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Mr. Harvey G. Hubbs
Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 360

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Re: Federal Income Tax Case No. A0-87-48
Dear Mr. Hubbs: |
Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced matter, please find
three {3} copies of a "Mation to Reduce Tariffs of Arkansas Power
& Light Company Effective January 1, 1987, to Reflect Decreased
Federal Income Tax Rates."

-

I have this date mailed a copy of the same to all parties of record.

cbin E. Fulton
REF:alw
Enclosures

cc:  All parties of record




BEFORE THE PUBLIC 3ERYICE 3
STATE OF ¥isspuml 5 Qi;§§

In the matter of Arkansas Power
& Light Company of Little Rook, !}
Arkansas, for authority to file
tariffs increasing rates for
electric service provided to
customers in the Missouri
service area of the Company.

s

Case Ho., ER-85-26%

O
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and

In the matter of the investi-
gation of the revenue effects
upon Missouri utilities of the
Tax Reform Act of 1986,
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MOTION TO RED TARIFFS OF ARKANSAS
POWER & LIGHT COMP/4 FFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 1987,

Come now ASARCO, Inc., and Doe Run Company, a general part-
nership and successor to St. Joe Minerals Corporation and AMAX
Lead Company of Missouri, Inc., intervencrs in this cause, by
their attorneys, Robin E. Fulton and J. B. Schnapp, Frederick-
town, Missouri, and hereby move this Commission to reduce
Arkansas Power & Light®Company (APSL) tariffs for all rate clas-
sifications effective January 1, 1887, to reflect reduced federal
income tax liabilities of APELL pursuant tc the Tax Reform Act of
1988, and in support of such motion, state to the Commission as
follows:

1. That in Case No. ER-8%-265, this Commission entered its
Report and Order on April 24, 13886, authorizing APEL to file new
tariffs for the recovery of certain maximum revenues as set forth

therein, said new tariffs toc be effective May 4, 1986. This case
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is still open inassuch as APEL has filed numercus motions
therein, including thelr most recent motion on or about Decesber
12, 1988,

2. That APEL, pursuant o the Clommission’'s Report and
Order, filed new tariffs reflecting the approved revenue
requirement, which tarif{fs were placed into effect May <, 1986,

3. That in October, 1%8%5, the United States Congress
passed the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (Public Law No. 99-514), which
substantially altered the Internal Revenue Code. This act was
subseguently signed and enacted into law by the President on

Qctober 22,

ot

986, subseguent to the effesctive date of APLL's
tariffs of May 4, 19886. This Act., among other things, decreased
the top corporate tax rate from the current <6 percent to 34
percent beginning July 1, 1987, with a phased in tax rate of 40
percent for calendar vear 1987. This decrease is effective
subsequent to the effective date of the tariffs of APEL. The
Commission 1is hereby requested to take judicial notice of the
effective date of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 and the actual rates
provided for therein.

4. That in each of the individual rate classifications,
i.e. General Purpose Residential Service (MRS} p. 1A; Optional
Residential Time of Use {MRT) p. 2A; Small General Service (MSG)
P. 3A; LlLarge General Service (MLG) p. SA; Large Power Service
{MLP) p. 8A; Lérge Power Service--Time of Use (MPT) p. 7A;
ﬁunicipal Street Lighting Service (MLi} p. 8C: Traffic Signal
Service (ML2) p. 9A; All Night Outdoor Lighting Service {ML&) P

10A; Cotton Ginning Service (MCG) p. 11A; and Community Antenna




TV Asplifier Service (MTVY p. 12A, there appears under the

notation "Adjustments™ the foilowing language:

Adiusiments
1. Taxes. The abowve rate @il é@ subject to an

increase or decrease in pr ? orTi o the amount of
new taxes or Qn€F@§$@d taxes whi th the Company may
hereafter have o pay, “n are levied or 1wmposed,
or increased, or d&ﬂr@ﬁ%@d by laws or ordinances
which are not in %ffmc* onn and after the effective
date of this Rate Schedule, provided, however, that
this Adiustment %}\@1“ anly be applied when autho-
rized by order of the Missouri Public Service
Comuission

aAx
nig

5. That such adjustment language clearly applies to an
increase or decrease in incone taxes anxd 1s in effect at the
current time, and has been in effect for a

periocd of

h

[N That to the best o©f these intervenors’' knowledge, no
other utility has such broad all-encompassing language for tax
adjustments in its tariffs. For example, Union Electric Jonpany
tariffs and Kansas City Power & Light Company tariffs respec-

tively provide as follows:

Union Electric:

Tax Adiustment. Any ilmense, franchise, gross re-
ceipts, occupation or similar charge or tax lievied by
any taxing authority on the amounts billed hereunder
will be so designated and added as a separate item to
biils rendered to customers under the jurisdiction of
the taxing authority.

