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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of Aquila, Inc. d/b/a
Aquila Networks-L&P, for authority
to file tariffs changing the steam
Quarterly Cost Adjustment for service
provided to customers in the Aquila
Networks-L&P service territory.

HR-2007-0028

In the matter of Aquila, In¢. d/b/a
Aquila Networks-L &P, for authority
to filc tariffs changing the steam
Quarterly Cost Adjustment for service
provided to customers in the Aquila
Networks-L&P service territory.

HR-2007-0359

RESPONSE TO AG PROCESSING INC.’S FIRST,
REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS OF FACT

For its response to the First Request for Admissions of Fact of Ag Processing Inc.
(“AgP™), KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Co. (“GMO”) states as follows:

l. The cffective date of the Quartexly Cost Adjustment for Aquila, Inc.’s

steam gencration and distribution system in St. Joseph (hereinafter “QCA™) was March 6, 2000.
Response: GMO objects to this Request as vague and ambiguous heeause numerous
quarterly cost adjustments exist. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, GMO states that so long as this Request pertains to the Order Regarding
Stipulation and Agreement in Case No. HR-2005-0450, issued February 28, 2006,
GMO admits Request No. 1.

2. The Aquila Steam natural gas hedging program resulted in net costs that
are properly before the Commission for review as a part of HR-2007-0028, 2 docksted
proceeding in which fuel cosis ineurred during 2006 are subject to review,

Response: GMO objects fo this Request, specifically the term “that are propexly

before the Commission for veview,” as it calls for a legal corclusion. Subject to and
withont waiving the foregoing objection, GMO denies Reguest No. 2,
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4. It is within the jurisdiction of the Missouri Public Service Comimission in
connection with its review of the natural gas hedging program for steam generation (hereinafter
“Aquila Steam Hedging Program”) that resulted in net costs that are before the Commission for
review as a part of HR-2007-0028, to requirc the refund to customers of these costs if found by
fhe Commission 10 have been imprudently incurred even though such eustomers have been bitled
and have paid these costs without protest.

Response: GMO objects to Request No. 3 because it calls for a legal conclusion.
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objection, GMO denies Request No, 3,

4. The Aguila Steam natural gas hedging program resultcd in net costs that
ate properly before the Commission for review as a part of HR-2007-0399, a docketed
proceeding in which fuel costs incurred during 2007 are subject to review,

Response: GMO objects to Request No. 4 because it calls for a legal conclusion,
Subject to and withont waiving the foregoing objection, GMO denies Request No. 4.

5. It is within the jurisdiction of the Missouri Public Service Comnission in
conupection with its review of the Aquila Steam Hedging Program that resulted in net costs that
are before the Commission for review as a part of HR-2007-0028, to require the refund to
customers of these costs if found by the Commission to have been imprudently incurted even
though such customers have been billed and have paid these costs without protest,

Response: GMO objcets to Request No. 5, specifically the term “that are properly

before the Commission for review,” because it calls for a legal conclusion. Subject
to and withont waiving the foregoing objection, GMO denics Request No. 5.
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6. The bencficial ownership of the Aquila steam business passed from.
Aquils, Inc., L&P Division to KCPL-Greater Missouri Operations Company (KCPL-GMO) in a
transaction that became effective July 14, 2008 and the corporate entity Aquila, Ine. that
formerly owned and operated the steam business in St. Joseph and environs s now doing
business as KCPL-GMO.

Response: GMO ebjects to this request as it calls for a legal conclusion. Subject to
and without waiving the foregoing objection, GMO denies Request No. 6.

7. The Report and Order of the Public Service Commission approving tha
acquisition of Aquila, Inc. by Gregory Acquisition Company and, in tum, KCPL-GMO FEIMAIIS
subject to pending judicial review proceedings.

Response: GMO objects to this request as vague and ambiguous, calling for
speculation and calling for a legal conclusion. Subject to and without waiving the
foregoing objection, GMO admits that AgP and the Office of Public Counsel have
appealed the order of the Cole County Circuit Court affirming the Report and
Order to the Missouri Court of Appeals but denies that “the Report and Order of
the Public Service Commission approvied] the acquisition of Aquila, Inc. by
Gregory Acquisition Company and, in turn, KCPL-GMO,” and denies all other
allegations contained in Reqguest No. 7,

8. KCPL-GMO has assumed all rights, liabilities and obligations of Aquila,
Inc. and for all purposes of these proceedings is in the same status as Aquila would be if there
had not been an acquisition.

Response: GMO objeeis to this request as vague and ambiguous, ealling for
speculation and as calling for a legal conclusion because it is not known what is
meant by “and for all purposcs of these proceedings is in the same status as Aquila
would be if there had not been an acquisition.” Subjeet to and without waiving the
foregoing objection, GMO admits that the corporation named “Aquila, Inc.”
immediately prior to October 17, 2008 is now named KCP&L Greater Missouri
Operations Company but denies that GMO “has assumed all vights, liabilities and
obligations of Aquila, Inc.” and all other allegations contained in Request No, 8.
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0. The QCA mechanism under review in these dockets is the product of a
seftiement of FTR-2005-0450 and was continuously effective during the periods under review in
HR-2007-0028 and HR-2007-0399, and is set forth on the QCA rate schedule and periodic fling
of tariff shests.

