June 24, 2026

Public Utility Commission of Oregon
201 High St. SE, Suite 100

Salem, Oregon 97301-3398

RE: UG 519 - CUB and GEI's Concerns Regarding Avista’s Targeted Voluntary
Electrification (TVE) Pilot

We are writing to express our concern regarding Avista’s compliance filing describing its
approach to the UG 519 stipulated Targeted Voluntary Electrification (TVE) Pilot.

On March 13th, while presenting preliminary study results for the TVE Pilot, Avista was asked
how it arrived at assumptions regarding electrification costs. The Company responded that it
had used Al software to fill in costs and inform its study.

CUB and other stakeholders asked if the Company could provide the prompts asked of the Al
tool to get to these assumptions and were told the Company no longer had them. Thus,
stakeholders could not replicate the input used to come to these assumptions.

CUB did a cursory Google search and found that the numbers the Al software had provided
were overinflated. CUB met with fuel switching experts in Oregon who further confirmed these
numbers were incorrect. For example, for electric stoves, CUB found the estimates provided by
Avista to be $300-$1,000 overestimated. In discussion with experts, we also found that the
Company’s assumption that 35% of customers would require a panel upgrade was also
questionable, as industry professionals doing this work have found that 100-amp panels are
more than capable of handling increased load due to electrification of appliances. These
differences may appear small - but at scale the overestimates in the study skew results away
from targeted electrification in favor of the status quo Aldyl-A pipeline replacements.

GElI’s conversations with experts yielded a similar result. Not only did industry professionals flag
the Al-derived prices as dramatically inflated but noted that the electrification cost assumptions
used in the study appear to reflect generalized market pricing for individual projects rather than
cost savings that may be achievable through a programmatic pilot approach. Because project
development, contractor mobilization, travel, permitting, and procurement costs can represent a
substantial share of total project costs, a pilot that electrifies multiple homes on the same pipe
segment should be able to capture meaningful economies of scale, something that the Al
software appears to not have considered and Avista has not provided information to advocates
regarding how those efforts may be able to bring down costs below currently projected levels.

In accordance with parties’ plan to provide feedback on the draft, we recommended that the
Company revisit the study using sources other than Al to inform its cost assumptions, and with
input from individuals and organizations who have done this work previously. In its published
study filed on May 15, 2026, the Company explained that it reviewed CUB’s concerns regarding
electrification cost assumptions and transparency and “has updated and refined electrification



cost inputs using multiple data sources and sensitivity ranges and has clearly documented
assumptions used in the analysis”. However, in reviewing the filed study compared to the
presentation on March 13, CUB notes that the assumptions have not changed nor has the
Company been able to provide a source, basis, or rationale for the methodology and figures it
used.

CUB and GEI acknowledge that the Company stated in its filing that it plans to validate these
assumptions during the pilot. Nevertheless, we are concerned that the use of a generative Al
tool could bias and cast doubt on the efficacy of the pilot and similar pilots going forward. We
have further concerns that a study built on these assumptions now exists publicly.

We submit these concerns not to deride the Company, but merely to encourage it to approach
the study, pilot, and all assumptions involved, earnestly and not as “checking a box”. CUB, GEI
and other stakeholders involved are thankful for the opportunity to continue being involved in the
development of this pilot and thankful to the Company for doing it. We hope that together, going
forward, we can do it right.

Attached to this letter, please find CUB’s feedback on the draft study we provided to Avista and
parties.

Respectfully submitted this 24th day of June 2026,

/s/ Emily Dougan
Oregon Citizens’ Utility Board

/s/ Alex Houston
Green Energy Institute at Lewis & Clark Law School



High level Summary of CUB feedback

CUB again commends the Company for its work on this preliminary study, and efforts thus far
with preparing for the pilot. We have prepared the initial comments below to provide guidance.

As an initial matter, CUB is quite concerned with the method used to determine the
electrification costs. This includes how Al was used in the study and the Company’s inability to
disclose to CUB the Al inputs it used. Through conversations with partners, reviewing the
Company'’s prior IRP electrification study results, and cursory Google searches, we found
several discrepancies with what the Company has presented - primarily with electrification
costs. We find this particularly concerning given the implications this has on the overall results
of the study. This also has implications on prudency and cost recovery. Determining prudence
relies on the information the utility knew or should have known at the time of the investment
decision. In this day and age, a utility should know that relying solely on Al outputs is
insufficient. We strongly recommend the Company revisit the study with updated cost
assumptions for electrification, not using Al. Or, alternatively, if using Al, the Company
needs to vet the Al data against other reliable sources of information such as Electrify
Oregon, IBEW, and existing customer experiences. Additionally the Company must be
able to transparently show its work so stakeholders can better understand and vet the
process.

