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SYNOPSIS

The Commission determines that QF pricing containdte Stipulation
approved in Docket No. 03-035-14 may be used fgohating a QF contract between
PacifiCorp and Spring Canyon. The Commission detes) pursuant to the Stipulation,
100 MW of QF capacity remains available for sudoatract. The Commission directs
PacifiCorp and Spring Canyon to attempt to nege@atontract consistent with this
Report and OrderThe Commission lifts its suspension of PacifiComdigation under
Electric Service Schedule 38 to respond withintytdiays to a request for indicative
pricing. The Commission sets a conference in Dolske 03-035-14 to schedule
proceedings intended to establish transparent,dw@ded cost pricing methods.

By the Commission:

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On May 20, 2004, participants in Docket No. 03-Q3bpresented for

Commission approval a written stipulation (“Stigiga”) through which the parties had
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reached a compromise resolution setting avoidetca®s during an interim period for
QF projects meeting certain operating criteria g@ekin the Stipulatiort. Signatories of
the Stipulation were PacifiCorp, the Division oftfia Utilities (“Division”), the
Committee of Consumer Services (“Committee”), tlBUntervention Group (“UAE"),
US Magnesium LLP (*US Magnesium”), Desert PowePR.L(‘Desert Power”), and the
Utah Energy Office. The Stipulation provided awadcost prices available for an
interim period such that QF projects and QF cotdraculd be considered while the
parties continued their efforts to arrive at a ffimeoided cost method. The Stipulation
specified a total cap of 275 MW of QF generationchltould be provided by QF
projects under Stipulation pricing and requiredraservice date no later than June 1,
2007.

By Report and Order issued June 28, 2004, we apgrthe Stipulation
and its application to QF matters as an interimltg®n. Through the remainder of
2004, we approved a number of QF projects and aaistconsistent with the
Stipulation’s terms as the parties continued tokwoward a final avoided cost method.

On September 23, 2004, the Commission issued dsr@pproving

Tariff Revision in Docket No. 04-035-T10 grantingd#iCorp’s request to suspend its

'Docket No. 03-035-14 originated from PacifiCorp’pphication for Commission approval of an
Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”)-based avoided mathod for Qualifying Facility (“QF”) projects lger
than one Megawatt (“MW”). Under the Public UtiliRegulatory Policies Act of 1978 (“PURPA"), electri
utilities such as PacifiCorp have an obligatioptmchase electricity from QF generators (small powe
producers or cogeneration facilities as defineBURPA’s implementing regulations) pursuant to PURPA
and state law. Essentially, an electric utilityeguired to purchase electricity from a QF, atiagpequal to
its “avoided costs,” the costs/expenses which thigytavoids by not having to purchase or buildldtbnal
generation. An electric utility is required to guee and maintain publicly available informatioonfr
which its avoided costs can be determined, givi@Faan opportunity to have some indication of tHeg
it may receive for electricity provided by an ekigtor contemplated QF facility. PacifiCorp’s ajgption
in Docket No. 03-035-14 sought Commission appro¥a method by which PacifiCorp’s avoided costs
would be calculated.
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Electric Service Schedule 38 (“Schedule 38") rezaent to provide indicative pricing to
requesting QF’s within thirty days.

On September 28, 2004, Spring Canyon LLC (“Spriagyon”) filed a
memorandum with the Commission informing the Consiois of its several efforts,
dating to July 30, 2004, to negotiate a QF contnaitt PacifiCorp and requesting the
Commission increase the Stipulation cap to acconateoits proposed QF project. In
addition, Spring Canyon requested that the Comomsdirect PacifiCorp to engage in
good faith negotiations with Spring Canyon to fiégaie approval of a QF contract for the
greater of the amount of capacity remaining undercap or the additional amount
remaining should the Commission grant Spring Caisymqguest to increase the cap.

On October 4, 2004, PacifiCorp responded to Sptiagyon’s request,
indicating PacifiCorp’s belief that approximateQQLMW of capacity remained under
the cap and stating its desire to work througheasselated to the cap in a Commission
docket.

On October 7, 2004, the Commission issued an daying Spring
Canyon Energy Request in which we denied withoejfuglice Spring Canyon’s request
to increase the cap due to a lack of supportindenge.

