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Q. Are you the same Kenneth Lee Elder, Jr. who previously submitted direct 1 

testimony in this proceeding on behalf of PacifiCorp d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power 2 

(“PacifiCorp” or the “Company”)? 3 

A. Yes.4 

I. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY5 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony?6 

A. My testimony responds to various issues raised about the Company’s load forecast in7 

the Phase I direct testimonies of Mr. Karan Pol and Mr. Douglas Wheelwright on behalf8 

the Division of Public Utilities of the State of Utah (“DPU”) and Ms. Donna Ramas on9 

behalf of the Office of Consumer Services (“OCS”).10 

Q. Please summarize your testimony11 

A. My testimony responds to five recommendations from Mr. Pol and concerns raised by12 

both Mr. Wheelwright and Ms. Ramas.13 

Mr. Pol’s recommendations include:14 

1) Adjust the residential customer model in future forecasts to:15 

a. Eliminate select dummy variables16 

b. Eliminate autoregressive term17 

2) Clarify the process by which the Company develops its commercial customer18 

growth forecast and explain how any adjustments made to account for large19 

customers impact the forecast.20 

3) Requests the Company provide all data for its commercial usage forecast on a21 

confidential basis to the Commission and intervenors.22 
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4) Suggests the Company implement a quarterly load materialization report for 23 

forecasted projects greater than or equal to 50MW, through the end of the test year.  24 

5) Provide a narrative justification for the inclusion of all independent variables.  25 

Ms. Ramas and Mr. Wheelwright expressed concern regarding the age of the forecast 26 

at the time of filing. Finally, Mr. Wheelwright expressed concerns that the forecast is 27 

too high.  28 

Q. Did Mr. Pol express concerns regarding the Company’s residential customer 29 

model?  30 

A.  Yes. Mr. Pol noted his concerns regarding the Company’s use of dummy variables in 31 

the construction of its models, of significant error on a monthly basis and the potential 32 

for over-estimation bias due to the Company’s selected economic driver of population.1  33 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Pol’s concerns regarding the Company’s use of 34 

indicator or dummy variables within its residential customer model? 35 

A.  During the development of the forecast model for each state, the Company analyzes 36 

the graph of the residuals in the model to ensure there are no outliers in the data that 37 

could influence the final model results. While there may be some economic cause for 38 

some of these anomalies, it is not always possible to identify the exact cause. More 39 

often they are caused by issues in the underlying data such as billing issues such as 40 

double billing for particular customers in a month that ultimately average out over time. 41 

 
1 Direct Testimony of Karan Pol, lines 181-185. 
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Regardless of the source of the anomaly, it is important to correct for it so that the 42 

model prediction is not influenced by anomalous data.  43 

When outliers are identified, the Company attempts to identify the source of the 44 

data anomaly. The source identification involves researching the individual customer 45 

billing data for the Company’s 2.1 million customers. If the source of the anomaly can 46 

be identified, then the underlying data is corrected within the model’s input. If not, an 47 

indicator variable is used to prevent the anomaly from influencing the forecast. 48 

In the instance of the dummy variables identified by Mr. Pol, Year2017Plus and 49 

Apr2020plus, these variables are correcting for anomalous shift in residuals between 50 

time periods. The Company cannot claim with certainty what caused these anomalous 51 

shifts. Mr. Pol claims these variables may introduce overestimation bias in the customer 52 

growth forecast; however, actual customers have tracked very close to the predicted 53 

number of monthly customers and were 1,900 (0.2 percent) above forecast in October 54 

2024.  55 

Q. Please respond to Mr. Pol’s recommendation that the Company eliminate auto-56 

regressive terms from its customer model.2  57 

A.  With regards to the Company’s use of autoregressive terms, a linear regression model 58 

consists of a set of assumptions about the underlying data generating process for 59 

creating a regression model. One of these assumptions is that residuals of the regression 60 

