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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: The integration of renewable and distributed energy resources has fundamentally reshaped
machine learning modern power systems, challenging conventional protection schemes built around centralized
deep learning generation. This scoping review synthesizes recent literature on machine learning (ML) appli-
power system protection cations in power system protection and disturbance management, following the PRISMA for
artificial intelligence Scoping Reviews framework. Based on over 100 publications, three key objectives are addressed:
power grid (i) assessing the scope of ML research in protection tasks; (ii) evaluating ML performance across

diverse operational scenarios; and (iii) identifying methods suitable for evolving grid conditions.

Machine learning models often demonstrate high accuracy on simulated datasets; however,
their performance under real-world conditions remains insufficiently validated. The existing
literature is fragmented, with inconsistencies in methodological rigor, dataset quality, and
evaluation metrics. This lack of standardization hampers the comparability of results and limits
the generalizability of findings across different applications. To address these challenges, this
review introduces a machine learning-oriented taxonomy for protection tasks, resolves key
terminological inconsistencies, and advocates for standardized reporting practices. It further
provides guidelines for comprehensive dataset documentation, methodological transparency, and
consistent evaluation protocols, aiming to improve reproducibility and enhance the practical
relevance of research outcomes.

Critical gaps remain, including the scarcity of real-world validation, insufficient robustness
testing, and limited consideration of deployment feasibility. Future research should prioritize
public benchmark datasets, realistic validation methods, and advanced ML architectures. These
steps are essential to move ML-based protection from theoretical promise to practical deploy-
ment in increasingly dynamic and decentralized power systems.

1. Introduction

The transformation of electric power systems is accelerating, driven by widespread integration of renewable and
distributed energy resources (DER). This shift from traditional, centralized generation — primarily coal, gas, and
nuclear power — towards decentralized, variable sources fundamentally reshapes electricity generation, transmission,
distribution, and protection [1, 2]. The transition to inverter-based resourcess (IBRs) and DERs introduces significant
operational changes, as these technologies differ fundamentally from conventional synchronous machines and are
poorly supported by legacy grid infrastructures [3]. This shift challenges traditional protection systems, as IBR-
dominated grids face issues such as voltage instability, harmonic distortion, degraded power quality, reactive power
imbalances, and synchronization difficulties [4]. These effects, once localized, now occur at scale with greater
spatiotemporal variability, further diminishing the reliability of conventional protection schemes [5]. Further com-
plications arise from increasingly meshed distribution networks [6], emerging hybrid AC-DC architectures [7], and
dynamic, bidirectional power flows. Traditional threshold-based protection methods, optimized for unidirectional fault
currents, struggle to maintain selectivity, sensitivity, and rapid response under these conditions [8, 9].
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Figure 1: This overview figure illustrates the analytical flow of the review. The study begins with the emerging challenges
of modern power grids, which motivate the need for intelligent protection systems. These challenges are mapped onto
core protection tasks, which are examined through the lens of machine learning - focusing on common approaches,
architectures, and deployment considerations. The review concludes with structured contributions that synthesize insights,
promote reproducibility, and guide future research.

1.1. Motivation and Background

Consequently, there is growing interest in leveraging data-driven approaches, particularly artificial intelligence (AI)
and machine learning (ML), to enhance or replace conventional protection logic. Unlike fixed-threshold systems, ML
methods can learn nonlinear decision boundaries, adapt to changing conditions, and extract fault-relevant features
directly from high-frequency waveform data [10]. These models generalize from data without relying on explicit
heuristic rules. Recently, a sub-domain of ML, deep learning (DL) has achieved significant breakthroughs across
diverse domains, proving effective at tackling complex, high-dimensional tasks.

Notable achievements in computer vision (ResNet [11]), natural language processing (BERT [12], GPT [13]),
strategic decision-making (AlphaGo [14]), and medical diagnostics [15] have exemplified DL’s capacity to automat-
ically learn hierarchical structures and generalize effectively from unstructured inputs. Motivated by these successes,
power systems research increasingly adopts ML approaches, benefiting from the proliferation of high-resolution
sensor data, computational advancements, and the need for adaptive protection schemes. Recent IEEE guidance
underscores the practical promise of Al for power system protection, highlighting scenarios where such methods
surpass conventional techniques in speed, accuracy, and adaptability [16].

As aresult, the body of literature exploring ML-based protection strategies has expanded significantly, encompass-
ing diverse models, datasets, and evaluation strategies. However, methodological inconsistencies, varying performance
metrics, and inadequate consideration of deployment scenarios remain prevalent. Thus, a structured synthesis is
needed to comprehensively evaluate current research, identify promising trends, and reveal gaps that impede practical
application. To aid in this process, Figure 1 provides an overview of the review structure, highlighting key protection
tasks, prevailing methodological patterns, and the main contributions of this work.

1.2. Terminology and Scope
Inconsistent terminology complicates the review of ML applications in power system protection. Central to this
field is the concept of a fault, denoting abnormal conditions such as insulation breakdown or unintended conductive
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Figure 2: Conceptual taxonomy of machine learning paradigms in power system protection and disturbance management.
Supervised learning learns from labeled data, unsupervised learning learns from unlabeled data, and reinforcement learning
learns through interaction with an environment. Deep learning provides a cross-cutting family that learns hierarchical
representations directly from raw data and enhances all three paradigms.

paths (e.g., line-to-ground, line-to-line, or three-phase) that produce high currents, thermal and mechanical stress, and
potential equipment damage. Protection schemes are designed to rapidly detect, classify, and localize faults so that
the affected component can be isolated — typically through breaker tripping — to preserve system integrity and prevent
cascading failures. These fault-related tasks remain the backbone of protection engineering and represent a primary
focus of ML-based studies.

By contrast, disturbances denote abnormal operating states that do not necessarily require immediate disconnec-
tion, such as islanding, voltage or frequency deviations, oscillations, harmonics, and other power quality issues. We
use the term disturbance management to describe the monitoring, detection, and mitigation of such events. While
fault protection ensures safety by isolating permanent failures, disturbance management sustains stability and power
quality. For ML, disturbances are particularly challenging because their signatures are weaker, more distributed, and
data-sparse compared to faults.

The reviewed methods are organized by learning paradigm. Supervised learning dominates, using labeled data
for tasks such as fault classification or disturbance detection. Unsupervised learning addresses clustering, anomaly
detection, and dimensionality reduction when labels are unavailable. Reinforcement learning remains exploratory,
targeting adaptive and coordinated protection. Finally, deep learning (e.g., convolutional, recurrent, and graph
networks) enables hierarchical feature extraction across all paradigms (Figure 2).

1.3. Related Works

Several recent reviews address various facets of protection in power systems, albeit typically focusing narrowly on
specific contexts or tasks. Perez-Molina et al. [17] and Sahebkar Farkhani et al. [18] specifically examine protection
methods for multi-terminal high-voltage direct current (HVDC) grids, emphasizing hardware implementations and
fault-clearing strategies. Similarly, Chandio et al. [19] extensively discuss control and protection methods specifically
within modular multilevel converter (MMC)-based HVDC systems, whereas Mishra et al. [20] highlight signal
processing and Al-integrated methods for HVDC networks. Panahi et al. [21] provide a broad review of fault
localization methods for transmission networks, categorizing approaches such as traveling-wave techniques and
impedance calculations. In contrast, De La Cruz et al. [22] investigate the localization of faults in distribution
smart grids, emphasizing communication challenges and infrastructural considerations. Bindi et al. [23] explore both
diagnostic and prognostic methods for medium and high-voltage lines, focusing primarily on predictive maintenance
and algorithmic approaches. Alhamrouni et al. [24] broadly review Al’s role across stability, control, and protection,
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Figure 3: Classical ML pipeline applied to power system protection and disturbance management. The first stage,
Data Collection, entails acquiring voltage and current measurements from transmission infrastructure and system-level
monitoring devices (e.g., protective relays, PMUs, and SCADA systems). The Feature Extraction stage focuses on
transforming raw signal data into informative representations, including time-domain amplitude features, frequency spectra
(e.g., via Fourier analysis), and multi-resolution decompositions (e.g., wavelet transforms), to emphasize fault-related
characteristics. In the ML Models stage, the extracted features are employed to train and evaluate classifiers such as
ANNs and SVMs, enabling accurate discrimination between normal and faulty system states. Finally, the Qutputs stage
illustrates the model's decisions, such as identifying specific fault types (e.g., Fault A) versus no-fault conditions, and
initiating system-level actions including trip signals, alarms, or holding operations. This end-to-end pipeline is designed to
enhance protection reliability, improve situational awareness, and support faster, more adaptive disturbance management
in modern, decentralized power systems. Figure recreated and adapted after [28].

albeit without detailed methodological comparisons across studies. Zaben et al. [25] systematically analyze ML-
based fault diagnosis, but restrict their coverage to AC microgrid environments. Meanwhile, broader perspectives
such as Xie et al. [26] emphasize general challenges and opportunities of digitized and Al-driven grids, rather than
detailed protection-specific methodologies. Additionally, Dai et al. [27] specifically survey Al applications in relay
protection but provide only a brief overview without comprehensive methodological synthesis. In contrast, our review
uses a framework to systematically analyze ML methods specifically for power system protection and disturbance
management, focusing on identifying where these methods are applied and how they are implemented across different
protection tasks, datasets, and grid types.

1.4. Contributions of This Work

In this paper, we present a scoping review guided by the PRISMA for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR)
framework [29, 30]. We systematically analyze over 100 studies addressing ML applications in power system protection
and disturbance management. As modern power grids grow increasingly complex, driven by renewable integration,
decentralized generation, and digitalized infrastructure, conventional protection methods face mounting limitations
in ensuring system resilience and responsiveness. In response, ML-based approaches have emerged as promising
alternatives, offering adaptability to evolving grid conditions and the ability to extract actionable insights from
heterogeneous data. However, the diversity of tasks, model architectures, and evaluation protocols across studies
complicates comparison and impedes the development of generalizable conclusions. An overview of a classical ML
pipeline tailored for power system protection and disturbance management is illustrated in Figure 3. Scoping reviews are
particularly suitable for such rapidly evolving and interdisciplinary domains, as they enable a structured and transparent
synthesis of research activity, highlight underexplored areas, and support alignment between academic developments
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Table 1
List of Abbreviations
Abbreviation  Definition Abbreviation  Definition
General / Methods
Al Artificial intelligence ML Machine learning
DL Deep learning PCA Principal component analysis
Signal Processing
FFT Fast Fourier Transform WT Wavelet transform
CWT Continuous wavelet transform DWT Discrete wavelet transform

Power & Energy Systems

DER Distributed energy resources RES Renewable energy sources

MG Microgrid HV High voltage

Lv Low voltage MV Medium voltage

HVDC High-voltage direct current MTDC Multi-terminal direct current
MMC Modular multilevel converter VSC Voltage source converter

PMU Phasor measurement unit WAMS Wide-area measurement systems

Protection Tasks

FD Fault detection FC Fault classification
FL Fault localization FLI Fault line identification
DP Distance protection SC Short circuit

and practical deployment needs. Our review provides a comprehensive foundation to better understand the current
landscape, guide future research, and inform the design of more robust, scalable, and effective protection schemes.

1.5. Paper Organization

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section 2 details our review methodology, including
the search strategy, eligibility criteria, and synthesis approach. Sections 3 to 5 discuss findings categorized by
protection task. Section 6 explores overarching trends, limitations, and future research opportunities. Section 7 provides
recommendations to enhance methodological rigor and reproducibility. Section 8 concludes by highlighting key
insights and implications for future work. For clarity, the key abbreviations used throughout this paper are summarized
in Table 1.

2. Methods

This study adopts a structured scoping review methodology, guided by the PRISMA-ScR framework [29, 30]. The
application of this standardized approach enhances transparency, reproducibility, and methodological rigor throughout
the review process. The following subsections detail the procedures employed for data collection, screening, and
analysis. A comprehensive PRISMA-ScR checklist is provided in Supplementary Table S.5.

Eligibility Criteria: This scoping review includes original research that contributes directly to the application of
ML in power system protection and disturbance management. Eligible studies address tasks such as fault detection,
fault classification, fault localization, protection coordination, or disturbance analysis using ML methods. To ensure
scientific rigor, only peer-reviewed journal articles and conference papers published in English between January 2020
and December 2024 were included. Review articles, meta-analyses, and other secondary literature were excluded to
maintain a focus on original methodological contributions. These criteria were designed to capture recent and relevant
advancements in ML-based protection and disturbance management.

Information Sources: A systematic search was conducted in the Scopus and IEEE Xplore databases using a
standardized set of keywords aligned with the review objectives. The complete search queries are provided in
Supplementary Table S.6. All searches were carried out on January 24, 2025.

The Search Strategy was developed to capture literature at the intersection of power system protection and ML
techniques. We constructed structured queries by combining keyword groups across three thematic areas: protection-
related concepts (e.g., relay protection, protection coordination), ML methodologies (e.g., deep learning, reinforcement
learning), and power system contexts (e.g., smart grids, HVDC, AC-DC systems). The complete search expressions
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Figure 4: Trend in annual publications related to machine learning-based power system protection, based on results from
Google Scholar using the same keyword combinations defined in the search strategy (see Table S.6). The plot illustrates
a substantial increase in publication activity, particularly from 2018 onward, highlighting the growing research interest in
this interdisciplinary field. The value for 2025 is extrapolated based on partial-year data.

used for each database are presented in Supplementary Table S.6. In addition to the systematic database queries, a
manual search was conducted to identify relevant studies not captured through automated search, including recent
publications and references cited in key articles.

To visualize the growth in this research area, a publication trend analysis was performed using Google Scholar,
applying the same keyword combinations defined in the search strategy (see Table S.6). As illustrated in Figure 4,
the number of publications on ML-based grid protection has increased considerably since 2018, reflecting the rising
academic interest in this domain.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria: To be included, studies had to apply ML or Al techniques to tasks directly related
to power system protection and disturbance management. Relevant applications include fault detection, classification,
localization, disturbance detection, and protection coordination. Eligible studies were required to clearly describe the
dataset(s) used — particularly those involving protection or disturbance scenarios — and to specify the employed ML/AI
methods along with a rationale for their selection. Moreover, studies had to report results supported by performance
metrics, validation methods, or comparisons against baseline or state-of-the-art approaches.

Studies were excluded if they did not focus on protection or disturbance management, or did not employ ML/AI
methods. Work of a purely theoretical nature, lacking simulations, case studies, or experimental validation, was
also excluded. In addition, studies addressing cybersecurity issues such as intrusion detection or false data injection
were excluded, as these fall outside the scope of physical protection and disturbance response. Forecasting and other
operational tasks unrelated to protection or disturbance mitigation were likewise not considered.

Included Studies: After applying these criteria, a total of 119 studies were included in the review, out of an
initial pool of 603 studies. The selection process followed a structured and transparent workflow aligned with the
PRISMA-ScR framework. Initially, records retrieved from Scopus and IEEE Xplore were imported into Rayyan [31],
a web-based tool that facilitates collaborative screening and duplicate removal. After eliminating duplicates, a two-
stage screening process was conducted: first, titles and abstracts were reviewed to remove clearly irrelevant studies;
second, the remaining articles underwent full-text assessment to determine final eligibility based on the inclusion and
exclusion criteria. In addition to the systematic search, a manual screening of key references and recent publications
was performed to capture relevant studies not retrieved by the database queries. The complete study selection process,
including the number of records retained or excluded at each stage, is visualized in Figure 5.

