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Quantifying resilience for distribution system
customers with SALEDI

Arslan Ahmad Ian Dobson

Abstract—The impact of routine smaller outages on distribu-
tion system customers in terms of customer minutes interrupted
can be tracked using conventional reliability indices. However,
the customer minutes interrupted in large blackout events are
extremely variable, and this makes it difficult to quantify the
customer impact of these extreme events with resilience metrics.
We solve this problem with the System Average Large Event
Duration Index SALEDI that logarithmically transforms the
customer minutes interrupted. We explain how this new resilience
metric works, compare it with alternatives, quantify its statistical
accuracy, and illustrate its practical use with standard outage
data from five utilities.

Index Terms—Resilience metric, power distribution reliability,
heavy tails, statistics, extreme events, risk analysis

I. INTRODUCTION

There has been a proliferation of resilience concepts and
suggested metrics [1], [2], [3], including advances describing
and improving distribution system resilience [4], [5], [6].
However, tracking distribution system resilience with quan-
titative indices calculated from utility outage data, similarly
to tracking reliability with the System Average Interruption
Duration Index SAIDI, has remained elusive. In this paper
we develop a novel System Average Large Event Duration
Index SALEDI to quantify distribution system resilience in
terms of customer minutes interrupted in large events.

We write CMIp for Customer Minutes Interrupted per
customer served.
Distinctive attributes of SALEDI are:

• SALEDI resolves the challenges of the rarity and high
variability of CMIp in large resilience events by using
a logarithmic transformation. This ensures that SALEDI
can be practically calculated with reasonable accuracy
from a few years of data.

• SALEDI is complementary to SAIDI: SAIDI gives a
stable indication of reliability by focusing on routine
smaller outages and excluding major event days, whereas
SALEDI gives a stable indication of resilience by focus-
ing on large events and excluding small events.

• SALEDI can be readily calculated from the same utility
outage data used to calculate SAIDI.

Resilience addresses rare, high-impact extreme events, and
these are inherently challenging to track with metrics because
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of their rarity and the high variability in the event magnitude.
For example, it is well known that SAIDI, which describes
annual reliability for distribution customers with CMIp, is
erratic if major event days are not excluded from the cal-
culation [7], [8]. More recently, experience with recorded
distribution utility data shows that large event customer costs
and customer minutes interrupted are highly variable over
orders of magnitude [9], [10], [11]. The high variability is
due to heavy tails in the distribution of event magnitudes. The
heavy tails and high variability do seem to be an inherent
feature of extreme events in power systems1.

One consequence of the high variability is that some seem-
ingly straightforward metrics calculated from real utility data
that include extreme events are so erratic as to be imprac-
tical. The impracticality manifests as these metrics requiring
impractically large amounts of data to give a value that is not
unduly fluctuating. To grapple with this problem, it is essential
to check the statistical variability of any proposed resilience
metrics, and this, while addressed in our recent initial work
in [9], [10], has not seemed to be addressed at all in the rest
of the literature on distribution system resilience. Accordingly,
when this paper proposes SALEDI, we quantify its variability
and demonstrate that it can be practically computed using only
a few years of large-event utility data.

The paper makes the following contributions to calculating
distribution system resilience from the CMIp of events:

• Uses outage data recorded by five utilities in the USA
to demonstrate in practice the high variability and heavy-
tailed distribution of event CMIp.

• Introduces SALEDI, a novel metric for distribution sys-
tem resilience in terms of CMIp. SALEDI essentially
sums the logarithms of large event CMIp over a period
of a few years.

• Factors SALEDI into the annual frequency of large events
and another Average Large Event Duration ALED met-
ric. ALED is essentially the average logarithm of CMIp in
large events. The factoring clarifies the relation between
metrics that add and metrics that average the contributions
from resilience events.

• Interprets SALEDI and ALED as areas under the tail
of exceedance curves and relates them to logarithmic
versions of Conditional Value at Risk CVAR. Interprets
SAIDI as the area under an exceedance curve to better
link risk analysis methods with current industry practice.

1Power interrupted in transmission system blackouts is also well known to
be heavy-tailed and highly variable over orders of magnitude [12].
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• Shows that the logarithm is needed in the definitions of
SALEDI and ALED by considering alternative metrics
without the logarithm and showing that they require
impractically large amounts of data.

• Shows how ALED describes the tail of an exceedance
function and thus the trend of large event CMIp.

• Demonstrates the practical calculation of SALEDI using
standard outage data recorded by five utilities.

A. Literature review

There are many aspects of resilience not addressed in this
paper, including transmission system resilience, organizational
and community resilience, qualitative assessment, methods of
hardening and faster restoration, the use of microgrids, backup
generation, switching, and models of resilience processes
and their optimization. And there are many good reviews
of resilience, such as [1], [2], [3], [13], including reviews
devoted to distribution system resilience [4], [5]. Therefore
the following review is tailored to this paper by addressing
relevant quantitative distribution system resilience indices.

Quantitative resilience metrics often describe the
dimensions, slopes, and areas of a performance curve, which
tracks a resilience measure over time over the course of a
resilience event [2], [3], [13], [14]. The metrics describe the
number of outages, number of customers disconnected, outage
and restore rates, durations, nadirs, and the area under the
resilience curve. In this paper we are concerned with the area
under a performance curve that tracks the number of customers
out in an event, since this area is the same as the total customer
minutes interrupted for all the outages in the event [15].

A significant advance towards directly quantifying power
system resilience is using Conditional Value at Risk (CVAR)2

to describe the risk of large events [2], [6], [16]. CVAR is the
mean value of the large events, where the value can be energy
not served or other measures. The importance of CVAR is
that it directly describes the resilience risk of a top percentage
of large events. Moreover, the risk of large events measured
by CVAR can be balanced with the reliability risk of smaller
events by optimizing a linear combination of these risks.
However, as shown in [9] for some distribution utility customer
cost data and as suggested in [12] for transmission utility
data, CVAR can be impractical to calculate from observed
data because the high variability of blackout cost requires too
many samples to get a reliable estimate. The ALED metric of
this paper shows how to solve this problem for CMIp with a
logarithmic transformation.