 
2 Direct Testimony of Karan Pol, lines 196-199. 
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model are independent. Time series data, which is what the Company’s load forecast 61 

relies on, often displays dependencies within the residuals or autocorrelation, which if 62 

not corrected can lead to a biased model. One approach for correcting autocorrelation 63 

is the use of autoregressive terms. Using autoregressive terms in the model helps to 64 

correct for dependency between current and past errors in time series data and restores 65 

the independence of the model residuals.  66 

Autocorrelation occurs when the values of adjacent observations in a data set 67 

are related. For example, the number of customers this month is related to what it was 68 

last month and will influence the number of customers next month. This is because the 69 

economic conditions that affect the number of customers in any given month, such as 70 

the labor market, housing affordability and income, usually affect more than a single 71 

month.  72 

Q.  Please respond to Mr. Pol’s recommendation for a narrative justification for the 73 

inclusion of all independent variables. 74 

A. My direct testimony in this case provides information regarding the economic drivers 75 

used in the Company’s models.3 The economic drivers used exhibit a statistical and 76 

logical relationship. For example, non-manufacturing employment (i.e. employment in 77 

commercial facilities) is directly correlated with commercial load. Further, the 78 

Company’s models provide information regarding the independent variables used. 79 

  

 
3 Direct Testimony of Kenneth Lee Elder Jr., lines 123-124, 139-140, 146-147. 
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Q.  Please address Mr. Pol’s analysis of the Company’s residential customer model’s 80 

economic driver of population.  81 

A. Mr. Pol’s claims that the Company’s population forecast overestimates annual growth 82 

by 4 percent to 38 percent on average.4 Mr. Pol’s own data shows that the total 83 

population change in the United States Census Bureau (UCB) data is 563,700 84 

customers, the S&P data is 518,432, while the Company’s data shows a change of 85 

555,233 customers. The Company’s total change is 2 percent lower than UCB and 7 86 

percent higher than S&P. Ultimately, Mr. Pol’s analysis demonstrates that different 87 

sources with varying vintages produce differing estimates of Utah’s population.  88 

Q.  Did Mr. Pol express other concerns with the Company’s residential customer 89 

model? 90 

A.  Yes. Mr. Pol also expressed concern regarding the error in the residential customer 91 

model on a monthly basis, which is based on a comparison of the change in customers 92 

and not the predicted number of customers. While the Company models the volatile 93 

change in customers, to create its prediction of future customers, the predicted 94 

customers are ultimately used to create the class level forecast. When the change in 95 

customers is reconstructed into a customer prediction and compared to historical 96 

actuals the true mean absolute percentage error (MAPE) is 0.3 percent on a monthly 97 

and annual basis.  98 

 
4 Direct Testimony of Karan Pol, lines 171-173. 
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Q.  Did Mr. Pol have concerns with the Company’s Commercial Forecast? 99 

A.  Yes. Mr. Pol claims that the Company failed to provide their commercial customer 100 

growth model, expressed concerns with the commercial use per customer model, and 101 

questioned the accuracy of the individual customer forecast. 102 

Q.  How does the Company respond to Mr. Pol’s concerns regarding the commercial 103 

customer growth model? 104 

A.  Mr. Pol’s concern that the Company’s commercial customer growth model failed to 105 

justify the significant commercial sales increase in its filing5 seem to be tied to the 106 

misconception that the commercial class forecast is generated as the product of a 107 

customer forecast multiplied by a use per customer forecast, which is similar to the 108 

methodology used for the Company’s residential class.  109 

The Company found the commercial use per customer forecast to be an 110 

inaccurate approach and improved its forecasting methodology in the 2014 general rate 111 

case, Docket No. 13-035-184, to instead forecast commercial class usage directly, 112 

similar to the method used for the industrial class as described in my direct testimony.6  113 

 

 

 
5 Direct Testimony of Karan Pol, lines 357-360. 
6 Direct Testimony of Kenneth Lee Elder Jr., lines 137-143. 
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Q. Do you agree with Mr. Pol’s assertion that the Company has not demonstrated 114 

how adjustments are made to the model to account for data center related load 115 

uncertainty? 116 

A.  No. In addition to discussing forecast development for large commercial customers 117 

such as data centers in my direct testimony7, the Company has also provided additional 118 

input in discovery on numerous occasions regarding large customer forecast 119 

development; including data centers.8 120 

Q. Do you wish to summarize how adjustments are made to account for data center- 121 

related load uncertainty? 122 

A.  Yes. The Company updates its load forecast on an annual basis in the spring of each 123 

year. For a small number of customers, PacifiCorp individually prepares forecasts 124 

based on input from the customer and the Company’s Regional Business Managers 125 

