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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

December 4, 2025

Public Utility Commission of Oregon
Attn: Filing Center

201 High Street SE, Suite 100

Salem, OR 97301-3612

Re: AR 669 — Avista Utilities’ Final Comments

Filing Center:

Avista Corporation, dba Avista Utilities (Avista or the Company), appreciates the opportunity to
submit these final comments in response to the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and Administrative
Law Judge Sarah Spruce’s October 9, 2025 Memorandum. Avista has been engaged in the
development of the proposed integrated resource plan (IRP) rules throughout the rulemaking process
and is supportive of the intent of the rulemaking to modernize and streamline the IRP process. While
Avista has provided only brief written comments throughout process and in discussions with
Commission Staff, it shares the concerns raised by Northwest Natural Gas Company (NW Natural)
and the Joint Utilities' in their comments submitted on November 14, 2025, and in NW Natural’s
reply comments submitted on December 4, 2025.

In particular, Avista shares the same thought regarding the fundamental question raised by the Joint
Utilities, “What is the practical purpose of an IRP?” and how do the proposed IRP rules answer this
question. This foundational question must be considered as the Commission contemplates the final
rules it will adopt for future IRPs.

Further, Avista shares the concerns raised by NW Natural regarding the current state of the proposed
rules and the outcomes they may lead to, summarized as follows:

Creating an unnecessarily burdensome process;

Introducing overlapping planning processes and constant restudies;
Threatening timely decision-making; and,

Potentially leading to increased costs for customers.
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! PacifiCorp, Portland General Electric Company, and Idaho Power Company filed joint comments, and all
collectively referred to as the Joint Utilities.



NW Natural eloquently addresses these concerns in their reply comments, which Avista supports,
with emphasis on the following topics they addressed:

The IRP rules should be consistent regarding process.

An IRP is a plan, and neither the process nor the plan itself should be binding.

IRP acknowledgment should provide a reasonable level of assurance to utilities.

The proposed cost impact calculation is ill-defined and will only confuse the IRP review
effort.
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Lastly, Avista raised concerns throughout the informal rulemaking process related to Standard
Information Requests (SIRs). Avista remains concerned about the proposed rules relating to SIRs, as
discussed in its prior comments and in detail in the Joint Utilities’ comments.

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

Sincerely,

s/ Stawn Bonficld

Shawn Bonfield
Sr. Manager of Regulatory Policy & Strategy
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