For understanding and analyzing the heavy-tailed distri-
butions encountered in our data, we rely especially on the
excellent references [17], [18].

Heavy tails in financial data are addressed in [19], focusing
mainly on heavy tails with exponent α > 1. A power law tail
is approximated with a Hill estimator and used to estimate
value at risk in [19, Prop. 8.13].

There is some previous work using a logarithmic
transformation for resilience metrics. Pandey [11] considers

2Alternative names for CVAR are average value-at-risk, expected shortfall,
tail conditional expectation, mean expected loss, mean shortfall, and tail VAR.

the event customer hours divided by the number of customers
interrupted and then takes a logarithm to define an Area Index
of Resilience metric AIR. A Restoration Efficiency metric RE
is the logarithm of the number of repair crews divided by the
number of outages. Adding RE and AIR gives a logarithmic
REPAIR metric that combines both customer impact and
repair efficiency. The logarithm is justified for these metrics
by the quantities varying over orders of magnitude for
different events.

The customer risk metrics Annual Log Cost Resilience In-
dex ALCRI and Average Log Event Cost ALEC are introduced
in the letter [9] and applied to one distribution system in [10].
ALCRI and ALEC estimate the customer cost from the CMIp,
and use different scalings than SALEDI and ALED.

In this paper we modify, build on, and greatly expand
the letter [9] by defining new logarithmic resilience metrics
SALEDI and ALED to track CMIp rather than customer cost.
SALEDI and ALED are introduced, justified, interpreted, and
compared to SAIDI and CVAR with extensive new material.

II. SALEDI AND SAIDI

A. SAIDI including major event days is highly variable

It is well known for distribution system outage data that
if major event days are not excluded, yearly SAIDI is an
erratically variable metric of reliability [7], [8]. This subsection
sets up notation and reviews the variability of SAIDI.

Recall that sustained customer outages are those lasting
more than 5 minutes. Let ncustomer be the number of customers
served by the utility. Then the Customer Minutes Interrupted
per served customer CMIp for the ith sustained outage is

mi =
customer mins. interrupted in sustained outage i

ncustomer
(1)

Over a period of one year, let m1,m2, ...,mnoutage
be the

CMIp for all the sustained outages in that year. Then SAIDI
including major event days for that year is defined as

SAIDI =

noutage∑
i=1

mi (2)

When attempting to use SAIDI with major event days as
a metric, its value often fluctuates significantly from year to
year, as shown in Fig. 1. The dominant source of fluctuation is
the random occurrence and variable magnitude of large events.
That is, SAIDI with major event days is responding more to
the very high variability in the large events that can occur in
each year than to the power system’s underlying reliability
or resilience. After all, the distribution system reliability and
resilience vary relatively slowly over many years as upgrades
and changes in equipment and procedures are made. We
need resilience metrics to more stably track power system
performance as it responds to weather extremes in order to
guide mitigation and investment decisions.

For monitoring reliability, the problem of erratic SAIDI is
traditionally solved by excluding the major event days from
the annual SAIDI calculation [7], [8], as illustrated in Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1. Annual fluctuations in SAIDI with and without major event days, and
resilience indices SALEDI (with log) and SPLEDI (without log) for utility 4.

B. Utility outage data and grouping outages into events

Distribution utilities typically record, automatically or
manually, detailed outage data including the outage and
restore times to the nearest minute and the number of
customers interrupted. The outage data for this paper are from
utility 1 (anonymous, Northeast USA), utility 2 (Muscatine
Power and Water, Iowa, USA), and the following parts of
Massachusetts, USA: utility 3 (north central MA, Middlesex
and Worcester), utility 4 (western MA counties, Berkshire,
Franklin, Hampden, Hampshire), utility 5 (mainly Suffolk
County and some neighboring areas from Middlesex and
Norfolk counties). We gratefully acknowledge Muscatine
Power and Water for generously providing the utility 2 outage
data, and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts for making
the utility 3,4,5 outage data publicly available at [20].

For a resilience analysis, we extract from these data events
in which outages bunch up and overlap [1], [14]. The events
range in size from isolated single outages to large events with
hundreds of outages caused by extreme weather.

In this paper, resilience events are defined as a group of
outages that overlap in time3. Time-based grouping of outages
into events works as follows: An event starts when an initial
outage starts. All the subsequent outages that start before all
the previous outages are restored are grouped into the same
event, while assuming that each outage duration is limited to
3 hours4. More details of event definition are given in [21].

C. Event customer minutes interrupted and large events

Once events are defined, the CMIp Mi for event i is simply
the sum of the CMIp of the sustained outages in event i:

Mi =
∑

outages j in event i

mj (3)

3Events can also be defined as a group of outages that overlap both in time
and are nearby in location, which is especially useful when the utility serves
a large geographic area [21].

4The 3-hour limitation is used only for grouping purposes, and the actual
duration of each outage is retained and used in all subsequent calculations.
The 3-hour limitation ensures that a few very long outages do not cause the
grouping of unrelated outages in the same event.

Mi is the same as SAIDI that is evaluated only for the outages
in event i. The observed large event CMIp varies over several
orders of magnitude as can be seen in Fig. 4.

For resilience we focus on large events by setting a threshold
Mlarge so that the large events are the events with CMIp M ≥
Mlarge. Section V-A explains how to choose a suitable value
of Mlarge.

