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Abstract—Power grids are critical infrastructures of
paramount importance to modern society and their rapid
evolution and interconnections has heightened the complexity
of power systems (PS) operations. Traditional methods for grid
analysis struggle with the computational demands of large-scale
RES and ES integration, prompting the adoption of machine
learning (ML) techniques, particularly Graph Neural Networks
(GNNs). GNNs have proven effective in solving the alternating
current (AC) Power Flow (PF) and Optimal Power Flow
(OPF) problems, crucial for operational planning. However,
existing benchmarks and datasets completely ignore safety
and robustness requirements in their evaluation and never
consider realistic safety-critical scenarios that most impact the
operations of the power grids. We present SafePowerGraph,
the first simulator-agnostic, safety-oriented framework and
benchmark for GNNs in PS operations. SafePowerGraph
integrates multiple PF and OPF simulators and assesses GNN
performance under diverse scenarios, including energy price
variations and power line outages. Our extensive experiments
underscore the importance of self-supervised learning and graph
attention architectures for GNN robustness. We provide at
https://github.com/yamizi/SafePowerGraph our open-source
repository, a comprehensive leaderboard, a dataset and model
zoo and expect our framework to standardize and advance
research in the critical field of GNN for power systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent decades, the energy sector has experienced sig-
nificant transformations driven by a range of technological,
economic, and environmental influences. One of the most
remarkable trends is the development and maturity of renew-
able energy resources (RESs), and energy storage systems
(ESs) that increase the complexity of monitoring and online-
operations of power systems (PS).

Transmission system operators (TSOs) require real-time
tools for effective power systems operations, but current meth-
ods for grid analyses, hindered by their computational speed,
cannot fully meet the challenges posed by RESs and ESs at
large scale. Driven by these limitations, TSO are increasingly
relying on machine learning (ML) techniques to support power
operations. In particular, Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have
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demonstrated their effectiveness in modeling the dynamics of
the power grid and have emerged as the leading techniques for
real-time solutions to solve optimizations of the alternating-
current (AC) power system [3, 26, 34].

Solving AC power flow (PF) and AC Optimal Power Flow
(OPF) problems is a routine task in power system operational
planning. The PF problem involves determining the voltage
magnitudes and phase angles of all buses in an electrical power
system, ensuring that the power supplied meets the demand
while satisfying the constraints of the network. Meanwhile, the
OPF problem is an optimization problem. It seeks to find the
best voltage settings in the system buses and generator power
outputs to satisfy load requirements (energy demand), while
satisfying network constraints and minimizing energy losses
and energy generation costs. This optimization is not always
scalable when considering large topologies, new components
(RESs, ESs), and high variations in loads and energy prices.

GNNs are today de facto the predominant approaches to
solve the PF problem [6, 9, 20, 27, 30] and the OPF problem
[28, 29, 34, 36]. Few approaches are designed outside of pure
academia and are implemented by TSO themselves [3, 24].
However, each publication and approach are evaluated under
different experimental settings, using different PF and OPF
solvers (we identified six) to generate their labeled datasets
and rarely consider challenging and safety-critical evaluation
scenarios with network perturbations.

A comprehensive study on the perturbations of Nordic
power grids [5] showed that these eight countries faced a total
of 1972 major disturbances in 2022. These disturbances were
associated with 1345 faults on overhead lines. Line faults and
outages are among the main security threats to the stability
and safety of power grids. Energy price surges are another
real threat to the stability of the network, and the recent crises
have challenged, for example, European energy prices (Fig. 2).

Public power grid datasets such as the Electricity Grid
Simulated (EGS) dataset [4], the PSML [43] dataset and
the Simbench dataset [33] are not specifically designed for
machine learning applications on graphs and do not account
for these realistic perturbations. To the best of our knowledge,
there are only two benchmarks related to our work: LIPS[24]
and PowerGraph[39]. We compare them in Table II.

Their main limitations are that they (1) do not solve the
variability problem of PF and OPF simulators in the commu-
nity, and only support one simulation tool, (2) do not sup-
port safety-critical scenarios such as line outages and energy
price variations, and (3) only consider traditional supervised
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Fig. 1: Architecture of the SafePowerGraph framework.

Fig. 2: Evolution of energy prices, reported by the IEA [19].

learning (SL), while most of the new approaches are driven
by self-supervised learning (SSL) with physics-informed ML
[17, 26]. These limitations make them unsuitable to unify and
springboard future research in GNN for PS.

We make up for these shortcomings with SafePower-
Graph, the first safety-oriented framework and benchmark.
Our framework is simulator-agnostic and natively integrates
the four popular PF and OPF simulators, and provides safety
assessment of GNN by considering supervised errors (MSE),
and physical errors (constraints violations) for three settings:
in-distribution (ID) scenarios, energy price variations scenar-
ios, and power line outages scenarios. Our study demonstrates
the relevance of self-supervised learning and Graph Attention
architectures for the robustness of GNN for PS.

In summary, we make the following contributions.

• To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to
define the problem of GNN vulnerability and safety
for realistic PS operations. We introduce realistic
scenarios and evaluation metrics tailored to this real-
world critical application of GNN.

• We introduce an innovative integrated GNN frame-

work, called SafePowerGraph, which is, to the best
of our knowledge, the first practical framework and
benchmark addressing the safey and robustness of
GNNs within the PS operations context.

• We conduct extensive experiments on three stan-
darized graph power grids networks and two critical
safety edge-cases, and demonstrate the relevance of
our benchmark. SafePowerGraph, uncovers the criti-
cal impact of GNN architectures and self-supervised
learning to ensuring safe and robust GNNs for PS.
SafePowerGraph is open-source and available at this
repository: https://github.com/[ANONYMIZED].

• We share with the community a Leaderboard based
on more than 200 evaluations to track the progress and
the current state of the art in safety and robustness of
graph deep learning models for PS, including SL and
SSL approaches. The goal is to clearly identify the
most successful ideas in GNN architectures and robust
training mechanisms to accelerate progress in the field.
Our leadearboard is accompanied with a Dataset zoo
and a Model Zoo to standarize the research.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Power grids consist of two elements: buses, which denote
key points within the grid such as generation sites, load centers,
and substations, and transmission or distribution lines that link
these buses. Therefore, it is quite natural to visualize power
grid networks as graphs, where buses and transmission lines
are depicted as nodes and edges of the corresponding graph.

The buses are divided into three main categories: PV, PQ,
and Vθ. PV buses denote grid generators that supply and
inject energy. PQ buses denote the grid’s loads, which are
components that consume energy (e.g. households). The Vθ
bus is referred to as a ”slack bus” and acts as a reference
point for grid operation. The state of each bus is defined by a
set of variables depending on its type (Table I).

Given the diversity of the components of the power grid,
one can use a homogeneous graph representation where all
buses have the same shape of features and labels, and their di-
versity is processed as homogeneous GNN with masking [27],
or leverage heterogeneous GNN to consider the node types
separately [11].
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Without loss of generalization, our work will focus on
the heterogeneous undirected graph representation, but our
framework based on Pytorch Geometric (PyG) supports all
PyG graph representations. Although building GNN on top
of homogeneous/heterogeneous directed/undirected graphs can
lead to different properties, previous work [11] showed the
superiority of heterogeneous undirected graphs in terms of
effectiveness and robustness.

A. Graph Neural Networks

Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have emerged as powerful
tools for learning on graph-structured data, which are prevalent
in various domains such as social networks, molecular biology,
and power grids. At their core, GNNs leverage the message-
passing framework, where node features are iteratively up-
dated by aggregating information from their neighbors. Early
approaches, such as Graph Convolutional Networks (GCNs)
[23] applied convolutional operations to graphs, enabling the
extraction of local patterns and capturing the graph struc-
ture effectively. Following this, numerous enhancements have
been proposed to improve GNNs’ expressive power, such
as GraphSAGE[15], which addressed the scalability issues
of GNNs by employing a sampling strategy to aggregate
information from a fixed number of neighbors, thus allowing
the model to handle large graphs efficiently. Another sig-
nificant development was Graph Attention Networks (GATs)
[40], which leverages attention mechanisms to assign different
weights to neighbor nodes, and DeeperGCN[25], designed to
mitigate vanishing gradient, over-smoothing and over-fitting
when going deeper.

Recent advances include heterogeneous graph neural net-
works (HGNNs), which extend conventional graph neural
networks (GNNs) to handle multiple types of nodes and
edges effectively, for example, by leveraging metapath-based
aggregation for richer representations [37, 42].

GNNs support a wide range of tasks, broadly categorized
into node- and graph-level tasks. Node-level tasks, such as
node classification and node regression, focus on predicting
the properties or labels of individual nodes within the graph.
In power grids, predicting the state of specific buses belongs
to this category. Graph-level tasks, on the other hand, in-
volve predicting properties of entire graphs, such as molecular
property prediction in chemistry or powerflow convergence
in power grids. In addition, GNNs have been utilized for
link prediction tasks, which aim to infer missing edges in
partially observed graphs. In power systems, link prediction
could consist of predicting vulnerable or non-robust lines of
the grids, commonly referred to as “contingency analysis”.

