributions of this paper include three aspects:

(1) A novel optimization model which coordinated deter-
mines WPIP, TNEP, and ESSP is proposed under compre-
hensive consideration of economy, safety, and wind curtail-
ment to manage transmission congestion and wind curtail-
ment issue.

(2) The heavy-load transmission is taken into account as a
part of the object to enhance the safety margin of the planning
scheme. The unit commitment and power flow distribution
optimization are involved.

(3) In order to save computational time, new lin-
ear ESSs planning & operation constraints and heavy-
load operation constraints are formulated in the model.
Other constraints such as standard disjunctive model, piece-
wise linear generation cost, and minimum up-down time
constraint are also involved. Compared with the BLP,
the effectiveness and precision can be guaranteed by the
linearization.

The structure of this paper is organized as follows.
Section II provides the problem formulation and the lin-
earization methods of the source-network-storage joint plan-
ning model based on MILP. Section III provides the
results and analysis of the case study carried out in the
Wood&Wollenberg 6-bus system, the IEEE RTS-24 test sys-
tem, and the modified IEEE 118-bus system to verify the
validity and rationality of the proposed model in different
scenarios. Section IV summarizes conclusions. For conve-
nience, the list of abbreviations and nomenclatures is pro-
vided in Table 1.

II. JOINT OPTIMIZATION MILP MODEL
A. OBJECTIVE FUNCTION

A source-network-storage joint planning model is established
for transmission congestion and wind curtailment. The objec-
tive function includes five parts: Crpgc for TLEC, Cgcoc
for ECOC, CUOC for UOC, CWCC for WCC, and CHLPC for
HLPC, which is written as (1). The TLEC is represented by
the equivalent annual value of the construction cost of expan-
sion lines. The construction cost of ESSs is represented by the
equivalent annual value, and the operation and maintenance
(O&M) cost of ESSs is represented according to the O&M
ratio. The UOC is expressed in terms of the total generation
cost of all thermal power units. In addition, transmission
lines should retain transmission margin to avoid heavy-load
operation. When the transmission power reaches the heavy-
load limit, the line can be considered in heavy-load state.
The HLPC is imposed on the power exceeding the heavy-
load limit.

minkF

= erCrrec +e£Cecoc +euCuoc+ew Cwee +en CrrLpc

ey
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TABLE 1. List of variabl

and cc S.

|Abbreviations

IBLP Bi-level programming.

COC Construction operation cost.

IESS Energy storage system.

IESSs Energy storage systems.

[ECOC ESSs construction and operation cost.

IESSP ESSs planning.

GA Genetic algorithm.

HLPC Heavy-load penalty cost.

IMILP Mixed integer linear programming.

O&M Operation and maintenance.

RES Renewable energy sources.

TLEC Transmission line expansion cost.

TNEP Transmission network expansion planning.

UoC Units operation cost.

WCC Wind curtailment cost

'WPCR Wind power curtailment rate

\WPIP Wind power integration planning

INomenclatures

Indices

char Charging.

disc Discharging.

\de Demand.

less/s ESSs.

g Thermal power units.

line Transmission line.

wind/w Wind farms.

i J Index of nodes, belongto Y, or Y, ..

A Index of block, running from 1 to Nyegmen:-

/ Index of transmission lines, belong to Q or E .

n Index of thermal power units, running from 1 to N,.

q Index of ESSs or wind farms, running from 1 to N or Nyyina.

t Index of time, belong to T, or T..

u Index of scene, running from 1 to Nycenes-

\Variables

Behar,t.a.i Maximum charging power of ESS ¢ at node i and time ¢.

Buisc,t.q.i Maximum discharging power of ESS ¢ at node i and time «.

k1 0k21ks, Line status flags.

\Ls,q.i Location flag of ESS ¢, which is set to 1 if ESS ¢ is
connected to node 7 and 0 otherwise.

\Lv,q.i Location flag of wind farm ¢, which is set to 1 if wind farm
q is connected to node 7 and 0 otherwise.

\Penar,i,q,i Charging power of ESS ¢ at node i and time 7.

\Pisc,i.q.i Discharging power of ESS ¢ at node i and time ¢.

\Po.1s e Power produced in block J of unit # at time .

\Pg.n.t Power output of unit  at time 7.

\Pline.1.s Transmission power of line / at time ¢.

\Pover 1.1 Power exceeding the heavy-load limit of line / at time #.

\Ps 10,7 Power output of ESS ¢ at node i and time ¢.

\Priigi Actual generated electrical power from wind farm ¢ at node
i and time 7.

Rr;ufd Rated power of ESS ¢ at node 7.

S;-:;ze‘d Rated capacity of ESS ¢ at node i.

A Energy stored of ESS ¢ at node 7 and time ¢.

T oonnt Start-up duration of unit » at time 7.

Toofine Shut-down duration of unit » at time ¢.

Ugni Status flag which is equal to 1 if unit # is online at time ¢ and
0 otherwise.

Uy gi Capacity multiplication coefficient of wind farm ¢ at node i.

WKenar,q.i Charging flag of ESS ¢ at node i and time ¢, which is equal
to 1 if ESS ¢ is charged.

Weisc.iq.i Discharging flag of ESS ¢ at node i and time ¢, which is
equal to 1 if ESS ¢ is discharged.

I Binary variable which is equal to 1 if line / needs to be
expanded and 0 otherwise.

6.6, Phase angles of the first-end node i, j of line /.

Constants
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TABLE 1. (Continued.) List of variables and constants.
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€sTC,min

N
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Vavind
\Pe mazn

gminn

\Pens+1,Pgns
prme
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O
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min
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gonn
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w.g.i

Vig
Vin.gsVout.gsVrg
ag,n,./

,

gup,n

wg,down n

n

U/
At

&,

gﬂ
Sets
Q

ess

= = [

wind

SIS

[Functions
Crcoc

ess.q
Con

C

gt
Chirc
CTLE C
CUOC
CWC C

Correlation matrix of existing lines.

