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Abstract—This paper addresses the challenge of
transient stability in power systems with missing pa-
rameters and uncertainty propagation in swing equa-
tions. We introduce a novel application of Physics-
Informed Neural Networks (PINNs), specifically an
Ensemble of PINNs (E-PINNs), to estimate critical
parameters like rotor angle and inertia coefficient
with enhanced accuracy and reduced computational
load. E-PINNs capitalize on the underlying physical
principles of swing equations to provide a robust
solution. Our approach not only facilitates efficient
parameter estimation but also quantifies uncertainties,
delivering probabilistic insights into the system behav-
ior. The efficacy of E-PINNs is demonstrated through
the analysis of 1-bus and 2-bus systems, highlighting
the model’s ability to handle parameter variability
and data scarcity. The study advances the application
of machine learning in power system stability, paving
the way for reliable and computationally efficient
transient stability analysis.

Index Terms—power systems, stability analysis,
physics-informed neural networks, ensemble PINNs.

I. INTRODUCTION

Machine learning has significantly influenced
power system stability and dynamics for quite some
time [1]. Recent advancements include the ever-
increasing load demands, integration of renewable
energy, and distributed energy resources (DERs),
substantially altering the power systems’ landscape
and raising stability and security concerns [2, 3].
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This shift necessitates accurate transient simulations
and marks the obsolescence of viewing networks
as static entities, driving the demand for precise
simulation tools for comprehensive stability studies
and ensuring system reliability [4].

Swing equations, describing synchronous gener-
ator dynamics, play a critical role in power sys-
tem transient stability. They posed a significant
challenge due to the computation intensity nature
for solving the accompanying differential equa-
tions through traditional techniques such as Eu-
ler’s, Adams’, Runge-Kutta, and Newton-Raphson
[5]. The transition to variable renewable energy
sources complicates this further, introducing swift
and severe transients. To mitigate these issues, data-
driven approaches have been explored, offering
rapid inference speeds and excellent performance
with ample data [1, 6, 7]. However, they require
large data sets, are susceptible to data contami-
nation, and may struggle with predicting extreme
scenarios. A potential solution is to forge a direct
link to the foundational physical principles. Fortu-
nately, a fusion of prior physics-based knowledge
with machine learning algorithms has resulted in a
new machine learning method, namely the Physics-
Informed Neural Networks (PINNs), marking a leap
forward in accuracy and reliability of the models in
use [8]. In situations where data is scarce, com-
putational speed is paramount, and there is a ro-
bust understanding of the theoretical model, PINNs
present a promising mean for addressing differential
equations in power system transient stability. PINNs
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have found applications across various domains of
power systems, including solving AC power flows
[9] and analyzing converter dynamics [10], as well
as in transient stability analysis [11, 12].

However, challenges remain, particularly in rela-
tion to unknown parameters. Parameters in swing
equations can be uncertain or unknown in numer-
ous scenarios, such as in customized or modified
equipment that might have parameters differing
from standard models. Additionally, some param-
eters may vary based on operational conditions,
and these dependencies might not be fully under-
stood or accurately modeled. While additional data
could potentially be utilized to determine the correct
parameters, the presence of noise from various
sources, including environmental conditions and de-
vice limitations, complicates the procure of accurate
data extraction [13, 14]. The noisy or corrupted
data collected for PINNs could lead to unreliable
predictions.

Our research is poised to bridge these gaps,
with a focus on estimating the rotor angle and
inertia coefficient. In this study, we exploit the
capabilities of neural networks and integrate them
with the physical constraints inherent in the swing
equation to efficiently estimate these parameters.
Our research stands out in its ability to showcase the
effectiveness of PINNs in addressing power system
transient stability challenges and in quantifying
the uncertainty surrounding the inertia coefficient.
Accurately determining the inertia coefficient is
challenging due to a multitude of factors including
limited data availability, variations among genera-
tors, time-dependent changes, and intrinsic model-
ing uncertainties. Our approach involves employing
an ensemble of PINNs (E-PINNs), allowing us
to encompass uncertainty and provide probabilistic
assessments of power system behavior and perfor-
mance. Consequently, we can deliver both the vari-
ance of the Gaussian distribution of the predicted
parameter and the confidence interval, highlighting
the accuracy of our estimated inertia coefficient.
The practical applicability of our method is demon-
strated through examples involving 1-bus and 2-bus
systems.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION: SWING
EQUATIONS WITH UNKNOWN PARAMETERS

