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Abstract—The importance and cost of time-domain simulations
when studying power systems have exponentially increased in
the last decades. With the growing share of renewable energy
sources, the slow and predictable responses from large turbines
are replaced by the fast and unpredictable dynamics from power
electronics. The current existing simulation tools require new
solutions designed for faster dynamics. Physics-Informed Neural
Networks (PINNs) have recently emerged in power systems to
accelerate such simulations. By incorporating knowledge during
the up-front training, PINNs provide more accurate results over
larger time steps than traditional numerical methods. This paper
introduces PINNs as an alternative approximation method that
seamlessly integrates with the current simulation framework.
We replace a synchronous machine for a trained PINN in
the IEEE 9-, 14-, and 30-bus systems and simulate several
network disturbances. Including PINNs systematically boosts
the simulations’ accuracy, providing more accurate results for
both the PINN-modeled component and the whole multi-machine
system states.

I. INTRODUCTION

Time-domain simulations are routinely used in power sys-
tems to ensure a stable and reliable operation. These sim-
ulations provide critical insights to study and analyse the
system’s response to a wide range of operating conditions
and disturbances [1], [2]. The current simulation tools are
facing major and growing computational challenges. The green
transition is shifting the power systems operating paradigm,
resulting in faster and more distributed grid dynamics. The
established simulating frameworks, although they are modular
and numerically stable, rapidly become very computationally
expensive when studying fast dynamics [3].

Thus, over the past few decades, a big effort in the power
system community has been centred on accelerating simulation
platforms. Well-known examples of such effort are more com-
puting resources, more optimized algorithms [4], and model
order reduction methodologies [5]. Although these efforts
have improved the efficiency of the simulation platforms, they
are still constrained by the fundamental theory. In order to
achieve significant computation advantage for time-domain
simulations, we need to rethink core modeling decisions.

In recent years, Neural Networks (NNs) have revolutionized
multiple fields. By learning from data, they are capable of
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approximating any given continuous function [6]. The so-
called Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs), which in-
corporate the governing physics during training, were recently
shown to learn any given system of differential equations
(ODEs) [7]. Yielding high-speed and sufficiently accurate re-
sults over long time steps, a trained PINN offers an alternative
to the classical methods, as it is not constrained by small
time steps to ensure accuracy and numerical stability [8]–
[10]. These characteristics make PINNs extremely attractive
for power system dynamic simulations. In the power systems
field, they were first used by [11] to capture the so-called
swing equation of a single-machine infinite bus system.

A new wave of power systems research followed to harness
the PINN characteristics in time-domain simulations [12]. The
first approaches focused on capturing whole system dynamics
with one model, quickly demonstrating simulation speed-ups
of up to four orders of magnitude [13]–[15]. However, high
up-front training costs and poor generalisation made this an
unfeasible implementation strategy. The next approaches tried
to overcome these scalability and generalistion issues by train-
ing for individual components. The authors in [16] introduced
a novel simulator where each component is captured by PINNs
and later interfaced with a root-finding algorithm. To remove
barriers for the adoption of PINNs in power system dynamic
simulations, [17] introduced a parametrization compatible with
the established simulation frameworks which can enable the
seamless integration of PINNs to existing tools. In that work,
terminal voltages were considered as the interfacing variables
between components.

This paper offers a new perspective on how PINNs can
be parametrized to better capture dynamic components and be
integrated into the established simulation framework, boosting
its accuracy and speed performance. The formulated PINNs
capture the component dynamics considering the system’s in-
teraction through the internal circuit variables, i.e. the injected
currents. This formulation is compatible and non-exclusive
with other integration methods, allowing simulations to model
different components with both PINNs and traditional methods
simultaneously. It further enables a better synergy between
time-domain simulations and emerging deep learning tech-
niques, benefiting from both frameworks’ characteristics. The
contributions of this paper are as follows:

• We propose a Physics-Informed Neural Networks
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(PINNs) formulation as a more accurate alternative to
the classic numerical methods used in power system sim-
ulation frameworks. Using injected currents to interface
with the system, the formulation learns the dynamics of
individual components.

• In the IEEE 9-, 14-, and 30-bus test systems, we capture
the machine having the lowest inertia with a PINN and
simulate the system’s response to different network dis-
turbances. We show how introducing a PINN significantly
improves the overall accuracy of the simulation.