Xansas City Power & Light C

TAX ANSUSTMENT:

Tax adjustment Schedule TA shall be applicable to all
customer billings under this schedule

.
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TAX ADJUSTMENT
Schedule TA

There shall be added to the wmonthly bill of the
customer, as separate items, & surcharge sgual to the
proportionate part of any license, oCooupation, or other
similar fee or tax applicable to eglectric service by
the Company to the custoser, which fee or tax is
imposed upon the Company by taxing authorities on the
basis of the gross receipts, net receipls, or revenues
from electric sales by the Company.

These adjustments are clearly with regard to local gross
receipts tuxes and as such are clearly authorized under the

Missouri Supreme Court case of Hotel Continental v. Burton, 334

S.W.2d 75 {(Mo. 1980).
7. The tax adiustment clause of APLL as set forth in

Paragraph 3 above, on the other hand. clearly applies to all

taxes. There are

ke
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taxes and not just ilocally imposed gross reced
no limitations to such locally imposed taxes as are found in the
UE and KCP&L tariffs. It is clear that the APSL tax adjustment
clause includes federal income tax decreases or increases. it is

as APEL’'s herein

equally clear that such a tax
is enforceable inasmuch as it was set forth therein by APSL and
subsequently approved by the Commission and is authorized by

Hotel Continental v. Burton, 334 S.w.2d 75 {MO0. 1960).

8. That in Case No. AD-87-46, the Commission ordered that
all utilities in Missouri, including APEL, file with the
Commission the revenue requirement impact of the federal tax
changes implemented by the Tax Reform Act of 1986 as to January
1, 1986, and January 1, 1987 and thereafter.

9. That pursuant to said Commission Order, APSL did file,

on or about December 15, 19868, its Report as toc the revenue

g




requirement ispact of the tax reductions. That report, subsitted
by Mr. Ralph M. Teed, Jr., Dirsctor of Rates and Research of
APEL, stated that effective January 1, 198/, the tax gsavings to
Missouri and the associated decrease in revenus regquiresent for
Missouri operation would be $864,0600.00 in tam savings and
$273,000.00 in excess deferred tax balance, for a total decrease
in revenue regquiresments of £1,137,000.00 for 1987. This would
constitute a 2.3 percent reduction in the revenue requirement
{$49,327,000.00 retail revenus requiresent divided by

$1,137,000.

00 tax savings). Mr. Teed asserts that the decrease in
revenue regquirements for 1988 would be $2.49 million, consisting
of $£1.65 million in tax savings and 3B840,000.00 in  excess

deferred tax balance. All of these figures are based on the use

of the average and peak allocation method.

page 2 stated:

ost changes between

There have been no signific c
1886, which would impact the

December, 1985, and June,
level of the tax savings.

By the same token, there will be no cost changes
between June, 1988, and December, 1986, which could
significantly change the extimated tax changes.
Therefore, by the admission of APEL, there are no other changes
which wonld affect the tax savings, and by implication, the
revenue requirements of APSL for its Missouri operations.

11. It is therefore appropriate that this Commission reduce

the tariffs of APSL now in effect so as to raflect the tax




savings and the associated decrsase in the revenue regquiresent.
As indicated supra, this Jdecrease is necessitated by the
following:
a. The tariff “adjustsent™ language necessitates the
decrease.
. AP&L’S admission in its filing that there have
bhesn no other cost changes since the last csase.

The landmark case of State ex rel. Utility Cornsumers Council of

Misscuri, Inc., v. Public Service (omsission, 585 5.w.2d <1 (Mo.

banc. 1879) is not & bar to this Commission’'s decreasing APEL's
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tariffs to reflect the decrease in the revenue rogu
two reasons:
First, this involves a tax adjustment ciasusce, the affect and

use of which was approved in Hotel Continental v, Burton, supra.