Our work focuses on two node-level regression tasks for
power systems that are critical for power grid operations:
Power Flow (PF) and Optimal Power Flow (OPF).

B. Power Grids Operations

The scope of our work is to model and solve power flow
and optimal power flow problems of transmission grids. We
summarize in the following the equations of both the PF and
the OPF problems using the polar form, and refer you to
Appendix A-A for detailed explanations.

TABLE I: The variables that define the state of each bus in
the PF and OPF problems.

Problem Bus type Known variables (Input) Unknown variables (target)

Slack bus (Vθ) Vi, θi Pi, Qi

PF Load (PQ) Pi, Qi Vi, θi
Generator (PV) Pi, Vi Qi, θi

OPF P l
i , Q

l
i P g

i , Qg
i , Vi, θi

The Power flow problem

The goal of the PF problem is to find the solution of the
unknown variables in each bus given the known values of the
buses and the state of the grid (topology and attributes of the
grid), as shown in Table I. P g

i , Q
g
i are the generated active

and reactive power into bus i, P l
i , Q

l
i are the demand active

and reactive power out of the bus i, Pi, Qi are the net real
and reactive power injections with Pi = P g

i − P l
i and Qi =

Qg
i − Ql

i, Vi, θi are the voltage magnitude and voltage angle
at bus i.

The model of the PF problem can be mathematically
formulated using Kirchhoff’s equations:

{
Pi = Vi

∑N
k=1 Vk (Gik cos(θi − θk) +Bik sin(θi − θk))

Qi = Vi
∑N

k=1 Vk (Gik sin(θi − θk)−Bik cos(θi − θk))
(1)

for each bus i, k ∈ {1..N} of the grid, where Gik and
Bik denote two physical line properties, the conductance
and susceptance, respectively. Traditionally, PF problem is
addressed with iterative solvers. The most popular use the
Newton-Raphson method, linearizing power flow equations
starting from an initial guess of the unknown variables in Table
I. We elaborate on the solver’s optimization in Appendix A-A.

We learn the PF problem by minimizing three losses:

1- A supervised loss that uses the solution from the solver
(the oracle) as ground truth and minimizes the MSE between
the predicted values of the GNN and the oracle’s output.

2- A self-supervised loss that computes all the terms of
equations 1, and minimizes the error between the left side and
the right sides of the equations.

3- A boundary-violation loss that models the limits of
the components as soft constraints and pushes the outputs to
satify them; e.g., to force the predicted active power of each
generator within its active power capacity.

The Optimal Power Flow Problem

The AC Optimal PowerFlow (OPF) problem is a more
challenging problem than PF. It consists of finding the best
solution to distribute electricity through power grids, consid-
ering factors such as demand, supply, storage, transmission
limits, and costs, to ensure that everything runs smoothly and
efficiently without overloading the system. The objective of
this optimization is to fulfill the demand while minimizing the
cost of generation of various sources of energies.
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The AC-OPF problem is formulated as follows:

min
P g

i ,Qg
i ,Vi,θi

Ng∑
i=1

ci(P
g
i )

2 + biP
g
i + ai (2)

s.t. ∀i
{
Pi = Vi

∑N
k=1 Vk (Gik cos(θi − θk) +Bik sin(θi − θk))

Qi = Vi
∑N

k=1 Vk (Gik sin(θi − θk)−Bik cos(θi − θk))

(3)

where (ci, bi, ai) represent the energy cost coefficients of the
ith generator, i ∈ {1..Ng}.

For our learning problem, we use the three aforementioned
losses, where the oracle solves the AC-OPF problem. We also
consider a regularization loss where the cost is also minimized:

4- A cost loss that models the cost objective. We use
directly the absolute value of equation 2 as regularization loss.

Note that solving the OPF problem inherently solves the
PF as well, by finding a unique solution for the cost objective.

C. Robustness and Safety of Constrained NN

Despite their effectiveness and scalability, GNNs face sig-
nificant challenges in terms of robustness and generalization,
and thus are not yet reliable to be deployed for critical
applications [26]. In particular, researchers have explored the
lack of robustness of GNNs to out-of-distribution data [14]
and to adversarial perturbations [21].

Early approaches to improve GNN robustness such as
Graph Robustification [45] and Adversarial Training [31] have
successfully been explored to enhance GNNs’ resilience to
such perturbations. Recent approaches [7, 13, 22, 41] demon-
strated the impact of architectures, training, and losses on the
inherent robustness of GNN. However, few studies considered
feasible perturbations under domain constraints. Geisler et
al. [8] explored the robustness of GNN-based solvers for the
traveling salesman problem, where the perturbation space was
restricted by the problem.

Constrained perturbation is a blooming field of research in
computer vision and tabular machine learning. Ballet et al. [1]
focused on the importance of characteristics in the design of
attacks, Mathov et al. [32] took into account mutability, type,
boundary, and data distribution constraints, and Simonetto et
al. [35] emphasized the importance of considering domain-
constraints (inter-feature relationships) for crafting realistic
perturbations.

Our work focuses on three realistic scenarios that GNNs
for PS can encounter in the real world: load variations, price
variations, and line outages. We generate valid perturbations
by ensuring that all the domain constraints of the grid are
satisfied, in particular the power flow equations defined in Eq.
1, and the boundaries of the features (Appendix B-A).

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

PF and OPF are node-level regression tasks, and the target
(the ground truth of the state) for each node is a continuous
vector provided by an oracle. At each perturbation, both the
prediction and the target will then vary.

Contrary to traditional robustness assessment, where the
target is not supposed to vary under small perturbations, the

robustness of power grids is measured based on an acceptable
threshold of error compared to the oracle. The targets of the
nodes require expensive solvers to obtain the new ground
truths. We formulate in the following the problem of hetero-
geneous GNN robustness under constrained perturbations.

We consider a heterogeneous graph, denoted as G =
(V, E ,M), that consists of a node set V and a link set E and an
adjacency matrix M. A heterogeneous graph is also associated
with a node-type mapping function ϕ : V → A and a link-type
mapping function ψ : E → R. A and R denote the sets of
predefined node types and link types, where |A|+ |R| > 2.

For both PF and OPF problems, we consider a homoge-
neous link type |R| = 1, and the following node types: A =
{bus, line, transformer, generator, slack, load, capacitor}.

We denote by ni the number of nodes of type i in the graph
G, by fi the number of features of nodes of type i, and by ti
the number of outputs of nodes of type i. Each node of type i
has a set of features Xi = {Xk

i / ∀k ∈ 1..fi}. The details of
the features and outputs of each node are in Appendix B-A.

We denote by X = {Xi ∈ Rni×fi for i ∈ A} an input
example, defined as the heterogeneous dictionnary of features
of the nodes of the graph G, and denote by Y = {yi ∈ Rni×ti

for i ∈ A} its correct target. Let h : (X ,M) → Y be a graph
neural network that outputs a regression value h = {hi ∈
Rni×ti for i ∈ A}, and g : (X ,M) → Ŷ an oracle that
outputs the ground truth value using traditional exact solvers
(e.g., Newton Raphson).

Let ∆ be the space of allowed perturbations. We define
a (∆, µ)-robust model h to be any model (e.g. GNN) that
satisfies

∀ δ ∈ ∆ : ||h(X + δ)− g(X + δ))||p ≤ µ, (4)

where || · ||p is a defined distance (e.g. an Lp-normed distance)
and µ is an acceptable error threshold.

In image classification, the set ∆ is typically chosen as the
perturbations within some Lp-ball around X , that is, ∆p =
{δ ∈ Rd, ||δ||p ≤ ϵ} for a maximum perturbation threshold ϵ.

Power grid data are by nature different from images.
Each feature xij ∈ Xi of the graph represents a physical
property (e.g., line resistances, length, etc.) or a smart meter
measurement (e.g. load’s active power). Thus, xij has to
respect physical constraints to be valid.

A minimal requirement is to respect the boundary con-
straints of each feature, and a sufficient requirement is that
the perfect solver converges to a solution when optimizing the
perturbed Pf or OPF problem. In practice, traditional solvers
are not perfect and are dependent on their hyper-parameters
(threshold, budget, ...), however, we assume that our oracle
solver is perfect. A robust GNN is then defined as follows:

∀δ g(X+δ) converges → ||h(X+δ)−g(X+δ))||p ≤ µ (5)

a) Threat Model: Within the Power Grid operations
problems outlined above, a critical concern is the threat of
unexpected grid variations during model inference, which com-
promises the safety of the grids and the integrity of operations
of the Transmission System Operator (TSO). To scope our
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TABLE II: Comparison between our framework SafePowerGraph and GNN related works. indicates “Not Considered”,
indicates “Partially Considered”, and indicates “Fully Considered”. PP stands for “PandaPower”, OD for “OpenDSS”, PW
for “PowerModels”, MP for “MatPower”, LSG for “LightSim2Grid”.

