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Abstract

There is an increasing amount of attention for the application of model predictive control (MPC) for the op-
timal control of multi-purpose multi-reservoir systems (Tian et al. (2015), Raso (2013)). A major advantage
of MPC is that multi-variate system dynamics and constraints of the control problem can be explicitly incor-
porated in the method. Challenges for application to reservoir systems include nonlinearities in the system
dynamics and objectives and the large-scale optimization problem that arise when dealing with large systems
(Lin and Rutten, 2016).

In this research a two-stage MPC method is presented for the optimal operation of a system of 21 reservoirs
for hydropower, irrigation and flood management. The two-stage approach divides the problem into sub-
problems using the structure of the dynamical system (parallel connection of the reservoirs to the river) and
periodicity of the external disturbances to the system (wet season and dry season). This approach reduces
computational time for solution of the problem by using a decentralized approach (Christofides et al., 2013)
for periods without flood risk, allowing parallel optimization of the reservoirs. In periods with flood risk, a
coordinated MPC approach (Rawlings and Stewart, 2007) reduces the size of the problem while optimizing
for the system-wide objective to mitigate flood. Spillway dynamics were defined by a complementarity con-
straint and included in the objective function using the penalty method (Pecci et al., 2017). Results showed
appropriate behaviour of the flows through the spillways. The main challenges for solving the nonlinear op-
timization problem were the scaling of the problem, the normalization of terms in the objective function,
determination of appropriate penalties for the spillway constraint and the increasing size of the problem for
longer optimization horizons.

The method was applied to a system in the Sittaung river basin, which suffers from frequent floodings (Rest,
2015). Results showed that trade-offs between irrigation, hydropower and flood mitigation for this basin are
limited. The main limitation for flood mitigation by the reservoir system are the conduit capacities and opti-
mization horizon of the MPC system. Results for the case study were promising and indicate clear directions
for future research and necessary steps to be taken for practical implementation of a MPC system in the Sit-
taung river basin.
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1
Introduction

A reservoir is an artificial lake behind a dam that can be used for multiple purposes, e.g. irrigation, hy-
dropower generation and flood mitigation. Reservoir operators often face challenging questions. Should
we save water for later or release it now to generate electricity? Should we fill up the reservoir for the dry
season or should we leave room to buffer an unexpected flood? Do we want to prevent floods at all costs or
is reliable power production more important? The search for the optimal operation of such a system is an
optimal control problem (Mizyed et al., 1992). When the system consists of multiple reservoirs, finding the
optimal control becomes even more complicated (Labadie, 2004).

In this research, a method for optimal control of a system with 21 reservoirs in the Sittaung river basin in
Myanmar is considered. The system is operated for hydropower, irrigation and flood mitigation. The reser-
voirs in the Sittaung river basin are currently operated in a decentralized way, based on fixed operation rules
and expert judgement of the reservoir operators. Floods occur on a yearly basis in the Sittaung river basin,
causing both human and socio-economic losses (Rest, 2015). The first aim of this research is

to investigate whether operation of the reservoirs in the Sittaung basin can be improved such
that floods are prevented or reduced while taking hydropower generation and irrigation supply

into consideration.

A model predictive control (MPC) method is implemented to optimize the multi-reservoir system in the Sit-
taung basin. Model predictive control is a form of optimal control in which the system’s dynamics are ex-
plicitly included in the formulation of the optimization problem by means of a simulation model. For large
systems, these models have many variables, resulting in large-scale optimization problems. When the for-
mulated objectives or constraints of the system are dependent on the system’s variables in a nonlinear way,
solving the optimization problem can become challenging. The inclusion of hydropower generation as an
objective or including a reservoir spillway in the simulation model typically lead to a nonlinear optimization
problem.

Numerous researchers have investigated the application of model predictive control for multi-reservoir oper-
ation for hydropower (Setz et al. (2008) Doan et al. (2013)), irrigation (Negenborn et al. (2009)), flood manage-
ment (Breckpot et al. (2010), Niewiadomska-Szynkiewicz et al. (1996), Tian et al. (2015)) or combinations of
these and more objectives (Ficchi et al. (2013) Schwanenberg et al. (2015) Anand et al. (2013) Lin and Rutten
(2016)). These researchers mention the large dimensionality of the system as a problem for the optimization.
The second aim of this study is

to develop an optimal control method for the operation of a large-scale multi-purpose
multi-reservoir system.

1



2 1. Introduction

One method to solve large-scale problems with MPC methods is by dividing the problem into smaller sub-
problems ( (Maestre et al., 2011), (Christofides et al., 2013), (Rawlings and Stewart, 2007), (Scattolini, 2009)).
These sub-problems can be defined based on the system’s structure, objectives or other factors. In this thesis a
two-stage MPC method is developed. The two stages follow from the problem characteristics of the reservoir
system in the Sittaung basin in Myanmar. The method considers optimal operation for hydropower genera-
tion and irrigation for all reservoirs separately in periods without flood risk. This is stage 1 of the method and
represents a decentralized approach. In periods with flood risk, the MPC method includes the entire reservoir
system to optimize their operation for flood mitigation. This is stage 2, which uses a coordinated approach.
The two aims of this research lead to the following research questions and sub-questions.

To what extent can optimal operation of the reservoir system in the Sittaung basin reduce flooding?

What are the trade-offs between hydropower generation, irrigation water supply and flood mitigation in the
Sittaung river basin?

When a problem with multiple objectives is investigated, an important question to ask is to what extent the
different objectives contradict each other. If we want to reduce flooding in the Sittaung river basin, will this
always come at the cost of irrigation and hydropower generation? It is important to know if we can meet
irrigation demands and increase hydropower generation, or if we have to choose between different objec-
tives.

What are the limiting factors for flood mitigation in the reservoir system?

In order to determine to what extent the reservoir system can reduce flooding, it is important to determine
the factors that limit flood mitigation.

How can model predictive control be applied for optimal operation of a multi-purpose reservoir system of
21 reservoirs?

How can coordinated or decentralized MPC be used to solve a large-scale optimization problem?

The two-stage approach presented in this research is a combination of decentralized and coordinated MPC,
which is used to solve a large-scale optimization problem. It is important to determine if this approach results
in solutions that are optimal for the system as a whole.

How can the nonlinear dynamics of flow through reservoir spillways be included in the simulation for model
predictive control?

Flow through the spillways of reservoirs is a nonlinear process. If the reservoirs are not full, there are no
flows through the spillways. If storage in the reservoirs exceeds maximum storage capacity, water will flow
through the spillways. Including nonlinear system dynamics in simulation models for model predictive con-
trol complicates the solution of the problem. It is important to study how these dynamics can be included in
the simulation model, because spillway behaviour is significant for the system’s performance in flood mitiga-
tion.

What are the challenges of solving a nonlinear optimization problem for optimal control of a multi-purpose
multi-reservoir system?

When implementing a model predictive control system, the control problem is transcribed to an optimization
problem. If the model predictive control problem includes nonlinear objectives or nonlinear constraints, this
results in a nonlinear optimization problem. It is important to study the challenges that arise when solving
this problem, because the model predictive control system uses the solution of the nonlinear optimization
problem to determine the optimal operation of the system.

Thesis outline This thesis presents the research that was done to answer these questions. In chapter 2 the
reservoir system in the Sittaung river basin is presented, which is the case study to which the two-stage MPC
method is applied. Chapter 3 presents the simulation model used within the model predictive control system.
Chapter 4 describes the structure of the MPC system, the two-stage approach, the transcription to a nonlinear
optimization problem (NLP) and the interior-point method used to solve the NLP. The results are presented
in chapter 5. Chapter 6 discusses the results and chapter 7 states the conclusions and recommendations for
future research.



2
The Sittaung river basin

The case study for this research is the Sittaung river basin located in the south of Myanmar as shown by figure
2.1. The area of the basin is 33000 km2 (United Nations - Sittaung river valley survey mission, 1964), which
is approximately the size of Belgium. The region has a monsoonal and tropical climate, with an average
temperature of 28◦ Celsius and little variation in temperature throughout the year (United Nations - Sittaung
river valley survey mission, 1964). Almost 90% of the annual precipitation falls during the wet season, which
is between May and October. Annual precipitation in the north of the basin is around 890 mm, which is much
lower than in the south where it is betweeh 3800 and 5000 mm (United Nations - Sittaung river valley survey
mission, 1964). The wettest months are July, August and September. The meandering length of the Sittaung
river is about 640 km long (Kyi, 2016) and its mean annual runoff is 50 M m3 (Rest, 2015). The river starts in
the Shan plateau and flows towards the Gulf of Martaban of the Andaman Sea (figure 2.2).

Figure 2.1: Location of Myanmar in the world and the location of the Sittaung river basin in Myanmar.
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4 2. The Sittaung river basin

Figure 2.2: The figure shows the elevation map of the Sit-
taung river basin and surrounding areas, the 7.5-arc-second
product of the Global Multi-resolution Terrain Elevation Data
2010 (GMTED2010). The locations of the cities Taungoo and
Madauk, the Hanthawaddy district, Pyantaza plain, Taungoo
district, Shan plateau and the Gulf of Martaban are indicated.

In 1964 the United Nations published a report called "Sittang Valley Water Resources Development", which
included an analysis of the floods in the region ((United Nations - Sittaung river valley survey mission, 1964)).
In the wet season, floods occur frequently in the south part of the basin. The main regions affected by floods
are the Pyuntaza Plain, the pre-deltaic zone of the Sittaung basin, the coastal part of the Hanthawaddy district
and the lowlands of Taungoo district, indicated in figure 2.2. The floods in the first three areas are caused
by tidal effects in the lower part of the delta, which are not considered in this research. The focus in this
research is on the lowlands of the Taungoo district. The report of the United Nations recommended the
development of reservoirs in the Sittaung basin to reduce floods in the lowlands of the Taungoo district. Most
of the reservoirs that currently exist in the basin were constructed following these recommendations.

Figure 2.3 shows the reservoir catchment areas of the 21 reservoirs included in this study. Each of those reser-
voirs serves one or multiple purposes, being hydro-power generation, irrigation storage and flood control.
All reservoirs are located on a different tributary of the Sittaung river, except for the Upper Paunglaung and
the Lower Paunglaung reservoir. These reservoirs form a cascade, but the Upper Paunglaung reservoir is ne-
glected in this model. Table ?? in Appendix ?? gives the storage and conduit capacity of each reservoir, the
waterspread area, the irrigable area and the area of the reservoir catchment for each reservoir. The conduits
of the reservoir are the controlled outlet of the reservoir. The waterspread area of a reservoir is the area of
the water surface of the reservoir. The irrigable area is the maximum area that could potentially be irrigated
for a reference year given the storage and conduit capacity. For some reservoirs included in this study, one
or more of these characteristics of the reservoirs were not available in the data. Assumptions made for these
characteristics are described in Appendix F.

Even after the construction of the reservoirs according the recommendations of United Nations - Sittaung
river valley survey mission (1964), floods are still occurring several times a year Rest (2015). The unevenly
distributed precipitation throughout the year and basin necessitate irrigation in the dry season and in the
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Figure 2.3: Locations of the reservoirs and their catchments
in the Sittaung river basin.

north throughout the year (Hasman, 2014). Energy consumption in Myanmar has grown 402% between 1990
and 2013 and demands are expected to grow with 280% - 475% until 2030(Dobermann, 2016). Most of the
energy in Myanmar comes from hydropower plants. The hydropower stations in the Sittaung river basin
generate about 12% of the countries total electricity (Kyi, 2015). In this study, operation of the reservoir system
for flood mitigation, hydropower generation and irrigation supply is considered. Not all reservoirs in the
basin are operated for all of the three purposes. In this study, the aim was to investigate the potential of the
reservoir system for the basin, therefore it was assumed that all reservoirs can be used for all three purposes.
The current operation of the reservoir system is based on fixed operation rules and expert judgement of the
reservoir operation. Operation of the reservoirs is currently uncoordinated.

2.1. The hydrological and meteorological data available for the basin

Data available for this study were groundstation measurements and remote sensing data. At the start of the
research a data quality analysis was performed which is presented in Appendix E, also for data that were not
further used in the research. The considered data are listed here.

Ground measurements At nine reservoir dams, daily measurements of precipitation, water levels in and
outflows to the reservoir are available. Periods for which data are available differ per reservoir, falling be-
tween 2008 and 2015. Table 2.1 shows the period of available ground measurements for the reservoirs, the
catchment area in km2, the capacity of the reservoir in m3 and the percentage of missing discharge data.
Figure 2.4 shows the locations of these reservoirs and the corresponding catchments.

Water level measurement Daily mean water depths in the Sittaung river at the station Taungoo and Madauk,
measured by the Department of Meteorology and Hydrology of Myanmar, were available between January 1st,
2013 and December 31st, 2015.
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Figure 2.4: Locations of the reservoir catchments in the Sit-
taung river basin for which daily measurements of water lev-
els, outflows and precipitation at the dam location were avail-
able for this research. Data have been provided by the Min-
istry of Agriculture and Irrigation.

Table 2.1: Details of reservoir dams in the Sittaung river basin for which daily measurements of water levels, outflows and precipitation
at the dam location were available for this research. Data have been provided by the Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation.

No. Reservoir
Capacity
(Million m3)

Catchment
area (km2)

Start
data

End
data

Missing
discharge
data (%)

1 Chaunmange Dam 113 265 1/1/’09 28/2/’15 15 %
2 Madan Dam 45 100 1/6/’09 28/2/’15 76 %
3 Ngalaik Dam 93 328 1/1/’09 31/3/’15 51 %
4 Yezin Dam 90 33 1/1/’09 19/3/’15 41 %
5 Sinthe Dam 176 809 1/1/’09 19/3/’15 27 %
6 Paunglaung Dam 678 4791 1/1/’10 28/2/’15 0 %
7 Yenwe Dam 1149 842 1/1/’11 28/2/’15 0 %
8 Bainda Dam 461 246 1/1/’10 28/2/’15 19 %
9 Kabaung Dam 1084 1178 1/1/’08 28/2/’15 15 %
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Cross-section measurements Rest (2015) presents cross-section measurements at 28 locations in the Sit-
taung river taken between February and MArch 2015. Cross-section 8, near Taungoo city, was used in this
study.

GMTED2010 Global Multi-resolution Terrain Elevation Data 2010 (GMTED2010) was used to derive catch-
ment and subcatchment areas. The GMTED2010 dataset is a collaboration of U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
and the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA). For this study the mean elevation product with 7.5-
arc-second spatial resolution was retrieved from https://lta.cr.usgs.gov/GMTED2010 on September 19,
2016.

CLIMWAT 2.0 The climatic database CLIMWAT 2.0 for CROPWAT is a joint publication of the Water Decel-
opment and Management Unit and the Climate Change and Bioenergy Unit of FAO, Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations. The "reference evapotranspiration" parameter or potential evaporation
used in this research is a long-term monthly average calculated with the Penman-Monteith method in mm/-
day. For this research the average over all stations within the region with latitudes 17.5-20.75 ◦ and longitudes
95.5-97 ◦ was used, being the stations named Yamethin, Tharrawaddy, Bago, Toungee, Pyinmana, Loikaw.
Data are retrieved on September 13, 2016.

TRMM As ground measurements for precipitation are only available for nine locations in the basin, satellite
data are used to capture spatial variations of precipitation within the basin. The Tropical Rainfall Measur-
ing Mission (TRMM) is a joint mission of NASA and the Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency for precipita-
tion measurement. For this research the daily precipitation totals of the 3B42/TMPA Research Version were
used. The TMPA dataset is derived using the Version 7 TRMM Multi-Satellite Precipitation Analysis. From
this dataset the variable ’precipitation’ for the period 1/1/’08 to 31/3/’15 for the region of the Sittaung basin
was used. The dataset was downloaded from https://pmm.nasa.gov/data-access/downloads/trmm on
February 16, 2017.

Global (30m) HAND For topography classification the Height Above Nearest Drainage (HAND) was used.
The HAND is a normalized Digital Elevation Model (DEM) using the nearest drainage, derived from the SRTM
(30m), having one arc-second resolution. Global (30m) HAND was created by ? and retrieved from https:

//code.earthengine.google.com/9a86d92fa2ecc087047f8e84b3b83295 on January 3, 2017.

https://lta.cr.usgs.gov/GMTED2010
https://pmm.nasa.gov/data-access/downloads/trmm
https://code.earthengine.google.com/9a86d92fa2ecc087047f8e84b3b83295
https://code.earthengine.google.com/9a86d92fa2ecc087047f8e84b3b83295




3
The model of the system dynamics

Model predictive control (MPC) is a control strategy for a system using a model to simulate the system’s re-
sponse to control actions in order to find the optimal operation strategy. In this chapter the model of the
system is discussed.

The model of the system dynamics applied in this research is linear, time invariant and discrete in time. MPC
methods for nonlinear models exist (Van den Boom and Backx, 2005), but their usage makes the MPC system
complexer. The model is discrete in time because the MPC is developed for discrete time control. On a
daily basis, control actions in the system and releases from the reservoir are performed or considered by the
controller. The assumption that the linear, time-invariant and discrete-time model of the system dynamics
is a sufficient approximation of the real system dynamics is discussed for each of the model components
presented in this chapter.

The model only describes the parts of the system which are influenced by or relevant to control actions. These
parts will be referred to as the internal system in this thesis. For example, the storages in the reservoirs are
part of the internal system. They are affected by operational decisions concerning the reservoir outflows and
are relevant to the water availability for hydropower and irrigation. Part of the catchment outflow cannot be
controlled by reservoir operation, because it flows directly into the river without passing through a reservoir.
Hence, it is not part of the internal system. However, these river inflows do influence the water levels of the
river, which are relevant to flood mitigation and therefore form part of the internal system. This makes the
uncontrolled inflows into the river relevant to the control problem, even though they are not affected by con-
trol actions. They are defined as external disturbances of the system. External disturbances are defined as
factors affecting the internal system dynamics, which can not be affected by control actions. Predictions of
future external disturbances are used as input for the internal system model. In some applications a predic-
tion model for the external disturbances is used. This does not have to be linear because it is not part of the
controller. In section 3.7 the prediction of external disturbances is discussed.

The system of reservoirs and the Sittaung river is a multivariate system with multiple variables to control
(outflows through the conduits) and multiple variables to be controlled (storage in the reservoirs, water level
in the river). It is a so-called multi-input multi-output system. In this work a state-space description of the
system dynamics was used. The advantage of state-space models is that they are easier to implement for
multivariate systems (Camacho et al. (2007) Van Overloop (2006)). Other options for describing the system
behaviour are impulse/step response models and transfer function models. These can easily be converted
into state-space models (Van den Boom and Backx, 2005).

The concept of a state-space represenation is introduced in section 3.1. The model of the system consists
of two types of model components, the reservoirs and the river sections. In sections 3.2 to 3.3 the model
components modelling the reservoirs and the river sections are presented. Section 3.4 describes how these
components are coupled to form the model of the entire system. The hydropower generated by a reservoir
is a function of the water levels and the outflow through the conduit. Section 3.5 describes how the gener-
ated hydropower is estimated from the simulated storage in the reservoir and the choice of outflows through
the conduit by the controller. The irrigation offtake is determined by the controller based on the irrigation

9



10 3. The model of the system dynamics

demands. In section 3.6 an estimation of the irrigation demands used as input in the model is given.

3.1. The state space representation for the system dynamics model

In the state-space representation a distinction is made between variables of state xk , input uk and output
yk and external disturbances wk , where k represents the discrete timestep. Van den Boom and Backx (2005)
present the following discrete time state-space representation for linear time-invariant systems:

xk+1 = Axk +Buk +Dwk (3.1)

yk = F xk +Guk (3.2)

State variables x are the system variables necessary to describe the state of the system at any given timestep
k. Decisions made by the operator, e.g. releasing water through the conduits, are represented by inputs u.
The state variables are defined such that the model can fully determine the state of the internal system for the
next timestep based on the state, inputs and external disturbances of the current timestep. The variables of
interest to the objectives may be different from the state variables. For example, a state variable is the storage
in a river segment, whereas the variable of interest is the water level in that river segment. The outputs y
represent all the states of the system model that are relevant to the control objectives. Equation 4.2 shows
how the outputs are modelled as a function of the state and input variables.

3.2. The model component for the reservoirs dynamics

As discussed in chapter 2, 22 reservoirs in the system will be considered. Except for the Upper and Lower
Paunglaung the outflow from the reservoirs flows to the Sittaung river without flowing into another reservoir
first. The Upper and Lower Paunglaung are two reservoirs in cascade, meaning that the Upper Paunglaung is
located upstream of the Lower Paunglaung reservoir and its outflow flows into the Lower Paunglaung reser-
voir. These two reservoirs are included in the model as one reservoir. This means that all reservoirs in the
system model are connected in parallel to the main river and their operations do not interfere. The outflows
of all reservoirs do come together in the Sittaung river. Therefore, the water level in the river is influenced by
the operation of all reservoirs combined.

Figure 3.1 shows a schematic overview of a reservoir in the Sittaung basin. The reservoir storage consists of
an active storage and a inactive (dead) storage. The dead storage is the storage in the reservoir that cannot be
drained through the conduits or spillways. It is used to let sediments settle and create an area for fish during
periods with low water levels. When reservoir storage is mentioned in this thesis, the active storage of the
reservoir is meant. This is the storage of the reservoir that can be released through the conduit and used for
irrigation supply or hydropower generation. The variable Sres [L3] indicates the storage in the reservoir and
is a state variable of the system. The reference level for the water levels in the reservoir is the level of the
conduits, i.e. the level that represents the divide between active and dead storage. The storage capacity is the
maximum (active) storage in the reservoir before it overflows. It is the volume between the reference level
and the spillway crest level. The storage capacity is indicated with Sres [L3].

The inflow to the reservoir The inflow to the reservoir Qin,res [L3 T−1] cannot be controlled by the operation
of the reservoir. It is an external disturbance to the system. Section 3.7 discusses the prediction of external
disturbances.

The outflow through the conduits of the reservoir The reservoir dam has two types of outlets, the conduits
and the spillways. The flow through the conduits can be controlled by (partially) opening or closing the
conduits with a control gate. The kinetic energy of the water flowing through the conduits is converted into
electricity by turbines and the generator. The operator of a reservoir can change the gate settings in order to
change the outflow through the conduits. The flow through the conduit is a nonlinear function of the water
level in the reservoir, the gate height and conduit characteristics. In this model however, the flow through the
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Figure 3.1: Schematic representation of a reservoir with overflow spillways.

conduits is included as a control variable rather than the settings of the gate. This simplifies system dynamics.
The conversion of the suggested optimal flows through the conduits to settings of the gate can be arranged by
a local feedback or feedforward controller. This is beyond the scope of this research. The sum of flows through
all conduits of the reservoir are included as one variable Qc [L3 T−1]. The conduit capacity is indicated with
Qc [L3 T−1]. The flow through the conduit is a control variable, which can be chosen by the operator or the
controller.

