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Abstract—In the context of high penetration of renewables, the 

need to build dynamic models of power system components based 

on accessible measurement data has become urgent. To address 

this challenge, firstly, a neural ordinary differential equations 

(ODE) module and a neural differential-algebraic equations (DAE) 

module are proposed to form a data-driven modeling framework 

that accurately captures components’ dynamic characteristics and 

flexibly adapts to various interface settings. Secondly, analytical 

models and data-driven models learned by the neural ODE and 

DAE modules are integrated together and simulated simultane-

ously using unified transient stability simulation methods. Finally, 

the neural ODE and DAE modules are implemented with Python 

and made public on GitHub. Using the portal measurements, three 

simple but representative cases of excitation controller modeling, 

photovoltaic power plant modeling, and equivalent load modeling 

of a regional power network are carried out in the IEEE-39 system 

and 2383wp system. Neural dynamic model-integrated simulations 

are compared with the original model-based ones to verify the fea-

sibility and potentiality of the proposed neural ODE and DAE 

modules. 

 
Index Terms—Power system dynamics, power system simula-

tions, dynamic component modeling, ordinary differential equa-

tions, differential-algebraic equations, neural networks 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Motivations 

nsuring the stable operation of power systems is a crucial 

task, which relies heavily on accurate system dynamic sim-

ulations [1]. However, after adopting massive renewables, 

power systems have become far more complicated, which raises 

new technical challenges in this area.   

First, without enough prior knowledge, it is hard to develop 

dynamic models of electrical and control components as well as 

equivalent models of subsystems deductively and precisely [2]. 

Impacts of hidden dynamics, e.g., environmental changes, on 

modern power systems are strengthened as more renewables are 

integrated into all voltage levels. Lacking knowledge of such 

hidden dynamics poses difficulties in deriving equivalent mod-

els of load areas [3] and renewable power plants [4], etc. More-

over, for privacy considerations, vendors and users may not 

fully share the knowledge of controls and protections of their 

power devices [5]. From the point of view of system operators, 

these devices and controls are black-boxes weakening the accu-

rate understanding of system dynamics.  

Second, there are few power system simulation tools for in-

tegrating analytical and data-driven models seamlessly [6]. Uti-

lizing the big data of real-time measurements and simulation 

results, various data-driven surrogate models have been devel-

oped in this decade [7], which were used to predict local and 

system-level dynamics of power systems. However, these data-

driven models were seldom deployed directly in traditional sim-

ulation programs to perform numerical integration with analyt-

ical models of power components. Such an absence results not 

only from incompatible forms of data-driven models but also 

lacking numerical algorithms integrating both analytical and 

data-driven models together. 

To solve the above challenging problems, we explore the fea-

sibility of building power system dynamic models in a data-

driven manner based on neural ordinary differential equations 

(ODE). Moreover, unified simulation methods are also intro-

duced to integrate power component models both in analytical 

and neural network forms. Neural dynamic models of control-

lers, photovoltaic power plants, and subsystems are developed 

for illustration and tests. Comprehensive case studies validate 

the efficacy of the proposed method.  

B. Related Works 

Dynamic modeling methods can be divided into three types, 

namely, the analytical approach based on knowledge, the data-

driven approach based on measurement data, and the hybrid ap-

proach combining the former two [8]. There are mainly three 

lines of studies that inspire the data-driven modeling method 

proposed in this paper, namely, neural ODE, physics-informed 

neural networks (PINN), and the Koopman operator. Here we 

provide a brief introduction to these topics.  

The idea of modern neural ODE was proposed by Chen et al 

in 2018 [9]. As for the analytical modeling approach and the 

data-driven modeling approach, it was stated in [10] that neural 

ODE offers a best-of-both-worlds approach. While learning a 

global approximation of the derivative functions with easily 

trainable neural networks, neural ODE also keeps the classical 

numerical integration structure, which is a very important prior 

knowledge and makes neural ODE highly adaptive to scientific 

computations and industrial applications. This idea quickly re-

ceived worldwide attention and inspired many other studies 

such as neural partial differential equations (PDE) [11], the 

Hamilton neural networks [12], the Lagrangian neural networks 

[13], etc. It should be noted that the basic idea of neural ODE 
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can be found in older literature, e.g., in the research field of 

power systems, a similar idea can be traced back to 2003 [14] 

for equivalent load modeling, which used a bottleneck neural 

network to extract state variables from algebraic variables and 

embedded a neural network to learn the time derivatives of the 

extracted state variables. Another example is [15], which 

adopted the idea to approximate differential-algebraic equa-

tions (DAE) for the equivalent modeling of a regional power 

network. Recently in 2022, the learning theory of neural ODE 

was introduced and a neural ODE-based equivalent modeling 

of networked microgrids was built for reachability analysis [16]. 

Currently, the learning theory of power system DAE approxi-

mation is not clarified. Meanwhile, the trained neural dynamic 

models are seldom integrated directly into traditional power 

system simulators to perform dynamic simulations with analyt-

ical models at the same time.  

Different from neural ODE, the idea of PINN is to directly 

learn an approximation of the solutions of numerical integration 

methods, which was proposed to solve PDEs at first [17]. The 

output of the neural networks contains the solution of the cur-

rent integration step and the hidden vector for the next integra-

tion step. The PINN works like a recurrent neural network and 

no longer needs to fit in a numerical ODE solver. A PINN for 

DAE solutions called DAE-PINN was proposed in [18] to di-

rectly output the solutions of required state variables and alge-

braic variables of the IEEE-9 power system, which means that 

a system-level surrogate is learned with limited observations.  

The idea of the Koopman operator was proposed in 1931 [19] 

and 1932 [20]. The Koopman operator is a linear but infinite-

dimensional operator that governs the evolution of functions of 

possible measurements of the system state. With the recent de-

velopment of machine learning theory, the Koopman operator 

can be learned using an autoencoder structure and has become 

a leading candidate for the global linear representation of non-

linear systems [21]. An example of the Koopman operator the-

ory in power systems is to identify system modes in a data-

driven manner using ambient system measurements [22]. 

C. Contributions 

The contributions of this paper are as follows.  

1) A neural ODE module with external inputs (neural ODE-

E module) and a neural DAE module are proposed to build ac-

curate data-driven dynamic models for power system compo-

nents based on accessible measurement data.  

2) Neural model-integrated transient stability simulation 

methods are presented to integrate data-driven models trained 

by the proposed neural modules with analytical models and per-

form simulations simultaneously without affecting the accuracy 

and convergence of solutions.  

3) The proposed neural modules are implemented with Py-

thon and the source code is made public on GitHub1. Using the 

portal measurements, three simple but representative cases of 

excitation controller modeling, photovoltaic power plant mod-

eling, and equivalent load modeling of a regional power net-

work are carried out in the IEEE-39 system and 2383wp system 

to validate the feasibility of the proposed neural modules and 

 
1 https://github.com/xxh0523/Py_PSNODE 

neural dynamic model-integrated simulations. Test results indi-

cate that the proposed neural modules can build accurate dy-

namic models for complex components based on a dataset of 

portal measurements that only contains stable samples with a 

limited proportion of large-disturbance contingencies.  