D. SALEDI definition

Over a period of nyear years, let M1,M2, ...,Mnlarge
be the

CMIp for all the large events in that period. The number of
years nyear can be one if there are a sufficient number of
large events in one year; otherwise, we take nyear to be more
than one year to accumulate enough large events as detailed
in section V.

We define the System Average Large Event Duration Index

SALEDI =
1

nyear

nlarge∑
i=1

ln
Mi

Mlarge
(4)

Note the simplicity of SALEDI: First add up over a period of
nyear years the logarithm of the CMIp in the large events
normalized by Mlarge. Then scale to an annual index by
dividing by nyear. SALEDI is a system-average metric that
assesses impact per customer served, because mi and Mi are
normalized by the number of customers served in (1).

E. SALEDI incorporates large event frequency & magnitude

SALEDI defined by (4) responds to both the frequency and
magnitude of large events: If large events are more frequent,
nlarge and SALEDI increase. If large events have more CMIp,
SALEDI increases. To show this more precisely, rewrite (4) as

SALEDI =
(
nlarge

nyear

)(
1

nlarge

nlarge∑
i=1

ln
Mi

Mlarge

)
= flarge ALED, (5)

where flarge = nlarge/nyear (6)

is the annual frequency of large events estimated over nyear

years, and the Average Large Event Duration metric

ALED =
1

nlarge

nlarge∑
i=1

ln
Mi

Mlarge
(7)

is the logarithm of the event CMIp normalized by Mlarge

averaged over large events. It is clear from (5) that SALEDI is
proportional to the annual frequency of large events (6) as well
as the average log normalized CMIp of large events ALED (7).

SALEDI and ALED are responsive to resilience invest-
ments. In particular, a 10% decrease in CMIp of all large
events leads to a change of ln 0.9 = −0.105 in SALEDI
and ALED (the change can be a larger decrease because any
large events with CMIp less than 1.1Mlarge are no longer
large events when their CMIp decrease by 10%). A 10%
decrease in all large event restoration times also leads to a
−0.105 change in SALEDI and ALED. A 10% increase in the
frequency of large events increases SALEDI by approximately
ln 1.1 = 0.095 but ALED is approximately unchanged.
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F. Results

Table I describes the utility data, calculated quantities, and
the values of SALEDI and ALED for the complete data of
the last nmin

year years of each utility, where nmin
year is determined

to ensure that SALEDI’s relative standard error RSESAL =
0.1 as discussed in section V. Fig. 2 shows how SALEDI
varies when calculated over a sliding window of length nmin

year

rounded to an integer number of years. Indeed, Fig. 2 shows
SALEDI describing the power system resilience with respect
to large event customer impacts with low variability. The low
variability of SALEDI is explained and quantified in section
III. The only heavily urbanized case we consider is utility
5, and this might explain its lower SALEDI and ALED and
higher resilience.

TABLE I
UTILITY DATA AND METRICS

Utility-1 Utility-2 Utility-3 Utility-4 Utility-5
nallevent 5712 2532 3783 6919 6212
nall
year 6 17.4 11 10 11

fall
large 133.6 73.5 65.5 57.1 40.4

Mmaxobs 820.4 287.9 654.4 344.9 15.6
ncustomer 307791 11612 30743 193185 483970

Mlarge 0.114 0.021 0.172 0.253 0.303
Quantile q 0.86 0.50 0.81 0.92 0.93
nmin
year 1.50 2.72 3.05 3.50 4.96

α 0.83 0.74 0.71 1.07 1.44

RSEPb 40.06 60.96 25.56 33.68 13.44
RSELNb 39.48 64.94 21.44 8.74 2.66
nminSPL
largePb 1.6E5 3.7E5 6.5E4 1.1E5 1.8E4

nminSPL
largeLNb 1.6E5 4.2E5 4.6E4 7700 800

following rows calculated from the last nmin
year years of data so that

nlarge = nmin
large = 200, RSESAL = 0.1, and RSEALED = 0.07

flarge 133.6 73.5 65.5 57.1 40.4
SALEDI 134.8 111. 93.7 55.9 26.7
ALED 1.01 1.51 1.43 0.98 0.66

Fig. 2. Tracking SALEDI over years. For each utility, a sliding window of
duration nmin

year rounded to an integer is used.

III. TECHNICAL BASIS OF SALEDI

This section develops and explains the theory behind
SALEDI, calculates its statistical variation, and relates it to
the area under an exceedance function.

A. Observed exceedance functions

The CMIp for all the events in the observed data are
Mall

1 ,Mall
2 , ...,Mall

nallevent
. Consider the probability exceedance

function5

F (M) = fraction of all event CMIp > M

=
1

nallevent

nallevent∑
i=1

I[Mall
i > M ] (8)

where I is the indicator function. F (M) describes risk in
the sense that it combines event frequency and event impact
in terms of CMIp. Fig. 3 shows the exceedance functions
F (M) for the five utilities on a log-log plot. For quanti-
fying resilience, we are interested in characterizing the tail
M ≥ Mlarge of the exceedance function. We choose an Mlarge

such that the tail M ≥ Mlarge has an approximate straight-line
behavior on the log-log plot. The slope magnitude of the tail
is denoted by α. Mlarge and α are shown in Table I. More
discussion on the selection of Mlarge is in section V-A.
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Fig. 3.Exceedance functions F (M) for all events of utilities 1-5; log-log plot.

B. Linear approximation to the exceedance function tail

Since we are interested in characterizing the tail of the
exceedance function, we select only the tail data M ≥
Mlarge, divide it by Mlarge to obtain the normalized CMIp
P = M/Mlarge, and plot it on a log-log scale as shown in
Fig. 4. The tails in Fig. 4 are approximately straight lines, and
therefore have approximately the power-law behavior that is
described by a Pareto distribution P with slope magnitude α:

FP (p) = p−α, p ≥ 1, α > 0 (9)

To verify the straight-line behavior of (9) on a log-log plot,
take the logarithm of (9) to obtain lnF (p) = −α ln p.

