
 
 

 
May 28, 2025 
 
 
 
 
Oregon Public Utility Commission 
Attn: Filing Center 
P.O. Box 1088 
Salem, OR 97308-1088 
 
 
RE:  AR 669 – Cascade Comments Regarding Staff’s IRP/RFP Modernization Draft Proposed 
Rules 

 
Attention: Filing Center 
 
Cascade Natural Gas (Cascade or the Company) submits the following comments in response to 
Oregon Public Utility Commissions (OPUC or Commission) draft administrative rules provided 
May 7, 2025, regarding the modernization of Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) and Request for 
Proposal (RFP) rules and guidelines. 
 
 
If there are any questions regarding this request, please contact me at (509) 221-9808 or via email at 
Brian.Robertson@cngc.com. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
CASCADE NATURAL GAS CORPORATION 

 
Brian Roberson 
Manager, Supply Resource Planning  
 
 
Enclosed 
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Cascade Natural Gas Corporation (Cascade, CNGC) respectfully files the following comments in 
the above-cited docket. Cascade supports, with the suggestions below, the Commission’s efforts 
to add clarity and expectations to the Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) process. Cascade 
addresses two issues herein: timing of acknowledgement and definitions. As a stand-alone local 
distribution natural gas company (LDC), CNGC provides no comments on the portions of the 
proposed rule addressing Clean Energy Plans (CEP) and Requests for Proposals (RFP) related 
to the electric industry. 
 
 
Timing of Acknowledgment(s) 
 
Parts -0050(3) and -0050(4) of the proposed rules each state any acknowledgment is based on 
“… given what is known at the time of acknowledgment…” as opposed to the time when an IRP 
is filed. With 1) the six-month time period for comments as stated in -0040(1)(c) and 2) an 
anticipated 1-4 month-time period for final Commission acknowledgment and 3) the need to “lock-
down” several foundational components of the IRP 6-8 months in advance of the filing, then “what 
is known at the time of acknowledgment” may be 13-18 months after the basis of the IRP’s 
technical and policy underpinnings are determined.1 Thus, events outside of CNGC’s control may 
have occurred at the time acknowledgment despite accurate (and stakeholder-accepted) planning 
criteria at the time of filing. Cascade is not opposed to an acknowledgement decision based on 
what is known at the time of acknowledgement, but respectfully requests the rule recognize the 
currency of assumptions and related analytics at the time of filing, up to one and half years before 
acknowledgment. Towards this end, Cascade recommends editing the clause, as follows, 
regarding OAR 860-090-0050(4): 2 
 

“(a) describing changes from the time of filing to the time of acknowledgment; and 
(1) directing the utility to take additional action to mitigate future risks; or 
(2) considering the utility’s failure to act to mitigate risks in future rate making decisions.” 

 
Cascade also recommends that if an event that is unforeseeable results in a utility needing to 
take additional action, it would be reasonable for the Commission to acknowledge the IRP, or the 
acceptable portions of the IRP, while also requesting additional action take place.  
 
This suggested edit comports with -0060(c) which requires the utility to “…report the date on which 
assumptions were last updated to inform the needs assessment…”. Moreover, the draft proposed 
rules note in several locations (see, for example, -0050(3) and -0050(5)) that the IRP is not a 
prudency document for ratemaking purposes. Therefore, at the time of acknowledgement the 
Commission may have additional information a utility did not have at the time of filing. The above 
requested language addresses this concern. 
 
 
  

 
1 The “lock down” refers to the underlying analytics such as demand forecasts, price forecasts, and energy 
efficiency forecasts, among others, which feed into the modeling of the Resource Integration and Action Plan 
chapters of the IRP. Some of these forecasts are time-intensive and not subject to later change (without months of 
delay, if changed) due to the interwoven analytics. 
2 For brevity hereafter, Cascade will not refer to the OAR in total but by the sub-sections such as “-0060” 
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Definitional Issues 
 
Regarding (7)(a)(C), it is not clear what the phrase “…includes resource actions that the utility 
intends to take outside of a competitive acquisition process” means to a natural gas utility. CNGC 
assumes this is applicable to long-term resource acquisition but is not clear whether and how this 
relates to nominations and open-season expansion of the system. The former can occur one half-
hour to 1.5 hours prior to need. The latter could be considered a competitive acquisition process 
if, for example, an LDC is outbid by another LDC if one LDC proposes a longer term. Clarity of 
intent is respectfully requested by Cascade for compliance purposes. 
 
Regarding -0060(7)(b), does the reference to “generation” in “…lowering the costs associated 
with the generation, purchase, or delivery of energy to customers…” relate solely to electric 
utilities? Cascade supplies natural gas to six, one being in Oregon, electric generating plants and, 
unless, otherwise specified, assumes this language is not applicable to an LDC. 
 
Cascade respectfully requests the addition of the word “could” in the following: 
 

-0060(7)(c) The utility must evaluate portfolios under this section across a range of future planning 
scenarios that could represent material differences in outcomes with respect to key planning 
uncertainties. 

