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Abstract. Infrastructure systems are critical in modern communities
but are highly susceptible to various natural and man-made disasters. Ef-
ficient post-disaster recovery requires repair-scheduling approaches under
the limitation of capped resources that need to be shared across the sys-
tem. Existing approaches, including component ranking methods, greedy
evolutionary algorithms, and data-driven machine learning models, face
various limitations when tested within such a context. To tackle these
issues, we propose a novel approach to optimize post-disaster recovery
of infrastructure systems by leveraging Deep Reinforcement Learning
(DRL) methods and incorporating a specialized resilience metric to lead
the optimization. The system topology is represented adopting a graph-
based structure, where the system’s recovery process is formulated as
a sequential decision-making problem. Deep Q-learning algorithms are
employed to learn optimal recovery strategies by mapping system states
to specific actions, as for instance which component ought to be repaired
next, with the goal of maximizing long-term recovery from a resilience-
oriented perspective. To demonstrate the efficacy of our proposed ap-
proach, we implement this scheme on the example of post-earthquake
recovery optimization for an electrical substation system. We assess dif-
ferent deep Q-learning algorithms to this end, namely vanilla Deep Q-
Networks (DQN), Double DQN(DDQN), Duel DQN, and duel DDQN,
demonstrating superiority of the DDQN for the considered problem. A
further comparative analysis against baseline methods during testing re-
veals the superior performance of the proposed method in terms of both
optimization effect and computational cost, rendering this an attractive
approach in the context of resilience enhancement and rapid response
and recovery.

Keywords: Resilience - post-disaster recovery - deep reinforcement learn-
ing - deep Q-network - infrastructure systems.
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1 Introduction

Infrastructure systems are vital for upholding societal and economical function-
ality within modern societies. They encompass a broad range of essential ser-
vices, including power grids, transportation networks, water supply and commu-
nication networks, which collectively support the well-being and productivity of
communities. However, these critical systems are highly vulnerable to a variety
of natural and man-made disasters, such as earthquakes, floods, hurricanes, and
terrorist attacks [15]. Such, often unforeseen, events cause disruptions within
and even across such systems, leading to substantial economic loss and societal
impact |6} [12]. In trying to optimally design these systems in anticipation of such
adverse effects, a significant hurdle lies in the lack or limited amount of emer-
gency repair resources. This renders extensive simultaneous repairs infeasible,
which may prolong the recovery time and further exacerbate the adverse conse-
quences [42]. The ability of infrastructure systems to quickly recover following
disaster events, defined under the term of resilience, is a desired trait both in
terms of design, as well as life cycle support of such extended networks. The
latter necessitates efficient decision-making approaches that can maximize the
use of available resources and ensure the fastest recovery path |22}, |35] |54} |38].
The term resilience is widely used in infrastructure systems to describe the
system’s capacity to withstand and recover from disturbances or disruptions,
and can be characterized under four main properties, i.e., robustness, rapidity,
redundancy, and resourcefulness [2]. The resilience curve is often used to define
the time evolution of the system’s performance, forming an effective means to
quantitatively measure a system’s resilience against disasters |2} |[4]. As illustrated
in Fig. [T} the resilience curve captures the dynamic evolution of the system per-
formance F'(t). The curve is characterised by a significant drop to a certain level
F; when a disastrous event strikes, and is gradually restored back to normal
levels as the recovery efforts initiate and unroll. Noteworthy, the resilience curve
is influenced by the choice of a specific performance indicator. Scholars have pro-
posed different performance indicators for various infrastructure systems based
on their network attributes and functional requirements [36, |39} |41], such as node
satisfaction, network connectivity, traffic flow capacity, service supply capacity,
travel time and more. Accordingly, infrastructure resilience can be quantified us-
ing residual functionality, recovery time, or alternate comprehensive metrics that
can be obtained from the corresponding resilience curves. A commonly adopted
resilience index is the so-called lack of resilience (LoR), which corresponds to
the area between the time-dependent performance trajectory and the constant
performance requirement Fy during the entire recovery process, as represented in
gray in Fig.|l|and computed by Eq.. Over the years, various frameworks and
metrics have further been developed to quantify the resilience of infrastructure
systems based on the characteristics of the resilience curve, evolving from deter-
ministic to stochastic tools [51] 9} [32} |56], from focusing on a single to multiple
hazards |7, [28|, and from using a single, static metric to multi-dimensional, dy-
namic indicators |34} [66]. Still, the disaster resilience quantification considering
the interrelated impacts and cascading failures of multiple systems at the urban
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scale deems further research for ensuring actionable implementation |30 29, |57].
LoR is defined as follows:

t1
LoR = [Fo — F(¢)] dt, (1)
to
where F'(t) represents the time-varying system performance, Fj refers to the
initial system performance, and ty and t; indicate the time instances when the
disaster occurs and when the system performance completely recovers, respec-
tively.
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Fig. 1. Illustration of resilience curve in terms of infrastructure system performance,
following different recovery strategies. In phase I, a performance drop is induced by
a disturbance or disastrous event. The remaining capacity, or residual performance of
the system, is termed robustness. In phase II, the performance is restored. Different
recovery plans can be followed leading to different LoR. Redundancy represents the de-
gree of substitute components of a system; Resourcefulness is the capacity to prioritize
tasks and allocate resources effectively after a disaster; Rapidity is the capability to
quickly respond and recover from disaster impacts to restore the desired performance
level, and it will be greatly affected by Redundancy and Resourcefulness.

Considering the potentially large number of damaged components and the
typically limited resources available for repair, the sequence in which infras-
tructure components are restored has a major impact on the efficiency of the
recovery process. Given a fixed initial damage scenario, the choice of different
recovery strategies can lead to different repair sequences and resilience curves,
as displayed in Fig. [[] The performance curve-based resilience quantification
framework allows to prioritize repair actions according to their impact on system
functionality and resilience. The lower the LoR, the more resilient the system is
and the faster the system recovers. Currently, various resilience-inspired meth-
ods have been developed to determine the optimal sequence for infrastructure
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restoration following a disaster, including static component ranking-based meth-
ods [33, 8], greedy evolutionary algorithms [16, 55, 68|, and data-driven machine
learning models |40, |11]. While these methods have made some progress in find-
ing recovery strategies, they still suffer from considerable limitations in terms
of effectiveness, robustness, adaptability, and scalability in handling complex
real-world scenarios.

