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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION  

OF OREGON 

UG 520 
 

In the Matter of 
 
NORTHWEST NATURAL GAS COMPANY, 
d/b/a NW Natural, 
 
Request for a General Rate Revision. 

ALLIANCE OF WESTERN 
ENERGY CONSUMERS’ 
CLOSING BRIEF 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 

Pursuant to the procedural schedule adopted by the Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

(“Commission”) on February 14, 2025, Alliance of Western Energy Consumers (“AWEC”) 

submits this Closing Brief.  The parties have resolved nearly all the contested issues through 

three multi- and all-party settlement stipulations.  AWEC urges the Commission to adopt the 

First Partial Multi-Party Stipulation and Second Partial All-Party Stipulation in their entirety. 

AWEC did not join the Third Partial Multi-Party Stipulation filed August 5, 2025, but does not 

oppose it. 

The parties have worked through and settled most of the issues in this proceeding.  The 

limited contested issues remaining, reflected in the Joint Issues list filed July 14, 2025, include 

proposals from the Oregon Citizens’ Utility Board (“CUB”) and Climate Solutions, Coalition of 

Communities of Color, Verde, Sierra Club, and Oregon Environmental Council (collectively, the 

“Coalition”):  

• Regulatory Asset for Plant Retired Due to Electrification. Should the Commission 

find that electrification is in the public interest and direct NW Natural to remove 

plant that is retired due to electrification from its current depreciation account and 

place it in a regulatory asset where it will earn interest at the rate representing the 

time value of money? 
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• Analysis of Non-Pipeline Alternatives.  Should NW Natural be required, as a 

condition for capital investment recovery in future proceedings, to analyze non-

pipeline alternatives, such as targeted electrification and Thermal Energy Networks 

(“TENs”), to investments in distribution infrastructure? 

• Electrification and TEN Pilots.  Should NW Natural be required to propose at least 

one targeted electrification pilot and one TEN pilot that would allow the Company to 

decommission or avoid gas infrastructure? 

• Oregon Low-Income Energy Efficiency (“OLIEE”) Program Funds for Electric 

Heat Pumps.  Should NW Natural be required to revise Schedule 320 to give eligible 

households the option to use Oregon Low-Income Energy Efficiency (OLIEE) funds 

to replace red-tagged and non-functioning furnaces with electric heat pumps? 

II. ARGUMENT 

A. The Commission Should Reject CUB’s Electrification Proposal. 
 
 CUB has asked the Commission to find that electrification is in the public interest, and to 

direct NW Natural to remove plant retired due to electrification from its depreciation accounts 

and place it in a regulatory asset.  For the reasons explained below, CUB has failed to provide 

sufficient evidence supporting its proposal, and the Commission should accordingly reject it. 

i. The Commission Should Ignore CUB’s Attempt to Reframe its Own 
Proposal. 

 
Throughout this proceeding, CUB has consistently argued that the Commission should 

“find that electrification is in the public interest.”1  That is the plain language CUB used in both 

its Opening and Rebuttal Testimony, and the language CUB itself proposed for the Joint Issues 

List filed July 14, 2025: 

/ / 

 
1  See CUB/100 Jenks/24:16-18 (“[b]ecause electrification of households will reduce carbon emissions, 

CUB recommends that the Commission find that electrification is in the public interest…”); CUB/200, 
Jenks 22:8-10 (“[b]ecause electrification of households will reduce carbon emissions, CUB 
recommends that the Commission find that electrification is in the public interest…”). 
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Should the Commission find that electrification is in the public interest and 
direct NW Natural to remove plant that is retired due to electrification from its 
current depreciation account and place it in a regulatory asset where it will earn 
interest at the rate representing the time value of money? (emphasis added). 

 
Curiously, in its Opening Brief, CUB now attempts to reframe its position, stating, “[f]rom the 

outset it is essential to clarify that CUB is not asking the Commission to support a general 

finding that ‘electrification is in the public interest’ as other parties mistakenly assume, but that 

retirement due to electrification is in the public interest.”2 

 This is not a clarification of its position—it is a significant retreat from the broad and 

unprecedented finding CUB originally sought.  CUB has repeatedly asked for a finding that 

electrification is in the public interest.3  While CUB did use the phrase “retired due to 

electrification” in its July 15, 2025, Position Statement, that is only one part of the sentence, and 

is preceded by the phrase “Should the Commission find that electrification is in the public 

interest.”  Further, CUB used this same phrasing in its testimony.  In fact, CUB’s testimony 

explicitly distinguishes between retirements it sought to have deemed in the public interest and 

its broader recommendation that electrification itself be found to be in the public interest.  In 