Despite the parties’ efforts in Docket No. 03-03g-fo resolution on the
guestion of a final avoided cost method was obthin€2004 and the parties continued
their efforts into 2005. On January 28, 2005, PesrRidge LLC and Mountain Wind

LLC (“Wind Generators”) filed a Petition in Dockiib. 05-035-09 seeking approval of a
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generic contract to provide approximately 48 MWQ# power to PacifiCorp under
modified Stipulation prices. On February 9, 208pring Canyon filed its Petition for
Expedited Approval of QF Contract with the Comnassunder Docket No. 05-035-08
seeking a QF contract with PacifiCorp to provide@inaining capacity under the 275
MW cap for twenty years at Stipulation pricing.

On February 11, 2005, Spring Canyon petitionedbmmission to hold
a February 18, 2005, hearing to determine the mangacapacity under the Stipulation
cap and find Spring Canyon entitled to contrachvAacifiCorp for this remaining
capacity. Also on February 1,1the Commission noticed a scheduling conferent®to
held in Docket Nos. 03-035-14, 05-035-08 and -0%ebruary 18, 2005, to schedule
further proceedings.

On February 18, 2005, ExxonMobil Gas and Power lefanky (“Exxon”)
submitted a memorandum to the Commission indicatsigterest in obtaining
Stipulation pricing under Docket No. 03-035-14 & MW of electricity to be delivered
to Utah from its Shute Creek cogeneration facitityWyoming during calendar years
2006 and 2007.

On February 24, 2005, Spring Canyon filed a Motmincrease 275 Cap
and Motion to Extend June 1, 2007 Deadline in Dodle 05-035-08. By Scheduling
Order issued February 24, 2005, the Commissioa geht schedule for Docket Nos. 05-
035-08 and -09, setting filing dates for testimamygl hearing dates. The Commission
specifically directed parties to address threedsgosed by the Commission, viz:

(2) Does the Stipulation approved in Docket No.

03-035-14 (“Stipulation”) still reflect PacifiCorp’
avoided costs such that it remains the applicable
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interim method for determining avoided costs?
(2) If the answer to question (1) is yes, how many
megawatts are remaining under the cap contained
in Paragraph F0of the Stipulation?
3) If the answer to question (1) is yes, how $thdloe
order of eligibility for the remaining megawatts be
determined and what is the order?
On February 28, 2005, PacifiCorp filed its AnswebDiocket Nos. 05-
035-08 and -09 stating the claims of Spring Cargrah the Wind Generators are not ripe
for adjudication pending resolution of the methodbé used to calculate avoided costs
for QF projects over 3 MW.
Following a March 9, 2005, technical conferenceMarch 11, 2005,
PacifiCorp filed its Response to Spring Canyon’siblts of February 24, 2005, urging
the Commission to deny the Motions until such tase full record could be developed
in Docket No. 05-035-08. Also on March™ Exxon filed a memorandum requesting it
be permitted to intervene in Docket No. 03-035-C4aiming that such intervention
could delay scheduled proceedings, Spring Canyed ifis Opposition on March 16,
2005. On March 17, 2005, Exxon entered its appearan Docket No. 05-035-08 and -
09 and responded to Spring Canyon’s Opposition.

We granted Exxon intervention in all three dockst©rder dated March

17, 2005. On this date, we also notified partied tve would take evidence and hear

2While, for the sake of continuity, we retain thégoral language of this question as stated in @brEary
24, 2005, Scheduling Order, we recognize that #eMW cap is actually contained in Paragraph 9,Reotagraph 10,
of the Stipulation.
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argument regarding Spring Canyon’s Motions of Fabr24, 2005, at hearing
previously scheduled for March 24, 2005.

On March 18, 2005, US Magnesium filed its Petitiorintervene in
Docket Nos. 05-035-08 and -09. On March 23, 20@sert Power filed its Petition to
Intervene in these dockets.

Pursuant to established schedule, interested pdited testimony and
hearing was held March 24nd 2%, 2005. At the hearing, PacifiCorp appeared thinoug
counsel Edward A. Hunter and Jennifer H. MartinStdel Rives LLP; the Division
appeared through Assistant Attorneys General MicBaesberg and Patricia Schmid,
the Committee appeared through Assistant Attorneye®al Paul Proctor; Spring
Canyon appeared through counsel Stephen F. MedDalfister Nebeker &

McCullough; the Wind Generators and Desert Powpeaped through Roger Swenson;
Exxon appeared through counsel Thorvald Nelsonladdl& Hart; and the UAE and US
Magnesium appeared through counsel Gary A. Dodg&sHJames & Dodge. During

this hearing, we granted US Magnesium and DesevePleave to intervene.

