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Abstract: This paper presents a nested approach for generating long-term, medium-term, and
short-term reservoir scheduling models, which is based on the actual needs of the scheduling
operation of the Three Gorges–Gezhouba (TG-GZB) cascade reservoirs. The approach has established
a five-tier optimal scheduling model in which the time interval of the scheduling plan prepared by
the model can be as short as 15 min, meeting the real-time scheduling requirements of the cascade
hydropower station system. This study also presents a comparatively comprehensive introduction
to all solving algorithms that have ever been adopted in the multi-time scale coordinated and
optimized scheduling model. Based on that, some practical and efficient solving algorithms are
developed for the characteristics of the scheduling model, including the coupled iterative method
of alternating reservoirs (CIMAR)—the improved dynamic programming (IDP) algorithm and the
improved genetic algorithm (IGA). In addition, optimized-scheduling solutions were generated by
each of the three algorithms and were compared in terms of their convergence rate, calculation time,
electric energy generated, and standard deviation of the algorithm. The results based on the Cascade
Scheduling and Communication System (CSCS) of Three Gorges–Gezhouba, China, which includes
two interlinked mega-scale reservoir projects, show that scheduling models have better efficiency and
good convergence, and more importantly, the maximization of the power generation benefits of the
hydropower plants has been achieved without violating any of the reservoir scheduling regulations.

Keywords: cascade hydropower plants; reservoir operation; optimized-scheduling model; genetic
algorithm; dynamic programming

1. Introduction

Accurate forecasts for long forecast periods are fundamental for the formulation of
a reservoir operation plan [1]. However, with the levels of accuracy provided by current
meteorological and hydrological forecasting, long-term forecasts for the prediction of inflow
to cascade reservoirs may deviate considerably from the actual conditions, resulting in the
fact that long-term optimized operation plans thus formulated are not usually feasible [2].
A long-term scheduling scheme formulated on the basis of runoff forecasts can play a
guiding role in the preliminary planning stages of reservoir operation, but with the passage
of time, the static scheduling scheme will deviate significantly from the actual situation.
Under these conditions, short-term and medium-term reservoir operation plans in the latter
part of the scheduling period usually need to be independent of the long-term scheduling
scheme and thus are separately formulated [3,4]. As a result, there is a lack of effective
linkages and correlations between the long-term scheduling scheme and the medium- and
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short-term operation plans of the reservoir [5,6]. This seriously hinders the realization of the
goal of maximizing the power generation of cascade reservoirs [7]. Methods of enhancing
the ability of a long-term scheduling scheme to guide the middle-term and short-term
operation plans and ways of improving the long-term economic benefits of reservoirs using
the current level of forecasting technology are recognized as difficult issues and have been
the focus of recent studies [8,9]. If these two issues are resolved, it could stimulate the
development and application of an automated reservoir operation system [10].

A complete set of models in an automated reservoir operation system includes a long-
term reservoir scheduling model and medium-term and short-term reservoir operation
planning models [11,12]. Of these, the long-term scheduling model is the main tool for
creating annual power generation plans for hydropower plants. It is generally considered
the most valuable planning tool since it provides technical support for the hydropower
plant to achieve the goal of maximizing hydropower generation [13,14]. The long-term
reservoir schedule model is intended to maximize the hydropower over an extended period
of time and typically has a planning horizon of one year or more [15]. The problem with a
schedule of such long duration lies in its stochastic nature arising from the non determinis-
tic inflow from the river [16]. The medium-term model serves as a link between the long-
and the short-term scheduling models, a means of transforming results from the long-term
scheduling process to a form suitable for giving correct input to the short-term scheduling
process [17]. The medium-term model should have a sufficient number of time increments
to support the short-term scheduling [18]. The short-term scheduling is solved as a deter-
ministic problem and is carried out for the purpose of operating the hydropower system
economically [19,20]. Ideally, the longer-term models could dynamically supply boundary
conditions for the models with shorter time horizons in a real-time manner [21,22].

The use of accurate forecasts to optimize reservoir operations can increase the power
generated by hydropower plants [23], but this requires the rainfall/runoff forecasts to
be of high accuracy and to cover a rather long period [24]. In recent years, forecasting
technology has been continuously improving and has achieved fruitful results in improving
the accuracy of runoff forecasts and in extending the forecast period [25]. The United States’
Global Forecast System (GFS) and the China Meteorological Administration’s T213 model
can release precipitation forecast information for the following 10 to 15 days on a rolling
basis [26]; the Global Spectral Model (GSM) of the Japan Meteorological Agency (JMA)
is capable of releasing deterministic meteorological forecasts for the following 8 days
with a spatial resolution of 125 km [27]; and the European Centre for Medium-Range
Weather Forecasts (ECMWF) is capable of releasing definitive forecasts and ensemble
forecasts of future weather conditions for a 15-day period [28]. At present, the accuracy of
medium-term and short-term forecasts has reached levels suitable for industrial utilization,
and these are the forecasts that have been used for planning reservoir operations [29].
Medium-term forecasts are applied in medium-term reservoir operation planning, such as
the generation plan covering a week (or 10 days), whereas short-term forecasts are used in
short-term decision making, such as determining the daily release levels [30]. However,
the optimization of the long-term reservoir scheduling scheme has greater potential for
improving the power generation benefits of a hydropower plant than that of medium-
term and short-term reservoir operation plans [31]. The predicament of current reservoir
forecast scheduling is this: short- and medium-term forecasts are reliable but have a limited
forecast horizon, ranging from several hours to a few days [32], whereas long-term forecasts
have horizons of several months but suffer from large uncertainties [33]. Taken together,
the forecast uncertainties are the main factor hindering the development of forecast-based
reservoir operation.

Various efforts related to forecast-based reservoir operation have been devoted to
dealing with uncertainties that lead to loss of profit and additional operational tasks [34,35].
However, these studies are still far from actual application. Stojkovic et al. [36] analyzed
the variability of the rainfall/runoff process over both long-term and short-term periods.
Maurer and Lettenmaier [37,38] evaluated the effects of long-term forecast uncertainties
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and demonstrated an increase in hydropower profit from an improvement in the long-
term forecast. Zhao et al. [39] investigated the joint and respective effects of long- and
short-term forecast uncertainties on reservoir operation and proposed a strategy to reduce
potential risks in the decision-making processes. More recently, increasing attention has
been paid to adaptive reservoir operation, which enables the operational control system to
respond quickly to unexpected risks. Zhang et al. [40] proposed an approach for deriving
adaptive operating rules that consider both historical information and future projections,
namely historical and future operating rules (HAFOR). Vonk et al. [41] used a scenario-
based approach to explore the effects of various likely degrees of runoff changes for the
future period and further extracted optimal reservoir operating rules through the Water
Evaluation and Planning system (WEAP) water allocation model interlinked with Non-
dominated Sorting Genetic Algorithm II (NSGA-II). Adaptive management may be a
promising approach for effectively guiding reservoir operations, but the operational control
models need to be further proved and tested on real-world cases.

Power head utilization planning and the phased control of reservoir water levels
during the scheduling period have a significant impact on power generation [42,43], es-
pecially for hydropower plants with large storage and high regulation capacity [44]; the
controls for the reservoir releases and the power generation water head of a hydropower
plant are essentials for maximizing the power generation of the plants. Owing to limi-
tations on forecast accuracy and the length of the forecast period, there is no guarantee
that a reservoir operation plan that is developed will be the optimal one [45]. We need
to correct it in a real-time manner according to feedback. To be specific, the reservoir
operation plan is meant to be modified using the differences between the expected and
the actual conditions. In fact, only in this way can the effective connection of long-term,
medium-term, and short-term optimized scheduling schemes be ensured. However, nested
long-term/medium-term/short-term reservoir operation planning is a spatial and temporal
continuous multistage decision-making process with complex constraints, in which the
dimensionality of the decision variables is dependent on the number of reservoirs and on
the temporal decision-making interval [46]. For example, the Three Gorges (TG) reservoir
in the Three Gorges–Gezhouba (TG-GZB) cascade has the capacity for quarterly regulation.
With a one-year scheduling period and a one-day cyclical time interval, the number of
decision variables will reach over a thousand if the GZB reservoir is considered for nested
long-/medium-/short-term reservoir operation planning. With a scheduling period of 1h
(or 15 min), the number of decision variables will reach tens of thousands. The “curse of
dimensionality” is unavoidable for these cases [47,48].

