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Abstract: Low-power instrument transformers (LPITs) are spreading among the distribution net-
work thanks to their features (e.g., compactness, lightness, enhanced bandwidth, etc.). It is then a
fundamental to guide users and manufacturers to a correct usage and manufacturing of the LPITs.
Technical committees, which are in charge of writing dedicated standards, often tackle such a task.
Focusing on the current type of LPITs, the low-power current transformers (LPCTs), the associated
standard is the IEC 61869-10, which is going to be improved in 2021. To this purpose, the work aims
at providing new inputs for the future version of such a standard. In particular, the focus is pointed
towards the effects of the conductor positioning on the window-type LPCT accuracy. Literature
and gained experience in the field are the two pillars that have been used to refine the outcomes of
the work, which are provided in terms of suggestions for each technical aspect, as discussed in the
standard, related to LPCTs.
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1. Introduction

The digitalization of the power grid requires that all existing electric assets adapt
themselves to a new concept of grid [1–4]. As a matter of fact, the possibility of monitoring
and actively controlling the entire network opens a completely different scenario of oppor-
tunities for experts and system operators (SO), which includes a variety of algorithms and
artificial intelligence-based software [5–9].

From the measurement perspective, the digitalization results in two possible solutions:
(i) the development of intelligent electronic devices (IEDs) to be connected to existing
instrument transformers (ITs); (ii) the development of a new generation of ITs that answer
to the incoming needs.

Both ways have been studied and tackled in the last decades. On the one hand, the
former solution led to the development of innovative devices, like smart meters, phasor
measurement units (PMUs) [10,11], and stand-alone merging units (SAMUs) [12,13], which
are directly connectable to the conventional current and voltage transformers (CT and
VTs). On the other hand, the so-called low-power instrument transformers (LPITs) or
non-conventional instrument transformers (NCITs) have been developed to face issues that
are related to the emerging Smart Grids.

As far as the transmission network is concerned, the first solution is the typically
implemented one. In fact, the high economic availability allows for transmission system
operators (TSOs) to invest on accurate and expensive metering devices to be included in
the measurement chain, without the need for replacing the existing ones. However, the
distribution network, when considering its mashed and highly node-populated structure,
cannot rely on the same budget per node ratio to invest in new technologies. Therefore,
innovative and low-cost solutions, like LPITs, are the key to implementing a wide area
monitoring system in medium and low voltage networks (MV and LV, respectively).
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In light of the significance of the introduced topic, this work deals with ITs and,
in particular, with low-power current transformers (LPCTs). In particular, the focus is
pointed towards the standards that are associated with them, the IEC 61869 series. Such
series consists of two general documents, one for the ITs, the IEC 61869-1 [14], and one for
the LPITs, the IEC 61869-6 [15]. They contain general requirements, tests, and definitions,
to be followed by manufacturers and final users, which apply to all types of transformers.
Afterwards, the IEC 61869 series continues with one document for each specific transformer
(current, voltage, combined, etc.) and, when considering the topic of the work, it is worth
mentioning the IEC 61869-10 and -11 for the LPCT and low-power voltage transformers
(LPVTs) [16,17], respectively.

The standardization work for ITs is crucial to cover and deal with all their feature and
operating conditions, either normal or special. For example, lots of studies try to assess
and improve IT accuracy [18–23]. Instead, another pillar is the effect of external influence
quantities on the operation of ITs. For instance, [24–27] deal with the effect of temperature
on ITs, while [28] studies the effect of moisture. Finally, electromagnetic compatibility,
frequency, and positioning issues are discussed in [29–35].

Therefore, this work aims at contributing to the standards improvement, providing
inputs to the future version of the IEC 61869-10, which is expected for 2021. Of course,
reviewing an entire standard would be extremely long and complicate; hence, the focus
is pointed on Annex D of [16], which deals with window-type LPCTs. In what follows,
experience that is gained during the years and from in-field measurement campaigns plus
the current and conspicuous available literature have been used in order to provide to the
reader a set of comments helpful for the standard improvement. Furthermore, what can be
considered the second aim of the work is to provide a practical and realistic point of view
to those who write the standards. In fact, a well-written standard should match, for each
aspect, the need of standardization and its real implementation.