Synthesis of Results: The selected studies were analyzed across key dimensions, including dataset type (e.g.,
simulation or real-world), targeted grid components (e.g., transmission or distribution), applied ML models, and
addressed protection tasks. For clarity, studies were grouped into three protection-related categories: fault detection
(FD), fault classification (FC), and fault localization (FL), reflecting ascending task complexity. When studies covered
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Figure 5: PRISMA-ScR flow diagram illustrating the structured study selection process used in this review. A total of
603 records were retrieved from Scopus and IEEE Xplore and imported into Rayyan for screening. After removing 55
duplicates, 548 unique studies were screened by title and abstract, resulting in the exclusion of 375 records. Full-text
assessment led to the inclusion of 97 articles, with an additional 22 studies identified through manual search, totaling
119 included studies. The arrows in the diagram trace the sequential progression through identification, deduplication,
screening, and eligibility assessment, clearly indicating how many records were retained or excluded at each step to ensure
transparency and reproducibility.

multiple tasks, they were classified under the most advanced, FL over FC, and FC over FD, to avoid redundancy
and highlight their highest contribution. Findings are presented through narrative summaries and comparative tables.
The narratives focus on methods and application domains, while the tables summarize datasets, ML techniques, and
evaluation strategies for each task: fault detection (Table S.1), fault classification (Table S.3), and fault localization
(Table S.4). Together, they provide a structured overview of current trends and challenges in ML-based power system
protection and disturbance management.

3. Fault Detection in Power System Protection

Fault detection is a fundamental component of power system protection, serving as the initial step in most protection
schemes to promptly detect abnormal conditions such as short circuits or equipment failures. As power systems evolve
— with growing integration of renewable energy, digital substations, and data-driven architectures — the scope and
implementation of FD are also advancing. This section reviews its functional role, conventional methods, and recent
research trends, with a focus on ML-based approaches.

3.1. Conventional Approaches and Emerging Challenges

Traditionally, FD has been performed locally within substations using protective relays, often relying soley on
current transformers [5]. These hardwired relays operate autonomously to isolate faults in real time. With digital
substations and IEC 61850 [32, 33], measurement and protection logic are decoupled, enabling synchronized data
to be processed externally [34]. As a result, FD can now occur at various architectural levels: via edge devices [35],
local substation processors [33], or centralized wide-area measurement systems (WAMS) [36], allowing ML-based
methods to be adapted to different deployment scenarios.
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While FD remains essential for promptly detecting conditions like short circuits or equipment failures, traditional
schemes face growing limitations. They must operate quasi-instantaneously [37], yet rely on fixed thresholds (e.g., over-
current, impedance, differential relays) originally designed for high fault currents [8]. In modern grids with inverter-
based distributed generation (DG), fault currents are often lower and less predictable [38], reducing detection reliability,
especially under high-impedance faults or dynamic topologies [ 10]. Renewable-dominated systems further complicate
protection due to bidirectional power flows and varying short-circuit levels [37], often leading to incorrect or missed
operations. Moreover, fixed-scenario designs limit adaptability to evolving grid conditions [8].

These challenges have spurred interest in data-driven FD methods that analyze current and voltage waveforms
using signal processing and ML techniques [39]. Models such as wavelet transforms (WTs), SVMs, and deep neural
networks (DNNs) have shown strong performance under realistic conditions [38]. This review identified 11 studies
focusing exclusively on ML-based FD, covering distribution networks, transmission systems, and hybrid AC/DC
configurations. The following sections explore these contributions, beginning with distribution-level approaches.

3.2. Machine Learning Approaches to Fault Detection

Several studies have proposed FD methods for distribution networks, addressing challenges such as high-impedance
fault (HIF)s, variable DG, and limited observability. Bakkar et al. [40] introduced a dual neural network (NN)-based
controller validated on simulation and lab-scale data. Celik et al. [41] used a deep Group Method of Data Handling
(GMDH)-ANN for HIF detection in an active distribution network (ADN), showing high accuracy on real 20kV data.
Diefenthaler et al. [42] trained a convolutional neural network (CNN) on RMS current images from a real medium
voltage (MV) grid, while Nieminen et al. [43] applied a CNN to COMTRADE data for short circuit (SC) and earth
fault (EF) detection. Other approaches include one-class classification for varying DER scenarios [44] and an ANN
for FD in radial low voltage (LV) systems [45]. Kordowich et al. [46] proposed a deep Q-learning-based scheme that
combines centralized and decentralized agents for adaptive detection, while Wu et al. introduced a nested reinforcement
learning (RL) framework for relay coordination [47].

While fewer studies address transmission line FD, the demand for ultra-fast and accurate detection in high voltage
(HV) systems remains critical. Chen et al. [37] emphasized the need for sub-cycle detection to prevent cascading
failures. Kumar et al. [48] developed a hybrid SVM-CNN model trained on real voltage signals from the ENET Centre.

Hybrid AC/DC grids pose additional challenges due to power electronics and diverse fault signatures. Yousaf et
al. [49] used a feedforward ANN combined with multi-resolution analysis for FD in a 320kV, four-terminal multi-
terminal high-voltage direct current (MT-HVDC) system, achieving high accuracy. Galkin et al. [50] applied a CNN
to identify sympathetic inrush phenomena in transformer data generated in Simulink, aiming to prevent false tripping
by distinguishing non-fault transient from actual faults. Rezaei et al. [51] proposed a FD algorithm for doubly fed
induction generator (DFIG)-based wind farms under varying operating conditions.

The reviewed FD approaches exhibit diverse methodological and experimental designs. Most rely on simulated
data — via tools like PowerFactory, Simulink, and OpenDSS - typically using IEEE test systems or real grid models.
Some incorporate real measurements, such as voltage recordings from the ENET Centre [48] or COMTRADE files
from the Finnish grid [43], enhancing realism. Others combine simulation with lab validation or hardware-in-the-loop
testing [40, 51].

Dataset sizes vary widely, from fewer than 200 real events [43] to over 800 000 high-frequency samples [48].
Several studies assess robustness under varying DG levels, noise, fault types, and topologies. Many emphasize fast
response times (e.g., sub-20 ms) and deployment aspects such as selective tripping, communication delays, and false-
trip resilience, reflecting growing system maturity.

The studies span distribution and transmission networks, transformers, wind farms, and DC grids, applying a broad
range of ML methods. Common techniques include CNNs, DNNs, and SVMs, along with hybrid models like SVM-
CNN and RL-Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) frameworks [47]. Several also explore less conventional approaches,
such as one-class classifiers [44], teacher-student strategies [46], and multi-resolution analysis with random search [52].
While FD remains a foundational task, many studies extend their focus to FC, aiming to distinguish between different
fault types and improve situational awareness.

Islanding Detection

In addition to short circuits, high-impedance faults, and broken conductors, protection and disturbance management
systems must also detect inadvertent islanding. Within the context of this review, inadvertend islanding is treated
as an abnormal event and thus a critical disturbance to be addressed by protection systems. Inadvertent islanding
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refers to a condition where a section of a distribution grid becomes electrically isolated from the main supply but
remains energized by DERs. Such scenarios are a major concern for distribution system operators, as they can damage
equipment and endanger maintenance crews. Therefore, DERs are commonly required to be disconnected rapidly in
this case of islanding.

This scoping review identified and compared a substantial body of work on ML-based islanding detection,
summarized in Table S.2. While earlier reviews often gave this topic limited attention, the growing penetration of
renewable generation has motivated extensive research on fast and reliable detection, with both feature-driven and
end-to-end ML approaches now widely explored.

Feature-driven methods extract information from voltage and current signals before classification. Examples
include harmonic sequence components with LSTM, intrinsic mode or wavelet decompositions with ANN/DNN, and
RMS- or THD-based features with SVM [53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59]. Such approaches report high accuracy, fast
detection (often below 10 ms), and reduced non-detection zones (NDZs). End-to-end deep learning has emerged as
an alternative, directly processing raw or time-frequency transformed signals via CNNs, LSTMs, or hybrid models.
Reported accurarcies typically exceed 95 %, with some studies demonstrating perfect recall under noisy conditions and
strong robustness to topology changes [60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65].

A further trend addresses deployment and integration. Ali et al. [66] embedded an ANN-based detector into a
hierarchical IoT framework, achieving IEEE 1547 compliance. Real-time and hardware-in-the-loop implementations
demonstrate feasibility at scale, including classification speeds above 170,000 obs/s and dependable detection within
5-15ms [67, 68].

A recurring focus across all studies is minimization of the NDZ, defined as the range of operating conditions where
an islanding event occurs but remains undetected by the protection scheme. Some approaches consistently report near-
zero NDZ using CNN, DNN, or recurrent neural network (RNN)/LSTM-based classifiers, while others achieve sub-
5 ms detection with NDZs below 4% [62, 69, 70, 59]. Overall, ML-based methods achieve high accuracy, fast response,
and improved robustness, but most rely on simulation data with limited field validation. Future work should address
domain adaptation, interoperability, and integration with digital substation architectures to ensure reliable operation
under practical grid conditions.

4. Fault Classification in Power System Protection

Faults are abnormal electrical conditions that interrupt the normal operation of power systems. Short circuits, either
between phases or from a phase to ground, are especially critical, as the resulting high current flow can cause thermal
and mechanical stress, potentially damaging equipment and compromising system stability [71]. Classifying faults
accurately is a fundamental step in designing protection schemes and improving response time during disturbances [72].
In this section, we examine both conventional classification strategies and recent ML-based approaches across various
grid types and protection contexts.

4.1. Conventional Approaches and Emerging Challenges

Power system faults typically fall into three categories: symmetrical, unsymmetrical, and open-circuit. Symmetrical
faults, such as three-phase short circuits, are rare but severe, affecting all phases equally. Unsymmetrical faults —
including single line-to-ground (L-G), line-to-line (L.-L), and double line-to-ground (L-L-G) — occur more frequently
and cause phase imbalances. Open-circuit faults involve conductor disconnection, leading to unbalanced currents and
equipment stress. Each fault type exhibits distinct electrical characteristics, requiring tailored detection and mitigation
strategies.

Conventional protective relays implicitly distinguish faults through specialized designs rather than explicit
classification. Distance relays measure impedance trajectories to identify fault locations and indirectly infer fault types.
Differential relays detect internal faults via current imbalances, while overcurrent relays trip based on exceeded current
thresholds [5, 73]. Classical analytical methods like symmetrical components and traveling wave analysis also support
fault discrimination but lack explicit classification capability [74].

Recent ML methods explicitly classify faults using waveform patterns captured from high-frequency signals.
Techniques such as CNNs, RNNs (e.g., LSTMs, GRUs), and ensemble methods directly assign fault labels, while
accounting for diverse grid topologies and noisy conditions [10, 75, 76]. Preprocessing techniques like wavelet
transforms further improve feature extraction and model accuracy.
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However, ML-based classification introduces significant challenges. Models typically rely on simulated data,
limiting generalizability to real-world operational conditions. Strict real-time constraints impose trade-offs between
model complexity and inference latency [16]. Additionally, the black-box nature of ML models complicates inter-
pretability, trust, and deployment in safety-critical environments. Ultimately, explicit FC via ML offers promising
avenues toward adaptive, proactive, and intelligent protection strategies, positioning it as an essential component of
future grid reliability and resilience.

4.2. Machine Learning Approaches to Fault Classification

Recent studies have applied ML to FD and FC in transmission systems using simulation tools like Simulink,
PSCAD, and PSS/E. Classifiers range from ANNs, decision trees (DTs), and SVM to probabilistic and ensemble
models. Many works use single-line Simulink models with methods such as LSTM, double-channel extreme learning
machines, or quadratic discriminant analysis (QDA), focusing on time-domain features from voltage and current
signals [77, 78, 79, 80, 81].

More complex grid scenarios include IEEE 39-bus simulations to benchmark classifiers such as multi-layer extreme
learning machine (ML-ELM), stacked autoencoders, multilayer perceptron (MLP), k-nearest neighbor (KNN), SVM,
and Naive Bayes (NB) [82, 83]. Studies targeting TCSC-compensated lines use one-cycle post-fault data or fast S-
transform features with ensemble classifiers [84, 85]. Uddin et al. [86] evaluate SVM-based detection on an IEC
benchmark under varying conditions. Fahim et al. [81] present a self-attention CNN with time-series imaging and
wavelet preprocessing for robust FD and FC.

Other contributions include Moloi et al. [87], who combine discrete wavelet transform (DWT) features with a
particle swarm optimization (PSO)-optimized ANN, and Muntasir et al. [88], who compare multiple classifiers on
data from a real 50 MW plant. Myint et al. [89] use traveling-wave features and a Bayesian-trained ANN for FC and
phase identification in traction systems. Guama et al. [90] uniquely incorporate real COMTRADE data from a 230kV
substation, combined with PowerFactory simulations. Their two-stage self-organizing map-based model uses zero-
sequence components to detect ground faults and modal currents for phase identification, generalizing well to unseen
events. Han et al. [91] propose a gradient similarity-based classifier for faulted-phase identification in high-voltage
grids, outperforming ANN and component-based approaches under noisy and high-impedance conditions.

While most FC studies focus on AC transmission systems, emerging HVDC and hybrid HVAC/HVDC grids
introduce new challenges. Reviewed works span two- and four-terminal, bipolar, and MMC-based HVDC systems
with voltages from 100kV to 800kV, simulated primarily in Simulink or EMTDC, with some incorporating real
data or real-time digital simulator (RTDS)-based validation. Topologies include voltage source converter (VSC), line-
commutated converter, multi-terminal meshes, and IEEE 39-bus extensions.

Several studies employ deep learning models on either raw or image-transformed waveforms. Li et al. [92] use
a Con-Att-BiLSTM with adversarial training on 110000 alarm records from a +800kV UHVDC system, while
Liang et al. [93] apply a CA-CNN to current trajectory images in hybrid grids. Others use signal-derived features
for classification, including time- or frequency-domain attributes processed by ANNs, Boltzmann machine learning
(BML), or logistic regression models [94, 95, 96].

Multi-stage and ensemble approaches are also common. Pragati et al. [97, 98] use Bayesian-optimized decision
trees, Stockwell transforms, GRU-RNNSs, and Teager—Kaiser operators in sequential FD/FC pipelines. Comparative
evaluations of LSTM, random forest (RF), and ANN models using voltage-difference features are provided by
Swetapadma et al. [99], while Tsotsopoulou et al. [100] propose a communication-free XGBoost classifier using only
local data. Time-frequency analysis remains central in the work of Wong, Xiang, and Yousaf. Wong et al. [101] extract
traveling wave features for binary FD/FC, Xiang et al. [102] use one-level DWT with a 5-class ANN, and Yousaf
et al. [49, 103] combine DWT-based features with Bayesian optimization (BO)-optimized ANN and later propose a
communication-independent LSTM for FC in a four-terminal 320kV MT-HVDC mesh.

Together, these studies highlight a rich landscape of ML-based protection in HVDC and hybrid grids, combining
deep learning, signal-driven features, and optimized classifiers, with growing emphasis on real-time performance and
minimal communication needs.

Recent studies have extended ML-based FC to distribution networks, substations, and generation systems. Balan et
al. [104] use supervised learning on three years of real-world IoT transformer data — including voltage, current, power,
oil level, and temperature — for fault diagnosis without simulation. Wang et al. [105] apply decision trees to empirical
substation data to detect abnormal topologies in three-phase transformers.
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In distribution networks, simulated studies explore tasks such as islanding detection in photovoltaic generators
(PV)-integrated grids [106], HIF detection in radial feeders [107], and microgrid protection with inverter-interfaced
distributed generator (IIDG) [108]. Preprocessing includes DWT [107], modified Gabor wavelets [109], and transient-
voltage features [108]. Classifiers span SVM [107, 110], ensemble trees [108], and compact CNNs [109], trained on
signals sampled at 6.4 kHz to 20 kHz.