Formal hypothesis testing for the tails for all five utilities
indicates that linear approximations to the tails in the log-log
plots are reasonable; see Appendix A for details.

5F (M) is also the empirical CCDF of the event CMIp.
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Fig. 4. Tails of the exceedance functions of Fig. 3 with normalized event
CMIp P = M/Mlarge on the horizontal axis; log-log plot.

C. Log transformation converts heavy tail to light tail, and
estimating the slope magnitude α of the heavy tail

If we take log of the tail data and define X = lnP , then
X has an exponential distribution with rate parameter α:

FX(x) = e−αx, x ≥ 0 (10)

This follows since FX(x) = P[X > x] = P[lnP > x] =
P[P > ex] = FP (e

x) = e−αx. That is, the logarithm of the
heavy-tailed Pareto data with slope magnitude α has a light-
tailed exponential distribution with rate α; also see Fig. 5.

1 e2=7.4 e4=55 e6=403 e8=2981

10-3

10-2

10-1

1

p = normalized customer minutes

P
ro
b
ab
ili
ty
o
f
ex
ce
ed
in
g
p

(a) Log-Log Plot of Pareto[α]
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(b) Log Plot of Exponential[α]
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(c) Linear Plot of Exponential[α]
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(d) Plot (c) as a frequency exceedance

area =

SALEDI

Fig. 5. Plot (a) shows on a log-log plot the idealized Pareto probability
exceedance function (9) of the normalized CMIp M/Mlarge for the large
event tail. The slope magnitude α characterizes the tail. In this plot α =
0.8 < 1 so that the mean EP is infinite. Plot (b) applies a logarithm to the
same normalized CMIp by relabeling the horizontal axis. Since plot (b) is
an exceedance function that is the same straight line of slope magnitude α
but now on a log plot, the log-transformed data X = lnP is an exponential
distribution of rate α and finite mean 1/α. Plot (c) is the same as plot (b)
but now on a linear plot. The area under plot (c) is the ALED metric. Plot
(d) is the same as plot (c) except that the vertical axis is rescaled to show a
frequency exceedance function with annual large event frequency flarge. The
area under plot (d) is SALEDI = flarge ALED.

The linear approximation of the power-law tail on a log-log
plot has slope magnitude α. Equation (7) shows that ALED
estimates the mean of the exponential distribution (10), which

is α−1. Therefore ALED−1 estimates the slope magnitude α
of the power law tail. Indeed, ALED−1 is the Hill estimator6

for α [17], [22]. This important relation between ALED and
the slope magnitude α shows how ALED describes the power
law tail of direct interest to resilience risk. Moreover, the
power law slope magnitude captures the linear trend of the
large event CMIp, and this trend governs the largest blackouts
that may be experienced as discussed in subsection IV-D. Since
ALED is a factor of SALEDI as shown in (5), SALEDI also
incorporates the linear trend of the large event CMIp.

D. Statistical variation of SALEDI

We now estimate the statistical variation of SALEDI with
its Relative Standard Error RSESAL, which is the standard
deviation of SALEDI divided by the mean of SALEDI. The
statistical variation of SALEDI has two sources: the number
of large events and the magnitude of large events.

To estimate the statistical variation of the number of large
events, let Nlarge be the random variable that is the number
of large events in nyear years of data. Then Nlarge is modeled
as a Poisson[nlarge] random variable.

For the statistical variation in the magnitude of large events,
we approximate the tail of the distribution with a straight line
on the log-log plot so that it follows the Pareto distribution (9).
Then SALEDI can be considered to be a random variable that
is the sum of independent and identically distributed samples
X1, X2, ..., XNlarge

from the log transformed data (10) divided
by nyear:

SALEDI =
1

nyear

Nlarge∑
i=1

Xi (11)

Since X follows the exponential distribution (10)7, EX = α−1

and VarX = α−2 so that RSEX = σ[X]/EX = 1. Then
Appendix B calculates the RSE of SALEDI and ALED as

RSESAL =

√
1 + (RSEX)2
√
nlarge

=

√
2

√
nlarge

(12)

RSEALED =
RSEX√
nlarge

=
1

√
nlarge

(13)

E. Exceedance function area interpretations

This section relates SAIDI and SALEDI to areas under
exceedance functions. Since exceedance functions are used for
risk analysis [23], this relates SAIDI and SALEDI to methods
of risk analysis.

Consider a general empirical frequency exceedance function
for positive data x1, x2, ..., xk:

G(x) = number of data points > x =

k∑
i=1

I[xi > x] (14)

6Determining a suitable value of Mlarge is a well-known delicate issue for
the Hill estimator.

7Upper bounding (10) with the maximum normalized CMIp Mmax/Mlarge

considered in subsection IV-A makes no practical difference.
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Then by taking horizontal slices of the area under G,∫ ∞

0

G(x)dx =

k∑
i=1

[(k − i+ 1)− (k − i)]xi =

k∑
i=1

xi (15)

A scaled version of (15) for a general empirical probability
exceedance function F (x) = 1

kG(x) is8∫ ∞

0

F (x)dx =
1

k

k∑
i=1

xi = Mean{x1, x2, ..., xk} (16)

1) Area interpretation for SAIDI: Let m1,m2, ...,mk be
the CMIp in each outage, and consider the frequency ex-
ceedance function

G(m) = number of outage CMIp > m =

k∑
i=1

I[mi > m]

Then, using (15), SAIDI is the area under the frequency
exceedance function (see example in Fig 6):∫ ∞

0

G(m)dm =

k∑
i=1

mi = SAIDI (17)

Also G(0) = k = number of outages.