Correlation matrix of candidate lines.

Coefficients of quadratic generation cost function of unit 7.

Susceptance of line /.

Construction cost of line /.

Energy cost of ESSs.

Power cost of ESSs.

Heavy-load limit factor

Self-discharging rate.

Ratios of lower limits for the periodic energy stored.
Ratios of upper limits for the periodic energy stored.
Wind curtailment price.

Heavy-load operation penalty coefficient.

A sufficiently large number.

Lifetime of ESSs.

Lifetime of transmission lines.

Number of ESSs.

Number of the units.

Number of wind power scenes.

Number of segments of the piecewise linear generation cost

function.

Number of wind farms.

Maximum power output of unit 7.

Minimum power output of unit 7.

Segmentation points of block J+1 and block J of unit .
Transmission power limit of line /.

Basic installed capacity of wind farm g.

Maximum generated electrical power according to the
available wind speed of wind farm ¢ at time ¢.
Maximum rated power of ESS g.

Probability of scene u.
O&M ratio of ESSs.
Minimum down time of unit 7.

Minimum up time of unit .

Maximum capacity multiplication coefficient of wind farm ¢

at node i.

Wind speed of wind farm ¢ at time .

Cut-in, cut-out and rated wind speeds of wind farm q.
Slope of block J.

Ramp-up limit of unit n.
Ramp-down limit of unit .

Interest rate.
Charging efficiency and discharging efficiency.

Interval time.

Weights of components in objective function which are
TLEC, ECOC, UOC, WCC, and HLPC respectively.

Candidate lines to be expanded.
Existing lines set.
Candidate nodes of ESSs.

Candidate nodes of wind farms.

Time set in scene u.
Periodic time.

ESSs construction and operation cost.

Equivalent annual value of construction cost of ESS ¢.
Quadratic generation cost function of unit 7.
Piecewise linear generation cost function of unit 7.

Heavy-load penalty cost.
Transmission line expansion cost.
Units operation cost.

Wind curtailment cost.
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CrLEC
n (1 + rl)"line
= Gy = 2O o
7 1eQ
Cecoc
NeSS
= (1 +Rom) ) Cessg 5
q=1
Cess,q
7)(1 “1‘27)""»“ o y
= i§”$ (WT—l (CpowerPffq,,-+ccapacm S:areq ) @
Cuoc
Nicenes
0TS rara) o
€T, n=1
CWCC
Nscenes Nyina
Z QuK Z Z Z(Uw q,i Watxq Pw,t,q,i)
(1— i€Yying \t€Ty
(6)
P,
0 Vig < Vin,gOtVi,q > Vout,q
Vo3
t,q ,
= 3—l3nqpxlf;d Ving < Vi,g < Vrg o
Vr r.q ~ Ving
prated Vg < Vi,q = Vout,q
CHLPC
Z QMLZ Zpoverlt+zpuverl[ (8)
teT, \leQ =

where the optimal installed capacity of wind farm ¢ can be
expressed by U, 4, lP"”Ed The Heavy-load operation penalty
coefficient depends on the current system running state and
reliability requirements. For a system with a small safety mar-
gin, the penalty coefficient can be appropriately increased.
In addition, decision makers can choose different weights of
components according to the scale of each component and
decision preferences.

B. CONSTRAINTS
1) Power balance constraint of nodes

Pg,t + Pw,t + Ps,t +AEPE,1 +AQPQ,t = Pde,t (9)

where Py, Py, Ps;, and Py, are the power output vec-
tors of thermal power units, wind farms, ESSs and load
at time ¢ respectively; Pz ; and Pg , are the transmission
power vectors of existing lines and candidate lines at time
t, respectively. It is noted that the resistance and copper loss
of transmission lines are ignored.

The following assumptions are made for DC model [34]:
a. The line susceptances Bj; are many times larger than the
line conductances Gjj, and Bj; = 1 /Xij-
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b. The angular differences (6; — 6;) between typical buses
of the system are usually so small.

c. All shunt reactances to ground are eliminated.

d. All bus voltages are assumed to remain constant at
nominal values of 1.0 per unit.

2) Existing lines DC power flow constraints

Pline. 1.t + By (91' - 9]) =0 Viek& (10)
|Pline,i.s| < Py, Vl €& (11)

3) Expansion lines DC power flow constraints

Piines +Bix; (6 — 0)) =0 VleQ (12)
|Pline,i.i| < xiPpe, VleQ (13)

line,l

4) Wind farms planning & operation constraints

0= Pytqi < Uw,q,iP’x,at)fq Vi € Tyina (14)
0< Uw,q,i =< U:Z?;ijw,q,i Vi € YVyind (15)
Y Lygi=1 Vi€ Ty (16)

Equation (14) is the upper and lower limits of wind power
output, and (15) is the upper and lower limits of the capacity
multiplication coefficient. Moreover, the maximum capacity
multiplication coefficients at different nodes can be estimated
by the natural conditions at different nodes. Equation (16)
is the wind farm location constraint, that is, wind farm ¢
can only be connected to one candidate node. The optimal
installed capacity and location of the wind farms can be
achieved by (14)-(16).

