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Abstract—This paper studies the parameter sensitivity of grid-
forming inverters to Hopf bifurcations to address oscillatory
instability. An analytical expression for the sensitivity of the
stability margin is derived based on the normal vector to the
bifurcation hypersurface. We identify the most effective control
parameters through comprehensive analysis. In particular, the
impacts of line dynamics on the stability margin to Hopf bifur-
cation are investigated. The results indicate that the feedforward
gain in the voltage control loop is the most effective parameter
for enhancing the stability margin. Furthermore, it is observed
that line dynamics introduce a uniform reduction in the stability
margin across all parameters. However, the reduction is generally
small for most parameters except for the voltage-reactive power
droop gain, which shows a more pronounced effect.

Index Terms—Hopf bifurcation, stability margin, grid-forming
inverter, line dynamics, normal vectors, parameter sensitivity.

I. INTRODUCTION

As inverter-based resources (IBRs) are becoming more
prevalent, maintaining stability has become a significant chal-
lenge [1], [2]. A grid-forming (GFM) inverter functions as
a controlled voltage source with flexibility in power output,
leveraging storage or curtailment to actively support grid
stability. The most common GFM control strategies emphasize
frequency-power droop control [3]. Other prominent methods
involve emulating the physics and control mechanisms of
synchronous machines [4], or designing inverters to act like
virtual oscillators [5], [6], etc.

When studying the stability of conventional power systems,
the dynamics of transmission lines are often ignored (i.e.,
assumed to be of zeroth order and thereby modeled by
algebraic power flow equations or voltage-current relationships
as preserved by the network admittance matrix). This approach
is valid in conventional power systems that are dominated
by synchronous machines with slow response times (order of
seconds) as supported by multi-timescale approximations [7].
However, as IBRs are capable of operating at much faster
time scales (order of milliseconds), neglecting transmission
line dynamics in the model may impact system stability
assessment. This issue has been observed in droop-controlled
microgrids [8] and is experimentally evident for the previously
mentioned control schemes. [9] analyzes this problem and
derives intuitive bounds on the droop gains that are obtained
using small-signal analysis for reduced-order GFM inverters,
while [10] studies the impact of static and dynamic lines on
the transient performance of a unified IBR controller. [11] uses
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singular perturbation and Lyapunov functions to analyze the
impacts of dynamic lines on dVOC inverter’s performance.

The scope of designing corrective actions or control tun-
ings to mitigate such instabilities is not well studied in the
literature. Given an instability condition, it was shown in
[12] that a “proper tuning” of system and control param-
eters can successfully restore a stable system equilibrium.
Ensuring system stability can be formulated as a geometric
problem within a multidimensional parameter space [13].
This approach involves determining the position of nominal
parameters, λ0, relative to hypersurfaces where stability is
lost (i.e., bifurcations). The proximity of λ0 to the nearest
bifurcations defines the stability margin. The sensitivity of the
stability margin to parameters helps in determining the optimal
parameter adjustments for improving stability robustness [14].
An analytical approach for examining parameter sensitivity
to bifurcations uses the normal vector method, as described
by [15]. Building on this, [16] and [17] investigated oscil-
latory instabilities in traditional power systems. The impact
of parameters on various bifurcations in grid-following (GFL)
IBRs was qualitatively analyzed by [18] and quantitatively in
our previous work [12].

In this paper, we focus on Hopf bifurcation in GFM
inverters with detailed modeling and control structures and
systematically analyze the parameter sensitivity to oscillatory
instabilities. Specifically, we account for transmission line
dynamics and its impacts on stability compared to static line
models. Using normal vector theory, we derive analytical
expressions for calculating parameter sensitivities and stability
margins of a full-order GFM inverter-based system to Hopf
bifurcation.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Our main goal is to examine the impacts of parameters and
line dynamics on the stability boundaries of GFM inverters.
To this end, we summarize the normal vector method in this
section and present an analytical formula for the parameter
sensitivity of the stability margin concerning the Hopf bifur-
cations. For a more complete derivation, refer to [12].

A. Notations

Let Rn and Cn be the space of n-dimensional real and
complex vectors, respectively, and Rn×n be the space of real
square matrices of order n. Let Sn be a hypersphere of unit
length in Rn. Let In be the n×n identity matrix. For a matrix
A ∈ Rn×n, µi(A) denotes its ith eigenvalue. For a vector
x ∈ Cn, xi denotes its ith element, x̄ denotes its complex
conjugate, xT and xH denotes its transpose and conjugate
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transpose (i.e. x̄T ), respectively, and ∥x∥ denotes its 2-norm
unless stated otherwise. For a scalar x, |x| denotes its absolute
value. ℜ(x) denotes the real part of a complex number. For
function f(x, y), Dxf denotes the partial derivative of f with
respect to x.