ML has also been applied to FC in power generation systems. Ashtiani et al. [111] develop a current-only relay
for wind turbines using time-domain features and DT models. Ramadoss et al. [112] detect excitation failure in
synchronous generators using statistical indicators and binary SVM classification of SMIB data. Sadiq et al. [113]
classify faults in Zeta converters within DC microgrids using multi-class models under simulated degradation.

Microgrid-focused studies primarily rely on MATLAB/Simulink simulations, with occasional use of EMTDC.
Aryan et al. [114] employ an radial basis function neural network (RBFNN) trained on simulated RMS signals for
FD and FC. A few works incorporate real fault recordings, including a 750 V DC microgrid at ETL-KAFB [115] and
additional data from Kirtland AFB [116]. Common test systems include IEEE 5-, 9-, and 13-bus networks, the CIGRE
low-voltage benchmark, and custom topologies spanning 0.35kV to 13kV. Signal decomposition techniques such
as DWT and multi-resolution analysis are widely used for feature extraction [117, 118], while classifiers range from
conventional models (SVM, DT, NB) to advanced architectures, including CNNs, hybrid CNN-GRU [119], and both
centralized and communication-free ANN-based schemes [120, 121]. Some studies assess generalization by training
on simulations and testing on real data [115].

Across all domains — transmission, hybrid HVAC/HVDC systems, distribution networks, generation units, and
microgrids — ML-based FC methods exhibit substantial diversity in system configurations, data sources, and classifier
designs. While most rely on simulation tools like MATLAB/Simulink and PSCAD, several incorporate real-world
measurements from substations, converters, and utility grids. Feature extraction spans time, frequency, and time-
frequency domains, using techniques such as DWT, Stockwell transforms, and energy-based operators. Classifiers
range from SVM, DT, and NB to deep architectures like CNN, LSTM, and hybrid ensembles. Recent trends emphasize
robustness to noise, communication independence, cross-grid generalization, and real-time feasibility-reflecting a
growing maturity of ML-based protection adapted to the complexity and decentralization of modern power systems.

Given this growing complexity, conventional FL. methods often struggle with speed, scalability, and resilience
under real-world constraints. As a result, recent research has shifted toward ML-based FL, leveraging data-driven
models built on electrical signals, topology, and fault history to achieve faster, more accurate, and more adaptive
localization-particularly in operational contexts where traditional techniques fall short.

5. Fault Localization in Power System Protection

Fault localization identifies the precise point along a power line where a disturbance has occurred (e.g., at 12.5%
of the line length), enabling selective tripping and faster service restoration. Conventional methods rely on distance
relays that divide lines into zones, triggering immediate response in the primary zone and delayed actions in others to
preserve coordination.

However, the rise of IBRs, which supply limited fault current, reduces the effectiveness of impedance-based
techniques. In response, high-resolution measurements and modern communication protocols have enabled more
adaptable, data-driven and ML-based FL. methods. This section reviews conventional approaches, their limitations,
and recent advances in ML-based FL.

5.1. Conventional Approaches and Emerging Challenges

FL is a core function in power system protection, enabling selective tripping during faults and supporting faster
post-event diagnosis. Accurate localization reduces outage durations, particularly in complex or remote networks, but
its effectiveness depends on grid topology and data availability.

In distribution systems, non-uniform line parameters, lateral taps, and mixed conductor types hinder precision [5].
Still, detailed topology and impedance data can often narrow fault zones sufficiently. Transmission networks, with their
more uniform structure and enhanced observability facilitated by a higher number of measurements, are better suited
for automated FL, especially where manual inspection is costly or slow.

Recent standards like IEC 61850 [32] and high-speed communication protocols [122] have expanded FL’s
applicability by enabling time-synchronized, system-wide monitoring [5].
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Conventional FL. methods are typically classified into impedance-based and traveling-wave-based approaches.
Impedance-based techniques are computationally efficient and easy to implement, but rely on simplifying assumptions
that often do not hold in real-world conditions. Traveling-wave methods, using high-frequency transients and GPS-
synchronized measurements, offer higher accuracy, especially in high-impedance or multi-line scenarios [123, 124,
125, 126, 127, 128].

WAMS further improves FL by enabling system-wide data integration [129, 130, 131, 132], but traditional methods
still face challenges such as blind zones, low observability, and hardware failures [133, 134, 135].

Emerging tasks like fault line identification (FLI) [136] and zonal fault classification [137] require scalable, data-
rich algorithms capable of handling heterogeneous conditions. These were previously constrained by centralized
architectures and limited communication but are now increasingly viable due to decentralized designs and fast data
exchange. In this context, ML-based approaches are gaining traction. The next section reviews recent contributions
that leverage signal-derived and topological features to improve fault classification where conventional methods fall
short.

5.2. Machine Learning Approaches to Fault Localization

As discussed in Sec. 5.1, the higher measurement density and well-defined protection zones of transmission
networks make them well-suited for FL, especially at HV and UHV levels, where rapid and accurate localization
is critical for maintaining system stability, despite potentially complex topologies. Of the 43 reviewed studies on FL,
19 focus on transmission-level scenarios. However, only one includes hardware-in-the-loop validation, underscoring
the persistent gap between simulation and real-world application. The following examples highlight selected studies
that illustrate recent advances in FL using ML, particularly in terms of accuracy, integration with legacy systems, and
noise robustness.

Tran [138] proposed a hybrid scheme combining conventional distance protection with an ML-based correction
layer. An MLP, trained on 2136 simulated samples from a 118.5km AC-185/29 line in Vietnam, processed 60 ms
windows of wavelet, raw, and frequency-domain features. Replay via an Omicron CMC-356 and Siemens 7SA522
relay demonstrated that the MLP reduced average FL error from 0.92 % to 0.42 %, improving localization by 0.6 km
and showcasing the value of ML-augmented legacy systems.

Raj et al. [139] developed a lightweight MLP model for FD, FC, and FL on a 132kV, 100 km line using RMS
voltage and current features from Fast Fourier Transform (FFT). While FD and FL performance was strong, FC lagged-
highlighting the trade-offs in simplified architectures.

Najafzadeh et al. [140] applied WHO-optimized RF, DT, and adaptive neuro-fuzzy inference system (ANFIS)
models with fuzzy thresholding on high-resolution phasor measurement unit (PMU) data under low SNR conditions.
Their ensemble achieved sub-200 m localization error, demonstrating strong noise resilience and precise tuning for HV
environments.

Together, these studies reflect the flexibility of ML-based FL in transmission systems-ranging from real-world
hardware integration to lightweight simulation models and noise-robust ensembles.

Beyond targeted contributions, a broader body of work explores FL across diverse system configurations. Studies
range from large-scale IEEE 68- and 145-bus networks using WAMS data and recurrent models [141], to single-line
400kV, 100 km simulations with hybrid CNN-LSTM architectures [76]. Conventional approaches based on ANNs
and RF remain common [142, 143], while lightweight models like extreme learning machine (ELM) [144] target
resource-constrained environments. Several studies address practical issues such as incomplete relay coverage [145],
limited measurement availability [139], and integration of synchronized phasor data [140], reflecting a growing focus
on robustness and real-world feasibility. Hassan et al. [75] apply an optimizable ELM for FC and FL on IEEE 9-bus
simulation data.

A subset of work addresses FL in wind-integrated systems, where variable generation introduces additional
uncertainty. Prabhakar [146] uses a hybrid SVM-ANN on a modified IEEE 9-bus system with wind, while Uddin
et al. [137] classify fault zones in DFIG-based farms using DT, SVM, and principal component analysis (PCA). Taheri
et al. [147, 148] propose LSTM-based models for FL and impedance estimation, demonstrating robustness to noise
and high fault resistance. Rizk-Allah et al. [149] improve accuracy by tuning neural network hyperparameters using
PSO, while Garika et al. [150] apply biorl.5 wavelets and ANNSs in IoT-enabled wind—SVM systems.

While these studies demonstrate the adaptability of ML-based FL, most rely on simulated data, small or non-
standardized datasets, and lack field validation-limiting comparability and practical deployment. These limitations are
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even more pronounced in HVDC systems, where fault behavior differs fundamentally and research remains in its early
stages.

ML-based FL in HVDC systems is gaining traction due to the fast DC fault dynamics and the limitations of
conventional methods in handling transient behavior and directional ambiguity. Recent studies cover point-to-point
and multi-terminal current source converter (CSC)-, VSC-, and MMC-based topologies, typically operating between
100kV and 500kV. Yousaf et al. [151] addressed FL in a four-terminal MMC-HVDC grid using DWT-based features
and a Bayesian-optimized feedforward neural network (FFNN), trained under varying fault resistances and noise.

Most studies use EMTDC or Simulink for simulation and apply different ML models for FD, FC, and FL. Classical
methods rely on wavelet or statistical features-such as PCA, maximal overlap discrete WT, or moving averages-
combined with SVM or general regression NN classifiers [152, 153, 154, 155]. More recent work explores hybrid
and deep learning models, including semi-Al and CNN-SVM setups, achieving detection under 5 ms and handling
high-resistance faults [156, 157].

Tiwari [158] extended CNN-based FL to wind-integrated HVDC systems, outperforming standard methods across
different fault cases. Ren et al. [159] proposed a vision transformer (Vision Transformer (ViT)) model that turns voltage
signals into image-like formats, Gramian angular field (GAF), recurrence plot (RP), Markov transition field (MTF),
continuous wavelet transform (CWT), and processes them using small ViT networks. Trained on EMTDC data from
a four-terminal 500kV grid, the model reached a mean error of 0.441 km and stayed accurate even with noise, high
resistance, and low sampling rates.

Together, these studies show increasing variety in methods and a stronger focus on reliable performance for ML-
based FL in HVDC grids. As the field develops, similar work is now appearing in distribution and microgrid systems,
where irregular layouts and limited measurements create new challenges.

Limited measurements and communication infrastructure in distribution networks and microgrids complicate FL,
therefore ML-based methods are increasingly explored. Convolutional models are common, including hybrid CNN-
LSTM for ring networks with variable DG, and pure CNN classifiers for compact grids [160, 161]. Some works
incorporate DG effects using ANN, 1D-CNN, or variational mode decomposition (VMD)-CNN models [162, 163].
Kandasamy et al. [164] used a discrete Orthonormal Stockwell transform (DOST)-based deep model for FD, FC, and
FL, while Zhang et al. [165] proposed a spatio-temporal protection scheme using multi-agent reinforcement learning.
Sapountzoglou et al. [166] use gradient boosting trees for FD, FC, and FL in a simulated low-voltage smart grid.

In microgrids, characterized by low voltage and frequent mode transitions, most studies rely on Simulink
simulations with DG and renewable energy sources (RES). Jayasinghe et al. [167] and Kumari et al. [168] used ANN-
based models with strong FC and FL results. ANNs remain dominant, used in four of six reviewed studies [167, 168,
169, 170], while alternatives such as SVM [171], and ensembles methods like RF [172], which are based on DTs, offer
gains in interpretability and training speed.

Mampilly and Sheeba [173] combined empirical wavelet transform (EWT)-based decomposition with a hybrid
CNN-biLSTM model optimized via pelican algorithm in an IEEE 13-bus RES microgrid. Goli et al. [174] used wavelet-
ANN methods for FD and FL in a hybrid PV-wind setup.

Feature engineering techniques-such as DWT [169] or task-specific filtering [172]-are commonly used to improve
model robustness. Despite promising results, many studies lack detail on key dataset characteristics. Sampling
frequency (f,), which critically affects signal resolution, is often unreported. Sample sizes range from under 500 to
over 2.4 million [168, 169], with sampling rates from 1 kHz to 260 kHz. Simulated topologies span transmission lines,
distribution feeders, multi-terminal HVDC systems, and microgrids.

Some works move toward broader validation-evaluating cross-platform consistency between Simulink and
EMTDC [167] or incorporating IEC 61850-based communication models [170], but overall reporting remains
inconsistent. This hampers the assessment of realism and reproducibility, especially for FL, which depends on subtle
spatial and temporal patterns. Moreover, many studies report only aggregate accuracy, omitting localization-specific
metrics such as mean absolute or distance error.

While microgrid-focused work demonstrates the feasibility of ML-based FL under constrained conditions, progress
across grid types would benefit from more standardized reporting, clearer evaluation protocols, and stronger links
between simulation and real-world deployment.
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Figure 6: Distribution of Al types (a) and protection focus areas (b) in 119 selected studies on machine learning-based
power system protection and disturbance management. The prevalence of ANN and DL methods in (a) reflects current
modeling trends, while (b) shows a strong emphasis on FC and FL as the dominant protection tasks.

6. Analysis and Future Research Directions

This section synthesizes key patterns and limitations from the reviewed literature on ML-based power system
protection and disturbance management. Building on the task-specific findings in Sections 3 to 5, we highlight
overarching trends in Section 6.1, followed by recurring limitations in Section 6.2. These insights inform targeted
research priorities outlined in Section 6.3 to enhance reproducibility, robustness, and real-world viability of future
ML-based protection schemes. As shown in Figure 6, the majority of reviewed studies employ machine learning-based
approaches — particularly ML and ANN — and focus primarily on either FC or FL, reflecting both a dominant modeling
preference and a research emphasis on more complex protection tasks. Although papers were classified by their highest
addressed task, many studies on FL also perform FC and FD, and similarly, most FC-focused works include FD as a
foundational step. In addition, the FD category subsumes roughly 60 % of islanding detection papers, which were
grouped under FD due to their conceptual similarity.

6.1. Current Trends in ML-Based Protection

Recent advances in ML-based protection reflect growing efforts to address the complexity, decentralization, and
data challenges of modern power systems. This review analyzes studies along four dimensions — protection task,
data, methodology, and results — focusing on factors such as communication assumptions, measurement types, model
complexity, robustness, and real-time feasibility.

Protection tasks, FD, FC, and FL, are typically framed as supervised learning problems using models like SVM,
CNN, and shallow NN (especially MLPs), trained on synthetic data from Simulink, EMTDC, or PowerFactory. While
simulations enable scalable testing, they lack real-world variability. Only a few studies incorporate real fault data or
hardware-in-the-loop (HIL) validation.

Measurement approaches differ by grid type: transmission studies often use phasor-domain features (e.g., RMS,
symmetrical components), while HVDC, hybrid, and microgrid studies favor point-on-wave data to capture sub-cycle
transients. Time—frequency transforms such as DWT, FFT, and short-time fourier transform are common, though
inconsistently applied.

Model complexity is generally low to balance latency and interpretability. While some works explore hybrids (e.g.,
CNN-LSTM), simpler models dominate. RL is occasionally used for adaptive control; transformer-based methods are
rare. About one-quarter of studies assume communication infrastructure but rarely assess latency or reliability, with
communication-free models preferred for simplicity.
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Overview of common evaluation metrics in ML-based protection and disturbance management studies.

Metric Definition Strengths and Limitations

Accuracy Ratio of correctly predicted samples to total Intuitive and widely used, but may obscure per-
samples. formance under class imbalance.

Precision Fraction of correctly predicted positives among  Reduces false alarms, but ignores missed detec-

Recall (Sensitivity)

F1-Score

all predicted positives.

Fraction of correctly predicted positives among
all actual positives.

Harmonic mean of precision and recall.

tions.

Captures detection ability, but high recall may
increase false positives.

Balances false positives and false negatives; more

robust than accuracy on imbalanced data.

