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Abstract

As opposed to stabilizing to a reference trajectory or state, Economic Model Predictive Control (EMPC) optimizes economic
performance over a prediction horizon, making it particularly attractive for economic microgrid (MG) dispatch. However, as
load and generation forecasts are only known 24− 48 h in advance, economically optimal steady states or periodic trajectories
are not available and the EMPC-based works that rely on these signals are inadequate. In addition, demand charges, based on
maximum monthly grid import power of the MG, cannot be easily casted as an additive cost, which prevents the application of
the principle of optimality if introduced naively. In this work, we propose to close this mismatch between the EMPC prediction
horizon and existing monthly timescales by means of an appropriately generated baseline reference trajectory. To do this, we
first propose an EMPC formulation for a generic deterministic discrete non-linear time-varying system subject to hard state
and input constraints. We then show that, under mild assumptions on the terminal cost and region, the asymptotic average
economic cost of the proposed method is no worse than a baseline given by any arbitrary reference trajectory that is only known
online. In particular, this results into a practical, finite-time upper bound on the average economic cost difference with the
baseline that decreases linearly to zero as time goes to infinity. We then show how the proposed EMPC framework can be used
to solve optimal MG dispatch problems, introducing various costs and constraints that conform to the required assumptions.
By means of this framework, we conduct realistic simulations with data from the Port of San Diego MG, which demonstrate
that the proposed method can reduce monthly electricity costs in closed-loop with respect to reference trajectories; which are
either generated by the optimization of the electricity cost over the prediction horizon, or by tracking an ideal grid import curve.

Key words: Economic model predictive control; Tracking model predictive control; Reference trajectory; Discrete nonlinear
systems; Microgrids; Battery energy storage systems.

1 Introduction

Economic Model Predictive Control (EMPC) has re-
cently gained popularity in real-time optimal control of
microgrids (MG) with high penetration of variable re-
newable energy (VRE) [13]. Instead of stabilizing to a
reference trajectory or state as in Tracking MPC, EMPC
optimizes the actual economic performance over the pre-
diction horizon. As lowering MG operating costs, i.e.,
electricity costs paid by the MG to the utility, is one of
the primary control objectives of MG operators, EMPC,
thus becomes particularly attractive.

There are three crucial bottlenecks that exist in certi-
fying and designing practically useful controllers with
provable performance guarantees for EMPC, especially
for applications such a optimal MG dispatch. First, the
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stage cost (i.e., electricity cost) function, is generally
neither quadratic, nor positive definite (as the electric-
ity costs can be negative when a MG exports energy
back to the main grid). This imposes significant diffi-
culty in designing control invariant terminal regions, and
Lyapunov-like terminal cost functions — which are stan-
dard requirements for performance guarantees.

Second, a crucial component of the monthly electricity
cost of MGs is the demand charge penalty [18]. Demand
charges, as opposed to volumetric energy charges, are
the cost levied for the peak load demanded by the MG
from the main grid (i.e., grid import) in a month. 1 De-
mand charges can cause a considerable discrepancy be-
tween the predicted open-loop solutions in MPC and the

1 For commercial and industrial customers, demand charge
costs are typically 30−70% [19], and can get as high as 90%
of the monthly electricity cost [7, 15]. Demand charge rates
per unit (in $/kW) are typically 200− 300 times the energy
charge rate (in $/kWh).
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actual closed-loop realization, even under nominal (i.e.,
uncertainty-free) conditions, which hinders transparent
controller tuning. This occurs because naively incorpo-
rating the demand charge term into the objective func-
tion violates the principle of optimality [14], which hin-
ders the representation of the electricity cost by an addi-
tive stage cost function dependent on the current state,
control input, and time —which again, is a standard re-
quirement for performance guarantees.

Third, there is a significant mismatch between EMPC
prediction horizons for MG dispatch and monthly
timescales, over which demand charges are billed. EMPC
prediction horizons are typically between 24 − 48 h,
because load and VRE generation forecasts are only ac-
curate one or two days ahead [6]. Due to this timescale
mismatch, there can be significant differences between
the performance of an infinite-horizon optimal control
problem 2 and real-time receding horizon EMPC. This
is because the former will adjust its prior grid import to
account for future demand peaks, which the finite hori-
zon standard EMPC would be oblivious to, suggesting
an avenue for improvement during real-time operation.

Thus, it is of particular importance to MG operators to
devise EMPC algorithms with no-worse, and potentially
better, performance guarantees over any arbitrarily gen-
erated online reference trajectory or baseline. 3 These
performance guarantees can be important because the
mismatch of timescales can give rise to online reference
trajectories with lower monthly electricity costs than the
closed-loop standard EMPC. Note that notwithstand-
ing our motivating application, we also aim to propose
a generic framework suitable for analysis of EMPC ap-
plied to a wide class of discrete non-linear time varying
systems subject mild assumptions.

The recent literature on EMPC methods is extensive,
and focuses both on asymptotic performance and sta-
bility guarantees, generally with respect to an optimal
economic steady state [2, 3, 20]. Studies such as [3, 20]
have also looked into asymptotic stability with respect
to an a-priori known optimal periodic trajectory. How-
ever, asymptotic stability guarantees require strict dis-
sipativity assumptions with respect to an optimal eco-
nomic steady state/trajectory [2,3,20,21], which is hard
to satisfy in practice, and is of less importance than eco-
nomic performance [11,16], especially for MG operators.

Thus, in this study we focus solely on studies with
asymptotic performance guarantees for various EMPC
formulations, as assumptions required for asymptotic

2 That is, a one-shot optimization of monthly electricity cost
using perfect forecast data over the entire month.
3 An online reference trajectory is one which is not known
a-priori for all times under consideration, but continuously
generated online at each time-step, while satisfying the dy-
namics and constraints.

performance guarantees are mild, and are more useful
for MG operators as they can be practically guaranteed.
The asymptotic performance guarantees for EMPC
with the existence of an optimal economic steady state
or optimal periodic trajectory as explored in [2, 3, 20],
cannot be straightforwardly extended to EMPC for
MGs because of: (i) difficulty of expressing the demand
charge term in the electricity cost of MGs as an additive
stage cost; (ii) the possible non-existence of an optimal
economic steady state and optimal periodic trajectory
respectively in MG dispatch, and, more generally, for
generic time-varying non-linear systems. An optimal
economic steady state is not useful for MG dispatch
as directly minimizing economics usually leads to non-
steady operating regimes. For example, in a MG, the
BESS (where BESS SOC is the state) is expected to
operate in a non-steady region, constantly charging and
discharging to reduce costs. Having better economic
performance with respect to a case where the state is
steady [2,3,20] is trivial, and thus not practically useful.
The existence and a-priori knowledge of an optimal pe-
riodic trajectory for MG dispatch is impractical under
high temporal (i.e., daily or seasonal) variability of load
and VRE, and where accurate forecasts are typically
known only 24− 48 h ahead [6].

While the studies [2,3,20] considered stage costs that are
time-invariant, the authors in [4,5] extended the former
works to prove asymptotic performance guarantees for
stage costs that are time varying but either periodic or
fulfilling certain average behavior. Stage cost functions
that are periodic or the existence and a-priori knowledge
of an averaged stage cost function are not guaranteed
and are likely to be violated for VRE dominated MGs
where real-time electricity tariffs that are non-periodic,
and anticipated only 24 h ahead [1]. In addition, the stud-
ies [4, 5], like [3, 20], still prove asymptotic performance
guarantees with respect to an a-priori known optimal pe-
riodic reference trajectory, retaining its restrictiveness.

Grüne [11] provided approximate optimal performance
guarantees for both the infinite-horizon and transient
(i.e., finite-time) closed-loop operation of a receding
horizon EMPC. The result is powerful and is achieved
without setting a terminal constraint to the EMPC,
contrary to [2–5, 20], which may increase the feasible
region of operation of the controller. However, the suf-
ficient conditions provided in [11] require strict dissipa-
tivity and controllability conditions that imply optimal
steady state operation (which further implies the turn-
pike property), which is unrealistic for MGs.

None of the above works [2–5, 11, 20] consider the sys-
tem dynamics to be time-varying making it unsuitable
for handling demand charges in MGs, as certain demand
charges are based on the time-of-day when peaks are
reached. 4 The authors in [12] extend the work in [11]

4 See Section 5.3 for details.
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to encompass time-varying system dynamics. This work
resorted to the time-varying turnpike property notion
and the continuity of the value function to provide a
bound on the deviation of the finite-horizon closed-loop
EMPC cost from the infinite horizon optimal control
trajectory, which is assumed to exist but unknown. The
time-varying turnpike property assumption guarantees
that the solutions to both problems remain close most
of the time. However, in MGs with demand charges, an
infinite-horizon optimal trajectory is significantly differ-
ent from a finite-horizon EMPC one, violating the turn-
pike property.

More recently, the authors in [22] propose an EMPC
framework for generic non-linear time-varying systems
with asymptotic performance guarantees that are no
worse than that of an arbitrary reference trajectory. The
authors also showed the efficacy of their method for op-
timal BESS dispatch for demand charge reduction in
an MG through a case study where an optimal periodic
reference trajectory was assumed. However, the refer-
ence trajectory needs to be known a-priori for all future
times, making the method impractical for most realistic
systems involving forecasts. As a MG always needs to
maintain a power balance with the main grid, it operates
under a limited forecast of load and VRE generation (if
applicable) of 24− 48 h ahead. In contrast, the authors
in [22] assume that forecasts are available months or
weeks in advance to fix the reference trajectory a-priori.
Thus, further realistic theoretical analyses, in addition
to realistic case studies, are required to encourage the
design and implementation of EMPC algorithms by MG
operators.

