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Abstract

The transition to decarbonized energy systems has become a priority globally to
mitigate carbon emissions and, therefore, climate change. However, the vulnera-
bilities of zero-carbon power grids under climatic and technological changes have
not been thoroughly examined. In this study, we focus on modeling the zero-
carbon grid using a dataset that captures diverse future climatic-technological
scenarios, with New York State as a case study. By accurately representing the
topology and operational constraints of the power grid, we identify spatiotem-
poral heterogeneity in vulnerabilities arising from the interplay of renewable
resource availability, high load, and severe transmission line congestion. Our find-
ings reveal a need for 61-105% more firm, zero-emission capacity to ensure system
reliability. Merely increasing wind and solar capacity is ineffective in improv-
ing reliability due to transmission congestion and spatiotemporal variations in
vulnerabilities. This underscores the importance of considering spatiotemporal
dynamics and operational constraints when making decisions regarding additional
investments in renewable resources.

Keywords: Energy Systems Modeling, Power Grid Vulnerability, Spatial-Temporal
Analysis, Zero-Emission Scenario
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1 Introduction

In light of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s recommendation [1] to
achieve net-zero emissions by 2050, countries worldwide are formulating and imple-
menting clean energy transition policies. Despite variations across countries [2], these
policies aim to electrify the transportation and heating sectors while simultaneously
transitioning from fossil fuel-based electricity to a mix of renewable resources such as
wind, solar, hydro, geothermal, and various forms of storage.

Changes in climate and technology are likely to have profound impacts on both
the supply and demand sides of energy systems [3]. Unlike fully dispatchable fos-
sil fuel generators, the output of variable renewable resources such as wind, hydro,
and solar depend on precipitation, temperature, wind speed, and solar irradiation,
rendering them more sensitive to climate variability and change [3–5]. Consequently,
the availability of diverse renewable energy sources is subject to a range of stressors,
from short-term intense fluctuations—typical of solar energy—to milder, long-term
variations, as observed in large-scale hydroelectric systems

On the demand side, the electric load profile is heavily influenced by the same
weather variables, as well as by human behaviors. Furthermore, the planned electrifica-
tion of heating and transportation is expected to impact energy demand profiles, both
in terms of magnitude [6] and shape (e.g., from summer peak to winter peak [7, 8]).
As such, there is a strong dependence between the supply and demand sides of energy
systems, driven by latent weather variables [9, 10] and climatic-technological changes.
Identifying and analyzing the vulnerabilities that can arise from these complex inter-
actions, which have been largely overlooked in previous studies, are essential to ensure
zero-carbon system reliability [6, 11].

Integrated Assessment Models (IAMs) such as EnergyPLAN [12] and REMix [13]
have been used to model the interaction between electricity supply and demand and
to evaluate the potential impacts of different strategies for energy decarbonization on
global and regional scales [14]. The common objective of these studies is to determine
the least cost approach to reach emission reduction targets under alternative long-
term climate scenarios [14, 15]. Although IAMs incorporate a wide range of models
for various sectors, including energy supply, demand, transportation, land use, and
agriculture, they often oversimplify the energy system by employing low spatial res-
olution models for renewable resource modeling [16–18]. Furthermore, most analyses
do not adequately represent the power grid topology and operational constraints [19].
As a result, the proposed strategies may not reliably achieve their targets [20].

In this study, we investigate the reliability of power systems in the context of
the transformation towards a low-carbon energy sector over an ensemble of 22-year
scenarios. Our framework centers on the power system, integrating the impacts of both
climatic and technological changes on the supply side, power transmission structure,
and demand side. We use the New York State (NYS) power system to illustrate the
potential vulnerabilities of a zero-carbon power system and discuss various technology
options to improve the reliability of the system given the vulnerabilities identified.
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2 Main Text

2.1 NYS Power Grid and CLCPA

In order to achieve the goals of the Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act
(CLCPA), the NYS Climate Action Council developed a scoping plan that outlines
the specific details of the plan to decarbonize NYS [21]. In this section, we introduce
the NYS power grid and the CLCPA.

The NYS power grid has 11 load zones (Fig. 1) with spatially imbalanced supply
and demand patterns, resulting in congested transmission lines that limit the trans-
portation of energy from upstate (zones A-E) to downstate (zones F-K). NYS also
relies heavily on hydropower, which is subject to seasonal and inter-annual fluctua-
tions that are highly sensitive to climate change [22]. To decarbonize the NYS grid, the
CLCPA stands as one of the world’s most ambitious climate-energy initiatives, target-
ing 70% renewable energy generation by 2030, zero-emission electricity by 2040, and
a minimum 85% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from 1990 levels by 2050. To
reach these targets, onshore and offshore wind, utility solar, behind-the-meter (BTM)
solar, transmission upgrades, new High Voltage Direct Current (HVDC) transmis-
sion lines, and electrification of multiple sectors are planned to be integrated into the
current NYS grid in the next few decades [21] (see Supplementary Note 1 for more
details about the NYS grid and the CLCPA). The NYS power grid and the ambi-
tious CLCPA present an interesting case study for identifying vulnerabilities in future
energy systems.

The analysis in this study is based on scenarios proposed in [21], which outline the
detailed procedures and milestones defined in the CLCPA, coupled with an extensive
dataset with high spatiotemporal resolution to characterize weather and load dynamics
for 22 years. While we primarily focus on NYS, the findings of this study provide
valuable insights for stakeholders and policymakers on the general vulnerabilities of
future carbon-free and renewable-dependent power grids under ambitious climate-
energy policies, making them highly relevant and applicable to other regions.
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Fig. 1 Representation of the NYS grid - The NYS grid has 11 load zones indexed from A-K.
Zones A-E are upstate zones and F-K are downstate zones. In the NYS representation, there are 57
buses shown as black circles in the figure. The 94 transmission lines are denoted by gray lines with
red highlights to denote the Total East interface that transfers power from upstate to downstate and
is subject to frequent congestion. Dashed lines represent the new HVDC lines that are designed to
alleviate the congestion shown in red. One line is from Hydro-Quebec to NYC (D → J) and the other
is from upstate NY to NYC (E → J), and are scheduled to be online in 2026 and 2027, respectively.
The average load for each load zone (after electrification over 22 years) is indicated by the background
color, where NYC and Long Island have the majority of the load due to high population density.

2.2 Zero-carbon energy system modeling

Our approach integrates the interactive effects of weather and climatic-technological
factors on the supply, transmission, and demand components of the energy systems, as
shown in Fig. 2. We employ a coherent set of input weather variables to all modules in
the energy system including wind output, solar output, hydro output, dynamic trans-
mission line rating, baseline load, and electrification of buildings and transportation
(Fig. 2(a); see Methods for details). Specifically, we use 22-year reanalysis weather data
from MERRA2 [23] at 120 locations to capture spatiotemporal co-variability, seasonal
patterns, and climatic variability between load and renewable outputs (Fig. 3).

Given the lack of consensus on the impact of climate change on wind speeds and
solar radiation [3], we focus on the potential effects of temperature increase. Pro-
posed technical mechanisms to mitigate climate change, such as the integration of
renewable resources, the expansion of transmission lines, and the electrification of
buildings and transportation, are represented based on information from the CLCPA
Scoping Plan [21] and the Reliability Needs Assessment (RNA) report [24] from the
New York Independent System Operator (NYISO). To account for deep uncertain-
ties, which refers to an inability to specify a consensus probability distribution for
the uncertainty of interest, we use the Latin Hypercube Sampling (LHS) [25] method
to generate 300 combinations (Methods) of a wide range of alternative States of the
World (SOWs) [26]. The SOWs include scenarios of varying renewable integration
levels, electrification levels, and temperature increases. Each sampled combination of
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Fig. 2 Overview of the Framework - (a) Power grid demand, supply, and transmission are
influenced by weather variables to maintain joint co-variability. (b) Climatic and technological factors
are sampled to capture a wide range of 300 alternative SOWs for the 22-year horizon. Time series
data is aggregated for illustration, but high spatial resolution is preserved in the model (see Methods).
(c) The 300 scenarios, each with 22 years of hourly spatiotemporal trajectories, are input to the DC-
OPF model, which seeks to minimize the total expected load shedding for a year. Simulated system
performance is evaluated by three metrics to identify potential vulnerabilities, summarized in Table 1.

deeply uncertain parameters is used to adjust the reanalysis weather data to represent
the warming impacts on the time series output of each module along with renewable
integration and electrification levels in the power system. The result is 300-by-22 years
of time-series data with a high spatial resolution derived for evaluation of power grid
reliability as illustrated in Fig. 2(b).

