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_ BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF UTAH

In the Mattér of the Application
of UTAH POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
and PC/UP&L MERGING CORP. (to be
renamed PACIFICORP):for an Order
Authorizing the Merger of UTAH
POWER & LIGHT COMPANY and:- -
PACIFICORP into PC/AUP&L MERGING -
CORP. Authorizing the Issuance
of Securities, Adoption of Tariffs
and Transfer of Certificates of
Publie Convenience and Necessity
and Authorities in Connection
Therewith.

Case No, 87-035-27

MOTION QN BEHALF OF NHCOR-

- STEEL REQUESTING THAT THE -
COMMISSION TAKE ADMINISTRATIVE
NOTICE OF MERGER COMMITMENTS

MADE BY THE APPLICANTS
IN OTHER JURISDICTIONS

R
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On July 15, 1988, both the Public Utility Commission of Oregon and the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission issued orders granting -
approval of the proposed merger subject to conditions embodying commitments by
the Applicants to effect certain retail rate reductions in these jurisdictions -- by
flowing through discrete allocated portions of projected rerger bemefits -- in the

first half of 1989. See Attachments "A" and "B." Neither of these commitments




are reflected on the record in this proceeding. Nonetheless, these commitments
are plainly relevant to the disposition .of issues expressly left. open in the
Commission's July 11, 1988 Initial Order, namely, the fashioning of appropriate
merger conditions. Accordingly,' Nucor Steel requ;!é’és tha-t. thébpm_rgissio_n take
administrative notice of these commitments

The Oregon and Washmg‘ton Orders veveal.. thaﬁ,_,untfékﬂownat to this
Commlssmn, the Appllcants ma%le commltments in those ]urlsdlctlon's to- Fos-
through an allocated portlon of projected merg;er benefits for 1988 and 1989. In
Oregon, the Applicants ag‘reed to file a general ra.xe case by the ‘end of. fhe second

quarter of 1989 incorporating $17 million in cost savings die tothe merger.

Oregon Order, at 6. ThlS amount represents one -half of Applleants' projected

& X L
i

merger beneflts totalling $59 mflhon (one-hal% ‘of $48 millon fer Year l plus
one-half of $70 milliewr foquear«-.-vZ) Sege Reed, Exh No. 11.1. The $17 million

figure is derived by utilizing-a-gross allocatlop factor of 58 p&ment for the Pac1f1c
Division share of merger benefxts and then 50% of this am:)un:c\ktﬂc; arrwe at
Oregon's ]umsdictional share. Id., at 6. The $4. 98 ‘million retail rate reduction to
Washington retail ratepayers was also derived by applying~ the 538 percent

divisional allocation factor to Year 1 and Year 2 projected benefits and then

applying the Washington jurisdictional share of 14.5 percent. Washington Order,

at 8, 10 and 15.
This Commission heard this case and issued its Initial Decision based on

Applicants' representations that Pacific Division ratepayers had been promised

only rate stability for some period of time, not rate reductions. See Bolender,

Subs. Direet, at 21. This Commission was told that only Utah Division ratepayers

would be afforded a 5 percent rate reduction. Applicants' witnesses were paraded




on and off the witness stand, post-hearing briefs were filed, oral argument was
held, and draft orders submitted, but not onee in this entire sequenc;gof events did
Applicants reveal that discrete rate reduction commitments embodying speclfxc

allocation factors were bemg made or considered in the Pa,clflc ]uriétﬁcttons.

Only now, their purpose transparent, have Appheants sex.:y&d‘ and flletf eaples of

St -

i o oy

the Washmg‘ton and Oregon decisions. ..~ s L o
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The Commission should take administrative notice of Applicants' Pacific

Division rate I‘edu‘ction commitmenta in 'ofcfé;rﬁ'to-“ aij‘g;méﬁ't’ fHe utidan.tiary record
on several key issues in this proceeding. The f irst' such iSSue ig whethar A;;q;hcants

M

should have submitted a definitive interdivisional cost allocatlon methodolog'y

prior to this Commlsmons final decision on the merg’er*.-- Appl-icanta have
- e Y -
contended throughout this proceedmg that such a submlssron #“WAas, ut}pengssary,

a0 - 5,

because allocatlons could be worked out later, ‘dnd” ﬁﬁ'eeﬂrﬂhadwsed because, as

stated by Mr. Reed,

-fa} -decision by-one commissiomr on gemeratror specific .
allocation issues prior to consultation ameng commissians
would be premature and once a specifie’ -position was
taken, such agction would make it more difficult for the
issues to be resolved in consultation with other agencies.

Reed, Rebuttal Testimony, at 17-18; Oral Argument, Tr. 2341-42. In their
Proposed Draft Order, Applicants #Went even further:

The basis of Applicants' opinion was that if each of the
seven regulatory jurisdictions reviewing the merger were
to adopt allocation procedures as part of their order of
approval, there would undoubtedly be inconsistencies
between them which might be incapable of resolution and
could, therefore, delay or defeat the merger.

Applicants' Draft Order, at 71. Having raised the hue and cry of
inter-jurisdiectional conflict in Utah, Applicants nonetheless stepped forward in

two jurisdictions with discrete interdivisional allocation factors of 58 percent.

-3-




Nucor contends that the Commission should take administrative notice of this
aspect of the Oregon and Washington Orders. Moreover, based on this evidence,
the Commission should adopt Nucor's condition requiring Applicants to submit
definitive cost allocation methods for consideration in this proeeeding.

Seconq, administrative notice ﬁgh__ould' be taken of this. ‘ev__ikdencvé m
connection with the ,C.c')t“n.mission's _consideration efr whether ..the Applicants’
commitment to..make sucecessive 2 and 3 percent-rate reductions 'in Utah is
cost-justified and the larger question of tHé impact of the merger on Utah Power's
retail rates. Clearly, the effect of the Oregon and Washington commitments is to
reduce the "pot" of merger benefits available to support rate reductions in Utah.
Such evidence could well alter the Commission's consideration of the adgqt_lacy of
various conditions: Is Applicants' commitment that rates will never go up -as a
result of the merger sufficient, or are additional protections, such as the rate
reduction conditions suggested by the Committee, necessary?

Third,_ the_ evidence -must be taken into account in relation to the issue of
whether the merger proposal "will unduly burden regulation by this Comfnission.
There was much discussion on the record in this proceeding about the feasibility of
various allocation methods proffered by the Applicants and whether these would
be equitable to Utah ratepayers. In considering this issue, the Commission should
take administrative notice of Applicants' proposal to use a gross allocator of 58
percent for the Paecifie Division jurisdictions. As stated above, Applicants have
themselves warned that this action could "make it more difficult for these ...
[interdivisional cost allocation] issues to be resolved.” Reed, Rebuttal Testimony,

at 17-18.




For all of the foregoiné; re.asons, Nucor contends that*the Commission
should take administrative notice of the Washington and Oregon Orders, and,
particularly, the allocations of merger benefits and rate reduction commitments
reflected therein. Nucor further contends that, based on this e\}idénce; the

Commission should-give careful consﬁerati’oﬁ to Nucors mcomended gondition

RERLERA I ]

requiring the Applicantg tp.submit an interdivisional cost allocation method in this

o - E- IR,
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proceeding., - R ST, T I

DATED this 22nd day of July, 1988.

Respeetfully. submitted;” TR e e e L
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A sy

OF QREGON
' . ur‘oooi* "_;,W.h‘ . : :,.4_;,..“&_
In the Matter of thq.ﬂppliéatio" i “en e
of IACIFICORP and PC/UPGL MERGING ") * - w.. v

CORP. for an Order Autherizing the JRraTaus e
Merger of PAGITICOR? and UTAM BOWER o
& LIGHT COMPANY sato BC,UPAL MERGING § -
CORP. (to be Renamed PACIFICORP upon™) '~
cOmglntion of the Merger), and }” |
)
)

T ‘:’M&t.] [ . ] -
g T

L
Authorizing the l!ssuance of Securi. . ORDER
ties, Assumption of Obligations, n '
Adoption of Tariffs, and Tranafer of =
Certificates of Public Convenience .
and Necessity, Azioeat.d,rurrite:y.‘ Vo
and Authorizations in Cennection

Therewith,

'" Tg L. .
B <';L.L_)i‘5_; Wae e _;',_,_‘_;_.,. -
‘ ) ' . ‘ ‘ x *‘ R R
_ On September 17, 1987, PacifiCewp, a ‘Muine ‘Corporation
(PacifiCorp Maine), and PC/UPAL Meryging Corp., an Oregen.Cors
poration (PacifiCorp Oregon), filed AR apPlicetics with the
Commiauioa-rcquolt&ng,qpprovax o!“thuquxlowiqq transactions;

i. The Rerger of PacifiCorp Maine and Utah Power and
light Company (Utah Power), with and into PacifiCorp Ore on,
wvith PlcifiCozg Otregon to be the surviving corporation, in
Accordance with an Agreement Plan of Reorganization and
Merger among PacifiCorp Maine, Utah Power And PacificCerp
Oregon, dated August 12, 1587 (Moran_Aqrtonont), pursuant
t0 ORS 757.480; - '

' 2. The issuance by PacifiCorp Oregon of shares of
its common and preferred stocks upon conversion of the out-
standing shares of common and preferred stock of PacifiCorp
Maine and Utah Power in acecordance vith the tarns of the
Merger Agreement, pursuant to ORS 757.410; .

3. The assumption by PacifiCorp Oregon of all
outstanding debt obligations of PacifiCorp Maine and Utah
Power, pursuant to ORS 7587.440, and the continuation op
Creation of liens in connection therewith, pursuant te
ORS 757,480;

 EXHIBIT A




4,
Certificates of publie sonvenience and noeounttydofilleifico
Maine, pursuant to ORS 758.015, - et 4

s, The transter to ri&1i1Corp oéoqen”ut 81l rights
to allocated territory granted to PacifiCorp Maine, pursuant
to ORS 758.460;

winh«thnfv-ﬂmsuun- AnNd in effect AT O tine of the: Nerges,
Pursuant te Oasg 757.208; v nioaes A A ERae ama

R T N Meaef 1EA
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7. The transfer to PacifiCorp Oregon of ail} Commige
sion authorizuttonlaqadnlpprquula granted ¢o raeifiCorp Maine
for transactions with controlled Corporatiens or affiliated
interests, pursuant te oRs 751_090“¢nd-137¢495, and; -

8. The tranpter to Pae:licorp Oregon of aj}
Commigsion Suthorizations lhdxlﬂﬂ#b?lﬂl tor‘thvw!iEUinco'ot
securities by'!-cirtCorp?uatui“vulah”hlvo“ﬁbt'btlu”fuiwy '
utilized, pursuant to ORS 757,410,

A rrehoariaq cﬂntoronec:wtt“hoid in ths Ngttyy on
October .3, 1989 to identigy pPartiss and- establtah v Procedural
schedyle, 4 settlenment contnrtnew~wnnweonvanod Februayy 13,
1988. '

A Public hearing Vas held on-April 13.14, 1988, {n
Salen, Oregon, bo:crt-conmiultencr- Ron Zachuy, Hyron’xltz.
and Naney Ryles, and Hearings Officer Samuel Patrille. Post
hearing briefs were filed op May 17, and May 27, 1988,

‘ll‘g‘!.