The outflow through the spillway of the reservoir The spillways of the reservoirs in the Sittaung basin
cannot be controlled. They function like overflow weirs, meaning that water flows through the spillways
when the water level in the reservoir exceeds the crest level of the spillway. The flow through the spillway is a
nonlinear function of the water level in the reservoir, the crest level and width of the spillway. The crest level
of the spillway determines the storage capacity of the reservoir. Even though the flow through the spillway
varies in time as a function of the water level, integrated over one day it is assumed to be equal to the volume
exceeding the storage capacity of the reservoir on that day. Thus, on days when the storage in the reservoir is
below the maximum storage capacity, the flow through the spillway is zero. Flow through the spillway does
not generate hydropower, but does end up in the river section downstream of the reservoir. The flow through
the spillway is indicated with Qs [L3 T−1] and is a state variable of the system as it cannot be controlled by the
operator. It is defined as

Qk
s =

{
0 α< 0
αk

∆t αk > 0
, (3.3)

with

αk = Sk
res +

(
−Qk

c +Qk
in,res

)
∆t −Sres. (3.4)

The storage in the reservoir The storage in the reservoir at timestep k+1 is given by the water balance
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Sk+1
res = Sk

res +
(
−Qk

c −Qsk +Qk
in,res

)
∆t . (3.5)

The offtake for irrigation The offtake for irrigation Qir [L3 T−1] occurs downstream of the conduit. The
offtake for irrigation is chosen by the operator and it is therefore a control variable to the system. It is limited
by the demand for irrigation Qir [L3 T−1].

Qk
out,res =Qk

c +Qk
s −Qk

ir. (3.6)

If the irrigation offtake would not be limited by the demand, the controller could prevent floods by using all
reservoir outflow for irrigation. This is not a realistic scenario. The demands for irrigation are estimated in
section 3.6.

The water level in the reservoir The output variables for the reservoir are the outflow through the conduit
Qc , irrigation offtake Qir, the flow through the spillway Qs and water level in the reservoir. The variables Qc

and Qir are control variables and Qs is a state variable. The water level in the reservoir is not a state variable,
but is related to the storage in the reservoir, which is a state variable Sres. The water level in the reservoir is
calculated using a linear relation to the storage. It is calculated by dividing the storage through the water-
spread area Ares (m2) of the reservoir. The linear relation between storage and water level is a simplification,
as the reservoirs in the Sittaung basin are not linear. Section 5.1.4 of chapter 5 discusses the implications of
this assumption for the calculated hydropower production. Table ?? in Appendix F gives the waterspread area
for each reservoir in the model.

3.3. The model component for the river sections dynamics

The routing method used to describe the propagation of a flood wave through the Sittaung river is the Musk-
ingum routing method (Gill, 1978). The river is divided into segments, and the routing parameters vary per
segment. The Muskingum method assumes the outflow from a river segment is a function of storage and
inflow to the segment. It is based on the continuity equation along with an assumed relationship between
the storage and the in- and outflows from a reach. Other methods exist for flood routing of which include the
Saint-Venant equations. The Saint-Venant equations are based on the continuity and momentum equations,
and describe the propagation of a flood wave more realistically. However, the Saint-Venant equations require
more information about the river characteristics for the choice of parameter values and data for the calibra-
tion of these parameters. Another disadvantage is that the numerical implementation of the Saint-Venant
equations results in many more state variables than the Muskingum routing method. This increases the size
of the optimization problem, which was found to be a limiting factor for the solution of the control problem
in this research. The Muskingum method is used in many flood forecasting systems an provides reasonable
estimates of the routing time and of maximum discharges, especially when the method is applied for mul-
tiple segments with parameters estimated per segment (Koussis, 2009). Therefore, the Muskingum routing
method is used in this research. The Muskingum equation is given by equation 3.7.

Sriv = K
(
xQin,riv − (1−x)Qout,riv

)
, (3.7)

where Sriv [L3] is the storage in the segment, Qin,riv [L3 T−1] the rate of inflow to the segment at the upstream
boundary and Qout,riv [L3 T−1] the rate of outflow from the segment at the downstream boundary. All three
variables are state variables of the system. The Muskingum equation has two coeffcients, x and K , which
are usually calibrated on historical flood data (Gill, 1978). The parameter x is the weighting factor for inflow
versus outflow and varies between 0 and 0.5. It represents the attenuation of the flood peak while travelling
through the reach. The value x = 0 causes immediate attenuation of the flood wave, as would occur in a
reservoir. If x = 0.5 there is no attentuation of the flood peak over the reach. For a natural system it is known
that the parameter is between 0 and 0.3 (Song et al., 2011).The parameter x was set to value 0.3. The constant
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K [T] is the the storage-time coefficient, with a value usually approximated as the flow travel time through the
reach. In the Sittaung river, measurements of water levels are only available once a day at eleven locations in
the river as discussed in Appendix E. The travel time of a flood wave through the Sittaung river is typically only
a few days (Nay Myo Lin, 2016) and can not be estimated from the measurements. The travel speed of a flood
wave is approximated at 100 km per day, 1.25 m s−1, based on expert judgement. The value of parameter K
is set to the length of the river segment [m] divided by 1.25 m s−1, which is the approximate travel time of a
flood wave through the river segment. Table G.1 in Appendix G gives the length of each river segment [km]
and the value for K per river segment.

The storage in the river segment The continuity equation for the storage in the river segment is given by
equation 3.8.

Qin,riv −Qout,riv = dSriv

d t
(3.8)

Discretization of this equation results in an expression for the storage in the river segment by equation
3.9,

Sk+1
riv = Sk

riv +
Qk+1

in,riv +Qk
in,riv

2
∆t −

Qk+1
out,riv +Qk

out,riv

2
∆t . (3.9)

The outflow from the river segment Combining equation 3.9 with equation 3.7 results in an expression for
the outflow from the river segment in terms of the inflow,

Qk+1
out,riv = c1Qk+1

in,riv + c2Qk
in,riv + c3Qk

out,riv. (3.10)

The parameters in this equation follow from equation 3.7 and equation 3.9. The values of c1,c2 and c3 are
different for each river segment because K is different for each river segment. The values are given in table
G.1 of Appendix G.1.

c1 = ∆t +2K x

∆t +2K −2K x
(3.11)

c2 = ∆t +2K x

∆t +2K −2K x
(3.12)

c3 = −∆t +2K −2K x

∆t +2K −2K x
(3.13)

The water levels in the river segments The output variable are the water levels in the river segment in which
floods are considered, near Taungoo city. A linear relation is assumed between the water level and the storage
in the river segment near Taungoo, which means that the cross-section is assumed to be rectangular. Figure
3.2 shows a measurement of the cross-section near Taungoo city (Rest, 2015). The figure shows that assuming
a rectangular cross-section is reasonable. The width of the segment in the river is 200 m. The length of the
segment is 6.9 km.

3.4. The coupling of the model components

The model components for reservoirs and the river segments are coupled to form a model for the system
dynamics of the entire reservoir system. Seventeen subcatchments are derived that flow directly into the
river segments. Each subcatchment flows into a river reach at the upstream boundary of that reach. This
means that there are also 17 river segments. In some subcatchments, one or more reservoirs are located. The
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Figure 3.2: Cross section measurement of the Sittaung river near Taungoo town (Rest, 2015)

outflow from the reservoir(s) in a subcatchment is also added as inflow to the river segment connected to
that subcatchment. Figure 3.3a shows the 17 subcatchments and figure 3.3b shows the 21 reservoirs located
in these subcatchments.

The reservoir components and river segment components are coupled to form one system model. The way
these components are coupled is formulated by defining Qin,riv, which represents the inflow to the river seg-
ments. The set Si is defined in equation 3.14.

Si := {
j |Reservoir j is located in subcatchment i

}
(3.14)

Table F.1 in Appendix F shows which reservoirs are located in which subcatchment. The inflow for section i
of the river is determined by taking the sum of the outflow from the connected subcatchment, the outflows
from the reservoirs located in that subcatchment and the outflow from the upstream river section.

(
Qin,riv

)
i =

(
Qout,riv

)
i−1 +

∑
j∈Si

(
Qout,res

)
j +

(
Qout,catchm

)
i , (3.15)

where Qout,res is defined in equation 3.6. The variable
(
Qout,catchm

)
i [L3 T−1] is defined as the uncontrolled

outflow from subcatchment i and is an external disturbance to the system.

All the equations for the system dynamics, are linear except for equation 3.3. The system of state equations
can be written in the form of equation 4.1 without the spillway equation. Chapter 4 discusses how the equa-
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(a) The 17 subcathments defined for the model.
(b) The subcatchments with the 21 reservoirs included
in the model.

tions for the system dynamics are included in the definition of the optimization problem. The nonlinearity of
the spillway will be also be further discussed. The variables of the model of the system dynamics, their units,
range and type of variable are presented in table 3.1.

3.5. The estimation of hydropower generation

The power produced by a hydropower dam is a function of the flow through the conduit Qc,s (in m3s−1) and
the height difference h (m) over which the water flows. The power P (Watt) or (kg m2 s−3) is given by the
equation

P = ηρQc,s g h, (3.16)

with ρ the density of the water, 1000 kg m−3, and g the gravitational acceleration with the conventional
standard value of 9.81 m s−2 (Olofintoye et al., 2016). The efficiency of conversion from hydraulic energy
to mechanical energy η (-) is plant specific. Kyi (2015) found an estimated average efficiency of 40 % for the
reservoirs in the Sittaung basin Kyi (2015). To calculate the energy E produced in kWh during a period ∆t
(hrs),

E = P ·∆t ·10−3. (3.17)

In the optimization, timesteps of one day are used, so ∆t = 24 hrs. Combining all constant factors in one new
constant, this results in

E = 24 ·10−3 ·9.81 ·1000 ·0.4 ·Qc,s ·h = 24 ·9.81 ·0.4 ·Qc,s ·h. (3.18)
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Table 3.1: The variables of the model for the system dynamics with their units and range. The type of variable is indicated with x for state
variable, u for control variable and w for external disturbances. If a variable is a combination of other variables the type is indicated as a
combination of types.

Symbol Units Range Type Variable

Sres [L3] [0,Sres] x Storage in the reservoir
Qs [L3 T−1] [0,∞] x Flow through the spillway
Qc [L3 T−1] [0,Qc] u Flow through the conduit
Qir [L3 T−1] [0,Qir] u Irrigation offtake

Qin,res [L3 T−1] [0,∞] w Inflow to the reservoir
Qout,res [L3 T−1] [0,∞] x,u Outflow from the reservoir

Sriv [L3] [0,∞] x Storage in the river section
Qin,riv [L3 T−1] [0,∞] x,u,w Inflow to the river section

Qout,riv [L3 T−1] [0,∞] x Outflow from the river section

Qout,catchm [L3 T−1] [0,∞] w Outflow from the subcatchment to its river section

Since the variable used for flow through the conduit in the model is not Qc,s (m3s−1) but Qc in (m3days−1),
this becomes

E = 24 ·9.81 ·0.4
1

24 ·3600
·Qc ·h = 9.81 ·0.4

3600
·Qc ·h. (3.19)

The height difference for a reservoir (the hydraulic head) is assumed to be the difference between the conduit
level (reference level) and the water level in the reservoir (figure 3.1). It is assumed that the tailwater level, the
water level immediately downstream of the reservoir, is below the level of the conduit and therefore does not
influence the hydraulic head in the reservoir. For reservoir dams in rivers with steep bedslope this assump-
tion is generally valid, like the Sittaung basin. The assumption of linear reservoirs changes equation 3.19 to
equation 3.20.

E = 9.81 ·0.4

3600
·Qc · Sres

Ares
(3.20)

3.6. The estimation of irrigation demand
No data were available for the exact irrigation demands for most reservoirs in the Sittaung basin. The de-
mands were estimated based on the irrigable area reported for the reservoirs. The definition of irrigable area
is the total area equipped for irrigation, and represents the maximum area that could be irrigated by the
reservoir. It was assumed that the total irrigable area is used for rice production, as rice is the most impor-
tant agricultural commodity in Myanmar. There are two growing cycles for rice in Myanmar. The irrigation
demand of rice crops was estimated using information from the Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO).
Appendix H shows the estimation of irrigation demands in detail. For three of the reservoirs, actual irrigation
offtakes were available and these are compared to the estimation. For all three reservoirs the demands were
overestimated. In chapter 6 the effect of this overestimation on the results will be discussed.

Note that the actual irrigated area for a reservoir catchment may differ from the irrigable area and that rice
is not the only crop produced in the basin. Also, it is assumed that the total water demand of the crop is
provided through irrigation, regardless of the amount of precipitation. The effect of these assumptions is
discussed in chapter 6.

3.7. The model of the external disturbances
The model of the system dynamics requires a prediction of future external disturbances to predict the sys-
tem’s responses to control actions. The external disturbances to the system described here are the outflows
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from the reservoir catchments to the reservoirs and the outflows from the subcatchments to the river. These
outflows can be predicted from meteorological measurements or predictions using a hydrological model. In
this research, a synthetic timeseries of catchment outflows was generated. An attempt to develop a hydrolog-
ical model for the subcatchment did not produce satisfying results, due to the limited availability of (reliable)
data in the basin.

The synthetic timeseries for outflows from the reservoir catchments and subcatchment was derived from
the inflow data series to the Paunglaung reservoir between January 1, 2010 and February 28, 2015. These
inflows are scaled by the catchment area relative to the area of the Paunglaung reservoir catchment. This
series was chosen as it is the longest series of observations, it has no missing data points and the least data
points identified as implausible in the data quality assessment (Appendix E).

In the system a distinction is made between the optimization horizon, the number of timesteps for which the
control is optimized, and the prediction horizon, the number of timesteps for which predictions are assumed
to be available. The prediction horizon is assumed to be 3 days, as no reliable predictions can be expected
further ahead if a prediction model would be used. For the remaining period an estimation of the seasonality
of inflows is provided to the model. Because no prediction model is used in this study, the synthetic outflow
series is used for the ’predicted’ outflows. The seasonality is generated from this four-year synthetic outflow
series. Outflows on each day are averaged for all available years in the series, from 2010 to 2014. Then, the
15-day moving average of this timeseries is taken. Figure 3.4 shows the inflow timeseries of the Paunglaung
reservoir (grey area) which is used for the predicted outflow and the seasonality (red line).

When the model predictive control system is implemented for actual operation, the model receives the past
external disturbances measured in the real system. In the experimental implementation of the model pre-
dictive control system, the same external disturbances were used as ’measured past external disturbances’ as
were predicted for these days. This means that in the experimental set-up, the predictions are perfect with no
uncertainty. There are several ways to deal with prediction uncertainties of external disturbances in model
predictive control, but the consideration of these is beyond the scope of this research.

Figure 3.4: Inflows to the Paunglaung reservoir between January 1, 2010 and February 8, 2014 (grey). The red line is the seasonality de-
rived by taking the average inflow for each day over the years in the dataset and then taking the 15-day moving average of that timeseries.





4
The two-stage model predictive control

system

This chapter presents the two-stage MPC approach developed for the reservoir system in the Sittaung basin.
Section 4.1 introduces the general structure of the MPC system. In section 4.3, a two-stage MPC method
combining decentralized MPC (stage 1) and coordinated MPC (stage 2) is presented. In section 4.4 the
optimization problem is formulated for both stages. The optimization problems are non-linear. They are
solved with an interior-point method. Finally, section 4.5 discusses the interior-point method used in this
research.

4.1. The general structure of the MPC system

Model predictive control (MPC) is a control strategy for a system using a model to simulate the system’s re-
sponse to control actions for finding optimal operation. Various applications of MPC include robotics, chem-
ical industry, the oil industry and aviation. The development of MPC techniques was motivated by multi-
variate constrained control problems, which were difficult to solve with the available methods at the time.
In the simulation model of the system dynamics, the large-scale multivariate system dynamics is included
explicitly in the controller. Also, an advantage of MPC as opposed to classical control methods is that con-
straints can be explicitly included (Camacho et al., 2007). The core principle of MPC methods is the receding
horizon principle (García et al., 1989). The system simulated system response is calculated for a finite opti-
mization horizon for which optimal control is calculated. The optimal control is implemented for the first
timestep only. At the next timestep, the optimization horizon is shifted one timestep ahead and the optimal
control is recalculated. This principle allows for an on-line (real-time) optimization approach, incorporating
up to date information about the system and the most recent predictions at each time step. Van den Boom
and Backx (2005) remark that MPC is more akin to a methodology than a single technique. They identify five
things present in all MPC methods: a prediction model for the internal system dynamics and for the external
disturbances, an objective function, constraints, optimization and the receding horizon principle. Each of
these items is discussed with respect to the operation of the reservoir system in the Sittaung basin. Control
actions are, in this case, the operation of the conduits and irrigation offtakes. The daily timesteps for the
MPC system and control actions correspond to the daily operating schedule implemented by the reservoir
operators. The objective function, constraints, internal system and external disturbances are discussed more
broadly as the choice of these items is different for stage 1 and 2 (the two-stage approach is further described
in section 4.3. The exact definitions are presented in section 4.4.

The objectives and constraints in the optimal control problem formulation The objective function is a
performance index based on the objectives of the control problem. In the Sittaung basin the objectives are
flood mitigation, maximizing hydropower generation, and sufficient water for irrigation. These objectives are
combined in the objective function as a weighted sum. The weights indicate the relative importance of the
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objective.

The constraints define the limitations of the system, for example the capacities of the conduits or reservoirs.
Constraints can also be used to enforce specific system behaviour, for example ensuring that irrigation off-
takes are never larger than the irrigation demand.

The internal system and external disturbances The internal system is the part of the system affected by
control actions and relevant for the control objectives. For example, the storages in the reservoirs are part
of the internal system. They are affected by operational decisions for the reservoir conduits and relevant to
the water available for hydropower and irrigation. Part of the catchment outflow flowing directly into the
river, and therefore not passing through a reservoir, cannot be controlled by reservoir operation. Hence, they
are not part of the internal system. These inflows influence the water levels in the river, which is part of
the internal system dynamics. This makes the inflows relevant to the control problem. They are defined as
external disturbances of the system. External disturbances are factors affecting the internal system dynamics,
but that can not be affected by control actions.

The internal system is modelled using a state-space model. In a state-space representation a distinction
is made between state variables xk , input uk and output yk variables and external disturbances wk , with
k the discrete timestep. Van den Boom and Backx (2005) presents the following discrete time state-space
representation for linear time-invariant systems:

xk+1 = Axk +Buk +Dwk (4.1)

yk = F xk +Guk (4.2)

State variables x are the system variables necessary to describe the state of the system at any given timestep
k. Inputs u represent the control actions, which are decisions made by the operator, such as the releases
through the conduits of the reservoirs. Outputs y are all states of the system model that are measured in
the real system, such as the water level in the river. Equation 4.1 shows that the model can fully determine
the state of the internal system for the next timestep based on the state, inputs and external disturbances
on the current timestep. Equation 4.2 gives a model for the outputs as a function of the state and input
variables.

Note that, the discrete state-space model is an approximation of the continuous system dynamics. The reason
for considering the discrete time state-space model is, that the state equations are included in discrete form
in the nonlinear optimization problem presented later in this chapter. Section 4.2 discusses the transcription
of the optimal control problem to the nonlinear optimization problem.

Figure 4.1 is based on figure 1.2 in Camacho et al. (2007) and demonstrates the basic structure of MPC at dis-
crete timestep k for an optimization horizon of Topt timesteps. The model of the internal system predicts the
system’s response to future inputs (control actions) and predicted future external disturbances at timesteps
k . . . (k+Topt−1), using information about the inputs, outputs and external disturbances of the real system at
timestep k −1. In the case of the Sittaung basin, the model of the internal system would model the storage
in the reservoir (predicted output) in response to the decision to close the conduit today (future input). For
this, the model needs information about yesterday’s outflows from the conduit (past input), reservoir storage
(past output) and reservoir inflow (past external disturbance). Also, it needs a prediction of tomorrow’s in-
flow to the reservoir (predicted external disturbance). The predicted outputs of the system are used by the
optimizer.

The optimizer The optimizer uses the predicted outputs to optimize future inputs at all timesteps in the
optimization window, k . . . (k +Topt − 1), while considering the cost function and constraints. For example,
the optimizer uses the predicted storages in the reservoir for different conduit releases, to decide which con-
duit releases would maximize hydropower generation over the total optimization horizon. In doing so, the
optimizer takes the maximum conduit capacity into account.
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Figure 4.1: Structure of the MPC method performed on timestep k.

The receeding horizon principle At timestep k, the optimization determines optimal releases through the
conduit for each timestep in the optimization horizon. However, the control actions are implemented for
timestep k only. At timestep k +1, this procedures is repeated for the window of timesteps (k +1)...(k +Topt),
with the actual flow through the conduit, storage and inflow to the reservoir at timestep k available to the MPC
system. When solving the optimization problem at timestep k +1 for the time window (k +1)...(k +Topt), the
optimal solution for timesteps (k +1)...(k +Topt −1) calculated at timestep k is provided as an initial solution
to the optimization algorithm. This is called warm-starting and often reduces computation time significantly.
The effect of warm-starting is considered in chapter 5.

4.2. The transcription method for the control problem to an optimization
problem

The MPC system solves an optimal control problem. An optimal control problem can be stated in general
form

minimize
u(t )

∫ t f

t0

L (u(t ), x(t ), w(t ), t )d t

subject to
d x(t )

d t
= Ax(t )+Bu(t )+Dw(t ), t ∈ [t0, t f ],

c(x(t ),u(t ), w(t ), t ) ≤ 0, t ∈ [t0, t f ],

x(t0) = x0.

Here, x(t ) ∈ Rnx , u(t ) ∈ Rnu and w(t ) ∈ Rnw are vectors of control and state variables and external distur-
bances at time t , with nx the number of state variables, nu the number of control variables and nw the num-
ber of external disturbances. L : Rnx ×Rnu ×Rnw × [t0, t f ] → R is the objective function. c(x(t ),u(t ), w(t ), t ) :
Rnx ×Rnu ×Rnw × [t0, t f ] → Rnc is a vector function for the path constraints, with nc the number of path
constraints. A,B ,D are constant real matrices and x0 a real vector of appropriate sizes. The objective func-
tion presented here is in Lagrange form, optimizing the performance over the trajectory from t0 to t f . Other
options are a Mayer form or Bolza form, which will not be considered here (Betts, 2010). The problem is sub-
ject to the state equations, path constraints and initial conditions. The state equations are given for a linear
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time-invariant system (the system considered in this research). The control problem is a continuous-time
problem, making it an infinite-dimensional problem. The MPC method used to solve this problem requires
it to be transcribed into a finite-dimensional approximation of the problem, characterised by a finite set of
variables and constraints (Betts, 2010). The finite-dimensional approximation of the problem is a mathemat-
ical programming problem. In order to do this, the problem is considered on discrete timesteps for a finite
optimization horizon. The objective function, state equations and constraints are all discretized. The control
variables and input variables at each discrete timestep in the optimization horizon are treated as optimiza-
tion variables in the optimization problem. Note that the size of the NLP depends on the number of state and
input variables of the control problem and the defined optimization horizon.

The discretization of the control problem is an approximation of the control problem. The reservoir system in
the Sittaung basin is currently operated on a daily basis, the operators of the reservoirs change the settings of
the conduits of the reservoirs once a day. Also, most of the data available to calibrate the model of the system
dynamics and validate the control system are only available on a daily basis. For this reason, the discrete
timesteps were chosen to be one day. The discretization of the system dynamics, constraints and objective
function is expected to be sufficiently accurate for the application in this research. Before describing the
optimization problem in section 4.4, the two-stage MPC method implemented in this research is described
in section 4.3.

4.3. The two-stage MPC method

One of the aims of this research is to investigate whether better coordination of the operation of the reser-
voirs in the basin would improve flood control. The internal system for the MPC must then be defined as the
complete system of 21 reservoirs and the river dynamics, with one control problem optimizing all reservoirs
simultaneously. For the model set-up as described in chapter 3 including all 21 reservoirs and the 17 river
sections, this would result in 21 ·4+17 ·3 = 303 state and control variables per timestep. For an optimization
horizon of one year, 365 days, this results in an NLP with 110 595 optimization variables. Even though meth-
ods for solving problems of this size are available, for nonlinear constrained optimization problems this can
be computationally expensive (Betts (2010) , Gould et al. (2005)).

