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Public Service Commission of Utah
Heber M. Wells Building

160 East 300 South

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

ATTN: Honorable Brian T. Stewart, Chairman
Honorable Brent H. Cameron
Honorable James M. Byrne

Re: Utah Power/Pacific Corp. Merger Application
PSC Docket 87-035-27

Dear Mr. Chairman and Commissioners:

Pursuant to my letter and enclosures to the Commission of July
15, 1988, in the above-referenced matter, I have now received and
there is herewith enclosed a copy of the Order handed down on July
15, 1988, by the Oregon Public Utility Commission in the companion
case in Oregon.

The Order of the Oregon Commission approves the merger and to
that end, the Stipulation entered into between Pacific Corp. and
the Oregon Commission staff. However, as will be noted from the
Order, the Commission subjects the merger application to
independent analysis and focuses, from the Oregon perspective, on

many of the issues of fact and law that are pending before this
Commission.

A copy of this letter and accompanying Order is being served
upon all counsel of record in this proceeding.

Respectfully submitted,

- ) i
EJ@.‘/ W
ROBERT S. CAMPBELL, JR.

Legal Counsel for Pacific Corp.

RSC:ecd
cc. All Counsel of Record
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In the Matter of the Application )
of PACIFICORP and P&/UPSL MERGING )
CORP. for an Order Authorizing the )
Merger of PACIFICORP and UTAM POWER )
& LICGHYT COMPANY inte PC/UP&L MERGING )
CORP. (to be Renamed PACIFICORP upon )
Completion of the Merger), and )
Autherizing the lssuance of Securi. ) ORDER
ties, Aspumption of Obligations, } ‘
Adoption of Tariffs, and Tranafer of )
Certificates of Public Convanience )
and Neceasity, Allocated Terxitery, )
and Authorizations in Connection )
Therawith, . : )

On September 17, 1987, PacifiCorp, a Maine Corporation
(PacifiCorp Maine), and PC/UPLL Merging Corp., an Oregon Core
poration (PacifiCorp Oregen), filed AR application with the
Commission Tequesting approval of the following transactions:

1. The merger of PacifiCorp Maine and Utah Power and
Light Company (Utan Power), with and ince PacifiCorp Oregon,
with PacifiCorp Oregon tc be the surviving corporation, in
Accordance with an Agreement and Plan of Reorganization and
Merger ameng PacifiCorp Maine, Utah Pover and PacifiCorp
Oregon, dated August 12, 1587 (Merger Agreement), pursuant
to ORS 7857.480;

‘ 2. The issuance by PacifiCorp Oregon of shares of
its common and preferred stocks UPon conversion of the oute
standing shares of common and preferred stock of PacifiCorp
Maine and Utah Power in Accordance with the terms of the
Merger Agreement, pursuant to ORS 757.410; .

3. The assumption by PacifiCorp Oregon of ajl
outstanding debt obligations of PacifiCorp Maine and Utah
Fowar, pursuant to ORS 757.440, and the continuatien op
creation of liens in connection therewith, pursuant te
CRE 757.480;
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4. The tranefer to PacifiCorp Oregon of al}
certificates of public convenience and Becessity of PacifiCorp
Maine, Pursuant to ORs 758.015,

5. The transter to PacifiCorp Oregon of a1} rights
to allocated territory granted to PIcifiCorp Maine, Pursuant
to ORS 758.460;

6. The adoptien by PacifiCorp Oregon of aly tariss
schedules and Service contracta of PacifiCorp Maine on file
With the Commiasien and in effect at the time of the merger,
pursuant to oRS 787.208;

7. The tranafer to PacifiCorp Oregon of aijl Commige
sion authorizations And approvals granted to raaitiCorp Maina
for transactions with controlled Ccorporatiens or affiliated
interests, pPursuant to oRrs 757.4%0 and 757,495, and;

8. The transter to Pacificorp Orsgen of al)
Commimsion Authorizations apd 8PProvals for the issuance of
securities by PncifiCorp Maine whien have not been fully
Utilized, pPursuant to oRs 757.410,

A‘prohnlrinq conference was held in this matter on
October 7, 1987 to identisy Parties and tstabliash a Procedural
schedule, A settlement conference was convened Februayy 13,
i1988. '

A publice hearing was held on Apri} 13-14, 1988, yn

‘Salem, Oregon, befors Commissioners Rop Eachus, Myron xate,

and Nanecy Ryles, and Rearings Officer Samusl Petrille. Post
hearing briess vere filed opn May 17, and May 27, 19ss.

gnrg;g;

The Applicants in thias proceodinq'lrc Pacificarp
(PaciziCorp Maine or Pacitic) ana PC/UPLL Nerging Corp.

v(?acifiCorp Orsgon) (Jeintly, Applacants). In addition to

the APplicants, the Parties to thi, pProceeding are the Public
Power Counci) (PPC), the Bonnevilie Power Adminiutratlon (BPA),
the Citizens Utility Board (CUB), the Utilicy Reform Project

(URP), Austin Collins, the Pacifie Northwest Generating Company

(PNGC), and the Commission Stage (Stag?), Testimony was pre~
sented at the hearing by the Applicants, PPC, BPA, and Stare,
URP, PNGC, apd Austin Colling did ROt participate yp the hear-
ing or briefing of this caas. .

Ragificery

Pacificorp Maine is & diversifieq Corporation whose
Cperations include 8lectric utilicy lcrvico,,tclocommunicn-
tions, mining, leasing of capital and butipcas ‘quipment,
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dending Sgainst receivables and 1nv-ntarto:, And providing
*quity investmenty ip leveraged leags tran-actzpnn.

Pacificor conducts its electric utility business
under the assumed siness name "Pacific Power & Light Company"
(Pacific, or PP&L). It provides electric s8Ivice to more than
670,000 rataj} Customers in California, Idaho, Montana, Oregen,
Washington, ang Wyoming., ppar selves APproximately 396,400
retail customers in Oregon. Its Oregon retai} electric operate
:ggstgggngag for the 12 months ending Decenber 331, 1986, wape

' 100

Pacific's gqlectrie generating ressurces con-
sist Primarily of coal-fired generation and, to , lesser
extent, hydroelectrie facilities and power supplies pure
chased from other Utilities, 1Its total resource Capability
of 8,859 hegawatts (mw) includes 3,073 mw frem Coal=fired
resources, 868 my of system hydro, 1,027 my oL BrA Peaking
capability, 583 my of purchased hydre resources, and 308 mw
ef other resources, During 1988, Pacific met 59.2 percent
of its total hergy reguirements from {ty thermal resources,
15.3 percent from fiwm purchases, 14.% pPercent from hydre
Tescurces, and 13 pPercent from other fesources.