5) The power output constraint of thermal power units

Ug,n,tPg,min,n = Pg,n,t = Ug,n,tpg,max‘n (17

6) The minimum up-down time constraints of thermal
power units

(Ug,n,tfl - Ug,n,t) Tg,on,n,t - Tg,l(%,n) > 0 (18)
(Ug,n,t - Ug,n,t—l) Tg,oﬁ',n,t - Tg{l)%’n) >0

7) The ramping constraints of thermal power units

Pg,n,t - Pg,n,t—l < Wg up,n (19)
Pg,n,t—l - Pg,n,t = Wg.down,n
8) ESSs planning & operation constraints
|Ps.qi] < P Vi€ Yess (20)
S o (l_ds)Ss,tfl,q,i - ncAtPs,t,q,i Ps,t,q,i <0
5,t,q,i
1 (1 - dv) Ss,t—l,q,i - nldAtPs,t,q,i Ps,t,q,i = 0
(21)
0 < Ss,t,q,i < S;)CZid Vie Tess (22)
d d .
esTC,minS_sa;fi SSs,t,q,ifesTC,muxS;‘fZ,ei Vt € T, Vi€ Yeg
(23)

Equation (20) is the power upper and lower limits con-
straint of ESSs. Equation (21) is the energy stored balance
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constraint. Equation (22) is the upper and lower limits con-
straint of the energy stored. Equation (23) is the periodic
constraint of the energy stored, that is, the energy stored of

the ESSs after periodic operation should be in the interval of

rated rated
I:esTC,minSs,q,,‘ s esTC,maxSS)q’,'

9) Heavy-load operation constraints of transmission lines

The key to obtaining the HLPC is judging whether the
transmission power has reached the heavy-load limit and cal-
culating the power exceeding the heavy-load limit. Moreover,
the power exceeding the heavy-load limit can be calculated by
(24)-(25).

Pover,l,t - Pline,l,t + dPZ’,ff,; = OPline,l,t = dPs (24)

line,l
Pover,l,t + Pline,l,t + dPZly?:,] = OPline,l,l =< —d. Z’fél (25)

where d is used to characterize the heavy-load limit. Mean-
while, d is belong to [0, 1].

C. LINEARIZED CONSTRAINTS
Since there are quadratic functions, nonlinear constraints,
and multi-state judgment processes in the above-mentioned
model, which are not conducive to the solution of large-scale
system planning problems. Therefore, the following methods
are further used for linearization.
1) Expansion lines power flow constraints linearization
There is a product of the binary variable x; and the con-
tinuous variable 6 in (12), which makes it be a nonlinear
constraint. Hence, the standard disjunctive model [35], [36]
can be employed to avoid nonlinearity.

|Plinesc +B1(0; —6))| < (1 —x)M VieQ (26)

When x; is equal to 1, (26) can be expressed as the DC
power flow constraint as (10). When x; is equal to O, it
indicates that line / does not need to be expanded. Meanwhile,
the transmission power of line / has been set to 0 by (13), and
(26) is naturally established.

2) ESSs planning & operation constraints linearization

The discharging power and charging power of ESS ¢
can be represented by two state variables Pyisc, 4,; and
Pchar.1,q,i Tespectively. At the same time, five auxiliary vari-
ables are introduced for locating and sizing, which are
Bdisc,t,q,i, Bchar,t,q,i» Xdisc,t,q,iv Xchar,t,q,ia and Ls,q,i- Particu-
larly, Pgisc,t,q,i» Pehar.t,q.i» Bdisc,t,q.i» @d Behar,z,q,i are con-
tinuous variables, whereas Xyisc.1,g,i» Xchar,1,q,i» and Ly 4 ; are
binary variables. Then, linearization is performed by (27)-
(37). Equation (20) can be converted into (27)-(36), and (21)
is changed to (37).

Ps,t,q,i = Pdisc,t,q,i + Pchar,t,q,i Vie Tess (27)

0 < Pdisc,t,q,i =< Bdisc,t,q,i Vie Tess (28)
_Bchar,l,q,i =< Pchar,l,q,i =< 0 Vie Tess (29)
0< Bdisc,t,q,i = P;’?Zxxdisc,t,q,i Vi€ Tegs (30)

0< Pchar,t,q,i = Pgrf;xxchar,t,q,i Vi€ Yoy (3D

Xdisc,t,q,i + Xchar,t,q,i =1 Vie Texs (32)
0 =< Bdisc,t,q,i =< P;,a;ld Vi e Tess (33)
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0= Bchur fgi = Pta;eld Vi€ Yeg (34)
0 < Pled < PIOSL i Vi€ Yess (35)
D Logi=1 Vi€ Yoy (36)

1
Ss,t,q,iz (1- ds)Ss,t—l,q,i_ﬂcAtPchar,t,q,i_ n_dAthisc,t,q,i

(37)

The maximum charging power and discharging power
should be less than the rated power according to (33)-(34).
The ESS cannot be discharged and charged simultaneously
according to (32). ESS ¢ can only be connected to one candi-
date node by (36). The locating and sizing planning of ESSs
can be realized based on (33)-(36).

3) Heavy-load operation constraint linearization

The transmission power of line / has two directions
which are positive or negative, and there are two states of
line / which are heavy-load or non-heavy load. To this end,
(24)-(25) should be linearized. According to the division
criterion of the heavy-load limit, the transmission power is
further divided into three states, that is, the transmission
power can be classified in the interval of [—1, —d], [—d, d],
[d, 1] of the transmission limits respectively. Moreover, the
line states can be distinguished by (38)-(42), and the power
exceeding the heavy-load limit can be calculated.

—Pline. k110 — dPp ko 1.0 + dPp k3 e
Pline,l,t = dPI,,ff;kl,z,z + dPlinesz*l" +P;?,?21k3,l,t
VieQUE

=< Pline,l,l

(38)
0 < Pover..t = Pline,i.i + Py ) < MPR (kip.s + k2.1.0)
(39)
0 < Pover,i,t + Pline,1,r + dleel =< MPln?;l (kz,l,t + k3,l,t)
(40)

< VieQUE (41
kijs+kais+ks, =1vVlie QUE 42)

0= Pover,l,t = P’[?,ilj’l (kl,l,t + k3,l,t)

Equation (42) indicated that line / can only be in one state
at the same time. The function of (38) is to define the state of
line / and to generate corresponding line status flags.

(1) When the transmission power of line / is in the interval

of [— dPZZ’j I dP;fﬁf ;], which means line / is non-heavy load,
kz,g,, = land k1 ;; = k3;; = 0 are obtained. Meanwhile,
Pyyver,1.r should be zero by (41), and (39)-(40) naturally hold.

