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Abstract

Electric power systems with growing penetration of renewable generation face problems of frequency oscillation and increased
uncertainty as the operating point may veer close to instability. Traditionally the stability of these systems is studied either in
terms of local stability or as an angle synchronization problem under the simplifying assumption that decouples the amplitude
along with all dissipations. Without the simplifying assumption, however, the steady state being studied is basically a limit
cycle with the convergence of its orbit in question. In this paper we present an analysis of the orbital stability of a microgrid
integrating the proposed type of distributed generation controller, whose internal reference voltage arises from the rotation
of the reference frame much like a rotating machine. We utilize the shifted passivity framework to prove that, with sufficient
dissipation, such system is globally convergent to a nontrivial orbit. This is the first global stability result for the limit cycle of
such system in the full state space, which provides new insight into the synchronization mechanism as well as how dissipation
plays a role in the orbital stability. The proposed controller is verified with a test microgrid, demonstrating its stability and
transient smoothness compared to the standard droop control.

Key words: Grid-forming control; Microgrid; Orbital stability; Limit cycle; Symmetry of dynamical system; Shifted
passivity; Rotating machine.

1 Introduction

Microgrids are considered key to achieving sustainabil-
ity of power systems by transitioning from centrally
operated power plants to distributed energy resources
(DER). Microgrid primary control refers to the lower-
level control that determines the transient dynamics
under sudden load or generation changes. Besides the
steady state characteristics, the primary control of ac
microgrid is designed to maintain stability under large
power disturbances while relying on minimum com-
munication between DER units. The stability analysis
of primary control is thus the basis of all microgrid
functionalities, where the main problem is to find the
optimal DER control scheme and parameters to ensure
stability and transient smoothness for the microgrid.

⋆ Corresponding author Y. Li. Tel. +1-814-863-9571. Fax
+1-814-865-6392.

Email addresses: xuj49@psu.edu (Xinyuan Jiang),
cml18@psu.edu (Constantino M. Lagoa),
daning@psu.edu (Daning Huang), yql5925@psu.edu
(Yan Li).

A prerequisite for the stability of primary control is to
allow flexibility in the DER power output so that the
power disturbance can be shared in steady states. This
steady state power sharing is usually provided by the
droop characteristic of the control (droop control) where
active and reactive power droop down relative to their
nominal values depending on the frequency and voltage
increases. Droop control can be roughly classified as ei-
ther related to the swing equation [11, 38, 39] or virtual
oscillators [18, 43]. Due to the variable frequency, the
stability problem of droop control is more difficult than
a set point tracking problem considered in [34,42,45].

The difficulty in analyzing the stability with droop con-
trol lies in the coexistence of rotational symmetry and
the n-torus space where the phase angles live. Due to
rotational symmetry, the motion of the system never
converges along the symmetry, resulting in a symmetry-
invariant orbit. The common approach in dealing with
systems with continuous symmetry is to reduce dimen-
sionality, i.e., to express the system in a set of transverse
coordinates with respect to the symmetry [3, 24, 35].
In general, the reduced dynamics may be more compli-
cated or the transverse state space may be pathologi-
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cal [10]. In the case of a microgrid, however, since its
angle symmetry can be removed by switching to rela-
tive angles, the reduction approach works to some de-
gree. The main issue is that the dissipation that needs
to be checked for a candidate Lyapunov function cannot
be obtained easily in transverse coordinates. For exam-
ple, in [11, 39], the strategy is to find an energy func-
tion in the original coordinates, not necessarily bounded
from below, but decreases monotonically along the mo-
tion, and then to check whether this function is con-
vex at the equilibrium point that exists in the trans-
verse coordinates, and hence local stability. They extend
the traditional of energy function in the power engineer-
ing [8] and avoid the issue of expressing dissipation in
the symmetry-invariant coordinates. The limitation of
this approach is that the Lyapunov function cannot pro-
vide any information on the attractive set. To find dissi-
pation in symmetry-invariant coordinates, however, one
faces the contradiction between dissipativity and peri-
odicity in the n-torus space. This is partially addressed
in [38], which proves almost global stability using the
invariance principle and the proposed Leonov function
to bound the phase angles in Rn. It remains challenging
to analyze the symmetry-reduced dynamics with more
detailed microgrid models with dissipation.

Due to the angle symmetry, the steady state of a micro-
grid is basically a limit cycle; that is without changing
to transverse coordinates. To date, few works have ap-
proached the stability problem of microgrids as the or-
bital stability of its limit cycles. Existing methods for
the stability of a limit cycle include Floquet theory and
Poincare map [30], method of slices [3], and index iter-
ation theory [12, 13]. The existing Lyapunov analysis of
orbital stability relies on finding transverse and parallel
coordinates [17,25,44,50]. Except for transverse contrac-
tion [25], the existing methods suffer from the same issue
in expressing dissipation in changed coordinates, while
transverse contraction may be too conservative and re-
quires the knowledge of an invariant set. Recently, anal-
ysis of limit cycle stability with virtual oscillator con-
trol (complex droop control) is given in [43], which con-
structs a Lyapunov function for the full dynamics based
on that of the globally asymptotically stable reference
dynamics, and in [18], which uses linear dissipation to
dominate the nonlinear term for regulating the voltage
amplitude. However, a physical approach to the stability
of limit cycles of full power system dynamics focusing on
the angle symmetry and the different reference frames,
from which these limit cycles originate, is still missing.

In this paper we study the stability of a periodic orbit
of the microgrid in the original coordinates. Using the
port-Hamiltonian (pH) system formalism, the full model
of the system is considered, which includes amplitude
and angle variables as well as the dissipations. A special
technique in choosing the complex state variables in the
pH system enables the model to exhibit features of both
the internal reference frames, where the internal DER

control is based, and the external reference frame, where
the interactions between DERs occur. The orbital sta-
bility of a limit cycle is proved by finding the limit sets
of trajectories, and the fundamental difference between
the frequency variables, defined in terms of time deriva-
tives, and the remaining variables is identified as the ob-
stacle in finding a Lyapunov function for the periodic
orbit. The major contributions are summarized below:

• A DER inner control scheme that modifies the stan-
dard cascaded double loop is shown to offer global
convergence guarantee to a periodic orbit indepen-
dently of the DER operating point, swing equation
parameters, network topology, or line resistance.

• The traditional synchronization problem is studied
from the perspective of convergence to the orbit of
a symmetry-invariant limit cycle, leading to a new
passivity-like condition for convergence rather than
an attractive set for the phases of the generators.

• A special modeling technique for rotational systems
with both internal and external reference frames
is used for modeling the DER subsystems, which
reconciles the dynamics in both reference frames.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
Section 2, preliminaries on symmetry-invariant limit cy-
cle and port-Hamiltonian system is covered. In Section 3,
the microgrid system is modeled and the energy balance
equation is derived. In Section 4, the global convergence
properties of the limit cycle is proved. In Section 5, the
passivity-based DER control problem is formulated. In
Section 6, a numerical example simulates the proposed
control scheme in a test system and compares it with the
standard droop control. Section 7 concludes this paper.

Notation. The imaginary unit is j. The matrix form of
j is defined as J =

[
0,−1; 1, 0

]
. A vector of ones is 1n,

and a vector of zeros is 0n. An identity matrix is In. A
zero matrix is 0n×m. The subscript of these notations is
sometimes omitted if the dimension is clear from the con-
text. The 1-torus with 2π equivalence is T = R/2πZ [4].
The transpose of a matrix A is AT, and the Hermitian
transpose is A∗. A column vector that stacks the series
of elements xi, i = 1, . . . , n, is col(xi). For two vectors
x, y that belong to an inner product space X, the inner
product is ⟨y,x⟩. The adjoint of a linear L : X → X is
L∗. For a self-adjoint L, L < 0 denotes negative defi-
niteness, i.e., ⟨x,Lx⟩ < 0 for all x ∈ X. For a function
g : Cn → R of complex variables, the complex gradient
is ∇g(x) = 2col( ∂g

∂x∗
i
) where ∂g

∂x∗
i

is the Wirtinger deriva-
tive [33]. The complement of a set E is Ec.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Symmetry-invariant limit cycle

Consider the autonomous system with no input ẋ = f(x)
where x ∈ X ⊂ Cn and f : X → X.
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A symmetry of a dynamical system is a Lie group of au-
tomorphisms T (τ) : X → X diffeomorphic to the Lie
group R+ (or T+) such that it maps the set of all solu-
tions to itself.

