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Abstract— Modularized Koopman Bilinear Form (M-KBF) is
presented to model and predict the transient dynamics of micro-
grids in the presence of disturbances. As a scalable data-driven
approach, M-KBF divides the identification and prediction of
the high-dimensional nonlinear system into the individual study
of subsystems; and thus, alleviating the difficulty of intensively
handling high volume data and overcoming the curse of dimen-
sionality. For each subsystem, Koopman bilinear form is applied
to efficiently identify its model by developing eigenfunctions
via the extended dynamic mode decomposition method with an
eigenvalue-based order truncation. Extensive tests show that M-
KBF can provide accurate transient dynamics prediction for the
nonlinear microgrids and verify the plug-and-play modeling and
prediction function, which offers a potent tool for identifying
high-dimensional systems. The modularity feature of M-KBF
enables the provision of fast and precise prediction for the
microgrid operation and control, paving the way towards online
applications.

Index Terms— Modularized Koopman bilinear form (M-KBF),
data-driven modeling, Koopman eigenanalysis, extended dynamic
mode decomposition (EDMD), transient dynamics prediction,
microgrids, distributed energy resources (DERs).

I. INTRODUCTION

D ISTRIBUTED Energy Resources (DERs), such as pho-
tovoltaic (PV) and wind power, is seen as a great

opportunity to achieve the target of modernizing the power
systems. Microgrids have been developed to integrate those
DERs. Considering most DERs are integrated into microgrids
through power-electronic interfaces, the system’s inertia is
significantly reduced. Consequently, microgrids are sensitive
to disturbances like PV fluctuations and load disturbances; and
thus, it is of primary importance to investigate the transient
dynamics of microgrids subjected to disturbances.

Efforts on the modeling and control of transient dynamics
since the 1980s mainly focused on the mathematical model-
based simulation and analysis [1]. Despite that several control
approaches have been developed for stabilizing the system
during transients, it is still elusive that how to analyze and
predict the system’s transient dynamics when an accurate
system model is unavailable. The rapidly developing machine
learning and artificial intelligence technologies [2]–[4] provide
a potent means to resolve this challenge from the data-driven
perspective.
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Recognizing the fact that microgrid is a quintessentially
nonlinear dynamical system, there are several existing data-
driven approaches to identify the transient dynamics model
of a nonlinear system through its operating data. They can
fall into three major categories: (1) linear models as local
linearization of a globally nonlinear system, (2) nonlinear
models to directly capture the global nonlinearity, and (3)
linear models in the embedded space to reproduce the global
nonlinearity.

First, the local linear models are the most commonly used
system identification method and develop a high-order linear
system with input and output to approximate the system
dynamics near an equilibrium point. From the perspective
of linear system identification [5], existing methods include
Prony analysis [6], [7] and state space methods, e.g., Minimal
Realization algorithm [8], Eigenvalue Realization Algorithm
(ERA) [9], Matrix Pencil method [10], Hankel Total Least
Squares (HTLS) [11], subspace identification [12], Dynamic
Mode Decomposition (DMD) [13], etc. Beyond the linear
system perspective, there are nonparametric spectrum estima-
tion such as Welch periodgram [14] and parametric methods,
including Yule-Walker [15], Frequency Domain Decompo-
sition [16], etc. These aforementioned approaches generate
accurate model for linear systems given sufficient system
responses and are straightforward to perform with guaranteed
convergence. However, the linear system methods do not
have the extrapolation ability due to their nature of local
linearization; and thus, it is not suitable to directly apply them
to identify microgrid systems that are typically nonlinear for
the entire operating envelope.

Second, several data-driven methods have also been devel-
oped to identify a nonlinear system to capture the transient
dynamics globally over the entire state space. Representative
methods include Taylor series [17], Volterra series [18], Sparse
Identification (SINDy) [19], etc. These methods can theo-
retically identify an accurate model if the correct nonlinear
terms are used. However, their implementation usually result
in a non-convex optimization formulation and need a large
computational effort; and the identified models are limited by
the high algorithmic complexity in the prediction stage, which
poses a challenge for control applications.

Third, to reconcile the dilemma between local lineariza-
tion and global nonlinearity, the global linearization method,
represented by the Koopman operator theory, has been seen
as a promising paradigm for the data-driven modeling and
control of nonlinear systems [20]–[24] and has been widely
used in the domain of power systems [25]–[27]. The Koop-
man theory states that a nonlinear dynamical system can be
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represented using an infinite-dimensional linear operator, that
is characterized by an infinite set of eigenvalues and eigen-
functions, or eigenpairs, on the so-called embedded space.
Using a converged, truncated set of eigenpairs, the nonlinear
dynamics can be represented by a finite-dimensional linear
system on a Koopman invariant embedded subspace with the
eigenfunctions as new coordinates. Compared to the traditional
nonlinear system identification models, the Koopman-based
model evolves linearly in the embedded space, leading to a
simplified representation of the original nonlinear system that
is amenable for efficient control applications.