Features
[6, 9, 30] [29, 36] Benchmarks
[20, 27] [28] LIPS[24] PowerGraph [39] OURS

Simulators MP OR PP OR OD PW OR MP LSG MP PP+OD+PW+MP

Tasks PowerFlow OPF PowerFlow PowerFlow+OPF PowerFlow+OPF

Load variation
Price variation

Line outage

Architectures
Safety constraints

Sup Learning
Self-Sup Learning

discussion, we assume that the variations are benign, that is,
they have not been crafted specifically to hurt the ML system
but represent black swans events with major impacts on the
grid.

b) Design Requirements: This paper aims to develop a
framework to assess and mitigate the impact of Power Grid
perturbations in the context of GNN-based powerflow and
optimal power flow problems. Our method should be suitable
for the Power Grid scenario that realistically poses major
threats to the grid’s optimal operation. Specifically, our design
requirements are as follows.

P1 - Energy price variations: Each generator i has a
polynomial generation cost function as follows: c(P g

i ) = ci +
bi ·P g

i +ci · (P g
i )

2, where c0 is the offset active power cost, c1
the linear cost per Mvar and c2 the quadratic cost per MW. For
each studied grid, we only vary the linear cost c1, and never
consider switching off completely a generator.

The cost parameters only impact the optimization of the
OPF problem and are ignored for the PF problem.

P2 - Load variations: Each consumer is defined by its
load active power Pl and reactive power Ql. While the training
data uses a time series of real world consumptions, a robust
model should generalize to extreme variations of loads for sub-
parts or the entirety of the graph. We model these variation
with a multipliper sampled from a uniform distribution. The
distribution of this multiplier and the percentage of affected
loads within the the grid reflect the severity of the perturbation.

P3 - Line outage: A line outage refers to the loss or
failure of a transmission line within an electrical power system.
Transmission lines are vital for carrying electricity from power
plants to substations and, eventually, to consumers. When a
line goes out of service due to a fault, maintenance, or any
other reason, it can have several starting with the redistribution
of loads that requires power flow change, to possible cascad-
ing failures leading up to widespread blackouts. To simulate
outages, we evaluate the N-1 reliability criterion. It states that
the power system must be capable of withstanding the failure
of any single component without causing widespread outages.
We randomly remove one line of the grid during evaluation
and assess the robustness of the GNN on this degraded grid.

IV. SAFEPOWERGRAPH

We introduce the architecture of our framework in Fig. 1.
Our Python API abstracts both Power Systems (PS) and Ma-
chine Learning (ML) functionalities for practitioners from both
fields. For ML practitioners, SafePowerGraph is a standarized
datasets and models zoo with a unified benchmark to evaluate
node-level GNN tasks on complex graphs: Constrained hetero-
geneous graphs modeling physical equations and a nonlinear
minimization problem. For PS practioners, SafePowerGraph
is a GNN-powered OPF and PF simulator that supports major
PS formats and tools, and achieves precise, robust, and safe
predictions. The main features of our API are:

A. PowerFlow and OPF Simulation

Our framework supports the most popular Power Grid
libraries for full interoperability:

a) PandaPower (PF, OPF): PandaPower [38] is an
open-source Python library that provides tools for the mod-
eling, analysis, and optimization of electrical power systems.
It is built on top of the popular data analysis library pandas,
PandaPower and the power flow solver PYPOWER.

b) MATPOWER (PF, OPF): MATPOWER [44] is an
open-source MATLAB package that provides tools for steady-
state power system simulations and optimizations. It supports
large-scale PF analysis and OPF optimizations.

c) OpenDSS (PF): OpenDSS (Open Distribution Sys-
tem Simulator) [18] is a popular open-source software for
simulating electric power distribution systems. In particular,
it natively supports unbalanced distribution grid power flow
estimations and is highly scalable.

d) PowerModels (OPF): PowerModels [2] is a
Julia/JuMP-based open-source package designed for solving
complex power network optimization problems such as OPF,
unit commitment and transmission expansion planning. It is
highly extensible and scalable to larger grids.

B. Graph Data Generation

In Fig. 3 we summarize how each graph is generated
from a power grid. Starting from an initial grid descriptor
(in MatPower, PandaPower or PyPower formats), we generate
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Fig. 3: Embedding for a 9-bus grid. In purple the generators, blue the slack, orange the buses, green the loads, and red the lines.

a Pytorch HeteroData with each component as a distinct
subgraph (Step (1)). Each node can be of type: bus, load, gen-
erator, slack, line, transformer, or capacitor, and is associated
with its distinct set of features Xb, Xl, Xg , Xs, Xe, Xt, Xc

respectively. These features support perturbations dependant of
their types. For example, generators and slack nodes support
the mutation of the price features (i.e., the cost of each unit
generated) and their maximum generation capacity (Step (2)).

Each node is also associated with a set of constraints.
They can be included during training as regularization losses,
or enforced with clamping (e.g. boundary constraints). All
features, mutations, and boundary constraints are detailed in
the Appendix B-A.

For each mutated grid, we run in Step (3) a simulation
and solver to obtain the ground truth of the PF or OPF
optimization. This solution consists of the active and reactive
power of each generator and the slack nodes (Yg , Ys) and the
voltage magnitude and angle for each bus node (Yb).

Building large graph datasets across multiple mutations can
be expensive. We distribute our datasets in a zoo following the
Open Graph Benchmark (OGB) taxonomy [16].

C. Training

Heterogeneous graph training supports multiple existing
architectures, including GCN, Sage, and GAT. It consists
of interleaving the message functions on each node type
individually. We present in figure 4 the extension of a standard
single-node type architecture to two node types (bus and load).

Each of our models consists of a succession of heteroge-
neous graph layers (the backbone), and a set of fully connected
layers that outputs the final predictions (head) [28]. Following
[11], we extend this standard structure by computing the loss
of each node type separately. The splitted loss computations
allows to dynamically update the weight (the contribution) of
each node type’s loss in the backpropagated loss. SafePower-
Graph supports weighting strategies because previous research
demonstrated that adequate weighting can significantly im-
prove the robustness of multitask models [10, 12].

x_BUSx x_LOAD

out_BUSout out_LOAD

Fig. 4: Transforming a homogeneous GNN to a heterogeneous
GNN by combining message passing across multiple types.
Here with two node types bus and load, and Sage layers.

Training loss: We incorporate the constraints of the prob-
lem in the loss of our GNN as regularization terms. We
transform each of the constraints and optimization objectives
into a regularization loss. Given a training graph G, its set
of node types A, its features X , its associated ground truth
prediction Y and its predicted output y, the training loss
function of our GNN (parametrized by Θ) becomes:

L(Θ) := λb∥yb − Yb∥22 + λs∥ys − Ys∥22 + λg∥yg − Yg∥22

+ λb,i
∑
i∈A

[ ∑
ω∈Ωb

ctrloss(xi, yi, ω)

]
+ λs · sslloss(x, y)
+ λc · costloss(xg, yg, xs, ys) (6)

where the first term is the supervised loss over the bus,
slack, and generator outputs. The second term captures the
weighted constraints violations of the power grid given the
set of constraints Ω of each type of node. The third term is
the self-supervised loss that solves the equations of the power
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grid in 1. The last term is the energy cost minimization loss
considering the prices of the generators and the slack node.

Our study in Appendix C-B confirms that optimal solutions
in our scenarios require all the losses. Our pretrained models
can be downloaded with our API and the results are available
on a public, easy-to-use benchmark available on https://github
.com/yamizi/SafePowerGraph.

D. Quantitative Evaluations

In our evaluation, by default, we report three errors:

Supervised error. We provide the normalized square error
for predicted variables for each type of nodes averaged across
all the nodes of this type per grid. For example, the reported
MSE for generators in a 9-bus grid is averaged over the two
generators of this grid. The final results is the average self-
supervised error across all the validation grids.

Self-supervised error. We report the violations to the
powerflow equations as an MSE over all the buses of the grid.
The final results is the average self-supervised error across all
the validation grids.

Boundary errors. Given a violation threshold, for each
node we consider all the boundary violations as binary. A
graph is considered ’valid’ if it has no violation. The final
results is the percentage of invalid graphs in amonth the
validation graphs.

E. Qualitative Evaluations

Our framework supports an in-depth analysis of the grid
and the behavior of individual lines, buses, and constraints.

Constraints Evaluation: The framework records individ-
ual violations for powerflow and boundary constraints. They
are stored in dataframe format for individual visualizations and
analyses of the buses, the generators, the slack nodes.

Loading Visualization: The framework allows the visual-
ization of the the bus and line loading for solutions computed
by a mathematical solver and by GNN. Buses are expected to
have voltages under 1.0 per unit (pu) ideally, and at worst
1.1 pu. Line loading is ideally under 80%, and dangerous
over 100%. Overloaded lines can lead to outages and have
cascading effects. Our framework record these metrics and
provides a simple visualisations by leveraging Pandapower
[38] plotting API for all simulators and GNN.

