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Abstract: A constant worldwide growing load stress over a power system compelled the practice
of a reactive power injection to ensure an efficient power network. For this purpose, multiple
technologies exist in the knowledge market out of which this paper emphasizes the usage of the
flexible alternating current transmission system (FACTS) and presents a comparative study of the
static var compensator (SVC) with the static synchronous compensator (STATCOM), inducted in
a real electric substation. The aim is to improve the power factor (PF) and power quality and to
encounter reliably extreme conditions. A 220 kV electric substation was opted for the analysis, and
both the static and dynamic conditions were observed with the help of a power system analysis tool
termed PowerFactory-DIgSILENT. Multiple aspects were investigated via software simulations to
assess the performance of the aforementioned FACTS devices, such as the voltage profile evaluation
via the load flow analysis method (LFA), the harmonic response via the power quality and harmonic
analysis tool, and the short-circuit response via the RMS simulation tool. The outcomes were verified
and compared with permissible values included in the universal standards, such as IEC and IEEE.
The superiority of the STATCOM over the SVC was proven in light of the simulative results.

Keywords: FACTS; STATCOM; static var compensator; harmonic analysis; short-circuit response;
load flow analysis; reactive power compensation

1. Introduction

Energy and power demand have been conspicuously maximized in the world for the
last few decades, and developing countries are scarcely tackling this scenario [1]. Under
such a high energy demand, the whole power system is overloaded most of the time [2,3].
In order to overcome the aforesaid concern, three methods are commonly met, i.e.,

• Load shedding;
• Re-dispatch of active power;
• Reactive power compensation.

Reactive power compensation is extremely crucial for maintaining the power quality
that includes voltage, current, and power system stability [4], and it can be ensured using
different techniques, including capacitor-banks, synchronous generators, and, likewise, via
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the flexible alternating current transmission system (FACTS) [5,6]. If there is no reactive
power compensation, it may lead to a complete power system collapse [7,8]. The world
has already seen some radical cases of major blackouts, such as Tokyo in 1987 and Italy
in 2003. Both of these contingencies resulted in massive economic and social lags [8,9].
Traditionally, in the past, utilizing a synchronous condenser system was considered a
reliable approach, not only for the provision of reactive power but also for the power factor
improvement [10,11]. But now, a variety of broader techniques are being considered, such
as series/shunt connected compensators that can tackle the power system’s instability
setbacks more effectively [12]. Among these compensation practices, FACTS are proven to
be a more dynamic and effective model, as compared to the aforementioned conventional
technologies, for voltage stability and regulation, with the capability of generating, as well
as absorbing, the reactive power [13,14]. The FACTS is a power electronic- based system
that offers enhanced controllability, flexibility, and reliability over the power network and
has numerous advantages, such as boosting the transmission line’s capacity, mitigating the
transmission and distribution losses, magnifying the adaptability, harmonic extenuation,
and escalating the dynamic and static stability of the power system [15–17]. FACTS can be
categorized into four different technologies [17], i.e.,

• Series-connected;
• Shunt-connected;
• Series–series connected;
• Series–shunt connected.

Among the aforementioned strategies, this research is going to focus on the shunt-
connected devices, such as the static synchronous compensator (STATCOM) and static var
compensator (SVC).

A fine amount of research has been done in the field of reactive power compensation
accounting FACTS, but there are still many aspects that are needed to be investigated in
terms of real engineering practices. For example, in article [18], the SVC has been discussed
in terms of harmonic characteristics, but no solution has been proposed for mitigating the
excessive ones or an alternative method to avoid unnecessary harmonics. In any power
system, undue harmonics might lead to a partial or complete system failure because of
a disturbance in the waveform at the point of common coupling (PCC) [19,20]. Then, in
paper [21], general load flow studies have been carried out with and without an SVC
installation, and the betterment of the voltage profile has been discussed; however, the
SVC‘s dynamic response, and its role in the power system’s stability, were not considered.
FACTS can also be dedicated to enhance the stability (the steady and dynamic state) of a
power system and countering extreme conditions. As in paper [22], it has been concluded
that with the advent of the first-generation FACTS, i.e., the SVC, the system can recover
faster from instability to a stable operating mode. The STATCOM has also been referred to
as a stability enhancement factor during fault exposures and for the regulation of voltage
as well [23], hence, increasing the voltage stability of the system with the integration of
STATCOM [24].

