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Developing Optimization-Based Inverter Models for Short
Circuit Studies
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Abstract—As inverter-based generation becomes more com-
mon in distribution networks, it is important to create
models for use in optimization-based problems that accurately
represent their non-linear behavior when saturated. This
work presents models for grid-following and grid-forming
inverters, and demonstrates their use in optimization-based
fault studies. The developed models are shown to provide
results in line with experimental tests from literature; how-
ever, grid-forming inverter models fail to provide feasible
solutions for certain fault types even when currents, voltages,
and powers from the models seem reasonable. This work lays
down the foundation for the development of relaxed models
for both grid-following and grid-forming inverter models for
use in optimization problems.

Index Terms—power system operation, microgrid, distri-
bution network, protection, optimization, protective relaying.

I. INTRODUCTION

With the increasing adoption of inverter-interfaced gen-
eration in microgrids to ensure resilient operation of criti-
cal energy infrastructures and meet decarbonization goals,
comes the challenge of ensuring protective coordination.
As the size and mixture of distributed energy resources
increases in microgrids, so comes the requirement to ensure
protection coordination during different modes of operation
to minimize the size of affected areas during faults to avoid
interruption of critical loads. To achieve this goal, it is
important to accurately model the short-circuit current con-
tributions from inverter-interfaced generation for various
types of faults and modes of operation [1], [2].

Experimental tests have demonstrated that the control
schema and pre-fault state of inverters have a profound
effect on the fault currents injected by the inverters [3]—[8].
Developing mathematical models to represent the inverters
in optimization problems, based on the experimental tests,
results in non-linear non-convex constraints leading to
feasibility issues [9], [10]. These constraints limit the size
and complexity of optimization problems that the inverter
models can be used in, especially in optimization-based
fault studies used to develop protection coordination. To
overcome this issue, this work investigates the use of
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Thevenin circuits to approximate continuous mathematical
models of grid-forming and grid-following inverters to de-
termine their short-circuit current contributions, and com-
pares the performance of such models to the experimental
results found in literature.

The inverter models presented in this work are intended
to be used in PowerModelsProtection.jl (PMsP) [9], an
optimization-based framework for short-circuit analysis.
PMsP is an addition to the family of open-source pack-
ages under the PowerModels.jl (PMs) [11] umbrella; PMs
provide a platform to formulate and solve a variety of
power systems optimization problems. Currently, PMsP
only formulates mixed linear/nonlinear non-convex short-
circuit formulations, and it has an additional dependency on
PowerModelsDistribution.jl (PMsD) [12] for deriving the
mathematical models and optimization-based formulation
of distribution networks.

This work focuses on developing inverter models for
use in optimization based short-circuit studies, however,
the models are expressed in a general form for use in
power flow (pf) and optimal power flow (opf) analysis of
balanced and unbalanced distribution networks. The goal
here is to develop continuous variable inverter models that
lay the foundation for developing relaxed linear convex
approximations in future work.

The contributions include the following: Section II
presents the optimization-based short-circuit formulation
implemented in PMsP. Section III presents the devel-
oped grid-following and grid-forming inverter models. Sec-
tion IV introduces the case study system used to test and
verify the operation of the inverter models, and Section V
discusses and interprets the observed results. Last, Sec-
tion VI summarizes the conclusions regarding the state and
importance of the work.

II. SHORT-CIRCUIT FORMULATION

The following symbols are used in the below formula-
tions: B is a set of buses in a network; Gy, is a set of
reference voltage sources at bus b; ®, C {A, B,C'} is the
set of phases at bus b; Gy, is a set of generators at bus b;
F is the fault in network; & is a set of lines connected to
bus b; Ty, is a set of transformers connected to bus b; and
Sy is a set of shunts at bus b.