Response: GMO objects to this reguest hecause it s vague apd ambiguons, calling -
for speculation in that the “QCA mechanism” itself is not under review in these
dockets. Further, GMO objects to this request as improper, irrelevant and not
yeagonably calculated te lead to discovery of admissible evidence in that a prudence
veview is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No. 6.4,
items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any prudence review is to he conducted no
Jater than 225 days after the end of each year, Subject to and without waving the
foregoing objections, GMO denies Request No. 3.

10.  The scttlement stipulation in HR-2005-0450 contains no provisions
regarding the Aquila Steam Hedging Program except as provided jn paragraph 8.1.

Response: GMO objects to-this vequest as improper, vague, ambiguous and
argnmentative in that setflement stipulation and. taxiffs must be viewed as a whole
and not in parts. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections GMO
denies Request No. 10,

11,  The Aquila Steam Hedging Program was implemented by Aquila, Inc.

after March 6, 2006.

Response: Assuming that AgP is referring fo the timeframe associated with the
“Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism®” described in Section 8 of the
Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Missouri Public Service Commission
(“Commission”) in Case No. HR-2005-0450, GMO denies Request No. 11.

12.  Agquila, Inc. did not seek or receive consent from ratepayers for the Aquila

Steam Hedging Program before instituting the Aquila Steam Hedgiog Program.

Response: GMO objects to this request as neither relevant nor reasonably
calewlated to lead to the discovery of ndmissible evidence. It is alse vague,
ambiguous and argumentative. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, and assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe associated with the
“Puel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described in Section 8 of the
Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-2005-
0450, GMO denies the allegations contained in Request No. 12 because it did receive
“consent” from ratepayers, whose interests were represented in that collaborative

proceeding and whose representatives inciuded the Steam ratepayers as well ag the

-
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Commission, and who also signed and therefore conscnted to the Nonunaninious
Stipulation and Agreement that was approved by the Commission.

13.  Aquila, Inc. did not seek or receive advice from ratepayers for the Aquila

Steam Hedging Program before instituting the Aquila Steam Hedging Program.

Response: GMO objects to this request as neither relevant nor reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. It is alse vague,
ambiguous and argumentative, Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe
associated with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described
in Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case
No. HR-2005-0450, GMO denies the allegations contained in Request No. 13 because
it did receive “advice” from ratepayers, whose interests were represented in that
collaborative proceeding and whose representatives included the Steam ratepayers
as well as the Commission, and who also signed and therefore rendered advice on
the Nonunanimous Stipulation and Agreement that was approved by the
Compission.

14.  Aquila did not seck or receive consent from the Staff of the Public Service
Commission for the Aquila Steam Hedging Program before instituting the Aquila Steam
Hedging Program.

Response: GMO objects to this request as ncither relevant nor reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admigsible evidence. It is also vague,
ambiguous and argumentative. Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe
associated with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described
in Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case
No. HR-2005-0450, GMO dcenies the allegations contained in Request No. 14 because
it did receive “eonsent” from ratepayers, whose interests were represented in that
collaborative proceeding and whose representatives included the Steam ratepayers
as well as the Commission, and who also signed and therefore consented to the
Nonunanimous Stipulation and Agreement thai was approved by the Commission.

15.  Aguila did not seek or rcceive advice from the Staff of the Public Service
Commission for the Aquila Steam Hedging Program before instituting the Aguila Steam

Hedging Program.

Response: GMO ohjects to this request as neither relevant nor reasonably
caleulated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. It is also vague,
arobiguous and argumentative. Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe
associated with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described
in Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case
No. HR-2005-0450, GMO denies the allegations contained in Request No. 13 because

-5-
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it did receive *advice” from ratepayers, whose interests were represented in that

- collaborative proceeding and whose representatives inciuded the Steam ratepayers
as well as the Commission, and who also signed and thercfore rendered advice on
the Nonupanimous Stipulation and Agreement that was approved by fthe
Commission.

16.  The hook costs of the Aquila Steam Hedging Program that are subject to
review in FR-2007-0028 are $1,164,960.

Response: GMO objects to this request ag vague and ambiguous, calling for
speculation, and calling for a legal conclusion. GMO further objects to this request
as impraper, irrclevant and not reasonmably calculated to fead to discovery of
admissible evidence in that a prudence review Is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost
Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No. 6.4, items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any
prudence review is to be conducted no later than 225 days after the end of each
year. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, and assuming that
AgP is referring to the timeframe associated with the “Fuel Cost Costomer/Utility
Alignment Mechanism® described in Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement
approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-2005-0450, GMO admits that the
hedge sctflement costs of the Aquila Steam Hedging Program for 2006 were
$1,164,960 and denies all remaining allegations contained in Reguest No. 16.

17.  The hook costs of the Aquila Steam. Hedging Program that are subject to

revicw in HIR-2007-0399 are $2,441,860,

Response: GMO objects te this request as vague and ambiguous, calling for
speculation, and calling for a legal conclusion. GMO further objects to this request
as improper, irrelevant and not reasonably caleulated to lead to discovery of
admissible evidence in that a pradence review is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost
Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No. 6.4, items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any
prudence review is ta be conducted no latexr than 225 days after the end of each
year. Subjcct to and without waiving the foregoing objections, and assuming that
AgP is referring to the timeframe associated with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utikity
Alignment Mechanism” described in Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement
approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-2005-0450, GMO admits that the
hedge settlement costs of the Aquila Steam Hedging Program for 2007 were
$2,441,860 and denjes all rémaining allegations contained in Request No. 17.