We employ the Optimal Power Flow (OPF) framework to determine the opti-
mal dispatch of resources, aiming to minimize power shortages, also known as load
shedding (Fig. 2(c)). A linearized DC-OPF formulation is used to reduce computa-
tional complexity while ensuring that constraints on power flow and nodal-level power
balance are maintained (Methods). By adopting a Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis
(MCDA) approach to quantify the vulnerabilities and identify different failure mech-
anisms, we can explore potential problems to improve systems reliability [27]. In [21],
it is emphasized that a fully decarbonized grid is contingent on a firm, zero-carbon
resource, which refers to emission-free dispatchable resources (see Supplemental Note
1 for more details). Throughout this paper, we adopt the term “firm, zero-emission
capacity (FZEC)” to refer to the additional resource capacity required to uphold power
grid reliability. In Table 1, we define three evaluation metrics to 1) identify the poten-
tial vulnerabilities caused by different underlying failure mechanisms and 2) determine
the sufficient FZEC needed to improve overall system reliability.
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Fig. 3 Aggregated Seasonal Load, Wind and Solar Patterns for 22 years - The simulated
Load (upper), Wind (middle), and Solar (lower) for every year are shown in gray lines. The red
and blue lines in each panel denote the maximum and minimum values for each hour over the 22
years, respectively. The load profiles have winter peaks after electrification, which is aligned with the
expectation in [7, 8]. Wind power availability tends to be low over summer while solar power has the
highest availability in spring with a little reduction in summer as temperature increases (solar panel
efficiency decreases as temperature increases).

Table 1 Definition of the evaluation metrics

Metric Definition Implication to Reliability

Load Shedding
Quantity

the total amount of load shedding
during a specific duration

the total amount of additional
energy required to maintain sys-
tem reliability during a specific
horizon

Load Shedding
Hours (Dura-
tion)

the number of hours with energy
deficiency within a fixed duration

the duration of FZEC needed to
maintain system reliability

Maximum
Load shedding
(Intensity)

maximum instantaneous quantity
of load shedding during a specific
duration

the FZEC needed to maintain sys-
tem reliability

2.3 Spatiotemporal heterogeneity of the future system
vulnerability

To provide a baseline assessment of the reliability of the system, we perform a detailed
evaluation that spans a 22-year simulation period, focusing on the inherent complex-
ities of the power system. The initial analysis, shown in Fig. 4, excludes the deep
uncertainties that arise from climatic and technological changes to provide a reli-
able baseline. These results consider the changes in generation technology and load
profile described in the CLCPA Scoping Plan, without considering the impacts of
climatic-technological changes on system performance.

6
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Fig. 4 Overview of baseline system vulnerability - The figure highlights the spatial and
temporal characteristics of NYS grid vulnerabilities over a 22-year horizon. The vulnerabilities are
evaluated under three different metrics in panels (a)-(c), which shows the quarter month (a quarter
month is approximately one week, but adjusted for the duration of each month) of a year on the
horizontal axis, and the index over the 22-year horizon on the vertical axis. Panel (a) shows the total
quantity of load shedding in a quarter month, panel (b) the maximum load shedding event that occurs
within each quarter month, and panel (c) shows the total number of hours with load shedding in a
quarter month. Pixel color in panels (a)-(c) indicates the severity of the vulnerabilities, ranging from
minimal vulnerability (blue) and most severe vulnerability (red). Panels (d)-(f) consider the same
vulnerability metrics for the summer season within a spatial context. The size of the marker (dot)
indicates the average intensity of each evaluation metric, while the color of the lines connecting each
load zone denotes the average likelihood of congestion for each transmission interface connecting two
load zones, with darker colors indicating a higher congestion rate. Similarly, panels (g)-(i) highlight
the average spatial vulnerabilities for the winter season.

The results in Fig. 4 demonstrate that the vulnerability of the future power grid
exhibits spatiotemporal heterogeneity under the three evaluation metrics. Panels (a)-
(c) highlight that the future system is more vulnerable in winter than in summer, while
spring and fall exhibit much less load shedding overall. It is important to understand
that the vulnerability patterns observed in winter and summer stem from different
underlying mechanisms.

During winter, in load-centered zones J and K, load shedding intensity is the pri-
mary vulnerability, averaging 8549 MW and 6638 MW maximum load shedding over
22 years, which means that approximately 59% and 89% of load cannot be served
during these severe energy deficits due to transmission congestion, respectively. Con-
versely, the generation-centered area (upstate zones A-E) exhibits a lower overall
energy deficit. For example, zone D does not experience energy shortages through-
out the 22-year simulation period, benefiting from its abundant and relatively stable
hydropower supply. The load shedding primarily happens in zone C, due to relatively
more congested interfaces (e.g., interface B-C) during cold days with wind droughts
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(wind drought refers to an extended period of very low wind speeds). This vulnerability
can be attributed to two key factors:

• The operational constraints on power flow pose frequent congestion (e.g., interfaces
E-G and E-F), thereby impeding the transmission of needed energy from upstate to
downstate. A different analysis that compares the vulnerability with and without key
operational constraints reveals that the simplified representation of energy systems
often used in these analyses is prone to underestimate system vulnerabilities. How-
ever, certain types of vulnerability can also be overestimated (see Supplementary
Note 7 for detailed analysis).

• The co-variability between load and renewable outputs (e.g., heating demand caused
by extremely cold days coincides with low renewable availability caused by wind
droughts) makes the load-centered area more vulnerable and sensitive to weather
conditions.

In general, under winter conditions, the amount of load shedding is the result
of both load shedding intensity (at the load center) and duration (across the whole
state), generally driven by high heating demand co-occurring with low renewable avail-
ability. The primary conditions are spatially different in intensity and duration (see
Supplementary Note 9 for details and time-series illustrations).

During summer, the overall state-level energy deficit is much lower compared to
winter, which primarily manifests in load centers. The load shedding is caused by the
limited wind availability in summer (Fig. 3), which leads to increased transmission
line congestion (the dynamic rating modeling could exacerbate the congestion; see
Supplementary Note 11 for details). The load shedding is particularly persistent after
sunset when load centers heavily rely on stored energy and imports from upstate (see
Supplementary Note 9 for detailed analysis). The total load shedding quantity is pri-
marily influenced by high temperatures and wind droughts, with energy demand being
particularly sensitive to extreme heat in densely populated areas. Additionally, hydro
droughts can play a significant role, especially during the summer when hydropower
contributes a larger portion of the supply due to reduced wind availability.

As described in Table 1, the metrics measure vulnerability in a way that indicates
the additional capacity needed to address power shortages, which in turn provides
an estimate of the duration and capacity of the FZEC required. In addition, the
spatial heterogeneity of vulnerability requires a spatially-disaggregated estimation of
FZEC as load shedding is always accompanied by nearby upstream transmission line
congestion, shown in all failure mechanisms. Congestion prevents the transfer of power
from upstream zones to where it is demanded. As a result, although the maximum
FZEC requirement identified without zonal analysis is 27 GW over the 22-year analysis
period (Fig. 4(b)), the actual need is likely as high as 37 GW when zonal requirements
are included. Recall that in [21] 18-23 GW FZEC is estimated to ensure grid reliability.
The more detailed study presented here indicates that the FZEC need is 61-105%
more than the scoping plan estimate. These findings underscore the importance of
modeling energy systems with spatiotemporal co-variability and incorporating grid
topology and operational constraints.
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2.4 Climatic and Technological Changes Exacerbate
Vulnerabilities

Building on the baseline analysis, the sensitivity of the findings can be analyzed
under the impact of deeply uncertain climatic-technological factors (see Supplemen-
tary Note 5). These factors include temperature increase, capacity for renewable
resources, and electrification rates for buildings and transportation. Using LHS, 300
combinations of these factors are analyzed to re-evaluate the 22-year analysis, enabling
the understanding of system vulnerabilities and performance under a broad range of
conditions.