Second, the UCCM court was concerned that the allowance of a
fuel adjustment clause allowed rate incieases {and/or decreases)
while ignoring or disregarding all other costs of the uatility. In
this case, however, APEL, through Mr. Teed, has admitted that the
other costs have remained constant since the last rate case,

Therefore, UCCM does not act to prohibit the Commission from
decreasing the rates effective January 1, 1987, to reflect the
decrease in APEL's revenue reguirements resuifting from the tax
savings.

12. The next guestion then to be answersd 1is, How much
should the rates be decreased? APSL in its filing asserts that
the revenue regquirement for 1887 will decrease approximately

$1.137 millicny or 2.3 percent for 1987. After a review of the

==




workpapers, however, it is clear that the decrease in the revenue
requirement is, in fact, much more than that asserted by APSL.
This assertion iz besed upon the following:

& . The calculation by APLL incluwdes a rebate on

ilated deferred income taxes. This

non-depreciated

from Missouri rate pavers by

refers to taxes that are
APSL but are not paid until such later. These taxss previously
were collected at the <6 percent tax rate, but during 1987 will
be paid at the 40 percent tax rate. This results in a decrease of

=y Ty
272,372,

7. However, APE&EL  wishes to continue to
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accumulate these deferred
during 1987 when it will be actually paving the same at 1988 (and
thereafter) income tax rates o©of 38 percent. 0Obviously, this is
improper and APSL should not collect any more taxes than what

they will actually be paving.

decrease of revenue reguire
which together with the 1987 rebate amcunts to $895,000.00. See
Schedule 1, pages 1 and 2, and Schedule 2, page 2 cf 3, for the
calculation of this figure. It should be noted that the correct
refund conversation factor to be utilized is 1.7194 and not the

1.5867% utilized by AF&L, for the reason that the rebate becomes

[

effective January 1, 1987.
Thus as indicated in Schedule 1 and in Schedule 2, page 2 cf
3, the reduction in rates with this wmodification from APEL's

To APRPSL's calculation

in
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filing amounts to 3.57 percent a
of 2.3 percent, which ignores the deferred income taxes being

collected during 1988, {(Compare Teed's letter dated December 15,
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1986, with attached exhibit “Arkansas Power & Light Company,
Hon-Depreciation Related Accusulated Deferred Income Tax® with
Schedule 1, pages 1 and 2, and Schedule 2, page 2 of 3.}

b. agditionally, &PSL's filing fails to take into any
consideration whatsosver that the billed cost of Grand Gulf will
be decreasing alsc as a result of the Tax Reform Act of 1986,

As this Coswission 1s well aware, the FERC-mandated Grand
Gulf costs are billed on e formula rate, one of the calculations
being the federal income tax rate. See, FERC Opinion No. 234. The
actual calculation of the Grand Gulif income tax expense 1i\y
calculated on a formula set forth in Exhibit 118, Testimony of
Michael Bemis, Schedule MBB-13, pages 18 and 1¢ of 12, in this
case, copies of which are attached hereto. In addition, attached

hereto is Schedule DWM-2, page 1 of 1, and DEM-1, pages 1 and 2

b

of 2, which set forth the actual calculation of billings and
taxes on Grand Gulf, from Mid-South Energy to APSL. These
schedules were attached to the testimony of Mr. Mever in the

ER-86-52.

o

interim rate case,

¢

In Schedule 2, page 3 of 3, we have calculated an estimated
reduction in Grand Gulf purchased power expense. As indicated
therein, the reduction in Grand Gulf expenses to APEL for the
Missouri Jurisdiction for 1987 would be approximately
$537,000.00. Of course, in 1988, the Grand Gulf ecxpense would
decrease n additional sum, the amount of which we have not
calculated.

The total reduction in the revenue reguirement when taking

inte consideration the decrease in Grand culf costs and

-§-
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subparagraph (a) above, would be 52.298 miilion or & .85 percent
reduction. This calculation is set forth in Schedule 2, page 1 of
3, attached hereto.

