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Abstract

As phasor measurement units (PMUs) become more widely used in transmis-
sion power systems, a fast state estimation (SE) algorithm that can take ad-
vantage of their high sample rates is needed. To accomplish this, we present a
method that uses graph neural networks (GNNs) to learn complex bus volt-
age estimates from PMU voltage and current measurements. We propose
an original implementation of GNNs over the power system’s factor graph
to simplify the integration of various types and quantities of measurements
on power system buses and branches. Furthermore, we augment the factor
graph to improve the robustness of GNN predictions. This model is highly ef-
ficient and scalable, as its computational complexity is linear with respect to
the number of nodes in the power system. Training and test examples were
generated by randomly sampling sets of power system measurements and
annotated with the exact solutions of linear SE with PMUs. The numerical
results demonstrate that the GNN model provides an accurate approxima-
tion of the SE solutions. Furthermore, errors caused by PMU malfunctions
or communication failures that would normally make the SE problem unob-
servable have a local effect and do not deteriorate the results in the rest of
the power system.
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1. Introduction

Motivation: The state estimation (SE), which estimates the set of power
system state variables based on the available set of measurements, is an es-
sential tool used for the power system’s monitoring and operation [1]. The
increasing deployment of phasor measurement units (PMUs) in transmission
power systems calls for a fast state estimator to take full advantage of their
high sample rates. Solving PMU-only SE, which is represented as a linear
weighted least-squares (WLS) problem, involves matrix factorisations, which
can be difficult in cases where the matrix is ill-conditioned. It is common
practice to neglect the phasor measurement covariances represented in rect-
angular coordinates [2]. This can make the SE problem much easier to solve,
but it also results in a computational complexity of nearly O(n2) for sparse
matrices, where n is the number of power system buses. It is challenging to
use this approach for real-time monitoring of large power systems. Recent
advancements in graph neural networks (GNNs) [3, 4, 5] open up novel pos-
sibilities for developing power system algorithms with linear computational
complexity and potential distributed implementation. One of the key ben-
efits of using GNNs in power systems instead of conventional deep learning
methods is that the prediction model is not restricted to training and test ex-
amples of fixed power system topologies. GNNs take advantage of the graph
structure of the input data, and hence are permutation invariant, have fewer
trainable parameters, and require less storage space. Furthermore, the infer-
ence phase of many GNN models can be distributed and performed locally,
since the prediction of the state variable of a node only requires measure-
ments from the local neighbourhood, which extends to a specific distance
from the node being predicted. GNNs, as a model-free approach, can be use-
ful when power system parameters are uncertain or unreliable [6]. However,
if necessary, GNNs can incorporate power system parameters through the
use of edge input features [7].

Literature Review: The popularity of deep learning in the field of
power systems has been well-documented in recent research [8, 9, 10], with
several studies showing that it can be used to learn the solutions to compu-
tationally intensive power system analysis algorithms. In [11], the authors
used a combination of recurrent and feed-forward neural networks to solve
the power system SE problem using measurement data and the history of
network voltages. Another study, [12], provides an example of training a
feed-forward neural network to initialise the network voltages for a Gauss-



Newton distribution system SE solver.
GNNs are starting to gain widespread use in power systems, providing

solutions to a wide range of prediction tasks, including fault location [13],
stability assessment [14], power system parameter identification [15], and
detecting false data injection attacks [16]. GNNs are also being used for
control and optimisation tasks, such as optimal scheduling [17] and volt-var
control [18]. Several studies have proposed the use of GNNs for power flow
problems, including [19] and [20]. In these works, power flows in the system
are predicted based on power injection data labelled by a traditional power
flow solver. Similarly, [21] suggests using a trained GNN as an alternative to
computationally expensive probabilistic power flow methods, which calculate
probability density functions of unknown variables. Different approaches
propose training a GNN in an unsupervised manner to perform power flow
calculations by minimising the violation of Kirchhoff’s law [22] or power
balance error [23] at each bus, thus avoiding the need for labelled data from
a conventional power flow solver.

In [24], the authors propose a combined model- and data-based approach
using GNNs for power system parameter and state estimation. The model
predicts power injections and consumptions in nodes where voltage and phase
measurements are taken, but it does not consider branch measurements and
other types of node measurements in its calculations. In [25], the authors
train a GNN by propagating simulated or measured voltages through the
graph to learn the voltage labels from a historical dataset, and then use the
GNN as a regularisation term in the SE loss function. However, the proposed
GNN only uses node voltage measurements and does not consider other types
of measurements, although they are handled in other parts of the algorithm.
Another feed-forward neural network learns the solutions that minimise the
SE loss function, resulting in an acceleration of the SE solution with O(n2)
computational complexity at inference time. In [26], state variables are pre-
dicted based on a time-series of node voltage measurements, and the authors
solve the SE problem using GNNs with gated recurrent units.

Contributions: This paper proposes using a specialised GNN model for
linear SE with only PMUs in positive sequence power transmission systems.
To provide fast and accurate predictions during the evaluation phase, the
GNN is trained using the inputs and solutions from a traditional linear SE
solver. The following are the paper’s main contributions:

• Inspired by [27], we present the first use of GNNs on factor graphs [28]



for the SE problem, instead of using the bus-branch power system model.
This enables trivial integration and exclusion of any type and number
of measurements on the power system buses and branches, by adding or
removing the corresponding nodes in the factor graph. Furthermore, the
factor graph is augmented by adding direct connections between variable
nodes that are 2nd-order neighbours to improve information propagation
during neighbourhood aggregation, particularly in unobservable scenarios
when the loss of the measurement data occurs.