Even today, it is still a challenge to avoid the curse of dimensionality resulting from
attempting to optimize the reservoir operations. In general, there are two kinds of algo-
rithms for solving the optimization problem for reservoir scheduling, which typically has
high dimensionality and nonlinear characteristics. One kind uses classical mathematical
programming methods, such as nonlinear programming (NP), dynamic programming (DP),
and progressive optimization; these have been widely used with relatively simple models
and constraints [49,50], with which it is difficult to deal with the curse of dimensionality.
The other kind uses artificial and computational intelligence approaches, such as the genetic
algorithm (GA) [51,52], artificial neural networks [53], particle swarm optimization [54],
the culture algorithm [55,56], and others [57,58]. These approaches are based on random
probability search mechanisms and do not limit the characteristics of the optimization prob-
lem, and thus they have excellent potential for handling high-dimensionality cases [59].
Nevertheless, the solutions of the artificial and computational intelligence approaches are
generally inferior to those of classical mathematical programming methods [60].

The Chinese TG-GZB cascade is formed by two giant hydropower plants unique in
the world, the TG plant, with the largest installed capacity of any hydropower plant in
the world, and the GZB plant, having the largest runoff of any hydropower plant in the
world [61]. The two hydropower plants have very close hydraulic and electrical connec-
tions [62]. The TG and GZB reservoirs are all located in the main stream of the Yangtze
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River with a distance of only 38 km between them, and in addition, the power generated by
these two plants is under the administration of the State Grid Corporation of China. There
is no question that the operation of the two projects is of considerable significance both for
the efficient development and utilization of water resources in the Yangtze River catchment
and for the stable operation of the entire power system of China [63,64]. In particular,
the installed capacity for these two hydropower plants is enormous; a slight change in the
power generation head of the reservoirs can have a huge impact on the power generation
of the plants [65]. At the same time, the immense size of the two projects poses significant
difficulties for the optimal operation of the reservoirs. To be specific, the giant reservoir has
a large reservoir capacity and can hold a relatively high water head for power generation,
resulting in an operable space much larger than that of small- or medium-size reservoirs.
However, this leads to considerable difficulties in operation because there is such a large
range from which to choose an optimal operation curve [66]. Prior to the completion of the
present study, the TG and GZB reservoirs had to be scheduled to operate conservatively [67],
an approach that fails to take advantage of the long-term forecast. In order to cope with a
possible drastic decrease in reservoir inflow in later stages, the reservoir tends to hold more
water rather than release it for power generation during the early stage of the non-flood
season. Under this approach, the hydropower plant is operated to meet the guaranteed
minimum output required by the State Grid Corporation of China [68]. However, when
flood season approaches, the reservoir water level needs to be rapidly dropped to below
the flood control level in order to defend against possible catchment floods [69]. This rapid
transformation in reservoir operation often results in the abandonment of a large amount
of water and thus a huge loss of power generation benefits [70].

In order to provide technical support for the operation of the TG-GZB cascade,
an R & D team led by the authors carried out research on the adaptive scheduling of
giant cascade reservoirs. It took the authors more than five years to manage the problem
and establish a nested framework for the coupling of optimal reservoir scheduling models
with multiple time scales. Furthermore, the authors proposed an effective approach to the
nested optimal reservoir scheduling model for overcoming computation failure caused by
the curse of dimensionality. On this basis, the authors presided over the development of
China’s TG-GZB CSCS, in which the nested long-term/medium-term/short-term reservoir
scheduling model is deployed.

The contribution of this paper is to present a credible approach for developing an
automated reservoir operation system, in which dynamic correction of the long-term
scheduling scheme and the medium-term and short-term reservoir operation plans is
achieved. To the best knowledge of the authors, China is the first country to propose nested
long-term/medium-term/short-term reservoir schedule modeling and to have deployed
the complete set of models in the business system of a cascade reservoir operation.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides an overview of
forecast-based reservoir scheduling technologies and their development; Section 3 outlines
the TG-GZB cascade and reservoir operating rule curves. Section 4 is the key part of
this paper, introducing the overall technical framework, models, and algorithms used in
this study. Section 5 analyzes the performance of the improved algorithm and gives an
example applying the multiple-time-scale nested optimized-scheduling model. Section 6
summarizes the paper.

2. Forecast-Based Reservoir Operation: A Review

The main work of reservoir operation includes the following tasks: formulating the
reservoir scheduling method, preparing the reservoir scheduling plan and determining the
various control indicators of the reservoirs, and controlling the reservoir operation in real
time. Morozov provided a method to maximize power generation through phased water-
level control in reservoirs, and this reservoir operation method and phased water-level
control concept gradually developed into the present reservoir operating rule curves [71,72].
Almost all large and medium-sized reservoirs around the world have their own reservoir
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operating rule curves, and some have also developed an annual scheduling scheme and
monthly (or biweekly) and daily operation plans based on the operating rule curves [73].
Shahryar Khalique Ahmad et al. [74] presents a forecast-informed optimization method
for a multiple dam network considering long and short-time scales. With the develop-
ment of optimized reservoir operation, the guarantee target for reservoir operation has
also gradually shifted from single-target scheduling to multi-target comprehensive uti-
lization scheduling and from single-reservoir operation to the cooperative operation of
cascade reservoirs.

At present, forecasts for reservoir scheduling include long-term forecasts and medium-
and short-term forecasts. Long-term forecasts are the basis for developing non-flood-season
scheduling schemes for reservoirs undertaking comprehensive utilization tasks such as
water supply, irrigation, and hydroelectric generation.Turner et al. [75] presented a complex
relationship between seasonal streamflow forecast skill and value in reservoir operations.
Cassagnole et al. [76] showed us the impact of the quality of hydrological forecasts on the
management and revenue of hydroelectric reservoirs. In China, the reservoir operating rule
curves are generally used in combination with long-term forecasts for the preparation of
the non-flood-season reservoir scheduling schemes. The long-term forecast-based reservoir
operation mainly consists of estimating non-flood-season reservoir benefits (total water
supply, total power generation), forecasting the reservoir water levels for key time nodes,
preparing scheduling schemes, and arranging the timing for equipment maintenance.
By the end of the flood season, these reservoirs will have made quantitative predictions
of reservoir runoff, and during the non-flood season, they will allocate processes from the
end of the flood season to the following flood season based on the current impoundment
of reservoirs and the meteorological and hydrological forecasts, taking into account the
statistical laws governing the multi-annual runoff and its influencing factors and calculating
the total amount of water available for the period. The results of these calculations are the
main reference used in preparing non-flood-season scheduling schemes.

The medium- and short-term forecasts are important references for the preparation of
reservoir operation plans during flood season. The main forecast-based medium-/short-
term reservoir operations are the following: (1) Increasing reservoir flood control capacity.
That is, in the early stages of a flood, a reservoir increases its discharge in order to vacate
reservoir capacity. This action can significantly increase the flood control capacity of the
reservoir, thus ensuring the safety of the reservoir and the downstream river channel,
and reduce the amount of abandoned water as well. (2) Intentionally storing floodwater.
Before the end of a flood, the reservoir will close the flood sluice in advance provided that
the medium-/short-term forecasts are accurate. This action increases water head for power
generation in later periods.

Reservoir scheduling based on meteorological forecasts and hydrological forecasts has
high uncertainty due mainly to the nondeterministic nature of future rainfall and runoff.
This kind of uncertainty has a more significant negative impact on long-term forecast-based
reservoir operation. Nevertheless, long-term forecast-based reservoir operation is more
effective in promoting the economic benefits of cascade hydropower plants than that of
reservoir operation based on medium- and short-term forecasts. There is a pressing need to
incorporate a guiding role for long-term scheduling schemes in short-term and medium-
term reservoir operation plans. The authors believe that under the status quo of the science
and technology of meteorological and hydrological forecasting, the most feasible approach
is to build a nested reservoir operation model system covering long-term, medium-term,
and short-term scheduling periods.

