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1. Introduction 

 

The 10-year WECC Common Case load forecasts are developed by starting with the load 

forecasts that the balancing authorities submitted in response to WECC’s 2011 Loads & 

Resources data request.  The SPSC DSM Work Group determined, with extensive input from 

balancing authority (BA) staff, the extent to which the original load forecasts fully capture the 

expected impact of current energy efficiency programs implemented over the forecast period.  To 

the extent that the forecasts were determined to not fully capture the expected impact, they were 

adjusted downward accordingly. 

 

The purpose of this document is to summarize the methodology and assumptions used to perform 

these adjustments.  Section 2 provides a general overview of the methodology.  Section 3 

identifies the size of the adjustments made across BAs, in terms of the percentage reduction in 

the 2021 annual energy and annual peak demand relative to the forecasts originally submitted by 

the balancing authorities.  Finally, Section 4 describes the adjustments made to each individual 

BA forecast and the rationale.  For additional technical details not contained within this 

document, please refer to the accompanying Excel file, “Analysis File for BA 

Adjustments_080311.xlsx” which contains all data, assumptions, and calculations used to 

perform the energy efficiency adjustments for each individual BA. 

 

2. General Description of Energy Efficiency Adjustment Methodology 

 

The purpose of the energy efficiency adjustments is to ensure that the load forecast used for the 

WECC Common Case fully account (to the extent feasible) for the expected impact of current 

energy efficiency policies and program plans.  In developing these adjustments, two classes of 

energy efficiency policies were of primary interest: (1) customer-funded energy efficiency 

programs and (2) federal appliance, lighting, and equipment standards. 

 

Customer-Funded Energy Efficiency Programs 

 

The SPSC DSM Work Group estimated the expected savings from customer-funded programs 

based on relevant state or regulatory policies (e.g., statutory energy efficiency resource 

standards), recent utility integrated resource plans, and utility DSM program plans.  The Work 

Group then determined the extent to which the expected savings from customer-funded programs 

was already captured within the original load forecasts submitted by the balancing authorities.  

This process was aided by the energy efficiency program savings forecasts that the balancing 

authorities provided to WECC as part of their loads and resources data submittals.  LBNL, which 

provided technical assistance to the DSM Work Group, communicated with individual balancing 

authorities in order to clarify any ambiguities in their savings projections and to confirm whether 

the load forecasts submitted to WECC fully account for their projected energy efficiency 

program savings.  If the savings projection provided by the BA differed significantly from the 



expected amount (e.g., if the BA’s savings projection was inconsistent with the most-recent IRP 

or with statutory savings requirements), or if the load forecast did not fully account for the BA’s 

savings projection, then the load forecast was adjusted downward accordingly. 

 

Federal Appliance, Lighting, and Equipment Standards 

 

Figure 1 shows the projected cumulative savings over time from federal appliance, lighting, and 

equipment standards (henceforth referred to simply as “federal standards”).  The projected 

savings are separated into two components:  

 The savings from standards established prior to 2009 (some of which don’t go into effect 

until some number of years afterwards, such as the EISA lighting standard, which will be 

phased-in starting in 2012) 

 The savings from standards adopted over the 2009-2013 timeframe, which includes a 

number of updates that have not yet occurred but for which DOE has committed to 

updating by January 2013. 

As indicated in the figure, the cumulative savings from standards established prior to 2009 

continues to grow over the 2010-2020 period at the same rate as over the 2000-2010.  

Consequently, those updates occurring over the 2009-2013 period represent an acceleration in 

the rate of savings from federal standards. 

 

 
Source: Derived from estimates reported in ACEEE/ASAP report, “KaBOOM: The Power of Appliance Standards 

Opportunities for New Federal Appliance and Equipment Standards” (July 2009).  

Figure 1. Projected Cumulative Savings from Federal Standards 

 

In light of the projection provided in Figure 2, the DSM Work Group developed two 

standardized methods for estimating the embedded and expected savings from federal standards 

for individual BAs.  Different approaches from these two standardized approaches were taken for 

a number of individual BAs, as described within the BA-specific narratives in Section 4. 

 

Method 1.  LBNL sought information from individual balancing authorities regarding the 

manner in which their load forecasts model the impact of standards.  Many BAs indicated that 

their load forecasts do not explicitly model the impact of federal standards.  The default 
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assumption in these cases is that, by virtue of the underlying econometric models, these load 

forecasts implicitly extrapolate into the future the historical rate of savings from federal 

standards, and that they therefore fully capture the savings from pre-2009 federal standards, but 

do not capture any of the expected savings from 2009-2013 standards.  These load forecasts were 

therefore adjusted downward based on the expected impact of 2009-2013 standards.  For each 

BA, the expected savings from 2009-2013 standards was estimated from the state-level 

projections presented in Table 1, by pro-rating the state-level savings based on the portion of the 

statewide load within the BA, and the load forecast was then adjusted downward by this amount. 

 

Method 2. In other instances, BAs reported that their load forecasts were based on end-use 

models or statistical adjustments that are able to capture the impact of specified federal 

standards.  In practice, these load forecasts generally capture the impact of all current federal 

standards (as of the date that the forecast was prepared), but do not model the impact of 

scheduled updates to federal standards.  In these cases, the load forecasts were assumed to 

capture the impact of both the pre-2009 standards as well as those standards that have been 

adopted since 2009 (i.e., a portion of the olive-colored “wedge” in Figure 1).  These load 

forecasts were therefore adjusted downward based on the expected impact of only those 

prospective standards that have not yet been adopted but for which DOE has scheduled an update 

by January 2013.  For each BA, the expected savings from prospective standards scheduled for 

adoption by January 2013 was estimated from the state-level projections presented in Table 1, by 

pro-rating the state-level savings based on the portion of the statewide load within the BA; the 

load forecast was then adjusted downward by this amount. 