Opening Testimony, CUB specifically requested “[t]hat the retirement of the Mist Compressor in 

October 2025 be found to be in the public interest” and “[t]hat the retirement of the IT&S system 

be found to be in the public interest.”4  Yet in that same filing, CUB makes a sweeping statement 

that “[b]ecause electrification of households will reduce carbon emissions, CUB recommends 

that the Commission find that electrification is in the public interest…”5  CUB repeated this 

 
2  CUB’s Opening Brief at 4. 
3  See supra note 2. See also Staff’s Opening Brief at 3 (“Notably, CUB does not appear to be seeking a 

determination that retiring certain gas distribution utilities when customers have abandoned NWN’s 
system in favor of electric system is in the public interest. Instead, CUB is seeking a general finding 
that electrification is in the public interest”). 

4  CUB/100 Jenks/33:9-19. 
5  CUB/100 Jenks/24:16-18 
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framing in its Rebuttal Testimony, where it advanced its first final recommendation that “[t]he 

Commission find that electrification is in the public interest…”6 

Now CUB, having realized that its original proposal is untenable, attempts to 

recharacterize its position and accuse other parties of “mistakenly assum[ing]” what CUB itself 

plainly argued.  If CUB had intended to ask the Commission to find only that “retirement due to 

electrification” is in the public interest, it could have adopted that narrower position at any point 

in its testimony or when drafting the issue for parties’ consideration.  But CUB’s own language 

regarding the retirement of the Mist Compressor and IT&S system shows that it knows how to 

make such a request with precision.  The phrasing it chose for its electrification proposal, by 

contrast, was broader—and deliberately so. 

Further, only pages after insisting that it is not asking for a finding that electrification is 

in the public interest, CUB invokes greenhouse gas reduction goals to justify its proposal.  CUB 

argues that the Climate Protection Program (CPP) emissions targets support a public interest 

finding, asserting: “The record supports a finding that retirement due to electrification is in the 

public interest because it saves NWN customers money by reducing the costs they would pay for 

Climate Protection Program (CPP) compliance.”7  CUB then attempts to bolster its position by 

pointing to Executive Order 20-04, arguing that Governor Kate Brown’s directive to the PUC to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions supports a finding that “retirement due to electrification is in 

the public interest because it advances the state and Commission’s long-term goals to reduce 

GHG emissions.”8 

But retiring a service line and placing its undepreciated balance in a regulatory asset does 

 
6  CUB/200 Jenks/52:14-16. 
7  CUB’s Opening Brief at 22. 
8  Id. at 26. 
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not reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  The emissions reduction occurs only if the customer 

leaves the area,9 or leaves the system by switching to electricity—and only if that electricity is 

cleaner than natural gas.  CUB’s argument is inextricably linked with the assumption that 

electrification is environmentally and financially beneficial.  This is a complicated and policy 

driven issue that is beyond the scope of this rate proceeding.  Further, the validity of CUB’s 

assumption cannot be assessed without considering the emissions profile, affordability, and 

reliability of the electric and gas systems, which are the very issues CUB now claims are “a red 

herring.”10  No matter how CUB wishes to frame its proposal now, it is clear from its arguments 

that CUB advances a policy argument about the benefits of electrification, not a technical 

accounting argument about retired asset depreciation. 

CUB should not be permitted to revise its position at the eleventh hour in an attempt to 

salvage a proposal that lacks legal and evidentiary support.  Nor should it be allowed to shift 

blame onto other parties for engaging with its proposal exactly as it was presented.  This kind of 

post hoc reframing undermines the integrity of the Commission’s contested case process and 

deprives parties of a fair opportunity to respond to the actual proposal put forth by CUB.  

Additionally, CUB cannot credibly argue that its proposal is not about whether electrification is 

in the public interest while simultaneously relying on the alleged benefits of electrification to 

justify it.  The Commission should reject CUB’s internally inconsistent framing and evaluate 

CUB’s proposal for what it plainly is: a request for a general policy finding that electrification is 

in the public interest. 