We post our code online [18], so that the power systems
community can (i) use our framework to boost their dynamic
simulations with PINNs, or (ii) train their PINNs for their
specific components.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In
Sec. II, we formulate the time-domain simulation problem
and the current limitations. In Sec. III, we propose PINNs as
an accurate alternative to traditional integration methods. Test
results, collected from the IEEE 9-, 14-, and 30-bus systems
are presented in Sec. IV. Conclusions are offered in Sec. V.

II. POWER SYSTEM MODELING AND OPPORTUNITIES

In this section, we formulate the time-domain simulation
problem, describe the numerical integration techniques used
for the differential equations, and define the algorithm used
to carry out the simulation iteratively. We consider the phasor
mode approximation, describing how the phasors evolve with
time and neglecting electromagnetic phenomena.

A. Time-domain simulations problem

An electric power system consists of a set of dynamic
components, described by a system of nonlinear differential
equations, that interact inside a shared network, defined by
the power flow equations. This system of Differential and
Algebraic Equations (DAE) has the form

d

dt
x = f(x, Ī, V̄ , u) (1a)

Ī = h(x, V̄ ) (1b)
0 = g(x, Ī, V̄ ), (1c)

with the component state variables x(t) ∈ ℜn, the complex
bus voltages V̄ (t) ∈ ℜm, the complex injected currents
Ī(t) ∈ ℜn, and inputs u(t) ∈ ℜn. The states update function
f : ℜn+m ⇒ ℜn, and the component’s internal circuits and
network equations h: ℜn+m ⇒ ℜn and g: ℜn+m ⇒ ℜm,
respectively. We compute the initial variable values by solving
the power flow equations and then solve the system over time.

B. Numerical integration of the differential equations

The system described by (1) cannot be solved analytically;
thus, we need to integrate the differential equations to obtain
the explicit values of x. This integration is described in (2),
where we go from the initial value xn to a future value xn+∆t:

xn+∆t = xn +

∫ tn+∆t

tn

f(x, Ī, V̄ , u)dt. (2)

Since we cannot compute the exact integration, we rely on
numerical methods to approximate it. The approximation can
be expressed with an explicit or implicit algebraic relationship,
which, applied to (1), yields a system of nonlinear algebraic
equations that can be solved.

We assume the system is characterized as a semi-explicit
DAE of index-1, which is assured for most practical cases
[19]. This allows the discretization of the differential equations
with classical numerical methods.

The available integration methods fall into two categories:
explicit and implicit. In this work, we consider implicit meth-
ods from the Runge-Kutta (RK) family, which assume a poly-
nomial evolution of the state variables x in (2). Among these
methods, the trapezoidal rule is the most widely implemented,
and extensively used in most commercial simulation software.
Assuming the update functions to only depend on states and
injected currents, the resulting system becomes

xn+∆t = xn +
h

2
(f(xn, Īn) + f(xn+∆t, Īn+∆t)) (3a)

Īn+∆t = h(xn+∆t, V̄n+∆t) (3b)
0 = g(xn+∆t, V̄n+∆t), (3c)

which can now be analytically solved as a standard nonlinear
system of equations. The simulation is then solved iteratively
with the specified time steps, gradually building up to the
desired simulation time or convergence.

C. Time step selection: accuracy v. speed
Estimating (1a) with (3a) induces an approximation error.

The only way to control this error is by controlling the
time step size. The smaller the time step, the smaller the
approximation error ε incurred, tending to zero following

lim
∆t→0

ε(∆t) = 0. (4)

Reducing the time step drastically increases the simulation’s
accuracy. However, reducing the step size comes with a con-
sequential computational increase, as the number of iterations
needed to solve the simulation is proportional to the time
step reduction. This trade-off between accuracy and simulation
speed dominates all practical applications [20].

Until recently, power system dynamics have been simulated
with fairly large step sizes. The time responses given by
synchronous machines are slow and damped, as they rely on
turbines with large inertia constants. This is not the case with
inverter-dominated systems, whose dynamics become faster
and more unpredictable. Thus, new tools are needed to enable
the safe and reliable integration of new technologies.

D. Opportunities for new computing methods
Understanding the current simulation framework provides

information on the limitations of the theory and the oppor-
tunities for improvement. The current simulating framework
is reliable and flexible but it is computationally expensive for
small time step sizes. This opens the door to new methods,
with their potential characteristics listed below.

1) As discussed previously, current integration techniques
are limited to tiny time steps to maintain accuracy.