The optimization-based short-circuit current formula-
tion is implemented using rectangular coordinates inside
of PMsP. To indicate the real and imaginary parts the
subscripts r and ¢ are applied to the variables that are
complex. The short-circuit formulation presented here is
based on [9] and [10]. The formulation defines a set of
constraints that are based on Ohm’s law and Kirchhoff’s
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current law, which define the phase voltages at the buses
due to current flow through various components within
the system. These constraints resemble constraints used in
power flow, except the load constraints are neglected and
constraints that define the faulted condition in the system
are added.

Reference Voltage Sources Constraints:
Vg € Grey,, Vb€ B, Vo € Dy,

Ver = Viry. - €08 (0g.cry.) (1a)
Ve =V oy sin (0g.cr,.) (1b)
Vi =V —rg 15 4 af - I, (Ic)
Vg =V —rf 15, =l - I, (1d)
Generator Power Constraints:
Vge g, Vbe B, Vp € &y
VoI5, + Vi - 15, = Py (2a)
VeI =V - I = Q (2b)
APY < 5% (2¢0)
AQY < 5% (2d)
Pi in(acos(pf)) < @2 < T sin(acos(pf)) (20
— —— - SIn(acos(p < S — - SIn(acos(p, €
pf 7 pf
Fault Current Constraints:
Vfy € F, Vbe B, Yo € &y
15, =22 (Goe Vi) Ga)
ceD
1, =Y (Goe ) o)
ced
Kirchhoff’s Current Constraints for Unfaulted Buses:
Vb e B, Vo €
¢ ¢ _ ) ¢
St Y Ih, =D I >IN )
(b,5)EEY (b,5)€Ty 9EGY SESy
¢ 6 _ ¢ ¢
Yo Loyt D Iy, = In+ Y IL @b
(b,5)EE (b,7)ETy 9€GL SESy

Kirchhoff’s Current Constraints for Faulted Buses:
Vbe B, Vo € Py

D T, 2 T, = 2 L0+ X I A T

b,jEE b,j€Ty 9EGH SES
(5a)
@ ¢ _ [ [ @
D Lo T D Togy, =T+ DI+,
b,jEE, b,j€Ty g€Gp SES
(5b)
Voltage Drop Constraints:
V(b,7) €E, Ybe B, Vo € Dy
6 _ b _ 0 é é ®
Vor = Vo, =T Loy, T 800 L), (62)

¢ _ s ] ] ¢ ]
Voo = Vo =) L), — Ty L), (6b)
Vi SV + (V)2 <V (60)
] 2 o] 2 ]
TG0, )+ o)™ < i inerman (6d)

Transformer Constraints:
V(b,j) €T, Vb e B, Vo € Dy

W) - Vo = nvg) - Vi (7a)
Wi - Vi = nws - Vy, (70)
1) =nepI (7e)
(IG5, + 65" <16 iy (7d)

The fault currents, as shown in Constraints (3a)-(3b),
are derived using a fault admittance matrix, which rep-
resents a fault impedance between phase and ground.
Line-to-line and 3-phase to ground faults cannot be di-
rectly modeled due to the presence of the impedances
between the phases and ground, consequently a star-mesh
transformation is used to derive an equivalent impedance
admittance matrix [9]. Along with fault admittance con-
straints and Constraints (4) and (5), which couples the
nodes of the network using Kirchhoff’s current law, allows
for the formulation not to require an explicit objective
function. Constraints (la)-(1d) represents the reference
voltage sources; normally the distribution substation is the
main voltage source in grid-connected mode of operation,
whereas during a fault, the substation is modeled as a
voltage source behind an impedance, and this impedance
is obtained from the 3-phase and single-phase short-circuit
powers (Constraint (1b)). Synchronous generation within
the network is defined by Constraints (2a)-(2e). The last
set of constraints, Constraints (7a)-(7d), define the voltage
and current changes across lines and transformers within
the network.

III. INVERTER MODELS

The models presented in [9] define inverters with com-
plex mathematical models that result in infeasible solutions
under certain fault conditions. This can be observed in
Fig. 1 and Fig. 2: for low fault impedances located away
from the inverter (Fig. 1), the optimization solver is able
to find a feasible solution for both grid-forming and grid-
following inverters; however, as the fault was moved closer
to the inverters (Fig. 2), the grid-following inverter model
resulted in infeasible solutions causing large deviations in
current.