Relatedly, the methodologies and presentation of the results should be consistent across the
study. For example, it is inconsistent to use historical data to determine pipeline replacement
costs while using Al query results to determine the electrification costs. Similarly, the summary
of cost-effective electrification results should be presented with consistent time units. Likewise,
the period used to calculate CPP compliance costs should mirror that of the emissions lost;
using 20 years for CPP calculations while the pipeline investment has a minimum lifespan of 50
years is insufficient. We strongly encourage the Company to revisit CUB’s testimony in UG 435
(see exhibit Jenks/103) for options for calculating CPP costs.

In preparing these comments, CUB also had the opportunity to meet with a Community Action
Agency (CAA) in Avista’s territory to get their feedback on the study, and recommendations to
consider for the pilot. CUB was pleased to hear that Avista has been in conversation with its
CAA partners on this, and that the Company’s approach to engagement so far was welcomed.
One area both CUB and the CAA found lacking in the study was the identification of households
with low incomes who might be eligible for the pilot, and any necessary weatherization. Has the
Company conducted an analysis of the demographics of the households eligible for the pilot? If
so, please share those findings, including maps identifying the general areas of where these
pilots may take place as you did for North Klamath Falls and Ashland in the March 16
presentation. For example, we still do not know from the preliminary study how many eligible
households are known households with low-incomes - such as customers enrolled in the


https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HTB/ug435htb153143.pdf

Company’s bill discount program. CUB did request that the Company do this in our November
2025 comments. Even if it is the case that there are none of these household types, having
definitive understanding of this is crucial at the outset. From the perspective of a just energy
transition, we remain concerned about electrification without necessary weatherization for
vulnerable households. This is particularly of concern for households at 61-100% SMI,
those who often navigate the energy assistance gap, and also those with incomes at 60%
and below SMI who have to navigate 2-3 year long waitlists for weatherization. Thus, we
encourage the Company to work to propose a thoughtful way to integrate full household
weatherization into the pilot for any eligible households at 100% SMI and below. This
sentiment is reflected in several places in our full comments below. Additionally, while only one
CAA in the Company’s territory, the CAA expressed interest in participating in the
weatherization process for income qualified participants.

Please see our additional recommendations below.

Aldyl-A Pipe Segment replacement Cost per foot
(CPF)

Aldyl-A Pipe Segment Replacement Cost per Foot (CPF)

» Low CPF: calculated by averaging the CPF from projects from
2023-2025 where more than 50% of the installation was
completed using boring. This approach reflects scenarios with
better ground conditions. Low CPF = $181

» High CPF: calculated by averaging the CPF from projects from
2023-2025 where more than 50% of the installation involved
trenching, representing more challenging, rocky ground
conditions. High CPF = $253

« Average CPF = $218

CUB Feedback

e Do the Company’s calculations for Aldyl-A replacement include inflation? If not, CUB
would like to see these costs including 2025 inflation numbers.



e How has Avista ensured that these numbers for 2023-2025 represent actual
expectations of cost given that the easier/ less costly pipeline had already been
replaced?

e CUB questions the Company’s response to our question asking whether O&M costs and
decommission for the pipeline after replacement were included in the Summary of Cost-
Effective Electrification Results. The Company has, presumably, decommissioned pipes
in the past - and could thus make a reasonable estimate of what this might cost on the
scale of this pilot.
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CUB Feedback

e Why is Avista using 20 years for CPP costs when the replaced pipeline is expected to
have 50 year useful life? CUB understands the Company’s concerns in using CPP
compliance costs beyond 30 years due to increased uncertainty, but believes this is an
important scenario to model, and that this also may create additional work for the
Company to calculate. However, the Company is currently in the midst of producing its
2027 IRP so our understanding is that projections through at least 2050 are available.
We understand as well that including the full 50 years of the useful life of the Aldyl-A
replacement may create results that are more favorable to electrification - but the reality
is that customers will be paying for those replacement costs and thus they need to be
modeled for transparent comparison. Alternatively, the Company could compare the
replaced pipe using accelerated deprecation of 20 years. CUB makes this
recommendation for consistency.

e Does pipeline replacement CPF include O&M, salvage in costs?



e Did the Company consider stranded asset cost risk? If so, please explain how these
costs were considered. If the Company did not consider stranded asset cost risk, CUB

recommends including these.