Thus, new methods that more accurately approximate
the integration can provide larger time steps without
compromising accuracy.

2) A key characteristic relates to the modularity of the
simulating framework. The dynamics of each component
interact with the network and not directly with other
components. Thus, the system’s Jacobian presents a
block structure that allows component dynamics, shown
in (1a), to be approximated by different methods.

PINNs offer accurate and numerical stable differential function
approximations over large time step sizes. These character-
istics make it an attractive alternative to item 1. Item 2
enables a modular integration of PINNs, approximating only
the specified differential equations.

The following section explains the PINN formulation and
how it can be seamlessly integrated into the existing simulating
frameworks to boost their performance.

III. NEURAL NETWORKS INTEGRATION

This section formulates PINNs and establishes them as an
alternative integration method, describing their input domain
and training routine.

A. General formulation

We use a fully connected feed-forward neural network with
K hidden layers and Nk neurons in each layer [21]. The
hidden layers consist of the weight matrices W k and bias
vectors bk. These form the learnable parameters of the PINN,
Θ = {W k, bk}. All layers consider a non-linear activation
function σ. Thus, the mapping from inputs to outputs is defined
by

zk+1 = σ(W k+1zk + bk+1), ∀k = 0, 1, ...,K − 1. (5)

To achieve a structure similar to (2), we adjust the output
layer to enforce the initial conditions xn as hard constraints,
and multiply the PINNs output by the step size. This approach
improves numerical consistency, and effectively provides an
alternative to traditional integration schemes, such as Runge-
Kutta methods. Defined in (6), it provides a direct mapping
between initial and final differential states,

x̂n+1 = xn +∆t×
(
σ(WKzK + bK)

)
. (6)

B. PINN formulation

The input domain considers all the simulation variables to
capture the correct trajectories. These fall into three groups: (i)
time step size ∆t, (ii) initial states xn(t), and (iii) algebraic
variables evolution Īn(t), accounting for the system’s inter-
action. Equation (6) becomes (7) when considering the input
domain, establishing PINNs as a method to approximate (2).
This formulation uses the same variables as the trapezoidal
rule, previously described in (3a).

x̂n+1 = xn +∆t× PINN(∆t, xn, Īn, Īn+h), (7)

Unlike traditional integration schemes, the presented PINN
formulation can approximate any nonlinear continuous func-
tion with a very fast evaluation speed. Figure 1 conceptually

illustrates its performance compared to the previously intro-
duced trapezoidal rule. The black line represents the exact
dynamics of f(x, y) that we are trying to approximate. The
trapezoidal rule would evaluate these functions at the end of
each time step, and linearly interpolate the state evolution in
between. Instead, the PINN trajectory directly targets the exact
trajectory. The red areas depict the difference between the
exact trajectory and the approximations. The smaller the red
areas, the more accurate and numerically stable the simulation
is. Thus, at the cost of the PINN training time, we achieve an
approximation that is accurate, fast, and whose accuracy does
not rely on the step size, but on how long it was trained for.

Trapezoidal Rule

Time t [ms]

f
(x

,
y
)

PINN Approximation

Time t [ms]

f
(x

,
y
)

Fig. 1. Depicted are the trapezoidal rule (blue) and PINN approximation
(green) algorithms to estimate the integral of the differential equation (1a).
These are compared to the exact trajectory (black line) using the same
time steps (black dots). The red areas depict the errors between exact and
approximated trajectories.

C. Input domain
To allow for repeated use of the same PINN throughout sim-

ulations, we need to define an input domain for the states Xx

and Xy that captures the component dynamics for any given
input value. This means that the operating ranges of xn(t)
and Īn(t) have to be parametrized in the PINN. For example,
internal voltage inputs would be within E′

d−q ∈ [0.94, 1.06], or
the rotor angle within δ ∈ [−π, π]. Thus, with a time step size
defined within ∆t ∈ [0,∆tmax], the trained model effectively
captures the evolution of the differential equation (1a) for all
possible variable values.

The injected currents Īn(t), which account for the network
interaction, are parametrized at the beginning and end of
the time step, Īn and Īn+∆t. We assume a linear profile
within each time step. With this input formulation, the PINN
can represent the component in any simulation and operating
conditions, i.e. it becomes case-independent.

D. Integration
The presented approach is fully compatibile with the estab-

lished simulation frameworks. The method is a non-exclusive
alternative to existing numerical schemes. It uses deep learning
to improve one of the primary simulation shortcomings, which
is the trade-off between accuracy and speed.