Component ranking-based methods prioritize the repair order based on pre-
determined criteria such as component importance or criticality. For instance, in
the context of electrical substations, which will be employed as a use-case herein,
components like transformers and circuit breakers may be ranked higher due to
their critical role in power distribution [33],|46]. Some topological attributes like
node degree and edge betweenness were also used as the criticality indicators
in previous study |[8| [27, [31} [61]. Accordingly, the sequence of repairing dam-
aged components after a disaster is carried out according to a predetermined
fixed order, with the most critical components being repaired first, then the less
critical ones. These methods are straightforward and easy to implement, pro-
viding interpretable and transparent policies, which can be easily adopted for
decision-making. However, they are not resilience-oriented and do not account
for dynamic interactions and interdependence between components. This can
lead to suboptimal recovery plans that do not fully restore system functionality
in a timely manner.

Evolutionary algorithms iteratively explore the search space of possible re-
pair sequences and greedily select the one that optimizes a predefined resilience-
oriented objective, such as minimizing downtime or the introduced LoR. For
example, the genetic algorithm (GA), tabu search algorithm, and simulated an-
nealing (SA) are widely employed in the post-disaster recovery optimization of
transportation networks and power systems [16, 55| |68} |3} |45, |18, 48]. While
these methods can handle complex scenarios and dependencies, they often lack
dynamic adaptability and struggle with high-dimensional search spaces, which
can lead to increased computational demands and slower convergence. Addition-
ally, their performance can be inconsistent and unstable, sometimes failing to
find the global optimum due to their heuristic nature.

Data-driven machine learning models leverage simulation or historical data
to learn patterns and relationships between infrastructure components in a su-
pervised manner. Once trained, these are expected to provide timely decisions
based on real-time damage assessment, as this stems from deployed measure-
ment (monitoring) systems. Such sequence-to-sequence models have been suc-
cessfully applied in applications related to path planning, supplier selection, and
the traveling salesman problem [40} 21} 24, [11]. While promising for optimizing
disaster recovery rapidly, their efficacy heavily depends on the quantity, qual-
ity and representivity of the training dataset (i.e., the input damage positions
and the corresponding ground-truth output sequences). The challenge in obtain-
ing such datasets is compounded by the fact that this optimization problem is
NP-hard, meaning that generating sufficient and representative training data
is computationally infeasible [1]. The NP-hard nature of the problem under-
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scores the difficulty in ensuring that the dataset covers all the possible disaster
situations that could happen, which is necessary to train models that can han-
dle potential disaster scenarios effectively. Moreover, models trained on specific
small-scale datasets may not generalize well to new or unseen scenarios, limiting
their applicability and reliability in real-world disaster recovery optimization.

Reinforcement learning (RL) algorithms provide a further avenue for op-
timizing post-disaster repair sequences compared to supervised data-driven ma-
chine learning models that learn from fixed labeled input-output pairs, by inter-
acting with a simulated environment and receiving feedback on the performance
of different actions. They offer several advantages over traditional optimization
methods. Firstly, RL inherits the foundational frameworks of dynamic program-
ming and Markov decision processes (MDP), making it naturally suited for han-
dling dynamic sequence optimization problems with strong theoretical support.
Secondly, RL continuously learns and improves its policy through interactions
with the environment, reducing the need for large hard-to-obtain labelled data.
Thirdly, RL schemes provide a policy that can dynamically adapt to different sce-
narios, as it considers the current state of the environment and appropriately rec-
ommends a next action. This implies greater flexibility in accounting for diverse
and uncertain disturbances as compared against traditional optimization meth-
ods. Fourth, RL alleviates the curse of dimensionality in high dimensional prob-
lems, finding solutions more efficiently than previous algorithms. Given these
merits, a list of RL-based solutions have been developed and applied to the op-
timal inspection and management planning of infrastructures under long-term
environmental deterioration [37, |58, 63, 20]. Despite the existence of some ap-
plications of RL in the case of infrastructure recovery after extreme disasters
|67, |53l 52} [44], such methods experience hurdles in tackling previously unseen
post-disaster environments, particularly in high-dimensional state-action spaces
[36, 43|. Another critical issue lies in the design of the reward function, which
is often not efficiently defined to reflect the true objectives of disaster recovery,
such as balancing immediate functionality restoration with long-term resilience.

To address these issues, this paper proposes a resilience-based DRL approach
for optimizing the post-disaster recovery of infrastructure systems s from the sys-
tem’s worst post-disaster damage state, which assumes that all components are
damaged. This hypothesis serves as the initial environment, where exploration
starts from. The recovery process is formulated as a sequential decision-making
problem where the agent selects actions (i.e., determining which components to
repair) to maximize expected long-term resilience outcomes. We employ Deep
Q-learning algorithms because they are well-suited to handle the uncertainty
and complexity of dynamic environments, particularly in scenarios with high-
dimensional state and discrete action spaces. Deep Q-learning leverages deep
neural networks to approximate the Q-value function that represents the ex-
pected cumulative reward of taking a particular action in a given state |10],
allowing it to effectively manage high-dimensional state and action spaces where
other methods may fail. Additionally, the stability of such schemes, enhanced
by experience replay and target networks, ensures robust decision-making in
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dynamic environments. Compared to other reinforcement learning algorithms,
Deep Q-learning excels in simplicity and generalization from limited experience,
making it a more efficient and reliable choice for our task. By assuming the worst-
case post-disaster damage, the agent learns to identify the most effective repair
strategies to enhance the system’s overall resilience with a wider and general vi-
sion for any potential combination of damaged equipment. The reward is defined
based on resilience metrics. We leverage a reward function that draws explicit in-
formation on resilience from corresponding resilient curves [67, 53|, and propose
as a novel aspect the use of the LoR as the chosen resilience metric for this task,
adapted to the proposed use case presented in this work. Besides, we describe
the geometry of the use case following a graph-based approach to profit from the
benefits of this characterisation. Graph abstractions enables modelling of com-
plex dependencies, relationships and interactions between system components,
such as the influence of topological structure on failure propagation [5]. In a DRL
algorithm, this characteristic allows the agent to analyse and track actions more
efficiently. In addition, the agent will be capable of handling possibly large, un-
structured configurations where connections could be as important as the nodes
themselves, leading to more accurate and scalable decision-making in dynamic
recovery scenarios. Finally, for future digital twin developments, a graph ap-
proach enables the interaction between layers of information and comprehensive
understanding of the system’s behavior. Furthermore, we have equipped the pro-
posed resilience-based DRL approach with modified action selection techniques
to achieve agent action convergence, and action masks to penalize repeated ac-
tions, further improving its performance.