3. Project and Its Operation
3.1. Project Overview

TG-GZB, composed of the TG reservoir and the GZB reservoir, forms a string-type
cascade project, having two such large reservoirs located in the main stream of the Yangtze
River. Through the joint operation of the upper and lower reservoirs, the full cascade
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produces a number of integrated benefits such as flood control, power generation, and ship-
ping. The TG reservoir and GZB reservoir have close hydraulic and electrical connections
and are inseparable cascade junction projects. The project parameters are seen in Table 1.

Table 1. Basic parameters of TG-GZB cascade projects.

Three Gorges Project Gezhouba Project

Design flood level (m) 175 Design flood level (m) 66
Check flood level (m) 180.5 Check flood level (m) 67
Normal pool level (m) 175 Water level during normal operation (m) 66
Drawdown level in dry season (m) 155 Minimum operating level (m) 63
Top level of flood control (m) 175 Maximum operating level (m) 66.5
Flood control level (m) 145 Minimum level in flood season (m) 63
Regulating storage (108 m3) 165 Regulating storage (108 m3) 0.85
Flood control capacity (108 m3) 221.5 Flood control capacity (108 m3) /
Installed capacity (104 KW) 2240 Installed capacity (104 KW) 271.5
Guaranteed output (104 KW) 499 Guaranteed output (104 KW) 104

The dam of the TG crest elevation of the Three Gorges Dam is 185 m. The design
flood level of the TG reservoir is 175 m, which was determined based on a 1000-year flood
event. The check flood level of the TG reservoir is 180.5 m, which is examined using the
exacting standard of an additional 10% over the level based on a 10,000-year flood event.
The normal storage capacity is 39.3 billion m3, the utilizable capacity is 16.5 billion m3,
and the flood control capacity is 22.15 billion m3. The designed installed capacity of the
power station is 22.4 million kw (excluding two 50,000 kw power supply sets), the largest
installed capacity of any hydropower plant in the world.

Located 38 km downstream of the TG Dam, the GZB project is the shipping anti-
regulation reservoir of the TG project, and it is coordinated with the TG reservoir to adjust
the uneven flow discharged. The GZB was the first large-scale hydropower plant on
the Yangtze River and is the largest runoff hydropower plant in the world. Its reservoir
capacity is 1.58 billion m3, and the anti-regulation capacity is 85 million m3, with daily
regulation capability.

3.2. Reservoir Operating Rule Curves

Reservoir operating rule curves usually use the time (in month or 10-day units) as the
abscissa and the reservoir water level or water storage capacity as the ordinate to draw the
reservoir storage curves for different periods to guide the reservoir operation. Reservoir
operating rule curves show the relationship between the decision variables (power station
output, water supply, discharge volume, etc.) and state variables (reservoir water level,
reservoir inflow, time, etc.) in reservoir scheduling. Figure 1 shows the reservoir operating
rule curves for the TG reservoir. The reservoir storage level (ordinate) is determined
according to the reservoir flood control, navigation, power generation, water supply,
and other regulatory objectives, and safety factors partially determine the TG reservoir
water level control line.

Figure 1a shows how the operating rule curves are used to guide the reservoir refill
operation during October. According to the scheme, when the reservoir’s water storage
level is above the upper boundary curve (zone I), water should be spilled to ensure that
the reservoir water level is below the normal pool level (175 m), and when the reservoir
water level is below the lower boundary curve (zone III), the power plant will generate
the minimum required output; otherwise (the water level is in zone II), the generators will
be operated so as to maximize output. Figure 1b shows the complete designed operating
curves, which can be regarded as a standard operating policy (SOP). As can be seen from
Figure 1b, the reservoir water level will be lowered to 145 m (flood-limited water level,
FLWL) during the last part of May and the first part of June. In October, the reservoir water
level will be gradually raised to the normal water level of 175 m. From November to the
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end of April of the following year, the reservoir’s water level should be kept as high as
possible to generate more electrical power. The reservoir’s water level will be lowered
further but should not fall below 155 m before the end of April.

Figure 1. TG reservoir operating rule curves. UBC, upper boundary curve; LBC, lower bound-
ary curve.

The one-year cycle of the TG reservoir can be divided into three major phases: the
falling stage, the flood season, and the impounding stage.

(1) The falling stage lasts from early November to 10 June of the following year, dur-
ing which time the water level falls gradually from 175 m. During a year of normal
incoming flow, the reservoir’s water level at the end of April will not be lower than
155 m, the falling low water level in dry season. In May, the reservoir can be operated
for increased output, gradually reducing the water level. In general, the water level
will fall to 155 m at the end of May and to 145 m by 10 June.

(2) The flood season lasts from 11 June to 10 September, during which time the water
level fluctuates between 144.9 and 146.5 m.

(3) The impounding stage lasts from 11 September to the end of October; the level starts
from the flood control level and recovers to at least 158 m by the end of September and
to 175 m (normal water level) by the end of October, the end of the impounding stage.

4. Methodology
4.1. Nesting Method for Multiple-Time-Scale Optimized-Scheduling Model
4.1.1. Division of Periods for Scheduling Cascade Reservoir

According to the actual needs of the TG scheduling, and taking into account the
accuracy of the runoff forecasts for the TG reservoir and the GZB reservoir as well as
the time lag effect of the inflow to the upper and lower cascade reservoirs, the method
in this study divides the scheduling period of the TG-GZB cascade reservoir into five
time scales. That is, a five-layer scheduling model needs to be established, wherein each
layer incorporates different scheduling intervals within different segments of the layer’s
scheduling period(s).

These scheduling periods are the year; the falling stage, the flood season, and the
impounding stage; a month; a 10-day period; and a day (Figure 2). It should be noted
that the lower the position in the hierarchy of the optimized-scheduling model, the shorter
the forecast period of the reservoir inflow forecast used, and the higher the accuracy of
the forecast results used by the optimized-scheduling model of the layer, the closer the
reservoir scheduling plan can be drawn to the actual situation.

Division of the reservoir scheduling periods is as shown in Figure 2, with scheduling
periods and their scheduling intervals in each layer as follows:



Water 2022, 14, 1586 8 of 28

• First layer: The scheduling period is the year. For June and for September, the schedul-
ing interval is 10 days, and for the rest of the year, the scheduling interval is the month.

• Second layer: The scheduling periods are the falling stage, the flood season, and the
impounding stage. From January to April of the falling stage, the scheduling interval is
the month; from 1 May to 10 June of the falling stage, the scheduling interval is 10 days.
For the flood season, the scheduling interval is the day. For the impounding stage
(11 September to the end of October), the scheduling interval is 10 days. For November
and December of the falling stage, the scheduling interval is the month.

• Third layer: The scheduling period is the month, and the scheduling interval is
10 days.

• Fourth layer: The scheduling period is 10 days, and the scheduling interval is the day.
• Fifth layer: The scheduling period is the day, and the scheduling interval is the hour.

Figure 2. Division of scheduling periods for TG-GZB cascade reservoirs.

4.1.2. Interactions of Multiple-Time-Scale Nested Optimized-Scheduling Model

The different time scales of the multiple-time-scale nested optimized-scheduling model
interact through inputs and outputs to reflect the orderly and coherent long-term, medium-
term, and short-term decision-making processes for reservoir scheduling. Figure 3 shows
the design of the interaction mechanism of the optimized-scheduling models of each layer.
In order to make full use of high-accuracy forecast information, in the system integration
framework design of the multiple-time-scale model, the reservoir inflow in the upper layer
model’s approaching period uses the reservoir inflow value from the lower layer model’s
scheduling period. In doing so, it not only ensures the consistency of incoming water for
models of all layers over the same period but also ensures the orderly connection between
the input and output of the optimized-scheduling model in different scheduling periods.

Through the initial water level and the forecasted reservoir runoff processes at differ-
ent levels, optimized-scheduling schemes for different scheduling periods are generated
in turn, representing the control effect of the upper model on the lower model. Then,
based on the differences between the actual situation and the expected result after the
implementation of the scheme, the processes of forecasting reservoir runoff at different
levels are revised, and the current actual water level is taken as the starting water level
for the scheduling to adjust the optimized scheduling scheme of the remainder of the
period, representing the information feedback from the lower model to the upper model.
During the annual scheduling period, control and feedback alternate to achieve the long-
term benefits of the power head and the value of the information on the incoming water,
with different accuracies.

