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I<EBUTTAL TESTIiUIONY OF LANE KOLLEN 

i Q. Plcnsc stntc your  nnmc rind busincss address. 

A XI. i r ,r~r~c is Lnnc K.ollcn. My busincss nctdrcss is J .  Kcnncdy and Associates, Inc. ("Kennedy and 

I 
7 i\ssoci;~tes"), 35 Glcnl,~kc Parkway, Suite 475, Atl,~ntn, Georgia 30328. 

6 Q. Plcnsc star,e your  name nncf busincss addrcss. 

S A. My name is Lnne Kollen. My business address is J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc., 35 Glenlake 
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t . I-Invc yorl previously tcstificd in this proceeding? 

3 A. Yes. I linvc filed dirccr tcscin~ony '~ddressing rhe Big Rivcrs revenue requirement under base case nnd 

4 ~ l l t ~ l r l - j t i r l s d i ~ r i o n ~ l  sccnnr ios, \vi~ich in turn were utilizcd by Smelters witness Mr. Baron !or cost of 

5 scrvicr s t~~d ic s .  

7 . \V'l~nt is tlie purposc of your  rcbuttnl tcstimony? 

3 /\ .  TIlc pk~rposc o f  tliis tcsriinony is to I-cspontl to r l ~ c  direct testimony of At,torney General ("AG") 

13 W ~ L I I C S S  h l r .  Ero1~11 Kirilocli (711 Lno issucs. Tlic first issk.1~ is  hat tlie purchases by Big Rivcrs from 

i 1 L G k E  (10 in f;ict include :I dcmnnd conlponcnt and therefore the TIER 2 smelter rates contribute to  

1 3  Cis liivcrs c.{cbt scrvicc. Tllc sccond issue is chat the total level of debt service (both principal and 

13 in~cr.c.si) ~n;ltle by tlic Sinclrcrs is appropriate. 

I S  Q. Plcasc s u ~ n ~ ~ i a r i z c  your  rebuttal rcstintony. 

17 A. Mr. Brown Kinloch fnilcd t o  recognize that the Smelters do in fact make substan~ial con~riburions 

1 S r o ~ a r d  deb[ service under both the TIER 1 and TIER 2 rate stnlcrure in addition to  the csplicit 

,/. Kmncdy and Assaciars, Inc 



l o n e  Kollen 
Page 3 

S7.j7/Ii\Vr dc~nnnd component in chc k\Vh c11.1r~c undcr TIER 1, which Mr. Brown Kinloch does 

acknowledge. Tliere are additional embeddcd den1.d components in the k w h  charges under both the 

TIER 1 . ~ n d  TIER 2 rare structure that Ivlr. Kinloch simply ignored. 

hfr .  I3ron.n Kinloch failed to recognize that the purchased power rates paid by Bin, Rivers to LPh? on 

n k\Vh b.lsis iicccssarily provides WKEC recoycry of both fixed (demand) and vnriablc (energy) costs. 

Among :hose fiscd costs are the 1e;ise and trnrlsmission payments that IVKEC is obligated to pay Big 

R~vcrs. T l ~ ~ i s ,  a l r l ~ o u ~ l ~  B;",ivcrs purchnses its rcquircrnents from LPM a n  a k\Vh basis, thcre are 

li:\cri , ~ i ~ c i  v.lri,tblc coniponcnts embedded in thc k\Vh rates. Thcse fixed components are returned to 

€is R~\.crs ihro~.igh ~ l l c  lensc ;lnd rr;lnsn~ission payments by IVKEC, which in turn will be used by Big 

R11,crs for dcht servicc. 

Tllc Sn~circrs contribution to ~o rn l  dcbt service is appropriate when both principal and interest 

[ 7 . \ ) ' I l l C I l i S  are considered. Similar to a home mortgage, Big Rivers' debt senrice payments include 

proporrion;~lly mo1.c interest in rlic early ycars ~vlicn t.lic Srrlclters are on the system, and in the later 

yc.~rs, r h ~  dcbt pnyrncnrs included proportionally more principal. Mr. Brown Kinloch failed to  consider 

chis basic econonlic concept. 

In addition, M r . .  Brown Kinloch is incorrect in his assumption regarding the obligarions of the 

ratepayers to repay creditors. The  creditors have acce~ced the repayrxient credit risk under the Plan, 

,/. h'ennedy and Arsocia~cs, Inc 
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not thc I-'~tcpnycrs. Ncvclthcless, tilc Coil~n~ission should esplicirly st:rte in its order thnr it  113s not 

gunrantced the creditors recovery of the debt levels under the Plan. 