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

(1) Does the Stipulation approved in Docket No. 6835-14 still reflect PacifiCorp’s
avoided costs such that it remains the applicableierim method for determining
avoided costs?

All parties, as indicated both at hearing and efifgd testimony, continue
to support Stipulation pricing as reasonable arttiénpublic interest. PacifiCorp, the

Division, and the Committee support Stipulatiorcpg for any megawatts remaining

under the Stipulation cap as long as the cap isamtd beyond its 275 MW limit and
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the online date for any QF is not extended beybedltine 1, 2007, deadline specified in
the Stipulation. The Division notes that the S@pion represents a reasonable
compromise among several competing interests atditgreement to the Stipulation’s
pricing terms was determined to be in the publier@st only because of the limited
number of megawatts available for pricing underShpulation and the limited time
within which QFs seeking Stipulation pricing musethe online. Increasing the cap or
extending the online date to accommodate some e¢@tibn of Spring Canyon, the
Wind Generators, and Exxon would destroy the b&agreed to by the parties to the
Stipulation and thereby increase ratepayer risklipgnCommission approval of a final
avoided cost method. In addition, PacifiCorp pnése testimony that if the cap is lifted,
as many as 800 MW of QF projects would seek Stifmrgricing, and that such an
increase would result in much lower calculated dedicosts, thereby ensuring that the
Stipulation pricing no longer adheres to the ragepandifference standard.

Spring Canyon, the Wind Generators, and UAE suppertontinuing
reasonableness of Stipulation pricing and also auppising the megawatt cap to
accommodate the proposed QFs represented in theketds. These parties point to
Stipulation paragraph 9 which permits QFs to regtresCommission raise the cap as
evidence that the parties to the Stipulation coptatad a potential need for a QF to do
So.

We agree with the parties that the Stipulationgwieemain reasonable

and in the public interest, and find accordinglyt bnly to the extent that the megawatt
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cap and online deadline remain unchanged. Théesdapegrally tied to the pricing
available under the Stipulation and we find thé&ireng the cap at its current level,
pending final resolution of the avoided cost isssi@ecessary. By retaining this cap, we
preserve the reasonable balance reached in thdeiitgm between encouraging QF
development and maintaining ratepayer indiffererdd& also avoid a competing process
that might require us to continue raising the cemare and more QFs come forward
asking us to do so. We note that this decisiaminvay precludes QFs from seeking
indicative pricing from PacifiCorp and negotiatwgh PacifiCorp toward a QF contract.
They must simply do so outside of the pricing setifin the Stipulation, as discussed
hereafter.

We likewise conclude extending the Stipulation’a€ld, 2007, online
date would not be in the public interest. It isaclthis date was chosen to ensure that any
QF receiving the benefit of Stipulation pricing vidbe online and providing electricity
to PacifiCorp prior to the anticipated peak capedéficit of the summer of 2007.
Extending this deadline would necessarily disreglaedcentral determination of the
parties to the Stipulation that the public intefiediest served by requiring QFs enjoying
Stipulation pricing to be online prior to this daté/e therefore deny Spring Canyon’s
Motion to Increase 275 MW Cap and Motion to Extdnde 1, 2007 Deadline.

(2) If the answer to Question (1) is yes, how manyegawatts are remaining under
the cap contained in Paragraph 10 of the Stipulatio?

In order to determine how many megawatts remairabla under the
Stipulation cap, we must first determine whethaéhldom and non-firm QF contracts

entered into under Stipulation pricing count agaihs cap. To date, we have approved a
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total of four QF contracts under Stipulation prgsilwne (Desert Power) providing firm
capacity and the other three (Kennecott, Tesom LHh Magnesium) opting instead for
non-firm pricing. All parties agree that, takegéther, these contracts account for
approximately 175 of the 275 megawatts availablieuthe cap, leaving 100 megawatts
remaining for one or more additional QFs.