 
Table 1. Expected Cumulative Savings in 2021 from Federal Standards Adopted during 2009-2013 

State 

Energy Savings (GWh) Peak Demand Savings (MW) 

Already 
Adopted 

(post-2009) 

Prospective 
(through Jan. 

2013) 
Total 

Already 
Adopted 

(post-2009) 

Prospective 
(through Jan. 

2013) 
Total 

AZ 967 1,395 2,362 304 475 778 

CA 4,377 6,183 10,560 966 1,472 2,438 

CO 688 1,051 1,739 126 191 317 

ID 206 314 520 40 60 100 

MT 141 221 362 26 39 65 

NV 365 592 956 104 159 263 

NM 286 421 707 62 95 158 

OR 515 764 1,279 94 143 237 

UT 305 466 771 63 96 159 

WA 878 1,315 2,193 158 242 400 

WY 79 129 208 14 24 38 

TOTAL 8,806 12,851 21,657 1,956 2,998 4,954 

Sources: DOE Technical Support Documentation accompanying adopted standards (for standards adopted since 

January 2009); ACEEE/ASAP "KaBOOM: The Power of Appliance Standards Opportunities for New Federal 

Appliance and Equipment Standards" (for prospective standards with final rules scheduled by January 2013). 

 



3. Summary of Energy Efficiency Adjustments 

 

The adjustments to each balancing authority’s load forecast are expressed in terms of the 

percentage reduction in the original 2021 forecast submitted to WECC.  Figure 2 and Figure 3 

below present the percentage reductions in the annual energy and peak demand for each BA.  

The accompanying workbook, “WECC Common Case Adjustments.xlsx”, contains the 

corresponding percentage adjustments to the monthly energy and peak demand for each BA.  

 

As shown in Figures 2 and 3, ten balancing authority load forecasts received no adjustment; i.e., 

the WECC Common Case load forecast for those BAs is simply equal to the original forecast 

submitted to WECC.  The remaining balancing authority load forecasts were all adjusted 

downward to account for the expected acceleration in savings from federal standards.  The 

magnitude of this individual adjustment ranges from roughly 1-3%, depending on the extent to 

which the original load forecast captures the expected acceleration in savings from federal 

standards.  In addition, ten balancing authorities’ load forecasts were also adjusted downward in 

order to account for the expected impact of customer-funded energy efficiency programs that 

were not fully captured within the original load forecast.  In aggregate, the WECC-wide load in 

2021 was adjusted downward by 3.3% for annual energy and by 5.1% for peak demand.  More 

than half of the overall WECC-wide adjustment was associated with the adjustment to the CISO 

forecast, which, as discussed further in Section 4, did not account for a large portion of the 

expected savings from energy efficiency programs and policies over the forecast period. 

 

 
Figure 2. Adjustments to the Original Balancing Authority Load Forecasts (2021 Annual Energy) 
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Figure 3. Adjustments to the Original Balancing Authority Load Forecasts (2021 Annual Peak 

Demand) 
 

 

4. Energy Efficiency Adjustments and WECC Common Case Load Forecasts for 

Individual Balancing Authorities 

 

This section summarizes, for each individual balancing authority, the embedded and expected 

savings from energy efficiency policies and programs implemented over the 2011-2021 forecast 

period, along with the associated adjustments applied to the original WECC load forecasts and 

the resulting WECC Common Case load forecast.  The individual balancing authorities are 

discussed in alphabetical order.  

 

AESO 

 

Based on guidance from provincial representatives for last year's study, it was determined that 

savings currently being achieved through customer-funded energy efficiency programs are 

relatively negligible and that there were no policies in place that would require a significant 

ramp-up in program activity.  It was therefore assumed that savings from customer-funded 

programs would accumulate at a rate of 0.1% of retail sales per year, and that this level of 

savings was fully captured (albeit implicitly) by the original load forecast.  This is the generic 

assumption used by the DSM Work Group throughout its analysis, for utilities with little or no 

history of administering significant energy efficiency program portfolios, and where no specific 

data were available regarding planned energy efficiency program activity.     

 

AVA 
 

Customer-Funded EE Programs: Avista staff indicated that the AVA load forecast submitted to 

WECC is net of only the expected impact of pre-existing programs, but does not account for the 
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incremental impact of planned new programs specified in the 2011 IRP.  Avista staff provided 

LBNL with information that was used to estimate the 2011 IRP savings targets, segmented into 

the savings associated with existing programs and new programs, respectively.  The forecast was 

then adjusted downward based on the planned savings from new programs. It is assumed that 

savings from NEEA regional market transformation programs implemented over the forecast 

period captured within the initial load forecast, under the presumption that NEEA program 

savings will continue to accumulate at more-or-less their historical rate.    

          

Federal Standards: The expected savings from federal standards adopted over the 2009-2013 

timeframe was estimated by pro-rating the statewide savings, for each state in which AVA 

overlaps, in proportion to the portion of statewide load within the balancing authority.  Avista 

staff confirmed that the AVA load forecast submitted to WECC does account for all historical 

changes to federal standards, but does not account for any planned updates.  Savings associated 

with federal standards already adopted since January 2009 were therefore assumed to be 

embedded within the load forecast, and the load forecast was adjusted based on the standard 

“Method 2” adjustment described in Section 2. 