Utah zgwog

Utah Pover provides retail electric service to
Spproximately £10,000 Customers (n Idahe, Utah, and Wyoeming.
It dees not Provide clectricllorvicn in Qregen,

Utah Power's tetal Tesource capacity is 2,948 nw.
Approximntcly 91.5 percent of that Capacity is frem coale
fired generation, with the temainder from system hydro and
other resourcas. In 1986, Utan Powar derived 72.1 percent
0L 1ts tetal Orgy regquirements from ita thermal facilities,
5.2 percent from its hydro facilities, 0.2 pPercent from firm
Purchases, and 22.% percent from other resources.

Ma;go; Agreegog;

On August 12, 1987, ruei££Corp Naine, Utan Pover,
and pc/ursr, Merging Corp. (PAcitiCorp Oregon) anterad into
AR Agreement and Plan of Reorganization and Nerger (Merger
Aqroemant). The Merger Agreement eall, for Utah Power and

PacitiCorp Maine to merge with and into PacifiCorp Oregon,

® new Oregon corporatien Which will be nameq PacifiCorp
cantomporannoualy with the merger. Under the terms of tha
Merger Aqroamnnt, Utah Power and PacifiCorp Maine will Cease
to exist on the effective date of ths merger, and rucitlcorp
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Oregon will Bucceed to i) rights and properties and a3}
dob'cli liabilities, and obligations of PacifiCorp Maine and
t ower. '

The eutstanding shares 6! commen and prefarred astock
of PacifiCorp Maine will be converted into shares ¢f the new
Corporation on o che-for-cne basis, The common stock of Utah
Power will be converted into shares of the NeW corporation
based on a formula derived from the PacifiCorp Muine Closing
pPrice during a 10-day Somputation period following final
Tegulatory approval. Except for shares owned by dissenters,
Cutstanding Utah Pover preferred Btock will be converted
to preferred stock of the new Corperation. The Applicants
contemplate that the transaction wily qualify ag a tax-free
reorganization under the Internal Revenue Code.

1t the WeIger is approved, PacifiCorp Oregon will
Sperate two electrical divisionsesone doing dusiness ag
Pacific Power & Light Company (Pacific Power divigion)
and the other as Utan Power & Lignt Company (Utan Power
division). Pacific Power will continue to Serve customers
within {¢s existing territory, as will the Utan divisioen,
Each division wil} OpPerate as a separate "Profit center” and
will have a separate board of directors, The organization
and function of each board will be similar te PP&L's existing
board of directors. '

Althougn the two divisions will maintain their
saparate retail identities, the Pover supply and transmigs-
sion systems of the Utah Pover and Pacific Power Qivisions
will be planned and operated en a ainglo-utility basis,

etfieiantly. The spacific merger benefics anticipated by the
Applicants are discussed below,

$tipulation . )

On Mareh 3, 1988, the Stafs and Applicants entered
" into a stipulatien recommending &pproval of the application
subject to number of conditions regarding Teporting requiree
ments, allecation of merger coats and benefity, future rate
€ases, and specifie Approval requeats. '

a)%

The Yeporting requirements of the stipulation require
that Pacigic shall £il, senmiannual reports demonstrating the
effects of the Merger, including,
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1. Censolidated operating merger benefits achieved;

« Orsgon allocated nerger Operating benatits
aChieved;

3. Current bond ratinqu'nnd &2 explanation of any
change;

4. Description ©f Pacific's Preferred stock and debt
series before and after the nerger; and

5. Deacriptions of all major Post-merger additions
to generation apd System transmission plant and related syster
facilities, including costs.

The semiannual Teports required by the stipyla-
tion must ke Supported by detajled werkpapers and shall be
submitted in conjunction with the semiannual Tegulatory
results of operations Currently received by the Commission,
In addityon, Pacific must also file monthly and Quarterly
cperating Tesulty, construction budgets, and Operating budgets
used te moniter operating results and plans,'irrosptctin of
the stipulatien requirements.

The stipulation further provides that Pacifie shall
also submie reports dumonstrat:nq the offects of the merger in
all general rate tpplications and Phov cause actioens initiated

b) ocation 1

Ihe stipulseion provides that, withip 31X weeks after
the merger has been approved by all authorities, ¢he herged
company will {nitiate & heeting of an allocation committee:
consisting of Tepresentatives from all appropriate regulaw
tory jurisdictions.: The function ef the committee will be
to develep methods for allocating joint Costs and benefity of
the merger between the Pacific Power and Utah Power divigions,
Allocations within each division will be governed by that divie

sion's existing juriudictionnl allocation meothods,

Untdl final methods for the allocation of merger
Costs and bernefity are developed and Adopted, the stipulation
provides that certain general gquidelines will apply with
Tespect to Pacific's Oregen customers, These quidelines are:

Pre-nerger geheration and transmission facilitias

1.
of Pacific and Utah Power will remain the responsibilities of
the Pacific ang Utah Power divigions, respectively, ‘
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a. Post-mergey additiony to generation and §Ystem
transmisgsion Plant and related yysten facilities due to the
merger will be al.ceated on &0 equitable basis that 44 based
on sound econemic principles ang is Butually agreeadle to

Staff and Pacifyc.

3. Net Pover cose Changes due to the merger will
be allocated op the basis described in PAragraph 2 above and
WRall embody the Principle of Pacific'y sxisting allocation
Notes 1 and 3a, Net power Cost changes wil} be determined
based on the results of three Power cost studies: one showing
net power costy for Facific Power S¢parately as if the merger
had not occurred; a second showing net Pover cost for Utah
Power Separately as if the merger had not occurred; and a
third showing net Power costs of the Rerged company.