To explore which factors are most significant for the vulnerability of the system,
we first set a threshold based on information from [21] for each criterion to indi-
cate violations as a binary variable. Then, we implement the Gradient Boosted Tree
(GBT) [28] method and use the importance scores of the inputs to rank the signif-
icance of the climatic-technological factors (see Methods), as shown in Fig. 5. It is
obvious that temperature increase has crucial impacts on the energy system for both
summer and winter. Therefore, as we count the number of violations for each eval-
uation metric over the 22-year horizon, we sort the scenarios in ascending order of
temperature increase as shown in Fig. 6. The sorted scenarios exhibit an increase in
both violations of load shedding quantity and duration in summer while decreasing
all types of vulnerability in winter. This shift highlights the changing dynamics of the
system under climate change. Specifically, in winter, the overall vulnerability decreases
as temperature increases, resulting from less extreme cold and reduced heating load,
which is consistent with previous European studies [29]. It is worth noting that our
analysis likely underestimates winter vulnerability due to the simplified representation
of temperature increase as a step change across the year, and so we neglect increases
in cold-weather extremes associated with climate change [30].
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Fig. 5 Ranking of the climatic-technological factors for summer and winter - The impor-
tance score for each deeply uncertain parameter is derived from the Gradient Boosted Tree for winter
and summer. The summer vulnerability is evaluated in terms of load shedding quantity and the hours
of load shedding. (Maximum load shedding is not included in the figure because there are only a
few data points that exceed the threshold. Therefore, the dataset is strongly biased for the Gradient
Boosted Tree to classify.) The temperature increase is the most important driver for both load shed-
ding quantity and load shedding hours. Winter operations are evaluated by all three metrics, showing
temperature increase and wind capacity multiplier as the most important drivers of vulnerability.

In summer, the vulnerability increase is most notable in shedding event duration
(Fig. 6), while maximum load shedding is less significant. This results from the coin-
ciding increase in summer cooling load with longer daylight hours and increased solar
resources, resulting in smaller but more prolonged shortage events during daytime
hours (see Supplementary Note 10 for a comparison between intensive temperature
increase and no temperature increase). After sunset, cooling demand decreases, alle-
viating the need for additional generation. Consequently, maximum load shedding
exceeding the threshold in summer is observed only in scenarios with temperature
increases near 5◦ C, combined with underbuilt wind and/or solar capacity.

Finally, it is important to note that load shedding is almost always associated with
nearby transmission line congestion that limits the effective use of available renew-
able resources. Therefore, increasing wind, solar, and battery capacity or decreasing
electrification rates cannot fully compensate for the shortages caused by tempera-
ture increases. This supports our assertion that analyses of decarbonization strategies
that neglect spatiotemporal co-variability and operational constraints are prone to
underestimating system vulnerability.
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Fig. 6 Vulnerabilities under climatic-technological changes - The scenarios are sorted in
ascending order of temperature increase. a) Temperature increases across the 300 scenarios sorted in
ascending order. b) - d) Vulnerabilities evaluated for every quarter monthly over the 22-year for each
scenario. To quantify the vulnerability over 22 years, a threshold is chosen based on the information
from [21] for each criterion. The pixels in the heatmaps represent the number of years with violations.

3 Discussion and Conclusion

This study shows that the spatiotemporal heterogeneity of the NYS power system
leads to substantial vulnerabilities under the proposed decarbonization plan outlined
in [21]. Possible approaches to address these vulnerabilities include increased deploy-
ment of long-duration battery storage, and/or development of complementary flexible
resources, such as green hydrogen. In general, total curtailed renewable energy in the
state is sufficient to cover the total load shedding quantity (assuming a 75% renewable
conversion efficiency), except in 17 scenarios where the planned wind and solar capaci-
ties are installed at less than 80% of planned. Consequently, seasonal storage solutions
such as long-duration batteries and hydrogen exhibit great promise for addressing
these challenges.

While the topic of green hydrogen development is outside the scope of this paper,
the concept involves producing hydrogen through electrolysis powered by the surplus
renewable generation that cannot be directly consumed or stored. While the technol-
ogy for hydrogen storage and transport is not yet fully mature, hydrogen offers the
advantage of efficient use of curtailed renewable energy. This is particularly benefi-
cial when renewable curtailment coincides with transmission line congestion, requiring
excess renewable energy to be consumed locally. By locating the electrolyzer in areas
with abundant renewable resources, hydrogen can be produced and then transported
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Fig. 7 Comparison between long-duration battery and hydrogen - This figure illustrates
the potential advantages of hydrogen compared to long-duration batteries. In Panel (a), the scenario
without congestion is depicted, where Node A, with abundant renewable resources, can transmit the
required power to Node B, which lacks its own generators. In Panel (b), the challenge of allocating
long-duration batteries is presented. If the battery is placed at Node A, it can store excess renewable
energy. However, during congested hours, the stored energy cannot be delivered to Node B. On the
other hand, if the battery is located at Node B, only a limited amount of energy can be stored
during non-congested hours. Consequently, a significant portion of renewable energy will be curtailed
when congestion occurs. Panel (c) highlights the potential role of hydrogen during congested hours.
Hydrogen can be stored and transported without utilizing transmission lines, providing a decoupling
effect between the electrolysis of renewable energy and congestion situations. This decoupling enables
the more efficient utilization of excess renewable energy, as hydrogen can be stored and delivered
even during periods of congestion.

to high-demand regions that have limited local renewable resources, without exacerbat-
ing transmission line congestion. This offers a potential advantage over long-duration
batteries, which are still subject to frequent transmission line congestion (Fig. 7). In
future work, a comprehensive analysis that compares hydrogen and long-duration bat-
teries would be valuable to assess the cost, efficiency, and respective contributions to
system reliability.

The interaction between climatic and technological impacts poses significant chal-
lenges for future carbon-free power systems. Exploring alternative scenarios and
determining cost-effective pathways to decarbonize energy systems is crucial for com-
bating climate change while ensuring reliability. While this study focuses on NYS, its
ambitious climate policy and spatial heterogeneity allow us to identify broader insights
applicable to other regions undergoing energy-system transitions.

Our findings show that identifying spatiotemporal heterogeneity in grid vulner-
abilities requires consideration of grid topology, system constraints, and stressor
co-variability over longer-term simulations. In the case study, vulnerability worsens
during winter with heating and transportation electrification but shifts back to summer
with a severe temperature increase. We also investigate the critical role of transmission
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congestion, coupled with various driving factors like extreme heat or wind drought,
on load shedding intensity, duration, and renewable energy curtailment.

Our discussion provides valuable insights for policymakers and decision-makers,
highlighting the importance of deploying FZEC of various technologies effectively to
enhance system reliability. This information can aid in making informed decisions and
shaping effective policies for a more resilient and reliable power grid in the face of
climate-induced challenges.

4 Methods

4.1 Modeling the zero-carbon energy system

Like most zero-carbon energy systems, the envisioned NYS grid will rely heavily on
newly installed wind and solar power, with existing hydro and nuclear sources, as the
primary sources of energy. It is assumed that all fossil fuel generators will be retired by
2040. Our baseline zero-carbon configuration is based on the plan proposed by the Cli-
mate Action Council of NYS, which aims to achieve an 85% reduction in economy-wide
greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 compared to 1990 levels [31]. Detailed informa-
tion regarding zonal capacity for wind, solar, and storage, as well as electrification
assumptions, can be found in Supplementary Note 1.

To represent the zero-carbon configuration, we have adopted the grid topology and
parameters from the baseline representation developed in [32] using 2019 data. These
representations have been modified to reface the changes that are planned for the
transition. The modeling details for each component of the energy system are provided
below.

4.1.1 Wind and Solar

The capacity of wind and solar sites in the zero-carbon energy system is initially
determined based on the information in [21]. Specifically, the system incorporates 11.6
GW of land-based wind, 14.7 GW of offshore wind, 13.6 GW of behind-the-meter
(BTM) solar, and 51.2 GW of utility solar. The capacity allocations for different types
of renewable resources are summarized in Table S2, and these zonal capacities are
further distributed to bus-level (wind and utility solar on PV buses only; BTM solar
on any type of buses) based on the potential wind and solar sites identified by the
National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL). In this allocation, utility solar and
wind generators are modeled as semi-dispatchable units, allowing them to generate
power at any level below their forecasted limits. Conversely, BTM solar is modeled as
a negative load to offset local energy needs.