Because of the complexity of actually carrying out the reservoir schedule, the actual
reservoir scheduling operations are not only related to the reservoir’s incoming flow but
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also related to the consumption capacity of the power grid. Therefore, even if the reservoir
scheduling plan is compiled according to the most accurate runoff forecast, the actual
operation requirements may not be met. If uncertainties occur and the reservoir scheduling
plan is not corrected in time, the scheduling plan will deviate from the actual situation.
As time goes on, the deviation may become significant and may cause a reservoir operation
accident. To avoid this, the method of this study uses the actual reservoir water level as the
starting water level in generating the optimized-scheduling model for each layer.

Figure 3. Flowchart of the nested scheduling model.

4.1.3. Technical Process for Real-Time Generation of Reservoir Scheduling Scheme

For the non-flood season, the goal for the scheduling model is to take the fullest ad-
vantage of the storage capacity of the cascade reservoirs in order to generate the maximum
power output. The same model structure was adopted for the optimized models of the
various scheduling periods. Given the characteristics of the long-/medium-/short-term
nested optimized-scheduling model, this paper proposes a method using the coupled itera-
tive method of alternating reservoirs (CIMAR) and incremental dynamic programming
(IDP) together with improved GA (IGA) to solve the optimized-scheduling model. Refer to
Section 4.2.

The advantage of using the IGA for solving the model is that the result is generated
more rapidly. CIMAR used with the IDP algorithm (CIMAR-IDP) produces accurate results,
but it takes a long time, and additionally, from time to time, the curse of dimensionality will
be encountered. Therefore, to meet the actual scheduling needs, this scheduling platform
first uses IGA results for scheduling, and until CIMAR and the IDP algorithm generate
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the scheduling scheme in a later period, the platform carries out corrections based on
the calculation results. The technical process for modeling the multiple-time-scale nested
optimized schedule is as follows.

• Step 1: Taking into account the accuracy of the cascade reservoir group runoff forecast,
as well as the time lag effect of the upper and lower cascade reservoir group flow,
divide the scheduling period into five time scales: the year, the annual cycle (falling
stage, flood season, and impounding stage), month, 10-day period, and day. Establish
the five-layer nested structure of scheduling periods with time scales corresponding
to the scheduling periods.

• Step 2: Specific to the cascade reservoirs, establish the scheduling model with the
goal being to take the fullest advantage of the storage capacity of these reservoirs.
Constraints include water balance, hydraulic connection, generating unit output, reser-
voir storage capacity, reservoir outflow, power plant output, power load, and water
level constraints.

• Step 3: To balance computational efficiency and calculation accuracy, use both CIMAR-
IDP and the IGA method to solve the scheduling model at the same time.

• Step 4: Use the scheduling schemes generated earliest by the two methods to guide
the actual scheduling. Generally speaking, IGA is fast, and the scheduling scheme
from this algorithm is produced earlier than that produced by CIMAR-IDP.

• Step 5: If a scheduling scheme is obtained by CIMAR-IDP, use it as the benchmark
scheme to revise or replace the scheme obtained via IGA as the initial value for the
next layer.

4.2. Optimized Scheduling and Solution Method
4.2.1. Formation of Optimal Reservoir Operation Problem

The optimized-scheduling model for a cascade reservoir is mathematically described
as follows.

Objective function
The optimization objective is to maximize the power generation within the scheduling

period by fully utilizing the storage capacity of a cascade reservoir:

maxE = ∑n
j=1 ∑T

t=1 Nj,t · ∆t (1)

where Nj,t is the average output of reservoir j in time period t; j = 1, 2, . . . n; the scheduling
period is T; and the time period length is ∆t.

Constraints
(1) Water balance

Vj,t+1 = Vj,t + (Qj,t − qj,t) · ∆t (2)

where Vj,t and Vj,t+1 are the storage capacity of reservoir j at the beginning and end,
respectively, of time period t; Qj,t is the reservoir inflow to reservoir j in time period t; and
qj,t is the reservoir outflow from reservoir j in time period t.

(2) Hydraulic connection

Qj,t = ∑k∈Ωj
(Qqk,t + qk,t) (3)

where Ωj is the upstream reservoir assembly with direct hydraulic connection to reservoir
j, and Qqk,t is the local inflow between reservoir k and reservoir j.

(3) Output function
Nj,t = f j(qj,t, Hj,t) (4)

where Hj,t is the average head of reservoir j in time period t, and the function f j(·) is the
characteristic function of the hydropower plant output.

(4) Reservoir storage capacity

Vj,t+1 ≤ Vj,t+1 ≤ Vj,t+1 (5)
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where Vj,t+1 and Vj,t+1 are the upper limit and lower limit, respectively, of reservoir storage
capacity of reservoir j at the end of time period t.

(5) Reservoir outflow
qj,t ≤ qj,t ≤ qj,t (6)

where qj,t and qj,t are the upper limit and lower limit, respectively, of reservoir outflow
from reservoir j in time period t.

(6) Reservoir outflow
Nj,t ≤ Nj,t ≤ Nj,t (7)

where Nj,t and Nj,t are the upper limit and lower limit, respectively, of reservoir j in time
period t.

(7) System load

∑n
j=1 Nj,t ≥ NDt (8)

where NDt is the lower limit on the output (that which the power system requires the
reservoir group to provide).

(8) Water level:

• Reservoir upper/lower water level constraint
Zj,t ≤ Zj,t ≤ Zj,t (9a)

• Reservoir water level change amplitude constraint∣∣Zj,t+1 − Zj,t
∣∣ ≤ 4Zj (9b)

• Water level control at the end of scheduling period

Zje = Z∗je (9c)

where Zj,t and Zj,t+1 are the water levels of reservoir j at times t and t + 1, respectively; Zj,t

and Zj,t are the allowable lower limit and upper limit, respectively, of the water level of
reservoir j at time t;4Zj is the allowable change in amplitude of the water level of reservoir
j; and Zje and Z∗je are the calculated water level and control water level, respectively,
of reservoir j at the end of the scheduling period.

4.2.2. Method for Solving Scheduling Model

Dynamic programming and its adaption: the variables, equations, and penalty for
DP are detailed as follows.

(1) Stage and stage variable
Divide the entire scheduling period into T periods 1, . . . , t, . . . , T. The time from t to t

+ 1 is the present time period, and the time from t + 1 to T is the remainder time period.
Figure 4 is the stage schematic diagram for the scheduling period of one year and the
scheduling interval of one month.

Figure 4. Division of time periods for dynamic programming model.
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(2) State and state variable

Select the reservoir stage capacity Vt of each stage as the state variable, t = 1, 2, . . . , T + 1,
and record Vt and Vt+1 as the water storage states at the beginning and end, respectively,
of the time period. Vt+1 is also the initial water storage state for the t + 1 time period.

(3) Decision variable

At a certain stage, after the reservoir state is given, take the discharged flow of reservoir
qt as the decision variable.

(4) State transition equation

The state transition equation of the reservoir is the water balance equation, namely

Vt+1 = Vt + (Qt − qt) · 4t (10)

where Vt and Vt+1 are the reservoir storage capacity at the beginning and end, respectively,
of the tth time period; Qt is the reservoir inflow in the tth time period; and qt is the reservoir
outflow in the tth time period. 4t is the length of the tth time period.

(5) Recursive equation

When solving the scheduling optimization problem for a reservoir, the recursive
equation is predominantly used stage by stage. In the case of starting from the kth stage,
if the optimum strategy and its objective function value E∗k (Vk) for initial state Vk are
already obtained, then for the (k + 1)th stage, the optimum strategy (objective function) of
state Vk+1 is

E∗k+1(Vk+1) = max
{

f (Vk+1, Qk+1, qk+1) + E∗k (Vk)
}

(11)

(6) Penalty function

In the process of solving, if the minimum output, the minimum flow, and other
constraints are not satisfied, use the penalty function method. When the decision satisfies
the constraints, calculate the present time period benefits with the calculated output; when
the decision does not satisfy the constraints, introduce the penalty coefficient in calculating
the present time period benefits:

f (·) = (N(t)−4N(t)) · 4t (12)

4 N(t) = α · (S(t)− S(t))γ (13)

where α is the penalty coefficient. If the constraints cannot be satisfied, the value of α is 1,
and if the constraints can be satisfied, the value of α is 0. 4N(t) is the penalty amount for
the tth time period;4t is the calculated time period; γ is the penalty indicator; S(t) is the
calculated value of constraint S; and S(t) is the boundary value of constraint S.