The present work generalizes the asymptotic perfor-
mance guarantees in [22] with respect to an arbitrary
reference trajectory which is known online only until
the current time-step. The proposed EMPC framework
is then leveraged to solve an optimal MG dispatch prob-
lem with both energy and demand charges incorporating
BESS losses.

2 Contributions

The contributions of the present work are the following:

(1) Under mild assumptions, we first provide an upper
bound on the asymptotic average performance of
the proposed scheme, which guarantees economic
improvement over the baseline provided by a ref-
erence trajectory measured online. We then relax
this result to a practical finite-time guarantee, with
an upper bound that decreases linearly to zero over
time. Our assumptions are mild because they only
rely on information about the baseline until the cur-
rent time, reducing dependency on long term accu-
rate forecasts. As the baseline can be continuously

updated at each time-step, we can implicitly im-
prove our scheme’s performance.

(2) For MG power dispatch, we convert the one-time
demand charge component of the MG monthly elec-
tricity costs into an additive stage cost to be used
with the proposed EMPC framework. Then we pro-
vide a method to design control invariant terminal
regions and Lyapunov-like terminal cost functions,
ensuring practical finite-time performance guaran-
tees. In particular, this method avoids unnecessary
reductions of the admissible state-control input se-
quence for the problem, and can be used to generate
other variations of terminal regions, control laws,
and cost functions. This helps us further improve
the finite-time performance of the scheme.

(3) By exploiting insights from a realistic demand
charge rate structure in MGs, we identify online
reference trajectories with superior performance
in economic objectives than the standard EMPC.
These references are then used in our proposed
EMPC scheme to improve the system closed-loop
performance. In this way, our work introduces an
effective mechanism to reduce the MG monthly
electricity costs, by considering prediction horizons
that are much smaller than a month.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 3
presents the notations used in this study. Section 4 intro-
duces the receding horizon EMPC problem formulation,
and provides the related (mild) assumptions and asymp-
totic performance guarantee proofs. Section 5 presents
the optimal MG dispatch problem and its reformulation
into the EMPC structure of Section 4. Section 6 presents
the case study for a realistic grid-connected MG with
PV, load, and BESS, with results and discussions in Sec-
tion 7. Section 8 concludes the paper summarizing the
takeaways of the study and laying down possible future
directions of work.

3 Notations

The following is common notation employed through-
out the manuscript. The real vector space of dimension
n is denoted by Rn. Similarly, the sets of nonnegative
and non-positive real numbers are represented by R≥0

and R≤0, respectively. The set of natural numbers in-
cluding 0 is denoted by N, the set of consecutive natural
numbers {i, i+ 1, . . . , j} by Nj

i , and the set of all natu-
ral numbers greater or equal to k ∈ N by N≥k. The n-
dimensional vector of zeros and ones is represented by 0n
and 1n, respectively. For matrices A and B of equal di-
mensions, the operators {<,≤,=, >,≥} are understood
to hold component wise. The ith row, and the element
from the ith row and jth column of a matrix A are de-
noted by Ai and Aij , respectively, while the ith element
of a vector x is marked as xi, unless mentioned other-
wise. For a vector x, |x| and ∥x∥ denote its 1-norm and
2-norm, respectively.
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4 Problem formulation

This section introduces the problem setup consisting of
the receding horizon EMPC problem we aim to solve,
the baseline reference trajectory whose performance we
seek to improve upon, the assumptions required to do
so, and lastly the associated proof of performance.

4.1 System Description

We consider discrete time-varying systems governed by

x(t+ 1) = f(x(t), u(t), t), ∀t, (1)

where the state x(t) at discrete time-step t ∈ T ⊆ N,
belongs to a set X (t), that is, x(t) ∈ X (t). Similarly, for
control inputs, u(t) ∈ U(t). The composite sets X and U
are defined by X :=

⋃
t∈T

X (t) and U :=
⋃
t∈T

U(t), which

overall implies f : X × U × T → X .

We denote the solution to (1) over a horizon N
starting from an initial state x0 and time t0

5 ;
i.e., x(t0) = x0 ∈ X (t0), under the control se-
quence parameterized by x0 and t0; i.e., u(x0, t0) =(
u(t0; (x0, t0)), u(t0 + 1; (x0, t0)), . . . , u(t0 + N −
1; (x0, t0))

)⊤, as the state sequence x(u, x0, t0) =(
x0, x(t0+1; (x0, t0)), . . . , x(t0+N ; (x0, t0))

)⊤. Hereon,
we simplify u(t0 + k; (x0, t0)) as u(t0 + k), ∀k ∈ N, and,
similarly, x(t0 + k; (x0, t0)) by x(t0 + k), ∀k ∈ N.

Let an arbitrary solution of (1) be a reference trajectory,
which evolves according to the dynamics

xr(t+ 1) = f(xr(t), ur(t), t), ∀t, (2)

where xr(t) ∈ X (t) and ur(t) ∈ U(t). This reference tra-
jectory is known from xr(t0) up to and including xr(t+1)
through (2); however, ur(t+1) is not available.This ref-
erence trajectory can be generated online from a sepa-
rate optimization or a rule-based method based on op-
erator domain knowledge.

4.2 Receding horizon Economic MPC

Given a receding horizon N , at each t we solve an eco-
nomic MPC problem from state x(t) given by

V 0
N (x(t), t) = minimize

u(x(t),t)∈UN
VN

(
x(t),u(x(t), t), t

)
= minimize

u(x(t),t)∈UN

N−1∑
k=0

l
(
x(t+k|t), u(t+k|t), t+k

)
+ Vf

(
x(t+N |t), t+N

)
, (3a)

5 In the sequel, time and (discrete) time-step are used in-
terchangeably for the ease of exposition.

subject to

x(t+k+1|t) = f
(
x(t+k|t), u(t+ k|t), t+k

)
,

∀ k ∈ NN−1
0 , (3b)

x(t+k|t) ∈ X (t+k), ∀ k ∈ NN−1
0 , (3c)

u(t+k|t) ∈ U(t+k), ∀ k ∈ NN−1
0 , (3d)

x(t+N |t) ∈ Xf (t+N) ⊆ X (t+N), (3e)

where VN : X × UN × T → R, consists of the additive
economic stage cost function l : X ×U×T → R, and the
terminal cost function Vf : Xf ×T → R. The composite
terminal constraint set is defined by Xf :=

⋃
t∈T

Xf (t). 6

The optimal control sequence from solving (3) is given
by u0(x(t), t) =

(
u0(t|t), u0(t+1|t), . . . , u0(t+N−1|t)

)⊤.
Similarly, the optimal state sequence after applying the
optimal control sequence is given by x(u0, x(t), t) =(
x(t), x0(t+1|t), . . . , x0(t+N −1|t), x0(t+N |t)

)⊤. The
closed-loop control law is given by the first element of
u0(x(t), t), represented as κN (x(t), t) := u0(t|t) which is
applied to the system at time t. The closed-loop system
is thus represented by,

x(t+ 1) = f(x(t), κN (x(t), t), t), ∀t ∈ T , (4)

where κN : X × T → U , and after x(t+ 1) is calculated
from (4), the optimization in (3) is repeated from the
updated state x(t+ 1), and time t+ 1.

Assumption 1 (Continuity of system and cost).
The functions f , l and Vf are continuous. •

Assumption 2 (Properties of constraint sets). For
each t ∈ T , X (t) is closed, and U(t) is compact. For
each t ∈ T , Xf (t) is closed. The reference is feasible;
i.e. xr(t) ∈ X (t) and ur(t) ∈ U(t). The composite set U
is bounded. •

Remark 3 (Existence of a solution of the opti-
mal control problem). Under Assumptions 1 and 2,
a solution to (3) exists for x(t) ∈ X (t), ∀t ∈ T ,
if (3b), (3c), (3d) and (3e) are satisfied over the predic-
tion horizon N [21, Proposition 2.29]. •

Assumption 4 (Properties of the terminal cost,
region, and control law). For each t ∈ T , if x(t) ∈
Xf (t), there exists a terminal control law κf : Xf ×T →
U , such that the terminal cost follows a Lyapunov-like
adjacent difference condition. Specifically,

Vf

(
f(x(t), κf (x(t), t), t), t+ 1

)
− Vf (x(t), t)

≤ −l
(
x(t), κf (x(t), t), t

)
+ l
(
xr(t−N), ur(t−N), t−N

)
.

6 Note that from the EMPC problem setup (3), Xf (t) can
be empty, if t ∈ NN−1

0 .
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•

Note that Assumption 4 implies that, applying the
terminal control law κf to x(t) ∈ Xf (t), leads to
f
(
x(t), κf (x(t), t), t

)
∈ Xf (t + 1),∀t ∈ T . In other

words, the sequence of sets Xf (t),∀t ∈ T is sequentially
control invariant for (1) [21, Definition 2.27].

Assumption 5 (Lower boundedness of stage and
terminal cost). The function l is uniformly bounded
from below for

(
x(t), u(t), t

)
∈ X × U × T . Similarly,

the function Vf is uniformly bounded from below for(
x(t), t

)
∈ Xf × T . •

Theorem 6 (Asymptotic average cost guaran-
tee of the receding horizon EMPC). Let Assump-
tions 1, 2, 4, and 5 hold. The asymptotic average eco-
nomic cost of the closed-loop system given by (4) is no
worse than the asymptotic average economic cost of the
reference trajectory given by (2). Specifically,

lim sup
T→∞

t0+T−1∑
t=t0

1

T

(
l
(
x(t), u(t), t

)
−l
(
xr(t), ur(t), t

))
≤0,

where u(t) = κN (x(t), t), ∀t ∈ T .