4. Other cost changes due to the merger wilyl pe
equitable allocatioen methods that (1) embody
the principle that incurred costs and benefits folloy the cause
of such costs and benefits and (1) are mutually Agreeabls to
Staff and Pacifie. 1In veneral, cogtes that can be directly
assigned to ap Oporating divipiapn will ‘be se assigned,

1f Stasf and Pacitic are uwnible to reach Agreement
°n an allocation lssue, the method of dllocation wil) be
deteormined by the Commission based on the guidelines in tne
stipulation, Pacific agrees, however, that 1te shareholdery
will assume a}) risks that MAYy result from less than fu)1
System cost Tecovery if 1nterdivinionnl allecation Rethody
differ ameng the nerged company', Jurisdictionsg, '

e) Future Rate Cases

With regasd te future rate cCases, the stipulation
Provides that. (1) Pre-nerger Utap Powar rate base agsors
will be excluded Ifrom Pacifiety Oregon rate base; (11) the
Stafs may pPropose adjustnments to Pacisic', embedded dept
And preferred Stock costs; and (4144) the caleulation of
Post-merger common *quity costs wil} be determined under a -
method that relies Upon the use of Comparable companies,

of the ttipulation, The f£1)14ng will include Oregon's aliocated

- share of estimated gyatenm nerger benefita totaling $s59 ailldon,

Assuming that final allocation methods Attribute Approximetely
58 percent of sYsten merger benefits ¢o the Pacifie division,
and 50 parcent of the Pacifie division merger banefits to
Oregon, the general rate 2iling wil} include $17 million in
CO8t savings dye to the Rerger,
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In addition, the stipulation provides that Pacitic
shall not "effect Any overall increase in electric rates in
Oregon prior to the end of calendar year 1992, While Pacific
MeY pPropose rate spread/rate design changes Quring that time
frame, such proposals would first have to appreved by this
Commission. '

Lastly, Pacific has agreed to hold C¢regon customers
harmless if the merger results in Freater net costs to serve
Oregon customers than if the merger had not occurred. Pacifie
witness Reed testifiod etnat this commitment 18 not limited in
duration and shail SPply both before ang after applicaticn of
the residential excrhange credit frem BPA. _

d) Specific Approvals

With respect teo the specifie APProvals requested by
Pacific in 1tg application, the stipulation providag;

(1) racific wil} demenstrate, whep necessary, the
need for any existing Certificatas of public convenience and
necessity; ' '

(2) Tariffs will not ne changed between the time
of Commismion ApProval and cloaing of the Berger except aa
Bpecifically approved by the Commission;

: (3) The terms and conditions of affiliated interest
and contrelled Corporation coentract Approvals will pe wnchanged
in all material tespacts at the time of the merger, except as
tpecifically approved by the Commission; ‘

(4) Information tegarding the shares of PacitiCorp
Oregon common stoek to be {agued Upon consumnmation of the
merger will he unchanged in aj} material respects at the time
of the nerger, and 42 the issuance of additiona) shares is
required, the Applicants wil} Promptly amend their application;

(8) Pacitic wil) £ile with this Commission the .
Yorms 10-K, 10-0, and 8-% submitted to the Securities and
Exchange Commission for Pacific and Utah Power Prior to the
date an order is issued in this applicatien, Theresafter,
Pacifiec wil) report any material ¢ anges in nerger=related
contingent liabilities to the Commismion; :

- ' (6) The Applicants Accept all terns and conditions
attached to existing authorizations for the {ssuance.of
securities,

LARG LS
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*) Zerm end Modification of Btipyletien

The stipulation will be effoctive for a period of
five calendar years commencing the first day of the year after
the merger is consummated. Thus, {¢ the Berger is consummated
during 1988, the tearms of the stipulation will be effective
from the date of closing through December 31, 1993. Both
Pacific and Stafe recognize that the fivesyear term of the
stipulation does pot prohibit the Commission from deternining
at some future time that the terms and conditions of the
stipulation should be extended,

Standard of Reviaw

In ity POst-hearing brief, BpA argues that approval
¢f{ the proposed merger is governed by ORS 756.040 rather than
the "consistent with the public interest” standard. Bra
contends that the two standards are different, and suggests
that, whersas the public interest standard only requires ne
public detriment, ORS 756¢.040 impoeses an affirmative obligation
that that the publie be made better oy 4B & result of the
pProposed transaction.

The Comminsion disagrees with thi, interpretation,
The standard of review contemplated by &pplicable statutes and
administrative rules ig that the Commission mist find that g
proposed merger is not contrary to the public interest before

it may be approved. ORs 787.480. OAR 60-27-023%,1 Ses
also Re Pacégic Power and Léghf Eomgunx, 39 PUR3d 142 (OR ruC
1961), and Pacific Pow an t Com v. Federal Powe
Commisgion, 111 Fad ¢ (9th Cir 1940

dard applies to the zemaining tran:actiéns preposed bg the
Applicants in this case. ORs 757.418, 757.440, and 7 7.495.

'BPA ¢laims that OAR 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 maine
tains that section (1)(1) of the rule addressing the public
interest standard specifically omits mergers, and is therefore
inapplicable in this case. Neither argument has merit,

Saceion (1){1) of oOAR 860-27-025 re;uiroo that applica-
tions made pursuant to ORS 787.480 and 757.485 must include
facts showing that the proposed transaction is conaistant with
the publie interest. Obviously, the requirement wvould not

have been made part of the rule 4{f another standard had been
intended to app Y. Also, the first PATAGTaph of OAR 860427.-025
clearly atates that i(ts requirements npplg 0 every application
within the purview of ORS 757.480, inelud ng mergers. When

the rule is read in context, it is apparent that the omission
of the word "merger" from section (1)(1) 4s & typographical
error.
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The public interest standard ij consistent with
the Commission's general duty under ORS 756.040 to use ite
Jurisdiction and powers to protect utility customers and the
public generally from "unjust and unreasonable exactions and
practices and to obtain fer them adequate service at fair and
reasonable rates." A finding that a propesed transaction i
consistent with the public interest necessarily encompasses a
determination that the Public will be protected frem unjust
and unreasonable exactions and will receive adequate service
at fair and reasonable rates. Contrary to BFA'a contention,
ORS 756.04C does not require that every transaction authore
ized by the Comminsion must improve the position of utility
customars and the publie.

As it turns out, the issue raised by BPA is academic.
As oxplained below, the record in this case demonstrates that
the proposed merger and related transactions will yield sig-
nificant net benefits to Pacific's Oregon ratepayers and the
Public generally. -

Burden of Proot

The application in this proceeding requests author-
ity for the merged company to adopt sll tariff schedules and
service contracts of Pacific on £ile with the Commission and
in effect at the time of the nmerger, pursuant to ORS 757.20s.
That statute roﬁuizqu & public utility to file with the Comni g=
sion schedules "ghowing all rates, tolls and charges which {%
has established and which are in force at the time for any
service parformed by it within the state,” together with all
rules and regulations that affect rates,

BFA argues that ORS 757.205 and 757,210 require the
Commission to determine that the existing rate schedules are
Just and reasonable for the nerged company before the merger
may be approved.