18.  The Aquila Stcam Hedging Program was a financial program that had no

effect on plysical gas supply arrangements.

Response: Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe associated with the
“Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described in Section 8 of the
Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-2005-
0450, GMO denies Request No. 18.

-6 -
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19.  The Aquila Steam Hedging Program was 2 financial program that had no
effect on the physical adequacy of steam service provided to customers.

Respounse: Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe associated with the
“Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” deseribed in Section 8 of the
Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-2005-
0450, GMO denies Request No. 19,

20.  The Aquila Stearn. Hedging Progran: was a financial program that had no
effect o the physical reliability of the steam generation and distribution system.

Response: Assuming that AgP is refexring to the timeframe associated with the
“Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described in Section 8 of the
Stipulation and Agreement approved hy the Comymission in Case No. HR-2005-
0450, GMO denies Request No. 20,

21.  The Aquila Steam Hedging Program was intended solely to stabilize the
cost of natural gas used in the generation of stcam for service to stcam customers.

Response: Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe asseciated with the
“Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechauvism” described in Section 8 of the
Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-2005-
0450, GMO denies Request No. 21 hecause that was not the sole intention.

22.  ‘The Aquila Stcam Hedging Program was designed solely to stabilize the
cost of natural gas used in the generation of steam for service to sfeam customers.

Response: Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe agsociated with the
“Fne] Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described in Section 8 of the
Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Comumission in Case No. HR-2005-
0450, GMO denies Request No, 22 because that wag not the sele reason for the
design of the program.

23.  The Aquila Steam Hedging Program was financially independent of any
and all other natural gas hedging programs used by Aquila, Inc. and any of its affiliates or
divisions.

Resgponse: GMO objects to this request beeause it is vagne and ambiguous, calling
for specnlation, and potentially ealls for a Jegal conclusion in that the term
“financially independent” is not defined and subjeet to interpretafion. Subject to

and without waiving these objections, and assuming that AgP is rcferring to the
timeframe associated with the “Fuel Cost.Customer/Utility Aligument Mechanism”

-7-
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described in Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreecment approved by the
Commission in Case No. FAR-2005-0450, GMO admits that the Aguila Steam
Hedging Program was separate from the other Aquila hedging programs, but denies
all other allegations contained in Request No. 23.

24,  The Aquila Steam natural gas hedging program was terminated on or

about November 1, 2007.

Response: Assuming that AgP iy referring to the timeframe associated with the
wPucl Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described in Section 8 of the
Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No, HR-2005-
0450, GMO denies Request No. 24 because while the placement of new hedges was
suspended on or about November 1, 2007, the Aguila Stcam Hedging Program was
not “terminated.”

25.  The Aquila Steam Hedging Program. was discontinued in response to a
verbal request from Ag Processing Inc. that was confirmed by e-mail on October 30, 2007.

Response: Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe associated with the
“Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism® deseribed jn Section 8 of the
Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-2005-
0450, GMO admits it reecived a verbal reguest from AgP to suspend the program
but denies the remainder of Request No. 25 becanse while the placement of new
hedges was suspended on or abont November 1, 2007, the Aquila Steam Hedging
Program wag not “discontinued.”

26.  Subsequent to termination of the Aquila Stcam Hedging Program the costs
of the program continued to be booked to the steam cost accounts as the financial instruments

matured and were liquidated or booked.

Response: GMO objects to this request as vague, ambiguous and argumentative
because the Aquila Steam Hedging Program was not terminated. Subject to and
without waiving this objection, GMO states that assuming that AgP is referring to
the timeframe associated with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment
Mechanism? deseribed in Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by
the Commission in Case No. HR-2005-0450, GMO admits that after the placement
of new hedges was suspended, the settlement costs of the program continued to be
booked fo the steam cost accounts as the financial instruments matured and were
liguidated or booked but denies all other allegations contained in Reguest No. 26.
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57, As a sicam utility during 2006 and 2007, Aquila, Inc. and KCPL-GMO

continuously had the responsibility to op

that are prudent for its business purpase.

orate the steam business so as to incur only those costs

Response: GMO objects to Reguest No. 27 beeause it ealls for a legal conclusion

and is vague and ambiguous an
utility in 2006 and 2007, Subject to an

d calls for speculation in that GMO was not a steam
d without waiving the foregoing objections,

GMO denies Request No. 27 because it is regulated by the Commission pursuant to
numerous statutes, rules, regulations and orders, as well as Missouri judicial case
law, which provide, among other things, that its rates be just and reasonable, that its
service be safe and adeguate, and that it not grant any undue or unreasonable
preference to any person or corporation.

Date: Scptember 8, 2009

; e

Karl Zobrist Mo. Bar # 28325
Roger W. Steiner Mo. Bar # 39586

Sonnenschein Nath & Rosenthal LLP
4520 Main Street, Suite 1100

Kansas City, MO 64111

(816) 460-2400

(816) 531-7545 (fax)
kzobrist@@sonmenschein.com
rsteiner@sonnenschein.com

James M. Fischer, Mo, Bar #27543
Fischer & Dority P.C.