3 C). 1Mr. 13i.on.11 I i i~l loch states that  the  SrrleIters TIER 2 sate mnlccs no  significant contribution to  

5 paying off tllc Big Ri\.crs dcbt. Is this stnfcmcnt correct? 

7 A. Xo.  h f r .  Brown Kinloch dre\v this cor~clusion by conlpnring tile Smelters TIER 2 race t o  the 

S c ontr<~ctt\nl pii[-shxsed pone; rncc paid b y  Big Ritcrs to L.PM. This is not a correct compnrison because 

9 it rcsts on thc prcmisc r.hnt ~ h c  purcllnscd power rncc per kIVh paid by Big Rivers to WKEC 

18 iilcorpor;rrcs no crl-ibedd~if dcrnand component. Bccnusc rhcrc is nn ernbedded dcrnand cornponenr in 

I 1  111c pu~.cl~;lscd ponrcr rate, thc Smclrci-s TIER 2 rntc ncccssnrily provides Big Rivers a contribut.ion 

17 to\~;~i.ci dcht sc r~~icc .  

- 12 I t  15  thc cinl,cdticd t!crn.-ind coraponcnt in rhc Sn-icltcrs 'TIER 2 rate that provides Big Rivers the 

14 [cc{l\c[.j. of rllc rmbctidcd dcn~nnd componcnr in thc purcllnsed power r2te. This revenue stream from 

I S  thc Sn~clters e s ~ e n t i ~ ~ l l y  flows through Brg Rivers t o  the LG&E parties, which then provides t o  the 

16 LG&E pnrrics the ability to rnnkc rllc lcnse nnd rrnnsmission payments co Rig Rivers as contemplaced 

17 ui~tlcr ~ h c  Plnn 

J. Kennedy and Associato; Inc. 
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1 Q. DOCS tllc e111bcddcd de~l land  c o n ~ p o r ~ c n t  i11 the  purcl~ascd power rate paid by Big Rivers ro LPM 

2 provide t he  majority of tllc rcvcnues necessary for  the  LGLgcE parties t o  make t he  lease ant1 

5 tl-nnsmission paynlcnts t o  Big Rivers? 

5 A.  Yes. Ttlc cmhcddcd cicn~and conlponcnt pnid by  Big Rivcrs KO LPM through the pt~rchasecl pon-cr- rat 

6 is rcrtli-ncd ro Big Rivers, ,I[ 1c;lst in p x t ,  in order for Big Rivers ro meet its debt service r.equircments. 

7 

S . hIr .  Brown I<i~llocll has colnputed thc  annual contributions of each custorrler class to  Big Rivers 

9 tlebt scrvice rcquir~ctnerlts as n prosy for custonlcr class contribtlt ior~s t o  fixed costs on  his Eshibi t  

10 D I  IBIi-6. Is this an appsoprintc tucthodology t o  determine customer class contributions? 

I? !I. S o  Flr i ;~ ,  the only accur.\:c rncrhodology to determine contributions co fixed costs is to perform a 

i S tlct.~rlcti L O S L  of scrvicc study. Dcht service costs arc only one cornparlent of fixed cosrs. Thus, this 

14 c o r n p ~ ~ r ~ ~ t i o n ,  even i f  pcrlorn~ctl  correctly, is not a substicure for a detailed cost of service study 

I i incorporating all cosrs and, as such, does not represent even a rough approximation of the coniribution 

16 to fixed costs from each cuscomer class. 

Second, hlr. Brown Kinloch's computations ignore the contributions made by each customer class to  

dcht scrx-ice through the embedded demand component in the energy charge. The embedded dernand 
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conlponcnt is paid through the crlcrgy cliarges under customer rate tariffs t o  Big Rivers, then paid Sy 

Big Rivers t o  LPIvl and thcn rcrurncd to Big Rivcrs through the lease and transmission payments. 

These lease and transmission paymcnts are used by Big Rivers for debr service. Mr. Kinloch did nor. 

consider rhe lease and tr.lnsmission payments in his an.ilysis. I f  rhcse lease and rrans~nission p'lymcnts 

arc incorporated into Mr. Bro~vn Kirlloch's analysis, then the Smelters contribution toward debr servicc 

is incrcnsed in rclntion to the othcr cilstorncr classes. 

