arXiv:2404.04338v1 [eess.SY] 5 Apr 2024

Optimal Policy Synthesis from A Sequence of Goal Sets with An Application to Electric Distribution System Restoration

İlker Işık^∗ Onur Yigit Arpali^∗ Ebru Aydin Gol^∗

∗ Department of Computer Engineering, Middle East Technical University, Ankara, Turkey (e-mail:

isik.ilker 01,arpalion,ebrugol@metu.edu.tr).

Abstract: Motivated by the post-disaster distribution system restoration problem, in this paper, we study the problem of synthesizing the optimal policy for a Markov Decision Process (MDP) from a sequence of goal sets. For each goal set, our aim is to both maximize the probability to reach and minimize the expected time to reach the goal set. The order of the goal sets represents their priority. In particular, our aim is to generate a policy that is optimal with respect to the first goal set, and it is optimal with respect to the second goal set among the policies that are optimal with respect to the first goal set and so on. To synthesize such a policy, we iteratively filter the applicable actions according to the goal sets. We illustrate the developed method over sample distribution systems and disaster scenarios.

Keywords: Stochastic systems, Energy and power networks, Specification

1. INTRODUCTION

The rapid restoration of electricity after an earthquake is essential in disaster management (Yuan et al., 2016; Qiu and Li, 2017). After an earthquake, a complete blackout may be experienced in the distribution system, i.e., all breakers open for safety considerations. During the restoration process, starting from the energy resources (transmission grid or distributed energy resources) energization actions are applied iteratively, and the aim is to energize the whole system as soon as possible. Black-start is already a hard problem since electrical and topological constraints have to be considered. This problem becomes even more complex after an earthquake as the field instruments may be damaged. The system operator, therefore, needs a decision support tool to guide the restoration process.

Gol et al. (2019) model the restoration process as a Markov Decision Process (MDP) by using the probability of failure (i.e. destruction) values of the field instruments, and provide a restoration strategy. These values are computed by using the peak ground acceleration values recorded during the earthquake (Sfahani et al., 2015). The MDP model reduces the synthesis of an optimal restoration strategy problem into an MDP policy synthesis problem. Gol et al. (2019) define the objective as the minimization of the overall restoration time that maps to a stochastic shortest path (SSP) problem (Guillot and Stauffer, 2020). The SSP formulation results in policies with non-optimal average restoration time over the system components, i.e. buses supplying electricity to buildings/customers. This issue is addressed by Arpalı et al. (2020). They define the state cost as the number of unenergized components, which results in minimizing the average restoration time. In either of the cases, a prioritization over the system components is not possible. However, in a post disaster scenario, rapid restoration of electricity for some of the components can be more important than others. For example, energization of hospitals within the area affected by the earthquake or energizing the base stations in areas with collapsed buildings can be prioritized. In the MDP model from Gol et al. (2019), prioritization for a target set maps to minimization of the expected time to reach a set of MDP states, which also maps to SSP. However, in general, in goal-oriented policy synthesis problems including SSP, an optimal policy is synthesized under the assumption that the probability to reach the goal set is 1. However, this assumption might not hold for the considered goal sets. Furthermore, it is not straightforward to integrate a sequence of a goal sets in this formulation.

Teichteil-Königsbuch (2012) introduces a theoretical framework that primarily maximizes the probability to reach a goal set, and then minimizes the expected cost only over the paths that reach a goal. Thus, the cost optimization is only performed over the policies that achieve the optimal probability to reach the goal set, that is not necessarily 1. Lacaze-Labadie et al. (2017) extend this approach to select a subset of goal states and synthesize a policy to visit each of these selected goal states. However, a prioritization among these sets is not considered.

In this work, we extend the method developed by Teichteil- Königsbuch (2012) to synthesize a policy from a sequence of goal sets G = [G_1, G_2, . . . , G_n]. Here, we synthesize the optimal policy π that achieves the objectives in the given order and finally minimizes the value function of the MDP. Essentially, each goal set introduces two objectives: maximization of the probability to reach G_i and minimization of the expected number of steps to reach G_i over the set of paths that reach G_i. In order to find the optimal policy satisfying the objectives in the given order, we iteratively filter actions that do not attain the optimal values for each goal set and finally synthesize a policy minimizing the value function with respect to the remaining actions. Thus, we ensure that the resulting policy is optimal for the goal set G_1, and it is optimal for the goal set G_2 among the policies that are optimal for G_1 and so on. We show that the developed method allows us to prioritize among the different field components in the restoration problem. We illustrate our results on two examples, and compare the results with the optimal strategies obtained in (Gol et al., 2019; Arpalı et al., 2020).

The policy synthesis problem is also studied under temporal logic specifications (Baier et al., 2004; Savas et al., 2020). Lahijanian et al. (2012) synthesize a policy satisfying a probabilistic computation tree logic (PCTL) formula. Both Lacerda et al. (2015) and Ding et al. (2014) primarily maximize the probability of satisfaction of a linear temporal logic (LTL) formula then minimize the considered cost. Sequential tasks can easily be specified in temporal logics such as a strict order between the tasks (e.g. satisfy A and then B) or a set of tasks without any particular order (e.g. eventually A and eventually B). However, a prioritization among the tasks without a strict order can not be directly integrated to an LTL formula.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The preliminary information and the problem formulation are given in Sec. 2. The proposed policy synthesis method is explained in Sec. 3. The application to the electric distribution system restoration problem and the results over sample systems are given in Sec. 4. Finally, the paper is concluded in Sec. 5.