The stability of a power system is a pivotal
concern that encapsulates the system’s capability
to remain in a state of equilibrium, and to en-
dure not only during normal operations but also
when subjected to abrupt disruptions. The com-
ponent of stability known as transient stability is
particularly concerned with the system’s ability to
return to a steady state after sudden occurrences
like changes in load, faults, or generator outages.
For a more granular understanding of transient
stability, professionals frequently resort to employ-
ing the swing equation. This fundamental equation
is instrumental in assessing the dynamic response
of three-phase synchronous generators during tran-
sient disturbances. It effectively encapsulates the
movement of rotor angles, providing a streamlined
yet profound view of the system’s initial reaction
to stability perturbations. Despite its inherent ap-
proximations, the swing equation is a significant
analytical resource for initial evaluations of a power
system’s response to perturbations. The behavior of
the rotor angles δi for generator i is modeled by the
swing equation as shown in (1):

mi
d2δi
dt2

+ di
dδi
dt

+ Pei = Pmi, (1)

Here, mi symbolizes the inertia coefficient for gen-
erator i, di represents the damping coefficient, Pei

is indicative of the electrical power output which
includes electrical losses, while Pmi corresponds to
the mechanical power input from the prime mover,
accounting for mechanical losses, all expressed in
per unit values. To determine the electrical power
at each bus Pei from (1), it is necessary to address
the power flow problem given by (2):

Pei = Vi

N∑
n=1

binVn cos(θi − θn − θYin) + Pli (2)

In this expression, bin stands for the susceptance
values within the system matrix. The angles θi, θn,
and θYin pertain to the angular positions at buses i



and n, and the angle of the line impedance, respec-
tively. Vi and Pli denote the voltage magnitude and
the load at each bus.

In various situations, the parameters within the
swing equations can be rife with uncertainty or
remain unidentified, such as in bespoke or modified
equipment where the parameters deviate from stan-
dard specifications. Moreover, certain parameters
might fluctuate with operational conditions, and
these changes are often not completely compre-
hended or precisely replicated in models. While
supplementary data could be harnessed to pinpoint
accurate parameters, the precision of measurement
devices and sensors is not absolute, resulting in
parameter uncertainties. The data afflicted by noise
or corruption which is gathered for inverse problem
methods, including PINNs, can lead to untrust-
worthy forecasts. Within this complex landscape,
we embark on a dual-pronged inquiry aimed at
overcoming two main obstacles. Our first endeavor
is to predict the outcome of the swing equation:
the rotor angle δi in (1). The second challenge
lies in deducing the inertia coefficient mi for our
generators, a parameter that remains elusive within
our swing equation. The ambiguous measurements
and the inherent data acquisition uncertainties add
layers of complexity to our grasp of the system’s
operations. These dual difficulties — the elusive
parameters and the pervasive uncertainty — over-
shadow the analysis of power system stability, com-
pelling the exploration of advanced methods beyond
conventional approaches.

III. OUR METHOD

A. PINNs on Power Systems

In this section we delve into the architecture and
methodology of Physics-Informed Neural Networks
(PINNs) on power systems. A PINN on power
systems comprises four main components: the in-
put, the neural network, the output, and the loss
function. The input domain of swing equations,
denoted as Ω = [0, T ]× [0, P ], corresponds to time
t and the input mechanical power Pmi ranges spec-
ified in the dataset subsection. The neural network
input itself is bifurcated into two distinct terms:
(tu, Pu, ū) is data-driven, while (tf , Pf ) is derived

from a theoretical physical model, which is defined
by ODEs/PDEs. Initially, tu and Pu in the data-
driven part are time and power data samples from
initial/boundary conditions, and ū corresponds to
the ground truth of (tu, Pu). However, further in our
study we will add a certain percentage of labeled
collocation points in the supervised learning part,
which consists of data placed within the domain of
our problem. The total number of labeled data is
denoted by Nu. The variables tf and Pf represent
the time and power in the general region for a
set of points Nf within the domain. These points
are subjected to validation by the theoretical phys-
ical model, specifically the swing equation of the
particular system. The set of differential equations
for each bus will be denoted as f(t, P ), following
the formulation presented in (3), aligning with our
observations from (1).

f(t, P ) =
2Hi

w0

d2δi
dt2

+ Pei +Di
dδi
dt

− Pmi (3)

Overall, the ultimate objective of the neural net-
work is to discover the most suitable θ parameters
while aiming to minimize LMSE :

LMSE = LMSE,u + LMSE,f , where

LMSE,u =
1

Nu

Nu∑
k=1

∣∣u (tku, xk
u

)
− ūk

∣∣2
LMSE,f =

1

Nf

Nf∑
j=1

∣∣∣f (
tjf , x

j
f

)∣∣∣2
(4)

where LMSE,u corresponds to the loss of labeled
data and LMSE,f corresponds to the differential
equation loss.

B. Uncertainty Quantification

The operation of quantifying and assessing un-
certainties that develop in various power system
components, such as generation, transmission, and
distribution, is known as uncertainty quantification
(UQ). UQ methods in power systems typically
involve statistical analysis, probabilistic modeling,
and simulation-based approaches. These techniques
help assess the likelihood and potential impacts of
different uncertainties on power system variables



such as voltage levels, power flows, stability, and
reliability. In this section we will consider the iner-
tia, mi as the unknown parameter of our equation.
We will then quantify its uncertainty providing the
variance and average of its Gaussian distribution
given a set of time and power. Finally we will
calculate the confidence interval, which will help
us estimate how accurate or estimation is.