13. As indicated earlier, APEL's filing w=as based upon the
ugse of the average and peak jurisdictional allocation methodo-
logy. Inasmuch as the Commission’s Report and Order in this case
utilized the single coincidental peak {(1CP) method, the correct
method to be used to deterwmine the decrease in rates for the
decrease in taxes would be 10P. However, APEL 4did not, in their
filing of December 15, 1985, disclose tUthe data necessary to
calculate the TP factor. Therefore, all calculations have been
based on the average and peak method. This Commission should
orcer APEL to file additional data on the taxes based on the 1CP
method using data on the vear ending Decewber 31, 1986,

14. These intervenors sssert that the Commission should and
must enter its order regquiring AP&EL to file new tariffs
reflecting the decreass in the revenue reguirement as a result of
the federal income tax decreas=s effective Junuary 1, 1987. These
Intervenors believe the appropriate amount of decrease should be
the 32.296 million or 4.83% percent calculated in Schedule 2. This
amount 1is in line with the & percent decrease of phase-in rates
in Arkansas that resulted as a result of the tax law changes.
See, “"Electric Utility week,” August 11, 1986. Alternatively,
inasmuch as these Intervenors' calculations on the decrease in
Grand Gulf costs are educated estimates, the Commission should
decrease rates by the $1.752 million or 3.57 percent set forth in

Schedule 1, and to have an immediate hearing with the sole issue

-
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to be determined being the 1t oy which Grand Sulf expenses
will decrease as 2 result of the tax law changes. As a third
alternative, the Coemission should order an interim decrease

based upon these Intervencors' Schedule 2 of 4.65 percent and have

a hearing as soon as possible. The sole issue of that hearing

Bty

would be to determine the final asount o the appropriate
decrease in tariffs resulting from the tax law changes. The
Commission prior to the hearing should order APSL to file

schedules and workpapers irndicating the effect of the Tax Reform

A

Act of 1986 on the test year utilized in the last rate case using
the methodelogies and adjustments ordered by the Commission in
its April 24, 1986, Report and Order. The anpropriateness of this
procedure is established by Mr. Teed's adwmission and confirmation
in his December 15, 1986, letter that there have been no other
changes in revenue reguirements other than income taxes.

15. There is no requirement under Missouri law that there

be a thirty (30) day waiting period prior to ths effective date

ch as the tariff

i

of the rate deciease, inass cn file reguire an
impediate decrease in rates, i o harm wil result to any
interested person, particularly the Missouri rate payvers of AP&L,
due to the fact that a rate decrease is at issue and not a rate
increase.

18. The rate decrease ordered shculd be applied %o each
rate class equaliy for the same reasons that the Commission in
this case ordered ai} classes to share the increase equally.

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, these Intervenors move

the Commission to decrease APSL's tariffs by 4£.53 percent for all

-1i0-
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rate classes egually, effective Jantary 1, 1987, to reflect the

decrease in the revenue remaly

T8 resualting from the Tax
Reform Act of 1988, or effectuate e of the altermatives set
forth in Paragraph 13 avove; and for such other and further

relief as to the Commission seems just and proper.

Far

n E. Fulton £29513
i3% Fast Main Street
Fredericktown, Missouri 63645
314-783~7212
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Line

ARRANSAS POMER & LIGMT COWPANY

1887 Rate Beduction o
Reflect Tax Sevings
Test Vear Inded Jume, 1988)

Bescription

APEL. Test Vear Revenue Reguiresent

APL Tax Savings

Non-Depreciaton-Related
Deferred Tax Reduction
Total Reduction:
Amount

Percent

Amount

{000)

$49,327

$ 864

895

$ 1,759
3.57%




ARNANSAS POWER & LISHT COMPANY

Nom-Jepreciaton-Belated Accumulated
Deferrad Income Tax

interest Cap

o8 Hissouri
Lina Descrintion Bucisar fuel Retail Total
1 1E3)] £3)
Year-End 1986 Tax to be
1 Turred Around $15,842 $158,411 $173,873
Year-End 1987 Tax to be
2 Turned Arcund g 361,648 361,548
3 Total Tax to be Turned Arcund §15,882 $520,059 §535,521
Refund Asmount - 19887
4 Revenue Conversion Factor 1.7194 26,585 894,189 920,774
5 Hisscuri Allocation Factor 0367 1.000 -
1587 Hissouri Rate
8 Reduction Amount § 978 $834,189 $895,168



ARKANSAS POBER & LIGMT COo@ANY

1887 Rate Reductioe %o

Reflect Taxn Savings

{Test Year Ended June, 1986)