2. PRELIMINARIES AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

2.1 Markov Decision Process

A Markov Decision Process is a tuple M = (S, A, T, c) where S is a finite set of states, A is a finite set of actions, T : S × A × S → [0, 1] is a transition probability function, i.e., T (s, a, s^′) is the probability of transitioning to state s^′ ∈ S by taking action a ∈ A from state s ∈ S, and c : S × A × S → R is a cost function that defines the cost c(s, a, s^′) incurred when s^′ is reached from s by applying action a (Bertsekas and Tsitsiklis, 1996). The function app : S → 2^A is used to denote the set of applicable actions for a state, i.e., ∑ s^′ ∈S T (s, a, s ′) = 0 if a ∉ app(s), where 2^A is the power set of A.

A deterministic stationary policy π : S → A assigns an action π(s) ∈ A to each state s ∈ S. Given a policy π, we define an n-step value function V^π_n that represents the discounted sum of the expected cost incurred by following the policy π for n-steps. For a given discount factor γ ∈ (0, 1], the value function is defined as:

V^π_n (s) = ∑ s^′ ∈s T (s, π(s), s^′)(c(s, π(s), s^′) + γV^π_{n−1}(s^′)) V^π_0 (s) = 0 (1)

2.2 Optimization Criteria

In goal-oriented policy synthesis problems, the optimization criteria, in general, is defined as either maximizing the probability to reach the goal set or minimizing the value function among the policies that reach the goal set with probability 1 (Bertsekas and Tsitsiklis, 1996; Kolobov et al., 2011). In Teichteil-Königsbuch (2012), the two objectives are combined to generate a policy from the set of policies that maximize the probability of to reach the goal set, such that it minimizes the cost of the paths that reach the goal set. In this work, we extend this approach to a sequence of goal sets. Here, we recall the probability to reach a goal set in a given number of steps (P^{G,π}_n ) and the accumulated cost averaged over the paths that reach G (C^{G,π}_n ) definitions from Teichteil-Königsbuch (2012).

Let G ⊂ S be a set of absorbing goal states, i.e. T (s, a, s^′) = 0 for any s ∈ G, a ∈ A, s^′ ∈ S \ G. P^{G,π}_n (s) denotes the probability of reaching the goal set G ⊆ S within n ∈ N steps by executing policy π : S → A from state s ∈ S. P^{G,π}_n (s) is computed as: P^{G,π}_n (s) = ∑ s^′ ∈S T (s, π(s), s^′)P^{G,π}_{n−1}(s^′), (2)

P^{G,π}_0 (s) = { 0 if s ∈ S \ G 1 if s ∈ G

The expected cost of paths that reach the goal set within n steps is defined for states s ∈ S with P^{G,π}_n (s) > 0 as follows (Theorem 1 in Teichteil-Königsbuch (2012)): C^{G,π}_n (s) = 1 P^{G,π}_n (s) ∑ s^′∈S T (s, π(s), s^′)P^{G,π}_{n−1}(s^′)× [c(s, π(s), s^′) + C^{G,π}_{n−1}(s^′)] (3) with C^{G,π}_0 (s) = 0 for each s ∈ S.

For the infinite horizon formulation, i.e., when n tends to infinity in (2) and (3), there exists an optimal stationary policy π^⋆ that minimizes the infinite horizon cost to go function C^{G,π⋆}_∞ among all policies that maximize the infinite horizon probability to reach G, P^{G,π⋆}_∞ (Teichteil- Königsbuch, 2012). Furthermore, the following iterative computation converges to the probability to reach the goal set G under the optimal policy (P^∗_∞ converge to P^{G,π⋆}_∞ ): P^∗_n (s) = max_{a∈app(s)} ∑ s^′ ∈S T (s, a, s^′)P^∗_{n−1}(s^′), (4) P^∗_0 (s) = 0 for s ∈ S \ G, P^∗_0 (s) = 1 for s ∈ G.

In addition, if the costs of transitions leaving S \ G are strictly positive, the following iterative computation converge to the infinite horizon cost to go function for G under the optimal policy (C^⋆_∞ converge to C^{G,π⋆}_∞ ). C^⋆_n(s) = 0 if P^∗_∞(s) = 0, otherwise:

C^∗_n(s) = min a∈app(s): ∑ s′∈S T (s,a,s ′ )P^∗_∞(s^′ )=P^∗_∞(s) 1 P^⋆_∞(s) × ∑ s^′ ∈S T (s, a, s^′)P^⋆_∞(s^′)(c(s, a, s^′) + C^∗_{n−1}(s^′)) (5)

with C^⋆_0 (s) = 0 for each s ∈ S. Intuitively, in (5), an action that minimize the average cost is selected among the actions that maximize the probability to reach G.

2.3 Problem Formulation

In this work, we consider an MDP M = (S, A, T, c) and a sequence of goal sets G = [G_1, . . . , G_n], G_i ⊆ S for each i = 1, . . . , n such that each goal set G_i is absorbing. The ordering of the sequence determines the priority of the goal sets, i.e., G_1 has the highest priority. The goal sequence G induce n optimization criteria O_1, . . . , O_n. O_i is to synthesize a policy that minimize the expected number of steps to reach G_i averaged over the paths that reach G_i among the policies that maximize the probability to reach G_i.