Proof. From Remark 3, we know that at time t, an opti-
mal solution to (3) exists and is given by u0(x(t), t), with
V 0
N (x(t), t) = VN (x(t),u0(x(t), t), t). A feasible control

sequence at time t+1 is given by the finalN−1 control in-
puts of u0(x(t), t), and appending a terminal control in-
put by following Assumption 4, as x(t+N |t) ∈ Xf (t+N).
Specifically, after κN (x(t), t) is applied to x(t), which
makes the system state evolve to x(t+1), a feasible con-
trol sequence at t+1 for (3) is given by u(x(t+1), t+1) =(
u0(t+1|t), . . . , u0(t+N−1|t), κf (x

0(t+N |t), t+N)
)⊤.

As the optimal cost is a lower bound of any feasible cost
at any time, we conclude V 0

N (x(t+1), t+1) ≤ VN (x(t+
1),u(x(t+1), t+1), t+ 1). Thus, it follows that,

V 0
N (x(t+1), t+1)− V 0

N (x(t), t)

≤ VN (x(t+1),u(x(t+1), t+1), t+ 1)− V 0
N (x(t), t)

= l(x0(t+N |t), κf (x
0(t+N |t), t+N), t+N)

+Vf

(
f(x0(t+N |t), κf (x

0(t+N |t), t+N), t+N), t+N+1
)

− l(x(t), κN (x(t), t), t)− Vf (x
0(t+N |t), t+N)

≤ −l(x(t), κN (x(t), t), t) + l(xr(t), ur(t), t) (5)

The RHS in the last inequality, which only uses infor-
mation of the reference trajectory until the current time
t, follows from Assumption 4, on properties of terminal
cost, region and control law. Summing the inequality
in (5) from an initial time t0 to t0 + T − 1 and dividing

by the total number of time-steps, T , gives,

t0+T−1∑
t=t0

V 0
N (x(t+1), t+1)− V 0

N (x(t), t)

T
(6)

≤
t0+T−1∑
t=t0

−l(x(t), κN (x(t), t), t) + l(xr(t), ur(t), t)

T
.

Rearranging by interchanging the LHS and RHS of (6)
and taking the limit superior of both sides as T → ∞,

lim sup
T→∞

t0+T−1∑
t=t0

l
(
x(t), κN (x(t), t), t

)
−l
(
xr(t), ur(t), t

)
T

≤ lim sup
T→∞

V 0
N (x(t0), t0)−V 0

N (x(t0 + T ), t0 + T )

T
. (7)

We know from Assumption 5, on the lower bound-
edness of stage and terminal cost, that V 0

N (x(t), t) is
lower bounded by some constant C ∈ R, ∀t ∈ T , and
V 0
N (x(t0), t0) is also a constant. Thus, the RHS of (7)

can be written as,

lim sup
T→∞

1

T

(
V 0
N (x(t0), t0)− V 0

N (x(t0 + T ), t0 + T )

)
≤ lim sup

T→∞

1

T

(
V 0
N (x(t0), t0)− C

)
= 0. (8)

Combining (7) and (8) completes the proof with u(t) =
κN (x(t), t), ∀t. □

Remark 7 (Practical applicability of Assump-
tion 4). Assumption 4, on properties of terminal cost,
region and control law, modifies [22, Assumption 3] to
make analysis and terminal cost function design pos-
sible (thereby increasing the practical viability of As-
sumption 4) when the reference trajectory is not fixed
a-priori for all future times, but is only known until
the current time. This design implies that the reference
trajectory can be continuously updated online at each
time-step. If [22, Assumption 3] is used instead of As-
sumption 4, the last term in the RHS of (5) would be
l(xr(t+N), ur(t+N), t+N). A fixed apriori reference
trajectory cannot adapt to forecast updates for at least
N future time-steps (see previous sentence), or at all,
which can significantly degrade system performance es-
pecially when maximum terms (like demand charges)
are involved in the performance function (ultimately
risking making the reference cost more), which weakens
the performance guarantee. Also, fixing a reference tra-
jectory a-priori for all future times is not always possible
when long term forecasts are involved. 7 •

7 See more about the increased viability of Assumption 4
as compared to the state-of-the-art [22, Assumption 3] for
practical MG operation in Remark 15.
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Corollary 8 (Practical extension of Theorem 6).
When T is sufficiently (even though not infinitely) large,
Theorem 6 becomes,

t0+T−1∑
t=t0

1

T

(
l
(
x(t), u(t), t

)
− l
(
xr(t), ur(t), t

))
≤ ϵ,

where ϵ > 0 is small. The implication is that the average
economic cost difference of the proposed system (4) with
the baseline given by the reference trajectory (2) is upper
bounded by a small positive constant, ϵ ∝ 1

T .

Proof. The proof follows similar to the proof of Theo-
rem 6 until (6), and then for T being sufficiently large,
and V 0

N (x(t), t) being lower bounded by some constant
C ∈ R, ∀t ∈ T , using,

1

T

(
V 0
N (x(t0), t0)− V 0

N (x(t0 + T ), t0 + T )

)
≤ 1

T

(
V 0
N (x(t0), t0)− C

)
= ϵ > 0.

□

5 Application of EMPC to optimal MG dis-
patch

In this section, we apply the EMPC structure from Sec-
tion 4.2 to the optimal MG dispatch problem. To do this,
as explained in Section 5.1, we consider a MG with lo-
cal gross load demand, PV generation, with an installed
BESS and connection to the main grid. Our proposed
EMPC formulation will aim to solve the MG dispatch
problem as stated below.

Problem 9 At each time t, under a given perfect fore-
cast of load and VRE (PV in this case) generation over
a prediction horizon N , compute the optimal control in-
puts, i.e., BESS dispatch profile and grid import, con-
sidering electricity costs over the prediction horizon, and
implement the first time-step computed control inputs in
a receding horizon fashion in closed-loop, with the final
goal of minimizing monthly electricity costs. •

5.1 Microgrid (MG) model

Here, we first consider a standard MG model from the lit-
erature (see [6,8,9,17]), which is a linear-time-invariant
(LTI) system consisting of one constituent state x1(t),
and two constituent control inputs represented by u(t)=[
u1(t) u2(t)

]⊤
. Later, we will augment this original MG

model to add additional states x2(t), x3(t), with a moti-
vation and dynamics for x2(t) and x3(t) that will become

clear in Section 5.2 and formulations presented in Sec-
tions 5.3 and 5.4; respectively. The original MG model
is represented in the structure of the receding horizon
EMPC as in Section 4.2 as follows,

x1(t+1) = Ax1(t) +Bu(t), ∀ t, (9a)
Su(t) ≤ s, ∀ t, (9b)
Mu(t) = c(t), ∀ t, (9c)
Gx1(t) ≤ g, ∀ t, (9d)

where x1(t) ∈ R≥0 is the BESS state-of-charge (SOC).

The control inputs are u(t) =
[
u1(t) u2(t)

]⊤
, with

u1(t) ∈ R being the BESS dispatch power, and
u2(t) ∈ R, the grid import power. When u1(t) > 0, the
BESS is charging, while with u2(t) > 0 denotes power
import from the main grid to the MG. The EMPC pre-
diction horizon is subdivided into N equal time-steps of
∆t duration (sampling period) each.

The system matrices are A = [1], B =
[

∆t
BESSen

0
]
, where

BESSen is the energy capacity of the BESS. The system
matrices handle the SOC update of the BESS due to
charging/discharging by (9a). For the hard control input
constraints (9b),

S =


1 0

−1 0

0 1

0 −1

 , and s =


BESSmax

BESSmax

b̂

−â

,

which constrain the maximum charging/discharging
power of the BESS and MG power exchange with the
main grid. Practically, |â| and |b̂| are chosen to be very
large so that the MG power exchange with the grid
constraints are never active, negating the risk of vio-
lating (9c), which is possible as the main grid can be
conceptualized as an infinite bus. The PV generation
and gross load are denoted by PV(t) and L(t); respec-
tively, and are used as forecast inputs to the MPC
and assumed to be exactly known for the prediction
horizon. For the time-varying equality constraints (9c)
coupling the control inputs, we take M =

[
1 −1

]
, and

c(t) = [PV(t)−L(t)], which ensures the power balance of
the MG with the main grid. The hard state constraints
represented by (9d) limit the SOC of the BESS between
upper (SOCmax) and lower bounds (SOCmin), resulting

into G =
[
1 −1

]⊤
, and g =

[
SOCmax −SOCmin

]⊤
.

5.2 Electricity Cost Structure

In general, the monthly electricity costs for a MG are
composed of volumetric energy charges ($/kWh) and de-
mand charges ($/kW). Two distinct time-of-use demand
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charges are used: one based on maximum grid imports
for the whole month called non-coincident demand peak
(NCDP), and another one which is based on the maxi-
mum grid import between 16:00− 21:00 h of all days of
the month, called on-peak demand peak (OPDP). The
demand charges associated with NCDP and OPDP are
called non-coincident demand charges (NCDC), and on-
peak demand charges (OPDC); respectively. The pric-
ing structure can be extended to other forms of demand
charges or be adjusted to account for NCDC only by
setting the OPDC terms to 0.

As demand charges are calculated over a monthly win-
dow, consider a month being equally subdivided into T
equal time-steps of∆t duration each. For each month, let
Tw ⊆ T be the set of all time-steps corresponding to the
monthly window. Specifically, Tw = {0, 1, 2, . . . , T − 1}.
T ′
w ⊂ Tw denotes the set of time-steps of the month over

which OPDC is calculated.