40 \
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%— 30 — pv_fl_current
o — pv_fm_current

25

0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0

Fault Resistance

Fig. 1. Fault Current (A) against Fault Resistance (R) for pv_fl_current
(grid-following) model and pv_fm_current (grid-forming) model.

This work aims to develop simplified inverter models
based on Thevenin approximations for more general use
in fault studies. Thevenin approximations are widely used
to model generation sources in fault studies; the difficulty
is to incorporate the inverter’s non-linear current response
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Fig. 2. Fault Current (A) against Fault Resistance (R) for pv_fl_current
(grid-following) model and pv_fm_current (grid-forming) model.

within them. When inverters are not saturated, they respond
similarly to the Thevenin models. Incorporating the current
saturation into the mathematical constraints of the opti-
mization problem is difficult when trying to use continuous
decision variables.

The developed inverter models in this work are compared
to experimental results to evaluate their performance on
different fault types. It must be noted that the models
presented below do not directly model the grid interfacing
transformers; the constraints for the inverters are defined
such that they help compensate for the transformer models
not being directly modeled.

A. Grid-Following Inverter Model

The grid-following inverter model was designed to act as
a constant-power source up to the point where the inverter’s
current saturates, then become a constant-current source on
the saturated phase.

Vg € ngzi, Vb e B, Vo € Dy

15’ <13, (8a)
Vgai ’ I;Sr + fo ) I.?i = qu) —2* (8b)
Mo(1- (137 4 107 2 2 0 (80)
VeI +g17;f 19 >0 (8d)
quf Ii - ng; : I!?i < nguz (8e)
Vo dg = Vi 15 > Q. (8)
0<2°<1 (8g)

Constraint (8a) ensures that the inverter-sourced current
is below the maximum possible sourced current 1 jmm that
the inverter can supply, which is a parameter defined by
the User or set by PMsP. Constraint (8b) defines the active
power sourced from the inverter as a function of bus voltage
and inverter current; Pj is the set-point for the active power
per phase of the inverter. Under non-faulted or light faulted
cases the inverter will supply the defined power, but as a
fault drives down the voltage, the current will increase to
meet the power requirement; once the current reaches its
limit, Constraint (8c) activates the continuous variable Z,
which in Constraint (8b) allows the inverter to drop its
active power output based on the voltage collapse due to
a fault. The last set of constraints, Constraints (8d)-(8f),
ensure that active power is supplied by the inverter and

never absorbed, and that the inverter operates within a fixed
power factor range by setting the limits on the reactive
power supplied or absorbed.

B. Grid-Forming Inverter Model

Two Thevenin approximation models were developed
and tested to simulate a grid-forming inverter. The first is a
simplified model of a voltage source behind an adjustable
impedance. The second is a voltage source that can adjust
its voltage magnitude on each phase.

Simplified Grid-Forming Inverter

Vg € ggfmi7 Vb e 67 Vo € &y

IgTQ + ‘[;]#L'Q S Igmaa:Q (93)

M- Y g2t >0 (9b)
9mazx

Vgoi = ngio —r?. Igr (9c)

Ve, = Vo =17 15 (9d)

(e ——— %)
Imazx

Constraint (9a) ensures that the inverter sourced current
is below the maximum possible sourced current Igﬁnw.
Constraint (9b) makes the resistor an activation variable
that is zero when the current is below [ jmm and is non-
zero when the inverter is saturated in order to allow the
inverter’s bus voltage to collapse. Constraints (9¢) and (9d)
define the Thevenin approximation, using a resistor as the
Thevenin impedance; the value of the resistor is determined
by the solver as a value between 0 and a maximum value
based on the maximum current supplied by the inverter
(Constraint (9e)).