To determine the bus-level renewable outputs for wind and solar resources, the
Wind Integration National Dataset (WIND) Toolkit (WTK) [33] and Solar Integration
National Dataset (SIND) [34] provided by NREL are employed. These toolkits enable
the conversion of weather data spanning from 1998 to 2019 into unit power output
values. As the WIND and SIND datasets only cover a limited time span, we use the
reanalysis MERRA2 [23] dataset to regenerate the wind and solar outputs for 22 years
at different locations. By doing so, we preserve the spatial-temporal co-variability
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between the renewable outputs and other components in the zero-carbon grid that
also take the MERRA2 dataset as inputs.

The MERRA2 dataset offers a spatial resolution of 4 km × 4 km grids, and the
nearest corresponding point is matched for each wind and solar site. To mitigate com-
putational complexity, a subset of representative wind and solar sites is selected using
the methodology outlined in [35]. It is important to note that instead of computing
exact power outputs, unit power output values are derived. This approach allows for
flexibility in alternative capacity allocation during subsequent analyses.

For wind resources, the MERRA2 data is first bias corrected to the NREL WTK
data, which is a more accurate dataset but has a limited time span. Then, the bias-
corrected MERRA 2 data is used to generate the hourly unit power output as described
in [35]. On the other hand, the unit power output for solar resources is determined
based on the bias-corrected temperature and solar radiation data from MERRA2. It is
important to emphasize that other spatial and temporal modules, such as load, hydro,
and dynamic transmission line ratings, are all modeled using the same MERRA2 data
to maintain spatial-temporal correlation throughout the analysis.

4.1.2 Hydro

Given the abundance of hydropower resources in upstate NY, it is crucial to model
the variability of hydropower availability for different times of the year under different
climatic scenarios. In addition, water regulation practices mandate hydropower gener-
ation levels for each quarter month, particularly for larger hydropower plants, which
depend on the availability of water resources. It is unrealistic to disregard available
hydropower when there is excess wind and solar energy or to overuse non-existent
hydropower when wind and solar have low outputs. As a result, distinct strategies are
adopted for small and large hydro plants.

For the two major hydro plants in NYS, one located in zone A and the other in zone
D, historical quarter monthly time series data for precipitation and average tempera-
ture are used as suggested by [36]. These data are employed to predict the net basin
supplies into the Great Lakes and ice conditions on the St. Lawrence River using an
LSTM model [37]. The predictions are then converted into quarter-monthly available
hydropower. The power outputs serve as a basis for regulating the hydropower gener-
ation by enforcing the constraint that the aggregated quarter monthly dispatch from
hydropower must match the available hydropower (see formulation in Supplementary
Note 6). Implementing this constraint eliminates the curtailment of hydropower and
prevents the unrealistic overuse of hydropower in real-world scenarios.

On the other hand, smaller hydro plants rely heavily on the available river stream
flow and are thus modeled as non-dispatchable generators, represented by the negative
load. Average monthly capacity factors are calculated to account for the seasonal
variation in stream flows, assuming a perfect correlation of power outputs among
smaller hydro plants.

4.1.3 Load

The electricity demand profile in our analysis consists of three main components: base-
line load, which represents the current load profile; the electrified load from residential

14



and commercial buildings; and charging load from electric vehicles (EVs). To capture
the relationship between the weather data and each load component, we leverage artifi-
cial neural networks (ANN). We present a comparison between the baseline load profile
and the post-electrification load profile in Figure S11. This comparison illustrates the
shift of peak demand from summer to winter due to widespread electrification.

Baseline load. To capture the intricate relationship between various factors influ-
encing the load profiles, we leverage the zonal hourly load data from NYISO spanning
from 2002 to 2019. Using this dataset, we train an artificial neural network (ANN) for
each zone. The ANNs input temperature, load of the previous day, hour of the day,
and day of the week, to generate the 24-hour load profile for a given day, as suggested
by [35, 38]. By incorporating the MERRA2 temperature data aggregated for each
zone, the trained ANN models generate accurate hourly baseline zonal load profiles.
These profiles are then allocated to individual buses to maintain the ratio of loads in
the original model outlined in [32].

Electrified building load. We employ two advanced tools developed by NREL,
namely ResStock [39] and ComStock [40], to accurately model energy consumption
and potential energy savings associated with building upgrades in the residential and
commercial sectors across the United States.

The ResStock tool enables us to simulate energy usage for five distinct types of
residential buildings, including mobile homes, single-family attached and detached
houses, and multi-family buildings with 2-4 or 5-plus units. ComStock simulates energy
use for 14 different types of commercial buildings, including small office, medium office,
large office, retail, strip mall, warehouse, primary school, secondary school, full-service
restaurant, quick-service restaurant, small hotel, large hotel, hospital, and outpatient.

By leveraging these tools and the end-use load profile data [41], we estimate the
energy savings potential achieved through different building upgrades. It is important
to note that the energy savings are positive for fossil fuel usage, indicating a reduction,
while they are negative for electricity, signifying increased electricity demand resulting
from electrification. These state-level electricity savings, obtained for each building
type, are available on an hourly basis for the Typical Meteorological Year, version 3
(TMY3) [42].

To establish the connection between weather data and building load, we fit an
ANN model for each building type. These models enable the prediction of electri-
fied load based on input weather variables. By using the same MERRA2 data, our
approach preserves the spatiotemporal co-variability between the electrified load and
other weather-dependent modules, ensuring accurate predictions of the electrified load
for different counties and years.

To properly scale the predicted electrified load, we consider the distribution of
different building types within each county. Subsequently, the county-level loads are
aggregated to the nearest bus in the power grid, ensuring alignment with the spatial
representation of the power system (a comprehensive overview of our framework is
provided in Supplementary Note 2).

EV load. To accurately model the electric vehicle (EV) load, we employ the EVI-Pro
Lite [43] tool developed by NREL. The tool allows us to simulate the EV load profiles
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considering various factors that can influence their shape such as charging access,
charging preferences, and the distribution of public and private charging stations.

In our study, we make certain assumptions regarding EV charging behavior because
the transmission system is not sensitive to the assumptions of the EV charging load
(primarily because the EV load is relatively small). We assume home charging is
the preferred method, with Level 2 (L2) charging stations dominating the charging
infrastructure. Additionally, since our primary focus is identifying vulnerabilities in
the planned zero-carbon energy system, we assume minimal charging delays, namely
no demand response in EV charging.

The simulation of EV load is conducted at the county level, taking into account the
existing light-duty vehicles in each county. This allows us to capture the geographical
distribution of EVs and their corresponding impact on the electricity grid. Further
details regarding the selected parameters and a sample EV load profile can be found
in Supplementary Note 3.

4.1.4 Battery

As suggested in [21], 19.8 GW of 8-hour duration lithium batteries is included in the
model with a round trip efficiency of 85%. The zonal capacity can be found in Table
S1. The pumped hydro facility in zone E is modeled as a 12-hour battery with 1170
MW of capacity.

4.1.5 Transmission Lines

Transmission line constraints play a crucial role in the reliable operation of the power
grid, particularly at the interfaces between load zones. In our study, we incorporate
these constraints by including the transmission line upgrades outlined in the RNA
report [24]. In addition, we go beyond static ratings and introduce dynamic line rat-
ings to account for the potential influence of climate change, particularly in relation
to extreme heat events. This analysis also includes the new HVDC lines stated for
construction in 2027.

Dynamic rating of transmission lines. The dynamic rating of transmission lines
is modeled by the temperature-ampacity relationship described in [44]. The ampacity
is a function of ambient temperature, solar radiation, wind speed, and material param-
eters of the transmission cables. As the different cable models have a very small effect
on the primary results, typical cable models identified in [44] are used with MERRA2
data to derive the dynamic transmission line rating. Detailed model summary and
parameter choice can be found in Supplementary Note 4.

New high voltage direct current transmission lines. The spatial imbalance
between supply and demand in the NYS grid leads to significant congestion in the
transmission interfaces connecting upstate and downstate regions, as discussed in [20].
To address this issue, NYS has contracted two new HVDC transmission lines: Clean
Path New York and Champlain-Hudson. The Clean Path New York line, starting
from the Fraser Substation in Delaware County, has a capacity of 1300 MW. The
Champlain-Hudson line originates from Quebec and delivers hydropower with a capac-
ity of 1250 MW. In our modeling, these HVDC lines are represented as sets of dummy
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generators to mimic the controllable power flow. They have the same output magni-
tude but opposite signs, enabling flexible control over the power flow on these lines
as required. By simulating the operation and impact of these planned HVDC lines,
we understand their impact on transmission capacity and facilitation of the smooth
transfer of electricity across the grid.