The monthly electricity costs are formulated as [8, 9],

T−1∑
t=0

[
REC(t)∆t

(
u2(t) +

(1−η)

2
|u1(t)|

)]
+RNC max

k∈Tw

u2(k) +ROP max
k∈T ′

w

u2(k), (10)

where the first, second, third, and fourth terms cover
the energy charges, BESS losses, NCDC, and OPDC; re-
spectively. The time-of-use energy charge rate, NCDC
rate, OPDC rate, and BESS round-trip efficiency are de-
noted by REC(t), RNC, ROP, and η; respectively. Note
that demand charges can never be negative. 8 The first
two terms in (10); i.e., the terms inside the summation,
can be encapsulated as an additive economic stage cost,
depending only on the current input and time. However,
because of the presence of demand charges which involve
a maximization over multiple time-steps, it is challeng-
ing to encapsulate the demand charges, i.e., the third
and fourth term in (10) as an additive economic stage
cost depending only on the current state, input, and time
as in Section 4.2. Thus, to mitigate this issue, inspired
by [14], we formulate the dynamics of the second and
third constituent state, x2(t) and x3(t) respectively by
augmenting the original MG model in Section 5.3 to rep-
resent the demand charge term as an additive economic
stage cost as in Section 4.2.

8 In (10), it is implicitly assumed that maxk∈Tw u2(k) ≥ 0,
implying that, at some time within the month, the grid im-
port is positive, which is a reasonable assumption for a MG
with a BESS installation. The third term in (10) can be gen-
eralized further to RNC max{0,maxk∈Tw u2(k)} to incorpo-
rate the non-negativity of demand charges explicitly; how-
ever, this is avoided here for brevity. A similar implicit as-
sumption entails for the OPDC term, where it is implicitly
assumed that maxk∈T ′

w
u2(k) ≥ 0.

5.3 Augmented System

An additional constituent state x2(t) ∈ R≥0, ∀t, is de-
fined for the augmented system, which tracks the ‘run-
ning’ NCDP (i.e., the maximum grid import until the
current time t ∈ Tw) as,

x2(t+ 1) = max
(
x2(t), u2(t)

)
, ∀t. (11)

To incorporate the OPDC, we define another state
x3(t) ∈ R≥0, ∀t, which tracks the ‘running’ OPDP
(i.e., maximum grid import during OP hours until the
current time t ∈ Tw) as,

x3(t+ 1) = max
(
x3(t), β(t)u2(t)

)
, ∀t, (12)

where

β(t) =

{
1, t ∈ T ′

w,

0, otherwise.

The augmented state is then denoted as x(t) =[
x1(t) x2(t) x3(t)

]⊤
with the augmented MG dynam-

ics and additive economic stage cost being rewritten
in (13a) and (13b); respectively. In all, we have

x(t+1) =f(x(t), u(t), t)

:=


Ax1(t) +Bu(t)

max
(
x2(t), u2(t)

)
max

(
x3(t), β(t)u2(t)

)
 , ∀t,

(13a)

l(x(t), u(t), t) :=REC(t)∆t
(
u2(t) +

(1−η)

2
|u1(t)|

)
+RNC

(
a(t+1)x2(t+1)− a(t)x2(t)

)
+ROP

(
b(t+1)x3(t+1)− b(t)x3(t)

)
,∀t,

(13b)

where, a : T → R is a function defining coefficients for
x2(t), ∀t ∈ Tw with a(T ) = 1, and b : T → R is a
function defining coefficients for x3(t), ∀t ∈ Tw with
b(T ) = 1. 9 Equation (13b) has similar form to [22, Re-
mark 8], but relaxes the more restrictive requirement
that the coefficients a(0) and b(0) have to be 0.
Proposition 10 (Representing monthly electric-
ity costs via augmented, additive-economic stage
costs). The monthly electricity costs in (10) are exactly
represented by the summation of the augmented additive
stage cost in (13b), over the demand charge window;
i.e., a month.

9 Note that x(t + 1) is a function of {x(t), u(t), t}
by (1). Thus, the terms multiplying RNC and ROP in the
R.H.S. of (13b) are still implicitly dependent only on the
current state, input, and time.
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Proof. Considering the demand charge window as Tw =
{0, 1, 2, . . . , T − 1}, T ′

w ⊂ Tw, and summing (13b) over
all the time-steps in Tw gives,

T−1∑
t=0

l(x(t), u(t), t)

=

T−1∑
t=0

[
REC(t)∆t

(
u2(t) +

(1− η)

2
|u1(t)|

)
+RNC

(
a(t+ 1)x2(t+ 1)− a(t)x2(t)

)
+ROP

(
b(t+ 1)x3(t+ 1)− b(t)x3(t)

)]
=

T−1∑
t=0

[
REC(t)∆t

(
u2(t) +

(1−η)

2
|u1(t)|

)]
+RNC

(
a(T )x2(T )− a(0)x2(0)

)
+ROP

(
b(T )x3(T )− b(0)x3(0)

)
. (14)

Note, x2(0) = 0, a(T ) = 1, and x2(T ) =maxk∈Tw
u2(k).

Also, x3(0) = 0, b(T ) = 1, and x3(T ) = maxk∈T ′
w
u2(k).

Substituting the above in (14), makes the last equality
in (14) equal to (10) which completes the proof. □

Remark 11 (Application of Theorem 6 to Prob-
lem 9). To be able to apply Theorem 6 to Problem 9,
where the MG is modeled as (9), (13a), and the stage
cost is modeled as (13b), the T in the demand charge
window (i.e., a month) Tw has to correspond to ∞. That
is, the granularity of the control inputs should be in-
finitely large, implying ∆t → 0. •

In practice, ∆t → 0 is not possible. Thus, it is impor-
tant to investigate performance guarantees when ∆t is
finite (i.e., T in Tw is finite), which implies application
of Corollary 8.

5.4 A 1st-choice problem specification of terminal cost,
terminal region, and control law

Having set up the the optimal MG dispatch problem in
the standard EMPC form with additive stage costs in
the objective function, in this section and Section 5.5,
we will investigate terminal cost functions, regions, and
control laws which satisfy Assumptions 1, 2, 4, and 5.
Satisfaction of the above assumptions ensures that the
optimal MG dispatch problem has the same structure as
the EMPC of Section 4.2, and, as a consequence, the re-
sults of Theorem 6/Corollary 8, on asymptotic/pratical
economic cost guarantee, hold. To determine a candi-
date terminal cost function, region, and control law, we
first introduce Assumption 12 next.

Assumption 12 (Length of the prediction hori-
zon). For the optimal MG dispatch problem (Problem

9), the prediction horizon N is at least equal to the min-
imum time required to traverse the entire admissible
SOC set. •

Assumption 12, though theoretically limiting, is gen-
erally true for MG dispatch problems with pre-
diction horizons generally being 24 − 48h, which
is enough to traverse the entire SOC set with the
BESS dispatch power. From the MG model in Sec-
tions 5.1 and 5.3, the admissible state set can thus
be represented as X (t) ∈ [SOCmin,SOCmax]×[0, b̂] ×
[0, b̂], ∀t ∈ T , where b̂ < ∞ in any practical sce-
nario. The admissible control input set is given by
U(t) ∈ [−BESSmax,BESSmax]×[â, b̂], ∀t ∈ T , where
−∞ < â < 0 < b̂ < ∞, in practical scenarios.

With Assumption 12 active, obvious choices of the termi-
nal cost and region are Vf (t) := 0 and Xf (t) := {xr(t−
N)}; respectively, ∀t ∈ T . 10 However, such a choice
would render a restrictive terminal control law requir-
ing l

(
x(t), κf (x(t), t), t

)
≤ l
(
xr(t−N), ur(t−N), t−N

)
with x(t) = xr(t−N), ∀t ∈ T , to satisfy Assumption 4,
on properties of terminal cost, function and control law.
Because of the structure of the iterated max operation
in (13a), the above terminal region makes xr

2(t−N) and
xr
3(t−N) a hard upper bound on x2(t−N + k | t−N)

and x3(t−N + k | t−N); respectively, ∀k ∈ N,∀t ∈ T ,
within the optimization in (3), which may lead to infea-
sibility. In addition, the above terminal region gives no
incentive to choose x2(t−N + k | t−N) < xr

2(t−N) or
x3(t−N+k | t−N) < xr

3(t−N), ∀k ∈ N,∀t ∈ T , which
could be advantageous if the reference trajectory is eco-
nomically suboptimal. An additional restriction arises
for the optimal MG problem with the above terminal
region. Note that according to (9a), and the structure
of the control input matrix B, the BESS SOC, x1(t), is
only affected by the BESS dispatch, u1(t). As (9c) has to
be satisfied for the optimal MG dispatch at all times to
maintain power balance of the MG with the main grid,
the above terminal region necessitates the following ter-
minal control law

κf (x(t), t) :=

(
ur
1(t−N)

ur
1(t−N)− c(t)

)
,∀t ∈ T , (15)

where, max
(
x2(t), u

r
1(t−N)−c(t)

)
= xr

2(t−N+1), and

max

(
x3(t), β(t)

(
ur
1(t−N)− c(t)

))
= xr

3(t−N +1), to

ensure sequential control invariance of Xf (t), ∀t ∈ T .
The above equalities are highly restrictive and may not
be satisfied in practical applications.