In the Koopman theoretic framework, the data-driven mod-
eling centers on the identification of a set of eigenpairs that is
sufficiently comprehensive to represent the nonlinear dynamics
linearly in the embedded subspace and reconstruct it in the
original state space. The eigenfunctions are usually constructed
as functionals of the observable functions of the state variables
in the nonlinear dynamics. The existing methods for identify-
ing Koopman eigenfunctions can generally be divided into two
types. The first type is the Extended Dynamic Mode Decompo-
sition (EDMD) and its variants, where a predetermined set of
observable functions is given [28]. The observable functions
lift the original state in the training data into an embedded
space, on which a linear system identification method such as
DMD can be applied to identify a linear model as well as a
Koopman invariant subspace spanned by the correspondingly
approximated Koopman eigenfunctions. The set of observable
functions are required to approximate a Koopman invariant
subspace as much as possible; otherwise, the identified model
may be no better than a local linear model. Moreover, the
EDMD-type methods are usually limited by the curse of
dimensionality, as the number of observable functions may
grow exponentially with the number of states, which makes
this type of method infeasible to directly use for identifying
high-dimensional nonlinear dynamical systems like power sys-
tems and microgrids. The second type of Koopman methods
directly solves for Koopman eigenfunction basis to build the
linear system [29], [30]. This type of methods exploit the
connection of the Koopman operators to state-space geometry
either within a basin of attraction or off-attractor. And hence,
they are limited in the case where the state-space geometry is
altered by inputs.

To predict transient dynamics in the Koopman framework,
inputs that represent the disturbances and cause the tran-
sient response need to be included in the linear evolution
of eigenfunctions. Previously, the nonlinear system’s inputs
were added to the Koopman model linearly, which resulted
in a linear system with inputs [26]. However, this assumption
applied to the function space is not consistent with how the
inputs influence the dynamics of the original nonlinear system
in the state space, which significantly limits the applicable
range of Koopman model. Recently, Koopman model called
Koopman Bilinear Form (KBF) in the context of control-affine
systems were proposed in [31], [32], where the bilinear input
has a precise connection to the original state-space input.

In this paper, a Modularized Koopman Bilinear Form (M-
KBF) is developed as a scalable data-driven modeling ap-
proach for efficiently predicting the transient dynamics of

microgrids integrated with power-electronics-interfaced DERs.
The data-driven modeling of a whole microgrid system is
divided into the separate identification of backbone sub-
system and DERs dynamics. KBF is used to develop a
precise data-driven model for each DER, since the typical
power-electronics-interfaced DERs have been determined to
be control-affine to the input disturbance from the current
or voltage at the DER integration point. The identified KBF
modules for DERs are then integrated into the backbone
subsystem to assemble the entire data-driven model for the
whole microgrid. The novelties of the presented work are
summarized below.

1) M-KBF unlocks the potential of KBF for high-
dimensional nonlinear systems by overcoming the curse
of dimensionality. It develops the data-driven model of
high-dimensional systems by first breaking it into sev-
eral manageable subsystems that each is modeled by a
KBF model and then connecting the subsystems via the
accurately modeled inputs.

2) M-KBF offers modularity in both data-driven modeling
and prediction. It does not need to send high volume
data to a central computational resource; and thus, issues
caused by data acquisition like data privacy and poisoning
can be alleviated or fully avoided. Meanwhile, local
distributed computational resources can be exploited for
identifying large-scale dynamical systems.

3) The modularity design enables M-KBF with the plug-
and-play versatility. The KBF models for subsystems can
be built from a relatively small amount of training data
of only the subsystem under consideration. Moreover, the
identified KBF models for subsystems like DERs can
be repeatedly used for other systems, which is advanta-
geous over previous data-driven methods in the Koopman
framework that focus on modeling the whole system.

4) M-KBF ensures accurate predictions because each iden-
tified KBF models are independent to the initial choice
of the global DQ reference frame, which is found to be
important for nonlinear system identification. It is realized
by introducing random DQ frames to the measurement
data set. This property signifies a major difference to the
linear data-driven models.

Besides, considering the fact that the voltage and current
usually respond to input change with no time delay, a mod-
ification to the explicit solution procedure for the connected
data-driven model is also presented to reduce its intrinsic time
delay effect on prediction. The prediction obtained from M-
KBF can potentially be applied to provide guidance for system
control, such as performing model predictive control, which
is the authors’ next work.

The reminder of the paper is organized as follows. Section
II establishes the modularized Koopman bilinear form. Section
III introduces the determination of eigenfunctions through the
EDMD method with order truncation. Section IV presents the
prediction of transient dynamics based on M-KBF. In Section
V, tests on a microgrid system verify the effectiveness and
efficiency of the presented method in modeling and predicting
transients. Conclusions are drawn in Section VI.
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II. MODULARIZED KOOPMAN BILINEAR FORM

The essential idea of M-KBF is to decouple a large system
into several smaller subsystems, identify the data-driven model
for each subsystem separately through KBF, and then integrate
them into the network model with inputs and outputs of bus
voltages or currents. Considering the transient dynamics of
microgrids is dominated by the nonlinear dynamics of DERs
while the grid can be modeled as a set of linear constraints
between node currents and voltages, the data-driven modeling
of the whole system can be separated into identifying the grid’s
algebraic constraint and the dynamics of DER subsystems. The
main advantages of the presented M-KBF are that the mod-
eling and prediction architecture is scalable and the identified
model is linear or control-affine in the lifted space so linear
system identification methods can be leveraged [27].