D. Paper Organization 

The remainder of the papers is as follows. Section II intro-

duces the problem formulation of power system dynamic com-

ponent modeling. The neural ODE-E module and neural DAE 

module are illustrated in Section III. In section IV, how to inte-

grate the neural models into transient stability simulations is 

demonstrated. Numerical tests are designed in Section V and 

test results are shown in Section VI. Discussions on the pro-

posed neural modules are carried out in Section VII. Conclu-

sions are drawn in Section VIII. 

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION 

A. Power System Component Modeling and Simulations 

In power system transient stability simulations, the dynamic 

components can be divided into two types according to whether 

the component produces injection currents into the power net-

work, as shown in Fig. 1. For the components that do not pro-

duce injection currents (hereafter referred to as controllers), the 

dynamics can be formulated as: 

 ( , )=x f x z  (1) 

where x  is the state vector of the component whose time de-

rivatives are equal to ( , )f x z , and z  is the vector of required 

external input variables. Taking an exciter as an example, in ad-

dition to the state variables, the nodal voltage of the generator-

connected bus is needed for calculating derivatives, i.e., the 

nodal voltage belongs to z .  

For the components that produce injection currents into the 

power network (hereafter referred to as power devices), the dy-

namics can be formulated as: 

 ( , , , )=x f x i v z  (2) 

 ( , , )=i g x v z  (3) 

where i  is the injection current, v  is the nodal voltage of the 

component-connected bus, and g  is the function of injection 

current calculation. Taking a synchronous machine as an exam-

ple, the inner electric potentials, rotor angle, rotor speed, and 

state variables of controllers belong to x , and the active power 

and the reactive power at the starting instant and at the current 

step belong to z .  

Accordingly, in transient stability simulations, the overall 

dynamics of  the power system are modeled as a group of high-

dimensional non-linear DAEs including ODEs (4) for dynamic 

devices and algebraic equations (AE) (5) for the power network: 

 ( , )=x f x V  (4) 

 ( , ) ( , )= − =G x V YV I x V 0  (5) 

where x  is the state vector of the system, whose time deriva-

tives are equal to ( , )f x V , V  is the bus voltage vector, I  is the 

injection current vector, Y  is the admittance matrix, and G  

https://github.com/xxh0523/Py_PSNODE


 3 

represents the whole network equations. The system DAEs can 

be solved with the simultaneous approach or the alternating ap-

proach [23]. It is obvious that the ODE models shown in (1) and 

DAE models shown in (2) and (3) can be easily integrated into 

the system DAEs shown in (4) and (5). 

B. Data-driven Dynamic Component Modeling  

This paper focuses on building dynamic component models 

based on accessible measurement data and integrating the neu-

ral models into power system time-domain simulators. The 

overview of the proposed method is shown in Fig. 1. 

Typically, in practical power systems, the portal measure-

ments of a dynamic component, i.e., the input and output of 

controllers and the nodal voltages and injection currents of 

power devices, are available, whereas the inner variables and 

dynamics of the component are commonly not observable. 

These accessible measurements are assembled as:  

 ˆˆ ˆ ˆ{ , , , }= x i v z  (6) 

where  denotes the dataset, and x̂ , î , v̂ , and ẑ  represent 

the measured values of x , i , v , and z , respectively. Notably, 

x̂  only contains measurable state variables, e.g., the output of 

a controller, and is set to empty if no state variable is available.  

Based on , the neural ODE-E module introduced in sec-

tion III.B is used to build data-driven dynamic models for con-

trollers, while the neural DAE module presented in section III.C 

is used to build data-driven dynamic models for power devices. 

The data-driven model derived from  needs to adapt to the 

mature framework of power system dynamic simulations and 

be simulated simultaneously with analytical models without se-

riously affecting the accuracy and convergence of solutions, 

which is introduced in section IV. 

III. NEURAL ODE-E MODULE AND NEURAL DAE MODULE 

FOR POWER SYSTEM DYNAMIC COMPONENT MODELING 

A. General Framework of Neural ODE  

The structure of the original neural ODE module, as shown 

in Fig. 2(a), was first proposed by Chen et al [9]. A neural ODE 

block consisting of neural networks is used to formulate a pa-

rameterized derivative function ( ; )x , as shown in (7):  

 ( ; ) ( )=x x f x  (7) 

where  denotes parameters of the neural ODE block. A sim-

ple example is shown in (8) when a multi-layer perceptron 

(MLP) with one hidden layer is used in the neural ODE block: 

  2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2( ) , { , , , }= + + =x W W x b b W b W b  (8) 

where W  and b  denote the parameters of the MLP, and  is 

the activation function.  

Given the initial values (0)x , the integration step t , the 

integration time T , and the derivative function (7), a series of 

x  can be easily calculated with a numerical integration method. 

Both the explicit and implicit integration methods can be used 

to solve neural ODE. For the convenience of demonstration, all 

the modules displayed in Fig. 2 use the Euler method as an ex-

ample and the stepwise integration is as follows: 

 ( )( ) ( ) ( )t t t t t+  = +  x x f x  (9) 

The neural ODE block can be trained with a dataset of sam-

pled curves of x . In (10), a loss function , e.g., the mean 

square error (MSE) between predicted curves and ground-truth 

curves, is defined to optimize :  

 1

ˆarg min ( , ; )

ˆ ˆs.t. ( ; ), (0) (0), , [0, ]

N

i i

i

i i i i t T

=

=

= =  

 x x

x x x x x

 (10) 

where N  denotes the number of samples in the training set, x  

denotes the series of state variables predicted using the neural 

ODE module,  denotes the sample set, and x̂  denotes the 

ground-truth series. With the initial value ˆ (0)ix , ix  can be ob-

tained by numerical integration.  

To optimize , the adjoint sensitivity method [24], which is 

also introduced in [9] and [16], can be adopted. The gradients 

with respect to  are calculated as shown in (11):  

 
  

T

0 0

( );( )
( )

T T tt
dt t dt

 
 = = =

   
x

 (11) 

where  ( ) ( ); , ( )t t t= x  is the Hamiltonian function [25] 

 
        (a)                     (b)                                         (c) 

  
             (d)                                                         (e) 

Fig. 2.  Structures of (a) original neural ODE module, (b) neural ODE-E mod-

ule, (c) autoencoder-based neural ODE-E module, (d) neural DAE module, and 

(e) autoencoder-based neural DAE module. 
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Fig. 1.  Overview of power system dynamic component modeling and proposed 

neural modules. 

Power Network Equations

Controllers 

Dynamic Components without Injection Currents, 

e.g., Excitation Controllers, Governors and Movers, 

Power System Stabilizers, HVDC Controllers, etc.

