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Chairman Cook and UAB members:

I have been asked to read the following important
statement from Nathan A. Skopo Esq.

With respect to the GRU Iinancing proposal for the
GREC transaction, GRU has not demonstrated that the
two (2) singulur tinancing options proposed by GR(J ure
the least risk and most cost effective tinancing
alternutives for GRU customers.

As an illustrutive exomple:

7. The GRU Jinancing presentution fails to include a
side-by-side comparison of lower risk ond/or more cost
effictive ulternutives including but not limited to

tinancing the trunsaction with: (i) 100% LfD ffNed rote
municipal bond); or (ii) the 85% LTD (fixed rate
municipal bonds) snd 15% Commercial Paper option
that GR(I represented would be used to Iinunce this
transaction.

The record clearly retlects that GRU management made
this representation to me in response to my specitic



qaestions in my capacity as o GR(I customer and former
state utility regulator at a public meeting of the UAB
where Chairman Cook afforded me the opportanity ask
these questions to address pablic concerns regarding
how this trunsuction would be /inanced and avoiding the
use of variable rute bonds and entering into convoluted
stractured finunce trunsqctions. GRU made the same
representation doys luter daring a publicly televised City
Commission meeting. The Clerk should be osked to
read back the record if GRU management denies that it
previously made these now muterially false
representutions.

2. GRU management has failed to prove thut issuing
vsriable rute bonds (including all fees, recurring fees,
re-issaance fees, reparchsse ogreement fees, etc.) is
more cost effective und less rislcy than Jinancing this
transaction using 85% LTD (fixed rste municipal
bonds) and 15% Commercial Puper as GRII
monugement originully repres ented.

rn sumffiary, GRU hus not demonstrated that the two (2)
singalar Jinancing options proposed by GR(I are the
Ieast risk and most cost effective tinancing
alternatives for GRU customeFs.

Structured ftnonce trsnsactions ore fee driven prodacts
that enrich WsU Street investment bankers while



offering a seemingly lower borrowing rate with higher
risk.

In the wake of the /inancial disaster creuted by the
biomass contruct, it is reprehensible that GRU and the
CiA Commission would continue to accept unnecessary

Jinonciul risk snd become beholden to Wull
Street investment bankers in their desperote attempt to
syntheticully fabricate near term savings.

The decision hss been made to purchuse the biomass
plant at a very high cost as an alternative to staying in
an even worse contract. The bailout to bay oar way of
the terrible biomass contract that Former
Mayor Pegeen Hanrahan und Mayor Poe stuck us with
will cost GRa customers $1.25 billion over the next 30
yeurs. Muyor Poe's children will be grown and murried
before this builout und Iinuncial disaster of his own
making is paid olf by GRU customers.

In closiog, this transuction will be one of the largest, tf
not the largest, single trunsoction ever tinanced by the
GRU ond the City Commission. It stunds to reuson thut
GRU and the CiA Commission huve a Jidaciary duty to

Jinance this transaction in u manner that offers the leost
risk and most cost effective slternative for GRU
customeFs. GRU has not demonstrated that the two (2)
singular Jinancing options proposed by GRU are the



least risk und most cost effective tinancing alternotives
for GRU customeFs.

Kicking the can of debt down the rood and bardening
future generations is fiscally irresponsible behavior.

For the foregoing reosons, f would respectfally request
that the UAB summarily reject the GRU proposed
structured Jinance options and require GRU
monogement to provide more traditional and
s tr aig htfo rw ar d Jinancing alte rnativ e s fo r c o ns ider atio n
and approval.