101 Madison Street, Suite 400
Jefferson City, MO 65101

(573) 636-6758

(573) 636-0383 (fax)
jhischerpe@aocl.com

Victoria Schatz, Mo. Bar #44208
Corporate Counsel

Kansas City Powcer & Light Company
1200 Main Steeet, 16™ Floor

Kansas City, MO 64105

(816) 556-2791

(816) 556-2787 (fax}

Victoria.Schatz(tdkepl.com

Attomneys for KCP&I, Greater Missouri
Operations Co.

-9.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of Aquila, Inc, d/b/a
Aquila Networks-L&P, for authority
to file tariffs changing the steam
Quarterly Cost Adjustment for service
provided to enstomers in the Aquila
Networks-L&P service territory.

HR-2007-0028

In the matter of Aquila, Ine. d/b/a
Aquila Networks-L&P, for authority
to file tariffs chapging the steam
Quarterly Cost Adjustnient for service
provided to customers in the Aquila
Networks-L&P service territory.

HR-2007-0399

RESPONSE TO AG PROCESSING INC.’S FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS

KCP&IL. Greater Missouri Operations Co. (“GMOY) responds as follows to A
Processing Inc.’s First Request for Production of Documents:
1. All documents identified in your responses to First Interrogatories Nos. 1
through 45 inclusive and in any subpatt thereof.
Response; Subject to the objections set forth in its responses and answers to

the interrogatories, GMO will produee non-privilege documents responsive to this request,

Date: September Y , 2009 /’w

Karl Zobrist Mo. Bar # 28325
Roger W, Steiner Mo. Bar # 39586
Sonnenschein Nath & Roscnthal LLP

4520 Main Street, Suite 1100

Kansas City, MO 64111}

(816) 460-2400

(816) 531-7545 (fax)
kzobris\@sonnenschein.com
rsteiner@gsonnensehein.com
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James M. Fischer, Mo. Bax #27543
Fischer & Dority P.C.

101 Madison Street, Suite 400
Jefferson City, MQ 65101

(573) 636-6758

(573) 636-0383 (fax)

jfischerpe(@aol.com

Victoria Schatz, Mo. Bar #44208
Caorporate Counsel

Kansas City Power & Light Company
1200 Main Street, 16" Floor

Kansas City, MO 64105

(816) 556-2791

(816) 556-2787 (fax)
Victoria.Sehatzi@kepl.com

Attorneys for KCP&L Greater Missouri
Operations Co,
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of Aquila, Inc, d/b/a
Aguila Networlks-L&P, for authority
to file tariffs changing the steam
Quarterly Cost Adjustment for serviece
provided to customers in the Aquila
Networks-L&P service territory.

“HR-2007-0028

In the matter of Aquila, Ine. d/b/a
Aquila Networks-L &P, for authority
to file tariffs changing the steam
Quarterly Cost Adjustment for service
provided to custorners in the Aquila
Networks-L&P service territory.

HR-2007-0399

ANSWERS TO AG PROCESSING INC.’S FIRST
INTERROGATORIES TQO KCP&L GREATER MISSOURT OPERATIONS CO.

Defendant KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company (*GMO”) states the following
as its answers and objects to Ag Processiog Inc.’s (“*AgP") First Interrogatories.

INTERROGATORIES

1. If your xesponse to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 1
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a, Identify the date that you contend was the effsctive date of the Quarterly

Cost Adjustment for Aquila, Inc’s steam generation and distribution system in St. Joseph.

b. Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

c. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention.

d. Identify all doouments in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding the effective date of the Quarierly Cost-Adjustment.

ANSWER: GMO objeets to Request No. 1 and Interrogatory No. 1, subparts a-d inclusive,
as vague and ambiguous and calling for speculation because numerous quarterly cost
adjustments exist. Subjeet to and without waiving the foregoing objections, GMO states
that so long as Request No, 1 and Interrogatory No. 1 pertain to the Order Regarding
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Stipulation and Agreement in Case No. HR-2003-0450, issued February 28, 2006, GMO
admits Request Ne. 1 and Interrogatory No. 1.

2. If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KXCPL-GMO No. 2
tendered herewith is anything other than an ungualified admission:”

| a. Identify your contc;.ntion regarding any costs resulting from the ASHP as

to whether these costs are properly before the Missouri Pablic Service Commission for review as

a part of Casc No, HR-2007-0028.

b. Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

c. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention.

d. Identify all documents in your posscssiox}, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 2 and Juterrogatory No. 2 becanse it is vague and
ambiguous, calls for speculation, and calls for a legal conclusion in that the program is not
properly under review in these dockets, Further, GMO objects to this request as improper,
irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to diseovery of admissible cvidence in that
a prudence review is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No.
6.4, items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any prudence review it to be conducted no later
than 225 days after the end of each year. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, GMO states:

a. Objection. GMO objects to this subpart because it is vague and ambiguous
and calls for speculation in that the program is not properly under review in these
dockets, Further, GMO objects to this request as improper, irrelevant and not
reasonably caleulated to lead to discovery of adruissible evidence in that a prudence
review is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No. 6.4,
jtems 7 and 8, which clearly state that any prudence review is to be conducted no
Iater than 225 days after the end of each year.

b. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list *all facts.” Subject to and withont

waiving this objection, the general objection to this interrogatory explains the
reason for denizl,

c. Objection. It is unduly burdcnseme to identify “all persons” with
information, Subject to and without waiving that objection, Tim Rush has general
knowledge.

-2
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d. Objection. Itis unduly burdensome to identify “all documents.”
Subject to and without waiving this ebjection, GMO refers to the Quarterly Cost
adjustment Rider tariff.