Description

APEL Test Year Revenue Regquirssent

APL Tax Savings
Non-Depreciaton-Related
Deferred Tax Reduction
Tax Savings in Grand Gulf
Purchased Power txpense
Total Reduction:
Amsount

Percent

Amount

849,327

$ 8e4

885

537

$ 2,29
4.65%




ARWANSAS POMER 8 LIGHT LDePany

Mon-Depreciaton-Related Accumulated
Deferred Income Tax

Line Description

Year-End 1386 Tax to be

1 Turned Around
Year-End 1987 Tax to de

e Turned Around

3 Total Tax to be Turned Around
Refund Amount - 1987

4 Revenue (onversion Factor 1.7194

5 Missouri Allocation Factor
1987 Kissouri Rate

8 Reduction Asount

interest Cap

on Missouri
Muclear Fuel Retail Jotal
ii; e i3]
§15,842 §158,411 $173,873
. a 361,648 361,648
§i5,882 $520,05% $535,521
26,585 £94,189 526,778
0367 1.800 -
§ 978 £894,189 £895,165




Estimated Reduction im Grand Gulf
Purchased Power Lxpense

Line - Description

Year Ended June 1986 %f@ﬁ§§§%3f

1 Purchased Poser Expense’’’

2 Tax Reduction £ffect 8 5%
Bissouri Allocation Factor

3 per APEL Tax Filing
1687 Hissouri

4 Rate Reduction Amount

Amount

f000)
$346,225

17,311

0310

{1) APEL jJurisdictica cost-of-service studies filed December 15, 1986,
Page 19-1, Line 4.
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FUEL EXPENSE {(ACCOUWT 31&:

. OTHER CPERATION EXPENSES (aCCOUNTE 517, S19-
323, 238, =237, Fe0-387, SQI=-F0T, FIH-T313 -

MAINTENANCE .EXPENSES (ACCOUNTS 328-532,
: S68-573, ¥32)

. DEPRECIATION EXPENSE im%‘ﬂ 403y =
SCHEDULE A

DECOIHIBSIONING EXPENSE (ACCOUNT 403)e
AMORTIZATION EXPENSES (ACCOUNTS 404-407) |
TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME TAXES (ACCOUMT 308. 11

TAXES = INCOME (ACCOUNTS $09.1, 409.3, 410.1,

.

-

i 2%

YOTAL COST OF SERVISE

L

6,771 ,981.37
7,372,4%98. &

2,337,091, 7%

9,140,195,57

92,745,687
. 0.00"

1,267,080,00

. 43111 AND 411.4) . 19,122,499.77
sl 'SﬂSNSIL%S:ES FROM DISPOSITION CF UTILITY s

_PLANT .(ACCOUNTS_$13.6=411.7) . 0,00

n '. TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 45,908,272, 9%
AIUSTHENT OF PRIOR BILLINGS - BCHEDUE € .ot

QPERATING XPENSES AS BILLED £ -:= = 5.00 ’
OPERATING EXPENSES ACTUAL . 0.00 *6.00
MTURN ON NET UNIT INVESTMENT - SCHEMULE 3 ) 85,265,083, 69

95,189,314.60

THE MONTHLY DECONSISSIONING SXPENSE FODS GR&ND GULF UNMIT 1 IS £92,783.87.
PECOMMISSIONING FUNDS WILL B DEFOSITED MOWNTRLY IN &N EXTERNAL BINIING .

UNDER THE CONTRCOL OF AN INDEPENIENT

TAUSTEE.




g

1147724 B e [ 4

v AW Y B 62

(221 ] e

eep. WuRa) VY GrTIeiieEY €2

enaaint E2akI8 6 LD Wid 4

S Yo Gven [ 4% ] @us 608 Vg 117 DA @ Lo W 12
..................................................................................................................................

A Y Yy ety L wiey L L @ by [ 4

Wl lapueted o
Bis L0 &3 WEUMBE B4

APSL Schedule 0W-2

MM WYY WERY Wy RNy UMy Wy ey BEABE RALVDD WIOH 40
D O T I PP

WL Wl et oL ERB0 el SR et 6 BYaB Wl 9

. BEYY B 64 @l

WER G WHE el ovAR wior#8 W

o J ® 6 J Y 6B WIBHe €

“BUEID Y

0 6 6 ¢ o | BORE W PAAIDE 1

KGR

[ [ ]

] []

13 13 BIIOD WIS I 6

[ la ) BaEL WAL BBO SUYOL 6

[ Bo%d O @D WA G0 8
° I DUALGED W 19130600

e @z BRI B

@i 7] BEBED W Iy UG

1% 15 Hses Y WiEe

...................