A. Identification of Hybrid Network Parameter Matrix

Taking into account the different functions of grid-forming
and grid-following DERs in the microgrid system [33], the
network that connects DERs and power loads can be repre-
sented by a hybrid network parameter matrix [34], as given
in (1), which gives the constraint between node currents and
voltages. [

IP1

VP2

]
= H

[
VP1

IP2

]
, (1)

where the partition P1 is the set of nodes connecting to the
grid-forming DERs, and the partition P2 is the set of nodes
connecting to the grid-following DERs and/or power loads.
Let N be the set of microgrid nodes, then P1 ∪ P2 ⊆ N .
The goal is to find a hybrid network parameter matrix H that
satisfies (1).

Specifically, the grid-forming DER inverters take node cur-
rent as input and node voltage as output in (1), while the grid-
following inverters take node voltage as input and node current
as output. The power loads have the same input and output
definitions as grid-following DERs. Therefore, the network has
complementary input and output ports at the DER inverter
nodes, leading to the hybrid network parameter matrix H.

The hybrid network parameter matrix can be obtained by
using two methods, namely by obtaining the matrix analyti-
cally from the admittance matrix if it is known, or by solving
a least-squares problem based on the measurement of node
voltages and currents. Note that both methods need to meet
the condition given in Remark 1 to guarantee that H exists. To
derive H from the admittance matrix, there are two steps [34],
including the elimination of nodes with zero current injections
from generations or loads (e.g., Kron reduction [35]) and the
switching of a set of node currents and voltages (for partition
P2). To solve for the hybrid network parameter matrix from
measurements of node voltages and currents, it is typical to
formulate (1) into a least-squares problem, which is well posed
given the existence of H (Remark 1).

Remark 1 (Sufficient condition for the existence of H):
In a connected network, assume all the branches are not
electromagnetically coupled and have nonzero admittance.
If all lines are passive, i.e., having strictly positive real
part in line admittance, then the hybrid network parameter

exists [34]. The existence follows from the ability to transform
the admittance matrix through the two steps described above.
If, in particular, no shunt elements (shunt capacitors or
constant impedance loads) are included in the network, then
the hybrid matrix always exists for a connected network.

B. Bilinear Koopman Surrogate Model for DERs

Koopman Bilinear Form is a global bilinearization of
control-affine nonlinear systems in an operator theoretic view.
Each grid-forming controlled DER with node current inputs
or the grid-following DER with node voltage inputs can be
expressed in the following form of control-affine system, with
Vf controlled DER provided as an example in the Appendix.

ẋ = f(x) +

m∑
i=1

gi(x)ui, (2a)

y = Cx, (2b)

where x ∈ X ⊆ Rn is the state vector for one DER, u =
[u1 . . . um]T ∈ Rm is the input vector, y ∈ R2 is the output
vector, C ∈ R2×n is the output matrix, f : X → X and
gi : X → X are the flow and control vector fields for the
two typical inverter controls. The KBF for identifying DER
dynamics are then introduced from the following three aspects.

1) Observable Function: An observable function ϕ : X→
C is a complex-valued function of the state vector x. Let F be
the space of all possible observable functions so that ϕ ∈ F .
Let Φu(t,x0) be the flow map of the system (2) at time t > 0
starting from an initial condition x0 with input u. The time-
varying observable ψ(t,x) , ϕ(x)

∣∣
x=Φu(t,x0)

of the system
(2) is the solution of the following partial differential equation,
which lays the foundation for bilinearization.

∂ψ

∂t
= Lfψ +

m∑
i=1

uiLgi
ψ,

ψ(0,x) = ϕ(x),

(3)

where Lf , f · ∇, Lgi
, gi · ∇, i = 1, . . . ,m are the Lie

derivatives [36] with respect to the drift and control vector
fields f(x) and gi(x), which are linear operators on C1(X).

2) Koopman Operator: The Koopman operator is defined
for the system (2) with zero inputs,

ẋ = f(x) (4)

Assume Φ(t,x0) is the flow map of (4) for the time t > 0,
the continuous time Koopman operator is defined as Kt : F →
F such that,

(Ktϕ)(·) = ϕ ◦Φ(t, ·), (5)

where ◦ represents function composition. Based on (5), we
can see the Koopman operator is linear, namely,

Kt(α1ϕ1 + α2ϕ2) = α1ϕ1 ◦Φ(t, ·) + α2ϕ2 ◦Φ(t, ·)
= α1Ktϕ1 + α2Ktϕ2.

(6)

Therefore, the Koopman operator can be characterized by
its eigenvalues and eigenfunctions,

Ktφ = etλφ, (7)
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where λ ∈ C is the Koopman eigenvalue and φ ∈ F is the
corresponding eigenfunction.