            

AZPS 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs: APS staff confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC 

is net of planned savings from customer-funded energy efficiency programs implemented over 

the 2011-2021 period, and that the level of savings assumed would meet or exceed the amount 

required to comply with Arizona's Energy Efficiency Rule.  Therefore, no adjustment was made 

for customer-funded energy efficiency program savings. 

             

Federal Standards: APS staff also indicated that the load forecast does explicitly model federal 

standards for residential refrigeration and A/C, but not other end-uses (lighting) or customer 

segments (commercial or industrial), and that only existing standards are modeled.  It is therefore 

unlikely that the load forecast submitted to WECC in March 2011 captures the impact of federal 

standards adopted over the 2009-2013 period, and therefore the standardized “Method 1” 

adjustment was made to the load forecast in order to capture the impact of those standards, as 

described in Section 2.         

 

BPA 

 

BPA Staff confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC this year is net of the balancing 

authority's pro-rated share of the 6th plan conservation targets (in contrast to last year's forecast, 

which accounted for conservation savings only at the historical rate).  Therefore, no adjustment 

to the BPA forecast is required for the WECC Common Case.  Note that the 6th plan 

conservation targets are not specific to any individual policy mechanism, and therefore the 

projections of embedded and expected savings in the table below are not disaggregated into 

customer-funded EE programs and federal standards.  It is also assumed that savings from 

regional NEEA market transformation programs are included within the Council's conservation 

targets.          

 



BCTC 

 

BC Hydro Retail Load:  BC Hydro provided to WECC a projection of the total expected savings 

from customer-funded energy efficiency programs and from codes/standards.  LBNL is currently 

awaiting confirmation from BC Hydro that this savings amount has already been netted off of the 

load forecast submitted to WECC, and on what basis the savings projections were derived.  In 

the interim, the savings projection provided to WECC is assumed to be fully captured in the load 

forecast and is assumed to represent the level of savings expected based on current policies and 

program plans (as was the case in last year's BC Hydro load forecast).  Note that the savings 

projection provided to WECC aggregates the impact of customer-funded programs and 

provincial codes/standards; therefore the table below reports only the combined amount.  Note 

also that the savings projection provided WECC represents savings at the customer-meter; these 

values were therefore grossed up to the bus-bar by adding an assumed 7% T&D losses.  

            

FortisBC Retail Load: The BCTC balancing authority also includes the retail load of FortisBC.  

The expected savings from FortisBC customer-funded EE programs is based on the DSM 

savings projection in the utility's 2012 Long-Term Demand Side Management Plan.  Pending 

further information from BC Hydro, it is assumed that the balancing authority load forecast 

submitted to WECC fully captures the expected impact of FortisBC's programs.   

           

CHPD 

 

CHPD Staff confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC is "net" of planned energy 

efficiency savings and that the savings projection that Chelan provided to WECC represents the 

planned energy efficiency savings levels netted off the forecast.  Those savings levels are based 

on a pro-rata share of the regional conservation goals found in the Council's 5th Power Plan, 

which Chelan used for its latest I937 conservation goals.  Thus, no adjustments were made to the 

load forecast submitted to WECC.  Note that the Council's conservation targets are not specific 

to any individual policy mechanism; therefore, the projections of embedded and expected 

savings in the table below are not disaggregated into customer-funded EE programs and federal 

standards.   It is also assumed that savings from regional NEEA market transformation programs 

are included within the Council's conservation targets.      

        

CISO 

 

The CISO load forecast submitted to WECC was prepared by the CEC and is a modified version 

of the CEC's December 2009 Demand Forecast (the 2009 IEPR forecast).  That forecast accounts 

only for "committed" energy efficiency savings, and therefore excludes "uncommitted" savings 

associated with IOU programs implemented after 2012, savings from POU programs 

implemented after 2010, and savings from other future changes to codes/standards.   The forecast 

was therefore adjusted downward based on the sum of: (a) the uncommitted savings projection 

developed by the CPUC for the IOUs' long-term procurement proceeding and (b) the estimated 

cumulative savings from municipal utility customer-funded EE programs within the CISO 

footprint, based on those utilities' most recent long-term EE savings targets.  Note that the 

committed and uncommitted savings estimates developed by the CEC span a somewhat broader 

set of policies than just customer-funded programs and federal standards; therefore only total 



embedded and expected savings projections are shown in the table below, rather than as separate 

projections for customer-funded programs and federal standards.  Note also that further 

discussions with CEC staff may result in changes to the assumed level of "committed" savings; 

however, any changes to that assumption will affect the embedded and expected savings 

projections by an equal amount, and therefore will not result in any change to the proposed 

WECC Common Case load forecast. 

 

DOPD 

 

The expected savings are equal to Douglas PUD’s pro-rated share of the Council's 6th plan 

conservation targets.  DOPD staff confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC is "net" 

of the savings target identified within the utility’s last IRP plus expected savings from the state’s 

low income weatherization program, and we assume that the total assumed savings are roughly 

consistent with the utility’s pro-rated share of the Council's 6th plan targets.  Note that the 

Council's conservation targets are not specific to any individual policy mechanism; therefore, the 

projections of embedded and expected savings in the table below are not disaggregated into 

customer-funded EE programs and federal standards.   It is also assumed that savings from 

regional NEEA market transformation programs are included within the Council's conservation 

targets. 