(“RBMs”). The individual customer forecast process for this proceeding was initiated 126 

in the Winter of 2022 and was finalized in April 2023.  127 

The timing and decision to incorporate an individual customer forecast in the 128 

Company’s load forecast is contingent on various factors. The Company’s RBMs 129 

facilitate all large new load requests from customers and provide recommendations for 130 

inclusion in the load forecast. The forecast for each project is based on the customer’s 131 

 
7 Direct Testimony of Kenneth Lee Elder Jr., lines 140-143.  
8 Company’s response to data requests DPU 4.27; DPU 41.1; UTLCG 6.18(a); OCS 21.7; OCS 21.19; and OCS 

30.11. 
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projected plans, contract status and RBMs experience with similar past customer 132 

projects. 133 

Due to the historical underperformance of large load customers, with regard to 134 

their proposed load ramps, the Company has historically modified the customer-135 

provided load ramp to a realistic forecast, which is then included in the Company’s 136 

load forecast. 137 

Q. Do you wish to expand on how adjustments are made to account for data center- 138 

related load uncertainty? 139 

A.  Yes. The Company has had data center customers since the 2000’s and as such, has 140 

experience with how these customers operate. As noted above, it is the Company’s 141 

experience that data center customers rarely achieve their provided ramps schedules. 142 

Therefore, the load forecast team works with RBMs to create a more realistic individual 143 

customer load forecast to include in the Company’s load forecast.  144 

Q. Can you provide an example of how the Company adjusts the customer provided 145 

forecast to account for data center related load uncertainty? 146 

A. Yes. The Utah test year forecast for this proceeding includes four new individually 147 

forecasted data center projects. Customer provided ramp schedules for the test year, as 148 

determined by signed agreements for these projects is 4,969 GWh. Based on 149 

discussions with RBMs and their experience with similar customers, the test year 150 

forecast included for these projects is 475 GWh. In other words, based on its historical 151 
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experience and knowledge of forthcoming operational and construction considerations, 152 

the Company has discounted new data center projections by 90 percent from the 153 

customer provided ramps for the test year in this proceeding.  154 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Pol’s proposed methodology to create his forecast 155 

adjustment to the Commercial class? 156 

A. No. The calculation of the proposed ‘naturally occurring growth rate’ is based on 157 

several flawed assumptions: 158 

1) Mr. Pol uses state level actual data for the Years 2021, 2022 and 2023 from the 159 

Company’s 10-K filings.9 Actual data would need to be weather normalized to 160 

remove the impacts of changing weather from year-to-year. As shown in Table 1 161 

below, 2021 and 2022 were warmer relative to 2023, which biases Mr. Pol’s 162 

analysis. 163 

Table 1 164 

 

2) Mr. Pol converted the Utah state level data to class level based on the Company’s 165 

2020 general rate case, Docket No. 20-035-04 (“2020 GRC”), Utah forecasted class 166 

level percentages, holding the class level percentages constant even though 167 

commercial and residential classes grew faster than other classes.10 This 168 

 
9 Direct Testimony of Karan Pol, line 54. 
10 Direct Testimony of Karan Pol, line 60, footnote 7. 

Year 2021 2022 2023
CDD 65 1,756 1,884 1,552

Utah Annual Cooling Degree Days (CDD 65) 
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methodology is contradicted by his Company level analysis of class level growth 169 

rates that shows that residential and commercial classes are growing faster than 170 

other classes as indicated in Table 3 of his direct testimony.11 171 

3). Mr. Pol used a Company class level growth rate instead of a Utah specific class 172 

level growth rate to project 2023 state level class ‘actuals’ to 2025.12 This analysis 173 

is flawed given that the Utah commercial class has grown faster than the Company-174 

wide commercial class. 175 

While the Company does not agree with the oversimplified analysis used by Mr. Pol, 176 

correcting for these three deficiencies listed above, the Company’s commercial class 177 

forecast is only 486 GWh or 4 percent above the ‘historical growth trends’, not 12 178 

percent as Mr. Pol’s flawed analysis indicated (see Table 2). This 486 GWh increase is 179 

conservative given that customer provided ramp schedules for new individually 180 

forecasted data center projects in the test year is 4,969 GWh.  181 

Table 2  182 

 