3. if your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 3
tendered he:rewilh is anything other than an unqualified admission:

a. Identify your contention regarding any costs resulting from the ASHP as

to whether the Missouri Public Service Cornunission has jurisdiction to order refund of any of the

referenced costs that are found by the Commission to have been imprudently ivcurred as a part of

Case No, HR-2007-0028.

b. 1dentify all facts that you contend support your contention.

c. Identify all person;; known to you to have any information regarding such
contention.

d. Identiﬁ all docuwents in your possession, custody or control that you

belicve contain informatien regarding your contention.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 3 and Interrogatory No. 3 hecause it is vagne and
ambiguous, calls for speculation, and ealls for a legal conclusion in that the program is not
properly under review in these dockets. Further, GMO objects to this request as improper,
irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to discovery of admissible evidence in that
a prudence review is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No.
6.4, items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any prudence review is to be conducted no later
than 225 days after the end of each year. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, GMO states: .

a. Objection. GMO objects to this subpart becanse it is vague and ambiguous
and ealls for specnlation in that the program js not properly onder review in these
dockets. Further, GMO objects to this request as improper, irrclevant and not
reasonably ealculated to Jead to discovery of admissible evidence in that a prudence
review is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No. 6.4,
items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any pradence review is to be conducted no
later than 225 days after the end of each year.

b. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all facts.” Subject to and without

waiving this objection, the gewmoral objection to this interrogatory explains the
reason for denial,

-3
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c Objection, It is unduly burdcnsome (o identify “all persons” with
information. Subject to and without waiving that gbjection, Tim Rush has general
knowledge.

d. Objection, It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents.” Subject to
and without waiving this objection, GMO refers to the Quarterly Cost adjustment
Rider farifi,

4. If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 4
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:

a. Identify your contention regarding any costs resulting from the ASHP as

to whether these costs are properly before the Missouri Public Service Commission for review as

a part of Case No. HR-2007-0399.

b. Identify all facts that you contend support your contention,

c. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention.

d. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 4 and Iuterrogatory No. 4 because it is vague and
ambiguous, calls for speculation, and calls for a legal conclusion in that the program is not
properly under review in these dockets. Further, GMO objects to this request as improper,
irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to discovery of admissible evidence tn that
a prudence review is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No.
6.4, items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any prudence review is to be conducted no later
than 225 days after the end of cach year. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, GMO states:

a. Objection, GMO objects to this subpart because it is vague and ambiguous
and calls for speculation in that the program is not properly uader review in these
dockets. Further, GMO objeets to this request as improper, irrelevant and not
reasonably ealculated to lead te discovery of admissible evidence in that a pradence
review js time-barred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No. 6.4,
items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any prudence veview is to be conducted no
later than 225 days after the end of each year.
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b. Objection. 1t is unduly burdensome to list “all faets.” Subject to and without
waiving this objection, the gencral objection to this interrogatory explains the
reason for denial,

e. Objeetion. It s unduly burdensome to identify “all persons” with
information. Subject to and without wajving that objection, Tim Rush has general
knowledge.

d. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents.” Subject to
and without waiving this objection, GMO refers to the Quarterly Cost adjustment
Rider tariff,

5. If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 5
tendered herewith is anything other than an ungqualified admission:

a. Identify your contention regarding any costs resulting from the ASHP as

to whether the Missouri Public Service Commission has jutisdiction to order refund of any of the

refevenced costs that are adfudged by that Commission to have been imprudently incurred as a

part of Case No. HR-2007-0399.

b. Identify al) facts that you contend support your t;,o,ntention.

c. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention.

d. Identify al) documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention,

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 5 and Interrogatory No. 5 because it is vague and
ambiguoeus, calls for speculation, and calls for a Jegal conclusion in that the program js nof
properly under review in these dockets. Furxther, GMO objects fo this request as improper,
irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to discovery of admissible evidence in that
a prudence review is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No.
6.4, items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any prudence review is to be conducted no later
than 225 days after the end of each year. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objeetions, GMO states:

a. Objection. GMO objects to this subpart because it is vague and ambiguous
and calls for speculation in that the program is not properly under review in thesc
dockets. Turther, GMO objects to this request as improper, irrelevant and not
reasonably calculated to lead to discovery of admissible evidence in that a prudence

"5
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review is time-bavred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No. 6.4,
items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any prudence review is to be conducted no
Iater than 225 days after the end of each year.

b, Objcction. It is unduly burdensome to list “all facts,” Subjeet to and without
waiviug this objection, the general objection to this inierrogatory explains the
reason for denial

¢ Objection. It is unduly burdensome to idemtify “all persoms” with
information. Subject to and without waiving that objection, Tim Rush has genexal
knowledge.

d. Objection, It is unduly burdensome to identify “all doenments.” Subject to

and without waiving this objection, GMO refers to the Quarterly Cost adjustment
Rider tariff.

6. If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 6
tendered herewith js anything other than an unqualified admission:

a. Identity the date or dates on which you contend the beneficial ownership
of the Aquila stearn business passed from Aquila, Inc., L&P Division to KCPL-Greater Missouti
Opcrations Company, inch‘lding through Gregory Acquisition Corporation.

b. Identify the corporate entity that is now doing business in St, Joseph and
environs and describe how that status occwrred complete with the dates on which you contend
such transaction(s) occurred.

c. Identify all facts tbat you contend support your contentions regarding the
matters referenced in any subpart of this intetrogatory.

d. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding the
contentiong identified in your response to any subpart of this interrogatory.

