
































































































































































































































Incorporating feedback on each element of the expanded process will likely have to OAR 860-090- NWN 
be started while the Commission's review of a prior IRP Update filing, or even 0070 
possibly a prior IRP, was still pending. This makes it difficultto incorporate the 

Commission's direction into the IRP because the development would already be 

substantially on its way. 

NW Natural is concerned it would require the lockdown of assumptions OAR 860-090- NWN 
significantly earlier in the IRP development process, thus increasing the risk of 0070 

reliance on stale data. Traditionally, NW Natural schedules its IRP Technical Work 

Group (TWG) meetings to review assumptions with stakeholders as we go through 

the IRP preparation. This allows parties to provide input on specific assumptions 

that will be incorporated into the modeling. NW Natural uses its IRP Feedback Form 

to track and respond to comments along the way. Requiring solicitation of written 

feedback on specific elements may distract from the importance of stakeholder 

input on those modeling assumptions. More importantly, seeking written feedback 

on results may be too far along in the process to incorporate feedback into the 

modeling. 

NW Natural appreciates Staff's efforts to streamline the IRP Update process and OAR 860-090- NWN 
supports use of the template process. Template submittals could be an incredibly 0110 

useful tool to simplify the review and increase stakeholder understanding of the 

planning process. NW Natural, however, requests that Staff modify the filing 

requirements and update the IRP Update SIRs to match a simplified template. NW 

Natural is concerned that modifications are required to avoid the risk that IRP 

Updates unintentionally result in the need to recreate the full I RP to allow for the 

possibility that the Commission accept the IRP Update so that the utility will have 

some certainty when implementing its action plan. Absent acceptance by the 

Commission, implementation of the action plan would be at considerable risk to 

the utility and its shareholders. 
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7/16/2025 

The proposed requirement is to solicit and 

incorporate feedback on five key elements of 
the IRP, not every element. It is not clear why 

soliciting stakeholder feedback on discrete 

elements of the I RP would take more time 
overall than the current approach of collecting 

stakeholder feedback on the entire draft IRP. 
For multi-jurisdictional utilities that are 

required to post a draft IRP for other states, the 

rules as written would allow the utility to refer 

to its Draft IRP to meet this requirement, so 

long as the Draft IRP is released with enough 

time to meaningfully incorporate public input 

into the analysis. Utilities might consider 

ensuring they address the topics required by 

Oregon rule in their existing public IRP 

processes and documenting how they 

responded to input in those forums. Staff notes 
in addition that the potential for overlap in the 

IRP and IRP Update development processes is 

not new. 

It is not clear in what way NWN believes the 

process it describes would be in conflict with 

the proposed rules. See, e.g., PacifiCorp's 

references to stakeholder input and feedback 

forms in 2025 IRP filing. 

SI Rs will be developed later through a separate 

process. 
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The requirement to file the IRP Update one year following 'filing' of the IRP provides 

little time to identify and address changed conditions. OAR 860-090-0110(1) 

identifies the purpose of the IRP Update as: (1) providing visibility into utility 

implementation of the near-term action plan; (2) facilitating efficient scrutiny of 

any changes to the near-term action plan; and (3) identifying whether the utility's 

long-term resource strategy remains relevant. The timing of the first IRP Update is 

unlikely to provide much insight into any of the three stated purposes. 

Implementation efforts of action plans that may only have been acknowledged a 

few months prior to the filing of the IRP Update may not have started. Similarly, 

changes may have just been identified. More information may be available in a later 

IRP Update for those analyses, but NW Natural questions whether an analysis of 

the utility's long-term resource strategy outside a full I RP is valuable or appropriate. 

Accepting Staff's explanation regarding -0110(3)(b) that the updates will not 

require a utility to develop new capacity expansion model runs or preferred 
portfolio, the Joint Utilities recommend the deletion of proposed rules OAR 860-

090-0110(1)(b) and (c), OAR 860-090-0110(3)(d) and (e), and OAR 860-090-

0110(3)(1). To fully evaluate the requirements in these provisions requires a new 

capacity expansion model run. Proposed rules OAR 860-090-0110(1)(b) and (c) 

require the update to enable scrutiny of changes to the near-term action plan and 

identify whether the long-term resource strategy remains relevant. Without a new 

capacity expansion model run, a utility can provide visibility into its implementation 

of the near-term action plan, but changes to the action plan itself would likely 

require a new capacity expansion model run. In addition, any meaningful 

evaluation of the relevance of the long-term resource strategy is not possible 

without a new capacity expansion model run. Proposed rules OAR 860-090-

0110(3)(d) and (e) require the update to include an updated needs assessment. To 

provide that updated needs assessment in compliance with proposed rule OAR 
860-090-0060(6) requires new capacity expansion model runs. Proposed rule OAR 

860-090-0110(3)(f) requires a description of changes to the near-term action plan, 

which also requires new capacity expansion model runs. Because these 

requirements for the IRP Update require modeling that Staff indicates was not 

intended to be required, these provisions should be eliminated. 