The infinitesimal generator of the group T (r) is given
by G = dT

dr (0), which maps from the state space to the
tangent space. For a system with the symmetry T (r),
we have the equivalent form of the system d

dtT (r)x =
f(T (r)x). See [10,27,35,36] for more background. In this
paper, we are concerned with angle symmetry which is
given by T (τ)x = ejτx, τ ∈ T.

A limit cycle is a steady state that is isomorphic to the
circle. We are concerned with limit cycles invariant to
the angle symmetry, which are given by the set

E = {x : T → X | x(τ) = ejτx(0) and
∃ω ∈ R s.t. f(x(τ)) = jωx(τ), ∀τ ∈ T} (1)

The orbit associated with a limit cycle x ∈ E is denoted
as

Φ = range(x) =
{
ejτx(0) | τ ∈ T

}
.

If ω = 0 in (1), x is called a stationary limit cycle. Note
that the value for ω depends on the frequency of the
reference frame chosen. For example in a reference frame
rotating at ω′, the system equation is replaced by

ẋ = f ′(x) = f(x)− ω′Gx.

Then the steady-state frequencies of all limit cycles are
subtracted by ω′. Thus the notion of a stationary limit
cycle is relative to the reference frame.

Remark 1 The limit cycle condition in (1), compared to
the equilibrium point condition f(x) = 0n, has the ad-
ditional complexity that the equilibrium frequency ω has
to be solved as well. Traditionally, the stationary limit
cycles of a power system are solved as a power flow prob-
lem [23] under the assumption that ω is a fixed value (50
Hz or 60 Hz). To find the precise limit cycle, however,
requires solving a set of equations involving impedance
values dependent on ω. The advantage of the framework
of shifted passivity introduced in [26] is the ability to sep-
arate the stability problem from the concrete steady-state
behavior, and so the set E is not solved explicitly in this
paper. We only assume that the set E is nonempty.

2.2 Port-Hamiltonian system

Consider the pH system with the state vector x ∈ X,
Hamiltonian H : X → R≥0, and the input u ∈ Cm,
which writes [46]

ẋ = F(x)∇H(x) +Gu (2a)
y = G∗∇H(x). (2b)

Here, y ∈ Cm is the natural output, F(x) ∈ Cn×n is a
matrix that depends on the state, and G ∈ Cn×m is a
constant matrix.

The framework of shifted passivity in [26] is based on
the shifted version of a storage function at an equilib-
rium point. For a continuously differentiable function
H : X → R, the shifted version of H(x) at x′ is defined
as [26]

H(x,x′) = H(x)−H(x′)− ⟨∇H(x′),x− x′⟩. (3)

The gradient w.r.t. the first variable is given by

∇xH(x,x′) = ∇H(x)−∇H(x′). (4)

For the special case that H(x) is quadratic, there is ad-
ditionally ∇x′H(x,x′) = −∇xH(x,x′).

Definition 2 Consider the pH system (2) and an equilib-
rium point (x,u). Let y = G∗u. The pH system (2) is
shifted passive w.r.t. (x,u) if, for all x ̸= x, there is

Ḣ(x,x) ≤ ⟨y − y,u− u⟩.

To interpret Definition 2, note that, if F(x) is a constant
matrix, the energy balance for the shifted Hamiltonian
writes

Ḣ(x,x) = ⟨∇xH(x,x), ẋ− ẋ⟩ (5)
= ⟨∇H(x)−∇H(x),F∇H(x) +Gu− F∇H(x)−Gu⟩
= ⟨∇H(x)−∇H(x),F[∇H(x)−∇H(x)]⟩

+ ⟨y − y,u− u⟩, (6)

where we subtracted the equilibrium in (5) and used the
adjoint of G in (6). Hence, if range(∇H(·)−∇H(x)) =
X, shifted passivity of the system (2) is equivalent toF <
0. Notice that if H(x) is quadratic, the energy balance
(6) still holds for ẋ ̸= 0 (e.g., if x is a periodic orbit). In
case pH systems are connected with memoryless input-
output mappings, we include the following definition.

Definition 3 Consider the input-output mapping Υ :
Cm → Cm and an equilibrium input u. Let y = Υ(u).
The input-output mapping Υ is shifted passive w.r.t. u
if there is

0 ≤ ⟨Υ(u)−Υ(u),u− u⟩. (7)

If (7) holds for all u, this property is known as the equi-
librium independent passivity of the input-output map-
ping [40] and is equivalent to Υ being monotone [37].

3 Model of the microgrid system with DERs

We shall apply the hierarchical port-Hamiltonian ap-
proach to power network modeling introduced in [15] to
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model the microgrid and its subsystems. The microgrid
is viewed as a directed graph with edges that include the
DER generator (G), R–L line (T ), shunt capacitor edges
(C), where the Π model of the distribution line is as-
sumed. Different from [15], we treat the loads, assumed
static [42], as additive disturbances to the dynamics of
the shunt capacitors. The nodes include the DER gener-
ator, load, and ground node. For simplicity, we assume
that the ground node has zero potential; the sets of gen-
erator and load nodes do not overlap; and the R–L lines
have no interior junctions. Let the microgrid comprise
of g DER generators, ℓ loads, T R–L lines, and g + ℓ
shunt capacitors connected between every generator or
load node to the ground. The total number of edges is
n = 2g + ℓ + T, which are indexed by e = 1, . . . , n. 1
The ordering of the edges is as follows. Edges 1 to g are
generators. Edges g+1 to g+T are R–L lines. The rest
are shunt capacitors. The edge voltage and current di-
rections follow the direction of the edge such that the
head is near the ground. The incidence matrix for the
graph of the power network writes

M =


 Ig

0ℓ×g

 M1 Ig+ℓ

−1Tg 01×T −1Tg+ℓ


where M1 is the incidence matrix of the sub-graph ob-
tained by only keeping the R–L line edges and the nodes
that are attached.

The microgrid is assumed to have balanced three phases,
i.e., every three-phase voltage or current sums to zero so
that we can apply the power-preserving Clarke transfor-
mation [48]:

xα

xβ

0

 =
√

2
3


1 − 1

2 − 1
2

0 −
√
3
2

√
3
2

1√
2

1√
2

1√
2



xa

xb

xc

 . (8)

To facilitate rotational operations, the two-phase quan-
tity [xα xβ ]

T is replaced by the complex quantity x =
xα + jxβ . Under the three-phase balanced assumption,
the mapping xabc 7→ x is unitary.

Assumption 4 Assume that the microgrid has a three-
phase balanced configuration, i.e., xa = xb = xc where x
is the parameter of each phase and that the initial con-
dition is balanced, i.e., xa + xb + xc = 0 where x is the
current or voltage of each phase.

The network constraints for the edges are modeled with
the edge inputs and outputs being either the edge volt-

1 To avoid confusion with other subscripts, the subscript e
is never replaced by its value.

age or the edge current. Let U =
[
V T

G, V
T
T , V

T
C

]T, I =[
ITG, I

T
T , I

T
C

]T, V =
[
V T

C , 0
]T denote, respectively, the

edge voltages, the edge currents, and the node poten-
tials. Then the interconnection laws of the power net-
work are given by [47]

MI = 0 (KCL)
MTV = U (KVL).

Assume that the current is the input to the edges corre-
sponding to the generators and R–L lines, and the volt-
age is the input to the edges corresponding to the shunt
capacitors. The constraints for the inputs and outputs
can be obtained from KCL and KVL as[

V T
G, V

T
T , I

T
C

]T
= W

[
ITG, I

T
T , V

T
C

]T (9)

where

W =


0g×g 0g×T

[
Ig 0g×ℓ

]
0T×g 0T×T MT

1−Ig

0ℓ×g

 −M1 0g+ℓ

 .