IDP Algorithm

IDP is an improved DP; it adopts the successive approximation method to solve
high-dimensionality problems, mitigating, to a certain extent, the curse of dimensionality
brought by the increase in time dimensionality. In this paper, given the characteristics of
the two mega-scale projects (the TG reservoir and GZB reservoir), CIMAR-IDP is proposed.
This method might be able to find a globally optimal solution by incrementally improving
local constraint satisfaction properties, as experience is gained through interaction with the
environment. The general steps of this method are as follows.

Step 1: Propose an initially feasible scheduling line (that is, a feasible track)
Z0

t (t = 1, 2, . . . , T) in line with the constraints (the initial and ending conditions). The fea-
sible scheduling line should be a water level change curve such that the corresponding
reservoir operations to regulate the inflow will be within the allowable range of variation
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for the reservoir. It is generally not difficult to draw up the initially feasible scheduling
line, especially for the condition that water is not allowed to be abandoned from the reser-
voir; in this case, the highest water level should be chosen since that would allow the
hydropower plant to generate the maximum power output. An initially feasible scheduling
line estimated in this way might be very close to the optimal scheduling one. For this case,
see Figure 5.

Figure 5. Schematic diagram of IDP.

Step 2: Taking the initially feasible scheduling line as the center, select several water
levels at increments (steps) of4Z above and below the line, forming a strategy “corridor”
of several discrete values. At points t = 1 and t = T,4Z = 0.

Step 3: Within the scope of the strategy corridor thereby formed, use the dynamic
programming method to iterate the optimal scheduling line Z∗t within the scope of this
strategy corridor chronologically.

Step 4: If
∣∣Z∗t − Z0

t
∣∣ ≥ ε, set Z0

t = Z∗t (t = 1, 2, . . . , T), and recalculate according to
Steps 2–3. If

∣∣Z∗t − Z0
t
∣∣ < ε, it means that the selected step length cannot be optimized.

In this case, use the scheduling line obtained as the initial scheduling line, and continue
decreasing the step length4Z to perform the optimization calculation until a step length is
reached at which the accuracy requirement is satisfied. At that point, the optimal scheduling
line Z∗t is the solution.

CIMAR-IDP

This paper proposes IDP combined with CIMAR to solve the combined optimized
scheduling problem for cascade reservoirs. The basic steps of this method are as follows.

Step 1: Assign one initial scheduling line Z0
i,t (i = 1, 2, . . . , n; t = 1, 2, . . . , T) to each reservoir.

Step 2: Fix Z0
i,t (i = 2, 3, . . . , n; t = 1, 2, . . . , T), and perform the proposed optimized

scheduling calculation against the first reservoir to obtain the optimal scheduling line Z∗1,t.
When calculating, pay attention to the hydraulic connection among the reservoirs. Assign
the sum of the output values of the whole cascade as the output value.

Step 3: Fixing Z∗1,t and Z0
i,t (i = 3, 4, . . . , n; t = 1, 2, . . . , T), perform the optimization

calculation against the next reservoir to obtain the optimal scheduling line Z∗2,t .
Step 4: Continue in this manner to obtain the optimal scheduling lines Z∗1,t, Z∗2,t, . . . , Z∗n,t

for all reservoirs.
Step 5: If

∣∣∣Z∗i,t − Z0
i,t

∣∣∣ < ε, the optimal scheduling line at this point is the optimal

solution. If
∣∣∣Z∗i,t − Z0

i,t

∣∣∣ ≥ ε, set Z0
i,t=Z∗i,t and return to Step 2.
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GA and Its Adaptation

GA was introduced to solve the optimal scheduling problem and has made certain
achievements. However, there are two issues in solving the problem of optimal reservoir
scheduling by GA: with the random generation of the initial population, it is difficult to
guarantee a uniform distribution of individuals in the solution space, leading to unstable
solutions, and because of constraints, such as the water balance conditions of the reservoir,
the crossover and mutation operations often turn a feasible solution into an infeasible one.
Therefore, an improved GA is proposed.

The principles of standard GA in the context of the optimization of reservoir schedul-
ing are as follows.

(1) Coding scheme and initial population generation
Real number encoding is conducted taking the water level in the reservoir as the gene;

the population size is represented by Popsize, and i = 1vPopsize. The initial population is
generated in the following manner:

pi,j,t = Zj,t + (Zj,t − Zj,t) · Rnd (14)

where Rnd refers to random numbers in accordance with a uniform distribution on [0, 1].
(2) Fitness function
The power generation benefits are taken as the fitness, and the constraints on up-

per/lower limits of output and flow as the penalty terms. For a hydropower plant reservoir,
the upper limit of the output and the maximum output constraints can usually be treated
as thresholds in the calculation. Therefore, taking the minimum output limit and the
minimum flow limit as the penalty terms, the fitness function is expressed as follows:

Fiti = ∑t ∑j

[
Nj,t · 4t · αj,t+In f j ·min

(
Nj,t−Nj,t

Nj,t
, 0
)
+In f j ·min

(
qj,t−qj,t

qj,t
, 0
)]

(15)

where In f j is the penalty factor, and α is the penalty coefficient.
(3) Crossover operator
The single-point crossover was adopted for this study, and individuals such as i1 and

i2 are assumed to cross over at time point pos.

p
′
k,j,t =

{
pi2,j,t t ≥ pos

pi1,j,t t < pos
p
′
k+1,j,t =

{
pi1,j,t t ≥ pos

pi2,j,t t < pos
(16)

(4) Mutation operator
This operation performs uniform mutation, with the gene mutation controlled by the

probability pm; new genes are generated at the mutation point to replace the original genes:

p”
k,j,t =

{
Zj,t + (Zj,t − Zj,t) · Rndmut Rnd ≤ pm

pi,j,t Rnd > pm
(17)

Rnd and Rndmut are random numbers from a uniform distribution on [0, 1], and Popsize
is the size of the p” population generated from the mutation.

(5) Selection operator
Using the tournament selection method [77], in the method under study, first the

individuals in the parent population (p), crossover population (p ′), and mutant population
(p”) are pooled, and then all the individuals in the population are graded. Since each of the
three populations has the size Popsize, the pooled population has the size 3× Popsize.

The rule for grading the ith individual in the population is as follows. Randomly select
competing individuals without repetition, and take the number of competing individuals
having a fitness below that of the ith individual as the Scorei for that individual:

Scorei = Count{Fiti > Fitj|j ∈ Ωnum} (18)
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All the individuals in the pooled population are ranked according to their scores,
and the individuals whose ranks are less than or equal to Popsize are selected to form the
parent population for the next generation’s evolution.

(6) Evolution termination conditions
The optimal solution keeps the number of iterations (Snum) unchanged, or the algo-

rithm is terminated when the total number of iterations reaches a given value (Generation).
The optimal individuals are thus obtained.

Improved GA

In order to solve the problem of underrepresentation in the population randomly gen-
erated by GA, this paper introduces the uniformly designed initial population generation
type. The improvement to the method is in the following two aspects.

(1) Initial population generation of uniform design

Uniform design, however, can meet the experiment’s requirement for representative-
ness. Uniform design means that the experiment is arranged according to the predesigned
uniform table Un(qs), where U represents uniform design, n represents the number of
experiments, s represents the number of factors, and q represents the number of levels.
A representative experimental scheme set is selected from the entire set of schemes.

When applied to reservoir scheduling, the gene (representing the water level at the
beginning of a month) is used as the experimental factor, the range of water level values is
employed as the factor level, and the population size is treated as the number of experi-
ments. Each uniform table has n rows and s columns; each row corresponds to an individual
of the population, and each column corresponds to the water level in a given month. For the
initial population of size Popsize, first the uniform table (UPopsize(PopsizeT+1)) is generated,
and then the elements in the table are transformed into genes using the following formula:

Pi,j,t = Zj,t +
Zj,t − Zj,t

Popsize− 1
× (Ui,t − 1) (19)

where t = 1, 2, . . . , T; the water level at the beginning of a year is Zj,1 = Zj,1 = Z∗j,s; and the

water level at the end of a year is Zj,T+1 = Zj,T+1 = Z∗j,e.