Through the definition of Lie derivatives, the infinitesimal
generator of the Koopman operator is equal to the Lie deriva-
tive of the drift vector field, i.e., Lf = limt→0

Kt−I
t , where I is

the identity operator, so Lf is also referred to as the Koopman
generator. The eigenvalue and eigenfunction relation in (7) can
also be expressed in terms of the Lie derivative,

Lfφ = λφ. (8)

From (8) and the definition of Lf , for any two eigenpairs
(λ1, φ1) and (λ2, φ2), we have

Lf (φ1 · φ2) = (λ1 + λ2)(φ1 · φ2). (9)

Thus, there exist infinitely many eigenfuncions and eigenval-
ues for the Koopman operator.

3) Bilinearzation: The goal of bilinearzation of (2) is to
choose a set of observable functions,

T (x) = [ϕ1(x), ϕ2(x), . . . , ϕN (x)]T, (10)

such that their evolution over time is that of a bilinear system
(11), which mirrors (3) with the observable function basis
T (x).

ż = Az +

m∑
i=1

uiBiz, z(0) = T (x0), (11)

where A and Bi will be determined in Section III. The con-
dition for bilinearizability into (11) with the state embeddings
T (x) being the eigenfunctions of Lf is provided in Theorem
1 from [31]. And furthermore, bilinearizability condition with
finite eigenfunction embeddings [31] is presented in the fol-
lowing Theorem for completeness.

Theorem 1: If a set of Koopman eigenfunctions
{φ1, φ2, . . . , φn}, n ∈ N of the unactuated system forms an
invariant subspace of Lgi

, i = 1, . . . ,m, then the system (2)
is bilinearizable with an n dimensional state space.

Given that the condition of Theorem 1 is satisfied, the
control-affine DER subsystem (2) is bilinearizable with a finite
number of eigenfunction embeddings. Next, we will obtain
a finite-dimensional bilinear model (11) by modifying the
Extended Dynamic Mode Decomposition (EDMD) algorithm
to include blinear inputs.

III. DATA-DRIVEN IDENTIFICATION OF KBF

The data-driven identification of the KBF equivalent model
(11) of DER subsystems is carried out through a least-squares
formulation using a predetermined set of observable functions.
The eigenfunction embeddings and the KBF system are iden-
tified simultaneously from the state and input measurements
of the DER subsystems.

The general rule of selecting a dictionary of observable
functions is that these functions should span a rich subspace
so that a certain set of eigenfunctions can be approximated
by their projections onto this subspace. There are several
choices of observable functions [37], including monomials,
radial basis functions, Hermite polynomials, and Chebyshev
polynomials. And in this work we choose monomial functions

as the observable dictionary. In this paper, we use EDMD with
additional bilinear inputs to identify the KBF model (11). As
will be shown in the subsection A, the KBF model identified
in this way inherently satisfies the bilinearizability condition
in Theorem 1.

A. Approximated Eigenfunctions
Given the conditions in Theorem 1, the original system (2)

can be identified by the surrogate KBF model (11) in the co-
ordinates of a finite set of eigenfunctions of Lf . One option to
approximate such eigenfunctions of Lf is by applying EDMD
on the sampled trajectories of the system with zero inputs.
Since the inputs to DER subsystems include node current or
voltage that cannot be held constant during system transients,
it is not feasible to independently identify the eigenfunctions
using EDMD. Instead, the invariant eigenfunction embeddings
and the bilinear system can be identified together using a
predetermined dictionary of observable functions.

The requirement on the observable functions is that their
span approximates an invariant eigenspace of Lf w.r.t (3) that
is defined in Theorem 1. Then given the KBF system (11)
and the observable functions T (x), for each left eigenvector
wi and eigenvalue λi of A, φ̂(x) = w∗i T (x) is proved
to be an eigenfunction of Lf with eigenvalue λi [38]. As-
sume that all eigenvalues of A are distinct. Denote the left
eigenvector matrix W and eigenvalue matrix D of A such
that W∗A = DW∗. Then the approximated eigenfunction
embeddings z̃ = W∗z = W∗T (x) is a linear transformation
of the predetermined observable function embeddings, which
gives us the following KBF system with the eigenfunction
embedded state,

˙̃z = Dz̃ +

m∑
i=1

uiB̃iz̃, z̃(0) = W∗T (x0), (12)

where B̃i = W∗Bi(W
∗)−1.