Thus, both the SVC and STATCOM are not just used to improve the system’s op-
erational flexibility, power factor, stability, and reliability but could also be effective in
mitigating the power system’s oscillations, real and reactive power losses, and, moreover, in
minimizing the system’s operating cost [25,26]. Both aforementioned FACTS are considered
exceptionally effective techniques in terms of reactive power compensation when compared
to other conventional compensation systems, such as capacitor banks [27,28]. However,
when both techniques are compared with each other, few studies have highlighted the
superiority of the STATCOM in comparison to the SVC, such as in the research [29], where
the STATCOM has been declared a better approach in terms of transient stability response,
but the cost has not been taken into account in this study, which is, itself, a very important
aspect in opting for a technique. As in article [30], it has been concluded that there is a
need for a cost-benefit analysis while preferring any FACTS device (the SVC or STATCOM)
over conventional power system stabilizers. Among all the mentioned research, none of
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them focused on the comparison of both techniques, i.e., the STATCOM and SVC, while
recording actual data readings from an original site whose stability is conditional to the
reactive power compensation. Also, no comparison has been shown among both tech-
niques (the SVC and STATCOM) in terms of a short-circuit response and harmonic injection
(disturbance) into the power system while considering a real electric substation.

Taking all of the aforementioned invalidated key aspects into consideration, in this re-
search, a real-life scenario of a 220 kV electric substation in South Asia has been chosen that
has the adverse effects of a voltage drop, power instability, poor power factor, power losses,
and a decreased power capacity. This research has shown a comparative analysis among
both mentioned FACTS and a solution has been given regarding the mentioned substation
that, so far, has been facing some difficulties; the paper can be subdivided as follows:

1. In the first part, load flow studies will be carried out without the involvement of the
FACTS for the validation of the system’s limitations.

2. The second part will focus on proposing the SVC and STATCOM at the weakest bus
bar (discovered during the first part) and observing the betterment of the power
system’s behavior in terms of recorded values using the software. This includes the
betterment of initially overloaded transformers and the voltage regulation of the
bus bars.

3. The third part contains the harmonic analysis (using the power quality and harmonics
tool) and short-circuit response (using the RMS simulation tool) of the power network
after the installation of the SVC and STATCOM. Again, both techniques are compared
with the help of the recorded results.

4. The fourth and last part focuses on the comparison of the simulative outcomes and
cost of both FACTS (the SVC and STATCOM). Eventually, at the end, a declaration of
the superiority of one of the technologies (the SVC or STATCOM) and the best one for
each specific analysis that was considered in this paper will be stated.

2. Power System Modelling
2.1. Substation Modeling

A 220 kV electric substation opted for this simulative study, and it was completed
using a software entitled PowerFactory-DIgSILENT. Figure 1 presents a single line diagram
(SLD) of the equipment involved in this study; it comprises:

• A 220 kV bus bar connected with a power source (an external grid)—a reference bus;
• Three auto transformers (T/F) responsible for 220/132 kV (T-1, T-2, and T-3);
• A 132 kV bus bar;
• Three power transformers (T/F) responsible for 132/11 kV (T-4, T-5, and T-6);
• Ten outgoing 132 kV distribution lines (the primary distributive region);
• Twenty-three outgoing 11 kV distribution feeders (the secondary distributive region).

2.2. Static VAR Compensator (SVC) Modeling

Initially, this study proposed the first-generation FACTS, which is an SVC to be
inducted in a conventional manner, i.e., operation under bus voltage control [31]. A
thyristor-controlled reactor (TCR)-based model connected to the power network through
a step-down transformer is shown in Figure 2, and the proposed ratings are presented in
Table 1. The SVC can improve the system’s stability in dynamic conditions by supporting
the voltage at the point of common coupling (PCC) during extreme conditions and also
during the steady-state by providing the reactive power and, eventually, reducing the
system’s losses [32]. The amount of reactive power injection into the system is dependent
on the voltage deviation relative to the reference voltage (VREF) [33]. Figures 3 and 4 present
a simpler scheme of the TCR mechanism and the SVC’s structure using the PowerFactory
software, where the SVC was attached to the power system via a step-down coupling
transformer (T/F).
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Table 1. Ratings of the SVC equipment.