The Applicants in thia proceeding are Pacificerp
(PaciziCorp Maine or Pacific) ang PC/UPSL Nerging Corp.,
(PacifiCorp Oregon) (Jointly, Atglicgnts). In addition o
‘the Applicants, the parties to this Proceeding are the Public
Pover Counci) (PPC), the Bonneville Pover Adnaniltrlttoa (BPA),
the Citizsens Veility Board (CUB), the Utiliey Refornm Project
(URP), Austin Collins, the Pacifie Northwest Cenarating Company

UR?, PNGC, and Austin Colling did not p‘rticzpntc in the hear
ing or brioting o this caae. . .

zggil1co;g

PacifiCorp Maing 44 o diversified corporation whose
cperations inelude 8lectric utility norvico,,tnlocommuntca.
tions, mining, leasing of Capital and huoipccu quipment,
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lending againgt Yeceivables and 1nvontortol, and Providing
oquity investments ip leveraged leage traannctianu..,”

Pacigico conducts its
| 'fh.xn... name "Pacific pover &wniqht,Compnny"
(Pacific, or PP&L). 1t providas qloctriclqorviqnnto Rore than
670,000 retai} Customers in c.xitorggal,quho.ﬁgbgga;g,.Ornqon,
Hn-hinqtan, and Wyoming. PPEL gorves lpptosiwng¢Xy'396,400
rotuil*cu-tomors;'n Oregon., Its Oregon retai} slectric operyt.
ing revenues for tng 12 months ending December 33, 1986, wapy
$526,838,000. .
B . A
rueiric'l_oloctrie generating Tesayzces.eone... .. .
sist primprilx’of}&qgl-tixod yeneration.and, tq a lesser ..
extent, Bydroelectria facilities and POWer supplieg Pur-
Chased from Other utilityes, Its total :qqqureochquillty
of 8,859 Regawatty (mw) includes 3,073 mv from Cotlafired
Tesources, 868 my o system hydro, 1,027 =V ogua!Aipoakinq
capability, 583 py of purchaged hydro rllburc.lwnlhd.308”mw
ef other Tegources, During 1986, Pacifie ket 5£9.2 Perceant
of its total nergy requirements frop its therms) Fesources,
15.3 percent from firm purchases, 14.5 pﬁgcmngﬂgmmqm
teésources, and 13 pPercent frem Qthar resqurees.’ e

SNt ey T LR

Utzglzggtr rovides rot;éifp;pgxi%c;gn:vleg to -
Spproximatelv-§10: Customers in- dihn,. t and oming.
It does not prev&éo olictricllorvieo-fﬁ"oroqan: wyﬂ

Utad Power'y total resouree SRPacity is 2,948 my.
Approximatoly 91.8 percant of that Capacity is frem conle
fired Jeneration, with the remainder from pystem hydro ang
othor-roaourcan. In l98¢, Utah Power derived 72.3 pPercent
0f its total SRergy requirements from its thermal facilities,
5.2 percent from its hydro flciltt:-n. 0.2 percant from fipm
purchases, and 22.5 parcent from other resources,

Merger Agreement

On August 12, 1987, rlciflCorp Maine, Utan Pover,
and PCURsL, Merging Corp. (PncitiCorp Oregon) entered into
&2 Agreement and Plan of Reorganization and Xerger (Nerger
Aqroomont). The Merger Agreement call, for Utah Power and

Pacifitorp Maine te nerge with and inte PncitiCorp Oregon,

& new Oregon Corporatien which Wwill be named PacifiCorp
contomporanooulxy with the merger. Under the terms of the
Merger Agreement, Utah Power and PacifiCorp Maine wi)l Cease
to exist on the effective date of the merger, and PacifiCorp
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Oregen will Succead to g)) tights and Properties ang 413
dobtli 11:b111t$o., and obligations (X4 racificarp Maine angd
t ovar. L

The cutstanding shares ¢f commen and Prefarred stock
of PacifiCorp Maine will be converted inte shares of the nev
Cozporation on 5 one-forecne bagys. The common stock of Utan
Power will be converted inte shares of the nev COrperation

to preferred stock of the Rew earﬁévntf%n.“'mhi”Applienntu
eontcmplatc~thnt“thb transaction wili qualify ag tax-free
Teorganization under the Internal Rovopugﬂ;&do.”q -

1e the merger i, approved, PacitiCorp Oregen will
operate tweo electrical divilzonn-~ono doing dusiness an
Pacific Power & Light Company (Pacitie Pover divilion)
and the other as Utah Pover & I t Company (Uetan Power
divisien), Pacific Power will continue o serve Customers
within $¢g exiating terzitory, ay will the Utan division,
Each divisien Will operate as'g Separate "prosie conter® ana
will have a Separate board of directors, The orqahization
and function of each board wil] be similar ¢o PP&L's existing

Although the two divisiong will maintain their
Separate rpvail identities, the powor_tu?ply and tranemig.
sion systems of the Utah Powvesr and Pacific Power Avisions
vill be planned and operated en a ainglo-utslity basis,
Plan Nas beap developad to furthey integrate the transmission

On Maren 3, 1988, tne Stassf and Applicanty antered

" into a stipulatien Yecommending APproval of the application
subject to o number of conditions Teqarding reporting rsQuire.
ments, allocation of merger coats and benefity, future rate '
Cases, and Specific approval tequests, _ '

8) Reporti Re ome
feporting Foquirements of the Stipulation require

The
that Pacifie shall file semiannyal reports dtmon-trattnq the
cftc;t' of the Nerger, 1nc1udinga




CRDER NO. 88 '767

1. Consslidated operating merger benefits achieveq;

4. Oregen allocated nerger Sperating benefits
achieved; _ .

_ 3. Current bond TARings and an explanation o¢ any
change; _ ) S T

" 4 Descriptien o2 Pacific's ‘-atqfarxtnﬁ;ck and: debt
series bo{prgaggd afteg,. the merger; and TR e
o 3,;;boi5:1)€10d5f617i11 mhjo;’;Qitlﬁcrgetﬁadditionl
to generation and Bystem tranamissiopn olane and. Telated systenm
facilitiey, ‘4n=_1ud1aqﬁ_ conts. ..

1

The semiannual TPOrts required By the stipula-
tion myust ?ﬁ ggppo'rtod by detajled workpapers and shall pbe
submiteed " th-; njunction with the semiannyal Tequlatory
results of operations Surrently recaived by the Commisgion.
In addityon, Pacific muse alse file monthly and Qiarterly
cperating fesults, construction budgets, and Sperating budgets
used to moniter Sperating results And: plaps, 'izrespestive of
the stipulatien rdczuiumnn. o o L L

_The Stipulation further Provides that-Pacisric slall
alse sSubm{t reports du’t’n_omt_ut;nq the effects of the merger ip
all general rate tpplications and shov Cause actions initiated
by the Commission, o : S

] b’ T

The stipulation provides that, within 31X weeks after
the merger has deen approved by all Authorities, the herged
company will initiate g Reeting of an allocation cCommittay:
consisting of Tepresentatives frop 81l appropriate regula-
tory Jurisdictions, The function of the committee will be
to develep hethods for allocating Joint costs and benefits of
the merger between the Pacific Power and Utah Power divisions,
Allocationg within each division will e governed by that divie
sion's oxiating Jurildietioml sllocation 2etheds. _—_—

1)

Until final mathods for the allocation of merger
Costs and benefit, are developed and adopted, the stipulatien
provides that certain general guidelines wil) APPly with
Tespect to Pacific's Oregen customers. Thess quidelines are;

Pre-merger gensration and tranamission facilitieg

b
of Pacifiec and Utah Power will remain the Tesponsibilities of
the Pacifie and Utah Power divisions, respectively, '
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. 4. Postemarger ddditiong ¢, Jeneration and systen
transmission plant and related System facilitiee due to the
merger will be allocated op an Squitable bagsy that is baseq
on sound economic. principle, and 48 mutually &gTeeadle to
Staff and Pacific. | i

3. Net Pover coge Changes dye to the merger will
be allocated op the basis described in_pa:;gggphAa,ghpvg and
Shall embody the Principle of Pacitic'y oxiating”altocatton;
Notes ] and 1A, Net pover copt changes..usll be determined
basod on the rasulty of. : . ,
net power Costy. for Pacigie. Pover np&ntnwﬁuu the merges-
Rad not oceurred; u.socpnd_ahowdnc net power cost: for Uteh
Power Ssparately as i the Berger had nee ocCurred;. and. 5. .
third shewing pet Povar coctl~o£w:hu‘norqo¢ Company. .

o 4 ! - Derger wil
allocated using equitahle 8llocation methods that {1) embody
the Principle thaz incurred costs and“hanntitakzgllow-tha ¢ause
ef such cogts and benefity ang (18) are nutually“ugroolblo~to
Staff and Pacific. In genezay, costs. that can.be directly
aaliqnod‘towun‘opo:ntinq division vill ‘be go assigned,

£ 4 tta:gwgndw!gs4tic Are unable ¢o Teach -agreement
on nn;nllocationliaaun,-thn method ot.allocazxonawill/bnn
determined by the comntgaxen.baand on,thn:qnidoazaolvan~tho
stipulation, Pacitic Agress, hovaver, thet 1ta,|hazgholdora
will assume a1} risks that RAY resulg from less than. full

differ ameng the girgoducompaay'. Jurisdictiong

With Yogard to futurs Tate cases, t)g stipulation
Provides that, (1) Prosnerger Utan Pover rate base aggets

Stafe may propose adjustrents ¢o Pacific'y enbedded dep
and prnlo:a-t--toch-eoutox and (144) tha.ccleulltion of
Post-merger cormon Squity costs will be determined under o -
method thae relies upen the use of comparable companies,

Pacifie further &GTees that, by the end of the second
quarter of calendar year 1989, 1+ will £414 o yeneral rate case
1ncorporatinq the estimated Berger benefits shown on Exhibit 1

£ the atipulation, The f1ling wi1) include Oregon's allocated
share of tstimated system Rerger benefics totaling ss9 milldion,
Assuming thae final allocation Rethods attribute APproximately
58 percent of systen merger benefits te the Pacitiq division,
and 50 percent of the Pacific division merger benafits to
Oregon, the general rate 2iling wil) include §17 aillion in
CO8t savings due to the Rerger.
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In addition, the stipulation Provides that Pacitie
shall not "effect &ny overall increase in.qlgctcaa,:uxoa in
Oregon prior..te the end of calendar year 19,22.'?_,,§L;?Q;11q“;uizic
W8y pPropose rate SPread/rate design chmu:_,dur,m;ﬁhat time
frame, such Proposals would first have to APpZaved bx.ﬂu’ )
COMiIIIOQ. tad : i B wiey L ' P - oo

Lastgl xY-)
harnless if the nerger rtzglto in gt::;or REt costs to serve
Cregon customers Lhan, 42 1 S RArgey -DOT, . occurpad,. .. Pacifie
witm;o R_ng t.;aﬁﬁod.u t ﬂ\g:‘ cnmmmtymg,zmuq‘;n
duratien and , &:1 apply. beth Q:&Mdu&&w applic Atien of
the residentia) axchangtﬁcrodggé;gqm BPA. T e o

- _d’,__wl__ -

With respect to th.tspocitic app:qynlq,:cqunp:od by
Pacific in y1¢4 application, the otlpu;n:;pn‘prqgggggyuﬂ“'
- (1) raci££=Wwillfalﬁpndtfitg;%Gidﬁ;gociiﬁftiffgio
need for any existing :n:ti{;c;gpu;g{;public\cqnwcninne;,and
necessity; _ e , T RaE e

DR e R om,

Py ) =

TS Zartges WLl not he e&ﬁq‘d fo:ﬁ‘on,f,t&i timp
of Commigsion 4pproval and closing of the merger eXcept as
specifically APProved by the Commission;

e g RS My R ey “"?"‘3‘_‘7,#'?".&&" e .

rov

. A3) The terms, and cond{tidns of 8ffilisted tnthrest
and ccntrnlled.corpogk;ion contract APprovals will Ee Wnchanged
in all material Tespacts at the time of the nerger, except as
Specifically Approved dy the cOmmiosion; '

(4) Information regarding the.shares of PacifiCorp
Oregon commen otock to De {sgued Upon consummation of the
nerger will be unchanged in 2ll materi{al Tespects at the time
of the Rerger, and if the issuance of additional shares i
Tequired, the Applicants will Promptly amend their 8pplication;

(8) Pacific wily £ile with thig Commission the
Forms 10.X, 10-Q, and 8-X submitted to the Securities and
Ixchange Commission for Pacific and Utah Power pPrior to the
date apn order is isgued in thiy Application, Thoraattcr,
Pacific will feport agy material ¢ Ahges in nerger-relateq
contingent liabilities ¢o the CQmminnion; .o

. (6) The applicants 2cCept all terms and conditions
attached to existing suthorizations for the issuance .o¢
Securities.
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The stipulation wil} be affective for & peried o
five calendar yesrs commencing the, first day of the year after
the merger is consummated. Thus, i the zerger {s consutnated
during 1988, the terms of the stipulatioen wi)} be effective
from the date of claning throueﬁ“bccggbor 31, 1993, Botn
Pacific and §taf? recognize that thd‘{}gi-ynlr'tirm 0f the
stipulation does na;.nrohibit,thq Commiiliaﬁ"trum*dct.rmining
at some future time that the tdrmsigng;ﬁypdtﬁfaha of the
stipulation should be extended. R T

Standard of Review »

Ve TR e CER T e Van

_ . -n"xtlﬂpoatghuntinq“brinfffq K ar o8 “tha€ appioval

©f the proposed Rerger is governed by?dki“ggbfo40“?ith€$'thnn
the "consistent with the publie interest" standazd., Bpa
contends that the two standards are different, and suggests
that,uwhorona,phg_public interest standard only requires ne
Public detriment, ORs 756.040 imposes An affirmative obligation
that that the Public be nade better °¢f as & result of the
Propo..d trm&tctiﬁko | . R ;‘\,.M.“ ;U L : ST e e