In this research, a two-stage MPC method is suggested. This two-stage method is a way to reduce the op-
timization problem for the Sittaung basin to smaller sub-problems when possible. Many researchers have
investigated ways to apply MPC on large-scale problems by solving smaller sub-problems. Christofides et al.
(2013) distinguish between centralized and decentralized MPC. In centralized MPC all control variables are
optimized with respect to one objective function in one optimization problem. Centralized model predictive
control results in a system wide optimal solution, but the large number of state and control variables may
result in large computation times, especially for nonlinear constrained optimization problems. In decentral-
ized control, various subproblems are optimized separately without taking interaction or system-wide objec-
tives into account. This decreases the size of the optimization problem, but system wide optimality is not
always achieved. Rawlings and Stewart (2007) discuss communication-based control and cooperative con-
trol in addition to centralized and decentralized control. In communication-based control each subsystem
is optimized using a model of the subsystem and an interaction model. Information about control actions
and states of other subsystems at previous timesteps is available to the subsystem, but the objective func-
tion for each subsystem is local. Cooperative control also uses an interaction model as well as information
about control actions and states of other subsystems. Communication-based control differs in that it uses a
copy of the system-wide objective function for the optimization of each subsystem, instead of the local ob-
jective function. Maestre et al. (2011) also present a distributed model predictive control method in which
the subsystems exchange information and aim for system-wide optimality.

The application of these types of MPC methods on water systems has been investigated by Anand et al. (2013),
Breckpot et al. (2010),Doan et al. (2013) , Negenborn et al. (2009) and Niewiadomska-Szynkiewicz et al. (1996).
Negenborn et al. (2009) present an overview of distributed model predictive control methods for irrigation
canals. Anand et al. (2013) apply coordinating multiple model predictive controllers to the management of
a two multi-purpose reservoir system with the objectives of hydropower generation, flood protection for the
upstream reservoir, and irrigation supply and flood protection for the downstream reservoir. Niewiadomska-
Szynkiewicz et al. (1996) consider a hierarchical real-time control method for flood operation of a system
of three reservoirs in the southern part of Poland. Each of the reservoirs had hydropower generation and
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water supply as a local objective as well as flood protection as a system-wide objective. Breckpot et al. (2010)
studies a three-reservoir system for flood control in a river and Doan et al. (2013) studies a three-reservoir
cascade system for hydropower generation. No literature was found on the application of MPC methods for
multi-purpose reservoir system of 21 reservoirs size or larger.

The method presented in this research makes use of a decentralized MPC method (stage 1) and a coordinated
MPC method (stage 2). The reservoirs in the basin are each defined as a subsystem of the total system of
reservoirs and the Sittaung river. The decentralized MPC of stage 1 is used in periods without flood risk.
Each of the subsystems is optimized separately for hydropower generation and irrigation supply. In periods
of flood risk, the method switches to the coordinated MPC of stage 2. For stage 2, each of the subsystem is
optimized for the system-wide objective of flood mitigation and hydropower generation. The switching from
stage 1 to 2 and from stage 2 to 1 occurs based on the water levels in the river. Figure 4.2 gives a schematic
overview of this procedure. The respective optimization problems for stage 1 and stage 2 are formulated in
section 4.4.

Stages 1 and 2 each have their respective optimization horizons, Topt1 and Topt2. At timestep k, the stage 1 op-
timization problem is solved individually for each of the reservoirs for hydropower generation and irrigation
water supply. Then, the model for the total reservoir system and river dynamics simulates the water levels in
the river for the stage 1 optimal operation of all reservoirs for timesteps k...(k +Topt2 −1). If no flood is ex-
pected at the defined flood location based on this simulation, the optimal operation of stage 1 is implemented
for timestep k and the process starts again for timestep k+1. If a flood is expected at the flood location at one
or more timesteps between k...(k+Topt2−1), the system switches to stage 2 for the reservoirs upstream of the
flood location. Note that the reservoirs downstream of the flood location are always optimized in stage 1, as
their operation does not have impact on floods.

In stage 2, the control actions for one subsystem (reservoir) are optimized for the system-wide objectives
of stage 2, flood mitigation and hydropower generation. Stage 2 loops over all reservoirs upstream of the
flood location, optimizing the operation of one reservoir at a time. The optimal operation of the optimized
subsystem is fixed before moving to the next subsystem. This means that when optimizing subsystem j , the
operation of subsystems 1...( j−1) is fixed at the stage 2 optimization of the current timestep. The operation of
the reservoirs that have not been optimized for stage 2 at this timestep, is fixed at the initial solution provided
to stage 2. This is either the stage 1 optimal operation of the current timestep if the MPC system switched
to stage 2 at this timestep, or the stage 2 optimal operation of the previous timestep if the MPC system was
already in stage 2 in the preceding timestep.

After the optimization for all subsystems upstream of the flood location is performed, the optimal solution
is implemented for timestep k. The maximum water level at the flood location in the simulation for all
timesteps k...(k +Topt2 − 1) is considered. If this water level is lower than a specified flood level minus an
offset, the MPC system will switch back to stage 1. If the maximum water level is higher than the specified
flood level minus offset, the MPC system will continue in stage 2. In this research, the criterion for switching
back has not been studied, this should be investigated in future work.

4.4. The formulation of the optimization problem

The control problem is formulated as a non-convex non-linear programming problem for both stages. In
this section the objective function and constraints are given. The gradient of the objective, Jacobian of the
constraints and Hessian of the Lagrangian are given in Appendix C for stage 1 and in Appendix D for stage 2.
Table 4.1 gives the optimization variables for both stages of MPC.

4.4.1. The formulation of the optimization problem for stage 1

In stage 1 the MPC system optimal control for only one reservoir only is determined, optimizing for hy-
dropower generation and irrigation supply. The internal system in this case describes a single reservoir, mod-
elled with one linear equality constraint and two linear inequality constraints.

The optimization variables and variable bounds for stage 1 The variables of the reservoir are the storage
in the reservoir Sres (m3), the flow through the conduit Qc (m3 d−1), the flow through the spillway Qs (m3 d−1)
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Figure 4.2: Schematic representation of the two-stage MPC method.

and the irrigation offtake Qir (m3 d−1). Hence, for stage 1 there are only four variables at each timestep k,
where each timestep is one day.

The storage in the reservoir is limited by the storage capacity Sres (m3) for that reservoir and the conduit
release is limited by the capacity of the conduit Qc (m3 d−1). The irrigation offtake is limited by the demand
Qir (m3 d−1), ensuring that no more water is used for irrigation beyond what is required. This is necessary
because the water taken for irrigation does not flow into the river. If the irrigation offtake were not limited
from above, the stage 2 optimization could prevent water passing through the conduit from flowing into the
river in order to prevent floods. Note that the reservoir capacity Sres and conduit capacity Qc are different
per reservoir and that the irrigation demands Qir are different per reservoir and per month. This is indicated
by subscript (·) j and superscript (·)k where necessary, but these were omitted in table 4.1 to keep the table
legible.

The optimization variables are combined in the vector x. To make notation in stage 2 easier, a distinction is
made between reservoir variables xres and river and flood variables xriv and xfl. For stage 1, only reservoir
variables are included in the optimization, so when

xk
res := [

Sk
res Qk

s Qk
c Qk

ir

]
, (4.3)

the optimization variables are defined as

xT := xT
res =

[
x1

res . . . x
Topt
res

]
(4.4)

=
[

S1
res Q1

s Q1
c Q1

ir . . . S
Topt
res Q

Topt
s Q

Topt
c Q

Topt

ir ,
]

(4.5)

with

The objective function for stage 1 In stage 1 two terms are included in the objective function, the hy-
dropower generation fhp(x) and irrigation supply fir(x), both of which will be maximized. Both terms are
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Table 4.1: Variables in optimization problem for each timestep of the optimization horizon with their symbol, units, bounds and mean-
ing. The columns ’Stage 1’ and ’Stage 2’ specify if the variable was included in the optimization problem and if so, for how many com-
ponents.

Variable Symbol Unit Bounds Stage 1 Stage 2

Reservoir Storage of the reservoir Sres m3 [0,Sres] 1 1
Spillway release Qs m3d−1 [0,∞] 1 1
Conduit release Qc m3d−1 [0,Qc] 1 1
Irrigation offtake Qir m3d−1 [0,Qir] 1 1

River section Storage of river section Sriv m3d−1 [0,∞] - 17
Inflow to river section Qin,riv m3d−1 [0,∞] - 17
Outflow from river section Qout,riv m3 [0,∞] - 17

Flood constraint Slack variable d m3 [0,∞] - 1

Total per timestep 4 56

normalized by division through their maximum values fhp and fir . The weights β1 and β2 are varied to
change the relative importance of hydropower and irrigation. β is the scaling factor for the objective func-
tion, which will be discussed in subsection 4.5.2.

f (x) := β̂(
β1 fhp(x)+β2 fir(x)

)
(4.6)

As discussed in section 3.5 of chapter 3, hydropower generation is calculated as the flow through the conduit
times the storage in the reservoir multiplied by a positive constant factor. The constant is left out of the
objective function because it disappears in the normalization otherwise. The term fhp(x) is defined as

fhp(x) := 1

fhp

Topt∑
k=1

(
Sk

resQk
c

)
(4.7)

fhp = ToptSresQc (4.8)

Note that the hydropower term makes the objective function non-convex. The term for irrigation supply is
defined as

fir(x) := 1

fir

Topt∑
k=1

(
Qk

ir

)
. (4.9)

The maximum irrigation supply is the demand, which is time dependent and therefore indicated with a su-
perscript k. In order to normalize the irrigation term, the factor is defined as the yearly average of the ir-
rigation demand per day times the optimization horizon (equation 4.10). Note that the irrigation term can
exceed one if the optimization horizon is not equal to one year and the period considered has above-average
irrigation demands. The reason why the term is not normalized with the demand itself, which is the exact
maximum for this term, is that in periods of higher demand the irrigation term would be scaled with a larger
factor. This is undesirable because less weight is given to irrigation in periods of high demand. Scaling with
the yearly average demand applies the same factor for each considered period. Multiplication with Topt for
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both scaling factors, fhp and fir, is done so that the objective function does not become significantly smaller
for small optimization horizons than for large optimization horizons. This relates to the issue of scaling of the
objective function, which is discussed in subsection 4.5.2.

fir := Topt

365

365∑
k=1

(
Qir

k
)

(4.10)

The constraints for stage 1 The dynamics of the reservoir, as given by equation 3.5 in chapter 3, are included
in the optimization problem through the linear equality constraint ck

eq1(x defined in equation 4.11. Note that

Qk−1
in,res is the inflow to the reservoir (m3d−1) at time k −1. This is fixed and not an optimization variable. It is

an external disturbance to the control problem as discussed in section 3.7.

ck
eq1(x) :=−Sk

res +Sk−1
res +

(
−Qk−1

c −Qk−1
s

)
∆t +Qk−1

in,res∆t = 0 (4.11)

The flow through the conduit during a single timestep can never be larger than the storage in the reservoir
at the beginning of that timestep, as stated by linear inequality constraint ck

ineq1(x) defined in equation 4.12.
Also, the offtake for irrigation happens downstream from the conduit and can therefore never be larger than
the conduit release, as stated by linear inequality constraint ck

ineq2(x) defined in equation 4.13.

ck
ineq1(x) :=Qk

c −Sk
res ≤ 0 (4.12)

ck
ineq2(x) :=Qk

ir −Qk
c ≤ 0 (4.13)

Note that the constraints are all linear, so that the equality and inequality constraints can be written in the
form

Ae x −be = 0 and Ai x −bi ≥ 0, (4.14)

with constant matrices Ae ∈R(m×n) and Ai ∈R(p×n) and constant vectors be ∈Rm and bi ∈Rp for n the num-
ber of optimization variables, m the number of equality constraints and p the number of inequality con-
straints. For stage 1, n = 4 ·Topt,m = Topt and p = 2 ·Topt.

The first- and second-order derivatives of the objective function and constraints The gradient of the ob-
jective, the Jacobian of the constraints and the Hessian of the Lagrangian, are given in appendix C. These
derivative matrices are fed to the optimization algorithm and will be used in further analysis of the optimiza-
tion problem in section 4.5.

4.4.2. The formulation of the optimization problem for stage 2

In stage 2, the internal model of the complete system is included in the optimization. The method by which
floods are penalized and spillway behaviour is included is discussed. The resulting NLP is discussed in rela-
tion to the variables, variable bounds, the constraint and objective function. The gradient of the objective,
the Jacobian of the constraints and the Hessian of the Lagrangian for stage 2 are given in appendix D.

Penalizing floods in the objective function The aim of stage 2 of the MPC system is to prevent or reduce
floods. However, it is not always possible to prevent floods in river section 7, the section near Taungoo city, by
adjusting the reservoir operation. If the water level is required to stay below flood level in an inequality con-
straint, this could result in an optimization problem without feasible solutions. For this reason, an additional
variable is introduced xk

fl , to define the inequality constraint ck
ineq3(x),
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ck
ineq3(x) :=

(
Sk

riv

)
7
−xk

fl − ArivLflood ≤ 0. (4.15)

where Ariv is the conversion factor [m2] from water level to storage for river section 7 (table G.1 appendix
G). The parameter Lflood is the defined flood level in meters. The variable xk

fl is defined to be positive. It is
the volume with which the storage in section 7 exceeds the maximum storage based on the flood level. The
sum of xk

fl at all timesteps in the optimization horizon is minimized in the objective function by including the
term

ffl(x) := 1

ffl

Topt∑
k=1

xk
fl . (4.16)

This flood term in the objective function is penalizing the exceedence of the flood level instead of limiting the
water level directly. It is not clear how the flood term in the objective function should be normalized, because
no strict maximum can be defined. The flood term was normalized by dividing it by the average exceedence
of a flood level in stage 1 for the year considered in stage 2 times the optimization horizon,

ffl := Topt

365

365∑
k=1

xfl
k , (4.17)

where xfl
k is the total discharge above flood level in stage 1, i.e.

xfl
k :=

((
Sk

riv

)
7
− ArivLflood

)+
. (4.18)

In order to use the same normalization factor when different flood levels are considered, a typical flood level
will be chosen in chapter 5 based on the results of stage 1. It is possible that the sum of flood variables for the
optimization horizon is larger than the normalization factor. However, it scales the flood term in the objective
to a smaller value which simplifies the selection of the right weights for the other objectives.

The inclusion of the spillway dynamics in the optimization problem The non-linear and non-smooth
equation (eq. 3.3, chapter 3) describes the flow through the spillway. This equation states that the spill-
way only releases water if the storage in the reservoir exceeds the storage capacity. The amount spilled is
exactly this exceeding amount. This equation was not required in stage 1, because maximizing hydropower
generation and irrigation supply without any other objectives will never result in a policy were more water
is spilled than absolutely necessary. Flow through the conduit generates hydropower whereas flow through
the spillway does not, so the optimal operation maximizing hydropower generation will always prefer flow
through the conduit over flow through the spillway if it decides to release water from the reservoir. Also, the
higher the water level in the reservoir, the more hydropower is produced. So the optimization will only decide
to release water through the spillway if the storage in the reservoir exceeds its maximum capacity.

In stage 2 however, when flood control is included in the objective, the flow through the spillway needs to
be prescribed to ensure only physically meaningfull spilling occurs. If the flow through the spillway is a free
variable in the optimization, an optimal solution for preventing floods could be to spill water when the reser-
voir is not yet full. In reality, this is not possible. The flow through the spillway could be formulated using a
complementarity constraint,

Qk
s

(
Qk

s ∆t −αk
)
= 0, Qk

s ≥ 0,
(
Qk

s ∆t −αk
)
≥ 0, (4.19)
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with α as defined in equation 3.4 in chapter 3,

α := Sk
res +

(
−Qk

c +Qk
in,res

)
∆k −Sres. (4.20)

The term α can be understood as the volume exceeding the storage capacity at timestep k if the spillway
constraint does not become active. A complementarity constraint ensures that two terms are complemen-
tary to one another, meaning that for two positve terms their inner product should be zero. Note that the
formulation of the complementarity constraint is equivalent to equation 3.3 in chapter 3

Qs =
{

0 α< 0
α
∆k α> 0

. (4.21)

When the exceeding amount αk is negative, i.e. the storage capacity is larger than the current storage, no
spilling should occur. If the term

(
Qk

s ∆t −αk
)

in equation 4.19 is strictly positive, the complementarity con-
straint requires that Qk

s = 0. When αk is positive, the current storage will exceed the storage capacity if the
spillway constraint is not in place. In that case, the spillway should spill exactly the exceeding amount,
as expressed by equation 4.21. In that situation, the term Qk

s is strictly positive, so equation 4.19 requires(
Qk

s ∆t −αk
)= 0.

Complementarity constraints are hard to deal with for solvers of nonlinear programs as they are not smooth
Betts (2010). Including a complementarity constraint as a soft constraint, which allows the solver to solve for
it approximately instead of exactly, is a typical work-around for this problem. The violation of the comple-
mentarity constraint is included in the objective function with the following term

fsp(x) := 1

fsp

Topt∑
k=1

Qk
s

(
Qk

s ∆t −αk
)

. (4.22)

Note Qk
s ≥ 0 is required by the variable’s lower bound and that

(
Qk

s ∆t −αk
)
= Sres −

(
Sk

res +
(
−Qk

sp −Qk
c +Qk

in,res

)
∆k

)
(4.23)

= Sres −Sk+1
res > 0, (4.24)

(4.25)

as required by the upper bound on Sk
res. This means that the term fsp(x) is always positive for a feasible so-

lution. The term is minimized by penalizing it in the objective. In this way, the complementarity constraint
is included as a soft constraint instead of a hard constraint. The stage 2 optimization problem is solved it-
eratively with a spillway penalty increasing from 0 to larger values, using the solution of each iteration as a
starting point for the next iteration Pecci et al. (2017). In subsection 5.2.2 of chapter 5 appropriate choices
for a value of the penalty are discussed. The following paragraphs describe the NLP problem formulation for
stage 2.

The optimization variables and variable bounds for stage 2 Table 4.1 shows the variables and their bounds,
for stage 1 and 2. The variables and variable bounds for the reservoirs in stage 2 are the same as for stage 1.
For stage 2, the three variables per river section are included: the storage in the river section Sriv, the inflow
to the river section Qin,riv and the outflow from the river section Qout,riv. The variables are all limited from
beneath by zero and unlimited from above.

Finally, the flood variable xfl is included in stage 2. This is the amount by which the storage in the river
section near Taungoo exceeds the maximum storage based on the defined flood level. This variable allows



4.4. The formulation of the optimization problem 29

floods to be included in the objective function as discussed earlier. The flood variable is bounded from below
by zero.

The optimization variables x for stage 2 are

x :=
[

x1
res x1

riv x1
fl . . . x

Topt
res x

Topt

riv x
Topt

fl

]T
, (4.26)

with

xk
res := [

Sk
res Qk

s Qk
c Qk

ir

]T
, (4.27)

and

xk
riv :=

[(
Sk

riv

)
1

(
Qk

in,riv

)
1

(
Qk

out,riv

)
1

. . .
(
Sk

riv

)
17

(
Qk

in,riv

)
17

(
Qk

out,riv

)
17

]T
. (4.28)

The notation (.)i is used to indicate the variable for river section i .

The objective function for stage 2 Two terms are added to the objective function, the flood term ffl(x)
for the minimization of floods and the spillway term fsp(x) for the minimization of violation of the spillway
constraint,

f (x) :=β̂(
β1 fhp(x)+β2 fir(x)−ρ1 ffl(x)−ρ2 fsp(x)

)
. (4.29)

The terms ffl(x) and fsp(x) are defined by equation 4.16 and equation 4.22. The parameters ρ1 and ρ2 are
weight factors. Chapter 5 discusses appropriate choices for the weight factors based on the results. Note that
for stage 2, not only the term fhp(x) makes the objective function non-convex, but also the term fsp(x).

The constraints for stage 2 The linear equality constraint for the reservoir dynamics in stage 2 is the same
as ceq1(x) given by equation 4.11. Additional equality constraints are derived from the governing equations
for the river dynamics as presented in chapter 3. Equation 3.9 and equations 3.10-3.13 give the relations
for the variables Sriv and Qout,riv. Equation 3.15 prescribes Qin,riv. These can be rewritten as linear equality
constraints:

(
ck

eq2

)
i

(x) :=
(
Sk

riv

)
i
+ ∆t

2

(
Qk

in,riv

)
i
− ∆t

2

(
Qk

out,riv

)
i
−

(
Sk+1

riv

)
i
+ ∆t

2

(
Qk+1

in,riv

)
i
− ∆t

2

(
Qk+1

out,riv

)
i
= 0, for i = 1, . . . ,17,

(4.30)

and

(
ck

eq3

)
i

(x) := c2

(
Qk

in,riv

)
i
+ c3

(
Qk

out,riv

)
i
+ c1

(
Qk+1

in,riv

)
i
−

(
Qk+1

out,riv

)
i
= 0, for i = 1, . . . ,17, (4.31)

with c1, c2 and c3 defined as in equation 3.11 - 3.13 in chapter ??. The constraint becomes

(
ck

eq4

)
i

(x) :=
(
Qk

out,riv

)
i−1

−
(
Qk

in,riv

)
i
+ ∑

j∈{
Si∩ ĵ

}
(
Qk

out,res

)
j
+

(
Qk

out,catchm

)
i
+ ∑

j∈{
Si \ ĵ

}
(
Qk

out,res

)
j
= 0, for i = 1, . . . ,17,

(4.32)
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with Si as defined in equation 3.14 in chapter 3 and ĵ the reservoir for which the operation is adjusted in the
optimization.

The linear inequality constraints ck
ineq1(x) and ck

ineq2(x) given by equations 4.12 and 4.13 for stage 1 are also

included in stage 2. The inequality constraint ck
ineq3(x) presented in equation 4.15 is the final inequality con-

straint for stage 2.

Just as in stage 1, all linear, so that the equality and inequality constraints can be written in the form

Ae x −be = 0 and Ai x −bi ≥ 0, (4.33)

with constant matrices Ae ∈R(m×n) and Ai ∈R(p×n) and constant vectors be ∈Rm and bi ∈Rp for n the num-
ber of optimization variables, m the number of equality constraints and p the number of inequality con-
straints. The vectors and matrices re given in D. For stage 1, n = 56 ·Topt,m = 52 ·Topt and p = 3 ·Topt.

The first- and second-order derivatives of the objective function and constraints The gradient of the ob-
jective, Jacobian of the constraints and Hessian of the Lagrangian are given in appendix D. These matrices
are provided to the optimization algorithm and will be used in further analysis of the optimization problem
in section 4.5.

4.5. A primal-dual interior-point method with filter line search
.

Interior-point methods, also called barrier methods, were already considered in the 1950s, but it was much
later that they received attention from researchers in the field of mathematical programming and optimiza-
tion (Potra and Wright, 2000). Initially, interior-point methods were applied to linear programming problems.
The introduction of the primal-dual approach by Kojima et al. (1993) allowed for extension of the algorithm
to other convex programming problems such as semi-definite or quadratic programming problems.

