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Abstract—It is a general notion that, in transient stability simulations,
reducing the number of algebraic variables for the differential-algebraic
equations (DAE) can improve the simulation performance. Many sim-
ulation programs split algebraic variables internal to a dynamic model
from the full DAE and evaluate them outside each iterative step, using
results from the previous iteration. The updated internal variables are
then treated as constants when solving for the current iteration. This
letter discusses how such a split formulation can impact simulation
performance. Case studies using various systems with synchronous
generator and converter models demonstrate the impact of the split on
the convergence pattern and simulation performance.

[. INTRODUCTION

UMERICAL simulation is a widely used yet computation-
ally challenging technique for power system transient stability
assessment. The simulation process essentially solves differential-
algebraic equations (DAE) for the network and dynamic devices.
Algebraic variables are the instantaneous quantities in the time hori-
zon of electromechanical transient, and the corresponding algebraic
equations are hard constraints that the solutions need to satisfy. Since
common DAE solvers utilize Newton’s method to solve the DAE or
the algebraic equations (AE), the number of algebraic variables can
affect the size of the AE and thus the computational performance.
The most well-known algebraic variables are the bus voltage
phasors that correspond to network equations. Also, there exist
algebraic variables in dynamic models (termed as “internal algebraic
variables”) to describe physical or mathematical relationships. In a
generator, for instance, the bus voltage projected to the d-axis is

vg = vcos(d — 0) ))

where v is the voltage magnitude, 6 is the bus phase angle, and J is
the rotor angle. The algebraic variable vg and the equation is trivial
because one can substitute vg for the full equation to eliminate it.
Not all internal algebraic variables can be eliminated, because not
all algebraic variables have an explicit solution. For example, the
stator electrical equations for the two-axis generator is given by

0=wvg+radyg—e,+ayly
0=wvq+rada—ey—axyly

(€5

where e, and e}; are differential states for the rotor transient voltages.
One will not be able to eliminate I, and Ig because they are used
to compute ¢, and €);. In this example, I; and I are algebraic
variables internal to the generator, as opposed to bus voltages that are
shared across devices. For generality, the vector of internal algebraic
equations g, is given by

0 =gi(x, i, Ye) 3)

where @ is the vector of state variables, and y; and y. are the vectors
of internal and external algebraic variables, respectively.

There are two ways of treating internal algebraic variables and
the corresponding equations, resulting in two categories of DAE
formulations. The first category extends network equations to form
the generalized algebraic equations that include the internal ones [[1].
Assuming the simultaneous solution method, this formulation will
incorporate the derivative information of the internal variables in the

full Jacobian matrix and can thus obtain consistent solutions. This is
termed the full DAE formulation, given by

IL‘: f(mvylvye) (4)
0=g(z,yi,ye)
where g is the compact notation for g; and ge.

The second approach is to split internal algebraic equations from
the full DAE by rewriting internal algebraic variables in explicit
forms. The split equations will be evaluated using solutions from
the previous iteration. Introduce a superscript £k — 1 to denote the
previous iteration, the internal variables are given by

k ~ k— k— —
yi =gy g Y) )

which will be used to solve the following DAE:

#® = (), y "yl ©)
0 =gc(a®,y"M yM)

Note that the solutions w(k>,yfk),yék) from @G)- (6) will not
simultaneously satisfy (@). In other words, there is a gap between
the solutions of (@) and (3)-(6). The size of the gap depend on the
variable scale and function characteristics, such as linearity.

If all internal algebraic equations are split, then g. becomes the
network equations, namely, 0 = I — Y V. The split formulation is
not unique. One can split all the internal algebraic equations as in
[2] or split a subset, which will be discussed in Section

This letter investigates the impacts of the two approaches to
handling internal algebraic variables on the simulation performance.
Section [[I] briefly analyzes the characteristics of the two approaches.
Section presents extensive case studies on representative small,
medium, and large systems using the two formulations on syn-
chronous and renewable generators. Section [[V] concludes the study.

II. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FULL AND THE SPLIT
FORMULATIONS

The split DAE formulation is widely used in commercial and open-
source tools [2] because of the following advantages:

1) Simple to implement: only the explicit equation needs to be
implemented. No partial derivatives are required, meaning that
less programming is needed for the derivative functions.

2) The same network equations and the derivatives can be used for
the algebraic equations. It avoids the efforts to resize, compute,
and assemble new Jacobian matrices.

The full DAE is used in [1]], [3] with these characteristics:

1) Consistent solutions can be obtained for states, and internal and
external algebraic variables because the derivative information
for all equations are reflected in the full Jacobian.

2) The Jacobian matrix is larger due to the larger number of alge-
braic variables in the DAE. It leads to longer matrix factorization
time since LU methods have a complexity of O(n?).

In terms of performance, there is a trade-off between a smaller

matrix size for quick factorization and fewer iterations for fewer
function calls. Also, the implementation complexity and the reuse
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Fig. 1. Statistics of the simulation performance for the IEEE 14-bus system
using different integration step sizes.

of the network solver need to be considered. Since there is no
analytical formula to quantify such a trade-off, the impacts of the two
formulations will be studied by numerical simulations of systems of
various sizes.

III. CASE STUDIES

Case studies are performed by splitting variables internal to
the round-rotor synchronous generator model (GENROU) and the
generic renewable models (REGC_A and REEC_A). Simulations are
performed in the opensource ANDES tool 3] on Intel i9-10920X
running Debian 12. All test cases are available in the repository [4].

The implicit trapezoidal method is used to integrate the DAE,
using a convergence tolerance of 10™*. To reduce the number of
matrix factorizations, a “dishonest” method is applied to rebuild and
factorize the Jacobian matrix every three iterations beyond the third.
Also, to improve convergence, the Jacobian matrix will be rebuilt and
factorized honestly within 0.1 sec of disturbances.

A. GENROU Model

The split is performed on the flux linkage equations of

Yag ’queii + eizl (1 - ’qu)
Yad = Yar€y + vazey (T — 1) (7
7/)a = Y\ 3(1 + ¢¢%q

where Y41, Yq1, Ty, @1 are parameters, and ey, e, e; and e are
state variables [[1]. These equations are necessary to compute ), as
the input for the saturation function.

1) IEEE 14-bus system: Five GENROU devices and multiple
generator controllers exist in this system. The full DAE model
consists of 30 states and 119 algebraic variables, while the split model
has 104 algebraic variables. The simulated disturbances are a line trip
at t = 0.1 sec and a reconnection at ¢t = 0.2 sec.

compares the number of iterations and simulation time for
the full and the split formulations in the IEEE 14-bus system. Two
simulation step sizes are compared, namely, 1/120 sec and 1/30 sec,
where the former is widely used in commercial tools. It is expected
that reducing the step size by a factor of four would result in four
times the computational load in residual building and equation solving
but partially compensated by the reduction in iteration number. Both
the full and split formulations with different step sizes yield the same
dynamic response trajectory and are thus omitted due to page limits.

The following characteristics are observed and analyzed:
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Fig. 2. Simulation performance of the CURENT 944-bus system.

1) The more efficient approach is full DAE formulation with a
relatively large step size. Even with 15 more algebraic variables,
the full DAE is considerably and consistently faster.

2) A small step size reduces the number of iterations due to the
reduced gap between the split equations and the DAE. But it
increases the computation time due to the step number increase.

3) The split DAE benefits less than the full formulation from a
larger step size due to the increased difficulty in convergence.

2) CURENT North America 944-bus model: This test system
is a medium-size case with a large variety of generator, exciter,
turbine governor, and power system stabilizer models. A total of 76
GENROU devices are in use. The applied disturbances are a bus-
to-ground fault at ¢ = 0.1 sec and its clearance by a line trip at
t = 0.2 sec.

shows the computational performance for the CURENT
system. Due to the model complexity such as limiters, the iteration
counts do not exhibit decreasing trend for the five seconds simulated.
It can be observed that the full DAE with a large step size is leading
in performance. Also, the split DAE benefits even less from the step
size reduction, merely reducing the time from 26.64 sec to 21.66 sec
due to the increased number of iterations.