As will be discussed in detail in the rest of this section,
the edge dynamics have the pH form (2) with the in-
put matrix Ge,1 for interactions with other directly con-
nected edges and the input matrix Ge,2 for the load dis-
turbance. The overall microgrid dynamics with the net-
work constraints in (9) writes

ẋ = diag
(
Fe(xe)

)
∇H(x) + col(Ge,2Υe(xe))

+ diag
(
Ge,1

)
W diag

(
G∗

e,1

)
∇H(x) (10)

where x = col(xe), H(x) =
∑n

e=1He(xe), and Υe(xe)
are the disturbances from the load currents. Hence the
overall system dynamics consist of the internal dynam-
ics Fe(xe)∇He(xe), the skew-Hermitian interaction dy-
namics diag

(
Ge,1

)
W diag

(
G∗

e,1

)
∇H(x), and the load

disturbance col(Ge,2Υe(xe)). The change in the Hamil-
tonian is affected only by the internal dynamics and the
load disturbance.

Due to that the reference angle of an AC system can be
chosen arbitrarily, the microgrid system (10) possesses
angle symmetry [20, 41]. We will choose the state vari-
ables x of the model such that the angle symmetry is
expressed as

T (τ)x = ejτx, τ ∈ T. (11)

A symmetry-invariant limit cycle is written as x(τ) =
ejτx(0). As will be seen later, although the limit cycle
has a circular orbit, we can initially treat the problem of
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its stability similarly to the case of an isolated equilib-
rium point with a shifted function. In what follows, we
assume the existence of a symmetry-invariant limit cy-
cle x(τ) of (10) and let the phase angle parameter τ be
a constant for now.

3.1 Edges for R–L lines (e = g + 1, . . . ,g + T)

The equation for the R–L line is given by

Leİe = −ReIe + Ve, (12)

To express it in pH form, define the state xe = LeIe, in-
put ue = Ve, and HamiltonianHe(xe) =

1
2Le∥Ie∥2. The

pH system as in (2) is defined with Fe = −Re, Ge,1 = 1,
and the natural output ye = Ie. From (6), we obtain the
energy balance as

Ḣe(xe,xe(τ)) = −Re∥Ie − Ie(τ)∥2

+ ⟨ye − ye(τ),ue − ue(τ)⟩.

3.2 Edges for shunt capacitors and loads (e = g + T +
1, . . . , 2g + ℓ+ T)

The equation for the shunt capacitor with the load dis-
turbance is given by

CeV̇e = −GeVe + Ie +Υe(Ve). (13)

To express it in pH form, define the state xe = CeVe
and Hamiltonian He(xe) =

1
2Ce∥Ve∥2. The pH system

as in (2) is defined with Fe = −Ge, Ge,1 = 1, Ge,2 = 1.
From (6), we obtain the energy balance as

Ḣe(xe,xe(τ)) = −Ge∥Ve − V e(τ)∥2

+ ⟨Ve − V e(τ),Υe(Ve)−Υe(V e(τ))⟩
+ ⟨ye − ye(τ),ue − ue(τ)⟩.

Hence the shunt capacitor edge is shifted passive if the
load disturbance Υe is shifted passive.

Assumption 5 Assume that the load input-output map-
ping Υe satisfies the shifted passivity inequality (7) for
all V e, Ve.

This is true for the most basic constant impedance load.
For other types of static loads such as ZIP and exponen-
tial load, shifted passivity holds only for a set of equi-
librium input V e and instantaneous input Ve [42]. For
simplicity, we assume that shifted passivity of the static
load mapping holds globally.

3.3 Edges for DER generators (e = 1, . . . ,g)

The block diagram 2 of a grid-forming DER subsystem
with the generalized cascaded double loop control [1,32]
is shown in Fig. 1 in the external reference frame. The
objective of the primary-level DER control is to keep
the active power output around the set point Pn set by
the secondary control and to maintain system stability
in cooperation with other DERs’ controls in transient
situations, which requires power sharing in the pres-
ence of load randomness [16]. In order to share the load
changes, droop characteristic is manifested in various
types of grid-forming controls [9, 39], which adapts the
DER’s power output based on internal frequency and
voltage representations so that the powers are shared as
the microgrid approaches a steady state. In Fig. 1, droop
characteristic is manifested in the swing equation (14)–
(15) [48] and the voltage loop (16): At an equilibrium
point, there are the relations, P −Pn = −(ω−ωn)/Rreg

and Vo − Vn = −jXIt, where X > 0 is the virtual reac-
tance [49].

Mω̇ = −(ω − ωn)/Rreg −
(
ℜ{I∗t Vo} − Pn

)
(14)

θ̇ = ω (15)

The linear full state feedback control structure in (16)–
(18) in terms of the controller state variables β, ξ ∈ C
in the internal reference frame (their angles are relative
to ejθ) and the control gain K ∈ C1×6 generalizes the
classical frequency-domain cascaded voltage and current
loops [32]. Here m ∈ C is the modulation index for the
inverter PWM signal, which produces, if we ignore the
switching frequency, Vt = 1

2Vdcm. The equations for the
double loop controller in the internal reference frame are
given below:

β̇ = (Vn − jXIt)− Vo (16)
ξ̇ = Kivβ − It (17)

m = K̂
[
Ib, Vo, It, β, ξ

]T
+K0Vn. (18)

Remark 6 The classical double loop [32] and the full state
feedback (16)–(18) share the same orders of integration
for each power circuit variable. Indeed, any double loop
with a set of PI gains can be converted into the equivalent
full state feedback with the gains K, Kiv and K0, but not
in the reverse direction due to the additional feedback of
ω in (18). Here, Kiv ∈ R is an unresolved PI gain that
needs to be determined before designing K.

Finally, the equations for the power circuit RLC filter
and the coupling line segment in the internal reference

2 We drop the subscript e in this subsection to ease notation.
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Cascaded PI
eq. (16)–(18)

Swing eq.
(14)–(15)

jX

Vn

Rf Lf

Itejθ

Rc Lc

Ibe
jθCf

Voejθ
−

Itejθ−

ejθ+

ejθ

mejθ

+

−
Vtejθ

+

−
Voejθ

+

−
Vbe

jθ

+
−

Vdc

Fig. 1. Single-phase diagram of DER control system in the
external reference frame (variables are defined with angles
referenced to ejθ)

with the input Vb are given below:

Lcİb = −jωLcIb −RcIb + Vo − Vb (19)
Cf V̇o = −jωCfVo + It − Ib (20)

Lf İt = −jωLfIt −RfIt +
1

2
Vdcm− Vo. (21)

Remark 7 In (16)–(21), the variables are defined in the
internal dq-reference frame such that the d-axis is aligned
with ejθ and the q-axis leads the d-axis by π/2. Hence
there is the term −jωx in (19)–(21). This technique is
standard in the analysis of synchronous machines [23,
28]. The benefit is that in steady state these variables re-
turn to a unique equilibrium point rather than rotating
at the frequency of ω. Since the reference frame transfor-
mation is unitary, i.e., ℜ{(xejθ)∗yejθ} = ℜ{x∗y}, the
expression for the real power in (14) can be approximated
by ℜ{I∗t Vo} ≈ Vnℜ{It} because Vo is close to Vn − jXIt
given fast inner loop dynamics (16).

We make the following modifications to the system given
by (14)–(21). First, we replace the term for calculating
the real power ℜ{I∗t Vo} by Vnℜ{It}. This modification
introduces no steady-state error. Second, we replace Vn
by (Vn/ωn)ω for a constant angle φ0. Since ω is de-
signed to vary within 5% of the nominal ωn, the mag-
nitude is approximately unchanged. It is also consistent
with how the synchronous generator produces the inter-
nal EMF [23]. Third, we redefine the double loop in the
external reference frame and remove It from the current
loop (17). (The current limiting functionality of the cur-
rent loop may be alternatively provided by the virtual
impedance.) The equations are given by

˙(βejθ) = −Vo − jXIt (22)
˙(ξejθ) = jωnξe

jθ +Kiv(βe
jθ − j

Vn
ωn
ejθ)

+ j(ω − ω)ejθ. (23)

The last input term in (23) is justified later. Using the
approximation that ω ≈ ωn, we obtain the same steady
state condition as (16)–(17) since the following relations
hold:

˙(ξejθ) = jωnξe
jθ =⇒ βejθ = j

Vn
ωn
ejθ

=⇒ ˙(βejθ) = −Vnejθ.