The mathematical programming problem for this research is a non-convex optimization problem with lin-
ear equality and inequality constraints. Various methods have been developed to apply interior-point to
non-convex nonlinear programs by Byrd et al. (1999) and Conn et al. (1999). Examples of these methods are
primal-dual steps, barrier and merit functions and scaled trust regions (Potra and Wright, 2000). The non-
linear program in this research is solved with a primal-dual interior point method with filter line search as
implemented in the Matlab IPOPT implementation (Wächter and Biegler, 2005b). This method can be ap-
plied to problems with general inequality constraints, but the algorithm will be explained for a problem with
linear inequality constraints written in general form:

minimize
x

f (x)

subject to Ae x −be = 0

Ai x −bi ≥ 0,

(4.34)

where f is a function f : Rn → R defined by x 7→ f (x). Ae and Ai are an m × n matrix and p × n matrix
respectively. The vectors be and bi are vectors in Rm and Rp respectively. Note that variable bounds can be
represented by Ai x −bi = x − lb for lower bounds and Ai x −bi = ub−x for upper bounds.

4.5.1. The barrier problem

The concept of interior point methods, or barrier methods, is that the optimization problem can be solved
by solving a sequence of barrier problems subject to equality constraints for which the inequality constraints
are included in the objective problem as follows:
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minimize
x

φµi (x) := f (x)−µ
p∑

j=1
ln

(
(Ai x −bi )( j )

)
subject to Ae x = be ,

(4.35)

where (Ai x −bi )( j ) is the j -th element of the vector Ai x − bi , or in other words, it is the value of the j -th
inequality constraint. The barrier parameterµi is decreasing to zero in the sequence of barrier problems. The
solution of the barrier problem for a fixed µi is called the inner loop. The sequence of barrier problems with
decreasing µi is referred to as the outer loop (Wächter and Biegler, 2005b). Appendix B describes the steps for
solving the barrier problem in detail. For readers unfamiliar with the method of Lagrangian Multipliers and
the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions, Appendix A provides background information.

4.5.2. The scaling of the objective function

Wächter and Biegler (2005b) state that scaling the problem statement can improve the performance of the
algorithm. Hogg and Scott (2013) found that matrix scaling can reduce the computational time and increase
the accuracy of solutions by Ipopt. Both authors mention that no standard method is available for nonlin-
ear problems. The default scaling procedure for IPOPT is conservative, only performing automatic scaling
if the maximum gradient is larger than a specified number (100, by default). Hogg and Scott (2013) recom-
mend applying additional problem specific scaling to increase the performance of the algorithm. The authors
recommend scaling elements such that function gradients are all in the same order of magnitude. For the un-
scaled version of our problem statement, where β1,β2,ρ1 and ρ2 are between 0 and 1, the gradients of the
constraints and the objective function differ by several orders of magnitude.

Appendix C gives the gradient of the objective and the Jacobian of the constraints for stage 1. Note that the
non-zero terms in AT

i and AT
e are either 1 or -1. The non-zero terms in the gradient vector of the objective

function are
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1
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. (4.36)

The first two terms range from 0 to β̂β1(ToptSres)−1 and from 0 to β̂β1(ToptQc)−1, respectively. Table F.1 in

Appendix F contains the values of Sres and Qc for all reservoirs. The last term of 4.36 is constant. The yearly
average irrigation demand is also in table F.1. It is clear that the terms in the gradient of the objective differs
many orders of magnitude from the terms in the gradient of the constraints. Scaling the objective function
with a constant improves algorithm performance as will be shown in subsection 5.1.1.

In stage 2, the spillway term and the flood term are included in the objective function and therefore appear
in the gradients (see Appendix D). For these two terms no clear upper bound can be defined. The flood term
is normalized by an approximate upper bound, as discussed in subsection 4.4.2. This causes the gradient
of this term to have a value in the order of 10−5 (see subsection 5.2.1). This is the same order of magnitude
as the gradient of the term for hydropower. The spillway term was not ’normalized’. The aim is to let this
term approach zero by introducing an iteratively increasing penalty ρ2. The choice of a penalty value for the
spillway constraint is discussed in section 5.2.2.

It is expected that scaling the objective function has a positive effect on the performance of the algorithm. In
subsection 5.1.1 the effect of the scaling parameters on the results is analyzed.

4.5.3. The termination criteria for IPOPT

Termination criteria for IPOPT can be defined by the user. In this section the various termination criteria and
the values used in the implementation in this research are be discussed. Appendix B shows that each barrier
problem is solved by solving equations 4.37 to 4.39.
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∇x f (x)+ AT
e y − AT

i z = 0 (4.37)

Ae x −be = 0 (4.38)

diag(Ai x −bi ) z −µe = 0 (4.39)

The termination criteria determine the thresholds for each of these terms at which the algorithm is ter-
minated. The choice for this threshold depends on the required significance level of the final solution in
the application. If all termination criteria are met, ipopt terminates with the message ’optimal solution
found’.

The absolute tolerance on the constraint violation If the current solution is primal feasible, it means it
does not violate the constraint. Equation 4.38 states that the primal infeasibility or the constraint violation
should be zero. The desired absolute tolerance level for the constraint violation is set by constr_viol_tol for
IPOPT. Besides the desired tolerance level, an acceptable level is defined by acceptable_constr_viol_tol. If
after a predefined number of iterations the desired level is not achieved, the algorithm terminates if the ac-
ceptable level is reached with the message ’problem solved to an acceptable level’.

For stage 1 the primal infeasibility is the maximum violation of the constraint given by equation 4.11. The
order of magnitude for the terms in this constraint are different per reservoir but vary from 4 (the conduit
capacity of reservoir 20) to 9 (the storage capacity of reservoir) 18 (table F.1 appendix F). A desired abso-
lute tolerance of 100 is therefore sufficient for this error term. The acceptable absolute tolerance was set to
1000.

For stage 2, the three equality constraints given by equation 4.30, equation 4.31 and equation 4.32 are in-
cluded as well. Note that the inflows to the river sections are of the same order of magnitude as of the outflows
of the subcatchments and the reservoirs. As are the storages and the outflows of the river sections. These vari-
ables are multiplied by ∆t

2 = 1
2 or c1, c2, c3 which are all values between -1 and 1 (table G.1 appendix G). This

means that a desired absolute tolerance of 100 and an acceptable absolute tolerance of 1000 the constraint
violation suffice for stage 2 as well.

The absolute tolerance on the dual infeasibility Equation 4.37 expresses the dual infeasibility of the prob-
lem. If the current solution is primal feasible but not dual feasible, it is not yet the optimal solution to the
problem. The desired and acceptable tolerance levels are set by dual_inf_tol and acceptable_dual_inf_tol.
Appropriate choices for the termination criteria depend on the objective function, constraints, gradient of
the objective function and Jacobian of the constraints given in appendix C and appendix D. The choice of
tolerance level for the dual infeasibility is less intuitive than for the constraint violation due to the presence
of the Lagrange and KKT multipliers y and z in its definition. The desirable and acceptable tolerance levels
were set to 100 and 1000.

The absolute tolerance on the complementarity Finally, the desired and acceptable absolute tolerance for
the complementarity as given by equation 4.39 are set by compl_inf_tol and acceptable_compl_inf_tol. The
complementarity is partially defined by the inequality constraints. For both stages the various terms of the
inequality constraints are of the same order of magnitude as the terms of the equality constraints. Just like
the tolerance for the dual infeasibility it is less intuitive, because of the KKT multipliers. The desirable and
acceptable tolerance levels were set to 100 and 1000.

The tolerance level for the overal NLP error Wächter and Biegler (2005b) define the optimality error of the
barrier problem. Rewritten for linear constraints it is defined as

Eµ(x, y, z) = max
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e y − AT

i z
∥∥
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)
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The parameters sc and sc are scaling parameters defined by
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(4.41)

and

sc = 1
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}
. (4.42)

The scaling means that for the optimality error the dual infeasibility is considered relative to the average size
of the Lagrangian Multipliers y and the KKT multipliers z over smax unless this becomes smaller than 1, in
which case the scaling parameter is set to 1. The term for the complementarity is considered relative to the
average size of the KKT multipliers z over smax, unless this becomes smaller than 1. The default value for smax

is 100.

The overal NLP error is the optimality error for the original problem where the barrier parameter µ= 0. The
tolerance level εtol for the overal NLP error is defined as

E0(x∗, y∗, z∗) ≤ εtol. (4.43)

The sensitivity of the final solution and the effect of the choice of tolerance levels for the overal NLP error was
investigated. The results are presented in subsection 5.1.2 of chapter 4.





5
The results for the two-stage model

predictive control system

The performance of the two-stage MPC method is discussed and the capacity of the reservoir system with
respect to the different objectives is analyzed. Section 5.1 contains a description of the results for MPC stage 1:
the optimization for hydropower and irrigation for each reservoir separately. Section 5.2 presents the results
of stage 2, in which the complete system is considered in the optimization to reduce flooding.

5.1. The results for the MPC stage 1

In stage 1 the reservoir operation was optimized separately for irrigation water supply and hydropower gen-
eration for each reservoir. First, an analysis of appropriate choices for the objective function scaling factor,
the tolerance level for the overall NLP error and the optimization horizon are presented in subsection 5.1.1,
subsection 5.1.2 and subsection 5.1.3, respectively. For stage 1, the optimal values (maximizing hydropower
generation and meeting irrigation demand) for these parameters were found to be: 365 · 105 for the objec-
tive function scaling factor objective function, 1 for the tolerance level of the overall NLP error, and 365 days
for the optimization horizon. Unless explicitly stated otherwise, these are the settings used for the results
shown in this section. Increasing the scaling factor of the objective function or the optimization horizon or
decreasing the tolerance for the overall NLP error did not improve final results, but did increase the number
of iterations and total CPU time to find the optimal solution. In section 5.1.4, the optimal operation as deter-
mined by MPC stage 1 is compared to the actual operation during that period for the Paunglaung reservoir.
Section 5.1.5 contains a discussion on the trade-off between hydropower and irrigation.

5.1.1. The scaling the objective function

In section 4.5.2 it was discussed that the unscaled gradient of the objective function is many orders of magni-
tude smaller than the gradients of the constraints. Therefore, it was investigated whether scaling the objective
function improved the performance of the optimization algorithm in terms of final solution and computation
time. Seven different values for the objective function scaling factor, between 3.65 ·104 and 3.65 ·1014, were
tested for the 21 reservoirs in stage 1. The results showed that the total hydropower produced increases when
the objective function scaling factor increases, indicating that no global optimum was reached for objective
function scaling factors below 3.65 ·107. For each of the reservoirs there is an objective function scaling factor
that results in the best performance of the algorithm in terms of final solution and computation time. This
value is not necessarily the same for each reservoir. Increasing the objective function scaling factor beyond
this value does not further increase the produced hydropower, but does increase the number of iterations and
the computation time. Figure 5.1 shows the total hydropower produced in each of the reservoirs, divided by
the total hydropower generation in that reservoir when scaling factor 3.65 ·109 is applied. The scaling factors
3.65 ·1011 and 3.65 ·1014 did not result in further improvement of the solution and are therefore disregarded.
The bars represent different reservoirs and are ordered by increasing storage capacity from left to right. The
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reservoir number is indicated above the bars. The maximum hydropower production for reservoirs 20, 17, 10
and 16 was found with a scaling factor of 3.65 ·104. The reservoirs 8, 15, 13, 12, 11, 6, 9 reached maximum
hydropower production with a scaling factor of 3.65 · 105. Reservoirs 14, 7, 19, 3, 5, 2, 21, 4 and 1 reached
maximum hydropower production with a scaling factor of 3.65 ·106. Finally, the hydropower production in
reservoir 18 reaches its maximum with a scaling factor of 3.65 ·107.

Figure 5.1: Hydropower generation per reservoir for several values for the objective function scaling factor, varying from 3.65 · 104 to
3.65 · 109. The hydropower generation for each reservoir is divided by the generated hydropower with a scaling factor 3.65 · 109. The
reservoirs are ordered by increasing reservoir capacity and the number of the reservoir is indicated above the bar.

Table 5.1 shows total hydropower production in (GWH), irrigation deficit as a percentage of the total demand
and total CPU time 1 in minutes for the different objective function scaling factors. Note that the total hdy-
ropower production in the basin increases until a scaling factor 3.65 · 107 is applied. The solution for most
reservoirs reached the maximal total hydropower for lower scaling factors, but because reservoir 18 is a large
reservoir, its contribution to the total generated hydropower is significant. Increasing the objective function
scaling factor from 3.65 · 107 to 3.65 · 109 does not further increase power production or decrease irrigation
deficit, but does increase the total CPU time. For this reason, a scaling factor of 3.65 ·107 is preferred for stage
1.

Table 5.1: Total hydropower production in (GWH) for the basin, irrigation deficit as a percentage of the total demand in the basin and
total CPU time in minutes for scaling factors 3.65 ·104, 3.65 ·105,3.65 ·106,3.65 ·107 and 3.65 ·109 for the objective function.

Objective function scaling factors
3.65 ·104 3.65 ·105 3.65 ·106 3.65 ·107 3.65 ·109

Hydropower (GWH) 34 400 693 721 721
Irrigation Deficit (%) 5 2 1 1 1

CPU (min) 16 22 29 54 116

Figures 5.2a to 5.2d show the operation of reservoir 18 for various scaling factors. From top to bottom each fig-
ure shows the storage in the reservoir (blue area) and the storage capacity (dashed line), the outflow through
the conduit (red area) and the conduit capacity (dashed line), the offtake for irrigation (green area) and the
demand (dashed line), the outflow through the spillway (yellow area) and finally, at the very bottom, the
number of iterations used to solve the optimization problem at that timestep (blue line). The red vertical

1PC: intel i7 with 6 cores 12 threads on 4.3GHz, with 16GB ram
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lines show the timestep for which the performance of the algorithm will be discussed in more detail later in
this section.

Note that the y-axis for the plot with the number of iterations is presented on a logarithmic scale, because
the number of iterations for the first few timesteps is 1 to 2 order of magnitudes larger than the number
of iterations for the following timesteps. This is due to the warm-starting of the algorithm as discussed in
chapter 4. These figures show that warm-starting reduces the number of iterations significantly.

Remember that hydropower generation is larger for larger storage in the reservoir and larger flows through
the conduit. Clearly, the operation for scaling factor 3.65 ·107 is best in terms of irrigation supply as well as
hydropower generation. Note that for this solution, the flow through the spillway is zero. This is expected,
because flows through the spillway do not produce power. When optimizing for hydropower and irrigation
without other objectives, spilling only occurs in the optimal solution when it is otherwise unavoidable, as
discussed in chapter 4.

(a) Scaling of the objective function by a factor 3.65 ·104. (b) Scaling of the objective function by a factor 3.65 ·105.

(c) Scaling of the objective function by a factor 3.65 ·106. (d) Scaling of the objective function by a factor 3.65 ·107.

Figure 5.2: Operation for reservoir 18. The figures show the storage, flows through the conduit and spillways, irrigation offtakes and
the number of iterations at each timestep. The results were obtained for stage 1, with equal weights on hydropower and irrigation. The
scaling factor is different for each figure and indicated under the figure.

Figures 5.3a to 5.3c show the performance of the algorithm for the various scaling factors. Each set of three
graphs shows the development of the unscaled objective function value, the unscaled primal infeasibility (eq.
4.38) and the scaled dual infeasibility (eq. 4.37) over the iterations for timestep 900. Note that in the last two
figures (e and f), the number of iterations is much larger, so the x-axes are scaled differently. The y-axes for
the primal and dual infeasibility are on a logarithmic scale.

The graphs show that scaling the objective function changes the balance between improving the objective
function and decreasing constraint violation (primal infeasibility) in the algorithm, as was explained in sub-
section 4.5.2. The objective function value increases and stabilizes after a certain number of iterations for
all of the scaling factors. The maximum value of the objective function is larger with scaling factors between
3.65 ·107 and 3.65 ·1014 as compared to the lower scaling factors. The primal infeasibility is initially small for
the scaling factors 3.65 ·104 and 3.65 ·105. In other words, the max-norm of the constraint violation is already
small for the initial solution at this timestep. The primal infeasibility is initially larger, but decreases with the
number iterations for the four larger scaling factors. The final value of the primal infeasibility is larger for
the scaling factors 3.65 ·1011 and 3.65 ·1014 than for the scaling factors 3.65 ·107 and 3.65 ·109. This supports
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the analysis in subsection 4.5.2, stating that the objective function needs to be scaled so that the gradients
are of the same order of magnitude as the derivatives of the constraints. If the scaling factor applied to the
objective function is too small, the constraint violation is reduced but the objective function does not reach
the optimal value. If the scaling factor is too large, the objective function value improves but the constraint
violation remains large. The scaling factor 3.65 ·107 improves both the objective function value as well as the
constraint violation.

(a) Scaling of the objective function by a factor 3.65 ·104. (b) Scaling of the objective function by a factor 3.65 ·106.

(c) Scaling of the objective function by a factor 3.65 ·107. (d) Scaling of the objective function by a factor 3.65 ·109.

(e) Scaling of the objective function by a factor 3.65 ·1011. (f) Scaling of the objective function by a factor 3.65 ·1014.

Figure 5.3: Performance of the algorithm for scaling factors 3.65 ·104, 3.65 ·106, 3.65 ·107, 3.65 ·109, 3.65 ·1011 and 3.65 ·1014 for reservoir
18 at timestep 900. The unscaled value of the objective function, the unscaled primal infeasibility and the scaled dual infeasibility at
each iteration are presented.

5.1.2. The tolerance level for the overall NLP error

In subsection 4.5.3 the termination criteria are discussed. It was discussed that the choice for the tolerance
level for the overal NLP error is less intuitive than the choice for the tolerance levels for absolute primal, dual
and complementarity infeasibility. A comparison was made between the performance of the algorithm for
different tolerance levels. The selected tolerance levels were 100, 1, 10−2, 10−4 and 10−6. Table 5.2 shows that
total hydropower generation (GWh) and irrigation deficit (%) do not change for different tolerance levels.
Howeverm, the CPU time increases from 28 minutes to 245 minutes when the tolerance level is decreased
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from 100 to 10−6. Therefore, a tolerance level of 100 is preferred for stage 1.

Table 5.2: Total hydropower production in (GWH) for the basin, irrigation deficit as a percentage of the total demand in the basin and
total CPU time in minutes for tolerance levels 1, 10−2, 10−4, 10−6 for the overal NLP error for a scaling factor of the objective of 3.65 ·107,
.

100 1 10−2 10−4 10−6

Hydropower (GWH) 721 721 721 721 720
Irrigation Deficit (%) 1 1 1 1 1

CPU (min) 28 54 93 177 245

5.1.3. The choice of an optimization horizon

The results shown in the subsections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 were solutions for the optimization problem with an op-
timization horizon set to 365 days. This means that the algorithm searched for the optimal solution while
looking 365 days into the future. Recall that the prediction horizon was set to 3 days and that for the remain-
ing period of the optimization horizon, information on seasonality was provided to the MPC system. The
optimization horizon determines the size of the optimization problem because each variable is included in
every timestep of the optimization horizon in the optimization problem which means that increasing the op-
timization horizon increases CPU time. The influence of the optimization horizon is presented in table 5.3.
The total hydropower generation, irrigation deficit and CPU time are given for several different optimization
horizons between 60 and 365 days. Several objective function scaling factors were applied in the analysis
because the optimal scaling factor is affected by the optimization horizon.

The total hydropower generation increases with an increasing optimization horizon and the best optimiza-
tion horizon is different per reservoir. Figure 5.4 shows the generated hydropower for each of the reservoirs
divided by the hydropower generated for an optimization horizon of 365 days. The irrigation deficit always
remains below 1% of the total demand in the basin. Most reservoirs produce the same amount of energy with
an optimization horizon of 120 or 365 days. For reservoir 7, 1 and 18 the generated hydropower increases un-
til an optimization horizon of 250 days is implemented. Finally, reservoir 14 produces the most hydropower
with an optimization horizon of 365 days. Therefore, an optimization horizon of 365 days is used for stage 1.
Note the CPU time increases nonlinearly with the size of the optimization problem.

Table 5.3: Summary of the results for the optimization horizons of 60, 120, 180, 250 and 365 days for MPC stage 1. Total hydropower for
the basin in (GWh), irrigation deficit as percentage of the total demand and the CPU time in minutes is given for each of the optimization
horizons with the objective function scaled by a factor 3.65 ·107, 3.65 ·1012 and 3.65 ·1014.

Scaling objective 60 120 180 250 365

β= 3.65 ·107
Hydropower (GWH) 598 688 715 721 721
Irrigation Deficit (%) 1 1 1 1 1

CPU time (min) 8 9 11 14 54

β= 3.65 ·1012
Hydropower (GWH) 623 697 718 722 -
Irrigation Deficit (%) 1 1 1 1 1

CPU time (min) 25 44 72 117 -

β= 3.65 ·1014
Hydropower (GWH) 621 697 718 722 721
Irrigation Deficit (%) 1 1 1 1 1

CPU time (min) 38 75 118 176 410

5.1.4. Comparing the actual and the MPC operation for the Paunglaung reservoir

Figure 5.5 shows the MPC operation and the actual operation for the Paunglaung reservoir. A comparison
is made between the optimized and the actual operation for this specific reservoir because the inflow time-
series used in the model was derived from measurements in this reservoir. The storage of the reservoir at the
start of the optimization is set to the storage provided in the data on that date to make a fair comparison. No
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Figure 5.4: Hydropower generation per reservoir for optimization horizons 60, 120, 180, 250 and 365 days. The hydropower generation
for each reservoir is divided by the generated hydropower for the run with optimization horizon of 365 days. The reservoirs are ordered
by increasing reservoir capacity and the reservoir number is indicated above the bar.

information is available regarding irrigation off-takes, so the irrigation off-takes in the optimization cannot
be compared to actual operation. In the optimization precipitation on the reservoir is neglected, which is
reasonable as its volume is only 0.4 % of the total inflow to the reservoir; the waterspread area of the reser-
voirs is much smaller than the area of the reservoir catchment. Evaporation and outflows other than those
through the spillway and conduit are neglected as well, as these volumes are less than a permille of the total
outflow.

From top to bottom, the plots in figure 5.5 show the storage in the reservoir, the outflow through the con-
duit, the outflow through the spillway, the sum of the outflow through the conduit and the spillway and the
reservoir inflow over time. The black lines show the actual operation of the reservoir and the coloured areas
represent the operation recommended by MPC stage 1.

An important difference between the optimization and the actual operation is that in the optimization, the
reservoir is filled up to maximum capacity and remains close to maximum capacity over the entire period
(blue area, first plot in figure 5.5). In the actual operation, the reservoir storage reaches maximum capacity in
the wet season but drops to dead storage capacity in the dry season. Keeping the storage in the reservoir high
is clearly beneficial in terms of hydropower generation, but is risky in case floods are considered and if there is
a large uncertainty in predicted reservoir inflows. In this stage of the optimization floods were not taken into
account, which may explain the difference between optimized operation and the actual operation.

The conduit releases (red area, second plot in figure 5.5) of the MPC operation follow the pattern of the actual
operation. In the wet season, during the actual operation, the conduits did not release water at full capacity
even though spilling did occur in these periods (third plot). The MPC operation does release at full capacity
at those moments, which is clearly beneficial in terms of hydropower generation. It is not known why the
operator decided to keep the conduit partially closed. A potential reason could be the limited capacity of the
electricity network, which was not considered in this study. The volume spilled (yellow area, third plot) is
much lower in the MPC operation than in the actual operation. The sum of the outflows from the reservoirs
(fourth plot) is comparable in the actual and the MPC operation, though the MPC operation has fewer peaks
in the wet season.