B. Hopf Bifurcation

Consider a system described by differential equations:
ẋ = f(x, λ), (1)

where f : Rn × Rm → Rn is a nonlinear and smooth
function, x ∈ Rn represents the state variables, and λ ∈ Rm

denotes the parameters. For a parameter vector λ0 ∈ Rm,
which indicates the system’s nominal or current parameters,
we define an equilibrium of equation (1) as x0 and assume it
is asymptotically stable. As λ changes within the parameter
space Rm, the equilibrium point x0 shifts within the state
space Rn and may vanish or become unstable due to a
bifurcation. In general, oscillations arising in power systems
are usually accompanied by strange nonlinear attractors born
from the onset of Hopf bifurcations [19]. The formal definition
of the Hopf bifurcation is given below.

Definition 1: [20, Hopf Bifurcation] Assume that f is a
twice continuously differentiable function, and,

1) f(x∗, λ∗) = 0,
2) fx(x∗, λ∗) possess a simple pair of purely imaginary

eigenvalues µ(λ∗) = ±jω∗, ω∗ > 0, and does not have
any other eigenvalues with zero real part,

3) Dλ(ℜ{µ(λ)})|∗ ̸= 0.
Then, limit cycles bifurcate from the steady-state solution at
the equilibrium point (x∗, λ∗). This phenomenon is termed as
Hopf bifurcation.

In the ensuing analysis, let x∗ and λ∗ represent the equi-
librium and parameter values, respectively, at a bifurcation,
and let fx|∗ = fx|(x∗,λ∗) denote the Jacobian fx evaluated at
that bifurcation. The Hopf bifurcation hypersurfaces, denoted
by ΣH ⊆ Rm, correspond to the set of λ∗ values for which
equation (1) undergoes a Hopf bifurcation at (x∗, λ∗). De-
signing measures to prevent the system from approaching the
bifurcation boundaries is crucial for intercepting oscillations.

C. Normal Vector to Bifurcation Hypersurface

This section derives and interprets the formula for comput-
ing normal vectors to the hypersurfaces of Hopf bifurcations
in parameter space. Let jω∗ be an eigenvalue of fx|(x∗,λ∗).
By definition, since fx|∗ is invertible, the Implicit Function
Theorem guarantees the existence of a smooth function u
and a scalar constant δ > 0, defined in the neighborhood
of z∗ := (x∗, λ∗), such that x = u(λ) and f(u(λ), λ) = 0
for all ∥z − z∗∥ ≤ δ. Under appropriate non-degeneracy and
transversality conditions (see [21, Sec 3.4] for further details),
ΣH has a normal vector N (λ∗) ∈ Rm at λ∗ ∈ ΣH , and the
corresponding Gauss map N : ΣH → Sm is smooth. The
expression for the normal vector for Hopf bifurcations can be
derived as [12]1,

N (λ∗) := βℜ
{
wH
(
− fxxf

−1
x fλ + fxλ

)
v
}∣∣∣

∗
, (2)

1The normal vector formula described by (2) embeds a natural geometric
interpretation of the transversality conditions Dλ(ℜ{µ(λ)})|∗ ̸= 0.

where β ̸= 0 is a real scaling factor, and v ∈ Cn and w ∈ Cn

are the normalized right and left eigenvectors, respectively,
such that ∥v∥ = 1 and wHv = 1.

D. Parameter Sensitivity of the Stability Margins

The stability margin, defined as the distance to the near-
est bifurcation from a nominal parameter λ0, is given by
∆(λ0) = ∥λ∗ − λ0∥. Adjusting λ0 to increase ∆ is desirable
especially when ∆ is small. The optimal direction for the
first-order changes in λ0 to maximize ∆ is determined by the
sensitivity ∆λ0

= ∂∆(λ0)
∂λ0

. In other words, we treat the margin
∆ as a function of the parameters λ and seek the direction
of largest sensitivity ∆λ0

∈ Rm to enlarge the margin by
adjusting parameters in that direction.