€. Identify all documents in your possession, cusiody or control that you
believe contain information regarding your contentions identified in your response to subparis a.

and b. of this interrogatory.
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ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 6 and Interrogatory No. 6 hecause it calls for a
legal conclusion. Subjeet to and witheut waiving the foregoing objections, GMO states:

a. Aquila, Inc, has owned and operated ifs steam business at all times after the
merger of St. Joseph Light & Power Company into Aquila. The L&P Division is an
internal division of Aquila and is not a separate entity. The acquisition of Aguila by
Great Plains Energy Incorporated on July 14, 2008 did not result in the transter of
the steam business to KCP&L Greater Missouri Opexations Company (the current
name for Aquila), as Aquila was the corporate entity who owned and operated its
steam business both before and after the July 14, 2008 acquisition. Agquila’s
corporate name was changed to KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company on
October 17, 2008, The corporation does business under its corporate name of
KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company, and also uses the trade name
“KCP&L”.

b, As stated in paragraph (a), KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company,
formerly known as Aquila, Inc., owns and operates its stecam business. The entity’s
ownership of its steam business was not affected by cither the acquisition on July 14,
2008 or the change of mame on October 17, 2008,

c. The Agreement and Plan of Merger dated as of February 6, 2007 provided
for the merger of Gregory Acquisition Corp. inte Aquila, Inc., with Aquila being the
surviving entity. The Certificate of Merger was filed with the Delaware Secretary of
State on July 14, 2008. Neither of these documents referenced a transfer of the
steam business, and none occurred. The name change was implernented on October
17, 2008 by filing a certificate of amendment to Aquila’s certificate of incorporation;
no transfer of the steam business was included in such certificate of amendment,

d. Objection. 1t is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have
information. Subject to and without waiving this objectios, Mark English has
knowledge.
e. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to idenfify “all documents” that show
that Aquila’s ownership of its steam system was not transferred as a result of the
acquisition or name change,
7. It your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No, 7
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a. Identify your contentions regarding the present legal status of the Report

and Order approving the acquisition of Aquila, Tnc. by Gregory Acquisition Company.

b. Identify all facis that you contend support your contention.
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c. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention,
d. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you
believe contain information regarding youy contention.
ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 7 and Tnterrogatory No. 7 as vague and
ambiguous, calling for speculation and calling for a legal conclusion, Subject to and
without waiving the foyegoing objections, GMO states:
a. The Report and Orvder approved the merger of Gregory Acquisition
Corporation, a subsidiary of Great Plains Energy Incorporated, with and into
Aquila, with Aquila being the surviving corporation,
b, The application, pleadings, exhibits (including the Agreement and Plan of
Merger dated as of February 6, 2007) and Report and Order in Case No. EM-2007-
0374 demonstrate the structure of the transaction,
[N Objection, It is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have
information. Subject to and without waiving this objection, Mark English has

knowledge.

d. Objection. It is unduly burdeusome to identify “all documents” that show the
structure of the transaction.

8. If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 8

tendered herewith is anything other than an ungualified admission:

a. Identify your contentions regarding the assumption of all rights, liabilities
and obligations of Aquila, In¢. by KCPL-GMO.

b, Identify the entity or entities that you contend have assumed and are
currently operating pursuant to the rights referenced in any subpart of this interrogatory.

c. Identify all facts that you centend support the contentions identified in
your response to any subpart of this intervogatory.

d. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding the

contentions identified in your response to any subpart of this intervogatory.

-8-
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e. Identily all documents in your possession, custody or control that you
belisve contain information regarding the contentions identified in your response to any subpart
of tins interrogatory.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 8 and Infervogatory No. § as vague and
ambiguous, calling for speculation and as calling for a legal conclusion because it is not
known what is meant by “and for all purposes of these proceedings is in the same status as
Aquila would be if theve had not been an acquisition.” Subject to and without waiving the
foregoing objections, GMO states:

a. Aquila, Inc. changed its corporate name to KCP&L Greater Missouri
Operations Company on October 17, 2008. The change in corporate name did not
entail any assumption of rights, liabilities and obligations, as the corporate entity
did not change. The corporation continned to have all of the rights, linbilities and
obligations it had immediately prior to the name change.

b. As stated in paragraph (a), there was no agsumption of the rights, liabilities

and obligations 'in comuection with the name change. Only the name of the
corporate entity changed,

c The certificate of amendment to Aguila’s certificate of incorporation simply
changed the name of the corporation.

d. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have
information. Subject to and without waiving this objection, Mark English has
kuowledge.

e Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” that show
that a name change did nof resvlt in an assumption.