Evaluation in the reviewed studies is predominantly accuracy-centric, with limited attention to deployment factors.
Robustness to noise, data loss, or topology changes is rarely assessed, runtime and hardware requirements are seldom
reported, and validation with field data or hardware-in-the-loop setups remains scarce. In most cases, the reported
metric “accuracy” refers to classification accuracy, defined as

TP + TN

A = ,
Y = TP TN+ FP + FN

ey

where TP, TN, FP, and FN denote true positives, true negatives, false positives, and false negatives, respectively.
Although accuracy is straightforward and widely used, it becomes misleading in imbalanced datasets where the
majority class dominates. In such cases, a model may achieve high accuracy by consistently predicting the majority
class while failing to capture minority fault types. To address this, task-specific measures such as precision (positive
predictive value), recall (sensitivity), and their harmonic mean, the F1-score, provide a more nuanced assessment of
classification performance. An overview of these metrics, including their definitions, strengths, and limitations, is
summarized in Table 2.

6.2. Identified Gaps and Limitations

Despite significant progress in applying ML to power system protection, several limitations continue to impede
reproducibility, comparability, and deployment. A primary challenge is the predominant reliance on simulation data.
While simulations offer scalability, they cannot capture real-world variability. Only a small subset of studies incorporate
real fault recordings, HIL setups, or field measurements, leaving generalizability largely untested.

Terminological inconsistencies further obstruct progress. Terms like fault detection, classification, diagnosis, and
localization are often used interchangeably, despite referring to distinct tasks with different input requirements and
evaluation metrics. These ambiguities, often reflecting differing task definitions in electrical engineering (EE) and
ML, complicate comparison and reproducibility. The taxonomy in Sec. 7.2 seeks to standardize definitions and promote
interdisciplinary clarity.

A lack of open, standardized datasets hinders benchmarking. Even when simulated or proprietary data are used,
essential metadata such as sampling rates, voltage levels, and fault types are frequently omitted. While concerns around
confidentiality are valid, insufficient documentation limits transparency and reuse. To address this, we propose a dataset
documentation checklist in Sec. 7.3, applicable to both public and private data sources.

Evaluation practices are similarly inconsistent. While accuracy is widely reported, task-specific metrics — such as
F1-score, detection latency, or localization error (see Sec. 5) — are often omitted. Few studies assess robustness under
noise, missing data, or varying operating conditions. This lack of scenario-aware evaluation prevents fair comparison
and limits confidence in real-world applicability.

Real-time feasibility is also underexplored. Most studies neglect latency, memory, and throughput constraints,
despite the strict timing requirements of protection systems. Without runtime profiling, it remains unclear whether
models can run on digital relays, edge devices, or microcontrollers. Future work should prioritize hardware-aware
design and consider efficiency alongside accuracy.
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6.3. Guiding Future Research Directions

To overcome the limitations outlined above, future research should focus on creating publicly accessible benchmark
datasets with well-defined metadata. This includes clearly specifying voltage levels, sampling rates, grid topologies,
and fault scenarios. Consistent task definitions, a standardized fault taxonomy (e.g., distinguishing DC pole-to-pole,
pole-to-ground, and AC short-circuits), and unified terminology are also essential for enabling reproducible and
comparable research. Without such information, meaningful comparison across studies remains impossible. At present,
no commonly accepted taxonomy exists, and fault types are often described in inconsistent or ambiguous ways
across publications. Addressing this gap is therefore a prerequisite for developing robust benchmarks and drawing
generalizable conclusions from ML-based protection studies.

Evaluation metrics must capture not only accuracy, but also robustness to noise, missing data, and temporal
misalignment. Runtime behavior and compatibility with field hardware should be included as standard performance
indicators. For FL tasks in particular, spatial accuracy should primarily be reported as a percentage of the total line
length to enable fair comparison across different scenarios; physical units (e.g., meters) may be included additionally to
support practical interpretation. At the same time, many current datasets are “too clean,” often omitting common-mode
disturbances, background noise, or switching events. Expanding datasets to incorporate these effects is necessary for
testing model specificity and resilience under realistic operating conditions.

Bridging the gap between academic models and operational use cases will require validation under realistic
conditions, including pilot deployments and collaborations with utilities. Although HIL simulations are useful for
demonstrating real-time performance and hardware integration, they are limited in their ability to assess model
robustness under real-world disturbances due to their reliance on simulation-based models. However, HIL becomes
significantly more valuable when combined with real fault recordings, such as COMTRADE files, enabling researchers
to verify model reliability under authentic disturbances.

In this context, digital twins emerge as a particularly promising enabler. By providing high-fidelity, real-time virtual
representations of power grids, they bridge the gap between simulation-only validation and real-world deployment, and
they facilitate the generation of standardized benchmark datasets with ground-truth labels.

Research should also extend beyond transmission grids to include microgrids, HVDC, and hybrid AC-DC systems.
Transfer learning and domain adaptation may help build models that generalize across these diverse operating
environments. Beyond this, feature extraction methods such as wavelet and time-frequency transforms deserve
systematic benchmarking, as they remain widely applied in transient-rich domains (e.g., HVDC) yet lack rigorous
comparative evaluation.

Looking ahead, ML-based protection systems will need to satisfy increasingly demanding real-world constraints.
Speed remains a fundamental requirement: protection decisions must be made within milliseconds to ensure timely
fault clearing. This calls for low-latency models that can operate reliably on embedded devices such as digital relays or
substation controllers. In this context, model efficiency becomes as important as accuracy. Lightweight architectures
and model compression techniques — including pruning, quantization, and knowledge distillation via teacher-student
frameworks — will be key to achieving real-time performance under resource constraints. Moreover, robustness under
varying levels of DER penetration should be explicitly tested, as increasing renewable integration changes system
dynamics and fault signatures.

Another essential area of research concerns robustness to communication issues. As protection strategies become
more distributed, they increasingly depend on data exchange between devices. Delays, packet loss, and link failures
must be expected and managed. Models should either explicitly account for communication uncertainty or implement
fallback mechanisms that maintain safety under degraded conditions. Hybrid input strategies that combine slow
but resilient phasor data with high-resolution waveform signals could further enhance classification accuracy and
robustness in distributed and hybrid AC/DC settings.

A related challenge is input robustness. ML-based protection systems must handle noisy or atypical inputs,
including scenarios that unintentionally resemble adversarial examples. Although targeted attacks such as data
poisoning or model tampering are theoretically possible, they are less relevant in secured environments where
direct manipulation of sensor data is often more effective. Research should prioritize adversarial robustness, secure
deployment, and update mechanisms that support auditability and traceability.

Explainability remains a critical challenge, as protection decisions are inherently safety-critical and must be trusted
by human operators. Black-box ML models are difficult to adopt in this domain unless their behavior can be interpreted
in a transparent and reliable manner. Methods from the broader field of explainable AI (XAI) — such as SHAP or LIME
— offer post-hoc explanations that can enhance operator trust, but have so far been rarely applied in power system
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protection. At the same time, it is important to distinguish these methods from approaches that embed prior knowledge
or physical constraints into the model (e.g., known-operator networks or physics-informed neural networks), which
pursue interpretability through structure rather than explanation. Both directions remain largely unexplored in the
reviewed literature. Ultimately, progress in post-hoc explanation, confidence calibration, and inherently interpretable
architectures must go hand in hand with broader access to real-world, labeled fault data. Enabling data sharing,
improving dataset documentation, and developing standardized synthetic-to-real validation pipelines are crucial steps
toward building trustworthy and deployable models.

Lastly, modern ML techniques remain underexplored. Transformer architectures [175], graph neural networks
(GNNs) [176], and Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) [177] show promise in structured domains and may
be valuable in protection tasks, for example by modeling spatiotemporal dependencies or physical constraints. An
emerging direction is known operator learning (KOL), which embeds known operators, such as grid equations or relay
logic, into trainable models [178, 179]. This hybrid strategy improves interpretability and robustness while reducing
model complexity, and has the potential to enhance fault localization accuracy by embedding physical grid constraints
directly into the learning process. Although widely adopted in medical imaging, KOL remains largely unexplored in
power system protection.

7. Recommendations for Structured and Reproducible Research

Building on the trends, limitations, and opportunities identified in Sections 6.1 and 6.2, this section presents
practical recommendations to improve the transparency, comparability, and reproducibility of ML-based research
in power system protection. Section 7.1 presents general guidelines for open and structured research, data sharing,
evaluation practices, and model documentation. Together with the unified taxonomy in Section 7.2 and the dataset
documentation standards in Section 7.3, these recommendations support standardized benchmarking and reproducible
comparison across studies.

7.1. Guidelines for Transparent and Reproducible ML Research in Power System Protection

Despite significant progress in ML-based protection, the field still suffers from limited reproducibility and
inconsistent evaluation practices. Variability in performance metrics, undocumented model configurations, and
inaccessible datasets or codebases hinder meaningful comparison and slow down translation to practice. To address
these issues, we outline core guidelines grounded in open-source principles, emphasizing transparency, comparability,
and reproducibility across the full research pipeline.

Studies should report more than aggregate accuracy. Task-specific metrics — such as precision, recall, F1-score, and
class-wise performance — are essential for meaningful comparison, especially in imbalanced or multi-class settings. Yet,
we found that 23.5 % of studies did not report any performance metric beyond general statements of accuracy, limiting
interpretability and hindering fair comparison across methods. For FD, detection latency and false negative rates are
particularly relevant, as they directly impact operational reliability. Robustness should be evaluated under realistic
conditions, yet only a minority of studies conduct such analyses. Necessary ablation studies include evaluations under
varying fault types, fault resistances, fault locations, load fluctuations, DER outages, and different network topologies.
It is also important to check whether models can distinguish faults from normal but disruptive events such as inrush
currents, line switching, or energization.

Notable examples such as [120] demonstrate the importance of systematically assessing performance across these
dimensions. Noise robustness has been examined in [ 140, 147, 148, 151, 159], and generalization to unseen fault types
in [42], while missing data remains largely unexplored in the reviewed literature. An example analysis is provided in our
prior work [180]. Similarly, runtime efficiency [141, 156, 157], memory usage, and deployment constraints are rarely
reported. While these factors may not limit small or moderately sized models, they become relevant for large-scale
deployments, resource-constrained environments, or real-time protection logic. Their omission hinders comparability
and makes practical applicability harder to assess. These omissions hinder comparability and practical relevance.

Transparency in experimental design is essential. Key aspects — such as model architecture (e.g., centralized vs.
decentralized), input representation (phasor, waveform, frequency domain), output targets, and evaluation protocols —
should be clearly stated. Training details (e.g., network layers, activation functions, optimizer settings, batch size, and
epochs) and hyperparameter configurations must be reported. These are often omitted from the main text and instead
shared via appendices or external repositories like GitHub, which is effective if properly documented and maintained.
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Adopting open-source practices is vital for community progress. While only 1.7 % of the reviewed studies publicly
released their code or models, we recommend that future work consistently share source code, preprocessing scripts,
trained models, and evaluation tools. If proprietary or sensitive data cannot be shared, detailed documentation of data
formats, preprocessing pipelines, and experimental protocols remains essential. These practices form the foundation
for building rigorous, scalable, and practically relevant ML solutions in power system protection.

7.2. Proposed Taxonomy

Terminological inconsistencies remain a major barrier in ML-based power system protection research, largely due
to its interdisciplinary nature. To improve communication, reproducibility, and benchmarking, we propose a unified
taxonomy of protection tasks, aligning conventional protection concepts with common ML formulations.

Data window refers to the segment of voltage and current waveforms or phasor measurements used for analysis,
typically spanning 1 ms to 100 ms to comply with relay response times [5, 73]. While training data are often aligned
to fault inception, real-time models operate on continuously sampled signals. Discrete measurement points sampled
within this window form the multivariate time-series input to ML models. The sampling rate (number of measurements
per second), number of samples, and number of channels together determine the input dimensionality and influence
the model’s ability to capture transient behavior in real-time.

Fault detection determines whether a fault has occurred and is consistently framed as a binary classification task.
This mirrors conventional protection logic (e.g., overcurrent and distance relays) [5, 73] and is widely adopted in recent
literature [49, 118, 136, 140, 181].

Islanding detection is the task of identifying when DG or a microgrid (MG) is disconnected from the main utility
grid but continues to energize a local subsection of the grid. Conventionally addressed by passive, active, or hybrid
techniques, the problem in ML-based protection is typically formulated as a binary classification, where islanding must
be distinguished from non-islanding disturbances such as faults, switching, or load variations [66, 69, 59].

Fault classification identifies the type of fault, such as single-phase-to-ground, line-to-line, or three-phase faults,
and is typically formulated as a multi-class classification task. High-impedance faults often receive special attention
due to their detection difficulty [100, 118, 140, 159, 182].

Fault Area Classification, instead of Fault Zone Classification, is suggested to avoid confusion with conventional
distance protection zones, as it assigns faults to protection areas, only sometimes consistent with the zone reach of
distance protection relays [5]. Though less common, this task is gaining importance in advanced distribution protection
settings [181, 183].

Fault line identification involves determining the specific line, feeder, or substation where the fault occurred. It is
increasingly relevant in centralized schemes and WAMS-based architectures, where distinguishing between multiple
monitored elements is essential. This task is typically formulated as a multi-class classification [136, 184, 185]. A
related but under-defined task is fault bus identification, which extends the concept to pinpoint the faulted bus in an
interconnected grid.

Fault localization estimates the fault’s location along a transmission line, usually expressed as distance (in
kilometers or percentage of line length). In ML, this task is naturally modeled as a regression problem, with traditional
impedance- and traveling-wave-based methods forming the foundation [5, 140, 159].

Centralized or decentralized architectures must be clearly specified when describing an ML-based scheme.
Centralized schemes rely on synchronized data from multiple substations (grid-level centralized) or can also be
centralized at the substation level, where data from different devices within a single substation are aggregated.
In contrast, decentralized schemes use only local measurements. This distinction has significant implications for
communication infrastructure, latency, and reliability [5].

This taxonomy promotes consistent definitions across studies, enabling clearer problem formulation and improving
the comparability and reproducibility of ML-based protection research.

Extended Task Definitions and Distinctions: Beyond detection, classification, and localization, related terms
are often used inconsistently across the literature. Fault diagnosis typically refers to a composite task that combines
detection, classification, and localization. Fault analysis, in contrast, is used more broadly to describe the overall
evaluation of power system behavior under fault conditions, including detection, classification, localization, and
parameter estimation. Fault isolation describes the process of disconnecting the faulted section from the grid to prevent
cascading failures, restoration involves reconfiguring the network to reroute power after a fault has been cleared,
and protection coordination (or relay coordination) ensures the correct tripping sequence among multiple protection
devices, often relying on teleprotection schemes in decentralized architectures to enable fast and selective operation.
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Fault direction discrimination refers to determining whether a fault lies in the forward or reverse direction relative
to a relay’s location, which is critical for systems with bidirectional power flow or in meshed networks. Faulty phase
selection aims to identify which specific phase(s) are involved in the fault. This is particularly important for unbalanced
or asymmetrical faults and is often a prerequisite for accurate classification and localization [186]. It is strongly related
to FC, as knowledge of the affected phases often implies the fault type.

Related tasks include disturbance classification, which involves identifying and categorizing non-fault events
(e.g., switching, load fluctuations), and anomaly detection, which targets deviations from expected behavior using
often unsupervised or self-supervised methods. Adaptive protection dynamically updates relay settings in response to
changing grid conditions. Finally, fault identification refers to estimating specific fault parameters such as impedance,
resistance, or location index.

7.3. Proposed Dataset Guidelines

High-quality data is essential for advancing ML-based protection research. However, obtaining real-world fault
recordings remains highly challenging. Legal and regulatory barriers often prevent data sharing due to strict
confidentiality agreements and critical infrastructure protection laws. Even anonymized datasets may fall under data
privacy regulations such as the GDPR. Organizational and logistical constraints further limit access: many utilities
lack the mandate or infrastructure to archive high-frequency data in a structured, accessible format. Where datasets
do exist, they are frequently stored in proprietary systems with inconsistent or undocumented metadata, complicating
retrieval and interpretation. Technical failures during fault events — such as communication loss, buffer overflows, or
device limitations — can result in corrupted or incomplete recordings. Moreover, spatial gaps in sensor deployment
reduce observational completeness and introduce sampling bias.