0 10 20 30 40
CMIp

1
2
3

G

Fig. 6. Simple example of 3 outages with CMIp values 10, 20, 40 respectively.
Area under exceedance curve G = 10+20+40 = SAIDI for the 3 outages.

2) Area interpretation for SALEDI and ALED: Let
M1,M2,...,Mnlarge

be the CMIp for large events, and consider
the annual frequency exceedance function of the tail

GS(L) =
1

nyear

nlarge∑
i=1

I[ln
Mi

Mlarge
> L] (18)

Using (15), SALEDI is the area under GS (see Fig. 5(d)):∫ ∞

0

GS(L)dL =
1

nyear

nlarge∑
i=1

ln
Mi

Mlarge
= SALEDI (19)

Moreover, GS(0) = nlarge/nyear = flarge.
Similarly, consider the probability exceedance function for

the tail FS(L) =
nyear

nlarge
GS(L). Then, using (16) and as shown

in Fig. 5(c), ALED is the area under FS :∫ ∞

0

FS(L)dL =
1

nlarge

nlarge∑
i=1

ln
Mi

Mlarge
= ALED (20)

IV. COMPARING SALEDI WITH ALTERNATIVES

This section 1) explains why the logarithm in SALEDI and
ALED is necessary by describing the high variability when the
logarithm is removed, 2) compares SALEDI and ALED with
SAIDI and CVAR, and 3) discusses how ALED describes the
trend governing the largest blackouts.

8Equation (16) is the empirical distribution case of the standard result that
the mean of a nonnegative random variable is the integral of its probability
exceedance function.

A. Why the logarithm in SALEDI is needed

Consider a Seemingly Plausible Large Event Duration Index
SPLEDI that is SALEDI without the logarithm:

SPLEDI =
1

nyear

nlarge∑
i=1

Mi

Mlarge
(21)

SPLEDI adds the normalized CMIp of the large events over
nyear years9 and then divides by nyear to obtain an annual
index. Also, factoring similarly to (5),

SPLEDI = flarge SPALED (22)

where SPALED =
1

nlarge

nlarge∑
i=1

Mi

Mlarge
(23)

is a Seemingly Plausible Average Large Event Duration Index
that is the mean number of normalized CMIp for large events.
SPALED is ALED without the logarithm. We now quantify
the variability of SPLEDI and SPALED to show that practical
estimates of SPLEDI and SPALED require too many samples.

If we assume that the normalized CMIp in the tail have
the Pareto distribution P in (9), then it is clear that SPLEDI
and SPALED are impractical and excessively variable for the
smaller values of absolute slope magnitude α. If α ≤ 1, the
mean EP is infinite, and the strong law of large numbers
[24, section 7.5] implies that estimates of the mean such as
SPALED that add up samples and divide by the number of
samples nlarge do not converge to anything as nlarge increases.
Since SPALED is a factor of SPLEDI as shown in (22),
SPLEDI also does not converge. α ≤ 1 is observed for utilities
1,2,3 in our data, and α = 1.07 for utility 4 and α = 1.44 for
utility 5. If 1 < α < 2, both the standard deviation σ(P ) and
the standard deviation of estimates of the mean σ(P )/

√
nlarge

are infinite, and we can expect that although SPALED and
SPLEDI will converge in theory to a value as nlarge increases,
the convergence will be so slow that it will require a very large
number of events nlarge for any usable accuracy.

However, the Pareto distribution (9) has an unbounded tail,
indicating no limit to the blackout magnitude. Since this is not
realistic, we need to calculate the variability of SPLEDI and
SPALED with distributions that assume a maximum Mmax

of CMIp. There is some uncertainty about such a maximum
possible blackout. To obtain a rough estimate, we assume that
the maximum possible blackout with Mmax = 43 830 minutes
per customer corresponds to a blackout affecting all customers
for one month, or equivalently, a blackout of half the customers
for two months.

We fit the observed data with two different distributions,
each limited by the maximum blackout CMIp Mmax. Since
these distributions are bounded, they have large but finite
means and variances, and estimates of their means do even-
tually converge. The issue is the slow rate of convergence
and the large number of samples needed for usable statistical
variability of the mean, as explained below.

9Due to (3), adding the normalized large event CMIp to obtain SPLEDI
in (21) is the same as adding the normalized CMIp of all the outages in the
large events.
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A variant Pb of the Pareto distribution (9) with upper bound
pmax = Mmax/Mlarge is given by the exceedance function

FPb
(p) =

p−α − p−α
max

1− p−α
max

, 1 ≤ p ≤ pmax (24)

A bounded variant LNb of the lognormal distribution condi-
tions the standard lognormal distribution to have 1 ≤ p ≤
pmax. That is, LNb has probability exceedance function

FLNb
(p) =

FN (ln p)− FN (ln pmax)

FN (0)− FN (ln pmax)
, 1 ≤ p ≤ pmax (25)

where FN is the probability exceedance function of a normal
distribution with mean µ and standard deviation σ.

Let Y be the random variable for the normalized event
CMIp M/Mlarge. We will take Y ∼ Pb or Y ∼ LNb.
According to (23) and (21), SPALED is the mean of Nlarge

samples of Y , where Nlarge has mean nlarge, and SPLEDI is
SPALED multiplied by annual frequency flarge. Then, using
Appendix B, the relative standard error of SPLEDI is

RSESPL =

√
1 + (RSEY )2√

nlarge
(26)

Then, similarly to section V-B, where we take RSESAL = 0.1,
the minimum number of large events to have RSESPL = 0.1
is

nminSPL
largeY = 100(1 + (RSEY )

2) (27)