Consider a parameter variation from λ0 along a direction
k ∈ Rm. The sensitivity ∆λ0 represents a scaled projection
of the normal vector in the direction of k, as illustrated in
Fig. 1. Using the condition of detecting the first bifurcation as

Fig. 1. Geometry of the bifurcation hypersurface, normal vectors, and the
stability margin.

parameters vary in the direction k,
ℜ{µ(λ∗)} = 0, (3)

we can write,
d

dλ
ℜ{µ(λ∗)} =

d

dλ
ℜ
{
µ
(
λ0 + k∆(λ0)

)}
= 0. (4)

This results in,
N (λ∗)

T
(
Im + k∆T

λ0

)
= 0, (5)

which provides an expression for the sensitivity:
∆λ0

= −
[
kTN (λ∗)

]−1N (λ∗). (6)
The parameters λ are often classified as λ = (λuc, λc),
where λuc represents uncontrollable parameters and λc are the
controllable ones. Generally, variations in λuc are beyond the
control of operators or designers and may lead to bifurcations,
while λc includes design or control parameters that can be
maintained or adjusted. Our goal is to modify the controllable
parameters λc to enhance robustness against changes in the
uncontrollable parameters λuc. For this, the normal vector can
be partitioned as:

N = (N uc,N c). (7)
When the parameter variation direction k = {(kuc, kc) | kc =
0} has no components for λc, we get kTN (λ∗) =



(kuc)TN uc(λ∗). The sensitivity of the margin2 with respect
to the controllable parameters λc is then:

∆λc
0
= −

[
(kuc)TN uc(λ∗)

]−1N c(λ∗). (8)
The sensitivities can be used to determine the optimal control-
lable parameter in λc to adjust to increase the margin ∆.

III. MODELING

In this section, we describe the detailed model of a droop-
controlled GFM inverter connected to an infinite bus. The
system setup is depicted in Fig. 2. Since our focus is on the
system-level dynamics, we make the following assumptions.

Assumption 1: The DC-side dynamics of the source are
ignored. That is, the DC voltage udc remains fixed, while the
DC current idc is an algebraic variable ensuring the required
power supply to the inverter.

Assumption 2: The PWM switching dynamics are “fast
enough" to be ignored, i.e., the inverter outputs voltage as
the computed setpoints vt,d and vt,q instantaneously.

Assumption 3: The transmission line is short and can be
modeled using lumped parameters with resistance and induc-
tance in series.

A. Reference Frames

A global rotating DQ-frame is established to transform
sinusoidal quantities into nearly constant values. The angular
velocity (frequency) of this reference frame is defined as
ωDQωb rad/s, where ωDQ denotes the per-unit frequency of
the DQ-frame (often set to be the nominal frequency ω0 = 1),
and ωb represents the base frequency, e.g., 2π × 50 rad/s in
Europe and most of Asia, and 2π×60 rad/s in North America.
Voltages and currents throughout the network are expressed in
the global DQ-frame as,

vt = vt,D + jvt,Q,

it = it,D + jit,Q.
(9)

Each inverter operates in a local dq-frame rotating at an
angular frequency of (∆ω + ω0)ωb rad/s, where the per-
unit frequency deviation ∆ω is determined by the inverter’s
internal control mechanism, such as droop control. Voltages
and currents at the inverter terminals are represented in this
local dq-frame as,

vt = vt,d + jvt,q,

it = it,d + jit,q.
(10)

The local dq-frame variables need to be transformed into the
global DQ-frame to establish a uniform system representation.
We introduce the rotation matrix R(θ),

R(θ) =

[
cos(θ) − sin(θ)
sin(θ) cos(θ)

]
, (11)

where θ represents the angle of the local dq-frame relative to
the global DQ-frame. The transformation is then given by:[

vt,D
vt,Q

]
= R(θ)

[
vt,d
vt,q

]
,[

it,D
it,Q

]
= R(θ)

[
it,d
it,q

]
.

(12)

2Note that the margin here refers to the margin corresponding to the
uncontrollable parameters.

B. Grid-Forming Inverter

A GFM inverter operates as a controllable voltage source
behind an output filter, similar to grid-connected synchronous
generators. During contingencies, GFM inverters can promptly
adjust their output power to balance loads and stabilize local
voltage and frequency. To provide context for the analysis, we
present a commonly used droop-based GFM control structure.
The architecture of a three-phase GFM inverter system is
shown in Fig. 2, featuring a PWM-based voltage source
converter (VSC) connected with an output RLC filter, as
described by (20)-(23). As usual, the grid is modeled as a

PWM

Current Controller Voltage Controller

Power Calculation
and Filtering Unit

Frequency Droop

Voltage Droop

Fig. 2. GFM inverter connected to the grid.

rigid voltage source connected in series with a transmission
line. The controller has a nested structure with an outer
voltage loop and an inner current loop, as given in Fig. 3.
Each control loop is implemented in a local dq-frame using
Park’s transformation as observed in (31)-(36). The outer loop
comprises the voltage control (VC) as described by (16)-
(17). The reference signals produced by the outer controller
loops viz. (27)-(28), are sent to the inner current controller
(CC) as given by (18)-(19) and (29)-(30). The DC power
balance equation is given in (39). GFM control with droop
characteristics enables direct voltage and frequency control.
The frequency droop mechanism employed in this architecture
generates the angle (15), (25) and frequency (24) setpoints
while the voltage droop mechanism generates voltage setpoints
as given in (26). These are supplied with filtered power signals
(13)-(14) that are derived from the actual values (37)-(38). The
notations are explained in the Appendix A.