Despite these challenges, a few commendable efforts have contributed to improving data availability. Bera et
al. [143] and Alhanaf et al. [162] published their dataset alongside the study. Public datasets were used in [48] and [79].
Other works note that data are available upon request from the corresponding author, including [86, 94, 118, 157, 159,
168], though this approach offers limited transparency and reproducibility. A notable example is provided by Galkin et
al. [50], who released both the dataset and code, setting a strong precedent for open-source contributions in this field.

Out of the 119 studies reviewed, only 1.7 % published their own datasets, and another 1.7 % relied on publicly
available ones. An additional 10.9 % indicated that their data are available upon request, while 2.5 % explicitly stated
that their datasets are confidential. The remaining 82.5 % did not provide access to any data. Notably, 21.0 % employed
standardized topologies — such as the IEEE 6-bus, 34-bus, or 123-bus systems — which may support structural
reproducibility. However, meaningful replication is only possible if all simulation parameters, signal characteristics,
and configuration details are fully documented. These figures highlight an urgent need for more transparent data-
sharing practices and the development of standardized, openly available benchmark datasets to foster reproducibility
and comparability in ML-based power system protection research.

In addition to access constraints, other challenges affect dataset quality. Faults are rare and geographically localized
events, often resulting in sparse and highly imbalanced datasets. Certain fault types may not be observed at all during
the recording period. Ground-truth labeling is particularly difficult and may require fusing multiple data sources or
expert interpretation, making large-scale annotation costly and error-prone. As a result, most studies rely on simulated
data, where fault conditions can be precisely defined. However, only 16.0 % of the reviewed studies used real-world
data, and simulation fidelity varies widely. Documentation practices are also inconsistent: 34.5 % of studies do not
specify the voltage level, 52.1 % omit the sampling frequency — both essential for interpreting signal characteristics
—and 7.6 % fail to state the simulation tool or version. These gaps limit reproducibility, hinder comparability across
studies, and complicate efforts to benchmark ML-based protection methods.

To address these issues, we introduce two reference tables. Table 3 specifies essential metadata that should accom-
pany any dataset to ensure clarity and consistency. Table 4 outlines key design principles for constructing publicly
available benchmark datasets that reflect diverse operating conditions and support standardized evaluation of ML-
based protection methods. We encourage journals, conferences, and peer reviewers to adopt these recommendations
as minimum standards for dataset publication in this domain.

Well-documented datasets are essential for transparent and reproducible research. These guidelines aim to support
standardized reporting and future benchmarks that reflect realistic scenarios and enable fair comparison across
methods.
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Table 3
Minimum Reporting Standards for ML-Based Protection Studies

Attribute Description Example

Specify whether the data pertains to MV, HV, or  90kV AC-transmission line
HVDC networks.

Include number of buses and, if available, a single-
line diagram.

Clearly state the tool used and its version.

Report sampling rate and signal domain (e.g.,
EMT, RMS/phasor)

Define the time range and its alignment with the
fault event.

List all input signals used in the study. Voper Loper frequency
Describe the fault types, locations, and resistances. SLG @ Bus 3, R, =10Q

Voltage level and grid type
Topology IEEE 39-bus system

PSCAD v4.6.1
1.4kHz, EMT domain

Simulation tool and version
Sampling frequency and signal domain
Time window and alignment —100ms to 300 ms

Input channels used
Fault specifications

Table 4
Essential Aspects and Examples for Public Power System Benchmark Datasets

Aspect Recommendation Examples

Topology diversity

Fault scenario coverage

Operating condition variation

Signal representation
Ground-truth annotation

Documentation and accessibility

Include multiple grid types and voltage
levels to support generalization.

Simulate varied fault types, resistances,
and locations to represent realistic fault
conditions.

Reflect daily and seasonal load changes,
generation profiles, and DER penetration,
and typical non-fault events.

Provide raw or derived signal domains for
accurate modeling and analysis.

Label each instance for reproducibility and
evaluation of downstream tasks.

Provide structured metadata, licensing,
and version control to enable long-term
reuse.

IEEE 13-bus (MV, radial); IEEE 123-bus
(LV, urban); CIGRE HVDC test system
(HVDQ)

SLG, LLG, 3LG faults at buses and lines;
R, = 0-100 Q; multiple inception angles

Light, nominal, peak load; PV and wind
integration; islanding events; inrush cur-
rents; line switching; load steps

EMT waveforms at 10kHz; phasors at
50Hz; V,,,, 1., frequency, ROCOF

Fault type = LLG; location = Bus 4;
impedance = 20 Q; event start = 2.3s
JSON/YAML config files;

Simulink/PSCAD inputs; Zenodo DOI;
CC-BY license; GitHub repository

8. Summary & Conclusion

This paper presents a comprehensive review of ML applications in power system protection, with a focus

on fault detection, classification, and localization. The review identifies increasing methodological diversity, a
strong reliance on supervised learning, and enduring challenges in task formulation, dataset design, and evaluation
methodology. Widely adopted models include MLPs, SVMs, and CNNs, selected for their balance between accuracy
and computational efficiency. Only a limited number of recent studies have explored more sophisticated architectures
— such as hybrid CNN-LSTM networks, attention mechanisms (e.g., ViTs), and multi-agent reinforcement learning —
to better capture spatiotemporal dependencies in grid dynamics.

Simulated data, predominantly generated using MATLAB/Simulink or PSCAD, remains the primary basis for
model training and evaluation. Most studies focus on HV transmission systems (110kV and above), typically with
radial or weakly meshed topologies. LV grids, microgrids, and hybrid AC-DC systems remain underrepresented.
Dataset sizes range from hundreds to millions of samples, with sampling frequencies from 1-100 kHz. However, key
metadata — such as signal representation (e.g., EMT, RMS, phasor), fault parameters, and data partitioning strategies —
are frequently omitted, limiting reproducibility and comparability. Although many models report near-perfect accuracy,
most evaluations are limited to noise-free, fully observable, and latency-free conditions. Robustness to measurement
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noise, missing data, communication delays, and other real-world constraints is rarely tested. Runtime analysis, hardware
requirements, and fault recovery performance are often neglected, hindering practical deployment.

Three overarching limitations emerge: (i) near-perfect accuracies on synthetic datasets highlight a lack of realism
in evaluation protocols; (ii) the absence of standardized datasets, reporting formats, and grid configurations impedes
reproducibility and benchmarking; and (iii) validation practices rarely address deployment-critical aspects such as
communication failures, noisy signals, or delayed responses.

We emphasize the importance of evaluation protocols that prioritize robustness, interpretability, and open-source
practices. To complement this, we propose: (i) a task-oriented taxonomy that aligns protection objectives with standard
ML formulations; and (ii) dataset reporting guidelines to improve transparency and reproducibility. Future research
should prioritize benchmark datasets, hybrid validation approaches (e.g., HIL testing), and comprehensive coverage
of underrepresented grid types. In addition to model accuracy, metrics such as runtime efficiency, scalability, and
resilience to cyber and communication failures must be considered. Promising but underutilized techniques — including
GNNs, PINNSs, and known operator learning — offer opportunities to embed physical knowledge and exploit topological
structure. Transfer learning, knowledge distillation, and domain adaptation may further enhance model generalization
under varying grid conditions.

Advancing ML-based protection requires shared standards, realistic validation, and reproducible methodologies.
With these in place, the community can move toward reliable, interpretable, and field-ready protection solutions for
future power systems.
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A. Supplementary information
A.1. Review Tables

Table S.1: Comparison of Recently Proposed ML-Based Approaches for Fault

Detection.
Author Description
Bakkar et al. Focus: Al-based protection for distribution systems with high MG penetration
[40] Data: Simulation in PowerFactory and lab data from a scaled smart grid; 5000 fault cases with varying DG, fault
(2022) types, and resistances; f, unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V/I
Method: Two ANN-based controllers (central and backup), trained with Levenberg—Marquardt algorithm
Result: Fast tripping 10 ms; robust to varying DG penetration, fault types, fault locations, transformer configura-
tions, and fault resistances; tolerant to communication issues
Celik et al. Focus: FD under disturbances and HIFs in ADN's
[41] Data: Simulation in PowerFactory and Simulink, based on a real 20 kV network; 1200 samples; f, unspecified;
(2023) signal type: phasor domain /

Diefenthaler et al.

[42]
(2023)

Galkin et al.
[50]
(2023)

Kordowich et al.
[46]
(2022)

Kumar et al.
[48]
(2024)

Lin et al.
[44]
(2020)

Moloi et al.
[45]
(2021)

Nieminen et al.
[43]
(2023)

Method: Deep GMDH ANN
Result: FD within 20 ms; MAPE of 3.51%

Focus: HIF detection in MV DGs using image-based ML

Data: Simulink simulation of a real MV grid in the Basque Country; 100 labeled RMS current images; f;
unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V'/1

Method: CNN on RMS current images

Result: 96 % accuracy

Focus: FD of transformer excitation phenomena

Data: Simulink model of a real substation in Alvkarleby, Sweden; 1280 samples at 2 kHz; f, unspecified; signal
type: waveform V'/1

Method: CNN

Result: 92 % precision

Focus: FD protection for transmission lines using centralized and decentralized agents

Data: 30 000 simulated short circuits in PowerFactory; f, unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V/I

Method: Deep recurrent Q-learning with gated recurrent unit (GRU)-based ANN and teacher-student training
Result: 100 % fault clearance; selective tripping with delays between 0.03 s and 0.1 s, 0 % false trips by student
agents

Focus: FD for transmission lines

Data: Real voltage signals of 800000 samples over 20 ms from 50 Hz power lines, labeled for partial discharge
detection; f; = 40 MHz; simulation software unspecified; signal type: waveform V/I

Method: SVM-CNN

Result: Accuracy of 95.7 %

Focus: FD in distribution systems with varying penetration levels of DER

Data: Simulation using GridLAB-D on IEEE 123-bus system; 297 500 samples; f; unspecified; signal type: phasor
domain I, P, Q

Method: SVDD, iSVDD, HISVDD

Result: SVDD reduces mal-operations to 1.2 % with 0 % miss-trips under high DER penetration

Focus: FD in radial LV distribution systems

Data: Simulink simulations on 3-phase, 16-bus radial distribution network; sample size & f, unspecified; signal
type: waveform 1

Method: ANN trained on statistical features extracted from fault current signals

Result: FC accuracy 97.1 %; faulted phase identification accuracy 95.8 %

Focus: FD of SC and EF events in distribution networks

Data: 181 real COMTRADE event recordings (73 normal, 89 EF, 19 SC) from the Finnish grid; simulation software
& £, unspecified; signal type: waveform 1

Method: CNN

Result: 100 % accuracy for SC and 97.9 % for EF
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Author

Description

Rezaei et al.
[51]
(2020)

Wau et al.
[47]
(2022)

Yousaf et al.

Focus: Differential-based protection relay (DBPR) scheme enhanced by ML to protect the intertie zone of large-
scale centralized DFIG-based wind farms

Data: Simulink simulation and real-time testing on FPGA; internal/external faults under varying wind conditions;
sample size & f, unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V/I

Method: SVM classifier integrated with DBPR

Result: Accuracy of 97.5 %; no false trips during external faults or wind fluctuations; validated in simulation and
FPGA tests

Focus: FD and protective relay coordination in radial distribution system

Data: Simulation of the IEEE 34-bus test system using OpenDSS; 5000 samples; f, unspecified; signal type: phasor
domain V/I

Method: Nested RL framework enhanced with LSTM

Result: RL-based relays showed 0.38 % missed detections and 1.28 % coordination failures.

Focus: Single-ended FD in MT-HVDC grids

[52] Data: Simulations of 3477 DC transmission line faults under varying fault impedances; simulation software & f;
(2023) unspecified; signal type: DC V/1
Method: Stationary wavelet transform for feature extraction; Random Search-optimized ANN
Result: Accuracy 98.13 % (20 to 45 dB noise); minimum trip time 0.9 ms
Table S.2: Comparison of Recently Proposed ML-Based Approaches for Island-
ing Detection.
Author Description
Abdelsalam et al. Focus: Islanding detection in inverter-based MGs
[53] Data: Simulink simulations on a custom 0.4 kV MG with inverter-based wind DGs; laboratory validation on wind-
(2020) and PV-based DG testbed; number of samples unspecified; f, unspecified; signal type: waveform V/I

Admasie et al.
[54]
(2020)

Ali et al.
[66]
(2021)

Allan and Morsi
[60]
(2021)

Baghaee et al.
[55]
(2020)

Method: DFT-based extraction of 2nd-harmonic seq. comps. (V/I: pos., neg., zero); classification via LSTM
Result: Accuracy 99.5 %; dependability 99.3 %; avg. detection time 6 ms

Focus: Islanding detection in grid-connected MGs with multiple DGs

Data: Simulink simulations on a custom 25kV MG with inverter- and synchronous-based DGs; sample size not
specified; f, = 3.84 kHz; signal type: waveform V'

Method: IMF-based statistical feature extraction; classification via ANN

Result: Accuracy 99.5 %, precision 99.5 %

Focus: Islanding detection in hierarchical MGs with IoT-based cloud ML

Data: Simulink on modified IEEE-13 bus MG (4.16kV) with four inverter-based DGs; real-time lab validation;
samples and f, not specified; signal type: phasor domain V'/1

Method: ANN classifier integrated into 3-layer IoT control framework

Result: Detection time <2 s; NDZ = none; IEEE 1547 compliant; THD 2.36 % (with IoT)

Focus: Passive islanding detection in PV-based grid-connected systems

Data: Simulink simulations on a custom 120kV PV system; 5770 samples; f, = 3.84 kHz; signal type: waveform
VIT

Method: CWT-based time—frequency representation; classification via CNN

Result: Accuracy 97.8-98.6 %; precision 95 %; recall 99 %; F1-score 97 %

Focus: Anti-islanding protection of PV-MGs with PHEV charging

Data: Simulink model of a 0.4kV, 20kW PV plant (Bosnia); experimental PCC data via IED; sample size not
specified; 8-sample (40 ms) stacks; signal type: phasor domain V'/I

Method: SVM with Gaussian kernel; 5 ms FIFO sampling; discrimination of islanding vs. PHEV charging; vs.
other Al methods

Result: Accuracy 100 %; DT ~40 ms; NDZ ~9.5 %; UL1741 compliant
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Author

Description

Baghaee et al.
[56]
(2020)

Choudhury et al.
[57]
(2021)

David et al.
[63]
(2024)

Ezzat et al.
[67]
(2021)

Hussain et al.
[62]
(2022)

Hussain et al.
[69]
(2023)

Hussain et al.
[70]
(2024)

Najar et al.
(58]
(2020)

Nsaif et al.
[59]
(2023)

Ozcanli and Baysal
[64]
(2022)

Focus: Islanding and grid fault detection in PV-based active DNs

Data: Simulink with real PV plant parameters; sample size not specified; f, = 1 kHz; signal type: waveform V'
Method: SVM with kernel dimension grouping; discrimination of islanding vs. grid faults; vs. passive/active
methods

Result: Accuracy 100 %; reduced NDZ and DT; robust against grid faults

Focus: Islanding detection of PV-based MGs

Data: Simulink simulations on a PV-based MG (0.5kV); 1035 samples; f, unspecified; signal type: waveform V'
Method: Empirical mode decomposition for feature extraction; classification via DT

Result: Accuracy 97.4 % (noiseless); 91 % (SNR = 20 dB)