 

 
11 Direct Testimony of Karan Pol, line 54. 
12 Direct Testimony of Karan Pol, lines 55-56 

Percent Change
DEA 

Corrected RMP Diff Diff %
Class 2021 2022 2023 2021-2023 2025 CY 2025
Commercial 9,404 9,925 10,489 6% 11,699 12,186 486 4%

Actual Class Load (Weather Normalized GWh)

Utah Commercial Class Historical Projection
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Q. Do you agree with Mr. Pol’s recommendation that the Company should provide 183 

data on a confidential basis in this proceeding?  184 

A. No. Large customers provide the Company commercially sensitive information 185 

regarding their expected future operations and the markets they serve with the 186 

expectation of confidentiality. In some cases, these customers also express their 187 

strategy on adjusting to adverse or favorable market conditions. Exposing this highly 188 

confidential information to intervenors, who are in some cases direct competitors, 189 

would have a chilling effect on the willingness of customers to share this information 190 

with the Company. This would result in adverse impacts to forecast accuracy.  191 

Q.  Do you agree with Mr. Pol’s recommendation that the Company should produce 192 

a quarterly load materialization report for forecasted projects greater than or 193 

equal to 50 MW? 194 

A.  No. Mr. Pol recommends the Company provide, project stage, announced load, 195 

monthly ramp, cancelled projects and any changes to the expected load ramp for each 196 

project on a quarterly basis. As discussed above, exposing highly confidential and 197 

commercially sensitive information with intervenors would have a chilling effect on 198 

the willingness of customers to share this information with the Company.  199 

As stated in Ms. DeMers direct testimony, the Company is proposing a reserve capacity 200 

and excess demand charge in this docket. If adopted by the Commission, these charges 201 

will incentivize customers with loads exceeding 25 MW to provide the Company more 202 

realistic forecasts that can be used directly in the Company’s planning.  203 
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Given confidentiality concerns and the Company’s proposed reserve capacity and 204 

excess demand charge, a load materialization report is unnecessary and 205 

counterproductive. 206 

Q.  How does the Company respond to Mr. Wheelright’s and Ms. Ramas concerns 207 

that the new forecast completed in May 2024 should have been used in this case? 208 

A. The Company used the most recent forecast available at the time of filing this rate case. 209 

As Mr. Wheelright and Ms. Ramas note, a monthly class level energy and peak forecast 210 

was completed in May 2024. However, that forecast needed to be converted to a rate 211 

schedule level forecast for cost of service and an hourly forecast for net power costs 212 

teams to calculate the forecast revenues by customer class and net power costs for the 213 

test period in the case. This intensive process was not completed until June 2024. The 214 

process for preparing a general rate case, as fully described by Company witness 215 

Shelley E. McCoy begins approximately six to eight months prior to filing. The load 216 

forecast is one of the very first inputs into a case, which is used primarily to calculate 217 

jurisdictional allocation factors, net power costs, and forecast revenues. The May 2024 218 

load forecast was not available to conduct the necessary modeling, analysis, and 219 

testimony creation in time for the June 28, 2024 filing date. 220 
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Q.  Ms. Ramas notes that the overall sales and load forecast was prepared in May 221 

  2023, which is thirteen months prior to the filing date and suggests the Company 222 

  use more timely forecasts in the future, claiming this will lead to more accuracy. 223 

  Is the timing of the load forecast for this case unusual compared to prior Utah 224 

  general rate cases? 225 

A. No. Due to the intensive nature of creating a load forecast and the time it takes to turn 226 

the load forecast into a full general rate case, a lag of approximately a year is typical. 227 

For example, the 2020 GRC was filed on May 8, 2020, and used a June 2019 load 228 

forecast. If the Company had adjusted the timing of filing this general rate case to be 229 

able to use the May 2024 load forecast, it would not have been able to file until 230 

November or December of 2024. At that point, the other aspects of the Company’s 231 

case, like the base year data, would be stale. Due to the complexities of preparing a 232 

load forecast and a general rate case, and the fact that the preparation of the general 233 

rate case must wait until the load forecast is complete, the timing lag will always exist.  234 