1) Dynamic Equations:

˙̃p = −ωpcp̃+ pωpc (13)
˙̃q = −ωqcq̃ + qωqc (14)

θ̇ = ωb∆ω (15)

β̇d = v∗c,d − vc,d (16)

β̇q = v∗c,q − vc,q (17)

γ̇d = i∗t,d − it,d (18)

γ̇q = i∗t,q − it,q (19)
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Fig. 3. Detailed control architecture of the droop-based GFM inverter.

˙vc,D = ωvc,Q +
1

Cf
(it,d − ig,d) (20)

˙vc,Q = −ωvc,D +
1

Cf
(it,q − ig,q) (21)

˙it,d = ωit,q +
1

Lf
(vt,d − vc,d)−

Rf

Lf
ic,d (22)

˙it,q = −ωit,d +
1

Lf
(vt,q − vc,q)−

Rf

Lf
ic,q (23)

2) Algebraic Equations:

ω − ω0 −∆ω = 0 (24)
∆ω −KP (p

∗ − p̃) = 0 (25)
v∗c,d − V0 −KQ(q

∗ − q̃) = 0 (26)

i∗t,d −KF
V Cig,d−KP

V C(v
∗
c,d−vc,d)−KI

V Cβd + vc,qωCf =0
(27)

i∗t,q −KF
V Cig,q−KP

V C(v
∗
c,q−vc,q)−KI

V Cβq − vc,dωCf =0
(28)

vt,d −KF
CCvc,d−KP

CC(i
∗
t,d−it,d)−KI

CCγd + it,qωLf =0
(29)

vt,q −KF
CCvc,q−KP

CC(i
∗
t,q−it,q)−KI

CCγq − it,dωLf =0
(30)

ig,d − ig,D cos(θ)− ig,Q sin(θ) = 0 (31)
ig,q + ig,D sin(θ)− ig,Q cos(θ) = 0 (32)
it,d − it,D cos(θ)− it,Q sin(θ) = 0 (33)
it,q + it,D sin(θ)− it,Q cos(θ) = 0 (34)
vc,d − vc,D cos(θ)− vc,Q sin(θ) = 0 (35)
vc,q + vc,D sin(θ)− vc,Q cos(θ) = 0 (36)
p− vc,dig,d − vc,qig,q = 0 (37)
q − vc,qig,d + vc,dig,q = 0 (38)
udcidc − vt,dit,d − vt,qit,q = 0 (39)

C. Dynamic Line Model

Static phasor-based models are typically adopted for trans-
mission lines in conventional power systems that are dom-
inated by synchronous machines, neglecting transient line

dynamics. It is also common to assume the line runs at
the nominal frequency of ω0. However, with the increasing
penetration of IBRs, incorporating fast line dynamics may be
important to capture potential interactions of inverters with
the network. Consider a line with a series resistance R and
inductance L connecting the inverter to the grid. We can write
the dynamic line equations, in per unit, as,

˙ig,D − ωss

L
(vc,D − vg,D) +

R

L
ωssig,D − ω0ωssig,Q = 0,

(40)

˙ig,Q − ωss

L
(vc,Q − vg,Q) +

R

L
ωssig,Q + ω0ωssig,D = 0,

(41)
where ωss is the frequency of the system at steady state. When
an infinite bus exists in the system, ωss = ω0.

D. Static Line Model

The electrical variables observed from the global DQ-frame
become constant at steady state if the choice of ωDQ matches
the steady-state frequency. Hence, the dynamic line model
(40)-(41) reverts to a set of algebraic equations at steady-state
as given by,

ig,D − R

Z2
(vc,D − vg,D)− X

Z2
(vc,Q − vg,Q) = 0, (42)

ig,Q − R

Z2
(vc,Q − vg,Q) +

X

Z2
(vc,D − vg,D) = 0, (43)

Z2 −R2 −X2 = 0. (44)

Power system models are generally represented by
differential-algebraic equations (DAEs). However, one of the
challenges with the normal vector method is that it only works
directly with ordinary differential equations (ODEs). However,
the main nonlinear complexity of the single-inverter-infinite-
bus system lies in one state variable, θ, while the rest are in
bilinear form. By explicitly solving the algebraic equations, we
can convert the DAEs into ODEs analytically. This transforma-
tion yields a set of state equations in ODE form, as shown in
Appendix B. This step simplifies the computation of Jacobians
and Hessians needed to obtain the normal vector, and it allows
us to derive a closed-form expression for sensitivity in (8).