The remainder of the work consists of: Section 2 which introduces an overview about
LPCTs. In Section 3 their dedicated standard is presented. The main discussion and the
proposed inputs are collected in Section 4. Finally, Section 5 summarizes the main results
and the purpose of the work.

2. Low-Power Current Transformers
2.1. Introduction

By definition, a current or voltage LPIT is an “arrangement, consisting of one or more
current or voltage transformer(s) which may be connected to transmitting systems and
secondary converters, all intended to transmit a low-power analogue or digital output
signal to measuring instruments, meters and protective or control devices or similar
apparatus” [15]. Therefore, the main difference with a conventional IT is essentially the
secondary output level.

In terms of aim, an LPCT can either be of the measurement or of the protective purpose
type. Of course, the measurement purpose is demanded to be accurate and reliable in
all operating conditions; while a protective purpose LPCT should correctly operate, even
without high level of accuracy, when the grid experiences faulty conditions. In particular,
the LPCT must be fast enough to communicate the danger condition to the relays of the
network, which will open and extinguish the fault.

A second classification of LPCTs differentiate themselves as electronic and passive.
In detail, an electronic LPCT includes active components that supply it and it may condition
the measured signal, which makes it suitable for the data collector or any other subse-
quent device of the measurement chain. On the other end, a passive LPCT is completely
independent of an external supply and it is fully operational by itself. Therefore, the only
signal conditioning is performed by the internal technology of the LPCT and not by any
additional active components.

Turning to an operating principle classification, three main type of LPCTs can be
found: Rogowski coils (or derivative), iron core (or proportional), and optical. The first
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two categories are going to be better described in Sections 2.2 and 2.3, respectively, because
they can both be built with the window-type technology (the conductor can be inserted,
and it is not integrated into the LPCT).

Before moving to those sections, another topic that pools together all kinds of LPCTs
has to be described: the accuracy. In fact, the accuracy that is associated to a measurement
is fundamental to have an estimate of how well the device is measuring/performing. First
of all, three main indices are used in order to evaluate the LPCTs uncertainty: the ratio
error ε, the phase displacement ∆ϕ, and the composite error εc, which are, respectively,
defined as:

ε =
KrYs − Xp

Xp
× 100 (1)

∆ϕ = Ŷs − X̂p (2)

εc(%) =
100
Xp

√
1
T

∫ T

0

[
Krys(t)− xp(t − tdr)

]2dt (3)

where Kr is the rated transformation ratio of the LPCT, Ys and Xp are the rms values of
the secondary and the primary quantities, and Ŷs and X̂p their phase angles, respectively.
In addition, in Equation (3), T is the duration of one cycle, ys and xp are the instantaneous
primary and secondary quantities, and tdr is the rated delay time. Generally, ε and ∆ϕ are
used for measuring purpose LPCTs, while εc for the protective purpose ones.

Afterwards, the standards [14,15] provide a series of tables in which several accuracy
classes are defined for both measuring and protective LPCTs. To each accuracy class (AC)
corresponds two limits, one for ε and one for ∆ϕ. For example, the AC 0.5 has limits 0.5 %
for ε and 9 mrad for ∆ϕ. Therefore, an LPCT that belongs to the AC 0.5 operates within
such limits, but over those of the previous (stricter) AC.

2.2. Rogowski Coils

A Rogowski coil, or derivative LPCT, is a current transformer that operates according
to the same magnetic properties of a conventional iron-core CT, with the difference that it
is wound over a non-magnetic core (which could be either air or any insulating material).
The peculiarity of not having an iron-core makes the Rogowski coil linear over a very wide
range of currents; in fact, its core cannot saturate as a conventional CT. However, the lack of
iron results in a lower mutual inductance M between the primary and secondary windings.
Therefore, the Rogowski output signal is very weak (hence, low-power) and it is capable of
only driving microprocessor-based devices.