• We present a graph attention network (GAT) [5] model, with the architec-
ture customised for the proposed heterogeneous augmented factor graph, to
solve the SE problem. GNN layers that aggregate into factor and variable
nodes have separate sets of trainable parameters. Furthermore, separate
sets of parameters are used for variable-to-variable and factor-to-variable
message functions in GNN layers that aggregate into variable nodes.

• Given the sparsity of the power system’s graph, and the fact that node
degree does not increase with the total number of nodes, the proposed
approach has O(n) computational complexity, making it suitable for large-
scale power systems. The inference of the trained GNN is easy to distribute
and parallelise. Even in the case of centralised SE implementation, the
processing can be done using distributed computation resources, such as
graphical-processing units.

• We demonstrate that the number of trainable parameters in the proposed
GNN-based SE model is constant, while it grows quadratically with the
number of measurements in conventional deep learning approaches.

• We study the local-processing nature of the proposed model and show
that significant degradation of results caused by PMU or communication
failures affects only the local neighbourhood of the node where the failure
occurred.

We note that this paper significantly extends the conference version [29].
The GNN model architecture is improved and described in greater detail, and
the algorithm’s performance and scalability are enhanced by using binary en-
coding for variable node indices. Also, GNN inputs now additionally include
measurement covariances represented in rectangular coordinates, and discus-
sions on computational complexity, distributed implementation, and robust-
ness to outliers are included. We expand the numerical results section with



experiments that include more cases of measurement variances and redun-
dancies and evaluate the algorithm’s scalability on larger power systems with
sizes ranging from 30 to 2000 buses. Finally, we include a detailed compari-
son of the proposed GNN model with the state-of-the-art deep learning-based
a SE approach [11], as well as the approximate linear WLS solution of SE
with PMUs [2], which neglects covariances of measurement represented in
rectangular coordinates. The latter is a well-established approach that is
widely used in the field of power system SE, based on solely PMU inputs.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 provides a formu-
lation of the linear SE with PMUs problem. Section 3 gives the theoretical
foundations of GNNs and defines the augmented factor graph and describes
the GNN architecture. Section 4 shows numerical results from various test
scenarios, while Section 5 draws the main conclusions of the work.

2. Linear State Estimation with PMUs

The SE algorithm estimates the values of the state variables x based on
the knowledge of the network topology and parameters, and measured values
obtained from the measurement devices spread across the power system.

The power system network topology is described by the bus-branch model
and can be represented using a graph G = (H, E), where the set of nodes
H = {1, . . . , n} represents the set of buses, while the set of edges E ⊆ H ×
H represents the set of branches of the power network. The branches of
the network are defined using the two-port π-model. More precisely, the
branch (i, j) ∈ E between buses {i, j} ∈ H can be modelled using complex
expressions:

[

Iij
Iji

]

=





1

τ 2ij
(yij + ysij) −α∗

ijyij

−αijyij yij + ysij





[

Vi

Vj

]

, (1)

where the parameter yij = gij + jbij represents the branch series admittance,
half of the total branch shunt admittance (i.e., charging admittance) is given
as ysij = jbsi. Further, the transformer complex ratio is defined as αij =
(1/τij)e

−jφij , where τij is the transformer tap ratio magnitude, while φij is
the transformer phase shift angle. It is important to remember that the
transformer is always located at the bus i of the branch described by (1).
Using the branch model defined by (1), if τij = 1 and φij = 0 the system
of equations describes a line. In-phase transformers are defined if φij = 0



and ysij = 0, while phase-shifting transformers are obtained if ysij = 0. The
complex expressions Iij and Iji define branch currents from the bus i to the
bus j, and from the bus j to the bus i, respectively. The complex bus voltages
at buses {i, j} are given as Vi and Vj, respectively.

PMUs measure complex bus voltages and complex branch currents. More
precisely, phasor measurement provided by PMU is formed by a magni-
tude, equal to the root-mean-square value of the signal, and phase angle
[30, Sec. 5.6]. The PMU placed at the bus measures bus voltage phasor and
current phasors along all branches incident to the bus [2]. Thus, the PMU
outputs phasor measurements in polar coordinates. In addition, PMU out-
puts can be observed in the rectangular coordinates with real and imaginary
parts of the bus voltage and branch current phasors. In that case, the vector
of state variables x can be given in rectangular coordinates x ≡ [Vre,Vim]

T,
where we can observe real and imaginary components of bus voltages as state
variables:

Vre =
[

ℜ(V1), . . . ,ℜ(Vn)
]

Vim =
[

ℑ(V1), . . . ,ℑ(Vn)
]

.
(2)

Using rectangular coordinates, we obtain the linear system of equations
defined by voltage and current measurements obtained from PMUs. The
measurement functions corresponding to the bus voltage phasor measurement
on the bus i ∈ H are simply equal to:

fℜ{Vi}(·) = ℜ{Vi}

fℑ{Vi}(·) = ℑ{Vi}.
(3)

According to the unified branch model (1), functions corresponding to the
branch current phasor measurement vary depending on where the PMU is
located. If PMU is placed at the bus i, functions are given as:

fℜ{Iij}(·) = qℜ{Vi} − wℑ{Vi} − (r − t)ℜ{Vj}+ (u+ p)ℑ{Vj}

fℑ{Iij}(·) = wℜ{Vi}+ qℑ{Vi} − (u+ p)ℜ{Vj} − (r − t)ℑ{Vj},
(4)

where q = gij/τ
2
ij , w = (bij + bsi)/τ

2
ij , r = (gij/τij) cosφij, t = (bij/τij) sinφij ,

u = (bij/τij) cosφij, p = (gij/τij) sinφij. In the case where PMU is installed
at the bus j, measurement functions are:

fℜ{Iji}(·) = zℜ{Vj} − eℑ{Vj} − (r + t)ℜ{Vi}+ (u− p)ℑ{Vi}

fℑ{Iji}(·) = eℜ{Vj}+ zℑ{Vj} − (u− p)ℜ{Vi} − (r + t)ℑ{Vi},
(5)



where z = gij and e = bij + bsi. The presented model represents the system
of linear equations, where the solution can be found by solving the linear
weighted least-squares problem:

(

HTΣ−1H
)

x = HTΣ−1z, (6)

where the Jacobian matrix H ∈ R
2m×2n is defined according to measurement

functions (3)-(5), 2m is the total number of linear equations, where m is the
number of phasor measurements. The observation error covariance matrix is
given as Σ ∈ R

2m×2m, and the vector z ∈ R
2m contains measurement values

given in rectangular coordinate system.
The main disadvantage of this approach is that measurement errors cor-

respond to polar coordinates (i.e., magnitude and angle errors), whereas the
covariance matrix must be transformed from polar to rectangular coordinates
[31]. As a result, measurement errors are correlated and the covariance ma-
trix Σ does not have a diagonal form. Despite that, because of the lower
computational effort, the non-diagonal elements of the covariance matrix Σ

are usually neglected, which has an effect on the accuracy of the state esti-
mation [2]. Using the classical theory of propagation of uncertainty, the vari-
ance in the rectangular coordinate system can be obtained using variances
in the polar coordinate system. For example, let us observe the voltage pha-
sor measurement at the bus i, where PMU outputs the voltage magnitude
measurement value z|Vi| with corresponding variance v|Vi|, and voltage phase
angle measurement zθi with variance vθi. Then, variances in the rectangular
coordinate system can be obtained as:

vℜ{Vi} = v|Vi|(cos zθi)
2 + vθi(z|Vi| sin zθi)

2

vℑ{Vi} = v|Vi|(sin zθi)
2 + vθi(z|Vi| cos zθi)

2.
(7)

Analogously, we can easily compute variances related to current measure-
ments vℜ{Iij}, vℑ{Iij} or vℜ{Iji}, vℑ{Iji}. We will refer to the solution of (6) in
which measurement error covariances are neglected to avoid the computation-
ally demanding inversion of the non-diagonal matrix Σ as an approximative

WLS SE solution [2].
In this work, we will investigate if the GNN model trained with measure-

ment values, variances, and covariances labelled with the exact solutions of
(6) is more accurate than the approximative WLS SE, which neglects the co-
variances. Inference performed using the trained GNN model scales linearly



with the number of power system buses, making it significantly faster than
both the approximate and the exact solver of (6).

3. Graph Neural Network-based State Estimation

In this section, we present the GNN theory foundations, augmentation
techniques for the power system’s factor graph, the details of the proposed
GNN architecture, and analyse the computational complexity and the dis-
tributed implementation of the GNN model’s inference.

3.1. Basics of Spatial Graph Neural Networks

The spatial GNNs used in this study learn over graph-structured data
using a recursive neighbourhood aggregation scheme, also known as the mes-
sage passing procedure [3]. This results in a s-dimensional vector embedding
h ∈ R

s of each node, which captures the information about the node’s po-
sition in the graph, as well as its own and the input features of the neigh-
bouring nodes. The GNN layer, which implements one iteration of the re-
cursive neighbourhood aggregation consists of several functions, that can be
represented using a trainable set of parameters, usually in the form of the
feed-forward neural networks. One of the functions is the message function
Message(·|θMessage) : R2s 7→ R

u, which outputs the message mi,j ∈ R
u be-

tween two node embeddings, hi and hj . The second one is the aggregation
function Aggregate(·|θAggregate) : Rdeg(j)·u 7→ R

u, which defines the way in
which the incoming neighbouring messages are combined and outputs the
aggregated messages, denoted as mj ∈ R

u for node j. The output of one it-
eration of neighbourhood aggregation process is the updated node embedding
obtained by applying the update function Update(·|θUpdate) : Ru 7→ R

s on
the aggregated messages. The recursive neighbourhood aggregation process
is repeated a predefined number of iterations K, also known as the number
of GNN layers. When executing the recursive neighbourhood aggregation
process for a single node, GNN collects messages from a set of nodes that
extends up to K edges away from the node. This set of nodes is referred to
as the node’s K-hop neighbourhood throughout this work. The initial node
embedding values are equal to the l-dimensional node input features, linearly
transformed to the initial node embedding hj

0 ∈ R
s. The superscript of node

embeddings and calculated messages indicates the iteration they belong to.
One iteration of the neighbourhood aggregation process for the kth GNN
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Figure 1: The detailed structure of a single GNN layer, where functions with trainable
parameters are highlighted in yellow.

layer is depicted in Fig. 1 and also described by equations (8):

mi,j
k−1 = Message(hi

k−1,hj
k−1|θMessage)

mj
k−1 = Aggregate({mi,j

k−1|i ∈ Nj}|θ
Aggregate)

hj
k = Update(mj

k−1,hj
k−1)|θUpdate)

k ∈ {1, . . . , K},

(8)

where Nj denotes the 1-hop neighbourhood of the node j. The output of
the whole process are final node embeddings hj

K which can be used for the
classification or regression over the nodes, edges, or the whole graph. In the
case of node-level regression, the final embeddings are passed through the
additional nonlinear function, creating the predictions of the GNN model for
the set of inputs fed into the nodes and their neighbours. The GNN model
is trained by backpropagation of the loss function between the predictions
and the ground-truth values over the whole computational graph. We refer
the reader to [4] for a more detailed introduction to graph representation
learning and GNNs.

3.2. Graph Attention Networks

One important decision when creating a GNN model is selecting the ag-
gregation function. Common choices include sum, mean, min and max pool-
ing, and graph convolution [32]. One common drawback of these approaches
is weighting incoming messages from all neighbours equally, or using weights
calculated from the structural properties of the graph (e.g., node degrees).
Graph attention networks (GATs) [5] propose using the attention-based ag-
gregation, where the weights are equal to each neighbour’s importance score,
which is learned from their embeddings.