Cost of electrification

Costs of Electrification

Per Project

Cap-and-Prune
Crew $3,416
Flagging $1,118
Paving $707

CPC $400
Serviceman/Specialist $400
Permit $50

Pipe Cap $200

Total $6,291

CUB Feedback

Per Customer

Average Annual
Revenue
Single Family $472
Multi-Family $283
Mobile Home $472
Commercial $1,894

Equipment Electrification
See next slide

AivisTa

e What are the decoupling assumptions? How long is it assumed that the customer is on

the system?

e CUB has concerns over using “margin due to loss of pipe segment and customer
meters” in this study. CUB understands that there will be margin loss to the Company as
a result of this pilot, but would be interested in comparing this with the proposed TVE
tariffs. For example, it would be useful to see what the TVE tariff revenue minus margin
loss would be and how that might change some of the assumptions of this study. We
understand that the tariff is not finalized, but if the Company could provide some
examples of what it may propose this might help CUB and other stakeholders better
understand the reality of what decoupling may look like under the TVE.

e Are the “Per Project” costs included in the Pipeline replacement costs?



Equipment Electrification Costs

RESIDENTIAL
Secondary Space
Appliances Misc. Water Heating Heating Heating
Panel |Clothes Pool |Water Heater Water Heater

Upgrade| Dryer Stove/Oven| Misc. Heater | (<=55Gal) (>55Gal) | Fireplace | Boiler Furnace

Klamath Falls, |low | $1,200 | $1,005  $1,675 | $160 $4,500 |  $3,500 $4,790 $1565 |$15200 $11,325

Medford, |Medium | $1,850 | $1,773  $2,723 | $505 $7,200 $5,255 $6,910 $2,833 |$25,775 $17,713

Roseburg  [High $2,500 | $2,540 $3,770 $850  $9,900 $6,920 $9,030 $4,100 |$36,350 $24,100

Low $1200 | $1,080 $1,725 | $220 $4700| $3,765 $4015 | $1680 |$15750 $11,750

La Grande |Medium| $1,850 | $1,873  $2,785 | $635 $7,425| $5468 $7,008 $2,995 |$26,575 $18,300

High $2,500 | $2,665  $3,845 |$1,050 $10,150| $7,170 £9,280 $4,300 |$37,400 $24,850

COMMERCIAL
Water
Food Preparation Misc. | Heating Space Heating

Panel [Three Fhase Conveyor Double Pool | Water Unit
Work [ Upgrade |[Broiler ©Oven RackOwen Fryer Griddle Owven Range Steamer|Heater | Heater | Boiler Furnace Heater
Klamath Falls, [Low $2,000( ~$4,000 | $5400 $17625 $25625 $6,300 $4,760 36,525 $6,425 $6,675 |$24,450| $84,300 |$107,000 $86,000 $31,100
Medlord,  [Medium [$3,250( $8,000 |%$9,575 $27,388 $38888 $11425 $8,815 $11,163 $11,413 $11 688 |$44,925|$132,500|$197,250 $139,500 $74,550
Roseburg _[High $4,500 $12,000 |$13750 $37,150 $52,150 $16,550 $12,870 $15,800 $16,400 $16,700 | $65,400 | $180,700|$2687,500 $193,000 $118,000
Low $2,000] $4,000 |$5575 $18150 $26,150 $6525 $4.935 $6,750 $6,600 $7,000 [$25,500|$102,500|$112,250 $91,500 $33,300
La Grande  |Medium [$3,250| $8,000 |[%0,888 $28025 $39525 %11,763 $0,133 $11500 $11,775 $12,175 |$46,525|$156,800[$207,625 $183,250 $81,050
High $4,500 $12,000 |$14,200 $37.900 $52.900 $17,000 $13,330 $16,250 $16,950 $17,350 |$67,550|$211,100|$303,000 $275,000 $128,800

CUB Feedback

Al results must be vetted against industry actuals.