We aim at synthesizing a policy π^⋆ that achieves the optimization criteria in the given order and finally minimizes the value function, i.e., synthesize a policy π^⋆ that minimizes the value function V^{π⋆}_∞ (1) among the policies that satisfy O_n, among the policies that satisfy O_{n−1} and so on. Thus, our aim is to satisfy each criteria in the given order and then to minimize the value function.

In order to formally define the synthesis problem, we first introduce a new cost function c_i : S × A × S → {0, 1} for each goal set G_i: c_i(s, a, s^′) = { 0 if s ∈ G_i 1 it s ∈ S \ G_i (6) The infinite horizon cost to go function C^{Gi,π}_∞ (s) (3) induced by c_i defines the expected length of the paths that end in G_i (i.e. expected number of steps of the paths that reach G_i) and originate from s under the policy π. Consequently, our goal is to synthesize an optimal policy π^⋆:

π^⋆(s) ∈ argmin_{π∈Πn} V^π_∞(s), (7)

where for each i = 1, . . . , n

Π_i = {π | π(s) ∈ argmin π^′:∀s^′∈S,π^′(s^′ )∈A_i(s^′ ) C^{Gi ,π′}_∞ (s)} and (8) A_i(s^′) = argmax π^{′′} ∈Π_{i−1} P^{Gi,π′′} ∞ (s^′)

and Π_0 is the set of all stationary policies, i.e., Π_0 = {π : S → A | π(s) ∈ app(s) for each s ∈ S}. Thus, intuitively, Π_i is the set of policies that satisfy O_1, . . . , O_i in this order and it is recursively defined in (8). The optimal policy π^∗ is the policy that minimizes the value function among all policies in Π_n. Since all of the policies in Π_n satisfy all optimization criteria apart from minimizing the value function, selecting the one that minimizes the value function yields the optimal policy. The sets of policies Π_1, . . . , Π_n formalize the optimization goal and structure our synthesis method.

In order to solve the synthesis problem (7), starting from app_0 = app, we iteratively solve two optimization problems for each O_i and filter the sets of applicable actions. The first one filters the actions that do not have the optimal probability to reach the goal set G_i. Among the remaining actions, the second one filters the actions that do not yield the optimal expected time to reach the goal set G_i, i.e., that do not yield the optimal cost to go (5) induced by c_i. The filters generate app_i such that app_i(s) ⊆ app_{i−1}(s) for each i = 1, . . . , n. At the end of the iterative process, we obtain a new function app_n : S → 2^A representing the applicable actions for each state. This process ensures that any policy π synthesized with respect to app_n, i.e., π(s) ∈ app_n(s), satisfies the optimization criteria O_1, . . . , O_n in the given order. Finally, we solve an optimization problem using app_n to minimize the value function (1) over the cost function c from M.

At the i−th iteration of the process, for a state s ∈ S, if the probability to reach the goal set G_i is 0, i.e, P^⋆_{∞,i}(s) = 0, then no actions will be filtered for s, i.e., app_i(s) = app_{i−1}(s). Consequently, the goal sequence impose nonstrict requirements in the sense that the aim is to maximize the probability to reach G_i and to minimize the expected number of steps to reach G_i (over the paths that reach G_i) only when it is possible. Otherwise, i.e., when P^⋆_{∞,i}(s) = 0, no restrictions are applied to s. Furthermore, while an order of priority over the goal sets is given, it is not necessary to visit the goal sets in the given order, i.e, a path generated under the optimal policy π^⋆ might visit G_i before G_j when i > j. Such “soft” constraints over the order of the goal sets to visit are encountered in various probabilistic planning scenarios. An example of such a scenario is given in Sec. 4, where the MDP models the restoration of a distribution system and the goal sets represent customers with various priorities, e.g., hospitals, base-stations for mobile networks, residential areas.

Note that in addition to the sequence of goal sets G, we require the optimal policy to minimize the expected number of steps to reach G_i for each goal set G_i. Whereas, only a goal set G and the cost function c are considered in (Teichteil-Königsbuch, 2012).

3. POLICY SYNTHESIS

In this section, we present our solution for the policy synthesis problem (7) for an MDP M and a sequence of goal sets G = [G_1, . . . , G_n]. Central to the proposed method is the iterative filtering of the applicable actions with respect to the sequence of the goal sets. Consequently, any policy generated from the remaining actions satisfies each criteria defined from the goal sets in the given order. Finally, we synthesize the policy that minimizes the value function from the remaining applicable actions. We first define the proposed iterative method (see Alg. 1), and then present the details of each step.

Algorithm 1 PolicySynthesis(M , app, G)

Require: M = (S, A, T, c) : is an MDP, app : S → 2^A is the applicable actions function of M, G = [G_1, . . . , G_n]: the sequence of goal sets.

Ensure: π^⋆ solves (7) for M, app and G 1: app_0 = app 2: for i = 1 to n do 3: app_i′ = MaximizeP robability(app_{i−1} , G_i) 4: app_i = MinimizeExpectedT ime(app_i′ , G_i) 5: end for 6: π^⋆ = MinimizeV (M, app_n) The developed policy synthesis method is summarized in Alg. 1. Essentially, the sets of applicable actions are iteratively shrunk according to the priority order of the goal sets. First, the actions that do not maximize the probability to reach the goal set G_i are filtered (line 3).

Then, among the remaining actions, the actions that do not minimize the expected number of steps to reach G_i are filtered (line 4). After executing the main loop for each goal set, the policy that minimize the infinite horizon value function is computed (line 6).