Fourth, we change the swing equation (14)–(15) to the
reference frame of the constant frequency ω0 := ω so
that after the change of variables the steady-state swing
angle θ1(τ) is a constant and ω = 0. The subscript 1 de-
notes this reference frame. The reference frame for the
remaining equations is unchanged. Fifth, we split the
variables in the internal reference frame, e.g., β and Ib,
into their real and imaginary parts and multiply each by
the complex phase angle of the internal reference frame
ejθ; that is, the complex variable x = xr + jxi in the in-
ternal reference frame is replaced by the pair of complex
variables [

xrejθ, xiejθ
]T
. (24)

Define the constants J =M/ωn, D = 1/(Rregωn), T0 =
((ωn −ω0)/Rreg +Pn)/ωn, ψ = Vn/ωn, η = KivVn/ω

2
n,

and denote ω̂ = ω + ω0. We rewrite (14)–(21) as

J ˙(jωejθ1) = −Djωejθ1 − jψIrt e
jθe−jφ − Jω2ejθ1 + jT0e

jθ1

˙(ejθ1) = jωejθ1

˙(βrejθ) = ω̂βiejθ +XIit − V r
o e

jθ + jω̂βrejθ

˙(βiejθ) = −ω̂βrejθ −XIrt − V i
o e

jθ + jω̂βiejθ

˙(ξrejθ) = −(ωn − ω̂)ξiejθ +Kivβ
rejθ +Kivψ

iejθ

+ jω̂ξrejθ

˙(ξiejθ) = (ωn − ω̂)ξrejθ +Kivβ
iejθ −Kivψ

rejθ

+ ωejθ + jω̂ξiejθmrejθ

miejθ

 = Ǩ
[
Ibe

jθ, Irb e
jθ, V r

o e
jθ, V i

o e
jθ, Irt e

jθ, Iite
jθ, ...

βrejθ, βiejθ, (ξ − η)rejθ, (ξ − η)iejθ
]T

Lc
˙(Irb e
jθ) = ω̂LcI

i
be

jθ −RcI
r
b e

jθ + V r
o + jω̂LcI

r
b e

jθ

Lc
˙(Iibe
jθ) = −ω̂LcI

r
b e

jθ −RcI
i
be

jθ + V i
o + jω̂LcI

i
be

jθ

Cf
˙(V r

o e
jθ) = ω̂CfV

i
o e

jθ + Irt e
jθ − Irb e

jθ + jω̂CfV
r
o e

jθ

Cf
˙(V i

o e
jθ) = −ω̂CfV

r
o e

jθ + Iite
jθ − Iibe

jθ + jω̂CfV
r
o e

jθ

Lf
˙(Irt e
jθ) = ω̂LfI

i
te

jθ −RfI
r
t e

jθ

+
1

2
Vdcm

rejθ − V r
o e

jθ + jω̂LfI
r
t e

jθ

Lf
˙(Iite
jθ) = −ω̂LfI

r
t e

jθ −RfI
i
te

jθ

+
1

2
Vdcm

iejθ − V i
o e

jθ + jω̂LfI
i
te

jθ, (25)
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where Ǩ ∈ R2×10, and φ = ω0(t − t0) is the angle of
the internal voltage source in the reference frame of the
swing equation. We assume that the phase difference
between the two reference frames is zero at t0 so that
θ − θ1 = φ. To simplify notation, we will use xri for
[xr, xi].

Remark 8 Note that the reference voltage Vn, which is
originally a constant input to the voltage loop in (16),
is achieved in (22)–(23) by controlling the steady state
value of β to jψ. The resulting derivative term −ω̂ψejθ is
sometimes called the speed voltage in the context of syn-
chronous generators [23]. It arises from the speed of the
internal reference frame relative to the stationary refer-
ence frame, rather than a feedback from the state variable
jωejθ of the swing equation. This unidirectional coupling
from the controller dynamics to the swing equation will be
exploited in the stability analysis in the next section. The
only trade-off is that the equilibrium value of β, which
now determines the equilibrium voltage Vo, is regulated
to jψ with the best estimate of ω0 by ωn in (23), i.e.,
frequency deviation can cause deviation from the voltage
droop relation.

To write the system in pH form, define the state vector
x =

[
xT
1 , x

T
2

]T where

x1 =
[
LcI

ri
b e

jθ, CfV
ri
o ejθ, LfI

ri
t e

jθ, βriejθ, ξriejθ
]T
,

x2 = [x6, x7
]T

=
[
jϵJωejθ1 , ϵejθ1

]T
,

and ϵ > 0 is a scaling factor to be determined later, the
Hamiltonian

H(x, φ) =
1

2
⟨x̃1,Q1x̃1⟩+

1

2
ϵ−2J−1∥x6x∗7∥2 (26)

where Q1 = diag
(
L−1
c I, C−1

f I, L−1
f I, I, I

)
and

x̃1 =
[
LcI

ri
b e

jθ, CfV
ri
o ejθ, LfI

ri
t e

jθ, ...

βriejθ, (ξ − η)riejθ
]T
.

The inner product in (26) is defined as ⟨x1,x
′
1⟩ =

ℜ{(Nx1)
∗Nx′

1} where

N =



1 j 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1 j 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 j 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 j 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 j


. (27)

The gradient of the Hamiltonian is

∇H(x, φ) =
[
Irib e

jθ, V ri
o ejθ, Irit e

jθ, ...

βriejθ, (ξ − η)riejθ, ...

jϵωejθ1 , ϵJω2ejθ1 − ϵ−1(ξ − η)ejθ1
]T
.

(28)

Define the input and output

u =
[
V ri
b ejθ, (jω)riejθ, jϵT0e

jθ1 − ϵ−1(ξ − η)ejθ1
]T

y =
[
−Irib ejθ, (ξ − η)riejθ, jϵωejθ1

]T
.

We then rewrite the set of equations in (25) into the
following pH system:

ẋ = F(φ)∇H(x) + ω̂F1x+G1u (29a)
y = G∗

1∇H(x), (29b)

with the matrices defined as

F(φ) = F0(φ) +BK

F0(φ) =



−RcI I 0 0 0 02 02

−I 0 I 0 0 02 02

0 −I −RfI 0 0 02 02

0 −I −XJ 0 0 02 02

0 0 0 KivI ωnJ 02 02

0∗2 0∗2 −jϵψe−jφe∗1 0∗2 0∗2 −D −1

0∗2 0∗2 0∗2 0∗2 0∗2 1 0


,

F1 = diag(jI− J, jI− J, jI− J, jI− J, jI− J, 0, 0),

G1 =


−I 02×3

06×2 06×3

03×2 I3

0∗2 0∗3

 , B =


04×2

1
2VdcI

06×2

 , K =
[
Ǩ, 02×2

]
.

(30)

where e∗1 = [1, 0].

We will assume in the sequel that a matrix U ∈ C10×10

that appears in an inner product ⟨p,Uq⟩ (as defined
in (27)) has a complex number structure except for F1,
i.e., it is a real matrix and every 2-by-2 block

[
a, b; c, d]

satisfies a = d, b = −c. Under this assumption, we have
that ⟨p,Uq⟩ = ⟨U∗p,q⟩ where U∗ is the Hermitian of
U, and for a Hermitian symmetric U there is U > 0 =⇒
⟨q,Uq⟩ > 0. See Appendix A for the proof.

We proceed to derive the energy balance for the shifted
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Hamiltonian H(x,x(τ), φ) where

x(τ) = ejτx(0) =[
LcI

ri

b e
jθ(τ), CfV

ri

o e
jθ(τ), LfI

ri

t e
jθ(τ),

β
ri
ejθ(τ), ξ

ri
ejθ(τ), jϵJωejθ1(τ), ϵejθ1(τ)

]T
is a limit cycle with the corresponding input

u(τ) = ejτu(0) =[
V

ri

b e
jθ(τ), (jω)riejθ(τ), jϵT0e

jθ1(τ) − ϵ−1(ξ − η)ejθ1(τ)
]T
.

We obtain that

H(x,x(τ), φ)

= H(x, φ)−H(x(τ), φ)− ⟨∇H(x(τ), φ),x− x(τ)⟩

= H1(x,x(τ), φ) +
1

2
ϵ2Jω2 − 1

2
ϵ2Jω2

− ⟨

 jϵωejθ1(τ)

Jϵω2ejθ1(τ)

 ,
jϵJωejθ1 − jϵJωejθ1(τ)

ϵejθ1 − ϵejθ1(τ)

⟩
= H1(x,x(τ), φ) +

1

2
ϵ2Jω2.