The Comminaien disagrees with thd, intarpretation,
The standard oL review contamplgtod_by“jpp!iclbii*ltatutnl and
tdministrative rulas gg that thi,Coﬁqggagoa“muot-tlnd“that“l
proposed merger is not contrary to the iié“intcrhtt_bczbro

it mey be approved. ops 757.480. OAR §80+27.025,1
ompan

Commission, 111 F. ( T 1940), $ Same stane
dard lppfl.l te the remaining transactions Proposed by the
Applicants in this case. ORs 757,(25, 787.440, and 7 7.498,

1BPA claims that CAR 860-27.025 deals only with filing
requirements and does not prescribe a standard for Judging
transactions made Pursuant to ORS 757.480. 1t further main.
tains that section (1)(1) of the Tule addressing the publiec
interest standard Specifically omits hergers, and i3 therefore
inapplicable in this Case. Neither argument has merit,

Sactian (3){1) of oar 860270258 roguiroo that applica.
tions made pursuant te ORS 757.480 and 757.¢as must include
facts showing that the pProposed transaction is conaistent with
the public interest. Obviously, the requirenent would aot
have been made PATt of the rule if another standard had been
intended to apply. Also, the first PAZagraph of OAR 880+27-025
clearly atates At itz requirements Apply te Svary applicatien
within the purviev of ORS 757.480, ineclud Ng mergers, when

the rule is read in context, (¢t i, Apparent that the onmission
of the word "merger" from section (1)(1) s & typographical
error. _
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The public interest standard is consistent with

the Commission's general duty under ORS 756.040 to Use its
Jurisdietion and Powers to protect wtility customers and the
Public generally from "unjust and unreasonable exactions and
practices and to ebtain for them adequate 8ervice at fair and
Teasonable rates." finding that a proposed transaction 44
consistent with the public interest necessarily encompasses a
determination that the public will be protected from unjust
and uUnreasonable axactions and will receive adequate service
At fair and reasonable Tates. Contrary to BPA'qjcontintion.
ORS 756.04C does not require that .vory‘trlnlnctiantuthor-
i1zed by the Commission must 1mprox‘l:hgnpogx;;gp‘u;“utility
customers and the publie, R S AP,

As 1t turns out, the iuluo-rainod'bx,ﬂrA is academic.
As explained below, the record in this case demonstrates that
the proposed herger and related trnnlnctiqnl will yield sig-
nificant net benefits to Pacific's Oregon. ratepayers end the
Public generally. : -

Igrdcn Of !:22‘ . .- " o

The applicstion in this Proceeding requests tuthore
ity for the merged company te Adopt all tarife schedules and
service contracts of Pacific on file with the Commission and
in effect at the tine of the nerger, pursuant to ORS 759.20s.
That statute requires a Public utility to £11e with the Commisge
sion schedules showing all tates, tolls and c¢harges whieh it
has estadlighed and which are in force at the time for any
service performed by it within the state,” together with all
les and fegulations that affect rates.

BPA argues that ORs 757.205 and 787,210 Yequire the
Commission to determine that the existing rate schedules aze
Just and feasonable for the morqod‘compnny before the nerger
may be approved.

-

The law does not rYequlire a genersal rate inquiry prior
to the appreval of & proposed merger. As amphasized above,
the Commission Tule implesenting ORs 757,480, roquires only
that the nerger be consistent with the publie interest. It
doas not require A% a precondition to approval that the
Applicants refile tariff schedules oy demonstrate that
existing rate schedules will be just and reasonable for the
merged company, Indaed, the appropriate time to conduct a
rate inquiry {s after the ROTGOT has been consummated. The
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stipulation executed by 8taff and Applicants provides that
Such an inquiry will ocCyr during 1989, "

BFA has also misinterpreted ORs 757.210(1). That
statute states that vhensver a pubiiec utility files a rate
schedule "stating or establishing a new rate or schedule of

rates, the commission may, either upon vritten complaint op

upon the commission's ewn inftiative, !ftthgpgl3nlb10{netico,
conduct n:haarinq-to-datorm&ncﬂshg f:oprip%';uaamrqlibﬁable-

ness of such rate or scheduls." The appiizition 1168 (n thig
matter does net 5 gufagmnntho;itymtq_pltnb14ah new rates or te
increase rateyp. {ipp icants are seeking only to adopt txisting
rate schedules that were found to be i

. Just and reasowidls b
the Commission in February 1988.° e TR Y

Bl L B

R Y W WO . . -
" 3. R . el @ T ey
aaud

The principal {ssues presented by this application
aAre as tallowln__k.:ﬂ a . B

-+ da.. 18 there a reasonable l{Kelihood that the
Proposed merger, ¢ APpraved, would resylt i net benefits
to Pacific's Oroqon_:azopayorl thet othervwise would ‘not ‘be
Schievable 1if the company were to continye operating under
its current form of organization? R

, 2. Are mechanisms availublﬁfgb'ggotoét Oregon
ratepayars fxom potential adverse efL¢ctd of the nerger, to
insure that Cregon ratepayers receive an eguitable sllecation
©f any net benefits Arising frem the merger, and to prevent
Oregon ratepayers from subsidizing berefits for another
Jurisdiction's ratepayera?

g P

'The issue of the need to review the rates of a merged
Company was addressed in Californiag v ederal
Commission, 296 Fad 348 (DC Cir 19 + TOV. on other grounds,
33% Us 482 (1962). The court in that case leld that an appig-
cant seeking approval of & merger did not have the burden of
Presenting evidence Justifying rates where neo change in exist-
ing rates was Tequested,

‘Even if oRs 787.210 were applicable, the statutery
requirements Rave not been met, The notice of hearing {ssued
by the Commiasion in this natter did not state that the -
hearing would be held to determine the propriety ang
" Teasonableness of the Applicant's rates. Nor was any
complaint filed within 80 days of the applicatien.
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. : . -
The Applicants pPresented evidence a¢ the hearing
which demonstrates that the pro?o.od Berger wijl Provide
significant benefits ¢o Pacific'y Oregon Customery, The
banefits Associated with the nerger includers. - ... . °

?

&) The nerger wily facilitate the P¥ofitable dyg.
Position of availlaple Pover suppises through iacreased sales
Darging and enhanced £irm And noaf{ep peuqzwtnbolc“?wtth
respect . to increased Rargins, Pacifie antisipates thye the
COSts associated with dolivory of powl:,t0wuhattltro*eustomorl
will be loweyr due :to the diVerlity 1nwcnquy Production CoOsts
and other Sperating elficienciges. In addition, BAles margin,
are expoctOth°_1¢9£Q¥&.¢H! 20 the cofbined Systemst adiliey

Potential Purchasers, thereby commindinixbottlr prices.
!pcsiticnll « the merged company will be in a bottdt p0l$t1°n

Llexible delivery Arrangerents, system buckup;mxonq-earm Price
Stadility, and other services that are izportant in muximi:inq
wholesale power Prices, I £ PP

- The morqoﬁ.compauy‘l-axtonnivo-aﬁd éamﬁitmiﬁ%hry
accesy to California and S0uthwegt cnorqy‘n&zkgtc;*ihauld also

competitive ag a Tesult of ogcrattnq e¢fficiencies, and through
Vreater overall SUpPply relsabi

B) The ReTger will t{mprove Paciticty ability to take
greater advantage of low ecost pPover OPPortunities Vhich are
Available in the short term but whieh are unlikely to be
available in the long term. The additienal 1nttrconnoetion'
Will {ncrease the transfer capability between Utak Power

Expanded intarconnocttonn between the Pacific and
Utah power Systems wil) POImit greater utilization of surplus
capacity AVallable frem Nird parties and vill enabie the
merged Company to Toach wholesale Ower markets it hap
horotozorq been unadie t0 reach, 8 proposed transmisgion
1ntorconnoction| will alse reduce capacity resouree needs by
allowinq Jreater reserve -har;nq between the two. syatenms.




i Vio

WX 88767

e) ;@,‘W"rq.dfeqmpgny Will benssye frem systen load
diversity, Pacific's pegk loads have hdstorieallngg¢urrcd
during the winter honths of Novemder through fibrulry, wvhile
Utah's power Peaks Mgve occurrod,du;inq tho‘-ungqrgw nths,
Viewed on ap integratad basis, tha cémb&nhd?srlxou will
Peak during the winter.  The goiuq;ggnta},pqakff ha
lyatom,ilzgwbltaatiallf lover than the N of the tvo system’y
Ron=coincidenta) Andual paak loads., T4 dit:oroneo, o annual

Peak load gévugnityﬁhip?gasﬂgggggggtl. .
'“j‘rggzzie_ﬁtQIEéﬁi«:hitﬂeaiﬂﬁapx*i

coﬂB!nod“s?itqmffothhgg“wgth chigngi‘gxggg;jpc
nvni;qb!l;;yﬂyth,ldwcrfﬁhl*éOMﬁiﬂpQ;l?ﬁil&u;f!u
requirements by qgﬂ;faso' fatts, ‘Thy . 4n” will”
POBtpone peak gganc'eﬁwpu:;haaoa thnpigr.uheggigpqgggg;o be
Needed as early as 1990, RIS AR A

o

d) The merges wglxﬂroduco systen oPerating cogty

throuqh_tho integrated economic dispaten o!_q;gpigt;pn.

Specifically, tne .Qth;Qnmathbo:h j3int'_ t ¢ommitmant

(deciding ch\qoaqrqtirc”tnc({:tigp to Bake"availanie for
n

Use) and digpasen (decld

- $ake oVe overal)
. Jenarating unge operating otficianciol, Tenulting ipn fuel~cost
s , "

T

-

The merger wij{ llgewr00¥1$ in the ibﬁuié?tionvot
additiona} ;oad-:g;;gyigchnpabgl tY, d.e., the ility of
the Generation oy.tam_gé‘inltantlnooull’ respond ¢o ¢hanging
resource Tequirementsg ciused » Systan de‘tluctuatienc,

Pacigie vitness Bouchep, Pacitie'y ;xiutinq therma} Tesources

are not desiyned-op sqipped to Trespond to the large and rapid
load'chnnqea encountered du:ggg“actual systam Operation, Tni,
fact, together with achoduliﬁf 11mitne1oaa i850ciated wieh the
Purchased roaourc.;,,hna foquired Pacitic ¢p use {tp
Mid-Columbia Bydro'ralourcoc Lo provids primary Systen
load-followinq Services, Ay 4 Tesult, MideColumpi, resources

&re not Dormally SPerated at theiy maximum Sapability,

Utah Power'y thermal venerating unity are designed
ang quipped with Automatic Jeneration centrol (AGC) devices
and serve the 84m6 purpose ap Mid-Columbig And other hydre
Feneration on Pacitic'y System. ‘The d1V¢rlsty of the combined
System and (¢g larger load base are exXpected to reduce the
burden en Pacific'y Mid-Columpy, resources, ap wel) as Utah
Power's ace therma} Tésources, Thy, should result in improved
Operating efficiencies and lower sYystanm OPerating costs,
prolonged faciliey 1{fe, ang eliminatyon ©of the need to
retrofie Pacific's Jonerating unitg with aAoe squipment.
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Operating BaVINngs are alse Sxpected to eecur as g
Tesult of Consolidation of invontoraonj inereased t;.xibirity
in scheduling maintenance of generation pPlantas, And shared
Power operationg services botvota‘tho Oparating divisiona, -

4 ®) THe mergez 14 eXpected to reguit in'bodited”
construction requirementy, For example, Planned Construction
at the Jim Bridger and Centraliy thermal qui}gt;ou;wizg be
Postponed or avoided a3 5 TOBUlt of ¢ne mq;qo:;$§:6tgl'

- ‘, L - o ] .- A Py ‘,’r).! P el
189 xsserts thge substantial pgy fite wily be ackigyed”s,
Areas og;ocOnOmie'dtvo;bpmqnt. a nx:é:.tzv@;ga Pigations,

4 nanfover esticienciep,

TARLEL ey

| " Pacific pas Projected thut”'dﬁingpL . Bet Pover
Costs, including addit!&gal revenye ;fem who fﬁilo ?:1.- :h
well as savings in power 4 stem opc:atinv,cgqtn, wi Yield
$16.7 millgen ptrwyoqtgp,¥§ttﬁ1ncrigliaoj£§“043.2§i‘,v .
Per year in 1992, "M, dltfmntod‘pit Presant. yalue of other
pPover gsupply bonotitl_duo to thgmp°§t§9nomant'otfﬂ;?_qqpaeity
And energy rascures Acquisitions 18 expected to be §99 million
over 10 years and $3s8 illion over 20 yeary, e,

~ _Total benefiss $¢EIXUing from power supply, teduced
constructien, economie dovolopmont, administrative combinae.
tions, ang manpoweyr otticionczoo-aro Projected to »e $48
million in the £irst calendar year following the merger .
increase to 315l'm111$on in the 2ifth year tollowinq the
merger, . | )

ogiteticﬁl to the u!rg.; .