The iterative filtering process starts from app, i.e. app_0 = app (see Sec. 2.1). Here, we first describe the computation of app_i from app_{i−1} with respect to the goal set G_i and the corresponding optimization criteria O_i. The maximal probability P^⋆_{n,i}(s) to reach G_i w.r.to app_{i−1} within n-steps is P^⋆_{n,i}(s) = max a∈app_{i−1} (s) ∑ s^′∈S T (s, a, s^′)P^⋆_{n−1,i}(s^′) (9) P^⋆_{0,i}(s) = 0 for s ∈ S \ G_i, P^⋆_{0,i}(s) = 1 for s ∈ G_i.

As shown by Teichteil-Königsbuch (2012), the sequence P^⋆_{n,i} converge to P^⋆_{∞,i} that is the probability to reach G_i under the optimal policy π^⋆_i′ such that π^⋆_i′ (s) ∈ app_{i−1}(s) for each s ∈ S (see (4)). Thus, we first compute the optimal probability P^⋆_{∞,i} to reach G_i from app_{i−1} as in (9), then filter the applicable actions that do not attain P^⋆_{∞,i} (line 3 of Alg. 1): app_i′ (s) ={a ∈ app_{i−1}(s) | (10) P^⋆_{∞,i}(s) = ∑ s^′ ∈S T (s, a, s^′)P^⋆_{∞,i}(s^′)} Note that if P^⋆_{∞,i}(s) = 0, then app_i′ (s) = app_{i−1}(s) via (10). Next, we compute the optimal expected number of steps to reach G_i over the paths that reach G_i within nsteps using the filtered sets of applicable actions app_i′ that have the optimal goal-probability in app_{i−1}. In particular, we compute the optimal average cost to go function (5) with respect to P^⋆_{∞,i}, c_i (6) and app_i′ :

C^⋆_{n,i}(s) = min a∈app_i′ (s) 1 P^⋆_{∞,i}(s) × (11) ∑ s^′ ∈S T (s, a, s^′)P^⋆_{∞,i}(s^′)(c_i(s, a, s^′) + C^⋆_{n−1,i}(s^′)) with C^⋆_{0,i}(s) = 0, ∀s ∈ S. Since c_i(s, a, s^′) = 1 for each S \ G_i, C^⋆_{n,i} converges to C^⋆_{∞,i} (Thm.3 from Teichteil- Königsbuch (2012)). For a state s ∈ S, C^⋆_{∞,i}(s) is the expected length of a path that originate from s and end in G_i under the optimal policy π^⋆_i w.r.to app_i, i.e, π^⋆_i (s) ∈ app_i(s) for each s ∈ S. Note that, the cost to go function (11) is only defined for the states s ∈ S with a non-zero probability to reach G_i, i.e., when P^⋆_{∞,i}(s) > 0. After we compute the infinite horizon optimal cost C^⋆_{∞,i}, we filter the actions with non-optimal cost (line 4 of Alg.1):

app_i(s) = app_i′ (s) if P^{Gi}_∞ (s) = 0, otherwise (12) app_i(s) = {a ∈ app_i′ (s) | C^⋆_{∞,i}(s) = 1 P^{Gi}_∞ (s) × ∑ s^′ ∈S T (s, a, s^′)P^{Gi}_∞ (s^′)(c_i(s, a, s^′) + C^⋆_{∞,i}(s^′))} We claim that any policy π generated from app_i, i.e., π(s) ∈ app_i(s) for each s ∈ S, satisfies the optimization criteria O_1, . . . , O_i in this order and any optimal policy w.r.to O_1, . . . , O_i can be generated from app_i. Thus, the set of all optimal policies Π_i as defined in (8) w.r.to O_1, . . . , O_i is: Π_i = {π | π(s) ∈ app_i(s)} (13)

The claim that a policy π generated from app_i is optimal simply follows from the existence of an optimal stationary policy for the considered objectives (Teichteil-Königsbuch, 2012), and the iterative construction steps (10) and (12), i.e., if a ∈ app_j (s) then a achieves the optimal goalprobability among app_{j−1}(s) and the optimal expected number of steps to reach among app_{j−1}′ (s). The filtering steps guarantee that app_j (s) ⊆ app_i(s) for each j < i and s ∈ S. Thus, it holds that for any π ∈ Π_i from (13), the probability to reach G_j in n-steps under policy π, P^π_{n,j} (s), equals to the maximal probability to reach G_j , i.e., P^⋆_{n,j} (s), among the policies that satisfy O_1, . . . , O_{j−1}. The last argument follows by iterative applications starting from i = 1 and the subset relation among app(j) and app(i). Furthermore, with a symmetric argument, we deduce that any π ∈ Π_i from (13) is optimal for each G_j , j ≤ i, with respect to the expected number of steps to reach the goal sets.

The claim that each optimal policy satisfying O_1, . . . , O_i is included in Π_i from (13) can be seen by a contradiction argument. Assume that π ∉ Π_i is an optimal stationary policy. Thus, π(s) ∉ app_i(s) for some s. By the optimality of each π^′ ∈ Π_i (13) with respect to O_1, . . . , O_i, we reach that ∑ s^′∈S T (s, π(s), s ′)P^⋆_{∞,j} (s^′) = ∑ s^′ ∈S T (s, π ′(s), s^′)P^⋆_{∞,j} (s^′) for each j ≤ i. Thus, π(s) can not be filtered via (10). With a similar argument on (12), we conclude that such a policy π does not exists.