OAR 860-090- NWN 
0110(1) 

OAR 860-090- Joint Utilities 

0110(1)(b), -

0110(3)(d)-(e), -

0110(3)(1) 
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To be clear, the IRP update is a check-in. If not 

much has changed, the utility can fill out the 

template saying so. 

To be clear, the IRP update is a check-in. If not 

much has changed, the utility can fill out the 

template saying so. 
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The potentially very short time between IRP acknowledgment and the IRP Update OAR 860-090- Joint Utilities 
deadline is problematic in that it would not allow the utility to incorporate direction 0110(2) 

from the underlying IRP proceeding and acknowledgment order. As a solution, the 
Joint Utilities request Staff consider recommending an exemption for utilities filing 
IRPs on a biennial-cycle or to eliminate the update requirement in its entirety. For 

utilities on a two-year IRP cadence, the existing docket review already provides 
near-continuous oversight. If the rule is retained for all utilities, the Joint Utilities 
ask Staff to consider adjusting the timing. As previously explained, requiring an 
update on the filing anniversary leaves little time between acknowledgment and 
the update-too little time to incorporate Commission feedback. Filing an update 
one year after the acknowledgment date, only if the next IRP is more than 18 
months away, would be workable. 

NW Natural believes that the intent behind the draft proposed rules is to streamline OAR 860-090- NWN 
the IRP Update process and avoid the expense of prolonged evaluation between 0110(3) 
IRP filings. However, NW Natural requests that Staff hold further discussions on the 
additional information required to be filed with the IRP Update template. OAR 860-
090-0110(3)(b) requires updates to the most recent IRP reference case and OAR 
860-090-0110(3)(c) then requires a quantitative comparison of the updated 
reference case forecasts with the range of planning scenarios considered in the 
IRP. This combination essentially requires a full portfolio analysis to justify the 
action plan. Additional discussion on what Staff is seeking in the quantitative 
analysis would be helpful in crafting specific language to address Staff's concerns. 

Subsection-0110(3)(b) requires a utility to redo nearly all the IRP analysis. It is OAR 860-090- Joint Utilities 
likely to eliminate some of the IRP report drafting and public process requirements 0110(3)(b) 
but it will include essentially all the number crunching that occurs in an IRP. This is 
because, an IRP reference case (interpreted as the preferred portfolio) is a result of 
the key planning information used in an IRP. 

ORDER NO. 25-373 

5/28/2025 

7/16/2025 

5/28/2025 

In response to this comment, Staff has deleted 
the words "or IRP Update" from Section 
0050(6), consistent with Staff's previously 

stated intent to "[r]emove references to IRP 
Updates in sections ... addressing Commission 
direction." 

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." If, as Staff 
envisions, IRPs going forward are more resilient 
to changing circumstances, it should be rare 
that new key planning information obtained 
within a year or two of IRP filing is outside the 
range of planning scenarios considered in the 
most recent IRP. 

The reference case is not the same thing as the 
preferred portfolio. The reference case is a 
collection of assumptions for future 
conditions. The proposed language only 
requires the utiltiy to report any updates that 

they've made to the reference case (e.g. has 
their load forecast or wholesale market price 
forecast changed?), not to develop a new 
preferred portfolio or capacity expansion 

model run. The proposed language reflects the 
change Staff already made to the conceptual 
proposal in response to this concern in the last 
phase. 
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In comments, Staff clarified that: "The reference case is not the same thing as the OAR 860-090- Joint Utilities 
preferred portfolio. The reference case is a collection of assumptions for future 0110(3)(b) 

conditions. The proposed language only requires the utility to report any updates 
that they've made to the reference case (e.g, has their load forecast or wholesale 
market price forecast changed?), not to develop a new preferred portfolio or 

capacity expansion model run. The proposed language reflects the change Staff 
already made to the conceptual proposal in response to this concern in the last 
phase." However, Staff's proposed definition of a reference case-"the planning 

scenario that the utility considers to be most likely or expected tor the purposes of 
planning"-appears to align with what the Joint Utilities understand the preferred 
portfolio to represent. To avoid contusion, the Joint Utilities recommend that this 
definition be formally adopted into the rule. 