The law does net require s general rate inquiry prior
to the approval of a Proposed merger. As emphasized above,
the Commission rule implementing ORS 757.480, requires only
that the merger be consistent with the publie interest. It
does not require as a precondition to approval that the
Applicants refile tarifs schedules or demonstrate that
existing rate schedules will be Just and reasonable for the
merged company. Indeed, the appropriate time te conduct a
rate inquiry is after the merger has been consummated. The
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stipulation executed by Stazf and Applicants provides that
such an inQuiry will eceus during 1989.?

BPA Nas also misinterpreted ORS 757.210(1). That
statute states that whenever a public utility files a rate
schedule "stating or estadblishing a new rate op schedule of
rates, the commission may, either upon written complaing or
upon the commission's own initiative, after reasonable nctice,
conduct a hearing te detormins the propriety and reasonablow
ness of such rate or scheduls." The application filed in this
matter does not request authority to establish ney rates or to
increase rates. Applicants Ars seeking only to adopt existing
rate schedules that were found to be Just and reasopable by
the Commission in February 1988.°

Issuss Presented

The Principal issues presented by this application
are as follows:

1. 1s there a reascnabls l1ikelihood that the
proposed merger, i¢ approved, woeulad result in net benefits
to Pacific's Oregon ratepayers that otherwise would not be
achievable {f the company were to continue operating under
its current form of erganization? ‘

' 2. Are mechanisms available to protect Oregen
ratepayers from potential adverse elfects of the mergey, to
insure that Oregon Tatepayers receive an equitable sllecation
of any net benefitas arising from the nerger, and to prevent
Oregon ratepsyers from subsidizing berefity for another
Jurisdiction's Tatepayeors?

'The issue of the need to review the rates of a merged
company was addressed in California v, Federal
Commission, 296 F2d 348 (DC Cir 1961), rev. on other grounds,
389 Us 4&z (1962). The court in that case Leld that an appli-
cant seeking approval of a merger did not have the burden of
Presenting evidence Justifying rates where to change in exist-
ing rates was requested.

‘Iven if ORS 787.210 were applicable, the Btatutory
requirements have not been met, Ihe netice of hearing issued
by the Commiasion in this matter did not state that the -
hearing would be held to determine the propriety and

" Feasonablenoss of the Applicant's rates. Nor was any
complaint filed within 60 days of the applicatien.
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Benefits of the Merger

The Applicants Presented evidence a¢ the hearing
vhich demonstrates that the proPO|nd Berger will provide
significant benefits to Pacific'sy Oregon Customers. The
benefity dssociated with the nerger include:

&) The nerger will facilitate the Ptofitable dig.
position of avallable power Supplies through increased PAles
margine and enhanced firm and nonfirm power sales. wien
respect to increased RAZgins, Pacifie Anticipates that the
Costs associated with delivery of Power to wholasale Customers
will be lower due to the diversity in nergy production conts
and other operating efficliencies. 1Ip Addition, sales RArging
Are expected to improve due te the combined systems' abiliey
to offer o wider variety of SNeXQY services to existing and
potential Purchasers, thereby Comnanding bettaer prices,
Spaziticallx, the merged company will be in a better Position
to "package Power sales to offer contract elements guch as
flexiblae delivery AZTangemants, dystem backup, long-term price
stabllity, and other Services that are important in maximizing
whelesale power Prices,

The merged company's extensive and complimentary
Access to California and southwepst nergy markets, should also
improve both £irn and nonfirm power marketing Opportunities.

& expectation of increaged POWeYr sales i3 also bBased on tn,
ability to maximize use of the merged systens' available
market through Joint Snargy supply contrel (unit commitment
dispateh and maintenance scheduling), through being more price
competitive as a result of Operating efficiencies, and through
greater overail supply Teliability,

®) The merger will improve Pacitic'y ability to take
reater advantage of low cost power OpPportunities wvhich are
available in the short term byt which are unlikely to he
available in the long term. The additienal 1nterconnc¢tion.
will inerease the transfer Capability between Utah Power
and Pacific Power from 200«300 megawatts te approximatuly
0 negawates, : ) ‘

Expanded intarconncctionl between the Pacific and
Utah power systems will permie greater utilizatjon of surplus
Capacity availabile from third parties and will enable the
herged company to Teach wholesale POwer markets it hag
herttoforg been unabie L0 reach. The proposed transmission
1ntorconnoctionu will alse reduce Capacity remource needs by
allowing greatar regerve sharing between the two. systems.
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€) The merged company will benefit from system lcad
diversity, Pacitic's pesk leads have hiltoricully occurred
during the winter months of Novembar through February, while
Utah's power Peaks have oceurred during the Sfumner monthg,
Viewed on an integrated basis, the combined system will
peak during the winter. The coincidental PORk of tha merged
System is substantigl) lover than the sun of the twe systam's
non=coincidental Annual peak loads. The difference, or annual
Foak load diversity, ig 436 megawatty,

Pacific Projects that the Peak load diversity of the
combined system together with Seasonal differencay in resource
Availability will lewer the combined Systems' future capacity
Tequirements by over 350 megawatts, This, ip turn, will
Postpone peak Capacity purchases that are poy expected to be

d) The merger will reduce systen Sperating costs
through the integrated econonmic dispateh of genheration,
Specifically, the adoption of both Joint ung¢ commi tment
(deciding whieh fanerating facilitias to make available for
use) and dispatch (deciding the extent to which available
resources are actually utilized) will ailey the merged systen
to take advantage of fuel-cont diversities and impreve overall

- Yenerating unit ¢perating efficiencies, Tenulting in fuel~cost

The merger wi)} alse result in the ACquisition of
additiona) load-followinq Capability,
the generation system to insttntnnooullf respond ¢o changing
resource Yequirements cauged by system lo ‘

Are not designed or equipped to respond to the large and rapid
load changes tncountered during actual system operation. Thia
fact, together with scheduling limitations i8s0ciated with the
Purchased resources, hag roquired Pacific ¢o Use its
Mid-Columbis Bydro resources to provids prizary systenm
xoad-followinq Bervices, As 4 result, Mid=Columpiy resources
&re not normally Cperated at theipr maximum Capability, .