 

EPE 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs: EPE staff confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC 

is net of energy efficiency and DG requirements, and that energy efficiency savings projection 

provided to WECC is based on compliance with New Mexico's and Texas' energy efficiency 

resource standards.  Therefore, no adjustment was made for customer-funded energy efficiency 

program savings.           

   

Federal Standards: EPE staff also confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC does not 

model any changes to federal lighting/appliance/equipment standards.  Therefore the 

standardized “Method 1” adjustment was made to the load forecast in order to capture the impact 

of those standards, as described in Section 2.        

      

IID 

 

Customer-Funded Energy Efficiency Programs:  Like all California municipal utilities, IID is 

required to establish 10-year savings targets for customer-funded EE programs.  The most recent 

set of targets were reported to the CEC in a March 2011 compliance filing.  IID staff confirmed 

that the load forecast submitted to WECC does not explicitly consider the impact of customer-

funded energy efficiency programs, although it does implicitly assume a continuation of savings 

at historical levels.  Insufficient data is available to assess IID's historical savings or how that 

level of savings compares to its current long-term goals; therefore, for simplicity, the load 

forecast is assumed to fully capture IID's long term savings goals.     

        

Federal Standards:  IID staff confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC does not 

explicitly consider the impact of federal standards.  Therefore the standardized “Method 1” 



adjustment was made to the load forecast in order to capture the impact of those standards, as 

described in Section 2.          

  

IPC 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs:  IPC staff confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC 

is net of only the existing, committed programs in the 2011 IRP, but that it does not account for 

the savings from the new planned programs identified in the IRP.  Therefore, the IPC load 

forecast provided to WECC in 2011 is adjusted downward based on the projected savings from 

new programs identified in Idaho Power's 2011 IRP.  Savings from NEEA regional market 

transformation programs implemented over the forecast period are assumed to be captured in the 

load forecast, under the presumption that NEEA program savings will continue to accumulate at 

more-or-less their historical rate; therefore, the embedded and expected savings projections for 

customer-funded energy efficiency programs include the projected savings from NEEA 

programs, in addition to the IRP savings projections (which exclude NEEA program savings). 

             

Federal Standards:  Idaho Power staff indicated that the company's current load forecasting 

model does include statistical end-use adjustments for residential load, and captures all historical 

changes to federal standards for residential end-uses as well as future updates to federal 

standards for residential end-uses, based on consensus forecasts of future implementation of 

standard levels from the American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, and the 

Association of Home Appliance Manufacturers.  However, IPC staff confirmed that the load 

forecast does not model any changes to federal standards for commercial customers, although the 

company is planning to do so in the future.  For the purpose of the WECC Common Case 

forecast, it was assumed that the IPC load forecast originally submitted to WECC accounts for 

all 2009-2013 federal standards targeting residential end uses, but does not account for any of the 

2009-2013 standards targeting commercial end uses.  The forecast was therefore adjusted 

downward based on the projected impact of those 2009-2013 federal standards targeting 

commercial end-uses. 

            

GCPD 

 

The expected savings are equal to GCPD's pro-rated share of the Council's 6th plan targets.  

Pending confirmation from GCPD staff, it is assumed that the load forecast submitted to WECC 

is already "net" of this level of savings.  Note that the Council's conservation targets are not 

specific to any individual policy mechanism; therefore, the projections of embedded and 

expected savings in the table below are not disaggregated into customer-funded EE programs 

and federal standards.    It is also assumed that savings from regional NEEA market 

transformation programs are included within the Council's conservation targets.  

 

LDWP 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs:  The LADWP balancing authority consists of three utilities 

(LADWP, Burbank, and Glendale), each of which is required to establish 10-year energy 

efficiency savings targets.  LADWP staff confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC is 

"net" of savings from planned customer-funded energy efficiency programs, based on each 



utility’s' most recently approved set of targets.  (Note, though, that the current targets for 

LADWP terminate in 2016, and thus the utility used the 2010 IRP savings projections for years 

thereafter, which taper off significantly after 2016).  Given that the utilities' savings targets are 

fully captured by the load forecast submitted to WECC, no adjustments were made for customer-

funded energy efficiency programs.         

     

Federal Standards:  LADWP staff indicated that the load forecast submitted to WECC does 

contain an adjustment to account for the impact of the Huffman lighting standards, but not for 

any future standards.   The forecast therefore likely captures some or all of the savings associated 

with the lighting standard update adopted by DOE in 2009.  For simplicity, we assume that 

savings associated with all federal standards already adopted since January 2009 are embedded 

within the load forecast (as the lighting standard represents the bulk of the total expected savings 

from federal standards updates since January 2009), and apply the standard “Method 2” 

adjustment described in Section 2 in order to account for the expected savings from prospective 

standards scheduled for adoption by January 2013.       

       

NEVP 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs: NV Energy staff confirmed that the NEVP load forecast 

submitted to WECC is net of planned energy efficiency savings, based on the savings targets 

assumed within the company’s 2010 Energy Supply Plan, as provided to WECC.  Note that these 

savings targets are net of measure decay, and are therefore significantly lower than what one 

would derive by simply extrapolating the most recent 2011-2013 DSM Plan annual savings 

acquisition rates out over the entire forecast period.  Because the load forecast submitted to 

WECC fully captures NV Energy’s currently planned savings targets, no adjustment was made to 

the forecast. 