Power Devices 

Dynamic Components with Injection Currents, 

e.g., Power Sources, Loads, Micro-grids, (Active) 

Distribution Networks

M

Nodal Voltages Injection Currents

Related States Control Signals

Neural 

ODE-E

Module

Neural 

DAE

Module

Dynamic 

Components



 4 

defined in (12) and  denotes the Lagrange multiplier that 

obeys (13)-(14):  

 T( ; , ) ( ; )=x x  (12) 

 
 

T
( ; )

= − = −
 

x

x x
 (13) 

 ( ) , ( )
( ) ( )

t

T
T t dt

T t

 
= = +
  x x

 (14) 

The proof of the gradient formula can be found in Appendix. 

A. Like the forward integration, a numerical integration method 

can be used to solve the backward integration shown in (14) us-

ing a negative integration step t− . The parameters can be eas-

ily optimized after the gradients   are obtained, e.g., by ap-

plying the stochastic gradient descent (SGD) method or the 

Adam optimizer [26].  

B. Neural ODE-E Module  

Based on the general framework of neural ODE, for the com-

ponents shown in (1) that do not produce injection currents into 

the power network, the dynamics of the component and the neu-

ral derivative function can be formulated as (15): 

 ( , ; ) ( , )=x z x f x z  (15) 

Accordingly, the neural ODE-E module is shown in Fig. 2(b). 

By substituting (15) into (10), the overall optimization of the 

neural ODE-E module is formulated as: 

 
1

ˆarg min ( , )

ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆs.t. ( , ; ), (0) (0), , , [0, ]

N

i i

i

i i i i i i i t T

=

=

= =  

 x x

x x z x x x z

 (16) 

where ẑ  denotes the ground-truth values of z . After applying 

the adjoint sensitivity method, parameters  can be optimized 

as in (12)-(14) by changing ( ; )x  to ˆ( , ; )x z . 

C. Neural DAE Module 

For the components shown in (2) and (3) that produce injec-

tion currents into the power network, a more complex module 

illustrated in Fig. 2. (d) is designed by adding a neural AE block. 

The dynamics can be approximated using the neural DAE mod-

ule as follows:  

 

( , , , ; ) ( , , , )

( , , , ; ) ( , , ; )

( , , , ) ( , , )

=


= − =
 = = −

x i v z x f x i v z

x i v z i x v z 0

G x i v z i g x v z

 (17) 

where ( , , , ; )x i v z  denotes the neural AEs, ( , , ; )x v z  de-

notes the neural AE block, and  denotes the parameters of the 

neural AE block. Similarly, the optimization of  and  can 

be formulated as shown in (18). The adjoint sensitivity method 

can also be used to derive gradients with respect to  and , 

which has the same form as the trajectory sensitivity method in 

the research field of power systems [27].  

 

, 1

ˆˆ, arg min ( , , , ; , )

ˆ ˆ( , , , ; )
s.t. ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ( , , , ; ) ( , , ; )

ˆ ˆˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ(0) (0), (0) (0), , , , , [0, ]

N

i i i i

i

i i i i i

i i i i i i i i

i i i i i i i i t T

=

=

=


= − =

= =  

 x x i i

x x i v z

x i v z i x v z 0

x x i i x i v z

 (18) 

The gradients can be calculated as shown in (19) and (20): 

 
 

T

0 0

( )( )
( )

T T tt
dt t dt

 
 = = =

     (19) 

 
 

T

0 0

( )( )
( )

T T tt
dt t dt

 
 = = =

     (20) 

where ( )t  denotes ˆ ˆ( ), ( ), ( ), ( );t t t tx i v z , ( )t  denotes 
ˆ ˆ( ), ( ), ( ), ( );t t t tx i v z , ( )t  denotes ˆ ˆ( ( ), ( ), ( ); )t t tx v z , 

 denotes the Hamiltonian function defined in (21), ( )t  de-

notes ˆ ˆ( ( ), ( ), ( ), ( ); , , ( ) ( ))t t t t t tx i v z , and  and  de-

note the Lagrange multipliers that obey (22)-(23):  

 
T T

ˆ ˆ( , , , ; , , )

ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ( , , , ; ) ( , , , ; )= +

x i v z

x i v z x i v z
 (21) 

 

T T

T T

   
= − = − −

   


   = = +
   

x x x

0
i i i

 (22) 

 

 

 

T

T

( )
( )

( ) ( ) ( )

( )
( )

( ) ( ) ( )

t

T

T
T

T T T

t
t dt

t t t

  
= +
  


  

= + +
  



x x i

x x i

 (23) 

The proof of the gradient formulas can be found in Appendix. 

A. Similarly, backward numerical integration is required to 

solve  and  before the gradients with respect to  and  

can be derived. 

D. Autoencoder-based frameworks  

Frameworks of autoencoder-based neural modules are put 

forward in Fig. 2. (c) and Fig. 2. (e).  

From a practical point of view, dimensionality change is an 

intuitive demand of power systems. On the one hand, real-world 

dynamic components are not completely observable in most 

cases. None or only a very limited number of state variables can 

be measured. The dynamics of the unobservable part can be ap-

proximated by a dimensionality-raising autoencoder based on 

the sampled curves of the observable part. On the other hand, 

in an equivalent modeling situation, there are too many state 

variables. In this case, a dimensionality-reduction autoencoder 

can be adopted to focus on the key features of the original dy-

namics.  

From a theoretical point of view, the introduction of autoen-

coders can improve the flexibility and performance of the pro-

posed neural modules. The key function of these autoencoders 

is to embed the original states and dynamics into a hidden space. 

On the one hand, a difficult problem in the original low-dimen-

sional space can change to a simpler one after a proper dimen-

sionality-raising autoencoding. The same idea is also used in 

kernel-based support vector machines. On the other hand, for 

complex high-dimensional systems, dimensionality-reduction 

autoencoders can be used to find existing low-dimensional 

manifolds, even to find Koopman invariant subspaces and line-

arize the system dynamics [21]. 

Therefore, in this paper, autoencoders are used to change di-

mensionality and improve the flexibility and performance of the 



 5 

neural modules, as shown in (24) and (25): 

 
( ) ( )

( )

(0) (0) , ( ) ( )

( ) ( )

enc t enc t

t dec t

= =


=

x z

X

X x Z z

x X
 (24) 

 

( ) ( )

( ) ( )

( ) ( )

(0) (0) , (0) (0)

ˆ ˆ( ) ( ) , ( ) ( )

( ) ( ) , ( ) ( )

enc enc

t enc t t enc t

t dec t t dec t

= =


= =


= =

x i

v z

X I

X x I i

V v Z z

x X i I

 (25) 

where enc  denotes an encoder, dec  denotes a decoder, and X , 

Z , V , and I  are the state variables and algebraic variables in 

the hidden space. The numerical integrations take place in the 

hidden space. It should be noted that the encoding of x  and i  

is only performed once to transform the initial value of (0)x  

and (0)i  into (0)X  and (0)I  in the hidden space. By solving 

neural DAE, ( )tX  and ( )tI  are derived in the hidden space. 