However, UAE and Spring Canyon argue non-firm QRti@arts should
not count against the cap. UAE provided testimihiay the primary reason for the cap
was to protect ratepayers from a perceived ridhrmf-term fixed capacity payments
prior to Commission approval of an avoided costhodt UAE argues that because non-
firm contracts receive energy-only payments, thalper of megawatts approved for
non-firm pricing under the Stipulation should caligke concern for ratepayers and
therefore need not be counted against the capddition, Spring Canyon testified the
cap should not include non-firm contracts and &xafuding them from consideration
would result in approximately 180 MW remaining untltee cap. Spring Canyon further
asserted a QF should be able to claim the megaarattgears remaining when contracts
with terms less than the full twenty years perrdittg the Stipulation expire so long as
that QF originally came online prior to the Stigida’s June 1, 2007, deadline.

PacifiCorp, the Division, the Committee, and thend/Generators, on the
other hand, argue the Stipulation makes no distindietween firm and non-firm
capacity as it relates to the cap. They pointai@graph 9 of the Stipulation which states

“The Parties agree that the Appendix A Prices ghbelavailable to any QF contract
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approved during the Interim Period so long as pdveen the QF project will be
available to PacifiCorp by no later than June D72Qp to a cumulative cap of 275 MWs
for all QF projects approved during the InterimiBeércombined.” The unambiguous use
of the words “any” and “all”, they argue, makesarlaon-firm QF projects were
intended to count against the cap. The Commitse@oints out that the cap was set
during Stipulation negotiations to accommodatectiygacity of several potential QFs
who have since opted for non-firm contracts sogh&no reason to apply only firm
capacity contracts to the cap.

PacifiCorp, the Division, and the Committee welega by UAE and
U.S. Magnesium in disagreeing with Spring Canymmesv that megawatts become
available under the cap as the short-term contfacttose megawatts expire. Not only
does the Stipulation contain no hint of such aitlentent, but it also contemplates QF
pricing under the Stipulation is to be availabledp to twenty years. The Stipulation,
they argue, does not provide QF developers an @iesehtittement to Stipulation pricing
of 275 MW for twenty years; it merely provides QRs option to contract for up to
twenty years. Additionally, UAE and U.S. Magnesiassert the QFs holding these
contracts ought to be entitled to renew those ectgrup to the twenty year maximum at
Stipulation pricing so long as at the time of reaktlhie Commission has not resolved the
final avoided cost issue.

We conclude the most reasonable interpretatioheBStipulation comes
from the plain meaning of its terms. Not only dties Stipulation cap fail to distinguish
between firm and non-firm contracts, but the Sapioh specifically makes its terms

available taany QF and states the 275 MW cap is cumulativeafo@QFs approved
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during the interim period. We therefore find toeif QFs approved under the Stipulation
to date account for approximately 175 MW, meani@§ MW remain under the cap. We
further conclude Spring Canyon’s claim of entitlemn® additional megawatts as other
short-term QF contracts expire was neither contataglby the parties to the Stipulation
nor is reasonable under the plain meaning of thpulation’s terms.

3) If the answer to Question (1) is yes, how shouttie order of eligibility for the
remaining megawatts be determined and what is thatrder?

We note at the outset neither PURPA, Utah law tin@iStipulation
specifically address a Commission role in deterngrihe order in which an electric
utility must negotiate or enter into contracts waimpeting QFs. However, the total
capacity sought by the parties hereto exceedsalamte of 100 MW remaining under
the Stipulation cap. By its very nature, thereftings cap requires us to play such a role
where more than one QF is seeking to contrach®limited remaining megawatts
under the cap.

Spring Canyon supports a “first to file” or “first line” queuing
mechanism to determine which QF project standsifirsne to negotiate a contract for
the remaining 100 megawatts. The Wind Generatscsimplicitly support such a
mechanism but limit the Commission’s role to appmgwQF contracts brought before it.
The Division rejects the “first to file” rationabnd instead recommends that who stands
first in the queue should be determined on theshafsseveral criteria, such as: (1) which
QF is best able to provide energy and/or capagitye online date of June 1, 2007; (2)

which QF can provide energy and/or capacity unidepricing terms of the Stipulation
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as written; (3) which QF has provided sufficierformation to demonstrate a level of
development adequate to meet the online date & JuR007; and (4) which project
provides the best economic benefit to ratepayesscested with the lowest risk to
ratepayers?