S Q. I-Invc you  prepared an exhibit t o  demonstrate tha t  t he  Smelters contribution toward debt service 

9 is i~icrcnscd n h c n  the lease and rrnnsrnissio~~ pay~ncrlts are factored in to  t he  analysis? 

I I (1. Ye,. h I y  Rcbtttt.11 Eslii1,it --.(LIi R1) dcn~onstr.~rcs rh.x rhcrc would be an increase in the Smeltcrs' 

: 2 contribrtrion ion-ard debt service in lel.uion to  the othcr citscorner classes rhrough 2012. For example, 

I .j in ' C 3 2 ,  rllc Smclrcrs contrib~ttc 40.46'?/0 of the total debt service compared to the 3j.4S0/o concriburion 

1- i  conlputccl by Mr. Brown Kinloch. This cxl~ibit is a nlodrf~cation of  Mr. Brown Kinloch's Exhibit 

i i L)I ICK-6  . \ I IL(  incorpor-,itcs tllc pcrccntagc con~r-il>\ltion by crlstomcr class format of Mr. Brown 

16 Kinloch's Exhibit DHBK-10. However, I would hasten t o  add that this analysis, although improved 

17 from hlr. Brown Kinloch's, still is not complecc because it  does not reflect the totality of contributions 

1 S toward fiscd costs by each cllstomcr class, an analysis that requires a detailed cost o f  service study. 

19 Tllus, no conclusions c.ln bc o r  should be drawn frorn this cshibit regarding relative customcr cl.~ss 

20 contrtburions toward fised costs. I have included i r  only co demonstrate the incremental effect of the 

2 1 lease and transmission payments on customer class contributions toward debt service. 

J. Kennsdy and Associuta, Inc 



I (2. Mr. Brown Icinloch utilized t he  customer class contributions toward debt service conlputed o n  his 

2 Eshib i t  DFIBI(-6 in the development of his Exhibits DE3BK-7, DHBK-10, and  DHBK-11. What  

3 is tllc validity of these exhibits? 

5 A.  Thcsc eshilirs are flnn~ed 2nd Ilnve lend r,o incorrcct conclusions by blr.  Kinloch. For the reasons I 

6 prct.iottsly cited, Eshibit DIIEK-6 is conccptunlly Rnwcd, irrelevant, and misleading. Thus, nily cshibirs 

7 thnt. ;lrc tlcpcndcnt upon Est~ibi t  DHBK-6 necessarily suffer from ac least the same infirn:itics md 

S c,lnrror bc rclicct on. Or~ce  agnin, tllcsc cshibits arc not a substitute for a dctnilcd cost of scrvicc study 

3 ;1nc1 111:: ct,istomcr cl;lss conrr ib~~tions tonrard fiscd coscs presented on DHBK-I0 and DI-IBK-11 simply 

i 9 ; ~ r . c .  incorrect. 

12 (2.  lother her criticism of the Plan by Mr. Brown Kinloch is tha t  only 36% of t he  debt principal v i l l  

13 I ~ a v e  bccn paid by the ctlci of 2012 when the  Smelters' contracts have bo th  expired. Is this a 

14 ~ . c I c \ ~ n ~ l l  issuc? 

I6  A. No. Dcbc service is not measured only on the repayment of principal, but rather on the sum of 

17 inter-esr. and principal. When the balance of debt is higher in the earlier years, the interest expense is 

I S  ncccssarily higher than ~vhen  rhe bniance of debr, is lower in the later years. The  projected debt service 

19 schcdr.llc, agreed to by thc Icndcrs, represents a largely levelized cambination of intercst md debt 

20 principal repayment. Thc projccted debt service schedule is andogous to  a home mortgage payment, 

/. h'cnncriy and Axsocia&, Inc. 
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~vllcrc rllc pnyrncnts arc Ie\?clizcd, buc r11c principal is repaid more mpidly in later years as the interesr 

colnponcrlt dec1ines. Thus, &,Ira Brown Kinloch's mnlysis which did not consider total debt service is 

rnislc,~dlng and no1 i~~s r ruc t~vc .  

5 Q. Mr.  Brown I i i~l loch has psoposcd n rcvisia11 t o  custonler rates under  the Pln11 based, in part, upon  

6 ail accclcl-atcd debt ~.epnymcnt scl~cdule. Plcasc comment. 

