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Figure 1. Representation of GENCO, our GEometric Neural Corrective Optimizer, within the GridFM development framework composed of
gridfm-graphkit for neural solver training and evaluation, and gridfm-datakit for synthetic data generation. All three are released within the
Linux Foundation for Energy OpenGridFM project and are available on GitHub. All datasets are available on Hugging Face.

Abstract

Foundation models are transforming business workflows
and boosting productivity, yet they remain noticeably absent
from some engineering domains such as power system
analysis, where strict physical consistency must be enforced.

We present GENCO (GEometric Neural Corrective Opti-
mizer), a unified neural solver for steady-state transmission
grid analysis that handles power flow (PF), optimal power
flow (OPF), and state estimation (SE) within a single
architecture, eliminating task-specific pipelines by operating
on a shared network representation. To support advances in
neural power system solvers, we introduce the open-source
GridFM Development Framework (Fig. 1) that standardizes
synthetic data generation and training in a low-code
environment. We also release large-scale datasets with
millions of PF and OPF scenarios across diverse grid
topologies to further support reproducible benchmarking.

*Corresponding authors: {apu,tbr}@zurich.ibm.com

We evaluate GENCO on the latest benchmark datasets (PF∆,
OPFData), against all current state-of-the-art neural solvers,
as well as classical solvers (Newton–Raphson, IPOPT) and
real-world Hydro-Québec SCADA data. For large-scale PF,
GENCO recovers the full AC operating state—including
voltage magnitudes and reactive power that DC-PF cannot
provide—while matching DC-PF-level active power-balance
residuals, with up to 30× speedups over Newton–Raphson
at only 2× the runtime of DC-PF. For OPF, it achieves up
to 85× speedups over IPOPT while improving feasibility,
optimality, and runtime over DC-OPF. For SE, it is more
robust than classical weighted least squares (WLS) to noisy
measurements and network parameters, and it always returns
a high-quality estimate even when WLS fails to converge.
Together, the unified architecture and development frame-
work offer a new way to perform large-scale steady-state
grid analysis, reduce integration effort, and lower the barrier
to entry for power system engineers, marking a key step
toward Grid Foundation Models.
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1. Introduction
The growing penetration of variable energy resources,
together with changing demand patterns, increases grid
uncertainty, broadening the range of operating conditions
considered in planning studies and encountered in real-time
operations [53]. Across these settings, combinations of
generation, demand, contingencies, network configurations,
and control decisions create a combinatorially large space of
potential grid states. Analyzing, optimizing, and monitoring
these states require repeated power flow (PF), optimal
power flow (OPF), and state estimation (SE) calculations,
respectively, placing substantial computational demands
on conventional solvers and making efficiency a central
challenge [15, 23]. Classical AC solvers (e.g., based on
Newton-Raphson for PF and interior-point methods for
OPF) provide reliable solutions but become computationally
expensive at scale. Thus, DC approximations are often used,
but sacrifice solution completeness and physical consistency.

In this context, machine learning has emerged as a
promising approach for building surrogate models of power
systems [6, 7, 13, 14, 42] that can learn complete AC
solutions and provide significant speedups. Recent work has
demonstrated encouraging gains in accelerating PF and OPF
through so-called neural solvers [16, 28, 33], particularly
using graph neural network-based architectures [59, 61].
However, their practical use remains limited. Existing
approaches are often task-specific, restricted to fixed grid
sizes or problem formulations, and evaluated on synthetic
datasets that do not fully reflect operational variability.
For instance, neural PF solvers may degrade under dis-
tribution shifts when trained primarily on OPF-feasible
states [16, 34, 49], and current neural OPF solvers only
rely on fixed generator cost coefficients [25, 29, 37, 55].
In SE, neural approaches remain comparatively underex-
plored, and robustness to noisy data, missing measurements,
and low observability continues to be a key challenge [9, 21].

A further limitation is fragmentation. New architectures are
trained and tested on custom datasets, specific grids, and dif-
ferent evaluation metrics. This makes comparisons difficult,
limits reproducibility, and slows down innovation cycles.
Runtime studies are often inconsistent, varying in solver set-
tings, implementations, and hardware, and often compare
highly parallelized GPU-accelerated neural solvers against
classical solvers running on a single CPU core [3, 46, 56].
Moreover, most models are developed separately for PF, OPF,
or SE, although they share the same network topology, elec-
trical variables, and constraints. This prevents reuse across
tasks and limits the transfer of learned grid representations.
In addition, little tooling exists to develop and train neural
solvers, requiring expert knowledge in computer science and
power systems, which slows the uptake of the technology.

Contributions
Motivated by the fragmentation of existing approaches and
the transformative impact of foundation models in building
broad and fast surrogates for complex systems [10, 24, 40],
we previously outlined a vision for an AI foundation
for the electric power grid [22]. This paper represents
a first concrete step toward this vision by introducing a
unified architecture that supports multiple grid analysis
tasks, demonstrates robustness to distribution shifts, and
achieves strong data efficiency. This lays the foundation
for future Grid Foundation Models (GridFMs) capable of
adapting to new tasks and grid topologies without finetuning.

Overall, we report our advances in steady-state grid analysis
built around two complementary contributions:
• GENCO (GEometric Neural Corrective Optimizer), a

unified neural solver architecture as a common backbone,
that operates on a shared network representation and scales
to large grids of up to 10k buses. It eliminates the need
for separate task-specific models, as it supports three core
tasks:
– Power Flow, including off-nominal operating conditions

and high-order contingencies.
– Optimal Power Flow, supporting variable generator

costs.
– State Estimation, robust to partial observability and in-

accurate grid parameters.
• GridFM Development Framework (Fig. 1), released

under the Apache 2.0 license via the LF Energy
OpenGridFM project, designed to enable scalable develop-
ment and reproducible experimentation with a low barrier
to entry. It integrates tools for synthetic data generation,
model development, and standardized evaluation in a low-
code environment, and consists of:
– gridfm-datakit, for generating realistic PF/OPF datasets

with diverse load and topology perturbations,
– gridfm-graphkit, for training and evaluating neural

solvers such as GENCO,
– Open datasets containing 4 million PF/OPF instances

across 8 grid topologies, hosted on Hugging Face.
Building on this framework, we further evaluate GENCO
and introduce a unified benchmarking and analysis pipeline:
• Comprehensive performance, runtime, and scalabil-

ity analysis against state-of-the-art neural solvers (PF:
GNS [16], CANOS-PF [49], PFNET [34]; OPF: HH-
MPNN [3]) and classical AC/DC solvers (PowerMod-
els [12]) on PF∆ [49] and OPFData [37] benchmarks.

• Validation on real-world data using SCADA measure-
ments from the Hydro-Québec grid. We demonstrate that
GENCO can leverage synthetic pretraining and limited
real-world finetuning to compute complete AC solutions
on real-world data.
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2. Related Work & Challenges
The growing use of machine learning for steady-state grid
analysis has produced promising neural solvers for Power
Flow (PF), Optimal Power Flow (OPF), and State Estima-
tion (SE). Our work is motivated by four outstanding chal-
lenges: (i) unifying grid representations and model archi-
tecture across tasks, (ii) balancing physical feasibility with
runtime and architectural efficiencies, (iii) improving ro-
bustness to realistic grid variations, and (iv) standardizing
datasets, metrics, and workflows.

2.1. From Task-Specific Solvers to Unified Grid
Representations and Architectures

Existing neural solvers are task-specific, which hinders the
transfer of innovation; e.g., CANOS [46] pioneered the use
of supervised models for large-scale OPF, but adapting it
to PF required a separate redesign in PF∆ [49]; GNS [16]
introduced message passing as iterative corrections for PF,
but extending it to cost minimization for OPF remains open.

The three core steady-state tasks considered here (PF, OPF,
SE) differ in formulation: PF computes bus voltages and
branch flows from injections [58]; OPF optimizes generator
setpoints given loads while considering PF equations and
operational constraints [11, 38, 43]; SE infers system states
from sparse measurements [1]. All share electrical state vari-
ables, grid parameters, and AC physics; yet, current methods
use task-specific representations that obscure this structure:
PF models use bus-level graphs [12, 34], OPF requires
generator-level resolution [46], and SE works with net in-
jections rather than distinguishing generation from load [21].

The consequences are significant. Developing neural solvers
is largely an empirical process. Task-specific designs require
this effort to be repeated from scratch for each problem, and
advances for one task do not transfer to others. More funda-
mentally, no existing architecture can process the full range
of inputs required across tasks and simultaneously handle
cost minimization, constraint satisfaction, and robustness to
noise – the three distinct computational demands that arise
across tasks.

2.2. Feasibility–Optimality–Runtime Tradeoffs
A central challenge for neural grid solvers is the trade-off
between runtime and solution feasibility, and in OPF,
optimality. The goal of neural solvers is to reduce com-
putation time by replacing iterative procedures (e.g.,
Newton–Raphson with roughly quadratic scaling in
grid size [30], and interior-point methods for OPF with
higher-order complexity [27]) with a learned direct mapping
from inputs to outputs. However, achieving fast inference
(ideally linear in graph size) constrains neural solvers’
capacity to learn this mapping, which can reduce prediction

accuracy and amplify small prediction errors into degraded
feasibility and optimality.

Existing methods address this through integration of
physics and constraints into the model. For PF, GNN-based
models evolve from directly regressing numerical solver
outputs [34] toward physics-informed architectures, adding
power-balance residuals in the loss [36], or predicting only
subsets of variables while reconstructing the remaining
states through power-flow equations [16]. These approaches
improve physical consistency, but feasibility remains
encouraged rather than guaranteed. For OPF, purely
regression-based methods have also been proposed [3],
but soft-constrained approaches have become increasingly
prevalent, promoting feasibility through penalty terms
in the loss function1. These penalties may be combined
with post-processing corrections to restore feasibility for
selected constraints [46], but are sensitive to penalty tuning
and often require extensive hyperparameter search2. In
contrast, hard-constrained architectures enforce feasibility
structurally, e.g., via projection or feasibility-seeking layers
that map predictions onto the constraint manifold [41].
While this guarantees feasibility, it also introduces higher
computational costs and greater implementation complexity.

This feasibility–runtime trade-off is closely tied to the model
architecture. Standard message-passing GNNs face a locality
bottleneck: information is exchanged only between neigh-
boring nodes at each layer, so that capturing the influence of
electrically distant buses requires deeper models to increase
the receptive field, which can suffer from oversmoothing
and oversquashing [35, 61], while also increasing inference
cost. Model architectures with a global view, such as full-
attention Transformers [48, 57] reduce this locality limita-
tion, but scale quadratically with grid size. Sparse, sampled,
or hierarchical aggregation schemes improve efficiency, but
introduce additional modeling choices and hyperparame-
ters. Overall, neural grid solvers must balance feasibility,
optimality, and runtime under the constraints imposed by
information propagation.

2.3. Generalization to Diverse Scenarios
Robustness and generalization remain a central challenge
for neural PF, OPF, and SE solvers. Distribution shifts in
load, topology, network parameters, and measurements
can substantially degrade performance outside the training
regime [49], unlike classical methods whose limitations
stem primarily from numerical issues [52].

1Optimality is encoded either in a supervised way, matching pre-computed
solutions [46], or in a self-supervised one, minimizing generation
costs [17].

2Primal-dual [44] and augmented-Lagrangian [32] methods adapt penalties
dynamically but introduce more complex and potentially unstable training.
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Neural solvers are largely trained on synthetic datasets with
limited variation in operating conditions3. These existing
datasets typically rely on uncorrelated random load perturba-
tions around nominal operating points [16, 34, 36, 37, 55],
fixed network parameters [25, 29, 37, 49, 55], and limited
topology modifications such as N-1/N-2 contingencies.
All aforementioned OPF datasets keep generator cost
coefficients fixed, effectively restricting learning to a single
economic regime with unchanged merit order. Similarly, PF
datasets, except PF∆, sample from OPF-feasible operating
points, limiting exposure to stressed or out-of-nominal
operating conditions. Constructing SE datasets is even more
challenging because it additionally requires modeling sensor
placement, noise, missing data, and bad-data patterns.

Recent datasets address some of these limitations: OPF-
Data [37] and PGLearn [29] were the first to scale to
systems with more than 10k buses; OPF-Learn [25],
PGLearn [29], and PowerGraph [55] introduced more
diverse load sampling; and PF∆ [49] extends beyond
OPF-feasible operating regions. However, these advances
remain fragmented across many different data-generation
libraries, which are additionally task-specific and not
designed for generating the large-scale datasets required to
train foundational models.

The importance of training data diversity has been reported
in the literature; e.g., PF∆ [49] demonstrates improved gen-
eralization under N-1 training, yet generalization to unseen
networks remains an open challenge [3, 16, 60]. Despite
this, motivations to improve dataset realism remain limited,
as more challenging scenarios expose model weaknesses
and often reduce reported performance. As a consequence,
in the absence of standardized benchmarks, results remain
difficult to compare across studies. Finally, another key lim-
itation is the lack of validation between synthetic and real-
world performance. While synthetic grid topologies used for
data generation capture statistical properties of real network
topologies, there is no established measure of (i) similarity
between synthetic and real operating conditions, or (ii) trans-
ferability of performance from synthetic benchmarks to real
grid deployment.

2.4. Fragmented Benchmarking and Software
Workflows

Despite rapid progress, neural solver development remains
fragmented. Beyond differences in data representations
(bus- vs. element-level), architectures, and data-generation
assumptions, methods often use incompatible input for-
mats and features (e.g., bus-admittance matrices [55] vs.

3Generating sufficiently large and diverse datasets is computationally ex-
pensive due to the need to repeatedly solve PF, OPF, or SE problems. For
example, PGLearn required 1245 CPU Core-days for data generation [29].

branch-level quantities [3]). They further differ in their
output representations and unit conventions, making direct
comparisons difficult even for identical tasks.

Evaluation protocols are similarly inconsistent. Studies
report heterogeneous metrics for feasibility (constraint viola-
tion magnitudes [3, 41], thresholded violation rates [46]) and
optimality, and often rely on non-physically interpretable
regression metrics (e.g., mean squared error) [55]. These are
further computed with varying aggregation schemes (mean
vs. max) and at different granularities (bus- vs. graph-level),
making comparisons sensitive to implementation choices
rather than model performance alone.