F. Other components

SafePowerGraph integrates RAY parallelization to mutate
and generate embeddings for thousands of graphs seamlessly.
The calls to solvers are also parallelized in CPU and the train-
ing leverages GPU parallelization. The framework supports
natively experiment trackers such as Comet and WandB.

V. BENCHMARKING GNN FOR POWER GRIDS

We focus the empirical study on the harder OPF problem,
and defer some results for the PF problem to the Appendix B.

A. Experimental Settings

Power grid topologies: We evaluate three commonly used
topologies: WSCC 9-Bus system, IEEE 30-Bus system, and
IEEE 118-Bus system. The first case represents a simple
system with 9 buses, 3 generators, and 3 loads. The IEEE
test cases represent an approximation of the American Electric
Power system. The IEEE 30-Bus system has 30 buses, 5
generators, and 24 loads, and IEEE 118-bus has 118 buses,
19 generators, 35 synchronous condensers, 177 lines, 9 trans-
formers, and 91 loads.

Power grid mutations: For each experiment, we generate
1000 valid mutants (that is, for which the solver converged
to a solution). We generate 800 training graphs using load
variations from a real-world timeseries, and 200 test graphs
are generated following different perturbation scenarios. The
initial scenario is an In-Distribution mutation, where the loads
are mutated following the same distribution of the training
set (while ensuring no data leakage between train and test).
We refer to this scenario as ID. For the second scenario (line
outage), we randomly disconnect one line from the grid. In
the last scenario, we randomly mutate the price of production
of individual generator within the original generator price
boundaries. We refer to this last scenario as Price variation.

GNN architectures: We evaluated three GNN layer ar-
chitectures: Graph Convolution (cgn), SageConv (sage), and
Graph Attention (gat). We use two layers and run a hyperpa-
rameter search on the number of features and hyperparameters
of the layers (with 20% cross-validation). In evaluation we
report the best performing model for each architecture.

After the two graph layers, each model is composed of
two fully connected layers with 128 features each. The output
of the models depends on the size of the grid and is of size
2× (nbus + ngenerators +1) to learn a regression task for the
OPF solutions.

Evaluation Metrics For the quantitative study, we report
the supervised normalized MSE for the active and reactive
powers of the generators and the slack node, and for the
voltage magnitude and angle of the buses. We refer to them as
Pgen, Qgen, Pslack, Qslack, and V , θ, respectively. We run
our evaluations over three random seeds, report/plot in the
main paper the mean values, and report in the appendices the
standard deviations.

For the qualitative study, we evaluated the boundary con-
straints with a tolerance of 10−4 (as they are hard physical
constraints, such as the generation capacity), and we used a
tolerance of 10−2 for the power flow equations.

Training and optimization: We trained all models with the
4x32Gb V100 GPU, for 1000 epochs and batch size of 128.
We used Adam optimizer and a multistep learning rate, starting
at 0.001 and decaying by 0.5 at epochs ∈ {500, 750, 875}.

We evaluated three weighting strategies to weight λi in
the loss equation 6. A strategy with equal weights, a strategy
with softmax randomized weights at each batch and epoch,
and a normalized weight based on the cardinality of each loss
term (number of buses, generators, constraints,...) We report an
empirical study on the best weighting strategies in Appendix
C-C.
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Fig. 5: Impact of power grid perturbations on the robustness and safety of the OPF predictions.

B. OPF quantitative evaluation

Line outages. We report in orange in Fig. 5 the impact
of line outages. They have limited impact on the errors of the
Powerflow equations compared to the ID setting for 9-bus and
30-bus. The error varies from 6.02×10−7 to 6.42×10−7 in
9-bus and from 4.05×10−9 to 3.84×10−9 in 30-bus.

Line outages, however, significantly increase the Powerflow
equation errors for the larger 118-bus from 2.00×10−6 to
1.38×10−2. Line outages have limited impact on the boundary
violation errors across all the grids sizes. The remaining
metrics show a moderate increase in error between the ID and
line outage scenarios across all grids.

Insight 1
GNN models are robust to N-1 line outages on small
grids. However, in larger grids, the predicted solutions
increase the powerflow grid errors by a 4-order of
magnitude and the optimal solution errors up to 100
times.

Impact of price variations. We report in blue in Fig. 5 the
impact of price variations. There is a significant error increase
in the GNNs predictions across all grid sizes. That is, the
error of the reactive power of the slack node increases from
4.67×10−6 to 1.29×10−2 the 9-bus grid, from 1.49×10−7

to 2.94×10−4 for the 30-bus grid and from 1.87×10−4 to
1.19 for the 118-bus grid. Meanwhile, the powerflow error is
slightly affected for small grids, but increases significantly in
the 118-bus grid, from 2.00×10−6 to 2.52.

Insight 2
GNN models are not at all robust to price variations
across all the grid sizes, and the bus powerflow errors
increase up to 6-order of magnitude for the larger grids.

Impact of GNN architecture. We compare in Fig. 6 the
performance of three architectures, GCN, SAGE, and GAT
over the ID cases, and their robustness to line outages and
price variations. Across all sizes, scenarios and metrics, GAT
is the best performing architecture. Across all scenarios, SAGE
layers lead to the highest error in 15/18 metrics and 13/18 met-

rics for the 30-bus grids and the 9-bus grids respectively. For
the large 118-bus grid, GCN is however the worst performing
architecture for 16/18 metrics.

Insight 3
GAT architecture is by far the best performing archi-
tecture for all scenarios across all grid sizes. The best
performing architectures on ID scenarios remain the
most robust (lowest errors) on perturbed scenarios.

Impact of self-supervised learning. We compare in Table
III the performance of the best OPF GNN models with super-
vised learning alone and with a combination of supervised and
self-supervised learning. We evaluate the ID scenario and the
robustness to the price variations and line outages scenarios.

Our results show that combining SSL and SL improves the
robustness to price variations on 4/6 metrics for the 9-bus grid.
In other cases, SSL + SL achieves similar performance as SL
alone, except for the Slack bus, where SL alone marginally
outperforms SL+SSL.

Insight 4
Combining self-supervised learning with supervised
learning for OPF learning can yield models robust
against grid perturbations and as effective on ID varia-
tions as models trained solely with supervised learning.

C. OPF qualitative evaluation

How stable is our framework across simulators?

We evaluate the robustness of the oracle by comparing the
OPF solution from the three simulators Pandapower, MatPower
and PowerModels.jl. We mutate the initial grid to generate 100
mutants for each grid size.

First, we compare the solutions found by each simulator
when changing the initial states of the grid with 10 random
seeds, and the standard deviation of the solvers solutions
remained zero.

Next, we compare the solutions found by each simulator,
and we report the mean and standard deviation of the difference

8
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Fig. 6: Impact of Architecture on the safety of the predictions.

to MatPower solutions, of the solutions from Pandapower and
PowerModels.jl respectively in Fig. 7.

Our results show that (1) our framework yields similar
ground-truth labels for the three OPF simulation tools on the
ID scenario with ≤ 2.00×10−6 and ≤ 5.00×10−2 errors
across all metrics and simulators on the 9-bus grids and 30-bus
grids, respectively.

(2) Across all grid sizes, there is no significant variation in
simulators’ errors between the ID scenario and the perturbed
scenarios except for the 9-bus grid with line outages where
the errors increase a up to hundred-fold compared to ID. On
this small grid, line outages have a major impact, and simple
simulators such as pandapower may underform compared to
Matpower. In all cases, the errors induced by grid perturbation
on the GNN predictions (presented in Table III).

Insight 5
SafePowerGraph is reliable and simulator-agnostic: Its
GNN solutions yield lower errors or of similar magni-
tude as the errors between different solvers’ solutions.

Which buses and constraints are most sensitive?

We present in Fig. 9 examples of 9-bus and 30-bus grids
under perturbations. We report the Bus voltage in p.u (i.e. the
loading of the buses). Ideal values should be between 0.95
and 1.05, and unsafe values are above 1.10. For the 9-bus,
the solutions predicted by GNN closely match the oracle at
individual bus levels for price variations. There are however
more differences between the buses 1,2, and 3 between the
oracle and the GNN predictions when the line 7 is cut (Fig.
9d and Fig. 9e).

On the 30-bus grid, there is limited impact to line outages;
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TABLE III: Impact of Self-supervised learning on the robustness of the OPF predictions: Normalized SE value for each component
in the form: mean (std). Lower values are better. In bold the best cases.