L L] we 0o “n

g
o
a
e
. §
g mq.k !i !.a n-ﬁ SE
S«N
g
[ ) 141 &% @15 [ ] 466

- WD M

:
1
§

...............

s a B BE YDy E I u U O S e BE RSBV ER S SOk UEUE FG IGO0 E DR BN AR E S RO BE LS E A0S DS B e OEAE088bIORIGEEELEIREIBONBASINBIECD

MUY TR WBOMBYML YRR TN DIBGNA Luarw LY [}

(S9VN6 4 POREERL)
§ SYD BNE-LNIEE 40 1505 ERIw19B
LSy WY 9 YIN4 Yelniv

i m‘,..ml“ Nr\»

=L e «\w el




@cr- - 268

APRL SCHERLE MRB-13
Page 18 of 19
Criginal Shees
Par Opinion Mo. 234
31 FEEC 631,305 (1983}

s,
Forasla
-.ccqaf Imco®e Tax Exoente  Descrigiios i
B g |
Cparating Expenses lescluding incose Caxes!) H |

Incose Tax Deductioes |
Deferred Tax Provisicas

Return on ¥ef Usit Isvestment {Debt Componeat)
Total Begurn on Hed mait {avssimeat

ITC Aportizaticn -
%53&@ fncose Tazes

&

xalie lacose %

$ 4 % & 5 @ 8

4

Tax Nate / {Y-tex raze}

= Income Taxsz Dafcore ITC Bravisioa 1
= ITC Prowvision

e Currenr Federsl iacose Taxes -
jf.sefe::eﬁ Incone Tax Exzense RO
; 1) R £330, 133 1433/ ) 15)
: : " AS1USIRERT GUperating
v Operating For Permanest Ezpenses Timing Income T:
: . Besezineion Exoenses Differencas Ag Ad+usted = Differences = Deductior
Ffual Sxpense $ g s $ $
Cther Operatioas Expense
Saintenance Ixpense
Jepreciation Sxpense
Sotonmxs:xanznq Expense
+axes Other than Incowme
Taxes
®es Capitalized Per
Books -
£ 3 £ £
) e ——
Deferred State Income Tax Provision

¥et Timing Diffecences

Deferrved Federil Incors Tax Provisica

Se2acry:  Qurreat Tax Expense $
Deferred Tax Expeanse
ITC Prowvision
h ITC amortization
Total Income Taxes $
k¥ - . " N
- i“-ﬁattxaq caleuliazions follow oca page 2 of 2. These columns will include sueh amcunts
‘:i RETE3IBACY TO comply with the FERC s sormalization sules sader Order Nos. 164 and
A, and wilh normalizatica rules ender the Integnal Revenue Code.
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Fer Opinien Ne. 21¢

. . 31 FERC T61,30% {1383
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peferred Income Tax Expense Su ~ring Calculations

Permanent Diffsrences:

Depreciation of AFUDC - §

Tax Basis of Unit #7
Taxes Capitalized Per Books

Basis for Deferred Tax Calculiation

Ratic of Basis for Deferred Tax Calculations to Book Basis:

Book Depreciation of Basis for Deferred Tax Calculation
c) Book Depreciation {

Depreciation af AFUDC

Piming Differences

e . - A G - PR

$
H
Beock Basis $
L]
$
,—5—
Fuel Expense - § $
Tax Depreciation of Nuclear Fuel $
Interest Expense in Book Fuel Expenses
Nuclear Fuel-Expense Per Books {

Excess
Depreciation Expense - §

Tax Depreciation of Unit I
Depreciaticn of Basis £ar Deferred Tax Calculation {

s_la
H
Exceaess $
Decommissioning Expense - 3
fax Deductien for Accrued Decommissioning Expenses $
Book Accrual for Decoamissioning Expenses : {
| Excess s
Q Taxes Capitalizgd - ¢
-
s“_

Tax Deducticn for Taxes Capitalized Per Books
Tax Capitalized Par Books {

Excess




