
 
 

 
July 16, 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 Second 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) second draft administrative rules 
provided July 2, 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  
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Cascade Natural Gas Corporation (Cascade, CNGC) respectfully files the following comments on 
the Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) portions in the above-cited docket. Cascade has been an 
active participant in this rulemaking and appreciates Staff’s consideration of its prior comments. 
Cascade was very supportive of this rulemaking docket and its previous stakeholder engagement 
process to add clarity to the Commission’s IRP regulations. CNGC believes many of its previous 
comments, in concert with Staff’s explanations in the Table summarizing comments and Staff’s 
response provided in its July 2, 2025, filing have been addressed.  However, given the Staff’s 
second proposed rules and the accompanying Table responding to parties’ comments on Staff’s 
first proposed rule, Cascade is concerned there is less clarity than under the currently existing 
rule (with the exception of IRP Updates). In an effort to move from rules based on policy directives 
to prescriptive mandates, sufficient detail has not been provided in the prescriptive approach to 
make the rules prescriptive without introducing multiple conundrums. 
 
In the second proposed draft rules, two new issues have arisen. One is significant new language 
resulted from Staff’s response to comments; one that requires greater elaboration.  The second 
is Staff’s supportive responses to some parties’ comments in the Table which are illustrative but, 
without incorporation in the rule, of limited value. 
 
In these comments, Cascade 1) expresses concern about significant new language in Staff’s 
second draft rules, 2) requests Staff’s comments in the Table replying to some parties’ concerns 
be embodied in the rule, and 3) notes how Cascade anticipates complying with several areas of 
this rule relating to definitions, if adopted as proposed.  
 
Cascade recommends the next draft of the Staff proposed rule incorporates several concerns 
articulated by CNGC and other parties. 
 
 
New Language in Second Draft of Proposed Rules 
 
Staff added proposed language to OAR 860-090-0060(6)(a) in which utilities must conduct a 
resource needs assessment calculation no more than three months after the load forecast is 
finalized. Given the complexity and variability of scenario and sensitivity modeling within IRPs, 
this timeline may unintentionally constrain the quality and thoroughness of the analysis. Cascade 
recommends removing the timing language to allow more flexibility in delivering a robust needs 
assessment that meets the objectives within these rules. 
 
Staff added proposed language to OAR 860-090-0060(7)(h), in response to a party’s comment, 
that would require a quantitative scoring matrix. Without that addition, utilities were to provide a 
qualitative narrative based on its modeling results.  The newly added requirement for a scoring 
matrix is undefined and needs elaboration allowing for utilities’ review and comments.  
 
 
Staff’s Responses in the Table 
 
In the Table articulating Staff’s response to some parties’ comments, Staff desires to provide 
flexibility to the Commissioners without added detail.  This has been a recurring theme of Staff 
since the onset of this process. Cascade fully agrees with this sentiment about Commission 
flexibility. However, Cascade believes the Commission has always had, and has practiced, 
flexibility in reviewing IRPs. Yet, Cascade believes the call for greater clarity in proposed rules will 
enhance that flexibility rather than limit it, particularly moving from a policy directed rule to a 
prescriptive mandates rule. Some Staff responses appear to recognize this and allay related 
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concerns. But without these perspectives included in a rule going forward, this is without certainty 
for future Commissions and Staff not participating in this docket. 
 
An example of this is Staff’s response to an issue presented by OSSIA: 
 

“Stakeholders can provide input to the Commission regarding key planning uncertainƟes in the 
prior IRP or in response to the prior IRP Update. If the Commission has not idenƟfied a parƟcular 
factor in advance of the current IRP through one of these forums, a stakeholder can advocate it 
be added to the uƟlity-specific guidance for the next IRP. This approach avoids creaƟng a moving 
target with respect to modeling expectaƟons in the docket that leads to prolonged schedules, but 
does not prevent the Commission from considering material changes in condiƟons, if they actually 
occur, during an IRP docket.” (Staff response at page 9 of 12 of the Table) 
 

This is responsive to Cascade’s concern about what is termed here as a “moving target.” Yet this 
is an informal perspective that should be embodied in some manner in the rule. 
 
 
Definitional Issues and Anticipated Future Compliance 
 
At every juncture of this process, Cascade has expressed concern about certain definitions that 
can be broadly interpreted and, thereby, potentially present procedural conundrums for the 
Commission at the time of IRP acknowledgment. Regarding anticipated future compliance, 
Cascade will seek input from Stakeholders at every meeting to assure CNGC has meaningfully 
and reasonably addressed all concerns, given lack of clarity in the proposed rules.  
 
Cascade has previously expressed concern about the vague and ambiguous nature of the word 
“plausible.” The Joint Utilities express similar concerns as shown at page 11 of the Table. In 
response, Staff states: “Staff has not adopted the requested change; the requirement to ‘consider’ 
all ‘plausible’ resource options is not a requirement to model all possible resource options.” 
(emphasis as in the Table) Cascade respectfully notes “possible” is a synonym for “plausible.” 
Cascade recommends the Staff adopt the Joint Utilities proposed requested change: 
 

“The uƟlity’s development of the long term resource strategy must be informed by a needs 
assessment and porƞolio analysis that considers a broad and diverse set of disƟnct resource 
opƟons encompassing current and expected techno-economically feasible demand and supply-
side resource opƟons.” 

 
Regarding acknowledgement, Cascade remains concerned about the time lag between what is 
known at the time of filing and the date of Commission acknowledgement.  Cascade’s prior 
proposed edit to note any differences was not adopted.  Therefore, the rule in some manner 
should state any change(s) in the planning horizon or any other directives causing the 
Commission to not acknowledge parts of the IRP, as-filed, will be identified. This is particularly 
relevant due to the extended time period, compared to the existing rule and existing practice, 
between the time of filing and the time of acknowledgment.  
 
 
Conclusion 
Cascade appreciates the Staff’s and the Commission’s efforts to add clarity and expectations to 
the Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) process. This has been a beneficial process towards 
identifying expectations and adding greater clarity for IRP cycles and IRP Updates. However, 
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Cascade agrees with other utilities’ comments that the proposed IRP rule adds unneeded 
burdensome requirements.  Cascade recommends greater attention be provided to the underlying 
requirements at Workshop No. 3. 
 
Alternatively, the Commission could consider bifurcating this rulemaking, recognizing this 
rulemaking has three components: Integrated Resource Planning (both for the electric and natural 
gas industries), Requests for Proposals (electric industry), and Clean Energy Plans (electric 
industry). The latter two could move at the contemplated pace, while the IRP portion can continue 
with more discussion, with no detriment given the currently existing IRP rules in place. Another 
option is for the Commission to maintain the policy directive approach of the current IRP rule while 
providing clarification of what constitutes IRP Updates. 

 

This concludes Cascade’s comments. 
 
Dated at Kennewick, Washington, this 16th day of July, 2025. 

 

Brian Robertson 
Manager, Supply Resource Planning 
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