Case Var Learning P gen Q gen P slack Q slack V θ

9-bus ID SL 2.00×10−5 (2.10×10−5) 1.50×10−6 (2.10×10−6) 9.96×10−6(9.00×10−6) 6.00×10−6(9.00×10−6) 4.60×10−5(5.50×10−5) 1.37×10−4(2.33×10−4)
+SSL 1.00×10−6 (1.30×10−5) 1.10×10−6 (1.40×10−5) 8.56×10−7(1.00×10−6) 5.00×10−6(5.00×10−6) 4.40×10−5(5.60×10−5) 3.60×10−5(4.30×10−5)

Price SL 1.74×10−1(2.79×10−1) 1.03×10−1(2.61×10−1) 1.22×10−1(1.15×10−1) 3.17×10−2(5.44×10−2) 2.47×10−3(5.69×10−3) 2.36×10−2(3.87×10−2)
+SSL 9.46×10−2(7.95×10−2) 3.56×10−3(2.58×10−2) 4.88×10−2(4.71×10−2) 1.29×10−2(1.41×10−2) 3.55×10−3(7.07×10−3) 2.38×10−2(4.58×10−2)

Line SL 5.22×10−4(1.08×10−3) 1.01×10−3(1.67×10−3) 3.20×10−5(3.70×10−5) 1.99×10−3(5.37×10−3) 6.41×10−4(1.25×10−3) 8.96×10−3(1.61×10−2)
+SSL 2.73×10−4(3.80×10−4) 3.12×10−3(9.21×10−3) 8.30×10−5(1.23×10−4) 3.09×10−3(6.46×10−3) 7.18×10−4(1.53×10−3) 8.63×10−3(1.57×10−2)

30-bus ID SL 4.00×10−6 (1.00×10−5) 6.00×10−6 (1.10×10−5) 9.24×10−7(1.00×10−6) 1.00×10−6 (2.45×10−6) 6.10×10−5 (1.09×10−4) 8.50×10−5 (5.00×10−4)
+SSL 3.00×10−6 (9.00×10−6 2.00×10−6 (6.00×10−6 1.00×10−6(4.00×10−6) 1.49×10−7 (3.56×10−7) 6.40×10−5(1.16×10−4) 1.15×10−4 (6.07×10−4)

Price - sage SL 4.60×10−3(7.65×10−3) 8.41×10−4(2.43×10−3) 4.49×10−4(5.09×10−4) 2.94×10−4(1.29×10−3) 1.84×10−4(4.18×10−4) 6.66×10−4(1.56×10−3)
+SSL 1.11×10−2(2.86×10−2) 1.32×10−3(4.62×10−3) 3.92×10−3(7.56×10−3) 3.64×10−4(1.29×10−3) 1.63×10−4(4.25×10−4) 7.71×10−4(1.68×10−3)

Line SL 2.90×10−5(3.49×10−4) 4.50×10−5 (9.68×10−4) 4.00×10−6(1.00×10−6) 1.46×10−6(3.05×10−6) 1.32×10−4(4.74×10−4) 1.56×10−4(8.49×10−4)
+SSL 2.40×10−5(1.97×10−4) 1.80×10−5(4.70×10−5) 2.00×10−6(7.00×10−6) 5.81×10−7(8.03×10−7) 1.26×10−4(4.80×10−4) 1.74×10−4(9.86×10−4)

118-bus ID SL 3.87×10−4 (1.15×10−3) 2.80×10−5 (7.90×10−5) 4.00×10−5(2.10×10−5) 1.87×10−4 (1.15×10−4) 2.08×10−4 (4.41×10−4) 3.21×10−3 (6.59×10−3)
+SSL 3.61×10−4 (9.08×10−4 2.70×10−5 (9.10×10−5) 1.40×10−4(8.50×10−5) 2.10×10−5 (2.90×10−5) 6.48×10−4(1.38×10−3) 2.02×10−2 (1.12×10−1)

Price SL 2.12×10−1(3.73×10−1) 3.64×10−2(1.18×10−1) 3.37×10−1(2.91×10−1) 5.48×10−1(6.01×10−1) 3.20×10−3(4.57×10−3) 1.91×10−1(4.53×10−1)
+SSL 2.64×10−1(4.75×10−1) 5.74×10−2(2.24×10−1) 2.90 (3.59) 8.53×10−1(9.52×10−1) 3.57×10−3(4.53×10−3) 3.34×10−1(5.65×10−1)

Line SL 1.57×10−4 (1.15×10−3) 6.60×10−5 (6.20×10−4) 3.70×10−5 (1.42×10−4) 6.55×10−4 (1.64×10−3) 7.19×10−4 (1.99×10−3) 1.96×10−3 (5.56×10−3)
+SSL 5.51×10−4 (5.67×10−3) 2.26×10−4 (4.57×10−3) 1.50×10−5 (1.90×10−5) 1.44×10−4 (6.18×10−4) 2.50×10−4 (7.00×10−4) 1.85×10−3 (1.17×10−2)

for example, line 8 outage in Fig. 9i. Under price variations,
the nodes connected to bus 28 and bus 21 show the largest
differences between the oracle and the GNN predictions.

Insight 6
Overall, at the individual bus levels, the solutions found
by the GNN trained with SafePowerGraph vary from
the oracle solutions. While being outside the ideal
bounds they remain however within the safety range.

Next, we investigate the individual nodes and evaluate in
Fig. 8 for each component of the grids, which constraints
are satisifed under different scenarios. The 9-bus grid has 21
constraints while the 30-bus grid has 66 constraints.

For the 9-bus grid, except for the powerflow constraint of
bus 9, all the constraints are satisfied on ID and line outage
cases. On the 30-bus grid, buses 12, 13, 21, 22, 25, and 29, and
generators 2,4, and 5 do not satisfy their constraints on some
of the validation graphs. Under price variations, the powerflow
constraints of bus 21 are not satisfied in more than 60% of the
predicted graph solutions, and the boundary constraints of bus
28 are not satisifed in more than 85% of the grids.

Considering violations occurring in more than 5% of the
predicted grids: under price variations, two constraints are
broken for 9-bus, nine for 30 bus grids. Meanwhile, predictions
with line outages cause one constraint violation on 9-bus, and
two for 30-bus grids.

Insight 7
Significantly more powerflow and boundary constraints
are broken by the predicted solutions under price
variations scenarios than under line outages scenarios.

D. Powerflow evaluation
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Fig. 10: Impact of power grid perturbations on the robustness
and safety of the OPF predictions.

The PF problem only supports line outage perturbations.
In the following we report the results for the 9-bus and 30-bus
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Fig. 7: Impact of the simulators on the robustness of the oracle
for OPF. Relative MSE between the solutions by MatPower
and both Pandapower and PowerModels.jl.

cases, and provide the detailed results (including the 118-bus
grid) in Appendix B.

Impact of grid perturbations

We evaluated the impact of grid perturbations on the
supervised errors and the grid constraints errors in Fig. 10. On
the small 9-bus grid, the problem can be solved with exactly
zero boundary violation. Although line outages lead to higher
errors than the ID scenario on the 9-bus grid, both scenarios
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Fig. 8: Impact of line outages and price variations on the con-
straints satisfaction. ”busXpf” refer to power flow constraints
off bus X, and to ”busXbd” its boundary constraints. There
are 21 and 66 constraints in total for the 9-bus and the 30-bus
grids respectively. Only broken constraints are displayed. The
numbering of the nodes starts at 1.

achieve similar errors on the 30-bus grid.

Impact of architecture We evaluate in Fig. 11 the impact
of architectures on the performance and robustness of the
models. Our results confirm our previous insight that GAT is
also the best architecture across grid perturbations for the PF
problem.
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(b) 9-bus with line outages

P s
la

ck

P g
en

Q
sl

ac
k

Q
ge

n V

10 6

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

cls
gat
gcn
sage

(c) 30-bus with ID variations
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Fig. 11: Impact of Architecture on the safety of the Powerflow
predictions.
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TABLE IV: Impact of Self-supervised learning on the robustness of the Powerflow predictions: Normalized SE value for each
component in the form: mean (std). Lower values are better. In bold the best cases.

Case Var Learning P gen Q gen P slack Q slack V θ

9-bus ID SL 1.80×10−5(2.00×10−5) 1.80×10−5(2.20×10−5) 3.10×10−5(1.10×10−5) 1.00×10−6(2.00×10−6) 3.00×10−5(4.30×10−5) 2.93×10−4(4.04×10−4)
+SSL 8.00×10−6(1.10×10−5) 1.80×10−5(1.70×10−5) 1.00×10−6(2.00×10−6) 5.00×10−6(5.00×10−6) 3.10×10−5(4.00×10−5) 2.81×10−4(4.24×10−4)

Line SL 1.76×10−3(5.11×10−3) 1.83×10−2(3.87×10−2) 9.92×10−4(4.52×10−3) 1.59×10−4(5.03×10−4) 5.57×10−4(1.20×10−3) 7.44×10−3(1.42×10−2)
+SSL 2.73×10−4(3.80×10−4) 6.43×10−3(1.29×10−2) 4.05×10−4(1.10×10−3) 7.23×10−4(1.55×10−3) 4.31×10−4(7.18×10−4) 7.33×10−3(1.43×10−2)

30-bus ID SL 1.10×10−5(2.20×10−5) 4.00×10−6(9.00×10−6) 1.00×10−6(2.00×10−6) 1.12×10−6(2.28×10−6) 6.90×10−5(1.21×10−4) 1.99×10−4(7.90×10−4)
+SSL 8.00×10−6(1.90×10−5) 4.00×10−6(9.00×10−6) 1.00×10−6(4.00×10−6) 1.71×10−7(3.31×10−7) 7.10×10−5(1.37×10−4) 1.86×10−4(7.84×10−4)

Line SL 2.60×10−5(3.54×10−4) 1.50×10−5(1.40×10−4) 1.00×10−6(4.00×10−6) 2.83×10−6(1.00×10−5) 1.27×10−4(4.66×10−4) 1.67×10−4(7.70×10−4)
+SSL 1.60×10−5(1.09×10−4) 5.50×10−5(1.35×10−3) 1.00×10−6(7.00×10−6) 4.07×10−7(1.00×10−6) 1.27×10−4(4.61×10−4) 1.64×10−4(9.37×10−4)

Impact of SSL we report in the Table. IV the robustness
of powerflow predictions over our 3 grid sizes. We do not
consider the scenario of price variation, as the powerflow
problem is price-agnostic. Similarly to the insights for the
OPF problem, SSL seems to improve the performance of the
models with negligible negative impact. SSL improves over
SL in six scenarios and marginally degrades the performance
in two cases for the reactive power of the slack bus on the
9-bus grid.