\.[I-. Bl-own Kinloch h;1s unilaterally dctermincd ctiat Big Rivers' lenders shot~ld be paid differently th'm 

ttnticr tllc Plnn's projcctcd dcbt scl-vice and rcp;tyrncnc schedule. \VIlile Mr. Brown Kinloch asserrs his 

ncn- rcp;l;.nicnr schcdrlle is bccccr for cretiicors, his Esllibit DHBK.-22 shows that there acrudiy would 

IIC'  1(:ss ~ 1 ~ 2 1 1 .  scr\.icc to  crctli~ors tlirougli 7003 1111dcr his ')lirn." This is not the deal che RUS and New 

YOI-I; h.lnks n~recd  to. Thc IiUS and the New York banks have agreed to the repayment schedule and 

Il;i~-c ;lcccptcd thc credit: risks u~ldcr  the confirmed Plan of Reorganization. Afcer 2003, Mr. Brown 

Iiinloch's "plan" accclcrntcs pnynlents to tllc crcditors by rnore than $30 million, dl of which would 

h c  p:litl hy thc Smcltcrs. Thc  Srltclrcrs ! l :~vc  not 2nd ntould not ngrce to this debt service scllcdule o r  

cllc r-nrcs proposcd by Mr. Brown Kinloch to nchicve that schedule. Mr. Brown Kinloch's positions 

wcrc not b;lrg.~incd lor by thc pi~rtics and, i f  ndoptcd, will cause the confirmed Plan of Reorganization 

ro filil. Smeltcr witness Mr. Kleirnnn discussed in his direct testimony the serious ramifications of 

c11.1ngcs SO rile raws contnincd in thc confirrncd Plan of Reorganization. 

J. Kennedy cnd Arrociaro, Inc 
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1 Q. D o  you agrce with Mr.  Brown Kinloch that  ratcpnycrs have a regulatory obligation now o r  a t  any 

2 fu ture  tirnc to  rcpay tllc creditors of Big Rivers? 

4 ti. No. A'Ir-. Brown Kinlocl~ h.is ~ncorrectly assunled t h ~ t  the Corrimission and ratepayers have a 

- 
3 regulatory obligation to rcpny the level of debt i r i~o rpo r~~ tcd  in the Plan. First, recognition of such nn 

6 obligatior~ h.is not lxcn sought either by the Conlpany o r  by the creditors. The risk of debt repayment 

7 bclongs to the crcctitors. Thus, thc Cornmission would have no reason to assert o r  ever1 cacitly to 

S .usLinlc such an obligation. 

ScconcS, the level o f  debt under ttrc Plnn is overstated nr current interest rate levels. According to Mr. 

1 I i ~ c ' s  clircc~ i c s r i ~ i ~ o n ~ ,  Big Kivcrs will iinvc lo write down ;inti defcr ns a regulatory assec for future 

nmorrizntion tlic diflcrcnce bcc~vccn the current v;iluation of debt and the stated balance under the Plan. 

"I'licr"c ;~lso is tlic possii~ilir!. ~ 1 i ; i r  Big rivers ~vill  hnvc to writedown its assecs and debt regardless of 

\\.I~c~lier. i t  can dcfcl- ;I r~.r.;~cdon.n for furure nmor-tizntion. Thus, even if there were any ratepayer 

ohlil;;~rion for tllc clchr unc.lcr thc Plan, it sho~~lc l  bc qu.intificd at the writedown vnluation, not thc prc- 

wrircdown valuation. 

Third, tlie Commission never has escablist~ed rates based upon a revenue requirement m d  cost of service 

tlur explicitly included tile \Vilson plant investment o r  the Company's total debt including che total 

\YiIson rcl.~tcd debt. The Commission has made no find determination of the Company's level of 

j. Krnncdy and Arcocidts Inc. 
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csccss capnci~y, \Vilson prudence, thc esccssive cost of LVilson, o r  the revenue requirement &cIusive 

of  t.llesc costs. None of the parties have proposed that the Con~mission make such determinations in 

this p~.occcding. Thus, tllcsc iss~lcs havc nor: been foreclosed for Comlnission consideration in future 

p~-nceedings siiould the C o ~ n p a n y  file for future rate increases. 

6 Q. Co~llcl the Commission itlclucie la~zgunge in its order esplicitly stating tha t  i t  hns rnade n o  final 

7 clctcrminntion on  t he  issues of cscess capacity, Wilsor: prudence, the  excessive cost of Wilson, t he  

S re~.clluc rcqui rc~nent ,  o r  tile total levcl of debt under t he  Plan? 

12 Q. If thc  rntcs ~tllcier the  Plnn arc not  approved as negotiated, would the  Smelters recommend in  n 

I j sntc proccctiing t h c  same level of ratcs as incnrporat.ed in the  Plan? 