9. If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 9
tenclered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a. Tdentify the manner in which the QCA mcchanism under review in Case
Nos. HR-2007-0028 and HR-2007-0399 came into being.
b: Identify by each reference to each case number the periods under review,
e, Identify each periodic rate filing that you contend was made puvsuant to
such authorization as you contend was cstablished in your response 1o any subpart of this

interrogatory.
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d. Identify all facts that you contend support the contentions identified in

your response to any subpart of this intertogatory.

c. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding the
contentions identified in your response to any subpart of this interrogatory.

f, Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you
believe contain information regarding the contentions identified in your response to any subpart
of this interrogatory including without Jimitation any periodic rate filings that you have identified
in your response to any subpart of this intcrrogatory.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 9 and Interrogatory No. 9 because it is vague and
ambiguous and calls for speculation in that the “*QCA mechanism® itself is not vnder
review in these dockets. Further, GMO objects to this request as improper, irrclevant and
not reasonably caleulated to lead to discovery of admissible evidence in that a prudence
review is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No. 6.4, items 7
and 8, which clearly state that any prodence review is to be conducted nro later than 225
days after the end of each year. Subject to and without waiving the forcgoing objections,
GMO states:

a. Objection. GMO objects to this subpart because it is vague and ambiguous
and calls for speeulation in that the “*QCA wechanism” itself is not under review in
these dockets. Further, GMO objects to this request as improper, irrelevant and not
reasonably caleulated to lead to discovery of admissible evidence in that a prudence
review is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No. 6.4,
items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any prudence review is to be conducted no
later than 225 days after the end of each year.

b. Objection. GMO objeets to this subpart because it is vague and ambiguous
and calls for speculation in that the “QCA mechanism” itself is not under review in
these dockets. Further, GMO objects to this request as improper, irrclevant and not
reasonably calculated to lead to discovery of admissible evidence in that a prudence
review is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider taviff, Sheet No. 6.4,
items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any pradence review is to be condueted no
later than 225 days after the end of ¢ach year.

c. Objection. GMO objects to this subpart hecause it js vaguc and ambiguous
and calls for speculation in that the “QCA mechanism? itself i not under review in
these dockets. Further, GMO objects to this request as improper, irrelevant and not
reasonably caleulated to Jead to discovery of admissible evidence in that a prudence
review is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No. 6.4,

- 10 -
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items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any prudence revicw is to be conducted no
later than 225 days after the end of each year.

d. Objection. GMO objccets to this subpart beeanse it is vague and ambiguous
and calls for speculation in that the “QCA mechanism?” itself is not undey review in
these dockets. Further, GMO objects to this request as improper, irrelevant and not
reasonably calculated to lead to discovery of admissible evidence in that a prudence
review is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet No. 6.4,
items 7 and 8, which clearly state that any prudence review is to be conducted no
later than 225 days after the end of each year.,

e Objection. It is woduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have
information. Subject to and without waiving that objection, Tim Rush has general
knowledge,
£. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all documents,” subject to and
without wajving this objcction, GMO refers to the Quarterly Cost adjustment Rider
tariff,
10.  If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 10
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a. Identity by reference to page, paragraph number and line any provision in

the settlement stipulation in Case No. HR-2005-0450 regarding any natural gas hedging program

for steam generation that you contend authorizes or approves such natural gas hedging program.

b. Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

c. Identify all persons known to you to hiave any information regarding such
contention.

d. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or contro! that you

believe contain information regarding your contention,

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No, 10 and Intervogatory No. 10 as improper, vague,
ambiguous and argumentiative in that scttlement stipulation and tariffs must be viewed as a

whole and not jn parts. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, GMO
states:

a. & h.In addition to paragraph 8.1 within the Nonunanjmous Stipulation and
Agreement for HR-2005-0450), hedging costs are discussed in Appendix A, Sheet 6.2,
“Details” item 1.

-11 -
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c. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have
information, Subject to and without waiving that objection, Tim Rush has general
knowledge.

d. Objection, It is unduly burdensome to list “all documents,” subject to and

withouot waiving this objection, GMO refers to the Nonunanimous Stipulation and
Agreement for HR-2005-0450, Appendix A.

11, If your response o First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 11
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a. Identify the date or dates on which you contend the Aquila Steam Hedging

Program was implemented by Aquila, Inc.

b, Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

c. Tdentify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention.

d. Jdentify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention.

ANSWER: Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe associated with the “Fuel
Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described in Seetion 8 of the Stipulation and
Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-2005-0450, GMO states:

n On or about February 16, 2006,

h. The first hedges were placed on or about February 16, 2006. Aquila’s
responsc to Data Request No. AgP-0016, Case No. HR-2007-0028, Aquila Networks-
Missouri (Steam), Aquila Inc., Missouri Public Service Commijssion, references «...
the program implementation in February 2006 ...” Aquila’s response to Data
Reguest No. AgP-0021, in the same proceeding stated “our program didn’t start
until Feb 2006.”

c Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list *all persons known” to haye any
information regarding the contention. Subject to and without waiving this
objection, Tim Rush has general knowledge.

d. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” that show
that the Aquila Steam Hedging Program was implemented hefore Mavch 6, 2006.
Subject to and without waiving this objection, responsive documents will be
provided. '

-12-
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12.  If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 12
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a, Identify the date or dates on, aud the manner in, which Aquila, Inc. sought

consent from its steam ratepayers before instituting the Aquila Steam Hedging Program.

h. Identify what and the nature of the consent that was sought,

c. Identity alt facts that you contend support your contention.

d. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention.

e Identify all decuments in yout possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No, 12 and Interrogatory No. 12 as neither relevant
nor reasonably caleulated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Tt is also vague,
ambiguous and argumentative. Subject to and without wajving the foregoing objections,
and assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe associated with the “Fuel Cost
Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described in Section 8 of the Stipulation and
Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No, HR-2005-0450, GMO states:

a. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list all dates on which negotiations
took place during a rate case settled in 2006. Subject to and without waiving this
objection, numerous discussions took place as well as through numerons types of
medium, c-mai), telephone conversations, face~-to-face meetings, efe.

b. The nature of the discussions related to the process through which a vate case
is yettled. All significant issues were discussed and addressed with specific wording
proposed for inclusion within the stipulation as well as the tariffs. Wording relating
to the hedging program was included in both the stipulation and agreement and the
tariff.

c. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list all facts. Subject to and without
waiving this objection, in summary, see h. above.

d. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have
infurmation. Subject to and without waiving this objection, Tim Rush and other

party represcniatives who participated in the negotiations and signed the
Stipulation have knowlcdge.