 
9   Presumably, this would only shift the location of the emissions, which would not actually reduce 

greenhouse emissions as CUB suggests.  
10  Id. at 26 (“NWN argues the Commission should not find that electrification is in the public interest   

because ‘natural gas remains affordable compared to electric alternatives [sic].’ This argument is a red 
herring”). 
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Finally, even if the Commission accepts CUB’s new and narrow characterization of its 

proposal, it is distinction without a difference.  If the Commission is to find that retirement due 

to electrification is in the public interest, it must also find that the cause of the retirements, i.e., 

electrification, is in the public interest. Absent such a finding, the Commission would effectively 

be endorsing the proposition that any and all retirements of service lines, regardless of the cause, 

are in the public interest.11  The cause of a retirement cannot be separated from the retirement 

itself when evaluating the public interest, and therefore, CUB’s attempted distinction in this 

regard is largely irrelevant.  

ii. CUB Has Not Demonstrated that NW Natural’s Current Depreciation 
Practice is Not Just and Reasonable.  

 
 CUB asserts that, as the proponent of a “proposal to continue to keep the undepreciated 

investment of assets retired due to electrification in rate base despite the statutory prohibition,”12 

NW Natural has failed to meet its burden of proof to show that such a practice is just and 

reasonable.13  But NW Natural presented evidence supporting its existing depreciation practice, 

including data concerning system growth, customer additions, and the validity of group 

depreciation as a Commission-approved method.14  Further, CUB did not intervene or provide 

comment in NW Natural’s recent depreciation case15 that was litigated along with this general 

rate case. 

 
11  See Staff’s Opening Brief at 2 (“Staff does not believe the record in this rate case is sufficient to 

support the very general and potentially far-reaching finding that ‘electrification is in the public 
interest’”) (emphasis in original). 

12  CUB’s Opening Brief at 7. 
13  AWEC notes that NW Natural did not advance a new proposal in this rate case; rather, it continued its 

longstanding treatment of undepreciated asset retirements. While this continued practice is considered 
a “proposal” for purposes of evidentiary burdens, it reflects a status quo approach that the Commission 
has consistently approved as just and reasonable in prior rate cases. 

14  See NW Natural/3600 Spanos-Wilson-Kravitz/8-13. 
15  See In the Matter of NW Natural Updated Depreciation Study, Docket No. UM 2363. 
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 As the party advancing a new proposal in response to the Company’s filing, CUB has 

“the burden of producing evidence to support [its] argument in opposition to the utility’s 

position.”16  And the Commission cannot conclude that CUB has done so.  First, CUB contends 

that “electrification is happening on NWN’s system,” pointing to NW Natural data indicating 

that 51 customers have requested to discontinue gas service in the past 5 months.17  Yet CUB 

seems to ignore that NW Natural currently serves approximately 2 million people across 700,000 

Oregon customer accounts and continues to experience steady system growth.18  CUB offers no 

evidence that this limited number of service terminations represents a meaningful or widespread 

electrification trend, let alone one that warrants a significant change in the Company’s 

depreciation policy.  

 CUB’s statutory argument is similarly flawed.  CUB argues that NW Natural’s 

longstanding practice of using group depreciation is unlawful under ORS 757.355.19  But this 

mischaracterizes both the statute and established utility practices.  As NW Natural explains, 

group depreciation is a lawful and widely accepted method that accounts for retirements through 

survivor curves and periodic depreciation studies.20  The Commission has repeatedly affirmed its 

validity, most recently in Order No. 24-302 and Order No. 22-322.21  Aside from its 

interpretation of Trojan I—a case decided in 1998 that has led to no Commission finding against 

group depreciation—CUB offers no legal authority to support its claim that the practice of group 

 
16  In re Portland General Electric Company Application to Amortize the Boardman Deferral, Docket No. 

UE 196, Order No. 09-046 at 7 (Feb. 5, 2009). 
17  CUB’s Opening Brief at 9. 
18  NW Natural/100, Palfreyman-Kravitz/4:4-8; NW Natural/3400, Rush-Kravitz/61:14-62-4. 
19  CUB’s Opening Brief at 15-18. 
20  NW Natural’s Opening Brief at 7-11. 
21  In the Matter of NW Natural Gas Company., dba NW Natural, Updated Depreciation Study, Docket 

No. UM 2312, Order No. 24-302 (Aug. 29, 2024); In the Matter of Nw. Natural Gas Company, dba 
Northwest Natural, Updated Depreciation Study Pursuant to OAR 860-027-0350, Docket No. UM 
2214, Order No. 22-322 (Sept. 7, 2022). 
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depreciation violates ORS 757.355.  