Therefore, the decoding process is performed at every integra-

tion step to derive ( )tx  and ( )ti  in the original space. The 

frameworks displayed in Fig. 2. (c) and Fig. 2. (e) are adopted 

for ease of description and understanding. The autoencoders are 

simultaneously optimized with the neural blocks.  

E. Loss Function and Training Procedures 

Pseudo-code 1: Training Procedures of Neural Modules 

Input the total number of samples N , the integration step t , the simula-

tion time T , the mini-batch size m , the number of training epochs E , and 

the evaluation interval E . 

Get the sampled dataset  by simulations with simulation time T  and 

fixed integration step t  or by real-time measurements. Split the samples 

to form a training set and a testing set. 

for 1i =  to E  do 

for 1j =  to /N m  do 

Sample a mini-batch of m  samples from the training dataset. 

Input the mini-batch into the neural module, perform forward integra-

tion, and get x  and i . 

Perform backward integration and get   and  . 

Update  and  with the optimizer based on   and  . 

end for 

if i mod E  then 

Evaluate the neural module in the testing dataset. 

end if 

end for 

For the convenience of demonstration, we take ( , , , )x i v z  

and the neural DAE module as the example to explain the loss 

function. The loss function  can be calculated as: 

 0

0

( ), [0, ], 0,
n

k k n

k

t t T t t T
=

=  = =  (26) 

where  denotes ˆˆ( ( ), ( ), ( ), ( ); , )i k i k i k i kt t t tx x i i , kt  is the 

measurement time instant, and n  is the total number of meas-

urement points. The weighted MSE between predicted curves 

and ground-truth curves is adopted as the loss function: 

 
2 2

ˆˆ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )T T

k k k k kt t t t t= − + −
x i

w x x w i i  (27) 

where w  denotes the weighting factors of different variables. 

Then, the SGD method or the Adam optimizer can be applied. 

The training procedures are demonstrated in Pseudo-code 1. For 

the autoencoder-based frameworks, the reconstruction losses of 

the autoencoders are also added to (27): 

 

( ) ( )

( )   

( )   

T T

2 2

T

2

T

2

ˆˆ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

( ) ( )

( ) ( )

k k k k k

AE

k k

AE

k k

t t t t t

dec enc t t

dec enc t t

= − + −

+ −

+ −

x i

x X x

i I i

w x x w i i

w x x

w i i

 (28) 

where AE
w  denotes the weighting factors of reconstruction 

losses of different variables. 

IV. NEURAL DYNAMIC MODEL-INTEGRATED TRANSIENT 

STABILITY SIMULATIONS 

A. Basics of Power System Transient Stability Simulations 

The system DAEs shown in (4) and (5) can be solved by the 

simultaneous approach or by the alternating approach. In the 

simultaneous approach, after applying implicit numerical inte-

gration methods to system ODEs, the ODEs will transform into 

algebraic equations and can be solved simultaneously with (5) 

using the Newton method iteratively, as shown in (29)-(30):  

 
( , )

( , )

   
=   

   

F x V 0

G x V 0
 (29) 

 

  
   −    

=     
   −     
   

F F

x Fx V

G G V G

x V

 (30) 

where ( , )F x V  are the transformed algebraic equations of sys-

tem ODEs. An example of the implicit trapezoidal method is 

shown in (31):  

( ) ( )

( , , ) ( )

( ) ( ), ( ) ( ), ( )
2

t t

t
t t t t t t t t

=

 
− −  + + −  −    
 

F x V x

x f x V f x V
 (31) 

On the other hand, in the alternating approach, the ODEs and 

AEs are solved separately. Fast solution techniques [28] can be 

used to improve numerical stability and accelerate the solution 

processes. Firstly, given the state vector ( )tx  and bus voltage 

vector ( )tV  at instant t , estimate the initial value (0) ( )t t+ V , 

or simply let (0) ( ) ( )t t t+  =V V . Secondly, solve (4) to obtain 
(0) ( )t t+ x  using the numerical integration method with 

( )t=x x  and (0) ( )t t+ V V= . Third, solve (5) for 
(1) ( )t t+ V  with (0) ( )t t= + x x  and (0) ( )t t= + V V . Then 

solve (4) again with (0) ( )t t= + x x  and (1) ( )t t= + V V . The 

above iteration is repeated until convergence is reached.  

As can be seen, the simultaneous approach is more rigorous 

and the dynamic models must support the calculation of partial 

derivatives shown in (30). In contrast, the alternating approach 

will cause errors, but this approach does not require partial de-

rivatives and is widely used in industry-grade simulation pro-

grams because of its programming flexibility and simplicity, re-

liability, and robustness [23].  

B. Integrating Neural Models into Simulations 

Firstly, the simulator should be able to load neural networks 

and perform forward propagation of neural networks.  

As for the simultaneous approach, the simulator needs to ad-

ditionally support the backward propagation of neural networks. 
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Taking a neural DAE model and the implicit trapezoidal 

method as an example, the algebraic integration function is 

shown in (32) and the injection currents are calculated as shown 

in (33). The partial derivatives with respect to the input vector 

of the neural module are needed, as shown in (34): 

  
1

( , , , , ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
2

t t t t t t t t
 

= − − +  + − 
 

F x i v z x x (32) 

 ( ) ( )t t=i  (33) 
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21 22

        
             = 

        
             

F F
J J

x vx v

G G
J J

x v x v

 (34) 

where (*)J  represents a function of * .  

As for the alternating approach, the integration is intuitive. 

The neural ODE function  is used as the derivative function. 

It can be easily solved by numerical integration methods. The 

neural AE function  is used to calculate injection currents. 

After adding the calculated injection currents to the connected 

bus, nodal voltages can be obtained by solving network AEs (5).  

To summarize, the neural models derived by the proposed 

neural ODE-E and DAE modules can be integrated into transi-

ent simulations and will not affect the simulation procedures.  

C. Initial Value Learner 

For a dynamic component, the initial values of state variables 

cannot be directly accessed, e.g., the initial value of the rotor 

angle is determined by the nodal voltage and power generation 

obtained from the power flow solution. It means that in simula-

tions, the initial value (0)x  is not available for the neural mod-

els. Therefore, an initial value learner is needed when integrat-

ing neural models into transient stability simulations. In most 

cases, the learner is of the form shown in (35):  

 (0) ( , , ; )=x h i v z  (35) 

where h  is the initial value calculator and  denotes the pa-

rameters. The learner is also trained with the neural blocks. 

D. Discrete Event Handling 

During simulations, events such as faults and relay actions 

will introduce jump changes to the network and operation vari-

ables such as nodal voltages. Taking Fig. 2. (b) as an example, 

the state variable ( )tx  will not change right before and after the 

event, i.e., ( ) ( )t t+ −=x x , whereas some variables in ( )tz  can 

change, i.e., ( ) ( )t t+ −z z . The difference between ( )t +z  and 

( )t −z  could be large when the power system is subjected to a 

major failure. Considering these jump changes during the train-

ing process can improve the accuracy of the neural models. 