Having analyzed each of the QFs using these @jtdre Division
concluded the Wind Generators are unable to meeatvhilability criteria specified in
the Stipulation and are therefore not entitlecheodapacity payments they have stated
would be necessary to make their projects econdijmiable. In evaluating the
viability of Spring Canyon’s QF, the Division remaiconcerned, based on Spring
Canyon’s own stated engineering and constructioe tine as well as the Division’s
experience with the Desert Power QF, that SpringyGa may not be able to meet the
June 1, 2007, online deadline. In contrast, thasizin notes Exxon’s QF is already
operating and its proposed short-term contractayse benefit ratepayers by further
limiting the risk associated with entering into dpterm contracts pending Commission
determination of the appropriate avoided cost nekththerefore, the Division
recommends Exxon be awarded the first opportuaigontract for the remaining
megawatts.

Exxon supports the Division’s viability analysigipting out its QF is
already operational and providing power under @mttto PacifiCorp in Wyoming.
Exxon also points out its project best mitigateyg gk stemming from Stipulation
pricing because it seeks pricing under the Stiparidor only two years instead of the

twenty year terms sought by the other proposed QFs.
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The Committee also recommends Exxon be placedfitsie queue. It
recommends the Commission place priority on a pt@eonstruction risk, economic
viability, and contract term. The Committee’s aising concern in recommending
Exxon is to mitigate any ratepayer risk as mucpassible by limiting the term and
amount of any contracts still to be entered intdaurthe Stipulation. Since Exxon
represents the least construction risk, is the moshomically viable, and has the
shortest requested contract term of any of theqeep QFs in this proceeding, the
Committee recommends placing Exxon first in theugue

Because we have already decided above that Signuiaticing remains
reasonable so long as the megawatt cap is notasetdenor the online deadline extended,
and because we have decided not to increase theocap extend the deadline, we are
not persuaded that the length of any proposed Qfaui affects our application of the
Stipulation. Nor are we inclined to adopt theasitd recommended by the Division, for
doing so would beg further questions, such as wbithese criteria should be given the
greatest weight, what other criteria should be ©m@ned, and at what point in the process
might additional QFs be barred from coming forwandl claiming that they are “better”
than those QFs already in the queue? The Commiksstorically has not considered
QF project viability in approving avoided cost aaats. In applying the Stipulation,
basic principles of fairness and due process Isad aonclude a reasonable course is to

apply the “first in line” approach advocated by i8grCanyon.
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In support of its claim to be first in line, Sprid@anyon points to a series
of correspondence beginning July 30, 2004, in whialdicated to PacifiCorp that it
intended to pursue Stipulation pricing for its ppepd QF project. Having exchanged
correspondence with PacifiCorp, Spring Canyon sttechea memorandum to the
Commission on September 28, 2004, requesting tinen@ssion raise the cap and order
PacifiCorp to enter into good faith negotiationgacilitate a QF contract. This, claims
Spring Canyon, is sufficient notice of its inteatdontract for the remaining megawatts
to justify its position at the head of the queue.

The Wind Generators, on the other hand, asserhaad draw the line at
the point where a QF presents a contract for Cosianisconsideration. They identify
their January 28, 2005, petition as representiaditht attempt by any QF in these
dockets to seek Commission approval of a proposatiact with PacifiCorp so the
Commission should act upon their petition, ordeziff@orp to negotiate with them, and
deduct from the cap the 48 MW they seek for theajgets.

For its part, Exxon points out its Shute Creek @egation facility is
already operational and it stands ready to conwébtPacifiCorp for its desired 75 MW
under Stipulation pricing as soon as it is notifigathe Commission that it may proceed.
Exxon also notes that, because it intends to contray for the 2006-2007 time period,
its proposed contract would provide electricityidgra period when Spring Canyon and
the Wind Generators are unable to do so and wauldminimally conflict with any
other QFs brought online immediately prior to thed 1, 2007, deadline.

As between Spring Canyon, the Wind Generators Eaxdn, we find

Spring Canyon was the first to indicate its detrprovide the megawatts remaining
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under the Stipulation cap. The record shows thfdrk the Wind Generators and Exxon
made their filings with the Commission, Spring Camyvas attempting to learn how
many megawatts remained under the cap so thatlid contract for those megawatts.
We therefore conclude Spring Canyon stands firth@éngqueue to negotiate with
PacifiCorp regarding the 100 MW remaining underS$tipulation cap.