 

Federal Standards: The expected savings from federal standards adopted over the 2009-2013 

timeframe was estimated by pro-rating the statewide savings, in proportion to the portion of 

statewide load within the balancing authority.  NV Energy staff confirmed that the NEVP load 

forecast does account for historical changes to federal standards, but does not account for any 

planned updates.  Savings associated with federal standards already adopted since January 2009 

were therefore assumed to be embedded within the load forecast, and the standard “Method 2” 

adjustment described in Section 2 was applied in order to account for the expected savings from 

prospective standards scheduled for adoption by January 2013.  

 

NWMT 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs:  NorthWestern Energy staff indicated that the load forecast 

submitted to WECC is net of energy efficiency program savings, based only on the historical rate 

of savings.  NorthWestern’s 2009 Electric Default Supply Procurement Plan indicates that, from 

2006-2009, the utility achieved average annual incremental savings of 5.2 aMW per year.  In 

contrast, the Plan proposes to acquire savings at an average annual rate of 6.0 aMW over the 

forecast period.  Therefore, the load forecast submitted to WECC was adjusted downward based 

on the difference between the planned savings level and the savings level that was achieved over 

the 2006-2009 period. 



 

Federal Standards:  NorthWestern Energy staff could not confirm whether the load forecast 

submitted to WECC explicitly considers the impact of federal standards.  Given the manner in 

which the forecast accounts for savings from customer-funded programs (i.e., accounting for 

future savings only at the historical rate), it was similarly assumed that the forecast does not 

account for any increase in the rate of savings accumulation from federal standards, and the 

standardized “Method 1” adjustment was made to the load forecast in order to capture the impact 

of those standards, as described in Section 2.        

     

PACE 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs (PacifiCorp): PacifiCorp staff confirmed that the PACE load 

forecast submitted to WECC accounted for the planned energy efficiency program savings from 

the 2008 IRP Update (issued in 2010).  The savings targets in the more-recent 2011 IRP (issued 

March 31, 2011) are somewhat higher than the targets in the 2008 IRP Update.  Therefore, to 

develop the WECC Common Case forecast, the original PACE forecast was decremented by an 

amount equal to the difference between the savings targets in the 2011 IRP and the 2008 IRP 

Update.            

  

Customer-Funded EE Programs (Other Utilities in PACE): In addition to PacifiCorp, the PACE 

balancing authority also includes all of the municipal utilities and cooperatives in Utah, as well 

as Montana-Dakota Utilities in Wyoming (representing, in aggregate, about 15% of the 

balancing authority load).  The DSM Work Group’s projection of expected savings from MDU's 

programs are based on the most recent 3-year DSM plan, and assume that the average annual 

incremental savings in that plan continue over the entirety of the 2011-2021 forecast period.  The 

expected savings from Utah municipal utilities and cooperatives are based on the assumption that 

savings accumulate at a rate of 0.1% of retail sales per year.  This is the generic conservative 

assumption used by the DSM Work Group throughout its analysis for small utilities with little or 

no history of administering significant energy efficiency program portfolios and/or where no 

specific data were available regarding planned energy efficiency program activity.  No 

information was provided to WECC or to LBNL regarding the extent to which the load forecast 

submitted to WECC accounted for expected savings from customer-funded programs by MDU 

or by the Utah municipal utilities and cooperatives.  For simplicity, given the relatively small 

portion of the overall PACE load represented by these utilities, it was assumed that the original 

load forecast submitted to WECC fully captures the expected savings from those utilities' 

programs.            

  

Federal Standards: The expected savings from federal standards adopted over the 2009-2013 

timeframe was estimated by pro-rating the statewide savings, for each state in which PACE 

overlaps, in proportion to the portion of statewide load within the balancing authority.  

PacifiCorp staff confirmed that the PACE load forecast does account for all historical changes to 

federal standards, but does not account for any planned updates.  Savings associated with federal 

standards already adopted since January 2009 was therefore assumed to be embedded within the 

load forecast, and the standard “Method 2” adjustment described in Section 2 was applied in 

order to account for the expected savings from prospective standards scheduled for adoption by 



January 2013.            

  

PACW 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs: PacifiCorp staff confirmed that the PACW load forecast 

submitted to WECC accounted for the planned energy efficiency program savings from the 2008 

IRP Update (issued in 2010).  The savings targets in the more-recent 2011 IRP (issued March 31, 

2011) are somewhat higher than the targets in the 2008 IRP Update.  Therefore, to develop the 

WECC Common Case forecast, the original PACW forecast was decremented by an amount 

equal to the difference between the savings targets in the 2011 IRP and the 2008 IRP Update.  

PacifiCorp staff confirmed that the EE targets for Oregon contained within the 2011 IRP were 

provided to PacifiCorp by the Oregon Energy Trust, and are intended to reflect all achievable 

cost-effective efficiency, based on the Trust's current planning assumptions.   

    

Federal Standards: The expected savings from federal standards adopted over the 2009-2013 

timeframe was estimated by pro-rating the statewide savings, for each state in which PACW 

overlaps, in proportion to the portion of statewide load within the balancing authority.  

PacifiCorp staff confirmed that the PACW load forecast does account for all historical changes 

to federal standards, but does not account for any planned updates.  Savings associated with 

federal standards already adopted since January 2009 were therefore assumed to be embedded 

within the load forecast, and the standard “Method 2” adjustment described in Section 2 was 

applied in order to account for the expected savings from prospective standards scheduled for 

adoption by January 2013. 

 

PGE 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs: PGE staff confirmed that the PGE load forecast is net of the 

savings from all planned energy efficiency programs, and is based on a savings projection 

provided to PGE by the Energy Trust.  Therefore, no adjustment to the initial forecast was made 

for customer-funded energy efficiency program savings.   The savings projection provided to 

PGE extends only through 2017, and PGE staff indicated that for the 2018-2021 period, they 

assumed that savings would continue at the same rate as prior to 2017.    