We demonstrate the functionality and efficacy of our proposed approach on
the example of post-earthquake recovery optimization for electrical substation
systems. Network and power recovery planning is crucial for ensuring rapid
service restoration while employing a minimal number of resources. Examples
rooted in recovery optimization of power and communication networks have pre-
viously appeared in the literature. In this vein, authors in |59] propose the use
of hybrid digital twins based on a Bayesian Neural Network, monitored and
updated in real-time, to connect the power network and the road network influ-
ence to simulate potential recovery strategies. Hosseini and Parvania [44] show
an application of DRL to prevent power outages by efficient planning of power
storage units. Akashi et al. [52] demonstrates use of DRL for predicting the opti-
mal recovery sequence for telecommunication networks during earthquakes and
typhoons, when equipment resources sustain damage as a result of structural
collapse, inundation, or electrical outages. DRL has also been applied to elec-
trical distribution networks to allow for reconfiguration to recover power supply
|62, [50]. However, most DRL approaches typically focus on performance opti-
mization, such as efficiency, speed, cost, or energy savings, without necessarily
considering resilience explicitly. Furthermore, existing strategies are often pre-
trained on some random scenarios and still require further retraining or transfer
learning when applied to an unseen environments [67], limiting their generaliza-
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tion and real-time decision-making capacities. The contributions of this paper
are summarized as follows:

— We develop a resilience-based DRL sequential decision-making framework
for substation recovery, using a graph-based representation of the network
topology and proposing the LoR as the metric to lead the optimization. Un-
like previous DRL works that often focus on static resource availability and
performance optimization, this framework enables the agent to learn optimal
repair strategies without requiring extensive labeled data, while accounting
for specified resilience targets and dynamic repair resources.

— We propose a training strategy for the DRL-based model learning from the
worst-case scenario to equip it with broader exposure to potential disrup-
tions, enhancing its adaptability and robustness in responding to a wide
range of unforeseen disaster scenarios without the need for retraining or fur-
ther learning. In this strategy, a higher degree of generalization is reached
with less training data.

— We provide a comparison of different DRL architectures and further com-
pare the recovery solution derived by the best-performing architecture across
various initial damage scenarios against the ground truth obtained from ex-
haustive enumeration, or baselines generated by genetic algorithms, demon-
strating the superior performance of the proposed DRL-based approach in
terms of both optimization effect and computational efficiency.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 briefly explains RL, deep Q-
learning and its variants. The problem description and the proposed methodol-
ogy are elaborated in Section 3 with an illustrated multi-input-multi-output(MIMO)
system. Section 4 presents the practical case study and analysis results. Conclu-
sions are drawn in Section 5.

2 Background

2.1 RL and Markov Decision Processes (MDPs)

RL is a branch of machine learning that focuses on addressing sequential decision-
making problems by learning how agents should act within a particular environ-
ment to maximize some notion of cumulative reward. Unlike supervised learning,
where the model learns from fixed labeled input-output pairs, RL learns from the
consequences of actions, adjusting policies based on rewards and punishments.
This trial-and-error learning paradigm makes RL suitable for a wide range of
applications in complex environments, such as robotics, game playing, and au-
tonomous systems [19]. The involved elements of RL and their interactions are
depicted in Fig. 2] and defined as follows:

e Agent: the decision maker that interacts with the environment.

e Environment: everything external to the agent. The environment provides
the context within which the agent operates and responds to the agent’s
actions by transitioning between states and providing rewards.
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e State/Observation: a representation of the current situation or context that
contains all the information necessary to make decisions.

e Action: the set of all possible moves or decisions the agent can make. Each
action taken by the agent can lead to different states and rewards.

e Reward: the feedback from the environment as a result of the agent’s actions.

State/Observation

Reward

N
G

Environment

NS

Action

Agent
(Policy)

Fig. 2. RL elements and interactions

RL relies on the framework provided by Markov decision processes to effec-
tively solve sequential decision-making problems. An MDP, usually characterized
by a discrete time step-wise 4-tuple [S, A, P(s¢, St+1, at), R(st, St+1, at)], offers a
formal way to describe the dynamics of the environment. Here, S and A repre-
sents the set of possible states and actions respectively, and s;, s;41 € S;as € A.
The term P(s;, s¢11,a¢) indicates the probability of transitioning from state s;
to state s;+1 when action a; is performed. R(s¢, st41,a¢) is the reward function
that provides an immediate reward r; from the environment when transitioning
from s; to s;4+1 under action a; at each time step. In this context, the RL goal
is to develop a policy, denoted as m, that maps states to actions for each time
step (i.e., a; = 7(s¢))) in a way that can eventually maximize the cumulative
reward over the long run, as presented by Eq.. Accordingly, the policy that
maximizes the expected cumulative future reward Q(s,a) in Eq. is referred
to as the optimal policy 7*. It should be noted that both the state-transition
probability P(s;, si+1,a:) and the reward function R(s¢, s¢4+1,a¢), are intrinsic
properties of the environment and are typically unknowable in practice. Thus,
the optimal policy 7* is learned exclusively through the agent’s interactions with
the environment utilizing specific learning algorithms.

Gr=ri+7 X741 +72 X g+ .. = Z:ozo'yk “Tiak, (2)
Qr(s,a) =E[G¢lst = s,a; = a, 7],
Q" (s,a) = Qr+(s,a) = maxQ(s,a), (3)
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where G; is the cumulative reward (also known as the return) from moment
t; v € [0,1] denotes a discount factor that balances the significance of future
rewards against immediate ones; Q (s, a) is the Q-value function (also known as
action-value function) that estimates the expected return of taking a particular
action a in a given state s and following a particular policy 7 thereafter.

2.2 Q-Learning, Deep Q-network (DQN) and its variants

Q-Learning is a model-free and off-policy RL algorithm that aims to find the
optimal policy by learning the Q-values for state-action pairs based on the agent-
environment interactions. The Q-Learning update is recursively driven by the
Bellman equation:

Qry1(s,a) «— Qu(s,a) +n |r+- n;a}x@k(s’,a’) — Qx(s, a)} , (4)

in which  represents an estimate of the Q-value; k denotes the number of

iterations; 1 corresponds to the learning rate; r is the reward received after

taking action a in state s; maxQ(s’,a’) stands for the maximum Q-value for the
al

next state s’. Through iterative updates, Q-Learning converges to the optimal
Q-values Q+(s,a), allowing the agent to derive the optimal policy by carrying
out a greedy action that yields the highest value, i.e., a = argmax[Q.+ (s, a)].

a

While Q-Learning is efficient for simple environments with a limited num-
ber of states and actions, it struggles with large discrete or continuous state
spaces. This is where Deep Q-Learning, or Deep Q-Networks (DQN), comes
into play. DQN extends Q-Learning to handle complex environments with large
state/action spaces by using a deep neural network (DNN) to approximate the
Q-value function |10, [17]. Instead of maintaining a tabular Q-values, a neural
network (referred to as the policy Q-network) takes the state as input and out-
puts Q-values for each possible action. Two important techniques employed in
DQN [10] are experience replay, where past experiences are stored and randomly
sampled for training, and target networks, which stabilize training by providing
consistent Q-value targets (Eq) These advancements break the correlation
between consecutive experiences and lead to more stable learning. Then the
policy Q-network is updated to minimize the difference between the predicted
Q-value and the target Q-value through Eq.@:

y=r+v maxQ'(s',a’;07), (5)

L(6) =B [(y - Q"(s,0:6))°] .
6=0-n-vLO),

(6)

where 0 are the parameters of the policy Q-network QP; 8~ represent the param-
eters of the target Q-network @, which are updated periodically to match the
QP. Here, the same network @' is used to select and evaluate actions, leading to
a potential overestimation of Q-values.
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Double Deep Q-Learning (DDQN) was introduced to address this overestima-
tion issue by using two separate networks: one for selecting actions and the other
for evaluating these. Thus, the target value in DDQN is computed differently
from Eq.(5)) to avoid the overestimation bias, given by Eq.(7) [13]:

y=r+7 Qs argmaxQ¥(s',’;0):07), @)

where the next action argmaxQP(s’,a’; ) is selected using the policy network,
a/

and its corresponding Q-value is evaluated using the target network.