These issues are particularly pronounced in runtime
benchmarking against classical solvers. Reported speedups
depend on hardware, batch size, parallelization strategy,
solver implementation, and processes included in the
runtime analysis (e.g., data transfer, preprocessing, graph
construction). Existing comparisons contrast highly
parallelized neural solvers running on GPUs with single-
threaded Python or MATLAB implementations (e.g.,
pandapower [51] or MATPOWER [62]) that underutilize
CPU hardware [3, 46, 49]. Without standardized evaluation
protocols, runtime comparisons between neural and classical
AC/DC solvers remain difficult to interpret fairly. These
gaps motivate a unified software stack that standardizes data
loading, graph construction, feature normalization, solver
baselines, feasibility metrics, and runtime measurement
protocols across PF, OPF, and SE.

3. Datasets & Data Generation
In this section, we present the datasets and data-generation
frameworks used throughout the paper. As a key contribution,
we introduce gridfm-datakit (Sec. 3.1), a publicly available
framework to generate the most diverse, realistic, and scal-
able synthetic datasets for Power Flow (PF), Optimal Power
Flow (OPF), and State Estimation (SE). Additionally, we
describe two widely used benchmark datasets for PF and
OPF (Sec. 3.2), which we use to compare GENCO against
existing state-of-the-art models under standard evaluation
settings in Sec. 5.1 and Sec. 5.2. Finally, we compare the di-
versity of gridfm-datakit-generated data against real SCADA
data from Hydro-Québec in Sec. 3.3.

3.1. Data Generation with gridfm-datakit
We utilize gridfm-datakit to generate large PF and OPF
datasets. gridfm-datakit unifies and advances state-of-the-art
synthetic grid data generation methods, uniquely generating
realistic off-nominal operating condition samples for PF and
diverse generator costs for OPF. For a detailed technical de-
scription of the pipeline, runtime analysis, and exhaustive
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Load Variations

Library Grid Size
Spatial

Correlation
from Real
Profiles

Diverse∗
Higher-order N-k (k > 2)

Topology Variations
Admittance
Variations

Generator Profile
Variations

Off-Nominal
Operating Scenarios

Power Flow (PF) Datasets

gridfm-datakit-pf [47] 30K ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
PF∆ [49] 2K ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓
PFNet [34] 6K ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗

Optimal Power Flow (OPF) Datasets

gridfm-datakit-opf [47] 10K ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ —
OPFData (CANOS) [37, 46] 14K ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ —
OPF-Learn [25] 118 ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ —
PGLearn [29] 24K ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ —
PowerGraph [55] 118 ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ —

Table 1. Comparison of PF and OPF data generation libraries. ∗Diverse load variations denote load scenarios that extend beyond uniform
perturbations around nominal operating points and beyond simple global scaling of all loads. OPF datasets do not contain off-nominal
scenarios, as OPF solutions have to satisfy all operational constraints (e.g., thermal and voltage limits).

comparisons against other libraries (summarized in Tab. 1),
we refer to the gridfm-datakit technical report [47].

3.1.1. Grid Support and Scalability
gridfm-datakit uses PowerModels.jl [12] with distributed
Julia [8] runtimes through JuliaCall [26] to scale to networks
of up to 30,000 buses for PF and 10,000 buses for OPF,
supporting MATPOWER [62] (e.g., all PGLib grids [4]),
PSS®E [50], and ENTSO-E’s CGMES [20] formats.
Importantly, the library can be used to generate data for real
grids, as we demonstrate for the ∼1,200-bus Hydro-Québec
(HQ1200) network.

The generation is highly parallelized; as shown in Tab. 2,
generating ∼200,000 samples for the IEEE 118-bus system
requires under 20 minutes for PF and roughly 2 hours for
OPF4. Moreover, the convergence rate exceeds 97% across
all grid sizes for PF thanks to the use of robust solvers and
our load sampling technique, compared to approximately
75% [45] for methods utilizing hit-and-run sampling that
uniformly explore the feasible load space, such as OPF-
Learn [25] and PF∆ [49].

3.1.2. Load Scenarios
Public grid datasets rarely provide bus-level load trajectories
due to the sensitive nature of operational data. Consequently,
synthetic datasets typically rely on a single nominal oper-
ating point and generate scenarios through artificial pertur-
bations. Existing approaches either randomly perturb the
base load independently at each bus [34, 37, 46], or sample
loads randomly in the feasible space [25, 49], which may
fail to preserve realistic spatial and temporal load correla-
tions. To address these limitations, we implement a hybrid
perturbation strategy that combines realistic system-level
demand evolution with local bus-level diversity. At time t, a
global scaling factor reft is derived from real aggregated

4using 20 cores of an AMD EPYC 7763 CPU @ 2.45 GHz.

Table 2. Time required to generate approximately 200,000 samples
with N-1 topology perturbations for different grid sizes. The re-
ported number of samples corresponds to successfully converged
samples. Refer to [47] for details on runtimes.

Grid name
Number of

converged samples [-]
CPU

Core-hours [-]
Convergence

rate [%]
Power Flow (PF)

IEEE 24 bus 199,540 2.69 99.77
IEEE 118 bus 199,339 6.44 99.67
GOC 2k bus 198,858 247.55 99.43
GOC 10k bus 199,880 1,384.24 99.94

Optimal Power Flow (OPF)
IEEE 24 bus 190,387 21.33 95.19
IEEE 118 bus 197,769 46.10 98.88
GOC 2k bus 198,308 1,103.67 99.15
GOC 10k bus 195,920 3,628.01 97.96

profiles provided in gridfm-datakit, e.g., ERCOT’s 2025
hourly system-level load published by the EIA [54], or other
user-provided aggregated load profiles. For nominal loads pi
and qi at bus i, the perturbed load is:

p̃i,t = pi · reft · ϵpi,t, q̃i,t = qi · reft · ϵqi,t (1)

where ϵpi,t, ϵ
q
i,t ∼ U(1− σ, 1 + σ) are independent local per-

turbation factors sampled from a uniform distribution over
[1− σ, 1 + σ], introducing per-bus variability, while reft

captures the temporal evolution of the aggregated demand.

3.1.3. Topology and Admittance Perturbations

Unlike all other libraries that are limited to N-1 [25, 29, 34,
37, 46, 55] or up to N-2 [49] contingencies, gridfm-datakit
supports arbitrary N-k topology perturbations through either
exhaustive enumeration or rejection sampling (to avoid is-
landing). Admittance variations are introduced by scaling
branch resistances and reactances by random factors sampled
from a uniform distribution.
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3.1.4. Generator Setpoints and Data Modes
OPF mode. Generator setpoints are computed by solving
AC-OPF on the perturbed topology. To ensure generaliz-
ability across market conditions, gridfm-datakit permutes or
randomly scales generator cost coefficients prior to solving,
introducing dispatch diversity, absent in fixed-cost libraries.

PF mode. Base generator setpoints are obtained by solving
AC-OPF on the base topology (without perturbations, but
accounting for load, admittance, and generator cost varia-
tions). Then, N-k topology perturbations are applied, and
AC-PF is solved without re-optimizing dispatch, producing
realistic off-nominal operating states that may violate OPF
constraints (e.g., line overloads, voltage limits). This yields
a balanced mix of points within and outside normal operat-
ing limits, reflecting realistic system behavior where OPF
determines generator dispatch under nominal conditions and
unexpected changes may lead to violations.

3.2. Benchmark Datasets
To benchmark GENCO against existing state-of-the-art
neural solvers (Sec. 5.1 and 5.2), we additionally leverage
two widely used benchmark datasets: PF∆ [49] for PF
and OPFData [37] for OPF. While these datasets enable
direct comparison with existing AI models under standard
evaluation settings, they remain limited in several important
respects. In particular, they do not provide DC-PF or
DC-OPF solutions, preventing direct comparison with
classical DC solvers under the same evaluation settings.
More importantly, their limited scenario diversity prevents
studying model generalization under diverse topology pertur-
bations, varying generator costs, contingency scenarios, or
admittance perturbations. Therefore, gridfm-datakit, which
addresses these limitations, is used for all other experiments.

PF∆ [49] is a dataset of solved PF problems with
load scenarios sampled via hit-and-run to explore the
feasible load space, permuted generator costs, N-1 and N-2
topology perturbations, and scenarios generated by solving
OPF excluding selected inequality constraints to obtain
off-nominal operating conditions. Unlike gridfm-datakit,
it does not offer real load profiles, admittance variations,
or higher-order topology perturbations; but it enables
comparison against state-of-the-art PF models (GNS [16],
CANOS-PF [46], PFNet [34]).

OPFData is a widely used [3, 5, 32, 46, 60] dataset
for OPF with N-1 topology perturbations. Despite being
one of the largest publicly available OPF datasets, it has
various limitations: (i) load scenarios are generated by
independently scaling each load with a uniform factor in
[0.8, 1.2], limiting load diversity and realism; and (ii) fixed
generator costs, which restrict generator setpoint diversity

Vm

VaPd

Qd

Pg Qg

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

gridfm-datakit
Real-world SCADA data

Figure 2. Normalized mean feature entropy of real-world SCADA
PF data from HQ1200 and synthetic PF data generated for HQ1200
using gridfm-datakit. Values close to one indicate higher diver-
sity, with one corresponding to a uniform distribution. Features
are: Vm/Va: bus voltage magnitudes/angles; Pg/Qg: active/reactive
power generation; Pd/Qd: active/reactive power demand.

by effectively forcing low-cost generators to operate at
capacity across most scenarios. However, it enables direct
comparison of GENCO with HH-MPNN [3], the currently
best-performing open-source model using this dataset.

3.3. Validation of Synthetic Data Against Hydro-
Québec Real-World SCADA Dataset

A key trade-off in data generation lies between covering a
broad range of operating conditions and avoiding unrealistic
samples that can destabilize training or distract from the
regimes that matter. To assess the diversity of the data
generated with gridfm-datakit, we compare it against
real-world SCADA measurements from the Hydro-Québec
(HQ) transmission network5, referred to as HQ1200, using
normalized Shannon entropy6 across key grid features,
following [5, 47]. Values near zero indicate little variability,
whereas values approaching one correspond to broad and
nearly uniform exploration of the feature’s admissible range.

Real topologies and PF data were extracted from SCADA at
30-minute intervals over the year 2024, forming a dataset
of network snapshots that comprises approximately 1,200
nodes after aggregating the full HQ transmission network
(∼2,600 nodes). These snapshots are the output of the

5Beyond the validation against real-world SCADA data presented here, a
broader data diversity comparison with existing PF and OPF datasets is
provided in the gridfm-datakit technical report [47].

6Standard deviation overestimates variability when features take few dis-
crete values (e.g., Pg switching between zero and its upper bound). In
contrast, Shannon entropy remains low when samples concentrate in a
small region of the admissible space and increases only when the empirical
distribution spreads across multiple populated regions.
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state estimator, and each power-flow solution has been
verified for convergence with the PSS®E software [50].
We compute the normalized Shannon entropy on a set
of 15,000 samples and compare it with the entropy
obtained from the same number of samples generated with
gridfm-datakit on a representative HQ1200 base topology
in Fig. 2. Only the base topology and network parameters
are given as input to gridfm-datakit, which then gener-
ates load, topology, admittance, and generator cost scenarios.

The results indicate that the entropy of the synthetic data
closely matches that of the real-world data, except for
reactive power demand, which is slightly more diverse in the
real data. This gap is consistent with reduced power factor
variability in gridfm-datakit, resulting from the joint scaling
of active and reactive demands through a global scaling
factor (while only the local scaling factors differ between
active and reactive loads; see Eq. (1)).

Takeaways.
• gridfm-datakit enables fast and scalable gener-

ation of diverse, realistic PF and OPF datasets,
generating 200,000 IEEE 118-bus samples in less
than 20 minutes for PF and less than 2 hours for
OPF using 20 CPU cores, while scaling to 10k-
bus systems for OPF and 30k-bus systems for
PF.

• gridfm-datakit addresses key limitations of exist-
ing PF and OPF datasets by generating realistic
off-nominal PF operating conditions and OPF sce-
narios with diverse generator cost coefficients.

• The diversity of gridfm-datakit-generated data
closely aligns with that of real Hydro-Québec
SCADA data on the HQ1200 network.

4. GENCO Model Architecture

In this section, we provide an overview of our model,
GENCO, which is depicted in Fig. 3. The architecture com-
prises a Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP)-based input projec-
tion layer (Sec. 4.1) that projects grid parameters and known
states into a high-dimensional latent space, followed by N
iterative correction steps (Sec. 4.2). At each step i, a Het-
erogeneous Graph Transformer (HGT) layer is followed
by a Solution Decoder MLP that decodes the primary vari-
ables (P̂ i

gen, V̂
i, θ̂i). The decoded variables can optionally

be bounded by a sigmoid transformation to enforce box
constraints before passing through a task-specific physics de-
coder to obtain a complete intermediate solution containing
all injections and voltage states. Power Balance Residuals
(PBResi) are then computed and fed back through a Resid-
ual Encoder MLP, enabling feasibility-aware refinement of

the latent representation of the intermediate solution. Fi-
nally, the model is trained against ground-truth solutions
from classical methods—obtained by Newton–Raphson for
PF, interior point methods for OPF, and Weighted Least
Squares for SE—by minimizing a loss that combines a su-
pervised distance term to the ground-truth solution with
physics-informed residuals accumulated across all correc-
tion steps to encourage early feasibility (Sec. 4.3).

4.1. Input
4.1.1. Grid Parameters and Known States
The input contains all grid parameters and known operating-
state variables as a heterogeneous directed graph. The graph
has two node types—buses and generators—and two edge
types: directed branch edges (one per direction per physical
branch) and featureless bus–generator connectivity edges.
We denote by N the set of buses, G the set of generators,
and E ′ the set of directed branch edges (i.e., one edge per
direction per physical branch). The slack bus is denoted by
REF. Bus features encode active and reactive loads, voltage
angles and magnitudes, reactive power generation, as well
as shunt admittances, voltage limits, and bus-type indicators
(PQ, PV, REF); branch edge features encode admittance pa-
rameters, tap ratios, and thermal and angle limits; generator
features encode active and reactive generation, generation
limits, and quadratic dispatch cost coefficients. Variables that
are unknown and must be solved are zeroed out in the input,
while known variables are passed through unchanged.