One of the primary strengths of the proposed approach is
that the models are integrated into the simulation algorithms in
a plug-and-play fashion. Thus, both PINNs and RK schemes
can be used in the same simulation to approximate the
differential states of different components. This modularity
enables a smooth method integration and creates an efficient



synergy between deep learning and traditional mathematical
algorithms. Figure 2 depicts how the approximation methods
that connect the dynamic components with the shared network
are applied and how they can be replaced by PINNs. For
simplicity purposes, Fig. 2 introduces a PINN as an approx-
imation alternative only for the third dynamic component.
However, any component can be approximated by a PINN,
and simulations can incorporate multiple components modeled
by PINNs.

Ī = Ȳ V̄

x1 = Trapezoidal Rule(t, x1, I1)d
dt

x1 = f(x1, I1)

x2 = Trapezoidal Rule(t, x2, I2)d
dt

x2 = f(x2, I2)

x3 = Trapezoidal Rule(t, x3, I3)

x3 = PINN(t, x3, I3)

d
dt

x3 = f(x3, I3)

.

.

.

xn = Trapezoidal Rule(t, xn, In)d
dt

xn = f(xn, In)

Network EquationsApproximation MethodsDynamic Components

V1

x1, I1

V2

x2, I2

V3

x3, I3
V3

x3, I3

Vn

xn, In

Fig. 2. Represented is the power system dynamic simulations problem.
Several dynamic components that share a network evolve and interact simul-
taneously. To solve this system, we algebraize the component dynamics with
a RK method, such as the trapezoidal rule, or, as we propose in this paper,
a trained PINN. The integration is modular: any component can be captured,
and a simulation can include multiple components captured by a PINN.

E. PINN training procedure

To obtain the final trained models, i.e., the neural networks’
weights and biases, we utilize a loss function containing two
components: a data-based loss and a physics-based loss. The
data-based loss, denoted as Lu, uses the mean squared error
to minimize the difference between PINN prediction and the
target values provided by a dataset, Du. The dataset contains
simulated states for various initial conditions, time step sizes
(h), and algebraic evolution parameterizations.

Lu =
1

Nu

Nu∑
j=1

∥∥∥xj
n+1 − x̂j

n+1

∥∥∥2
2
, (8)

Additionally, to leverage the underlying physics of the
problem in the training, we use a physics-based loss Lp:

Lp =
1

Np

Np∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥ d

dt
x̂(tj)− f

(
x̂j , ŷj

)∥∥∥∥2
2

. (9)

Both data-, and physics-based losses, inspired by the formu-
lation proposed in [13], require the initial states, the algebraic
parametrization, and the selected time step size to solve the
differential equations. The loss terms are added together with
the hyper-parameter α, as shown in (10a). The loss function is
minimized with a gradient-descent algorithm by updating the
weights and biases of the chosen architecture.

min
{Wk,bk}1≤k≤K

Lx(Dx) + αLc(Dc) (10a)

s.t. (5), (6). (10b)

F. Limitations of the PINN approximation
In our current PINN application, we view the up-front

training cost as a strength rather than a limitation, highlighting
the method’s flexibility. This training up-front cost allows
the deep learning method to learn the dynamics before the
simulation, resulting in more accurate simulations and signifi-
cantly improving computational efficiency. PINNs essentially
enable the incorporation of knowledge inside its method,
effectively shifting a portion of the computational burden from
the simulation phase to the offline training phase.

The primary limitation arises from assuming a linear evo-
lution for the injected currents within the time step. The
difference between the linear and exact profiles introduces
prediction errors that grow with large step sizes. Thus, the
method also has a maximum step size to ensure the required
accuracy. If the assumed current profiles were more accurate,
we could further increase the step sizes. We are working on
better algebraic profiles to expand PINNs to larger step sizes.

Secondly, while the trained model provides significant appli-
cation benefits, it also restricts its generalization to changing
parameters. Thus, it is essential to ensure that the training
process accounts for all relevant parameter and variable com-
binations encountered during the simulation.

IV. NUMERICAL STUDY

This section uses the IEEE 9-, 14- and 30-bus test systems,
described in [22], to show how PINNs can replace and work
together with numerical integration schemes to improve the
power system simulations accuracy. We present the case stud-
ies used, followed by the PINN implementation. Test results
are then analyzed for the three test systems.