Utah Power's thermal venerating unity are designed
and equipred with Mltomatic Jeneration centrel (AGC) devices
and serve the Same purpose as Mid=Columbia and other hydre
generation op Pacific's system. The diversity of the combined
system and its larger 1oad base are expocted to reduce the
burden en Pacifie'y Mid-Columpta rescurces, as woll ap Utah
Power's age thermal resourcay, This should result in improved
operating efficiencies and lower system operating costs,
prolenged facility i{fe, anda elimination of the need to

- ¥etrofit Pacifie's onerating units with AGC oquipmonp.
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Operating SaVIngs are alpe &xpected to occur as a
result of c¢onsolidation of inventories, increased £1¢xib111ty
in scheduling maintenance of generation plants, apnd shared
Power operations services between the oparating divisiona,

: ) Ths Terger 1s expected to result {n reduced
construction fequirements. For example, planned construction
at the Jim Bridger and Centralia thermal facilitios wil) be
postponed or avoided as 3 Tosult of the merger. Total
benefitsg resulting from reduced construction are ostimated te

£) In addition to the foregoing benefity, Pacitie
8180 anserts that substantial benefits wiil be achieved in the
Areas of economic devolapmont, ddministrative cambinntion-,
and manpower efficiencies,

Bgmmarx of Projected ngrgc; B!aug;;!

Pacific nas prejected that BavVings in net pover
costs, including addiesienal ravenue from wvholesale pales as
well as savings ip power system SPerating costs, will yield
$16.7 millien Per year in lgas, increasing to §44.2 n1llqon .
Per year in 1992, “Tnme estimated net Present value of other
Pover supply benefits dye to the pPostponement of hew capacity
And energy rescures cquisitions 4s Expacted to be $99 2illica
over 10 years and sasg Rillion over 20 years.

- Total benefity dCceruing from POVer supply, reduced
construction, econemie development, acdninistrative combinae.
tions, and nanpower otticioncinu-nro Projected to be $48
nillion in the first calendar year following the nerger and
increase te $158 mi)lion in the fifey Year following the
merger. .

Objections to the Merger

| Po¥or Supply Busggitu. PPC arques that the pover .
Supply benefita projected by acific aye overstated and will
come at a cost to Others., 3¢ maintainsg that;

: a) Pover Supply savings depend on the tompletion of
Cransmisgion additions and Are, therefore, uncertain;

¢ B) Reduced Secondary purchases by the merged o any
will be at the eApense of existing Suppliers, such as port and
General Electric Company (PGE) and Idaho Power Company (IPC);
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€) Increased Secondary sales by the Rerged company
will displace sales that would othervise have been made by
BPA and PPC members and will impair access to the marged
companies' transmission facilitieg,

d) Power Supply savings can be achieved through
other means sueh &% contractual Arrangements,

fesulting from expanded interconnections betwveen the Pacifie
and Utah Powey systems, the PToposed transmission additions
Are relatively modest and do not involve the uncertainties
dssociated with construction of mejor transmigsion facilities,

Likewise, PPC's claim that reduced secondary purchases
by the merged company will Adversely affect PGE and IPC has
not been substantiated, ppc witness William Drummond concluded
that APpProximately $3.58 million {n sales-for-rezale macle by
PGE and IPC could be jeopardized by the Berger. However,
Mr. Drummond's analysis has severy flawm

&) Mr. Drummond's cslculationa reflect groes revenues

only. No effort vas made to quantify offsstting savings in

Pover production cogts Tesulting frem reduced secondary
Purchases by the merged company;

D) Mr, Drummend's Analysis assumes that i€ IPC ang
PCE are unable to make sales to the merged company at hige
torical levels, the power cannot be s0ld te another utility
or to the nerged company at Aty price;

¢) The $9.2 million figure Used us & measure of lost
IPC sales is misleading since leas than 10 percent of IPC'a
fetail load is in the State of Oregon. At nest, Oregon'sy
retail share of the logt FOVenues computed by Mr. Drummond
would be so more than $1 millien,

While 4t i, certainly possible that IPC and PcE may
experience some logt tevenue as a result of the greater
competition from the merged Bystem, it hag not been demone-
strated that either Utility will be sdversely affected.
Indeed, the absence of IpeC end PCE from these pProceedings
Suggesis that those utilities do not pPerceive a si¢gnificant
1088 of revenues &% a result of the merger, - .

EPC's third arqument {s that increased cocondir{
sales by the merged company will displace sales that would
othervwise be made by BPA, thersby causing Oregon's Preference
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utilities to incyr a total of 43.¢ Billien per year in
ddditional purchase POwar costs as a remult of nEreases in
BPA's pPriority fiem (PY) rate. The potential rate impact
on prefarence customers 88s0ciated with this "worst case"

- #CONRTio {8 an increass of 0.2-0.8 Bills/kilowatt hour in

the PF rate by 1951, Mr. Drummond further observes that an
increase in the pr rate would reduce exchange benefits to
these Oregon preference utilities that generate oloctricity.
And participate in BPA's vesidential exchange pProgranm.

PPC's analysis of the impact on BPA's aalas suffers
from the same defects noted abeve; i.e., {t considers only
the effect on gross revenues without recoqnizing BPA's coat
of generation and tranamission; 4t BSsumes that sll of the
merged companies' i{ncressed Surplus sales would come at BPA's
SXpense; and it assumes BPA would have no other market for
its surplus power at &Ry price. 1In fact, ag BPA witness
Robarts testified, the increased saley prejected by the
Applicant could result ip substantial reductions in BPA's
residential sxchange payments and & Potential reduction
in the Pr rate by 0.2-0.3 nills/kilowats hour. A 0.2 milly
kilowatt heur reduction would lower the annual purchase powvaer
Cost of preference customers by $4.4 aillion region-wide and
$1.3 milldon ¢n Oregen. '

(EWEB), and that utilit{ has pParticipated only in nonfirn
transactions on a very lim

indicates that thera are a few Ppc Members contemplating
Participation in bylk power markets, these utilities have
¢ither never made any wholasale pover sales, or do not own