Figure 5.6 shows the water level in the reservoir, the outflow through the conduit and the generated hy-
dropower for both the actual operation and the MPC operation. In order to calculate the amount of produced
hydropower, the storage in the reservoir was converted to a water level assuming a linear reservoir instead of
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Figure 5.5: MPC stage 1 operation and actual operation of the Paunglaung reservoir between January 1, 2010 and February 8, 2014. Plots
from top to bottom: the storage in the reservoir, the flow through the conduit, the flow through the spillway, the total outflow from the
reservoir, the inflow to the reservoir.

using the reservoir curve which introduces an error, as discussed in section 3.5. The first plot shows the wa-
ter level derived from the storage in the MPC operation (blue area), the water level derived from the storage
given in the data using the linear reservoir assumption (black line), and the water level given in the data (black
dashed line). The maximum absolute difference between the linearized water level of the actual operation
and the measured water level of the actual operation is 5.5m, which is a relative difference of 21%. The second
plot in the figure shows the release through the conduit for the MPC operation (red area) and the actual op-
eration (black line). The bottom plot shows the generated hydropower calculated for the MPC (yellow area)
and actual operation (black line). The generated hydropower for the actual operation is calculated based on
the linearized water level to make a fair comparison of the produced hydropower.

The total amount of hydropower produced in the MPC operation, 349 GWH, is 67% larger than in the actual
operation, 209 GWH, for the period between January 1, 2010 and February 8, 2014. Note that the fluctuation
in production is much larger for the MPC operation and that the production in the dry season is lower than
for the actual operation. This is a consequence of the formulation of the optimization problem in which no
penalty on fluctuations was included whereas the operator is likely to aim for a relatively constant generation
of hydropower.

5.1.5. The trade-off between hydropower and irrigation supply

Table 5.4 shows the total amount of hydropower produced, the total deficit of irrigation water, the number of
days there was an irrigation deficit, the total volume spilled and the number of days for which spilling occured
for the whole system. The selected weights when optimizing only for hydropower were [β1β2] = [1 0], when
optimizing only for irrigation they were [β1β2] = [1 0] and when optimizing for both they were [β1β2] =
[1 1].

Note that the total generated hydropower production does not decrease significantly when including irriga-
tion demands in the objective function. The total amount produced by all reservoirs together is 739 GWH
when optimizating only for hydropower generation and drops to 721 MWH for the multi-objective case, a
decrease of 2.4%.

It is interesting that the irrigation deficit for the sinlge-objective optimization for irrigation is larger than the
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Figure 5.6: Comparison of the hydropower generation for the MPC stage 1 and actual operation of the Paunglaung reservoir between
January 1, 2010 and February 8, 2014. Plots from top to bottom: the water level in the reservoir, the flow through the conduit of the
reservoir, the generated hydropower.

irrigation deficit of the multi-objective optimization, 284 million m3 and 115 million m3 respectively, which is
1% and 3% of the total demand in the basin. This can be explained by the fact that no uncertainty in reservoir
inflows was assumed. The MPC operation releases through the conduit such that sufficient water remains
in the reservoir to meet the irrigation demands for the entire optimization horizon. There is no incentive to
store more water in the reservoir. However, the prediction horizon of 3 days means that only inflows for the
next three days are known. The inflows on the remaining 362 days of the year are seasonality predictions.
When the actual inflow to the reservoir is lower than the seasonality, the MPC operator only knows this 3 days
in advance and has no time to save extra water to meet the irrigation demand. In the multi-objective case,
the MPC controller has an incentive to keep the storage in the reservoir larger than the demand for irrigation,
as a higher water level results in more energy production. A positive side effect is that the MPC operator can
easily adjust to unexpected lower inflows to the reservoir and always meet the demand for irrigation. A way
to deal with this is to incorporate uncertainty of the predicted inflows in the MPC method, which is discussed
in chapter 6.

The total spilled volume for the multi-objective optimization is similar to the single-objective hydropower op-
timizition, 2850 million and 3000 million m3 respectively. This amount is much larger in the single-objective
irrigation optimization . Part of the spilling occurs at moments when the storage in the reservoir does not ex-
ceed maximum capacity, which would never happen in reality. This behaviour can be prevented by including
a spillway constraint as discussed in chapter 3. The spillway constraint does not need to be included for opti-
mizations including hydropower generation, since the optimal operation will never unnecessarily spill water.
The irrigation demands are so low that there is no incentive in the problem statement to prevent unnecessary
spilling.

The irrigation supply and hydropower generation are not competing objectives in this case because the irri-
gation demands are much smaller than the reservoir and conduit capacities for most of the reservoirs. If the
demands for irrigation supply would be larger, results could show a different outcome.

Finally, 5.5 shows for each reservoir the absolute produced hydropower (GWh) and the production as a per-
centage of the total system for the multi-objective optimization with equal weights. The hydropower in the
catchment is mainly produced by reservoir 3, 19, 1, 2, 4, 5, 18 and 21. The table also shows the irrigation
deficit for each reservoir as a percentage of the demand per reservoir and the total irrigation deficit relative
to the total demand. Note that only reservoir 14 and 20 suffer an irrigation deficit. The estimated demands
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Figure 5.7: Pareto plot for the trade off between hydropower and irrigation in MPC stage 1. The numbers 1-9 represent runs with different
weight factors for hydropower (β1) and irrigation (β2). Run 1: [1 1], run 2: [0.75 1], run 3: [0.5 1], run 4: [0.25 1], run 5: [0 1], run 6: [1
0.75], run 7: [1 0.5], run 8: [1 0.25], run 9: [1 0]. For all runs the objective function was scaled with factor 107.

Table 5.4: Summary of the results for the multi-objective (equal weights) and single-objective hydropower and irrigation optimization
for MPC stage 1 The total hydropower (GWh) for the basin, the irrigation deficit as a percentage of the total demand, the volune spilled
in m3 and the number of days on which spilling occurs are given for each of the three scenarios.

Both Hydr. Irr.

Hydropower (GWH) 721 739 187
Irrigation deficit (%) 1 64 3
Spilled volume (m3) 2850 3000 20400

Number of spilling days 3519 3697 26757

for these reservoirs are 2% and 0.1% of the total estimated demand for the basin and the reservoir catchment
areas are less than 1% of the basin area for both reservoirs. The irrigation deficit for the total basin is 1%,
indicating that these reservoirs do not play an important role in the basins irrigation supply. The irrigation
deficit for reservoir 20 is caused by the fact that for some periods the irrigation demand is larger than the con-
duit capacity. This is due to an error in the estimation of the irrigation demand or the assumed value for the
conduit capacity of this reservoir. In Appendix H the estimations for the irrigation demands are compared to
actual average daily irrigation offtakes at reservoir 14, 6 and 12. This shows that the estimated irrigation de-
mands were much larger than the average offtakes for these reservoirs. The actual daily offtake for reservoir
14 is 99 ·103 m3d−1 while the average estimated daily demand is 150 ·103 m3d−1. Chapter 6 will discuss the
uncertainty in estimations of irrigation demands, dimensions of the reservoirs and inflows to the reservoirs
on the results.

5.2. The results for the MPC stage 2

In stage 2 of the optimization, the aim was to prevent or reduce floods. Based on the results obtained in stage
1, it was concluded that when irrigation demands are met, hydropower generation only decreases by 2.4%.
Therefore, the weight of the irrigation term was set to zero in the objective function in stage 2 and irrigation
offtakes were set to the irrigation demand or conduit capacity, when the irrigation demand exceeded conduit
capacity. The river dynamics were also included in the optimization in stage 2, which led to an increase in
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Table 5.5: Total hydropower generation per reservoir (GWh) and as a percentage of the total production, irrigation deficit for each reser-
voir as a percentage of the demand per reservoir and the total irrigation deficit relative to the total demand in the basin for optimal stage
1 operation.

Reservoir
Hydropower
generation

(GWh)

Percentage
of total

hydropower
generation

(%)

Irrigation
deficit

relative to
demand

(%)

1 29.80 4.13 0
2 36.41 5.05 0
3 349.48 48.44 0
4 45.20 6.26 0
5 40.76 5.65 0
6 10.92 1.51 0
7 3.59 0.50 0
8 0.68 0.09 0
9 20.89 2.90 0

10 0.24 0.03 0
11 5.78 0.80 0
12 4.60 0.64 0
13 3.17 0.44 0
14 0.40 0.06 48.42
15 1.96 0.27 0
16 0.35 0.05 0
17 0.10 0.01 0
18 37.63 5.22 0
19 90.74 12.58 0
20 0.06 0.01 2.74
21 38.68 5.36 0

Total 721.46 100 1.00
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computation time. Therefore, results were considered for one year only, from April 1st, 2010 until March 31st
2011.

In the following subsections, the flood mitigating capacity of the reservoir system is analysed. Also, the trade
off between hydropower and flood mitigation is studied. Subsection 5.2.1 presents an analysis of the systems
flood mitigating capacity with respect to the river inflows and the reservoirs’ storage capacities. In subsection
5.2.2 the behaviour of the spillway is investigated. The results for various flood levels are discussed in sub-
section 5.2.3. Finally, subsection 5.2.4 discusses the trade off between hydropower and flood mitigation. All
results in this section are generated with a scaling factor for the objective function of 1012, a tolerance level
for the overall NLP error of 1, and an optimization horizon of 30 days.

The water levels near Taungoo for stage 1 operation Figure 5.8 shows the water level in the river section
near Taungoo city if the system was operated according to the stage 1 multi-objective optimal operation. The
period considered for stage 2 is the area between the red vertical lines. The blue area is the modelled water
level, the black line is the measured water level near Taungoo by Rest (2015). Water level measurements near
Taungoo are only available from January 1st, 2013 till December 31st 2015. This means that there is one year
overlap between the modelled and the measured water levels. The figure shows that the water levels are
underestimated, which is most likely due to an underestimation of the river inflows as will be discussed in
chapter 6. The timing of the peak water levels is similar for the modelled and measured water levels, which is
expected because the semi-synthetical inflow series is based on actual inflows to the Paunglaung reservoir as
discussed in chapter 3. These simplications of the river morphology do not influence the routing in the river,
as the Muskingum routing method is based on storage, inflows and outflows. The choice of cross-section
shape and width only influences the conversion from storage to water level. For this reason, a flood level is
determined based on the water level in figure 5.8. Water levels above this flood level are considered to cause
flooding, which ideally should be prevented or reduced through operational choices. In section 5.2, flood
mitigation is analysed for selected flood levels of 40.6m, 40.9m and 41.2m. The flood level determined by Rest
(2015) for this location is 43m. The underestimation of the water levels in 2014 is approximately 1.5 meters,
so the flood levels of 40.6-41.2 m are considered to be conservative with respect to the real system.

Figure 5.8: Water level near Taungoo city for MPC operation resulting from stage 1 (blue area) and the measured water levels at the
nearby measure station Ohn pin (black line). The red vertical lines indicate the period considered for the section about results for MPC
stage 2. The dashed horizontal lines indicate flood levels discussed in the section about results for MPC stage 2.



46 5. The results for the two-stage model predictive control system

5.2.1. The flood mitigating potential with respect to the reservoir storage capacities

This section contains an initial analysis of the storage capacity of the reservoirs to determine to what extent
floods can potentially be mitigated. Another relevant factor that is considered is the ratio between controlled
and uncontrolled flow to the river, i.e. what percentage of flow passes through the reservoir.

The total storage capacity of the reservoirs upstream of the flood location is 1500 106 m3. If all reservoirs
would be empty on the first day of floods, this is the amount of water the reservoirs would be able to store. If
the flood period is uninterrupted, the reservoirs have no time to release water between flood events. Figure
5.8 shows that this is approximately the case for most flood levels. Table 5.6 shows the total discharge in
the river section above flood level in m3 for the entire year for the flood levels 40.6m, 40.9m, 41.2m, 41.5m,
41.8m and 42.1m. If all reservoirs are empty at the beginning of the flood, the total storage of the reservoirs is
sufficient for storing all discharge responsible for floods.

Table 5.6: Discharge above flood level in M m3 and as a percentage of the total discharge in the flood period for river section 7 for flood
levels 40.6-42.1 m. The normalization factor for the flood term in the objective function calculated based on these flood levels is given.

Flood level (m) 40.6 40.9 41.2 41.5 41.8 42.1

Discharge above flood level (106 m3) 173 135 99 66 37 15
% of total discharge in period of flood 26 22 17 12 8 6

ffl (·Topt ·104) 47 37 27 18 10 4

Part of the inflow to the river does not pass through the reservoirs but flows directly into the river. Around
40% of the basin area upstream of the river segment near Taungoo city is not part of the reservoir catchment
areas. Outflows from this part of the basin are uncontrolled. This means that in the model used, 40 % of the
river inflow is uncontrolled. Table 5.6 also shows the discharge above flood level as a percentage of the total
flow in the period of flood. This percentage is lower than the percentage of flow flowing through the reservoir.
The discharge causing floods near Taungoo can be controlled because it flows through the reservoirs. The
reservoir storage capacity is not expected to be a limiting factor for flood mitigation for any of the considered
flood levels.

The choice of a normalization factor for the flood term in the objective function The normalization factor
for the flood term was defined in equation 4.17 - 4.18 as

ffl = Topt
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A normalization factor calculated based on the results of stage 1 and the same value was used for all flood
levels. Table 5.6 shows the value of xfl

k for all flood levels. The normalization factor for a flood level of 40.9
m was selected, Topt ·37 ·104, because it is average for the flood levels 40.6m - 41.2m considered in this re-
search.

Stage 2 operation without spillway constraints Travel times were neglected because, these are in the order
of hours to days and not expected to impact the results. The system’s flood mitigating capacity without the
presence of spillway constraints is considered to verify this. When the optimization is performed without the
spillway constraint, the system is allowed to spill whenever and as much as is needed to prevent floods.

Figure 5.9 shows the water levels when optimizing stage 2 for only hydropower (top), for hydropower and
floods both with weight 1, for flood levels 41.2 m (second plot), 40.9 m (third plot) and 40.6m (bottom). The
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water level for stage 2 operation for only hydropower is lower than the water level in stage 1, because the
optimization horizon of 30 days is used in this stage. Water levels above a level of 41.2 m, 40.9 m or 40.6 m
can be avoided if no spillway is present. This confirms the analysis based on table 5.6.

Figure 5.9: Water levels near Taungoo city for MPC stage 2 without spillway constraint. The plots from top to bottom are generated for
optimization without floods included in the objective, with a flood level of 41.2 m, with 40.9m and with 40.6m. The weight on hydropower
was 1 in all four cases. Hydropower and flood mitigation are both given weight 1.

It can be concluded that it is not the storage capacity of the reservoirs that limits flood prevention. However,
the situation in which the reservoirs can spill whenever and as much as required is not realistic. Section 3.2
explained that the spillways in the Sittaung basin are not controllable. Water flows through the spillway if
and only if the storage in the reservoirs exceeds the maximum capacity. The amount spilled is the exactly the
exceeding amount. When including the spillway constraint in the objective function, the flows through the
spillway are forced to behave this way. The outflow that can be released from the reservoir is then limited by
the capacity of the conduit when the reservoir is not overflowing. Table 5.7 shows the storage capacity, the
conduit capacity and the ratio of these two terms for all the reservoirs upstream of the flood point. Completely
emptying the reservoirs takes more than 120 days for most reservoirs. If the reservoirs are full when a flood
is expected by the MPC system, the buffer that can be created by the reservoir is at maximum the duration of
the optimization horizon times the conduit capacity.

Table 5.7: Storage capacity (m3), conduit capacity (m3/day) and the ratio between storage and conduit capacity (days) for the reservoirs
upstream of the considered location near Taungoo city. The ratio between the storage and conduit capacity is the minimum time needed
to empty a full reservoir by releasing water from the conduit.

Reservoir 3 6 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 17 19

Storage capacity (m3) 360 176 267 19 113 93 45 90 38 12 295
Conduit capacity (m3/day) 26 1.5 1.8 0.16 0.61 0.75 0.69 0.72 0.31 0.10 18

Ratio (days) 14 120 145 121 185 124 66 124 124 124 16

5.2.2. The implementation of a penalty method for the spillway constraint

The spillway constraint is added iteratively with an increasing penalty to the objective function. There is
no obvious normalization factor for this term, as the constraint has to be minimized and there is no clear
reference value. The spillway behaviour in stage 1 may be very different from the spillway behaviour in stage
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2. Also, spillway behaviour is different when optimizing for hydropower generation, flood control or both.
Therefore, the spillway constraint was not normalized in the objective function. The value of the penalty
applied to the spillway term was determined empirically. Choosing an appropriate value for the spillway
constraint is not obvious. If the value is chosen too small, the solution will use the spillway in a physically
impossible way. If the penalty on the spillway is too large, the spillway term in the objective function will
become very large with respect to the other terms in the objective. This occurs because the spillway term
often does not reach zero exactly. The spillway penalties with best performance differ per reservoir. The
spillway penalty was increased in three steps from 0 to 10−15 to 10−14. This resulted in the best performance
in terms of final solution for most of the reservoirs. For some reservoirs, the spillway constraint showed
correct behaviour after the first iteration already, for other only at the final iteration.

Figures 5.10a to 5.10c show the spilling behaviour for the three iterations of the penalty for reservoir 6. When
the penalty is zero, the reservoir is emptied completely before the wet season to prevent floods. With a penalty
of ρ = 10−15 the spillway constraint works well. Increasing the penalty further to 10−14 leads to negligible
improvement in spillway behaviour, and reduces the amount of hydropower produced.

Figures 5.10d to 5.10f show the spillway behaviour for reservoir 17. In this reservoir, the penalty needed to
increase to 10−14 before it behave as required.

In Appendix I, the details of the behaviour of the spillway are presented for all reservoirs. The number of
days that spilling occurs when the reservoir is not full is calculated with a 5 % margin. This means that if
spilling occurred when storage exceeded 95% of the storage capacity, this spilling was considered legitimate.
The spillway behaves as required with a penalty of 10−15 for all reservoirs except reservoir 3, 6 and 17. The
decrease in number of spilling days for reservoir 3 is only one day, but for reservoir 17 it is 10 days. For
reservoirs 14 and 19, the generated hydropower decreases with 7% and 8%, when the penalty for the spillway
is increased from 10−15 to 10−14. At the same time, the flood discharge for these reservoirs decreases with 5 %
and 17% respectively. For all other reservoirs, the hydropower generated and flood discharge change by less
than 1.5%.

5.2.3. The choice of a flood level

Subsection 5.2.1 shows that when the spillway constraint is not included, floods can be prevented for flood
levels of above 40.6 m. When the spillway constraint is included, the reservoirs are limited by the capacity
of the conduit to create a buffer zone to prevent floods. Figure 5.11 shows the water level after stage 2 for
the flood levels 41.2m, 40.9m, and 40.6m. The penalty constraint is included with increasing penalty from
0 to 10−15 to 10−14. The results in the figure are results for multi-objective scenario with weights of 1 for the
hydropower and flood terms. The water level when not optimizing for floods in stage 2 is also presented in the
figure for comparison. Floods can be prevented completely for a flood level of 41.2 m. When the flood level
is defined at 40.9 m and 40.6 m, the water level exceeds the defined flood level. The maximum water level in
this case is 41.2m, which is higher than in the optimization with a flood level of 41.2 m. This is because more
water needs to be stored at the beginning of the wet season to keep the water levels below 40.9 and 40.6 meter
instead of 41.2 m. Later in the wet season, less free storage is available in the reservoirs, resulting in higher
water levels for a defined flood level of 40.6 and 40.9 meters than for 41.2 meters.

Table 5.8 shows the maximum water level, the total flood discharge, the total discharge above 40.6 m, the
number of flood days and the hydropower generated for the four different scenarios. Additionally, the CPU
time is given. For the optimization without the flood term, the flood discharge and number of flood days are
calculated with a flood level of 40.6 m. The table shows that the maximum water level is lowest when opti-
mizing for a flood level of 41.2 m, shown in figure 5.11. The total discharge above flood level decreases from
26.9 m3 for flood level 40.6 m to 0.1 m3 for flood level 41.2 m. This was the term that had to be minimized in
the objective function. However, the total flood discharge increases when increasing the flood level from 40.6
m to 41.2 m. This can also be seen in figure 5.11. For a flood level of 41.2 m, the water level increases at other
moments compared to the original water level. Even though floods cannot be prevented completely for flood
levels of 40.6 m, the number of flood days can be decreased from 50 to 40 days and the flood discharge can
be decreased from 36.8 m3 to 26.9 m3. The total hydropower produced in the basin decreases from 180 GWh
to 160 GWh or 159 GWh, when changing from single-objective hydropower optimization to optimization for
both hydropower and flood mitigation. This is a decrease of 11 % to 12%. In the next section, the trade-off
between hydropower generation and flood mitigation is discussed in more detail.
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(a) Reservoir 6, penalty for spillway (ρ2)0. (b) Reservoir 6, penalty for spillway ρ2 = 10−15.

(c) Reservoir 6, penalty for spillway ρ2 = 10−14. (d) Reservoir 17, penalty for spillway ρ2 = 0.

(e) Reservoir 17, penalty for spillway ρ2 = 10−15. (f) Reservoir 17, penalty for spillway ρ2 = 10−14.

Figure 5.10: Behaviour of the spillway for iteratively increasing penalty for the spillway term in the objective function. The storage in the
reservoir, flow through the spillway, flow through the conduit and the resulting water level near Taungoo city are shown for the penalty
increasing from 0 to 10−15 to 10−14 for reservoir 6 and 17.

5.2.4. The trade off between hydropower generation and flood prevention

Figure 5.12 shows the pareto plot for results of stage 2. The result for each run is labelled with a number in the
figure. Number 1 indicates the result for the single-objective hydropower optimization. The other numbers
represent runs with different flood levels, indicated by the first two digits, and weight factors for flood mitiga-
tion and hydropower, indicated by the last two digits. The first two digits are 12, 13, or 14, indicating the flood
levels 40.6m, 40.9m, and 41.2m. The last two digits indicate the weights [HP FL], run XX00: [1 1], run XX01: [1
0], run XX02: [1 0.5], run XX03: [0 1], run XX04: [0.5 1]. The filled circles are points that are pareto optimal for
the considered set of points.

The total amount of hydropower generated is normalized by the amount generated in run 1, so it is scaled
by 180 GWh hydropower. The flood discharge is normalized for the discharge above the considered flood
level for run 1. For example, when optimizing for a flood level of 40.9 meter, the total discharge above that
level is calculated and divided by the total discharge above 40.9 meter for run 1. This means that the flood
discharge for run 1400 is normalized with a different factor than run 1300 or 1200. Runs with different flood
levels should only be compared in terms of hydropower generation. Runs with the same flood level can also
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Figure 5.11: Water levels near Taungoo city for MPC stage 2 with spillway constraint. The plots from top to bottom are generated for
optimization without floods included in the objective, with a flood level of 41.2 m, with 40.9m and with 40.6m. The weight on hydropower
was 1 in all four cases. The weight on flood mitigation was 0 in the first and 1 in the second, third and fourth plot.

be compared in terms of flood discharge.