The dueling network architecture is another enhancement to the vanilla DQN
by splitting the output into two streams that separately estimate the state-value,
V(s), which represents the overall value of being in a given state, and the so-
called advantages, A(s,a), which quantify the benefit of taking a specific action
versus other actions in that state. These two estimates are then combined to
produce the Q-values through the following equation [14]. The dueling network
architecture is mentioned here because, in the following illustrative case study,
we conduct a fair comparison between the vanilla DQN and several of its variants,
including the Dueling architecture.

Q<s7a;9aa76) = V(S79aﬁ) + (A(s,a;@,oz) - Ti” ZA(‘%G//;H’CY)) ) (8>

in which 6 denotes the parameters of the shared neural network layers, while «
and [ are the parameters of the two streams of fully-connected layers.

DQN and its advanced variants, such DDQN, Duel DQN, and Duel DDQN
have demonstrated remarkable success in various domains |23, |25} 149 |64, |60, 52].
Their capability to handle complex, high-dimensional environments is promising
in optimizing post-disaster infrastructure recovery, which is inherently charac-
terised by uncertainty, offering a potential solution to infrastructure resilience
enhancement.

3 Methodology

3.1 Overview

In practical terms, the problem we here wish to solve is to determine the opti-
mal post-disaster recovery policy for a disaster-affected infrastructure network,
with the aim of enhancing resilience, i.e., the return to equilibrium. This can
be formulated as a sequential decision-making process, which aims to specify
which damaged component(s) to repair at each time step based on the available
resources and the current state of the infrastructure to maximize some metric of
system-level resilience. We propose to derive such a resilience-targeted optimal
recovery policy using a DRL-based decision support framework, as shown in Fig.
This framework comprises four key blocks:

1. Environment representation and network modeling,
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2. Agent construction and action selection,
3. Resilience-oriented reward definition, and
4. Q-value update algorithm.

For simplification and without loss of generality, the detailed introduction
of the involved blocks is illustrated through a representative MIMO substation
system composed of five pieces of equipment, as seen in Fig. a). Through
these blocks, we will highlight the proposed algorithm enhancements and gen-
eralization training conditions, including the worst-case scenario initial training
hypothesis, action mask techniques, and the improved action selection for agent
convergence.

Environment (Graph-based representation)

E1 : “*( : )
Observation S‘( a - a,
NOO |
5

1
1
E2 E i
*a, 1 ds .
Action
-
WY
‘4 “‘r a"w:ié X " - 17 y O'Q, .t Ae .
s u Y ! 4 A\;!;‘ "‘" {au} = {ai|i g argsort(Q(s, A;0)) [: ul}
i u=1
a = argmax|Q(s, a; 0)]
Input layer Hidden layer Output layer
e
1
Reward (Resilience-base learning signal) '
—RS RS, —RS; )
N\ ! o Update (Q-value based algorithms)
F \Resilience Index DNN parameters by minimizing
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Fig. 3. Schematic diagram of the resilience-based post-disaster recovery optimization
of infrastructure systems within a DRL-based decision support framework

3.2 DRL-based decision support framework components

Environment representation and equipment network modeling refers
to accurately representing the post-disaster environment state and modeling the
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Fig.4. (a) Representative MIMO infrastructure system: the green text denotes the
load capacity of each equipment, the blue circles number the nodes; (b) adjacency
matrix describing the system topology and components interrelationship

infrastructure network system. The system environment information typically in-
cludes the current condition of infrastructure components s and their functional
interdependencies, as well as the repair resource units u that are available to the
decision-maker. Given the number of involved components n, the environment
state can be captured by a vector with a length equal to n, i.e., s = (81, S2, ..., $n),
and s; € {ds1,dsa, ...,ds;} where ds; denotes one of the damage states. To en-
hance computational efficiency and for simplifying the decision-making problem,
a binary state assumption is often applied in representing the post-disaster dam-
age scenario of infrastructure components. In this case, s; € {0,1} with 0 and 1
indicating damaged and operational state, respectively. In this respect, a repair
action effectively means turning a 0 state to 1.

On the other hand, the graph theory is employed to construct the infras-
tructure system model composed of distributed components. For the illustrative
MIMO system of Fig. (a), after labeling the nodes with numbers, its network
topology can be displayed using a graph-based representation with six vertices,
representing the connections among equipment, and five edges that represent the
equipment elements (Fig. . Accordingly, an adjacency matrix A that describes
the components’ interdependencies within the network can be derived, as pre-
sented in Fig. (b), where the element a;; = 1 if there is a directed edge from
vertex ¢ to vertex j; otherwise a;; = 0; and under the binary state assumption
FE7 here determines the connectivity between two vertices based on the damage
state of the equipment s;. Accordingly, a corresponding connectivity matrix C'
that records all the reachability information of any two vertices can be obtained
by Eq.@. The system functionality, which is elaborated in the subsequent sec-
tion, can be computed based on this generated C' matrix given the current state
vector s. The details of the graph transformation for network analysis have been
described in [46].

Cvxv :Avxv+Azxv+~"+Ame (9)

where v represents the number of vertices in the directed graph of the system.
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DRL agent construction and action selection are pivotal for learning an
optimal recovery policy. In view of the large number of damage state combi-
nations, the DRL agent employs a DNN that consists of input, hidden, and
output layers, to approximate the Q-value function Q(s,a;#). The input layer
receives the state vector s and available resource units u at each time step; the
multiple fully connected hidden layers process the input features to extract the
complex relationships and dependencies in the data; the output layer provides
the estimated Q-values for the agent’s potential repair actions.