The operating principle of a Rogowski coil can be described by looking at Figure 1
and from its expression:

us(t) = −M
dip(t)

dt
(4)

In fact, the instantaneous output voltage us(t) is proportional to the derivative of
the primary current ip(t), which is flowing inside the conductor that is inserted into
the Rogowski window. Furthermore, us(t) is also directly proportional to the mutual
inductance M and almost 90◦ with respect to ip(t). In Figure 1, it can be distinguished the
cross-section A of the non-magnetic core and the radius r of the Rogowski window.

Turning to the equivalent circuit of the Rogowski coil, it is presented in Figure 2. The
circuit contains, on the secondary side, an inductor Ls, a resistor Rs, a capacitor Cs, and a
burden B. Ls is the cause of the aforementioned deviation from the 90◦ shift between us(t)
and ip(t) (even if quite small). All of the windings contribute, and losses are summarized
with Rs, while the stray capacitances and conductors’ capacitance are schematized with Cs.
The presence of Cs is typically neglected for the power–frequency, metering applications.
Finally, B is a high impedance burden that is highly recommended by [15] to be connected
to the secondary terminals of the Rogowski coil. Regarding Us it represents the rms
magnitude of us(t).
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Figure 1. Schematic of the Rogowski coil operating principle.

Figure 2. Equivalent circuit of the Rogowski coil.

The importance of having an equivalent circuit as much accurate as possible is due to
the direct link between its parameters and the accuracy relations expressed in Equations (1)
and (2). In fact, neglecting Cs, ε, and ∆ϕ can be written in terms of Ls and Rs, as:

ε =

√
Rs2 + (ωLs)

2√
(B + Rs)

2 + (ωLs)
2

(5)

∆ϕ = arctan
(

ωLs

B + Rs

)
(6)

where ω = 2π f and f is the grid operating frequency.

2.3. Iron-Core Current Transformers

An iron-core, or proportional LPCT, is a very simple current transformer that provides
an output voltage that is proportional to the primary current. Figure 3 depicts its working
principle. In it, the primary and secondary windings Np and Ns, respectively, a shunt
resistor Rsh, and the burden B can be distinguished. It is worth highlighting that Rsh is an
integral part of the LPCT, and not an external additional component.

Figure 3. Schematic of the operating principle of an iron-core low-power current transformer (LPCT).
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Increasing the level of detail, the equivalent circuit of an iron-core LPCT is shown
in Figure 4. In the picture, in addition to the components that are introduced in Figure 3,
there are the core parameters R f e and Lm to represent the iron losses and magnetizing
inductance, respectively, the resistance of the windings Rt, and the equivalent capacitance
of the conductors Cc.

Figure 4. Equivalent circuit of an iron-core LPCT.

Of course, being iron-core based, this kind of LPCT suffers from the same issues that
affect a conventional CT (saturation, non-linearity, narrow bandwidth, etc.).

3. Standard IEC 61869-10
3.1. General Overview

IEC 61869-10 and the other documents of the standard series have the same structure.
In particular, one chapter is dedicated to the definitions that are helpful for understanding
the concepts within the document. For example, output signal, ratio error, composite
error, and all accuracy indexes can be found. In addition, it is worth reminding that [16]
considers both measuring and protective purpose LPCTs; hence, the definition and limits
are provided for both categories of device.

A second chapter of [16] deals with the rated values. In it, the rated operating
conditions are fixed for each aspect of an LPCT. Rated burden, accuracy class, limits
of the errors, and suggested values for the primary and secondary quantities are just
few examples.