Note that the runs 1200,1202, 1300, 1302, 1400 and 1402 resulted in better final solutions in terms of both ob-
jectives than the runs 1201, 1301 and 1401. This means that the multi-objective optimization for floods and
hydropower not only results in more hydropower, but also in more flood reduction than the single-objective
flood optimization. This can be explained by looking at the reservoir operation for both scenarios. Figure
5.13a shows the operation of reservoir 6 for the single-objective flood optimization and figure 5.13b shows
the operation for the optimization with equal weights on floods and hydropower. Recall that the optimization
horizon is 30 days. When starting in April 2011, the MPC system does not foresee floods in the optimization
horizon. In the multi-objective optimization, the reservoir releases water through the conduit to produce
hydropower at maximum capacity. In the single-objective optimization, there is no incentive to release water
causing the waterlevel drop slower than in the multi-objective optimization. When the MPC system foresees
floods within 30 days, the reservoir in the single-objective case has less free storage available than the reser-
voir in the multi-objective case. This only occurs because the reservoirs are full at the start of stage 2. If the
storage in the reservoir is low at the start of stage 2, the single-objective reservoir has no incentive to increase

Table 5.8: The maximum water level (m) in the river section near Taungoo city. The flood discharge (106 m3), that is the total discharge
above flood level, and the discharge above 40.6 m (106 m3) are given for each of the defined flood levels. The number of flood days,
total hydropower generation for the basin (GWh) and the CPU time (min) for running stage 2 are given as well. The first row containts
the results for single-objective hydropower optimization. The second, third and fourth row show the results for the multi-objective
optimization with equal weights for hydropower and flood mitigation.

Flood
level
(m)

Maximum
WL
(m)

Flood
discharge
(106 m3)

Discharge
above

40.6 m (106 m3)

Flood
days

Total
hydro-
power
(GWh)

CPU
time

(min)

- 41.5 36.8 36.8 50 180 101
40.6 41.5 26.9 26.9 40 160 694
40.9 41.6 9.2 29.7 30 160 689
41.2 41.2 0.1 34.2 14 159 702
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the storage in the reservoir, whereas the multi-objective optimization does. In that case, the opposite result
would be observed, the single-objective optimization probably would result in more flood reduction than the
multi-objective optimization. The set-up of the two-stage MPC method was to run stage 2 of the optimiza-
tion only for a period with a risk of floods. Stage 2 often starts with full reservoirs, because stage 1 optimizes
for hydropower and irrigation supply and has an incentive to keep the reservoirs full. Therefore, the multi-
objective optimization for stage 2 performs better in terms of both objectives than the single-objective flood
optimization.

Figure 5.12: Pareto plot for the trade-off between hydropower and flood mitigation in stage 2. Number 1 indicates the result for the
single-objective hydropower optimization. The other numbers represent runs with different flood levels, indicated by the first two digits,
and weight factors for flood mitigation and hydropower, indicated by the last two digits. The first two digits are 12, 13, or 14, indicating
the flood levels 40.6m, 40.9m, and 41.2m. The last two digits indicate the weights [HP FL], run XX00: [1 1], run XX01: [1 0], run XX02: [1
0.5], run XX03: [0 1], run XX04: [0.5 1].

(a) Single-objective flood optimization. (b) Multi-objective flood and hydropower optimization.

Figure 5.13: Operation of reservoir 6 for the single-objective flood optimization and the multi-objective optimization with weight 1 on
hydropower and flood mitigation.

The best performance in terms of flood reduction is the multi-objective case. In this case, the decrease in
hydropower is 11 % for a flood level of 40.6 m and 40.9 m, and 12 % for a flood level of 41.2 m. Even though this
decrease is significant, it also means that flood mitigation does not come fully at the expense of hydropower
generation. For longer optimization horizons, flood mitigating capacity of the system is expected to be larger.
A side effect of this may be that hydropower generation is reduced more, as the storages in the reservoirs can
be lowered more.





6
Discussion

In this chapter the effects of used methods, assumptions and other choices on the results will be discussed.
The affects of choices made in the model for the system dynamics are discussed in . Effects of estimations
of irrigation demands and calculation of hydropower generation are described in section 6.2 and section 6.3.
Section 6.4 discusses the effect of assumptions about reservoir characteristics. The external disturbances are
considered in section 6.5. The effect of uncertainties on the performance of the MPC system is discussed in
section 6.6. Finally, the effects of choices made for the structure of the MPC method are discussed in section
6.7.

6.1. The effects of choices made when modelling the river dynamics

The choice for the Muskingum routing method The Muskingum routing method was used for flood rout-
ing in the river for two reasons. First, not enough hydro-morphological data was available to estimate the
parameters for the Saint-Venant equations. The second reason is that fewer variables are used in the Musk-
ingum routing method than in the discretized Saint-Venant equations. A larger number of state variables
results in a larger optimization problem. The number of optimization variables turned out to be a limiting
factor for the implementation of the MPC system. If the appropriate variables are used, the Saint-Venant
equations describe the propagation of a flood wave in a physically more realistic way. However, when the
appropriate parameters for the Muskingum method are used, the estimation of the timing of flood waves and
the maximum water levels is reasonable. An approximate estimation of timing and size of the flood wave
is sufficient for the application of flood control. An operator is likely to select a conservative operation for
flood management. A more detailed estimation of the water levels is not required. Considering the fact that
the control actions are performed on a daily basis, better estimation of the timing of flood peaks is also not
expected to improve the performance of the MPC system.

The estimation of parameters for the Muskingum routing method The parameters x and K , the weighting
factor for inflow versus outflow and the storage-time coefficient, are usually calibrated on historical flood
data. Since water level and discharge measurements were only available per day, a commonly used value for
the parameters was assumed. The effect of these parameters on the results should be investigated.

The conversion from storage to water level and the choice of a flood level The cross-section of the river
was assumed to have a rectangular shape with a width of 200 meter for the entire cross-section near Taungoo.
The length of that segment is 7 km and the shape of the cross-section probably varies over this distance. This
would change the conversion from storage to water level. It does not influence the flood routing because the
Muskingum method is based on storage and not on water depths. It does influence the comparison of simu-
lated water levels and flood levels with the actual water and flood levels. Figure 5.8 shows the water levels are
underestimated in comparison to the measured water levels, especially for low flow periods. The variation of
the simulated water level over a year is similar to the variation of the measured water levels. Flood mitigation

53
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is analysed for selected flood levels of 40.6m, 40.9m and 41.2m. The flood level near Taungoo determined by
Rest (2015) is 43m. The underestimation of the water levels in 2014 is approximately 1.5 meters, so the flood
levels of 40.6-41.2 m are considered to be conservative with respect to the real system.

6.2. The estimation of irrigation demands

Appendix H describes how the irrigation demands are estimated. The irrigation demands are likely overesti-
mated. This is probably due to an optimistic estimation of the irrigated area, which was assumed to be equal
to the irrigable area. Also, the water demands of the crops were used as irrigation demand, without taking
precipitation into account. The model resukts show that the irrigation demands can almost always be sat-
isfied, which would still hold if actual irrigation demands were lower. The irrigation demands for the Yezin
(14) and Minye (20) reservoir are not always met. This irrigation deficit is not due to a lack of available water,
but due to the limitation of the conduit capacity. It is likely that this deficit is a result of the overestimation
of the irrigation demand. Finally, it was concluded that hydropower generation and irrigation supply are not
competing objectives in the basin. This conclusion remains valid if actual irrigation demands are lower than
the estimated irrigation demands.

6.3. The estimation of hydropower generation by the reservoirs

The water level and the storage were assumed to be linearly related for the calculation of the hydropower
generation. This leads to an underestimation of the generated hydropower. Hydropower is calculated for dis-
crete timesteps using a first order Taylor approximation, which introduces an error in the estimation. Finally,
the average efficiency of the reservoirs was estimated to be 40 % (Kyi, 2015), but are actually different per
reservoir. The generated hydropower in the reservoirs should be verified with data. For the MPC method a
rough estimation of hydropower generation is sufficient to optimize reservoir operation.

6.4. The influence of the assumed reservoir dimensions

For some reservoirs in the model the storage capacity, conduit capacity, irrigable area, waterspread area are
unknown. Values were assumed based on typical relations between storages, conduits, waterspread area,
irrigable areas and reservoir catchment area. Variations in these relations are large the assumed values are
uncertain. When implementing the MPC system, the actual dimensions of the reservoirs should be included
in the model. The influence of these assumptions on the results presented in this study are considered.

The estimated hydropower generation is based on the storage capacity, the conduit capacity and the water-
spread area. For reservoirs Kawliya (7), Bawni (8), Yanaungmyin (10), Ngalaik (12), Yezin (14), Chaungmagyi
Pyi (17), Swegyin (18), Thaukyegat (19), Minye (20) and Kunchaung (21), one or more of these values had to
be assumed. The reservoirs 7, 8, 10, 12, 14, 17 and 20 each contribute less than 1% to the total hydropower
generation in the system (table 5.5), so the impact of the assumptions for these reservoirs on hydropower
generation is negligible. Reservoir 18 and 21 contribute 5 % and reservoir 19 contributes 13 % to the total
hydropower generation. The conduit and storage capacities for these reservoirs were known, only the water-
spread area was assumed. The waterspread area is not used in the optimization. It is only for the calculation
of the amount of hydropower production. The assumption for these areas does not influence the optimal op-
eration of the reservoirs, but may influence the estimated absolute amount of hydropower produced.

The effect of assumed values for reservoir dimensions on the irrigation supply are only related to storage,
conduit capacity and irrigable area. Irrigable areas affect the estimated irrigation demands, which were found
to be overestimated. The only reservoir for which there was an irrigation deficit, was reservoir Miny (20). This
irrigation deficit is not related to the reservoirs capacity but due to the limited conduit capacity. This may
indicate that the conduit capacity is underestimated, but it is more likely that the irrigation demand was
overestimated.

For flood control, the values for storage and conduit capacity are important. These values were assumed for
reservoirs Yanaungmyin (10), Ngalaik (12), Yezin (14) and Chaungmagyi Pyi (17) upstream of Taungoo. The
reservoir catchment areas of these reservoirs are 28 km2, 328 km2, 33 km2 and 119 km2, which is less than 1
% of the Sittaung river basin area. Their influence of flood control is negligible.
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Uncertainties in the assumed values do not affect the optimal operation of the reservoirs and conclusion
related to trade-off between the different objectives. Assumptions for the waterspread area may affect the
reported absolute amounts of hydropower for some reservoirs and for the total system.

6.5. The model for the external disturbances

At the start of this research, a rainfall-runoff model was developed for the predicted inflows to the reservoirs
and river. There was insufficient (reliable) data available to calibrate a model that predicts flood peaks in the
basin accurately. Instead, a semi-synthetic series of inflows to the reservoirs and rivers was used in this study.
No spatial variability of the external disturbances throughout the basin was taken into account.

The spatial variability of external disturbances Outflows from all subcatchments were assumed to have
the same pattern as the inflow series to the Paunglaung reservoir, multiplied by a factor related to the size
of the subcatchment. This means that the spatial variability of climate, geography and vegetation in the
basin were not taken into account. This spatial variability is known to be large in the Sittaung basin. The
Paunglaung reservoir is located in the north of the basin, where the annual precipitation (890 mm y−1 is
smaller than in the south of the basin (3800-5000 mm y−1). It is likely that the inflows to the river are underes-
timated,(see figure 5.8). Effects on the results with respect to irrigation supply are expected to be negligible.
The irrigation demands were likely overestimated and the inflows to the reservoirs likely underestimated and
still irrigation demands could be met. Effects on the results with respect to hydropower are expected to be
larger. When optimizing for hydropower in stage 1, most reservoirs do not use the full capacity of the con-
duits to generate hydropower. The outflow through the conduit and the water level in the reservoir need to
be maximized to maximize hydropower generation. If inflows to the reservoir are low, the optimal strategy
is to release water through the conduit at a lower rate than the conduit would allow in order to keep water
levels high. If inflows are larger, the outflows through the conduits could be increased while keeping the wa-
ter levels in the reservoir high, increasing the hydropower generation. The underestimation of inflows to the
reservoirs results in an underestimation of the potential hydropower generation in the basin. The results for
stage 1 operation suggest that this effect is significant.

The capacity to mitigate flood is likely overestimated if inflows to the reservoirs and rivers are underesti-
mated. On the other hand, the flood location that was considered is Taungoo city, which located in the
center of the basin. This means that only the spatial variability for the upper part of the basin is relevant
for the results with respect to flood control in this study. Furthermore, figure 2.3 shows that the area of the
Paunglaung reservoir catchment covers around 30 % of the basin upstream of Taungoo city. This explains
why the simulated peaks based on Paunglaung data, in water levels near Taungoo showed a correspondence
with peaks in the measured water levels near Taungoo (see figure 5.8). It is expected that better estimation
of the external disturbances decrease the flood mitigation capacity of the system. The effect on flood miti-
gation near Taungoo city is expected to be lower than for sections of the river downstream of Taungoo. For
the practical implementation of this system, a better prediction model for external disturbances should be
developed.

The uncertainties in the predicted future external disturbances Uncertainties in the predicted future ex-
ternal disturbances were not taken into account. In the experimental set-up the predicted external distur-
bances were equal to the actual past external disturbances used as input to the model. In a practical imple-
mentation of the MPC system, the predictions of future external disturbances result from a model, whereas
past external disturbances would be measured in the real system. The effects of these uncertainties on the
performance of the MPC system in the Sittaung basin should be investigated. Methods to handle these un-
certainties have been investigated intensively Camacho et al. (2007) Raso (2013), but were beyond the scope
of this research.

Seasonality of the external disturbances Beyond the prediction horizon, seasonality of the external dis-
turbances was provided to the MPC system. The seasonality series was derived as the 4-year average of the
input series for the external disturbances. The seasonality series in the model likely includes more informa-
tion about the actual external disturbances than seasonality information would in reality. This results in an
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overestimation of the control system’s performance in the experiments. Together with the assumption of per-
fect predictions within the prediction horizon, the system’s performance presented in this research should be
considered a hypothetical optimal performance. For implementations in the real world, the performance of
the system especially in terms of flood control and hydropower generation will likely be lower.

6.6. The effect of uncertainties on the performance of the MPC system

The previous sections discuss the uncertainties in the model for the internal system dynamics and in the pre-
dictions of future external disturbances. In practical implementations, actual external disturbances, control
actions and system outputs are measured in the real system and used as input for the model. These mea-
surements also include uncertainties that were not taken into account in the experimental set-up for this
research. The effect of these uncertainties on the performance of the MPC system should be investigated.
This was beyond the scope of this research.

6.7. The structure of the MPC method

The two-stage approach of the MPC method was developed to reduce the problem size by dividing it into
subproblems. In this section the choices made for the two-stage optimization will be discussed.

The decentralized approach for stage 1 Stage 1 was implemented with a decentralized approach, in which
hydropower and irrigation are considered per reservoir. This approach is possible because the objective of the
control problem was to maximize hydropower generation in the basin. If the aim were to meet an electricity
demand for the entire basin, the decentralized approach is not possible. A reason to define the aim of meeting
a demand instead of maximizing production could be related to the limitations of the electricity network. In
that case, a coordinated approach could be implemented similar to the stage 2 implementation. The aim
to maximize hydropower generation is an appropriate choice for considering the potentials of the reservoir
system in the Sittaung basin. In a practical implementation of an MPC system, the capacity of the electricity
network should be considered.

The coordinated appraoch for stage 2 A coordinated approach is implemented in stage 2 of the MPC con-
trol. In this approach the problem is divided into subproblems, in which for each subproblem the optimal
operation of a reservoir is determined with respect to the system-wide objective of flood mitigation and hy-
dropower generation. It is possible that the coordinated approach does not achieve the results that a central-
ized MPC controller would be able to achieve for the system. There are several reasons for which the coor-
dinated approach could have a lower performance in terms of final solution than the centralized approach.
The operation of reservoirs at a specific timestep is included in the optimization of other reservoirs for that
timestep only if their optimization if performed later in the stage 2 loop. The order in which reservoirs are
optimized could therefore influence the final solution. When optimizing the subproblem for one reservoir in
stage 2, its objective is to prevent floods if possible. It may be more efficient if the flood were prevented by
another reservoir, when the entire system is considered. When solving the optimization in a centralized way,
this option is considered in the optimization. Rawlings and Stewart (2007) mention that the extent to which
a coordinated approach results in system-wide optimal solutions mainly depends on the level of interaction
between the subsystems. The level of interaction between the reservoirs is limited, their only interaction is
that they affect the same objective. It is expected that the coordinated approach leads to similar results as the
centralized approach, but this should be investigated further.

A disadvantage of the coordinated approach as presented in this study, is that solution of the optimization
problems for each reservoir cannot be performed in parallel. The MPC system would be much faster if all
subproblems could be optimized in parallel. The effect of performing the optimization of the subproblems
in parallel, thereby loosing the information exchange between the sub-problems, was not investigated in this
research. If performing the optimization in parallel results in final solutions similar to the approach in series,
the parallel approach would be an improvement of the system.
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The switching decision from stage 2 to stage 1 The MPC system switches to stage 2 if a flood is predicted
by the simulation model within the optimization horizon of stage 2. After optimization for stage 2, the max-
imum simulated water level until the optimization horizon is considered. If that water level is lower than a
specified flood level minus an offset, the MPC system will switch back to stage 1. If the maximum water level
is higher than the specified flood level minus offset, the MPC system will continue in stage 2. This mecha-
nism was not studied in this research. The offset needs to be determined and the appropriate value for this
offset depends on the defined flood levels and uncertainties in the model. If the offset is chosen too small,
the system switches back to stage 1 when the flood risk is not yet over. If the offset is chosen too large, the sys-
tem continues in stage 2 for too long, leading to unnecessary computation times and unnecessary irrigation
deficits. This switching decision from stage 2 to stage 1 should be investigated further.

The implementation of the receding horizon in stage 2 The MPC system uses a three layer deep nested
loop;a loop for the iteration over the sub-problems defined for the coordinated approach of stage 2 (sub-
problem loop), a loop over the increasing penalties for the violation of the spillway constraint in the objec-
tive function (penalty method loop) and a loop shifting the optimization horizon and optimizing the next
timestep (receding horizon loop). In this research the receding horizon loop was implemented as the inner
loop, followed by the penalty method loop and the sub-problem loop as the outer loop. In practice the penalty
method loop should have been implemented as the inner loop, followed by the sub-problem loop and the re-
ceding horizon as the outer loop. In practice, at each timestep the stage 2 optimization is performed for all
reservoirs before continuing to the next timestep and using new observations from the real system. For the
experimental set-up this difference in implementation does not significantly influence the results because
no new information from the real system is used at new timesteps. The only difference in the approach is
solution used for warm-starting the problem. Each optimization is warm-started with the solution of the
previous optimization. This means that in the practical implementation, the solution of the optimization
problem at timestep k for reservoir j for a value of the penalty is used to warm-start the next iteration of the
penalty method loop for that same timestep and reservoir. In the implementation used in this research, algo-
rithm proceeds over all timesteps for a fixed penalty and only proceeds to the next value for the penalty after
the ’implemented’ solution for all timesteps was determined. The effect of this incorrect implementation is
expected to influence the computation time, because the warm-starting of the problem is further away from
the optimal solution. The effect on the final solution is most likely limited. The receding horizon should be
implemented as the outer loop, for practical implementation of the system.

Including a long-term strategy in the MPC method without increasing the optimization horizon The re-
search showed that increasing the optimization horizon for MPC increases computational costs for solving
the optimization problem. The system’s flood mitigating capacity was found to be limited mainly by the con-
duit capacities and the optimization horizon. Most reservoirs need more than 120 days to empty completely
when releasing water at maximum capacity through the conduits. The pattern of wet and dry seasons in the
basin is strong and relatively predictable. Raso and Malaterre (2016) propose a strategy to include long-term
strategies for reservoir operations in model predicive control systems. Including a strategy will likely improve
the system’s flood mitigating capacity.

6.8. The formulation of the optimization problem

Choices were made for the formulation of the optimization problem. Objectives and constraints could have
been implemented in other ways, in this section the implications of these choices are considered.

The formulation of the hydropower objective In the previous section the formulated objective for hy-
dropower was discussed in relation to the decentralized approach of stage 1. The implementation in this
study works to maximize hydropower for a period until the optimization horizon. It was show that this leads
to fluctuations in hydropower generation and large fluctuations in the conduit outflows. In reality, an opera-
tor is more likely to aim for a reliable constant hydropower generation. This could be included in the objective
function by penalizing changes of the conduit outflows.
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The implementation of spillway dynamics in the optimization problem The spillway constraint is defined
as a complementarity constraint, stating that the product of the term α defined in equation 3.4 and the flow
through the spillway Qs should always be zero. In this research the spillways behave as required with this
implementation. Finding appropriate values for the penalty was not trivial and inclusion of the spillway
increases computation time for the optimization problem significantly. Celeste and Billib (2010) present a
method, in which a similar term α is defined. Instead of minimizing the product of α and Qs , the sum of α
and Qs is minimized in the objective function. The advantage of this method is that the term in the objective
function is linear in terms of the optimization variables. Also, it is easier to determine a normalization factor
for this term than for the product. This approach has not been investigated in this research but should be
considered in future work. Another option is to apply relaxation for the complementarity constraint in which
the lower and upper bounds on the complementarity constraints are set to −δ and δ and solving the problem
iteratively for decreasing value of δ (Pecci et al., 2017). In this research initial tests were performed for this
method and results were comparable to to the penalty method.

The scaling of the optimization problem The results showed that the optimization is sensitive to scaling
of the optimization problem. In this research, the terms in the objective function were scaled with a nor-
malization factor. The constraints and variables were not scaled. Betts (2010) states that no scaling method
is uniformly successful for nonlinear optimization problems. The structure of the optimal control problem
can be used to improve scaling of the related NLP problem. This approach was taken when scaling the ob-
jective function. Potentially, scaling the constraints and variables could further improve the robust and rapid
convergence to a solution of the NLP. However, the scaling performed would always be tailor-made for the
problem considered and would not be transferable to other problems. For this reason, further scaling of the
optimization problem was not considered in this research. When implementing the MPC system in practice,
the scaling of the NLP for the specific application can improve performance of the MPC system and therefore
be useful to consider.



7
Conclusions and recommendations

This research follows the trend of increasing attention for the application of model predictive control on
water systems and reservoir systems in particular (Van Overloop (2006), Tian et al. (2015), Raso (2013)). In
the field of model predictive control more and more researchers focus on approaches such as disctributed,
coordinated and hierarchical MPC (Maestre et al. (2011), Christofides et al. (2013), Rawlings and Stewart
(2007), Scattolini (2009)). Application of these methods on multi-reservoir systems was studied by Anand
et al. (2013), Breckpot et al. (2010), Doan et al. (2013) and Niewiadomska-Szynkiewicz et al. (1996). The con-
sidered systems in these studies consisted of two or three reservoirs and were optimized for flood control or
hydropower generation. The reservoir system studied in this research has 21 reservoirs and is operated for
hydropower, irrigation and flood management. One aim of this research was to develop an optimal control
method for the operation of a large-scale multi-purpose multi-reservoir system.

The case study for this research was the reservoir system in the Sittaung river basin in Myanmar. The basin
suffers from frequent floods causing large social and economic losses (Rest, 2015). Myanmar is a rapidly de-
veloping country with a rapidly increasing demand for energy (Hasman, 2014). Agriculture is a main source
of income for Myanmar (Hasman, 2014). Optimal operation of the Sittaung’s reservoir system in terms of hy-
dropower, irrigation and flood management is a relevant topic. This leads to the second aim of this research,
which was to investigate whether operation of the reservoirs in the Sittaung basin can be improved such that
floods are prevented or reduced while taking hydropower generation and irrigation supply into considera-
tion.