. Powe Benefita, PPC argues that the pover .
SUpply banefits Projected by Acific aye Sverstated and will
come at a cost ¢p others. It maintaing thye; - wrr

: ) Powver Tupply savings depend on the completion of
tranlminaion Additions and are, therefore, uncertain,

: B) Reduced Secondary Purchases by the nerged co any
will be at the expense of existing SuPPliers, such a4 Portlang
CGenera) Electrie Company (PGE) and ldaho Power CGmpauy (IPC);
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€) Increased secondary sales by the nerged Company
will displace sales that woyuld othervise hav.,btoﬂfgido by
BPA and PPC members and will {mpair dccess to tne nerged
companies' Sransmission £lcilit1|l; - o N

d) Pover SUPply-savings can baﬂgchiqvbd‘ﬁhrOugh‘
other means such as contractual arrqnqgmon;q%J . TS

These Arquments are Rot parsuss yiﬁy“whg;i“xrgwiu
Correct that , Portion of. the Power supply Savings estinated
by Pacitic 4, dopendont.pn 1mpravcd,§:g§f§=r ’ ty
resulting from sXpanded inserconnsctions-p tvpen ¢ 1%
and Utah Power Systems, the Proposed xln!ml!!iggfiQQItzon-.
ATe ralatively rodest and do net iavelve ¢ # un; '

Likewise, ppc', claim that radubud*lncondnry pPurchases
by the meZged company will ndv-ruoly.attoct PGE and I»¢ has
hot been substantiated, PPC witness William Drummond concluded
that APProximately $g.s Billiopn 1n~aqlllaﬁarrtttllg_nadcf, S
PCE and IPC could bu-Joopurdizod br the merger. Novever,

Mz. Drummond's analysis has sqverg Llaw

8) MreosDrummond's calculations :o:loez'grnul,rovonuca
only. Ne effore wag made to quan:i:y‘otflqttinq savings in
POVer production Conts Tesulting from reduced secondary
Purchases by the aergad Company; . Cen

b) NMe, bwuﬁheﬁa'o Aniluillf;azud;l that 12°I9C and
PCE are unable to make Sales to ke nerged eompany at nig.

torical levels, tne Pover cannot bhe 80ld to another utility
or to the Rerged company at ARy price; .

€) The §9.2 millfon Iigure used as 3 Eessure of 1ot
IPC sales i misleading gince less than 310 Percent of I1pc',

While tt g certainly possible that IPC and PCX may
SXparience some 1ost revenue A8 & Tesult of the greatey
Competition frem the merged SYstem, $t has not deen demone
strated that either Utility will be adversely &ffectead.
Indeed, the Absence of 1pc and PCE from these Proceedings
Suggests thae those utilities do not perceive 8 significant
loss of Tevenues ag 5 Tesuls of the marger, -

PPC's thipd argument {s that increased gecondar
sales by the merged company will displace stles that wou d
othearwi{sge be mada by Bpa, thereby €ausing Oregon's Preferonce
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ddditiong) purchase powver costs ay Tewmult of nRETeases ipn
PA's Priority fiem (PY) rate, The potentia] rate {mpact
on preference Custoners associgted Vith this "worst case"

. #Cenario ig a2 increase of 0.2-0.8 Rille/x{lowatt bour in
the PFr rate » 4991, My, Drugmoggmfurthpr observes that on
incresse yn thy PF raté woulg;;ogyco exclhange hcnotitq.;qw
those Oregon prcfuroneo,ut;ljt:ot that qanerate g;oct:;ctty
and Participate 15 3pa', rdg;d‘gﬁiﬂlﬁﬂxchAQQI‘atoqul-

B Y, . o
e 1C'8 Snalysts of-une AMPact of 234'a "safeg M2fazs
from the SUNE defacty hoted above; i.0., {1t conaiders only

Roberts testified, the increaged S2les projected by the
Applicant could resule ta?aublelntin; teductions in BPA's

residentia) $xchange payments and Potential reduct

.
R the PP raty p 0.2-0.3 a:;;q/kilqwatg_;puig;“ﬁ 0.2 mi11/
kilowate hous vy fetion vould;;agu;_thgftnhqgl Purchase power
8Ost of preference cuitomers by §4.¢ uill;qnfroq;gggwxdg;;nd
$1.3 mi11top in Oregod, - B S

e b

-~ " ot s = R R Y

PPC alse alle qnwthat,incrquad fecondary sales by
the merged company vt@,*ﬁ@quf‘trhntmitsiqn iccess for Ppc
membery participitinq;in,hulk,ggng;?gq:xogp. The fecord showg
that the potential hlt&“ﬁlltqod‘b?‘?!b“!n Both remote and
Bpeculative, The only Oregon PrC Renber pcrtieipntinq ia

indicates that there are 3 few PPC Dembers c@ntomplltinq
Participation ip bulk pewer markets, thege utilitieg have
¢ither never Rade any wholesale Povwer sales, oy do not ewn
the eneration from whieh they could make such Bales,

Finally, PPec Argues that ene projected power Supply
savings resulting from the merger could pe achieved through
other means, such ag contractual Arrangementsy, With Tospect
to this issue, the Commigsion AGTees that while sigunificant
benefi{ts night be Achieved through contracty, Jreater benefie,
e likely ¢o result from the merger. It &» unrealistic to
ASsume thae eompottnc'compan:oo would ghagpe marketing
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Hﬂﬁ'!!"'i Supply gon;t!tg. PPC and cip AZ¢ue that
the merger benefits expected from adminintrttivc-eonbinnttens,
&conomie dovclopmont, nAnpoweyr .ftieitneiol, and reduced cone

Struction nave not beap substant{ated and, in some inataacol,
tould be achieved without the merger, - e ’
igeliRCO the merger hay pee yot been consumnateq, (¢
is necessarily difeieuls to quantigy the Bagnitude of thege
benefits wiey Precision. _NQroevcr&eit,;gﬂpoqg;b;g that some
of these RoRepower syp ly benegsits niqht[bgquiiizqd\withqqt
ratepayers will obtain-not_bonotitn,ianhﬁii‘lrula 88 & resyult
of the eliminatien of duplicative functiens, the creation of
and 19crna;od_eqqug}tivqulaﬁu

that the Tate stabililt nefits gxpe
1llusory becauge; 1) Pacirie has Already Comtii tved itsels ¢o
DOt Taising rates for the remainder of the decade, and 2)
Pacific hag retained the option of requesting rate Spread/rate
design Changeg, Thase Arguments are vithout meryt,

. Paeigie witness Reed t.lti!!iﬁ‘thlt Pactete nag made
& prier commitment net to {ncrease ovurq;t“fltdl“ﬁfggﬁ, seek g
Change in its rovonuq;roquiromont) throuqh”fﬁﬁ*ﬁ;l“ ce
decada, The merger bas enabled thc_Anpl;cqnti-boﬁE te
strengthen and oxtend thi, commitnant.;_ktﬁnotod’abovo,
Pacifie wyl) 241e A general rate ceee By the second Quarter
of 198¢ 1ncpr?oratsgq.9rtqonfn share of estifitad nerger

a 4n9mlppr0xzmctoly $17 Rd{{I{on. Second, Pacifie
commy -

ARy such Proposals must £izat be Presented ¢o the Commission
for approval, In fact, th, Commission wvould have dit:iculty
with the stipulation ¢ it vere to recommend that ne rate
Spread/rate design ¢hanges were to be made over the £ivesyear
term. In oyr opinden, ¢t ig important to continually néenitor
the rate Spread/rate deaigne of Tegulated Utilities ¢o ensure
that equitanle and sconomically officient Allocations of
TevVenue ronponlibiltty~|r| maintained and fostared, Civen
this face, there {3 ne basis for Suggesting that the rate
stabiliey fuarantees of tne stipulation vill be Jeopardized
by raciftc ® ability ¢o submit rate S8pread or rate design
Proposals, ‘

-1€.
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) 4 edity. 1in addition te the aroument
Concerning ® effect on the Pr rate, PPC and BPA sSuggest
that the Rerger eoyld also have othey potonginlly‘naqltivc

impacts opn BPA exchange Credits, The Concerng relate to the
POOBiDility tnae fAon-regional resources Bay be included (]

. v b
R e R

o rhnaa,coacqrnklro,ﬁnfbdﬁaid;”“fa"iﬁq'{gfiﬁmplaco, it
18 unlikely engt nan-:qg;paq;,:ggourcci will Be nelhded 4n

AVersge system cogt ASC calculationg for thimrieifieﬁaivi-
slon, The otzpuxqgiqghp:ovidol to;_a_agqrqgatipnho: the
ate G 44?1“!?%?"?&:9;_{5&:-

By appro ¢« W6 Commy y
Felinquishing any of ity tuthor;:xwto.nnluro éenpiiqncq_: |
withjthouloaidontxal Exchange Program. Likevise,~ ppg - =~
Teqularly &halyzes the ASC £414ings Rade by Pacisie, ¥ 4
BPA findg that Certain costy should be cxcludod_zrop ASC
Calculationg, Prasumably {t w113 make the PPropriaty: _
.dju.m.nt. ] "o . ' i akais oA Lo

_ thtly._PPC'l:é&heorn'iiég:giqgj%h?'
& §eneration and transminsye sd
g

of forming gyah a lubsidiary.‘ Even 1f the company were to
change :ta‘plano, RO such Teorganigation could take place
witheut Specitic approval of this Comnissyon,

" Zransmy 8U8s. PPC arqued tnge the
Proposed mergey Y oc-on_compotitxou in bylk pover
harkets p Ny would gain :’ontrol_

eCause the herged conpa

]
face that-Jurisdietion OVer interstate transnisggon hMatters
i8 vegteq oxcluuiVoly in Congress and the Feders) Inergy

on.

2?0 the extent  that the Commigggon My consider thege
issues ¢y its &szessmant of the Publie interest, there g
inuutficiont SVidence to demonatrate that the Proposed Rorger
Vill leggepn compatition in bulk poway markets. 15 Particular,
We note the tollowinca _ -

=19




8) PMPC's Contention thae Pacific exerciges éontrol
over the Pacific 1nto;$;a<&;hnuuaatae¢d. Out of the 5,156 =
Degawatts of intertie Capacity, Pac;!ﬁq“hgl t&qhgiqh;‘to use

O megawatty a5 compared thh-ror'i-ttdmt'to use §09 Regawvatts
and BPA's right to uge 4.056‘meqawggtlgj;CIanlg;‘tranumislion
Access from the Pae&tic4Nbrthwodt to Californiy i, dominated

‘ b

b) P¢'s clatp that Utan Pover controels an important
t:&nnm;:-ioa Path from the Northwest to the Southwegt does not
consider that a utility canhot_aects!uthn_qggh.aqu;;gynt.n

Bt Al Ve 01_ g _by:. ”‘Y‘"“
othorwutdlitinot%-tv.n*lt ohe amsimes tHat’ ) Pewer dees
contrel the traaumtntion\corrluﬁr in que F4gg; 8. ey ey will
ROt increase th&tfeontroi;*but>fh£ﬁqé‘§ ,’“'2qv;‘g,?ac fi¢.
inc:oaucdfaccosl-to~nurhuto {rom which' ti.;g@gwﬁhidmothorwiao
been excluded, -3y -thig lonloﬁ‘?iéftieflftdt,p!iatlzaﬁﬂ be
aiqniticuntly advantsgod'by thaygcrqgr; LT

€) The anslysis Prepared by ppc APDSATS to be
incemplete in that {¢ does ROt consider all relevant bulk
power supplisrs lnd-ovorlbbku Potential trtnlniltion pathg,

Cags LR FEL LG
+ . CUB. aflegas’ 3hak 2he. appis.
- Decauye { 'dd.i“nothlddrggp $AVironmental.
Concerns. T8 applicable Statutes gnd_gdaiﬁ;pg”g;ayam:ulcuﬁde
not require ap Plicant ¢e aomdhgtratqjtbgt‘; PIoposed merger
will not sdversely 1mpact~tho'anvt?9nmon;.ﬁ lggitgeag;d;not
Rave an OpPportunity towaddrco:'thii iNsua._ on redyttad because
it was pet Taised -in whe ltjunjué;tomoa: £iled by CUB Prior to
ng. . : g e - -

i

e

7o the extent this Commsspion has Suthor{ty ¢o Céne
sider sueh iesues, there is ne ovidence to FUggest that the
herger will have adversgs environmental tmpaet;ﬂ Indeed, as
Pacific points oug, it 4s Teasonable to conclude that the
herger will have g favorable impact on the snvironment since

T vwill defer tnq nNeed for additionay genersting Tesourcesy,
If cun believes otherwise, it should have Presented evidenc,

in support of its contention,

and BPA maintain seniannual report: e
8ot forth in the stipulation are inadequate, They cont

that regulatory lag wil} Prevent ratepayers fron obtaining
all of the Rerger benefits to which thay are sntitled. ¢
is recommended that N limitation be placed opn the duratien
of the reporting Toquirements,

B i
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The Commission does not b@licvo that F8Qulatory lag
stantial tmpodtmont te Prozpt Tatepayer Taceipt
of merger benet{t,. The ncrnnlizoq Semiannyal Teport thae

July 1, 19gy’ through June 30, 1995, f‘r;_‘:;ngé}-o;. Pacitict,y
Shareholders Will bear the risk tr thquQx;mntad.aorqar bene«
£its imputed 4p the 2i14ng are nu:'_:engzgu_.,ﬁ__ e

The obfections to‘ihi-£!§§3§intﬂiixu atltin--tzp- - .
Ulation centayr around twe isaucl:'”firlt, the Concery that
-] i

the fiva-year tern; and Second, thoucqncngag:bnt the Commisgion
will be unabi, 0 regulate tht_acralﬂitnlnlhy;nttcct&vuly after
the stipulation tarminntoo. o e P

reporting ToQuirenenty are noccllurr._pithorﬂboiozn OF after
the fiveeygar torm of the Stipulation, “tie Comnission hag
authcrity o extengd tho'rnguircmontl.