          

Federal Standards: PGE staff also confirmed that the PGE load forecast does not model any 

changes to federal lighting/appliance/equipment standards.  Therefore, the standardized “Method 

1” adjustment was made to the load forecast in order to capture the impact of standards adopted 

over the 2009-2013 period, as described in Section 2. 

 

PNM 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs (PNM utility): PNM Staff confirmed that the load forecast 

submitted to WECC does not capture the expected impact of PNM customer-funded energy 

efficiency programs -- that is, it is a "pre-energy efficiency" forecast.  PNM provided WECC 

with its forecast of planned savings from customer-funded energy efficiency programs, which 

complies with New Mexico's energy efficiency resource standard.  The load forecast that PNM 

provided to WECC was therefore reduced by an amount equal to PNM's projected energy 



efficiency savings.           

   

Customer-Funded EE Programs (other utilities in the PNM balancing authority): The PNM 

balancing authority includes several municipal utilities and a number of cooperatives served by 

Tri-State G&T; together, these utilities constitute roughly 26% of the total PNM balancing 

authority load.  Information was not readily available regarding the planned energy efficiency 

savings by these entities or the amount of savings already embedded in the overall balancing 

authority forecast.  Lacking such information, the DSM Work Group assumes that customer-

funded energy efficiency programs implemented by these entities will yield annual incremental 

savings equal to 0.1% of retail sales per year (a relatively modest level, though not atypical for 

small public utilities), and that this level of savings is captured within the load forecast by virtue 

of the econometric methods used to develop the forecast.      

    

Federal Standards: PNM staff also confirmed that the PNM load forecast does not model any 

changes to federal lighting/appliance/equipment standards.  Therefore, the standardized “Method 

1” adjustment was made to the load forecast in order to capture the impact of standards adopted 

over the 2009-2013 period, as described in Section 2. 

 

PSCO 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs (Xcel): Xcel staff indicated that the load forecast provided to 

WECC is net of the previous set of long-term savings goals established under Docket. 08-0560.   

The forecast was therefore adjusted downward slightly in order to account for the higher level of 

savings required under the updated goals adopted in March 2011 (Decision No. C11-0442). 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs (other utilities in PSCO balancing authority): The PSCO 

balancing authority also includes a number of other utilities, including Black Hills, the municipal 

utilities served by Platte River (Fort Collins and several smaller utilities), a number of 

cooperatives served by Tri-State, as well as cooperatives served by the Arkansas River Power 

Authority and Municipal Energy Agency of Nebraska.   According to PSCO staff, those utilities 

provide their own load forecasts to PSCO, and did not provide any information about whether 

those forecasts are "net" of planned energy efficiency savings.  For simplicity (given the 

relatively small size of those other utilities compared to PSCO and the time and resources 

required for independent validation), we assume that the load forecasts for those smaller entities 

do fully account for the expected impact of their customer-funded energy efficiency programs.  

For Black Hills, the expected savings is based on the long-term savings targets approved by the 

commission in Docket No. 08A-518E.  For Platte River Power Authority (PRPA), the expected 

savings is based on the savings projection provided by PRPA to WECC, which is somewhat 

below the saving level currently being achieved by Fort Collins.  For the Tri-State, ARPA, and 

MEAN cooperatives within the PSCO balancing authority, expected savings are based on a 

stipulated annual incremental savings of 0.1% of retail sales per year; this is the generic 

assumption used by the DSM Work Group throughout its analysis, for utilities with little or no 

history of administering significant energy efficiency program portfolios, and where no specific 

data were available regarding planned energy efficiency program activity. 

 



Federal Standards: PSCO staff confirmed that the utility's load forecast does account for all 

historical changes to federal standards, but does not account for any planned updates.  Savings 

associated with federal standards already adopted since January 2009 were therefore assumed to 

be embedded within the load forecast, and the standard “Method 2” adjustment described in 

Section 2 was applied in order to account for the expected savings from prospective standards 

scheduled for adoption by January 2013.  

 

PSE 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs: PSE staff confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC 

is net of planned energy efficiency savings, though they have not yet confirmed whether the 

amount of savings assumed is consistent with the savings projections in their 2011 IRP.  Pending 

confirmation from PSE, it is assumed that the load forecast provided to WECC fully accounts for 

the level of savings identified in the utility’s 2011 IRP.  Therefore, no adjustment to the forecast 

is currently made for customer-funded EE programs. 

 

Federal Standards: PSE staff confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC does not 

explicitly consider the impact of recent or scheduled updates to federal standards through 2013 

(although the utility did explicitly model the impact of the EISA lighting standard established in 

2007).  Therefore, the standardized “Method 1” adjustment was made to the load forecast in 

order to capture the expected impact of standards adopted over the 2009-2013 period, as 

described in Section 2. 

 

SCL 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs: The savings projection that SCL provided to WECC is 

consistent with the conservation targets identified in Seattle City Light's 2010 IRP.  Seattle City 

Light staff has not yet confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC is already net of this 

level of savings.  Pending confirmation from the utility, it is assumed that the forecast is net of 

this expected savings level, and therefore no adjustments were made to the forecast for customer-

funded programs.           

   

Federal Standards: Seattle City Light staff have not yet indicated whether the load forecast 

submitted to WECC explicitly considers the impact of federal standards.  Pending confirmation 

from the utility, the standardized “Method 1” adjustment was made to the load forecast in order 

to capture the expected impact of standards adopted over the 2009-2013 period, as described in 

Section 2. 