4.2 Alternative Scenarios Design

The alternative SOWs design in our study aims to include a wide range of potential
scenarios that acknowledge uncertainties arising from both climatic and technological
factors.

To consider the impact of climate factors, we focus on temperature increase and
design the scenarios as described in [36]. To obtain projections for climate change,
we use the CMIP6 climate model projection database [45], which includes data from
46 distinct General Circulation Models (GCMs) and four different emission scenar-
ios (SSP1-2.6, SSP2-4.5, SSP3-7.0, and SSP5-8.5). These projections are downscaled
to the Great Lakes basin using the delta change method [46]. Monthly adjustments
are made to historical precipitation data from 1952-2019, incorporating change fac-
tors derived from each GCM under each emission scenario. The projections reveal a
warmer and wetter future, with temperature increases ranging from +1°C to +5.7°C
and precipitation changes between -3% and +14% compared to historical averages. In
total, 159 scenarios are developed. Note that not all the GCMs have the four emis-
sion scenarios and two GCMs do not provide future projections for the period of
interest. These 159 scenarios represent different combinations of average temperature
increase and corresponding changes to hydropower availability at a quarter-monthly
time resolution.

Technological factors are represented by the electrification rate of buildings and
electric vehicles (EVs) in NYS. We assume electrification rates range from 0.7 (rep-
resenting a slower-than-expected rate) to 1.05 (indicating a slight over-electrification,
potentially due to newly constructed buildings or vehicles). The chosen range is
somewhat arbitrary, as the primary aim is to conduct a sensitivity analysis on the elec-
trification rate’s impact on overall system reliability. However, our findings reveal that
the electrification rate is not a significant driving factor, as discussed in the main text.
Additionally, we consider underbuilt/overbuilt scenarios for wind, solar, and storage
units by scaling their capacities by factors ranging from 0.6 to 1.4.

Combining the climatic and technological factors leads to a six-dimensional sam-
pling space. To generate a comprehensive set of combinations, we employ the Latin
Hypercube sampling (LHS) technique, which ensures an even sampling from each
dimension of the uncertainty space. This method outperforms random sampling
approaches by avoiding clustered samples and reducing sampling variance [47]. By
generating 300 samples, our distributed sample set provides a better approximation
of the underlying distribution within the high-dimensional sampling space than ran-
dom sampling. Given that the goal of this study is to perform a sensitivity analysis to
identify the failure mechanisms under different combinations of future uncertainties,
300 samples are considered sufficient to balance representation with computational
requirements.
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4.3 Enhanced DC-OPF Formulation

The method employed in this study involves an enhanced formulation of the traditional
DC-OPF (Optimal Power Flow) problem. The DC-OPF formulation is a linearized
approximation that aims to optimize generator dispatch to meet demand at the lowest
total cost. Since we aim to assess system reliability, we introduce a slack variable
representing load shedding at each bus and minimize overall load shedding in the
system.

In addition to the standard DC-OPF constraints, we incorporate additional con-
straints to account for HVDC lines, quarter-monthly hydro requirements, and battery
state transitions. Furthermore, time-varying estimations for the maximum hourly out-
puts given the MERRA2 weather dataset are assigned to capture the upper limits
of wind and solar generators, as well as upper and lower limits for transmission line
capacities.

Given that the problem is solved at an hourly time-step for a full year length and
this process is repeated for 22 years and 300 scenarios, we treat the renewable out-
puts calculated by historical weather data (with temperature adjustments for different
climatic scenarios) as perfect forecasts to manage computation complexity. The full for-
mulation of the problem can be found in Supplementary Note 6. We acknowledge that
the uncertainties of renewable resources pose increased risks and vulnerabilities for the
energy system. Future works focusing on designing accurate forecasting methodology
and advanced control algorithms to manage the operation of the zero-carbon grid are
extremely valuable but are out of the scope of this study.

4.4 Gradient Boosting Tree and the Importance Score

Gradient Boosting Trees combine multiple decision trees to make accurate predictions
by iteratively building a series of weak learners, each of which corrects the errors of the
previous model, resulting in a strong and highly predictive model capable of handling
complex datasets. In this study, the GBT is used to map the climatic-technological
factors (as features) to the violation indicators (as labels). The violation threshold is
defined based on the information from as follows: the scoping plan identified 17722
MW of FZEC and claimed that 25GW of 100-hour long duration battery can ensure
system reliability. We use 17722 MW as the threshold for Maximum Load Shedding,
100 hours as the threshold for load shedding hours, and 208 GWh as the threshold
for load shedding quantity of a week, assuming 1/12th of the energy will be used for
a quarter month from the 100-hour 25GW battery.

The GBTmethod is able to capture the non-linear relationships in the feature space
and uncover the most significant input factor [48]. The importance score quantifies the
contribution of each feature in the model’s decision-making process and is therefore
calculated to help identify the most influential variables for the target variable.
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Heterogeneous Vulnerability of
Zero-Carbon Power Grids under
Climate-Technological Changes:
Supplementary Information

1. DETAILED NYS GRID FEATURES AND THE CLCPA PLAN

The upstate zones A-E had 92% of zero-emission generation with a combination of hydro, nuclear,
and wind in 2021, whereas downstate zones (F-K) had 8% of zero-emission generation [1]. As the
CLCPA mandates zero-emission by 2040, the Scoping Plan [2] outlined wind, solar, and storage
unit allocation for different regions in NYS. Figure S1 shows the planned capacity for different
resources and the post-electrification load distribution. With the rich land availability in upstate
and zone F, the majority of wind and solar are allocated to these regions. The darker color in
zone J and K for the wind map are offshore winds. The majority of hydro is in zones A and
D, contributing to approximately 80% of the annual hydro generation. The zonal capacities for
different resources are summarized in Table S1.

This plan further exacerbates the unbalance and presses more pressure on the transmission
interfaces between load zones. To account for the transmission expansion plan from NYISO,
we use the interface limits from the Reliability Needs Assessment (RNA) report to update
transmission limits from [3]. The upper and lower limits can be found in Table S2. Additionally,
there are two High Voltage Direct Current (HVDC) lines in the works: the Champlain Hudson
Power Express, with a capacity of 1250 MW, and the New York Clean Path, with a capacity of
1300 MW, scheduled for deployment in 2026 and 2027, respectively. Figures S2 and S3 depict the
routes of these new HVDC lines.

The CLCPA emphasized that a fully decarbonized grid is contingent on a firm, zero-carbon
resource with capacities ranging from 18 to 23 GW to ensure system reliability. This “firm,
zero-carbon capacity" encompasses emission-free dispatchable resources, such as fuel cells and
long-duration batteries. There is no formal definition of firm, zero-carbon capacity. It refers to
a combination of existing and new combustion-based resources (i.e., combustion turbines and
combined cycle gas turbines) converted to use hydrogen as a zero-carbon fuel [4].

Fig. S1. Overview of zonal CLCPA renewable resources capacities
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Table S1. Zonal capacity of renewable resources

Renewable Resource A B C D E F G H I J K

Land-Based Wind 2692 390 1923 1935 1821 1864 606 303 0 0 121

Offshore Wind 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8250 6488

BTM Solar 1297 402 1098 127 1240 2154 2270 202 299 1676 2883

Utility Solar 14440 1648 9006 0 5698 15647 3353 0 0 0 1441

Hydro 2460 63.8 109.4 909.8 376.3 269.6 75.8 0 0 0 0

Battery 2479 10 2538 2562 892 4727 150 140 140 4263 1924

Table S2. Interface flow limits (MW)

Interface Lower Bound Upper Bound

A-B -2,200 2,200

B-C -1,600 1,500

C-E -5,650 5,650

D-E -1,600 2,650

E-F -3,925 3,925

E-G -1,600 2,300

F-G -5,400 5,400

G-H -7,375 7,375

H-I -8,450 8,450

I-J -4,350 4,350

I-K -515 1,293

Total East -3,400 5,600

NY-NE -1,700 1,300

NY-IESO -2,000 1,650

NY-PJM -900 500
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Fig. S3. Overview of the New York Clean Path HVDC line [6]

2. BUILDING ELECTRIFICATION MODULE

The data regarding electrification is sourced from the National Renewable Energy Laboratory
(NREL), specifically the ResStock [7] and ComStock [8] toolkits. These toolkits provide informa-
tion on energy consumption and potential energy savings resulting from various upgrades for
both residential and commercial buildings. The state-level data provides upgrades simulations
regards to fossil fuel usage and electrified load. Additionally, the weather data used for building
simulation corresponds to a typical meteorological year and is also provided.