We stress to all parties our decision does notlydeche Wind
Generators, Exxon, or other existing or proposed fggm entering into discussions and
negotiations with PacifiCorp. In Docket No. 04-8B50, we granted PacifiCorp’s
request to suspend the Electric Service Schedutkig-day time period within which
PacifiCorp must provide indicative pricing oncesguest has been received. We did so
in recognition of the fact that no agreed avoidest enethod had yet been approved with
which PacifiCorp could calculate indicative pricinBecause we herein determine to
initiate proceedings in Docket No. 03-035-14 legdim permanent resolution of QF
pricing issues, we hereby lift the Schedule 38 snsn approved in Docket No. 04-
035-T10 so all QFs seeking indicative pricing capeet a timely response. We remind
QFs that in requesting indicative pricing they meamhply with the requirements of

Schedule 38 and PURPA. We are confident that iah can employ its preferred

3Apparently due to some confusion regarding the import of our October 7, 2004, Order in Docket No.
03-035-14 denying Spring Canyon’s request to rdisecap, PacifiCorp and Spring Canyon failed tctioore their
discussions or to engage in meaningful negotiationsird a contract. While we denied Spring Cangaatjuest as
lacking any supporting evidence, we did not intenddenial to be interpreted as precluding Spriagy®n from
seeking Stipulation pricing for those megawattsaiming under the cap. Likewise, by our denial,dicenot intend to
permit PacifiCorp to avoid good faith negotiatioithwSpring Canyon, but merely intended that Pagificneed not
negotiate regarding Stipulation pricing for any @egtts clearly exceeding those remaining undecdpe
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method to arrive at indicative pricing and will smtidate with Docket No. 03-035-14
any disputes arising from PacifiCorp’s use of itsferred method.

Having decided the issues presented regardingotiméncied availability
of Stipulation pricing and megawatts remaining urttle Stipulation cap, we hereby
give notice the Commission will hold a schedulimgference irbocket No. 03-035-14
onWednesday, April 13, 2005 at 9:00 a.nin Room 427 on the Fourth Floor of the
Heber M. Wells Building, 160 East 300 South, Salké City, Utah 84111. The purpose
of this conference is to set a schedule for praogsdo resolve the pricing issues
associated with QFs over 1 MW , including, but limaited to, establishing a
Commission-approved method to calculate indicgtriveing under Schedule 38; issues
relating to renewable energy QFs, such as owneddl§yeen Tags, capacity payments,
and integration costs; and the impact of Senale2Bibn QF procurement. Individuals
wishing to participate by telephone should calior§801) 530-6716 or call toll-free 1-
866-PSC-UTAH (1-866-772-8824) at least five minyggsr to the hearing.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilitidst, individuals
needing special accommodations (including auxil@mmunicative aids and services)
during this hearing should notify Julie Orchardn@nission Secretary, at 160 East 300
South, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84111, (801) 530-67dt6east three working days prior to

the hearing.

ORDER

Wherefore, pursuant to our discussion, findings @nttlusions made

herein, we Order:
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1. Spring Canyon LLC and PacifiCorp to enter intoddaith negotiations
consistent with this Order and pursuant to theipgicterms, and conditions contained
within the Stipulation intended to result in a Q¥tract to be submitted to the
Commission for approval.

2. PacifiCorp to file, as necessary, a revisedftaafsistent with our
determination to lift the suspension granted in k&bdNo. 04-035-T10. The Division of
Public Utilities shall review any revised tariffestts for compliance with this Order.

3. PacifiCorp to enter into good faith negotiatiovith the Wind Generators
and Exxon.

Pursuant to Utah Code 63-46b-12 and 54-7-15, agevigw or
rehearing of this order may be obtained by filingaquest for review or rehearing with
the Commission within 30 days after the issuandé®brder. Responses to a request for
agency review or rehearing must be filed withindadys of the filing of the request for
review or rehearing. If the Commission fails tamjra request for review or rehearing
within 20 days after the filing of a request fovieav or rehearing, it is deemed denied.
Judicial review of the Commission’s final agencyi@t may be obtained by filing a
Petition for Review with the Utah Supreme Courthiit30 days after final agency
action. Any Petition for Review must comply witetrequirements of Utah Code

63-46b-14, 63-46b-16 and the Utah Rules of AppelRrbcedure.
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DATED at Salt Lake City, Utah, this'Hay of April, 2005.

/s/ Ric Campbell, Chairman

/s/ Ted Boyer, Commissioner

Attest:

[s/ Julie Orchard
Commission Secretary
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