When considering the context of this work, and for the sake of completeness, the
above introduced rated primary current and secondary voltage specified in [16] are 25 A,
50 A, 80 A, and 100 A, and 22.5 mV, 150 mV, and 225 mV, respectively. At a glance, it is
evident the small amplitude of the rated secondary outputs, which can be easily subjected
to disturbances or any other external influence.

A third short chapter tackles some specification for the manufacturers. It includes the
emission requirements, the terminal markings, and other suggestions on the conductors to
be used and on the information that is to be specified to the final user.

The final chapter is the technical one; in fact, it presents the list of tests that must be
performed on the LPCTs in order to be compliant with the standard. The tests are sorted
into type tests and special tests. The former category includes temperature, electromagnetic
compatibility, accuracy, and transient performance tests. Of course, the list of tests is being
improved in each new version of [16], in order to be aligned with the current researches
and findings in the field.

3.2. Annex D

The standard ends with four annexes (from A to D), which help the readers to have
a complete comprehension of the LPCTs scenario. In fact, Annex A contains further
information regarding how to approach LPCT accuracy; whereas, Annex B and C make
a step back, reminding to the reader the working principles of the Rogowski coil and
iron-core types of LPCT.
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Turning to the main focus of this work, Annex D presents the details regarding how
to perform the accuracy test with respect to the positioning of the primary (and then of the
external) conductor. As a matter of fact, it is on this specific aspect of [16] that the authors
are presenting new inputs to be considered for the next version of the standard planned
for 2021.

Annex D applies to all window-type (split-core or not) LPCTs without an integrated
conductor (see Figure 5), because, for the bar-type LPCTs, the conductor positioning does
not have an effect on LPCT accuracy.

Figure 5. (a) Window-type LPCT. (b) LPCT with integrated primary conductor.

Annex D then extends the accuracy class information of an LPCT, including a code
that specifies how much the conductor positioning affects the device. By looking at Table 1,
the codes A1 to A3 are associated to two different limits that are related to the conductor
positioning: the power factor (PF) and the maximum angle.

Table 1. Limits of positioning between conductor and LPCT.

Code PF [-] Max Angle [◦]

A1 0 0
A2 0.5 15
A3 1 45

The PF is defined as

PF = (dmax − dmin)/(dmax + dmin) (7)

where dmax and dmin are two lengths that are defined as in Figure 6, which specify the
distances between the conductor and the body of the LPCT. Therefore, a PF = 0 means
that the primary conductor is perfectly centered with respect to the LPCT window, while
a PF = 1 refers to a conductor that is adjacent to the inner part of the LPCT (dmax or dmin
equal to zero).

As for the angle, the considered one (hence, included in Table 1) starts from the
window axe of the LPCT (see Figure 6). Therefore, an angle that is equal to 0 refers to a
centered primary conductor; whereas, any other positive angle, means that the conductor
is moving from its centered (ideal) position.
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Figure 6. Graphical definition of dmax, dmin, and the angle between the conductor and the LPCT axe.

Hence, for the sake of clarity, if code A3 is associated to the accuracy class information
of an LPCT, it means that such a class is guaranteed up to a PF = 1 and up to an angle of 45◦

between the primary conductor and LPCT axe. In other words, the code A1 is the strictest
among the three, describing all those LPCTs which are extremely affected by the primary
conductor positioning.

Finally, Annex D suggests that an accuracy test be performed on the LPCTs in order
for them to be associated to a class of Table 1. Therefore, the test, once the code of Table 1
has been fixed as desired goal, consists of two steps: (i) an accuracy evaluation with the
LPCT positioned at the PF defined by the code; (ii) a second accuracy evaluation with the
LPCT positioned with the angle defined by the code. All of the tests have to be performed
with a primary conductor having a diameter 0.2 times the diameter of the LPCT window.

In the next section, all of the presented aspects regarding Annex D are deeply analyzed
and commented, providing suggestions and inputs for their improvement.