 CUB’s reliance on an argument made by AWEC in UE 374, PacifiCorp’s 2020 general 

rate case, is also misplaced.22  In that case, PacifiCorp had completed a major replacement of its 

customer meters—approximately 85 percent of its system—between 2017 and 2020 as part of its 

Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) rollout.23  PacifiCorp requested to include the value of 

the new meters in its rate base while retaining the undepreciated balance of the retired meters in 

rate base under its group depreciation method.24  AWEC argued that PacifiCorp’s proposal was 

unlawful ORS 757.355.25  PacifiCorp, on the other hand, argued that the undepreciated balance 

of the retired meters should remain in rate base because it would be accounted for in the group 

depreciation account.26  The Commission ultimately agreed with AWEC, concluding that the 

“the scale of replacements, 85 percent of the company’s meters, is distinguishable from the 

gradual replacement and retirements of individual units over time” and ordering the removal of 

PacifiCorp’s retired meters from rate base.27  This is inapposite to CUB’s proposal here, which 

relies on anecdotal evidence of a only a few retirements due to electrification, and fails to 

demonstrate a system-wide trend warranting a change in the Company’s depreciation 

methodology. 

 CUB’s arguments also do not reflect how depreciation curves and deprecation studies 

account for early retirements.  In group depreciation, retirements are reflected in survivor curves, 

 
22  CUB’s Opening Brief at 17-18 (“…the Commission has previously rejected a similar argument raised 

by PacifiCorp when it retired analog meters to replace them with AMI technology over several 
years”). 

23  In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power Request for a General Rate Revision, Docket No. UE 
374, Order No. 20-473 at 88-89 (Dec. 18, 2020). 

24  Id.   
25  Id.  
26  Id. at 89-90. 
27  Id. at 91. 
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which represent the statistical pattern of asset retirement and incorporate all possible causes of 

retirement for the asset population.28  For every service line that is retired early, others remain in 

service longer than expected.29  Further, a single service line retired early is negligible compared 

to the thousands of service lines included in group depreciation curves, and surely is not 

significant enough to justify a departure from such a fundamental and widespread utility 

accounting practice. 

iii. CUB’s Attempt to Ignore the Impacts of Electrification on the 
Electrical System is Internally Inconsistent and Misleading. 

CUB’s proposal hinges on electrification, whether through its initial claim of 

electrification being in the public interest or its arguments regarding asset retirement due to 

electrification.  Yet, in its Opening Brief, CUB attempts to shut down any discussion of Oregon’s 

electric system—the very system that will shoulder the burden and emissions of such 

electrification—stating:  

CUB’s proposal is not about the electric utilities. It’s about finding ways to 
capture cost savings for NWN customers who remain on the system. Accordingly, 
arguments about electric utility emissions, rates, and resource adequacy are 
misleading. The Commission should disregard these arguments and find 
retirement due to electrification is in the public interest.30 

 
This framing is illogical.  CUB cannot credibly argue that electrification is in the public interest 

while simultaneously insisting that the Commission ignore the consequences of electrification on 

the emissions profile of Oregon’s electric system, the cost of electric service, and the resource 

adequacy of the electric grid. 

Even if the Commission were to accept CUB’s revised framing of the issue, its proposal 

still lacks the requisite evidentiary support for a public interest finding under ORS 757.140(2).  

 
28  NW Natural’s Opening Brief at 8. 
29  Id.  
30  CUB’s Opening Brief at 27. 
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Whether CUB is asking the Commission to find that electrification—or “retirement due to 

electrification”—is in the public interest, the record contains no credible evidence sufficient to 

rebut NW Natural’s original “proposal” or justify its own.  Absent such a foundation, CUB’s 

proposal should be rejected. 

B. The Commission Should Reject the Coalition’s Proposals. 

The Coalition has proposed policies that would require NW Natural to subsidize 

electrification efforts, including the use of Schedule 320 OLIEE funds to pay for heat pump 

installation, mandatory analysis of non-pipeline alternatives (NPA) as a condition of recovery in 

future rate cases, and a requirement to implement TENs pilots. AWEC opposes these proposals 

and urges the Commission to reject them. 

i. The Record Reflects Competing Evidence Regarding Heat Pumps, Not 
an Absence of Proof. 