To mitigate the above restrictiveness, we design the fol-
lowing terminal cost function, region and control law,

10 Here, we implicitly assume Xf (t) = ∅, ∀t ∈ NN−1
0 .
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which allows for the reference bound to be exceeded or
not realized depending on the economic objective. The
terminal region is defined as

Xf (t) :=

{
xr
1(t−N)

x2(t)

x3(t)

∣∣∣ x2(t), x3(t) ∈ [0, b̂]

}
, (16)

∀t ∈ T , which implies that the BESS SOC in the opti-
mization (3) must terminate (at the end of the prediction
horizon) exactly at the current reference SOC, while the
running NCDP, x2(t), and running OPDP, x3(t) can ter-
minate at any value depending on the economic objec-
tive. The terminal control law is still represented by (15),
however without the restrictive requirement of the ref-
erence and actual demand peaks to be the same – just
that the power balance of the MG with the main grid
must be satisfied. The 1st-choice terminal cost function
is defined by (17) where the operational Assumption 13,
has to be enforced by design to satisfy Assumption 4, on
the properties of the terminal cost, region, and control
law. Our 1st choice for the terminal cost function is the
following:

Vf (x(t), t)

:= RNC

[
max

(
a(t)x2(t), a(t−N + 1)xr

2(t−N + 1)
)

− a(t−N + 1)xr
2(t−N + 1)

]
+ROP

[
max

(
b(t)x3(t), b(t−N + 1)xr

3(t−N + 1)
)

− b(t−N + 1)xr
3(t−N + 1)

]
− h(t), (17)

∀t ∈ T , where h : T → R is a bounded strictly increas-
ing function, and the condition given in Assumption 13
holds. The function h is chosen as bounded in (17) to
satisfy Assumption 5, on the lower boundedness of the
terminal cost. The strictly increasing property of h helps
satisfy Assumption 4, on properties of terminal cost, re-
gion and control law, as described next.

Assumption 13 (Terminal cost condition). Let
A1(t) = a(t)x2(t), B1(t) = b(t)x3(t), A2(t) = a(t)xr

2(t),
B2(t) = b(t)xr

3(t), C(t) = ur
1(t−N), and D(t) = ur

1(t).
Then, the following holds ∀t ∈ T ,

h(t+ 1)− h(t)

≥ REC(t)∆t
(
C(t)− c(t) +

(1−η)

2
|C(t)|

)
−REC(t−N)∆t

(
D(t−N)− c(t−N) +

(1−η)

2
|D(t−N)|

)
+RNC

[
A1(t+ 1)−A1(t) + max

(
A1(t+ 1), A2(t−N+2)

)
−max

(
A1(t), A2(t−N+1)

)
+A2(t−N)−A2(t−N+2)

]
+ROP

[
B1(t+ 1)−B1(t) + max

(
B1(t+ 1), B2(t−N + 2)

)
−max

(
B1(t), B2(t−N + 1)

)
+B2(t−N)−B2(t−N + 2)

]
. (18)

•

Proposition 14 (Satisfaction ofAssumption 4 for
the 1st-choice terminal cost). The 1st-choice candi-
date terminal region, control law, and terminal cost as
defined in (16), (15), and (17); respectively, for Prob-
lem 9, subject to the dynamics (13a), and the additive
stage cost (13b), satisfies Assumption 4, on the proper-
ties of terminal cost, region and control law, if Assump-
tion 13 holds.

Proof. The result follows by substituting x(t) ∈ Xf (t)
defined in (16), κf (x(t), t) defined in (15), Vf (x(t), t)
defined in (17), f

(
x(t), κf (x(t), t), t

)
from (13a) and

l
(
x(t), κf (x(t), t), t

)
and l

(
xr(t−N), ur(t−N), t−N

)
from (13b) in the inequality of Assumption 4. The above
terminal region, control law, and dynamics also ensure
the sequential control invariance of Xf (t). □

Remark 15 (Practical satisfaction of Assump-
tion 13 and implications on asymptotic cost guar-
antee). For practical scenarios under finite-time, it is
always possible to satisfy Assumption 13, on the termi-
nal cost condition, by choosing an appropriate strictly
increasing h, as the RHS of (18), which is composed
of energy and demand charge terms, are finite for a
particular site at all times. Note that Assumption 13
might be theoretically limiting as t → ∞ because
limt→∞

(
h(t + 1) − h(t)

)
= 0. This theoretical limita-

tion may lead to failure to satisfy Assumption 4, on the
properties of terminal cost, region and control law, for
all times, leading to not meeting the conditions for the
asymptotic cost guarantee in Theorem 6. However, for
all finite times, as Assumption 13 is always satisfied,
Assumption 4 is also satisfied, with the result that, the
practical cost guarantee in Corollary 8 always holds. •

Substituting (13b) and (17) in the objective function of
the EMPC (3a) and simplifying yields,
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VN (x(t),u(x(t), t), t)

=

N−1∑
k=0

[
REC(t+k)∆t

(
u2(t+k|t) + (1− η)

2
|u1(t+k|t)|

)]
+

[
RNC

(
a(t+N)x2(t+N |t)− a(t)x2(t)

+ max
(
a(t+N)x2(t+N |t), a(t+1)xr

2(t+1)
)

− a(t+1)xr
2(t+1)

)]

+

[
ROP

(
b(t+N)x3(t+N |t)− b(t)x3(t)

+ max
(
b(t+N)x3(t+N |t), b(t+ 1)xr

3(t+ 1)
)

− b(t+ 1)xr
3(t+ 1)

)]
− h(t+N). (19)

Remark 16 (Behavior of the 1st-choice terminal
cost in the objective function). The behavior of the
1st-choice terminal cost given in (17) in the objective
function VN can be seen in the third and fourth term in-
side both the second and third square brackets of (19),
which depend on xr(t + 1). The terminal cost terms
penalize any increase of the scaled terminal running
NCDP, a(t + N)x2(t + N |t), in the optimization (per-
formed at t) from the scaled (already) realized refer-
ence running NCDP, a(t + 1)xr

2(t + 1). However, when
a(t + N)x2(t + N |t) < a(t + 1)xr

2(t + 1), the terminal
cost terms are conservative and do not reward the op-
timizer, as any reward might be premature which can
lead to an undesirable later increase of running NCDP
over the reference trajectory (negating the predicted sav-
ings), as the complete reference trajectory has not been
realized yet, in contrast with [22]. Also note that the
first term in the second square bracket of (19), coming
from the additive stage cost, already penalizes an in-
crease of a(t+N)x2(t+N |t) beyond necessary. A sim-
ilar structure is followed for penalization of scaled run-
ning OPDP, b(t + N)x3(t + N |t), once from the addi-
tive stage cost, and a second time from the terminal
cost, penalizing b(t+N)x3(t+N |t) with respect to the
the scaled (already) realized reference running OPDP,
b(t+ 1)xr

3(t+ 1). 11 •

The objective function and constraints of Problem 9 are
now set up in the EMPC structure of Section 4.2. We re-
fer to the receding horizon EMPC formulation, with (16)
and (17) as terminal region and cost function; respec-
tively, as the 1st-choice problem specification, and fully
present it in Appendix A (excluded here for brevity).

11 Remark 16 can be understood in a more intuitive way by
substituting a(t) = b(t) = 1,∀t ∈ T , (thereby removing the
effect of scaling by functions a(t) and b(t)), but the original
formulation is retained here for generality.

Appendix A also shows that the value of h does not af-
fect the optimal control sequence; i.e., the solution u0,
on solving the EMPC. Thus, while an h needs to ex-
ist to ensure satisfaction of Assumption 13, on the ter-
minal cost condition, 12 as discussed in Appendix A, in
practical scenarios h need not be designed at all, and
the h(t + N) term can be dropped from the optimiza-
tion. The result, while counterintuitive, facilitates sat-
isfaction of the practical cost guarantee in Corollary 8,
while avoiding design complexity.

5.5 A 2nd and a 3rd-choice problem specification of ter-
minal cost, terminal region, and control law

Although the terminal cost function, terminal region,
and control law in Section 5.4 ensure the practical cost
guarantee of Corollary 8, the terminal region (specifi-
cally the requirement that the SOC at the end of the
optimization ends at the current reference SOC as for-
mulated in (A.5) due to terminal constraint (16)) may
lead to suboptimal finite-time economic performance.
We now seek to take advantage of Assumption 12, on
the length of the prediction horizon, to further relax the
conditions for constructing alternative problem specifi-
cations.

5.5.1 Elements of the 2nd-choice problem specification

As Assumption 12, on the length of the prediction hori-
zon, holds, we can define Xf (t) := X (t), ∀t ∈ T ; i.e.,
each of the terminal SOC and running NCDP and OPDP
are free variables. In this case, any admissible control

input, u(t) =
[
u1(t) u1(t)− c(t)

]⊤
and successor state

x(t + 1), satisfying (9b), and (13a), (9d); respectively,
can be a terminal control law (an obvious example is

u(t)=
[
0 −c(t)

]⊤
). Specifically, it means ∀t ∈ T ,

Xf (t) :=

{
x1(t)

x2(t)

x3(t)


∣∣∣∣∣ x1(t) ∈ [SOCmin,SOCmax];

x2(t), x3(t) ∈ [0, b̂]

}
,

(20)

κf (x(t), t) :=

{(
u1(t)

u1(t)−c(t)

)∣∣∣∣∣
u1(t) ∈
[−BESSmax,BESSmax];(
u1(t)− c(t)

)
∈ [â, b̂]

}
.

(21)

The 2nd-choice terminal cost function is defined by (17),
where similar to the 1st-choice, the operational Assump-
tion 17, has to be enforced by design to satisfy Assump-

12 For Problem 9, by inspection we can additionally conclude
that in practical scenarios Assumptions 1, 2, and 5 are also
satisfied.
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tion 4, on the properties of the terminal cost, region, and
control law.

Assumption 17 (Terminal cost condition on
2nd-choice problem specification). Let A1(t) =
a(t)x2(t), B1(t) = b(t)x3(t), A2(t) = a(t)xr

2(t),
B2(t) = b(t)xr

3(t), C(t) = u1(t), and D(t) = ur
1(t).

Then, (18) holds ∀t ∈ T . •

Proposition 18 (Satisfaction ofAssumption 4 for
the 2nd-choice terminal cost). The 2nd-choice candi-
date terminal region, control law, and terminal cost as
defined in (20), (21), and (17); respectively, for Prob-
lem 9, subject to the dynamics (13a), and the additive
stage cost (13b), satisfies Assumption 4, on the proper-
ties of terminal cost, region and control law, if Assump-
tion 17 holds.