Insight 8
Learning to optimize the Powerflow problem can also
benefit from self-supervised learning, and achieves best
robustness against line outage with GAT architectures.

VI. LIMITATIONS

We are releasing our replication package on https://figsh
are.com/projects/SafePowerGraph - NDDS25/212777. This
anonimized repository allows to replicate all the experiments of
this work. While our study is the first evaluation of GNN safety
for power systems un real-world perturbations, complementary
studies could be explored:

Distribution grids: Our work focused on transmission
grids, characterized by medium and high voltage and balanced
3-phase nodes. Distribution grids cover low voltages and use a
mix of single-phase and three-phase systems and unbalanced
loads. Thus the PF and OPF equations for transmission grids
are different, and even traditional solvers do not efficiently
solve them. Our framework paves the way for fully self-
supervised GNN that could solve unbalanced OPF problems
without relying on untractable solvers.

Other perturbations: While our work only considered line
outages and energy price variations, other manipulation can
be considered: The loads (the consumption) of the households
can be manipulated sometimes (because of the vulnerability
of smart meters), while the line properties (the reactance for
example) or the generation capacities are hardly manipulable.

Malicious perturbations: We only considered random
perturbations and did not try to optimize the perturbations to
maximize the errors of the GNN. Our study already demon-
strated the vulnerability of GNN to random manipulations,
our framework should be considered as a minimal benchmark

to foster further research on robustness to both random and
malicious perturbations.

GNN models: We only considered 3 type of graph layers
using undirected graphs and heterogeneous nodes because
GNN for OPF achieved best performances with these archi-
tectures [11]. Additional graph and layer architectures can be
explored using our framework.

CONCLUSION

This paper presents SafePowerGraph, a novel, safety-
oriented framework designed to address the limitations of
existing benchmarks for GNN in PS operations. Our extensive
experiments reveal key insights into the robustness and perfor-
mance of GNN models under realistic, safety-critical scenarios.

First, GNN models are notably vulnerable to price varia-
tions across all grid sizes, with bus power flow errors escalating
by up to six orders of magnitude for larger grids. Next,
GAT architecture consistently outperforms other architectures,
demonstrating superior performance and robustness across all
scenarios and grid sizes. In addition, integrating SSL with
SL enhances model robustness against price variations while
maintaining effectiveness on in-distribution load variations and
line outages. Lastly, our findings indicate that price variation
scenarios lead to significantly more broken power flow and
boundary constraints compared to line outage scenarios.

In summary, SafePowerGraph advances the field by provid-
ing an open-source, standardized, and robust benchmark that
addresses the safety and robustness of GNNs in PS operations.
By revealing critical insights and offering a comprehensive
evaluation platform, we aim to accelerate progress in devel-
oping more resilient and effective GNN models for real-world
power systems challenges.
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Fig. 9: Impact of line outage and price perturbation on the safety of the OPF predictions.
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APPENDIX A
PROBLEM DEFINITION

A. The Powerflow optimization

Complex power in AC circuits:

Electric power transmission is more efficient at high volt-
ages because these higher voltages minimize energy loss due
to dissipation in the transmission lines. Power grids typically
utilize alternating current (AC) because the voltage of AC can
be conveniently changed (from high to low) using transform-
ers. Hence, we will begin by introducing some notation and
definitions relevant to AC circuits.

A major feature of AC circuits is that, in contrast to direct
current (DC) circuits, the currents and voltages fluctuate over
time: their magnitude and direction change periodically. Due
to various technical benefits such as reduced losses and fewer
disturbances, power generators employ sinusoidal alternating
quantities, which can be easily represented using complex
numbers.

We will consistently use capital and small letters to denote
complex and real-valued quantities, respectively. For instance,
let us consider two buses, i, j ∈ N , that are directly connected
by a transmission line (i, j) . The complex power flowing from
bus to bus is denoted by Sij and it can be decomposed into
its active (pij) and reactive (qij) components:

Sij = pij + jqij (7)

where j =
√
−1 . The complex power flow can be

expressed as the product of the complex voltage at bus i, Vi,
and the complex conjugate of the current flowing between the
buses I∗ij ,

Sij = ViI
∗
ij , (8)

Transmission lines have power losses due to their resistance
(ri,j), that indicates the opposition to current flow. In AC
circuits, there is an additional dynamic effect due to the line
reactance (xij). Unlike resistance, reactance does not result
in power loss but causes temporally delays by storing and
then returning power to the circuit. The combined effect of
resistance and reactance can be expressed through a complex
quantity called impedance: Zij = ri,j+jxij . We also consider
the admittance, which is the reciprocal of the impedance:
Yij = 1

Zij
. Similarly to the impedance, the admittance can

be also decomposed into its real, conductance (gij), and
imaginary, susceptance (bij), components: Yij = gij ++jbij .

Following Ohm’s law, we can write the current as a
function of the line voltage drop and the admittance between
the two buses:

Iij = Yij(Vi − Vj), (9)

Replacing the above expression for the current in the power
flow equation (eq. 8 ), we get

Sij = Y ∗
ijViV

∗
i − Y ∗

ijViV
∗
j = Y ∗

ij(|Vi|2 − ViV
∗
j ). (10)

This power flow equation can be expressed using the
admittance components and the polar form of voltage, i.e.
Vi = vie

jθi = vi(cosθi + jsinθi) (where vi and θi are the
voltage magnitude and angle of bus , respectively):

Sij = (gij − jbij)(v
2
i − vivj(cos(θij) + jsin(θij))), (11)

where we denote with angle difference as θij = θi − θj .

We also simplify the conductance and susceptance compo-
nents with algebraic identities as follows:

gij − jbij =
g2ij + b2ij
gij + jbij

=
|Yij |2

Yij
=

Zij

|Zij |2
=
ri,j + jxij
r2i,j + x2i,j

,

(12)

hence,the impedance components-based power flow ex-
pression becomes:

Sij =
ri,j + jxij
r2i,j + x2i,j

(v2i − vivj(cos(θij) + jsin(θij))), (13)

Finally, the corresponding real equations can be written as:


pij =

1
r2i,j+x2

i,j

[
ri,j(v

2
i − vivjcos(θij)) + xi,j(vivjsin(θij))

]

qij =
1

r2i,j+x2
i,j

[
xi,j(v

2
i − vivjcos(θij)) + ri,j(vivjsin(θij))

]
(14)

The bus injection model:

This last equation models the power flow between two
connected buses. In power flow analysis, the nodes of the
whole electrical grid are considered. There are two power flow
models based on the type of graph representation employed:
the bus injection model (which uses an undirected graph) and
the branch flow model (which uses a directed graph).

Our approach is based on undirected graphs, thus we use
the bus injection model (BIM), and we introduce it below.

For any bus i, let Ni ∈ N denote the set of buses that are
directly linked to bus i.

We define as Si,gen the generation power flowing into bus
i, Si,load the load flowing out of the bus i. Then, the net
power injection at bus i Si = Si,gen − Si,load. We denote
by Si,trans =

∑
j ∈ NiSi,j the transmitted power flowing

between bus i and its adjacent buses.

Tellegen’s theorem states that:

∀i ∈ N , Si = Si,gen − Si,load = Si,trans (15)

Reusing the complex power flow formulation from 10, the
BIM can be expressed as:
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∀i ∈ N , Si = Si,gen − Si,load

=
∑
j∈Ni

Si,j

=
∑
j∈Ni

Y ∗
ij(|Vi|2 − ViV

∗
j ) (16)

The powerflow problem:

The BIM equations (eq. 16) defines a complex non-linear
system with N = |N | complex equations, and {Si, Vi}i∈N
complex variables. When using the angular formulation, we
construct 2N equations using 4N real variables {pi, qi, vi, θi}
with Si = pi + jqi.

Based on the variables that are defined, there exist three
main types of buses:

• The Slack bus (or V, θ) typically serves as a reference
bus with predefined voltage angle and magnitude.
Slack buses also compensate for any imbalances be-
tween generation and demand due to transmission
losses. The voltage angle is generally fixed at 0, while
the magnitude is maintained at 1.0 per unit.