Q.  How does the Company respond to Mr. Wheelright’s concerns that the forecast 235 

may be overstated? 236 

A. Mr. Wheelright’s analysis appears to focus on a single element of the load forecast: the 237 

commercial and industrial individual customer forecast.13 While this is a significant 238 

driver of the forecast, it is certainly not the only driver. For example, while individually 239 

forecast commercial customers loads are down for the most recently completed 240 

forecast, relative to the forecast used in this proceeding, non-individually forecast 241 

commercial customer loads have increased, and residential customer loads have 242 

 
13 Direct Testimony of Douglas D. Wheelright, lines 227-228. 
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increased. The load forecast impacts multiple factors in a rate case. Without updating 243 

every element of the load forecast and every factor of the case that is affected by a 244 

change in the load forecast, the final impact on rates cannot be determined.  245 

Q.  What is your recommendation to the Commission? 246 

A. The Company’s modeling approach is sound and produces reasonable results. The load 247 

forecast methodology used in this current proceeding is consistent with prior Utah rate 248 

cases.  249 

Regarding the Company’s proposed commercial forecast, the Company takes a 250 

conservative approach to developing its large customer forecasts. For example, the 251 

Company has discounted new data center projections by 90 percent from the customer 252 

provided ramps for the test year in this proceeding.  253 

The Company used the most recent forecast available at the time of filing this 254 

rate case. The Company updated its class level energy and peak forecast in May 2024, 255 

but the rate schedule level forecast for cost of service and the hourly forecast for net 256 

power costs teams were not completed until June 2024, which was too late to conduct 257 

the necessary modeling, analysis and testimony creation for this proceeding.  258 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 259 

A. Yes. 260 
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24-035-04 / Rocky Mountain Power
August 5, 2024
DPU Data Request 4.27

DPU Data Request 4.27 

Elder Testimony – Load Forecast Methodology – Referring to Direct 
Testimony of Kenneth Lee Elder pg. 8, ln 145-149, regarding industrial class 
sales, please:  

(a) Specify the model equation used to estimate industrial class sales and provide
the data used to feed this model.

(b) Describe how this sales forecast is adjusted to account for large customers, if
different than the commercial class.

(c) Further explain what the Company means when it “individually prepares
forecasts based on input from the customer and the RBMs”.

Response to DPU Data Request 4.27 

(a) Please refer to the Company’s response to DPU Data Request 4.16,
specifically Confidential Attachment DPU 4.16, confidential file
“Industrial_Use_Per_Day.xlsx” which provides the details of the model
equation and data used to estimate the commercial class sales. Note: the
historical class sales in tab “data:, the values of the coefficients in tab
“coefficients” and tab “predicted” have been redacted from this model to
protect the data of the large customers which is highly confidential,
commercially sensitive and cannot be shared without the express written
consent of the individual customers.

(b) The historical sales of the individually forecasted customers are removed from
the class sales before the model is estimated and the historical sales and
forecasted sales for the individually forecasted customers are added to the
model forecast.

(c) The Company prepares individual forecasts for very large customers based on
input from the customer and information provided by the regional business
managers (RBM). The forecast for each project is based on the customer’s
projected plans and RBMs experience with similar past customer projects.

Rocky Mountain Power 
Exhibit RMP___(KLE-1R) Page 1 of 7 
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October 4, 2024 
DPU Data Request 41.1 
 
DPU Data Request 41.1 

 
Load Forecasting – Please describe how large commercial projects, such as 
datacenters, are incorporated into the load forecast, including, but not limited to: 

(a) Project details such as initial service date, announced load (MW, MWh, load 
factor), and load ramp submitted by the project developer/owner to RMP. 
 

(b) Uncertainty or probability analysis conducted by RMP to consider the 
likelihood that the portfolio of project load requested will materialize 
according to the expected schedule. 
 

(c) Energy and Peak load adjustments performed outside the typical load 
forecasting process. 
 

(d) Any other information relevant to explaining this process. 
 

Response to DPU Data Request 41.1 

(a) Please refer to the Company’s response to subpart (b) below. 
 