Finally, pre Argues that the projected power supply
savings resulting from the Rerger could be achieved through
Oother mesns, such &8 contractual Ar¥rangements, With ToBpect
to this 1ssue, the Commission agrees that while significant
benefits might be achieved threugh contracts, greater benefits
are likely to resulg from the nerger, It &» unrealistic te
Assume that Competing companies would share marketing
Btrategles and information in a manner that would achieve the
lovel of coordination ehat will result from the merger.
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Non=Powar Supply Benefits, PPC and CUB argue that
the merger benefity expected from administrative combinations,

economic development, RANpower efficiencies, and reduced cone
struction have pnot beey substantiated and, in some instances,
ctould be achisved without the nerger,

ince the zerger has not Yot been consummated, it

is necessarily diffieult to uantify the magnitude of these
benefits wieh pPrecision. Moreover, it is possible that some
6f these nenepowey SUPply benefits night be realiped without
the merger. Despite these facts, the Comnission finds that
ratepayers will obtaip net benefits in these Areas as a resylt
of the elimination of duplicative functiens, the creoation of
sconomies of scale and increased competitivenassy,

- Rate Stabiligy Benefies., prc, BPA, and cus maintain
that the rate st 1lity Benefits expected by Pacific are
illusory becaugs; 1) Pacific has Already committed itself to
noet raising rates for the remainder of the decade, and 2)
Pacific has retained the oeption of Tequesting rate Spread/rate

design changes. These arguments are without merit,

Pacifie withuus Reed testified that Pacifiec had made
8 Prior commitment Not to increase OVerall rates (1.0., seek a

strengthen and oXtend this commitment., As noted above,
FPacific wil) file a general rate case by the second gquarter
of 1989 incorporating Oregon's share of estinated merger
benefits equaling APproximately $17 million. Eecond, Pacific
has extended ita comnitment not to raise overall rates for an
additional three yearas, or through December 33, 1992,

The promise of rate stabxlitz is not negated by the
Provision in this stipulation permite ng Pacific to propege
changes {n rate Spread and rate design. s Pacific o asizes,
Any such proposals must first be Presented to the Comm{ssion
for approval, In fact, the Commission would have difficulty
with the stipulation {¢ {¢ Were to recommend that no rate
Spread/rate desigm changes were to be made over the fiveeyeayr
term. In our opinien, it is important to continually menitoy
the rate Epread/rate designs of Tegulated utilities to ensure
that equitable and economically efficient Allocations of
Tevenue responsibility are maintained and ¢
this fact, there is no basis for Suggesting that the
stability fuarantees of the stipulation will be

by Paciric’y ability to submit rate spread or ra
Proposals,

N -3
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han adits. 1In addition te the argument
concerning the ef ect on the Pr rate, PPC apnd BPA suggest
that the Bergear could 2180 have othar Potentially hegative
impacts on SPA sxchange credits, The concerna relate to the
Poesibility that non-regional rescurces may be i{neluded in
exchange costs and the fear that the merged company will form
& genezation -and transmission subsidiary whieh will abusg
BPA's exchange program.

These concerns are unfounded. 1p the first Place, it
is unlikely that non=regional Tescurces will pbe included ipn
AvVerage system cogt ASC Calculationg for the Pacific divie
slon., The stipulation Provides for , Segregation of the
Utah divigien rate base from tne Pacitic division rate base
for rate-making Purposes, In the event Pever costs do not
converge by tha and of the five~year turnm of the :tipulnticn,
the Commilsion.muy continue to Tequire sueh separation.

By Approving the nerger, the Commission 14 not
rolinquiahing any of itg duthority to ensure compliance
with the Residentia] Exchange Program,. Likewise, BFa
Teqularly Rhalyzes the ASC £1lings made by Pacifie, ¥ 4
BPA finds that certain costs should be excluded from ASC
calculations, Presumably ¢ wil) make the SPpropriate
adjustment, , -

Ldntly. PPC'y concern regarding the formation of
R Jeneration and tranemisaion subsidiary g unwarranted.
Facific hag stated for the recerd that it has no intention

ith
:rgg:min;{on lssuap. ppe Atqued that the _

Proposed mergar w *s8en competition ip bulk power
Darkets becauge the merged cempany would gatn control
OVer transmission facilities from the Pacigie Northweat
inte Southern Califernia and Southwest markets. oOup
consideration of this lssue 1 necessarily limited by the
fact thnt-Jurildiction Over interstate transmission matters
i8 vested excluuiVely in Congress and the Pederal Inergy
Roqulntary Comminsion,

- To the extent that the Commims{on ey consider thesge
issues in jtq Atsessment of the publiec interest, there is
insufficient evidance to demonstrate that the proposed Rorger
will lessen competition in bulx Power markets. In Particular,
Wé note the following: ‘

-1,
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8) PPC's contention that Pacific eXercises control
over the Pacific intertia ¢, overstated. out of the 5,156
Regavatts of intertie Capacity, Pacifie Bas the right to yge
O megawatts a3 compared with PGr's right to use 800 negawvatts
and BPA's right te use ¢,056 megawatts. Clearly, transmission
Access from the Pacitic Northwest teo California ig dominated
much more by BPA and PCE than by Pecifiq,

b) PC's claim that Utah Pewer controls an important
transmission Path from the Northwest te e Southwest does not
consider that a utility cannot access the Utah Power system
without utiliving transmisgion Systema controlled by BPA or
other utilities. Even if one assumes that Utah Power does
¢entrol the transmission corridor in question, the merger will
ROT increase this control, but rather will provide Pacifie
increamed access +o Barkets from which it night have otherwisge
been excluded, jn this sense, Pacific's Tatepayers may he
liqnificlntly advantaged by the merger. ' ,

€) The analyais Prepared by ppc sPpears te be
incomplete ip that 1t does not consider ajll relevant byl
Power suppliers and overlooks potential transnission pathy,

[gvironmengll gongorng. CUB alleges that the appli-
cation 43 sficient becauge it does not Address snvironmental

concerns. The applicable statutes and adninistrative fules do
ROt require ap ufplacant to demonstrate that & proposed merger
Y impact the avironment., Pacific did nog
kave an Opportunity to dddress this issue on rebutty) because
it was n:t Taised in the iasue statement filed by CUB prior to

T0 the extent this Commission has suthority to cene
sider suen issues, there it no evidence Lo suggest that the
nerger will Nave adversge environmental itpacts. Indeed, as
Pacific points out, 1t is raasonable to conclyde that the
rerger will have a favorahle impact on the snvironment since
it will defar the need for additionmai generating resources.
1f cun believel'othorwiao. it should have Pzssented evidence
in support of its contention,

¢porting Requirame erm of the Stipulgtien. »pc
and BPA maintaip At the semiannyua reporting requirements
88t forth in the Etipulation are inadequate. They contend .

that regulatory lag will prevent ratepayers frop obtaining

all of the merger benefits to whieh they are entitied. it

is recommended that nod limitation be placed op the duration
of the Teporting Tequirenments,
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The Commission deea not beligve that Togulatery lag
vill be a substantial izpediment to prompt ratepayer Teceipt
of merger benefits, The Rormalized sermiannyal Teport thate
Pacifiec will 2ile under the stipulation is similar ¢o & rate
Case f£iling and will identify and allocate Rerger benefits.