Vo also agres with Pacific and $tags thae the report.
ing Yequirementy will have Accomplisheg Rost or 313 of theyr
obiectivag within o five-year Peried. By thae time, fethods
should bhe establiahed for 1dont1:{4uq and nllocntine nerger
costs and benesity, And for eatap ishing the capital structure
ind cost of capital gor rate cage Purposes., -

chtion guig i .« PPC Contends thas Rumeroys
ditticultaot v be Shcountered resolving lntcrjurildictionnl
allocation matters and YeCommends that 5 decision °a the nergey
be withhelq Until guej Problems have bsen Tesolved. »pe fur-
ther Tecommends that the Commissson nodify the Corposition of
the Allocation Commiteee described in this stipulation.
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’ The recemmendations made by PPC and BFA are not
adopted, The Commission doss not believe that significant
problems will be sncountered i(n resolviag interjurisdictionsy
dllocation matters. Pacifie SUrrently eperates within
Bix-state service territe And has not Sxperienced difsi. L
culty establishing allocation Rethods: consistent v th.sound
Tequlatory principles, More iuphrtlatly;»rncst%n has.agreed
that its shareholders vI1T assumy a1} risks* that 2AY resuls
from less than full system cost TeCovery ¢ interdivisional
allocation mothods_ggg:gg amonz the 1uri|d$ctienq ssrved by
the Berged company. "Thds, Puc fft'IHQQtoptycri,trnginsnaatcd
ftﬂm W h.g"”‘.; . :~(ﬁ\»:,_.._~'m\ | T b Py oy ek “"*m{- N

With respect to“thd*dtﬂur“cdﬁtornanahnmibﬁid; the: -
Commission £ind, that the allocation pProvisions set foren in
this Stipulation are reascnable and should not be nodified,

pover cost tyansfers. T proposal reflects 3pa's concern
hat Paciticy S37Ettanpt to increase net poved gy . and
therefore uvqgaq¢‘|y-tam coat, by manipulating in éﬁ!i&&nil

Purchase power prives and sale for resale tevenues. . ..~

The conditiens PToposed by BPA are unhecessary,
The three net pover cost atudieg roquired by the stipulation
P¥ovide a reascnadle means of dotormininq,jaggnntuiapuc& of
the merger on pover coats. NMoreover, the SPPOrtunity ety
Rssociated with pewer sales and purchaged pover transactions
AT6 regqularly sudited by 8$tef? 4n con unetion with utility
rate filings, The Commission ¢ontemplates that the oppor=
tunity costs associated with :ntordivioaonul pover transfers
made by the merged company will be fully explored in any
future rate filings made by Pacifie,

In i¢s pPost-hearing

brieg, 2P PON consummation of the merger,
the Compiyg to 1mmodint01y reduce zates in an
amount - aqal PQgon's allocated share of the first year
estimated. . efits, Pacific would be required to make

£534Ng8 sach YoAr for & total of five years Any
additionlf‘norgcr benefits realized in excess of those
aotamntug-qggiqﬁpn passed on to custonmers Tetroactively,

While BPA‘s Proposal has & certain amount of surface
ApPeal, it violates due process by re iring immedigte Rerger-
related rate reductions without consideratien of Pacific's .
Gverall results of operations. Assuming +he Nerger results in
the net benefity Projected, Pacifi{c g¢i 1 must be afforded an
Opportunity to include any of{satting Ronemerger related costs
in its rate filings.

W0
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3 J A concern ¢ based on the Ssruzption that
"extrs Caution” {4 Tequired to ahield Pacitie'y oy
from unreasonad]e rioks. The Commiggien does not Share thi,
Viev., ay Roted above, Pacific hag Slready 29T00d to. tmpute
npproximatnly $17 a4114ep in net ROrger denefits in i¢e fext
*ate f1ling. In oyur Opinien, substant(g] additions tet beng.
fite will continueg ¢o ACCrue 4n the tuturo."ﬂévovor. even ig
they do not, Pacitic'y Customers aye Protected from ADY harm
by the stipulation and varioyg Commi tment, hade by ene Applie
canta, 1 merger benesits Prove to be qroato:.ghgnmprcjoctod,
the Comminnion_ean ini:iatc\unrltiibrocqndingwnt ARy time
purlulnt to ORS 756. 500 and 786, ;15- o , T ey iy

1o -* m&lﬂ.”‘. g:‘t

- Clim's SPPesition to tne 2erger alse agpcuru to be
related to th, fact that the Applicange Rave pleg -
decrease Tates for Utah Pover divisgon Customary by two"
Percent within 60 days Alter the Rerger iy Pproved,
Applicant, Anticipate, but do poe JuRrantes, total rate
doero;oqu of 830 Pereent for Utap Povar division Customers
during the Livet fou Years £0116w1u¢~thc(ncrqor. Cuzrently,
fatall rateg Palid by vtan Pover Customers are ntgniticnntly
Greater than those paid by Pacific'y Customerg,

CUn's concerns aye Risplaced. in the firse Place,
CONts incurred during the period the stipulation 10 in effece
Cannot he TeCovered ipn auhnoguont rate Proceedings Unless the
Commissicn Authorized the de erTal of suen costs pursuant to
ORS 787.259, No such roquout_hal éven deen made ia this Caae,

——

‘e Alleged thae stalf failed to investigate thoroughly
the Proposed merger and that ¢ acted tmpropcrly by satering
into o stipulation. These 8llegationg Are completaly.
Unfounded, The stipulatien SXecuted by Stalt containg
detailed Reksures ¢o Shsure thae Fatepayers are frotoctod from
adverse e{fects and Will receive &n equitadble 4]

Rerger benefity, CUB'a Position Teyarding the Propriety of
Sxecuting stipulatiens Teflects o oversll aitundcrutandinq of
legal and aqninxntrativo Processaes,
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locond{ the Stipulation Provides that Pre=marges

§eheration and transmission facilitygg of Pacific gng Utan
Power shely remain the rocponaibality of the Pacitic and Utah
divisions, roapoctivoly. Thais wil) Asure that the Bigher
COBt facilitieg located in Utah will noe have a Degative impage

Oragen Tatepayers, it Recessary, the CAnaionion‘hnl"th.
Autherity te YoQuire the Sontinued S0gTegation of the Utah
Power rate base from the Pacitic Fover rate Dase Beyond the
tern of the 8tipulation, Ltkcwiun, the dottrminltiea of
variahla.peucz-eactouby uacwoiwntnndhwlcni”and Berged-
operation Simulations and the llleqa
benefit, ¢ould. he. eoatimld&bwm t

rocoqndzawﬁhnt 1t%tha‘mirgor Teaults in Nigher Costs, thoge
COsts will po borne by the merged o any's | AToholders, -
Applicant, further Agree thlt“lhir!::f ers wi 1" assume all
Tisks thae nay result Irom legg than fu1) System cost recovary

4 1ntordzvilienal allocation Methods diftgguguonq the varijoys
Juriudtetioni; '

Lastly, the twe Pereant daeroasnuquarnntccd to Utan
Powey Customery does net no?atc the aiqnitietnt-bunotatl that
will be Tealized by Paciticly Sxisting Customara from thy .
Rerger. as Staff poineg out, the 4317 Billten §p Rergar - ,
benefits ¢o Be imputed in Pacitic'y 1989 ra¢e filing : : .
translatesg inte rate Taduetion of Rearly 2.3 pPercent gop _
Oregon rltopayurl, ol other things being equal. ¢ sheuld
also he rc-umphauiscd that Applicanty have Agreed thye the
Shareholders of the Rerged com 8y will assume all rigk in the
svent the rate decrease te Ut Power cu:;om:rc eXcoads th

o o

In aummaé&. there i3 no basis £op CUs'sy €ontention .
that a Rergey will resujt in higher Tates or lead Lo subeidiz,.
tion of the Utay Power division by Oroqon Tatepayers, :

=22
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as erle IY Ordes. PPC urges the
Commission to w 8iC & final decision in this Ratter pending

& decision by the Federal pnergy Regulatory Commission on the
pProposed merger. We find that the puwlic interest will be
best served by prompt approval of the application. The
ToQuost is therefore denied. - RIS

Y - A . LR st Ryl a

_'The Commission findy that the Proposed merger and
rdlated”tr;n:a:tiong are conqiptpntmyith~tun:puhlicﬂtntvrclt.
The record shows tHAY he Rerger will’defer the need for new
danerating tesources, reduce Aystem operating costs, reduce
system reserve roqu!thmvntn;*iﬁprbvh'dY%tcm reliability, and
Permit the expansion of transmission ifterconnections which
.Will allew the herged company te take greater advantage of
lower cost power SUPPlies now available. In addition, o
Berger is likely to result in significant Ron-power cost
benefits Tesulting from slimination of duplicative activie
ties and improved ott!gioncy. LT s o

The proposed marger and-related Sransactions will
not have an adverse impact upoﬁO!tetzie*l*fntcfnyurc“ﬁr the
public generally. The provisions of the sty ation, together
with the various commitments made by theé Applicants and the
requlatory Povers available to the Commission, ensure that
Pacific division Customers will not absord an ‘mergerereolated
€osts or subsidize the VUtah Pover division, ' fact, Oregon
ratepayers will Tealize substantial net Pedefits as a resylt
of the guaranteed imputation of estimated benefits {n Pacific's
1989 zate filing.

Finally, the record does not disclose that BPA or PPC
members will experience any significant adverse impact as a
result of the merger. oOp the contrary, the evidence suggests
that benefits wiil &CCIUS as & result of reductions in the
nerged cempany's eVerage system cost.