Simulating building energy consumption requires significant computational resources. To
overcome this challenge, we employ an emulator to project electricity savings (which are mostly
negative, namely, electrified load) for two specific upgrades: "Whole-home electrification, high
efficiency" (referred to as "upgrade 8") for residential buildings, and "DOAS HP Minisplits" (re-
ferred to as "upgrade 3") for commercial buildings. These upgrades primarily focus on electrifying
the heating and cooling load, making them suitable for the focus of this study.

Firstly, we establish a function called F1(other f uel) using an Artificial Neural Network (ANN).
This function maps the usage of other fuel types, such as natural gas and oil, to electricity savings
at the state level. This choice is driven by the limitation that energy-saving data is only available at
the aggregated state level. The assumption here is that the conversion from other energy sources
to electricity remains consistent for each individual building type within the state. Consequently,
county-level data on fossil fuel usage can be fed into the function to determine the electricity load
for individual building types for each county. By leveraging the distribution of building types
within each county, we can calculate the electrified load for every county.

Next, we model the relationship between the weather data of each county and the electrified
load. This enables the joint modeling of the co-variability among the electrified load, baseline
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load, and renewable outputs using latent weather data. For each county, we employ another
ANN approximation called F2(Weatherdata) to predict the total electrified load. Subsequently,
the county-level load is aggregated to the power grid model’s buses. The process outlined in
Figure S4 illustrates the framework for residential buildings, while for commercial buildings, the
process remains the same, with the building types being replaced by the 14 commercial building
types.

Fig. S4. Framework for modeling building electrification

3. EV MODULE

The light-duty vehicle data is processed from the Vehicle, Snowmobile, and Boat Registrations [9]
dataset by filtering out the number of light-duty fleets for each county summarized in Table S3.
The median distance travel for each county is a required input for the EVI-Pro Lite model and is
estimated based on the population density of each county [10] using the population density to
daily VMT from [11].The other parameters used for the EVI-Pro Lite model are summarized in
Table S5. A sample EV load profile for a week is shown in Fig S5.
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Table S3. Light duty vehicle fleet size and median travel distance for each county

county fleet size median dvmt

Bronx 26320 14

Kings 60920 14

New York 25890 14

Queens 84524 16

Richmond 29686 17

Albany 15800 22

Allegany 1513 31

Broome 10253 26

Cattaraugus 2691 31

Cayuga 2818 26

Chautauqua 4679 26

Chemung 3998 26

Chenango 1847 31

Clinton 3632 31

Columbia 3298 31

Cortland 1597 31

Delaware 1904 31

Dutchess 15384 26

Erie 40570 22

Essex 1568 31

Franklin 1949 31

Fulton 2332 26

Genesee 2376 26

Greene 2107 31

Hamilton 276 31

Herkimer 2196 31

Jefferson 4378 31

Lewis 913 31

Livingston 2240 26

Madison 2691 26

Monroe 36962 20

Montgomery 2048 26

Nassau 96201 17
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Table S4. Table S3 continued

county fleet size mean dvmt

Niagara 7823 26

Oneida 9393 26

Onondaga 21959 22

Ontario 5688 26

Orange 22821 26

Orleans 1138 26

Oswego 4344 26

Otsego 2421 31

Putnam 5739 26

Rensselaer 7317 26

Rockland 22377 20

St Lawrence 3544 31

Saratoga 14484 26

Schenectady 9035 22

Schoharie 1235 31

Schuyler 845 31

Seneca 1305 26

Steuben 3783 31

Suffolk 94765 20

Sullivan 3885 31

Tioga 2234 31

Tompkins 3699 26

Ulster 8954 26

Warren 3476 31

Washington 2553 31

Wayne 3875 26

Westchester 57581 18

Wyoming 1407 31

Yates 922 31
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Table S5. EVI Lite Pro parameters

EVI pro params Modeling choice

pev_type PHEV50

pev_dist EQUAL

class_dist Sedan

home_access_dist HA100

home_power_dist Equal

work_power_dist MostL2

pref_dist Home100

res_charging min_delay

work_charging min_delay

Fig. S5. Framework for modeling building electrification

4. DYNAMIC RATING FORMULATION AND RESULT

The carrying capacity of electric power cables decreases as ambient air temperatures rise. Bartos
et al., [12] estimate the impacts of rising air temperatures on electric transmission ampacity across
the United States. They estimate the climate-attributable capacity reductions of transmission lines
by constructing a thermal balance model, which estimates the rated ampacity of transmission
lines based on cable properties and meteorological forcings. In the following, we explain this
approach in detail.

Assuming steady-state conditions and no conduction, the energy balance formula is:

qj + qs = qc + qr, (S1)

where qj is the resistive heating of the conductor (W/m−1), qs is the radiative heat transfer
from the sun to the conductor (W/m−1), and qc and qr, respectively, denote the convective and
radiative heat losses from the conductor to surroundings (W/m−1). Equation S1 implies that
the total heat gain from the electrical current flowing through the conductor and from the solar
radiation striking the top half of the surface of the conductor equals the total heat loss due to
convection and radiation. The heat gain due to electrical current (qj) is also a function of the
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transferred current and the resistance of the conductor.

qj = I2.R(Tcond), (S2)

where I is the current transferred through the conductor, and R(Tcond) is the resistance of the
conductor at the given conductor temperature Tcond. Then, rearranging the heat balance formula
S1 yields the maximum allowable current (the rated ampacity):

I =

√
qc + qr − qs

R(Tcond)
, (S3)

In the following, we explain how to compute each term of the equation S3. The convective heat
loss per unit length, qc, is calculated as:

qc = h̄.π.D.(Tcond − Tamb), (S4)

where D and Tamb, respectively, denote the conductor diameter (m) and the ambient air tempera-
ture (K). h̄ is the average heat transfer coefficient (W/m2-K) which is a function of wind speed,
cable diameter, and some constants.

h̄ = 0.3 +
0.62.(V.D/ν)1/2.Pr1/3

(
1 + ( 0.4

Pr )
2/3

)1/4

(
1 + (

V.D/ν

282000
)5/8

)4/5
.k/D, (S5)

V is the wind speed, ν is the dynamic viscosity of air (m2/s), Pr is the Prandtl number, and
k is the thermal conductivity of air (W/m-K). Table S6 specifies the (ν, k, Pr) parameters under
several air temperature scenarios.

The radiation heat loss, qr, and the solar heat gain, qs, per unit length is computed as:

qr = ϵ.σ.π.D.(T4
cond − T4

amb), (S6)

qs = δ.D.as, (S7)

where ϵ is the emissivity of the conductor surface, σ is the Stefan–Boltzmann constant (5.670e −
8W/m2 − K4), δ is the incident solar radiation, and as is the solar absorptivity of the conductor
surface. For a stranded aluminum conductor, it is assumed that ϵ = 0.7 and as = 0.9. δ is the
fixed value of 1000W/m2 to represent full sun conditions.

Finally, in the expanded form, the rated ampacity of an overhead conductor can be expressed
in terms of meteorological variables and cable properties:

I =

√
h̄.π.D.(Tcond − Tamb) + ϵ.σ.π.D.(T4

cond − T4
amb)− δ.D.as

R(Tcond)
. (S8)

Table S6. Air properties as a function of ambient air temperature.

Temperature

(K)

Dynamic Viscosity

(m^2/s)e-6

Thermal Conductivity

(W/m-K)e-3
Prandtl Number

200 7.59 18.1 0.737

250 11.44 22.3 0.720

300 15.89 26.3 0.707

350 20.92 30.0 0.700

400 26.41 33.8 0.690

450 32.39 37.3 0.686

500 38.79 40.7 0.684

550 45.57 43.9 0.683

600 52.69 46.9 0.689
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As per Equation S8, the ampacity of transmission lines depends on several factors, including
ambient temperature, solar radiation, wind speed, and specific parameters related to the cable
models and conductor voltage classes. In [12], it was found that the choice of cable models had
minimal impact on the primary results. Therefore, we adopt the representative cable models
proposed in this study, which are outlined in Table S7. To determine the ambient temperature,
solar radiation, and wind speed for each transmission line, we consider the spatial MERRA2 data
and choose the three closest data points. The minimum dynamic rating among these three data
points is selected to represent the worst-case scenario.