A. Case study
We consider a DAE model in the current-balance form,

as it is typically implemented in most industry software [2].
Equation (11) adapts the formulation from (1) to a standard
power system,

d

dt
xi(t) = fi(xi(t), Īi(t)) ∀i = 1, 2, . . . , Nc (11a)

Ī = hi(xi(t), V̄i(t)) (11b)
0 = gj(xi(t), V̄j(t)), ∀j = 1, 2, . . . , Nj (11c)

where Nc are the number of dynamic components and Nj the
number of buses in the system. gj(xi(t), V̄j(t)) describes the
network and can also be written as

0 = Ȳ V̄ − Ī = gj(xi(t), V̄i(t)), (12)

where Ȳ is the complex admittance matrix.
The studied IEEE test systems consist of synchronous gen-

erators, condensers and loads distributed among its buses. The
synchronous machines are modeled with the state space model
and stator circuit described by (13) and (14), as described in
[2].[

T ′
do

T ′
qo

1
2H

]
d

dt

[
E′

q

E′
d
δ

∆ω

]
=

 −E′
q − (Xd − X′

d)Id + Efd

−E′
d + (Xq − X′

q)Iq
2πf∆ω

Pm − E′
dId − E′

qIq − (X′
q − X′

d)IdIq − D∆ω


(13)



[
Id
Iq

]
=

[
Rs −X′

q
X′

d Rs

]−1 [E′
d − V sin(δ − θ)

E′
q − V cos(δ − θ)

]
, (14)

where {E′
q, E

′
d, δ,∆ω} are the differential states and

{Id, Iq, V, θ} the algebraic variables. For this study, we sim-
plify the machine model by setting X ′

q = X ′
d and finding

the integral manifold where E′
q and E′

d remain constant.
Here, (13) describes the state update function (1a), and is
approximated by either a trapezoidal rule as in (3a) or by
a PINN approximation as in (7). (14) represents the internal
circuit represented by (1b). Each dynamic component is added
together with the network equations (12). The formulation is
developed using a per unit system.

Table I summarizes the structure of the studied systems.
There are two types of dynamic components (DyC): syn-
chronous generators (SG) and condensers (SYNC) [23]. These
components are connected to the buses specified for each
system. The synchronous generator SG*, present in all studied
systems, will be the dynamic component replaced by a PINN.
Thus, we train a single PINN that represents its parameters and
integrate it into the simulation of all systems under different
network disturbances. The following numerical analysis shows
the performance gains of integrating PINNs into simulations.
The parameters of all machines are available in [18].

TABLE I
SYSTEMS’ COMPONENTS, LOADS AND LINES DESCRIPTION

System #DyC SG SG* SYNC #Loads #Lines

9-bus 3 {1,2} {3} - 3 9
14-bus 5 {1} {2} {3,6,8} 11 20
30-bus 6 {1} {2} {5,8,11,13} 22 41

B. PINN implementation
The power system simulation framework and the PINN

training are developed in Python and leverage the NumPy
and Torch packages [24], [25]. The training is implemented
using an NVIDIA Tesla A100 GPU [26]. The loss function
is optimized with the Adam optimizer for 106 epochs. The
learning rate is reduced using a delayed exponential decay
function. The trained PINN consists of 64 neurons for each of
the three hidden layers. We use the tanh activation function.

C. Simulation algorithm and disturbances
Our subsequent analysis compares the simulation perfor-

mance of two algorithms, the traditional and the hybrid. Both
algorithms are identical. They compute the initial conditions
at t = 0 using a power flow solver and simulate over time
using the Newton-Raphson method at each time step. The
only difference lies in the method used to approximate the
dynamics of the machine SG*. In the traditional algorithm,
the trapezoidal rule is used for all machines, including SG*.
In contrast, the hybrid algorithm employs the trained PINN to
model the dynamics of the machine SG*.

The simulation results are obtained with only one single
PINN trained for the machine SG*, which is present in every
system. This showcases the modularity of the algorithm, where
PINNs for different models can be trained and included in the

simulation in a plug-and-play manner. Since the formulation
is fully compatible, there are no restrictions on how many
components or which ones are captured by PINNs. The
captured ranges and parameters of the PINN model used for
all simulations are summarized in Table II.

TABLE II
INPUT DOMAIN OF INITIAL CONDITIONS Xx AND Xy IN P.U.