However, in most power system simulation tools, jump changes 

cannot be obtained. An acceptable alternative is to use ( 1)t +z  

instead of ( )tz  to predict ( )tx  because the variables at the next 

integration step are a good approximation of the jump changes. 

Additional equality constraint (36) is added to (10) and con-

straints (36), (37), and (38) are added to (18):  

 ˆ ˆ( ) ( 1),i i eventt t t+ = + z z T  (36) 

 ˆ ˆ( ) ( 1),i i eventt t t+ = + v v T  (37) 

 ˆ ˆ( ) ( ( ), ( ), ( ); ),i i i i eventt t t t t+ + += i x v z T  (38) 

where eventT  is the set of time instants when events happen. The 

jump change ( )i t +i  is calculated with ˆ ˆ( ), ( ), ( );i i it t t+ +
x v z . 

Then the time derivative ˆ ˆ( ( ), ( ), ( ), ( ); )i i i it t t t+ + +
x i v z  is 

used to calculate ( )i t t+ x .  

E. Convergence Maintenance 

The DAE models trained by the neural DAE modules are 

connected to the power network as a simple current source of 

which the current injection can be calculated as shown in (17). 

However, a current source without a shunt admittance can seri-

ously affect the convergence in most cases because the network 

equations may lose diagonal dominance. Therefore, besides the 

trained neural DAE model, an additional shunt admittance is 

also connected to the power network, and the injection currents 

will be recalculated as follows:  

 ( )jB = + i i v  (39) 

where i  is the fictitious injection current and B   is the ficti-

tious susceptance, which is set to 50.0−  in this paper. Introduc-

ing the fictitious susceptance can maintain the diagonal domi-

nance of the network equations without affecting accuracy [15].  

V. MODULE DESIGNS FOR TYPICAL POWER COMPONENTS 

In this paper, three simple but representative cases are tested 

to demonstrate the validity and potentiality of the neural mod-

ules. The IEEE-39 system in Fig. 3 is used for model training 

and validation. Simulated variables are used as accessible meas-

urement data. In the IEEE-39 system, the components are mod-

eled in detail including the sixth-order generator model, excit-

ers, governors and movers, power system stabilizers, and induc-

tion motor load models. A photovoltaic (PV) power plant is 

connected to bus 31 and the PV power plant model [29] of the 

Power System Analysis Software Package is adopted, which is 

developed by the China Electric Power Research Institute.  

Two excitation controllers Exciter_30 and Exciter_33 

marked in the blue rectangles, one PV power plant PV_31 

marked in the green circle, and a regional power network Re-

gion marked in the red rounded rectangle are used as representa-

tive components to test the feasibility of the neural ODE-E 

module and the neural DAE module. The trained models are 

integrated into a power system electromechanical simulator to 

 
Fig. 3. The IEEE-39 test system and locations of components. 
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test the performance of neural models in actual transient simu-

lations. Finally, the neural models trained in the IEEE-39 sys-

tem are directly integrated into the 2383wp system, which con-

tains 2383 buses, 2892 branches, 327 generators, and 1822 

loads, to test the performance of the neural models in large-

scale power systems. The detailed information of the 2383wp 

system can be found in [30].  

A. Neural ODE-E Module Designs for Black-box Exciters  

A common excitation controller model displayed in Fig. 4 is 

used as a representative vendor-specific controller to test the 

feasibility of the neural ODE-E module. Only the portal meas-

urements, i.e., the input variables V  and SV  and the output 

variable fdE , of the exciter are accessible, i.e., the exciter is a 

black box for simulations. A data-driven model with knowable 

structure and parameters can be obtained using the neural ODE-

E module.  

Two exciters with different parameters are tested. The 

maxfdE  and minfdE  of the Exciter_30 model at bus 30 are re-

spectively set to plus and minus infinity to test the generaliza-

tion ability of the neural ODE-E module, whereas those of Ex-

citer_33 at bus 33 are respectively set to 0.0 and 3.3 to test the 

neural ODE-E module’s ability to handle nonlinearity. The loss 

function and the interface settings are shown in (40):   

  
2

ˆ( ) ( ) ( )

( ) ( )

( ) { ( ), ( ), (0), (0), (0)}

k k k

fd

S S

t t t

t E t

t V t V t V V

= −

=

=

x x

x

z x

 (40) 

In z , the initial steady-state values of V , SV , and fdE  are 

included so that the neural ODE block can learn how to calcu-

late the reference variables refV  and reffdE ‍‍‍ . In most cases, refV

and reffdE ‍‍‍  are unknown and are calculated based on the steady 

state of the exciter. If the reference variables are known, they 

can be directly used to form z . 

B. Neural DAE Module Designs for a PV Power Plant  

A PV power plant model [29] is used to test the feasibility of 

the neural DAE module for modeling renewables. Since the 

state variables are hard to obtain in practical power systems, the 

models are trained based on the portal measurements, i.e., the 

nodal voltage v  and the injection i . 

With only the portal measurements, the loss function, the in-

terface settings, and the initial value learner are shown in (41): 

 
 

 

 

2

ˆ( ) ( ) ( )

( ) ( )

( ) ( ), ( )

( ) ( ), ( )

( ) { (0), (0), (0), (0)}

(0) (0) (0), (0);

k k k

x y

x y

x y x y

t t t

t t

t i t i t

t v t v t

t v v i i

= −

=


=

 =


=

= =

i i

x x

i

v

z

x x h v i

 (41) 

where x  is the fictitious state variable vector, which is calcu-

lated with an initial value learner h , xv  and yv  are respec-

tively the real part and imaginary part of the nodal voltage of 

bus 31, and xi  and yi  are respectively the real part and imagi-

nary part of the injection current. An MLP h  with two hidden 

layers that learns the initial values (0)x  is established. The 

trained PV model can be directly integrated into transient sim-

ulations. 

It should be noted that the fictitious state vector x  is de-

signed because the actual state variables are not accessible. If 

there are accessible state variables, e.g., the DC voltage and cur-

rent of the PV cells, these state variables can be directly used as 

x  or as part of x . Meanwhile, the accessible state variables 

need to be considered in the loss function as (40). 

C. Neural DAE Module Designs for an Equivalent Load  

A regional power network that consists of buses 19, 20, 33, 

and 34 is used as a composite load to test the feasibility of the 

proposed neural DAE module for equivalent load modeling. 

This is a typical situation when building an equivalent load for 

distribution networks, microgrids, etc. The generators and the 

load in this region are modeled in detail, i.e., the internal dy-

namics of the power network are complex. Bus 16 is similar to 

a point of common coupling. Similarly, all the state variables 

are not accessible except for the portal measurements, i.e., the 

nodal voltage of bus 16 16v  and the transmission current from 

bus 16 to bus 19 16 19−i . An equivalent load model of the re-

gional power network can be derived by the neural DAE mod-

ule. 