Define the average of the shifted Hamiltonian in φ as

H̄(x,x(τ)) =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

H(x,x(τ), φ)dφ.

Since H(x,x(τ), φ) is sinusoidal in φ, the average func-
tion can be obtained as

H̄(x,x(τ)) =
1

2

[
H(x,x(τ), φ−) +H(x,x(τ), φ+)

]
where φ−, φ+ ∈ T are the unique minimizer and maxi-
mizer, respectively. Since ∂H

∂φ (x,x(τ), φ) = 0 at the two
critical points. We obtain the time derivative as

˙̄H(x,x(τ)) =
1

2

[
Ḣ(x,x(τ), φ−) + Ḣ(x,x(τ), φ+)

]
Each of the time derivatives writes (respectively φ+)

Ḣ(x,x(τ), φ−) = ⟨∇xH(x,x(τ), φ−), ẋ⟩
= ⟨∇xH(x,x(τ), φ−), ẋ− ẋ(τ)⟩ (31)
= ⟨∇H(x, φ−)−∇H(x(τ), φ−), ...

F(φ−)∇H(x, φ−)− F(φ−)∇H(x(τ), φ−)⟩
+ ⟨∇H(x, φ−)−∇H(x(τ), φ−),G1(u− u(τ))⟩

= ⟨∇H(x, φ−)−∇H(x(τ), φ−), ...

(F0(φ
−) +BK)[∇H(x, φ−)−∇H(x(τ), φ−)]⟩

+ ⟨y − y(τ),u− u(τ)⟩, (32)

In (31) we used that H1 is quadratic and ẋ2(τ) = 0. In
(32) we used ⟨p,F1q⟩ = 0 for all p,q ∈ C12, as per the
definition of the inner product. We can find

⟨y − y(τ),u− u(τ)⟩

= −ℜ{(Ibejθ − Ibe
jθ(τ))∗(Vbe

jθ − V be
jθ(τ))}

+ ϵ2ℜ{(jωejθ1 − jωejθ1(τ))∗jT0(e
jθ1 − ejθ1(τ))}

+ ℜ{(jωejθ − jωejθ(τ))∗[(ξ − η)ejθ − (ξ − η)ejθ(τ)]}

− ℜ{(jωejθ1 − jωejθ1(τ))∗[(ξ − η)ejθ1 − (ξ − η)ejθ1(τ)]}

= −ℜ{(Ibejθ − Ibe
jθ(τ))∗(Vbe

jθ − V be
jθ(τ))}

+ ϵ2ℜ{(jωejθ − jωejθ(τ))∗jT0(e
jθ − ejθ(τ))} (33)

where we cancelled the phase difference θ − θ1 = φ be-
tween the two reference frames in the last equality. We
can see that the additional input term in (23) causes the
last two terms in the RHS of the first equality to cancel,
which is the justification for this input. Note that since
φ only affects the internal dynamics the external input
shifted power is independent of φ. The first term in the
RHS of (33) is the shifted input power. The second term
in the RHS of (33) can be manipulated into

ϵ2ℜ{(jωejθ − jωejθ(τ))∗jT0(e
jθ − ejθ(τ))}

= ϵ2T0ω − ϵ2T0ω cos(θ − θ(τ))

= ϵ2T0ω(1− cos(θ − θ(τ)).

We then obtain the energy balance:

˙̄H(x, τ) =
1

2
⟨∇H(x, φ−)−∇H(x(τ), φ−), ...

(F0(φ
−) +BK)[∇H(x, φ−)−∇H(x(τ), φ−)]⟩

+
1

2
⟨∇H(x, φ+)−∇H(x(τ), φ+), ...

(F0(φ
+) +BK)[∇H(x, φ+)−∇H(x(τ), φ+)]⟩

− ℜ{(Ibejθ − Ibe
jθ(τ))∗(Vbe

jθ − V be
jθ(τ))}

+ ϵ2T0ω(1− cos(θ − θ(τ))). (34)

Equation (34) leads to

˙̄H(x,x(τ)) ≤ −ℜ{(Ibejθ − Ibe
jθ(τ))∗(Vbe

jθ − V be
jθ(τ))}

+ ϵ2T0ω(1− cos(θ − θ(τ))) (35)
⇐= F(φ) + F(φ)∗ < 0 for all φ ∈ T. (36)

Note that although the pH model of the DER subsystem
(30) has the input u that depends on the phase angle
of the internal reference frame, the RHS of (35) is the
input shifted power in the external reference frame. It
is not the same as the input shifted power in the inter-
nal reference frame, i.e., −ℜ{(Ib−Ib)∗(Vb−V b)}, which
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would arise if the model is built completely in the inter-
nal reference frame [5]. Notice that although the inter-
nal dynamics are based on the internal reference frame,
the inner product in (27) removes features about the in-
ternal reference frame when power is calculated. Thus
the construction in (24) preserves dynamical features in
both the internal and external reference frames so that
the stability analysis of a network of multiple generators
can be simplified (cf. [6]). Finally, note that the micro-
grid model (10) should be based on model of the DER
subsystems completely in the external reference frame
with the input-output pair (Vbejθ, Ibejθ) for network in-
teraction, which can be easily obtained from (29).

3.4 Overall energy balance

Computing the sum of the energy balance of every edge,
the shifted input powers of the connected edges cancel
with each other by (9). Define the overall shifted Hamil-
tonian as

H(x,x(τ)) =

g∑
e=1

H̄e(xe,xe(τ)) +

2g+ℓ+T∑
e=g+1

He(xe,xe(τ)).

The energy balance writes

Ḣ(x,x(τ)) ≤
g+T∑

e=g+1

−Re∥Ie − Ie(τ)∥2

+

2g+ℓ+T∑
e=g+T+1

−Ge∥Ve − V e(τ)∥2

+

2g+ℓ+T∑
e=g+T+1

⟨Ve − V e(τ),Υe(Ve)−Υe(V e(τ))⟩

+max
φ

g∑
e=1

1

2

∥∥∇He(xe, φ)−∇He(xe(τ), φ)
∥∥2
(Fe(φ)+Fe(φ)∗)

+

g∑
e=1

ϵ2Te,0ωe(1− cos(θe − θe(τ))). (37)

There are the following issues to note about this energy
balance, which will guide how we proceed to prove the
stability of the limit cycle x(τ):

1) The last sum in (35) has linear growth in ωe, which
can be bounded by the quadratic dissipation to ob-
tain an ultimate bounded type result [14]. In order
to prove convergence, we will shrink ϵ to construct
an arbitrarily tight ultimate bound (Section 4).

2) The condition (36) require the proper design of the
feedback gain Ke. For more generality, the design
of Ke is linked to the choice of the Hamiltonian
function because a different Ke corresponds to a
different energy dissipation pattern. Thus, we will
formulate the design problem forKe with a variable
Hamiltonian (Section 5).

We begin to address the first issue in the next section.

4 Condition on the stability of the limit cycle of the
microgrid

We will first show that there is excess quadratic dissipa-
tion in ω to dominate the last linear term in (35). Ob-
serve that, in the set {xe | |ωe| > 2Te,0/De}, the abso-
lute value of this linear term is bounded by

1

2
De∥∇x6He(xe)−∇x6He(xe(τ))∥2

=
1

2
De∥jϵωee

jθe − jϵωee
jθe(τ)∥2 =

1

2
ϵ2Deω

2
e.

Hence based on (36), if the following condition is satis-
fied,

Fe(φ) + Fe(φ)
∗ − diag(010×10, De, 0) < 0, (38)

then the DER subsystem satisfies the shifted passivity
inequality in the set {xe | |ωe| > 2Te,0/De}. This im-
plies that the overall shifted Hamiltonian is decreasing
outside the set {x | |ωe| ≤ 2Te,0/De, e = 1, . . . , g}.
Since the shifted Hamiltonian is quadratic in the shifted
state, we can obtain a partial ultimate bound for |ωe|
based on Theorem 4.18 in [22].

To be precise, let z =
[
zT1 , z

T
2

]T be another set of state
variables where z1 collects the DER states Nx̃e,1 which
has been transformed into the common external refer-
ence frame as well as the states of the remaining edges,
and z2 = ϵcol(ωe) collects the DER internal frequencies
(scaled by ϵ). Then the shifted Hamiltonian can be writ-
ten in the quadratic form

H(x,x(τ)) = Ĥ(z, z(τ)) =
1

2

∥∥z− z(τ)
∥∥2
Q̂

with the positive definite matrix

Q̂ = diag(Q̂1, Q̂2) =


diag(NQeN

∗) 0 0

0 diag(L−1
e ) 0

0 0 diag(C−1
e )

 0

0 diag(J−1
e )

 .