3) Fictitious Polish 9241-bus system: This case is created from
the 9241-bus system [5] by adding generators, exciters, and turbine
governors with generic parameters to represent large systems. The
full DAE of the system consists of 14,450 states and 61,833 algebraic
variables, including those for 1,445 GENROU devices. The applied
disturbance is a generator trip at Bus 190 at ¢ = 0.1 sec.

The full and split formulations yield the same transient trajectories
for the two step sizes. The computational performance follows the
same observations as the previous two cases. Comparing all the three
test cases, we observe and generalize the following:

1) The full DAE can consistently scale by roughly a factor of three,
namely, increasing the step size from 1/120 sec to 1/30 sec
reduces the run time by 3x. The factor of three is a result of
roughly a quarter of the computational load that is offset by a
slightly higher iteration count.

2) The split DAE is less deterministic in terms of computational
scalability. The speed-up factor for a quadruple step size reduces
the run time by approximately half at most, depending on the
system dynamics.

B. Renewable Generation Models

The full and split formulation of the renewable energy converter
model (REGC_A) and its electric control model (REEC_A) are
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Fig. 3. Simulation performance of the 9241-bus system.
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Fig. 4. Simulation performance of the IEEE 14-bus system with renewables.

compared. For the REGC_A model, the low-voltage active power
management output equations are split. For the REEC_A model, the
voltage deviation equation, and the additional current injection equa-
tions are split. Note that all these equations are linear. Simulations
are first performed using the IEEE 14-bus system, where 80% of the
capacity on Bus 3 is replaced with two converters. A bus-to-ground
fault is applied to Bus 6, followed by a line trip to clear the fault.
plots the simulation performance for the two formulations
with different step sizes. In this case, the split formulation has much
less impact compared with those for the GENROU model. Still,
for ¢ = 1/30 sec, multiple runs show that the split formulation is
consistently slower by several percent. For ¢ = 1/120 s, the two
formulations are close in performance with no consistent winner.

The minor performance difference is due to the linearity of the
equations that are split, as well as the relatively small size of the test
system. Input changes to these equations result in linear corrections
to the output, so that the gap between the split variables and the full
DAE solution can remain small. Also, for ¢ = 1/120 sec, given the
same iteration count shown in the full DAE formulation with
a larger DAE require more time to build, factorize, and solve.

Next, the performance of the full and the split formulations are
compared using the 9241-bus system. A pair of renewable energy
converters and electrical control models are attached to each bus
with a synchronous generator to substitute for 10% of the active and
reactive power outputs. The number of algebraic equations for the
full DAE and the split DAE is 116,743 and 110,963, respectively.
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Fig. 5. Simulation performance of the 9241-bus system with renewables.

Both formulations have 28,900 differential states. A bus-to-ground
fault is applied at Bus 4 at ¢ = 0.1 sec and cleared at ¢ = 0.2 sec.

[Fig- T3] shows the performance results. In this case, even for the
step size of 1/30 sec, the convergence patterns are similar for both
formulations. In other words, the split of the linear equations does
not incur significant difficulty in convergence. Regardless of the step
size, the full DAE formulation is consistently slower than the split
formulation due to the larger size of the DAE.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

This letter investigates the impact of the treatment of internal
algebraic variables on transient simulation performance. The impacts
are studied on synchronous generator models and renewable converter
models in systems of various sizes. Our conclusions are:

1) The performance of the full and the split formulations depend
on the equations being split and the size of the system.

2) For nonlinear algebraic equations like the flux linkage equations
the synchronous generators, the more computationally efficient
approach is to keep the variables in the DAE so that the iteration
count can remain low when a large step size is applied.

3) Splitting linear equations, such as the ones in the converters,
from the full DAE does not incur significant increases in the
iteration count but can reduce the size of the Jacobian matrix,
which is a significant factor for large systems.
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