(b) The timing and decision to incorporate an individual customer forecast in the 
Company’s load forecast is contingent on various factors. The Company’s 
regional business managers (RBM) facilitate all large new load requests from 
customers and provide recommendations for inclusion in the load forecast 
based on project status and likelihood to reach operational status. RBMs 
collect project details such as initial service date, requested load (megawatts 
(MW), megawatt-hours (MWh), load factor, and load ramp from the project 
developer/owner. These details are combined with RBM experience with 
similar past projects to develop a forecast for inclusion in the Company’s load 
forecast.  
 

(c) Individual customer loads are combined with the modeled load for the 
remainder of the class to create the full class level energy forecast as 
described in the direct testimony of Company witness, Kenneth Lee Elder, Jr., 
specifically lines 137 through 149. Please also refer to Kenneth Elder’s direct 
testimony, lines 158 through 174 which describe the method used to develop 
the Company’s peak forecast. 
 

(d) None. 
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October 1, 2024 
OCS Data Request 21.7 
 
OCS Data Request 21.7 

 
Reference to DeMers Direct at page 4-5, which discusses the incorporation of 
load projections into the Company’s forecasts. 
 
(a) Please example the process and timeline for incorporating load projections 

into the Company’s forecasts, explaining where treat for various process differ 
such as IRP and rate case forecasts. 
 

(b) Explain the timeline and process for a load projection resulting in a 
distribution, transmission, and generation investment. 
 

(c) Where applicable, provide your response in a live, unlocked Excel spreadsheet 
with all links and formulas intact. 

 
Response to OCS Data Request 21.7 
 

(a) The Company updates its load forecast on an annual basis in Spring of each 
year. For a small number of customers, PacifiCorp individually prepares 
forecasts based on input from the customer and the Company’s regional 
business managers (RBM). The individual customer forecast process for this 
general rate case (GRC) proceeding was initiated in Winter 2022 and was 
finalized in April 2023. The load forecast updated each year as described 
above is used for the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), rate cases, net power 
costs (NPC) and the Company’s general business purposes.   
 

(b) The Company interprets this request as seeking additional information on the 
timeline and process for including a customer’s load projections in its 
distribution, transmission and generation investment planning decisions. 
Given this interpretation, the Company responds as follows:  
 
The timing and decision to incorporate an individual customer forecast in the 
Company’s load forecast is contingent on various factors. The Company’s 
RBMs facilitate all large new load requests from customers and provide 
recommendations for inclusion in the load forecast. The forecast for each 
project is based on the customer’s projected plans, contract status and RBMs 
experience with similar past customer projects. 
 

(c) Please refer to the Company’s response to subparts (a) and (b) above. 
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October 1, 2024 
OCS Data Request 21.19 
 
OCS Data Request 21.19 

 
Reference Lee Elder Direct. Explain how large, including data center, load is 
treated with it schedule and class forecasts. Include in your response, but do not 
limit it to:  
 
(a) At what stage is a customer included the forecast?  

 
(b) Are out of model adjustments made? If so, explain each.  

 
(c) On page 5-6, data vintage varies. How much large load has been added in 

each of the identified data types 
 

Response to OCS Data Request 21.19 
 

(a) Please refer to the Company’s response to OCS Data Request 21.7 subparts 
(a) and (b). 
 

(b) For a small number of commercial and industrial customers, the Company 
treats their load as post-model adjustments in the creation of the class level 
forecast and assigned to the customers schedule in the rate schedule forecast.  

 
(c) PacifiCorp objects to the subpart of this data request on the grounds it would 

require a new analysis or special study to produce such information and is 
therefore overly broad and unduly burdensome. To be sure, the Company has 
not performed the requested analysis.  

Rocky Mountain Power 
Exhibit RMP___(KLE-1R) Page 4 of 7 
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October 22, 2024 
OCS Data Request 30.11 
 
OCS Data Request 30.11 

 
Reference the Company’s response to OCS 21.7b. Please answer the following: 

(a) List the “various factors” referred to. 
 

(b) Explain the process for RBMs recommending inclusion in the load forecast. 
 

(c) Define “customer’s projected plans”. What exact information is provided by 
the customer and what process does the Company take to verify the 
information? 
 