Additionally, the action mask technique is applied by setting Q-values of
invalid actions (i.e., those that attempt to repair components that are either
undamaged initially or have already been repaired) with a large negative value
(e.g., —inf), to ensure that the derived repair strategy is practical and efficient.
For instance in the MIMO substation system, let a; denote the deployment of
a repair resource unit to a specific damaged component Ei to carry out repair
work, and suppose components {E2, E4,E5} are damaged, then the possible
set of actions at this time step is A = {as,a4, a5}, as depicted in Fig Thus
given the current state s and resource units u, the optimal action set {a,} can
be selected by using a greedy policy in terms of the Q-values, mathematically
represented as:

{au} = {aili € argsort(Q(s, A; 0)) [: u}, (10)

where the operation argsort(Q(s,.A;0)) [: u])) returns the indices of the top u
repair actions sorted by their Q-values. In this presentation, we apply the most
simple case, where u = 1; we have a single agent that can repair a single piece of
equipment at a time. Thus, the formula simplifies to selecting the single action
with the highest Q-value, namely, a = argmax[Q(s, a; 0)].

a

Resilience-oriented reward definition is about defining the reward function
that guides the agent toward achieving the goal of enhanced system resilience.
Reward metrics should be designed to reflect the improvement in resilience re-
sulting from the agent’s actions, with a larger positive reward assigned for the
action that can lead to a quicker recovery of the system functionality. In this
regard, the ratio of the system functionality improvement after completing a
specific repair action over the duration of that action At,cp.ir(a) is adopted
as the reward function, as presented by Eq.. It is noted that, in this case,
the repair time for each equipment is assumed to be the same and defined as
one-time unit for illustration, which can be conveniently replaced with other val-
ues. The reward function thus corresponds to the time-dependent slope of the
performance-based resilience curve shown in Fig. [3]

. A7)~ fr(s)

11
At'r‘epai'r‘ (CL) ’ ( )

where fr denotes the one-to-one mapping function between the system’s func-
tionality and the components’ state, as formulated in Eq.. In this study, the
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maximum allowable transmission capacity from the input terminals to the out-
put terminals was defined as the functionality metric of the substation system,
which takes the minimum of the total power input Py, total power transfor-
mation Pr, and total power output Pp. These items are further computed by
summarizing the accessible load capacity LC of the intact equipment in each
section as below.

F = fF(S) = min (P],PT7P0)
Pr =51 x LCg1 + s9 X LCpgo
PT = 83 X LCEg
Po =54 X LCg4 + s5 X LCEgs

(12)

in which LCg; denotes the load capacity of each equipment, as provided by the
green texts in Fig. [ for the representative MIMO system.

Q-value parameters update ensures that the agent continuously improves its
decision-making policy by learning from its iterative interactions with the envi-
ronment, and this can be performed using different Q-value-based algorithms.
The comprehensive comparison between the different state-of-the-art deep Q-
learning algorithms is carried out for the practical case study in Section 4. Here,
we detail the vanilla DQN process to optimize the post-disaster repair sequence
of damaged components within the representative MIMO system recovery envi-
ronment as an illustration, and the flowchart is displayed in Fig. B}

1. set up all the relevant parameters, including those for tuning the epsilon
changes in the dynamic e—greedy policy (€start, €cnds edecay), structures and
weights of the policy Q network () and target Q network (67), the size of
the replay memory (D) and training batch (n), the discount factor (vy), the
leaning rate (7)), the update frequency (K) and the number of episodes (V).

2. initialize the environment of the representative MIMO system with the most
adverse damage state where all the equipment components were assumed
to be damaged, because the worst-case scenario presents the greatest chal-
lenge to the algorithm, exposing it to the most complex and varied decision
contexts during training [47]. This enhances the algorithm’s adaptability,
allowing it to handle various uncertain real-world post-disaster scenarios.

3. select an action at each time step based on a linearly changing epsilon value
with respect to the episode number to balance exploration and exploitation,
i.e., € = €start — W X episode, with probability € randomly select an
action (exploration); otherwise select the action with the highest Q-value
predicted from the policy Q network (exploitation) following Eq..

4. implement the selected repair action a in the environment; record the re-
quired time and observe the resulting next state s’; calculate the system
functionality by Eq.(12) as well as the instant reward r by Eq.(11); store the
transition tuple (s, a,r, s") in the experience replay pool. Once the calculated
system functionality recovers to the pre-disaster level, this episode is done,
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and the corresponding LoR and return for this episode can be obtained by
Eq. and Eq., respectively.

5. sample a batch of n transitions {(si,a;,rs,s;)};—; _, randomly from the
memory pool when the number of the stored tuples is larger than n. Then
for each transition, compute the target Q-value using the target Q network
by Eq., and perform a gradient descent step on the loss function to update
0 through Eq.@ with Adam optimizer.

6. update the weights of the target Q network to match the weights of the
policy Q network every K time steps: 6§~ < 6. This helps in stabilizing the
learning process by keeping the target values relatively stable over multiple
updates.

7. repeat steps 2 to 6 for a predefined number N of episodes. Each episode repre-
sents a full post-disaster recovery rollout, containing a trial repair sequence;
this strategy mimics an export accumulating experience as the trial-and-error
process progresses.

Next State

s Update 0 by Eq.(6)

o (.\',.a, IH) max o (.\" ',a'|9 )

Environment
initialigation

Epi:smlcl DQN Loss function (MSE) by Eq.(5)(6) I'_
terminate,
False

Policy Q Net 07(0)

Dynamic
e-greedy policy

Copy from 0
every K steps.

Randomly select @
Select a by Eq.(10) (s, @) s T

Experience Repla:

(s,a,r,s’) Batch sample

Size n

—’[ Reward function by Eq. (11)(12) (i a1y S} im12,m

Fig. 5. DQN algorithm flowchart in the context of optimizing the repair sequence of
components for the post-disaster system recovery environment

By following this detailed DQN algorithm process with appropriate param-
eter settings, the trained policy Q network model is expected to inform sequen-
tial repair actions based on the available resource units and the varying damage
states, thereby forming a repair sequence that can enhance the system’s overall
resilience, as demonstrated below.

3.3 Results

The introduced DRL-based decision support framework is first implemented to
optimize the repair sequence of damaged equipment in the representative MIMO
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system according to the blocks and process described in Section 3.2. Table
lists the hyperparameters used in the DQN algorithm, which are systematically
tuned using a greedy search approach on this task. The performance of the
proposed method across the training is presented in Fig. @ Fig. @(a) shows the
rewards vary significantly with some low values at the beginning, but as training
progresses, the rewards increase and stabilize after around 200 episodes due to
the improvements in the agent’s predictions for Q-values, as indicated by the
decreasing loss in Fig. |§|(b) Fig. @(c) depicts the defined resilience index (LoR
in Eq.(1)) based on the repair decisions by the DRL-based model during training
episodes, with high initial fluctuations that diminish over time, suggesting the
agent’s growing effectiveness in enhancing system resilience as training advances.
In the end, LoR is almost constant at the lowest value, indicating that the
obtained repair policy is optimal for deciding the equipment repair orders for
the damaged system. Moreover, this trend coincides with the reward changes,
which demonstrates that the designed reward function is well-aligned with our
target to enhance the system’s overall resilience.