The attention mechanism introduces an additional set of trainable pa-



rameters in the aggregation function, usually implemented as a feed-forward
neural network Attend(·|θAttend) : R2s 7→ R applied over the concatenated
embeddings of the node j and each of its neighbours:

ei,j = Attend(hi,hj|θ
Attend). (9)

The final attention weights ai,j ∈ R are calculated by normalising the
output ei,j ∈ R using the softmax function:

ai,j =
exp(ei,j)

∑

i′∈Nj
exp(ei′,j)

. (10)

3.3. Power System Factor Graph Augmentation and the Proposed GNN Ar-

chitecture

Inspired by recent work on using probabilistic graphical models for power
system SE [33], we first create a GNN over a graph with a factor graph topol-
ogy. This bipartite graph consists of factor and variable nodes, and edges
between them. Variable nodes are used to create a s-dimensional node em-
bedding for all real and imaginary parts of the bus voltages, ℜ(Vi) and ℑ(Vi),
which are used to generate state variable predictions. Factor nodes, two per
measurement phasor, serve as inputs for the measurement values, variances,
and covariances, also given in rectangular coordinates. These values are then
transformed and sent to variable nodes via GNN message passing. Unlike the
approximative WLS SE, the GNN includes measurement covariances in the
inputs without increasing the computational complexity. To achieve better
representation of node’s neighbourhood structure, we perform variable node
feature augmentation using binary index encoding. Since variable nodes have
no additional input features, this encoding allows the GNN to better cap-
ture the relationships between nodes. Compared to one-hot encoding used in
[29], binary index encoding significantly reduces the number of input neurons
and trainable parameters, as well as training and inference time. Figure 2
illustrates a two-bus power system on the left, with a PMU on the first bus,
containing one voltage and one current phasor measurement. The nodes
connected by full lines represent the corresponding factor graph on the right.

Unlike approaches that apply GNNs over the bus-branch power system
model, such as in [24, 26], the using GNNs over factor-graph-like topology
allows for the incorporation of various types and quantities of measurements
on both power system buses and branches. The ability to simulate the ad-
dition or removal of various measurements can be easily achieved by adding



or removing factor nodes from any location in the graph. In contrast, using
a GNN over the bus-branch power system model would require allocating a
single input vector to each bus that includes all potential measurement data
for that bus and its neighbouring branches. This can cause problems, such
as having to fill elements in the input vector with zeros when not all possible
measurements are available, and making the output sensitive to the order of
measurements in the input vector. This can make it difficult to accurately
model the system and generate reliable results.

V1

V1

Bus 1

I12

V2

Bus 2

(a)

fℜ(V1) fℑ(V1)

ℜ(V1) ℑ(V1)

fℜ(I12) fℑ(I12)

ℜ(V2) ℑ(V2)

(b)

Figure 2: Subfigure (a) shows a simple two-bus power system, and Subfigure (b) displays
the corresponding factor graph (full-line edges) and augmented factor graph (all edges).
Variable nodes are represented as circles, and factor nodes are depicted as squares, coloured
differently to distinguish between measurement types.

Augmenting the factor graph topology by connecting the variable nodes
in the 2-hop neighbourhood significantly improves the model’s prediction
quality in unobservable scenarios [29]. This is because the graph should
remain connected even when we remove factor nodes to simulate measure-
ment loss. This will allow the messages to be still propagated in the whole
K-hop neighbourhood of the variable node. In other words, a factor node
corresponding to a branch current measurement can be removed while still
preserving the physical connection between the power system buses. This
requires an additional set of trainable parameters for the variable-to-variable
message function. Although the augmented factor graph displayed with both
full and dashed lines in Fig. 2 is not a factor graph because it is no longer
bipartite, we will still refer to the nodes as factor and variable nodes for
simplicity.

Since the proposed GNN operates on a heterogeneous graph, we use two



different types of GNN layers: one for aggregation in factor nodes, and one
for variable nodes. These layers, denoted as Layerf(·|θLayer

f

) : Rdeg(f)·s 7→ R
s

and Layerv(·|θLayer
v

) : Rdeg(v)·s 7→ R
s, have their own sets of trainable pa-

rameters θLayer
f

and θLayer
v

, allowing their message, aggregation, and update
functions to be learned separately. Additionally, we use different sets of train-
able parameters for variable-to-variable and factor-to-variable node messages,

Messagef→v(·|θMessagef→v
) : R2s 7→ R

u and Messagev→v(·|θMessagev→v
) : R2s 7→

R
u, in the Layerv(·|θLayer

v

) layer. In both GNN layers, we use two-layer feed-
forward neural networks as message functions, single layer neural networks as
update functions and the attention mechanism in the aggregation function.
Furthermore, we apply a two-layer neural network Pred(·|θPred) : Rs 7→ R

to the final node embeddings hK of variable nodes only, to create state vari-
able predictions xpred. For factor and variable nodes with indices f and v,
neighbourhood aggregation and state variable prediction can be described
as:

hv
k = Layerv({hi

k−1|i ∈ Nv}|θ
Layerv)

hf
k = Layerf({hi

k−1|i ∈ Nf}|θ
Layerf )

xv
pred = Pred(hv

K |θPred)

k ∈ {1, . . . , K},

(11)

where Nv and Nf denote the 1-hop neighbourhoods of the nodes v and f .
All the trainable parameters θ of the GNN are updated by applying gradient
descent, using backpropagation, to a loss function calculated over a mini-
batch of graphs. This loss function is the mean-squared difference between
the predicted state variables and their corresponding ground-truth values:

L(θ) =
1

2nB

2nB
∑

i=1

(xi
pred − xi

label)2

θ = {θLayer
v

∪ θLayer
f

∪ θPred}

θLayer
v

= {θMessagef→v
∪ θMessagev→v

∪ θAggregatev ∪ θUpdatev}

θLayer
f

= {θMessagev→f
∪ θAggregatef ∪ θUpdatef},

(12)

where the total number of variable nodes in a graph is 2n, and the number
of graphs in the mini-batch is B. In this work, we chose the loss function
for training the GNN based on the fundamental SE problem, where state
variables are obtained from available measurement information. However, if
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Messagef→v

Messagev→v GATv Updatevhv2
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Figure 3: Subfigure (a) shows a high-level computational graph that starts with the loss
function for the output of a variable node v. Subfigure (b) depicts the detailed structure
of a single GNN Layerv. Functions with trainable parameters are highlighted in yellow.

there is a requirement to include additional constraints in the SE calculation,
it is possible to achieve this by adding new terms to the loss function defined
in (12). For example, the loss function can be augmented with the power
balance error at each bus where the constraints are imposed, in addition
to minimising the prediction error from the labels. A similar approach has
been proposed in [23], where the power flow problem is solved using GNN
by minimising the power balance errors at each bus. Adding additional
constraints (e.g., zero injection constraints) to the GNN SE loss function can
improve the SE results, especially in distributed power systems with limited
measurement coverage.

Fig. 3 shows the high-level computational graph for the output of a vari-
able node from the augmented factor graph given in Fig. 2. For simplicity,
only one unrolling of the neighbourhood aggregation is shown, as well as only
the details of the parameters θLayer

v

.



3.4. Computational Complexity and Distributed Inference

Because the node degree in the power system graph does not increase
with the total number of nodes, the same is true for the node degrees in the
augmented factor graph. This means that the inference time per variable
node remains constant, as it only requires information from the node’s K-
hop neighbourhood, whose size also does not increase with the total number
of nodes. This implies that the computational complexity of inferring all
state variables is O(n). To avoid the over-smoothing problem in GNNs [34],
a small value is assigned to K, thus not affecting the overall computational
complexity of the inference.

To make the best use of the proposed approach for large-scale power
systems, the inference should be performed in a computationally and geo-
graphically distributed manner. This is necessary because the communica-
tion delays between the PMUs and the central processing unit can hinder
the full utilisation of the PMUs’ high sampling rates. The distributed imple-
mentation is possible as long as all the measurements within a node’s K-hop
neighbourhood in the augmented factor graph are fed into the computational
module that generates the predictions. For any arbitrary K, the GNN in-
ference method only requires PMUs that are physically located within the
⌈K/2⌉-hop neighbourhood of the power system bus.

4. Results

In this section, we describe the training setups used for augmented factor
graph-based GNN models and assess the prediction quality of the trained
models in various test scenarios. Training, validation, and test sets are ob-
tained using WLS solutions of the system described in (6) to label various
samples of input measurements. The measurements are obtained by adding
Gaussian noise to the exact power flow solutions, with each calculation per-
formed using a different, randomly sampled load profile to capture a wide
range of power system states. Due to the strong interpolation and extrapo-
lation abilities of GNNs [35], our method of randomly sampling from a wide
diversity of loads for training examples is effective for generalising the GNN
algorithm for state estimation under varying load conditions. GNN models
are tested in three different situations: i) optimal number of PMUs (min-
imal measurement redundancy, for which the WLS SE offers a solution);
ii) underdetermined scenarios; iii) scenarios with maximal measurement re-
dundancy. Maximal measurement redundancy refers to the highest possible



value of measurement redundancy, which is defined as the ratio m
n
, where

m is the number of phasor measurements, and n is the number of buses in
the power system. In other words, it represents the situation where a phasor
measurement is installed at every possible location in the power system once,
which includes complex voltage measurements on all the buses and complex
current measurements on all the branch ends. We also compare the pro-
posed approach with the state-of-the-art deep neural network (DNN)-based
SE algorithms and assess its scalability, sample efficiency, and robustness to
outliers. The hyperparameters used throughout all the experiments include
a node embedding size of s = 64, a learning rate of 4 × 10−4, a minibatch
size of B = 32, K = 4 GNN layers, ReLU activation functions, and Adam
optimiser1. All the results presented in this paper are normalised using the
corresponding nominal voltages in the test power systems and a base power
of 100 MVA.

4.1. Power System With Optimally Placed PMUs

In this subsection, we conduct a series of experiments on the IEEE 30-
bus power system, using measurement variances of 10−5, 10−3, and 10−1

for the creation of the training, validation, and test sets. We used higher
variance values to model misalignments in phasor measurements caused by
communication delays [36]. The number and positions of PMUs are fixed and
determined using the optimal PMU placement algorithm [37], which finds the
smallest set of PMUs that make the system observable. This algorithm has
resulted in a total of 10 PMUs and 50 measurement phasors, 10 of which are
voltage phasors and the rest are current phasors.

Table 1 shows the 100-sample test set results for all the experiments on
the IEEE 30-bus power system, in the form of average mean square errors
(MSEs) between the GNN predictions and the test set labels. These results
are compared with the average MSE between the labels and the approximate
WLS SE solutions defined in Sec. 22. The results show that for systems with

1Source code is available online at https://github.com/ognjenkundacina.
2It is important to note that the variance of the input measurement and the MSE,

which measures the difference between predicted and actual values to assess the quality of
state estimates, are not directly connected. The variance in measurements corresponds to
the additional noise introduced to voltage and current measurement phasors. Meanwhile,
MSEs in Table 1 are computed by comparing the GNN’s predictions of bus voltages, as
well as the approximate WLS SE results, to the actual results of the WLS solutions of the



optimally placed PMUs and low measurement variances, GNN predictions
have very small deviations from the exact WLS SE, although they are out-
performed by the approximate WLS SE. For higher measurement variances,
GNN has a lower estimation error than the approximate WLS SE, while also
having lower computational complexity in all cases.

