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COMMENTS ON STAFF'S PROPOSED
FINAL REVISION OF RULE 25-14.003, F.A.C.

The Citizens of the State of Florida, through their attorney,

the Public Counsel, file these comments on the three final

versions of Rule 25-14.003, Florida Administrative Code, proposed

by the Commission Staff on February 23, 1990,

1. Version A, at this point, is the Citizens' preference.

This proposal calls for the collection of a "tax deficiency," or

the refund of a "tax savings,” but restricts either in such a way
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rule allows the Commission to incorporate any shifts in Federal
Income Tax policy into wutility rates on a timely basis. The

Commission should not relinquish this ability.

3. Version C was the method originally favored by the
Citizens. While the Citizens continue to support the theoretical
correctness of Version C, its adoption at this point could
produce immensely troubling results. Ccnsider the possibility of
a tax rate increase closely following the adoption of Version C.
Under that circumstance, all affected utilities would flow
through to their customers the full effect of the tax rate
change. That result would be flagrantly unfair, in light of the
amount of tax savings for 1987, 1988 and 1983, which the
utilities have kept (or will keep) as a result of the earnings
test applied for those years. Had the utilities been required to
flow through the entire tax reduction from the beginning, Version
C would have been preferable, but at this point its potential

adverse consequences are too severe.
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