If (38) is satisfied, we have ˙̂H(z, z(τ)) < 0 in the set

Λ1 =
{
z | |ωe| > 2Te,0/De, e = 1, . . . , g

}
.

Since Ĥ(z, z(τ)) ≥ 0 is radially unbounded, the positive
limit set of any trajectory starting in Λ1 is a subset of
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Λc
1, which bounds |ωe|, e = 1, . . . , g. For convenience,

denote µ1 = max{2Te,0/De | e = 1, . . . , g}.

Note, however, that (38) is satisfied as long as ϵ is small
enough. This is because the LHS of (38) is in the block
form 

Ae ϵbe(φ) 010

ϵbe(φ)
∗ −De 0

0∗10 0 0

 .
Taking the Schur complement of the second diagonal
block, we obtain the equivalent condition to (38) as

Ae + ϵ2D−1
e be(φ)be(φ)

∗ < 0. (39)

Assuming that Ae < 0, we can choose

ϵ <

√
λmin(−Ae)

λmax(D
−1
e be(φ)be(φ)∗)

(40)

to guarantee (38).

Secondly we will show that, assuming the bound |ωe| ≤
µ1, e = 1, . . . , g, there exists an arbitrarily tight ulti-
mate bound for ∥z1 − z1(τ)∥ if ϵ is small enough. Based
on (37) and (39), the energy balance for Ĥ(z, z(τ)) in
the set {z | |ωe| ≤ µ1, e = 1, . . . , g} can be written in
the quadratic form

˙̂H(z, z(τ)) ≤
1

2

∥∥∇z1
Ĥ(z)−∇z1

Ĥ(z(τ))
∥∥2
S
−

g∑
e=1

1

2
ϵ2De|ωe|2

+

g∑
e=1

ϵ2Te,0ωe(1− cos(θe − θe(τ)))

≤ 1

2

∥∥∇z1
Ĥ(z)−∇z1

Ĥ(z(τ))
∥∥2
S
+ 2ϵ2µ1

g∑
e=1

Te,0

=
1

2

∥∥z1 − z1(τ)
∥∥2
Q̂1SQ̂1

+ 2ϵ2µ1

g∑
e=1

Te,0,

where

S =


diag(Ae + ϵ2D−1

e beb
∗
e) 0 0

0 diag(−2Re) 0

0 0 diag(−2Ge)

 .

Hence we have ˙̂H(z, z(τ)) < 0 in the set

Λ2(ϵ, τ) =

{
z |

∥∥z1 − z1(τ)
∥∥
Q̂1SQ̂1

> 2ϵ

√√√√µ1

g∑
e=1

Te,0

}
.

Accounting for the maximum decrease of the positive
definite Ĥ2(z, z(τ)), we can bound z1 by the following
set from its initial condition z1(t0):{
z1 |

∥∥z1−z1(τ)
∥∥2
Q̂1

−
∥∥z1(t0)−z1(τ)

∥∥2
Q̂1

≤ 4ϵ2
g∑

e=1

Je
T 2

e,0

D2
e

}
(41)

To balance the rate of change of Ĥ2(z, z(τ)), we intro-
duce a variable phase angle τ̂ as a solution of the fol-
lowing differential equation with z1 being time-varying
parameters:

⟨

Q̂1(z1 − z1(τ))

Q̂2z2

 ,
jτ̇z1(τ)

ż2

⟩ = 0. (42)

Specifically, we consider τ̂ to be a solution of the follow-
ing algebraic equation, which will also satisfy the time-
varying differential equation (42),

⟨Q̂1z1, e
jτz1(0)⟩−

∣∣z∗1Q̂1z1(0)
∣∣+1

2
⟨Q̂2z2, z2⟩ = 0. (43)

Note that the first two terms in (43) are a biased first-
order sinusoid in τ and that |ωe| is bounded. Hence if z is
bounded away from the set {z | z∗1Q̂z1(0) = 0}, we can
choose ϵ to be small enough such that (43) has at least
one solution in T. Then, τ̂ is well defined as a global C1

function of z.

Consider the function Ĥ(z, z(τ̂)). The time derivative of
Ĥ(z, z(τ̂)) given that τ̂ stays constant, writes

˙̂H(z, z(τ̂))
∣∣
˙̂τ = 0

= ⟨

Q̂1(z1 − z1(τ̂))

Q̂2z2

 ,
ż1
ż2

⟩
= ⟨

Q̂1(z1 − z1(τ̂)

Q̂2z2

 ,
ż1 − j ˙̂τz1(τ̂)

0

⟩
= ⟨Q̂1(z1 − z1(τ̂)), ż1 − j ˙̂τz1(τ̂)⟩,

which is equal to the time derivative of Ĥ1(z, z(τ̂)) given
that τ̂ is changing.

We have that ˙̂H1(z, z(τ̂)) < 0 in Λ2(ϵ, τ̂)
c ∩ Λc

1 if z is
bounded away from {z | z∗1Q̂1z1(0) = 0}. Then, for any
δ > 0, we can choose

ϵ <
δ

2

√
λmin(Q̂1)

λmax(Q̂1)

λmin(S)

µ1

∑g
e=1 Te,0

(44)

so that the positive limit set of any trajectory starting
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in Λ2(ϵ, τ̂)
c ∩ Λc

1 is a subset of({
z | ∥z1 − z1(τ̂)∥ ≤ δ

}
∪
{
z | z∗1Q̂1z1(0) = 0

})
∩ Λc

1.

(45)
We are now ready to state the main stability result be-
low.

Proposition 9 Suppose that Ae < 0 for all e = 1, . . . , g
and the state z1 is bounded away from zero. Then every
trajectory of (10) converges to the orbit Φ as t→ ∞.

PROOF. In the prior part of this section, we have es-
tablished that

1) If ϵ satisfies (40), then any trajectory starting in Λ1

returns to Λc
1 in finite time and stays in Λc

1;
2) Any trajectory starting in Λc

1 is bounded with the
bound for z1 dependent on z1(t0) in (41);

3) Given any δ > 0, we can choose ϵ satisfying (44)
such that the positive limit set of any trajectory
starting in Λ2(ε, τ̂)

c ∩ Λc
1 is a subset of (45).

Since δ can be arbitrarily small, the positive limit set of
any trajectory should be in({

z | ∥z1 − z1(τ̂)∥ = 0
}
∪
{
z | z∗1Q̂1z1(0) = 0

})
∩ Λc

1.

(46)
Assume that z1(τ) ̸= 0. Then, the two sets in parenthe-
ses in (46) are disjoint. The largest invariant set in the
first set is the orbit Φ because the internal voltages Vn
replaced by ψeω̂ee

jθe in (16) must have constant magni-
tude for x1 to stay in the first set.

We will show that the second set in parentheses in (46)
is removable under small multiplicative perturbations to
the matrix Q̂1. Let Q̃1 = (I + κe1e

∗
1Q̂

−1
1 )Q̂1 for some

κ > 0, where e1 is the first element of the standard basis.
We can replace the original with the perturbed Hamil-
tonian H̃(x) = 1

2z
∗
1Q̃1z1 +

∑g
e=1

1
2ϵ

−2J−1
e ∥xe,6x

∗
e,7∥2.

(The difference between x and z is that z sums pairs of
variables in the DER state xe,1 to remove information
on the internal reference frame. The same perturbation
on Q̂1 can be written in terms of x using (27).) Then
the system (10) which is in pH form is perturbed as

ẋ = Fdiag((I+ κe1e
∗
1Q̂

−1
1 )−1, Ig)∇H̃(x)

+ col(Ge,2Υe(xe)),

where we have reorganized x so that xe,2, e = 1, . . . , g,
appear in the lower half of x. Using the matrix inversion
formula [31], we can obtain

(I+ κe1e
∗
1Q̂

−1
1 )−1 = I− κe1e

∗
1(I− κQ̂−1

1 e1e
∗
1)

−1Q̂−1
1 .

