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As an active participant in the above-cited docket, Cascade Natural Gas Corporation (Cascade, 
CNGC) respectfully files the following comments related to the Integrated Resource Planning 
(IRP) portions of the August 6th, 2025 Workshop No. 3.  
 
Cascade was very supportive of this rulemaking docket and its previous stakeholder 
engagement process to add clarity to the Commission’s IRP regulations, as stated in previous 
comments. Clarity has been provided in a number of areas, including but not limited to: IRP 
components, IRP Updates, Demand Forecasts, Acknowledgement, electric v. natural gas 
language, and reference case. CNGC appreciates Staff’s consideration of many of Cascade’s 
prior comments. 
 
In response to Workshop #3, Cascade has concerns about how one issue, Community Impacts, 
was portrayed. This is the focus of these comments with an associated recommendation. 
Additionally, CNGC respectfully notes its intention to reiterate concerns about lack of definitions 
of key subjective terms when this process enters the formal rulemaking phase. 
 
 
Community Impacts 
 
Slide #12 in the Staff’s August 6, 2025 PowerPoint presentation states: 
 

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; 
• A resiliency 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. 

 
Cascade believes a rule should stand on its own in a manner which can be implemented without 
uncertainty about appropriate compliance.  Throughout this proceeding, the explanation of 
Community Impacts and associated actions appeared to, in a plain English reading, focus on 
providing a narrative (with associated metrics for quantification) on planning and action items to 
lessen energy utility impacts on, at its core, neighborhoods and the environment.1  However, 

 
1 Proposed OAR 860-090-0060(7)(g)(E): 

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. The utility must demonstrate that community 
impact metrics are: 
(i) Developed with input from the public, including input from environmental justice communities; 
(ii) Quantitative and measurable as the utility implements its plan; 
(iii) Practically informative to utility implementation decisions, including investments, contracts, and   

program designs; and 
(iv) Distinct from other scoring metrics. 
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Slide #12 casts this portion of the rule in a new light.2  Slide #12 includes multiple other factors 
that go beyond a plain English reading of the rule, without definition. There is insufficient context 
to clarify the full intent for compliance purposes. The rule now appears it applies to everything: 
“utility implementation decisions, including investments, contracts, and program 
designs.”3 (Emphasis added) This is overly broad. This changes scoring metrics without 
definition and guidance. 
 
The content of the added language in Slide #12 suggests this topic should be part of additional 
workshops, if not a separate proceeding. Even if this slide is retracted, there is now sufficient 
doubt about what Staff envisions for compliance. Is the intent for this to be applied to all aspects 
immediately upon publication of a new rule? If so, the processes need to be better defined. For 
example, the scoring metrics and how they should be applied need definition. This should be 
done before utilities are held responsible to comply with what hasn’t been defined.  
 
The issues posed in Slide #12 for requested comment are too broad and lacking in context to be 
individually and specifically addressed in a two-week response period. 
 
Cascade recommends proposed OAR 860-090-0060(7)(g)(E) be the basis for dedicated 
workshops prior to this process moving to a formal rulemaking phase.  Alternatively, Staff 
should consider deleting this item and initiating a separate proceeding on this topic. 
 
 
Lack of Definition of Subjective Terms 
 
At each juncture of this informal process, Cascade as well as other utilities have requested 
either deletion of certain terms or expanded definitions.  Cascade believes, as stated in its 
previous comments, these terms do not add any value nor without such limits the Commission’s 
already existing flexibility and authority. These terms include plausible, meaningfully different, 
material differences, and reasonably estimate. Staff has not adopted associated 
recommendations for clarity.  Assuming the Staff Report does not do so, Cascade will comment 
on this topic when this informal process shifts to the formal rulemaking phase. 
 
As an example, Cascade has noted the vague and ambiguous nature of the word “plausible.” 
The Joint Utilities expressed similar concerns as shown at page 11 of the Table stemming from 
Workshop No. 2. Cascade recommends the Staff adopt the Joint Utilities proposed requested 
change: 
 

“The utility’s development of the long term resource strategy must be informed by a needs 
assessment and portfolio analysis that considers a broad and diverse set of distinct resource 

 
2 Cascade had understood compliance entailed open and transparent discussions with stakeholders in effected 
communities with quantification including opportunities for public input and the utility’s response from a policy 
perspective (a narrative or qualitative recitation) and in its modeling (for quantification and technical inclusion). 
3 The issues posed in Slide #12 were unexpected and suggests Staff contemplates an expansive treatment of 
Community Impacts. If expansiveness is envisioned, then boundaries need explanation. The breadth of “…including 
investments, contracts, and program designs…”, if that is Staff’s intent, cannot be applied to everything immediately. 
This will challenge utilities’ practices and will be time consuming. This would be an iterative process over time with 
clear boundaries required, such as scoring metrics and how they should be applied before they haven’t been defined. 
Heretofore, Cascade anticipated the proposed rule was limited in applicability to a very defined portion of planning 
and this needs to be affirmed by Staff.  
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options encompassing current and expected techno-economically feasible demand and supply-
side resource options.” 

 
Cascade intends to further comment on this topic of defining subjective terms during the 
upcoming formal phase of this rulemaking. However, CNGC notes this now while respectfully 
encouraging Staff to adopt suggested recommendations in its Staff Report. 
 
 

This concludes Cascade’s comments. 
 
Dated at Kennewick, Washington, this 19th day of August, 2025. 

 
Brian Robertson 
Manager, Supply Resource Planning 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
August 20, 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 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) third workshop on August 6, 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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