4. Discussion

This section is structured while considering the different aspects that are related to [16].
In detail, Section 4.1 assesses the geometrical issues that are associated to LPCTs; while
Sections 4.2 and 4.3 treat the influence of the primary and the external conductors. Finally,
in Section 4.4, a market analysis is presented to support, with a practical point view, what
discussed in this work.

4.1. Geometrical Issues

A first subject that has to be mentioned is the geometrical influence of LPCTs and
of the primary conductor to the final performance of the device. The shape of the LPCT,
which could be circular, oval, etc., varies its performance, as is clearly highlighted in [36,37].
Furthermore, the shape of the primary conductor makes a huge difference on the final
behavior of an LPCT. For example, the rigidity of the busbar conductor, which is often
installed in power plants, reduces the impact of the primary conductor positioning on
the operation of an LPCT, compared to a typical cylindrical conductor. The results shown
in [36] demonstrate that the mutual inductance of the LPCT decreases as much has the
ratio between the coil radius and the busbar dimensions decreases (from 1 to 0.996 p.u.).
Instead, in [37], it is confirmed how the output voltage of the LPCT is affected as much
as the coil shape differs from a circle and it becomes oval (amplitude errors between 1%
and 2%).

Even the diameter d of the primary conductor plays an important role. As a matter fact,
the thicker the conductor, the higher the discrepancies with an ideal, centered, and with
negligible diameter conductor. However, the standard [16] suggests using the LPCTs with
conductors having a diameter 0.2 times the diameter of the device window. Unfortunately,
as also reported in [38], window-type LPCTs are often in-field implemented around high-
section or even multiple conductors, which is quite far from the suggested good practice.
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In fact, the use of an LPCT that matches the conductor dimensions helps to reach the ideal
centered position (see Section 4.2).

In light of the above, a potential input for [16] is to include a section, by means of
the available literature, standardizing realistic tests and ways of implementing different
LPCTS: with a single, but diameter varying, conductor, and with multiple conductors
(see Figure 7). This way, the final user, or even the manufacturer, would be guided on the
effect on the accuracy from different ways of using their devices.

Figure 7. Generic LPCT used with high-cross-section conductors (a) or with multiple conductors (b).

4.2. Primary Conductor

The primary and the external conductor positioning can be considered among the
main causes of performance degradation of an LPCT. In fact, from [31], it is clear how
positions that are different from the centered one (see Figure 6) drastically change the
LPCT behavior leading; in some cases, to exceed the accuracy class limits). In [31], a study
has been presented in which several LPCTs have been tested in various positions. From
the results, it emerged that each LPCT differently react to a particular position, but all of
them were sensitive to at least one of the tested positions. Such sensitiveness made the
accuracy of the LPCT increase up to 8% for the magnitude, while the phase error was not
significantly affected. Of course, the position is not the unique influence factor affecting the
performance of an LPCT; hence, it should be even more carefully considered and solved.

As has been described in Section 3.2, [16] prescribes a set of tests with specific positions
between the primary conductor and the LPCT which results in an accuracy coding, as
expressed by Table 1. However, such tests may be considered to be too difficult and complex
to be performed by both final users and manufacturers. A confirmation of the statement
can be found in [31,32,36,38], where quite complicated, extremely accurate setups have
been developed to test LPCTs in a variety of mutual positions between the LPCT and the
primary conductor. Even with those setups, it could be difficult to tests the angle prescribed
by the standard and reported in Table 1. Furthermore, from the in-field experience and
from the complexity of the network, it is rather impossible to place, or even measure, the
positioning angle of an LPCT primary conductor. In [39], a not-in-field implementable
setup that is dedicated to the angle influence is presented. It involves hand-crafted material,
high level technology, and an overall setup that is impossible to standardize as “typical” for
being used by all LPCTs final users. It is worth to add that the majority of the off-the-shelf
LPCTs do not include any centering device that allows the user to center its position with
respect to the primary conductor.

Therefore, thinking of a new classification of mutual positions or other solutions that
better reflects the realistic applications may be of help in improving Table 1.