(2) When the transmission power is in the interval of
[dlee I PZ’,?;‘I] ki = land k1j; = koy; = 0 are
obtained. Then (39) can be converted into (36). The Pyyer 1.¢
can be calculated by (36), and (40)-(41) are naturally estab-
lished.

(3) Similarly, if the transmission power is in the interval
[— P;:l;exl, —dPijl] kijr = land ko j; = k3 = O are
obtained. Then (40) is converted into (37), and (39)-(41) are
established.

4) Piecewise linear generation cost
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Since the generation cost is typically expressed as a
quadratic function of the power output, the piecewise lin-
earization method [37] can be used to accurately approxi-
mate the quadratic generation cost function, which can be
expressed by (44)-(48).

Con = anPy, + buPyn + cn (43)
N.regmenr
Cg,n,t = Cg,min,nUg,n,t + Z Olg,n,JPg,n,J,t (44)
J=1
NSEgI)’IS)l[
Pg,n,t = Z Pg,n,],t + Ug,n,tPg,min,n (45)
J=1

Cen (Pg»nJJrl) — Cen (Pg’nJ)

QgnJ = (46)
Pg,n,J—H - Pg,n,J

0= Pg nJ,t = (Pg,n,J+1 - Pg,n,]) Ug,n,l 47
Cg,min,n = anP§ min,n + ang,min,n +cn (48)

5) The minimum up-down time constraint linearization
Equation (18) can be converted into (49) after linearized.

Tmm -1

g.on,n

Z Ug n, t+m = g gn n (Ug,n,t - Ug,n,t—l)
=0 (49)

min - _q
g.off .n
- Ug,n,t)

2.

m=0

- Ug,n,t+m) >Tg lo;ljf n (Ug,n,t—l

D. SOLUTION ALGORITHM

The source-network-storage joint optimization model
belongs to a MILP model, in which the objective function
consists of (1)-(8), and the constraints are composed of
(9)-(49). The decision variables include binary variables and
continuous variables. The binary variables are x;, Ly g,
Ug,n,ts Xdisc,l,q,ia Xchar,t,q,i> Ls,q,i» kl,l,t» k2,l,t, and k3,l,t-
The continuous variables are Pg .1, PguJ.ts Pw,t,q,i» Uw,q,is
Ss,t,q,ia Ps,t,q,l, P;a(;eld’ Ssmqtl > PdlSC t,q,i> Pchar,t,q,i’ Bdisc,t,q,ia
Behar,t,q,i» Pline,l,t» Pover,i,r» and 6. Solving the source-
network-storage joint optimization model can determine the
WPIP scheme, the ESSP scheme, and the TNEP scheme.
Particularly, the wind farm integration location can be deter-
mined through L,, ,;, and Uqu,,-PCff;d can determine the
optimal installed capacity of the wind farm at the same
time. The integration location of the ESSs can be determined
by L 4. Moreover, qu’efi and S"Zeld are the rated power
and capacity of the ESSs respectively. The line expansion
plan is achieved by the non-zero value of the x;. In this
paper, the GUROBI solver is called by YALMIP toolbox
on MATLAB to solve the proposed source-network-storage
joint optimization model. The simulations are carried out with
15-2.6 GHz CPU and 8 GB RAM memory.

IIl. CASE STUDY

The Wood&Wollenberg 6-bus system [38], the IEEE RTS-24
test system, and the modified IEEE 118-bus system are used
to verify the validity and adaptability of the proposed model.
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The thermal power units data is shown in Table 9-10 of
Appendix. Battery ESSs are used as the example. The
parameters of ESSs and transmission lines are shown in
Table 11-12. The maximum load of each node is shown
in Table 13-14. The transmission lines data of each system
is shown in Table 15-16. The rated power of ESSs varies
from 0 to 300 MW, and the initial energy stored is 50% of
the rated capacity. The charging efficiency and the discharg-
ing efficiency are both 0.9. The esrc min and esrc max are
0.4 and 0.6, respectively. The basic installed capacity of the
wind farms is 200MW, the cut-in wind speed is 3 m/s, the
cut-out wind speed is 26 m/s, the rated wind speed is 14 m/s.
The wind curtailment price and the heavy-load operation
penalty coefficient are both 0.0722 $/kWh, and the heavy-
load limit factor is 0.8. The number of segments of the
piecewise linear generation cost function is 5. The important
levels of five components in objective function are considered
as sameness so that the weights of the components are set to
1. In order to explore the influence of wind power fluctuation
characteristics and anti-peak characteristics, the typical wind
power scenes are reconstructed by the “equal-kwh following
load’” method [39]. The amount of electric quantity generated
by the reconstruction wind power scene is the same as the
corresponding typical wind power scene. The fluctuation
characteristics of the reconstruction wind power scenes are
as same as the load characteristics.

A. COMPARISON OF MILP AND BLP MODELS

The joint planning bi-level programming (BLP) model solved
by the GA, which is similar to [40], is used to compare with
the proposed MILP model. Furthermore, the parameters of
GA is set as follow: Population size is 100; the maximum
generations is 300; the migration percent is 0.2; and the
crossover percent is 0.8.

7000

O Objective value|

©

6000

5000

Objective value(1074$)

T 1
0 25 50 75 100 125

Iteration

FIGURE 1. The convergence characteristics of the BLP model.

The convergence characteristics of the BLP model is
shown in Fig.1. The solution of the MILP model and the BLP
model in the Wood&Wollenberg 6-bus system are both shown
in Table 2. The optimization results of the MILP model and
the BLP model are highly close, which means that, the plan-
ning result is credible. Particularly, the largest error comes
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TABLE 2. The solution of MILP model and BLP model.