Proof. Similar to the proof of Proposition 14. □

Similar to Remark 15, Assumption 17, on the terminal
cost condition on the 2nd-choice problem specification,
can be satisfied for all finite times. This implies that, for
the 2nd-choice problem specification, the practical cost
guarantee in Corollary 8 holds, even if the asymptotic
cost guarantee in Theorem 6 fails to hold, because of the
possibility of violation of Assumption 17 as t → ∞.

We refer to the EMPC formulation with (20) and (17)
as the terminal region and cost function; respectively, as
the 2nd-choice problem specification, and present it fully
in Appendix B.1. This formulation is similar that of the
1st choice, but with a relaxed terminal constraint stem-
ming from the fact that the BESS SOC is free. Note that
the terminal region and control law for the 2nd choice,
subsume those of the 1st choice.

5.5.2 Elements of the 3rd-choice problem specification

The candidate terminal region and control law of the 3rd

choice are the same as those of 2nd choice, with the main
difference being given by the terminal cost function. As
discussed in Remark 16, on the behavior of the termi-
nal cost (17) in the objective function (19), the objective
penalizes the terminal running NCDP term x2(t+N |t),
and the terminal running OPDP x3(t+N |t) twice, once
from the additive stage cost and another time from the
terminal cost. This can make the second penalization of
x2(t+N |t) and x3(t+N |t) from the terminal cost (17)
practically redundant, when peak demand charges dom-
inate over BESS losses and energy cost within a predic-
tion horizon — e.g., when the peak demand penalty is
orders of magnitude higher than the penalty on grid im-
ports or BESS losses. 13 Thus, in certain cases, it might

13 We refer to the redundancy as ‘practical’ since double
penalizing already dominant terms in the objective function

be helpful to remove this redundancy in favor of pe-
nalizing the increase of x2(t+1|t). Similarly, penalizing
an increase in x3(t+1|t) rather than the overshoot of
x3(t+N |t) from xr

3(t+1|t) might be helpful. A motivation
for such a penalty is given in Section 6.1. Thus, assum-
ing for now, that such a penalization of x2(t+1|t) and
x3(t+1|t) holds value in addition to penalizing x2(t+N |t)
and x3(t+N |t) from the additive stage cost (13b), we
can formulate another terminal cost function as defined
by (22) where a new operational Assumption 20 to guar-
antee Assumption 4, on the properties of terminal cost,
region, and control law, has to be enforced. Please refer
to Appendix B.2 for the statement of the new assump-
tion. The 3rd-choice terminal cost function is given be-
low.

Vf (x(t), t)

:= RNC

[
max

(
a(t−N+1)x2(t−N+1),

a(t−N+1)xr
2(t−N+1)

)
− a(t−N+1)xr

2(t−N+1)
]

+ROP

[
max

(
b(t−N+1)x3(t−N+1),

b(t−N+1)xr
3(t−N+1)

)
− b(t−N+1)xr

3(t−N+1)
]
− h(t), ∀t ∈ T ,

(22)

where h : T → R is a bounded strictly increasing func-
tion and Assumption 20 (see Appendix B.2) holds. 14

Proposition 19 (Satisfaction of Assumption 4 for
the 3rd-choice terminal cost) The 3rd-choice candi-
date terminal region, control law, and terminal cost as
defined in (20), (21), and (22); respectively for Prob-
lem 9, subject to the dynamics (13a), and the additive
stage cost (13b), satisfies Assumption 4, on the proper-
ties of terminal cost, region and control law, if Assump-
tion 20 holds.

Proof. Similar to the proof of Proposition 14. □

For the 3rd-choice terminal cost too, similar to the 1st

and 2nd choices, Assumption 20, on the terminal cost
condition on the 3rd-choice problem specification, can be
satisfied for all finite times, ensuring that the practical
cost guarantees of Corollary 8 hold.

We refer to the EMPC formulation, with (20) and (22)
as terminal region and cost function; respectively, as the
3rd-choice problem specification, and present it fully in

would generally have negligible practical effect on the control
law, but there might be slight numerical differences.
14 Note that Vf in (22) is implicitly a function of only t, as
x(t) does not appear in the RHS.
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Appendix B.3. Note that dropping the terminal con-
straint in the 2nd and 3rd choices is supposed to improve
the finite-time electricity costs; and will be borne out in
the following case study.

6 Case study

In this section, we implement our proposed method given
in Appendices A (1st choice) and B (2nd and 3rd choices),
for simulating the optimal BESS dispatch strategy for
a grid-connected MG with PV and load. The MG setup
refers to the real-life MG at the Port of San Diego, de-
scribed in [6, 8, 9]. This model incorporates electricity
prices with non-coincident (NC) and on-peak (OP) de-
mand and energy charges. We assume a perfect day-
ahead load and PV forecast for the analyses consistent
with our MG model.

It is by definition that the optimal electricity cost for
the month can only be achieved if (10) is used as the
objective function in an optimization that spans the en-
tire month, which necessitates of the availability of a
perfect forecast for the entire month. As obtaining this
information is unrealistic, the standard method in the
literature [6] carries out a receding horizon optimiza-
tion with an economic objective function that is similar
to (10), while employing a day-ahead prediction horizon
and information of previous running NCDP and OPDP
(see (C.1)), which is more realistic. The trajectory gen-
erated by this standard method is henceforth named the
standard reference method. We discuss other methods to
generate a reference trajectories in Section 6.1.

While we theoretically cannot guarantee a better finite-
time economic performance in general, this case study
provides an example that our proposed method, over
and above the practical economic guarantees from
Corollary 8, produces better finite-time economic per-
formance, when compared to a variety of reference
methods, including (but not limited to) the standard
reference method, which might be of great importance
to MG operators.

6.1 Motivation for the 3rd-choice problem specification
for a type of reference trajectories

The standard reference method previously outlined, op-
timizes the actual economic cost over a prediction hori-
zon subject to input and state constraints. As we per-
form a finite-horizon optimization over a much smaller
time scale than a month, the standard reference method
might provide a solution that performs poorly in closed-
loop despite its a-priori, open-loop, optimality. 15 For

15 Additionally, sometimes, terminal constraints are imposed
on the standard reference method by the MG operator from
rule-of-thumb or domain knowledge expertise to compensate

example, once the standard reference method optimizer
concludes that a predicted peak will be reached within
the prediction horizon (howsoever far from the present
it might be), the optimizer does not have any incentive
to aggressively discharge the BESS at the first time-step
to beyond what is necessary to equalize the grid im-
port with the future predicted peak. However, the fu-
ture predicted peak might never be realized in closed-
loop as more forecast data becomes available while mov-
ing ahead in time. And once a poor decision has been
made in the present time-step, as MPC applies the first
time-step computed control in closed-loop, the solution
cannot be corrected later, resulting in higher NCDP and
OPDP overall.

It is discussed in [10] that if RNC

ROP
< µoff

µon
, where µoff

hours, and µon hours, are the number of off-peak, 16 and
on-peak hours of the day; respectively, it is economical
to spread the grid import over the off-peak hours and
keep the on-peak load at 0. The intuition behind this
condition lies in the analysis of an increase of NCDP,
PNCDP kW, and an increase of the OPDP, POPDP kW,
from importing ωGI kWh from the grid in either off-peak
or on-peak hours. If RNCPNCDP < ROPPOPDP, then
adding the grid import over the off-peak hours is more
economical than adding it over the on-peak hours. As
uniform addition of grid import over the layover hours,
by definition, leads to least peak load, we substitute
PNCDP = ωGI

µoff
and POPDP = ωGI

µon
in the above inequality,

which gives the condition RNC

ROP
< µoff

µon
.

Thus, drawing inspiration from the above discussion,
as RNC

ROP
< µoff

µon
holds for most realistic electricity tar-

iff structures [10], we calculate another reference trajec-
tory by solving the receding horizon optimization with
an objective function that measures the deviation from
a reference trajectory corresponding to an ideal grid
import. This ideal grid import just spreads the entire
forecast net load over the off-peak hours. The objective
function for such a reference trajectory is given in (C.2)
in Appendix C. The reference trajectory created from
the method in this section is referred to as the tracking
reference method, as opposed to the standard reference
method.

As the tracking reference method tries to minimize
the deviation from an ideal grid import trajectory, it
typically dispatches the BESS more aggressively than
the standard reference method (specifically leading to
lower xr

2(t+1|t) and xr
3(t+1|t), but, higher xr

2(t+N |t)

for this time scale mismatch (see Section 7.1 later). These
terminal constraints, although intended to limit the aggres-
sive discharge of BESS during a prediction horizon in antic-
ipation of future peak loads, can often worsen system per-
formance by being overtly conservative.
16 Off-peak hours are all hours of the day except the on-peak
hours, i.e., all hours except 16:00-21:00 h.
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and xr
3(t + N |t) than the standard reference method).

Therefore, in open-loop, the tracking reference method
might be worse (or at best no better) than the standard
reference method, but in closed-loop, the tracking refer-
ence method might be superior. Note, however, there is
no theoretical guarantee that the closed-loop economic
costs of the tracking reference method are always lower
than the standard reference method – and it is based
only on empirical findings. Thus, the 3rd-choice problem
specification incorporates the best aspects of the refer-
ence tracking method while including the economic cost
explicitly in the objective function (Appendix B.3). The
objective function in the 3rd-choice problem in (B.2) —
instead of redundantly double penalizing the predicted
terminal peaks as in the 1st and 2nd choice problems
(see (A.6))— penalizes both the predicted terminal
peaks and the increase of the predicted peaks up to the
next time-step (i.e., x2(t+1|t) and x3(t+1|t), which will
be realized in closed-loop because of perfect forecasts)
from the (already realized) reference peaks xr

2(t + 1)
and xr

3(t + 1). This gives the proposed 3rd choice prob-
lem the ability to relatively weigh the penalty on the
predicted peaks in the prediction horizon temporally,
as a peak predicted later has lesser significance than a
peak predicted closer to the current time in closed-loop.
As explained earlier, this is because a peak predicted
later may not be realized at all, as more forecast data
becomes available while the EMPC moves forward.