Similarly, with the portal measurements, the loss function, 

the interface settings, and the initial value learner are also 

shown in (41), where xv  and yv  are respectively the real part 

and imaginary part of 16v , and xi  and yi  are respectively the 

real part and imaginary part of 16 19−i . The trained equivalent 

load model can be directly integrated into simulations.  

D. Building Neural Modules with Neural Networks 

For the regular neural ODE-E and DAE modules in Fig. 2. 

(b) and Fig. 2. (d), the neural ODE block and the neural AE 

block are built using MLP with three hidden layers. All the hid-

den layers have the same width, which is defined as the dimen-

sionality of the hidden layers. For the autoencoder-based neural 

ODE-E and DAE modules in Fig. 2. (c) and Fig. 2. (e), the en-

coder, decoder, the neural ODE block, and the neural AE block 

are all constructed using MLP with one hidden layer. All the 

hidden layers also have the same width, which is defined as the 

dimensionality of the hidden space. Taking the neural ODE-E 

module as an example, after encoding, X  and Z  will have the 

same dimensionality as the dimensionality of the hidden space. 

In this paper, between any two adjacent neural layers, the ex-

 
Fig. 4. Excitation system model. The input V  is the amplitude of the nodal 

voltage. The model contains four blocks including measurement, amplification, 

excitation, and feedback. K  and T  denote the enlargement factor and the 

time constant of each block, respectively. SV  represents the additional input 

signal from the power system stabilizer. refV  and reffdE ‍‍‍  are the reference vari-

ables. 
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ponential linear unit (ELU) [31] is used as the activation func-

tion for its good performance. There are no activation functions 

for output layers since the outputs of derivative functions are 

not restricted. A gradient clipping technique is adopted to han-

dle the problem of exploding gradient. 

VI. IMPLEMENTATION AND NUMERICAL TESTS 

A. Implementation Overview  

The test platform is a Linux server consisting of one Intel i7-

10700KF 3.80GHz 8-core CPU, one NVIDIA GeForce RTX 

3090 GPU, and 128GB DDR4-3200MHz RAM.  

The neural modules are developed with Python based on an 

open-source neural ODE package called torchdiffeq on GitHub 

[9]. The source code of the proposed neural ODE-E module and 

neural DAE module is made public on GitHub. An alternating 

approach-based high-performance transient simulator, which is 

purely written in C++ based on our previous studies [30], [32], 

and [33] and realizes neural network supportability using the 

PyTorch C++ application programming interface (API) called 

LibTorch, is adopted to generate sample curves and test trained 

neural models. The Python API of the simulator is also shared 

on GitHub [34]. The simulator can directly load the structure 

and parameters of neural networks and perform forward and 

backward propagations of neural networks.  

Three ODE solvers based on the Euler method, the midpoint 

method, and the fourth-order Runge-Kutta (RK4) method, are 

implemented in the source code of the proposed neural modules. 

On the other hand, in the power system simulator, the implicit 

trapezoidal method is utilized because it is numerically A-stable 

[23]. The simulation time is 10 seconds and the integration step 

is 0.01 seconds. 

B. Training and Testing Designs  

1) Dataset Designs 

The test system used for model training is the standard IEEE-

39 system as shown in Fig. 3. Power flow scenarios are sampled 

by randomly changing the states of generators and loads. The 

nodal voltage of a generator is sampled between 0.94 p.u. and 

1.06 p.u. The active power generation of a generator ranges 

from its lower generation limit to its upper generation limit. The 

active power and the reactive power of a load are randomly 

sampled between 50 percent and 150 percent of the load power 

given in the standard IEEE-39 system. Each sampled operating 

state is subject to a random fault or disturbance including three-

phase short-circuit faults, generator tripping, load shedding, etc.  

For each representative component, a total number of 4000 

samples are generated, of which 800 samples are used as the 

testing set and the rest 3200 samples are used as the training set. 

As a feasibility study, two different datasets are generated. One 

dataset (hereafter referred to as Dataset_A) is generated to en-

sure the diversity of samples, in which half of the samples main-

tain rotor angle stability whereas the other half of the samples 

lose rotor angle stability. It should be noted that only the state 

variables and algebraic variables before the maximum rotor an-

gle difference exceeds 360 degrees are used to train the neural 

models. The other dataset (hereafter referred to as Dataset_B) 

is generated under a more practical consideration, in which all 

the samples are stable. Meanwhile, only 20 percent of the sam-

ples consider three-phase short-circuit faults and the remaining 

80 percent of samples consider generation changes and load 

changes. The generation and load changes range from 10 per-

cent and 90 percent and are randomly selected. Therefore, with 

both datasets, the neural models are trained to capture the dy-

namics within the stability boundary.  

2) Training Setting Designs  

The Euler-based ODE solver and the Adam optimizer are 

adopted to train neural models. Tests are performed with differ-

ent training settings to check the requirements and performance 

of each module. In the tested settings, the size of the training set 

rN  includes 3200, 1600, 800, 400, 200, 100, and 50, the dimen-

sionality of hidden layers or the hidden space dn  includes 64, 

32, 16, and 8, the number of training epochs E  includes 400, 

200, 100, and 50, the learning rate rl  includes 0.005, and 0.001, 

and the learning rate damping factor   includes 0.7 and 0.5. A 

few tests with the largest rN , dn , E  are performed to check 

the influence of learning rates. With all the learning rate settings 

mentioned before, acceptable models can be obtained. There-

fore, rl  and   are fixed at 0.005 and 0.7 respectively. 

For each module, the training tests are carried out in the fol-

lowing three steps. Firstly, decrease the size of the training set 

to find out how many samples are required for obtaining a 

model with acceptable performance. Secondly, decrease the 

complexity of neural modules, which is the width of neural lay-

ers in this paper. At last, decrease the number of training epochs 

to accelerate the training process. After tests, the training set-

tings adopted for different components are summarized in Ta-

ble I.  

3) Test Design of Neural Model-Integrated Simulation  

After training, each neural model is integrated into the simu-

lator and is tested under 800 new scenarios with randomly sam-

pled operating states and contingencies. There are 698 stable 

scenarios and 102 unstable scenarios. As mentioned before, the 

neural models are trained to approximate the dynamics within 

the stability boundary. Therefore, only the state variables and 

algebraic variables of the original test system and the neural 

model-integrated test system before the systems lose stability, 

as well as the time instant when the system systems lose stabil-

ity are compared to verify the effectiveness of the proposed neu-

ral modules. The comparative simulation results of the original 

model-integrated simulations and the neural model-integrated 

TABLE I 

TRAINING SETTINGS FOR DIFFERENT COMPONENTS 

Component Framework rN  dn  E  rl    

Exciter_30 

without limit,  

Regular 200 64 50 

0.005 0.7 

Autoencoder 200 16 400 

Exciter_33 

with limit 

Regular 400 64 200 

Autoencoder 200 32 200 

PV_31 
Regular 400 64 200 

Autoencoder 400 64 200 

Region 
Regular 800 64 400 

Autoencoder 800 64 400 

In the table, rN , dn , E , rl , and   are the size of the training set, the dimen-

sionality of the hidden layers or the hidden space, the number of training epochs, 

the learning rate, and the learning rate damping factor, respectively.  
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simulations of all four dynamic components are summarized in 

Table II. Detailed test results are as follows. 