Complex Grid-Forming Inverter

Vg € Ggfmi, Vb € B, Vo € Dy

2 ¢2 2
I +-15 <1, (10a)
1
M- (1= —— (5" +157) 2% 2 0 (10b)
9mazx
2 2 2
Vi Ve SV (1427 (10c)
2 2 2
Vi Ve 2Vt (1= 2%) (10d)
¢ [ 4 ¢ _
Var Voo =V Ve =0 (10e)
Vel - Vigg >0 (10f)
Ve Viy =0 (10g)
S (Vi v 1) =P (10n)
pED
S (Vi -ver)=a (100)
ped
0<2"<1 (10k)

Constraint (10a) ensures that the inverter sourced current
is below the maximum possible sourced current [ ¢mm.

Constraints (10c) and (10d) define the inverter voltage
applied to a bus: Vo‘i defines the voltage magnitude of the
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inverter pre-fault, which has to be equal to the bus voltage
when the current is not saturated; when the current satu-
rates, the activation variable z? allows the inverter’s voltage
magnitude to adjust (Constraint (10b). Constraints (10e)-
(10g) enforce balanced phase angles across the inverter’s
voltages. The last set of constraints, Constraints (10h)-
(10j), ensure that the inverter is operating within its power
limits.

IV. CASE STUDY SYSTEM

The case study system used to analyze and verify the
operation of the developed inverter models is a 4-bus syn-
thetic microgrid, with photovoltaic solar inverter-interfaced
distributed generation. Fig. 3 presents the one-line diagram
of the system; it can be accessed in the PMsP GitHub as
case3_balanced_pv. dss.!

The grid-following and grid-forming inverters were
tested independently. Each was installed on the PV Bus, and
line-to-line, line-to-ground, and 3-phase-to-ground faults
were applied to the Load Bus, which is electrically close to
the inverters. The grid-following inverter was set to have a
rated power of 25 kVA, while the grid-forming inverter
to 100 kVA; the reason for the difference is to ensure
that the grid-forming inverter’s current was not constantly
saturated, trying to energize the circuit and feed the fault,
since in the tests the line between the substation (Source
Bus) and the Primary Bus was opened to create an island.

L1
30 kVAR

Primary

25 kVA

Fig. 3. One-line diagram of the 4-bus case study system.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The fault results of the developed inverter models were
compared to the experimental results presented in [3]—
[8]. To evaluate these new inverter models, sweeps of
fault impedance were performed to produce plots of fault
currents, voltages, and active and reactive powers versus
the fault impedances.

A. Grid-Following Inverter Model

The performance of the grid-following inverter model
under line-to-line, single line-to-ground, and 3-phase faults
was evaluated; the results are presented in Figs. 4-6.
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Fig. 4. Grid-Following Inverter — Fault Currents [ A] For Line-Line Fault.
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Fig. 5. Grid-Following Inverter — Fault Currents [A] For 3-Phase Fault.
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Fig. 6. Grid-Following Inverter — Fault Currents [A] For Line-Ground
Fault.

It can be observed that the inverter current saturates
when the voltage collapses, resulting in a drop in the
supplied active power from the inverter; the unfaulted
phases, however, maintain the active power output. The
experimental results presented in [5] showed that most of
the sequence currents injected by grid-following inverters
were positive sequence currents, which is in agreement
with the sequence currents supplied by the developed grid-
following inverter model.

Thttps://github.com/lanl-ansi/PowerModelsProtection.jl/tree/master/test/data/dist
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Fig. 7 demonstrates that the solver returned a feasible so-
lution for each inverter over the faulted impedance sweep.

Il & Ig Fault Feasible 3pg Fault Feasible

0.8 0.8
0.6 0.6
0.4 0.4
0.2 02
0 0.0 25 5.0 7.5 10.0 o 0.0 25 5.0 7.5 10.0

Fault Resistance [Ohm] Fault Resistance [Ohm]

Fig. 7. Feasibility of the Grid-Following Inverter Under Faults.