Model MILP BLP Error (%)
Line 2(1-4) 1° 1 0.0
Line 3(1-5) 1 1 0.0
Line 5(2-4) 1 1 0.0
Line 7(2-6) 1 1 0.0
Line 9(3-6) 1 1 0.0

Wind farm (MW) 181.0099(5)®  181.0099(5) 3.2¢-8
ESS (MW) 31.1455(5) 31.1455(5) 1.3¢-8

TLEC (10°4$) 1111.8593 1111.8593 0.0
ECOC (10"48) 753.7742 753.7742 1.3¢-8
UOC (10748) 652.6812 652.4391 3.7e-4
WCC (10748) 60.4696 60.4697 5.1e-7
HLPC (10°43) 3453305 345.3305 3.5¢-8
Total cost (10°4$) 2924.1149 2923.8728 8.3e-5

Time(s) 50137.85 38.04 -

* For line /(if), [ is the line number, i and j are the first and end nodes of
line /. 0 means that line / does not be expanded, 1 means that the number
of expansion lines is one, and 2 means that the number of expansion lines
is two.

® For convenience of presentation, the installed capacity and location of
the wind farm or ESS are represented by 100(1), that is, the installed
capacity is 100MW, and the integration node is node 1.

from the piecewise linear generation cost. Moreover, the solv-
ing time of the BLP model is much more than the MILP
model. The solving effectiveness of the BLP model is highly
depended on the inner layer model solved by GUROBI.
In summary, the effectiveness and precision can be guaran-
teed according to the MILP model, and the MILP model is
better than the BLP model.

B. THE WOOD & WOLLENBERG 6-BUS SYSTEM

The Wood&Wollenberg 6-bus system has 11 transmission
lines and 3 thermal power units. The power generation-side
and load-side of the system are relatively independent. Hence,
itis conducive to catch obvious effects by changing transmis-
sion lines and load. A wind farm and an ESS connected to the
grid are considered.

1) Analysis of affecting by HLPC

In order to avoid the transmission line running under
heavy-load, the HLPC is introduced to reduce the number
of heavy-load lines and heavy-load level at the planning and
operation. Two scenarios are set to compare the effect of
HLPC as follows: scenario A is the source-network-storage
joint planning considering the HLPC, and scenario B is
the source-network-storage planning without considering the
HLPC. Particularly, the installed capacity of wind farm in
scenario B is set as same as scenario A.

The planning scheme under each scenario is shown
in Table 3. The construction operation cost (COC) is the
sum of TLEC, ECOC, and UOC. Compared to scenario B,
line 7 (3-5) is expanded in scenario A. And the HLPC is
reduced by about 53.98% in scenario A. The time chart
of HLPC is further shown in Fig.2. Obviously, the time of
HLPC peak is consistent with the load peak, and the HLPC
in scenario A is lower than scenario B at each time. Therefore,
it can be believed that considering HLPC can effectively
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TABLE 3. The comparison of planning schemes considering HLPC or not.

Scenarios A B
Considering HLPC or not Yes No
Line 2(1-4) 1 1
Line 3(1-5) 1 1
Line 5(2-4) 1 1
Line 7(2-6) 1 0
Line 9(3-6) 1 1
Wind farm (MW) 181.01(5) 181.01(5)
ESS (MW) 31.15(5) 31.15(5)
TLEC (10748) 1111.86 864.78
ECOC (1074$) 753.77 753.77
UOC (10749) 652.68 652.44
WCC (10"48) 60.47 60.47
HLPC (10748) 34533 750.32
Total cost (10°48) 2924.11 3081.78
COC (10M49%) 2518.31 2270.99

0.5

|—— The scenario A (considering HLPC)
[—&— The scenario B (without HLPC)

HLPC (10°4$)

"o 4 8 12 16 20 24
Time (h)

FIGURE 2. The time chart of the HLPC.
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FIGURE 3. The accumulated heavy-load quantity and cost changes.

reduce the heavy-load level, and make the planning scheme
and operation schedule more reasonable and reliable.
Furthermore, the heavy-load operation penalty coefficient
is increased from O to 0.3 to investigate the influence of
the penalty coefficient. The accumulated heavy-load quantity
and various cost changes are shown in Fig. 3, where the accu-
mulated heavy-load quantity is the sum of the electric quan-
tity exceeding the heavy-load limit of all lines at all times.
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With the increase of the penalty coefficient, the accumulated
heavy-load quantity presents a significant downward trend,
and the TLEC and total cost show an overall growth trend.
Compared to the penalty coefficient which is 0, the accumu-
lated heavy-load quantity decreases by nearly 56.23% when
the penalty coefficient is 0.0722 and decreases by nearly
84.45% when the penalty coefficient is 0.1445. In summary,
the value of the heavy-load operation penalty coefficient has
a significant influence on the planning result. According to
considering the HLPC, the power flow distribution and sys-
tem safety margin can be effectively optimized during plan-
ning and operation, and a more rational planning result and
operation schedule can be obtained by balancing economic
and safety.

2) Planning schemes in different scenarios

Several scenarios are set up to discuss the role of expansion
lines and ESSs, i.e., scenario I is the source-network plan-
ning considering TNEP and wind farm locating; scenarios II
and III are the source-network-storage planning considering
TNEP, ESSP, and wind farm locating; scenario IV is source-
network-storage planning considering the TNEP, ESSP, and
WPIP which determines the installed capacity and location
of the wind farm. Besides, the installed capacity of wind
farm in scenarios I and II are 300MW, and it is 500MW in
scenario III. The planning content of each scenario are shown
in Table 4 and the planning schemes solving in different
scenarios are shown in Table 5.

TABLE 4. The planning content of each scenario.

Scenarios I | m v

WPIP Installed capacity No No No Yes
Location Yes Yes Yes Yes

TNEP Yes Yes Yes Yes

ESSP No Yes Yes Yes

TABLE 5. The planning schemes solving in different scenarios.