4.1.2. Projection into High-Dimensional Space
The input projection layer lifts the raw grid features into
a shared high-dimensional latent space. Separate two-layer
feed-forward networks (with LeakyReLU activations and
LayerNorm) project bus, generator, and branch edge features
independently into latent representations of dimension H:

h0
bus ∈ R|N |×H , h0

gen ∈ R|G|×H , hedge ∈ R|E′|×H .
(2)

Edge embeddings hedge are computed once and held con-
stant; only bus and generator embeddings are updated across
correction steps.

4.2. Correction Steps
After projecting the inputs into a higher-dimensional space,
GENCO operates a series of N correction steps to update the
latent representation of a candidate solution for the tasks it
solves. This solution is then decoded, evaluated for feasibility
of the power balance equations, and updated according to a
feedback message.

4.2.1. Latent Solution Update with Heterogeneous Graph
Transformer

The GNN layer propagates information between electrically
connected components of the grid to produce updated latent
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Figure 3. Overview of GENCO.

representations of the system state at each correction step. An
HGT layer with Nh attention heads updates bus and genera-
tor embeddings by aggregating messages from electrically
connected neighbors, using separate attention parameters
for each relation type (bus-to-bus, gen-to-bus, bus-to-gen).
For bus-to-bus edges, branch embeddings hedge (computed
from the branch admittance and thermal and angle limits)
condition the attention mechanism so that electrical cou-
pling strengths modulate information flow. After the GNN
update at correction step i, each bus and generator has a
latent embedding of dimension Nh ·H:

zibus ∈ R|N |×(NhH), zigen ∈ R|G|×(NhH). (3)

Thus, for a model with N correction steps, there is one
updated bus and generator embedding per node per step,
encoding both the grid topology and the feasibility feed-
back injected at the end of the previous correction step (as
discussed in Sec. 4.2.3).

4.2.2. Decoding and Solution Completion
At each correction step i, a Solution Decoder MLP (with
weights shared across all steps) maps the latent embed-
dings to primary variables (P̂ i

gen, V̂
i, θ̂i). These variables

are optionally projected onto box constraints and then passed
through a task-specific physics decoder to construct a com-
plete intermediate solution.

Primary variable decoding. A bus-level Solution De-
coder MLP maps the bus latent embeddings zibus to recon-
structed voltage magnitudes and angles:

V̂ i ∈ R|N |, θ̂i ∈ R|N |. (4)

For OPF, a generator-level Solution Decoder MLP maps zigen
to reconstructed active power generations:

P̂ i
gen ∈ R|G|. (5)

For PF and SE, only the voltage state variables are decoded.
All known quantities (e.g., loads and specified generation in
PF) are passed through unchanged.

Box constraints. For OPF, voltage magnitudes and active
generator powers are constrained to their feasible intervals
through a sigmoid projection:

x̂i = x+ (x− x)σ(x̃i), (6)

where x̃i denotes the unconstrained decoder output, σ(·) is
the sigmoid function, and (x, x) are the lower and upper
bounds. No box constraints are imposed for PF or SE.

Physics decoder. Given (V̂ i, θ̂i), the physics decoder
reconstructs network-implied electrical quantities using the
branch admittance model. This applies across all PF, OPF,
and SE tasks.

Each directed branch edge e ∈ E ′ is associated with
a source bus s(e) and a target bus t(e). The active and
reactive power flows leaving the source bus s(e) through
edge e are computed as

P̂ i
e = P̂e(V̂

i, θ̂i), (7)

Q̂i
e = Q̂e(V̂

i, θ̂i). (8)
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The corresponding power-flow-implied injections are then
obtained by summing all outgoing branch flows:

P̂ i
inj,k =

∑
e : s(e)=k

P̂ i
e , (9)

Q̂i
inj,k =

∑
e : s(e)=k

Q̂i
e. (10)

Recovery of generation variables for OPF. Reactive gen-
erator powers at PV and REF buses are analytically recov-
ered from the reactive power balance equation:

Q̂i
g,j = Q̂i

inj,j +Qd,j −Qshunt,j(V̂
i), (11)

where Qd,j is the reactive demand and Qshunt,j(V̂
i) denotes

the shunt reactive injection computed from the reconstructed
voltage.

Recovery of generation variables for PF. Reactive
generation Q̂i

g,j is similarly recovered at PV and REF buses
using Eq. (11). At the REF bus, bus-level active generation
P̂ i
g,REF is recovered from the active power balance equation.

A key property of the model is that whenever a vari-
able is analytically recovered from a balance equation,
the corresponding residual component is structurally zero
(Sec. 4.2.3). For SE, no generation variables are recovered
as the model directly predicts net nodal injections.

Intermediate solution. The intermediate solution at cor-
rection step i is defined as

xi =


[V̂ i, θ̂i, P̂ i

gen, Q̂
i
g, P̂

i
flow, Q̂

i
flow] (OPF),

[V̂ i, θ̂i, P̂ i
g,REF, Q̂

i
g, P̂

i
flow, Q̂

i
flow] (PF),

[V̂ i, θ̂i, P̂ i
inj, Q̂

i
inj, P̂

i
flow, Q̂

i
flow] (SE).

(12)

For SE, injections are not decomposed into generation and
load components.

4.2.3. Feasibility Evaluation and Feedback
The feasibility evaluation quantifies the deviation of the
intermediate solution xi from satisfying the nodal power
balance equations7, and provides a feedback signal for the
next correction step.

7Only active and reactive power-balance residuals are used in the intermedi-
ate feedback at each correction step. Other OPF constraints (e.g., thermal
limits, branch angle differences, and reactive generation bounds) are not
included in this feedback signal. Extending the mechanism to incorporate
all constraint types would require combining heterogeneous residuals with
additional learned mappings or carefully tuned weightings, substantially
increasing hyperparameter complexity, and is left for future work.

Feasibility evaluation using power balance residuals.
For each bus k, we define the per-bus power balance residual
vector at correction step i as

PBResik :=

[
PBResiP,k

PBResiQ,k

]
. (13)

The active and reactive components are given by:

PBResiP,k := P̂ i
bus,k − P̂ i

inj,k + Pshunt,k(V̂
i),

PBResiQ,k := Q̂i
bus,k − Q̂i

inj,k +Qshunt,k(V̂
i). (14)

They are computed by comparing (i) the power-flow-implied
injections P̂ i

inj,k and Q̂i
inj,k, obtained by summing branch

flows (Eq. (9)), and (ii), the net bus injections, defined as the
difference between bus-level generation and load:

P̂ i
bus,k = P̂ i

g,k − Pd,k, (15)

Q̂i
bus,k = Q̂i

g,k −Qd,k. (16)

For OPF, bus-level generation P̂g,k is obtained by summing
the active power generation of all generators connected to
bus k.

Some residual components are structurally zero because the
corresponding generation variables are analytically recov-
ered from the power balance equations and therefore satisfy
them by construction (e.g., reactive generation at PV buses)
(Sec. 4.2.2). In SE, residuals are evaluated only at buses with
available measurements of both generation and load.

Feedback. A Residual Encoder MLP maps the residual
vector back into the latent space and injects it into the bus
embedding before the next GNN layer:

hi+1
bus,k = zibus,k +MLP′

bus

(
PBResik

)
. (17)

This closes the correction loop: at each step, the model re-
ceives an explicit physics-grounded infeasibility feedback
that enables iterative refinement toward feasible solutions
across the N correction steps.

4.3. Final Solution Evaluation and Training Loss
The training objective combines supervised learning on the
final solution with intermediate self-supervised feasibility
regularization through the power balance residuals.
The final prediction is x̂ := xN , and the training loss is
defined as

L = Lsupervised(x
N , x∗) +

N∑
i=1

λN−i ∥PBResi∥2, (18)

where x∗ denotes the ground-truth solution obtained
from the corresponding classical solver, Lsupervised is a

9



task-specific supervised loss, and ∥PBResi∥2 denotes the
mean ℓ2 norm of the per-bus power balance residual vectors
PBResik across all buses at correction step i. The factor
λN−i, with λ < 1, is an exponentially increasing weight
that places greater emphasis on later correction steps. The
supervised loss is instantiated differently for each task: MSE
on bus- and generator-level variables for OPF, MSE on
bus-level variables for PF, and MAE on bus- and edge-level
variables for SE.

4.4. Training GENCO with gridfm-graphkit
GENCO is implemented and trained using gridfm-graphkit8,
our PyTorch Lightning–based framework for developing
neural solvers and grid foundation models. Training and
evaluation are configured via YAML files and run through
a CLI. The library is optimized for large-scale training.
It supports multi-GPU execution, multi-grid training,
fine-tuning, and model compilation.

gridfm-graphkit decouples architecture design from data
engineering, training, and evaluation by providing a unified
heterogeneous graph structure as a common backbone,
shared across PF, OPF, and SE tasks. It handles graph
construction, feature normalization, and masking of
task-dependent variables, ensuring a consistent represen-
tation across models (Fig. 1). Since new architectures are
integrated by defining a forward pass over this standardized
graph, it enables straightforward addition and testing of
new neural solvers. Further, training components such
as losses, optimizers, checkpointing, and logging are
implemented in gridfm-graphkit. The framework includes
power system-specific modules, including physics decoders
(Sec. 4.2.2), power-flow computation, and evaluation of
constraint violations and optimality gaps, reducing the
need for domain-specific implementation. It also enables
direct comparison with classical solvers using precomputed
solutions from gridfm-datakit.

The main benefit brought to the community by gridfm-
graphkit is benchmarking consistency: data loading,
splitting, and evaluation metrics are standardized across
models, so that differences arise only from architecture
specifications in configuration files while evaluation
protocols remain fixed.

Takeaways.
• GENCO is a unified iterative correction architec-

ture that maps grid states to PF/OPF/SE solutions
via N correction steps in a high-dimensional la-

8https://github.com/gridfm/gridfm-graphkit

tent space, learned from precomputed solutions
(supervision).

• Each iteration decodes full physical states and
is refined using power-balance residuals, provid-
ing physics-grounded infeasibility feedback (self-
supervision).

• The architecture combines learned message pass-
ing with sparse attention with a task-specific
physics decoder that performs solution comple-
tion via power-flow equations and enforces OPF
box constraints through sigmoid projections.

5. Results

We evaluate GENCO against classical and state-of-the-art
neural solvers for power flow (PF) in Sec. 5.1, optimal power
flow (OPF) in Sec. 5.2, and state estimation (SE) in Sec. 5.3.
We then study runtime and accuracy scaling with grid size
and compare against classical AC and DC PF/OPF solvers
in Sec. 5.4. Next, we assess generalization to topology per-
turbations, out-of-distribution operating conditions, and un-
seen grids in Sec. 5.5. Finally, we validate GENCO on real
SCADA data from the Hydro-Québec grid in Sec. 5.6.

Throughout this section, we consider three GENCO vari-
ants that differ only in their hidden dimension H , which
determines the size of the input representations after projec-
tion (Eq. (2)) and the latent space (Eq. (3)): GENCO Base
(H = 48), Small (H = 24), and Tiny (H = 12), with
20.1M, 5.0M, and 1.3M parameters, respectively. All other
architectural components are kept identical across variants.
Unless stated otherwise, “GENCO” refers to GENCO Base.

5.1. Power Flow

We evaluate GENCO on Power Flow (PF) using PF∆ [49], a
benchmark of 12 tasks designed to assess neural PF solvers
under varying topologies, data regimes, and operating condi-
tions. We compare GENCO against CANOS-PF (adapted
from [46]), GNS-S [16], and PFNet [34], on the subset of
tasks listed in Tab. 3, for which results on the IEEE 118-bus
system were reported by the authors. Extensive comparisons
against classical AC and DC solvers are presented in
Sec. 5.4, as PF∆ does not provide DC-PF solutions nor
classical solver runtimes. CANOS-PF is a soft-constrained
supervised model trained with a combination of an ℓ2 loss
to precomputed AC power flow solutions and a penalty
on power-balance residuals. PFNet is a purely supervised
model trained with an ℓ2 loss on precomputed AC power
flow solutions. GNS-S is a self-supervised method that
iteratively minimizes power-balance violations through
residual-based updates of nodal features.

10
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Figure 4. Mean power-balance loss (averaged across all buses of all samples) for GENCO, CANOS-PF, GNS-S, and PFNet across PF∆ tasks
on the IEEE 118-bus system. Error bars in the figure correspond to the standard deviation over three seeds. C2I denotes close-to-infeasible
cases at the steady-state stability limit, where classical solvers face challenges [49].

Task Training setup

Generalization to topology perturbations

1.1 Train on (N) only.
1.2 Train on (N) and (N-1).
1.3 Train on (N), (N-1), and (N-2).

Data efficiency

2.1 Baseline setting (same as 1.3; 54k training samples).
2.2 Skipped; no results reported by the authors.

2.3
Same training composition as 2.1, with 3× less training
data (18k samples).

Generalization to different grid sizes

3.1
Train on IEEE 118; evaluate on the unseen IEEE 57
and GOC 500 grids.

Training on challenging PF cases

4.1 Train on 90% feasible and 10% C2I samples.

4.2
Train on 50% feasible, 10% C2I, and 40% approaching-
infeasibility samples.

4.3
Train on 20% C2I and 80% approaching-infeasibility
samples only.

Table 3. PF∆ tasks evaluated in this work. The tasks assess (i) gen-
eralization to topology perturbations (Tasks 1.x), (ii) data efficiency
(Tasks 2.x), (iii) generalization to different grid sizes (Task 3.1),
and (iv) the effect of training on challenging PF cases (Tasks 4.x).
Each task trains a separate model on the IEEE 118-bus system and
is evaluated on (N), (N-1), (N-2), and close-to-infeasible (C2I) test
cases for IEEE 118, except Task 3.1, which additionally evaluates
on the unseen IEEE 57- and GOC 500-bus systems. Tasks 4.1–4.3
vary the composition of the training set by progressively replacing
feasible samples with C2I and approaching-infeasibility samples.
C2I and approaching-infeasibility samples correspond to operating
points at and immediately preceding the steady-state stability limit,
respectively.

