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August 6, 2025, Workshop No. 3
Public Utility Commission of Oregon
*This workshop will be recorded by Commission Staff.*



Docket AR 669 – Updates to IRP Requirements 
and Competitive Bidding Rules

 WORKSHOP No. 3
AGENDA
10:00 – 10:10 Introductions and Overview
10:10 – 11:00 Discussion of Draft 
Proposed Rule Changes for Information 
Requests in Hybrid Proceedings 
11:00 --11:30 Discussion of Stakeholder 
Comments on Draft Resource Planning 
Rules 
11:30 – 11:50 Discussion of Stakeholder 
Comments on Draft Competitive Bidding 
Rule Changes 
11:50 – 12:00 Next Steps
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 Docket AR 669 – Introductions 
and Workshop 3 Overview 

Please add your name and organization to 
the chat and any response you have to the 
following:

Favorite/least favorite or laugh-worthy 
mention of energy law, policy, or 
technology in a book/movie/show/song? 

Any interesting bit of energy trivia you’d 
like to share? 



Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Draft Proposed Rule Changes for Information Requests in 
Hybrid Proceedings 

Staff posted a draft of proposed changes to Division 
001 of the OPUC administrative rules in the AR 669 
docket:

https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/ar669hah338698027.
pdf

Stakeholder Comments on these draft changes are welcome 
today and in written comments.
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https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/ar669hah338698027.pdf
https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/ar669hah338698027.pdf


Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Discussion of Stakeholder Comments on Draft 
Resource Planning Rules 

Item for Stakeholder Comment:

The 2025 Oregon Legislature passed HB3336 - effective September 26, 2025.  It 
requires certain electric companies to include a section in IRP/CEP filings that is 
a strategic plan for using grid enhancing technologies.  

Staff proposal: Add language to draft proposed rules for IRP/CEP filings: 

“An electric company subject to Oregon Laws 2025 Chapter 391 must include 
a section that provides its strategic plan setting forth the information required 
by law.”

(The Commission may provide direction to a utility regarding cost-effectiveness 
and any associated analysis separate from Docket AR 669, likely Q1 2026).

5

https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2025R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB3336/Enrolled


Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Discussion of Stakeholder Comments on 
Draft Resource Planning Rules 

 Draft OAR 860-090-0020(10) “‘Reference case’ means the planning 
scenario 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.
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Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Discussion of Stakeholder Comments on 
Draft Resource Planning Rules 

 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.  
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Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Discussion of Stakeholder Comments on 
Draft Resource Planning Rules 

 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.
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Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Discussion of Stakeholder Comments on 
Draft Resource Planning Rules 

 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 more than 
three 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 
analysis. If the utility updates its load forecast after having performed the 
needs assessment calculation and before the Commission has made a 
decision on acknowledgment, the utility must post the updated load 
forecast with its public IRP materials and, if the IRP has been filed, file the 
updated load forecast in the utility’s pending IRP docket.” 

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.
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Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Discussion of Stakeholder Comments on 
Draft Resource Planning Rules 

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

10



Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Discussion of Stakeholder Comments on 
Draft Resource Planning Rules 

 Draft OAR 860-090-0060(7)(g)(B) “Near-term costs, presented as a 
plausible range for the total annual Oregon-allocated revenue 
requirement 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 revenue requirement 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.  
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Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Discussion of Stakeholder Comments on 
Draft Resource Planning Rules 

 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.
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Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Discussion of Stakeholder Comments on 
Draft Resource Planning Rules 

 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 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.
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Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Discussion of Stakeholder Comments on 
Draft Resource Planning Rules 

 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.
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Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Discussion of Stakeholder Comments on Draft 
Competitive Bidding Rule Changes

 Draft OAR 860-089-0250(3)(g) “Use a scoring methodology that can be 
applied to produce a score for all proxy resources that were eligible for 
selection in the most recently-filed IRP.”

 Staff seeks further comment on this proposed change. Specifically, Staff 
requests comment on an alternative change to the text to read: 

“produce a price score for all proxy resources” or similar has any impact on 
stakeholders’ perspectives.
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Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Discussion of Stakeholder Comments on Draft 
Competitive Bidding Rule Changes

 Draft OAR 860-089-0300((3) The electric company may make elements 
of the benchmark resource owned or secured by the electric company 
(e.g., site, transmission rights, or fuel arrangements) available for use in 
third-party bids…..If benchmark bid resource elements secured by the 
electric company are not made available to all bidders, it must provide 
analysis demonstrating how that decision is in the best interest of 
customers when seeking approval of a draft RFP under OAR 860-089-
0250…”
 Staff requests furth comment on whether and which elements of a 

benchmark resource should be required to be make available for 
use in third-party bids.
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Docket AR 669 – Workshop 3 
Discussion of Stakeholder Comments on Draft 
Competitive Bidding Rule Changes

 OAR 860-089-0300(4) “The electric company may evaluate whether it is in 
the best interest of customers to make the use of transmission rights held by 
the electric company available to third-party bidders in an RFP.”
 Staff requests further comment on whether transmission rights held by 

electric company (unrelated to a benchmark bid) should be 
required to be made available.  If the matter is required to be 
evaluated, when in the RFP process, should that take place?

 Draft OAR 860-089-0300(1)(b)(A) “… the electric company must disclose the 
current and past roles within the past five years of all company employees 
engaged with development or submission of a benchmark or affiliate bid …”
 Staff requests comment that identifies any applicable laws for the 

confidentiality of an individual’s name, and why existing processes 
for identifying information exempt from public disclosure are 
insufficient.  
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Docket AR 669 – Updates to IRP Requirements 
and Competitive Bidding Rules
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 Next Steps
 Final Date for Written Comments

August 20, 2025
 Staff Report Target Date

 September 10, 2025
 Public Meeting for Consideration of
     Formal Rulemaking

 September 16, 2025

(Full Schedule available here: 
ar669hah335965026.pdf)

https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/ar669hah335965026.pdf
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