∆t [ms] E′
q,i E′

d,i δi ∆ωi I0,∆t
d,i I0,∆t

q,i

[1, 40] [0.4, 1.2] [0.4, 1.2] [−π, π) [−0.02, 0.02] [0.4, 0.8] [0.4, 0.8]

H D Xd X′
d Rs Tm Efd

3.01 0.903 1.3125 0.1813 0.0 0.85 1.04

D. Simulation results

This section compares the performance of the two simula-
tion algorithms presented, i.e., the traditional solver, which
only uses trapezoidal rules for integration, and the hybrid
solver, which incorporates the PINN to model one of the
present machines, SG*. First, we analyze the accuracy im-
provements achieved by incorporating the PINN into the
IEEE 30-bus system while simulating three different network
disturbances. The disturbances considered are: an increase in
load at bus 20 by 0.08 pu (L20

+0.08), a reduction in mechanical
torque at bus one by 0.3 pu (G1

−0.3), and a reduction in load
at bus 12 by 0.11 pu (L12

−0.11). All simulations consider the
network disturbances at tfault = 0.2 s and use a time step size
of ∆t = 20 ms. The exact trajectory is computed with ∆t = 1
ms. The results are verified by comparing their converged
solution with the power flow tool from PowerModels.jl [27].

Table III shows the accuracy improvement of all variables
using the hybrid solver against the traditional one. Variables
labeled as x∗ show the performance improvement of the
replaced machine SG*, and xavg show the average perfor-
mance improvement of all the other components. The largest
accuracy improvement appears in the variables associated with
the machine modeled by the PINN, as the trained PINN
yields more accurate approximations than the trapezoidal rule.
However, the overall system also benefits from a more accurate
representation of SG* as seen in Table III.

TABLE III
AVERAGE ACCURACY IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE 30-BUS SYSTEM (IN %)

Simulation δ ω Id−q

δavg δ∗ ωavg ω∗ I
avg
d−q I∗

d−q V
avg
m

L20
+0.08 3.7 39.2 2.2 38.9 6.0 38.5 4.5

G1
−0.3 6.4 39.7 4.1 39.5 8.6 38.8 3.3

L12
−0.11 5.6 34.4 3.6 33.3 8.1 33.7 4.9

Figure 3 depicts the frequency evolution in the IEEE 30-bus
system after a step load increase in bus 20 of 8 MW. The right
plot shows an example of how the accumulated errors of the
hybrid solver throughout the system variables are smaller and
propagate slower than with the traditional solver.
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Fig. 3. Time evolution of the IEEE 30-bus system after a sudden step in the
load of bus 20. On the left, the machine frequencies evolve to convergence. On
the right, the first 5-second error evolutions of the frequency fNG2, modeled
with a trapezoidal rule or PINN inside the system simulation.

The same PINN model previously applied to the syn-
chronous machine SG* is used across all studied IEEE test
systems. In this analysis, we consider a 100% step increase in
the load at the last bus of each system. The results, presented
in Table IV, demonstrate that PINNs significantly enhance the
accuracy of the modeled component while also substantially
improving the accuracy of the rest of the system. These
findings establish PINNs as a deep learning method capable
of enhancing the performance of current simulation solvers.

TABLE IV
AVERAGE ACCURACY IMPROVEMENTS FOR DIFFERENT SYSTEMS (IN %)

System δ ω Id−q

δavg δ∗ ωavg ω∗ I
avg
d−q I∗

d−q V
avg
m

IEEE 9 12.8 40.3 9.5 39.9 17.9 40.3 13.1
IEEE 14 2.8 44.4 0.7 40.5 8.2 40.8 2.5
IEEE 30 4.0 52.3 1.8 45.6 8.7 51.6 9.2

V. CONCLUSIONS

This paper presents a new approach to modularly integrate
Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) into time-domain
simulations. Initially, we train a PINN to accurately model
the dynamics of a single component across a wide range of
operating conditions, taking its interaction with the system into
account. The trained PINN demonstrates improved accuracy
in approximating power system component dynamics, partic-
ularly for larger time step sizes. Subsequently, we incorporate
PINNs as an alternative to traditional numerical methods
within the dynamic simulation framework. We show that the
proposed method significantly enhances simulation accuracy
by simulating several network disturbances in the IEEE 9-, 14-,
and 30-bus systems. This integration opens the door to a better
synergy between time-domain simulations and the emerging
machine-learning methods to boost simulating accuracy and
speed. Future work will capture more dynamic components
and adapt the formulation to the electromagnetic transients
framework.
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