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. In its discussion on the Parent-Debt Adjustment, OPC
states that: -

Clearly, United Water Florida's parent, United
Waterworks, is funded by United Water
Resources, therefore, the flow of funds from
parent to subsidiary to subsidiary is clear.
Consequently, in order for the Company to meet
its rebuttable assumption [sic], United Water
Resources would have to have a capital
structure that consists of 100% equity in
order to meet its burden of stating that no
United Water Resources debt flowed to United
Water Florida through its parent, United
Waterworks. If there is any debt at all in a
parent company’s capital structure, then that
debt, as part of the capital, automatically
flows from the parent to subsidiary to
subsidiary via the parent company’s investment
in those subsidiaries.

OPC’'s Response, pages 10-11.
OPC does not cite any support in law or the record for such
statements. OPC’s position would convert the rebuttable
presumption to an irrebuttable presumption, but OPC prov.des no
support for this position. The only uncontradicted evidence in the
record on this point is that no debt flowed from United Water
Resources Inc. to the equity of United Waterworks Inc. or to the
equity of United Water Florida. See g‘g*; TR. 874; Motion for
Reconsideration, p. 20.

6. Accordingly, the Commission should grant the Motion for
Reconsideration and the requests made in the motion.

Dated this 11th day of July, 1997.
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LATE FILED EXHIBITS
UNITED WATER FLORIDA INC

DOCKET NO. 960451-Ws

REQUEST LEE-51 (). Linn)
Affidavit of Tax Manager Re: ITC Election and f

RESPONSE:

Please see the attached affidavit
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I Jamags Linn, bc‘ng firsce duly sworn according ¢ law lepos &1.3

i I am Director-Taxes for United Water Managemen: and Serv:
ine., with general ro-pona;b;l;:y for the Preparation. f;L-“g A

pr:coss;ag of tax Teturns and 43sociated tax documenty for Unitec itax
Resocurces and subsidiaries. iocluding United Water Florida (OwWp)

2. I am familiar Witk the issue that Das arisen in the abov
Captioned Natter with Tegard to UWP's election under Section 46 (7 ¥4
the Internal Revenue Code Telating to the treatment of Lile Investme T
Credit.

3 UWF, as a Participant in the consclidated ‘Bcome retyrn of
General Wa:crworks Corporation (ow Uniced Waterworks Ine and

Subsidiariag, in 1872 elected Option 2 under Section 44 (2 2), which a4
to amortize the ITC Tatably over the life of the qua;;:y;:g Propersy

4 After diligent effort, a copy of the original ele tion was noe
Lfound

S. In the most Fecent audit by the Internal Revenue Service of Y

Dsolidated ihDcome tax retura, which was the 1990 return, ne ior»-z«:-;

was cited by the Service in connection with the treatment ¢ tle ITC., and
o my k:cwl-dgn, no d-t-cgcncy Of exception has ever Deen taken » he
Service in this regard. If an electien had nct been RaACe by the noan:
e Intermal Revenue Service would have disal} wad the I7T *laimed ag 4
fesult of a Bormalization violation in -Cnnection wirh the AMOTrtizariar g
tle ITC over the life of Such property

5 A change from this aethodology w : be a nalizat n
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