The Coalition has proposed that NW Natural be required to amend Schedule 320 to allow 

ratepayer funds to be used for heat pump installation. In its Opening Brief, the Coalition asserts 

that “NW Natural provided no evidence in its testimony to rebut the Coalition’s showing that the 

replacement of furnaces with heat pumps will reduce the Company’s GHG emissions for CPP 

compliance purposes.”31  But this is not entirely accurate.  Throughout its testimony, and 

supported by its Opening Brief, NW Natural proffered testimony and analysis indicating that 

electrification may actually increase emissions, particularly during winter peak periods when 

marginal electric generation is more carbon-intensive.32  Staff too voiced concerns about 

 
31  Coalition Intervenors’ Opening Brief at 14. 
32  NW Natural Opening Brief at 18-19; NW Natural/1700, Rush-Kravitz/43:14-18 (“If portions of NW 

Natural’s load were to be electrified, it would force electric utilities to procure additional resources to 
serve the increase in load. NW Natural’s load is primarily in the winter when there is less sun available 
to power solar resources, and wind power is often not available during peak hours where demand is the 
great due to a lack of wind.”) 



PAGE 11 – ALLIANCE OF WESTERN ENERGY CONSUMERS’ CLOSING BRIEF 

affordability, stating that “for some customers, heat pumps create increases in electricity bills 

that are higher than the customer’s current bills for natural gas.  For many homes, natural gas 

heating is cheaper given that natural gas is often a cheaper commodity per therm.”33  The 

Coalition, in turn, cites studies and models supporting its position that heat pump installation 

leads to reduced emissions and lower utility bills.34 

What exists here is not a failure by NW Natural to meet its evidentiary burden, as the 

Coalition suggests, but rather a record replete with competing evidence.  AWEC did not provide 

testimony on heat pumps.  Notwithstanding, AWEC opposes the Coalition’s proposal because it 

would be a significant policy shift to allow money collected from natural gas customers to fund 

electrification efforts, and the evidence does not appear to show that the Coalition’s proposal is 

in the public interest.  Further, AWEC disagrees with the Coalition’s assertion that its proposals 

are justified simply because it does not consider NW Natural’s evidence dispositive.  The 

presence of conflicting evidence does not heighten the burden of proof in a contested case 

hearing, nor does it justify adopting new policies that further electrification goals in a natural gas 

rate case. 

AWEC also notes that, while the Coalition accuses NW Natural of “rel[ying] on the 

Commission ignoring relevant factual information about the future electric system,”35 the 

Coalition’s own argument rests on assumptions about future grid decarbonization that has not yet 

materialized.  As the Commission and all parties to this proceeding are well aware, Oregon’s 

electric utilities are not currently on track to meet their HB 2021 emissions targets, and recent 

 
33  Staff/2000, Ayres-Lockwood-Scala/14. 
34  Coalition Intervenors/300, Apter-Prihoda/30 (“[f]urther evidence can be seen from the experience of 

Puget Sound Energy’s targeted electrification pilot, which saw over six hundred customers take up the 
offer for funding to replace their gas furnace with a heat pump in less than a year, resulting in lower 
emissions, lower energy usage, and lower bills.”) 

35  Coalition Intervenors’ Opening Brief at 15. 
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Commission orders (e.g.., declining to acknowledge PGE’s Clean Energy Plan and finding 

PacifiCorp has made no “continual progress” toward HB 2021 compliance) reflect its concern 

about the utilities’ ability to do so while maintaining affordability and reliability.36  Further, the 

Coalition ignores potential technology advances that may reduce the greenhouse gas emissions 

on the natural gas system such as carbon and methane capture, renewable natural gas, and 

hydrogen technologies, among others.  The Coalition cannot have it both ways. 

AWEC maintains its position that this proposal is inappropriate for a number of reasons.  

As the record demonstrates, OLIEE is a targeted energy efficiency program designed to assist in 

the provision of natural gas service for low-income customers—not to subsidize electrification 

efforts.  While the Coalition insists that its proposal is merely “about public choice,”37 AWEC 

reiterates its Opening Brief that Oregon natural gas customers already have access to a suite of 

options supporting voluntary fuel switching.38  The Commission need not, and should not, order 

the redirection of a gas utility’s ratepayer-funded program to support electric technologies, 

particularly where the proponent of such a proposal has not introduced evidence of unmet 

 
36  See In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power, 2023 Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. LC 

82, Order No. 24-297 (Aug. 28, 2024) (finding that “PacifiCorp seems to be trending well short of 
what it would need to comply with HB 2021 in 2030” and directing PacifiCorp to file a small-scale 
resource acquisition filing); In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company, 2023 Clean Energy 
Plan and Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. LC 80, Order No. 24-096 (Apr. 18, 2024) 
(acknowledging PGE’s IRP with conditions and declining to acknowledge its CEP because it failed to 
meet “the statutory requirement that the plan is consistent with HB 2021’s requirements.”) 