Hence we can choose κ small enough such that the per-
turbed, F̃ = Fdiag((I−κe1e∗1Q̂−1

1 )−1, Ig), remains neg-
ative definite. Then it can be checked that the same anal-
ysis above still applies, and hence the positive limit set
of any trajectory should also be in({

z | ∥z1 − z1(τ̂)∥ = 0
}
∪
{
z | z∗1Q̃1z1(0) = 0

})
∩ Λc

1.

(47)
Note that

z∗1Q̃1z1(0) = z∗1Q̂1z1(0) + κz∗1e
∗
1e

∗
1z1(0).

Hence the second sets in (46) and (47) are disjoint if
the first element of z1 is nonzero. Then the second set
in (46) cannot contain any positive limit sets such that
the first element of z1 is nonzero. From the assumption,
at least one element of z1 is nonzero. Thus we can con-
struct Q̃1 = (I + κeie

∗
i Q̂

−1
1 )Q̂1 when the i-th element

is nonzero to prove that the second set in (46) does not
contain any positive limit sets. Thus the positive limit
set of any trajectory is the orbit Φ. 2

Since the internal voltage ψeω̂ee
jθe is nonzero if ω̂e is

nonzero, z1 is part of an equilibrium point, i.e., ż1 = 0
only if the internal frequencies z2 = 0. Due to the con-
stant (ωn/Re,reg + Pe,n) in the RHS of the swing equa-
tion (14), the rate of change of the internal frequencies
ż2 ̸= 0 if z = 0. Hence z1 = 0 cannot be part of an
equilibrium point, which validates the assumption that
trajectories are bounded away from z1 = 0 in Proposi-
tion 9.

Three general comments are in order. First, a surpris-
ing implication of Proposition 9 is that if the passivity-
like assumptions are met, the set of symmetry-invariant
limit cycles E can have at most one element. Different
from existing studies on uniqueness of a solution of power
flow [7, 29], this uniqueness result does not rely on the
simplifying assumption that the steady-state frequency
is constant for all possible solutions. Second, Proposi-
tion 9 does not prove asymptotic stability of the set Φ,
which consists of both convergence and Lyapunov sta-
bility. The main issue is that the internal frequencies ωe
are not necessarily stable in the sense of Lyapunov. In-
tuitively, the formation of a steady-state limit cycle in a
power system is a balance between dissipation, supply,
and consumption. Hence dissipation present in the dy-
namics does not stabilize the periodic orbit similar to an
asymptotically stable compact set, i.e., by causing the
energy to monotonically decrease (cf. [50]). This is likely
the reason that a proper Lyapunov function proves dif-
ficult to find for the traditional power system (see [2, 8]
and the references therein). Third, a higher inertia con-
stant Me is generally believed to reduce the frequency
transient and improve system stability, and the purpose
of grid-forming DER control is often framed to provide
simulated inertia. But from the stability analysis above
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on the proposed grid-forming DER control scheme, in-
ertia does not necessarily determine the convergence of
the trajectories. It would be a potential future direction
to study the optimal combination of Me and Re,reg for
more responsive power sharing and smaller frequency
deviation, based on the proposed control scheme that
separates their choice from the stability of the system.

5 Formulation of the design problem for the DER con-
trol gains

Quite similar to the proof of Proposition 9, we will con-
sider replacing the matrix Q̂e,1 in designing the gain Ke
for the e-th DER subsystem. We will drop the subscript
e and use He{A} = A +A∗ to simplify notation. The
condition in Proposition 9 writes

He
{
F′

0 +B′K′} < 0, (48)

where prime denotes removal of the last two dimensions.
Consider another candidate Hamiltonian function

H̃(x) =
1

2
x̃∗
1Q̃1x̃1 +

1

2
ϵ−1J−1∥x6x∗7∥2,

where Q̃1 should have the complex number structure,
i.e., it is a real matrix and every 2-by-2 block

[
a, b; c, d]

satisfies a = d, b = −c, and, in addition, it is a symmet-
ric matrix. Then we can write the modified gradient as

∇H̃(x) =

Q̃1Q
−1
1 0

0 I

∇H(x). (49)

The DER dynamics with the different Hamiltonian H̃(x)
writes

ẋ = FQ1Q̃
−1
1 ∇H̃(x) + F1x+G1u (50a)

y = G∗
1∇H̃(x). (50b)

The internal dynamics are not affected by the switch to
H̃(x). To preserve the external dynamics, i.e., the output
y, we add the constraint

G∗
1(Q̃1 −Q1) = 0.

Using the G1 from (30), we can parameterize Q̃1 as

Q̃1 = diag(L−1
c I2, Q̃22), (51)

where Q̃22 ∈ R8×8 > 0 has the complex number struc-
ture. Since the complex number structure is preserved
under matrix multiplication or inverse for the candidate
pH form (50), the original condition (48) is replaced by

He{(F′
0 +B′K′)Q1Q̃

−1
1 } < 0,

under the output constraint (51). Using the standard
technique, we replace the variable K′ = Ǩ by

L = ǨQ1Q̃
−1
1 .

The design problem is formulated below with the regu-
larization technique from [34].

Problem 10 (DER control gain design) Define the inde-
pendent variables L ∈ R10×2 and Q̃−1

22 ∈ R8×8 > 0, both
adopting the complex number structure in every 2-by-2
block. Let P = Q1diag(LcI2, Q̃

−1
22 ). The optimization

problem is defined as

min k1α+ k2ζ + k3γ such that 1
2He{F′

0P+B′L} P∗

P −γI10

 < 0, (52)

αI10 L∗

L I2

 ≥ 0,

Q̃−1
22 I8

I8 ζI8

 ≥ 0, α, ζ, γ > 0. (53)

The designed gain is recovered by K =
[
LP−1, 02×2

]
.

Using the Schur complement, we can rewrite (52) as

⟨P−1[s− s(τ)],
1

2
He{F′

0P+B′L}P−1[s− s(τ)]⟩

< −γ−1⟨s− s(τ), s− s(τ)⟩

where s = ∇x1
H(x), and ∇x1

H̃(x) = P−1s. The func-
tion s is sometimes called the costate. Hence the lower
bound on the dissipation, γ−1, is added in terms of the
original costate in (52). The regularization in (53) can
be rewritten respectively as

LL∗ ≤ αI10, Q̃22 ≤ ζI8.

Remark 11 The same basic idea of considering another
candidate quadratic Hamiltonian is seen in [19] as well.
However, in [19] only three simple matrix types are con-
sidered as options for (49). The precise requirement for
transforming the gradient is that Q̃1 is symmetric for the
resulting ∇H̃(x) to be a true gradient.

6 Numerical example

The goal of the numerical example is to test the feasi-
bility of the proposed control design in Problem 10, to
simulate the transient dynamics of a microgrid test sys-
tem under perturbations that include load changes and
disconnection/reconnection, and to compare its perfor-
mance with the standard droop control with the cas-
caded double loop, which is designed in the frequency do-
main with the time scale separation assumption [21,32].
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Table 1
Parameters for the numerical example

Description Parameter
Per-unit base VBl-l = 400 V, PB = 1 MW, ωn = 60 Hz

RLC filter Rf = 0.1 Ω, Lf = 1.35 mH, Cf = 50 µF
Line coupling Rc = 0.14 Ω, Lc = 0 mH

Proposed reference-frame based control
Swing equation Rreg = 0.05 [60Hz], M = 2 [1/60Hz]

Misc. X = 0.4 pu, Vn = 1 pu, Vdc = 2 pu,
Hyperparam. Kiv = 2× 104, k1 = 1, k2 = 102, k3 = 105

Ǩ =

[
117 0.5 −129 0 −115 0.3 1293 4471 499 −11.6

−0.5 117 0 −129 −0.3 −115 −4471 1293 11.6 499

]
Baseline droop control (designed with PB = 0.1 MW)

Droop gains mp = 0.005 [60Hz], nq = 0.0667

Input filter cutoff ωc = 6 Hz
Double loop Kpv = 0.1833, Kiv = 230.94,

PI gains Kpc = 7.59, Kic = 4.48× 104, Kf = 0.75

Microgrid test system
ZIP load Zld = 65.29 + j48.97 pu, Ild = 0 pu,

Sld = (1 + j0.75)× 10−3 pu
Shunt capacitor Gsh = 0 S, Csh = 16 µF

6.1 Verification of the feasibility of Problem 10

The parameters for Problem 10 in this test are provided
in Table 1. All quantities are per-unit except for the fre-
quencies, which are in Hz. The RLC filter parameters are
chosen as in [32] to attenuate the switching frequency
of the inverter. The steady-state droop characteristic
of the control is determined by Rreg for the frequency
droop and X for the voltage droop, which are respec-
tively chosen for the microgrid system to have approxi-
mately 0.5% nominal frequency droop at 0.1 MW active
power output and 5% voltage droop at 0.075 MVA reac-
tive power output. The inertial M is chosen so that the
swing equation has a time constant of 0.1 s. The matri-
ces in (52) are obtained from (30) under the assumption
that ω0 = ωn = 60 Hz.