15 A. No. Tllc Smelcers would pursue the issues of esccss capacity, Wilson prudence, the excessive cost of 

16 \S;ilson, and other revenue requirement issues that would res111t in a substantially l ove r  revenue 

17 i~qulr-cnlcnr and s ~ ~ l s t . ~ r ~ t i . i l l ~  lo\vcr r,irc ~ .~s i f f  rccom~ncnci,~tions. T!lc Smelters' rarc rccomnlcndations 

1 S would bc based upon n subsrantially lower revenue requirement and a detaiIed cosr of service study 

19 I .lchcr th.~n the negotiated r ~ t e  tariffs under the Plan. The races under che Plan represent a conipromise 

,/. Kennedy and Associates, rnc 



by t l ~ c  Smcltcrs and sllould noc be intcrprcted by Mr. Brown Kinloc1-1 o r  ocher parries as the Sn~elters' 

litisation position i f  thc Plan's customer race rariffs are not  approved. / - 

3 

.! Q. Docs t l ~ i s  complete your  rebuttal testimony? 

- 
-i 

6 i\. Yes. 

J. Kcnncdy and Associdta, Inc 



STATE 01: GEORGIA 

COUNTY OF FULTON 

The fore_coing rebuttal testi~nony is true and correct to the best of my knowledge 
and belief. 

Datecl this G t h  clay of Novcmber 1997 

Lane Kol!en 

SUDSCIUBED r\NLl SWORN to bcfore mc by Lane Kolien this 6th day of 
No\.c.tnbcr 1997. 

!,::;<:*I, r*,;;*;;. L.S.~:.. : , . . I " .  . _  
.., ; y;" ::<+;~!-li;,::,;:;r, E.:pyL- j : , : . . . ; .  , -,-,. j ,  

My commission expires: 
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Rural Contribution to Fixed 
Costs Per Exhib~t DHBK-6 
Total Rural Energy 
Energy Rate Fixed Costs 
Fixed Contribution From Energy Rate 

Total Fixed Cost Contribution 
Percentage of Total Contribution 

Rural Contribution to Fixed 
Costs Per Exhibit DHBK-6 
Total Rural Energy 
Energy Rate Fixed Costs 
Fixed Contribution From Energy Rate 

'Total Fixed Cost Contribution 
Percentage of Total Contribution 

Rural Contribution to Fixed 
Costs Per Exhibit DHBK-6 
Total Rural Energy 
Energy Rate Fixed Costs 
Fixed Contribution From Energy Rate 

Total Fixed Cost Contribution 
Percentage of Total Contribution 

BROWN KINLOCH EXHIBIT DHBK-6 MODIFIED TO REFLECT 
CLASS CONTRIBUTIONS TO DEBT SERVICE THROUGH ENERGY RATES 

Rural Customers 

2015 2016 201 7 2018 201 9 2020 2022 2022 TOTAL 
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BROWN KINLOCH EXHIBIT DHBK-6 MODIFIED TO REFLECT 
CLASS CONTRIBUTIONS TO DEBT SERVICE THROUGH ENERGY RATES 

Other Industrials 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 - - - . - - - - - - - -- - -- 2004 
. -- 2005 -- - 

Other Industrial Contribution to Fixed 
Costs Per Exhib~t DHBK-6 $5,096,258 $15,290,115 $37,677,849 $17.935,149 $17.803.049 $17,677,094 $17,551,138 $17,982,409 $17,814.232 
Total Other Industrial Energy 437,189 1,311,618 1.578,667 1,611,534 1,285,257 1,285,257 1,285,257 1.324,858 1,324,858 
Energy Rate Fixed Costs 17.941 0.573 1438  3 140 3.394 3.430 3.463 3.444 3 441 
FixedContributlonFromEnergyRate $7,843.509 5751,532 52,270,154 $5,059,523 $4,362,692 $4,408,125 $4,451,050 $4,563,051 $4,558,591 

Total Fixed Cost Contribution $12,939,767 $16,04!,647 $19,948,003 $22,994,672 $22.165,74? $22,085,219 $22,002,188 $22,545,540 $22,372,823 
Percentage of Total Contribution 17.68% 20.48% 22.37% 21 .9O0/0 21 .OO% 20.73% 22.55% 22.23% 22.29% 

2006 2007 2008 2009 201 0 201 1 2012 201 3 2014 - .- - - - . . -. -- - - -- - - ... . . --- - . ., 