Scenarios 1 I I v
Wind farm (MW) 300(5) 300(5) 500(6) 181.01(5)
ESS (MW) -- 57.99(5) 63.82(6) 31.15(5)
Line 2(1-4) 1 1 1 1
Line 3(1-5) 1 0 0 1
Line 5(2-4) 1 1 1 1
Line 7(2-6) 0 0 0 1
Line 8(3-5) 0 0 1 0
Line 9(3-6) 1 1 0 1
Line 11(5-6) 0 0 1 0
TLEC (1074$) 864.78 494.16 1062.44 1111.86
ECOC (10"48) - 1403.42 1544.50 753.77
UOC (10748%) 599.12 552.25 439.34 652.68
WCC (10748) 2316.66 269.27 2691.22 60.470
HLPC (10748) 492.66 420.09 453.28 34533
Total cost (10°48) 4273.22 3139.21 6190.79 2924.11
COC (10M48%) 1463.90 2449.84 3046.29 2518.31
WPCR 21.30% 2.48% 14.85% 0.92%

First, scenario I and scenario II are compared. The
TLEC, UOC, WCC, and HLPC in scenario II are reduced
by 42.86%, 7.82%, 88.38%, and 14.73% compared with
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TABLE 6. The planning schemes under different wind power scenarios and load factors.

Load factors 1.5 1.5 1 1 0.5 0.5
Wind power scenarios Typical Reconstructed Typical Reconstructed Typical Reconstructed
Wind farm (MW) 816.73(5) 578.79(5) 181.01(5) 362.51(5) 67.02(4) 272.93(6)
ESS (MW) 300.81(4) 35.00(4) 31.15(5) 0.00 0.00 0.00
Line 1(1-2) 0 1 0 0 0 0
Line 2(1-4) 1 1 1 1 0 0
Line 3(1-5) 1 0 1 0 0 0
Line 4(2-3) 1 0 0 0 0 0
Line 5(2-4) 1 1 1 1 0 0
Line 6(2-5) 1 0 0 0 0 0
Line 7(3-5) 1 1 1 0 0 0
Line 8(2-6) 1 0 0 0 0 0
Line 9(3-6) 1 1 1 1 0 0
Line 10(4-5) 1 1 0 0 0 0
Line 11(5-6) 1 1 0 0 0 0
TLEC (10™4$) 2668.46 1853.10 1111.86 494.16 0.00 0.00
ECOC (10™48$) 7280.17 847.06 753.77 0.00 0.00 0.00
UOC (10"48) 724.76 668.71 652.68 481.56 37431 155.07
WCC (10749) 10554.11 0.00 60.47 0.00 0.00 0.00
HLPC (10"48) 2938.74 1522.69 345.33 22.12 87.16 43.38
Total cost (1074$) 24166.25 4891.55 2924.11 997.84 461.47 198.45
COC (10"48%) 10673.40 3368.87 2518.31 975.72 37431 155.07
WPCR 35.65% 0.00% 0.92% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

scenario I, respectively. Meanwhile, line 3(1-5) does not
need to expand in scenario II. ESS is helpful to alleviate
transmission congestion and enhance transmission capacity.
Furthermore, by comparing scenarios II and II with
scenario IV, the TLEC and HLPC in scenario III are the
largest. It indicates that excessive installed capacity of wind
farm may aggravate transmission congestion and construc-
tion cost. Besides, the capacity of ESS increases with the
increase of wind farm capacity, which indicate that ESS has a
greater effect on wind power consumption. Overall, the total
cost, WCC, and HLPC in scenario IV are the smallest. The
appropriate installed capacity of wind farm is beneficial to
avoid the excessive planning of TNEP or ESSP, and it can
relatively improve the economics and security margin.

3) Planning schemes under different load factors and wind
power scenarios

It is necessary to explore the influence of load growth
under existing thermal power level, and the impact of wind
power fluctuation characteristics or anti-peak characteristics.
Hence, the planning schemes under different load factors and
wind power scenarios are shown in Table 6.

In the same wind power scenarios, the COC increases with
the increase of the load factor. When the load factor is 0.5,
it is not necessary to construct ESSs and expansion lines
because the transmission capacity and regulation capability
are relatively abundant. When the load factor is 1, the system
cannot be operated without wind farms, ESSs or expansion
lines because the total demand is greater than total ther-
mal power. After joint planning of WPIP, TNEP, and ESSP,
the system can operate under acceptable WCC, HLPC, and
wind power curtailment rate (WPCR). When the load factor is
1.5, the installed capacity of wind farm and WPCR of typical
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scenario are 816.73 MW and 36% respectively. The system
demand cannot be guaranteed at demand peak if the installed
capacity of wind farm is less. Hence, this installed capacity
can be considered as a security capacity to ensure system
operation requirement rather than an economic capacity.

Furthermore, when the load factor is 1, the installed capac-
ity of wind farm, the ESS capacity and the various cost
of typical scenario are larger than reconstruction scenario.
Particularly, the difference between the COC of the typical
scenario and reconstructed scenario can be defined as a fluc-
tuating cost for wind power integration. Hence, when the load
factors are 1 and 0.5, the fluctuation cost is 15.41 million
dollars and 2.19 million dollars respectively.

On the whole, a reasonable source-network-storage plan-
ning and operation schedule can improve the load acceptance
level under the existing thermal power level. But the excessive
load may causes unacceptable COC and WPCR. On the
other hand, the transmission congestion and the wind power
consumption difficulty will be aggravated because of the
fluctuation and anti-peak regulation characteristics of wind
power so that more lines and ESSs need to be built for wind
power integration.

C. THE IEEE RTS-24 SYSTEM

The IEEE RTS-24 system has 38 transmission lines and
10 thermal power units. It is more favorable to discuss the
difference between the centralized and distributed arrange-
ment of ESSs and the impact of generation cost. Hence,
four scenarios are set as follows: scenario 1 is the source-
network-storage planning under distributed ESSs; scenario 2
and scenario 3 are the source-network-storage planning
under centralized ESSs; scenario 4 is the source-network
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planning without ESSs integration. The total ESSs capacity in
scenario 2 and scenario 3 are set as same as scenario 1.
Moreover, the coefficients of the quadratic generation cost
function of all units are set as Table 10 in scenarios 1, 3, and 4,
while the coefficients of all units are set as unit 1 in scenario 2.
The power cost and energy cost of ESSs are set to half of the
original.