& rate reduction is in order, a rate Procesding cap pe
instituted Quickly. Moreover, regqulatery lag will be nitie
gated by the fact thae rate filings sre bBased upon forecasted
test periods which are adjusted to relflect fevenues angd costs

For example, Pacific's pate £iling in the second quarter of
1989 wil} eMploy estimated nerger benefits for the Period
July 1, 198y, through June 30, 199¢. 1n that cage, Pacific'y
tharehelders will bear the Tisk if the *stimated nerger baense
fits imputed in the Ziling are not realised, .

The ohjections to the fivenyeayr term of the stipe
Ulation center around twe issues: first, tne concern that
Applicant's hold-harmless commitment wil} SXpire at the end of
the five.year tern; and Second, the concern that the Comminsion
will be unable to regulate the terged ¢oxpany offoctivoly after
the stipulation terminates,

Thess concerns lack Substance, A, noted abova,
Pacific'y commitment to held customers harmless Agalnst any
overall increase caused by thy Berger is net lim{ted in
duratien, Further, 1¢ i¢ is determined that additional
FTeporting Tequirettents are necessary, sither before Or After
the five.yeay term of the Stipulation, the Commission has
suthority to extend the requirements,

Ve slse agres with Pacifie And Stafsf that the 2eport.
ing requirementy wilj have Accompliehad most or all of their .
objectives within a fiveeyear Pericd. By tnat time, methods
should bhe establiaked for 1donti£¥inq and sllocating merger
ishing the capital structure
and cost of Capital for rate Case purposes. -

1locatin uidelineg, PPC contends that numeroug
difficulties will be eéhcountered resolving 1ntor1ur1|d1ctionll
bllecation natters and Yecommends that decision on the nerger
be withheld until sueh Problems have bagn resolved. PPC fyp.
Or recommends that the Commi{ssion nodify the Composition of
the dllocation committee described in this stipulation,

" In Addition, BmrFa recommends an extension of the
Yeporting Yequirementsy for Allocation Ouidelines 1 (pro~m-rqer
Jeneration apd transmission £u¢111taoc) and 3 (net power cost

~ analyses), ppp also requesty clnritlcntion of Allocation
Guideline § (resolution -} 4 dztputot). ,
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The recemmendations made by PPC and BPA are not .
adopted. The Commission dogs not believe that significant
problems will be encountered in resolving {nterjurisdictional
allocatien matters. Pacific Surtently operates within s
six~state service territory and has pot experienced difes.
culty establishing alloeation methods consistent with sound
requlstory principles., More importantly, Pacific has agreed
that its shareholders will Assume all risks that Bay result
from less than full system coat recovery if interdivisional
allocation methods diffar among the jurisdictions sarved by
the merged company. Thus, Pacific's tatepayers are insulated
from any harm. . ,

With respect to the other concerns mentioned, the
Commission finds that the allocation provisions set forth inm
this stipulation are reascnable &nd should not be modified,

Interdivisional Isinlf&rl. In its postshearing
brief, BPA proposed that a itional conditions be attached to
this stipulation relating to treatment of interdivieional
Power cost transfers. The Proposal reflects BPA'a toncern
that Pacific will attempt to increase net pover costs, and
therefore averags systam cost, by manipulating interdivisional

purchase power prices and sale for resale revenues.

The conditions proposed by BPA are unhecessary,
The three net power cost studies required by the stipulation
provide a reasonable means of determining the net impact of
the merger on power costs. Moreover, the opportunity costs
associated with power sales and purchased Powesr transactions
Are regularly audited by Staff inm Conjuncticn with utility
rate filings. The Commission contemplates that the oppore
tunity costs associated with interdivisional power transfers
made by the merged company will be fully explored in any
future rate filings made by Pacific,

similar £filings each year for a total of five years. Any
additional merger benefits realized in excess of thoss
¢totimated would be passed on to tustoners retroactively,

While BPA's proposal has a coertain amount of surface
APpeal, it violates due Process by requiring immediate merger-
related rate reductions without consideratien of Pacific's .
overall reasults of operations. Assuming the Nerger results in
the net benefity projected, Pacific still must be afforded an
Opportunity to inelude ARy offsatting Ron-merger related costs
in its rate filings.
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BPA's conecarn i based on the Sssunption that
"extra caution® i rTegquired to shield Pacific'y Customers
from unreasonable rigks. The Commissien does not share this
Visw. As noted above, Pacific has already agread to impute
Approximataly $317 Rillion in net merger benefits {n its next
rate f1ling.” In eyr ®pinien, substantia] additional net beng.
fite will continue ¢o Accrue in the future, Rowever, sven if
they de not, Paciftic'y customers are Protected from AnY harm
by the stipulation and Various commitment, made by the Applie
cants. ¢ merger benefits prove to be greater than Projected,
the Commission can initiate Tate pProcaeding at Aty time

Pursuant to ORs 756.500 and 756.515,

sidization of y ah division, CUB alleges that
despite the quarantee o shorterun revenus stability, the

herger will regult in upward Presaure on Cregon rates in the
long term. ¢t maintains that Oregon custegers will end up
subsidizing Ugan division Customers because of the substantial
disparity between the average cost of the Pacific gnd Utah

CUB's oppesition to the merger also APPeArs to be
related to the fact that the Applicants khave Pledged to
decrease rates for Utah Powver division CUustomars by two
Percent within 60 days after the Berger s approved, The
Applicanty Anticipats, but do ROt guarantes, total rate
decreases of 5-10 percent for Utah Power division Customaers
during the first fow Jears following the Rerger. Currently,
retail rates paid by Utan Power customers are nigniticantly
Jreater than thepe Paid by Pacific's Custonersg,

CUB's concerns are nisplaced, 1In the first place,
Costs incurred during the period the stipulation ig ip effect
cannot be Tecovered in subge ent rate Proceedings unless the
Commission authorized the de erral of sueh costs pursuant to
ORS 757.259., No Such request has éven been made in this case.