The previous discussion yields that any policy generated from app_n satisfies O_1, . . . , O_n in this order. Thus, as the final step, we synthesize the policy minimizing V_∞ (1) from app_n: π^⋆(s) = argmin a∈app_n(s) ∑ s^′ ∈s T (s, π(s), s^′)(c(s, a, s^′) + γV^⋆_∞(s^′)) where V^⋆_n (s) = min a∈app_n(s) ∑ s^′∈s T (s, π(s), s^′)(c(s, a, s^′) + γV^⋆_{n−1}(s^′)) V^⋆_0 (s) = 0

4. SYNTHESIS FOR DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM RESTORATION

The proposed goal oriented policy synthesis method is applied to an MDP that models restoration of an earthquake damaged distribution system (Gol et al., 2019). In the MDP model M = (S, A, T, c), a state s = (s^1, . . . , s^N ) ∈ S represents the health statuses of each system component (bus), and s^i is the state of i-th bus in s. A bus can be in unknown (U), damaged (D) or energized (E) state. After the earthquake, all breakers are open and the statuses are unknown, thus the initial state is s_1 = (U, . . . , U). An action a ⊂ {1, . . . , N} ∈ A represents the set of busses that can be energized simultaneously and an energization action can only be applied to a bus that is in U state. Furthermore, topological and electrical constraints limit the possible actions and they are integrated via app : S → 2^A. The topological constraints include the connectivity to an energized bus or energy source, avoidance of generating an energized loop and preserving a minimum distance for the buses that can be energized simultaneously. When an action a ∈ A is applied in state s = (s^1, . . . , s^N ), the

MDP can transition to a state s^′ = (s^{′1}, . . . , s^{′N} ) such that s^{′i} ∈ {E, D} for each i ∈ a and s^{′i} = s^i for each i ∉ a, i.e., if a bus is tried to be energized, then its status can be E or D after the transition, and the statuses of the remaining buses do not change. The transition probabilities are computed with respect to the probability of failure values of the corresponding components. The cost is defined as the number of unenergized buses, i.e., c(s, a, s^′) is the number of buses that are in U or D status in s. Further details on the constraints and the model construction can be found in (Gol et al., 2019; Arpalı et al., 2020).

Gol et al. (2019) minimize the overall restoration time, whereas, Arpalı et al. (2020) minimize the average energization time for each bus. In a post-disaster scenario, fast restoration of electricity for some buses, thus the corresponding buildings/infra-structure, can be more important than others. For example, energization of each hospital or energization of at least one base station serving an area with collapsed buildings can be prioritized. Note that given a set of buses B ⊂ {1, . . . , n}, in the first example we require each bus i ∈ B to be energized (min-max case), whereas, in the second example we require at least one bus i ∈ B to be energized (min-min case). Next, given a sequence of prioritization sets B = [B_1, . . . , B_m] and their properties (min-min or min-max), we describe how we generate a sequence of goal sets G = [G_1, . . . , G_n] and apply the proposed goal-oriented synthesis method to M and G.

Remark 4.1. The construction steps ensure that the resulting MDP is acyclic and it includes states s ∈ S for which no restoration action is possible. To avoid blocking states, a self transition with a special input is added to such states, i.e., T (s, ∅, s) = 1. Furthermore, due to the particular structure of the MDP, for any set of policies Π, the probability of to reach a goal set G is the same for a state s. Thus, for any state s ∈ S and policy π ∈ Π, the probability to reach G under policy π, P^π_∞(s), equals to the maximal probability to reach G over Π, i.e., P^π_∞(s) = max_π′_{∈Π} P^{π′}_∞ (s). Due to this property of the MDP, the first filtering step (line 3 of Alg. 1) is redundant and it is not applied in the policy synthesis.

4.1 Goal Sequence: Min-max case

Given a set of buses B ⊂ {1, . . . , N}, in the min-max case, the goal is to energize each bus i ∈ B within the minimum amount of time. Particularly, we aim at minimizing the maximum amount of time to energize a bus from B. Furthermore, it might not be possible to energize all the buses from B, i.e., some of them can be damaged or unreachable due to the other damaged buses. In such a case, it is desired to minimize the energization time for the remaining buses. To achieve this goal, we generate a sequence of goal sets G = [G_1, . . . , G_{|B|}] of length |B| from the prioritization set B such that G_i ⊂ S is the set of MDP states in which at least b_i = |B| − (i − 1) buses from B are energized: G_i = {s ∈ S | | |{i ∈ B | s^i = E} | | ≥ b_i} In particular, G_1 = {s ∈ S | s^i = E for each i ∈ B} and G_{|B|} = {s ∈ S | s^i = E for some i ∈ B}. Note that each G_i is absorbing since the status of a bus can not change to D or U from E.

As highlighted in Remark 4.1, each policy results in the same infinite horizon probability to reach a goal set. Thus, the optimal policy obtained from G via Alg. 1 primarily minimizes the expected time to reach G_1, which in general, results in minimizing the expected energization time of the furthest bus from B. The use of the goal sequence instead of only G_1 has two major advantages. First, among the policies that are optimal w.r.to G_1, the policies that energize subsets of B within the least expected number of steps are selected. Second, in a state s, some of the busses B^′ ⊂ B can be unreachable or damaged (s^i = D for some i ∈ B^′). In such a case, P^⋆_{∞,j} (s) (9) is 0 for each j < |B| − |B^′|. Since only the paths that lead to the given goal set with positive probability are considered at each stage of the filtering (12), the actions applicable in s are not filtered with respect to the goal sets G_1, . . . , G_{|B|−|B}′_|. However, the use of the goal sequence ensures that the actions applicable s are filtered to minimize the expected energization time for the remaining buses, B \ B^′. Thus the use of the goal sequence, and goal-probability in (12) allow us to minimize the expected energization time of all buses in B in a best effort manner. Both advantages are illustrated in the example.