The planning schemes in different scenarios of IEEE
RTS-24 system are shown in Table 7. First, compared to
scenario 4, the TLEC in scenario 1 and scenario 3 are reduced
by 21.43% and 23.43% respectively. In scenario 1, the HLPC
is reduced by 0.31 million dollars while the installed capacity
of wind farm is increased by 36.71%. It is shown that ESSs are
beneficial to reducing expansion requirement and improving
wind power accommodation.

TABLE 7. The planning schemes in different scenarios of IEEE RTS-24
system.

Scenarios 1 2 3 4

distributed centralized centralized --
difference sameness difference difference
1680.25(10) 1851.76(10) 1680.25(10) 1229.00(10)

ESSs arrangement
Coefficient of units
Wind farm (MW)

ESS 1 (MW) 72.451(5) 263.94(10) 263.94(10) -
ESS 2 (MW) 3.65(18) - - -
ESS 3 (MW) 80.46(11) - - -
ESS 4 (MW) 107.39(10) - - -

Line 3(1-5) 0 0 0 0

Line 4(2-4) 0 1 0 0
Line 7(3-24) 0 0 0 0
Line 9(5-10) 1 1 0 0
Line 10(6-10) 2 2 2 2
Line 11(7-8) 0 2 1 2
Line 13(8-10) 2 0 2 2

Line 15(9-12) 1 0 1 0

Line 17(10-12) 0 0 0 1

Line 18(11-13) 0 0 0 1

Line 23(14-16) 1 1 1 1

Line 26(15-24) 0 0 0 0

Line 27(16-17) 0 1 0 0

Line 33(20-23) 1 0 1 1

TLEC (10"4$) 466.70 356.39 454.82 593.99
ECOC (10"49) 3193.95 3193.95 3193.95 --

UOC (10749) 1672573 15565.04  16760.75  18936.86
WCC (10749) 63.58 0.46 63.58 2107.18

HLPC (10™48) 0.00 0.00 5.524 31.19
Total cost (10"4$)  20449.96  19115.84 20478.62 21669.22
COC (10748%) 20386.38  19115.37  20409.51  19530.85

WPCR 0.10% 0.00% 0.10% 4.73%

Furthermore, the impact of generation cost can be obtained
according to the comparison between scenario 2 and
scenario 3. Particularly, the actual UOC in scenario 2 is
331.22 million dollars if the coefficients of the quadratic
generation cost function of all units are set as Table 10.
As compared with scenario 2, the TLEC is increased by
27.62%, while the UOC is decreased by 49.40% in scenario 3.
Therefore, it can be believed that the thermal power output
distribution and power flow distribution is affected by gen-
eration cost, that is, the heavy-load level and transmission
congestion will be aggravated in local areas because lower
cost units tend to generate more power. Hence, it is necessary
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TABLE 8. The planning schemes of modified IEEE 118-bus system.

Scenarios a b c
‘WPIP Yes Yes Yes
TNEP Yes No Yes
ESSP No Yes Yes

Wind farm (MW) 1163.26(65)  1075.20(65)  2262.28(65)
ESS (MW) -- 36.78(65) 300.00(65)
Line 7(8-9) 1 - 1
Line 8(8-5) 1 - 1

Line 9(9-10) 1 -- 1
Line 11(5-11) 1 -- 1
Line 51(38-37) 0 - 1
Line 54(30-38) 0 - 1
Line 93(63-59) 1 -- 1
Line 94(63-64) 1 -- 1
Line 96(38-65) 0 -- 1
Line 97(64-65) 1 -- 1
Line 99(49-66) 0 - 1

Line 102(65-66) 0 -- 1

Line 104(65-68) 1 -- 1

Line 119(69-77) 0 -- 1

Line 121(77-78) 1 --

TLEC (10"4%) 75.05 -- 189.76
ECOC (10749%) 0.00 267.01 2178.15
UOC (10749) 24037.41 24808.42 20990.94
WCC (10"48) 296.92 0.00 107.55
HLPC (1074$%) 0.00 289.14 0.00
Total cost (10748) 24409.38 25364.57 23466.41
WPCR 0.70% 0.00% 0.13%

to consider the generation cost and unit commitment to obtain
a more practical planning scheme.

Finally, the difference between the centralized and dis-
tributed arrangement of ESSs can be achieved by comparing
scenario 1 and scenario 3. In scenario 1, line 9 (5-10) replaces
line 11 (7-8), which increases the TLEC by 118.79 thousand
dollars. At the same time, the UOC and HLPC decreased
by 0.35 million dollars and 55.24 thousand dollars respec-
tively in scenario 1. Relatively, the optimization effect of
distributed arrangement is better than centralized arrange-
ment. Distributed ESSs have larger regulating scope and more
precise regulating way in the operation process.

D. THE MODIFIED IEEE-118 SYSTEM

The modified IEEE 118-bus system is employed to demon-
strate the practicability and effectiveness of the proposed
model used in a large power system. The modified IEEE-118
system has 186 existing transmission lines and 54 thermal
power units. The detailed parameters of transmission lines
and thermal power units are shown in [13], [14]. It is assumed
that the demand of each node in modified IEEE-118 system is
twice as much as the original. The total thermal power capac-
ity and maximum demand are 9966.20MW and 8484MW
respectively. The power cost and energy cost of ESSs are set
to 30% of the original. The transmission limit of transmission
lines are considered to be 70% of the original. Three scenarios
are set with different planning parts. The planning schemes
of the modified IEEE 118-bus system are shown in Table 8.
The UOC and total cost in scenario b are the maximum
while the installed capacity of wind farm are the minimum.
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TABLE 9. The thermal power units parameters of Wood & Wollenberg 6-bus system.