Focus: End-to-end islanding detection in PV-based MGs under noisy conditions

Data: Simulink simulations on a modified IEEE 13-bus MG; 2000 voltage samples; f, = 200 kHz; signal type:
waveform V'

Method: Time Series Transformer (TST), LSTM, and InceptionTime models

Result: Accuracy 98.3 %; precision 96.6 %; recall 100 %

Focus: Islanding detection in MGs

Data: Simulink with lab validation on a custom 0.4kV MG including PV/wind DGs; events: breaker opening,
3P/1P faults, P/Q mismatch, simultaneous; sample size not specified; f, = 6.4 kHz; signal type: waveform V/I
Method: Fourier transform features; KNN; vs. DT, SVM, LR, ensemble

Result: Accuracy 99.2-99.8 % (20—40 dB noise); dependability 100 %; security 99.7 %; detection time 5—15 ms

Focus: Islanding detection in multi-DG systems with zero NDZ

Data: Simulink on IEC 61850-7-420 system (25kV); 3159 samples; f, = 3.84kHz; events: islanding + non-
islanding (faults/switching); signal type: waveform V'

Method: STFT features; deep CNN; 5-fold CV

Result: Accuracy 100 % (noiseless), 97-99.5 % (30-40 dB); zero NDZ

Focus: Islanding detection and non-islanding disturbance classification in multi-DG systems

Data: Simulink on IEC 61850-7-420 system; 1740 samples; f; = 3.84 kHz; events: islanding, faults, load/capacitor
switching; ; signal type: waveform V/I

Method: Statistical Feature-based Deep Neural Network (S-DNN) with statistical features from PCC V; vs. DT,
MLP, SVM, LSTM

Result: Accuracy 99.8 %; precision 99.7 %; recall 100 %; F1 99.9 %; robust at 30—40 dB

Focus: Communication-less islanding detection in hybrid DG systems

Data: Simulink on IEC 61850-7-420 hybrid system with sync. + inverter DGs; 3159 samples; events: islanding,
faults, load/capacitor switching; signal type: waveform V'

Method: Time-domain features (13) from PCC V; wrapper selection; RNN/LSTM; vs. ANN, SVM

Result: Accuracy 99.7 %; F1 99.7 %; selectivity 99.4 %; sensitivity 100 %; robust at 30-40dB; DT 72 ms

Focus: Islanding detection in grid-connected MGs with PV, wind, and load variability

Data: PowerFactory simulations on a custom MG; 11264 samples; f, = 3.2kHz; signal type: V/I sequence
components

Method: DWT-based feature extraction; classification via DNN (TensorFlow)

Result: Accuracy 99.9 %, dependability 99.6 %

Focus: Islanding detection for PV-based DGs in distribution grids

Data: Simulink simulations on a modified Malaysian distribution grid; 2048 samples; f, = 400 kHz; signal type:
V sequence components + power signals at PCC

Method: Variational mode decomposition for IMF extraction; classification via Ensemble Bagged Trees Model
Result: Accuracy 100 %; NDZ <4 %; detection time 4.8 ms

Focus: Islanding detection in modified MGs

Data: Simulink simulations on modified AEP/CERTS MG; 2800 samples; f, = 1kHz; signal type: V/I harmonic
distortion at PCC

Method: Multi-LSTM classifier; compared with other intelligent IDMs

Result: Accuracy 99.3 % (avg.); 97.9 % for £0.5 % power mismatch; detection time 50 ms
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Author Description
Ozcanliand Baysal ~ Focus: Islanding detection in modified MGs
[65] Data: Simulink simulations on modified CERTS MG; 4000 cases; f, = 1 kHz; signal type: V'/I harmonics at PCC
(2022) Method: 1D-CNN and hybrid CNN-LSTM; compared with 2D-CNN

Result: Accuracy up to 100 % (avg. 99.7 %); robust to low NDZ and topology changes
Reddy et al. Focus: Islanding detection in integrated DG systems
[61] Data: Simulink simulations on an DG system; 258 samples; f, unspecified; signal type: waveform V/I
(2021) Method: CWT-based scalogram generation; classification via CNN; compared with ANN and fuzzy logic

Result: Accuracy 95.4 %
Saifi et al. Focus: Islanding classification in hybrid MGs
[68] Data: Typhoon HIL simulations on a hybrid MG (13.8kV) with PV, wind, diesel, and battery; 31 251 samples; f
(2023) unspecified; signal type: waveform V/I

Method: MLP classifier trained on islanding and grid fault scenarios

Result: Accuracy 99.5 %; classification speed 170k obs/s

Table S.3: Comparison of Recently Proposed ML-Based Approaches for Fault
Classification

Author Description
Alsaba et al. Focus: FD and FC in 20 kV MG
[119] Data: Simulink simulation on CIGRE 14-bus; 644 samples at 1.6 kHz; signal type: waveform [
(2022) Method: CNN-GRU

Result: Accuracy of 87.72 %
Aryan et al. Focus: FD and FC in a simulated MG
[114] Data: Simulink simulation of RMS signals from 4.16 kV MG; sample size & f; unspecified; signal type: phasor
(2022) domain V/I

Ashtiani et al.
[111]
(2024)

Balan et al.
[104]
(2023)

Buscariolli et al.

[106]
(2023)

Cano et al.
[118]
(2024)

Method: RBFNN
Result: Accuracy of 82 %

Focus: FD and FC for current-only ML-based relays

Data: Simulink simulation of wind turbine distributed generators; 1200 samples; f, unspecified; signal type:
waveform [

Method: KNN, RF, DT

Result: Accuracy of 93 % (KNN), 92 % (RF), 90 % (DT)

Focus: FD and fault diagnosis in transformers using sensor data and ML

Data: 4381 real-world samples collected via IoT sensors at 15 min intervals; simulation software & f, unspecified;
signal type: phasor domain V/I

Method: DT, RF, XGBoost, AdaBoost, Logistic Regression, KNN, SVM

Result: Best performance: 98.79 % (DT), 98.36 % (RF); others >94 %

Focus: Islanding detection in distribution systems with PV-based DG

Data: Simulink simulation of UFABC network; 583 scenarios; sampling rate up to 128 samples/cycle; signal type:
waveform V'/1

Method: MLP, ANN

Result: 100 % accuracy; detection time between 0.06 s and 0.08 s

Focus: FD and FC in renewable MGs with PV, HKT, and variable loads under varying fault resistance

Data: Simulink simulations on IEEE-5 bus microgrid testbed; 144 fault cases; f, ~ 2.5 Hz; signal type: waveform
Vi

Method: DWT feature extraction; classification via RBFNN; compared with general regression NN, probabilistic
neural network, FFNN, RNN, nonlinear autoregressive with external input, CNN, SVM, and adaptive neuro-fuzzy
inference system

Result: RBFNN achieved MSE = 1.31 x 1073!, R? = 0.99998; trained in 1.63 s, converged in 100 epochs; robust
across 12 fault types and ground resistances up to 100 ohm
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Author Description
Chbhetija et al. Focus: FD and FC in islanded microgrids with IIDGs, using local voltage-based features
[108] Data: Simulink simulation of modified CIGRE LV microgrid; 16 038 cases, with fault variations across load levels,
(2024) locations, and inception angles; f;; signal type: waveform V/I
Method: Modified voltage-based transient magnitude factor and extremely randomized trees (EBT) classifier using
fixed window
Result: Accuracy 99.5 %; response time 10 ms
Devi et al. Focus: FD and FC in transmission lines
[77] Data: Simulink simulation of a 55 Km short transmission line; 2400 samples; f; unspecified; signal type: waveform
(2023) 1
Method: LSTM
Result: FD accuracy of 99.58 %, FC accuracy of 94.17 %
Dhingra et al. Focus: FD and FC in transmission lines
[79] Data: Simulink simulation of a power system with 4 generators, transformers, and faults at the midpoint of the
(2023) transmission line; sample size & f, unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V/I
Method: QDA
Result: FD accuracy of 99.15 %, AUC score of 99.95 %
Fahim et al. Focus: FD and FC for HV transmission lines
[81] Data: Simulink simulation on IEEE 39-bus system; 16 000 samples; f; = 10 kHz; signal type: waveform V/I
(2020) Method: Self-attention CNN using GAF-based time-series imaging and DWT preprocessing
Result: Nearly 100 % accuracy across all fault types
Guama et al. Focus: FC for transmission line protection
[90] Data: 8000 samples from PowerFactory and real 230 kV substation faults; f, unspecified; signal type: phasor
(2021) domain V/I
Method: Two-stage Self-Organizing Map
Result: Accuracy 99 % (stage 1), 96 % (stage 2)
Han et al. Focus: Faulted-phase classification in HV transmission systems
[91] Data: PSCAD simulation on IEEE 39-bus system; f, = 10 kHz; sample size unspecified; signal type: phasor
(2021) domain V/I
Method: Gradient similarity-based classification
Result: Outperforms ANN and symmetrical component-based methods under noise and high-impedance faults
Hagq et al. Focus: FD and FC for transmission line protection
[78] Data: Simulink simulation with 31 680 three-phase current signals; custom topology; f, = 20 kHz; signal type:
(2021) waveform V'/I

Harish et al.
[82]
(2023)

Jones et al.
[110]
(2021)

Kabeel et al.

Method: Double-channel Extreme Learning Machine
Result: Accuracy >99 %; FD time 0.12 s

Focus: FD and FC for transmission line protection

Data: PowerWorld simulation of IEEE-39 bus (345 kV); 24 654 samples; f, unspecified; signal type: phasor domain
viI

Method: Stacked autoencoder (SAE), ML-ELM

Result: ML-ELM: 100 % FD, 99.92 % FC in 29 ms; SAE: 100 % FD, 97.99 % FC in 91 ms

Focus: FC and FL in distribution network relays

Data: Simulink simulation on IEEE 123-bus system; 20 000 samples; 20 kHz sampling rate; signal type: unspeci-
fied V/I

Method: SVM

Result: Accuracy 100 % (FC), 89 % (location)

Focus: Centralized protection of MGs using FD and FLI

[121] Data: Simulink simulation of IEEE 9-bus system; 3 x 10° samples across MG modes and topologies; f, unspecified;
(2022) signal type: phasor domain V/I

Method: ANN

Result: 99.0 % accuracy, consistent across different RES levels
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Author Description
Khan et al. Focus: ML-based coordination of IDMT overcurrent and earth fault relays
[187] Data: Synthetic dataset with 425 samples from a 132/33/11kV substation scenario; 7 features incl. fault type,
(2023) current, voltage, CT ratio, pickup setting; f; unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V'/I

Method: Regression models (LR, DT, RF, SVR, GB); Gradient Boosting best

Result: R? = 97%, CV score: 86.2 % (GB); lowest MAE and MSE
Kumar et al. Focus: FC in transmission lines
[80] Data: Public Kaggle dataset; 7861 samples; no simulation platform used & f; unspecified; signal type: waveform
(2022) ViI

Method: CNN, ANN

Result: Accuracy for both models approximately 80 %
Liet al. Focus: Fault analysis and FD for UHVDC transmission lines
[92] Data: Dataset of alarm information set of the Sunan +800 kV UHV project in Jinping; 110000 samples; no
(2024) simulation platform used & f; unspecified; signal type: alarm text

Method: Con-Att-BiLSTM with adversarial training

Result: F1 score of 96.81 %
Liang et al. Focus: FC in HVAC/HVDC systems with MMC stations
[93] Data: PSCAD (IEEE 39-bus) and RTDS data from 100 Km MMC-HVDC line; 3272 samples; f, unspecified; signal
(2023) type: waveform V/1

Method: CA-CNN on current trajectory images with data augmentation

Result: 100 % accuracy; robust to 0.5 ms delay and CT saturation
Mana et al. Focus: FD and FC of SLG faults in unbalanced islanded microgrids
[117] Data: Simulink simulation of modified IEEE 13-bus microgrid with diesel and inverter-based DERs; 499 scenarios;
(2023) f, = 1 MHz; f, unspecified; signal type: waveform 1

Massaoudi et al.

[83]
(2023)

Mehdi et al.
[94]
(2023)

Merlin et al.
[95]
(2022)

Mohanty et al.
[84]
(2020)

Moloi et al.
[87]
(2020)

Method: Multi-resolution analysis with 8-level DWT; feature extraction using Shannon entropy and energy ratio;
polynomial-kernel SVM
Result: Accuracy of 99 % (combined features); 96 % (entropy only)

Focus: Short-term voltage stability (STVS) detection and FC in transmission networks

Data: PSSE simulation of IEEE 39-bus system with CLOD model; 3753 samples; f, unspecified; signal type: phasor
domain V/P/Q

Method: Feature selection and optimization with MLP, KNN, SVM, NB

Result: Accuracy 98.0 % (STVS), 91.5 % (FC); precision, recall, and F1 reported

Focus: FC of AC faults in hybrid HVAC/HVDC transmission systems

Data: Simulink simulation on 200 km hybrid AC/DC two-line system; 1210 samples; f, unspecified; signal type:
waveform V'/1

Method: Squaring, lowpass filtering, and transient energy extraction; ANN-based classifier

Result: Accuracy 99.3 % under noise-free conditions; 93.6 %-96.9 % across 10 to 40 dB SNR

Focus: FD and FC in VSC- and CSC-based HVDC transmission systems

Data: Simulink simulation of HVDC network under various fault types and locations; 3000 samples; f, unspecified;
signal type: waveform V'/I and DC V/I

Method: Frequency-domain voltage signal analysis with ANN-based detection and classification

Result: 100 % FD accuracy in 4.9 ms; 97.2 % FC accuracy in 9.76 ms

Focus: FD and FC in series-compensated transmission lines

Data: PSCAD simulation of 400 kV, 300 Km two-area system with TCSC; 3600 samples; f; = 1 kHz; signal type:
waveform V/1

Method: DT trained on one-cycle post-fault current and voltage

Result: FC accuracy 97.5 to 98.7 % across fault types, locations, and resistances

Focus: FD and FC in transmission lines of a South African utility network

Data: Simulink simulation of 132 kV network with 3 lines and 4 loads; 42 000 samples; f; = 10 kHz; signal type:
waveform s/

Method: DWT-based energy and entropy features; BP-ANN optimized with PSO

Result: FC accuracy 99.0 % (with PSO), 92.6 % (without); precision and recall > 96 % for all types of faults
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Author

Description

Moloi and David-
son

[107]

(2022)

Muntasir et al.
[38]
(2023)

Muzzammel et al.
[96]
(2022)

Myint et al.
[89]
(2024)

Ojetola et al.
[115]
(2022)

Patnaik et al.
[116]
(2021)

Pragati et al.
[97]
(2023)

Pragati et al.
(98]
(2024)

Prasad et al.
[120]
(2021)

Focus: HIF detection in radial distribution networks

Data: PowerFactory simulation of a 132 kV/22 kV Eskom feeder network with 3 feeders; 4000 samples; f; =
12.5 kHz; signal type: waveform V'/I

Method: DWT feature extraction (db4), statistical energy/entropy features, GA-optimized SVM; DT and ANN for
comparison

Result: SVM achieved 97.6 % accuracy (simulated), 87.0 % (experimental); lowest classification time: 0.90 ms

Focus: FD and FC in HVAC transmission lines

Data: Simulink simulation of a 132 kV, 1 km line using real data from a 50 MW plant in Bangladesh; 6804 samples;
f, unspecified; signal type: unspecified V'/1

Method: Hybrid sampling, label encoding, and MinMax scaling; DT, RF, SVM, KNN, XGBoost, CatBoost, MLP,
and ANN

Result: 100 % accuracy for tree/boosting models; execution time per instance: 11.2 ms (DT), 126.7 ms (XGBoost)