4.2 Goal Sequence: Min-min Case

Given a set of buses B ⊂ {1, . . . , N}, in the min-min case, the goal is to energize a bus i ∈ B within the minimum amount of time. To achieve this goal, we define a single goal set (i.e. a sequence G = [G]) from B:

G = {s ∈ S | s^i = E from some i ∈ B} The optimal policy minimizes the expected time to energize a bus from B. As mentioned previously, this case can be used when different buses can serve for the same purpose, e.g., base stations covering the same area, redundant buses feeding the same building etc.

Given a sequence of prioritization sets B = [B_1, . . . , B_m] over the buses (B_i ⊂ {1, . . . , N}) and their optimization properties (max-min or min-max), we construct a goal sequence G_i for each prioritization set B_i as described in Sec. 4.1 and 4.2 with respect to its optimization property, and then concatenate each G_i in the given order to obtain the goal sequence G = [G_1, . . . , G_m] (observe that |G| ≥ m). Finally, we generate the optimal strategy for M from G via Alg. 1. Once the applicable actions are filtered w.r.to the goal sequence G, a policy minimizing the average expected restoration time is synthesized w.r.to the remaining sets of applicable actions.

4.3 Sample System

In this section, the developed method is illustrated over a sample distribution system shown in Fig. 1. The system has N = 8 buses and a single energy source. Only bus-1 is connected to the source. The MDP generated from this distribution system has 126 states and 37 of them are terminal states, i.e., states with self-loops (see Remark 4.1). The initial state of this MDP is s_1 = (U, U, U, U, U, U, U, U). We consider a single priority set B = {3, 6} and min-max optimization property (see Sec. 4.1). Thus, we generate the

12 4

3 856 7

Bus id P_f 1 0.125 2 0.500 3 0.250 4 0.500 5 0.500 6 0.500 7 0.125 8 0.125

Fig. 1. A distribution system and the probability of failure (P_f ) values for each bus.

goal sequence G = [G_1, G_2] where G_1 is the set of states in which both bus-3 and bus-6 are energized, and G_2 is the set of states in which bus-3 or bus-6 is energized. We run Alg. 1 on M and G and generate the optimal policy π^⋆. Next, we illustrate this policy and the filtering steps over some states. Table 1.

Transitions from s_1 = (U, U, U, U, U, U, U, U)

Action Probability Next State {1} 0.875 s_2 = (E, U, U, U, U, U, U, U) 0.125 s_3 = (D, U, U, U, U, U, U, U) Table 2. Optimal values for s_1

Action P^⋆_{∞,1} P^⋆_{∞,2} C^⋆_{∞,1} C^⋆_{∞,2} {1} 0.041016 0.396484 4.000 4.000

The transitions leaving the initial state s_1 and the optimal values for s_1 are shown in Tables 1 and 2, respectively. Since only bus-1 is connected to an energy source, there is only one applicable action app(s_1) = {{1}}. Thus, π^⋆(s_1) = {1}. The states reachable from s_1 are s_2 and s_3. s_3 is a terminal state with app(s_3) = {∅} (see Remark 4.1). The transitions and the optimal values for s_2 (for each action) are shown in Tables 3 and 4. As bus 1 is connected to buses {2, 4, 7} there are 3 actions in app(s_2).

Table 3.

Transitions from s_2 = (E, U, U, U, U, U, U, U)

Action Probability Next State {4} 0.500 s_4 = (E, U, U, E, U, U, U, U) 0.500 s_5 = (E, U, U, D, U, U, U, U) {2} 0.500 s_6 = (E, E, U, U, U, U, U, U) 0.500 s_7 = (E, D, U, U, U, U, U, U) {7} 0.875 s_8 = (E, U, U, U, U, U, E, U) 0.125 s_9 = (E, U, U, U, U, U, D, U) Table 4. Optimal values for s_2

Action P^⋆_{∞,1} P^⋆_{∞,2} C^⋆_{∞,1} C^⋆_{∞,2} {4} 0.046875 0.453125 3.000 3.000 {2} 0.046875 - 4.000 - {7} 0.046875 - 4.000 -

We first filter the set of applicable actions with respect to G_1 (12), and reach app_1(s_2) = {{4}} since {4} is the only action attaining the optimal C^⋆_{∞,1} value at s_2. Thus π^⋆(s_2) = {4}. Note that P^⋆_{∞,2}(s_2) and C^⋆_{∞,2}(s_2) are not computed for actions {2} and {7} as they are filtered in the first iteration.

Table 5.