6.2 EMPC Optimization Framework

The EMPC-based optimization framework for our pro-
posed method for the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd choices are given
in Appendices A, B.1, and B.3; respectively. The stan-
dard reference method has (C.1) as the objective func-
tion, with (A.1), (A.2), (A.3), (A.4) as constraints with
superscript ‘r’ in the state and control input variables
signifying the reference trajectory. Similarly, the track-
ing reference method has (C.2) as the objective function
with (A.1), (A.2), (A.3), (A.4) as constraints. Terminal
constraints are sometimes added to both the reference
methods based on varied scenarios of MG operator’s op-
erational choices and are described in Section 7. Note
that while the 1st-choice problem specification has ter-
minal constraints, the 2nd and 3rd choices do not, with
all the proposed methods still preserving the guarantee
of Corollary 8.

The MPC prediction horizon for both our and the refer-
ence method is one-day ahead, subdivided into N equal
time-steps of ∆t = 0.25 h (15 minutes) sampling period,
implying N = 24 h

∆t = 96. The predefined design param-
eters of the MG are shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Design Parameters of the MG at the Port of San Diego [9].
Parameter Symbol Value

NCDC rate RNC $24.48/kW

OPDC rate ROP $19.19/kW

Energy rate REC(t),∀t $0.1/kWh

BESS round-trip efficiency η 0.8

BESS energy capacity BESSen 2,500 kWh

BESS power capacity BESSmax 700 kW

Upper bound of SOC SOCmax 0.8

Lower bound of SOC SOCmin 0.2

Initial SOC x1(0) and xr
1(0) 0.5

7 Results and Discussion

7.1 Reference Method Terminal Constraints and Case
Study Settings

We analyze the results from January 2019 at the Port
of San Diego MG by comparing our proposed method
to both the (standard and tracking) reference meth-
ods, each reference method being further subdivided into
three test cases: Case (i), where the terminal constraint
set is the entire state space (i.e., no terminal constraints);
Case (ii), where the reference methods have its terminal
SOC ending at the starting SOC for the MPC given by,

xr(t+N |t) =


xr
1(t)

xr
2(t+N |t)

xr
3(t+N |t)

 , ∀t ∈ T .

This symbolizes a case where the MG operator wants
to ensure that the BESS does not have any net energy
export or import from the grid over the prediction hori-
zon. Finally, we consider a Case (iii), where the reference
methods have a terminal SOC above the 50% SOC for
the MPC given by

xr(t+N |t) ≥


0.5

xr
2(t+N |t)

xr
3(t+N |t)

 , ∀t ∈ T .

This captures the situation where the MG operator is
anxious about future demand peaks and wants to have
enough storage in the BESS at the terminal time-step
of each MPC run. The results for the case study when
considering the NCDC only is presented in Section 7.2,
where the third component of the constituent state
above is dropped. The results when considering both
the NCDC and OPDC are presented in Section 7.3. All
of our simulations are run with a(t) = b(t) = 1,∀t ∈ T .

13



Note that, as arbitrage is not applied for energy charges,
the energy cost differences between the these cases are
minor, and are only the result of different ending condi-
tions for the SOC of the BESS at the end of the month.
Under the sole consideration of the NCDC (Section 7.2),
we compare the standard reference method results with
those produced by the EMPC method when particular-
ized by the 1st-choice or the 2nd-choice problem specifi-
cations. On the other hand, we will evaluate the track-
ing reference results with those particularized by the
3rd-choice problem specification, when considering both
NCDC and OPDC (Section 7.3). This is justified as the
comparison of the results from the 3rd-choice method
only makes sense when there is an incentive in shifting
the grid import power over the off-peak hours from the
on-peak hours, which can have a significant impact on
the total electricity costs. In Sections 7.2 and 7.3, we
abbreviate the standard and tracking reference methods
by ‘Std Ref’ and ‘Track Ref’; respectively.

7.2 Exclusive Non-Coincident Demand Charges

Table 2 shows that for Case (i), the 1st-choice method has
higher NCDC as compared to the the Std Ref method.
This is due to the 1st-choice terminal constraints, which
are absent in the Std Ref method for Case (i). How-
ever, the 1st-choice method (almost completely) com-
pensates for its excess NCDC by a lower BESS usage
loss. The reason for this is that, once a higher demand
peak has been reached, the BESS has no incentive to
discharge aggressively, as reducing the grid import be-
low the already realized peak incurs no benefit. Overall,
ignoring energy costs —as they are irrelevant for com-
parative analysis in the long run—the total costs for the
1st-choice method are the same as that of the Std Ref
method. The results for the 2nd-choice method are prac-
tically equivalent to the standard reference as expected,
as the only difference between them is the ‘practically
redundant’ double penalization on the terminal running
NCDP, a(t + N)x2(t + N |t). We say the double penal-
ization of a(t + N)x2(t + N |t) is practically redundant
because the demand charge terms dominate the costs in-
side the prediction horizon, and are already considered
in the additive stage cost. Thus, the double penalization
has negligible added effects with the cost difference with
Std Ref being 0.08%.

In Case (ii), the 1st-choice method has similar costs to
the Std Ref method. This is expected, as the formula-
tions of both the 1st-choice and Std Ref methods are
practically equivalent. As both the 1st-choice and Std
Ref methods start from the same initial SOC, the ter-
minal constraints for Case (ii) are the same in both, and
the only difference lies in the terminal cost of the 1st-
choice method. Here, similar to above, the redundant
double penalization of the terminal running NCDP in
the 1st-choice method accounts for only 0.14% total cost
decrease with respect to Std Ref, which can be consid-

ered equivalent for practical purposes. The 2nd-choice
method outperforms both the Std Ref and 1st-choice be-
cause of the relaxation in the terminal region in 2nd-
choice as compared to both Std Ref and 1st-choice. Over-
all, the 2nd-choice method shows a ≈ 13.3% and 13.0%
NCDC reduction; and an ≈ 3.3% and 3.2% total cost
reduction; as compared to the Std Ref and 1st-choice
methods; respectively.

The largest performance improvement comes from
Case (iii), which shows a 4.1% reduction of NCDC in
the 1st-choice as compared to the Std Ref method; and
a total cost reduction of 0.8%. As the 2nd-choice method
does not have terminal constraints, it leads to the best
cost reduction with an additional 4.7% and 1.3% re-
duction in NCDC and total cost respectively over the
1st-choice. Overall, the 2nd-choice method performs
similarly to or better than the 1st-choice and Std Ref in
all the cases.

7.3 Simultaneous Non-Coincident and On-Peak De-
mand Charges

When both the NCDC and OPDC are considered in
the MG, the results in Table 3 follow almost the same
trends as when exclusively considering NCDC (see Ta-
ble 2); a detailed discussion is avoided here for brevity.
The key takeaways are: (i) the 2nd-choice method, as in
Section 7.2, is either better or at least as good as the 1st-
choice and Std Ref methods for all cases; (ii) the largest
performance improvement is seen in Case (iii), with the
1st-choice method outperforming Std. Ref, and the 2nd-
choice method outperforming the 1st-choice.

However, an interesting performance improvement is ob-
served by using the Track Ref method over the Std Ref
method for Cases (ii) and (iii) —as seen by comparing
Track Ref in Table 4 with Std Ref in Table 3. 17 How-
ever, the performance improvement in Track Ref as com-
pared to Std Ref in Cases (ii) and (iii), as elucidated in
Section 6.1, is empirical, without theoretical guarantees,
with the objective function (C.2) not having economic
meaning at all. The 3rd-choice method however, includes
economic criteria in the cost function while accounting
for the reference trajectory (i.e., demand peaks) laid out
by the Track Ref method. The inclusion of this tradeoff
in the 3rd-choice method is important as in cases when
the Track Ref fails to give good economic performance,
it prevents the occurrence of pathological solutions due
to the explicit consideration of economics.

The advantage of including an economic term in the
cost can be seen in Table 4 where the 3rd-choice method
outperforms the Track Ref in all the cases. The 3rd-choice
method also additionally outperforms the Std Ref in all

17 Note that Track Ref has the same terminal constraints as
in Std Ref for all the cases.
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Table 2
Result comparison for the Std Ref, 1st-choice, and 2nd-choice methods for the 3 test cases considering only NCDC for January
2019.

Costs Case (i) Case (ii) Case (iii)

Std Ref 1st-choice 2nd-choice Std Ref 1st-choice 2nd-choice Std Ref 1st-choice 2nd-choice

NCDC $3,450 $3,569 $3,459 $3,983 $3,970 $3,453 $3,782 $3,627 $3,455

Energy Cost $5,676 $5,683 $5,675 $5,716 $5,715 $5,676 $5,718 $5,719 $5,676

BESS loss $385 $268 $385 $137 $139 $385 $220 $298 $385

Total Cost $9,511 $9,519 $9,519 $9,837 $9,823 $9,514 $9,721 $9,644 $9,516

cases except Case (i), where the 3rd-choice method has
1.1% more total costs than the Std Ref (compare for
Case (i), 3rd-choice in Table 4 with Std Ref in Table 3).