(2) Improvements to operators

(a) Improvement to crossover operator
In order to prevent the random crossover operation from destroying the excellent

individuals, a step for identifying regions feasible for crossover is added prior to the
crossover operation. Assume the individuals i1 and i2 are crossed over at time pos, as shown
in Figure 6. The specific steps are as follows.

Step 1: As shown in Figure 6a, the water level at time is constrained by two time frames,
the one before and the one after. The water level of feasibility region1 (

[
ZFpos,j, ZFpos,j

]
) at

time pos can be estimated directly based on the water balance and the upper/lower limits
of the output.

Vpos−1,j = Z_Vj(Pi1,j,pos−1); Vpos+1,j = Z_Vj(Pi2,j,pos+1) (20)

VFpos,j = Vpos−1,j +
[

Qpos−1,j − qj(Npos−1,j)
]
∆t;

VFpos,j = Vpos−1,j +
[
Qpos−1,j − qj(Npos−1,j)

]
∆t (21)

ZFpos,j = V_Zj(VFpos,j); ZFpos,j = V_Zj(VFpos,j)∆t (22)

where Vt,j represents the capacity of reservoir j at time t, qj(·) represents the transforming
relationship (unit consumption curve) between the output of the hydropower plant and
the water stored in reservoir j, and V_Zj(·) and Z_Vj(·) represent the capacity curve for
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the check on the water level based on capacity and that for the check on the capacity based
on water level, respectively.

Figure 6. Schematic diagram for improved crossover operation.

Similarly, at time pos, the water level of feasibility region 2(
[

ZBpos,j, ZBpos,j

]
) can be

estimated backwards from the water balance and the upper/lower limits of the output.

VBpos,j = Vpos+1,j −
[
Qpos,j − qj(Npos,j)

]
∆t;

VBpos,j = Vpos+1,j −
[

Qpos,j − qj(Npos,j)
]
∆t (23)

ZBpos,j = V_Zj(VBpos,j); ZBpos,j = V_Zj(VBpos,j) (24)

The water level at the intersection is feasible only if the constraints of the time frames
before and after are met; in this case, the feasible region for the water level at time pos is
the intersection of two regions:

ΩZpos,j =
[

ZTpos,j, ZTpos,j

]
∩
[

ZBpos,j, ZBpos,j

]
=
[
max(ZTpos,j, ZBpos,j), min(ZTpos,j, ZBpos,j)

]
(25)

Z
′
pos,j = max(ZTpos,j, ZBpos,j), and Z′pos,j = max(ZTpos,j, ZBpos,j), and the corrected

crossover operator is

p
′
k,j,t =


Pi1,j,t t < pos

Z
′
pos,j + (Z′pos,j − Z

′
pos,j) · Rnd t = pos

Pi2,j,t t > pos

(26)

Step 2: Similarly, as shown in Figure 6b, Vpos−1,j = Z_Vj(pi2,j,pos−1), Vpos+1,j =

Z_Vj(pi1,j,pos+1), and another individual p
′
k+1,t is generated according to the above cross-

over operation.

(b) Improvement to mutation operator
A step for identifying the region feasible for mutation is added before the mutation.

Assume individual i is mutated at time pos, as shown in Figure 7.
Formula (20) is modified to Vpos−1,j = Z_Vj(pi,j,pos−1); Vpos+1,j = Z_Vj(pi,j,pos+1).

Following the rest of the procedure for estimating the feasible regions given in Step 1 of the
improvement to the crossover operation, the corrected mutation operator is

p”
i,j,t =

Z
′
pos,j + (Z′pos,j − Z

′
pos,j) · Rndmut Rnd ≤ pm

Pi,j,t Rnd > pm
(27)
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Figure 7. Schematic diagram for improved mutation operation.

5. Results and Discussion
5.1. Test of IGA Performance

In order to visually demonstrate the effect of the improved algorithm, this section
describes the performance comparison test conducted on both GAs (i.e., before and after
improvement). In this test, the result of the CIMAR-IDP algorithm was used to provide the
reference values Ref.

5.1.1. Test Parameter Settings

This study used GA and IGA to solve the scheduling optimization issue of TG-GZB
cascade reservoir power generation. For comparison, the result from the CIMAR-IDP
algorithm with 0.01 m grid precision was considered as the global optimal solution for this
precision condition. A calculation precision of 0.01 m for the water level is also required
for the processes of generating the initial population and performing genetic operations.
Given the randomness of the algorithm, the statistics of algorithm performance indicators
from 200 runs producing independent solutions were kept. Constraint conditions for the
calculation example are as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Constraint conditions for optimal scheduling scheme for the TG reservoir.

Time Reservoir Inflow
(m3/s)

Upper Limit of
Water Level (m)

Lower Limit of
Water Level (m)

Lower Limit of
Output (104 kW)

Upper Limit of
Output (104 kW)

January 4290 175 155 499 1820
February 3840 175 155 499 1820

March 4370 175 155 499 1820
April 6780 175 155 499 1820
May 12,100 175 155 499 1820
June 24,100 146 144.9 499 1820
July 25,000 146 144.9 499 1820

August 26,000 146 144.9 499 1820
September 23,500 146 144.9 499 1820

October 18,200 175 155 499 1820
November 10,000 175 155 499 1820
December 5800 175 155 499 1820

In the example calculation, the starting water level for scheduling was 174 m, and the
water level at the end of scheduling was 173 m. The minimum flow constraint was the
base flow of 5000 m3/s required for shipping and ecological protection purposes. The GAs
before and after improvement were applied with the same parameter settings, as follows:
crossover rate, 1; mutation rate, 0.1; number of competing individuals num, Popsize;
number of invariant generations required for optimal solution Snum, 5; maximum allowed
number of generation iterations, 200. To assess the impact of population size on algorithm
performance, four groups were set, with population sizes of 32, 60, 150, and 200.
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The statistics collected in this test were convergence rate, average calculation time, av-
erage electric energy, and standard deviation of the algorithm. The indicators are as follows.

• Convergence: A unified consideration of local convergence and global convergence is
conducted, and if within the designated number of iterations the optimal solution has
been maintained for Snum generations when the algorithm stops, then it is deemed
a convergence.

• Convergence rate: the ratio of the number of convergences to the total number of
experiment runs.

• Average calculation time, average power generation, standard deviation: values
calculated from multiple repeated tests for statistical breakdown.

5.1.2. Analysis of Test Results

Table 3 shows us the results of the solutions to optimal scheduling of power generation
produced by the three algorithms. Figure 8 shows the optimal solutions given by all algo-
rithms for average conditions (the optimal stage hydrograph). Figure 9 shows the propor-
tion of feasible solutions plotted by generation for each algorithm for average conditions.

Table 3. Statistics for solutions to optimal scheduling of power generation produced by
different algorithms.

Algorithm Population Size Convergence Rate
(%)

Average
Calculation Time

(s)

Average Power
Generation
(108 kWh)

Standard
Deviation of

Power Generation
(108 kWh)

GA 32 65 8.457 970.02 3.42
GA 60 81 12.861 972.64 2.09
GA 150 98 23.354 974.88 1.55
GA 200 99 30.862 975.33 1.45
IGA 32 100 4.946 976.2 0.72
IGA 60 100 11.013 976.25 0.63
IGA 150 100 26.251 976.58 0.56
IGA 200 100 38.092 976.73 0.46

CIMAR-IDP (Ref) 1305 977.2

Table 3 and Figures 8 and 9 show the following results:

1. For average conditions, the optimal solution produced by IGA, with better global
convergence, is closer to the global optimal solution than that of GA.

2. A feasible solution may become an infeasible one because of damage by GA; the
maximum damage rate is 21.8%. The average electric energy under IGA may be
higher, mainly because the improvement due to operator inspection reduces the
proportion of individuals that are damaged; thus, the algorithm will be able to find
the optimal solution in a more stable and effective manner.

3. IGA has a high convergence rate and a small standard deviation in electric energy,
meaning that the convergence is more stable. The difference between GA and IGA is
more obvious when the population size is small, mainly because the initial population
of uniform design has better representativeness, but a randomly generated population
has high distribution randomness in solution space, and the difference between the
two will decrease as the population size increases. Only for higher population sizes
can the genetic diversity of GA be guaranteed. Additionally, only by this method can
the probability of GA being locally concentrated in solution space be reduced and
calculation accuracy be improved.