Transitions from s_4 = (E, U, U, E, U, U, U, U)

Action Probability Next State {2, 5} 0.250 s_{10} = (E, E, U, E, E, U, U, U) 0.250 s_{11} = (E, E, U, E, D, U, U, U) 0.250 s_{12} = (E, D, U, E, E, U, U, U) 0.250 s_{13} = (E, D, U, E, D, U, U, U) {5, 7} 0.4375 s_{14} = (E, U, U, E, E, U, E, U) 0.4375 s_{15} = (E, U, U, E, D, U, E, U) 0.0625 s_{16} = (E, U, U, E, E, U, D, U) 0.0625 s_{17} = (E, U, U, E, D, U, D, U) Table 6. Optimal values for s_4

Action P^⋆_{∞,1} P^⋆_{∞,2} C^⋆_{∞,1} C^⋆_{∞,2} {2, 5} 0.09375 0.531250 2.000 2.000 {5, 7} 0.09375 - 3.000 -

Next, we consider s_4. There are two actions in app(s_4), each action tries to energize two buses simultaneously (subsets of these actions are omitted). The corresponding transitions and optimal values are shown in Tables 5 and 6, respectively. As C^⋆_{∞,1} is lower for {2, 5}, {2, 7} is filtered in the first iteration and π^⋆(s_4) = {2, 5}.

Finally, we consider s_5 (see Table 3). Note that bus-4 is known to be damaged in s_5. Thus, it is not possible to energize the prioritized bus 6 ∈ B. As a result, P^⋆_{∞,1}(s_5) = 0 and the filter w.r.to G_1 is not applied to s_5 (12) (see Tables 7 and 8). Two actions are available in s_5, app(s_5) = {{2}, {7}}. Among these, only {2} minimizes C^⋆_{∞,2} and {7} is filtered (π^⋆(s_5) = {2}). Thus, even though it is not possible to energize all the buses, the developed method minimizes the energization time for the remaining prioritized buses. Since the generated MDP has too many states to be illustrated, further details are not given.

Table 7.

Transitions from s_5 = (E, U, U, D, U, U, U, U)

Action Probability Next State {2} 0.500 s_{18} = (E, E, U, D, U, U, U, U) 0.500 s_{19} = (E, D, U, D, U, U, U, U) {7} 0.875 s_{20} = (E, U, U, D, U, U, E, U) 0.125 s_{21} = (E, U, U, D, U, U, D, U) Table 8. Optimal values for s_5

Action P^⋆_{∞,[1]} P^⋆_{∞,[2]} C^⋆_{∞,[1]} C^⋆_{∞,[2]} {2} 0 0.375 N/A 2.000 {7} 0 0.375 N/A 3.000

4.4 17-Bus Distribution System

A real-life medium sized distribution system is shown in Fig. 2. The system is connected to the transmission grid via buses 1 and 17. The MDP generated from this system has 9487 states. For this example, we run synthesis algorithms by Gol et al. (2019) and Arpalı et al. (2020),

12 4 385

67 9101112

13151416 17

S_1

S_1

Bus id P_f

1 0.125 2 0.500 3 0.250 4 0.500 5 0.500 6 0.500 7 0.125 8 0.125 9 0.125 10 0.500 11 0.250 12 0.500 13 0.500 14 0.500 15 0.125 16 0.125 17 0.125

Fig. 2. 17-bus distribution system and the probability of failure (P_f ) values for each bus.

and our algorithm for two prioritization sequences and report the expected cost values for the goal sets.

Table 9. Comparison of Algorithms

Our method Arpalı et al. (2020)

Gol et al. (2019) G_1: C^{G1 ,π}_∞ 6.3950 7.4389 7.5831 G_1: C^{G2 ,π}_∞ 6.6009 7.6109 7.2744 V^π_{17} 208.94 208.50 208.68 G_2: C^{G1 ,π}_∞ 3.7009 4.5740 4.5920 G_2: C^{G2 ,π}_∞ 7.6203 7.4389 7.5831 G_2: C^{G3 ,π}_∞ 7.5621 7.6108 7.2744 V^π_{17} 209.75 208.50 208.68

First, we consider a singe priority set {6, 12} with min-max setting. The corresponding goal sequence is G_1 = [G_1, G_2] where G_1 is the set of states in which both bus-6 and bus-12 are energized, and G_2 is the set of states in which at least one of them is energized. The expected length of the paths that reach the goal sets for different policies are reported in the first two rows of Table 9. Even though G_1 ⊂ G_2, the expected time to reach G_2 is higher since the expected cost is computed over the paths that reach the goal set.

Next, we add a new set {3, 10} with higher priority and min-min setting to the sequence, B = [{3, 10}, {6, 12}]. The corresponding goal sequence is G_2 = [G_1, G_2, G_3], where G_1 is the set of states in which bus-3 or bus-10 is energized, and G_2 and G_3 are same as G_1 and G_2 from G_1, respectively. The results are shown in the second part of Table 9. Note that as {3, 10} is prioritized over {6, 12}, the costs for the goal sets obtained from {6, 12} are increased compared to the first case. As seen in the table, for each case the proposed method reduces the expected time to reach the prioritized set G_1 compared to Gol et al. (2019) and Arpalı et al. (2020). However, the expected time to reach other goal sets might increase (e.g. see G_2) since the expected time to reach G_2 is minimized only among the policies that minimize the expected time to reach G_1.

Arpalı et al. (2020) minimize the finite horizon value function V^π_{17} over c from M. This value for our policy and the policies from Gol et al. (2019) and Arpalı et al. (2020) are reported in Table 9. It is slightly increased as we prioritize the goal sets, and then find the optimal policy according to the same cost function.