The Publie Usility Commission of Oregon has jurig-

1,
diction over the a lication in this matter, pursuant to Oregen
anin.q Statutes, Title 87, Chaptears 75§ and 787,

2. !hntgropolod Berger and related transactions are
consistent with the public interest. :

3. The stipulation executed by Applicant and the
Commission Staff 4 reasonable and should be approved.
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ORDER No, 88'767

. SRDER
iT 18 ORDIRKD hat PacitiCorp, a Maine-
Corporation, dbs Pacific Pover and Light Company, and
PCAUPGL Merging Corp., an Oregon Corporstion (to be

renamed PacifiCorp upen completion of the nerger), are
hereby suthoriged to complate the. following trunlactienlg

3. The merger of PacifiCorp Matne and Utah

: Power lnd_nghtuzompany, a Utah”corfori-
tion (Utan Pover) with and into Pacit
Oregen, wisy Pacllitorw Srugonto pe e
surviving corporatien, in accordance with ‘
an Agreement and Pznn:csmnaerqunigqtton .
and Merger ameng PacifiCorp Maine, Utah
Power, and PC/UPEL Nerging Corp., dated
August 12, 1987 (merger Agreement), pursuant
to ORS 757.480;

2. The issuance by PacitiCorp Oregen of
shares of its common and prefarred stocks
Upon conversion of the outstanding shares
of common and preferred steck of PacifiCorp.
. Maine and Utap Pover in accordance with the
terms of the ferger AgTesmeant, pursuant te -
CRE 757.410; - L

3. The assumption by PreitiCorp Oregon of a1
outstanding debt obligations of PacifiCorp
Maine and Utan Power, pursuant to ORS 787,440
and the continuation or Creation of liens
in con;unction therewith, pursuant to
ORS 757.480;

4. The transfer t0 Pacificorp Oregon of a}l
Certificates of publie convenience and
hecessit oglgaesficorp Naine, pursuant

013,

5. The transfer to PacitiCorp Oregon of all
Tights to allecated territory granted te
PacifiCerp Maine, pursuant te oOpg 758.460;

6. The adoption by PacifiCorp Oregon of ai)
tariff sechedules and service contracty of
PacifiCorp Maine on file with the Commission
and in effect at the time of the merger,
Pursuant to ORg 787.205¢
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W EVLAy RIVED

°'°”'°'88'767

7. my tramster ¢o Paciticorp Oregon of 313 Conmisgion
lutho:t:ltiona &nd approvels §tanted o ’lCifiCOtp
ine for t:lnaacttonl with controlfed Corporations or
88fi1iated tntorcsts. Pursuant ¢ ORg 787,490 and
and ' :

8. The transter ¢o Pacificorp Oregon of 513 Commisgion
- duthorization, and 3PpTovals gor the ixsuange of
SeCuritieg by Paciticorp Neine whien have not pegn
fully utilggeq, pu;augﬂt_ggyoag,zaﬁ.iloyﬁ .

otk b KL S

IT I8 runmien ORDERED thut Wprovels and
luthorizntionl Previously 1{sted lﬁhI?’bc'oubjoct to the

Conditiong ge¢ forth {n tne st qlqt;pn,gggcutodubobwoon
Applicants and thg comm§slian“8€httﬁ i

- ‘é nEou:!ni cxu: Is: L

Comnillzonor. Chair

Bptllwse942a
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. DEPORE THB WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER. OF THE APPLICATION
OF PACIPICORP (MAINE) TO MERGE
WITH PC/UPSL MBRGING CORP.
(PACIFICORP OREGON), AND TO ISSUE
SUCH SECURITIES AND ASSUME SUCH
OBLIGATIONS AS MAY 3F NECESSARY
TO EFFECT A MERGER WITH UTAH
POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

L] L] | ] [} L] [ ] L] L] [ ] » L) ] . » v . L}
»

DPCXET NOC. U-87-1338«AT

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER
APPROVING MERGER WITH
REQUIREMENTS -

T Vet Vol Tkt Vsl Vo Vit U

T NATURE OF THE PROCEERDINGS: .On ‘Beptewber 17, 1987,

PacifiCorp, a Pac 1c-9owon”5,LightWCOmﬁiﬁy;(PncitiCorp
Maine) and PC/UP4lL Merging Corp. (PacifiCorp -Gregon} ointly
filed an application with the Commission under the provisions of
chapters 60.08 and $0.12, RCW for an .qrder authdrizings - (1) the
mergar of PacifiCorp Maine with and into PEEL24Corp Oregon with
PacifiCorp Oregoen to be the surviving corporation, in accordance
with an agreement anéd glnn of reorganization and merger among
PacifiCorp Maine, Utah Power ¢ Light Company (Utah Power) and
PacifiCorp Oregon entered:.inte .on August 12, 1987 (merger
agreement); (2) the issuance by PacifiCorp Oregon of not more
than 128,000,000 sharws of its $3.28 par value common stock, not
more than 126,533 shares of its 5 percent preferred stock, not

| more than 754,802 shares of its ser al preferred stock, and not
more than 3,183,815 shares of its no par serial preferred stock
upon the conversion of all outstanding shares of common and
preferred stock of PacifiCoerp Maine and Utah Power in accordance
with the terms of the merger agreement; (3) the assumption by
PacifiCorp Oregon of 811 - outstanding debt obligations of
PacifiCorp Maine and Utah Power at the effective date of the
merger and the continuation or creation of liens in connection
therewith; and (4) the issuance of securities by Pacificorp
Oregon under authoriszations previously granted to PacifiCorp
Maine by the Commission, which authorizations have not yet been
fully utilised.

%Fpgxnal: An initisl hearing was conducted on Decem-
ber 1, 19F7. earings were thereafter held on January 7,
January 8, February 23 and February 24, 1988 before Chairman
Sharen L, Nelgon, Commissioner Richard D. Casad, Commissioner
A. J, Pardini, and Administrative Law Judge Elmer B. Canfield,
Memders of the public were afforded an opportunity to testify.
All proceedings took place at Clympia, Washingten.

APPEARANCES: The applicant, also referred to as the
, Company, was represented by George M. Galloway, Attorney,
" Portland, Oregon. The Commission staff was represented by
Jamee R. Cunningham, Assistant Attorney General, Olympia. People
of the State of Washington were represented by Robert F.
Manifold, Assistant Attorney General, Ssattle, The following

EXHIBIT B | .,
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intervenors APpeared: Senneviij, Powor'hdnin!ltrltion (BPA) by
Thomas Milley apng Randy Roaeh, Attarney.. Poriland, Oregon;
Publie Power Counsgal {Prc) by Judieh A. ‘Deargy and Jehn c.
Guadnola, Attorneys, Tacoma; Colerado River Energy Distributors
Associlation (CREDA) py Jill a. Niederhaugey and Gary a, Dodge,
Attorneys, sale lake Ciey, Utah; and the Washington pup Associa-
tion by Joel . Nerkael, Attorney, Snnttlu."Althovgh Pacitic
Northwest Generating Company (PNGC) f£41ed & Petition ¢o Intervene
in €his nattey, no dppearance VAs - enterug by"“PNGC ana the
intervantion petition way auqnndrhhandoacd.‘~“ T e

o -

ngto ! “OM#N&%’MW Share of ,

?'QM $59 mtlligm -tm*!iut-you' Wrger Wlwiity, . The Company
be required o make additional Yepores so the Commission can
assure proper Tate laevels in the !uuurow;¢¢em3faai_uzﬁyﬂe >

I. POSITIONS oF T PARTIZS -

The partieg’ Positions were delineatdd ip the Firse
Sufplomontal Order and for tany reter&ncl”lrt*ngain set forth
b. W. : e - v o LR tn ST T

_ T
. W mz : N T Y ey awia
“Bagq e Txov s T e R o

The Com any presented testimony from-pavia Fﬁ‘!olender,
President of Pacific Power & Light Company; Fredric p, Reedq,
Senior Vice President; Rodney u, Boucher,” vige President of pewer
Systems; and Dennis p. stiinborq, Director ‘of Péwer Planning,

On Auguse 12, 1!07, Utah Power caa*zlght“Cbmpany (Utah
Power), PacifiCorp Maine and Pacificorp Oregon entered into an

Corp Oregon, a new Oregon Corporatien, As a regult of the
harger, the Separate coOrporate axistences of PaeifiCorp Maine ang
Utah Power will cease ana PacitiCorp Maine, Utan Power and
Pacificorp Oregen will be a single corporation to be renamed
Pacificorp, Following the herger, the two POver systems of
PncifiCorp (Pacific Power and Uta Power), though having separate
bodrds, wil) be operated ana Planned on a "single utility basis*,
Under the Rerger Agreement, the outstanding shares of common and
Preferred stock of Utah Power and PacifiCorp Maine Are to be
converted into Shares of Pacificerp Oregon. The Company eon-
tended that she mergexr ig nacessary to respond to the changing
environment, i{.6, the 1ner.lling1y intense competition faced by
electric Utilities,

The Company highlighted the following benefits of the
merger: 1norousing firm and nonfirm wholesale fower salesp,
faailttatinq the profitanle disposition of dvailable power
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| Supplieg; Snhanoing the abiliey, thrnugﬁ expanded kntor-cnnnec—

Ons, to take greater Advantage of ]ow Coot power 1
are available 1; the shore to;% but will likgay nogggf :3:::2§fg
in the leng term, absent an sarly commitment; Allowing the nerged
Sompany to benefit from th diveraity of its systenm, because
Pacific Power 44 a wintor-paaking utility and gean Power ig a

the conaol{dntian”otlduplientivcmik;ivitiel. rclultrh§ in future
operating savip !} and providin enhanced SPPortunities fo
employeas of - both companies. Other potential benefits inciude
reduced construetion, econog Aey nant admintltrative
combinations and manpewer .r132§§%§§-3?99’ i

The Company estimated i:ﬁi&;i,idiﬁgé oMer coats to the
herged ‘company in the first year to he $16,7 licn.and. fusther
eatimated total merger benefits to.be $48 million Per year in the

first year, increaling to §158 millien Per year in the fifth
year, .

Utah Tatepayers have been Promised . .an.immediate two

REISRAt zaRe 5 '4‘!%’-9&J&W‘ﬁ«f&uﬂa"av:’&ﬂ*"ﬁ!\.M&WYUvﬂf Rl
YeArs. Mr. Bolender explained that Pacific Powver wvas the
“suitor® and felt 4t had to,providohaomothing to ‘make ‘the merger
happen. op the other hand, the Company did not Propose a rate
reduction for (tg Washington cultvmori,fbut'did”indlcate an
intent not te 8eek an increase in Pacifiec Power's revenues in
Washington over the next four to five Years. pacifie Power
SeIVes over one hundred thousand Tatepayers in the State of
Washington, The Company agreed to make a rate filing with thig
Commilsionlduring the second quarter of 19s9, The applicant did
not propose any change in Pacific Power's Jurisdictional alloca-
tien methods ang Rgreed to reconvens the jurisdictional alloca-
tion committee With all the states within ‘gix weeks after final
Approeval of the merger,

The applicant argued that the merger is in the public
interest ana fequested that the Commiesion Approve the merger ang

schedules ang speclal service contracts and the transferring of
Commiggiop authorizationg and approvals for issuance of

3, gggmigugon gtagg

The starys pPresanted testimony from Merton R. Lott, wuTeC
Revenue Requirements Specialist, Xenneth L. Elgin and Bruce v,
Folsom, wure Utilities Rate Research Specialists,
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In {ts brief, the staff sericusly questioned whether
the merger would provide any benefits to Washington ratepayers
and argued for the rejection of the merger. My. Elgin pointed
out that the pramium over book to be paid by Pacific Power to
Utah shareholders virtually forecloses any re8l opportunity to
pass merger synergies to Pacific Power's customers.

Btaff argued in the alternative that if the merger and
attendant financing are approved, the Commission should cordition
approval on (a) concurrent filing of tariffs giving effect to an
overall ravenue reduetion of $4.036 million, spread across all
rate classifications on a uniform cents/mills-per kilowatt-hour
basis and (b) reporting reguirsments ss specified- by Mr. Lott.
In hig testimony, Exhibit T-14, pages $-7, Mr. lLott recommended
additional reporting be required as follows: ' &

With respect to generxal reperting, the
inclusion of Utah will require that a total™
PacifiCorp income statement and balance sheet
be provided, such statements to include the
Utah division. These statements will then
have to be split between the two operating
divisions. e
Staff sees a need to have PacifiCorp's
corporate costs shown in a separate report.
Further, the charges to the subsidiaries and
allocation between the operating divisions
should be provided along with the asppropriate
allocation to Washington, 8Staff would

- further request that this data be provided
historically, on a monthly basis, starting
with January 1987,

In addition to the foregoing, the following
reports sheuld be required:

(1) A monthly report listing the changes or
additions to Pacf!ic'o 1987 construction
budget referred to on page two of Mrz. Reed's
exhibit No. 4, This report should include
the reason for each major change or addition,
This report should also be provided beginning
Januvary 1987.