Table 1: Comparison of GNN and approximative SE test set MSEs for various measure-
ment variances.

Variances GNN Approx. SE

10−5 2.48× 10−6 1.87× 10−8

10−3 8.21× 10−6 2.25× 10−6

10−1 7.47× 10−4 2.27× 10−3

In Fig. 4, we present the predictions and labels for each of the variable
nodes for one of the samples from the test set created with measurement
variance 10−5. The results for the real and imaginary parts of the complex
node voltages (shown in the upper and lower plots, respectively) indicate
that GNNs can be used as accurate SE approximations.

4.2. Performance in a Partially Observable Scenario

To further assess the robustness of the proposed model, we test it by
excluding several measurement phasors from the previously used test samples
with optimally placed PMUs, resulting in an underdetermined system of
equations that describes the SE problem. These scenarios are relevant even at
higher levels of system redundancy, where partial grid observability can occur
due to multiple component (PMU and communication link) failures caused
by natural disasters or cyberattacks. To exclude a measurement phasor from
the test sample, we remove its real and imaginary parts from the input data,
which is equivalent to removing two factor nodes from the augmented factor
graph. We use the previously used 100-sample test set to create a new
test set by removing selected measurement phasors from each sample while
preserving the same labels obtained as SE solutions of the system with all
the measurements present. As an example, we consider a scenario where two

noisy system of linear equations. However, it should be pointed out that there is a trend
where larger variances lead to larger MSE values.
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Figure 4: GNN predictions and labels for one test example with optimally placed PMUs.

neighbouring PMUs fail to deliver measurements to the state estimator. In
this case, all eight measurement phasors associated with the removed PMUs
are excluded from the GNN inputs. The average MSE for the test set of 100
samples created by removing these measurements from the original test set
used in this section is 3.45 × 10−3. The predictions and labels for a single
test set sample, per variable node index, are shown in Figure 5. The figure
includes vertical black dashed lines that indicate the indices of unobserved
buses 17 and 18. These buses have higher prediction errors due to the lack of
input measurement data. Neighbouring buses that are not unobserved, but
are affected by measurement loss, are indicated with vertical green lines and
have lower prediction errors. It can be observed that significant deviations
from the labels occur for some of the neighbouring buses, while the GNN
predictions are a decent fit for the remaining node labels. This demonstrates
the proposed model’s ability to sustain error in the neighbourhood of the
malfunctioning PMU, as well as its robustness in scenarios that cannot be
solved using standard WLS approaches. A possible explanation for the higher
susceptibility to errors in the imaginary parts of the voltage is related to
their variance in the training set. The variance of real parts of voltages is
6.6 × 10−4, while the variance of imaginary parts of voltages is 4.8 × 10−3.



This indicates that the imaginary parts of voltages have a higher variability
and may therefore be more prone to errors in the prediction model.
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Figure 5: GNN predictions and labels for one test example with phasors from two neigh-
bouring PMUs removed. Vertical black lines indicate unobserved buses, while green lines
represent buses that are affected by the loss of measurement data.

4.3. Comparison With the Feed-Forward Deep Neural Network-Based SE

The main goal of this subsection is to compare the performance of the pro-
posed GNN-based SE approach with a state-of-the-art deep learning-based
approach on a variety of power systems. We used a 6-layer feed-forward DNN
model, proposed by [11], with the same number of neurons in each layer as
the number of input measurement scalars. This DNN architecture has similar
performance as the best architecture proposed in the same work obtained by
unrolling the iterative nonlinear SE solver, which cannot be applied directly
to the linear SE problem we are considering.

Secondarily, this subsection aims to evaluate the scalability of the pro-
posed GNN. This will be achieved by analysing its performance on power
systems of varying sizes and benchmarking it against the mentioned state-of-
the-art in deep learning-based SE. We tested both approaches on the IEEE
30-bus, IEEE 118-bus, IEEE 300-bus, and the ACTIVSg 2000-bus power sys-
tems [38], with measurement variances set to 10−5. In contrast to previous



Table 2: A comparison of the performance of GNN and DNN models trained on different
training set sizes, as measured by test set MSE and the number of trainable parameters.

IEEE 30 IEEE 300 ACTIVSg 2000

Small training set GNN 4.73 × 10−6 5.94 × 10−5 5.08 × 10−4

Small training set DNN 9.29× 10−4 5.92× 10−3 4.77× 10−3

Large training set GNN 2.48 × 10−6 6.62 × 10−6 3.91 × 10−4

Large training set DNN 6.28× 10−6 2.91× 10−3 2.61× 10−3

GNN parameters 4.99 × 104 4.99 × 104 4.99 × 104

DNN parameters 3.16× 105 3.15× 107 1.77× 109

examples, we used maximal measurement redundancies, ranging from 3.73
to 4.21. We provide a comparison of the number of trainable parameters
for both GNN and DNN models for various power system sizes, which is
often left out in similar analyses. To compare sample efficiencies between
the GNN and DNN approaches, separate models for each of the test power
systems were trained using smaller and larger datasets, containing 10 and
10000 samples, except for the 2000-bus power system, where a 1000-sample
training set was used3. The results for all test power systems are presented in
Table 2. The first four rows show the 100-sample test set MSE for GNN and
DNN models trained using smaller and larger datasets. The last two rows
of the table show the number of trainable parameters for both approaches,
depending on the power system size.