The agent model that achieved the best LoR outcome during training is
stored for future application in any stochastic damage scenario. This model se-
lects the most informed repair action that returns the highest Q-value at each
time step based on the current input state until the system’s functionality is fully
restored. The generated repair sequence and resulting resilient curve can be ob-
tained through recurrent updates to component states and system functionality
from a certain initial damage scenario, as shown by the blue curves across dif-
ferent damage scenarios on the right side of Fig. [7] This figure also shows all the
possible resilience curves in grey by enumerating all the possible permutations
of the damaged components, with the best resilience curve among them high-
lighted in green dash for each provided damage scenario. Noteworthy, in some
cases several pieces of equipment need to be repaired before an electrical trans-
mission path can be reestablished so that the system’s transmission capacity can
be increased. Thus, different repair orders can produce the best resilience curve
with the minimum LoR regardless of the priority of repairing the equipment
involved in such electrical paths. For instance in Fig. d)7 where E2, E4, and
E5 were assumed to be damaged initially, following the repair orders of (4,2, 5)
or (4,5,2) listed in the left can both lead to the best recovery performance
in Fig. m(d) For the sake of brevity, they are denoted as E4 — (E5 — E2),
where the equipment repair order in the bracket can be shuffled and rearranged
without affecting the final result. The ground truth by exhaustive search and
the generated results from the trained model are perfectly matched in terms of
both the optimal repair sequences and the resulting resilience curves, across both
the training damage scenario and some random damage scenarios. This demon-
strates the accuracy, efficiency, and adaptability of the introduced DRL-based
decision support framework to provide the optimal repair sequence solution for
infrastructure systems in the context of future post-disaster challenges. These
are the main advantages of the model trained on the worst-case scenario, which



Title Suppressed Due to Excessive Length 17

can be applied to any damage scenario and generate excellent solutions without
retraining.

Reward per episode Loss per step 6000 LoR per Episode
250 a0 S 5000
225

o 30 § 4000
8 200 a =

g 82 o 3000

=175 & 2000
10 z

150 3 1000
-4

0 0
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(a) (b) (©)

Fig. 6. Learning curves during training (a) Reward during training episodes; (b)Loss
during training steps; (c) LoR during training episode

Table 1. Parameters for the training in the context of the illustrated MIMO system

Parameter Value
Initial value of epsilon (€stqrt) 0.9
Final value of epsilon (€cna) 0.05
Number of episodes over which epsilon is linearly decayed (€gecay) 100
Dimension of state/action (S, .A) 5
Number of hidden layer (niayer) 1
Number of neurons (nneurons) 32
Size of replay memory (D) 10000
Batch size (n) 256
Discount factor () 0.95
Learning rate (1) 0.001
Target Q network update frequency (K) 50
Number of episodes for training (V) 500

4 Practical Case Study

This section implements the introduced method to a real-world 220 kV substation
system in an effort to investigate the scheme’s robustness and scalability in
providing an optimized recovery plan following an earthquake.

4.1 Substation environment description

Electrical substations play a vital role in the power transmission and distri-
bution of a power system, featuring multiple input sources and output loads,
sophisticated interconnections in parallel and series configurations, and a high
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Fig. 7. Comparison in terms of the optimal repair orders and the resulting resilience
curves between the ground truth by exhaustive search and the generated results from
the trained model for (a) the training damage scenario; and (b)(c)(d) some random
damage scenarios

degree of redundancy design in components. These features make the substation
a complex and redundant system, serving as an excellent example to test the
proposed method. Fig. |8 depicts the layout and composition of a practical 220
kv voltage step-down substation system, which mainly consists of three parts:
electricity enters from the transmission lines to the 220 kV high voltage part,
then goes through the voltage transformation part, and finally outputs to the
power grid via the 110 kV low voltage part. As shown, there are a total of three
220 kV power input bays, three power transform bays, and six 110 kV power
output bays arranged horizontally in the substation, and the adjacent double
bus systems link them in a vertical arrangement, which are composed of two
segments with a coupling bay to increase its reliability. Note that a substation
contains hundreds of various types of electrical equipment, such as circuit break-
ers, disconnected switches, voltage and current transformers, post insulators,
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transformers and etc. To reduce the scale of the subsequent substation network
model and also relieve the issue of the sparse reward in the learning process, the
involved equipment components are grouped into eleven different macrocompo-
nents according to equipment type, position, and interrelationship, as denoted
in the grey box in Fig. @

After labeling the nodes with sequential numbers in Fig. 8] a directed graph-
based presentation of the practical substation system with a total of 30 vertices
and 43 edges (E1, Ea, ..., E43) can be derived, as presented in Fig. |§|, where each
edge denotes a specific predefined macrocomponent. In this regard, edges are
removed from the graph when corresponding macrocomponents’ states are dam-
aged, and a corresponding adjacency matrix Azgx3o of the substation system
can be developed following the description in section 3.2 to produce the connec-
tivity matrix C3gx30 by Eq.@ given the current macrocomponents’ state vector
s = (81, 82, ..., S43). Accordingly, the system functionality can be computed as
explained below.

As defined in section 3.2, the system functionality, namely the maximum al-
lowable transmission capacity, is computed by taking the minimum of P, Py, Po.
Specifically for the practical substation case, Eq. can be further modified and

derived as Eq. .

3 2 6
F = fp(s) = min (P, Pr, Pp) = min <Z TCy(i), Y TCrli), ZTCO(Z')> :

i=1

TCM(i)ZSVM(i)XLCM(i), ME{I,P,O},

SVar (i) = [Y_ Caoxao(vi.var(i)) > 0] x [Y_ Caoxao(var (i), vo) > 0],
(13)

in which the total power energy of each part in the substation, Py, (M € {I, P,0}),
is computed by summarizing the accessible transmission capacity of that part,
TChr; LCy (i) represents the load capacity of the i—th electrical bay in part
M, as described in Fig. [8) while SVj(7) is a binary state variable indicating
the accessibility of the i—th electrical bay in part M. In particular, source-load
paths between the source nodes vy and the load nodes vp that pass through
the concerned bay are subdivided into two links by treating a node in that bay
as a breakpoint (denoted as wvps(7)). SVs(4) equals to "1" only if both links
are intact. The links’ integrity is determined based on the derived connectivity
matrix C39x30, which records the electrical connectivity information of any two
vertices within the substation network.