          

SMUD 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs (SMUD): SMUD staff confirmed that the load forecast 

submitted to WECC is net of assumed savings from SMUD customer-funded energy efficiency 

programs over the 2011-2021 period.  However, the assumed energy efficiency savings through 

2017 are equal to about 70% of the long-term targets established by the SMUD Board (which 

currently extend only through 2017), and in years after 2017, the assumed savings in SMUD's 

load forecast are about 40% of the SMUD Board-approved target for 2017.  SMUD staff 



indicated that the assumed savings reflect near-term EE program forecasts through 2014 and the 

Itron potential study estimates for years after 2014, rather than the SMUD Board-approved goals, 

because of the uncertainty surrounding both the unmanaged forecast and EE program 

effectiveness.  In deference to the judgment of SMUD's planning team, the SPSC DSM Work 

Group’s projection of expected savings from SMUD customer-funded EE program savings is 

equal to the level assumed by SMUD when developing their load forecast, and no adjustment to 

the forecast was made. 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs (other utilities in the SMUD balancing authority): The SMUD 

balancing authority includes several other municipal utilities (Modesto, Redding, or Roseville); 

like all municipal utilities in California, these three utilities are also required to establish long-

term savings goals and to report those targets to the CEC.  SMUD staff could not confirm 

whether the forecast also accounted for the expected impacts from planned energy efficiency 

programs by those utilities.  For simplicity, given the relatively small size of those utilities 

compared to SMUD, it was assumed that the long-term savings targets for those utilities were 

also fully captured by the balancing authority load forecast.      

        

Federal Standards: SMUD staff also confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC does 

not model any changes to federal lighting/appliance/equipment standards.  Therefore, the 

standardized “Method 1” adjustment was made to the load forecast in order to capture the 

expected impact of standards adopted over the 2009-2013 period, as described in Section 2.  

SMUD staff, however, did indicate that the company is testing Itron's statistically-adjusted end-

use model for future load forecasting, and this model would allow federal standards to be 

explicitly modeled in future years. 

 

SPP 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs: NV Energy staff confirmed that the SPP load forecast submitted 

to WECC is net of planned energy efficiency savings, based on the savings targets assumed 

within the company’s 2010 Integrated Resource Plan, as provided to WECC.  Note that these 

savings targets are net of measure decay, and are therefore significantly lower than what one 

would derive by simply extrapolating the most recent 2011-2013 DSM Plan annual savings 

acquisition rates out over the entire forecast period.  Because the load forecast submitted to 

WECC fully captures NV Energy’s currently planned savings targets, no adjustment was made to 

the forecast.            

  

Federal Standards: The expected savings from federal standards adopted over the 2009-2013 

timeframe was estimated by pro-rating the statewide savings, in proportion to the portion of 

statewide load within the balancing authority.  NV Energy staff confirmed that the SPPC load 

forecast does account for historical changes to federal standards, but does not account for any 

planned updates.  Savings associated with federal standards already adopted since January 2009 

were therefore assumed to be embedded within the load forecast, and the standard “Method 2” 

adjustment described in Section 2 was applied in order to account for the expected savings from 

prospective standards scheduled for adoption by January 2013.  

 



SRP 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs: SRP staff confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC 

is net of the planned savings levels as of last summer, which extend only through 2017.  The 

expected savings from customer-funded programs are, instead, based on the recently adopted 

Sustainable Portfolio Plan target levels.  According to SRP staff, the planned savings levels in 

the forecast are roughly in line with the utility's current expectations for the savings levels 

needed to meet the Sustainable Portfolio Plan savings targets through 2017 (due, in part, to the 

recent downward revision to their load forecast, which in turn reduces the amount of savings 

required to meet the percentage targets under the Sustainable Portfolio Plan).  Thus, the load 

forecast was adjusted only to account for the expected savings needed to meet the Sustainable 

Portfolio Plan savings targets in the years 2018-2021.  In calculating the cumulative embedded 

and expected savings, it was assumed that 48% of the annual incremental savings from SRP's EE 

program portfolio is associated with the M-Power program, and that the savings from that 

program do not persist beyond the first year.  The 48% assumption is based on SRP's forecast of 

EE program savings for FY11.         

     

Federal Standards: SRP staff have not yet confirmed whether the load forecast submitted to 

WECC explicitly considers the impact of federal standards.  Pending further information, the 

standardized “Method 1” adjustment was made to the load forecast in order to capture the 

expected impact of standards adopted over the 2009-2013 period, as described in Section 2. 

 

TEP 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs: TEP/UNS staff indicated that the load forecast submitted to 

WECC partially accounts for the effects of planned customer-funded energy efficiency programs 

over the forecast period, but not at the level necessary to meet the Arizona Energy Efficiency 

Standard.  The program savings forecast that TEP originally submitted to WECC represents the 

cumulative savings that required to comply with the Arizona Energy Efficiency Rule, of which 

only a portion is captured within the load forecast.  TEP staff provided a separate table to LBNL 

identifying the level of savings that was captured by the original forecast.  To construct the 

WECC Common Case forecast, TEP's original load forecast was therefore reduced by an amount 

equal to the difference between the level of savings required to meet the EE standard (as 

indicated by TEP) and the amount already incorporated into the forecast.    