37  Coalition Intervenors’ Opening Brief at 12 (“NW Natural customers always have the option to 
disconnect service if they so choose, and the Coalition’s proposal would only allow low-income 
customers to access a customer-funded program to install more energy efficient appliances that will 
reduce GHG emissions and, likely, their overall utility bills”). 

38  See AWEC’s Opening Brief at 11, fn. 33 (“Through a $197 million U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency Climate Pollution Reduction Grant, the Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) offers several 
programs and incentives to promote electrification. These include the Oregon Heat Pump Purchase 
Program and Oregon Rental Home Heat Pump Program. Additionally, the adoption of SB 1536 in 
2022 allocated $10 million to ODOE to provide financial assistance for the purchase and installation of 
heat pumps in owner-occupied homes. Further there are other electric incentives that can be found at 
Oregon Department of Energy, Incentives (last visited Aug. 5, 2025), available at 
https://www.oregon.gov/energy/Incentives/Pages/default.aspx”). 
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demand or demonstrated why a gas-only utility should be required to fund another utility’s 

services. 

ii. Electrification Mandates Are Not Appropriate in This Rate Case. 

AWEC is concerned with, and opposes, the Coalition’s proposal to adopt NPA analysis 

or electrification pilots as prerequisites for cost recovery in a gas utility’s rate case.  As the 

record demonstrates, these proposals raise complex legal and policy questions, including the 

scope of the Commission’s authority, utilities’ duties to serve, and the appropriate bounds of a 

ratemaking proceeding.  Such questions are of great importance and precedential value, and for 

that reason are more appropriately addressed in a general docket for which a full evidentiary 

record may be developed with full stakeholder participation. 

The Coalition argues that “the Commission should require NW Natural to study 

electrification as an NPA as a condition of cost-recovery for future distribution expenditures,” 

and that “studying and implementing pilot programs is an appropriate first step to determine the 

viability of targeted electrification and TENs and NW Natural territory.”39  AWEC disagrees.  

These proposals are far from minor “first steps”—they would represent a substantial shift in the 

Company’s planning responsibilities and service obligations, with potentially lasting 

implications on future rate cases involving other utilities.  Such significant policy changes should 

not be implemented through a rate case, particularly where the record reflects conflicting 

evidence and the legal authority to impose such conditions remains contested. 

AWEC also notes that the Coalition has not introduced evidence demonstrating that 

TENs or targeted electrification pilots are either cost-effective or feasible within NW Natural’s 

service territory.  Both TENs and electrification pilots would be expensive and put unwarranted 

 
39  Coalition Intervenors’ Opening Brief at 30-33.  
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upward pressure on customer rates. Nor has the Coalition addressed the broader legal and 

precedential implications of requiring a gas-only utility to invest in infrastructure supporting 

electric service, or of removing gas customers from the system altogether.  It would be different 

if an electrification pilot was proposed for a dual fuel utility such as Puget Sound Energy or 

Avista Utilities in Washington, because those utilities have expertise on both gas and electric 

matters, and customers leaving the gas system would remain electric customers of the utility.  

The same would not be true for NW Natural.  The Coalition is asking for NW Natural to fund 

efforts to shift customers from natural gas to electric service, even though the evidence does not 

support a finding that the proposal is in the public interest.  As NW Natural highlighted in its 

Opening Brief, “electrification studies, pilots, or programs, in other states do not support 

adoption of the Coalition’s proposals in this proceeding,” as those examples have typically 

involved hybrid proceedings, voluntary stipulations, or statutory mandates with no Oregon 

analog.40  

AWEC opposes the Coalition’s proposals.  The Coalition has not presented evidence 

justifies that justifies a finding that the Commission should take unprecedented action in this 

case. 

III. CONCLUSION 

AWEC urges the Commission to approve both the First Stipulation and the Second 

Stipulation because they result in rates that are fair, just, and reasonable. The Commission 

should also decline to approve CUB and the Coalition’s proposals, as neither party has 

demonstrated that its proposals are in the public interest. 

/ / 

/ / 
 

40  NW Natural’s Opening Brief at 41-43. 
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Dated this 20th day of August 2025.  

CABLE HUSTON, LLP 

 
 

Chad M. Stokes, OSB No. 004007  
Elise Koepke, OSB No. 244067 
Cable Huston LLP 
1455 SW Broadway, Suite 1500 
Portland, OR 97201-3412 
cstokes@cablehuston.com 
(503) 224-3092 

Attorneys for Alliance of Western Energy Consumers 
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