The results show that the GNN approaches result in higher overall ac-

curacy compared to the corresponding DNN approaches for all the power
system and training set sizes. Furthermore, the number of trainable param-
eters (i.e., the model size) is constant4 and relatively low for GNN models,

3Training the model for the ACTIVSg 2000-bus power systems on 10000 samples could
not be performed due to requirements that exceeded our hardware configuration (Intel
Core(TM) i7-11800H 2.30 GHz CPU, and 16 GB of RAM). Optimising the batch loading
of the training examples would make the training process feasible for large datasets even
on a modest hardware setup.

4More precisely, the number of trainable parameters in the proposed GNN model re-
mains nearly constant as the number of buses in the power system increases. This effect
would only be noticeable for larger power systems. The only exception is the number of
input neurons for the binary index encoding of the variable nodes, which grows logarithmi-



because the number of neurons in a layer is constant regardless of power sys-
tem size. In contrast, the number of parameters grows quadratically for DNN
models, because the number of neurons in a layer grows linearly with the in-
put size, resulting in quadratic growth of the trainable parameter matrices.
When expressed in computer memory units, the GNN models we used had
a significantly smaller memory footprint, taking up only 0.19 MB. In com-
parison, the DNN model used for the ACTIVSg 2000 power system required
a much larger 6.58 GB of memory, resulting in more challenging training
and inference processes. The high number of trainable parameters required
by DNN models increases their storage requirements, increases the dimen-
sionality of the training process, and directly affects the inference speed

and computational complexity. Since the proposed GNNs have a linear
computational complexity in the prediction process, one training iteration
of GNN also has a linear computational complexity. In contrast, one train-
ing iteration of DNN-based SE would have at least quadratic computational
complexity per training iteration, making the overall training process signif-
icantly slower. To recall, the reason why the GNN has a constant number of
parameters and generates predictions with linear computational complexity
is that it takes measurements from a limited K-hop neighbourhood for every
node, regardless of the size of the power system.

The results indicate that the quality of GNN and DNN model predictions
improves with more training data. However, compared to GNNs, DNN mod-
els performed significantly worse on smaller datasets, suggesting that they
are less sample efficient and more prone to overfitting due to their larger
number of parameters. While we used randomly generated training sets in
the experiments, narrowing the learning space by selecting training samples
based on historical load consumption data could potentially result in even
better performance with small datasets.

The use of GNNs for power systems analysis has several additional ad-
vantages over using DNNs. One advantage is flexibility: spatial GNNs can
produce results even if the input power system topology changes, whereas
conventional DNN methods are trained and tested on the same topology of
the power system. For example, if some measurements are removed from the
inputs (as discussed in Subsection 4.2), a DNN would require retraining from

cally with the number of variable nodes. However, this increase is insignificant compared
to the total number of GNN parameters.



scratch with the new topology. GNNs also have some theoretical advantages
over other deep learning methods in that they are permutation invariant and
equivariant. This means that the output of the GNN is the same regardless
of the order in which the inputs are presented, and that the GNN output
changes in a predictable and consistent way when the inputs are transformed.
This property is useful for problems like SE, where the order of the nodes
and edges is not important and the system can undergo topological changes.
In addition, GNNs incorporate topology information into the learning pro-
cess by design, whereas many other deep learning methods in power systems
use node-level data as inputs while ignoring connectivity information. Fi-
nally, unlike most deep learning methods, spatial GNNs can be distributed
for evaluation among edge devices.

Similar conclusions can be drawn when comparing GNNs with recurrent
and convolutional neural networks for similar power systems’ analysis algo-
rithms, as they also require information from the entire power system as
input. Overall, this comparison highlights the potential advantages of using
GNNs for power system modelling and analysis.

4.4. Robustness to Outliers

To assess how well the proposed model can handle outliers in input data,
we carried out experiments on two separate test sets, each containing sam-
ples with different degrees of outlier intensity. The experiments followed the
setup described in Sec. 4.1, with the test samples initially generated using
a measurement variance of 10−5. We replaced one of the existing measure-
ments in each test sample with a randomly generated value, using a variance
of either σ1 = 1.6 or σ2 = 1.6 · 102. WLS SE solutions without outliers in
the inputs are used as ground-truth values. The results, shown in Table 3,
indicate the performance of four different approaches, as well as the WLS SE
and the approximative WLS SE algorithm on the same test sets.

The first approach, which uses the already trained model from Sec. 4.1,
results in the highest prediction error on tests set with outliers. The pri-
mary factor contributing to the MSE, particularly in the test set with out-
liers generated using larger variances, are significant mismatches from the
ground-truth values in the K-hop neighbourhood of the outlier. This occurs
because the ReLU activation function does not constrain its inputs during
neighbourhood aggregation. To address this problem, we propose a second
approach where we train a GNN model with the same architecture as the



previous one, but which uses the tanh (hyperbolic tangent) activation func-
tion instead of ReLU. As presented in Table 3, this approach results in a
significantly lower test set MSE for outliers generated using larger variances
compared to the proposed GNN with ReLU activations, WLS SE, and the
approximative WLS SE. The saturation effect of tanh prevents high values
stemming from outliers from propagating through the GNN, but also reduces
the training quality due to the vanishing gradient problem. Specifically, all
the experiments we conducted under the same conditions for GNN with tanh
activations required more epochs to converge to a solution with lower pre-
diction quality compared to the GNN with ReLU activations. As a third
approach, we propose training a GNN model with ReLU activations on a
dataset in which half of the samples contain outliers, which are generated in
the same manner as the test samples used in this subsection. This approach
turned out to be the most effective for both test cases because the GNN learns
to neutralise the effect of unexpected inputs from the dataset examples while
maintaining accurate predictions in the absence of outliers in the input data.
To confirm the validity of this methodology, we trained the DNN introduced
in the subsection 4.3 using the same datasets containing outliers. DNN was
able to neutralise the effect of unexpected inputs because the input power
system is small, resulting in the second-best approach in terms of robustness
to outliers, trailing the GNN trained on the dataset containing outliers.