As an outcome, we can get the one-to-one mapping function between the
system functionality and the macrocomponents state fr. Moreover, the repair
duration for each macrocomponent is again assumed to be the same with one
time unit (one day) for simplicity and without loss of generality, and it can be
conveniently replaced with other values for experiment, so that the designed
resilience-based instant reward signal defined in Eq. can also be obtained.
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Fig. 9. Graph-based representation of the practical substation system with a total of
30 vertices and 43 edges that respectively represent specific macrocomponents
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4.2 DRL experiments and training

The described substation recovery environment initialized with the most adverse
damage scenario, where all the involved macrocomponents were damaged, is
used to train the DRI-based decision support system for recovery optimization.
Besides, a comprehensive comparison among the introduced DQN algorithm and
its advanced variants, i.e., the DDQN, Duel DQN, and Duel DDQN, is conducted
to evaluate their performance in solving this task.

The DDQN algorithm flowchart is offered in Fig. which mainly mod-
ifies the DQN shown in Fig. [f] by decoupling the action selection and action
evaluation using the policy network QP and Q! respectively. Additionally, for
this complex system with high-dimensional state and action spaces, the greedy
policy presented in Eq. is modified by using the roulette wheel method to
probabilistically select an action based on the estimated Q-values, as described
by Eq.. This method can enhance the exploration-exploitation balance and
improve learning stability, resulting in more effective and robust learning.

QP (s, a;;0)
AL Qr(s,a5:0)

Cp(ails) = Sjy Plaxls),
Cp(ai,1|8) <r< Cp<ai|8),

P(a;ls) =
(14)

where P(a;|s) denotes the selection probability of repairing the i—th macrocom-
ponent (a;); Cp(a;|s) represents the cumulative probability up to and including
action a;; r is a random number uniformly distributed in the range [0,1], and
the selected action should satisfy the above inequality conditions.

Environment
initialigation

Policy Q Net 07(0)
Modified dynamic .
e-greedy policy

Randomly select @

Select a by Eq.(14) (5pa,s,) r

Experience Repla:

Batch sample
Size n

—F[ Reward function by Eq. (11)(13) {66 a5 755} m12,m

Fig.10. DDQN algorithm flowchart to optimize the repair sequence of macrocompo-
nents in the context of the practical substation system recovery environment
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The Duel DQN and Duel DDQN advance their respective base algorithms
(DQN and DDQN) by simply replacing the single Q-network structure with a
dueling architecture without altering the fundamental algorithm flowcharts, as
displayed in Fig. The figure further displays the specific number of layers
and neurons for the DNN-based agent in this experiment after parameter tun-
ing. Particularly, we apply normalization after each fully connected layer with
shared weights. After testing several architectures, we found that this setting
yields the best results, likely due to the fact that the distributions after for-
ward flow are preserved. Given this hypothesis, reusing norm layers alleviates
the learning process by reducing the number of parameters to train. Other tested
hyperparameters during the training experiments are listed in Table [2] and the
value combination leading to the best performance is highlighted in bold.

/ 1X64 \

(a) Single architecture (b) Dueling architecture

Value 0

by Eq.(8)

f““" A
:\r(“‘ v

+—
Input layer Hidden layer Output layer Inputlayer  Shared Hidden layer Output layer
1X43 5X64 1X43 1X43 1X43
Advantage
1X
g 1% 64 “ J

Fig. 11. Specific structures of (a) the single network and (b) the dueling network used
in this experiment after parameter tuning

Table 2. Parameters for the training in the context of the practical substation system

parameter value

Initial value of epsilon (€start) [0.9,0.95,1]

Final value of epsilon (€cnd) [0.02,0.01,0.005, 0.001]
Number of linearly decayed episodes(€decay) (500, 1000, 2000]

Size of repaly memory (D) [50000,100000, 150000]
Batch size (n) (64,128,256, 512]
Discount factor (v) [0.92,0.95,0.98]
Learning rate (n) [0.01,0.001,0.0001,0.00001]
Target Q network update frequency (K) [50, 100, 200]
Number of episodes for training (N) (10000, 20000]

Fig.[12] provides a comparison of the results for different Q-value based algo-
rithms in our experiments in terms of the return reward and the resilience metric
LoR over the number of episodes. As compared in Fig.[12(a), DDQN consistently
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observes the highest reward with less variance, followed by Duel DQN and Duel
DDQN but with substantial variance, while DQN has the lowest performance
in terms of final reward. Similarly in Fig. b), DDQN shows the best perfor-
mance in terms of resilience with the lowest and most stable LoR, followed by
Duel DQN and Duel DDQN with slightly higher LoR values and more variance.
DQN performs the worst, showing even higher LoR values in the end. Table [3]
further compares the best LoR outcomes during training for the four algorithms.
DDQN achieves the lowest LoR value of 9860 MW -day, an 18.3% improvement
over the DQN baseline of 12070 MW-day. Duel DQN and Duel DDQN show
improvements with the values of 11110 MW-day (8.0% reduction) and 11370
MW-day (5.8% reduction), respectively. Overall, DDQN outperforms the other
algorithms in both the designed reward signal and ultimate resilience metric,
rendering this the most effective in the given experimental setup. By saving
this top-performing agent model, it can be readily deployed for future decision-
making on recovery optimization, leveraging its learned strategies to enhance
system resilience under any stochastic damage scenario as shown below.
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Fig. 12. Comparison for different Q-value based algorithms in terms of the evolution
of (a) Reward over training episodes; (b) LoR over training episodes

Table 3. Comparison of the four algorithms in terms of the best LoR outcomes during
the training

Algorithm DQN DDQN Duel DQN Duel DDQN
Best LoR(MW-day) 12070 9860 11110 11370
Variation(%)  base line -18.3 -8.0 -5.8