B. Grid-Forming Inverter Model

The performance of the grid-forming inverter models
under line-to-line, single line-to-ground, and 3-phase faults
were evaluated; the results are presented in Fig. 8§—13.
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Fig. 8. Simple Grid-Forming — Fault Currents [A] For Line-Line Fault.
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Fig. 9. Simple Grid-Forming — Fault Currents [A] For 3-Phase Fault.

The voltage-current relationship for the grid-forming in-
verters during and outside saturation match the relationship
presented in [7]. The experimental results presented in
[6] showed the sequence currents supplied by the grid-
forming inverters for various fault types, but provided
little to no information about the injected powers during
faulted conditions. Based on the sequence current results,
the developed simple and complex grid-forming inverter

models appear to provide comparable sequence current
injections. However, it can be observed that unlike the
developed grid-following inverter model, the grid-forming
models fail to be feasible for certain fault types.
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Fig. 10. Simple Grid-Forming — Fault Currents [A] For Line-Ground
Fault.

The simple grid-forming inverter model failed to provide
feasible solutions for all fault impedances in the line-line
fault (Fig. 8). This likely occurred because the source was
too stiff, as in [6] it was observed that the angles of the
faulted phases jumped by 40 degrees. This model was
incapable of allowing the voltage source to adjust enough
to handle the fault, which can be seen in the jumps in
voltage in Fig. 8.
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Fig. 11. Complex Grid-Forming Fault Currents [A] For Line-Line Fault.

The complex grid-forming inverter model failed to pro-
vide feasible solutions for all fault impedances in the 3-
phase fault (Fig. 12). From the results, the voltages and
currents do not seem to exhibit any harsh jumps and do
not seem to indicate an obvious issue resulting from the
voltage or current constraints. It appears that the power
constraints are the source of infeasibility, which can be
seen by comparing Fig. 9 and Fig. 12.

It must be noted that the voltages in the line-to-line
fault exhibited similar jumps as was seen in the simple
grid-forming inverter model, but unlike that model, the
complex model was able to allow the voltage magnitudes
to decrease more to allow the solution to be feasible.
The jumps in the voltage magnitudes can be attributed
to the voltage magnitude constraint, which is applied to
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Fig. 12. Complex Grid-Forming Fault Currents [A] For 3-Phase Fault.
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Fig. 13. Complex Grid-Forming Fault Currents [A] For Line-Ground
Fault.

both faulted phases, not establishing a preference on which
phase should be lower than the other during the fault, and
hence both solutions are feasible.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The introduced continuous variable inverter models for
balanced and unbalanced distribution networks are im-
proved versions of the preliminary models used in PMsP
for pf, opf, and fault studies. The developed grid-following
inverter model presented in this work is able to provide
feasible and reasonable results for a variety of common
fault types. On the other hand, the developed simple and
complex grid-forming inverter models still require future
work to improve behavior: to correct the infeasible results
for line-to-line and 3-phase faults observed in the simple
and the complex models, respectively. From the simula-
tion results, the modeling of the inverter as a Thevenin
equivalent source did not allow the voltage angles to adjust
enough to allow for a feasible solution. Usually, Thevenin
sources are capable of sourcing a large amount of current
to allow for the proper voltages at the terminals. This is not
possible with the grid-forming inverter models because of
current saturation especially at low fault impedances. The
complex model is capable of adjusting the terminal voltage
of the inverter to compensate for current saturation, but
has a limit on the amount of power that can be injected

into the system which caused infeasibility on the transition
between saturated and non-saturated current injection in the
3-phase fault. The power limit was not an issue with the
simple model because there was no constraint on power
injection with a Thevenin source. Future work will look
on combining the simple and complex model to overcome
the limitation of the two models.

This work has laid down the foundation for developing
relaxed models for both grid-following and grid-forming
inverter models for use in optimization problems. The use
of continuous activation variables (to indicate inverter cur-
rent saturation) over the use of mixed-integer formulation
will allow for the inverter models to be integrated into
optimization problems on larger, more complex distribution
networks.
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