(d) Explain the different contracts and associated contract statuses. 
 

Response to OCS Data Request 30.11 
 

(a) The forecast for each project is based on the customer’s projected plans, 
contract status and regional business managers (RBM) experience with similar 
past customer projects. 
 

(b) On an annual basis, the load forecast team and RBMs verify individual 
customer forecasts prior to including the Company’s load forecast.  
 

(c) A customer’s projected plans include items such as their project ramp 
schedule, as well as operational decisions and development plans shared with 
the RBMs. 
  

(d) The customer/Company contracts include an Electric Services Study 
Agreement, Engineering, a Material and Procurement Agreement and a 
Master Electric Service Agreement (MESA).  
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UTLCG Data Request 6.18 
 
UTLCG Data Request 6.18 

 
Referring to the Company’s response to UAE Data Request 3.4 (d) and the load 
ramp plan shown in UAE Data Request 3.2(a): 
 
(a) Please confirm that if a Large Load Customer provides a load ramp plan in an 

electric service agreement (ESA), the load ramp plan is considered an 
individual forecast.  If not, please clarify what an individual forecast is. 
 

(b) Is a Large Load Customer’s load ramp plan equal to its forecasted load which 
is then also equal to its Reserved Capacity?  If not, please explain how the 
load ramp plan, forecasted load, and Reserved Capacity are related and how 
the information is used in the Company’s load forecast. 
 

(c) If a Large Load Customer has a Reserved Capacity of 200 megawatt (MW), 
what percentage of load is assumed to occur coincident with the Company’s 
coincident peak in the Company’s load forecast? 
 

(d) What is a “typical percentage?” 
 

(e) What conditions have to be met before the Company takes a Large Load 
Customer-supplied load ramp and includes it in the Company’s load forecast? 
 

(f) Are the individual forecasts a single megawatt (“MW”) number per year? If 
not, please clarify what constitutes an individual forecast. 
 

(g) Please explain in detail how the Company takes an individual forecast and 
turns that into a monthly energy forecast. 
 

(h) Provide the historical jurisdiction load shape and jurisdictional peak forecast 
and explain how they are applied to the monthly energy forecast to create an 
hourly forecast. 
 

(i) At what step in the process described in UAE 3.4 (d) does the Company 
aggregate the 32 customer loads that end up in the Company load forecast? 

 
Response to UTLCG Data Request 6.18 
 

Referring to the Company’s response to UAE Data Request 3.4 subpart (d) and 
the load ramp plan provided in the Company’s response to UAE Data Request 3.2 
subpart (a), the Company responds as follows: 
 
(a) No. Due to the historical underperformance of large load customers, with 

regard to their proposed load ramps, the Company has historically modified 
the customer provided load ramp to a realistic forecast, which is then included 
in the Company’s load forecast.  
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(b) Please refer to the Company’s response to subpart (a) above.  
 
(c) The Company has not performed the requested analysis.  

 
(d) Typical percentage is the percentage of jurisdictional load that historically 

occurs at the time of system coincident peak (CP).  
 
(e) The incentive structure needs to change to motivate large load customers to 

supply the Company with a realistic load ramp so that it can be directly used 
in the Company’s load forecast.  

 
(f) Depending on the customer, the customer provided load ramp is either an 

annual or monthly megawatt (MW) number. 
 
(g) The realistic load ramp monthly megawatts are converted to monthly energy 

by multiplying by the number of hours in the month and an expected load 
factor.    

 
(h) Please refer to the Company’s response to DPU Data Request 4.21, 

specifically Confidential Attachment DPU 4.21, which provides the historical 
jurisdictional load shape and the conversion of monthly energy to an hourly 
shape. Please refer to the Company’s response to DPU Data Request 4.16, 
specifically Confidential Attachment DPU 4.16, confidential file “Peak.xlsx” 
which provides the jurisdictional peaks. The Company calibrates the hourly 
shape to ensure that the monthly peak equals the jurisdictional peak and the 
monthly energy equals the forecasted jurisdictional energy.  
 

(i) The aggregated individual customer forecast are added to the econometric 
class level monthly forecast to create the total class level monthly forecast. 
The class level forecasts are then aggregated to create the forecasted 
jurisdictional energy.  
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