IV. RESULTS

This section presents the numerical results on parameter
sensitivities to Hopf bifurcations and the mechanism of tuning
controllable parameters to mitigate oscillatory instability for
GFM IBRs. We also discuss the results on the impacts of line
dynamics on stability margin.

A. System Setup and Stability Margin to Hopf Bifurcation

The system is shown in Fig. 2. All variables and parameters
are converted to per-unit quantities using base values of
1052KVA and 320KV. The system includes controllable and
uncontrollable parameters, identified as follows,
λuc :=

(
Rf , Lf , Cf , ωb,ss, ωpc,qc, v

∗
c,q, vg,{D,Q}, X,R

)
∈ R12,

λc :=
(
KP,I,F

V C ,KP,I,F
CC ,KP,Q, ω0, V0, p

∗, q∗
)
∈ R12.

We aim to identify the most impactful controllable parame-
ters to counteract the effects of variations in uncontrollable
parameters.

Table I shows the nominal parameter values and specifies
the value at which each parameter triggers a Hopf bifurcation
when varied individually. Parameters not analyzed for bifur-
cations due to engineering considerations are marked with a
“-,” while those that do not cause any Hopf bifurcation are
indicated with a “✗.”

The table also provides results for systems with static and
dynamic transmission line models. Upon examining the last
two columns, an important observation is made: including
transmission line dynamics in the model reduces the stability
margin across all parameters in this system. This suggests that
neglecting transmission line dynamics could lead to optimistic
conclusions regarding stability. However, as shown in the
table, the differences are generally small for most parameters,
with one exception of the voltage-reactive power droop gain
(KQ), where the gap is more significant.

B. Estimation of Stability Margin Using Normal Vectors

The onset of the Hopf bifurcation can be significantly
delayed by using sensitivity information derived from the
normal vector method.

Let’s consider a case where the parameter I changes thereby
leading to instability, and we use parameter C as the control
parameter to counteract this destabilizing effect. Once these
two parameters and the direction of change in parameter I are
selected, the sensitivity formula in (8) allows us to directly
calculate the estimated stability margin ∆̂I

new based on changes
in the control parameter,

∆̂I
new = ∆I

old +∆
C|I
λ0

(
λC

new − λC
old

)
, (45)

where I and C represent the indices of the instability-causing
and control parameters, respectively. On the other hand, the
actual margin is numerically found as follows,

∆I
new = ∆I

old +
(
λI
∗,new − λI

∗,old

)
= λI

∗,new − λI
0. (46)

We use an example to demonstrate the normal vectors
approach in obtaining an efficient estimation of the stability
margin. Consider a scenario where the grid impedance X
decreases, indicating stronger grid conditions, and we use

KF
V C as the control parameter to mitigate this destabilizing

effect. After selecting these two parameters and the direction
of X increasing, the sensitivity formula in (45) enables us to
compute the estimated stability margin based on the adjust-
ments in KF

V C .
Table II compares the true margin with the estimated margin

given by the normal vector method for the system with a static
transmission line, while Table III does the same for the case
with a dynamic line. The first rows in Tables II and III show
the nominal values of KF

V C and the (nominal) true margin
in X . Subsequent rows display reductions in KF

V C and the
corresponding increases in the stability margin of X for both
the estimated and true values. It can be observed from both
tables that the normal vector method effectively estimates the
sensitivity margins.

The theoretical results on parameter sensitivities are val-
idated using time-domain simulations. Referring to Table I,
X is reduced to 0.08404 p.u. and 0.08843 p.u., respectively,
for the static and dynamic line scenarios. This leads to Hopf
bifurcations in the respective cases with the nominal value of
KF

V C = 1. As shown in Figs. 4 and 5, when KF
V C is changed
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Fig. 4. Trajectories of the active power output (p) under various parameter
values of KF

V C with static (upper figure) and dynamic (lower figure) lines.
The dashed lines correspond to Hopf bifurcation, while the solid lines
correspond to stable equilibria.

to 0.98 p.u. (corresponding to the second rows of Tables II
and III), the oscillations cease to exist in both cases. This
corresponds to positive stability margins exhibited in Tables
II and III.

C. Complete Analysis of Control Parameter Sensitivity

In Figs. 6 and 7, we generate normalized heatmaps for
the parameter sensitivities to Hopf bifurcation with static
and dynamic transmission lines, respectively. The parameters
shown on the y-axis of the map are responsible for triggering
Hopf bifurcation, while those on the x-axis represent the
parameters that can be adjusted to improve the stability mar-



TABLE I
PARAMETER VALUES AND STABILITY MARGINS IN THE SYSTEMS WITH STATIC AND DYNAMIC LINES.