        

Federal Standards: TEP staff confirmed that the load forecast submitted to WECC does not 

model any changes to federal lighting/appliance/equipment standards.  Therefore, the 

standardized “Method 1” adjustment was made to the load forecast in order to capture the 

expected impact of standards adopted over the 2009-2013 period, as described in Section 2. 

             

TID 

 

Customer-Funded Energy Efficiency Programs:  Like all California municipal utilities, TID is 

required to establish 10-year savings targets for customer-funded EE programs.  The most recent 

set of targets were reported to the CEC in a March 2011 compliance filing.  The SPSC DSM 

Work Group was unable to confirm with TID staff whether their forecast is net of planned 



energy efficiency savings, and if so, by how much.  Given the lack of information available, the 

same assumptions were employed for TID as for IID.  Namely, the forecast was assumed to fully 

capture planned energy efficiency savings, based on the utility's most-recent 10-year savings 

targets.              

 

Federal Standards:  The SPSC DSM Work Group was unable to confirm with TID staff 

whether/how the forecast accounts for savings from federal standards.  Given the lack of 

information available, it was assumed that the forecast does not explicitly model the impact of 

federal standards; and therefore, the standardized “Method 1” adjustment was made to the load 

forecast in order to capture the expected impact of standards adopted over the 2009-2013 period, 

as described in Section 2. 

 

TPWR 

 

Tacoma Power staff indicated that the forecast prepared by the utility is net of planned 

conservation, and that the planned energy efficiency savings are based on the Council's 

conservation targets, which the utility then incorporates into its IRP.  Thus, no adjustments were 

made to the load forecast submitted to WECC.  Note that the Council's conservation targets are 

not specific to any individual policy mechanism; therefore, the projection of embedded and 

expected savings in the table below are not disaggregated into customer-funded EE programs 

and federal standards.   It is also assumed that savings from regional NEEA market 

transformation programs are included within the Council's conservation targets.  

 

WACM 

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs (Colorado Springs Utilities): The WACM balancing authority 

consists of a large number of municipal utilities and cooperatives located in Colorado and 

Wyoming, the largest of which being Colorado Springs Utilities (CSU), and most others are 

served by Tri-State or the Municipal Energy Agency of Nebraska.  CSU staff provided LBNL 

with the utility’s current projection of savings from customer-funded EE programs, and indicated 

that the load forecast that CSU provided to WACM does not account for the impacts of DSM 

programs.  As such, the WACM forecast was adjusted downward based on the savings projection 

provided by CSU.   

 

Customer-Funded EE Programs (all other utilities in WACM): All other utilities in the balancing 

authority are assumed to achieve savings of 0.1% per year (or 1% cumulatively over the forecast 

period); this is the generic conservative assumption used by the DSM Work Group for utilities 

with little or no history of administering significant energy efficiency program portfolios, and 

where no specific data were available regarding planned energy efficiency program activity.  

WAPA staff indicated that the forecast was developed by extrapolating prior years' load, without 

explicitly accounting for the impacts of energy efficiency programs.  As such, the savings from 

all utilities other than CSU were assumed to be fully captured within the WACM load forecast, 

by virtue of the fact that no significant increase in program savings from those utilities is 

expected. 

    



Federal Standards: Given the manner in which the load forecast was constructed, it was assumed 

that the forecast does not capture the expected impact of federal standards adopted over the 

2009-2013 timeframe.  Therefore, the standardized “Method 1” adjustment was made to the load 

forecast in order to capture the expected impact of standards adopted over the 2009-2013 period, 

as described in Section 2. 

 

WALC 

 

The WALC balancing authority consists of a large number of municipal utilities and 

cooperatives located in Arizona and New Mexico.   The expected savings from customer-funded 

EE programs was estimated based on an assumed annual incremental savings of 0.1% of load per 

year; this is the generic conservative assumption used by the DSM Work Group for utilities with 

little or no history of administering significant energy efficiency program portfolios, and where 

no specific data were readily available regarding planned energy efficiency program activity.  

The expected savings from 2009-2013 federal standards over the forecast period was estimated 

based on the standard method of pro-rating expected statewide savings based on the proportion 

of 2021 statewide load within the balancing authority, for each of the states with which WALC 

overlaps.  Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) prepares the load forecast for the 

region, and WAPA staff indicated that the WALC load forecast submitted to WECC was 

constructed simply by applying a stipulated 1% growth rate to the previous year's actual peak 

load, as a 1% load growth is the minimum required by WECC's L&R program that avoids 

triggering a load growth alarm.  Given the simplified method of developing the load forecast, it 

is practically infeasible to specify the degree to which the forecast accounts for the expected 

savings from current energy efficiency policies and program plans, and therefore no adjustment 

was made to the forecast originally submitted to WECC.      

        

WAUW 

 

The WAUW balancing authority consists of a relatively small amount of load in eastern 

Montana.  The expected savings from customer-funded EE programs was estimated based on an 

assumed annual incremental savings of 0.1% of load per year; this is the generic conservative 

assumption used by the DSM Work Group for utilities with little or no history of administering 

significant energy efficiency program portfolios, and where no specific data were readily 

available regarding planned energy efficiency program activity.  The expected savings from 

2009-2013 federal standards over the forecast period was estimated based on the standard 

method of pro-rating expected statewide savings based on the proportion of 2021 statewide load 

within the balancing authority.  Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) prepares the load 

forecast for the region, but did not provide any information regarding the degree to which the 

load forecast captures the expected savings from customer-funded EE programs or federal 

standards.  Given the lack of information available, and given the arguably negligible size of the 

WAUW load, no adjustment was made to the original load forecast submitted to WECC.   