CUB requests clarity on how the Company is using these electrification assumptions to
determine what is cost-effective.

CUB would like to see this modeled as an LEA with different scenarios.

CUB requests clarity on how the Company is determining what will need to be replaced,
and what appliances might be considered “non-essential” replacements. For example,
what was the impact of a pool heater on the cost-effectiveness calculation? Fireplace?

e The Company currently has propane conversion of BBQs in the misc category, and
conversion to propane for fireplaces. CUB recommends removing these from the pilot or
offering electric alternatives. CUB strongly discourages expanding this pilot to include
conversions from gas to propane.

e CUB also pushes back on pool heaters being included — how many customers currently
have pools? We understand that multifamily units may have this, but question whether
pools should be a part of the TVE pilot. We recommend that for equipment such as pool
heaters, those conversions be at cost to customers who are interested in participating.

e We understand that the Company is aware that the electrification costs are preliminary,
and will be dependent on the actual reality of the homes. However, we push back that
the probability of a home needing a panel upgrade being at 35%. Pilots around the
country are showing that 100-amp panels are capable of handling the installation of new
electric appliances, saving on costs.

e CUB is interested in how many residents actually have space heating boilers. If
customers truly have a hydronic heating system, the costs of electrification are going to
be extremely costly. However, these types of heating systems are often in higher end



https://www.canarymedia.com/articles/electrification/yes-its-possible-to-electrify-a-home-on-just-100-amps
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homes. If these customers only have radiator heating — a heat pump however would be
an upgrade and far less expensive to replace.

e CUB wonders why the standard space heating furnace has a higher HSPF than the cold
climate space heating furnace? Is this a typo?

e CUB questions the necessity of including water heater costs greater than 55 gallons.
How frequently does the Company anticipate this being needed?

e CUB also believes that gas line caps should be included as one single expense per
property, and not for each individual appliance. We recommend the same with circuit
runs — as this could be done for a flat fee with an electrician.

e Through a cursory google search comparing appliance costs + installation, CUB found
the following numbers:

o Electric Dryer: $500-$1,000
o Electric Stove: $600-$1,300
o Space Heating Boiler: $2,500-$9,000
o Ductless Heat Pump: $1,500-$5,000
o Electric Water Heater: $1,000-$2,500

e Finally, CUB wonders who will be doing the actual electrification and installation work. A
bidding process for a third party, who may be incentivized to lower costs, is an option to
consider. CUB additionally recommends communicating with and partnering with CAAs
to understand what contractors they use in weatherization programs.

Summary of cost-effective electrification results

Summery of Cost-Effective Electrification Results

EQUIPMENT ELECTRIFICATION

COST ASSUMPTION

LOW MEDIUM HIGH

Meters m 242 120 61

Aldyl-A Segments = 70 42 24

Potential CPP Compliance Reduction $ $479 $232 $104
. . Dekatherms = 17,425 8,456 3,778
Potential Load Reduction o' ¢ yregon'  0.15% | 0.07%  0.03%

. o . MTCO2e 924 448 200
Potential Emission Reduction % of Oregon  0.15% 0.07% 0.03%

*Based on expected Aldyl-A replacement cost per segment.
*Potential Load and Emission Reduction values shown for year 1.



CUB Feedback

This chart should be shown using the same time measurements, meaning if these total
meters are replaced then the chart should show the total CPP Compliance
reduction,total load reduction and total emissions reduction for those meters over time
not just year 1.

CUB would like to see the ratios of meter reduction to CPP compliance

Timeline

CUB Feedback

Once final pilot properties are selected, CUB recommends that, to your email response,
the Company focus on installation for multiple appliances happening on the same day to
reduce labor costs.

While we expect the Company would already be planning to do so, we also recommend
bulk purchase of electric appliances to further reduce costs.

CUB recommends that the Company engage in a competitive bidding process to find the
lowest possible costs for both appliances and labor.

Other

CUB Feedback

CUB again encourages the Company to partner with local Community Action Agencies
to promote weatherization in coordination with electrification. CUB also again
encourages the Company to engage in a robust RFP process to ensure equipment and
labor completed at the lowest possible cost.