We report mean power-balance loss as in [49], which
is computed for each bus k as the ℓ2 norm of the
nodal power-balance residuals (defined in Eq. (14)), i.e.,

∥PBResk∥2 =
√
PBRes2P,k + PBRes2Q,k, and averaged

over all buses across all PF samples within a given test
set, with values expressed in p.u. on a 100 MVA base, i.e.,
xp.u. = x/Sbase, where Sbase = 100MVA is the power
base.

We report GENCO’s performance for all tasks except Task
3.1 (Tab. 4) in Fig. 4. GENCO achieves substantially lower
errors and variance than all baselines across all tasks and
topology variants. To provide a relative measure of error
magnitude, we compare the mean power-balance loss with
the mean bus apparent power9. In the baseline setting, where
GENCO is trained on (N), (N-1), and (N-2) topologies and
evaluated on the corresponding test sets (Tasks 1.3/2.1),
the loss corresponds to only 0.28%, 0.53%, and 0.69%
of the mean apparent power under (N), (N-1), and (N-2)
conditions, respectively (with mean bus apparent powers
of 0.95, 0.87, and 0.86 p.u.). Among the baselines, only
CANOS-PF remains within the single-digit percentage
range (4.2%, 6.4%, and 7.3%), whereas all other methods
exhibit errors corresponding to approximately 40–50% of
the mean apparent power, indicating substantial violations
of power-balance constraints and very limited physical
consistency for these solvers.

Examining individual task groups provides further insight
into GENCO’s behavior: Tasks 1.1–1.3 show that adding
(N-1) contingencies to the training set is sufficient for
GENCO to generalize to both (N-1) and (N-2) topologies
with essentially no loss in accuracy. Even training only
on (N) topologies already yields strong performance. In
contrast, the baseline solvers, particularly CANOS-PF,
exhibit substantially larger residuals on (N-1) and (N-2)
topologies when such perturbations are absent from the
training set. Tasks 2.1 and 2.3 further demonstrate that
GENCO maintains low error when the training set is reduced

9For a bus k, the apparent power is |Sk| =
√

P 2
bus,k +Q2

bus,k .
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Experiment Power Balance Loss (Mean) [p.u.]
Case Model N N-1 N-2 Close-to-infeasible

57

GENCO Base 4.9e-1±1.9e-1 5.0e-1±2.07e-1 4.8e-1±1.7e-1 5.8e-1±2.2e-1

PFNet 2.3±0.4 2.3±0.4 2.3±0.4 2.4±0.4

CANOS-PF 1.7±0.2 1.8±0.2 1.8±0.2 1.8±0.2

GNS-S 3.3e1±1.4e1 8.8e1±3.9e1 1.5e2±0.7e2 8.0e-1±2.0e-1

NR 1.1e-6±0.0e-6 1.2e-6±0.0e-6 1.1e-6±0.0e-6 1.3e-6±0.0e-6

118

GENCO Base 2.7e-3±2.1e-3 4.5e-3±3.4e-3 5.8e-3±4.3e-3 2.2e-1±0.8e-1

PFNet 3.4e-1±0.08e-1 4.0e-1±0.05e-1 4.2e-1±0.09e-1 1.1±0.03

CANOS-PF 4.0e-2±0.4e-2 5.6e-2±0.5e-2 6.3e-2±0.5e-2 7.2e-1±0.9e-1

GNS-S 3.5e-1±0.4e-1 3.8e-1±0.4e-1 3.9e-1±0.4e-1 7.7e-1±0.5e-1

NR 3.7e-6±0.0e-6 3.2e-6±0.0e-6 3.3e-6±0.0e-6 4.6e-6±0.0e-6

500

GENCO Base 8.7±5.9 8.7±5.9 8.7±5.9 8.7±5.8

PFNet 8.3e1±3.9e1 8.1e1±3.8e1 8.4e1±4.0e1 8.9e1±3.8e1

CANOS-PF 2.3e1±0.6e1 2.3e1±0.6e1 2.3e1±0.6e1 2.6e1±0.6e1

GNS-S 2.4e1±0.7e1 2.4e1±0.7e1 2.4e1±0.7e1 2.4e1±0.7e1

NR 1.4e-5±0.0e-5 1.4e-5±0.0e-5 1.3e-5±0.0e-5 1.6e-5±0.0e-5

Table 4. Mean power balance loss for Task 3.1, where a model is
trained on IEEE 118 and evaluated on IEEE 57, IEEE 118, and GOC
500 under (N), (N-1), (N-2), and close-to-infeasible conditions.
Errors denote the standard deviation across three random seeds. NR
denotes AC power flow solved using Newton–Raphson (highlighted
in light gray). Bold values indicate the best performance among
learning-based methods.

by a factor of three, while keeping the training composition
and test sets unchanged. While CANOS-PF experiences only
a modest degradation, the error of GNS-S nearly doubles
between Tasks 2.1 and 2.3. Task 4.1 indicates that replacing
10% of feasible training samples with close-to-infeasible
(C2I) samples provides only marginal improvements on
C2I test cases while slightly degrading performance on the
remaining datasets compared to Tasks 1.3/2.1. Tasks 4.2
and 4.3 show that progressively increasing the proportion of
challenging training samples, from 50% to 100%, further
improves performance on C2I cases, particularly in terms of
standard deviation, but comes at the expense of increased
errors on the other datasets.

Fig. 18 (Appendix) shows that GENCO also achieves
substantially lower maximum power-balance errors than
all baselines across (N), (N-1), and (N-2) topologies. On
close-to-infeasible cases, however, GNS-S exhibits lower
worst-case errors, potentially due to its self-supervised
training objective, which may provide greater robustness
to out-of-distribution operating conditions. Nevertheless,
all methods exhibit very large worst-case residuals, often
exceeding several times the mean apparent power10.

Finally, Task 3.1 evaluates models trained on IEEE 118 on
the unseen IEEE 57 and GOC 500 grids (Tab. 4). GENCO
achieves the lowest mean power-balance loss on both unseen
grids, although all models suffer from substantial degrada-
tion under cross-grid evaluation. Relative to the mean appar-

10A more detailed analysis of the distribution of these residuals would be
required to determine what fraction of test samples exhibit such large
errors, which we leave for future work.

ent power averaged over (N), (N-1), and (N-2), GENCO’s
mean error is approximately equal to the average apparent
power on IEEE 57 and approximately 14× larger on GOC
500, while the baselines show even larger errors.

Takeaways.
• When used to solve Power Flow, GENCO

achieves very low mean power-balance residuals
(<1% of the mean apparent power), lower than
all state-of-the-art models on the PF∆ dataset.

• It is more data-efficient and more robust to close-
to-infeasible cases than competing methods.

• All baseline models and GENCO exhibit large
worst-case errors and degraded performance on
unseen grids, with power-balance residuals reach-
ing multiples of the mean apparent power in
both cases, highlighting the need for more robust
solvers and more sophisticated pretraining.

5.2. Optimal Power Flow

We evaluate GENCO on the OPFData [37] benchmark
against the Hybrid Heterogeneous Message Passing Neural
Network (HH-MPNN) proposed in [3], which is the latest
baseline available for this dataset at the time of writing. We
use the dataset version containing N-1 topology perturba-
tions and follow exactly the same train/validation/test splits
as in [3]: 270,000 samples for training (90%), 15,000 for
validation (5%), and 15,000 for testing (5%). Experiments
are conducted on six benchmark systems ranging from 14
to 2000 buses. All GENCO experiments are repeated over
three random seeds while keeping identical data splits to
ensure a fair comparison with [3], which only reports results
for one seed.

Tab. 5 reports both optimality and feasibility metrics.
Optimality gap (%) is computed as the mean relative
objective gap with respect to the IPOPT solution over the
test set. Feasibility metrics report absolute mean constraint
violations: branch angle-difference violations θij are zero for
all models and are therefore omitted, apparent power flow
limit violations Sij(+) and Sij(−) in MVA for both branch
directions, active and reactive power-balance residuals
PBResP and PBResQ in MW and MVar, respectively
(Eq. (14)), and reactive generation limit violations Qg in
MVar. All violations are averaged over all buses and lines
across all test-set graphs.

The results highlight a trade-off between optimality
and feasibility. On the smaller 14- to 118-bus systems,
both models achieve highly feasible and optimal solutions
overall. Moreover, GENCO consistently reduces reactive
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Table 5. Constraint violations and optimality gap comparison between GENCO Base and HH-MPNN. Bold indicates the better result per
metric per system. Qg violations are structurally zero for HH-MPNN (reactive limits enforced via sigmoid activation).

Optimality Thermal limits Power balance React. gen. bounds

System Model Gap (%) Sij(+) [MVA] Sij(−) [MVA] PBResP [MW] PBResQ [MVar] Qg [MVar]

IEEE 14
HH-MPNN 0.01 0.00 0.00 2.00e-4 2.70e-2 0.00
GENCO Base 0.05±0.01 0.00 0.00 8.27e-4±1.13e-4 3.83e-4±5.24e-5 9.18e-3±3.36e-4

IEEE 30
HH-MPNN 0.18 5.20e-3 3.00e-4 1.31e-2 7.60e-3 0.00
GENCO Base 0.03±0.00 1.30e-3±2.14e-4 1.28e-3±2.05e-4 1.05e-3±7.22e-5 7.29e-4±2.19e-5 2.68e-3±3.03e-4

IEEE 57
HH-MPNN 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.10e-2 1.21e-1 0.00
GENCO Base 0.12±0.02 5.01e-7±2.66e-7 1.14e-6±1.06e-6 5.15e-2±1.32e-2 2.98e-2±6.67e-3 1.23e-2±4.95e-3

IEEE 118
HH-MPNN 0.24 1.37e-1 1.38e-1 5.11e-2 1.99e-1 0.00
GENCO Base 0.16±0.02 4.37e-3±7.11e-4 4.39e-3±7.03e-4 2.19e-2±1.31e-2 5.14e-3±2.70e-3 2.02e-3±4.03e-4

GOC 500
HH-MPNN 0.02 5.80e-2 5.60e-2 1.72e-2 1.09e-1 0.00
GENCO Base 0.30±0.04 1.91e-3±2.52e-4 1.88e-3±2.55e-4 7.02e-2±8.35e-3 2.60e-2±1.60e-3 4.57e-4±1.06e-4

GOC 2000
HH-MPNN 0.00 2.80e-3 2.80e-3 1.03e-2 2.65e-2 0.00
GENCO Base 0.17±0.01 2.17e-5±1.09e-6 2.45e-5±1.43e-6 5.87e-2±6.04e-3 2.23e-2±2.78e-3 1.64e-3±3.33e-4

± denotes standard deviation over three seeds.

power-balance residuals PBResQ, often by one to two
orders of magnitude compared to HH-MPNN.

On larger systems (500- and 2000-bus systems), HH-
MPNN typically achieves lower objective gaps, whereas
GENCO attains substantially smaller branch thermal and
reactive power-balance violations. For example, on the
2000-bus system, HH-MPNN reaches a near-zero optimality
gap (potentially due to reduced constraint satisfaction),
while GENCO reduces branch flow violations from
approximately 2.8 × 10−3 to 2.3 × 10−5 MVA (averaged
over both directions).

GENCO consistently achieves lower PBResQ resid-
uals because reactive generation Qg is reconstructed
analytically from the reactive power-balance equations
using the decoded voltage state, rather than being pre-
dicted directly. This physics-based completion makes
reactive power-balance residuals structurally zero at
PV and reference buses. This design trades reactive
power-balance feasibility against explicit enforcement
of reactive generation limits. Unlike [3], GENCO does
not project reconstructed Qg onto generator limits using
sigmoid activations, which can lead to small Qg violations.
However, these remain negligible in practice: the largest
mean violation is below 0.036% of the mean reactive power
limits.

Finally, in addition to achieving an extremely small
optimality gap (0.3% in the worst case), we provide context
for the magnitude of the reported violations by normalizing
inequality constraints by their mean limits and equality

constraints by the corresponding mean net injections.11. The
largest mean thermal violation to mean thermal limit ratio is
obtained for IEEE 118, where violations represent 0.0018%
of the mean limits (0.0556% for HH-MPNN on the same
case). For the power-balance mismatch relative to mean
net active injection, the worst case for GENCO is GOC
2000 with 0.176% (0.082% for HH-MPNN on IEEE 118).
For reactive power-balance mismatch relative to mean net
reactive injection, the worst case is IEEE 57, with 0.340%
(1.38% for HH-MPNN on IEEE 57).

Takeaways.
• For Optimal Power Flow, evaluated on OPFData,

GENCO achieves competitive optimality (worst-
case gap ≤ 0.3%) while substantially improving
feasibility, with all mean normalized feasibil-
ity violations remaining below 0.35% across all
grids.

5.3. State Estimation
We evaluate GENCO on State Estimation (SE), the task of
recovering bus voltage magnitudes and phase angles from
noisy, incomplete, and corrupted measurements. Classical
state estimators formulate SE as a nonlinear inverse prob-

11A more informative metric would normalize each violation by its con-
straint limit before averaging. However, these quantities are not reported
in [3], and the variability in constraint limits (including very small bounds)
can make such metrics sensitive to outliers. We therefore report mean
violations relative to mean constraint limits for inequality constraints, and
use mean mismatches for equality constraints, to provide a sense of scale.
We leave a more complete analysis for future work.
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lem, most commonly solved using Weighted Least Squares
(WLS), which relies on an accurate network model and a suf-
ficiently informative (i.e. locally observable) measurement
set. In contrast, GENCO learns a direct mapping from mea-
surements to network states by combining data-driven priors
with physics-informed corrections, as described in Sec. 4.
We first evaluate its robustness to sparse, noisy, and outlier-
corrupted measurements, as well as cases where WLS fails to
converge, before studying its resilience to inaccuracies in the
underlying network model caused by admittance parameter
errors.