‘cus flleged that stall failed ¢o investigate thoroughly
the proposed merger and that 4t acted improperly by entering
into a stipulation. Thege allegations are tompletaly
unfounded. The stipulatien eXecuted by Stass contains
detailed Re2SUres to ensure that ratepayers Are frotoctod from
adverse effacty and will receive an equitable al
merger benefits, CuR'a Positien regarding the propriety of
executing stipulations reflects a oversl]) mi:undcrstanding of

legal and admintstrative Processas,
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Second, the stipulation Provides that Pre=margesr
generation and transmissioy faciliting of Pacific and pean

divizions, Fespectively, This will Asure that the higher
Cost facilitieg located in Utah will pot have a negative impact
on Oregon ratepayers, 12 Recessary, the Commission has tn
Autherity te Toquire the continued SegTegation of the Utah
Power rate bage from the Pacyitic Fower rate bhage beyend the
term of the etipulation, Likewise, the dctcrminntion of
variable power COSts by use of stand-alone and merged-
Speration simulations aAnd the allocatyion ©f net merger
Benesity could be continued beyond the fiveeyear period,

Third, Applicants have committad indctinitcly that
Pacific'y Customers will nes be harmed by the marger and wil)
not subsidize benetity to Utah Power customersy. Applicants
recognize that if the mergar Tesults in Righer costy those
Costs will pe borne by the Rerged company's shareholders. -
Applicants further agree that shareholders will assume a1}
risks that Ray rosult from less than full system cost recovary

[ 4 1ntordivisxona1 allocation Rethods differ anong the Yarioys
jur:sdictionl.

Pourth, Applicants havi Agreed to fi1,. quarterly
reports on the Ctivity in the residential exchange bllnncinq

shareholders of the nerged com &0y will assume all rigk in the
evVent the rate decrease to Utah Power Customers eXceads the
Proper 8llocation of merger benefits te the Utah division,

In summaiy, there 15 no hapgie for cun's contention

that 2 nergey will result ip Righer rates or lead to subsidizs.
tion of the Utah Power division by oregon Tatepayers, .

2=
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ngganf ﬁg; ig;tilog§§org Ordeg. PPC urges the
Commission to w 8iQ & final decision in this matter pending
& decision by the Federal Energy Regulatery Commission on the
proposed merger. We find that the public interest will be
best served by prompt approval of the application. The

requost is therefore denied.

Summary

The Commission finds that the Preposed marger and
related transactions are consistent with the public interest.
The record shows that the merger will defer the neod for new
generating resources, reduce system operating costs, reducs
system reserve requirements, improve systex reliability, and
permit the expansion of transmission interconnections which

Will alleow the merged company to take graater advantage of

lower cost power supplies now available. In addition,. a
merger {s likely to result in significant non=povar cost
benefits resulting from slimination of duplicative activi-
ties and improved efficiency.

The proposed merger and related transactions will
not have an adverse impact upen Pacific's ratepayers or the
public generally. The provisions ¢f the stipulation, together
with the various commitments made by the Applicants and the
requlatory powers available to the Commission, ensure that
Facific division customers will not absorb any merger=related
Costs or subsidize the Utah Powar division. In fact, Cregon
ratepayers will realize substantial net benefits as a result
of the guaranteed imputation of estimated benefits in Pacific's
1989 rate filing.

Finally, the record does not discloss that BPA or PPC
members will experience any significant adverse impact as a
result of the merger. On the econtrary, the evidence suggests
that benefits will accrue as a result of reductions in the

merged company's average system cost.

USIONS OF LAW

1. The Public Utility Commission of Oregon has juris-
diction over the application in this matter, pursuant to Cregen
Rcviteg Statutes, Title $7, Chapters 756 and 757,

-2, !hotgropolad merger and related transactions are
consistent with the public interest. .

3. The stipulation executed by Applicant and the
Commission Staff {s reasonabls and should be spproved,

glali
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1T I8 ORDERED that PacifiCorp, a Maine
Corporation, dba Pacific Power and Light Company, and
PC/UP&L Merging Corp., an Oregen Corporation (to be
renamed PacifiCorp upon completion of the merger), are
hereby authorized to complate the following transactions:

1.

2.

6.

The merger of PacifiCorp Maine and Utah
Power and Light Company, a Utah Corpora-
tion (Utah Power) with and into PacifiCorp
Oregen, witlh PaclliCorn Sregon to pe whe
surviving corporation, in accordance with

an Agreement And Plan of Reerganization

and Merger among PacifiCorp Maine, Utah
Power, and PC/UPAL Merging Corp., dated
August 12, 1987 (merger Agreement), pursuant
to ORS 757.480;

The issuance by PacifiCorp Oregon of

shares of its common and preferred stocks
upon conversion of the outstanding shares
of common and preferred steck of PaciZiCorp

. Maine and Utah Power in accordance with the

terms of the merger agreement, pursuant to
ORE 757.410; ,

The assumption by PacifiCorp Oregon of all
outetanding debt obligations of PacifiCorp
Maine and Utah Power, pursuant to ORS 787,440
and the continuation or creation of liens

in con;uncticn thersvith, pursuant to

ORS 757.480;

The transfer to PacifiCorp Oregon of all
certificates of publie¢ convenience and
ntect-itz of PacifiCorp Masne, pursuant
to ORE 758.018;

The transfer to PacifiCorp Oregon of all
rights to allocated territory granted to
PacifiCorp Maine, pursuant to ORS 758. 460,

The adoption by PacifiCorp Oregon of all
tariff schedules and service contracte of
PacifiCorp Maine on fila with the Commission
and in effect at the time of the merger,
pursuant to OR§S 757.205s

Ko12
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7. T Cransfer ¢o Paciticorp Oregon of a1} Cormisston

Maine for transactiong with controlleq Cotporations of
8f£filiated interasts, Pursuant to Ors 757.490 anda
757.495; ana -

8. The transfer to PacificCorp Oregon of al} Commisgion
Ruthorizations ang SppIroveals for the izssusnce of
sacuritiey by PacifiCorp Maine which have not bean
fully Utiliged, pursuant to ORrs 757.410,

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the 8Pprovals and
tuthorizetions Previously 1i{sted shall be subject to the
conditions get forth {n the stipulation éxecuted batween
APplicants ang the Commission Statf, dasted March 3, 1sgs,

Made, sntered, ang effective JuLY 15 1988 —_
5; nicm EACHUS — 'ﬁou B, KATZ ;
Commillionar. Chair Commtllionct.
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