For approximating the bounded distribution of CMIp with
Pb, Table I shows that utilities 1,2,3,4 have nminSPL

largePb at least
two orders of magnitude greater than nmin

large = 200. That is,
for the same statistical accuracy, SPLEDI requires at least two
orders of magnitude more large events than SALEDI, making
it impractical as a resilience metric calculated from observed
data. For example, if SALEDI requires 2 years of data to accu-
mulate enough large events for reasonable statistical accuracy,
then SPLEDI requires at least 200 years. Note that the ratio
nminSPL
largePb/n

min
large is [1+(RSEPb)

2]/2, which is independent of
the choice of statistical accuracy RSESAL = 0.1. For utility 5,
nminSPL
largePb = 18 000 which is almost two order of magnitudes

greater than nmin
large = 200 and so requires more large events

by a factor of 90.
For approximating the bounded distribution of CMIp with

LNb, Table I shows that utilities 1,2,3 have nminSPL
largeLNb two

orders of magnitude greater than nmin
large = 200, so that SPLEDI

requires at least two orders of magnitude more large events
than SALEDI for the same accuracy. Utility 4 requires more
large events by a factor of 38, and utility 5 requires more large
events by a factor of 4.

Similarly, using Appendix B, the relative standard error of
SPALED is RSESPA = RSEY /

√
nlarge so that the minimum

number of large events to have RSESPA = 0.1 is nminSPA
largeY =

100(RSEY )
2, and the ratio nminSPA

largeY /nmin
large = (RSEY )

2. Then
nminSPA
largeY for both Y = Pb and Y = LNb is two orders

of magnitude larger than ALED’s nminALE
large = 100 (obtained

starting from (13)) except that nminSPA
largeLNb = 7600 and 700 for

utilities 4 and 5 respectively. Even if it could in theory be
computed from large quantities of data, SPALED, since it is

a mean, cannot be interpreted as a typical value due to the
heavy tails.

Overall, we conclude that, with the possible exception of
utility 5, calculation of SPLEDI or SPALED requires imprac-
tically more large events and years of data to be observed than
SALEDI or ALED. That is, the logarithmic transformation is
necessary for practical metrics.

B. Comparing the uses of SALEDI and SAIDI

SAIDI without major event days and SALEDI quantify
different aspects of CMIp and are complementary. SAIDI
without major event days focuses on the CMIp of common
individual outages and quantifies reliability by excluding major
event days, whereas SALEDI focuses on the CMIp of large
events and quantifies resilience.

SAIDI with major event days measures the total impact
of all sustained outages experienced by customers in a year.
Although SAIDI with major event days is some sort of
combination of reliability and resilience, it varies erratically
as it is mostly driven by the very large variability of the large
events that can occur in each year. Moreover, it is desirable
to separately monitor reliability and resilience with different
metrics. While improvements to reliability can often also
improve resilience or not affect resilience, they are distinct
because the scale and urgency and risk of large events differ
so much from routine outages. Therefore proposed upgrades
should be evaluated separately for reliability and resilience.

C. CVAR interpretations

We first review the definition of Conditional Value At Risk
CVAR, writing V for the value. Suppose that V has probability
density function fV . We choose Vlarge at quantile β. That is,
the probability that an event is large (V ≥ Vlarge) is 1 −
β. Vlarge is the Value At Risk or VAR for quantile β. Also
write V≥ for V conditioned on V ≥ Vlarge. Then fV≥(v) =
fV (v)/(1− β) for v ≥ Vlarge. Then CVAR is defined as10

CVAR =
1

1− β

∫ ∞

Vlarge

vfV (v)dv =

∫ ∞

Vlarge

vfV≥(v)dv (28)

For an empirical pdf based on observations V1, V2, ..., Vnlarge

that are ≥ Vlarge, each observation has probability 1/nlarge

and we have

fV≥(v) =

nlarge∑
i=1

1

nlarge
δ(v − Vi) (29)

where δ is a delta function, and substituting in (28) gives

CVAR =
1

nlarge

nlarge∑
i=1

Vi (30)

Now we can relate CVAR to other indices. If the value is
V = M/Mlarge, the normalized event CMIp, (30) becomes

CVARM =
1

nlarge

nlarge∑
i=1

Mi/Mlarge = SPALED (31)

10There can be an upper limit Vmax in the distribution f so that the
integration can have upper limit Vmax.
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If the value is V = ln(M/Mlarge), the logarithm of
normalized event CMIp, (30) becomes

CVARlnM =
1

nlarge

nlarge∑
i=1

ln(Mi/Mlarge) = ALED (32)

Therefore ALED, which works well as an index, is a logarith-
mic form of CVAR11. Moreover, (5) shows that

SALEDI = flargeCVARlnM (33)

so that one can regard SALEDI as an annual logarithmic form
of CVAR that also accounts for the frequency of large events.

If customer cost C of power outage for the average customer
is assumed proportional to CMIp so that C = kM and the
value is V = log10 C, then (30) becomes

CVARlogC =
1

nlarge

nlarge∑
i=1

log10 Ci = ALEC, (34)

the Average Large Event Cost risk metric of [9].
CVARM in (31) has all the high variability and statistical

problems of SPALED discussed in section IV-A, making it
impractical for tracking resilience with utility data. Whereas
CVARlnM = ALED in (32) gives a practical index. The loga-
rithmic transformation also works for CVARlogC = ALEC in
(34). Thus CVAR works well as a resilience index only with
a logarithmic value.