C. Testing Details of the Excitation Controllers  

1) Tests of Different Training Settings  

To avoid redundancy, only the results of the three-step train-

ing test of the Exciter_30 model with Dataset_A are illustrated. 

In Fig. 5, the average errors of the neural ODE-E module for 

the Exciter_30 model in the test set are displayed. In Fig. 5. (a) 

and Fig. 5. (b), the sample requirements of the proposed mod-

ules are tested. In Fig. 5. (c) and Fig. 5. (d), the neural module 

performance with different dn  settings is displayed. Similar re-

sults can be obtained with Dataset_B and different components 

including the Exciter_33 model, the PV_31 model, and the Re-

gion model.  

As can be seen from Table I, with hundreds of samples, 

which is not very difficult to obtain in practical power systems, 

both modules obtained acceptable models. In particular, the au-

toencoder-based neural ODE module can provide highly accu-

rate approximations of the original dynamics of the component.  

2) Accuracy of Neural Model-Integrated Simulations  

The trained neural models are integrated into the power sys-

tem simulator. Comparative simulation results are displayed in 

Table II and Fig. 6. In Fig. 6 and the following figures showing 

the comparative results of different models, “origin” denotes 

the original model, “regular” denotes the neural model without 

autoencoder, “encoder” denotes the autoencoder-based neural 

model, “ ax_ m ” denotes the system-wide maximum rotor 

angle difference, and “abs(Diff_*)” denotes the absolute errors 

between the original model and the model represented by “*”.  

For the Exciter_30 model, when the system is stable as in 

Figs. 6. (a) and 6. (b), and before the time instant 3.72 seconds 

in Figs. 6. (c), 6. (d), the neural models perform well, whereas 

when the system loses stability as in Figs. 6. (c), 6. (d), after 

3.72 seconds, the errors between the learned dynamics and the 

ground-truth dynamics increase. This phenomenon is consistent 

with the training designs because only the dynamics in the sta-

bility region are used to train the neural models. As long as the 

simulation gives an unstable prediction for an unstable contin-

gency and the deviation of the time instant when the system 

loses stability remains in an acceptable range, the neural models 

can be used. As in Figs. 6. (e), 6. (f), 6. (g), 6. (h), the output 

limit of the Exciter_33 model is captured by the neural model, 

which proves the neural ODE-E module’s ability to handle non-

linearity due to the nonlinear ELU activation.  

TABLE II 

COMPARATIVE SIMULATION RESULTS UNDER 800 NEW SCENARIOS OF 

DIFFERENT MODELS TRAINED BY THE EULER METHOD 

Component 

and key variable 
Framework 

Dataset_A Dataset_B 

x  ST (s) x  ST (s) 

Exciter_30, 

fdE  (p.u.) 

Regular 1.86E-01 4.71E-03 2.27E-01 4.90E-03 

Autoencoder 3.81E-02 5.88E-04 4.94E-02 1.08E-03 

Exciter_33, 

fdE  (p.u.) 

Regular 1.28E-02 8.82E-04 1.56E-02 7.84E-04 

Autoencoder 7.37E-03 3.92E-04 7.84E-03 4.90E-04 

PV_31, 

pvP  (p.u.) 

Regular 1.76E-01 1.78E-02 1.57E-01 2.01E-02 

Autoencoder 1.54E-01 1.51E-02 1.43E-01 1.75E-02 

Region, 

_P L  (p.u.) 

Regular 3.24E-01 5.57E-02 3.75E-01 7.09E-02 

Autoencoder 2.73E-01 4.12E-02 3.27E-01 5.84E-02 

In the table, x  denotes the average absolute modeling errors of the key vari-

ables per step and ST  denotes the average deviation of the time instant when 

the system loses stability per sample.  

 
(a)            (b) 

 
(c)            (d) 

Fig. 5. Average errors of the neural ODE-E module for the Exciter_30 model 

in the test set of 800 samples. The left column belongs to the regular structure 

and the right column belongs to the autoencoder-based structure. 

 
(a)            (b) 

 
(c)            (d) 

 
(e)            (f) 

 
(g)            (h) 

Fig. 6. Comparative results of the original model-integrated simulations and the 

neural excitation controller model-integrated simulations.  
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In Table II, the autoencoder-based neural exciter models out-

perform the regular neural exciter models with smaller fdE  er-

rors and smaller error propagation through the power network. 

On the other hand, with Dataset_B that only contains stable 

samples, feasible neural models can still be obtained, and the 

performance of the neural models just degrades slightly. The 

time deviation of instability moment of the models that are 

trained with Dataset_B becomes larger. This is intuitive be-

cause the dynamics near the stability boundary are not well 

learned due to the lack of unstable samples.  

D. Testing Details of the PV Power Plant  

As shown in Table I, four hundred samples are used to train 

data-driven models of the PV_31 model. With both datasets, 

acceptable neural models are obtained with the training settings. 

The trained models are integrated into the simulator. Compara-

tive simulation results can be found in Table II and Fig. 7, where 

pvP  denotes the active power output of the PV power plant. 

Compared with the exciter models, the neural PV models intro-

duce more errors to the whole power network. The reason is 

intuitive. For a controller such as an exciter, the modeling error 

propagates to the whole network by affecting the state variables 

of the controlled device such as a generator. In contrast, for a 

power device that directly injects or draws power from the 

power network such as a generator, a PV power plant, etc., the 

modeling error directly propagates to the power network 

through the injection current. The average deviation of the time 

instant when the system loses stability increases with the mod-

eling errors. The simulations provide correct predictions of sys-

tem stability, and the time deviation of instability moment is 

within an acceptable range.  

E. Testing Details of the Equivalent Load Modeling   

As displayed in Table I, eight hundred samples are utilized. 

With both datasets, the adopted training settings in Table I ob-

tains acceptable neural models. Compared with the exciter and 

the PV model, more samples are required to train an equivalent 

load model for a regional power network because the dynamics 

of the inner components become much more complex and the 

accessible data only contains portal measurements, i.e., the al-

gebraic variables 16v  and 16 19−i . 

The trained models are integrated into the simulator. Com-

parative simulation results are shown in Table II and Fig. 8, 

where _P L  denotes equivalent load power and the active trans-

mission power from bus 16 to bus 19 in the original network. 

The test results indicate that the neural DAE module can be 

used to obtain an equivalent load model for a composite load 

such as a regional power network by learning the hidden dy-

namics based only on the algebraic variables.  