Equipment Rating

Capacitors 340 Mvar—170 × 2
Coupling transformer 450 MVA (132/22 kV)

Reactor 170 Mvar
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2.3. STATCOM Modeling

In the final stage, the behavior of the STATCOM was observed after installing it
with the network. A STATCOM is proposed to be inducted for compensation of the poor
parameters of the substation connected via the PCC (BB-2). A model system is shown
in Figure 5 and was connected through a step-down coupling transformer (T/F) to the
power network. In the case of the STATCOM, a voltage source converter (VSC) is mainly
responsible for providing the reactive power to the system via PCC. The DC source (Vdc)
plays a great role during the power compensation phenomenon, along with the VSC.
Figure 6 presents a simplified scheme of the VSC’s role in the STATCOM [34], and Figure 7
presents the STATCOM structure in the PowerFactory software. Here, the STATCOM was
attached to the PCC (BB-2) through a step-down transformer (132 kV/22.3 kV).
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3. Simulative Results
3.1. Load Flow Study—Without Compensation

Load flow analysis (LFA) has been designated as a largely used method for power
system planning and operation [35]. Various studies benefitted from LFA while concluding
power system studies and by mainly using the Newton–Raphson method to carry out the
analysis [36–38]. Conventionally, the core objective of performing a load flow analysis
is to conclude voltages along with the real and reactive power of individual bus bars
and transformers’ parameters in the power grid [39]. A load flow study of the modeled
substation was carried out with the help of the aforementioned software. At this stage, the
LFA was performed without any participation of the FACTS devices and implemented to
verify the substation equipment loadings and performance in the peak-load condition. The
results are presented in Tables 2 and 3. Observing the results of the LFA, it is evidently
clear that the power network is facing setbacks, such as a poor voltage profile and heavily
loaded transformers. Table 2 explains the condition of the transformers after the LFA,
which shows that the transformers are overloaded in terms of the country’s power system
regulations that observe the provision of the IEC standard 60354 [40]. According to the
aforementioned standard, constant loading of the oil-immersed transformers beyond the
limit of 80% will result in reducing the constructive lifespan of the equipment. The results
of all of the transformers are approximately similar, but, somehow, T-5 and T-6 are in a
better loading state as compared to T-1, T-2, T-3, and T-4.

Table 2. LFA results of the transformers—without compensation.

Equipment Ratings % Loading Current Loading
(kA)—LV Side

Transformer T-1 250 MVA (220/132) kV 94.5 1.033
Transformer T-2 250 MVA (220/132) kV 94.5 1.033
Transformer T-3 250 MVA (220/132) kV 94.5 1.033
Transformer T-4 40 MVA (132/11) kV 90.7 1.903
Transformer T-5 40 MVA (132/11) kV 86.8 1.822
Transformer T-6 40 MVA (132/11) kV 86.8 1.822

Table 3. LFA results of the bus bars—without compensation.

Equipment Rated Value (kV) Recorded Value (kV)

Bus bar (BB-2) 132 121.5
Bus bar (BB-3) 11 9.5
Bus bar (BB-4) 11 9.6
Bus bar (BB-5) 11 9.6

Similarly, the LFA results of the involved bus bars are also not very promising, as
shown in Table 3. The primary distributive region, i.e., the 132 kV bus bar (BB-2), was
recorded with a voltage level of 121.5 kV, which depicts a drop of 13.8%. Again, the
percentage voltage drop was not adhering to the country’s power system provisions, i.e., a
±6% tolerance. Similar behavior was observed in the case of the secondary distributive
region (11 kV) bus bars, i.e., BB-3, BB-4, and BB-5, which demonstrate a voltage drop of
approximately 13%. Considering the statistics of the LFA, the primary distributive bus bar
(BB-2), i.e., 132 kV, is believed to be the most overloaded bus bar in the system. Hence, this
study proposes the BB-2 to be the attachment as the point of common coupling (PCC) for
the FACTS and for the provision of reactive power into the network.

3.2. Load Flow Study—With Proposed SVC

BB-2 (132 kV) has proven to be the weakest bus bar in the power network. Multiple
mechanisms and ratings were opted for performing the LFA; however, only the best
outcomes are presented here. The proposed SVC was installed at a 132 kV bus bar (Figure 1),
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and the results of the LFA were taken into account during the peak-load scenario. Tables 4
and 5 present the LFA results after the reactive power compensation using the SVC. After
the installation of the SVC with the power network, a certain improvement was seen in
terms of the over-burdened transformers. In Table 4, while observing the transformers’ LFA
results, T-1, T-2, and T-3, which were previously (without a compensation state—Table 2)
94.5%-loaded, are now at 76.6%, approximately, which shows an upgradation of 17%.
Likewise, transformers T-4, T-5, and T-6 have shown a lot of improvement after the SVC
compensation and are currently at 83%, 80.1%, and 79.3%, respectively. An identical
outcome was observed in the case of the primary distributive bus bars of the substation, as
exhibited in Table 5. After the SVC installation and reactive power provision into the system,
BB-2 (132 kV) showed a betterment of the voltage profile with a newly recorded voltage of
130.4 kV instead of 121.5 kV (without the SVC compensation state), which roughly amounts
to an improvement of 13% in the recorded value. Similarly, for the secondary distributive
region, i.e., the 11 kV bus bars (BB-3, BB-4, and BB-5) presented an increase of 7.5% after
the SVC’s compensation. The results exhibited in Tables 4 and 5 seem to be adhering to the
country’s power system regulations and to the IEC standard [34], as well.