Parameter Nominal value Value at Hopf Bifurcation Margin
S-line D-line S-line D-line

Rf 0.0072 p.u. 1.65282 p.u. 1.65073 p.u. 1.64562 p.u. 1.64353 p.u.
Lf 0.05 p.u. 0.126864 p.u. 0.123537 p.u. 0.076864 p.u. 0.073537 p.u.
Cf 0.3 p.u. 2.20075 p.u. 2.18145 p.u. 1.90075 p.u. 1.88145 p.u.
ωpc 332.8 rad/s 11.5235 rad/s 12.016 rad/s 321.2765 rad/s 320.784 rad/s
ωqc 732.8 rad/s ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

KP 1.8 % 6.4585 % 6.0154 % 4.6585 % 4.2154 %
KQ 0.01 % 39.418 % 23.72405 % 39.408 % 23.71405 %
KP

V C 1 p.u. 0.14505 p.u. 0.1532 p.u. 0.85495 p.u. 0.8468 p.u.
KI

V C 1.16 p.u. 6.2701 p.u. 6.013 p.u. 5.1101 p.u. 4.853 p.u.
KF

V C 1 p.u. 1.263435 p.u. 1.24693 p.u. 0.263435 p.u. 0.24693 p.u.
KP

CC 2.5 p.u. 0.82689 p.u. 0.85645 p.u. 1.67311 p.u. 1.64355 p.u.
KI

CC 1.19 p.u. ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

KF
CC 0 p.u. 1.9071 p.u. 1.8842 p.u. 1.9071 p.u. 1.8842 p.u.
ω0 1 p.u. - - - -
V0 1 p.u. - - - -
p∗ 1 p.u. ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

q∗ 0.5 p.u. ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

X 0.2 p.u. 0.08404 p.u. 0.08843 p.u. 0.11596 p.u. 0.11157 p.u.
R 0.02 p.u. ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

TABLE II
EFFECTS OF PARAMETER VARIATION ON HOPF STABILITY MARGIN

(STATIC LINE)

KF
V C ↓ Estimated Margin True Margin Errorin X ↑ in X

1 (Nominal) - 0.11596 -
0.98 0.13395 0.13538 1.43e-03
0.95 0.16093 0.16613 5.203e-03
0.92 0.18791 0.18666 -1.25e-03

TABLE III
EFFECTS OF PARAMETER VARIATION ON HOPF STABILITY MARGIN

(DYNAMIC LINE)

KF
V C ↓ Estimated Margin True Margin Errorin X ↑ in X

1 (Nominal) - 0.11157 -
0.98 0.12981 0.13164 1.83e-03
0.95 0.15717 0.16486 7.69e-03
0.92 0.18453 0.18654 2.01e-03

gin3. For instance, according to the map, if instability occurs
due to a reduction in KP

V C , the most effective adjustment
would be to decrease KF

V C , as it displays the darkest shade
(red, in this case) among all the controllable parameters. The
green criss-cross entries with the same x and y indices are
meaningless, as they are always -1. In other words, if the
parameter causing instability is known, the best solution is to
adjust that parameter in the opposite direction. Additionally,
positive (or negative) sensitivity values for control parameters
do not automatically imply that increasing (or decreasing) their
values will improve the margin. The effect also depends on the
direction of change in the instability-causing parameter.

3For completeness, we include all parameters on the x-axis despite that
only part of them are controllable in practice.
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Fig. 5. Trajectories of the filter output voltage (vc) under various parameter
values of KF

V C with static (upper figure) and dynamic (lower figure) lines.
The dashed lines correspond to Hopf bifurcation, while the solid lines
correspond to stable equilibria.

Table IV summarizes the most influential parameters that
can help mitigate instabilities caused by other parameters. The
colored up and down arrows indicate the direction in which
parameter changes lead to instabilities. The ✗ symbol signifies
the absence of a Hopf bifurcation. The sensitivity ∆

C|I
λ0

is
expressed in per unit. Table IV shows that the integral gain of
the current controller KI

CC and transmission line resistance R
do not induce Hopf bifurcation in this specific GFM inverter-
based system. Most importantly, KF