Experimental setup. Models are trained on datasets gener-
ated via gridfm-datakit, comprising roughly 250,000 scenar-
ios per grid, with varying N-k topology perturbations (k = 5
for IEEE 14/30/57 and k = 10 for IEEE 118) and admit-
tance perturbations, on the standard IEEE 14, 30, 57, and
118-bus systems. In the absence of standardized datasets and
procedures for generating synthetic SCADA measurements,
we define our measurement-generation protocol and evalua-
tion settings as follows. We generate SCADA measurements
from the true bus voltage magnitudes V , bus power injections
Pinj, Qinj, and branch flows Pflow, Qflow by applying three
different types of perturbations; first, we randomly mask
a fraction pmask of the available measurements to emulate
limited measurement coverage, with the resulting number
of measurements expressed as a multiple of the number of
buses |N |; second, we apply multiplicative Gaussian noise
(σV = 0.01 p.u., σP,Q = 0.02 p.u.) to all measurements,
independently perturbing each measured voltage magnitude,
active/reactive power injection, and active/reactive branch
flow; third, we create outliers by adding a bias of three
standard deviations to a fraction poutlier of measurements.
We consider arbitrary measurement locations, but do not
enforce sensor placement according to power-system observ-
ability rules. To mitigate this simplification, we use measure-
ment densities above typical observability requirements (at
least 5|N | measurements, compared to the commonly used
4|N | rule of thumb12, and 3.2 to 4.6|N | measurements used
by Hydro-Québec [31]) and report results only on scenar-
ios that remain observable under WLS. Voltage angles are
never measured. For model training, we use pmask = 0.2
and poutlier = 0.1 and minimize the loss shown in Eq. (18),
with Lsupervised being the mean ℓ1 norm between true and
predicted bus and edge variables.

Baseline and evaluation. We compare GENCO against
a Weighted Least Squares (WLS) baseline solved with the
Gauss–Newton (GN) algorithm and an outlier-rejection
module, using the pandapower implementation [51]; the
baseline is informed about the exact measurement standard
12https : / / pandapower . readthedocs . io / en / latest /
estimation.html
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Figure 5. State-estimation accuracy for varying numbers of noisy
measurements and outlier probabilities. The first two panels show
the error-reduction factor of GENCO relative to the WLS baseline
(ratio of their median mean absolute errors) per variable: values
above 1 (green) indicate that GENCO is more accurate, whereas
values below 1 (red) favor the baseline. The last column repre-
sents the percentage of scenarios in which the baseline converges;
GENCO always returns an estimate. Columns correspond to the
IEEE 14-, 30-, 57-, and 118-bus grids.

deviations, which is an advantage compared to GENCO,
which must infer measurement uncertainty implicitly from
the training distribution. In rare under-determined scenarios,
the GN baseline can converge to alternative local minima,
producing large errors that disproportionately affect the
mean while having little impact on the median. We therefore
use the median across scenarios of the bus-averaged mean
absolute error as our primary metric. The baseline only runs
where its Jacobian of the measurement function is full rank,
so all comparisons are reported on that subset. Results for
cases where the baseline does not converge are shown in
Fig. 19 in Sec. B.

Robustness to sparse, noisy, and outlier measurements.
We first evaluate GENCO against WLS with varying
numbers of measurements and outlier rates in Fig. 5.
One model is trained for each grid and evaluated across
all measurement densities and outlier levels. Overall,
GENCO reconstructs states more accurately than WLS
on the small grids—its median voltage magnitude er-
ror is up to an order of magnitude lower on the IEEE
14- and 30-bus cases—with a degradation on the larger grids.

As measurements become sparser and more corrupted,
GENCO remains robust, increasingly outperforming WLS
on small grids and closing the gap with pandapower on
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larger grids. Note that the reported accuracy is computed
only over scenarios where WLS converges, the number of
which shrinks as measurements become sparser. GENCO
provides a complete estimator: unlike WLS, it returns an
estimate even when the measurement configuration is insuf-
ficient for convergence. To assess this regime, for which no
WLS reference exists, Fig. 19 reports the degradation factor
between converged and non-converged subsets. Averaged
across all sparsity levels, outlier rates, and grid-size settings,
this factor is ≈ 1.11—a ∼ 10% error increase on exactly
the cases where WLS yields no output at all. GENCO thus
degrades gracefully rather than failing abruptly, making it
the more dependable estimator under marginal observability.
Further improvements are required on larger grids, where
GENCO achieves the greatest gains in convergence robust-
ness but falls short of WLS in accuracy.

Robustness to inaccurate network parameters. While
base network parameters (e.g., admittance) are known to
grid operators, they can drift throughout the day due to, e.g.,
temperature variations, which affect electrical resistance and
the thermal expansion of transmission lines, resulting in line
sag modulating the shunt capacitance. Consequently, the true
network differs from the nominal model used by the state
estimator. In Fig. 6, we evaluate GENCO under network
model errors by perturbing the network admittance with
multiplicative factors sampled from a uniform distribution
between [1 − σY , 1 + σY ]. During training, admittance
perturbations were applied consistently to both the network
model and the generated measurements, whereas during
evaluation, the test set contains measurements that are
generated using the perturbed network, while the estimator
receives the nominal admittance. Because GENCO treats
the grid model as a soft prior rather than a hard constraint, it
absorbs these discrepancies and keeps improving over the
baseline as σY grows. In comparison, WLS enforces the
now-incorrect model equations, causing the outlier-rejection
procedure to incorrectly flag valid measurements and
making non-convergence increasingly likely.

By only adding an auxiliary decoder, GENCO can
jointly recover missing and noisy states, as well as grid
parameters. We demonstrate this approach by perturbing
the branch resistance/reactance (R, X) parameters with
multiplicative uniform noise on [1− σ′, 1 + σ′] (half-width
σ′
R = σ′

X = 0.2, corresponding to an expected absolute
relative deviation of σ′/2 = 0.1) prior to inference. GENCO
successfully denoises the input parameters, achieving a
30–50% reduction in noise magnitude across all tested
IEEE grids: mean relative errors on the predicted branch
admittances drop consistently to a range of 0.05–0.07.
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Figure 6. Robustness to an inaccurate admittance model, evaluated
across increasing admittance-noise levels σY (rows). The estima-
tors are given only the base admittance matrix, before perturbation.
The first two panels show the error-reduction factor of GENCO
relative to the WLS baseline (ratio of median mean absolute errors)
per state variable; values above 1 (green) indicate that GENCO is
more accurate. The last panel depicts the convergence rate of the
WLS solver; GENCO always returns an estimate. Columns are the
IEEE 14-, 30-, 57-, and 118-bus grids.

Takeaways.
• SE is a task where GENCO can surpass classi-

cal estimators under challenging measurement
conditions. It is strongest exactly where WLS is
limited by its reliance on an accurate grid model
and sufficient observability:
– It achieves better estimates than WLS un-

der sparse and corrupted measurements, al-
though scaling this advantage to larger grids
remains future work.

– It always returns an estimate, maintaining
good accuracy in scenarios where WLS fails to
converge.

– By treating the grid model as a soft prior rather
than a hard constraint, it remains robust to
inaccurate network parameters.

• The same architecture naturally extends to joint
state and parameter estimation, recovering system
states while denoising branch parameters.

5.4. Runtime and Performance Scaling

The promise of neural solvers is to reduce time-to-solution
compared with classical methods for batched PF and OPF
problems. We therefore evaluate solver runtime and residu-
als across batches of PF and OPF instances and grid sizes,
reflecting realistic utility workloads where large collections
of scenarios are repeatedly solved for applications such as
planning, time-series forecasting, contingency analysis, and
uncertainty quantification, rather than a single isolated oper-
ating point. Since the datasets used in Sec. 5.1 and 5.2 do not
include DC solutions, we use gridfm-datakit, which provides
solutions and runtimes for classical DC-PF/DC-OPF using
PowerModels [12]. This enables comparison against AC-PF
(Newton–Raphson), AC-OPF (IPOPT with MUMPS), DC-
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Figure 7. Benchmark pipelines used for runtime comparison. Top: for GENCO, we measure steady-state throughput of batched GPU
inference after model setup, sample preloading, and warmup. Bottom: for classical solvers, we measure steady-state throughput of a
dynamically scheduled multi-process CPU solver pool after worker initialization, case loading, and warmup. Both report wall-clock time
per solved instance, but they exploit parallelism differently: GENCO through batching on a single GPU, and the classical solvers through
multiple independent worker processes.

PF, and DC-OPF13. All models are trained from scratch for
each task and grid.

5.4.1. Batch Runtime Analysis Methodology
To ensure a fair runtime comparison, we evaluate both
solvers under their best achievable throughput configurations
while controlling for factors unrelated to the solution process.
In particular, four aspects need to be carefully designed: (i)
computation mode, (ii) benchmark scenarios, (iii) timing
scope, and (iv) compute hardware. Fig. 7 summarizes the
benchmark pipelines and timing boundaries; complete im-
plementation details and parameters are provided in Sec. C.

Evaluation metric and computation mode. We measure
the amortized per-instance runtime, defined as the total wall-
clock time required to solve a large batch of PF/OPF in-
stances divided by the number of solved instances. Neural
and classical solvers exploit different forms of parallelism:
GENCO performs batched GPU inference, whereas classical
solvers exploit CPU parallelism through multiple workers,
with each worker solving instances sequentially on a sin-
gle CPU core. We thus carefully design our experiments
so that both solver classes are evaluated at their maximum
throughput: For each grid and solver, we select the batch size
or number of workers that minimizes our runtime metric,
ensuring that neither approach is evaluated below its optimal
throughput configuration14

13A fully controlled comparison of runtime and residuals with other neural
solvers from the literature remains challenging because prior work uses
different benchmarking protocols and heterogeneous hardware and inputs.

14Note that previous runtime benchmarks of neural solvers evaluated classi-
cal baselines without the CPU parallelism used in our experiments, which

Benchmark scenarios. To ensure a reliable throughput
estimate, all solvers are evaluated on a sufficiently large
number of repeated cases to reduce measurement noise from
non-deterministic hardware effects, such as OS scheduling,
CPU frequency fluctuations, and background processes. The
number of repetitions is chosen to provide stable timing
measurements (with at least 20 s of total solve time in the
best-performing configuration) while remaining computa-
tionally tractable, as this evaluation is repeated across batch
sizes and CPU worker counts to identify the optimal con-
figuration. A key difference between solver classes is that
classical solvers exhibit runtime variability across operating
points, whereas GENCO’s runtime is insensitive to scenario
difficulty. To avoid favoring neural solvers, classical solvers
are evaluated on the same repeated scenario, corresponding
to the base topology and load of each PGLIB case.

Timing scope. We measure steady-state solver throughput
rather than end-to-end pipeline latency, excluding one-time
infrastructure overheads unrelated to the repeated PF/OPF
solution process. These overheads depend on implementa-
tion choices and system factors rather than the numerical
efficiency of the solver15. Thus, for a fair comparison, we
exclude some components in both approaches, i.e., worker
initialization (PowerModels solver workers and GENCO

can favor neural solvers in runtime comparisons [3, 46, 49].
15For example, we experienced that loading scenarios in a favorable order

can be faster than random access due to operating-system caching; small
scenario sets may remain cache-resident whereas large collections may
not; and the choice of storage format (e.g., JSON versus other case
representations) can substantially affect parsing time.
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Figure 8. Amortized per-instance runtime versus grid size for
GENCO and PowerModels AC-PF and DC-PF at the best batch
size or worker count. Scaling exponents fitted on the four largest
grids (two for AC-PF) are comparable across all methods, ranging
from 0.94 to 0.97.

data-loading workers), compilation and warmup (Julia com-
pilation and model compilation), and disk-to-RAM loading.
Inputs are assumed to be already resident in memory as
parsed PowerModels cases or preprocessed GENCO tensors,
corresponding to settings with sufficient memory for sce-
nario storage or where scenarios are generated by modifying
an in-memory base case. In Sec. C we additionally evaluate
the impact of disk I/O in the runtime analysis.

Compute hardware. A fair comparison requires CPU
and GPU hardware from the same node generation and
performance class16. In this study, we benchmark the solvers
using two high-end devices, an AMD EPYC 9634 CPU with
84 cores and an NVIDIA H100 SXM5 GPU with 80GB
HBM3 memory, both with a node size of 5nm and release
date of late 2022.

5.4.2. PF Scaling with Grid Size: Runtime and Accuracy
We first study the trade-off between runtime and accuracy of
the different solvers for PF.

Runtime and accuracy for different grid sizes. The
amortized per-instance runtime of GENCO, AC-PF, and
DC-PF as a function of bus count at the optimal batch
size (GENCO) or worker count (PowerModels) is depicted
in Fig. 8. The runtime of all GENCO versions (Base,
Small, and Tiny) scales close to linear with grid size.
For AC-PF, we selected the fastest converging solver
available in PowerModels: the NLsolve-based solver for
grids up to 500 buses and the JuMP-based solver for larger
grids, as indicated by the disconnected lines. For large

16Energy consumption and hardware cost are also relevant metrics but are
difficult to compare fairly.
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Figure 9. Mean active power-balance residuals versus grid size for
GENCO and PowerModels DC-PF.

grids, the slopes of all solvers are similar, while for small
networks AC-PF and DC-PF runtimes are nearly constant as
multiprocessing overhead dominates. Active power-balance
residuals are shown in Fig. 9. PowerModels AC-PF residuals
(10−11–10−8 MW) are omitted for readability, while
DC-PF remains near 1 MW. GENCO increases from about
10−3 MW on the smallest IEEE grids to about 1 MW on
GOC 2,000 and GOC 10,000. Its residuals are substantially
lower than for DC-PF through GOC 500, slightly lower
on GOC 2,000, and comparable to or slightly above for
GOC 10,000, where Small outperforms Tiny; Base is
evaluated only through GOC 500.

GENCO’s utility for PF. Tab. 6 summarizes the PF speed–
accuracy trade-off, focusing on GENCO Tiny because it
provides the highest throughput while retaining useful solu-
tion accuracy: For a learned PF surrogate to be compelling, it
must first provide a meaningful speedup over AC-PF, whose
solutions are more accurate; modest gains may not offset the
cost of training, maintaining, and deploying the model. This
criterion is not met on the small grids up to 500 buses, and the
approximately 2× speedup on GOC 500 remains marginal.
In contrast, GENCO Tiny is approximately 28–29× faster
than AC-PF on GOC 2,000 and GOC 10,000, making the
learned approach increasingly attractive at scale. On these
grids, GENCO provides a good alternative to DC-PF: unlike
DC-PF, it predicts a complete AC state, including voltage
magnitudes and reactive generation, and therefore supports
downstream voltage- and reactive-power-based analyses. For
this reason, GENCO can remain useful even when it is mod-
erately slower or has slightly larger active power-balance
residuals than DC-PF. On GOC 2,000 and GOC 10,000, it
achieves similar residuals while being approximately 2×
slower than DC-PF. Overall, GENCO Tiny is compelling
for large-scale PF, where it substantially outperforms AC-PF
and provides a complete AC state at a modest slowdown rel-
ative to DC-PF; on grids through GOC 500, AC-PF remains
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Grid Model
Speedup
vs AC-PF

DC-PF/GENCO
residual

Speedup
vs DC-PF Utility

14 Tiny 0.8× 374.0× 0.5× None. Slower than
AC-PF, which should be
preferred since it
provides more accurate
solutions.

30 Tiny 1.5× 85.8× 0.8×
57 Tiny 1.3× 56.1× 0.6×
118 Tiny 1.8× 16.9× 0.6×
500 Tiny 2.1× 2.49× 0.4×

2000 Tiny 28.2× 1.19× 0.5× Much faster than AC-PF;
provides complete
solutions with same
active power-balance
residuals as DC-PF at
only 2× the runtime.