Focus: FD and FC in two-terminal VSC-HVDC transmission systems

Data: Simulink simulation of 100 km bipolar VSC-HVDC system; pre- and post-fault TW voltage data; sample
size & f, unspecified; signal type: DC V'/I

Method: BML for frequency-domain features; logistic regression for binary classification

Result: Fault classification in as low as 2.17 ms; no accuracy, F1-score, or related metrics reported

Focus: FC and phase identification in transmission systems with railway traction loads

Data: Simulink simulation on modified IEEE 9-bus system with traction load; 1188 scenarios; f, unspecified; signal
type: waveform V'/1

Method: DWT (db6, 3-level) for modal current TW features; ANN trained via Bayesian backpropagation

Result: Accuracy of 96.1 % in FC, including phase identification

Focus: FD and FC in low-voltage DC microgrids

Data: PSCAD simulation on 750 V microgrid (2400 000 points); real data from ETL-KAFB testbed (4 000 000
points); downsampled to 10 ps; signal type: DC V/I

Method: SVM, NB, DT, nearest centroid (NC), MLP; binary FD and 5-class FC; trained on simulation, tested on
real data

Result: SVM, NC, MLP reached 99 % in FC; only MLP achieved 100 % in fault resistance classification

Focus: FD, fault type, and resistance classification in low-voltage DC microgrids

Data: PSCAD simulation of 750 V DC microgrid; real fault data from Kirtland AFB; 1585 samples; f, unspecified;
signal type: waveform V'/I

Method: SVM, NC, MLP, DT, NB; binary FD, multi-class FC (type and resistance)

Result: SVM, NC, MLP achieved 99 % in fault type classification; only MLP reached 99 % in fault resistance
classification

Focus: FD and multi-stage FC in MT-VSC-HVDC systems

Data: Simulink simulation of four-terminal 230 kV HVDC grid; 17 056 samples; f, unspecified; signal type: DC
Vi

Method: Bayesian-optimized DT ensembles (AdaBoost, random under-sampling boosting (RUSBoost)); 3-class
FD, followed by 4-class FC for internal DC faults

Result: FD accuracy 99.9 % (internal vs. external faults); internal DC fault FC accuracy 99.3 % across 4 fault types

Focus: FD and FC in MT-VSC-HVDC systems; FC aims to identify the faulted pole(s) (positive, negative, both,
or none); signal type: DC V'/1

Data: Simulink simulation of 4-terminal 100 kV symmetrical monopolar HVDC grid; 3744 fault and 13 312 non-
fault samples; f, = 3.2 kHz

Method: Stockwell transform + bidirectional GRU-RNN for 3-class FD; TKEO-based 4-class FC to identify faulted
pole(s)

Result: FD accuracy 99.92 % (clean), 99.02 % (20 dB); FC (phase ID) achieved 100 % accuracy across all noise
levels

Focus: FD, FC, and faulty section identification in reconfigurable DC microgrids with RES

Data: Simulink simulation of PV and wind-based DERs; 8930 samples; f; unspecified; signal type: V'/I
Method: Communication-free CNN-based protection scheme

Result: FC accuracy 99.26 %; 98.8 %—98.91 % for DER disconnection; response time <2 ms
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Author

Description

Ramadoss et al.
[112]
(2023)

Ramana et al.
[85]
(2023)

Sadiq et al.
[113]
(2024)

Swetapadma et al.
[99]
(2022)

Tsotsopoulou et al.

[100]
(2023)

Uddin et al.
[36]
(2022)

Wang et al.
[109]
(2020)

Wang et al.
[105]
(2024)

Wong et al.
[101]
(2024)

Focus: FD and FC of loss of excitation (LOE) in synchronous generators under power swing condition (PSC)
Data: Simulink simulation of SMIB system; 98 378 samples across CLOE, PLOE, PSC, and normal conditions; f;
unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V'

Method: Hotelling’s T? for FD; binary SVM for FC of LOE vs. non-LOE (normal/PSC)

Result: FD time 5.31 s; FC accuracy 96.6 %, dependability 96.2 %, AUC = 0.985

Focus: FD and FC in TCSC-compensated transmission lines

Data: Simulink simulation of 400 kV, 320 km line with TCSC; 15000 fault cases; f, = 1 kHz; signal type:
waveform [

Method: fast discrete S-transform (FDST) feature extraction from 5-cycle current windows; ensemble bagging for
binary FD and 10-class FC

Result: FD accuracy 100 %, FC accuracy 99.99 %; response time 3 to 8 ms

Focus: FC of parametric faults in passive components of Zeta converters for predictive maintenance in PV-
integrated smart grids

Data: Simulink simulation of a 48 V DC microgrid with PV input and Zeta converter; 1500 samples under 3
operating conditions; f; unspecified; signal type: DC V'/I

Method: Multi-class SVM (OvR), KNN, and DT; classification into 5 classes (healthy, L1, L2, C1, C2 degradation)
Result: Quadratic SVM achieved highest accuracy 99.2 %, F1 score 95.5 %, outperforming other ML methods

Focus: FD and FC of internal vs. external faults near converters in bipolar LCC-HVDC systems

Data: Simulink simulation of bipolar LCC-HVDC link with filters and reactors; 10 000 samples; f, = 5 kHz; signal
type: DC V/I

Method: Voltage-difference-based features; binary FC using LSTM, RF, and ANN

Result: LSTM achieved 100 % accuracy with response time <0.5 ms; robust under varying system conditions

Focus: Centralized FD and FC in MT-HVDC with superconducting cables

Data: Simulink simulation of MT-HVDC grid with MMCs and SCs; 1800 samples; f, = 20 kHz; signal type: DC
VIT

Method: XGBoost on local voltage/current; no communication needed

Result: F, = 98 %; operation time 0.08 to 1.23 ms; noise robust

Focus: FD and FC in transmission lines

Data: Simulink simulation on benchmark TL model (IEC standard); 4950 samples; f, = 20 kHz; signal type:
waveform V/I

Method: DWT feature extraction; SVM tuned via GridSearchCV

Result: Accuracy 99.46 %; response time 1.99ms; 96.11 % accuracy at 2kHz; robust under varying fault and
source conditions

Focus: FD and FC of HIFs in radial distribution systems for enhanced electrical safety

Data: Simulink simulation with improved HIF model on radial system; 60 000 samples; f, = 7680 Hz; signal type:
waveform V/I

Method: PCQ-WT feature extraction with modified Gabor wavelets; compact CNN-based classifier

Result: Accuracy 99.95 %; detection delay 33 ms + processing time 6.3 ms

Focus: FD of abnormal transformer-user topologies in three-phase distribution systems

Data: Real voltage data from 3 substations; 14 000 samples; 50 Hz sampling; 128-point window; no simulation
platform used; signal type: phasor domain V'

Method: ResNet-18 with data augmentation; binary FC

Result: Accuracy 96.8 %, Fl-score 96.1 %, AUC 98.0 %

Focus: FD and FC in hybrid HVAC-HVDC transmission systems using TW-based signals

Data: Simulink simulation of bipolar hybrid HVAC-HVDC grid with rectifying VSCs; 116 fault scenarios; f;
unspecified; signal type: waveform V'/I

Method: TW feature extraction (voltage, current, real and reactive power); pattern-recognition ANN for binary FD
and FC

Result: Accuracy 96.25 %; recall 96.29 %, precision 92.86 %
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Author Description

Xiang et al. Focus: FD and pole-specific FC for DC line and bus faults in MMC-based HVDC grids

[102] Data: EMTDC simulation on 4-terminal symmetrical monopole MMC-HVDC grid; 816 samples; f, = 10 kHz;
(2020) signal type: DC V/I

Yousaf et al.
[49]
(2023)

Yousaf et al.

Method: 1-level DWT on transient voltages; S-output ANN for FC (PTP, P-PTG, N-PTG, DC line, DC bus)
Result: Accuracy 100 % up to 350 ohm fault resistance; 94 % at 400 ohm; 78 % at 500 ohm; detection delay
<2.5 ms

Focus: FD and FC in MT-HVDC grids using single-ended ANN-based main and backup protection with BO-
optimized hyperparameters

Data: EMTDC simulation on 4-terminal +320 kV MMC-MT-HVDC mesh; 1260 training and 486 test samples;
fault resistances up to 500 ohm, 20-45 dB noise; f; = 50 kHz; signal type: DC V/I

Method: DWT-based MRA and Parseval’s theorem for feature extraction; 3-layer FFNN; BO with GP and Expected
Improvement to optimize learning rate, neurons, epochs

Result: Accuracy 99.38 % (main) and 100.0 % (backup); robust to 465 ohm faults and 20 dB noise; 5x faster
training than grid/random search

Focus: DL-based FD and FC for DC transmission lines in MT-HVDC grids

[103] Data: EMTDC simulation of custom 320 kV 4-terminal MT-HVDC mesh; 1892 samples; f; = 50 kHz; signal
(2023) type: DC V/I
Method: LSTM with DWT; communication-free design
Result: Accuracy of 98.6 %, robust to noise
Table S.4: Comparison of Recently Proposed ML-Based Approaches for Fault
Localization.
Author Description

Afrasiabi et al.
[141]
(2022)

Alhanaf et al.
[160]
(2024)

Alhanaf et al.
[162]
(2022)

Alilouch et al.
[76]
(2022)

Alrashdan et al.

Focus: FL and FLI in transmission systems using WAMS under noisy conditions

Data: Simulink simulations on IEEE 68-bus system (44 000 samples) and 145-bus system (61 000 samples); f;
unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V'/1

Method: Improved gated recurrent neural network IGRNN)

Result: Accuracy of 98 % (68-bus) and 96 % (145-bus); average runtime of 2.64 ms

Focus: FC, FLI, and FL in ring power systems with varying DG penetration and topology

Data: Simulink simulations on IEEE 6-bus (115 220 samples) and 9-bus (51 840) systems with diverse fault types,
locations, and resistances; f; unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V'/I

Method: CNN, LSTM, and hybrid CNN-LSTM

Result: Hybrid model achieved up to 99.97% (FC), 99.71% (FLI), and 97.25% (FL) accuracy on 6-bus; slightly
lower on 9-bus

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in smart grids using deep learning

Data: Simulink on IEEE 6-bus system; 249 030 voltage and current samples; f, = 2.5 kHz; signal type: waveform
VI

Method: ANN and 1D-CNN

Result: Up to 99.99 % for FD and FC; FL accuracy lower (min 96.85 %)

Focus: FD, FC, and FL for a single 400 kV, 100 km transmission line

Data: Simulink simulations with various types, resistances, and locations; sample size and f; not reported; signal
type: waveform V'/1

Method: ANN

Result: No evaluation metrics reported

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in DFIG-based 220 kV transmission systems

[142] Data: Simulink simulation; 18 360 samples; f, = 1.92 kHz; signal type: waveform V'/1
(2023) Method: ANN and DWT
Result: 99.6 % accuracy for FC, 98.3 % for fault area classification
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Author

Description

Banihashemi and

Cuzner
[183]
(2023)

Bera et al.
[143]
(2024)

Cholla et al.
[144]
(2023)

Farshad et al.
[155]
(2021)

Garika et al.
[150]
(2022)

Gnanamalar et al.

[157]
(2023)

Goli et al.
[174]
(2022)

Hassan et al.
[75]
(2024)

Imani et al.
[154]
(2024)

Jayasinghe et al.
[167]
(2024)

Focus: Fault area classification and zone discrimination in MG ring networks

Data: Typhoon HIL simulation of 13.8kV 2-bus MG with synchronous generator and PV (240 samples); f, =
6 kHz; multi-class dataset across load and PV scenarios; signal type: phasor domain V'/1

Method: XGBoost classifier with 4 protection zones; evaluated with and without communication

Result: Accuracy 93.82 % (2 cycles); robust primary/backup zone discrimination and reduced fault clearance time

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in single-ended 230 kV transmission line in the zone between the grid and the PV farm
Data: PSCAD simulations on IEEE 9-bus system with PV farm at bus-9 (28 800 samples); f, = 7680 Hz; signal
type: waveform V'/1

Method: DT, RF, SVM, KNN, and NB

Result: Using RF balanced accuracy of 98.2 % for FD, 92.3 % for FL, 97.2 % for phase selection

Focus: FD and FL in transmission lines using lightweight learning models

Data: Single transmission line; no details provided on simulation software, sample size, or sampling rate; signal
type: unspecified V'/1

Method: ELM and summation wavelet extreme learning machine

Result: Accuracy of 99.4 %

Focus: FD and FC of internal and external SC faults in CSC-HVDC systems

Data: EMTDC and Simulink simulations based on CIGRE bipolar HVDC model; 7863 samples; f, unspecified;
signal type: DC V'/1

Method: Multiclass SVM using features from moving average and max coordinate difference

Result: Average FD time up to 10.7 ms; external fault detection accuracy 99.375 %

Focus: Fault analysis and condition monitoring in [oT-enabled wind—SVM integrated HV networks

Data: 55 training and 9 testing samples per zone; f, = 264 kHz; no simulation tool specified; signal type: waveform
Vi

Method: ANN using wavelet features (biorl.5)

Result: No quantitative performance metrics reported

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in multi-terminal VSC-HVDC systems for offshore wind integration

Data: Simulink simulation; 335 samples; f, unspecified; signal type: DC V/I

Method: Hybrid CNN-SVM model with Hilbert—-Huang transform feature extraction; compared with SVM, ANN,
and RNN

Result: Accuracy 99.87 %; FD, FC, and FL completed within 2 ms

Focus: FD and FL in a 6-terminal hybrid PV-Wind MG using neuro-wavelet protection

Data: 21 600 samples; f, = 216 kHz; simulation software not reported; signal type: waveform V/I
Method: ANN with biorl.5 wavelet feature extraction

Result: Fault location error within —3.97 to 3.68 %

Focus: FC and FL in transmission lines

Data: Simulink simulation on IEEE 9-bus system; 20 760 samples; sampling rate not reported; signal type: phasor
domain V/I

Method: Optimizable Weighted Extreme Learning Machine

Result: 99.83 % classification accuracy; 95.8 % localization accuracy

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in multi-terminal direct current (MTDC) transmission systems

Data: Simulink simulations on a 4-terminal MMC-HVDC grid; 1212 samples; f, unspecified; signal type: DC V'/1
Method: Maximal overlap discrete WT-based feature extraction; classification using rate of change of voltage and
general regression NN

Result: FD up to 200 ohm; FL error of 0.319 %; FC accuracy > 94 %

Focus: FC and FL in low-voltage microgrids

Data: Simulink and EMTDC simulations on 400 V AC microgrid (3-line system, University of Moratuwa); sample
size & f, unspecified; signal type: waveform V'/1

Method: DWT feature extraction; ANN models for FC and FL

Result: FC accuracy 99.39 %; decision time < 72.5 ms; FL R?> = 0.866
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Author

Description

Kandasamy et al.
[164]
(2024)

Kumari et al.
[168]
(2024)

Mampilly et al.
[173]
(2024)

Meyer et al.
[145]
(2020)

Miraj et al.
[171]
(2023)

Muzzammel et al.

[152]
(2020)

Muzzammel et al.