Avista has no issues with the proposed language. OAR 860-090- Avista 
0110(3)(b) 

Joint Utilities have no concerns with this proposal, subject to the proposed revision OAR 860-090- Joint Utilities 
above that the term " reference case" be changed to "expected case." 0110(3)(b) 

NW Natural appreciates Staff's consideration of this issue and supports the OAR 860-090- NWN 

clarification, but this should be reflected in the IRP update template as well. 0110(3)(b) 

Staff has updated the rule to provide that the "[t]he utility may request that the OAR 860-090- Joint Utilities 
Commission affirmatively accept the lRP Update." The Joint Utilities support this 0110(6) 

addition. It is consistent with the current rules that give the utility the option to seek 
acknowledgement of an IRP Update. However, it does not make sense that the 
Commission "may decide not to accept an IRP Update" in a circumstance where a 
utility is not seeking approval. This infers that even in the absence of a utility 
application seeking approval there would be an adjudicatory process in which the 
Commission would determine if it wants to not accept the filing-<lespite the fact 
that the utility is not requesting the Commission to do so. This seems like a very 
inefficient process that would distract parties from the development of the 
subsequent lRP. The main purpose of the lRP Update should be informative and 
serve as a discussion point for stakeholders. Accordingly, the rule should be 
modified to make it clear the Commission may only decide to not accept an IRP 
Update in the event a utility seeks such acceptance. 
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8/20/2025 

8/20/2025 

7/16/2025 

Definition of reference case has been revised: 
"Reference case" means the pla111,i1,g ~ee11a,io 

collectio□ of assurnptio□s fo[ futu[e co□ditio□s 
that the utility considers to be most likely or 
expected for the purposes of planning. 

Staff has not made further changes to the draft 
language. 

Staff has not made further changes to the draft 

language. 

Staff anticipates that it may be necessary to 
make conforming changes to the IRP Update 
Template once the rules are finalized. 

The new construct in which IRP Updates 
require minimal analysis relies on the lRP 
Update being within the bounds of what was 
acknowledged in the most recent IRP, and thus 

supported by the IRP analysis. The utility 

cannot constrain the Commission's discretion 
to determine that the utility's action plan is no 
longer within the scope of the acknowledged 
IRP by declining to request such a 

determination. The original text was revised in 
the second draft to provide the utilities with 

some measure of discretion regarding whether 
to seek an affirmative acceptance decision. For 
the sake of clarity, Staff will revert to the 

original text. 
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NW Natural requests: (1) clarification on the basis for acceptance, versus the prior 
policy of acknowledgment if requested by a utility; and (2) establishment of a 
timeline for review. The current policy for IRP Updates provides a valuable tool. If an 

energy utility determines significantly changed circumstances, it can seek 
acknowledgment of the IRP Update, which could include changes to the action 
plan. The language in the draft proposed rules takes that option away from the 
energy utility and provides something less. Instead, the IRP Update could be 
accepted or not accepted, but the meaning of that remains unclear. OAR 860-090-

0110(6) states that "[a]cceptance of the IRP Update may indicate that updates to 
the utility's action plan presented in the IRP Update are consistent with the scope 
or the prior IRP acknowledgment order." Again, this intentional addition of 
uncertainty in the IRP process goes against the stated goal of this rulemaking and 
only disadvantages customers by increasing cost and risk. 
These risks could be even greater given the identified factors the Commission may 
consider. Specifically, it appears that the Commission could consider external 
information, outside of the record or energy utility analysis, as a basis for not 

accepting the IRP Update. This could have significant consequences for the utility 
and its customers. The capital-intensive nature of the industry and risk to recovery 

for large investments could essentially halt implementation of an action plan if the 
Commission were to not accept an IRP Update because of one of the articulated 
factors. That is why the prior policy of allowing the utility to request 
acknowledgment of an IRP Update is still the best policy, as it allows a utility to 
implement its plan based on internal analysis and decision-making, addressing 
prudence in a later proceeding. Under the current language in OAR 860-090-

0110(6), any decision by the Commission other than acceptance creates a 
significant risk to rate recovery, potentially forcing energy utilities to reconsider or 
delay necessary investments. 
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Under the proposed new framework, if a utility 
determines significantly changed 
circumstances, it would file a new IRP early, 

rather than submitting an IRP Update with what 
the utility knows to be significant divergences 
from the most recently acknowledged IRP. In 
the IRP Update process, the Commission has 
the discretion to determine that the utility has 
left the territory mapped out in the most 
recently acknowledged IRP. 

APPENDIX A 
Page 116 of 116 