B. Discretization of KBF for Identification
Since the measurement data are sampled data, the

continuous-time KBF system (11) needs to be discretized to
provide the discrete-time template for identification. Again,
we assume that the span of the observable functions T (x) is a
subspace of invariant eigenspace of Lf . Assume the sampling
period is ∆t and that the inputs ui(t) are constant within each
time step (zero-order hold). The KBF system is linear time-
invariant with the solution (13).

z(t+ ∆t) = exp

[(
A +

m∑
i=1

ui(t+ ∆t)Bi

)
∆t

]
z(t) (13)

Then, by expanding (13) into Taylor series and taking the
first order approximation on ∆t, we can get the discretized
KBF model in explicit (14a) and implicit (14b) forms:

zk+1 = Ad zk +

m∑
i=1

ui,k+1B
d
i zk +O(∆t2), (14a)

zk+1 = Ad zk +

m∑
i=1

ui,k+1B
d
i zk+1 +O(∆t2), (14b)

where Ad = exp(A∆t), Bd
i = Bi∆t.
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C. Least-Squares Formulation

Suppose that a suitable dictionary of observable functions
T (x) ∈ Rq is selected, we can identify the discretized
KBF models (14) using least-squares formulation similar to
EDMD [38], which gives us the approximated eigenfunction
coordinates and the KBF (11). In the following, we assume
that the explicit model (14a) is used, while the implicit model
(14b) can be obtained in a similar way.

Assume that the measurement data is collected from a single
sampled trajectory which includes many transient responses
of the DER under investigation. Denote the state and input
vector data as xk, uk for k = 1, . . . , N . We will organize
the measurement data into the following matrices:

X1 =
[
T (x1), T (x2), . . . , T (xN−1)

]
, (15a)

X2 =
[
T (x2), T (x3), . . . , T (xN )

]
, (15b)

Γi =
[
ui,2T (x1), ui,3T (x2), . . . , ui,NT (xN−1)

]
. (15c)

Then, a least-squares problem based on the discrete-time
model (14a) can be formulated in (16).

min
G
‖X2 −GΩ‖2F , where (16a)

G =
[
Ad, Bd

1, . . . , Bd
m

]
, (16b)

Ω =
[
XT

1 , ΓT
1 , . . . , ΓT

m

]T
. (16c)

The solution to (16) is given by Ĝ = X2Ω
+. The pseudoin-

verse Ω+ can be calculated from the singular value decompo-
sition (SVD) of Ω = UΣV∗, where Σ is a diagonal matrix
whose diagonal elements are the nonzero singular values in
descending order, and U and V contain the corresponding
left and right singular vectors. The pseudoinverse is

Ω+ = VΣ−1U∗. (17)

D. Singular Value Truncation

Since the assumed discretization of KBF is only first-order
accurate w.r.t. the time step ∆t and the selected observ-
able functions are usually not guaranteed to represent the
eigenspace, using the exact pseudoinverse in the solution of
(16) does not necessarily lead to optimal predictive accuracy.
Therefore the solution of (16) is modified through the tech-
nique of singular value truncation.

Assume that the number of singular values of Ω is reduced
to r ≤ q. We get the truncated singular value matrix Σ̃ ∈ Rr×r
and singular vector matrices Ũ ∈ Rmq×r, Ṽ ∈ RN×r. The
regularized solution with singular value truncation is,

Ĝ = X2Ω̃
+ = X2ṼΣ̃−1Ũ∗. (18)

From the composition of the parameter matrix G, the
singular vector matrix Ũ =

[
ŨT

0 , ŨT
1 , . . . , ŨT

m

]T
is split

such that Ũi ∈ Rq×r to get the discretized KBF system
matrices,

Âd = X2ṼΣ̃−1Ũ∗0, B̂d
i = X2ṼΣ̃−1Ũ∗i . (19)

Assume that P = X2Ṽ has full column rank r, so that
the data matrices are linearly consistent, i.e., Ker(X2) ⊆

Ker(Ω̃) [39], then we can reduce the dimension of the
identified discrete KBF model by taking the state transform
z̄ = P+z, which gives us the reduced KBF model,

z̄k+1 = Ādz̄k +

m∑
i=1

ui,k+1B̄
d
i z̄k, where (20a)

Ād = Σ̃−1Ũ∗0X2Ṽ, (20b)

B̄d
i = Σ̃−1Ũ∗iX2Ṽ. (20c)

It can be checked that the reduced system (20) preserves
the dynamics of the unreduced system (19) by observing that
Ād and Âd share the same nonzero eigenvalues (see [40]) and
the same is true between B̄d

i and B̂d
i .

In summary, the benefits for using singular value truncation
include the following. (i) Reduce KBF model order in (20); (ii)
Form linear consistency between X2 and Ω̃ where the reduced
Ω̃ is almost the same as Ω; and (iii) SVD truncation in effect
adds l2 regularization to the elements of G [41], which in
discrete-time makes the solution more stable.

E. Original State Reconstruction

Since the monomial functions used as observable functions
T (x) contains the original state variables x, the original state
can be reconstructed linearly by extracting out their entries
using a constant matrix Cx as in x = Cxz.

For the reduced model (20) with the reduced observable
function embedding, the hypothetical linear reconstruction
takes the form xrecon = CxPz̃ = CxPP+z. However,
the loss of information due to the dimension reduction of z̃
may prevent the complete linear reconstruction of the original
states. The information loss turns out to be the case for the Vf
model in our example but not for the PQ model, and therefore
the system (19) is used for the Vf model in order to preserve
linear reconstruction.