(2) ©On a monthly basis any changes to
Utah's 1987 long term construction budget,
This report should also include the reason
for each change.
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{ (3) A monthly report indicating whether
there were any combinations of ARy systemg or
Plans, such as these mentioned on pages 4 z
of Exhibit No, 4. Thia fepore. should

divi;ioyn,

. A

- )

(8) & monthly repore relating to econemic
‘development within the Pacific and the OUtah

.. Divigion, to whiech ME. Reed-refers.-in Bxhibit
: 4, Mot 3. “All benafite. af: economic develop~-
" Hon't “E¥eild be detailed in terms of increased
-“Iold, tgdlg;ggg;agnd,;pvunu-aﬁnndacooto.' -

(%) & g a:nl;y:gpo&ﬁmtndtgatang-qub total -
uande¢gg;Qvozgn£ PacifiCoxp..--Thig report
.. Whould ‘Yndicate the numbar of employess in
T T «dtN opératin division and the number of
employees in the Corporate department, This
information should bo.pzovidwdvhiltortcally,.
8ince January 1947, !or~!nc1£ic*and‘tho_
corporate departmene, - This repert should -
include the number ©f. terminationws:and rew
Further, a listing of pesitions
eliminated or Created.should bde included.
- Total Cost savings. associsted with a reduc-
tion in work force should- be measured, . - -

j= 4
-
)
[
®

(6) A mohthly report itemizing charges or
allocation“of“%o-tq;hetunnn,Utah and -Racific,
" The basis of each allocation or charge ghould -

be indicated, ‘

Staff argued that the Company's zate stability "commit-
ment" was an illusion and recommended that Vashington ratepayers
get the benefits immediately as in the case of the Utan
ratepayers, If the Commission were to approve the merger without
requf:xng the concurrent tariff filing effecting a $4¢.036¢ million
reduction, staf? argued for the Teporting requirements ag
specified by Mr. Lott, as well as a clear statement by the
Commission that *rate stability” means that any inerease to any
class of service would constitute a violation of the rate
stability commitment, but that the Company may file such reduc-
tions as it deems Appropriate, subject to approval of the

Commission,

" C.  Public Counge]

ff Public counsel freaentod testimony from Jim Lazar, a
consulting economist. pub ic counsel d4id not take a position on
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whether or not the Commiggop should aPprove the merger, by¢
argued that ¢ the merger is approved, the benefity of the merger
should be shared with Washington Tatepayerg ,¢ once. Mr, Lazar

Publiec counse) ;}gued that {f gpe Commiggign approves
the merger, (¢ should pe fubject tq tyb-eopdi;;pn!: :

(1) Pacific should 243, for an evgraTy reduc-

S - tion in races in Wnuhihqtuﬂ'cemmon-nrat-

tot with the firse year claimeqd benefity of the
morqor._9pproximntcly\$4.2 Billion, ang

s (2) ”iuffiéiihtmtepoétihq 8nd review procedures
8hould have boqn~lg:ond~upop,\ﬂ:nm; o

: - In iti’brsot. pdblié,counool Moved for the admipggion of

2-late-£i1ed exhibie. .

lon L. Petcrl,'senior Economise ang William x, Drummond, Stage
Economise:; PPC argued that there were no demonstrable banefitg
Cf the herger that wil;“accrua-@omwushtngtoh‘ratepayers. It
Pointed oyt that there was inout.‘.icient evidence regarding the

for a condition Prohibiting the formation of 3uch or any other
Corporate form that shielg, OF removaeg Purchased power trang-

the merger could haye on SomPetition in pui) Power markets,
Since transmission access will be addressed by the Pedera) Energy
Regulntory Commisgion (FERC), ppe Tecommended that the wure
withhold a final decision Pending rercig decision, ppc further
Argued that the nerger would cauge additiona} administrativg
[ burdens for the Commisgion and urged the Commission to defer
v £inal merqger APPIoval unti} 413 allocation Problems have beep
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For the absve Yeasons, PPC ‘argued that ehe nerger
should ne disapproved. Howevar, shoyla the Commission Approve
the merger, ip addition to the abovc-rocummongpd conditions, PPC
Urged that the Spproval be Sudject to: (a) the underatandin
that futuye integration of the twe divisiong' fate bases ig g,
herger~related Activity and thus cannet result in o fate increage
to any Consumers {(n Washington; (b)1gh§vundegggqg4§nq that future
jurisdictiqna{“pllocatioau will'ﬁoe“ranultjih'rate increases
bcyond“whgt the _Would havye beon_m&phqutigbc_mgg”oti}(af tecords
b'isfmﬂ'i“e!ih d‘lnq'p@f;odigqliy paovidoq'g*\ﬁ & Chomisgion

4R r“,!‘1.1._ gpmppnontl_qgglatull Gosta of ¢r sace ong between
the divisi RS, ..regardless of Row tran.actionofbctwoon the
divialons are booked; and (@) ehe Tatepayers being guaranteed at
leagt the bggﬁgitu,clq;mod by . sha pglicnq;g*gﬁiq: to any
benefits heing rqoqgng;gd“hy'tq;;ghq;-hQQQorit mowe aa

E, g9;9gago River gngrg; Diutribugg;g As;gc. {CREDA )

_ CREDA p:csanted_;qstimanyﬂtgmn,Curtil xmﬂW1nterfeld,
Executive Engineer with R. W, Beck_qnd'Associg;ggd_;égzna opposed
the merger and argued it could have the,}oligylhg‘dgtrimental
effects on CREDA Dembers and aff;liagad,yxp;gm(;'qs well as on
other utilities and entities 1n‘tho\woatérn_ﬂhitsd States: (,)
reduction of avai;ablgwtrlnsmi-sionhghxqqgh,;ﬁpﬂcgppined Utah
Power/Pacifie Power sfltam for both urchases and sales to thira-
Party systems; (b) 2 mitation of ¢ fective regulatory ovVersight
recarding the strueture of tranaaqtiqpn‘;gd Tates offered by the
merged company in entering new wholgsnlolgpd” i1
() -impairment of competition Among'wqqtgrn,utilit systems for
wholesala and retail mqgkcps,“lnd;d&ﬂ#{ antgpdmgetiqggg effacts,

’, Bonneville Power adm istration (BPA

BPA presented testimony from Mark L. Roberts, its Chiaef
of the Exchange Program Branch, Pivision of Finance and Budget.
Mr. Roberts described the Residential Exchange program and
identified Average System Cost (ASC) isgues and concerns relevant
to the proposea Derger.

Mr. Roberts testified ehae allocation of the nerger
benefits betwean Pacific Power and Utah Power would reduce ASC-
related reasource costys and, therefore, the ASC. He further
Pointed out thate this reduction in ASC would 1ead to a redyction
in ASC benefits Taceived by pacific Power and Utah Power from the
Residential Exchange PIogram over what woyld have been received
absent the Rerger. Based on As8umptions outlined in hig testi-
mony, Mr. Roberts Caleulatad that the alloecation of the merger
benefits coulda lead to a combined reduction in nuaidont{al
Exchange Program payments of $6.6 million, He went on to point
out how thege reductions would affect other utilities, i.e. that
reductions in the amount of the aggregate subsidy Bpa payes will
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Primarily lead ¢o reductions ¢o BPA's Priority Pirm (PP) power
Tate to the benefit of utilities and ratepayers.

Aside from ralaing the above ‘issues and concerns, Bpa
4id not take a Position on whather the Commission should or
should neo¢ &pprove the proposed merger. _

G. Washin n_PUD Atloeiltibn

- The Washington »UD Xesoefation PAXticipated in the
hearings' and fross-exanmined witnesses, but did Not present any
testimony or suhqge-a,briof. T T o

wtiioo e T, BUPPLEMENTAL POSITIONS. ... ..

In ies Pirse sup lqgoqtakhg;qoz.wthq;conniloton
SXpressed concefns about the sharing of mergar benefits ang
transmisgion access. ,Additiannxgthfornatipn Was reqQquired by the
Commission and the following partias responded.

T In {ts jupp!éaental brief, the Company: comniteed to
make a rate 2iling with this Commission during the month of April
1989 1¢ ¢h merger is consummated during 198§, .An this filing,

Washington customers will be afforded their.allocated share of
the proejeonca ¢Cp millien e¢ annvel, weval som,... ~ve e

by e - r
benefits. ' This mexger benefit tigﬁ:ﬁ.:cpﬂ:gsqntt the adéition of
One half of the Company's grojgg§q¢f!irst~ycar nerger benefits
($24 million) and one half of projected 8econd-year mergear
benefits (%35 million), thereby corresponding to expected nerger
benefits during the first 12 months the new rates will be in

effect.

As a “"tracker® filing, the only other proposed changes
in the Company's Washington prices are that: (1) the results will
be adjusted to reflect the Mpact of changing from Phage III to
Phase IV of the revised inter-jurisdictional allocation
methodology (2) the amortigation of deferred Price decreases
arising from Docket No, U=~87-1813-7 (Schedule 94) will be
concluded and (3) increased costs associated with the addition of
pellution centrol equipment at the Jim Bridger Jxlant will be
reflected., No change in rate spread or rate esign will be
proposed in this filing, 7The Company reiterated its commitment
to not seek AnYy increase in Washington revenue requirements
through 1992,

The Company submitted i¢s Proposed wheeling policy as
presented in the rederal Energy Regulatory cCommission (PERC)
Proceedings related to the m3rger. Under the proposed wheeling
policy, the merged company is committed te provide utilities firm
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wheeling within "Integrated Service Areas" as a matter of course
and requests for firm wheeling into er through such service areas
are to be considered on a case-by-case basis with Teference to
certain stated factors., Non-firm wheeling is to be provided to
signatories to the Inter-Company Poel (ICP) Agreement (which
includes Washington Water Pewar Company and Puget Sound Power and
Light Company) and the Western Systems Power Pool Agreement,
Also, the merged company will be willing te negotiate separate
non-firm wheeling agreements whieh equitably share transaction
benefits among the bduying, selling and wheeling utilities. The
Company pointed out that the moat notable aspect of the proposed
wheeling policy is its recegnition of "opportunity costs” for
pricing certain firm transmission services. The proposed
wheeling pelicy recognizes PERC's. jurisdiction over complaints
from utilities concerning the merged company's application of the
wheeling policy. As outlined by the Company in its supplemental
brief, some changes {n the wheeling policy were ‘proposed by the
FERC staff. Though some differences exist in the proposed
wheeling policies, the Company acknowledged that, in arge
measure, it did not particularly object to the changes proposed
by the FERC staff.

Concerning the effect of the propesed wheeling policy
on other Washington utilities, the Company pointed out that the
principal means of transmission access to Califernia and desert
Southwest markets is by way of the Pacific Northwest/Pacific
Southwest Intertie (Intértie) and argued that neither the merger
nor the proposed whaeling policy will hsve any material effect on
Washington utilities' access to the Intertie. "It was pointed out
that Pacific's 300 megawatt Intertie entitlement is already
dedicated to existing long-term firm sales and that in any event,
Pacific is precluded by contract with the Bonnaville Power
Administration (Bonneville) from providing Intertie wheeling for
others; any unused portion of Pacific's Intertie entitlement
would revert to Boaneville, The Company further pointed out that
Washington utilities have no direct access to the existing Utah
Power transmission system in that they would first need to obtain
wheeling from either the Idaho Power Company Or Montana Power
Company. The merged company will henor all existing tranamission
contracts of Facific and Utah Power.

The Company concluded that the merger itself and the
proposed wheealing policy will have a de %é%%ﬁ#g effect on the

ability of Washington utilities to access Cailifornia wholesale
markets and that any effects would be positive to the extent that
the proposed wheeling policy assures all utilities non-firm and
firm access into and through the merged company's system on an
equitable basis that protects the economic interests of the
merged company's customers.
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) mmission tafst

The Commission staff submitted a supplemental brief
whezein it withdrew its ebjections to the merger in view of the
Company's supplemantal information, which staff considered to be
responsive to staff's principal concerns. The staff centinuaed to
request the :cpostiag requirements specified by Mr. Lottt in his
testimony as the only way the Commission ‘can reasonably assure
proper raggflovols. T

i . The time frame of the Company's filing and its specific
content were acosptable te the Commission staff, It was staff's
understanding that of the $59 million in merger Henefits, 58
percent, or $34.22 million would-be assignable to the Pacific
division, and that of that ameunt, 14.3 percent, or $4.9¢ million
would be afforded t¢ Washington customers, 8Staff considered that
the Company's proposed rate filing rapresents a "sharing® of the
first-year benafits. . o .

Concerning the propesal to adjust the results to
reflect the impact of changing from Phage III to Phase IV of the
revised inter-jurisdictional allecation methodology, staff
concluded that the April 1989 filing date would not appear either
to be inconsistent with the intent of the Commisasion's order in
Cause No, U~86-02, which approved the modified allocation
procedure, or constitute an unconscionable delay in giving effect
to the contemplated reduction in revenue requirement., Staff also
found no particular psoblem with the Company's proposal that the
amortization of deferred price decreases arising from Docket No.
U~87-1513~T (8chedule 94) be concluded. Some concern was
expresged, however, about the proposal to reflect increased costs
associated with the addition of pollution control equipment at
the Jim Bridger plant; staff was reluctant to consider this
sizable rate base item as a proper element of a “"tracker”, but
did acknowledge that bringing a project of this magnitude on iine
would normally ecreate pressure for a rate increase. In its
reluctant acceptance of this Bridger pollution control proposal,
staff emphasisted that this plant must be in service, since to
recognite it in rates prior to that time would be a violation of
Washington Bupreme Court decisions. However, staff argued that
the implementation of the merger benefits not be delayed should
the Company encounter delays in getting the Bridger facilities in
service. In any event, staff suggested that the revenue require-
ment (positive or negative) associated with each of these
alements be identified and thoroughly supported in order to
meaningfully evaluate the filing and also as a guard against any
hint of gamesmanship.

While noting the favorable wholesale market aspects
Pacific Power may enjoy as a result of the merger, possibly to
the detriment of other Washington investor-owned utilities, the
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brief of the.cCommission stafg Temained silent on the issue of
transmisaion and noted that transmission issues are duly bdefore
PERC, the regulatory agency having jurisdiction to decide thenm.