4. The main advantage of IGA is that it uses a small population size to rapidly obtain
high-accuracy convergence, but as the population size gradually increases, the advan-
tage of IGA is no longer so obvious. This is because the IGA is added with threshold
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estimation; as the population size increases, the increase in calculation time is much
greater than that with GA.

Figure 8. Graphs comparing optimal solutions produced by different algorithms.

Figure 9. Graphs of proportion of feasible solutions against number of generations.

Overall, the results demonstrate that IGA has better convergence and higher calcula-
tion accuracy than GA.

5.2. Real-World Implementation
5.2.1. Reservoir Scheduling and Its Data Management

The nested scheduling model of long-term/medium-term/short-term scheduling
periods and the corresponding solution approach proposed by the authors have been
adopted for CSCS. The experiments described in this section have been running for one
year as an example to demonstrate the results of the nested scheduling model calculations,
which are reservoir operation plans for different scheduling periods. Figures 10–12 show
the reservoir operation plans for different time periods.
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Data for this section are sourced from the CSCS of the China Three Gorges Corporation.
The historical data stored in the CSCS are the hourly inflow for the TG reservoir. In order to
facilitate the presentation, the authors have simplified the data because of the large data set
size but have retained the main parameters in the table and figure representations of CSCS.
The daily inflow is the accumulated hourly inflow, the 10-day average flow is calculated
from the daily inflow, and the monthly average flow is calculated from the 10-day flow.
The inflow for GZB was obtained by referring to the empirical curve for the relationship
between TG outflow and GZB inflow.

The reservoir water level and the power head of the hydropower plants are two
critical factors that affect the power generation of the cascade reservoirs, especially for
the reservoir with the larger storage capacity. The allocation of power generation water
head and the staged water level control of reservoirs play a particularly obvious role
in the power generation benefits. In essence, the so-called optimal reservoir scheduling
plan would allocate the power head of the hydropower plants rationally according to the
forecast to determine the optimal timing sequence (time series) for controlling the reservoir
water level.

5.2.2. Display of Calculation Results and Analysis of Scheduling Effect

In this section, the preparation of a scheduling plan for 1 January of a selected year
is used as an example to demonstrate the planning processes from one year to one day.
The processes are as given below.

Process 1: The yearly optimal scheduling model is solved to obtain the water levels
at the end of the falling stage, flood season, and impounding stage, which are 155.0 m,
146.5 m, and 175.0 m, respectively. See Table 4 for the results of the scheduling scheme for
this example year.

Process 2:

1. The falling stage model uses the falling stage water level obtained from the yearly
model as the terminal water level to prepare the reservoir falling scheme for the
falling stage. See Figure 10a for the scheduling scheme for the falling stage of the TG
reservoir, and see Table 5 for the scheduling results.

2. The flood season model uses the water level of the flood season obtained from the
yearly model as the terminal water level to prepare the reservoir falling scheme for
the flood season. See Figure 10b for the scheduling scheme for the TG reservoir for
the flood season, and see Table 6 for the scheduling results.

3. The impounding stage model uses the water level of the impounding stage obtained
from the yearly model as the terminal water level to prepare the reservoir falling
scheme for the impounding stage. See Figure 11a for the scheduling scheme for the
TG reservoir for the impounding stage, and see Table 7 for the scheduling results.

Process 3: For the example case of January (in the falling stage), the monthly model
uses the water level at the end of January calculated by (a) in Process 2 as the terminal
water level for the monthly model to prepare the January scheduling scheme for the TG
reservoir. See Figure 11b for the January scheduling scheme for the TG reservoir, and see
Table 8 for the scheduling results.

Process 4: For the example case of January (in the falling stage), the water level at the
end of the first 10 days of January calculated in Process 3 is used as the terminal water
level for the 10-day model to prepare the scheduling scheme for the first 10 days of January.
See Figure 12a for the TG reservoir operation plan for the first 10 days of January, and see
Table 9 for the scheduling results.

Process 5: For the example case of January (in the falling stage), the water level at the
end of 1 January calculated in Process 4 is used as the terminal water level to prepare the
hourly reservoir operation plan for 1 January. See Figure 12b for the TG reservoir operation
plan for 1 January, and see Table 10 for the scheduling results.
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Table 4. Implementation effect statistics of yearly scheduling scheme.

Time Reservoir
Inflow (m3/s)

Power
Generation
Discharge

(m3/s)

Abandoned
Water (m3/s)

Power
Generation
Water Head

(m)

Average
Output

(104 kWh)

Power
Generation
(108 kWh)

1 January 4502 5600 0 107.45 541 40.25
1 February 4542 5603 0 105.65 532.2 35.77

1 March 5682 5600 0 105.18 529.9 39.42
1 April 8715 6674 0 109.04 655 47.16
1 May 10,137 16,299 0 98.01 1459.7 108.6
1 June 12,240 17,918 0 83.56 1353.6 32.49

11 June 16,210 16,210 0 79.52 1123.8 26.97
21 June 17,040 17,040 0 79.42 1178.9 28.29
1 July 22,539 22,539 0 78.68 1536.3 114.3

1 August 27,787 25,906 1881 77.91 1740.6 129.5
1 September 28,830 25,906 2924 77.75 1736 41.67
11 September 26,670 17,059 0 86.17 1345.7 32.3
21 September 24,010 8840 0 101.2 813.1 19.51

1 October 15,355 15,355 0 108.13 1495.6 111.27
1 November 15,825 15,825 0 108.06 1540.5 110.92
1 December 5866 5866 0 108.9 574.9 42.78

Table 5. Implementation effect statistics of falling stage scheduling scheme for TG reservoir (varying
scheduling intervals).

Time Reservoir
Inflow (m3/s)

Power
Generation
Discharge

(m3/s)

Abandoned
Water (m3/s)

Power
Generation
Water Head

(m)

Average
Output

(104 kWh)

Power
Generation
(108 kWh)

1 January 4502 5601 0 107.45 541 40.25
11 January 4542 5600 0 105.5 531.3 36.98
1 February 5682 5601 0 105.2 530.1 39.44

1 March 8715 6640 0 108.99 651.5 46.91
1 April 9845 9845 0 108.64 962.9 23.11
1 May 9024 17,157 0 104.24 1610.4 38.65

11 May 11,415 21,388 0 93.69 1819.9 48.05
21 May 12,240 17,918 - 83.56 1353.6 32.49

Figure 10. TG reservoir operation plans.
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Figure 11. TG reservoir operation plans.

Table 6. Implementation effect statistics of flood season scheduling scheme for TG reservoir.

Time Water Level (m) Time Water Level (m) Time Water Level (m)

11 June 146.5 12 July 146.5 12 August 146.5
12 June 146.5 13 July 146.5 13 August 146.5
13 June 146.5 14 July 146.5 14 August 146.5
14 June 146.5 15 July 146.5 15 August 146.5
15 June 146.5 16 July 146.5 16 August 146.5
16 June 146.5 17 July 146.5 17 August 146.5
17 June 146.5 18 July 146.5 18 August 146.5
18 June 146.5 19 July 146.5 19 August 146.5
19 June 146.5 20 July 146.5 20 August 146.5
20 June 146.5 21 July 146.06 21 August 146.5
21 June 146.5 22 July 145 22 August 146.46
22 June 146.5 23 July 145.34 23 August 146.43
23 June 146.5 24 July 146.5 24 August 146.5
24 June 146.5 25 July 146.5 25 August 146.5
25 June 146.5 26 July 146.5 26 August 146.47
26 June 146.5 27 July 146.5 27 August 145.94
27 June 146.5 28 July 146.5 28 August 145.38
28 June 146.5 29 July 146.5 29 August 145
29 June 146.5 30 July 146.5 30 August 146.32
30 June 146.5 31 July 146.5 31 August 146.5
1 July 146.5 1 August 146.5 1 September 146.5
2 July 146.5 2 August 146.5 2 September 146.5
3 July 145.87 3 August 146.5 3 September 146.5
4 July 145.26 4 August 146.5 4 September 146.5
5 July 145.21 5 August 146.5 5 September 146.5
6 July 146.12 6 August 146.5 6 September 146.5
7 July 145.98 7 August 146.5 7 September 146.5
8 July 146.22 8 August 145.85 8 September 146.5
9 July 146.5 9 August 145 9 September 146.5

10 July 146.5 10 August 145.52 10 September 146.5
11 July 146.5 11 August 146.5 11 September 146.5
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Table 7. Implementation effect statistics of impounding stage scheduling scheme for TG reservoir
(varying scheduling intervals).