Table 4. LFA results of the transformers—with SVC.

Equipment Ratings % Loading Current Loading
(kA)—LV Side

Transformer T-1 250 MVA (220/132) kV 76.6 0.843
Transformer T-2 250 MVA (220/132) kV 76.6 0.843
Transformer T-3 250 MVA (220/132) kV 76.6 0.843
Transformer T-4 40 MVA (132/11) kV 83.0 1.743
Transformer T-5 40 MVA (132/11) kV 80.1 1.682
Transformer T-6 40 MVA (132/11) kV 79.3 1.666

Table 5. LFA results of the bus bars—with SVC.

Equipment Rated Value (kV) Recorded Value (kV)

Bus bar (BB-2) 132 130.4
Bus bar (BB-3) 11 10.3
Bus bar (BB-4) 11 10.4
Bus bar (BB-5) 11 10.4

3.3. Load Flow Study—With Proposed STATCOM

The proposed STATCOM was installed with the power network at the PCC, i.e., BB-
2 (132 kV). Again, the presented results were recorded in the scenario of the peak-load
condition. Tables 6 and 7 exhibit the results obtained by the LFA of the substation after the
installation of the STATCOM. The behavior of the transformers can be observed in Table 6;
a fair improvement was observed in the case of T-1, T-2, and T-3, as they are now with a
reduced percentage of loading.

Table 6. LFA results of the transformers—with STATCOM.

Equipment Ratings % Loading Current Loading
(kA)—LV Side

Transformer T-1 250 MVA (220/132) kV 64.3 0.703
Transformer T-2 250 MVA (220/132) kV 64.3 0.703
Transformer T-3 250 MVA (220/132) kV 64.3 0.703
Transformer T-4 40 MVA (132/11) kV 83.1 1.745
Transformer T-5 40 MVA (132/11) kV 80.2 1.684
Transformer T-6 40 MVA (132/11) kV 79.4 1.668
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Table 7. LFA results of the bus bars—with STATCOM.

Equipment Rated Value (kV) Recorded Value (kV)

Bus bar (BB-2) 132 131.1
Bus bar (BB-3) 11 10.3
Bus bar (BB-4) 11 10.5
Bus bar (BB-5) 11 10.4

However, unexpectedly, other transformers (T-4, T-5, and T-6) showed an almost
similar response, as was for the case of the SVC, despite the better performance of the
high-voltage region transformers (T-1, T-2, and T-3). In Table 7, the recorded voltages of the
bus bars are presented, and the value of BB-2 (132 kV) is slightly better than the case of the
SVC, i.e., 131.1 kV instead of 130.4 kV (the case of the SVC). Comparative to the SVC, no
significant improvement was observed (with the STATCOM) for the case of the secondary
distributive region’s bus bars, i.e., BB-3, BB-4, and BB-5.

3.4. Harmonic Response

Nowadays, avoiding excessive harmonics has become inevitable because of the non-
linear loads and due to the installation of high-frequency power electronic equipment
at electric substations and power stations, as well. It is the main cause of the distortion
of the standard sinusoidal waveform, hence disrupting the power system’s efficacy [41].
Under such circumstances, harmonic analysis has become a significant parameter for
power system studies and the system’s design [42]. IEEE and IEC both have stated certain
permissible limits for harmonics in the power system [43,44]. In this paper, harmonic
studies were carried out using the software analysis tool for both cases, i.e., the SVC
and STATCOM, at BB-2 (132 kV), which is considered a PCC. For the case of the SVC,
the results of the harmonic distortion are presented in Figure 8. Considering the results,
the SVC triggered excessive odd harmonics (the 5th and 7th) because of the TCR, which
exceeded the limits of the standards cited by IEEE (explained in Table 8) and was taken
as a violation of the country’s power system regulations, as well. The resultant distorted
waveform of BB-2 (132 kV) has been shown in Figure 9. Such a large number of harmonics
can be curtailed by high-rated harmonic filters. However, for the case of the STATCOM,
no significant harmonic distortion was observed due to the fact that the design of the
STATCOM can be helpful in suppressing the excessive harmonics. In a few studies, the
STATCOM is stated as a self-compensatory device for the mitigation of harmonics, and
they even stated that no additional filters are needed when attaching the STATCOM to a
power network [45,46]. The waveform generated after executing the harmonic analysis in
the presence of the STATCOM is shown in Figure 9.