• The load bus (or PQ bus) is a bus with only demand
but no power generation. For such buses the active
and reactive powers are specified.

• The generator bus (or PV bus) is specified with its
the active power and voltage magnitude variables.

Newton-Raphson Solver Power flow problems define a
non-linear system of equations. There are multiple approaches
to solve power flow systems but the most widely used tech-
nique is the Newton–Raphson method. Below we demonstrate
how it can be applied to the BIM formulation. First, we
rearrange eq. 16:

∀i ∈ N , Fi = Si −
∑
j∈Ni

Y ∗
ij(|Vi|2 − ViV

∗
j ) (17)

The above set of equations can be expressed simply as
F(X) = 0 , where X denotes the real unknown variables and
F represents 2N real equations. A solver typically starts from
an initial set of unknown variables X0 (ideally close to the
solution, or at worse, the steady state of the power grid). The
iterative update of X at step (k + 1) is then given by:

X(k+1) = X(k) − J−1(X(k))F(X(k)), (18)

where J is the Jacobian matrix of partial derivatives of F with
respect to X . This process is repeated until convergence to a
threshold defined by the user.

APPENDIX B
EXPERIMENTAL PROTOCOL

A. GNN outputs and features

In our setting, we do not consider load shedding, i.e.
reduction of some loads to relieve the network; thus the loads
are not controllable.

We report in Table V the outputs for each node type
supported in our embedding, and their associated constraints.

We report in Table VI the features of each node in the
heterogeneous graph. The edges are bidirectional and do not
have any features or weights.

TABLE V: Outputs of the GNN models per node type

Node Feature Description Boundary constraints

Bus vm pu voltage magnitude [p.u] [min vm pu,max vm pu ]
va degree voltage angle [radian] [-pi, pi]

Generator p mw Active power [Mw] [min p mw,max p mw ]
q mvar Reactive power [MVar] [min q mvar,max q mvar ]

Slack p mw Active power [Mw] [min p mw,max p mw ]
q mvar Reactive power [MVar] [min q mvar,max q mvar ]

APPENDIX C
ADDITIONAL RESULTS

We provide in the following the complementary results for
the powerflow problem, and the numerical results for all the
experiments

A. Power Flow complementary results

Impact of simulators. We study the differences as oracle
between the three powerflow simulators MatPower, OpenDSS,
and Pandapower on the ID setting in Fig. 12. Our results show
much more errors across the solutions found by each solvers.
This is to be expected, as the PF problem can have multiple
solutions. Thus a reliable benchmark should not consider only
the MSE of the oracle solution, but the satisfaction of the
power flow and boundary constraints; A feature SafePower-
Graph uniquely supports among the frameworks.
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Fig. 12: Impact of the simulators on the robustness of the
oracle for PowerFlow. Relative MSE between the solutions by
MatPower and both Pandapower and OpenDSS
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TABLE VI: Features of the GNN models per node type

Node Feature Description

Bus vn kv Initial voltage of the bus [kV]
min vm pu Minimum voltage
max vm pu Maximum voltage
in service When 0 means that the bus is ignored for PF and OPF calculation [Boolean]

Line length km Length of the line [km]
r ohm per km Resistance [ohm per km]
x ohm per km Reactance [ohm per km]
c nf per km Capacitance [nano Farad per km]
g us per km Dielectric conductance [micro Siemens per km]
max i ka Maximal thermal current [kilo Ampere]
max loading percent Maximum loading of the transformer with respect to sn mva and its corresponding current at 1.0 p.u.
in service When 0 means that the line is disconnected for PF and OPF calculation [Boolean]

Transformer sn mva Rated power of the load [kVA]
vn hv kv Rated voltage at high voltage bus [kV]
vn Lv kv Rated voltage at low voltage bus [kV]
vk percent Short circuit voltage [%]
vkr percent Real component of short circuit voltage [%]
pfe kw Iron losses [kW]
i0 percent Open loop losses in [%]
shift degree Transformer phase shift angle [deg]
max loading percent Open loop losses in [%]
in service When 0 means that the transformer is disconnected for PF and OPF calculation [Boolean]

Load p mw Active power of the load [MW]
const z percent % of p mw and q mvar associated to constant impedance load at rated voltage
const i percent % of p mw and q mvar associated to constant current load at rated voltage
sn mva Rated power of the load [kVA]
in service When 0 means that the load is ignored for PF and OPF calculation [Boolean]

Generator p mw Initial real power of the load [MW]
vm pu voltage set point [p.u]
sn mva Nominal power of the generator [MVA]
min p mw Minimal active power [Mw]
min p mw Maximal active power [Mw]
max q mvar Minimal reactive power [MVar]
max q mvar Maximal reactive power [MVar]
in service When 0 means that the generator is ignored for PF and OPF calculation [Boolean]
cp0 eur Offset active power costs [Euro]
cp1 eur Linear costs per MW [Euro]
cp2 eur Quadratic costs per MW [Euro]

Slack va degree Angle set point [degree]
vm pu Voltage set point [p.u]
min p mw Minimal active power [Mw]
min p mw Maximal active power [Mw]
max q mvar Minimal reactive power [MVar]
max q mvar Maximal reactive power [MVar]
in service When 0 means that the Slack is ignored for PF and OPF calculation [Boolean]
cp0 eur Offset active power costs [Euro]
cp1 eur Linear costs per MW [Euro]
cp2 eur Quadratic costs per MW [Euro]

B. Impact of the cost loss

We compare in Table VII different combinations of losses
on the I.D scenario: in (1) We use the full loss (supervised
loss, ss loss, boundary loss and cost loss), in (2) we discard
the cost loss, and in (3) we also discard the SSL loss.

C. Impact of the weighting strategy

We evaluate in table the impact of different weighting
strategies. Across all loses and rArchs, we report the best value
achieved using each weighting strategies between uniform
weighting, random weighting, and relative weighting. The
results show that no single strategy stands out in all metrics.

D. Detailed numerical results

In Table IX we report the best performance achieved for
each metric on each grid size and validation set. We report

which architecture, loss, weighting strategy and learning rate
led to this performance.

Some notation:

- The loss column refers to different combinations (bound-
ary loss is always consdered):

• SL: Supervised loss only

• SSL: Self-supervised loss only

• SL+SSL: Supervised and self supervised losses to-
gether

• SL+SSL(0,1,1): Starting with supervised loss only,
then increasing the weight of the SSL loss from 0
to 1 linearly.

• SL+SSL(0,1,2): Starting with supervised loss only,
then increasing the weight of the SSL loss from 0
to 1
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TABLE VII: Impact of different losses

Grid Scenario Pg Qg Ps Qs V θ

9-bus (1) SL+SSL+Cost 1.20×10−5 1.10×10−5 8.56×10−7 8.00×10−6 4.40×10−5 3.60×10−5

(GAT) (2) SL+SSL 1.00×10−5 1.40×10−5 1.03×10−5 5.00×10−6 4.80×10−5 4.50×10−5

(3) SL 2.00×10−5 1.50×10−5 9.96×10−6 6.00×10−6 4.60×10−5 1.37×10−4

30-bus (1) SL+SSL+Cost 1.36×10−3 1.68×10−3 1.37×10−3 2.10×10−3 2.60×10−3 3.41×10−2

(SAGE) (2) SL+SSL 7.20×10−5 3.00×10−5 4.31×10−5 6.37×10−5 1.38×10−3 3.05×10−2

(3) SL 2.64×10−4 1.32×10−4 3.17×10−4 1.34×10−4 3.46×10−4 1.16×10−3

TABLE VIII: Impact of weighting strategies. In bold the best values

Grid Weighting Pg Qg Ps Qs V θ

9-bus Uniform 2.00×10−5 1.50×10−5 5.48×10−5 6.00×10−6 8.30×10−5 9.60×10−5

Random 1.60×10−5 2.10×10−5 2.77×10−5 8.00×10−6 4.40×10−5 3.60×10−5

Relative 1.20×10−5 1.10×10−5 8.56×10−7 2.10×10−5 6.10×10−5 8.50×10−5

30-bus Uniform 6.00×10−6 8.00×10−6 9.24×10−7 9.21×10−7 6.30×10−5 9.50×10−5

Random 5.00×10−6 5.00×10−6 2.98×10−6 1.15×10−6 7.00×10−5 1.25×10−4

Relative 4.00×10−6 4.00×10−6 4.73×10−6 1.00×10−6 6.10×10−5 8.50×10−5

• SL+SSL(0,0.5,1): Starting with supervised loss only,
then increasing the weight of the SSL loss from 0 to
0.5 linearly.