The semidefinite program in Problem 10 is solved with
MOSEK in MATLAB. The problem is feasible with-
out numerical issues. The resulting eigenvalues of Q̃1

are between 0.0081 and 3.7817× 105, and the resulting
eigenvalues of 1

2He{F
′
0P + B′L} are between −728.23

and −0.019. The hyperparameter Kiv is chosen to have
a large value because in validating the control gains
through simulation we find that Kiv directly affects the
convergence rate of the system to the new limit cycle
following a disturbance. The chosen value for Kiv gives
sufficiently fast convergence without causing the gain Ǩ
to become too large.

6.2 Transient simulation in comparison with the stan-
dard droop control

The topology of the microgrid test system used for simu-
lating the transient dynamics of the proposed control is

Main grid

9 5 10 6

8 12 7 11

CB1

CB2

Fig. 2. Topology of the microgrid test system (ZIP loads are
denoted by variable resistors)

shown in Fig. 2. The single-phase electromagnetic model
including the network dynamics is built and solved nu-
merically in MATLAB. The last input in (23) is omit-
ted because ω0 is not knowable before the steady state
is achieved and the frequency has small deviation. At
the initial condition, every bus injects or consumes the
same (1+j0.75)×10−2 pu complex power before adjust-
ment for the R–L line and shunt capacitor losses. The
ZIP loads are configured such that each has a 10% con-
stant power component at the initial condition, which
ensures that they remain shifted passive if the voltage
of the shunt capacitor does not drop below 0.13 pu.

Test 1. For the first test, line resistance and inductance
are set to 0.2 Ω and 4 mH. The transient response of
the proposed control is shown in Fig. 3a and 3b under
discrete disturbances which include load changes at 0.01
and 10 s, disconnection and reconnection of the micro-
grid topology at 5 and 15 s, and reconnection to a stiff
main grid (an infinite bus) at 20 s. The latter two are
simulated as sudden actions of the circuit breakers with-
out pre-synchronization to induce a large transient re-
sponse. The frequency and voltage responses of the pro-
posed controller in Fig. 3a and 3b are comparable to
the standard droop control in Fig. 3c and Fig. 3d. We
can see that the frequency and voltage responses of the
proposed controller are smooth and surprisingly similar
in shape. For comparison, the frequency response of the
standard droop control is smooth and makes sense from
the first-order dynamics of the swing equation, but the
voltage response has large overshoots, which indicates
that the voltage is regulated on a smaller time scale.

Test 2. The difference between the two types of control
is more obvious when we change the line parameters to
0.1 Ω and 0.1 mH. These line parameters better repre-
sent a low-voltage microgrid where the distribution lines
are mostly resistive. It corresponds to a decrease in the
time constant of the R–L line dynamics from 20 ms to
1 ms (1 kHz). The latter is on the same order of mag-
nitude as the voltage and current loops of the standard
control, which are respectively 0.4 and 1.6 kHz. Consis-
tent with the analysis in [43], we observe that without
changing the control gains of the standard droop con-
trol, the trajectory fails to converge after the first distur-
bance at 0.1 s. On the contrary, the proposed controller
maintains good convergence properties even though the
response of the network is 20 times faster.
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Fig. 3. (a)–(b): transient response of the proposed controller
in an inductive network under discrete disturbances: from
0.01 to 10 s, the conductance and susceptance of the Z load
at Bus 9 are reduced by 40% and 50% respectively, the con-
ductance of the Z load at Bus 10 is reduced by 20%, and the
real power of the CPL at Bus 10 is increased by 40%. From
5 to 15 s, CB1 is opened. At 20 s, CB2 to the infinite bus
Vinf = 0.95∠0.6 pu is closed. (c)–(d): the standard droop
control [32] under the same disturbances for comparison

The power sharing characteristic of the proposed con-
troller at the challenging unplanned reconnection event
at 20 second in the two tests are shown in Fig. 4a–d. In
all cases, we can see that the large power disturbances at
Bus 11 are shared during the transient so that the impact
on each DER is lessened. Notably in Fig. 4, a surge of
real power is injected into Bus 11 at 20 s but the changes
in DER power outputs are much milder. Comparing the
power response with the two sets of line parameters, we
can see that in Fig. 4a and 4b, the settling time of the
real and reactive power are indeed much longer than in
Fig. 4c and 4d, which is consistent with the estimate
that the response of the network in the second case is 20
times faster.

7 Conclusion

We have presented a stability analysis of the orbit of the
microgrid with the proposed control scheme. The anal-
ysis has shown that all variables except for the internal
frequencies are Lyapunov stable; the internal frequencies
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Fig. 4. (a)–(b): power sharing of the proposed controller with
20 ms network time constant when the microgrid is recon-
nected to a stiff main grid at 20 s without pre-synchroniza-
tion. (c)–(d): power sharing of the proposed controller with
1 ms network time constant under the same disturbance

are not necessarily Lyapunov stable but do converge to
the frequency of the limit cycle. This result makes sense
from the observation that frequency by its definition is
the derivative of some other state variable. A state vari-
able can remain bounded while its derivative can still
vary greatly. Hence the plausible way to prove conver-
gence of the state variables and its derivative is through
inspection of the limit sets of the trajectories. Here is
where the dissipation plays a role, as a trajectory that
continues to dissipate cannot have reached the limit set.
Another difficulty we have overcome is that the existence
of a limit cycle is often found to be in contradiction with
dissipation. The proposed control scheme overcomes this
problem by generating the reference voltage only as a
result of the speed of the internal reference frame, thus
creating an implicit connection between amplitude and
frequency.

The practical implications of the proposed control and
its stability properties are immense. The smoother volt-
age transients under step disturbances, as shown in the
numerical example, would reduce the chance of over-
voltage in smaller-scale microgrids. The global stability
guarantee would basically allow AC microgrids to be no
less stable than DC microgrids while enjoying other ad-
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vantages such as more accurate power sharing through
the common frequency over the DC microgrid.

A Proof of the properties of the inner product defined
in (27) in Subsection 3.3

We will prove that the inner product defined in (27)
satisfies ⟨p,Uq⟩ = ⟨U∗p,q⟩ and U > 0 =⇒ ⟨q,Uq⟩ >
0 for a Hermitian matrix U. First consider a 2-by-2 real
matrix U =

[
a, b; c, d] verifying the complex number

structure. Let p =
[
p1, p2

]T, and q =
[
q1, q2

]T. We can
write

⟨p,Uq⟩ = ℜ
{ [
p∗1 −jp∗2

] a b

jc jd

q1
q2

}
= ℜ

{
ap∗1q1 + bp∗1q2 + cp∗2q1 + dp∗2q2

}
.

On the other hand,

⟨q,U∗p⟩ = ℜ{
[
q∗1 −jq∗2

] a∗ b∗

jc∗ jd∗

p1
p2

}
= ℜ{a∗q∗1p1 + b∗q∗1p2 + c∗q∗2p1 + d∗q∗2p2}.

Hence ⟨p,Uq⟩ = ⟨U∗p,q⟩. Now assume that U has a
complex number structure, i.e., it has real elements and
satisfies a = d, b = −c. Then we have

⟨q, (U+U∗)q⟩ = ⟨q,QΛQ∗q⟩
= ⟨Q∗q,ΛQ∗q⟩
= ⟨h, λh⟩
= λℜ{(h∗1 − jh∗2)(h1 + jh2)}

where we used that if (U + U∗) has a complex num-
ber structure, its eigenvalue matrix is given by Λ = λI.
Hence U+U∗ > 0 =⇒ ⟨q,Uq⟩ > 0. The same holds if
U has a block dimension greater than 1.
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