To this purpose, two possible solutions for improving [16] are provided here.
The first one consists of a two-steps process. First of all, the primary conductor is kept

centered with respect to the LPCT; afterwards, a current measurement and an accuracy
evaluation are performed. Second, the LPCT is placed in its final operating position (that
may be completely different from the centered one) and the same current measurement is
performed in order to obtain a sort of calibration coefficient that is to be used during the
life cycle of the device.
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The second solution is more practical, it consists of including in the LPCT set a sort
of centering device which will guarantee the centered position of the primary conductor.
Figures 8 and 9 depict a couple of suggestions. In Figure 8, the LPCT is equipped with
some elastic strip in order to force the conductor in the centered position. In Figure 9,
instead, a soft filler is used in order to fill the air gap between the primary conductor and
the LPCT. Both of the solutions are quite cheap and they can be easily implemented in the
majority of practical situations.

Figure 8. A centering device made of elastic strips.

Figure 9. A centering device made of soft filling material.

Of course, the standard may list several options for the final users, detailing, in each
of them, how to implement them and which kind of accuracy can be expected.

4.3. External and Returning Conductors

If the primary conductor position can be “easily” solved with some potential solutions,
the returning or external conductor position is not something of straightforward solution
(e.g., see [36,40]). The fact is that such conductors may be passing through small areas or
substation boxes, where there is no chance of moving them from the LPCT. The authors
in [40] clearly demonstrated that, depending on the external conductor position with
respect to the coil, each turn of the LPCT coil is more or less affected by the external cable.
From the results, they demonstrate that there could be a magnetic field intensity difference
between one turn and another up to seven times.

Therefore, what can be considered by the standard is a double approach. The first,
as presented in Section 4.2, could be a preliminary testing that assess the influence of the
existing cables configuration, after an ideal condition measurement taken with the desired
LPCT.

The second approach consists of asking the manufacturers to produce LPCTs with
those precautions that make the LPCT independent of the magnetic field that is generated
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by conductors different from the primary one. An example for that is the double or the
return winding solutions that are often adopted for Rogowski coils.

4.4. The Market Perspective

This section includes a market research that aims at understanding to which extend
the manufacturers comply with the standard in order to support what presented above [16].
The results, as presented in Table 2, provide an interesting (even if not encouraging)
scenario. In fact, among the seven manufacturers, listed from A to G for the sake of
privacy (the aim is not to judge any manufacturer), only two specify which kind of primary
conductor the user may adopt. All seven LPCTs manufacturers do not provide (i) the
accuracy class coding of Table 1; (ii) any centering device (CD).

Table 2. Limits of positioning between conductor and LPCT.

LPCT AC Coding Diameter Specifications CD

A X X X
B X X X
C X X X
D X YES X
E X X X
F X X X
G X YES X

In light of the results, the first comment is that manufacturers hardly follow the stan-
dard and its Annex. However, such a behavior may contain the input for the next [16].
In fact, what is proposed may be too difficult or too unrealistic to be practically imple-
mented. Therefore, the future IEC 61869-10 may be a huge opportunity to align the rigorous
scientific prescriptions with the in-field perspective and technical limitations.

5. Conclusions

Technical committees and standards are crucial for the interface between the academic
and the industrial worlds. The outcomes of their meetings are documents that tackle
several aspects of a particular topic, guiding manufacturers and users that are involved in
a particular field.

Therefore, this paper aims at contributing in that way, providing inputs and sugges-
tions to a well-known standard, the IEC 61869-10, so that it does not lose the practical
and implementable approach that it should maintain. It deals with low-power current
transformers, and its Annex D includes specifications on the primary conductor positioning
effect on the device performance.

To this purpose, this work focuses on that particular annex, providing both academic
and in-field perspectives to produce comments and suggestions to every aspect covered by
Annex D.

The outcomes of this work are intended to be an input for the future version of IEC
61869-10, as expected for 2021.
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