V C turns out to be the



TABLE IV
MOST INFLUENTIAL CONTROL PARAMETERS FOR GFM INVERTER

Cause of Static Line Dynamic Line

instability (I) Control (C) Sensitivity
(
∆

C|I
λ0

)
Control (C) Sensitivity

(
∆

C|I
λ0

)
KP ↑ KF

V C -11.5938 KF
V C -12.7678

KQ ↑ KP
V C -38.4021 KP

V C -23.23
ωpc ↓ KF

V C 70.7682 KF
V C 75.6362

KP
V C ↓ KF

V C 3.5189 KF
V C 3.5794

KI
V C ↑ KF

V C -31.8407 KF
V C -30.7589

KF
V C ↑ KQ 0.3041 KQ 0.2790

KP
CC ↓ KF

V C 3.2088 KF
V C 3.4463

KI
CC ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

KF
CC ↑ KF

V C -7.9018 KF
V C -8.0179

Rf ↑ KQ 5.6254 KQ 5.6326
Lf ↑ KF

V C -0.5887 KF
V C -0.5904

Cf ↑ KF
V C -4.9578 KF

V C -4.9364
X ↓ KF

V C 0.8994 KF
V C 0.912

R ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

Fig. 6. Heatmap of parameter sensitivities to Hopf bifurcation for the system
where GFM is connected to the grid via a static line. The heatmap is
normalized using maximum-absolute row scaling. Green criss-cross entries
have the same x and y indices and are therefore meaningless.

most effective control parameter for preventing oscillatory
instability caused by variations in most other parameters. The
only exceptions are changes in the filter resistance and reactive
power droop, where adjusting the KQ and KP

V C respectively,
prove to be the most effective control actions. To draw a
comparison, the author’s prior work [12] identified a consistent
control parameter for the grid-following inverter system—the
proportional gain of the current control loop—that could help
steer the system away from Hopf bifurcations regardless of
which parameter is causing instability.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper studied the oscillatory instability of grid-forming
(GFM) inverters through the lens of Hopf bifurcation. Using an
analytical expression for the sensitivity of the stability margin

Fig. 7. Heatmap of parameter sensitivities to Hopf bifurcation for the system
where GFM is connected to the grid via a dynamic line. The heatmap is
normalized using maximum-absolute row scaling. Green criss-cross entries
have the same x and y indices and are therefore meaningless.

based on normal vector methods, we conducted a comprehen-
sive investigation of the entire parameter space of the GFM
inverter-based system. The analysis identified an effective con-
trol parameter, i.e., the feedforward gain of the voltage control
loop, in counteracting the instability-inducing effect of most
of the other parameters. Notably, the investigation revealed
that by incorporating line dynamics, there is a systematic
reduction in the stability margin to Hopf bifurcation compared
to the commonly used static line models. Nevertheless, such
reductions are relatively small. Depending on the problem at
hand, engineers can determine whether or not to adopt the
dynamic line model. The normal vector method is shown to
be computationally efficient in finding the stability margin. It
gives complete information on the parameter sensitivity once
the normal vector is constructed. Future work will extend



the method and analysis to large networks. In this context,
the choice between dynamic and static line models will be
critical, given the significant difference in system order and the
resulting simulation complexity when modeling large networks
with tens of thousands of transmission lines.

APPENDIX

A. Nomenclature

The indexing of the variables and parameters used in the
differential and algebraic equations is described below.
Dynamic states (11):
x1 : ∆ω → Angular frequency error
x2 : ∆q → Reactive power measured output
x3 : θ → Load angle
x4 : βd → d-axis voltage controller state
x5 : βq → q-axis voltage controller state
x6 : γd → d-axis current controller state
x7 : γq → q-axis current controller state
x8 : vc,D → (Global) D-axis filter output voltage vc
x9 : vc,Q → (Global) Q-axis filter output voltage vc
x10 : it,d → (Local) d-axis IBR output current it
x11 : it,q → (Local) q-axis IBR output current it

Algebraic states (19):
y1 : ω → Angular frequency
y2 : v∗c,d → d-axis voltage setpoint v∗c
y3 : v∗c,q → q-axis voltage setpoint v∗c
y4 : i∗t,d → d-axis current setpoint i∗t
y5 : i∗t,q → q-axis current setpoint i∗t
y6 : ig,d → d-axis filter output current ig
y7 : ig,q → q-axis filter output current ig
y8 : ig,D → D-axis filter output current ig
y9 : ig,Q → Q-axis filter output current ig
y10 : it,D → D-axis IBR output current it
y11 : it,Q → Q-axis IBR output current it
y12 : vc,d → d-axis filter output voltage vc
y13 : vc,q → q-axis filter output voltage vc
y14 : p → Active power output from filter
y15 : q → Reactive power output from filter
y16 : vt,d → d-axis IBR output voltage vt
y17 : vt,q → q-axis IBR output voltage vt
y18 : udc → DC-link voltage
y19 : idc → DC-link current

Parameters (22):
p1 : p∗ → Active power setpoint
p2 : q∗ → Reactive power setpoint
p3 : ω0 → Angular frequency setpoint of IBR
p4 : V0 → Voltage setpoint of IBR
p5 : KP → Active droop coefficient
p6 : KQ → Reactive droop coefficient
p7 : ωpc → Active power filter 3dB cut-off frequency
p8 : ωqc → Reactive power filter 3dB cut-off frequency
p9 : ωb → Base angular frequency
p10 : KP