The research showed that irrigation demands could almost always be met for the scenario considered. In this
scenarios the demands are expected to be overestimated and the inflows to the reservoirs underestimated,
meaning that this conclusion probably holds for the real system as well. It was concluded that hydropower
and irrigation are no competing objectives because the irrigation demands are much smaller than the di-
mensions of most reservoirs. Results showed that flood mitigation is possible for a modelled flood level of
41.2 meter near Taungoo city, but not for the defined flood levels of 40.9m or 40.6m. The flood levels 40.6m
- 41.2m are conservative with respect to the real system, but better estimations of river inflows are needed
to relate conclusions to the actual situation in the Sittaung basin. For the flood level of 41.2 m, reduction
of hydropower generation for flood mitigation was approximately 12 %. This shows that there is a trade-off
between hydropower and flood mitigation, but the trade-off is small. An analysis of the reservoir capacities
showed that the limiting factors for flood mitigation are the conduit capacities and the optimization horizon,
but not the storage capacity of the reservoirs. Stage 2 of the MPC method was performed with an optimiza-
tion horizon of 30 days. It was shown that most reservoirs need to release water at full capacity for more
than 120 days in order to completely empty the reservoirs. Computational costs for solving the optimization
problem increase nonlinearly with increasing optimization horizons. The extent to which optimal operation
of the reservoir system in the Sittaung river basin can reduce flooding mainly depends on the optimization
horizon.

Considering the clear distinction between wet and dry season in the basin (Rest, 2015), the option to imple-
ment different strategies in the MPC method for long-term planning of reservoir management, is an inter-
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esting direction for future research. Raso and Malaterre (2016) consider such a method. A better model for
the external disturbances, including the spatial variability, needs to be developed to increase reliability of
conclusions about the Sittaung river basin, a. This model is also required for the practical implementation
of a model predictive control system in the basin. More reliable, frequent and spatially distributed measure-
ments of discharges in the tributaries of the Sittaung river and the river itself, as well as precipitation and
evaporation data are required to develop such a model.

The second research question was: ’How can model predictive control be applied for optimal operation of
a multi-purpose reservoir system of 21 reservoirs?’. A two-stage MPC method was presented, dividing the
optimization problem into sub-problems using the structure of the dynamic system (parallel connection of
the reservoirs to the river) and periodicity of the external disturbances to the system (wet season and dry
season). Switching to the decentralized approach of stage 1 in periods without flood risks decreases com-
putation times because the optimization can be performed in parallel. The decentralized optimization for
hydropower and irrigation in stage 1 results in a system-wide optimal solution as a results of the system’s
structure. The coordinated MPC method for stage 2 reduces computation time with respect to a centralized
approach, because computation time for solving the nonlinear program increases nonlinearly with the size of
the optimization problem. The nonlinear dynamics of flow through the spillways was modelled with a com-
plementarity constraint and included in the objective function using the penalty method. The flow through
the spillway behaved as required, but inclusion of the spillway term increases computation times and finding
a normalization factor for the spillway term and appropriate values for the penalty parameter is not trivial.
One of the challenges when solving the nonlinear optimization problem was that it was found to be highly
sensitive to scaling of the problem. Defining normalization factors for the flood and spillway terms in the
objective function was not trivial, especially because the order of magnitude of these terms are different for
different system states. After normalization of the different terms in the objective function, a scaling factor
was required for the convergence of the algorithm. Appropriate termination criteria for the interior-point
method depend on scaling of the problem as well. All these aspects affect the performance of the interior
point method in terms of computation time and final solution. Appropriate scaling of the NLP is very prob-
lem specific and was therefore only considered to a limited extent in this work. For implementation of a
system in practice, scaling of the problem should be considered in more detail.

It was not investigated whether the coordinated MPC approach results in system-wide optimal solutions as
would be found by a centralized approach. Based on Rawlings and Stewart (2007), it is expected that this is
the case, because interaction between the subsystems is limited. Furthermore, the switching condition for
switching from MPC stage 2 to MPC stage 1 was described but not studied in this research. It was discussed
that consideration of prediction uncertainties within the MPC is necessary for implementation in practice.
It is also important to consider when determining the potential performance of a MPC system in the basin.
All these aspects of the MPC method should be investigated. Recommendations in terms of formulation of
the optimization problem concerns the spillway term and the hydropower objective. It was discussed that
for practical purposes a constant reliable energy production is more valuable than a fluctuating maximum
production. It is recommended to penalize fluctuations of energy production in the formulation of the op-
timization problem. Finally, Celeste and Billib (2010) proposes a method for including spillway flows in the
objective function is a linear way and suggests appropriate normalization factors for this term. This method
is expected to lead to better performance in terms of computation time and it is recommended to consider
this method in future research.



Appendix A

Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions

The Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions are necessary conditions for optimality of the solution of a non-
linear program subject to equality and inequality constraints. To derive the KKT conditions, first the solution
of an optimization problem without constraints will be discussed. Then the solution of an optimization prob-
lem with only equality constraints using the Method of Lagrangian Multipliers will be discussed. Finally, the
KKT conditions will be derived.

For an optimization problem without constraints, the objective function would be minimized by finding the
roots of the gradient of the objective function with respect to x.

∇x f (x) = 0 (A.1)

An optimization problem with only equality constraints can be solved with the method of Lagrangian Multi-
pliers. In this method the equality constraints are included in the Lagrangian using Lagrangian multipliers y
with y ∈Rm (eq. A.2). The derivative of the Lagrangian with respect to a Lagrangian multiplier is equal to the
corresponding equality constraint. A solution that is zero is all derivatives with respect to the Lagrangian mul-
tipliers satisfies the equality constraints (eq. A.4). Hence, finding the roots of the gradient of the Lagrangian
with respect to x (eq. A.3) and y , results in a solution that minimizes the objective function while satisfying
the equality constraint.

L
(
x, y, z

)= f (x)+ (Ae x −be )T y (A.2)

∇xL
(
x, y, z

)=∇x f (x)+ AT
e y = 0 (A.3)

∇yL
(
x, y, z

)= (Ae x −be )T = 0 (A.4)

In case the optimization problem is defined equality and inequality constraints, the inequality constraints
are included in the Lagrangian using Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) multipliers z with z ∈ Rp

+ (eq. A.5). In this
case, there are three necessary conditions for optimality, the KKT conditions. First, the solution is a root of the
gradient of the Lagrangian function with respect to x (eq. A.6). Second, the solution is a root of the derivatives
of the Lagrangian function with respect to y (eq. A.7). The third and final condition ensures that the inequality
conditions are satisfied. This is called the complementary slackness condition (eq. A.8). In order to see why
this condition works, the concept of active and inactive contraints is important. Let (Ai (x)−bi )( j ) denote the
j -th constraint in the set of p constraints Ai x −bi ≥ 0. If for a solution x∗ the constraint (Ai (x∗)−bi )( j ) = 0,
this constraint is at actively restricting the optimal solution. We call it an active constraint. If on the other
hand, (Ai x∗−bi )( j ) > 0, the constraint is said to be inactive as it is not restricting the optimal solution. For
inactive constraints the corresponding KKT multipier z( j ) is defined to be zero. This means that either z( j ) or
(Ai x∗−bi )( j ) is equal to zero if x∗ satisfies the constraint and is optimal.

L
(
x, y, z

)= f (x)+ (Ae x −be )T y − (Ai x −bi )T z (A.5)

∇xL
(
x, y, z

)=∇x f (x)+ AT
e y − AT

i z = 0 (A.6)
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∇yL
(
x, y, z

)= (Ae x −be )T = 0 (A.7)

diag(z) (Ai x −bi ) = 0 (A.8)

The matrix diag(z) is defined as the diagonal matrix with the vector z on the diagonal elements. So, diag(z) (Ai x −bi )
is of size p ×1.

Necessarity of KKT optimality conditions The above conditions are necessary conditions for optimality of
a solution, only if the optimization problem is regular at the solution x∗. The problem is regular at x∗ if it
satisfies regularity conditions, or in other words a constraint qualification (Eustaquio et al., 2008). For the
problem defined in this thesis the Linearity Constraint Qualification is satisfied for all x, as all constraints are
affine functions. Therefore, the KKT conditions are necessary conditions for optimality.

Sufficiency of KKT optimality conditions The KKT conditions are sufficient optimality conditions only in
specific cases (Hanson, 1981). In general, additional conditions are required to have sufficient conditions for
optimality.



Appendix B

The solution of the barrier problem

For the solution of the NLP formulated in section 4.5 the primal-dual interior point algorithm with a filter
line-search method as implemented in IPOPT.m was used. In this appendix the steps for solving the barrier
problem will be explained. For readers unfamiliar with the method of Lagrangian Multipliers and the Karush-
Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions, appendix A provides the necessary background information.

Solving the barrier problem for a fixed µ
The barrier problem as defined by equation 4.35 is an optimization problem with only equality constraints.
For it to be solved the Lagrangian method can be applied, defining Lagrangian multipliers y with y ∈Rm . For
the barrier problem the Lagrangian is defined as

L
(
x, y

)= f (x))−µ
p∑

j=1
ln

(
(Ai x −bi )( j )

)
+ (Ae x)−be )T y. (B.1)

The first condition for optimality formulated by equation A.3 applied to this barrier problem is:

∇x f (x)−µ
p∑

i=1

(
(Ai )( j )

(Ai x −bi )( j )

)T

+ AT
e y = 0. (B.2)

It can be rewritten with the vector e of length p with all elements equal to one and diag(Ai x −bi ) the p ×p
matrix with elements of the vector Ai x −bi on the diagonal to:

∇x f (x)−µAT
i

(
diag(Ai x −bi )

)−1 e + AT
e y = 0. (B.3)

The second optimality condition (eq. A.4) for the barrier problem is

Ae x −be = 0. (B.4)

Also

Ai x −bi > 0 (B.5)

is required. Gould et al. (2001) shows that this system of equations is equivalent to the system

∇x f (x)+ AT
e y − AT

i z = 0, (B.6)

Ae x −be = 0, (B.7)

diag(Ai x −bi ) z −µe = 0, (B.8)

diag(Ai x −bi ) z > 0, (B.9)
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because from the last two equations it follows that z = µ diag (Ai x −bi )−1 e. For µ decreasing to zero the
equations above approximate the KKT conditions for the original nonlinear program given by equations A.6
to A.8.

Computing the search directions This system is solved using a damped Newton’s method where the equa-
tions B.6 - B.10 are linearized around the current iterate (xk , yk , zk ) to derive the search direction (d x

k ,d y
k ,d z

k )
for the next iterate (Wächter and Biegler, 2005a). This linearization leads to te system


∇xx f (xk ) AT

e −AT
i

Ae 0 0

diag(zk )Ai 0 diag(Ai xk −bi )




d x
k

d y
k

d z
k

=−


∇x f (xk )+ AT

e yk − AT
i zk

Ae xk −be

diag(Ai xk −bi ) zk −µe

 . (B.10)

From the linearization of the last equation, the lowest row of the matrix, it can be derived that

d z
k = diag(Ai xk −bi )−1 (−diag(Ai xk −bi ) (zk )+µe −diag(zk )Ai d x

k

)
=−zk +µ diag(Ai xk −bi )−1e −diag(Ai xk −bi )−1diag(zk )Ai d x

k (B.11)

=−zk +µ diag(Ai xk −bi )−1e −µdiag(Ai xk −bi )−1diag(Ai xk −bi )−1 Ai d x
k

so that the system van be written to the symmetric sytem:

[∇xx f (xk )+µAT
i diag(Ai xk −bi )−1diag(Ai xk −bi )−1 Ai AT

e

Ae 0

][
d x

k

d y
k

]

=−
[∇x f (xk )+ AT

e yk − AT
i zk − AT

i

(−zk +µdiag(Ai xk −bi )−1 e
)

Ae xk −be

]
(B.12)

=−
[∇x f (xk )+ AT

e yk −µe
(
diag(Ai xk −bi )−1 Ai

)
Ae xk −be

]
.

These terms are the linearizations equations B.3 and B.4 around (xk , xy ). Solving equation B.11 and equations
B.12 gives the search directions (d x

k ,d y
k ,d z

k ).

Computing the step sizes The search directions (d x
k ,d y

k ,d z
k ) give directions for the next step in the algo-

rithm. The step sizes αk ,αz
k ∈ (0,1] determine the size of the steps in this direction. The step sizes are chosen

such that the new iterate xk+1, yk+1, zk+1 remains within the interior of the feasible domain. The maximum
step size is defined such that the distance of the next iterate to the boundary is never smaller than a fraction
of the distance of the current iterate of the boundary. This fraction is determined by the fraction-to-boundary
parameter τi . The definition of the maximum step size as presented by Wächter and Biegler (2005b) for in-
equality constraints of the form x ≥ 0 is adapted to the optimization problem in this research with inequality
constraints of the form Ai x −bi ≥ 0. The step size in d z

k direction is not a maximum but the actual step taken
and it is the same as presented by Wächter and Biegler (2005b).

αmax
k = max

{
α ∈ (0,1] : Ai

(
xk +αd x

k

)−bi ≥ (1−τi )(Ai xk −bi )
}

(B.13)

αz
k = max

{
α ∈ (0,1] : zk +αd z

k ≥ (1−τi )(zk )
}

(B.14)
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The fraction-to-boundary parameter is defined by

τi = max
{
τmin,1−µi

}
, (B.15)

with τmin ∈ (0,1). Note that the fraction-to-boundary parameter changes each iteration in the outer loop, but
defines the maximum step sizes in the iterations of the inner loop. For the first barrier problems, when µi is
still large, the fraction-to-boundary parameter is τmin. For later barrier problems, when the barrier parameter
µi becomes smaller, τi approaches 1. This means that for smaller barrier parameters the inner loop iterations
are more limited in the steps towards the boundary.

Equation B.13 defines a maximum step size in direction d x
k . The actual step size is determined using the

backtracking line search. In the backtracking line search, a decreasing sequence of step sizesαk is considered,
starting from αmax

k . In order to determine if the step size is accepted or not, a filter method is used. The
idea behind the filter method is that a step size is accepted if it either decreases the constraint violation or
improves the objective function. Wächter and Biegler (2005a) describes the details of this filter line search
procedure.





Appendix C

Derivative matrices stage 1

Gradient of the objective The gradient of the objective function is a vector of length
(
4Topt

)
of partial deriva-

tives of the objective function for each of the variables. This means

grad = g =∇ f =
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with
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∂ f

∂Qk
c
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1

ToptSresQc
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∂ f

∂Qk
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=β2
1

ToptQir
. (C.5)

Jacobian of the constraints The Jacobian of the constraints is the matrix of first-order partial derivatives
of the constraints. The size of the Jacobian of the constraints is

(
3Topt

) (
4Topt

)
. For stage 1 this is defined

as
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jac = J =
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and all other elements zero.

Hessian of the Lagrangian The Lagrange function for this problem is defined as
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1 ck

ineq1(x)+
Topt∑
k=1

vk
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The Hessian of the Lagrange is defined as
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This means that in stage 1 the Hessian is a
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and all other elements zero.
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Derivative matrices stage 2

Gradient of the objective In stage 2, the gradient of the objective is a vector of length
(
56Topt

)
.

grad = g =∇ f =
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For stage 2, the term
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is similar to the gradient of the objective for stage 1, with the partial derivatives of the spillway constraint
added:
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Note that ∂ f
∂x1

riv
= 0. Finally,

∂ f

∂d k
=−ρ1

1∑Topt

k=1 d k
. (D.7)

Hence, the gradient of the objective is a linear function of the state vector.

Jacobian of the constraints The size of the Jacobian matrix for stage 2 is
(
55Topt

)
by

(
56Topt

)
. Let’s de-

fine
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Equation C.7 to C.9 show that
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and all other elements zero. For
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and all other elements zero. For cineq3 it holds
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and all other elements zero.

Hessian of the Lagrangian For stage 2 the Hessian of the Lagrangian is
(
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)
by
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block ∂2L
∂x2 of size
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)
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Similar to stage 1, the gradient of the constraints is constant, hence ∂g
∂x = 0. The term given in equation C.18

remains the same,
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The three additional terms to the Hessian of the Lagrangian are
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All other terms in the Hessian of the Lagrangian are zero.



Appendix E

Data quality analysis

First remark: This chapter was written as part of a report about the development of a hydrological model
for the Sittaung basin. The purpose of that model was to serve as a prediction model for the external dis-
turbances. Investigation of the data lead to the conclusion that available data were not sufficient to develop
a hydrological model for this purpose. The chapter is included in this thesis as an appendix. because its
findings are considered valuable for researchers of the Sittaung river basin.

Methods for data quality assessment
Ground station data for the Sittaung basin were measured and digitalized manually. Not much research has
been done to verify the reliability fo TRMM data in Myanmar. Therefore, a detailed analysis of the data quality
was performed. The methods for this analysis are presented in section E and the results in section E.

Discharge data The inflow data to the reservoirs were considered to be discharges at the outflow of the sub-
catchment to the reservoir. Inflows to the reservoirs are derived from outflow measurements and storage in
the reservoir. The storage in the reservoir was derived from the water level measurements through a reservoir
curve, expressing the relation between water level and storage. This reservoir curve was not provided with
the data. We derived the reservoir curve from the water level measurements and the storages in the dataset
and removed the outliers from the timeseries by visual inspection in two steps. First, the points for which the
water levels are outside the range of the other points have been removed. In the second step this was repeated
for points with deviating storages.

Precipitation data Precipitation measurements at ground stations are only available at nine locations in the
Sittaung river basin for this research. Spatial variability of precipitation in the basin is high. For the remaining
subcatchments, no ground measurements are available at all. TRMM precipitation data have better spatial
coverage and are available for the whole Sittaung basin. The reliability of TRMM precipitation measurements
in Myanmar have only been investigated to a limited extend in other studies (Rathore, 2014). In order to verify
the reliability of TRMM data is the Sittaung basin, timeseries of the ground stations and TRMM were com-
pared to the discharge observations by visual inspection. Also, correlations between TRMM measurements
and ground stations were calculated. It is likely that "no measurement" were replaced by zero precipitation
in the ground station datasets, as none of the timeseries for precipitation contained gaps whereas the dis-
charge measurements did. Therefore, correlations were only determined for days on which the two datasets
measured more than 0.2 mm of precipitation. The correlations of interests were those of the precipitation
amounts and the detection of wet days and dry days.

Coherence between potential evaporation, precipitation and discharge data The coherence between po-
tential evaporation, precipitation and discharge was studied using their cumulative sums over time. Finally,
each of the subcatchments were plotted in a Budyko framework using the TRMM data and the ground station
data.

Results for data quality assessment

Discharge measurements

Removal of outliers with respect to the reservoir curve from the timeseries of the discharge measurement
was performed by visual inspection as described in ??. Figure E.1 shows the process for each of the reser-
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voirs. The left figure shows all datapoints in blue, with the points removed in step 1 in red. The middle figure
shows the remaining datapoints after step 1, with the points removed in step 2 in red. The right figure shows
the remaining datapoints after this process. Above each figure the number of points removed in that step
is mentioned. In total between 0.0 % (Paunglaung dam) and 5.3 % (Yenwe dam) of the datapoints was re-
moved. Table E.1 shows the length of the timeseries available, the percentage of missing discharge data, the
percentage of discharge data removed by visual inspection of the reservoir curve and the total percentage of
remaining discharge data per catchment.

(a) Paunglaung dam, 0.0 % removed. (b) Ngalaik dam, 0.7 % removed. (c) Sinthe dam, 1.4 % removed.

(d) Madan dam, 0.1 % removed. (e) Kabaung dam, 2.8 % removed. (f) Yenwe dam, 5.3 % removed.

(g) Bainda dam, 4.1 % removed. (h) Yezin dam, 0.4 % removed (i) Chaungmange dam, 0.4 % removed.

Figure E.1: Two-step process of removing Q measurements by visual inspection of water level and storage outliers. The figures show
the datapoints (blue) and removed datapoints (red) for each time step. The number of removed datapoints in each step are mentioned
above the figures. The percentage of removed datapoints is mentioned in subcaption.

Table E.1: Overview of the data for the gauged catchments, start and end date of the data, missing discharge datapoints as percentage
of the length of timeseries, removed discharge datapoints by data cleaning as a percentage of available discharge datapoints, the total
remainig datapoints as a percentage of length of the timeseries and as absolute number.

No. Reservoir
Start
data

End
data

Missing
discharge
data

Removed
discharge
data

Total
remaining
data

Total
number
datapoints

1 Chaung Mange Dam 1/1/’09 28/2/’15 15 % 0.4 % 84.8 % 1907
2 Madan Dam 1/6/’09 28/2/’15 76 % 0.1 % 24.2 % 507
3 Ngalaik Dam 1/1/’09 31/3/’15 51 % 0.7 % 49.3 % 1123
4 Yezin Dam 1/1/’09 19/3/’15 41 % 0.4 % 59.0 % 1339
5 Sinthe Dam 1/1/’09 19/3/’15 27 % 1.4 % 71.8 % 1623
6 Paunglaung Dam 1/1/’10 28/2/’15 0 % 0.0 % 100.0 % 1885
7 Yenwe Dam 1/1/’11 28/2/’15 0 % 5.3 % 94.7 % 1441
8 Bainda Dam 1/1/’10 28/2/’15 19 % 4.1 % 76.8 % 1423
9 Kabaung Dam 1/1/’08 28/2/’15 15 % 2.8 % 93.1 % 1223
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Evaporation

The potential evaporation considered here is a basin wide average over 6 stations within the region with
latitudes 17.5-20.75°and longitudes 95.5-97°. The names of these stations are Yamethin, Tharrawaddy, Bago,
Toungoo, Pyinmana, Loikaw.

Precipitation measurements - Ground stations versus TRMM data

When considering correlations between the ground stations and TRMM measurements, the temporal and
spatial scale of both measurements should be taken into account. The TRMM satellite reports daily precip-
itation from 22:30:00 UTC the day before until 22:29:59 UTC on the data day. Ground stations measure the
total precipitation from 6AM local time on the data day to 6AM the following day, which means 23:30 UTC
on the day before to 23:30 UTC on the data day. The time windows of both measurements are overlapping 23
hours a day, hence this is not expected to affect correlation to a large extend. Spatial variation of precipitation
may affect correlations, as TRMM data averages the total precipitation over a gridcell of size 0.25°and ground
stations provide point measurements with tipping buckets.

Correlations of amounts of precipitation are low. It was verified whether the correlation is higher for days with
high rainfall amounts by studying the correlation between the two timeseries on days they both measure a
precipitation amount above a certain threshold. Figure E.2 shows the results for the Pearson linear correla-
tion coefficient for the thresholds of 0.2, 1, 2, 5, 10, 15 and 20 mm. Above the bars in the barplot the number of
data points with precipitation higher than this threshold is given. The correlations are very low for almost all
cases. The p-values in figure E.3 for the hypothesis that Pearson’s linear correlation between ground stations
and TRMM data is zero against the alternative hypothesis that the correlation is nonzero are high, meaning
the correlations are not significantly different from zero. Spearman’s rank correlations, comparing the rank of
precipitation amounts rather than the amounts themselves, are also very low with high p-values. No signifi-
cant correlations have been found between measured precipitation amounts by ground stations and TRMM
data.

Figure E.2: Pearson’s linear correlation coefficients between ground stations and TRMM data for all days on which both TRMM and
ground stations measured rainfall amounts above a threshold. Results are shown for thresholds 0.2, 1, 2, 5, 10, 15 and 20 mm.

In order to verify whether the two timeseries do accurately measure the occurrence of rainfall events, rather
than amounts of precipitation, the timeseries are compared by their measurement of wet and dry days. Wet
and dry days are defined based on a threshold amount of rainfall. Table ?? shows the number of cases in which
the two timeseries measure a wet day, a dry day or when one measures a wet day and the other does not, for
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Figure E.3: P-values for the hypothesis that Pearson’s linear correlation between ground stations and TRMM data is zero against the
alternative hypothesis that the correlation is nonzero. P-values are calculated for all days on which both TRMM and ground stations
measured rainfall amounts above a threshold. Results are shown for thresholds 0.2, 1, 2, 5, 10, 15 and 20 mm.