Table 10. Comparison of Algorithms for the System in Fig. 2, for all priority sets {i, j, k}, i ≠ j ≠ k, min-max Our method Arpalı et al. (2020)

Gol et al. (2019) C^{G1,π} ∞ mean 5.7745 6.5741 6.5404 SD 0.9354 1.1431 1.1413 C^{G2,π} ∞ mean 4.8137 5.0933 5.1136 SD 1.3868 1.5421 1.5713 C^{G3,π} ∞ mean 2.7698 2.8061 2.8133 SD 1.5548 1.5969 1.6107

V^π_{17} mean 209.01 208.50 208.68 SD 0.307 0.0 0.0

To get a better insight into the behavior of our method and the previous methods, we test these algorithms on all priority sets with 3 buses with max-min setting, i.e., all sets {i, j, k} where i, j, k ∈ {1, . . . , 17}, i ≠ j, j ≠ k, i ≠ k (680 cases), and report the results in Table 10. Similar to the previous examples, all three buses are energized in G_1, at least two of them are energized in G_2 and at least one of them is energized in G_3. Since a considerable portion of these cases prioritize buses that are close to the transmission grid (e.g. buses 1,2, 13-15, 17), any policy must energize them to reach others. Consequently, even though our policy results in better expected time to reach G_1 (also G_2, G_3), the average difference is not large (mean values). For the goal set with the highest priority (G_1), the maximum reduction of the cost (C^{G1 ,π}_∞ ) is 27% compared to Arpalı et al. (2020) (our cost 5.7042, their cost 7.8169) that is observed for the bus set {2, 6, 16}. Finally, as expected, introducing and prioritizing other optimization criteria effect V^π_{17} (the objective from Arpalı et al. (2020)) negatively, however the average difference is quite small.

5. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we develop a method to synthesize a policy for an MDP from a sequence of goal sets. Our method is based on iterative filtering of the applicable actions, which yields fast performance. While we focus on minimization of the expected time to reach the goal set, it is straightforward to generalize this approach to other optimization criteria. We show that the developed method allows us to synthesize a restoration strategy with prioritized components for an earthquake damaged distribution system. Although this application motivated our study, the algorithm can be applied to any MDP. Future research directions include selection of goal sets to keep the value function within a predefined range as in (Lacaze-Labadie et al., 2017).

REFERENCES

Arpalı, O.Y., Yilmaz, U.C., Gol, E.A., Erkal, B.G., and Gol, M. (2020). Mdp based decision support for earthquake damaged distribution system restoration. In 2020 IEEE Power Energy Society General Meeting (PESGM), 1–5.

Baier, C., Größer, M., Leucker, M., Bollig, B., and Ciesinski, F. (2004). Controller synthesis for probabilistic systems. In J.J. Levy, E.W. Mayr, and J.C. Mitchell (eds.), Exploring New Frontiers of Theoretical Informatics, 493–506. Springer US, Boston, MA.

Bertsekas, D. and Tsitsiklis, J. (1996). Neuro-Dynamic Programming, volume 27.

Ding, X., Smith, S.L., Belta, C., and Rus, D. (2014).

Optimal control of markov decision processes with linear temporal logic constraints. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 59(5), 1244–1257.

Gol, E.A., Erkal, B.G., and Gol, M. (2019). A novel mdp based decision support framework to restore earthquake damaged distribution systems. In IEEE PES Innovative Smart Grid Technologies Europe (ISGT-Europe), 1–5.

Guillot, M. and Stauffer, G. (2020). The stochastic shortest path problem: A polyhedral combinatorics perspective. European Journal of Operational Research, 285(1), 148 – 158.

Kolobov, A., Mausam, Weld, D.S., and Geffner, H. (2011).

Heuristic search for generalized stochastic shortest path mdps. In Proceedings of the Twenty-First International Conference on International Conference on Automated Planning and Scheduling, ICAPS’11, 130–137. AAAI Press.

Lacaze-Labadie, R., Lourdeaux, D., and Sallak, M. (2017).

Heuristic approach to guarantee safe solutions in probabilistic planning. In 2017 IEEE 29th International Conference on Tools with Artificial Intelligence (ICTAI), 579–585.

Lacerda, B., Parker, D., and Hawes, N. (2015). Optimal policy generation for partially satisfiable co-safe ltl specifications. In Proceedings of the 24th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence, IJCAI’15, 1587–1593. AAAI Press.

Lahijanian, M., Andersson, S.B., and Belta, C. (2012).

Temporal logic motion planning and control with probabilistic satisfaction guarantees. IEEE Transactions on Robotics, 28(2), 396–409.

Qiu, F. and Li, P. (2017). An Integrated Approach for Power System Restoration Planning. Proceedings of the IEEE, 105(7), 1234–1252.

Savas, Y., Ornik, M., Cubuktepe, M., Karabag, M.O., and Topcu, U. (2020). Entropy maximization for markov decision processes under temporal logic constraints. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 65(4), 1552–1567.

Sfahani, M.G., Guan, H., and Loo, Y.C. (2015). Seismic reliability and risk assessment of structures based on fragility analysis – a review. Advances in Structural Engineering, 18(10), 1653–1669.

Teichteil-Königsbuch, F. (2012). Stochastic safest and shortest path problems. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Sixth AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, AAAI’12, 1825–1831. AAAI Press.

Yuan, W., Wang, J., Qiu, F., Chen, C., Kang, C., and Zeng, B. (2016). Robust Optimization-Based Resilient Distribution Network Planning Against Natural Disasters. IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid, 7(6), 2817– 2826.