Units  Nodes a, b, Cn Py max.n (MW) Py inn (MW) Ramping limit (MW/h) Minimum up-down time (h)
1 1 0.00533 11.669  213.1 200 50 20 6/3
2 0.00889 10.333 200 150 37.5 15 3/6
3 3 0.00741 10.833 240 180 45 18 1/3

TABLE 10. The thermal power units data of IEEE RTS-24 test system.

Units  Nodes an b, Cn Py an (MW) Py inn (MW) Ramping limit (MW/h) Minimum up-down time (h)
1 1 0.014142  16.0811 212.3076 480 156 48 3/3
2 2 0.014142  16.0811  212.3076 480 156 48 3/3
3 7 0.052672  43.6615 781.521 750 187.5 75 4/4
4 13 0.00717 48.5804  832.7575 1477.5 517.5 147.75 8/8
5 15 0.00533 11.669 213.1 537.5 165.75 53.75 3/3
6 16 0.00889 10.333 200 387.5 135.75 38.75 2/2
7 18 0.328412 56.564 86.3852 1000 250 100 5/5
8 21 0.008342  12.3883  382.2391 1000 250 100 5/5
9 22 0.008342  12.3883  382.2391 750 150 75 4/4
10 23 0.004895 11.8495  665.1094 1650 621.5 165 12/12
TABLE 11. The parameters of ESSs.
Power cost($/kW) Energy cost($/kWh) O&M ratio During(h) Interest rate Lifetime(years)
156.76 465.82 0.02 4 10% 20
TABLE 12. The parameters of transmission lines.
Unit cost ($/km) Interest rate Lifetime(years)
144483.62 10% 20
TABLE 13. The maximum load of each node of Wood&Wollenberg 6-bus system.
Nodes Maximum load (MW) Nodes Maximum load (MW) Nodes Maximum load (MW)
4 210 5 210 6 210
TABLE 14. The maximum load of each node of IEEE RTS-24 test system.
Nodes Maximum load (MW) Nodes Maximum load (MW)
1 302.40 10 546.00
2 271.60 13 742.00
3 504.00 14 543.20
4 207.20 15 887.60
5 198.80 16 280.00
6 380.80 18 932.40

Contrarily, the UOC and total cost in scenario c are the
minimum while the installed capacity of wind farm and TLEC
are the maximum. As compared with scenario b, the UOC is
decreased by 3.11% in scenario a while it is decreased by
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15.39% in scenario c. Expanded transmission lines and ESSs
are helpful in wind integration so that the generation cost is
significantly reduced. The benefit of the joint planning with
WPIP, TNEP, and ESSP is greater than each individually.
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TABLE 15. The transmission lines data of Wood&Wollenberg 6-bus system.

Number First-end node Transmission limit (MW) Susceptance (pu) Length (km)
1 1-2 40 0.2 145
2 1-4 60 0.2 145
3 1-5 40 0.3 218
4 2-3 40 0.25 181
5 2-4 60 0.1 72
6 2-5 30 0.3 218
7 2-6 90 0.2 145
8 3-5 70 0.26 189
9 3-6 80 0.1 72
10 4-5 20 0.4 291
11 5-6 40 0.3 218

TABLE 16. The transmission lines data of IEEE RTS-24 test system.

Number First-end node Transmission limit (MW) Susceptance (pu) Length (km)
1 1-2 175 0.0139 3
2 1-3 175 0.2112 55
3 1-5 175 0.0845 22
4 2-4 175 0.1267 33
5 2-6 175 0.1920 50
6 3-9 175 0.1190 31
7 3-24 400 0.0839 50
8 4-9 175 0.1037 27
9 5-10 175 0.0883 23
10 6-10 175 0.0605 16
11 7-8 175 0.0614 16
12 8-9 175 0.1651 43
13 8-10 175 0.1651 43
14 9-11 400 0.0839 50
15 9-12 400 0.0839 50
16 10-11 400 0.0839 50
17 10-12 400 0.0839 50
18 11-13 500 0.0476 66
19 11-14 500 0.0418 58

20 12-13 500 0.0476 66
21 12-23 500 0.0966 134
22 13-23 500 0.0865 120
23 14-16 500 0.0389 54
24 15-16 500 0.0173 24
25 15-21 500 0.0490 68
26 15-24 500 0.0519 72
27 16-17 500 0.0259 36
28 16-19 500 0.0231 32
29 17-18 500 0.0144 20
30 17-22 500 0.1053 146
31 18-21 500 0.0259 36
32 19-20 500 0.0396 55
33 20-23 500 0.0216 30
34 21-22 500 0.0678 94

IV. CONCLUSION

A source-network-storage joint planning model which com-
prehensively considers TLEC, ECOC, UOC, WCC, and
HLPC is established for transmission congestion and wind
curtailment in this paper. Eventually, the wind power optimal
installed capacity and location planning, the transmission
network expansion planning, the ESSs locating and sizing
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planning, and the unit commitment schedule can be obtained
by balancing the economy, safety, and wind curtailment.

1) Through the source-network-storage joint planning
model, the transmission congestion can be effectively alle-
viated, and the load acceptance level and wind power accom-
modation level can be improved under the existing thermal
power level. The model is not only suitable for solving
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WPIP, ESSP, and TNEP separately, but also suitable for joint
planning such as source-network, source-storage, network-
storage, and source-network-storage. The model has strong
flexibility and applicability as a whole.

2) It can effectively optimize the power flow distribution
and heavy-load level during planning and operation by con-
sidering the HLPC. Relatively, the system construction and
operation cost will increase in order to improve system safety.

3) The wind power fluctuation characteristics and anti-
peak characteristics are unfriendly for wind power integra-
tion. The fluctuating cost need to be imposed for smoothing
fluctuation or balancing power.

4) The ESSs are helpful to alleviate the transmission con-
gestion and reduce the line expansion requirement. The effect
of the distributed ESSs is better than the centralized ESSs
under the same capacity.

APPENDIX
See Tables 9-16.
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