4.3 Performance evaluation and discussion

Fig. [13| compares the recovery performance in terms of the resulting resilience
curves of the practical substation system between the conventional exhaustive
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or GA-based search methods and the trained DRL model across various initial
damage scenarios. Subfigures (a) through (d) illustrate random damage scenar-
ios with increasing severity, which are generated here by randomly setting a
total of 8, 16, 32, and 40 damaged components respectively |65]. While subfig-
ure (e) depicts the training scenario where all components are damaged. The
left panels in each subfigure present the post-disaster condition of the substa-
tion network with damaged components marked in red, while the right panels
display the resilience curves comparing the best recovery performance from tra-
ditional methods (green and orange solid lines) against the DRL-based approach
(blue dashed lines). The grey lines, represent the performance of multiple GA
runs initiated with different random seeds, illustrating notable variability in the
GA performance. Notably, as the number of damaged components increases, the
performance variability also increases, indicating that the robustness of the tra-
ditional GA-based repair sequence optimization method diminishes with greater
damage severity. In contrast, the trained DRL model demonstrates robust per-
formance and consistently yields results that are equal to or even better than the
best outcomes from traditional methods across all scenarios. Additionally, the
substation system’s redundancy design implies that not all damaged components
need to be repaired to restore system functionality in emergency situations. It has
been observed that the trained DRL agent can learn this aspect and effectively
account for component interdependencies in its repair strategies, as shown in the
appendix. The corresponding resilience metric LoR and the required computa-
tional time by different methods for both the training damage scenario and the
new random damage scenarios are listed in Table[d] As compared on the training
damage scenario, the DRL-based method achieves better LoR value (i.e., 9920
MW-day versus 10560 MW-day) with around four times less computational time
(i.e., 5687 seconds against 23120 seconds) compared to the GA-based method.
The advantages are even more obvious when applying the trained model to some
random severe damage scenarios (e.g., DS3 and DS4). This demonstrates the
efficiency of the DRL-based decision framework in optimizing recovery sequences
and its superior capability in achieving high system resilience. Furthermore, the
DRL-based model trained on the worst case can also leverage its learned pol-
icy to provide a system resilience-enhanced recovery solution for any stochastic
damage scenario in a near real-time manner, which is quite valuable in guiding
emergency response in the face of future disasters.

5 Conclusions

In this study, we develop a DRL-based model to optimize the post-disaster re-
covery planning of electrical substation systems with the aim of enhancing re-
silience as quantified in terms of the lack-of-resilience metric (LoR). This model
addresses the limitations of existing optimization methods and leverages deep
Q-learning algorithms to learn optimal recovery strategies by mapping system
states to repair actions that maximize long-term recovery outcomes in a global
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Table 4. Comparison of the traditional recovery optimization methods and the intro-
duced DRL-based decision support framework in terms of the LoR value and compu-
tational cost on different initial damage scenarios

Method Performance index Initial Damage Scenario
DSTDS1DS2DS3DS 4
Enumeration or Best LoR (MW-day) 10560 800 2400 5880 8670
GA-based Time cost (s) 23120 1373 3487 11170 17389
LoR (MW-day) 9920 800 2400 5740 8420

DRIL-based Time cost (s) 5687 0.02 0.04 0.09 0.13

perspective. The key contributions and findings of our study are summarized as
follows:

1. Resilience-augmented sequential decision-making framework based on graph:
we model the system network with a graph-based representation and formulate
the recovery process as a sequential decision-making problem, where the DRL
agent learns to identify which damaged components in the graph representation
to repair based on the available resource and system state at each time step.
This is achieved by performing recovery trials and interacting with a simulated
substation environment, reducing the need for extensive hard-to-obtain labeled
data in state-of-art methods. The graph-based representation better reflects the
actual network topology, enabling the DRL agent to learn from both local and
global interdependencies, leading to more accurate and scalable decision-making
in dynamic recovery scenarios. By explicitly incorporating resilience metric into
the reward function, the framework optimizes not only immediate functionality
gain but also long-term recovery resilience, resulting in a more balanced recovery
strategy that can maximize system resilience in a global perspective.

2. Comparison of DRL Architectures and Use of Case-specific Enhanced Up-
date Rules: we conduct a thorough comparison of different deep Q-learning algo-
rithms, including vanilla Deep Q-Networks (DQN), Double DQN (DDQN), Duel
DQN, and Duel DDQN. In particular, we apply several techniques to enhance
algorithm performance, such as adopting an action mask to penalize invalid re-
pair actions, modifying the greedy action selection policy by the roulette wheel
method based on the estimated action Q-values, and conducting normalization
after each fully connected layer in the agent with shared weights. These practices
are shown to yield improved exploration-exploitation balance and improved con-
vergence performance. Our results demonstrate that DDQN outperforms other
algorithms in obtaining the best system-level resilience outcome during training.

3. Superior Performance, Robustness, and Adaptability: we further compare
the performance of the best DDQN model with multiple GA-based optimiza-
tion runs on the worst-case training damage scenario, where all the involved
components are assumed to be damaged. This provides the DRL agent with a
broader overview on the substation recovery environment. The DRL-based ap-
proach achieves a more robust and superior LoR by 6% with four times less
training time compared to the best GA-based outcome. Furthermore, the DRL
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model trained on the worst-case scenario showed excellent adaptability, yielding
results that are equal to or even better than the best GA-based outcomes across
various unforeseen damage scenarios in near real-time. This underscores the po-
tential of the pre-trained DRIL-based model to provide real-time decision support
in the face of unexpected disasters without requiring time-costly retraining.

This work contributes to the field of disaster emergency decision-making by
introducing a DRL-based framework that provides a robust and efficient solu-
tion for optimizing post-disaster recovery of substation system in a near-real
time manner, while also accounting for the redundancy, dynamic and intercon-
nected nature of that system. The findings highlight the potential of DRL to
revolutionize disaster recovery planning, paving the way for more resilient and
sustainable substation systems in the face of future disasters.

Future research will explore the application of our approach to other types
of infrastructure systems and disasters, as well as the integration of real-time
data and partial information to further improve recovery strategies. The algo-
rithm capitalises on the hypothesis of the total failure of all equipment within
the substation. Although this assumption enables the DL approach to derive
more generalized principles for recovery planning strategies, the learning con-
ditions are rather stringent, and analyzing all potential resilience pathways be-
comes computationally consuming and challenging to converge during training.
Multi-environment DRL can use parallel autonomous simulations to expedite
data and experience accumulation, alleviating the drawback of single environ-
ment approaches |47} [26]. Also, recent works on the use of graph neural networks
(GNNs) in the architecture of the DQN reveal the versatility of these DNNs to
learn patterns efficiently in highly irregular and complex domains and connec-
tivity grids, being more efficient than conventional methods |67, [53]. As a result,
next steps should follow this direction to further exploit the benefits of graph
formulations [69].
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6 Appendix

This section provides the repair sequence determined by the trained DRL model
and the resulting graph-based network configurations over recovery time for the
practical substation across various initial damage scenarios. As presented, the
trained DRL agent can effectively account for component interdependencies and
redundancy in the substation network system, and derive smart repair plan
solution to efficiently restore system’s functionality by prioritizing the repair of
the critical components for different damaged scenarios without the need for
retraining.
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Fig. 14. The repair sequence determined by the DRL-based model on the worst-case
damage scenario and the resulting graph-based network configurations over recovery
time
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Fig. 15. The repair sequence determined by the DRL-based model on the DS3 damage
scenario and the resulting graph-based network configurations over recovery time
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Fig. 16. The repair sequence determined by the DRL-based model on the DS2 damage
scenario and the resulting graph-based network configurations over recovery time
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Fig. 17. The repair sequence determined by the DRL-based model on the DS1 damage
scenario and the resulting graph-based network configurations over recovery time
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