Table S7. Characteristic cable models for conductor voltage classes

Nominal voltage (kV) Model cable Diameter (cm)
AC Resistance (Ohms/km)

25 C 50 C 75 C

500 3 x 954 kcm ACSR Cardinal 3.04 0.061 0.067 0.073

345 2 x 954 kcm ACSR Cardinal 3.04 0.061 0.067 0.073

230 1 x 1351 kcm ACSR Martin 3.62 0.044 0.048 0.052

115 1 x 795 kcm ACSR Condor 2.77 0.073 0.080 0.087

69 1 x 336 kcm ACSR Linnet 1.83 0.170 0.186 0.203

As the static rating for the interfaces of the NYS system is provided by NYISO, we assume that
the static rating is set with the standard industry protocol with wind speed equal to 0.61m/s, solar
radiation equal to 1000W/m2, conductor temperature equal to 75°C and ambient temperature
equal to 75°C. Then if we denote the interface flow calculated by the above condition for each
line in the interfaces as ¯Lnormal , the interface limits given by the NYISO as Lnyiso and the dynamic
rating calculated for each hour based on Equation S8 as Ls, then the dynamic limits can be

calculated by
Ls

Lnyiso
Lnormal

5. DEEPLY UNCERTAIN PARAMETERS

The deeply uncertain parameters for the climatic and technological factors are summarized in
Table S8

Table S8. Climatic and technological factors

Parameter Lower Bound Upper Bound

Temperature increase 0.95 5.64

Building electrification rate 0.7 1.05

EV electrification rate 0.7 1.05

Wind capacity scaling factor 0.6 1.4

Solar capacity scaling factor 0.6 1.4

Battery capacity scaling factor 0.6 1.4

6. ENHANCED DCOPF FORMULATION

Nomenclature

Sets and Indexes

T length of the planning horizon

Qq a set of time interval in a quarter month q
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B a set of buses in the system

L a set of transmission lines in the system

C a set of storage units

H a set of large hydro generators

W a set of wind generators

S a set of solar generators

G a set of nuclear generators

Hb a set of large hydro generators connected to bus b

Wb a set of wind generators connected to bus b

Sb a set of solar generators connected to bus b

Gb a set of nuclear generators connected to bus b

Ib a set of lines flow into bus b

Ob a set of lines flow out of bus b

Cb a set of storage units connected to bus b

IF i a set of lines in zonal interface i

b ∈ B a bus in the system

t ∈ T a time interval

g ∈ H ∪W ∪ S ∪ G a generator in the system

l ∈ L a transmission line in the system

q ∈ Q a quarter month in the year

Parameters

Rg/Rg upper/lower ramp rate limit of generator g ∈ H ∪ G
Pg/Pg generation upper/lower bound of generator g ∈ H ∪ G
Pg,t/Pg,t generation upper/lower bound of generator g ∈ W ∪ S
Ll,t/Ll,t upper/lower bound of transmission line l ∈ L at time t

LIFi ,t/LIFi ,t upper/lower bound of interface flow i ∈ IF at time t

Dbase
b,t baseline demand for bus b ∈ B in hour t

Dbldg
b,t electrified building demand on bus b ∈ B in hour t

Dev
b,t EV charging demand on bus b ∈ B in hour t

Dshydro
b,t output of small hydro plants on bus b ∈ B at time t

Dbtm
b,t output of behind the meter solar plants on bus b ∈ B at time t

ηs round-trip efficiency of the storage unit at bus s ∈ C
SOCs storage size for storage unit s ∈ C
∆s charging/discharging capacity of storage unit s ∈ C
Hg,q quarter monthly hydro power availability for hydro plant g ∈ H for quarter month q

Bl the susceptance of line l

Variables

pg,t generation of generator g in hour t

el,t power flow of branch l in hour t

θb,t phase angle of bus b in hour t
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δ+s,t, δ−s,t charge/discharge power of storage unit s in hour t

socs,t amount of stored energy in the storage unit s at hour t

µb,t the amount of load shedding on bus b at hour t

Min
T
∑
t=1

( ∑
b∈B

(µb,t) + λ ∑
s∈Cb

(δ+s,t + δ−s,t)) (S9)

∑
g∈H∪W∪S∪G

pg,t + ∑
l∈Ib

el,t + ∑
s∈Cb

δ−s,t = ∑
l∈Ob

el,t + Dbase
b,t + Dbldg

b,t + Dev
b,t − Dbtm

b,t − Dshdyro
b,t

+ ∑
s∈Cb

δ+s,t ∀t ∈ T , b ∈ B
(S10)

Pg ≤ pg,t ≤ Pg ∀t ∈ T , g ∈ H ∪ G (S11)

Pg,t ≤ pg,t ≤ Pg,t ∀t ∈ T , g ∈ W ∪ S (S12)

Rg ≤ pg,t − pg,t−1 ≤ Rg ∀t ∈ T , g ∈ H ∪ G (S13)

L ≤ el,t ≤ L ∀t ∈ T , l ∈ L (S14)

−π ≤ θb,t ≤ π ∀t ∈ T , b ∈ B (S15)

el,t = Bl(θb,t − θb′ ,t) ∀t ∈ T , l ∈ L (S16)

socs,t+1 = socs,t +
1√
ηs

δ+s,t −
√

ηsδ−s,t ∀t ∈ T , s ∈ C (S17)

0 ≤ socs,t ≤ SOCs ∀t ∈ T , s ∈ C (S18)

0 ≤ δ−s,t ≤ ∆s ∀t ∈ T , s ∈ C (S19)

0 ≤ δ+s,t ≤ ∆s ∀t ∈ T , s ∈ C (S20)

LIFi ,t ≤ ∑
l∈IFi

el,t ≤ LIFi ,t ∀t ∈ T , i ∈ IF (S21)

∑
t∈Qq

pg,t = Hg,q ∀q ∈ Q, g ∈ H (S22)

0 ≤ µb,t ≤ max(0, Dbase
b,t + Dbldg

b,t + Dev
b,t − Dbtm

b,t − Dshdyro
b,t ) ∀b ∈ B, t ∈ T (S23)

Equation S9 is the objective function for the enhanced DC-OPF problem. The first term repre-
sents load shedding for the whole system. The second term prevents the battery from charging
and discharging simultaneously by assigning λ = 0.01, which is decided after the experiments to
balance the optimality of the first term while limiting the simultaneous charging and discharging.
Equation S10 is the nodal load balancing constraint including the battery charging/discharging,
the electrified load, and non-dispatchable resources modeled as negative load. Equation S11 is the
generation upper and lower limits constraint for dispatchable large hydro and nuclear generators.
Equation S12 is the generation upper and lower limits constraint for semi-dispatchable wind and
solar generators. Noticing that the upper and lower bounds are modeled separately for dispatch-
able and semi-dispatchable generators. The upper limits for semi-dispatchable constraints are
the predicted output calculated given the MERRA2 data. Equation S13 is the ramping constraint
for dispatchable generators. Equation S14 is the transmission line limit constraint. Equation S15
is the phase angle constraint. Equation S16 describes the relationship between line flows with
phase angle. Equation S17-S20 models the battery state transition, battery state of charge limits,
and battery discharging and charging limits, respectively. Equation S21 models the interface flow
limits, noticing that the upper and lower limits are calculated by the method outlined in Section 4.
Equation S22 enforces that the large hydro plants have to dispatch a certain amount of energy
due to water regulations requirements. Finally, Equation S23 ensures that load shedding on each
bus is non-negative and less than the available load that could be shed.

7. COMPARISON FOR THE IMPACT OF DIFFERENT MODELING CONSTRAINTS

In Section 6, we introduced extended DC-OPF constraints that capture the complexities of real-
world scenarios more accurately. In this section, we aim to examine the impact of transmission
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constraints, specifically phase angle constraints and transmission capacity limits. This analysis
is crucial as it highlights the impacts of including system operation constraints in multi-year,
multi-scenario studies, which is one of the key contributions of this research. To evaluate the role
of these constraints, we compare two cases in terms of load shedding quantity, load shedding
hours, and maximum load shedding, as depicted in Figures S6, S7, and S8, respectively:

• Case 1: Standard DC-OPF formulation without transmission constraints. (Namely, the
formulation in Section 6 without S14, S15, S16, S22. constraint S21 has a constant upper
and lower bound.)

