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July 26, 1996 

HAND DELIVERED 

Ms. Blanc a S. Bayo, Director 
Division o f Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Re: Proposed Revis ions to Rule 25-6.0141, F.A.C., Allowance 
for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC); FPSC Docket 
No. 951535-EI 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

. Enclosed f o r filing in the above docket are the original and 
fifteen (15) copies of Comments of Tampa Electric Company. 

Please acknowledge r eceipt and fillng of the above by stamping 
the duplicate copy of this letter and returning same to this 
wr i t er. 

Thank you for your assistance i n connection with this matter. 

S incerely, 
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BEFORE Tffi FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Proposed Revisions to ) 
Rule 25-6.0141, P.A.C., ) 
Allowance for Fund• U•ed ) 
During Construction (APUOC). ) 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~> 

DOCXET NO. 951535-EI 
PILED: July 26, 1996 

cw•••n• 01 npa ILICDIC CW!llJ 

Tampa Electric Company ("Ta111pa Electric" or "th• company•), 

pursuant to the notice of proposed ruleuking issued June 27, 1996, 

submits the follovinq coJ11J1enta in oppoaition to th• proposed Rule 

25-6. 0141, P.A.C., Allowance for Funds Used During Construction 

(AFUDC) • Th• coapany does n.Qt request that a foraal hearing be 

held. Provided that no hearing is held pursuant to th• written 

request ot any other interested party, Tampa Electric dQ9.A request 

an opportunity to address the co .. iaaion during the agenda 

conference at which the Co111J11ission will hold deliberations prior to 

adopting, rejecting or modifying the propo•ed rule. Th• coapany's 

comments are as follows: 

l. Ta.mpa Electric urges the Commission to reject the 

proposed revisions and to adopt the alternative staff 

recommendation set forth in the staff'• recommendation that was 

considered by the C0111D1ission at the June 11, 1996 aqenda 

conference. Adoption of the alternative staff reco11J11endation would 

avoid disparity in accounting treatment between the utilities. The 

alternative s t aff reco11J1endation would raise the limits of projects 

which carry AFUOC to $15 million tor all uti l ities . Th• coat of a 

project should not depend on the asset base of each utility. Two 

different utilities with exactly tho same project should not by 
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rule ot this C011J1.ij•ion have different co•t• booked tor that 

project. 

2. The Unifora Sy•tea of Account• (USOA) adopted by the 

Federal Enerqy RecJUlatory Comai••ion (FERC) and thi• co-i••ion 

require• that electric plant be etated at co•t. It further 

identifi•• that the coat of con•truotion properly includabl• in the 

electric plant account• include the direct and overhead co•t• 

listed ae ce>11ponent• of con•truction co•t•. AJPUI>C i• identified as 

one ot tho•• oo•t•. Th• USOA doe• not identify any dollar level ot 

project• that i• excluded from th• AJ'UDC calculation. It certainly 

does not identify a percent or the a•••t baa• that i• excludible 

trom the APUt>C calculation. 

3. Generally accepted accounting principle• (GAAP) 

recognize• that the ba•i• of capitalizin9 intere•t co•t• i• that 

the coat ot an •••et •bould include all co•t• n•ce•eary to bring 

the aa•et to the condition and location tor it• intended use. GA.AP 

conclude• that a better mea•ure ot aeeet cost ia achieved vhen 

interest coats are capitalized, re•ultin9 in a better aatchin9 or 

revenue and co•t• in future periods. Consistency in accounting ia 

one ot the underlying foundation• ot GA.AP. The coapany believe• 

that adoption ot the propo•ed rule ch ~n9e• would create an 

inconsistency in accounting treatment a11on9 the utilities 

4. A second point the coapany believe• •hould be ciu4llen9ed 

is the a••umption that there needs to be a chan9e in the dollar 

level ot projects subject to AFUDC calculation. Th• coapany 

believes that the assumption that APUDC aust be reduced because ot 
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the threat of c~~p~ition or a perceived potential for atranded 

costs is inappropriate. GAAP doea not allow the write down of 

asset values baaed on anticipated event• but require• proof that 

the carrying value of the aaaeta are not beinq covered by revenuea. 

The proposed rule chan9•• if adopted would reooqniz• iapainenta of 

assets based on speculative future events. 

5. Tampa Electric ur9es th• co .. iaaion to reject th• 

proposed rule chanqea contained in th• priaary ataff reco .. endation 

and i nstead adopt the ataff alternative propoaal •• the 110at 

consistent accountin9 treatment for AFUDC. 

~· DATED this ~ day of July, 1996. 

Respectfully aubllitted, 

JAMES D. BEALSEY 
Aualey ' McMullen 
Poat Office Box 391 
Tallahaaaee, FL 32302 
(904) 224-9115 

ATTORNEYS FOR TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 
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