D. Heavy tails and extrapolating the trend of extreme events

The bounded Pareto distribution (24) linearly extrapolates
the slope of the exceedance curve tail beyond the maximum
observed normalized CMIp Mmaxobs/Mlarge up to the
maximum normalized CMIp Mmax/Mlarge for the largest
possible blackout. This allows the resilience to be evaluated
while including the unobserved future blackouts of the highest
customer impact. The linear extrapolation of the trend is
somewhat uncertain, but the extrapolation nevertheless seems
more reasonable than ignoring the even more extreme events
indicated by the observed trend—it seems unlikely that the
largest possible blackout has already been observed in the
data. It is the case that sums of samples of heavy-tailed
distributions are dominated by the maximum sample that
occurs12. For example, both SAIDI with major event days and
SPLEDI add up normalized CMIp, and suffer high variability
due to this effect. High-impact blackouts with extremely high
CMIp values are rare but inevitable due to heavy tails. This
emphasizes the importance, despite its inherent uncertainties,
of trying to estimate the extrapolated trend governing the
most extreme events to encompass these extreme events in the
resilience index. The need to obtain this linear extrapolation
is one reason that we confine the large events to the linear
region of the tail. We assume the existence of a suitable
linear region across a sufficient range of the largest observed
blackouts because it is present in the data we analyze here.

11However, CVARlnM differs from ALED in the choice of the threshold
Mlarge for large events. For CVARlnM, Mlarge is VAR, the value at a given
quantile of normalized event CMIp, whereas for ALED as presented here,
Mlarge is the lowest point of the linear region of the exceedance function.

12This is called a “catastrophe principle” and proved in [17, chapter 3].

V. PRACTICAL DETAILS OF SALEDI

This section gives guidelines for selecting the parameters
needed to compute SALEDI.

A. Choosing the large event threshold Mlarge

SALEDI is defined over events whose CMIp Mi exceeds the
Mlarge threshold. It is intended that Mlarge is calculated once
and then stays fixed thereafter. We want to select an Mlarge

that satisfies the following criteria:
• Mlarge should be small enough to give sufficient large

events to keep the variability RSESAL sufficiently small.
• Mlarge should be within the approximately linear region

(on a log-log plot) of the tail of the distribution of Mi.
To satisfy the above criterion, we select Mlarge using a
statistically principled procedure proposed by Clauset et al.
[18, section 3.3] and summarized as follows:

Let {Mi} denote all values of event CMIp across all
observed years. Candidate thresholds are formed from upper-
tail values of {Mi}. For each candidate threshold M0, we
repeat the following steps:

1) Select all values above M0, i.e., S0 = {Mi : Mi ≥ M0}
2) Estimate α0 using the selected data:

α0 = (1/|S0|)
∑|S0|

i=1 ln{Mi/M0 : Mi ≥ M0}
where |S0| is the number of values in the selected data.

3) Calculate Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance D between the
empirical CDF of the selected data FS0

(M) and the
CDF FP0

(M) of a Pareto distribution with parameter
α0: D = max

Mi≥M0

|FS0(Mi)− FP0(Mi)|

The M0 value that yields the minimum Kolmogorov-Smirnov
distance D among all candidate thresholds is selected as
Mlarge. This procedure identifies the smallest threshold for
which the tail behavior is well approximated by a power law,
thereby avoiding both contamination from non-tail events (if
Mlarge is too small) and unnecessary loss of accuracy (if
Mlarge is too large). The Mlarge value calculated using this
method is shown on the probability exceedance function of
event CMIp in Fig. 7. The Mlarge values for the five utilities
and their corresponding quantiles q are given in Table I.
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Fig. 7. Probability exceedance function of event CMIp of Utility 2, overlaid
with Mlarge and the corresponding estimated straight line Pareto distribution.
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B. Number of large events nmin
large required for accuracy

The statistical variability of SALEDI is governed by the
number of large events nlarge used, as can be seen from (12).
Hence, rearranging (12), to ensure for SALEDI a statistical
accuracy RSEmax

SAL so that RSESAL ≤ RSEmax
SAL, the minimum

number of large events required is

nmin
large = 2/(RSEmax

SAL)
2 (35)

Suppose that nall
large large events are observed in all the out-

age data over nall
year years. Then the average annual frequency

of large events using all the observed years of data is

fall
large = nall

large/n
all
year (36)

and the minimum number of years of data required to ensure
for SALEDI a statistical accuracy RSEmax

SAL is

nmin
year = nmin

large/f
all
large (37)

In this paper, we adopt RSEmax
SAL = 0.1, implying that the

standard deviation of an estimate of SALEDI is no more than
10% of its mean value. Then (35) gives nmin

large = 200.
Under reasonable normality assumptions, RSEmax

SAL = 0.1
further indicates that ∼68% of the estimates of SALEDI lie
within 10% of the mean, and that ∼90% of the estimates of
SALEDI lie within 16% of the mean.

The nyear values for the five utilities based on RSEmax
SAL =

0.1 are given in Table I. The value of nmin
year implies tracking

SALEDI with an nmin
year year sliding window. This is practical

for the five utilities in Table I that have nmin
year ≈ 2, 3, or 5.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Quantifying distribution system resilience in terms of the
observed customer minutes interrupted per customer served
(CMIp) in large events can be considered one of the basic chal-
lenges for resilience metrics. However, detailed outage data
from 5 utilities in the USA shows heavy-tailed distributions
and high variability in event CMIp. Indeed these observed data
show evidence of very heavy tails (slope magnitude α < 1.5
of an exceedance function on a log-log plot). A consequence
of the heavy tails is that simply adding up or averaging
the CMIp for large events does not give practical indices.
These impractical indices (such as SPALEDI, SPALED, and
conventional CVAR) vary erratically and their relative standard
errors are usually so large that too many (one or two orders
of magnitude more) observed large events would be needed to
enable usable statistical accuracy.

This paper solves this problem of heavy tails with a loga-
rithmic transformation of the data to obtain the new resilience
metric SALEDI describing the annual customer impact of
large events. To calculate SALEDI, one adds the logarithms
of the normalized large-event CMIp and then divides by the
number of years observed. The number of observed years
required for reasonable statistical accuracy is 2 to 5 years
across the five utilities, making it practical to monitor and
track resilience using standard utility data. SALEDI could also
be used as a metric for outage data produced by simulations,
where it would require running substantially fewer cases.