• Case 2: Standard DC-OPF formulation (with transmission constraints. (Namely, the formu-
lation in Section 6 without constraint S22. Constraint S21 has a constant upper and lower
bound.)

Fig. S6. Comparison for load shedding quantity over 22 years under different model con-
straints

Fig. S7. Comparison for load shedding hours over 22 years under different model con-
straints
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Fig. S8. Comparison for maximum load shedding in an hour over 22 years under different
model constraints

The findings highlight the importance of considering system operation constraints. Neglecting
these constraints can lead to a significant underestimation of system vulnerabilities, particularly
for evaluating load shedding quantity and load shedding hours. This aligns with the expected
outcome, as disregarding transmission line constraints and the power flow relationship with
phase angle essentially eliminates the grid’s topological structure, allowing power to be delivered
anywhere in the grid.

However, the analysis of the maximum load shedding quantity in an hour reveals a mixture
of scenarios. In the absence of transmission constraints, certain years exhibit higher maximum
load shedding during a specific hour. Initially, this may seem counter-intuitive, but it can be
attributed to the underlying assumption of "no transmission constraints" modeling. By assuming
that power can be transmitted to any location at any time, the reliance on energy storage batteries
diminishes, resulting in less energy being stored. Consequently, during periods of significant
renewable shortage and negligible stored energy, the maximum load shedding amount can be
substantial.

Figure S9 illustrates five consecutive days, which includes the hour with the maximum observed
load shedding (hour 80) in year 14 without transmission constraints. In contrast, Figure S10
portrays the same five days, but with transmission constraints considered. As depicted in
Figure S9, there is less battery charging during hours 35-40 and more battery discharging during
hours 67-73, resulting in a lower energy storage level to cover the load peak around hour 80.
Consequently, the load shedding quantity during hours 78-80 is significantly greater compared to
the scenario with transmission constraints (Figure S10).

14



Fig. S9. Comparison for maximum load shedding in an hour over 22 years without network
constraints

Fig. S10. Comparison for maximum load shedding in an hour over 22 years with network
constraints

8. LOAD PROFILE BEFORE AND AFTER ELECTRIFICATION

The load profile before and after electrification is shown in Figure S11. Our results aligned with
the projection in [13] that by 2050, the peak demand shifts from summer to winter.
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Fig. S11. Comparison for load profile of 22 years before and after electrification

9. DAILY DOWNSTATE CURTAILMENT IN SUMMER AND WINTER, BASELINE ANALY-
SIS

As explained in the main text, winter and summer exhibit distinct patterns. Figures S12 and S13
illustrate a typical summer week and a typical winter week with load shedding, respectively.
During the summer week, there is significantly more solar availability in terms of intensity and
duration. However, wind availability remains low throughout the week. Consequently, load
shedding primarily occurs after sunset. It is worth noting that curtailment of wind and solar
energy is observed during midday, indicating that transmission line congestion hampers the
efficient utilization of renewable energy. A closer examination of the zonal load shedding pattern
depicted in Figure S14 reveals that load shedding exclusively transpires in the downstate zones
(G-K). This outcome aligns with expectations since downstate zones heavily depend on wind
availability and thus face greater vulnerability during summer nights under prolonged wind
droughts.

Fig. S12. Energy composition and renewable curtailment for a typical summer week with
load shedding
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Fig. S13. Energy composition and renewable curtailment for a typical winter week with load
shedding

Fig. S14. Zonal load shedding for a typical week in summer
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Fig. S15. Zonal load shedding for a typical week in winter

In contrast to summer, winter exhibits a different vulnerability pattern. With the electrification
of the heating load (refer to Section 8), the overall load profile substantially increases. Conse-
quently, load shedding occurs when there is high demand coupled with wind drought, even
during the middle of the day when solar power is available. Load shedding is not limited to
downstate zones but also affects upstate zones due to lower temperatures during cold waves, as
shown in Figure S15.

The amount of load shedding is the result of both load shedding intensity and duration,
generally driven by high heating demand co-occurring with low renewable availability. The
primary conditions are spatially different in intensity and duration:

• Load shedding intensity:

– Low minimum temperature accompanied by low wind power availability in load
centers, or

– Extremely low minimum temperature across the whole state

• Load shedding duration:

– Extremely low average temperature in load centers

– Low average temperature accompanied by low maximum solar power in load centers,
or

– Low average temperature in load center accompanied by wind droughts across the
whole state

10. SUMMER LOAD SHEDDING COMPARISON: BASELINE VS HIGH TEMPERATURE

Figure S16 presents the same typical summer week as depicted in Figure S12 but with an ex-
treme temperature rise of 5.64 °C. The overall demand profile experiences an increase due to
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the elevated temperatures. As a result, Load shedding occurs not only during nighttime but
also throughout the daytime with solar power curtailment, which indicates heavily congested
transmission interfaces. In comparison to the intense maximum hourly load shedding observed
in the baseline winter scenario, the summer load shedding in the severe temperature increase
scenario is characterized by mild intensity. However, the load shedding duration is prolonged
especially during the wind drought week.

Fig. S16. Energy composition and renewable curtailment for a typical summer week with
load shedding under a severe temperature increase scenario

11. ANALYSIS OF THE DYNAMIC RATING MODELING OF TRANSMISSION LINES

As detailed in Section 4, the rating of transmission lines is influenced by various weather variables:
temperature, wind speed, and solar radiation. Our sensitivity analysis, consistent with previous
findings [14], reveals that the rating is most sensitive to wind speed, followed by solar radiation
and temperature, as illustrated in Figures S17 and S18.

Fig. S17. Sensitivity of the Ampacity with respect to temperature and solar radiation
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Fig. S18. Sensitivity of the Ampacity with respect to wind speed and temperature

To comprehensively gauge the impact of dynamic rating modeling on system vulnerabilities,
we compare the baseline case, spanning 22 years of data, with and without dynamic rating
modeling. This comparison is summarized in Figures S19, S20 and S21 for the three evaluation
metrics. Overall, the dynamic rating has a negligible effect on load shedding quantity and
duration because the probability of encountering extremely hot, sunny, and windless hours
is low. The maximum load shedding does exhibit a slightly larger difference. Unlike load
shedding quantity, which is averaged over time, load shedding intensity quantifies instantaneous
load shedding. Dynamic modeling of transmission line ratings alters quite a few optimization
problem parameters, resulting in potentially different outcomes not only during hours when
the parameters change. For instance, Figure S22 depicts load shedding over five consecutive
days with dynamic and static ratings in the upper panel, and transmission line ratings in the
lower panel. Instantaneous load shedding results vary slightly with and without dynamic
rating, but overall quantities remain similar. A notable difference in load shedding occurs when
dynamic ratings lead to a significant drop in transmission capacity (for example, around hour 60
and hour 80), indicating heightened system vulnerability due to lowered transmission capacity.
Figure S23 provides an overview of the system’s condition, revealing that significant drops in
transmission capacity occur during daytime with minimal wind availability. Note that these
occur not necessarily during the hottest part of the day (hours 80-85 represent 8 am to 1 pm).
As wind speed increases in the afternoon after 1 pm, transmission ratings return to normal and
no increased load shedding is observed during that period. This analysis further validates our
earlier findings that low wind availability plays a pivotal role in system vulnerabilities.
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Fig. S19. Load shedding quantity with static and dynamic transmission line rating

Fig. S20. Load shedding duration with static and dynamic transmission line rating

Fig. S21. Load shedding intensity with static and dynamic transmission line rating
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Fig. S22. Comparison between dynamic and static rating

Fig. S23. Overview of the system condition over five consecutive days

Considering that temperature has a relatively smaller impact on dynamic ratings, a temperature
increase of 1-5.64 °C exerts a limited influence on overall ratings. Figures S24 and S25 illustrate
the average and minimum capacity changes in rating with increasing temperatures, with each
line representing a year. The average ratings remain above 99% over the 22-year period, with
only a slight decline as temperatures rise. The minimum rating exhibits some variability across
years, but the maximum decrease remains below 3.7% as temperatures increase. In summary,
temperature increases, especially during summer, may potentially constrain power delivery from
generation centers to load centers and exacerbate system vulnerabilities. However, this impact is
relatively minor compared to the load increase resulting from high temperatures and reduced
wind power availability during wind droughts.
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Fig. S24. Average dynamic rating vs temperature increase

Fig. S25. Minimum dynamic rating vs temperature increase
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