IV. PREDICTION OF THE WHOLE DYNAMICAL SYSTEM

Based on the data-driven modules for the network, the indi-
vidual models of grid-forming DERs, grid-following DERs,
and power loads can be connected to form a data-driven
model for the whole microgrid system, for the prediction of its
transients. The prediction loop that connects each subsystems
is provided in Algorithm 1, where the Vf and PQ controls
are used for grid-forming and grid-following DER controls,
respectively, and constant power loads are used as an example.
Nonetheless, it can be easily modified to ZIP loads or include
more comprehensive load dynamics.

Note that in order to identify an accurate KBF from data,
we find that it is important to use the explicit form (14a) for
the PQ controlled DER subsystem and implicit form (14b)
for the Vf controlled DER subsystem. The main difference
between these two DERs lies in that the Vf control has node
voltage as an output while the PQ control has node voltage as
an input. In particular, the dynamics of both types of DERs
depend on their PLL state to establish the controller reference
frame, which always depends on the node voltage in the same
time step. Since the node voltage is an internal state in the Vf
model that needs to be solved for, it follows that an implicit
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form need to be used. For the PQ model, the explicit form is
due to the more reactive nature of the grid-following control
where the node voltage is a direct input to the model.

To simplify notation, we partition all the nodes in the system
into Vf node P1, PQ nodes with no local load P2a, PQ nodes
with local load P2b, and load-only nodes P2c, after Kron
reduction. Assume that the following information is given
for prediction: the initial state of the Vf inverter subsystem
xp0, p ∈ P1, initial states of the PQ inverter subsystems xp0, p ∈
P2a ∪ P2b, the initial mixed node current and voltage vector
u0 (input to the map given by the hybrid matrix y = Hu as
in (1)), power loads Sk, and PQ inverter references Rk for
k = 1, . . . , P redLength.

The function shiftPhase transforms the input and output
variables of each DER model between the global and local
reference frames. This point is further explained in Section
V-D.

Algorithm 1: M-KBF Enabled Prediction Algorithm
Input : KBF models π1 (implicit) for Vf inverter and

π2 (explicit) for PQ inverter, and hybrid
network parameter matrix H for the grid

Output: Node voltage and current in yk and uk
1 xp0 = shiftPhase(xp0,−x

p
2,0);

2 zp0 = P+
π1
Tπ1

(xp0), p ∈ P1;
3 zp0 = P+

π2
Tπ2

(xp0), p ∈ P2a ∪ P2b;
4 for k ← 0 to PredLength do
5 yk = H uk;
6 uk+1 = uk;
7 for p ∈ P2b ∪ P2c do // Load change

8 upk+1 += (Spk+1 − S
p
k)/ypk;

9 end for
10 yk+1 = H uk+1;
11 for p ∈ P2b ∪ P2c do // Redo load current

12 upk+1 = Spk+1/y
p
k+1;

13 end for
14 for p ∈ P2a ∪ P2b do // PQ inverter

15 ỹpk+1 = shiftPhase(ypk+1,−x
p
2,0);

16 zpk+1 = PQModel(zpk, ỹ
p
k+1, R

p
k+1);

17 xpk+1 = Cx
π1

Pπ1z
p
k+1;

18 if p ∈ P2b then
19 upk+1 += shiftPhase(Cxpk+1, x

p
2,0);

20 else
21 upk+1 = shiftPhase(Cxpk+1, x

p
2,0);

22 end if
23 end for
24 yk+1 = H uk+1;
25 for p ∈ P1 do // Vf inverter

26 ỹpk+1 = shiftPhase(ypk+1,−x
p
2,0);

27 zpk+1 = VfModel(zpk, ỹ
p
k+1);

28 xpk+1 = Cx
π2

Pπ2z
p
k+1;

29 upk+1 = shiftPhase(Cxpk+1, x
p
2,0);

30 end for
31 end for
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Fig. 1. A typical microgrid test system

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

A typical microgrid system shown in Fig. 1 is used to
test and verify the effectiveness of the M-KBF method for
modeling and predicting the nonlinear transient dynamics of
the microgrid. The test system includes 35 buses, one Vf-
controlled DER, ten PQ-controlled DERs, and eight constant
power loads. For the details of the system, the reader is
referred to [42]. For one thing, synthetic data is prepared by
modeling the test system via a set of Differential Algebraic
Equations (DAEs) and simulating it through the Numerical
Differenciation Formula (NDF) method with a fixed step
size of 10−3 second. For another, simulations of the test
system’s transient responses to disturbances are performed
to provide training data for M-KBF to identify the data-
driven model and then predict the system’s transient dynamics.
Each transient response is induced by an approximated step
change in constant power loads and/or power references of PQ-
controlled DERs. In practice, the training data set is obtained
from the measurement of the controller and the RLC filter
through the advanced metering infrastructure.

Note that in the test system, the dynamical model for all
PQ-controlled DERs are identical, only with different power
outputs. It is designed to demonstrate that the identified KBF
model can be repeatedly used to efficiently identify the whole
system, so as to show that the modularity of M-KBF leads to
its plug-and-play versatility. The M-KBF results are analyzed
from the following four aspects.