C. Public » £ Council

In its supplemental brief, PPC again expressed opposi-
tion to the proposed merger. It argued that the nerger would
harm the bulk power market of the Western Systems Coordinating
Council (WBCC) and ies Washington membar utiiities, The concern
was.raised that the merger might pot be consymmated during 1988,
80 PPC. argued that,there is nRo quarantee that Washington
ratepayers-will receive an Qquitnbln,gha:gﬂ”f.thn_;ﬁﬁpfita since
the Company's -eommitmens.to an Aprdil 1989 rate £iling was
contingent on merger consummation during 1989,

v TITET Lol . S FALAAT . gl -

. Pointing to the merged -company's goatrol of transmis-
sion accees frem the Horthwo-t.intoﬁghq,southngat.mggkotl. PPC
argued that the merger would have anti-competitive impacts on
Washington utilities in that they all depend on others for
access. The concern was that the merged company would be in a
pesition of harming competition by not sllowing access. pPppe
considered the. Company's Proposed wheeling policy.to be flawed
and to fall shert of mitigating the snti~competitive nature of
the merger. - - e e a S
FPC also moved to- supplement the record with late-filed

- ‘u.-,',.._\:u- .

1IX. A!PLICA!&! LAWS
Under RCW 80.01.040(3), the Washihgton Utilities and
Transportation Commission is authorized to regulate in the public

interest, the rates  services, facilities, and practices of
public utilities.

~

QXhibit.o

Chapter 80,12, RCW deals with transfers of property.
Specifically, RCW 80,12.020 provides that:

No public service company shall sell, lease,
assign or otherwise dispose of the whole or
any part-of its franchises, properties or
facilities whatsoever, which are necassary or
useful in the performance of its dutiss to
the blic, and no public service company
shall, by any means whatsoever, directly or
indizrectly, merge or consolidate any of ita
franchises; properties or facilities with any
other public service company, without having
secured from the commission an order
authorizing it so to do: Provided, That this
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Section shall no¢ apply to. any sale, lease,
8signment op Other di, O8al of guch
fzanchises, PIoperties or acilities tp a
3pecial purpose districe 85 ‘defined ipn RCw
36.96.010, city, oounty, or town. "

Commisnion authorisation is required in order for a publie
sexrvice company to, directly or 1ndi:oct&yr%puraﬁhno,”lcquiro, or
become the ownesr of ADY of the Zranehioco, PIopertieg,
£ue111tion, capital stocks or bonds of any ot T aublig  nervice
ccmpqni. RCw 80.12.040, WAC 400-143-010, TN issiof muse pe
Satisfied that ¢he transaction i, consistent wvith the public
interest. wag 480-143-080, e T I o

Matteys relating to securitie, are gover '4uhﬁ00hupter
80.08, xcow. As pProvided, in Televant pare, 1ﬁ’Rcwf%%{ 8.040;

Application for authorlzation!t&ﬁil.uc*iﬁbh R
stooks and stock certificates oy Other
evidance of interest or ownership, and bonds,
hotes or other evVidences of Rdebtedness
shall be made to the commiusion“ttatin: the
amount, ¢haracter, terms and WIpose ‘Uf ‘mach °
Proposed iggue thereof, an stating such
other pertinent details as the commission may

books, papers, documents and contracts, and
require the filling of guch data as 1t may
deem of &ssistance. 1The Comnigsion may by
its order grant permisgion for the issuance
of such stocks or stock certificates or other
evidence of interest or ownership, or bonds,
notes or other evidences of indebtedness in
the amount Applied for, o in a lesser
Anount, or noe at all, ang may attach to the
axercise of {tg Permission such condition or
éonditions ag ¢ Ray deem Teasconable and
hecessary.

Under RoW 80.08.130, in erder for a public service
company tpo Assume any obligation of linbixity &8 guarantor,
indorser, Sursty or otherwise in respect to the securities of any
other Person, firm of Corporation, when 8uch gecurities are
Payable »t Periods of Rore than twelve months after the date
thereot, ¢ Must first gecure from the commission an order
authorizing {¢ 86 to do, Sses also Chapter 480-146, WAC. The
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filing of the application is covered in WAC 480-146-010, The
necessary information and exhibits for nezgers are jdentified in
the WAC and are sot forth in the required form of application,
808 WAC 480-146-070 and 080. ~

v, ¢ Cu8sSI
As set forth by the Commission in (¢t First Supplemen-

tal Order, the Com any demonstrated on this record that there are
subastantial acenemies to be gained in the first five yoars of the

Roezger; it estimated sotal nerger benefits of $48 million per-

year in the first year, increasing to $1356 millien per year i(n
tha Sifah peaw. While mosspgaining Ahane ahgas ams anbimaban, aha

Commission notes the benefits to be of substantial magnituvde.
The evidence establishing merger bensfits was largely uncon-
tradicted. Thus, the Commission's concern was that Washington
Tatepayers receive an equitable share of the benefits. We
requested and received additienal information from the Company
and others, as indicated earlier in this order.

Based upon the record before this Commission, we

conclude that the merger is in the public interest and

accordingly approve the merger, with the requirements set forth
herein, and further approve the issuance of securities and
assumption of obligations as being in the publiec interest. The
Commission is satisfied with the Company's benefit-sharing
commitment to afford Washington ratepayers their allocated share
of the grojected $59 million in merger benefits in its April 1989
rate filing. wWe accept the "tracker® filing as proposed by the
Company but agree with staff's concerns. The Company will be
expected to thoroughly support each ¢lement of the filing., We
further aceept the Company's agreement to reconvene the Jurisdic-
tional allocation committes with all involved states within six
weeks after final approval of the merger.

The Commission concludes that the eneral and monthly
ruiorting requirements as recommended by staff are reasonable and
will require the Company to comply therewith.

The additional conditions suggested by the parties are
deemed unnecessary and are rejected. The Commission ip satisfied
that the record is compiete and is a sufficient basis on which to
make a decision, Accordingly, the requests to supplement the
racord with late-filed axhibits are d.;ité.

The Commission agrees with the distinction meade by
staff between revenue stability and rat stability, while
rfevenue requirements will be affected by the proposed merger,
should it oeccur, the alloeation of costs to customer classes and
rate design issues derive from considerations outside the realm
of this case, 1In particular, the Commission believes that rates

14
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should remain Cost-based, rurthermora. the design of Tates (1.q.
rato-utructuz.) should, to the extene POssibl,, ¢envey to
Consumere o Price signal that reflects the 8Xpected Costs of
Meating future electrig leads, The &ssumptions unﬂnrlying Tate
design shoyla be Consistens. with those Used in ¢he Company',
leagtecogt Planning Process,

Stage Witness Folsom correctly Points oy¢ the dis-
Crepancy 4n aVerage :?atnn Cost batween Pacifie Power ang Utah
Power. ° mng Commigg{on SOntinues ¢o be Soncerned about ¢he
elfecty °n. Pacifig', Yatapayery of Merging wieh & higher cost
BYstem, ang believes that Any integration of the-pownr Supply

Jetting ypae, Vay. In the Meantime, the Commiuuion views
Pacific'y Current Average System ocost, 48 the APpropriate bagis
for rates, .

interstate Comnerce and are Properly before the redera} Enerqy

Regulatory Commigsion (PERC), Baving feviewed the Company's and

FERC 'y Propoged Vhecling polici.l, this Canillion notes {tg
a

staff, ye Dote that the Company hag AcCepted the modificationg

Baving discusseq in detai) the oral apg doeumonta:y
€vidence ang having Stated findings and conclusions, the Commni g
8ion now makes the tollowing Summary of faces, Portions of ¢he
Preceding detaijeq findingy Pertaining to the ultimate facty are
incorporated by this reforance.

W
Commiggion is an AJONCY of the State of Washington Vested by
Statute wieh Authority to regulate rates, rules, fegulations,
Practices, accounts, f¢curities apg transfers of Public service
Companiag, 1noludin9 olectric Companies,
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3,. on September 17, 1987, PncitiCQrp, d/b/a Peessie
Power ¢ Light Company (Pacif1COrf Maine) and pe/uper Merging
Corp. (Pnci£LCorp Oragon) Jointly £i1ed ap application with the
Commisaion under the provisions of chapters 80,08 and 80.12 Rew
for an ozder authorizing: (1) the merger of PacifiCorp Maine
with and {nee PacifiCerp Oregon with Pacificorp Oregon to be the
aurviving_eorporution, in aecordance with an Agreement and plan

Light Company (Utan Pover) and Pacificorp Oregon entered into op
August 12, "19¢9 (merger Agreement); (2) the issuance by
PacifiCerp Oregon of not more than 128,000,000 shares of ity
$3.28 PAr value commen atock, not more than 126,533 shares of {eg
5 percent preferred 8took, not mere than 734,802 shares of it
serial prefarred 8tock, and not more than 3,183,818 shares of ity
no par serial preferred 8tock upon the Sonversion of a1l oyt-
standing shares of Comnon and preferred stock of Pacificorp Maine
And Utah Power in Accordance with ¢he terms of the merger
8greement) (3) the ASsumption by Pacificorp Oregon of al)

futhorizations have not yet been fully utilized,

4, Hearings were hela ©on December 1, 1987, January 7
and 8, 1988, ana February 23 and 24, 1968, afeer due and proper
notice to all interested parties,

L8 The Company wili make a rate £iling during the
month of April 199 giving effeect to the first-year merger
benafita, 1ty Washingtoes customers will be affordesa their
allecated share of $59 million of dhnual, total-com any merger
benefits, The Commisaion finds thig filing, as detailed earlier
in this order, to be an dppropriate methed for the equitable
sharing the Merger benefits with "llhinfton ratepayers. The
Company agrees to feconvene the jurigd ctional allocation
committes with all involved states within six weeks after final
Approval of the merger.,

CONCLUBIONS OF Law

2. The Commission concludes that the proposed merger
and the issuance of securities angd assumption of obligations are
consistent with the public interest and 8hould be approved.
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3. All motions consisgtent with this decision shoulq
be granted and all inconsistent motions should be denied,

QRDER
WHEREFORE, THE COMMISSION HEREBY ORDERS:

1, The proposed merger of PacifiCorp Maine with ana
into Pacificerp Oregon with PacifiCorp Oregon to be the surviving
corporation, in accerdance vith an agreement and plan of
reorganizasion and merger among PacifiCorp Maine, Otah Power ;
Light ¢ompln¥ (Utah Power) and PacifiCorp Oregon entered into en
August 12, 19¢7 (merger agreement) is approved.

' 2, The merged company 4s Authorised and directed to
adopt tariff schedules and special service contracts of
PacifiCorp Maine, 4/b/a Pacifi{e Power and Llighe Company, for
service within Washington on file with the Commission and in
effect as of the effective date of the merger.,

| 3. The Company is authorized to issue not more than
128,000,000 shaves of its $3.25 par value common stock, not more
than 126,933 shares of its 3 percent preferred stock, not more
than 754,802 shares of its serial preferred stock, and not more
than 3,183,818 shares of ita NO par serial preferred atock upon
the cenversion of all Outstanding shares of common and preferred
stock of PacifiCerp Maine and Utah Power in accordance with the
terms of the merger agreement.

4. The Company is duthorized to aspume all
outotandin; debt obligations” of PacifiCorp Maine and Utah Power
at the effective date of the merger and the continuvation or
creation of liens ipn Gonnection therewith.

s, The Company is authorigea to issue securities
under authorizationg Previously granted to PYacifiCorp Maine by
tholfommislion. which authorisations have not yet been fully
utilized.,

6. The Company i required to submit the reports
spécified by staff witnegs « Lott in his testimony, Exhibit *-
14 at pages 5-7 and also set out in the body of this order.

7. The Company ehall make a rate £iling during the
month of April 1989, giving effect te Washington ratepayers their
allocated share of $59 million in projected first-year merger
benefits, to be adjusted as get out earlier in this order.

. 8. All motions consistent with this decision are
! granted and all inconsistent motions are dented.
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9, . Jurisdiction is retained by she Washingten
Utilities and Transportation Commiselon to effectuate the

provisions of this orxder.

DATED at Olympia, Washington, and effective this /:ﬂhi_
day of July, 1988,

WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMIBSION

SHARON L. NELSON, Chairman

‘za,ph-v-"-‘“‘-m

AY. PARDINI, Commimsioner
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POWER & LIGHT COMPANY and
PACIFICORP into PC/UP&L MERGING
CORP. Authorizing the Issuance

of Securities, Adoption of Tariffs

and Transfer of Certificates of

Publie Convenience and Necessity

and Authorities in Connection
Therewith.

Case No. 87-035-27
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COMMISSION TAKE ADMINISTRATIVE NOTICE OF MERGER COMMITMENTS
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