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

Phase I rebuttal testimony in this proceeding on behalf of PacifiCorp d/b/a Rocky 2 

Mountain Power (“PacifiCorp” or the “Company”)? 3 

A. Yes. 4 

I. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 5 

Q. What is the purpose of your Phase II rebuttal testimony? 6 

A. My testimony responds to various issues raised about the Company’s load forecast in 7 

the Phase II direct testimonies of Mr. Jeffry Pollock on behalf of the Utah Large 8 

Customer Group (“UTLCG”) and Mr. Ron Nelson on behalf of the Office of Consumer 9 

Services (“OCS”). 10 

Q. Please summarize your Phase II rebuttal testimony. 11 

A. My testimony responds to one recommendation from Mr. Pollock and two concerns 12 

raised by Mr. Nelson. Mr. Pollock recommends that the Company conduct a new loss 13 

study and file this study with its next rate case. Whereas, Mr. Nelson had concerns 14 

regarding the vintage of load forecast used in this proceeding and asserts the 15 

commercial load forecast may be understated.  16 

II. LINE LOSS STUDY 17 

Q. Please respond to Mr. Pollock’s recommendation that the Company conduct a 18 

new loss study and to file the study with its next rate case.1  19 

A.  Line loss studies are a labor intensive process and are updated approximately every ten 20 

years. For example, the loss study used for this proceeding was initiated in June 2019 21 

and was not finalized until April 2020. This process involves multiple teams throughout 22 

 
1 Phase II Direct Testimony of Jeffry Pollock, lines 332-333. 
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the Company including load research, transmission planning, distribution, and 23 

metering to name a few.  24 

In response to Mr. Pollock’s recommendation, the Company will initiate a new 25 

line loss study. However, given the time and labor intensive nature of this process and 26 

the unknown timing of next general rate case, the Company cannot commit to results 27 

being available prior to the next rate case filing. Therefore, the Company will file an 28 

updated line loss study in the first general rate case after the new line loss study is 29 

completed.  30 

III. LOAD FORECAST 31 

Q.  Did Mr. Nelson have concerns with the Company’s load forecast? 32 

A.  Yes. Mr. Nelson had concerns regarding the vintage of load forecast used in this 33 

proceeding and asserts the commercial load forecast may be understated. 34 

Q.  How does the Company respond to Mr. Nelson’s concern that a more recent 35 

forecast should have been used in this case?2 36 

A. The Company used the most recent forecast available at the time of filing this rate case. 37 

While a monthly class level energy and peak forecast was completed in May 2024, that 38 

forecast needed to be converted to a rate schedule level forecast for cost of service and 39 

an hourly forecast for net power costs teams to calculate the forecast revenues by 40 

customer class and net power costs for the test period in the case. This intensive process 41 

was not completed until June 2024. The process for preparing a general rate case, as 42 

fully described by Company witness Shelley E. McCoy’s Phase I Rebuttal Testimony, 43 

begins approximately six to eight months prior to filing. The load forecast is one of the 44 

 
2 Phase II Direct Testimony of Ron Nelson, lines 403-404. 
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very first inputs into a case, which is used primarily to calculate jurisdictional allocation 45 

factors, net power costs, and forecast revenues. The May 2024 load forecast was not 46 

available to conduct the necessary modeling, analysis, and testimony creation in time 47 

for the June 28, 2024 filing date. 48 

Q.  Mr. Nelson notes that the overall sales and load forecast was prepared in May 49 

2023, which is thirteen months prior to the filing date or eighteen months prior to 50 

the filing of his rebuttal testimony3 and suggests the Company use more timely 51 

forecasts, claiming this will lead to more accuracy.4 Is the timing of the load 52 

forecast for this case unusual compared to prior Utah general rate cases? 53 

A. No. Due to the intensive nature of creating a load forecast and the time it takes to turn 54 

the load forecast into a full general rate case, a lag of approximately a year is typical. 55 

For example, the 2020 GRC was filed on May 8, 2020, and used a June 2019 load 56 

forecast. If the Company had adjusted the timing of filing this general rate case to be 57 

able to use the May 2024 load forecast, it would not have been able to file until 58 

November or December of 2024. At that point, the other aspects of the Company’s 59 

case, like the base year data, would be stale. Due to the complexities of preparing a 60 

load forecast and a general rate case, and the fact that the preparation of the general 61 

rate case must wait until the load forecast is complete, the timing lag will always exist.  62 

Q.  How does the Company respond to Mr. Nelson’s concern that the load forecast 63 

may be understated?5 64 

A. The Company has had data center customers since the 2000’s and as such, has 65 

 
3 Phase II Direct Testimony of Ron Nelson, lines 338-340. 
4 Phase II Direct Testimony of Ron Nelson, lines 403-404. 
5 Phase II Direct Testimony of Ron Nelson, lines 391-393. 
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experience with how these customers operate. It is the Company’s experience that data 66 

center customers rarely achieve their provided ramps schedules. Therefore, the load 67 

forecast team works with Regional Business Managers to create a more realistic 68 

individual customer load forecast to include in the Company’s load forecast.  69 

Based on analysis of new large customer load requests and actual performance, 70 

approximately 20 percent of requested load materializes in the first one to three years 71 

of service. Due to this historical underperformance of large load customers, with regard 72 

to their proposed load ramps, the Company has modified the customer-provided load 73 

ramp to a realistic forecast, which is then included in the Company’s load forecast. 74 

Q.  What is your recommendation to the Utah Public Service Commission? 75 

A. The Company commits to creating an updated line loss study, but due to the intricacies 76 

of the process and time required to complete this study and the unknown filing date of 77 

the next general rate case, the Company cannot commit to completing the update before 78 

the next general rate case.  79 

The Company used the most recent forecast available at the time of filing this 80 

rate case. Due to the historical underperformance of large load customers with regard 81 

to their proposed load ramps, the Company modifies the customer-provided load ramp 82 

to a realistic forecast, which is then included in the Company’s load forecasts. While 83 

the Company updated its class level energy and peak forecast in May 2024, the rate 84 

schedule level forecast for cost of service and the hourly forecast for net power costs 85 

teams were not completed until June 2024, which was too late to conduct the necessary 86 

modeling, analysis and testimony creation for this proceeding. Due to the intensive 87 
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nature of creating a load forecast and the time it takes to turn the load forecast into a 88 

full general rate case, a lag of approximately a year is typical.  89 

Q. Does this conclude your Phase II rebuttal testimony? 90 

A. Yes. 91 

 