 
The above edit is due to some seemingly important portfolios for evaluation may not, ultimately, 
have differences in outcomes (yet such analyses should occur nonetheless). An example is 
varying levels of avoided costs may not result in “material differences in outcome” (i.e., energy 
efficiency acquisition due to the step function of cost-effectiveness tests). However, this analysis 
is important to informing energy efficiency acquisition targets. 
 
Parts -0070(7)(b) and -0070(7)(e) and -0070(g)(D) address reliability. Cascade requests 
confirmation that a natural gas utility’s peak day planning methodology suffices for “…such as 
total unserved energy, maximum hourly unserved energy, duration, and timing, while considering 
risks associated with weather, hydrologic conditions, outages, fuel availability, and regional 
constraints…” per -0070(g)(D). A natural gas utility plans for 100% supply and delivery to 
customers at all times and contemplates no unserved load (which generally only occurs due to 
accidents such as dig-ins). 
 
Cascade remains concerned about the lack of definitions for what-has-been-called subjective 
terms. These terms are “plausible,” “meaningfully different,” and “materially differences.”  CNGC 
wants to be very clear at the outset that it has a solution to this issue if the proposed rule remains 
as-is. Namely, at the conclusion of each stakeholder meeting, Cascade will describe how its 
analyses are responsive to these terms and seek any other opinions for later responsiveness. 
Rather, Cascade is concerned about a conundrum the Commission would create for itself without 
several edits. Parties who have not been active participants in the IRP process could claim the 
utility’s analyses were not plausible, meaningfully different, or had material differences. As 
embodied in a regulation which has the force of law, the Commission would be obligated to 
procedurally and technically respond to such a claim. This reduces the Commission’s flexibility 
despite Staff’s stated desire to retain or increase flexibility as was explained in prior workshops. 
The following expands on this:3 

 
3 Staff seeks to retain Commission flexibility. CNGC respects Staff’s stated desire. Cascade does not disagree the 
Commission has exercised and will continue to exercise flexibility. However, the words in question do not add 
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• The word “meaningfully” as stated in -0060(7)(a), “…must analyze a set of meaningfully 

different portfolios of resource options,” adds no meaning to “different portfolios.” Review of 
different portfolios occurs in all utilities’ stakeholder advisory groups. In these settings, the 
meaningfulness of portfolios is addressed and those lacking are brought to the utility’s 
attention.  

• Section -0060(7)(c), “…must evaluate portfolios across a range of future scenarios that 
represent material differences in outcomes…,” doesn’t recognize there may be no material 
differences in some outcomes, yet this analysis should occur, nonetheless. As stated in 
Cascade’s suggested edits to -0060(7)(c) above, an important example is a large decrease 
or increase in avoided costs may not result in a change of energy efficiency targets (due to a 
step function embedded in cost-effectiveness tests); however, this is a critical component for 
analysis. 

• Sections -0060(7)(g)(B), -0060(7)(g)(E), and -0060(9)(e) state “…all plausible resource 
options” and “…plausible ranges…,” respectively, adds no meaning that is otherwise defined. 
For example, -0060(7)(a)(B) states: “…must consider both commercially available and 
emerging technologies as resource options…”, in other words, all) and -0060(9)(a)-(c): 
“…considers the contributions of all resource options.”  Additionally, a review of the 
Commission's rules show no other regulation includes the word “plausible.” 

 
Regarding subjective terms, Cascade respectfully requests the words “plausible,” “meaningfully 
different,” and “materially differences” be deleted from the above-cited portions of the Proposed 
Administrative Rule Changes. Otherwise despite best efforts by utilities, a party could at the time 
of Commission acknowledgment claim there were no “meaningfully” different portfolios regardless 
of this discussion occurring previously. CNGC believed this docket was established in part to add 
greater clarity for resolving these very issues. The issue of definitional clarity matters because 
these new or modified rules will likely be in place for a long time. Cascade believes the removal 
of the stated terms fully respects the Commission’s future flexibility.  
 
Lastly, while accompanied by no suggested edits to the proposed rule, Cascade notes it has 
expanded its IRP team and engaged multiple consultants. The latter includes Guidehouse and 
ICF for two projects, as well as consultants for a hybrid heat pump pilot and distribution equity 
analysis. These new rules will likely result in increasing its complement of internal staff and 
consultants to meet all additional requirements and analyze societal benefits and community 
impact indicators with increasing costs. Cascade is committed to having a best-practices 
integrated resource planning process and resulting integrated resource plan.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Cascade appreciates the Commission undertaking this docket and recognizes Staff’s pre-
rulemaking workshops were thorough. This has been a beneficial process towards identifying 
expectations and adding greater clarity for IRP cycles. CNGC has been an active participant and 
further appreciates Staff having addressed a multitude of issues with consideration of parties’ 
comments.  
 

 
flexibility. If the words in question are removed or edited, then there would be no change in meaning and the 
Commission would retain its flexibility; the same flexibility it has had for 18 years. 
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Cascade believes the above comments and suggested edits further enhance the proposed rules, 
including retaining the Commission’s flexibility to process all aspects of integrated resource 
planning. 
 

This concludes Cascade’s comments. 
 
Dated at Kennewick, Washington, this 28th day of May, 2025. 

 
Brian Robertson 
Manager, Supply Resource Planning 
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