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Review of 2013 IRM data 

This report summarizes the results of our review of the input data for the 2013 IRM study. This review 

was based on the data sent by Frank on July 17, 2012 containing the files mif_IRM13_C15a_R22.in05 

and WS13_W01.in17, and the assumptions described in IRM_2013_Assumption_Matrix_V5.0_.docx sent 

by Greg on the same date. 

As in past years, this review is intended to identify data that looks unusual, but may not necessarily be 

incorrect. It is only meant to identify data that may warrant a second look. 

The following charts summarize the forced outage rates in the 2013 database. The chart in Figure 1 

below looks at all of the thermal units on the system. Twenty six units have a forced outage rate of 50% 

or more. Like last year, these units tend to be small, with a max rating of 96.4 MW and an average rating 

of 28 MW. In Figure 2, the MW-weighted average forced outage rate for each area or zone is shown for 

2012 (red) and 2013 (blue). This chart shows 3 New York zones with average forced outage rates greater 

than 15%. 

The charts in Figure 3 and Figure 4 show data for only New York units. Figure 3 is similar to Figure 1, but 

filtered to show only New York data. This shows that sixteen of the twenty six units with forced outage 

rates over 50% were in New York zones, with an average rating of 36 MW. On the other end, there are 

twelve units larger than 100 MW with a forced outage rate less than 1%. 

In Figure 4, you can see the change in forced outage rates for each unit from the 2012 data to the 2013 

data. For two units, the forced outage rate increased by 6.7 and 3.5 percentage points. The remainder of 

the units either saw the forced outage rate decrease, or stay the same. Of all of these units, sixty one, 

totaling 12,800 MW, had changes in their forced outage rate greater than five percentage points. 

Because the forced outage rates are an average over five years, a change of five percentage points 

would indicate that the difference between the first year of the first five years and the last year of the 

last five years (the two data points that are different between the two averages) would have to be 

twenty-five percentage points for a five percentage point change. 

We next compared the data in the MIF with the study assumptions in the study assumption matrix. For 

the most part, we were able to verify that the data was consistent with the input assumption matrix. 

Several exceptions are listed below. 

1. Load data: The assumption matrix says NYCA’s load for 2013 should be 33,696 MW while the 

data has 33,927 MW modeled. 

2. Non-wind units: EnXco Solar is modeled as 11.35 MW, but the assumption matrix calls for 13.1 

MW. FIT (Feed-in-tariff) is modeled as 14.73 MW, but the assumption matrix calls for 17 MW. 

3. Maintenance: The assumption matrix called for 50 MW of scheduled maintenance during the 

summer period. The actual scheduled maintenance modeled during the peak week was 60.2 

MW. 
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4. New Wind: Marble River was modeled with 215 MW during July, while the assumption matrix 

called for 216.3 MW. 

5. Existing Wind: 1351 MW of wind was modeled during July, while the assumption matrix called 

for 1368.6 MW. 

6. Wind: 1566 MW of wind in total is being modeled during July, while the assumption matrix calls 

for 1585 MW. 

7. Existing Solar: 27.3 MW of solar is being modeled during July, while the assumption matrix calls 

for 31.5 MW. 

8. New Solar: 26.08 MW of solar is being modeled during July, while the assumption matrix calls 

for 30.1 MW. 

9. Capacity Sales: We were unable to identify the capacity sales being modeled. 

10. Interface Limits: In the assumption matrix, West Central lists 1770 MW as a positive direction 

limit. We were unable to identify any way to make this rating apply based on the input data. 

11. Interface Limits: In the assumption matrix, Volney East lists 4857 MW as the limit in the positive 

direction. This interface is modeled with a limit of 5675 MW in that direction. 

12. Interface Limits: In the assumption matrix, Zone D to Cedars is listed as a 1 MW limit leaving 

NYCA. This interface is modeled with a limit of 100 MW in that direction. 

13. Interface Limits: In the assumption matrix, Capital Hudson Valley is listed as a 3450 MW limit in 

the positive direction. This interface is modeled with a limit of 3475 MW in that direction. 

14. Interface Limits: In the assumption matrix, Y49/Y50 is listed as a 530 MW limit in the negative 

direction. This interface is modeled with a limit of 344 MW in that direction. 

15. Interface Limits: The interface PJM to G + PJM to J is modeled, but is not described in the input 

assumptions. 

16. Special Case Resources: In the assumption matrix, the July 2013 SCR MWs should be 1437. In 

the model, the July SCRs are 1716 MW. (The June SCRs are 1437 MW, and the amounts by zone 

shown for June are consistent with the amounts shown in Attachment F). 

17. EDRP Resources: The assumption matrix states that both July and August will have a total of 

14.4 MWs of EDRPs modeled. August’s value in the model is actually 14.8 MW. 

18. Other EOPs: Step 3, 5% manual voltage reduction, is listed as 66 MW in the input assumptions, 

but is modeled as 63.5 MW. 

19. Other EOPs: Step 4, thirty minute reserve to zero, is listed as 600 MW in the input assumptions, 

but is modeled as 765 MW. 

20. Other EOPs: Step 5, 5% remote voltage reduction, is listed as 486 MW in the input assumptions, 

but is modeled as 477 MW. 

Additionally, there is a line in the MIF (contract definition for CON_CSC) which exceeds 132 characters in 

length. While it currently is being parsed by MARS correctly, it may be the source of issues in the future. 

Based on this review, with the exceptions noted above, we do not see anything else in the data that 

would appear to be incorrect. 
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Figure 1 – Forced outage rates for all units modeled
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Figure 2 - MW-Weighted Average F.O.R. by Area
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Figure 3 - F.O.R. - New York Units
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Figure 4 - Change in F.O.R. (2013 - 2012) 
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