3.5. Response to Faulty Condition

This section focuses on the behavior of both FACTS devices (the SVC and STATCOM)
when exposed to extreme conditions in the substation. The BB-5 (11 kV) bus bar was opted
as the point of a planned fault occurrence in the form of an intended short-circuit at the
time instant of 2 s. Figure 10 presents the voltage profile of the BB-2 (132 kV) bus bar in
response to a short-circuit at 2 s in the presence of the SVC. Due to fault, the bus bar voltage
was dropped to a 0.85 p.u value; this is the point where the SVC started injecting reactive
power into the system in order to stabilize the bus bar voltages. After the reactive power
injection into the system, the bus bar voltage was amplified up to 1.02 p.u before stabilizing
it to the closest value of 1 p.u. In Figure 10, also the voltage profile of BB-2 is depicted in the
presence of the STATCOM. In response to the aforementioned faulty case, the STATCOM
reacted in a finer manner as compared to the SVC. The voltage drop value was 0.87 p.u
instead of 0.85 p.u (in the case of the SVC), and, after the reactive power injection, the
amplified voltage was, again, more stabilized with a p.u value of 1.02. The apparently
minimal difference of the voltage values between 1.02 p.u and 1.03 p.u approximately
amounts to the difference of 1.8 kV.
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Table 8. IEEE Standard 519’s (2014) permissible limits.

Harmonic
Order (H.O) Permissible Limit (%)

3 ≤ H.O < 11 2.0
11 ≤ H.O < 17 1.0
17 ≤ H.O < 23 0.75
23 ≤ H.O < 35 0.3
35 ≤ H.O < 50 0.15
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4. Discussion: SVC vs. STATCOM

Nowadays, reinforcing the power network via reactive power is in frequent practice.
Among all of the reactive power compensation approaches, the FACTS is considered an ef-
fective technique. In this paper, both the SVC and STATCOM showed satisfactory outcomes
with respect to enhancing the voltage capacity of the power system. For example, in Tables 4
and 5, improved results after the SVC reactive power compensation are presented, which
depict the enhancement of the voltage figures of the transformers and bus bars. Moreover,
in light of the IEC standard and the country’s power system regulations, the heavily loaded
transformers are now within the recommended limits, i.e., ~80%. Likewise, the event of the
STATCOM power compensation explained in Tables 6 and 7 describes exclusive findings,
which are even better than the SVC’s. The voltage level of the BB-2 (132 kV) bus bar is at
131.1 kV (the STATCOM case) instead of 130 kV, as in the case of the SVC. The STATCOM
case, thus, gives a voltage value closer to the nominal. Similarly, considering the harmonic
analysis, yet again the STATCOM’s findings (Figure 9—the green-colored waveform) are
way better than the SVC (Figure 9—the red-colored waveform), where the SVC is the cause
of odd (the 5th and 7th) harmonics (Figure 8). The usage of harmonic filters would be
mandatory with the SVC installation—increasing the capital cost of the system. Finally,
for the dynamic response of the discussed FACTS devices, the STATCOM has tackled the
imposed fault in the form of a short-circuit in a more proficient manner than the SVC. In
Figure 10 (the blue-colored plot), the rapid reaction of the STATCOM in response to the
voltage drop (due to the short-circuit) is visible and stabilizing the power network (the BB-2
bus bar) sooner than the SVC (Figure 10—the red-colored plot) affirms the exclusiveness of
the technique.