One might argue that the finite-time performance
improvement of the proposed methods (either the
1st/2nd/3rd-choices) over the Std Ref is a the result
of the change (as in 1st-choice) or, the removal of the
terminal constraints (as in 2nd and 3rd-choices) in the
optimization. However, it is important to note that
adding terminal constraints in Std Ref is an MG opera-
tor’s prerogative, reflecting both their conservativeness
and experience. The MG operator would not know in
real-time if the decision to keep terminal constraints
(as in Cases (ii) and (iii) for Std Ref method) is good
from a closed-loop monthly cost perspective until the
end of the month has been reached (which is too late to
make any changes). As forecasts are only known 24 h
in advance, it is possible to encounter situations where
addition of terminal constraints as in Cases (ii) and
(iii) outperform Case (i) with a Std Ref technique in
closed-loop monthly electricity cost. 18 There, our pro-
posed methods hold value in the long term because of
the guarantees provided by Theorem 6 and Corollary 8.
This is especially true if reference trajectories like Track
Ref are used by an MG operator, which has empirically
been shown to outperform Std Ref in some cases, and
whose performance can be further improved upon by
the utilization of a 3rd-choice method.

8 Conclusions and future work

The paper presents an economic MPC (EMPC) formula-
tion for a generic deterministic discrete non-linear time-
varying system. We first prove that under some mild as-
sumptions, the asymptotic average closed-loop cost of
the proposed EMPC is no worse than the asymptotic

18 We have not demonstrated this in our case study but it is
possible that such situation arises with different prediction
horizons and/or forecast data. A case in point would be a
short prediction horizon where a large demand exists just
beyond the current prediction horizon. Here, the Std Ref in
Case (i) might be unable to handle the large load demand
in closed-loop, but Case (ii) or (iii) might be more prepared
to do so because of the conservative terminal constraints.

average closed-loop cost of an arbitrary reference trajec-
tory for the same system. A practical finite-time guar-
antee is also derived which quantifies the upper bound
as a function of time that decreases linearly to zero as
time goes to infinity. Unlike previous works, we do not
assume that the reference trajectory is known a-priori
for all future times, which is critical in applications.

We then solve an optimal MG dispatch problem, which
can be reformulated to the conditions for our proposed
EMPC formulation ensuring practical performance
guarantees. A realistic case study using PV and load
forecast data from the microgrid at the Port of San
Diego shows that our method is capable of reducing
monthly electricity costs as compared to reference tra-
jectories generated by directly optimizing the electricity
cost function over the prediction horizon or by tracking
an ideal grid import curve.

Future work would focus on the design of terminal cost
functions, control laws and regions which will be able to
ensure not only practical, but also asymptotic perfor-
mance guarantees for generic stage costs and non-linear
time varying systems. Investigation into techniques
which can extend similar guarantees as this work for
stochastic systems are also needed.
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A EMPC formulation for the 1st-choice prob-
lem specification

The receding horizon EMPC formulation of Problem 9
for the 1st-choice problem specification is presented as
follows.

minimize
u(x(t),t)∈UN

(19)

subject to

x(t+k+1|t) =


Ax1(t+k|t) +Bu(t+k|t)
max

(
x2(t+k|t), u2(t+k|t)

)
max

(
x3(t+k|t), β(t+k)u2(t+k|t)

)
 ,

∀ k ∈ NN−1
0 , ∀ t ∈ T ,

(A.1)

Su(t+k|t) ≤ s, ∀ k ∈ NN−1
0 , ∀ t ∈ T ,

(A.2)
Mu(t+k|t) = c(t+k|t), ∀ k ∈ NN−1

0 , ∀ t ∈ T ,
(A.3)

G′x(t+k|t) ≤ g′, ∀ k ∈ NN
0 , ∀ t ∈ T ,

(A.4)

x(t+N |t) =


xr
1(t)

x2(t+N |t)
x3(t+N |t)

 , ∀ t ∈ T .

(A.5)

where

G′ =



G 02 02

0 1 0

0 −1 0

0 0 1

0 0 −1


, g′ =



g

b̂

0

b̂

0


,

and Assumption 13 is enforced.

Note that some terms, namely, a(t)x2(t), a(t+1)xr
2(t+1),

b(t)x3(t), b(t + 1)xr
3(t + 1) and h(t + N) of (19) are

independent of u(x(t), t) for a given initial state x(t),
reference states xr(t), xr(t + 1) and time t, as they
are just additive constants. Thus, the optimization with
the objective function (19) has the same optimal con-
trol input sequence u0(x(t), t) (i.e., solution) when us-
ing the objective function in (A.6) provided we use the

same constraints (A.1), (A.2), (A.3), (A.4), (A.5), as (19)
and (A.6) differ by additive constants.

VN (x(t),u(x(t), t), t)

=

N−1∑
k=0

[
REC(t+ k)∆t

(
u2(t+ k|t) + (1− η)

2
|u1(t+ k|t)|

)]
+

[
RNC

(
a(t+N)x2(t+N |t)

+ max
(
a(t+N)x2(t+N |t), a(t+ 1)xr

2(t+ 1)
))]

+

[
ROP

(
b(t+N)x3(t+N |t)

+ max
(
b(t+N)x3(t+N |t), b(t+ 1)xr

3(t+ 1)
))]

.

(A.6)

Note that use of (A.6) relaxes the design requirement of
choosing h(·) in practical scenarios to satisfy Assump-
tion 13.

B EMPC formulation for the 2nd and 3rd-choice
problem specification

B.1 EMPC formulation for the 2nd-choice

The receding horizon EMPC formulation of Problem 9
for the 2nd choice problem specification is presented as
follows.

minimize
u(x(t),t)∈UN

(A.6)

subject to (A.1), (A.2), (A.3) and (A.4). Note that there
is no additional terminal constraint like (A.5) in this case
on account of (20).

B.2 Statement of Assumption 20 for Choice 3

Assumption 20 (Terminal cost condition on
3rd-choice problem specification). Let A1(t) =
a(t)x2(t), B1(t) = b(t)x3(t), A2(t) = a(t)xr

2(t),
B2(t) = b(t)xr

3(t), C(t) = u1(t), and D(t) = ur
1(t).

Then, the following holds ∀t ∈ T ,
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h(t+ 1)− h(t)

≥REC(t)∆t
(
C(t)− c(t) +

(1−η)

2
|C(t)|

)
−REC(t−N)∆t

(
D(t−N)− c(t−N) +

(1−η)

2
|D(t−N)|

)
+RNC

[
A1(t+ 1)−A1(t)

+ max
(
A1(t−N+2), A2(t−N+2)

)
−max

(
A1(t−N+1), A2(t−N+1)

)
+A2(t−N)−A2(t−N+2)

]
+ROP

[
B1(t+ 1)−B1(t)

+ max
(
B1(t−N+2), B2(t−N + 2)

)
−max

(
B1(t−N+1), B2(t−N + 1)

)
+B2(t−N)−B2(t−N + 2)

]
. (B.1)

•

B.3 EMPC formulation for the 3rd-choice

The receding horizon EMPC formulation of the optimal
MG dispatch problem for Choice 3 is presented after re-
moving the additive constants similar to (A.6) as follows,

minimize
u(x(t),t)∈UN

N−1∑
k=0

[
REC(t+ k)∆t

(
u2(t+ k|t)

+
(1− η)

2
|u1(t+ k|t)|

)]
+

[
RNC

(
a(t+N)x2(t+N |t)

+ max
(
a(t+ 1)x2(t+ 1|t),

a(t+ 1)xr
2(t+ 1)

))]

+

[
ROP

(
b(t+N)x3(t+N |t)

+ max
(
b(t+ 1)x3(t+ 1|t),

b(t+ 1)xr
3(t+ 1)

))]
,

(B.2)

subject to (A.1), (A.2), (A.3) and (A.4). Similar to the
2nd, there is no additional terminal constraint like (A.5)
in this case too, on account of (20).

C Objective function for the optimal MG dis-
patch problem for the reference methods

The objective function for the standard reference
method is presented as follows,

ṼN (xr(t),ur(xr(t), t), t)

=

N−1∑
k=0

[
REC(t+ k)∆t

(
ur
2(t+ k|t) + (1− η)

2
|ur

1(t+ k|t)|
)]

+RNC

(
a(t+N)xr

2(t+N |t)
)

+ROP

(
b(t+N)xr

3(t+N |t)
)
. (C.1)

The objective function for the tracking reference method
is given as follows,

ṼN (xr(t),ur(xr(t), t), t) =
∥∥P (t)

(
ur
2(x

r(t), t)− ūr
2(t)

)∥∥ ,
(C.2)

where ūr
2(t) is the ideal grid import trajectory over the

prediction horizon and P (t) is the penalty matrix. ūr
2(t)

is composed of 0 for the on-peak (OP) period time-steps
of the prediction horizon, with the off-peak period ele-

ments being max
(
xr
2(t),−

∑N−1

k=0
c(t+k|t)

Noff

)
, where Noff is

the length of the prediction horizon coinciding with the
off-peak period. P (t) is a diagonal matrix that penal-
izes the deviation of the predicted grid import from the
ideal, with more weighing for on-peak periods, as OPDC
are charged on top of NCDC. P (t) is composed of 1 for
off-peak period time-steps of the prediction horizon, and
RNC+ROP

RNC
for the OP period time-steps of the prediction

horizon, symbolizing that increasing demand during OP
periods can increase both NCDC and OPDC.

We do not use the running OPDP, xr
3(t), in ūr

2(t), as
increasing the ideal grid import trajectory in the OP
period time-steps further risks aggravating future OP
period peaks. However, in some situations, not increas-
ing the ideal grid import trajectory over the OP period
time-steps when a prior OPDP has been reached could
increase the NCDP beyond necessary, especially if the
NCDP happens after the OPDP. If the running OPDP
is included in the ideal grid import trajectory, the time-
steps of ūr

2(t) corresponding to the OP period would be
modified as max

(
0, xr

3(t)
)
.
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