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Avista Corp.

1411 East Mission, P.O. Box 3727
Spokane, Washington 99220-0500
Telephone 509-489-0500

Toll Free 800-727-9170

August 20, 2025

Public Utility Commission of Oregon
Attn: Filing Center

201 High Street SE, Suite 100
Salem, OR 97301-3612

Re: AR 669 — Avista Comments Regarding Staff’s IRP/RFP Modernization Draft
Proposed Rules

Filing Center:

Avista Corporation, dba Avista Utilities (Avista or the Company), submits the following comments
in response to the Public Utility Commission of Oregon’s (OPUC or Commission) workshop #3
materials and presentation, pertaining to the modernization of Integrated Resource Planning (IRP)
and Request for Proposal (RFP) rules and guidelines.

Proposed Changes to Division 001 of the OPUC Administrative Rules
Response: Avista has no issues with these proposed changes.

Draft OAR 860-090-0020(10) “‘Reference case’ means the planningseenario collection of
assumptions for future conditions that the utility considers to be most likely or expected for the
purposes of planning.”

Staff seeks comment on whether the alternative language above clarifies the distinction between
reference case and preferred portfolio.

Response: Avista has no issues with the proposed language.

Draft OAR 860-090-0050(3) “Acknowledgment of a specific action plan item generally means
that the action appears to align with customers’ interests, if implemented prudently, given what
is known at the time of acknowledgment. Acknowledgment of an action plan item does not
guarantee Commission approval of cost recovery for the action, but may be considered in future
rate making decisions.”



Staff is contemplating restoring the underlined text above, which is consistent with precedent
(see Order 07-002 at 24). Utility-proposed alternative (""acknowledgment is a relevant but not
exclusive consideration..." (emphasis added) fails to account for situations in which IRP
acknowledgment is not relevant to a rate making decision because of dramatically changed
circumstances.

Response: Avista has no issues with the proposed language.

Draft OAR 860-090-0060(4)(b) “Summarizes major themes of public input the utility received
during the development of the plan using the mechanisms created by the utility and attaches
all written public comments received in response to comment opportunities specified by the
utility on each draft element of the IRP enumerated in OAR 860-090-0070.”

Utilities should provide clear, adequate opportunities for written comments, and be clear about
what does and does not qualify for inclusion in the written record, e.g. video presentation chat
comments. Staff requests comment on the underlined new text above.

Response: Avista is supportive of the proposed language.

Draft OAR 860-090-0060(6)(a) “The utility must calculate resource needs based on the utility’s
load forecast, which must be-conducted no-meore-thanthree- months before the most recent
available at the time that the needs assessment calculation is performed, and no incremental
actions beyond the commitments that the utility has entered into at the time of conducting the
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Staff requests further comment on the proposed change above to eliminate 3- month
requirement; specify most recent at the time needs assessment calculated (not required to revise
needs assessment late in the game). With this change, second sentence may be unnecessary.

Response: Avista appreciates Staff’s consideration of modification to this proposed rule and supports
the updated language. Also, the second sentence does not seem relevant.

Draft OAR 860-090-0060(7)(e) “The utility must describe how the reliability analysis accounts
for any opportunities presented by regional-demand-and resouree-diversity interactions with

other systems and markets.”

Staff requests comment on whether the above revisions clarify the applicability of this draft to
gas utilities, and whether there are any unintended consequences for electric utilities.

Response: Gas utilities should conduct a reliability analysis to ensure adequate capacity during
extreme conditions and analyze impacts if such capacity is lost. The context of this proposed rule
aligns with the electric analysis and is materially different than how gas utilities historically analyze
resource adequacy. Reliability rules for gas and electric utilities should be different.
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Draft OAR 860-090-0060(7)(g)(B) “Near-term costs, presented as a plausible range for the total
annual Oregon-allecatedrevenuerequirement costs (comprehensive cost estimate) to Oregon
customers over the next five years, considering near-term uncertainties such as resource
ownership and cost allocation to Oregon customers. A revenuerequirement comprehensive cost
estimate provided under this rule may be used solely for the purposes of evaluating the utility’s
IRP and, if applicable, CEP.”

Staff requests comment on the extent to which the alternative text above would address
commenters’ concerns

Response: Typically, IRPs focus on resource costs only. This current draft implies utilities should
forecast total costs to serve customers and not only resource costs, i.e., a total revenue requirement
or a forecast of future rates. Avista is concerned that any such forecast will be inaccurate as it is not
possible to forecast what the total costs to serve customers in the future may be. Future rate cases and
price adjustments will determine what rates will be in the future. Any such forecast included in an
IRP would only be an estimate. As such, Avista believes that an IRP should remain focused on
resource costs to serve customers.

Draft OAR 860-090-0060(7)(g)(E) “Community impacts, presented as plausible ranges for the
future impacts of the portfolio on communities within or partly within the utility’s Oregon
service territory.”

Staff requests further comment including whether the draft rule text would cover the following
examples:

* Local air pollution is affected by plant dispatch;

* EE selection affects comfort during extreme weather;

* Avresiliency hub program would affect resiliency;

* Anticipated changes in service offerings and incentives based on portfolio.

Even if the utility does not know exactly which communities will be affected, they can still
estimate such impacts at a high level.

Response: Avista is unclear on the expectation for what the draft rule text should include. Regarding
community impacts analysis with an IRP, the focus should be on impacts that can be quantitatively
analyzed and within utilities’ control. In this regard, costs seem to be a primary community or
customer impact to be considered. For natural gas utilities, the examples provided by Staft do not
seem possible or relevant to evaluate. It is not possible to evaluate how energy efficiency selection
affects comfort as comfort is subjective to each individual household. Further with the Energy Trust
of Oregon delivering energy efficiency programs, the utilities do not seem best suited to attempt to
evaluate comfort, nor anticipated changes in services offerings or energy efficiency incentives based
on a selected portfolio. Also, estimating potential impacts at a high level would be difficult and
potentially not meaningful.

Draft OAR 860-090-0060(7)(h) “Preferred Portfolio. The utility must select a Preferred
Portfolio in the IRP and explain why it represents the best balance of cost and risk to customers
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and the utility. The utility must include a visual representation such as a matrix that describes
how each portfolio performed against the portfolio scoring metrics and that clearly
demonstrates why the preferred portfolio was selected.”

Staff requests comment on whether the alternative text above captures the intent for the IRP
to include a visual representation of each portfolio's performance to allow Staff and
stakeholders to clearly understand the tradeoffs among different dimensions of cost and risk
while providing adequate flexibility to the utilities.

Response: Avista agrees a table should be created to show a matrix of the results of the portfolio
analysis. Avista disagrees with the need for portfolio scoring metrics. Avista’s planning process uses
the lowest cost portfolio meeting policy requirements. If Avista changes from this methodology, it
would have a description of the changes, making a matrix unnecessary.

Draft OAR 860-090-0110(3)(b) “Updates to the most recent IRP reference case to reflect any
key planning information that has been obtained or developed by the utility, such as updated
load forecasts, fuel prices, wholesale market prices, and resource costs.”

Staff requests comment on whether this draft rule conveys that updates to the most recent IRP
reference case are only required to the extent that there is new ""key planning information that
has been obtained or developed by the utility* that is outside what was considered in most
recent IRP. Commenters should propose alternative language as needed.

Response: Avista has no issues with the proposed language.

If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 509-495-
shawn.bonfield@avistacorp.com.

Sincerely,

s/ Shaue Bonfeld

Shawn Bonfield
Sr. Manager of Regulatory Policy & Strategy
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