A. Data-Driven Modeling for Individual DER via KBF

The synthetic training data for the Vf-controlled DER are
the transient responses of the DER under random changes of
power loads and other DERs’ outputs, where the changes in
this paper is designed up to ±80% of their nominal values.
The training data for the PQ-controlled DERs are the synthetic
combined transient responses of the DERs 13, 16, 18, and
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(a) q-axis voltage of Vf-controlled DER

True data

3rd KBF

2nd KBF

1st KBF

A

B

(b) Zoom-in of A (c) Zoom-in of B

Prediction

Fig. 2. Prediction of Vf-controlled DER under disturbances in the 100%
range

 

C

D

(a) d-axis current of PQ-controlled DER

(b) Zoom-in of C (c) Zoom-in of D

Prediction

True data

3rd KBF

2nd KBF

Fig. 3. Prediction of PQ-controlled DER on node 31 under disturbances in
the 100% range

20, under random changes of their power outputs that are up
to ±20% of their nominal values. While both the 2nd-order
and 3rd-order monomials can accurately predict the DER’s
transient responses up to ±80% changes of power loads (or
DER outputs), Fig. 2 and Fig. 3 show the individual model
predictions in response to up to ±100% input changes.

From the predictions, we can see that observables play
an essential role in identifying the data-driven model and
predicting transient dynamics, in particular when the system
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Fig. 4. Identified Koopman eigenvalues before (a) and after (b) SVD
truncation (Blue shows the SVD truncation order)

is under large disturbances. Detailed comparisons are:
• The prediction through the KBF model obtained by the

3rd-order monomials remains accurate when the system
is under ±100% changes (note the training data is up to
±80% changes), for both Vf- and PQ-controlled DERs.

• The prediction based on the 2nd-order monomials expe-
riences equilibrium point drifts for Vf-controlled DER
model, which causes the deviation from the true data.

• The 1st-order KBF provides false prediction for the Vf-
controlled DER as shown in Fig. 2; and the prediction
trajectory quickly diverges for the PQ-controlled DERs,
which is too large to show in Fig. 3.

B. SVD Order Truncation and Eigenfunctions

In order to obtain an appropriate KBF model for prediction
and overcome the discretization error when arriving at the
template model (14), it is necessary to apply singular value
truncation to the data matrix. Here we show that an optimal
truncation order can be inferred by the eigenavlue distribution.
Fig. 4 shows the distribution of the approximated Koopman
eigenvalues on the Vf model with monomial observables of
up to 3rd order before and after the optimal truncation order
of 155 is applied. We can see that:
• Before the SVD order truncation is applied to the KBF

model solution, there exists an eigenvalue pattern repeti-
tion of the first 155 eigenvalues, as illustrated by the black
dashed lines in Fig. 4 (a). This is due to the fact that the
sum of two Koopman eigenvalues is another Koopman
eigenvalue with the associated eigenfunction being the
product of the two existing eigenfunctions, as given in
(9). As a consequence, the repeated eigenvalues to the left
correspond to higher-order eigenfunctions that are less
likely to be approximated accurately by the monomials
of lower orders, which may result in an unstable KBF
model for prediction.

• After the SVD truncation is applied, the identified Koop-
man eigenvalues contain no repetitive pattern and the
associated eigenfunctions can be well approximated by
the selected low-order monomials so that the resulting
KBF model is not only stable but can accurately repre-
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Fig. 6. Eigenfunction coefficients for PQ model

sent the dynamics of the DER subsystem, as has been
demonstrated in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3.

We have tested Vf- and PQ-controlled DER models with
both the 2nd-order and 3rd-order monomials and find that in
each setup there is a narrow range of SVD truncation order
that results in the KBF model having the lowest prediction
error. The optimal truncation order is inferred by the distribu-
tion of the identified Koopman eigenvalues obtained without
truncation as in Fig. 4 (a) by retaining only the number of
eigenvalues with no repetitive pattern.

The coefficient matrices of the identified eigenfunction
embeddings with the optimal SVD truncation orders for the
Vf and PQ models are shown in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, where
the complex coefficients are projected onto the real domain
by Koopman canonical transform [43]. The vertical axes in
both figures correspond to the eigenfunctions in the descending
order of the real parts of their eigenvalues. The yellow rectan-
gle in each figure shows that these eigenfunctions have large
coefficients corresponding to the voltage and current variables
in the DER subsystem, which agrees with the fact that these
variables have fast dynamics in the solution of the DAEs.

C. Prediction based on M-KBF and Error Analysis

Based on Algorithm 1, we can integrate the identified KBF
modules to perform the entire system’s transient prediction.
Fig. 7 and Fig. 8 show the voltage and current predictions
of the connected M-KBF model under ±100% range distur-
bances. From the predictions, we can see that:
• The Vf model trained on ±80% range data is capable

of predicting ±100% range disturbances in the network.

 

(a) Voltage amplitude predictions for the whole system

G

H

(b) Zoom-in of G (c) Zoom-in of H

Fig. 7. Voltage predictions for the whole system with ±100% range
disturbances

The PQ model trained on ±20% range data from DERs
13, 16, 18, and 20, is capable of predicting every PQ-
controlled DER in ±100% range disturbance situations,
as shown in Fig. 7 and Fig. 8.