10000 Tiny 29.1× 0.63× 0.6×

Table 6. Scaling performance summary for the selected GENCO
variant. Speedups >1 mean faster; the Utility column summarizes
the recommended use of GENCO relative to AC-PF and DC-PF for
each grid-size regime.

102 103 104

Bus count [-]

10 2

10 1

100

101

102

103

Am
or

tiz
ed

 p
er

-in
st

an
ce

ru
nt

im
e 

[m
s]

slope = 1

PowerModels
AC-OPF
DC-OPF

GENCO
Base
Small
Tiny

IEEE 14
IEEE 30

IEEE 57
IEEE 118

GOC 500
GOC 2000

GOC 10000

Figure 10. Amortized per-instance runtime versus grid size for
GENCO and PowerModels AC-OPF and DC-OPF solvers. Results
are reported for the optimal batch size for GENCO and the best
worker count for PowerModels. Four-largest-grid scaling exponents
are 1.18 for AC-OPF, 1.09 for DC-OPF, and 0.97/0.95/0.94 for
GENCO Base/Small/Tiny.

preferable.

5.4.3. OPF Scaling with Grid Size: Runtime and Accu-
racy

The amortized per-instance runtime as a function of grid
size for AC-OPF, DC-OPF, and GENCO is shown in Fig. 10.
The runtime values for GENCO are independent of the task
and thus identical to Fig. 8. However, OPF is substantially
harder to solve for classical solvers, resulting in a runtime
advantage for GENCO across all grid sizes.

GENCO’s utility for OPF. The performance of GENCO
Small (which offers the best tradeoff between runtime,
optimality, and feasibility) across grid sizes is summarized
in Tab. 7. GENCO is substantially faster than AC-OPF and
DC-OPF on every grid, reaching an 84.5× speedup over
AC-OPF on GOC 2,000. It also produces more feasible and

Grid Model
Speedup

vs AC-OPF
Opt. gap reduction

vs DC-OPF
Violation reduction

vs DC-OPF
Speedup

vs DC-OPF

14 Small 16.1× 55.2× 86.0× 4.14×
30 Small 22.9× 31.8× 72.4× 3.99×
57 Small 26.5× 6.28× 4.67× 4.29×
118 Small 48.4× 2.85× 2.40× 4.75×
500 Small 54.3× 3.20× 10.3× 6.40×
2000 Small 84.5× 1.85× 6.70× 6.19×

Table 7. Performance scaling summary for GENCO Small on OPF;
Speedups >1 mean faster; optimality and feasibility improvements
are ratios of DC-OPF to GENCO mean metrics.

cost-effective solutions than DC-OPF, although these gains
generally decrease with grid size. Finally, GENCO predicts
quantities unavailable from DC-OPF, including voltage
magnitudes and reactive power setpoints. Overall, GENCO
offers a compelling alternative to DC-OPF. Detailed
optimality and constraint-violation results for GENCO Base
and Small are reported in Tab. 11 in the Appendix.

Takeaways.
• For PF, GENCO starts providing a valuable al-

ternative to DC-PF for large grids (≥2000 buses)
by predicting the full AC operating state, includ-
ing voltage magnitudes and reactive power, while
achieving active power-balance residuals compa-
rable to DC-PF, with up to 30× speedup over
Newton–Raphson and only a 2× runtime relative
to DC-PF.

• For OPF, GENCO is compelling across all evalu-
ated grid sizes: Small is 16–85× faster than AC-
OPF and 4–6× faster than DC-OPF, while re-
ducing DC-OPF optimality gaps by 1.9–55× and
feasibility violations by 2.4–86×.

5.5. Robustness & Generalization

A key requirement for any power-system solver is reliable
performance across (1) diverse topologies, (2) operating con-
ditions, and (3) network sizes. Classical solvers are well
established across these dimensions, with their main limi-
tation being occasional convergence failures in challenging
cases [52]. In contrast, robustness across these dimensions
remains a central challenge for neural solvers, which typi-
cally require retraining when topology or operating regimes
change. Achieving high accuracy across diverse scenarios is
therefore essential for the scalability and practical deploy-
ment of neural solvers. We evaluate GENCO along three
axes: generalization to topology perturbations beyond the
training distribution (Sec. 5.5.1), robustness under stressed
operating conditions such as thermal overloads and voltage
violations (Sec. 5.5.2), and transfer to previously unseen
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Figure 11. Bus-level active power-balance residuals (excluding zero
net injection buses) for GENCO and DC-PF under N-k contingen-
cies (k = 1, . . . , 20) on the Texas 2000-bus system. GENCO is
trained only on N-2 perturbations. Whiskers indicate 1.5×IQR.

grids (Sec. 5.5.3).

5.5.1. Generalization to Topology Perturbations
Experiment setup. GENCO is evaluated under contin-
gency levels that match or exceed those seen during training
to assess robustness to topology perturbations. Specifically,
GENCO Base is trained on 140,000 AC-PF samples17 from
the Texas 2000-bus system with N-2 contingencies, corre-
sponding to the removal of up to two branches and/or gener-
ators. The test set contains 9,000 cases for each contingency
level from N-1 to N-20. Components are removed uniformly
across the grid, and islanding cases are filtered out. Since
perturbations are applied after computing the base dispatch
(Sec. 3.1.4), the resulting operating points may exhibit volt-
age violations, branch overloads, large angle differences, and
reactive-power limit violations.

Results. We evaluate bus-level relative active power-
balance residuals, compared to absolute residuals, which
mask large errors at low-injection buses. The bus-level
relative active power-balance residuals are defined as the
active power-balance residuals divided by the magnitude of
the net bus injection18. This normalization approach makes
the metric comparable across buses with vastly different
injection levels. GENCO consistently outperforms DC-PF
across all contingency levels, including those beyond the
training distribution, i.e., for N-k with k > 2 (Fig. 11).
Residuals increase with outage count, but degradation
remains gradual: GENCO achieves 2.85× lower median
residuals than DC-PF for N-1 contingencies and 1.5× lower
median residuals for N-20.

17Using gridfm-datakit, we generated 200,000 samples, of which 176,415
converged; 80% of converged samples were used for training.

18We filter out buses with zero net injection for which such a metric cannot
be computed. These represent 25% of all buses across the entire dataset,
and we report absolute metrics separately for them in Sec. D.1
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Figure 12. Percentage of samples below relative active power-
balance residual thresholds at k = 10 (excluding zero net injection
buses). GENCO achieves a larger share of low-residual predictions
than DC-PF across all reported thresholds.

Outlier residuals are high for both DC-PF and GENCO (be-
tween 9.2 and 9.8 percent of the buses across all contingency
orders and solvers). Thus, the fraction of buses with residuals
below practically relevant thresholds rather than worst-case
errors is reported in Fig. 12 for k = 10: GENCO outperforms
DC-PF at all levels, including 1% (83.65% vs 69.30%). The
same trend holds for absolute thresholds (Fig. 23, Sec. D),
e.g., at 1 MW (97.69% vs 85.78%). Further details about the
1% threshold fraction across contingencies can be found in
Fig. 24 in Sec. D.

5.5.2. Robustness to Out-of-Operating-Limit Scenarios
Experiment setup. Next, we evaluate model performance
on operating points that violate thermal or voltage lim-
its. These out-of-operating-limit elements are rare: only
0.0071% of branches are overloaded, corresponding to 1,979
out of a total of 28,052,640 branches in the dataset. Thus,
such cases are underrepresented during model training rel-
ative to branches operating within nominal limits. For this
experiment, we use the same GENCO Base model as in the
previous experiment, trained and tested on the N-2 contin-
gency dataset.

Results. The comparison of GENCO and DC-PF branch
loading predictions against AC-PF is depicted in Fig. 13.
Branch loadings are normalized by their thermal limits,
such that values above 1.0 correspond to overloads. While
DC-PF exhibits substantial dispersion, GENCO remains
closely aligned with the diagonal across both normal
and overloaded operating regimes, as quantified by the
coefficient of determination.

To further assess performance near and beyond thermal
limits, Fig. 14 reports absolute loading errors as a function
of the true loading level. GENCO consistently outperforms
DC-PF across all loading bins, including overload conditions
that are strongly underrepresented in the training data. For
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Figure 13. Relative branch loading predictions obtained with
GENCO base (left) and DC-PF (right) compared to AC-PF load-
ings. Values above 1.0 indicate thermal overloads.
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Figure 14. Absolute branch loading prediction error as a function
of the true loading level. n indicates the number of test samples in
each bin.

lines with true loadings between 1.0 and 1.1, GENCO
achieves a mean absolute error of 0.004, enabling accurate
identification of overloaded components.

Since DC-PF does not predict voltage magnitudes, voltage-
related results are reported separately in Sec. E. There, we
show that GENCO accurately captures both normal and
out-of-limit voltage regimes despite the scarcity of voltage
violations in the training data. These results indicate that
explicit oversampling of out-of-limit operating points is not
required for accurate overload prediction.

5.5.3. Transfer to Unseen Grids and Data Efficiency

An important objective for neural PF solvers is rapid adap-
tation to entirely new grids using only a limited number of
grid-specific samples. This capability would reduce deploy-
ment costs, since acquiring AC-PF datasets and training mod-
els from scratch for every new topology is time-consuming
and expensive. We therefore investigate the transferability of
pretrained GENCO models to unseen grids under different
levels of fine-tuning. To increase topology diversity during
pretraining, we generate subgrids from existing grids and
evaluate transfer to unseen topologies.
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Figure 15. Mean active power-balance residuals on IEEE 118 for
fine-tuned pretrained models and models trained from scratch using
datasets of varying size. DC-PF and the zero-shot pretrained model
(without fine-tuning) are shown as baselines.

Experiment setup. Only around 50 different grids for
which PF converges are available in PGLib. To increase
the number of pretraining topologies, we extract subgrids
from base grids using Metropolis-Hastings random walks.
Power flows on cut lines are aggregated into dummy
generators or loads depending on their sign. Using this
approach, we generate 100 subgrids from 10 PGLib base
cases, with sizes ranging from 100 to 1000 buses. We
generate 9,000 PF samples per subgrid using gridfm-datakit,
yielding 900,000 scenarios. Pretraining is performed
using random masking, where node features are inde-
pendently masked with probability 0.5 and reconstructed
by the model. Validation is performed on 10 unseen subgrids.

We then fine-tune the pretrained model on the IEEE 118-bus
system using varying numbers of grid-specific samples. The
resulting models are compared with models trained from
scratch using the same datasets19.

Results. The active power-balance residuals are shown
in Fig. 15, together with DC-PF and zero-shot pretrained
baselines. The pretrained model has poor zero-shot
generalization, with an average residual of 11.07 MW
compared with 2.30 MW for DC-PF. However, with only
1,000 grid-specific samples, fine-tuning already outperforms
DC-PF (1.93 MW), whereas training from scratch remains
worse (3.81 MW). With 10,000 samples, fine-tuning further

19The only difference between the two models is their weight initialization:
the fine-tuned model starts from pretrained weights, whereas the scratch
model uses random initialization.
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reduces the residual to 0.27 MW, compared with 0.92 MW
when training from scratch. At 250,000 samples, scratch
training surpasses fine-tuning, which slightly degrades under
extensive fine-tuning.

Overall, these results show that topology-diverse pretraining
can accelerate adaptation to unseen grids when grid-specific
data are limited. However, with sufficient data from a
single grid, training from scratch can eventually outperform
pretraining. Further work is needed to reduce the number of
fine-tuning samples required for true few-shot adaptation.

Takeaways.
• GENCO generalizes to contingency levels up to

N-20 despite training only on N-2, achieving
2.85× lower median residuals than DC-PF for
N-1 contingencies and 1.5× lower median residu-
als for N-20.

• GENCO remains robust under out-of-operating-
limit scenarios despite training on fewer than
0.01% such out-of-limit elements, outperforming
DC-PF for line-loading prediction and detecting
voltage violations beyond the capabilities of DC-
PF.

• A pretrained GENCO transfers effectively to new
grids, with only 1,000 grid-specific samples suf-
ficient to outperform DC-PF on IEEE 118, al-
though zero-shot generalization remains an open
challenge.

5.6. Validation on Real Data from the Hydro-
Québec Grid

Finally, we evaluate GENCO on the real Hydro-Québec
HQ1200 transmission network, extending the validation
beyond the synthetic IEEE/GOC topologies. All experiments
are done for the PF task. HQ1200 comprises 1,200 buses
and differs markedly from these benchmarks through its
V-shaped topology, with long corridors linking northern
generation to southern load. These long-range dependencies
make HQ1200 a non-trivial test for GENCO.

As we only have a limited amount of SCADA data samples—
roughly one year of measurements at 30-minute resolution—
we proceed in two stages. First, we pretrain GENCO on
synthetic HQ1200 operating points generated with gridfm-
datakit (Sec. 3.3), and compare GENCO’s performance
against GRIT-HQ and classical AC/DC power flow solvers
(Sec. 5.6.1). Second, we fine-tune the pretrained GENCO
model on varying amounts of SCADA scenarios, and com-
pare against GENCO trained from scratch, on the same
SCADA splits (Sec. 5.6.2).