[153]
(2023)

Netal.
[139]
(2021)

Najafzadeh et al.
[140]
(2024)

Ponukumati et al.
[169]
(2021)

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in active distribution networks

Data: EMTP-RV/Simulink simulations on modified IEEE 13- and 34-bus ADNSs; 51 158 samples; f, unspecified;
signal type: phasor domain V/I

Method: DOST-based preprocessing; adaptive fault diagnosis (AFDD)-CNN optimized via multi-objective firefly
algorithm; comparison with MLP baseline

Result: Accuracy of 99.74 % (FD), 99.69 % (FC), and 99.58 % (FL); fault location error between 0.6 to 2 % at
1000 ohm

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in AC microgrids under grid-connected and islanded operation modes

Data: Simulink simulations on 10-bus AC microgrid with DG, PV, and variable fault resistances (2442 000
samples); f, unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V/I

Method: ANN

Result: FC accuracy 98.82 %; FL 97.4 %; feeder isolation 92.3 %; robust to 300 ohm faults and 20 dB noise

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in hybrid RES-based microgrids

Data: Simulink simulation of IEEE 13-bus system; 44 000 samples; f, unspecified; signal type: waveform V'/I
Method: EWT feature extraction; POA-optimized hybrid HC-RNN

Result: Accuracy 99.97 %; outperformed 13 state-of-the-art methods; +1.56 % over SVM

Focus: FL in transmission networks with incomplete distance protection (DP) coverage

Data: PSS NETOMAC simulations on modified IEEE 9-bus system; 9800 three-phase fault scenarios with varying
fault resistances; f, unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V'/I

Method: Feedforward ANN trained on patterns from 14 DP relays

Result: FL accuracy > 95.1 % across all lines and resistances; 98.6 % for unmonitored line sections

Focus: FC and FL in meshed AC microgrids

Data: Simulink simulations on 9-bus AC microgrid with 6 line sections (6480 samples); f, unspecified; signal type:
phasor domain V'/1

Method: SVM for FC and SVM for FL

Result: FC accuracy 98.99 %; FLL RM S E = 0.0081; training time under 94 s

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in MT-HVDC transmission systems

Data: Simulink simulations on 4-terminal MT-HVDC grid; 81 001 samples; f, unspecified; signal type: DC V/I
Method: PCA-based feature reduction followed by SVM for FD, FC, and FL

Result: Accurate FD, FC, and FL within 0.15 ms; FL classification accuracy 100 %

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in MT-HVDC transmission systems

Data: Simulink simulations on 4-terminal MT-HVDC grid; sample size and f, unspecified; signal type: DC V/I
Method: Traveling wave and wavelet-based feature extraction with multiscale PCA; classification and localization
via SVM

Result: FC accuracy 99.3 %; FL accuracy 98.4 %; total protection time 4 ms

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in transmission lines

Data: Simulink simulation of a single 132 kV, 100 km transmission line; 1200 samples; f, unspecified; signal type:
waveform V/1

Method: MLP trained on raw current and voltage signals for all tasks

Result: FD accuracy 100 %; FC accuracy 53.3 %; FL regression R = 0.99

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in HV transmission systems using PMU-based measurements

Data: Simulink simulations on a 735 kV transmission line; 1100 samples; f; unspecified; signal type: waveform
Vi

Method: WHO-optimized RF, DT, and (ANFIS); fuzzy logic for thresholding

Result: FC accuracy 100 % (RF), 98.1 % (DT); FL error < 153.6 m; robust under 10 dB noise

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in multi-MG systems with RES integration

Data: Simulations on multi-MG testbed with PV, wind, and battery; modified IEEE 33-bus system; 1536 samples;
simulation tool and f; unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V'/1

Method: Backpropagation ANN using DWT and phase-locked loop (PLL)-based features

Result: Accuracy > 90 % for FC and FL across all fault types
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Author

Description

Poudel et al.
[181]
(2022)

Prabhakar
[146]
(2023)

Qusayer et al.
[170]
(2024)

Ren et al.
[159]
(2024)

Rizk-Allah et al.
[149]
(2023)

Rong et al.
[161]
(2023)

Sapountzoglou et
al.

[166]

(2020)

Srivastava et al.
[172]
(2023)

Taheri et al.
[147]
(2021)

Focus: Fault area classification in distribution systems with DERs

Data: PSS®CAPE, OpenDSS simulations on IEEE 123-bus system (4.16kV) with 9 IBRs, multiple circuit
topologies, and diverse fault scenarios; sample size and f, unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V'/I

Method: SVM classifiers for circuit topology, fault type, and zone identification

Result: Topology estimation, fault type, and zone classification all above 99 % accuracy; response time ~2.6 ms
after RMS calculation; robust operation without communication

Focus: FC and FL in wind-integrated transmission systems for adaptive distance protection

Data: DIgSILENT PowerFactory simulations on IEEE 9-bus system with wind farm at bus 8; sample size and f
unspecified; signal type: phasor domain V'/1

Method: Hybrid SVM-ANN model; SVM for FC, ANN for FL

Result: FC accuracy 88.5 % with partial data, 100 % with full-bus measurements; FL with negligible error

Focus: FD and FL in multi-MG systems under grid-connected, islanded, and hybrid modes with communication-
assisted coordination

Data: Simulink simulations on modified IEEE 14-bus multi-MG system; 478 980 samples; f, unspecified; signal
type: waveform V'/1

Method: Centralized ANN-based protection using Levenberg—Marquardt backpropagation

Result: Testing accuracy up to 100 % across configurations; all models > 99.21 %; includes end-to-end evaluation
of ANN and communication delays

Focus: FL in multi-terminal HVDC grids using single-ended voltage measurements

Data: EMTDC simulations on a 4-terminal HVDC grid; 4752 samples; f, unspecified; signal type: DC V'/1
Method: Panoramic voltage feature extraction via GAF, RP, MTF, and CWT; regression using lightweight ViT
variants (MobileViT, efficient model (EMO), Edge Vision Transformer (EdgeViT))

Result: FL error 0.441 km; robust to faults up to 400 ohm, noise up to 30 dB, and sampling rates as low as 30 kHz

Focus: FL in long HV transmission lines using two-ended measurements

Data: ATP and Simulink simulations on a 220 km transmission line; 1050 samples; f, unspecified; signal type:
phasor domain V/1

Method: Dynamically shaped feedforward ANN optimized via PSO; compared against RF and cross-validated
ANN

Result: Proposed model achieved FL error < 0.40 km; baseline models showed errors up to 3.01 km

Focus: Faulted feeder identification in low-current resonant-earthed distribution systems

Data: EMTP/ATP and RelaySimTest simulations on 6-feeder system; 1800000 samples; f, = 2400 Hz; signal
type: waveform V'/1

Method: CNN trained on transient superimposed zero-sequence currents within first post-fault cycle

Result: Accuracy > 99.5 % in simulation; 100 % in lab tests up to 5000 ohm fault resistance

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in low-voltage smart grids

Data: Simulink simulation of a semi-rural LV grid in Portugal; 230 688 samples; f, = 20 Hz; signal type: phasor
domain V/I

Method: Gradient Boosting Trees (GBT) via XGBoost

Result: 100 % feeder ID accuracy; 86.7 to 99.7 % fault classification; 86.2 to 95.8 % localization accuracy

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in AC microgrids with variable DG configurations

Data: Simulink simulations on 7-bus AC microgrid with DG and PV sources; 34 020 samples; f, unspecified; signal
type: phasor domain V/1

Method: RF with task-wise data filtering; compared with DT and ANN

Result: FC accuracy 99.73 %; line identification 97.08 %; FL error MSE reduced to 0.25 via task-specific
segregation

Focus: FL in wind-integrated parallel transmission systems using distributed parameter models

Data: PSCAD simulations on two-circuit 345 kV transmission network with wind and synchronous generation;
sample size and f, unspecified; signal type: waveform V'/I

Method: LSTM-based estimation of network impedance and fault location

Result: FL error < 0.86 %; robust to faults up to 150 ohm and noise up to 20 dB
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Author

Description

Taheri et al.
[148]
(2022)

Tiwari
[158]
(2023)

Tong et al.
[156]
(2022)

Tran
[138]
(2023)

Uddin et al.
[137]
(2022)

Yousaf et al.
[151]

Focus: FL in wind-integrated, shunt-compensated parallel transmission lines

Data: PSCAD simulations on double-circuit 345 kV transmission line with wind farm and SVM; sample size and
f, unspecified; signal type: waveform V/I

Method: LSTM-based estimation of source impedance and fault distance

Result: FL error < 0.98 %; robust to 150 ohm faults and noise at 20 dB SNR

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in wind-integrated HVDC transmission systems under variable fault and operating
conditions

Data: Simulink simulations on HVDC system integrated with DFIG-based wind array; 22450 samples; f
unspecified; signal type: DC V/I

Method: CNN; compared against SVM and DT

Result: FC accuracy 99.58 %; FL error down to 0.104 %; validated via dependability and security metrics

Focus: FD, FC, and FL in MMC-based MTDC systems using local measurements

Data: EMTDC simulations on 4-terminal 500 kV MMC-MTDC grid; 3100 samples; f; = 50 kHz; signal type: DC
VI

Method: Semi-Al protection scheme with startup logic and CNN-based internal fault identification; 1 ms data
window

Result: 100 % accuracy up to 500 ohm faults; 94 % at 800 ohm; robust for SNR > 30 dB

Focus: FL enhancement for distance relays using ML based on local voltage and current signals
Data: ATP/EMTP simulation; 2136 samples; f, unspecified; signal type: waveform V'/1

Method: MLP integrated with Siemens 7SA522 relay via Omicron CMC-356

Result: Average FL error reduced from 0.92 % to 0.42 %; max error reduced from 8.23 % to 2.49 %

Focus: FD, FC, and fault area classification in grid-connected DFIG-based wind farms

Data: PSCAD, ETAP, and Simulink simulations; sample size and f unspecified; signal type: waveform V/I
Method: DT for FC, SVM with PCA for FL, PI-based control for wind energy conversion system

Result: Accuracy of 97.9 % (DT) and 94.5 % (SVM); control scheme maintained stable operation under faults and
wind variation

Focus: FL in MT-HVDC systems using local terminal data under varying fault resistance and noise
Data: EMTDC simulation of 4-terminal MMC-HVDC system with offshore wind; 714 samples; f, unspecified;

(2022) signal type: DC V/I
Method: DWT-based features and FFNN optimized via Bayesian optimization and Levenberg—Marquardt back-
propagation
Result: 0.5144 % overall error across 10 to 485 ohm; robust to noise and fault variation
Zhang et al. Focus: FC and FL in small-current grounding distribution networks
[163] Data: Simulated 10 kV 6-line system using relay protection equipment; 3000 samples; f; = 1 kHz; signal type:
(2022) phasor domain V'/1
Method: Hybrid VMD-CNN with Hilbert—-Huang transform-based features from positive-sequence current
Result: 100 % accuracy in FC and FL; robust to fault resistance and distance
Zhang et al. Focus: Spatio-temporal FD and protection in ADN using multi-agent RL
[165] Data: EMTDC simulation of IEEE 34-bus ADN with 10 PMUs; sample size and f, unspecified; signal type: phasor
(2023) domain V/I
Method: Augmented-state extended kalman filter phase lock loop, supervised multi-residual generation learning,
and model-free spatio-temporal multi-agent reinforcement learning
Result: Accuracy 97.125 %; response time 1.274 s; outperformed SOGI, wavelet neural network, State-Action-
Reward-State-Action (SARSA), and deep deterministic policy gradient
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A.2. PRISMA-ScR Checklist

Table S.5: PRISMA-ScR checklist [29]

Section Item PRISMA-ScR checklist item Section

Title

Title 1 Identify the report as a scoping review. Title

Abstract

Structured summary 2 Provide a structured summary that includes (as applicable): background, ob-  Abstract
jectives, eligibility criteria, sources of evidence, charting methods, results, and
conclusions that relate to the review questions and objectives.

Introduction

Rationale 3 Describe the rationale for the review in the context of what is already known. 1
Explain why the review questions/objectives lend themselves to a scoping review
approach.

Objectives 4 Provide an explicit statement of the questions and objectives being addressed 1
with reference to their key elements (e.g., population or participants, concepts,
and context) or other relevant key elements used to conceptualize the review
questions and/or objectives.

Methods

Protocol and registra- 5 Indicate whether a review protocol exists; state if and where it can be accessed 2

tion (e.g., a Web address); and if available, provide registration information, includ-
ing the registration number.

Eligibility criteria 6 Specify characteristics of the sources of evidence used as eligibility criteria (e.g., 2
years considered, language, and publication status), and provide a rationale.

Information sources 7 Describe all information sources in the search (e.g., databases with dates of 2
coverage and contact with authors to identify additional sources), as well as the
date the most recent search was executed.

Search 8 Present the full electronic search strategy for at least 1 database, including any = A.2
limits used, such that it could be repeated.

Selection of sources of 9 State the process for selecting sources of evidence (i.e., screening and eligibility) 2

evidence included in the scoping review.

Data charting process 10 Describe the methods of charting data from the included sources of evidence 2
(e.g., calibrated forms or forms that have been tested by the team before their
use, and whether data charting was done independently or in duplicate) and any
processes for obtaining and confirming data from investigators.

Data items 11 List and define all variables for which data were sought and any assumptions 2
and simplifications made.

Critical appraisal of in- 12 If done, provide a rationale for conducting a critical appraisal of included sources ~ N/A

dividual sources of evi- of evidence; describe the methods used and how this information was used in

dence any data synthesis (if appropriate).

Synthesis of results 13 Describe the methods of handling and summarizing the data that were charted. 2

Results
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Section Item PRISMA-ScR checklist item Section
Selection of sources of 14 Give numbers of sources of evidence screened, assessed for eligibility, and 2
evidence included in the review, with reasons for exclusions at each stage, ideally using a

flow diagram.

Characteristics of 15 For each source of evidence, present characteristics for which data were charted 4,5, 6
sources of evidence and provide the citations

Critical appraisal 16 If done, present data on critical appraisal of included sources of evidence (see ~ N/A
within  sources  of item 12).

evidence

Results of individual 17 For each included source of evidence, present the relevant data that were charted 4,5, 6
sources of evidence that relate to the review questions and objectives.

Synthesis of results 18 Summarize and/or present the charting results as they relate to the review 4,5,6

questions and objectives

Discussion
Summary of evidence 19 Summarize the main results (including an overview of concepts, themes, and 7
types of evidence available), link to the review questions and objectives, and
consider the relevance to key groups.
Limitations 20 Discuss the limitations of the scoping review process 7
Conclusions 21 Provide a general interpretation of the results with respect to the review questions 7
and objectives, as well as potential implications and/or next steps.
Funding
Funding 19 Describe sources of funding for the included sources of evidence, as well as  Additional

sources of funding for the scoping review. Describe the role of the funders of information
the scoping review.

A.3. Database search queries

Table S.6: Search results from different databases

Database Results Search string

Scopus 349 TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "relay protection" OR "system integrity protection schemes" OR "protection
schemes" OR "grid protection" OR "power system protection” OR "protection coordination"
) AND ( "machine learning” OR "deep learning" OR "neural networks" OR "reinforcement
learning" OR "artificial intelligence" OR "data-driven techniques" ) AND ( "power grid" OR
"electrical grid" OR "power network" OR "smart grid" OR "HVDC" OR "AC-DC power system"
OR "high-voltage grid" OR "energy grid" )

IEEE Xplore 254 ("All Metadata":"relay protection" OR "All Metadata":"system integrity protection schemes"
OR "All Metadata":"protection schemes" OR "All Metadata":"grid protection" OR "All Meta-
data":"power system protection” OR "All Metadata":"protection coordination") AND ("All
Metadata":"machine learning" OR "All Metadata":"deep learning" OR "All Metadata": "neural
networks" OR "All Metadata":"reinforcement learning” OR "All Metadata":"artificial intelli-
gence" OR "All Metadata":"data-driven techniques") AND ("All Metadata":"power grid" OR
"All Metadata":"electrical grid" OR "All Metadata":"power network" OR "All Metadata":"smart
grid" OR "All Metadata":"HVDC" OR "All Metadata":"AC-DC power system" OR "All
Metadata":"high-voltage grid" OR "All Metadata":"energy grid")
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