• SL+SSL+Cost: Supervised, self supervised, and en-
ergy cost losses together

- LR: refers to the learning rate.
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Opti Case Training Validation Metric Loss Weighting LR Arch Value
mean std

OPF case9 ID ID Pgen SL+SSL(0,0.5,1) relative 0.001 gcn 0.000010 0.000013
OPF case9 ID ID Qgen SL+SSL+Cost relative 0.001 gat 0.000011 0.000014
OPF case9 ID ID Pslack SL+SSL+Cost relative 0.001 gat 0.000001 0.000001
OPF case9 ID ID Qslack SL+SSL(0,1,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.000005 0.000005
OPF case9 ID ID V SL+SSL+Cost random 0.001 gat 0.000044 0.000056
OPF case9 ID ID θ SL+SSL+Cost random 0.001 gat 0.000036 0.000043
OPF case9 ID Price Pgen SL+SSL(0,1,2) relative 0.001 gat 0.094627 0.079535
OPF case9 ID Price Qgen SL+SSL(0,1,2) relative 0.001 gat 0.003559 0.009311
OPF case9 ID Price Pslack SL+SSL relative 0.001 gat 0.048768 0.047070
OPF case9 ID Price Qslack SL+SSL(0,0.5,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.012945 0.014138
OPF case9 ID Price V SL random 0.001 gat 0.002471 0.005689
OPF case9 ID Price θ SL uniform 0.001 gat 0.023571 0.038714
OPF case9 ID Line Pgen SL+SSL(0,1,2) relative 0.001 gcn 0.000273 0.000380
OPF case9 ID Line Qgen SL relative 0.001 gat 0.001006 0.001665
OPF case9 ID Line Pslack SL random 0.001 gat 0.000032 0.000037
OPF case9 ID Line Qslack SL relative 0.001 gat 0.001992 0.005367
OPF case9 ID Line V SL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000641 0.001248
OPF case9 ID Line θ SSL random 0.001 gat 0.008625 0.015668
OPF case30 ID ID Pgen SL+SSL(0,1,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.000003 0.000009
OPF case30 ID ID Qgen SL+SSL(0,0.5,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.000002 0.000006
OPF case30 ID ID Pslack SL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000001 0.000001
OPF case30 ID ID Qslack SL+SSL(0,1,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.000000 0.000000
OPF case30 ID ID V SL relative 0.001 gat 0.000061 0.000109
OPF case30 ID ID θ SL relative 0.001 gat 0.000085 0.000500
OPF case30 ID Price Pgen SL uniform 0.001 gcn 0.004603 0.007646
OPF case30 ID Price Qgen SL random 0.001 gat 0.000841 0.002431
OPF case30 ID Price Pslack SL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000449 0.000509
OPF case30 ID Price Qslack SL random 0.001 gat 0.000294 0.001292
OPF case30 ID Price V SSL random 0.001 gat 0.000163 0.000425
OPF case30 ID Price θ SL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000666 0.001562
OPF case30 ID Line Pgen SL+SSL(0,0.5,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.000024 0.000197
OPF case30 ID Line Qgen SL+SSL(0,0.5,1) relative 0.001 gcn 0.000018 0.000047
OPF case30 ID Line Pslack SL+SSL(0,1,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.000002 0.000007
OPF case30 ID Line Qslack SL+SSL(0,0.5,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.000001 0.000001
OPF case30 ID Line V SL+SSL(0,0.5,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.000126 0.000480
OPF case30 ID Line θ SL random 0.001 gat 0.000156 0.000849
OPF case118 ID ID Pgen SL+SSL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000361 0.000908
OPF case118 ID ID Qgen SL+SSL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000027 0.000091
OPF case118 ID ID Pslack SL relative 0.001 gat 0.000040 0.000021
OPF case118 ID ID Qslack SL+SSL random 0.001 gat 0.000021 0.000029
OPF case118 ID ID V SL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000208 0.000441
OPF case118 ID ID θ SL relative 0.001 gat 0.003209 0.008687
OPF case118 ID Price Pgen SL random 0.001 gat 0.212251 0.373310
OPF case118 ID Price Qgen SL random 0.001 gat 0.036437 0.118089
OPF case118 ID Price Pslack SL random 0.001 sage 0.336550 0.291254
OPF case118 ID Price Qslack SL random 0.001 gat 0.548407 0.601089
OPF case118 ID Price V SL relative 0.001 sage 0.003203 0.004565
OPF case118 ID Price θ SL uniform 0.001 gcn 0.191129 0.452715
OPF case118 ID Line Pgen SL random 0.001 gat 0.000157 0.001153
OPF case118 ID Line Qgen SL random 0.001 gat 0.000066 0.000620
OPF case118 ID Line Pslack SL+SSL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000015 0.000019
OPF case118 ID Line Qslack SL+SSL random 0.001 gat 0.000144 0.000618
OPF case118 ID Line V SL+SSL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000250 0.000700
OPF case118 ID Line θ SL+SSL random 0.001 gat 0.001851 0.011665

PF case9 ID ID Pgen SL+SSL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000008 0.000011
PF case9 ID ID Qgen SL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000018 0.000022

Continued on next page
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Opti Case Training Validation Metric Loss Weighting LR Arch Value
mean std

PF case9 ID ID Pslack SL+SSL random 0.001 gat 0.000001 0.000002
PF case9 ID ID Qslack SL random 0.001 gat 0.000001 0.000002
PF case9 ID ID V SL random 0.001 gat 0.000030 0.000043
PF case9 ID ID θ SL+SSL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000281 0.000424
PF case9 ID Price Pgen SL+SSL(0,1,2) relative 0.001 sage 0.237373 0.237288
PF case9 ID Price Qgen SL+SSL(0,1,2) relative 0.001 sage 1.108263 1.967381
PF case9 ID Price Pslack SL uniform 0.001 sage 0.171705 0.264561
PF case9 ID Price Qslack SL uniform 0.001 sage 2.315716 3.025283
PF case9 ID Price V SSL uniform 0.001 sage 0.009397 0.009332
PF case9 ID Price θ SL uniform 0.001 sage 0.556914 0.448708
PF case9 ID Line Pgen SL+SSL(0,1,2) relative 0.001 sage 0.000273 0.000380
PF case9 ID Line Qgen SL+SSL(0,1,2) relative 0.001 gat 0.006425 0.012875
PF case9 ID Line Pslack SL+SSL(0,0.5,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.000405 0.001104
PF case9 ID Line Qslack SL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000159 0.000503
PF case9 ID Line V SL+SSL(0,1,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.000431 0.000718
PF case9 ID Line θ SL+SSL(0,1,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.007332 0.014297
PF case30 ID ID Pgen SL+SSL(0,1,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.000008 0.000019
PF case30 ID ID Qgen SL+SSL(0,1,2) relative 0.001 gat 0.000004 0.000009
PF case30 ID ID Pslack SL uniform 0.001 gat 0.000001 0.000002
PF case30 ID ID Qslack SL+SSL(0,1,2) relative 0.001 gat 0.000000 0.000000
PF case30 ID ID V SL relative 0.001 gat 0.000069 0.000121
PF case30 ID ID θ SL+SSL(0,1,2) relative 0.001 gat 0.000186 0.000784
PF case30 ID Line Pgen SL+SSL(0,1,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.000016 0.000109
PF case30 ID Line Qgen SL+SSL(0,1,2) relative 0.001 gat 0.000015 0.000140
PF case30 ID Line Pslack SL random 0.001 gat 0.000001 0.000004
PF case30 ID Line Qslack SL+SSL(0,0.5,1) relative 0.001 gat 0.000000 0.000001
PF case30 ID Line V SL+SSL relative 0.001 gat 0.000127 0.000461
PF case30 ID Line θ SL+SSL(0,1,2) relative 0.001 gat 0.000164 0.000937
PF case118 ID ID Pgen SL random 0.001 gat 0.000462 0.001271
PF case118 ID ID Qgen SL random 0.001 gat 0.000045 0.000139
PF case118 ID ID Pslack SL random 0.001 gat 0.000239 0.000172
PF case118 ID ID Qslack SL random 0.001 gat 0.000165 0.000163
PF case118 ID ID V SL random 0.001 gat 0.001920 0.003392
PF case118 ID ID θ SL random 0.001 gat 0.010641 0.040484
PF case118 ID Price Pgen SL random 0.001 gcn 0.661156 1.429066
PF case118 ID Price Qgen SL random 0.001 gcn 2.051154 10.525160
PF case118 ID Price Pslack SL random 0.001 gcn 3.986986 3.938960
PF case118 ID Price Qslack SL random 0.001 gcn 11.440058 10.185546
PF case118 ID Price V SL random 0.001 gcn 0.004513 0.005195
PF case118 ID Price θ SL random 0.001 gcn 1.309763 1.073374
PF case118 ID Line Pgen SL random 0.001 gat 0.000283 0.001691
PF case118 ID Line Qgen SL random 0.001 gat 0.000058 0.000610
PF case118 ID Line Pslack SL random 0.001 gat 0.000070 0.000140
PF case118 ID Line Qslack SL random 0.001 gat 0.000177 0.000337
PF case118 ID Line V SL random 0.001 gat 0.000261 0.000478
PF case118 ID Line θ SL random 0.001 gat 0.002354 0.010889
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