V C → Proportional gain of voltage controller
p11 : KI

V C → Integral gain of voltage controller
p12 : KF

CC → Feed-forward gain of voltage controller

p13 : KP
CC → Proportional gain of current controller

p14 : KI
CC → Integral gain of current controller

p15 : KF
V C → Feed-forward gain of current controller

p16 : Rf → Filter resistance
p17 : Cf → Filter capacitance
p18 : Lf → Filter inductance
p19 : vg,D → D-axis grid voltage vg
p20 : vg,Q → Q-axis grid voltage vg
p21 : R → Transmission line resistance
p22 : X → Transmission line reactance

B. Restructured System Equations

We analytically eliminate the algebraic variables from the
DAEs in Sec. (III-B) to obtain the following ODEs for the
GFM inverter-based system.

˙̃p = −ωpcp̃+

(
R

Z2

[
v2c,D + v2c,Q − vc,Dvg,D

]
+

X

Z2
vc,Qvg,D

)
ωpc

˙̃q = −ωqcq̃ +

(
X

Z2

[
v2c,D + v2c,Q − vc,Dvg,D

]
−

R

Z2
vc,Qvg,D

)
ωqc

θ̇ = ωb

(
p∗ − p̃

)
KP

β̇d = V0 +KQ(q
∗ − q̃)− vc,D cos(θ)− vc,Q sin(θ)

β̇q = vc,D sin(θ)− vc,Q cos(θ)

γ̇d = KF
V C

([
R

Z2
(vc,D − vg,D) +

X

Z2
vc,Q

]
cos(θ) +

[
R

Z2
vc,Q − X

Z2
(vc,D − vg,D)

]
sin(θ)

)
+KI

V Cβd − it,d

+KP
V C

(
V0 +KQ

[
q∗ − q̃

]
− vc,D cos(θ)− vc,Q sin(θ)

)
+
(
vc,D sin(θ)− vc,Q cos(θ)

)(
ω0 +KP

[
p∗ − p̃

])
Cf

γ̇q = KF
V C

(
−
[
R

Z2
(vc,D − vg,D) +

X

Z2
vc,Q

]
sin(θ)+

[
R

Z2
vc,Q − X

Z2
(vc,D − vg,D)

]
cos(θ)

)
+KI

V Cβq − it,q

+KP
V C

(
vc,D sin(θ)− vc,Q cos(θ)

)
+
(
vc,D cos(θ) + vc,Q sin(θ)

)(
ω0 +KP

[
p∗ − p̃

])
Cf

˙vc,D =
(
ω0 +KP

[
p∗ − p̃

])
vc,Q +

1

Cf

[
it,d cos(θ) −

it,q sin(θ)−
R

Z2

(
vc,D − vg,D

)
− X

Z2
vc,Q

]
˙vc,Q = −

(
ω0 +KP

[
p∗ − p̃

])
vc,D +

1

Cf

[
it,d sin(θ) +

it,q cos(θ)−
R

Z2
vc,Q +

X

Z2

(
vc,D − vg,D

)]



˙it,d =
1

Lf

([
KF

CC − 1
](
vc,D cos(θ) + vc,Q sin(θ)

)
+

KI
CCγd +KP

CC

[(
vc,D sin(θ)− vc,Q cos(θ)

)(
ω0 +

KP

[
p∗ − p̃

])
Cf +KI

V Cβd − it,d +KP
V C

[
V0 +

KQ

(
q∗ − q̃

)
− vc,D cos(θ)− vc,Q sin(θ)

]
+KF

V C{[ R
Z2

(vc,D − vg,D) +
X

Z2
vc,Q

]
cos(θ) +[ R

Z2
vc,Q − X

Z2
(vc,D − vg,D)

]
sin(θ)

}])
− Rf

Lf
ic,d

˙it,q =
1

Lf

([
−KF

CC + 1
](
vc,D sin(θ)− vc,Q cos(θ)

)
+

KI
CCγq +KP

CC

[(
vc,D cos(θ) + vc,Q sin(θ)

)(
ω0 +

KP

[
p∗ − p̃

])
Cf +KI

V Cβq − it,q +KP
V C

[
vc,D sin(θ) −

vc,Q cos(θ)
]
+KF

V C

{
−
[ R
Z2

(vc,D − vg,D) +
X

Z2
vc,Q

]
sin(θ) +

[ R
Z2

vc,Q − X

Z2
(vc,D − vg,D)

]
cos(θ)

}])
−

Rf

Lf
ic,q
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