Inspired by [15], we employ the Ensemble PINNs
(E-PINN) to achieve the above objectives. The
framework for each bus contains n pairs of fully
connected neural networks, where each pair of neu-
ral networks has one neural network predicting the
rotor angle and a second neural network predicting
its inertia coefficient. Each PINN member of the
E-PINN relies on model diversity to generate un-
certainty estimates. There are n number of models,
each of them shows variation from the other as they
are trained with a different range noise in the data,
different boundary conditions for power and time,
different percentages of collocation points for the
supervised learning part, and each of them uses
different initialization for all network weights and
biases.

The last step involves the inversion of the Quan-
tity of Interest (QoI), which is achieved through the
posterior Gaussian distribution p(mi|t, P, u). Once
the E-PINN has been trained, a surrogate model
for the QoI has been created. Only the inputs are
relevant to the QoI prediction. Our estimate inertia
coefficient can be approximated by m̂i(t, P ; θj) for
the neural network j:

p(mi|x, d) ∼ N (mi(t, P ), σ2)

µ ≈ n−1
n∑

j=1

m̂(t, P ; θj)

σ2 ≈ n−1
n∑

j=1

(m̂(t, P ; θj)
2 − µ2)

(5)

The equation quantifies the QoI uncertainty by
applying ensemble statistics, as it procures the mean
and variance of its Gaussian Distribution, where
θj represents the parameters of the j-th model.
By employing ensemble statistics, the equation pro-
vides an unbiased estimate of the mean of the QoI.

This approach naturally incorporates the uncertainty
inherent to the model itself.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

The MATLAB numerical solver ode45 was em-
ployed to generate the dataset, creating 100 varied
trajectories for power variation and documenting
201 time steps for each trajectory. As a result,
the final datasets encompassed 20100 angle data
samples. Simulations were conducted for a 1-bus
system with a single generator, and a 2-bus system
with two generators and one load. For training our
E-PINN, six different models for the 1-bus and three
for the 2-bus system were utilized.

Fig. 1. Comparison of the exact solution with the PINN
predicted angle δ in a 2-bus system.

Uncertain active power input was assumed within
the ranges [0.08, 0.18] for the 1-bus system and
[0.51, 1.51] for the load in bus 2 in the 2-bus system.
for the load in the 2-bus system. A hundred trajec-
tories over time intervals [0, 20]s and [0, 1]s were
generated for the 1-bus and 2-bus systems respec-
tively. Voltage magnitudes V1 and V2 in the 2-bus
system were maintained at 1 p.u. with b12 = 0.2 p.u.
The inertia coefficient was treated as an unknown
in the ODE loss. For the unsupervised learning
phase, 9000 out of the possible 20100 points were
used. Diverse noise levels were introduced to the
input data across different models, and additional
labeled data ranged from 25% to 50%. We also
adjusted the range’s upper and lower bounds for
power change in each model. Figure 1 illustrates
the angle predictions of the two generators in the
2-bus system by the PINN, displaying the predicted
angles in blue and the actual angles in red, across
four distinct power trajectories. Notably, the angle



estimations are precise, with average absolute rela-
tive errors of approximately 3.420585 × 10−3 and
3.486263 × 10−3 for generators 1 and 2, respec-
tively.

Subsequent to deploying Ensemble PINNs, the
resulting Gaussian Distributions for generators 1
and 2 are depicted in Figure 2. Analysis of these
distributions reveals mean inertia coefficients of
0.3976 and 0.1484 for the swing equation, closely
matching the ground truth values of 0.4 for the 1-
bus system and 0.132629 for generator 2 in the 2-
bus system, respectively.

(a) (b)

Fig. 2. (a) Gaussian Distribution of the inertia parameter
obtained by the 1-bus system E-PINN with Mean 0.3976 and
Standard Deviation 0.0383; (b) Gaussian Distribution of the
inertia parameter of Generator 2 obtained by the 2-bus system
E-PINN with Mean 0.1484 and Standard Deviation 0.0098.

V. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, our study has successfully demon-
strated the efficacy of Physics-Informed Neural
Networks (PINNs) in the realm of power system
stability analysis, particularly in transient stability
assessment with uncertain and missing parame-
ters. By leveraging the ensemble of PINNs (E-
PINNs), we have presented a method that not only
predicts key parameters such as rotor angle and
inertia coefficient with remarkable precision but
also quantifies the associated uncertainty through
probabilistic measures. Future work can explore the
adaptation of this methodology to uncertainty of
rotor angels, damping coefficients, a broader range
of power system models, and the inclusion of real-
world operational data, with the ultimate goal of
achieving a more resilient and reliable power grid.
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