• The predictions demonstrate the M-KBF’s plug-and-
play function, since the identified KBF model for PQ-
controlled DERs is repeatedly used in the system.

• The prediction error for each DER model is smaller in the
connected system than that in the individual test because
each DER model’s input in the connected system is a
dynamic feedback from the rest of the system.

The average prediction error of the M-KBF system with
2nd-order and 3rd-order monomials when the sytem is under
different ranges of disturbances are provided in Fig. 9. Overall,
it shows the error increases as the disturbance increases. When
the Vf model adopts the 3rd-order implicit prediction, we
have the smallest errors compared to the 2nd-order implicit
and 3rd-order explicit predictions. However, it needs a high
computational effort, as summarized in Table I, which is tested
on a 2.9GHz PC. Note that Table I also shows that M-KBF
enables faster than real-time predictions, which provides space
for performing predictive control to the dynamical system.

TABLE I
AVERAGE COMPUTATIONAL TIME FOR 20s PREDICTION OF THE WHOLE

SYSTEM WITH DIFFERENT VF MODELS

2nd-order(explicit) 2nd-order(implicit) 3rd-order(explicit) 3rd-order(implicit)
5.0064s 6.2007s 7.6465s 20.6726s

D. Independence of KBF to the Global Reference Frame

The global DQ reference frame rotating at the nominal
frequency allows one to represent the instantenous voltages
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(a) Current injection predictions for the whole system

I

(b) Zoom-in of I

J
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Fig. 8. Current predictions for the whole system with ±100% range
disturbances

and currents as phasor quantities. However, the initial phase
of the rotating DQ frame is not unique, so that if all phasors in
the initial condition rotate by a same angle corresponding to
a shift in the DQ reference frame, then the system dynamics
would be the same in the new reference frame. This property
is seen as the zero eigenvalue in the linearized system but it
is a global nonlinear property, which cannot be recreated by a
linear system model. However, the nonlinear KBF model may
still be dependent on a specific DQ reference frame if only one
frame is present in the training data. To illustrate this issue,
Fig. 10 shows the prediction of the Vf KBF model when the
reference frame for the initial condition and the inputs are
shifted by only 0.001 radian. We can see that the predicted
trajectory deviates from the initial equilibrium point and runs
parallel to the simulated trajectory.

To address this issue, the training data is preprocessed
as follows. For the Vf model, we first shift the transient
responses’ reference frame to zero and then randomly add an
angle within ±0.01 radian. For the PQ model, the reference
frames are only shifted to have zero initial PLL phase angle
because the four PQ DERs are already in different reference
frames. Therefore, the nonlinearity related to the changes
between the internal PLL reference frame and the global
one is represented in the KBF model in a limited range of
PLL phases. The prediction remains accurate when the PLL
phase is within a ±0.04 radian inverval for the Vf model, and
±0.05 radian interval for the PQ model. These limits could
be removed by selecting proper observable functions that are
invariant to different reference frames, which is the authors’
future work.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The paper contributes a scalable data-driven method, M-
KBF, to efficiently model and predict the transient dynamics
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Random disturbance magnitudes

0

1

2

3

A
ve

ra
ge

 e
rr

or
 [p

.u
.]

#10-4

2nd-order Vf (implicit) and 3rd-order PQ
2nd-order Vf (explicit) and 3rd-order PQ
3rd-order Vf (implicit) and 3rd-order PQ
3rd-order Vf (explicit) and 3rd-order PQ

Fig. 9. Average node voltage prediction errors
 

 

Fig. 10. Counter example of dependence to DQ reference frame

of nonlinear microgrids under disturbances. The data-driven
modules for subsystems are developed through EDMD with
eigenvalue-based order truncation and then integrated into
a combined model for microgrid systems. Test results have
demonstrated the effectiveness of M-KBF in providing fast and
precise transient predictions. For future work, M-KBF will be
further developed to handle data with noise, to identify the
system by using output-only measurements like bus voltage
and current, and to perform predictive control based on the
predictions obtained from M-KBF.

APPENDIX

The DER connection circuit and the Vf-controller (given as
an example) are shown in Fig. 11 and Fig. 12, respectively.
Ten differential equations can then be developed, which are
not given here due to the page limit. These equations form
a control affine system, where the state vector is x =[
x1, x2, x3, x4, x5, x6, V

D
C , V QC , I

D
L , I

Q
L

]T
, the input vector

is the node current u =
[
IDN , I

Q
N

]T
, and the output to the

network is the node voltage that is equal to the state variables
y =

[
V DC , V QC

]T
.

The input functions of the control affine system, g1(x) and
g2(x), associated with each input are given by,

g1 =
[

0, 0, 0, 0, − cosx2, sinx2,
1

C
, 0, −

KIreg
p

L
, 0
]T
,

(21)

g2 =
[

0, 0, 0, 0, − sinx2, − cosx2, 0,
1

C
, 0, −

KIreg
p

L

]T
.

(22)
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