Other lndustriai Contribution to Fixed 
Costs Per Exhibit DHBK-6 $17,553,235 $19,814,908 $19,410.826 $18,980,247 $18,521,847 $19,349,883 $18,837,163 $18,415,858 $17,928,310 
Total Other lndustriai Energy 1,324,858 1,324,858 3,324,858 1,324.858 1,324,858 1,324,858 1,324,858 1,324,858 1,324,858 
E~e rgy  Rate Fixed Costs 3.436 3.432 3.431 3.429 3.426 3.649 3.867 3.875 3.883 
Fixed Contribution From Energy Rate $4,552,564 $4,547,549 $4,545,957 $4,543,080 $4,539,234 $4,834,845 $5,122,768 $5,133,923 $5,144,302 

Total Fixed Cost Contribution $22,105,799 $24,362,457 $23,956,783 523,523,327 $23,061,081 $24,184,728 $23,959,931 $23,549,781 $23,072,612 
Percentage of Total Contribution 21 3 4 %  22.26% 21.84% 21.42% 21.01% 20.49% 21.70% 21.28% 20.86% 

201 5 201 6 201 7 201 8 201 9 2020 202 1 2022 TOTAL 
Other Industrial Contribution to Fixed 
Costs Per Exhibit DHBK-6 $17,427,514 $16,992,960 $16,545,758 $16,097,356 $15,568,738 $15,025,546 $14,564,496 $13,580,323 
Total Other Industrial Energy 1,324,858 1,324,858 1,324,858 1,324,858 i ,324,858 1,324,858 ! ,324,858 1,324,858 
Energy Rate Fixed Costs 3.890 3.897 3.904 3.91 1 3.91 7 3.924 3.930 3.937 
Fixed Contribution From Energy Rate $5,154,195 $5,163,559 $5,172,564 $5,181,172 $5,189,639 $5;198,215 $5.206,949 $5,216.1 01 

Total Fixed Cost Contribution $22,581,709 $22,: 56'51 9 $21,717,722 $21,278,528 $20,758,377 $20,223,761 $1 9,771,445 $1 8,796,224 $562,156,385 
Percentage of Total Contribution 20.44% 20.03% 19.63% 2 9.23% 18.83% 18.43% 18.05% 17.28% 20.61% 
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Smelter Contribution to Fixed 
Costs Per Exhibit DHBK-6 
Total Smelter Energy 
Energy Rate Fixed Costs 
Fixed Contribution From Energy Rate 

Total Fixed Cost Contribution 
Percentage of Total Contribution 

Smelter Contribution to Fixed 
Costs Per Exhibit DHBI<-6 
Total Smelter Energy 
Energy Rate Fixed Costs 
Fixed Contribution From Energy Rate 

Total Fixed Cost Contribution 
Percentage of Total Contribution 

Smelter Contribution to Fixed 
Costs Per Exhibit DHBK-6 
Total Smelter Energy 
Energy Rate Fixed Costs 
Fixed Contribution From Energy Rate 

Total Fixed Cost Contribution 
Percentage of Total Contribution 

BROWN KINLOCH EXHIBIT DHBK-6 MODIFIED TO REFLECT 
CLASS CONTRIBUTIONS TO DEBT SERVICE THROUGH ENERGY RATES 

Smelters 

2015 2016 201 7 201 8 ...... 2039 -. ...... 2020 2021 2022 TOTAL - - - 
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Other Sales Contribution to Fixed 
Costs Per Exhibit DHBK-6 
Total Other Sales Energy 
Energy Rate Fixed Costs 
Fixed Contribution From Energy Rate 

Total Fixed Cost Contribution 
Percentage of Total Contribution 

Other Saies Contribution to Fixed 
Costs Per Exhibit DHBK-6 
Total Other Sales Energy 
Energy Rate Fixed Costs 
Fixed Contribution Froni Energy Rate 

Total Fixed Cost Contribution 
Percentage of Total Contribution 

Other Sales Contribution to Fixed 
Costs Per Exhibit DHBK-6 
Total Other Sales Energy 
Energy Rate Fixed Costs 
Fixed Contribution From Energy Rate 

Total Fixed Cost Contribution 
Percentage of Total Contribution 

BROWN KINLOCH EXHIBIT DHBK-6 MODIFIED TO REFLECT 
CLASS CONTRIBUTIONS TO DEBT SERVICE THROUGH ENERGY RATES 

Other Sales 

201 5 2016 2017 2018 201 9 2020 2021 2022 TOTAL 


