
​January 23, 2026​

​Via electronic filing to puc.filingcenter@puc.oregon.gov​

​Oregon Public Utility Commission​
​201 High Street SE, Suite 100​
​Salem, Oregon 97301-3398​

​RE: Coos County Pipeline - UG 527, 528, and UM 2417​

​Dear Chair Tawney, and Commissioners Perkins and Power:​

​I am writing to voice the Sierra Club’s concerns about NW Natural’s proposal to purchase the​
​Coos County Pipeline, and to use millions of ratepayer dollars to repair this aging gas​
​infrastructure. The Commission should reject this proposal, and instead use this opportunity to​
​explore non-pipe alternatives that will reduce emissions and build community resilience.​

​The Coos County Pipeline has been controversial since it was first proposed in the late 1990s,​
​with opponents, including the Sierra Club filing multiple lawsuits citing the impacts of the project​
​to the environment, private property and public safety. Now, as the state is working to meet its​
​climate goals, and is increasingly pursuing building and industrial electrification, we must​
​consider alternatives to maintaining and replacing fossil fuel infrastructure, and pursue​
​opportunities for zonal electrification.​

​Governor Kotek has directed the PUC to “adopt and implement greenhouse gas reduction​
​strategies and align their decisions, activities, and investments as appropriate to advance the​
​five least-cost pathways identified in the Oregon Energy Strategy.”​​1​ ​That includes taking​
​“appropriate actions necessary within their existing authorities to align programs, decisions, and​
​investments to advance the state’s interest in increasing cost-effective, strategic electrification of​
​. . . buildings, and water heating systems while also supporting affordable and reliable energy​
​for Oregon ratepayers.”​​2​ ​We encourage the Commission,​​pursuant to EO 25-29, to take this​
​opportunity to eliminate the significant greenhouse gas emissions from this natural gas pipeline.​

​As the Coos County Pipeline only serves a little over 2,000 customers, and as there are viable​
​alternatives to the gas use, decommissioning the pipeline offers an excellent chance to electrify​
​one of the largest communities on the coast in Oregon, reducing harmful air pollution and​
​greenhouse gas emissions. As NW Natural notes in its application, Coos County qualifies as an​
​environmental justice community per ORS 756.010(5), which includes “coastal communities,”​
​“rural communities,” “communities with limited infrastructure,” and “communities experiencing​

​2​ ​Id.​​at I.1.c.​
​1​ ​Exec. Order 25-29, page 2, I.1.​



​lower incomes” in its definition of environmental justice communities. As such, it is critical that​
​we are making investments in the Coos County community to reduce climate and air pollution,​
​outcomes which decommissioning this pipeline would achieve.​

​The reports from various commenters about the extent of repairs needed,​​3​ ​combined with the​
​past history of pipeline failures,​​4​ ​suggests careful​​scrutiny of the workplan is necessary to​
​determine whether any of NW Natural’s ratepayers should be responsible for this poor​
​investment. Gas utilities in a variety of dockets have repeatedly reported facing rising​
​construction costs. Additionally, as the Energy Strategy points out, “[s]cenarios that delayed​
​action on energy efficiency and building electrification . . . led to higher overall costs to the​
​economy.”​​5​ ​Of course, the cost of inaction cannot​​be overstated.​

​It is important for the Commission to question whether a smaller and smaller pool of customers​
​will use gas from this pipeline over time, as furnaces and boilers are replaced with electric​
​versions, further driving up costs. And finally, we must question whether the larger commercial​
​and industrial customers will remain gas customers, with the volatile gas market and impacts​
​from the Climate Protection Program, not to mention the challenges at least one timber products​
​company faces for reasons unrelated to energy prices. Specifically, Roseburg Forest Products​
​has not been a stable economic partner for rural communities. In the last year alone, they have​
​ceased operations in Weed, CA​​6​ ​and Dillard, OR,​​7​ ​decisions​​which have significantly impacted​
​the stability for environmental justice communities. The instability of industrial partners does not​
​make the economic feasibility case to invest into a pipeline that would be on the shoulders of​
​ratepayers to cover the costs.​

​Coos County rate-payers and residents deserve solutions and investments that make the region​
​more economic, climate, and energy resilient. Investments can be made into microgrid planning​
​especially for preparing for natural disasters, expanding programs to make heat pumps, solar​
​panels, and home weatherization materials more accessible, and workforce development​
​programs to support projects that bring sustainable, high-paying jobs to the region.​

​7​​https://www.roseburg.com/news-corporate/roseburg-forest-products-to-cease-hardwood-plywood-product​
​ion/​

​6​​https://www.roseburg.com/news-corporate/roseburg-consolidates-veneer-production-to-strengthen-long-t​
​erm-competitiveness/​

​5​ ​Or. Dept. of Energy, Oregon Energy Strategy Executive Summary, 3-4 (Nov. 2025),​
​https://www.oregon.gov/energy/Data-and-Reports/Documents/Oregon-Energy-Strategy-Summary.pdf.​

​4​ ​Dylan Rivera, The Oregonian,​​Contractor loses suit​​over Coos County gas pipeline​​(Feb. 24, 2009)​
​(pipeline built over “terrain that contractors described as some of the most rugged in the West;” Clean​
​Water Act violations resulted in a $1.5 million penalty); Amy Moss Strong, The World,​​Residents file​
​pipeline suit against Coos County​​(Dec. 10, 2003)​​(“while drilling underneath stream beds, MasTec​
​employees caused the ground to fracture and drilling lubricants to ooze into at least five local streams”).​

​3​ ​City of North Bend comment (Jan. 16, 2026) (“significant repair demands associated with landslides and​
​riverbank failures”); Coos Bay Public Schools’ comment (Jan. 21, 2026 (“significant financial and​
​operational challenges Coos County faces as the current owner”) South Coast Development Council​
​comment (Jan. 2026) (“pipeline faces significant risks related to landslides and riverbank instability,​
​requiring substantial remediation and ongoing investment”).​



​Please deny NW Natural’s requests to put ratepayers on the hook to repair this unnecessary​
​pipeline and instead consider non-pipeline alternatives to build community resilience and​
​electrify the end users in Coos County.​

​Thank you for your consideration.​

​Dylan Plummer​
​Acting Deputy Director, Clean Heat Campaign​
​The Sierra Club​