Figure E.4: Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient between ground stations and TRMM data for all days on which both TRMM and
ground stations measured rainfall amounts above a threshold. Results are shown for thresholds 0.2, 1, 2, 5, 10, 15 and 20 mm.

different thresholds defining a wet/dry day from 0.2 mm to 20 mm. TRMM and the ground stations overlap,
i.e. both measure a wet or a dry day, in 73 - 81 % of the days for the threshold of 0.2 milimeter. This overlap
increases with increasing threshold with 81 - 95 % for a 20 mm threshold. Overlapping days seem reasonably
high, but majority of the overlapping days are dry days.For larger threshold, the number of overlapping wet
days is very low, between 1-11 % for a threshold of 10 mm and between 0-4 % for a threshold of 20 mm. For
these thresholds, the number of times either the ground stations or TRMM measure a wet day is larger than
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Figure E.5: P-values for the hypothesis that Spearman’s rank correlation between ground stations and TRMM data is zero against the
alternative hypothesis that the correlation is nonzero. P-values are calculated for all days on which both TRMM and ground stations
measured rainfall amounts above a threshold. Results are shown for thresholds 0.2, 1, 2, 5, 10, 15 and 20 mm.

the number of times they overlap. It can be concluded from the table that TRMM measures wet days more
often than the ground stations in most cases, which would also support the assumption that "no data" has
been replaced by zero precipitation measurements for the ground stations. However, the number of times
ground stations measure a wet day when TRMM detects a dry day is not neglectable.

Comparing the precipitation measurements of TRMM and the ground stations with the discharge measure-
ments for that day visually, comparing timing of high peaks for example, suggests better performance of
TRMM for some catchments (Paunglaung, Sinthe) and better performance of the ground station for others
(Yezin, Chaungmange). It should be noted that the quality of discharge data has not fully been verified either,
so this test can only be used as an indication.

Figure ?? shows cumulative plots of the measured discharge, measured precipitation by TRMM, measured
precipitation by the ground stations and the aggregation of discharge and potential evaporation. The sum
of potential evaporation and discharge should be larger then the sum of the measured precipitation. This is
not the case for the catchments Madan, Kabaung, Yenwe and to a smaller extend Bainda. In case of Madan
this could be explained by an underestimation of the discharge, considering that the timeseries contain only
in 24.2 % of the days discharge measurements, see table E.1. The catchments Kabaung, Yenwe and Bainda
have discharge measurements for 93.1%, 94.7 % and 76.8 % of the datapoints, so for those catchment these
plots might indicate an overestimation of precipitation by both measurement methods. Another explanation
could be that the potential evaporation of the dataseries is too low. Figure ?? shows the location of these
reservoirs are further away from the Climwat stations included in the calculation of the average potential
evaporation.The catchment Yezin shows that the total discharge is larger than precipitation measurement of
both TRMM and the ground station, indicating that both precipitation measurements are off or the discharge
data are irreliable for the Yezin catchment.

Another way of looking at the aggregation of all data for the catchments is the Budyko framework, figure
E.7.For each catchment the ratio of total actual evaporation over total precipitation, Ea

P , with respect to the

ratio of total potential evaporation over total precipitation,
Ep

P , for each catchment are displayed in the plot,
both for TRMM precipitation (figure E.7b) and ground station measurements (figure E.7a) . Actual evapora-
tion is calculated as the difference between total measured precipitation and total measured discharge. For

three catchments the ratio Ea
P is larger than the

Ep

P when using TRMM rainfall data, Madan and Yenwe, of for
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Table E.2: Water Balance, fluxes and parameters for the simple lumped model

Threshold 0.2 mm Threshold 1 mm Threshold 2 mm
TRMM - GS Dry - Dry Wet - Wet Wet - Dry Dry - Wet Dry - Dry Wet - Wet Wet - Dry Dry - Wet Dry - Dry Wet - Wet Wet - Dry Dry - Wet
Paunglaung 58 % (1089) 15 % (289) 19 % (360) 8 % (144) 60 % (1132) 13 % (245) 19 % (360) 8 % (145) 63 % (1192) 11 % (201) 18 % (333) 8 % (156)
Ngalaik 61 % (1383) 13 % (289) 19 % (437) 7 % (169) 63 % (1435) 12 % (270) 17 % (394) 8 % (179) 66 % (1514) 10 % (222) 15 % (345) 9 % (197)
Sinthe 66 % (1503) 7 % (167) 22 % (499) 4 % (86) 68 % (1546) 7 % (158) 20 % (458) 4 % (93) 71 % (1617) 6 % (136) 17 % (388) 5 % (114)
Madan 60 % (1251) 13 % (280) 22 % (468) 5 % (97) 61 % (1283) 13 % (271) 21 % (436) 5 % (106) 63 % (1331) 11 % (241) 19 % (393) 6 % (131)
Kabaung 48 % (625) 31 % (402) 15 % (191) 7 % (93) 49 % (636) 29 % (384) 14 % (180) 8 % (111) 50 % (656) 27 % (350) 13 % (165) 11 % (140)
Yenwe 53 % (801) 28 % (427) 13 % (199) 6 % (90) 55 % (830) 28 % (418) 11 % (170) 7 % (99) 56 % (855) 25 % (387) 11 % (163) 7 % (112)
Bainda 52 % (987) 27 % (507) 14 % (263) 5 % (94) 54 % (1020) 26 % (497) 12 % (230) 6 % (104) 56 % (1050) 25 % (465) 11 % (215) 6 % (121)
Yezin 59 % (1328) 15 % (336) 19 % (429) 7 % (170) 61 % (1380) 13 % (296) 18 % (407) 8 % (180) 64 % (1451) 10 % (228) 17 % (392) 8 % (192)
Chaungmange 59 % (1328) 16 % (363) 18 % (414) 6 % (143) 61 % (1366) 16 % (352) 17 % (377) 7 % (153) 63 % (1419) 14 % (322) 15 % (327) 8 % (180)

Threshold 5 mm Threshold 10 mm Threshold 15 mm
TRMM - GS Dry - Dry Wet - Wet Wet - Dry Dry - Wet Dry - Dry Wet - Wet Wet - Dry Dry - Wet Dry - Dry Wet - Wet Wet - Dry Dry - Wet
Paunglaung 72 % (1351) 6 % (107) 14 % (262) 9 % (162) 82 % (1541) 3 % (49) 10 % (185) 6 % (107) 88 % (1648) 1 % (25) 7 % (129) 4 % (80)
Ngalaik 75 % (1714) 6 % (129) 12 % (272) 7 % (163) 84 % (1915) 2 % (50) 9 % (201) 5 % (112) 89 % (2031) 1 % (26) 6 % (137) 4 % (84)
Sinthe 78 % (1775) 4 % (80) 12 % (279) 5 % (121) 87 % (1966) 1 % (26) 8 % (187) 3 % (76) 92 % (2080) 0 % (11) 5 % (120) 2 % (44)
Madan 70 % (1462) 8 % (177) 13 % (279) 8 % (178) 78 % (1633) 4 % (74) 11 % (228) 8 % (161) 83 % (1739) 2 % (36) 8 % (177) 7 % (144)
Kabaung 56 % (731) 18 % (241) 12 % (154) 14 % (185) 65 % (852) 10 % (133) 11 % (145) 14 % (181) 73 % (956) 5 % (67) 10 % (134) 12 % (154)
Yenwe 61 % (929) 19 % (296) 10 % (145) 10 % (147) 67 % (1019) 11 % (167) 11 % (165) 11 % (166) 74 % (1120) 7 % (109) 9 % (137) 10 % (151)
Bainda 60 % (1129) 19 % (354) 11 % (198) 9 % (170) 67 % (1256) 10 % (191) 12 % (220) 10 % (184) 73 % (1374) 6 % (121) 10 % (185) 9 % (171)
Yezin 73 % (1645) 5 % (121) 13 % (301) 9 % (196) 82 % (1848) 3 % (60) 9 % (208) 6 % (147) 87 % (1969) 2 % (35) 7 % (148) 5 % (111)
Chaungmange 69 % (1552) 9 % (208) 12 % (259) 10 % (229) 78 % (1752) 4 % (100) 9 % (209) 8 % (187) 84 % (1886) 3 % (58) 7 % (158) 6 % (146)

Threshold 20 mm
TRMM - GS Dry - Dry Wet - Wet Wet - Dry Dry - Wet
Paunglaung 92 % (1724) 1 % (11) 5 % (87) 3 % (60)
Ngalaik 92 % (2098) 0 % (11) 4 % (100) 3 % (69)
Sinthe 95 % (2144) 0 % (4) 3 % (78) 1 % (29)
Madan 88 % (1837) 1 % (13) 7 % (139) 5 % (107)
Kabaung 79 % (1041) 3 % (38) 8 % (106) 10 % (126)
Yenwe 79 % (1192) 4 % (64) 8 % (126) 9 % (135)
Bainda 77 % (1457) 4 % (73) 9 % (163) 8 % (158)
Yezin 91 % (2056) 1 % (15) 4 % (100) 4 % (92)
Chaungmange 89 % (1992) 2 % (36) 5 % (118) 5 % (102)

(a) Paunglaung dam (b) Ngalaik dam (c) Sinthe dam

(d) Madan dam (e) Kabaung dam (f) Yenwe dam

(g) Bainda dam (h) Yezin dam (i) Chaungmange dam

both rainfall data sources, Kabaung. As the actual evaporation is derived from precipitation and discharge
measurements, this could either mean that the total discharge is underestimated, the precipitation is overes-
timated or the potential evaporation is underestimated by the data. For Madan it was already concluded that
the total discharge is an underestimation. For Kabaung and Yenwe, this analysis leads to the same conclusion
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(a) Ground station precipitation measurements. (b) TRMM precipitation measurements

Figure E.7: Budyko framework showing the ratio of total actual evaporation over total precipitation with respect to the ratio of total
potential evaporation over total precipitation for each catchment, both for TRMM precipitation and groudn station measurements.
Actual evaporation is calculated as the difference between total measured precipitation and total measured discharge.

as resulted from figure ??, i.e. the precipitation is overestimated or the potential evaporation underestimated.
The Yezin catchment has a negative Ea

P ratio, which is a result of the discharge being larger than the precip-
itation. This could imply the catchment receives groundwater from another catchment, or the observations
are wrong.

This analysis does not prove TRMM data to be accurate nor inaccurate as the quality of the ground measure-
ments is not verified either. Advantages of TRMM data over station measurements are a better coverage in
space and time and its availability for the ungauged subcatchments. For this reason it was decided to use
TRMM data instead of ground measurements as model input for the calibration.
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(a) Paunglaung dam (b) Ngalaik dam (c) Sinthe dam

(d) Madan dam (e) Kabaung dam (f) Yenwe dam

(g) Bainda dam (h) Yezin dam (i) Chaungmange dam

Figure E.8: Cumulative sum of measured discharge, measured precipitation by TRMM, measured precipitation by the ground stations
and the aggregation of discharge and potential evaporation over time.



Appendix F

Reservoir characteristics

For most reservoirs the storage capacity, conduit capacity, waterspread area, irrigable area and reservoir
catchment area are available. For some reservoirs one or more of these characteristics were not available.
Assumptions were made for these reservoirs. Table F.1 gives these characteristics for each reservoir. The val-
ues indicated with † are assumed values. The assumptions of these values is discussed here. The reservoirs
indicated with ∗ before their number are reservoirs upstream of Taungoo city, the locations for which floods
are considered. Subcatchments of the Sittaung river basin were defined for the development of the model.
The table indicated for each reservoir in which subcatchment it is located, the size of that subcatchment and
the ratio of the reservoir catchment area and the subcatchment area. In Appendix ?? the irrigation demands
are estimated per month in mm d−1. The irrigation demand in 106 m3d−1 for each reservoir for each month
is estimated by multiplying the estimated demand in mm d−1 with the irrigable area in 103 km2. The last
column in table F.1 gives the mean irrigation demand per reservoir throughout the year.

Assumption of storage capacity For the reservoirs Kawliya (7), Bawni (8) and Yanaungmyin (10) no storage
capacity was available. An estimation for the storage capacity was made by looking at the ratio of conduit
and storage capacity and the ratio of storage capacity and reservoir area for other reservoirs in the basin.
The typical ratios for the reservoirs in the basin were based on the ratio for all other reservoirs except for the
Paunglaung (3) and Thaukyegat (19) reservoirs and the Yanaungmyin (10), Ngalaik (12), Yezin (14), Chaung-
magyi Pyi (17) and Minye (20). The Paunglaung (3) and Thaukyegat (19) reservoirs are much larger than the
other reservoirs and their ratios deviated from the others. Their dimensions are not considered ’typical’ for
the basin. For the reservoirs the Yanaungmyin (10), Ngalaik (12), Yezin (14), Chaungmagyi Pyi (17) and Minye
(20) no conduit capacities were available as will be discussed in section F. Since the Kawliya (7), Bawni (8) and
Yanaungmyin (10) reservoirs were not of a similar size Paunnglaung and Thaukyegat, they were not consid-
ered ’typical’ in their dimensions. The average conduit - storage ratio for the remaining reservoirs is 9.3. The
average ratio for the storage capacity and the catchment area is 69.4. The standard deviations of these values
are high, 4.2 and 53.1 respectively, indicating that the ’typical’ dimensions of a reservoir in the basin do not
exist. Better methods may be available to estimate the storage capacity of reservoirs when they are unknown,
but this is beyond the scope of this research. The effect of assumptions for dimensions of the reservoirs on
the results will be discussed in chapter 6.

Using both ratios to estimate the storage capacity for the Kawliya (7) and Bawni (8) reservoir, leads to two
different estimations. For the Kawliya (7) reservoir these were 81 ·106 m3 for the storage capacity - catchment
area ratio and 268 ·106 m3 for the conduit - storage capacity ratio. For the Bawni (8) reservoir these were 31
·106 m3 for the storage capacity - catchment area ratio and 46 ·106 m3 for the conduit - storage capacity ratio.
The average value was used as estimation of the storage capacity, which is 174 ·106 m3 for Kawliya and 38
for Bawni. For the Yanaungmyin reservoir no conduit capacity was available either, so the estimation of the
storage capacity was only based in the typical ratio of storage capacity and reservoir area in the basin. This
estimation is 19 ·106 m3.

Assumption of conduit capacity For the reservoirs Yanaungmyin (10), Ngalaik (12), Yezin (14), Chaung-
magyi Pyi (17) and Minye (20) no conduit capacity was available. The estimation of the conduit capacity is
based on the ’typical’ conduit - storage capacity ratio of reservoirs in the basin as determined in section F at
a value 9.3. The estimated conduit capacities for the reservoirs Yanaungmyin (10), Ngalaik (12), Yezin (14),
Chaungmagyi Pyi (17) and Minye (20) are respectively 1.81 m3s−1, 8.67 m3s−1, 8.39 m3s−1, 1.12 m3s−1 and
0.19 m3s−1. In section F it was mentioned that the ’typical’ dimensions for reservoirs in the basin are difficult
to define, meaning that these are very rough assumptions. The reservoirs Ngaliak(12) and Yezin (14) have
approximately average reservoir areas and storage capacities, so for these reservoirs using ’average’ dimen-
sions might lead to a reasonable estimation. The reserovirs Chaungmagyi Pyi (17) and Miny (20) are relatively
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small, so a erroneous assumption of their conduit is not expected to effect the results of the optimization to a
large extend. For Yanaungmyin both the conduit and the reservoir capacity were estimated, its characteristics
are now comparable to the Yathoe (16) reservoir.

Assumption of irrigable area For the reservoirs Kawliya (7), Bawni (8), Yanaungmyin (10), Swegyin (18),
Thaukyegat (19) and Kunchaung (21) no irrigable areas were available. For all other reservoirs the ratio of
irrigable area over total reservoir catchment area was calculated resulting in an average of 0.29. The standard
deviation is 0.22, showing that also in this case the assumption of a ’typical’ relation between the catchment
area and the irrigable area is probably not valid. Better estimation of irrigable area was beyond the scope
of this research, so the irrigable areas were estimated based on this ratio. For the Kawliya (7), Bawni (8),
Yanaungmyin (10), Swegyin (18), Thaukyegat (19) and Kunchaung (21) reservoirs, this resulted in the values
presented in table F.1.

Assumption of waterspread area For the reservoirs Kawliya (7), Bawni (8), Yanaungmyin (10), Swegyin (18),
Thaukyegat (19) and Kunchaung (21) no waterspread area Res A [m2] was available. The waterspread areas
are only used when calculating the hydropower generation in the reservoir. They were estimated by deriving a
relation between the waterspread area and the reservoir capacity Sres [m3] with linear regression for the other
reservoirs in the basin, resulting in the relation Res A = 6 · Sres + 545. The estimated waterspread areas for
the reservoirs are presented in table F.1. For this estimation also holds that there are better ways to estimate
the waterspread area of these reservoirs, such as by satellite images, but this was beyond the scope of this
research.
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Appendix G

River characteristics

Table G.1: Summary of river characteristics. Numbers of the river sections indicate the subbasin connected to that reach with the
subbasins numbered as in figure 3.3a. The parameters c1,c2,c3 and K are the parameters for the Muskingum routing.

River
section

Stream
length
(km)

c1 c2 c3 K (s)

1 28 0.85 0.62 -0.46 22618.4
2 41 0.80 0.50 -0.31 32799.2
3 8 0.94 0.86 -0.80 6792.8
4 43 0.80 0.49 -0.28 34454.4
5 11 0.93 0.83 -0.76 8479.2
6 42 0.80 0.50 -0.30 33586.4
7 9 0.94 0.86 -0.80 6904.8
8 11 0.93 0.82 -0.74 9028.8
9 33 0.83 0.57 -0.40 26668.8

10 10 0.94 0.84 -0.78 7756.0
11 24 0.87 0.67 -0.53 18826.4
12 26 0.86 0.64 -0.50 20808.0
13 29 0.85 0.61 -0.46 22938.4
14 27 0.85 0.63 -0.48 21740.8
15 27 0.85 0.63 -0.48 21836.0
16 34 0.82 0.56 -0.38 27587.2
17 10 0.93 0.84 -0.77 7999.2
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Appendix H

Estimation of irrigation demands

There are two growing cycles for rice in Myanmar. In cycle 1 the ricee is planted between June and August and
harvested between November and January, in cycle 2 the rice is planted November and December and har-
vested in April and May (Maclean et al.). The water demand is estimated by multiplying the water demand for
a hypothetical reference crop with the crop factor. The reference crop is defined as a hypothetical extensive
surface of green grass of uniform height, actively growing, completely shading the ground and with adequate
water. The crop factor is determined per crop, per climate and per growth stage and extracted from the Food
and Agricultural Organization database on May 13th, 2017 (FAO). Table H.1 gives the growth stages of paddy
rice with duration and corresponding crop factors.

Table H.1: The growth stages of paddy rice with duration and corresponding crop factors extracted from the Food and Agricultural
Organization database (FAO) on May 13th, 2017.

Growth stage Duration (months) Crop factor

Initial 1 1.05
Crop development 1 1.225

Mid season 2 1.2
Late season 1 0.75
Harvesting -

The potential evaporation for the reference crop is given by FAO for each month of the year in mm day−1. The
rice planted in the two cycles of growth are assumed to be planted throughout the entire planting season.
This means that for cycle 1, one third of the rice is planted in June, one third in July and one third in August.
For cycle 2, half of the plants is planted in November and half is planted in December. This results in 5 actual
cycles of rice plants. The demands crop factor per month is averaged over the 5 cycles of rice production,
as presented in table H.2. The potential transpiration of the reference crop ET0 [mm d−1] and the irrigation
demand [mm d−1] calculated by multiplying the average crop factor with the potenial transpiration of the
reference crop are given in table H.2 as well. To determine the irrigation demand per reservoir, the irrigation
demand in mm d−1 is multiplied by the irrigable area of the reservoir. Table F.1 in Appendix F gives the
irrigable area as well as the average daily irrigation demand per year.

For three reservoirs in the basin, Yezin (14), Sinthe (6) and Ngalaik (12), actual irrigation offtakes are were
available for the period between September 1st, 2009 to March 19th, 2015. The average daily offtake for
irrigation for these reservoirs are 99 ·103, 48 ·103 and 80 ·103 m3 d−1. The average estimated daily demand for
these reservoirs was 150 ·103 m3d−1, 310 ·103 m3d−1 and 200 ·103 m3d−1, as presented in table F.1. No data
are available for irrigation offtakes in other reservoirs. It is likely that the estimations for other reservoirs are
overestimations as well for reasons mentioned above. Also, the reservoirs Yezin (14), Sinthe (6) and Ngalaik
(12) are located in the north of the basin (see figure 2.3), which is drier than the south of the basin.
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Appendix I

The spillway behaviour for increasing penalty

Table I.1: Spillway behaviour for increasing penalty per reservoir for the period between April 1st, 2010 until March 31st, 2011. The
total spilled volume in that period, the number of days spilling occured, the numbr of days spilling occured when the reservoir was
less than 95% full, the hydropower generation (MWh), the volume above flood level, the average number of iterations used to solve the
optimization problem for one timestep and the total CPU time for all timesteps.

Res. ρ2

Spilled
volume
(106 m3)

Spilling
days

Spilling
when

res.
not full

Hydro-
power
(MWh)

Flood
volume
(106 m3)

Average
number
of iter-
ations

CPU
time

(min)

3
0 834 44 44 5.48E+04 56 141 15

10−15 58 15 2 7.38E+04 40 307 33
10−14 367 51 1 7.41E+04 42 566 62

6
0 204 45 25 2.71E+03 46 73 8

10−15 197 93 1 3.15E+03 42 119 13
10−14 208 96 0 3.11E+03 43 168 18

9
0 266 55 29 5.03E+03 52 64 7

10−15 263 100 0 5.80E+03 43 114 12
10−14 266 100 0 5.78E+03 43 177 19

10
0 0 0 0 4.77E+01 43 305 32

10−15 0 0 0 4.77E+01 43 253 26
10−14 0 0 0 4.77E+01 43 211 22

11
0 15 7 3 1.64E+03 45 69 7

10−15 15 31 0 1.65E+03 45 134 14
10−14 15 45 0 1.65E+03 43 164 17

12
0 42 14 6 1.32E+03 45 85 9

10−15 44 59 8 1.37E+03 43 134 14
10−14 44 68 0 1.38E+03 43 172 18

13
0 0 0 0 6.00E+02 42 243 25

10−15 0 0 0 6.03E+02 42 199 21
10−14 0 0 0 6.00E+02 42 192 20

14
0 1 3 3 3.20E+01 42 244 26

10−15 0 0 0 3.50E+01 42 198 21
10−14 0 0 0 3.26E+01 40 203 21

15
0 0 0 0 4.04E+02 42 228 24

10−15 0 0 0 4.01E+02 42 174 18
10−14 0 0 0 4.01E+02 42 154 16

17
0 60 203 8 2.58E+01 43 179 18

10−15 60 197 10 2.56E+01 42 219 23
10−14 60 217 0 2.59E+01 42 307 32

19
0 246 22 22 1.60E+04 50 156 16

10−15 0 0 0 1.55E+04 48 237 25
10−14 56 9 0 1.42E+04 40 407 43
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Appendix J

Matlab Code

Matlab code developed for this research is available at
https://github.com/dorienlugt/OperatingSittaungsReservoirs.git.
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