In summary, as expected, all methods produced better results for the
test set containing outliers with lower variances, while the GNN trained with
outliers demonstrated the best performance for both higher and lower vari-
ance outliers. We note that these are only preliminary efforts to make the
GNN model robust to outliers, and that future research could combine ideas
from standard bad data processing methods in SE with the proposed GNN
approach.

5. Conclusions

In this research, we investigate how GNN can be used as fast solver of
linear SE with PMUs. The proposed graph attention network-based model,
specialised for the newly introduced heterogeneous augmented factor graphs,
recursively propagates the input measurements from the factor nodes to gen-
erate predictions in the variable nodes. Evaluating the trained model on un-
seen data samples confirms that the proposed GNN approach can be used as a
highly accurate approximator of the linear WLS SE solutions, with the added



Table 3: A comparison of the results of various approaches for two test sets with different
degrees of outlier intensity.

Approach
Test set MSE

σ1 = 1.6
Test set MSE

σ2 = 1.6 · 102

GNN 9.48× 10−3 1.60× 103

GNN with tanh 6.87× 10−3 2.39× 10−2

GNN trained with outliers 4.44 × 10−6 7.99 × 10−6

DNN trained with outliers 1.06× 10−5 4.21× 10−5

WLS SE 1.43× 10−3 1.41× 10−1

Approximative WLS SE 1.39× 10−3 1.35× 10−1

benefit of linear computational complexity at inference time. The model is
robust in unobservable scenarios that are not solvable using standard WLS
SE and deep learning methods, such as when individual phasor measurements
or entire PMUs fail to deliver measurement data to the proposed SE solver.
Furthermore, when measurement variances are high or outliers are present
in the input data, the GNN model outperforms the approximate WLS SE.
The proposed approach demonstrates scalability and sample efficiency when
tested on power systems of various sizes, as it makes good predictions even
when trained on a small number of randomly generated samples. Finally, the
proposed GNN model outperforms the state-of-the-art deep learning-based
SE approach in terms of prediction accuracy and significantly lower number
of trainable parameters, especially as the size of the power system grows.

In this work, we focused on using GNNs to solve a linear SE model
with only phasor measurements. However, the proposed learning framework,
graph augmentation techniques, and conclusions can be applied to a wide
range of SE formulations. For example, our ongoing research employs the
proposed framework for the nonlinear SE model, which includes both PMUs
and legacy measurements provided by the supervisory control and data ac-
quisition system, with preliminary results available in [39]. Additionally,
the GNN’s ability to provide relevant solutions in underdetermined scenarios
suggests that it could be useful for GNN-based SE in highly unobservable
distribution systems.

While our work shows promising results, an important limitation is the
inability to quantify the uncertainty of the GNN predictions. However, we are



encouraged by ongoing research efforts to address this issue, as quantifying
uncertainty for GNN regression remains an open problem. For instance,
[40] proposes a Bayesian framework that uses assumed density filtering to
quantify aleatoric uncertainty and Monte Carlo dropout to capture epistemic
uncertainty in GNN predictions. In light of this, we believe implementing a
similar approach represents a promising future research direction.
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[36] J. Zhao, A. Gómez-Expósito, M. Netto, L. Mili, A. Abur, V. Terzija,
I. Kamwa, B. Pal, A. K. Singh, J. Qi, et al., Power system dynamic
state estimation: Motivations, definitions, methodologies, and future
work, IEEE Transactions on Power Systems 34 (4) (2019) 3188–3198.

[37] B. Gou, Optimal placement of pmus by integer linear pro-
gramming, IEEE Trans. Power Syst. 23 (2008) 1525 – 1526.
doi:10.1109/TPWRS.2008.926723.

[38] A. B. Birchfield, T. Xu, K. M. Gegner, K. S. Shetye, T. J. Over-
bye, Grid structural characteristics as validation criteria for syn-
thetic networks, IEEE Trans. Power Syst. 32 (4) (2017) 3258–3265.
doi:10.1109/TPWRS.2016.2616385.

[39] O. Kundacina, M. Cosovic, D. Miskovic, D. Vukobratovic, Dis-
tributed nonlinear state estimation in electric power systems
using graph neural networks, in: 2022 IEEE International
Conference on Communications, Control, and Computing Tech-
nologies for Smart Grids (SmartGridComm), 2022, pp. 8–13.
doi:10.1109/SmartGridComm52983.2022.9960967.

[40] S. Munikoti, D. Agarwal, L. Das, B. Natarajan, A gen-
eral framework for quantifying aleatoric and epistemic uncer-
tainty in graph neural networks, Neurocomputing 521 (2023) 1–10.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucom.2022.11.049.

https://doi.org/10.1109/TPWRS.2008.926723
https://doi.org/10.1109/TPWRS.2016.2616385
https://doi.org/10.1109/SmartGridComm52983.2022.9960967
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucom.2022.11.049

	1 Introduction
	2 Linear State Estimation with PMUs
	3 Graph Neural Network-based State Estimation
	3.1 Basics of Spatial Graph Neural Networks
	3.2 Graph Attention Networks
	3.3 Power System Factor Graph Augmentation and the Proposed GNN Architecture
	3.4 Computational Complexity and Distributed Inference

	4 Results
	4.1 Power System With Optimally Placed PMUs
	4.2 Performance in a Partially Observable Scenario
	4.3 Comparison With the Feed-Forward Deep Neural Network-Based SE
	4.4 Robustness to Outliers

	5 Conclusions
	6 Acknowledgment