SALEDI is the product of the annual frequency of large
events flarge and the ALED metric that is an average
magnitude of large events. More precisely, ALED is the mean
of the logarithms of normalized large event CMIp. Risk is
often described by exceedance functions, and resilience risk
describes the tails of these functions. ALED−1 estimates the
slope magnitude α of the tail of the probability exceedance
function of CMIp on a log-log plot. Thus, ALED quantifies
the trend of the observed large blackouts, which is significant
because this trend may well govern future blackouts of high
risk that are larger than those already observed. Our definition
of large events is chosen so that the large events lie in the
approximately linear tail region of the log-log plot to ensure
that ALED, and in turn SALEDI, describes this trend. This
approach requires a suitable approximately linear tail region
for the largest blackouts, as observed in the data for the 5
utilities. SALEDI is normalized by the number of customers
served, so it is comparable across utilities of different sizes.

The paper also systematically interprets and compares the
metrics SALEDI and ALED, which can be considered to
be areas under the tails of exceedance functions. ALED is
a version of CVAR in which the value is the logarithm of
normalized event CMIp. SAIDI is the area under a frequency
exceedance function for outage CMIp.

Resilience mitigation should decrease the frequency and
severity of customer impacts, and in this regard, flarge, ALED,
and SALEDI usefully measure different aspects. flarge is the
frequency of large events, which is driven by the extremes of
weather exceeding a given customer impact. ALED measures
an average (on a log scale) large event impact for the cus-
tomers, which results from a combination of weather severity,
infrastructure hardness, and restoration speed. A utility with
high flarge but low ALED is being hit frequently but with-
stands and recovers well relative to the weather severities.
SALEDI combines ALED and flarge to measure the total
annual large event customer impact. SALEDI gives a single
value for optimization and tracking resilience over the years,
that can play for resilience for customers the same role as
SAIDI does for reliability. A utility would first compute the
large event threshold Mlarge and the required nmin

year once from
its full historical dataset. It would then maintain a rolling nmin

year

window and update SALEDI annually to track resilience.
In summary, since the CMIps in large events have high

variability and heavy-tailed distributions, simply adding up
or taking the mean of CMIp in large events does not produce
practical indices. A logarithmic transformation of CMIp
converts heavy tails to light tails for which the usual statistics
and indices work. Thus an overall conclusion is simple:
Based on five cases of distribution utility data in the USA,
CMIp in large events should be measured on a logarithmic
scale, so that practical resilience indices tracking customer
minutes interrupted in large events should be calculated using
the logarithm of the CMIp.
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APPENDIX A

The plausibility of a Pareto tail (9) is not rejected for utilities
1,2,5 at a p-value of 0.1, using Clauset’s goodness-of-fit test

[18, Section 4]. The plausibility of a lower-bounded truncated
lognormal fit13 to the tails is not rejected at a p-value of 0.1 for
utilities 1,2,3,4. A likelihood ratio test comparing Pareto and
lognormal distributions shows insufficient evidence to prefer
one over the other at a p-value of 0.1.

The truncated lognormal fit is quadratic on a log-log plot,
but with a large enough σ so that the quadratic coefficient
−1/(2σ2) is small [17, section 1.2.3] and the linear approx-
imation is acceptable. The standard deviation parameter σ of
the best-fit truncated lognormal distribution for the utilities
1,2,3,4,5 are 4.05, 4.53, 3.80, 4.16, 1.39, respectively.

Formal testing of the tails to determine whether the data
is likely to have been drawn from particular statistical distri-
butions is relevant. However, it is not the only consideration,
and formal testing does not directly answer whether the linear
approximation of the tails is a close enough approximation
for constructing an index. While both linear and quadratic
approximations are reasonable approximations, and indeed sta-
tistically indistinguishable, we choose the linear approximation
to construct SALEDI for several other reasons. The linear
approximation is simpler and is conservative compared to the
mildly concave quadratic approximation obtained by fitting the
log-normal distribution. Moreover, the linear approximation
uses the single parameter α to describe the tail, producing a
single index. The quadratic approximation describes the tail
with two parameters and would have produced two indices.

APPENDIX B

Let Nlarge be Poisson[nlarge], assumed independent of i.i.d.
samples X1, X2, ..., XNlarge

of random variable X . Let

S =
1

nyear

Nlarge∑
i=1

Xi and Smean =
1

Nlarge

Nlarge∑
i=1

Xi

ENlarge = VarNlarge = nlarge. A Wald equation gives ES =
nlargeEX/nyear and a Blackwell-Girshick equation gives

VarS =(E[Nlarge]VarX +Var[Nlarge](EX)2)/n2
year

=nlarge(VarX + (EX)2)/n2
year and

RSES =
σ[S]

ES
=

√
1 + VarX/(EX)2

√
nlarge

=

√
1 + (RSEX)2
√
nlarge

Also ESmean = EX and VarSmean = (VarX)/nlarge and

RSESmean =
σ[Smean]

ESmean
=

σ[X]

EX
√
nlarge

=
RSEX√
nlarge

.

To calculate RSEPb and RSELNb we use RSEY =√
E[Y 2]/E[Y ]2 − 1 and, for α ̸= 1, 2, and k = 1 or k = 2,

E[(Pb)k] =
α

α− k

1− (pmax)
k−α

1− (pmax)−α

E[(LNb)k] = ekµ+
k2σ2

2
Φ( lnpmax−µ−kσ2

σ )− Φ(−µ−kσ2

σ )

Φ( lnpmax−µ
σ )− Φ(−µ

σ )

13The truncated distribution is a lognormal distribution conditioned on
[a,∞) with a > 0 with exceedance function FY (p) = FN (ln p)/FN (ln a)
where FN is the probability exceedance function of a normal distribution. a
is chosen using Clauset’s method applied to a truncated lognormal.