Model Power Balance Residual
Active [MW] Reactive [MVar]

GENCO Tiny 1.1 ± 0.3 0.5 ± 0.2

GRIT-HQ 3.87 ± 0.02 4.03 ± 0.44

DC-PF 2.89 —
AC-PF 2.94e-9 1.81e-9

Table 8. Mean active and reactive power-balance residuals on the
synthetic HQ1200 dataset. Errors denote standard deviation over
three seeds. Bold values indicate the best learning-based method.

5.6.1. Pretraining on synthetic data
First, we compare GENCO Tiny against Hydro-Québec
Research Institute’s GRIT-HQ model. Unlike the more
general-purpose GENCO architecture, GRIT-HQ is spe-
cialized for power flow on bus-level graphs. It is based on
the GRIT architecture [39], uses random-walk structural
encodings, and scales linearly with graph size; details
are given in Sec. F. Both models are trained on 200,000
synthetic HQ1200 samples (80/10/10 train/validation/test),
with three independent seeds.

Mean active and reactive power-balance residuals are re-
ported in Tab. 8. GRIT-HQ exhibits higher active power-
balance residuals than DC-PF, whereas GENCO reduces
active power-balance residuals by approximately 2.5× rel-
ative to DC-PF and substantially improves reactive power-
balance residuals compared with GRIT-HQ. The resulting
residual magnitudes of GENCO are small compared to bal-
ancing and remedial actions routinely deployed by Hydro-
Québec [18, 19]. This result is also consistent with IEEE
grids of comparable size (Fig. 9), indicating robustness to a
markedly different topology without architectural changes.

5.6.2. Fine-tuning on real SCADA data
Next, we ask whether GENCO can perform well on
real HQ data under limited training on SCADA data.
Starting from the HQ1200 pretrained checkpoint of
Sec. 5.6.1, we fine-tune on real SCADA scenarios using
N ∈ {100, 103, 104, 1.5 × 104} labeled training samples,
and compare against GENCO models which were trained
from scratch on the same splits. For the evaluation, we
use a held-out set of 1,702 SCADA samples. In addition,
we report the zero-shot performance of the pretrained
GENCO model, without SCADA fine-tuning, as well as
the performance of DC-PF on the same evaluation set. All
settings are repeated over three seeds; we report mean active
power-balance residuals with sample standard deviation.

Fig. 16 shows active power-balance residuals versus the
number of SCADA training scenarios. Zero-shot transfer
remains poor, indicating that synthetic pretraining alone is
insufficient for the model to perform well on real SCADA
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data. Fine-tuning rapidly closes this gap: with 15,000
training samples, fine-tuning achieves 3.36 ± 0.05 MW,
an order of magnitude below training from scratch
(21.1 ± 8.4 MW) and approaching the DC-PF residual
of 2.90 MW on the same evaluation set. We note that the
continued improvement with increasing amounts of SCADA
samples also suggests that further real-data fine-tuning
could close the remaining gap. Training from scratch also
exhibits substantially higher variance at low sample counts.
These results show that synthetic pretraining on HQ1200
enables data-efficient adaptation of GENCO to real SCADA
measurements.

Takeaways.
• GENCO successfully transfers to real measure-

ments on a real grid: after fine-tuning on 15,000
Hydro-Québec SCADA samples, it reaches a
mean active power-balance residual of 3.36 ±
0.05 MW, approaching the 2.90 MW achieved by
DC-PF on the same evaluation set.

• Pretraining on synthetic HQ1200 scenarios gen-
erated with gridfm-datakit enables substantially
more data-efficient adaptation to real SCADA
measurements, reducing the residual by an or-
der of magnitude relative to training from scratch
with the same 15,000 SCADA samples.
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GENCO and classical DC solvers relative to classical AC solvers.
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6. Discussion
In this section, we offer perspectives on GENCO’s perfor-
mance and discuss its practical deployment. Future research
directions for GENCO and the GridFM Development Frame-
work are provided in the corresponding Sec. G.

Performance of GENCO. GENCO’s performance re-
sults are summarized in Fig. 17, which illustrates semi-
quantitatively the computational speed and solution accuracy
of DC solvers and GENCO relative to classical AC solvers.
GENCO offers a middle ground: In contrast to AC solvers
and DC approximations, GENCO sustains high throughput
while recovering the full set of grid variables, including volt-
age magnitudes and reactive power. For PF on grids with
≥ 2000 bus nodes, runtime improvements of 30× w.r.t. AC-
PF at residuals comparable to DC solvers (Tab. 6) were
achieved. For OPF, the speedups are larger, reaching 85×
for case 2000 w.r.t. AC-OPF (Fig. 10) at optimality gaps
≤ 0.3%, and feasibility within 0.35% of the mean bounds
(Tab. 5). For SE, GENCO can even outperform the weighted
least squares (WLS) method (Fig. 6). Its runtime advantage
grows with the number of outliers, as classical SE requires
additional iterations to process them. Further, GENCO al-
ways returns a high-quality estimate even when WLS fails to
converge. Compared to task-specific machine learning mod-
els, GENCO reached state-of-the-art performance across
all three steady-state grid tasks, at a fraction of develop-
ment time and costs, due to the unified architecture acting
as a common backbone, sharing model and learning parame-
ters, so hyperparameter optimization is required only once,
rather than repeated for every task. Further task-specific op-
timization remains possible but was not required to obtain
competitive performance.
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Deployment of GENCO. Our validation of GENCO-
PF on the real-world HQ1200 grid topology (Tab. 8) and
SCADA data (Fig. 16) indicates that pretraining GENCO
on synthetic gridfm-datakit data, followed by fine-tuning on
approximately 15k data points (one year of SCADA data
at 30-minute intervals), is important for achieving similar
accuracy than DC solvers. We also showed in Sec. 5.5.3
that pretraining on a large number of different grids allows
reaching similar accuracy as DC-PF with very few sam-
ples. Further, we envision a safeguarded hybrid workflow in
which GENCO rapidly evaluates all scenarios, while power-
balance residuals and violation checks identify critical cases
for re-evaluation with a classical AC solver. With appropri-
ate screening criteria, this substantially increases throughput
while preserving numerical reliability, as most scenarios
avoid a full AC solve.

Standardized development and benchmarking. With the
release of the GridFM Development Framework—gridfm-
datakit, gridfm-graphkit, and the accompanying datasets
(Fig. 1)—we establish an end-to-end pipeline for repro-
ducible model development and benchmarking across the
three steady-state grid analysis tasks. A new model only
needs to be implemented as a single class in gridfm-graphkit
to take advantage of the shared data-loading, preprocessing,
training, and evaluation routines. The widely used PF∆ and
OPFData benchmarks enable baseline comparison against
state-of-the-art models, whereas gridfm-datakit data allows
robustness assessments with user-defined perturbations in-
cluding OPF scenarios with variable generator costs and
topology variants beyond N-2. In addition, robustness as-
sessments of neural solvers require more than reporting only
mean or median errors. Instead, the full error distribution
must be reported, as supported by gridfm-graphkit.

Fair runtime analysis methodology. In Sec. 5.4, we pro-
posed a protocol for a fair comparison of neural solvers
against one another and against classical solvers, based on
batched inference with fully utilized GPUs and CPUs of the
same hardware generation. To our knowledge, all prior stud-
ies compare GPU inference against a single classical-solver
thread on one core, which does not reflect the capacity of
modern multi-core processors and the typical batch process-
ing in power systems. For runtime evaluation, the model
must first be integrated into gridfm-graphkit. The user can
then specify whether data loading from disk should be in-
cluded in the reported runtime or isolated from the solver
execution. The benchmarking script automatically initializes
the classical and neural solvers, determines suitable worker
counts and batch sizes, executes the benchmark runs, and
reports the resulting runtime metrics.

7. Conclusion
Our unified neural solver and open-source GridFM Develop-
ment Framework represent two technical contributions: (i)
an end-to-end workflow that enables fair and reproducible
model development and benchmarking, and (ii) GENCO,
a state-of-the-art neural solver that unifies the three
fundamental steady-state grid analysis tasks within a single
shared representation. Together, these contributions enable
the power-system-AI community to compare models on a
common foundation and accelerate innovation.

These contributions directly address the four key challenges
for neural solvers identified in Sec. 2:

First, we responded to the challenge of a unified grid
representation and architecture through a shared graph
representation in which task-specific differences in the input
features are covered by masking: irrelevant variables are
hidden, while unknown and decision variables are exposed
for inference, yielding a fixed input representation across
tasks. The heterogeneous graph structure, neural architec-
ture, normalization scheme, and AC-physics enforcement
remain unchanged, with only lightweight, non-learnable
task-specific physics decoders added. Consequently, the
same model and hyperparameters serve PF, OPF, and SE,
enabling direct transfer of architectural improvements and
tuning effort while reducing the time and compute cost
required for model training.

Second, GENCO addresses the runtime–feasibility–
optimality–completeness trade-off through physics-based
solution completion and iterative correction with power-
balance feedback that scales linearly with grid size, while
preserving efficient batched inference. This places GENCO
between classical AC and DC solvers: it approaches the
speed of DC methods while recovering the full set of AC
variables, enabling fast approximate AC solutions. On
large grids, GENCO achieves up to 30× speedups over
Newton–Raphson for PF while attaining residual levels
comparable to DC-PF. For OPF, it provides up to 85×
speedups over IPOPT while maintaining an optimality gap
of ≤ 0.3%. For SE, it consistently returns high-quality
estimates, including in cases where WLS fails to converge.

Third, GENCO’s generalization is evaluated with gridfm-
datakit, which extends existing sampling methods with
realistic load profiles, higher-order topology perturbations
beyond N-2, and admittance variations, adding out-of-limit
operating points for PF, generator cost variations for OPF,
and sparse, noisy, and mismatched measurements for SE.
GENCO generalizes to contingencies up to N-20 with up to
3× lower median residuals than DC-PF, and remains robust
to out-of-operating-limit scenarios, outperforming DC-PF
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on line-loading prediction while also detecting voltage
violations. Most importantly, we assess GENCO on the
real-world HQ1200 grid topology and its SCADA-derived
states, achieving improved performance compared to DC-PF.
Topology-agnostic zero-shot transfer remains unsolved: the
pretrained GENCO requires fine-tuning on roughly 1,000
grid-specific samples to outperform DC-PF on a new grid.

Finally, we address workflow and evaluation fragmentation
along three axes: (i) we enable harmonized comparisons
across datasets by evaluating GENCO on PF∆ and OPFData
and providing converters that map existing benchmarks into
gridfm-datakit, while releasing standardized PF, OPF, and
SE datasets on Hugging Face; (ii) we introduce a method
for fair runtime benchmarking on fully utilized CPUs and
GPUs, based on amortized accounting for hardware and par-
allelization effects; and (iii) we release the Linux Foundation
OpenGridFM libraries (gridfm-datakit and gridfm-graphkit)
as a shared backbone that enables model development and
utilization across PF, OPF, and SE tasks, in a low-code envi-
ronment.
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Marcus Freitag, Johannes Schmude, Le Xie, and Thomas
Theis for their valuable comments, insights, and discussions.
Finally, the authors acknowledge valuable discussions with
the GridFM community.

Author Contributions
Author contributions are summarized in Tab. 9.

References
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A. Supplementary Material for Sec. 5.1: Results – Power Flow
A.1. Additional Results on PF∆
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Figure 18. Max power-balance loss (computed across all buses of all samples) for GENCO, CANOS-PF, GNS-S, and PFNet across PF∆ tasks
on the IEEE 118-bus system. Error bars in the figure correspond to the standard deviation over three seeds. C2I denotes close-to-infeasible
cases at the steady-state stability limit, where classical solvers face challenges [49].

B. Supplementary Material for Sec. 5.3: Results – State Estimation
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Figure 19. Degradation in scenarios where WLS did not converge (at a sparse coverage of 5|N | measurements). The first two panels report,
for Vm and θ, the ratio of GENCO’s error on scenarios where the baseline did not converge to its error on scenarios where it did (rows
sweep the outlier probability poutlier). Values near 1 mean GENCO is almost as accurate on the hard, non-converged cases as on the easy
ones, i.e. it degrades gracefully rather than failing outright; values above 1 indicate higher error on the hard set. The last panel shows the
WLS convergence rate. Columns are the IEEE 14-, 30-, 57-, and 118-bus grids.

C. Supplementary Material for Sec. 5.4: Results – Runtime and Performance Scaling
C.1. Experimental Details
Grids and sample counts. We evaluate small IEEE 14/30/57/118 and large GOC 500/2,000/10,000 grids. All solvers process
the same number of instances per network, respectively:

4× 106, 3× 106, 2× 106, 2× 106, 5× 105, 5× 104, 104.

Each benchmark run at the selected optimal batch size lasts approximately 20 s or longer, making initialization operations a
small fraction of the measured runtime while keeping the full search for the best batch size or number of workers tractable
(runs with suboptimal batch sizes or worker counts can take much longer). All runtime experiments consumed 37.5 H100
GPU-hours for GENCO and 343 CPU-node-hours for PowerModels.

GENCO. Inference uses FP32 GPU execution with torch.compile(mode="reduce-overhead"). Each job uses
one exclusive H100 80 GB GPU, 40 CPU cores, and 128 GB of host RAM; this was sufficient because only 104 samples are
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resident in memory at once. Batch sizes are powers of two from 64 to 16,384 on IEEE grids and from 16 to 16,384 on GOC
grids. Inference uses 32 DataLoader workers.

PowerModels. AC-PF uses PowerModels’ NLsolve-based Newton solver through GOC 500 and a more robust JuMP model
on GOC 2,000/10,000. AC-OPF and DC-OPF use IPOPT with MUMPS; IPOPT uses tolerance 10−6 and max iter=100.
Each job is assigned all 84 physical CPU cores of one node, with one Basic Linear Algebra Subprogram (BLAS) thread per
worker. The worker sweep is p ∈ {24, 40, . . . , 216} (with increments of 16). Reproducing the experiments requires at least
256 GB for small grids and 960 GB for large grids. Dispatch batch size is 32 (workers get 32 scenarios to solve at once) on
small grids and 1 on large grids to amortize scheduling overhead where solves are cheap without delaying dynamic load
balancing on expensive cases.