Time Reservoir
Inflow (m3/s)

Power
Generation
Discharge

(m3/s)

Abandoned
Water (m3/s)

Power
Generation
Water Head

(m)

Average
Output

(104 kWh)

Power
Generation
(108 kWh)

11 September 26,670 17,059 2924 86.17 1345.7 32.3
21 September 24,010 8840 0 101.2 813.1 19.51

1 October 18,370 18,370 0 107.76 1781.5 42.76
11 October 13,670 13,670 0 108.29 1333.2 32
21 October 14,145 14,145 0 108.25 1379.1 36.41

1 November 15,825 15,825 0 108.06 1540.5 110.92
1 December 5866 5866 0 108.9 574.9 42.78

Figure 12. TG reservoir operation plans.

Table 8. Implementation effect statistics of January operation plan for TG reservoir (10-day period).

Time Reservoir
Inflow (m3/s)

Power
Generation
Discharge

(m3/s)

Abandoned
Water (m3/s)

Power
Generation
Water Head

(m)

Average
Output

(104 kWh)

Power
Generation
(108 kWh)

1 January 4863 5603 0 108.61 547.8 13.15
11 January 4411 5601 0 108.19 545.8 13.1
21 January 4256 5650 0 107.49 545.9 14.41

Figures 10–12 show that the nested scheduling model realizes the real-time preparation
of the scheduling plan from the year to the day. In the reservoir scheduling scheme
implemented, the scheduling plan in the short scheduling period is completely consistent
with that in the long scheduling period in terms of the boundary conditions, but the
reservoir operation in the former plan is more detailed. In this scheduling platform,
the daily reservoir operation plan can be refined to 15 min intervals, 24 h/day, and divided
into 96 scheduling periods. The TG-GZB cascade reservoir is operated following the
reservoir scheduling plan automatically generated by CSCS, with the implementation
effects as shown in Tables 4–10. The scheduling results show that since the reservoir
operation planning has been implemented, there has been essentially no abandoned water
from the reservoirs throughout the year. The reservoir water levels are changed within the
limits of the reservoir operating rule curves, signifying that maximization of the power
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generation benefits of the hydropower plants has been achieved without any violations of
the requirements of the reservoir scheduling regulations.

Table 9. Implementation effect statistics of operation plan for TG reservoir for first 10 days of January
(daily period).

Time Reservoir
Inflow (m3/s)

Power
Generation
Discharge

(m3/s)

Abandoned
Water (m3/s)

Power
Generation
Water Head

(m)

Average
Output (104

kWh)

Power
Generation
(108 kWh)

1 January 4810 5514 0 108.9 540.5 1.3
2 January 4730 5552 0 108.97 544.5 1.31
3 January 4580 5519 0 108.93 541.1 1.3
4 January 4740 5562 0 108.98 545.5 1.31
5 January 4730 5552 0 108.93 544.3 1.31
6 January 4670 5609 0 108.89 549.7 1.32
7 January 4910 5614 0 108.71 549.5 1.32
8 January 5190 5542 0 108.55 541.7 1.3
9 January 5230 5582 0 108.58 545.7 1.31

10 January 5040 5627 0 108.5 549.7 1.32

Table 10. Implementation effect statistics of 1 January operation plan for TG reservoir (hourly period).

Time Reservoir
Inflow (m3/s)

Power
Generation
Discharge

(m3/s)

Abandoned
Water (m3/s)

Power
Generation
Water Head

(m)

Average
Output (104

kWh)

Power
Generation
(108 kWh)

0:00 4810 5515 0 111.83 551 551
1:00 4810 5515 0 111.83 551 551
2:00 4810 5515 0 111.82 551 551
3:00 4810 5511 0 111.82 550.6 551
4:00 4810 5515 0 111.82 551 551
5:00 4810 5515 0 111.82 551 551
6:00 4810 5514 0 111.81 550.9 551
7:00 4810 5515 0 111.81 551 551
8:00 4810 5511 0 111.81 550.5 551
9:00 4810 5515 0 111.81 550.9 551

10:00 4810 5515 0 111.8 550.9 551
11:00 4810 5515 0 111.8 550.9 551
12:00 4810 5515 0 111.8 550.9 551
13:00 4810 5515 0 111.8 550.9 551
14:00 4810 5515 0 111.79 550.9 551
15:00 4810 5511 0 111.79 550.5 550
16:00 4810 5515 0 111.79 550.9 551
17:00 4810 5515 0 111.79 550.9 551
18:00 4810 5514 0 111.78 550.8 551
19:00 4810 5515 0 111.78 550.9 551
20:00 4810 5511 0 111.78 550.4 550
21:00 4810 5515 0 111.78 550.8 551
22:00 4810 5515 0 111.77 550.8 551
23:00 4810 5515 0 111.77 550.8 551

The forced water abandonment occurs in a portion of the period during the implemen-
tation of the scheduling plan of the cascade reservoirs mainly because of the limited power
storage capacity of the China State Grid. It should be noted that the power generation of
the hydropower plants is not only affected by the incoming flow to the reservoirs but also
restricted by the absorptive capacity of the power system. Although the abandoned wa-
ter of the TG-GZB cascades has been essentially minimized after the implementation of
CSCS, the abandoned water caused by the combination of uncertain electricity demand
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and limited power storage capacity needs to be reduced. A further study that considers the
hydropower marketing management and the dynamic safety of the power grid is expected
to be carried out in the coming year to optimize the nested scheduling model with the goal
of maximizing the long-term power generation benefits.

6. Conclusions

In this paper, the authors have put forward a nested modeling approach of long-
term, medium-term, and short-term reservoir scheduling models. Under this framework,
an adaptive strategy for reservoir scheduling can be achieved. In particular, based on the
actual needs of the scheduling operation of the TG-GZB cascade reservoirs, this study
established a five-tier optimized-scheduling model for nesting the long-term, medium-
term, and short-term schedules t. The time interval of the scheduling plan prepared by the
model can be as short as 15 min, meeting the real-time scheduling requirements of CSCS.
In addition, in this study, some practical and efficient solution algorithms were developed
to suit the characteristics of the scheduling model, including the CIMAR-IDP algorithm as
well as the IGA.

More importantly, this paper presents a comprehensive introduction to all of the
solution algorithms that have ever been used in the CSCS. IDP was the approach used
during the trial run period of the CSCS for the TG-GZB cascade; during the trial run,
intended to explore the characteristics of the TG-GZB cascade reservoirs, the authors made
continual improvements to the algorithm and learned much from the in-depth experience
acquired thereby. On that basis, the authors then developed CIMAR-IDP. This solution
method resolves most of the problems faced by DP and its improved version. However,
during scheduling of the reservoir operation, the authors found some remaining shortcom-
ings with this solution method. For some complex problems, it takes too long to reach a
solution, and sometimes it will also cause the curse of dimensionality, with the result that
the problem involved cannot be solved. To overcome these problems, the authors proposed
the use of GA and improved it (IGA) so that could be applied in practice. At present, IGA
and CIMAR-IDP are both used in the scheduling platform. In the preparation of the actual
scheduling scheme, the scheduling is first performed according to the IGA results. After the
scheduling scheme has been generated from the later CIMAR-IDP algorithm, adjustments
are made on the basis of the results of the later calculations. This method ensures that
an effective scheduling scheme can be automatically generated by the scheduling model
regardless of the working conditions.

In summary, the research content introduced in this paper is the core model and
algorithm used in the TG-GZB CSCS. The featured contribution of this study is that the
model and solution algorithms we developed have been applied in practice. Our proposed
approaches have been implemented for the reservoir operation of the TG-GZB cascade,
which proved that the methods and algorithms proposed in this study could be of benefit
for use in other cascade reservoir scheduling systems.
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