Among all the key findings, the cost assessment for both techniques, i.e., the SVC
and STATCOM, is also a decisive feature in opting for a FACTS device. Considering
the cost, the STATCOM is more expensive compared to the SVC; in the paper [47], the
cost of the SVC has been stated as 40 US$/kvar, whereas the cost of the STATCOM is
50 US$/kvar. However, for high-rating compensating units, the cost would be more, which
is approximately 55 US$/kvar for the SVC and 71.2 US$/kvar for the STATCOM [48]. In
this paper, the proposed value for the reactive power compensation for the substation is
340 Mvar. Taking the values into account, the cost of both techniques can be calculated
as follows:

CSVC = 55 USD/kvar (1)

CSTAT = 71.2 USD/kvar (2)

CTotal(SVC) = 55 × 340 Mvar
= 18.7 million USD

(3)

CTotal(STAT) = 71.2 × 340 Mvar
= 24.2 million USD

(4)

where,

• CSVC is per kvar cost of the SVC;
• CSTAT is per kvar cost of the STATCOM;
• CTotal(SVC) is the total cost of the SVC for the subjective electric substation;
• CTotal(STAT) is the total cost of the STATCOM for the subjective electric substation.

Considering the aforementioned values in Equations (3) and (4), it is visible that
the STATCOM has near a 17% additional cost as compared to the SVC. While looking at
the results, this seems to be the only limitation of the STATCOM. However, for the SVC,
being the cost-effective technology among the two discussed, the generation of excessive
harmonics that eventually resulted in a distorted sinusoidal waveform of BB-2 is the
biggest limitation. Table 9 presents a brief comparison of the SVC and STATCOM and the
superiority of the specific technique in terms of performed analysis in this research.
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Table 9. Comparative analysis.

Comparative
Analysis/Parameters Comments

Load Flow

For the SVC’s results shown in Tables 4 and 5, the transformers and bus bars, respectively, are
satisfactory. In comparison to the STATCOM’s results, shown in Tables 6 and 7, it is clear that the
STATCOM provides a better approach to tackling the bus bar’s poor parameters, such as current

loading and voltages. The voltage of BB-2 in the SVC’s presence was recorded as 130.4 kV, and for the
STATCOM, it was 131.1 kV.

Harmonic response

Looking at the harmonic response waveforms in Figure 9 the SVC and STATCOM, it is evidently
obvious that the STATCOM would be the best option to avoid excessive harmonics as compared to

the SVC. For the case of the SVC, the 5th and 7th harmonics were recorded as 5.27% and 2.47%,
respectively (Figure 8), which is a violation of the limits of IEEE standard 519, i.e., 2.0%.

Short-circuit response
Again, the STATCOM has its superiority over the SVC (Figure 10) while stabilizing the bus bar (BB-2)

voltage after being exposed to a faulty environment. The BB-2 voltage was closest to nominal
(132 kV) in the case of the STATCOM by a difference of 1.8 kV as compared to the case of the SVC.

Cost
Equations (3) and (4) show a comparison of the cost between both techniques, i.e., the SVC and

STATCOM. Here, clearly, the SVC has its superiority over the STATCOM. A clear difference of 17% is
visible, i.e., the SVC is quite less expensive than the STATCOM.

5. Conclusions

The simulative study led by the authors and the outcomes of the various analysis for
the comparison of the FACTS devices, i.e., the SVC and STATCOM, demonstrate the merits
and demerits of both technologies.

• The influence of both shunt technologies on the power network is quite satisfactory in
the static and dynamic state, as well.

• However, the STATCOM participates in the voltage stability and mitigation of harmon-
ics in a better manner as compared to the SVC. Likewise, the dynamic performance of
the STATCOM is better than the SVC, i.e., countering the short-circuit condition in a
power network.

• On the other hand, while taking cost into consideration, the STATCOM is quite
more expensive (by nearly 17% more) than the SVC. It is obvious that choosing a
compensation method is dependent on efficiency and cost, as well. The SVC can be
preferred at the substations when there is no existing problem of excessive harmonics
because the SVC will trigger more harmonics into the power system and could be the
cause of system failure.

• Observing the results of the analyses, the STATCOM has a better performance in all,
but the best one is in harmonic mitigation (Figure 9). As compared to the SVC, no
excessive harmonics were found in the case of the STATCOM; it can be referred to as
an ideal-though-expensive compensating technique for the substations with already
existing problems of harmonic distortion in the power system.

• So, while preparing the feasibility report, along with the technical parameters, a cost-
benefit analysis should be conducted before opting for any compensating device, either
the SVC or STATCOM, although, apart from cost, the superiority of the STATCOM is
noticeable as compared to the SVC’s.

• In the future, the SVC’s and STATCOM’s protection/fault analysis could be done
while taking the aforementioned substation into account. A protection/fault analysis
includes the behavior and effectiveness of various protective relays and schemes in the
forced faulty environment and the isolation of the faulty zones from a healthy system
within a certain time frame, as stated by universal standards.
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