C.2. Batch-Size and Worker-Count Sweeps

GENCO’s wall-clock time per instance versus batch size for all grids and Base/Small/Tiny models is depicted in Fig. 20.
PowerModels wall-clock time per instance versus worker count for AC-PF, DC-PF, AC-OPF, and DC-OPF is shown in Fig. 21.
Larger batches or worker pools reduce wall-clock time per instance until saturation; larger models and grids saturate earlier.
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Figure 20. GENCO wall-clock time per instance versus batch size across grids and model scales.
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in-memory protocol.
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C.3. Runtime Analysis With and Without Data Loading
Protocols. The main results in Sec. 5.4 use an in-memory protocol that isolates solve throughput by assuming that inputs are
already resident in memory. GENCO cycles over 104 preprocessed tensors, while each PowerModels worker parses the base net-
work once and retains it for repeated solves. In the loading-inclusive protocol, GENCO reads each processed sample from local
storage and PowerModels reads and parses a corrected scenario for every solve. This data-access step is the only difference in
timing scope: initialization and warmup remain excluded in both protocols. The loading-inclusive protocol is closer to data-to-
solution runtime and avoids overstating the practical benefit of accelerating only the solve when scenario preparation dominates.

The loading-inclusive protocol is most representative when processing heterogeneous archived scenarios that must each be
read and parsed. It is less representative of studies where scenarios can be generated by updating loads or element states
in an existing in-memory network. Its runtime also depends on storage format, scenario access order, page-cache state,
filesystem type, and contention. Moreover, PowerModels solves the fixed base case under the in-memory protocol but distinct
gridfm-datakit scenarios under the loading-inclusive protocol; their ratio therefore combines parsing overhead with differences
in scenario difficulty.

Observed effects. Loading primarily affects GENCO’s small-grid speedups as shown in Tab. 10. Under the loading-inclusive
protocol, GENCO is slower than AC-PF on IEEE 14/30/57, but remains faster than AC-OPF on every grid; the large-grid
conclusions are unchanged.

Table 10. GENCO Tiny throughput speedup relative to PowerModels AC-PF and AC-OPF. Speedup is PowerModels wall-clock time per
instance divided by GENCO wall-clock time per instance; values above one favor GENCO. GENCO PF timing is used in both comparisons
because its PF and OPF inference runtimes are equivalent.

vs. AC-PF vs. AC-OPF

Grid In memory Loading incl. In memory Loading incl.

IEEE 14 0.8× 0.3× 18.9× 6.4×
IEEE 30 1.5× 0.4× 43.0× 9.5×
IEEE 57 1.3× 0.6× 50.4× 16.1×
IEEE 118 1.8× 1.4× 88.4× 50.6×
GOC 500 2.1× 2.6× 114.0× 108.9×
GOC 2,000 28.2× 31.4× 140.0× 160.8×
GOC 10,000 29.1× 28.9× 229.1× 243.0×

Loading matters most when computation is inexpensive and becomes negligible as model or grid complexity grows as depicted
in Fig. 22. For PowerModels, loading affects DC-PF most on large grids because JSON parsing complexity grows faster with
grid size than DC-PF solve complexity; AC-PF changes by only about 1.0–1.3×, while OPF remains near parity because
optimization dominates parsing. For PowerModels, ratios below one coincide with lower mean solve times over diverse
scenarios than for the repeated base case, indicating that the base load and topology are harder than the average scenario.
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Figure 22. Ratio of loading-inclusive to in-memory wall-clock time per instance at the best configuration selected independently under each
protocol. The dashed line marks equal time; values above one indicate loading overhead.
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C.4. Additional OPF scaling results

Detailed results for GENCO Base and Small from IEEE 14 through GOC 2,000 are provided in Tab. 11.

Table 11. Constraint violations and optimality gaps for GENCO and DC-OPF, with AC-OPF as the optimality reference. Bold entries denote
metrics for which the performance difference exceeds one standard deviation. The metrics are computed as described in Section 5.2. GENCO
Base and Small achieve similar feasibility and optimality improvements across all systems.

Optimality Thermal limits Power balance React. gen. bounds

System Model Gap (%) Sij(+) [MVA] Sij(−) [MVA] PBResP [MW] PBResQ [MVar] Qg [MVar]

IEEE 14
GENCO Base 0.10 ± 0.00 2.56e-5 ± 1.94e-5 1.32e-5 ± 2.93e-6 4.35e-3 ± 9.46e-5 3.79e-3 ± 1.11e-4 1.28e-3 ± 1.57e-4
GENCO Small 0.10 ± 0.01 2.46e-5 ± 1.83e-5 1.37e-5 ± 2.37e-6 5.51e-3 ± 5.28e-4 4.63e-3 ± 6.25e-5 1.20e-3 ± 2.44e-4
DC-OPF 5.75 ± 0.01 0 0 1.42e+0 ± 4.56e-3 – –

IEEE 30
GENCO Base 0.21 ± 0.02 1.13e-3 ± 1.74e-4 1.11e-3 ± 1.55e-4 6.90e-3 ± 1.05e-3 4.95e-3 ± 2.93e-4 7.00e-4 ± 3.11e-4
GENCO Small 0.25 ± 0.01 1.12e-3 ± 1.94e-4 1.12e-3 ± 1.61e-4 1.06e-2 ± 1.81e-3 8.03e-3 ± 6.59e-4 8.95e-4 ± 3.92e-5
DC-OPF 7.83 ± 0.03 9.83e-2 ± 1.02e-3 7.89e-2 ± 8.04e-4 6.34e-1 ± 4.27e-3 – –

IEEE 57
GENCO Base 1.21 ± 0.18 2.89e-3 ± 3.64e-4 3.04e-3 ± 6.22e-5 4.13e-1 ± 1.59e-1 1.80e-1 ± 7.74e-2 6.15e-3 ± 7.11e-4
GENCO Small 0.88 ± 0.14 2.69e-3 ± 5.02e-5 2.87e-3 ± 3.28e-4 3.00e-1 ± 6.92e-2 1.62e-1 ± 3.38e-2 7.25e-3 ± 1.28e-3
DC-OPF 5.54 ± 0.02 1.53e-2 ± 3.36e-4 1.15e-2 ± 2.26e-4 1.29e+0 ± 2.51e-3 – –

IEEE 118
GENCO Base 1.66 ± 0.03 3.75e-2 ± 5.62e-3 3.74e-2 ± 5.78e-3 1.36e+0 ± 1.12e-1 2.75e-1 ± 2.36e-3 1.19e-3 ± 6.65e-4
GENCO Small 1.66 ± 0.03 4.21e-2 ± 4.48e-5 4.17e-2 ± 3.73e-4 1.12e+0 ± 6.14e-2 2.57e-1 ± 1.49e-2 1.13e-3 ± 1.83e-4
DC-OPF 4.73 ± 0.02 1.04e-1 ± 6.49e-4 1.06e-1 ± 6.25e-4 2.46e+0 ± 3.11e-3 – –

GOC 500
GENCO Base 0.49 ± 0.08 3.83e-3 ± 3.57e-4 3.86e-3 ± 1.76e-4 7.07e-1 ± 8.16e-2 1.89e-1 ± 2.18e-2 4.90e-4 ± 1.27e-4
GENCO Small 0.57 ± 0.01 4.22e-3 ± 6.91e-6 4.39e-3 ± 1.76e-4 8.16e-1 ± 9.95e-3 2.48e-1 ± 8.65e-3 6.19e-4 ± 3.00e-5
DC-OPF 1.81 ± 0.01 4.35e-2 ± 1.47e-4 8.01e-2 ± 3.20e-5 1.85e+0 ± 4.12e-3 – –

GOC 2000
GENCO Base 1.53 ± 0.03 3.56e-2 ± 2.35e-2 3.66e-2 ± 2.49e-2 2.94e+0 ± 3.05e-1 7.93e-1 ± 1.25e-1 5.53e-3 ± 1.56e-3
GENCO Small 1.54 ± 0.00 7.30e-3 ± 1.04e-3 7.56e-3 ± 7.94e-4 2.85e+0 ± 2.37e-1 8.02e-1 ± 7.62e-2 5.99e-3 ± 2.16e-3
DC-OPF 2.84 ± 0.02 5.14e-2 ± 2.76e-4 9.57e-2 ± 4.37e-4 1.08e+0 ± 7.34e-3 – –

± denotes standard deviation over three seeds.

D. Supplementary Material for Sec. 5.5: Results – Robustness & Generalization

The percentage of samples below absolute active power-balance residual thresholds is shown in Fig. 23. It is similar to Fig. 12
but uses absolute thresholds instead of relative ones, and includes buses with zero net injection.

The percentage of samples below 1% residuals as a function of the contingency order is depicted in Fig. 24.
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Figure 23. Percentage of samples below absolute active
power-balance residual thresholds at k = 10 (all buses).
GENCO again dominates DC-PF across all thresholds.
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Figure 24. Percentage of samples with relative active
power-balance residual below 1% as a function of con-
tingency order k (excluding zero-injection buses). The
fraction decreases with k for both methods, but remains
consistently higher for GENCO.
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D.1. Residuals at Zero-Net-Injection Buses
The distribution of bus-level absolute active power-balance residuals at zero-net-injection buses for GENCO and DC-PF across
N -k contingencies with k = 1, . . . , 20 is shown in Fig. 25. Unlike the relative metric in the main text, this view isolates buses
for which no normalization by net injection is possible and directly reports the remaining power-balance mismatch in MW.
Fig. 26 complements this distributional view with the percentage of zero-net-injection buses below practically relevant absolute
residual thresholds at k = 10.

Figure 25. Bus-level absolute active power-balance resid-
uals at zero-net-injection buses under N -k contingen-
cies (k = 1, . . . , 20). GENCO achieves consistently
lower residuals than DC-PF across the entire distribu-
tion. Whiskers indicate 1.5×IQR.
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Figure 26. Percentage of zero-net-injection buses be-
low absolute active power-balance residual thresholds
at k = 10. GENCO consistently achieves a higher frac-
tion of low-residual predictions than DC-PF across all
thresholds.

E. Voltage Prediction under Out-of-Limit Operating Conditions
Voltage violations are rare in the N-2 dataset, with only 6.9× 10−4% of buses operating outside the nominal voltage range,
i.e., 121 buses out of the 17,424,000 buses in the dataset. Fig. 27 compares GENCO voltage magnitude predictions against
AC-PF across the full operating range, including undervoltage (< 0.9 p.u.) and overvoltage (> 1.1 p.u.) conditions. GENCO
remains closely aligned with the reference solution even in these rarely observed regimes.

Absolute voltage magnitude errors as a function of the true voltage magnitude are depicted in Fig. 28. Across all voltage ranges,
including out-of-limit conditions, GENCO maintains errors below 0.015 p.u. These results suggest that the model generalizes
well to voltage violations despite their extreme scarcity in the training data, and does not require dedicated oversampling of
such scenarios.
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Figure 27. Bus voltage predictions obtained with
GENCO compared to AC-PF voltages.
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Figure 28. Absolute voltage magnitude prediction error
as a function of the true voltage magnitude. n indicates
the number of test samples in each bin.
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F. Supplementary Material for Sec. 5.6: Results – Validation on Real Data from the Hydro-Québec
Grid

Additional details about GRIT-HQ. GRIT-HQ builds on the GRIT architecture [39], which combines random-walk-based
positional encodings, attention layers that jointly update node and edge representations, and explicit incorporation of node
degree information at each layer. We adapt the original model based on a large-scale empirical study over 600,000 scenarios
with graph sizes ranging from 24 to 240 nodes, which guided the choice of depth, width, and attention configuration. In
this setting, we observe that relative random walk positional encodings (RRWP) provide negligible gains over random
walk structural encodings (RWSE). We therefore adopt RWSE in the final model, which reduces memory complexity while
preserving linear scaling with graph size. The resulting architecture operates on a homogeneous bus-level graph representation,
consistent with the original GRIT formulation.

G. Supplementary Material for Sec. 6: Discussion
G.1. Future Work to Advance GENCO’s Performance
To further strengthen GENCO’s utility, scalable long-range message-passing and attention mechanisms must be explored, and
all OPF constraints must be incorporated into the loss at each correction step. For expansion-planning use cases, robustness to
additional grid components and to load and generation increases must also be analyzed. All of these perturbations will be
included in the next version of gridfm-datakit.

G.2. Future Work to Advance GENCO’s Deployment
In Sec. 3.3, we successfully validated the realism of synthetic data generated with gridfm-datakit against SCADA data from
HQ1200 based on the normalized mean feature entropy of the entire grid. In the future, the analysis will be extended to a
finer level of granularity, as initial observations from HQ1200 indicate clustered topology changes rather than the uniformly
distributed perturbations currently generated by gridfm-datakit. Further, analyzing model uncertainty conditioned on specific
perturbations opens the door to uncertainty bounds based on conformal prediction, as demonstrated in [2].

In Sec. 5.5, we demonstrated GENCO’s robustness to contingencies of up to N -20 and out-of-operating-limit scenarios.
However, for the most demanding case of entirely unseen grids, even our subgrid-based pre-training strategy (Sec. 5.5.3)
achieved moderate performance, with zero-shot residuals exceeding those of DC solvers. Accordingly, improved training
strategies that yield acceptable zero-shot performance will be explored to eliminate the need for model fine-tuning.

G.3. Future Work to Advance Standardized Development and Benchmarking
So far, we have benchmarked GENCO’s runtime against classical solvers and its accuracy against other neural solvers on
PF∆ and OPFData with limited perturbation diversity. In the future, third-party models must therefore be onboarded to
gridfm-graphkit and evaluated on our diverse synthetic gridfm-datakit benchmark using the hardware configuration reported in
this work.

Moreover, model residuals and violations must be reported using relative metrics rather than absolute quantities such as
MW and MVar. For example, power balance errors must be normalized by the corresponding net injections, and branch
flow violations by their thermal limits, as absolute errors can have very different implications depending on the scale of the
underlying grid element. Finally, reporting violation rates across multiple thresholds and full error distributions, rather than
only averages, will enable more meaningful robustness comparisons.

H. Code & Reproducibility
gridfm-graphkit, GENCO (implemented in gridfm-graphkit), and gridfm-datakit continue to evolve beyond this paper, and
their latest versions are available on GitHub. To facilitate reproducibility, all scripts, configuration files, library versions, and
trained models used to obtain the results presented in this paper will be made available in the coming weeks on the paper
branches of gridfm-graphkit and gridfm-datakit, and on the Hugging Face space. The datasets are already available on Hugging
Face.
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