F. Integration Method Tests  

The RK4-based ODE solver is also used to train neural mod-

els with Dataset_B. The simulation results of the neural models 

trained with the Euler method and the RK4 method are dis-

played in Table III, where the minimum values of x  and ST  

are bolded. It can be seen that although different integration 

methods are adopted in the training process, after being inte-

grated into the traditional transient simulation with the implicit 

trapezoidal method, the obtained neural models all achieve ac-

ceptable accuracy. The RK4 method tends to lead to more pre-

cise models. On the other hand, the time consumption of the 

RK4 method is about 6 times that of the Euler method.  

G. Simulation Tests in 2383wp System   

The neural models of two exciters, the PV power plant, and 

 
(a)            (b) 

 
(c)            (d) 

Fig. 8. Comparative results of the original model-integrated simulations and the 

neural equivalent load model-integrated simulations.  

TABLE III 

COMPARATIVE SIMULATION RESULTS OF DIFFERENT INTEGRATION METHODS 

Component  

and key variable 
Framework 

Dataset_B 

Euler RK4 

x  ST (s) x  ST (s) 

Exciter_30, 

fdE  (p.u.) 

Regular 2.27E-01 4.90E-03 1.96E-01 4.02E-03 

Autoencoder 4.94E-02 1.08E-03 5.78E-02 6.86E-04 

Exciter_33, 

fdE  (p.u.) 

Regular 1.56E-02 7.84E-04 1.52E-02 8.82E-04 

Autoencoder 7.84E-03 4.90E-04 8.28E-03 3.92E-04 

PV_31, 

pvP  (p.u.) 

Regular 1.57E-01 2.01E-02 1.54E-01 1.89E-02 

Autoencoder 1.43E-01 1.75E-02 1.44E-01 1.67E-02 

Region, 

_P L  (p.u.) 

Regular 3.75E-01 7.09E-02 3.63E-01 6.25E-02 

Autoencoder 3.27E-01 5.84E-02 3.25E-01 4.50E-02 

 

 
(a)            (b) 

 
(c)            (d) 

Fig. 7. Comparative results of the original model-integrated simulations and the 

neural PV model-integrated simulations.  
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the equivalent load model, which are trained in the IEEE-39 

system with Dataset_B and the Euler method, are directly inte-

grated into the 2383wp system. The exciters of generators at 

buses 10 and 18 of the 2383wp system are replaced with the 

Exciter_30 and Exciter_33 models. The generator at bus 16 of 

the 2383wp system is replaced with the PV_31 model. The 

buses 19, 20, 33, and 34 of the IEEE-39 system are connected 

to bus 322 of the 2383wp system, i.e., the modified 2383wp 

system contains 2387 buses. 100 scenarios are tested. In the 

tested scenarios, 37 scenarios are unstable. The simulation re-

sults are displayed in Table IV.  

Although the neural models are only trained by samples of 

the IEEE-39 system, these neural models work properly in the 

modified 2383wp system. The modeling errors remain small. 

The average time deviation of instability is equal to 0.0, i.e., the 

stability predictions are not affected at all. The influence of the 

modeling error of a single component is limited due to the large 

electrical distance.  

VII. DISCUSSIONS AND FUTURE WORKING DIRECTIONS  

A. Learning Dynamics Beyond Stability Boundary  

As mentioned before, the neural models are trained to capture 

the component dynamics in the stability region. Unstable sys-

tem dynamics are required for training a data-driven model that 

can generalize beyond the stability boundary. However, it is 

hard to acquire credible unstable dynamics because unstable 

dynamics can only be simulated but the integration errors accu-

mulate large rapidly when the system is unstable. Therefore, in 

the numerical tests, the learned dynamics are theoretically cred-

ible only in the stability region. The generalization of the sys-

tem dynamics beyond the stability boundary remains a chal-

lenging issue for data-driven models. Hybrid modeling methods 

based on the proposed neural ODE-E and DAE modules are a 

future working direction to address this issue.  

B. Adaptation to Electromagnetic Simulations 

As for the accurate simulation of renewables, electromag-

netic simulations are needed. The neural ODE-E module can be 

utilized in this case. Since the instantaneous values are calcu-

lated in the electromagnetic simulations, time t  may be con-

sidered in the component’ ODEs, as in [35]. The uncertainty of 

component dynamics can be modeled with neural stochastic 

differential equations [36], which can be realized based on the 

proposed neural modules.  

VIII. CONCLUSION  

In this paper, a neural ODE-E module and a neural DAE 

module for power system dynamic component modeling are 

proposed, which can build data-driven dynamic models based 

on accessible measurement data. The dynamic models trained 

by the proposed neural modules are directly integrated with an-

alytical models using unified transient stability simulation 

methods to perform simulations simultaneously while main-

taining the accuracy and convergence of solutions. Compara-

tive results of the original model-based simulations and neural 

model-integrated simulations in the IEEE-39 system and the 

2383wp system prove the feasibility of the proposed neural 

ODE-E and DAE modules. Test results indicate that the pro-

posed neural modules can build accurate dynamic models for 

complex components based on a dataset of portal measurements 

that only contains stable samples with a limited proportion of 

large-disturbance contingencies. The source code of the pro-

posed neural modules has been made public on GitHub. 

APPENDIX  

A. Proof of the Gradient Formulas  

Given (21)-(23) and (26), the proof of the gradient formulas 

shown in (19) and (20) is as follows. Since x  and i  is deter-

mined by  and , 
T T 0− , and (26),  can 

be reformulated as:  
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( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
n T
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=

= + − − 
 (42) 

Differentiate  and (43) can be obtained. 
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(43) 

Since =i , each term in (43) can be differentiated as: 
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Substitute (44)-(47) to (43) and (48) can be derived.  
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(48) 

TABLE IV 

COMPARATIVE SIMULATION RESULTS OF DIFFERENT MODELS UNDER 800 NEW 

SCENARIOS IN THE 2383WP SYSTEM 

Component  

and key variable 
Framework 

Dataset_B 

x  ST (s) 

Exciter_30,  

fdE  (p.u.) 

Regular 2.40E-02 0.00  

Autoencoder 6.20E-03 0.00  

Exciter_33,  

fdE  (p.u.) 

Regular 6.69E-03 0.00  

Autoencoder 2.59E-03 0.00  

PV_31,  

pvP  (p.u.) 

Regular 5.80E-02 0.00  

Autoencoder 3.27E-02 0.00  

Region,  

_P L  (p.u.) 

Regular 1.49E-01 0.00  

Autoencoder 1.12E-01 0.00  
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Let  
T

( ) ( ) ( )t t t = x . With (23), (49) can be derived. 

 
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Finally, substitute (49) to (48) and derive: 
TT

0

( ) ( )T t t
dt

       
 +  =  +            

  (50) 

Since   and   are arbitrarily selected, the gradient for-

mulas (19)-(20) are obtained. As for the gradient formulas 

shown in (11)-(14), the proof can be easily derived by removing 

the terms that contain , i , , and  in the above proof.  
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