-13 -
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€. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” that might
have been exchanged during the negotiation process.

13, If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No, 12
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a. Identify the date or dates on, and the manper in, which Aquila, Inc.

received consent from its steam ratepayers beforc instituting the Aquila Steam Hedging Program,

b. Identify the nature and content of the consent you contend was obtained.
c. Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.
‘ d. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention. |
&. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or contral that you

believe contain information regarding your contention.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Reguest No. 12 and Interrogatory No. 13 as neither relevant
nor reasonably caleulated to lead to the discovery of admissible cvidence. It is also vague,
ambiguous and argumentative. Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe
associated with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism®” described in
Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-
2005-0450, GMO states:

a. Objection. Tt is unduly burdensome to list all dates on which negotiations
took place during a vate case settled in 2006. Subject to and without walving this
objection, numerous discussions took place as well ag through numerous types of
medinm, e-mail, telephone conversations, face-to-face mectings, etc.

b. The nature of the discussions relates to the process through which a rate case
is scttled. All significant issues are discussed and addressed with specific wording
proposed for inclusion within the stipulation as well as the tariffs, Wording relating
to the hedging program wes included in both the stipulation and agreement and the
tarift,

c. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list all facts. Subject to and without
waiving this objection, in snummary, sce b. above.

d. Objection. Tt is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have
information. Subject to and without waiving this objection, Tim Rush and other

-14-
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party represemtatives who participated in the negofiations and signed the
Stipulation have knowledge.

e Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” that might
have heen exchanged during the negotintion process.

14.  If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 13
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a. Identify the date or datss on, and manner in, which Aguila, Inc. sought
advice from its steam ratepayers before instituting the Aguila Steam Hedging Program.

b. Identify the advice and the nature of the advice that was sought,

c. Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

d. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention. -

€. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding yotr contention.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 13 and Interrogatory No. 14 as neither relevant
nox reasonably ealeulated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. It is also vague,
ambiguous and argumentative, Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe
associated with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mcchanism” described in
Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-
2005-0450, GMO states:

a. Objeetion. It is unduly burdensome to list all dates on which negotiations
took place during 2 rate case settled in 2006, Subject to and without waiving this
objection, mumerous discussions took place as well as through numerons types of
medium, e-masil, telephone conversations, face-to-face meetings, etc.

b. The nature of the discussions relates to the process through which a rate case
is settled. Al significant issucs are discussed and addressed with specific wording
proposed for inclusion within the stipulation as well as the tariffs, Wording relating

to the hedging program was included in both the stipulation and agreement and the
tariff.

<. Objcetion, It is unduly burdensome to list all facts, Subject to and without
waiving this objection, in summary, see b, ahove.

-15-
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d. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have
information. Subjeet to and without waiving this objection, Tim Rush and other
party representatives who participated in the ncgotiations and signed the
Stipulation have knowledge.

e Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” that might
have been exchanged during the negotiation process.

15, If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 13
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a. Tdentify the date or dates om, and the manner in, which Aquila, Inc.

received advice from its steam ratepayers before instituting the Aquila Steam Hedging Program.

b. Identify the advice and the nature of the advice that was received,

C. Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

d. Identify all persons kttown to you to have any information regarding such
contention.

e. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention.

ANSWER: GMO objcets to Request No, 13 and Interrogatory No. 15 as neither relevant
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. If is also vague,
ambiguous and argumentative.  Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe
associated with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism® described in
Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR.-
2005-0450, GMO states:

. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to Jist all dates on which negotiations
took place during a rate case gettled in 2006. Subject to and without waiving this
objection, numerous discussions took place as well as through pumerous types of
medium, e-mail, telephone conversations, face-to-face meetings, ete.

b. The nature of the discussions relates to the process through which a rate ease
is settled- All significant issues are discussed and addressed with specific wording

. propused for inclusion within the stipulation as well as the tariffs. Wording relating
to tl;;: hedging program was included in both the stipulation and agreement and the
tariff.
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C. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list all facts. Subject to and without
waiving this objection, in supumary, see b. above,

d. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known® to have
information, Subject to and without waiving this objection, Tim Rush and other
party representatives who participated in the ncgotiations and signed the
Stipulation have knowledge.

€. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” that might
have been exchanged during the negotiation process.

16.  If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 14
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a. Identify the date on, and the ranner in, whiclh Aquila, Inc. sought consent
from the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission before instituting the Aquila Steam
Hedging Program.

b. Identify the consent and the nature of the consent that was sought.

c. Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

d. Ideniify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention,

e Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention,

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 14 and Interrogatory No. 16 as neither relevant
nor reasonably calculated to lend to the disenvery of admissible evidence. It is also vague,
ambiguous and argumentative. Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe
agsociated with the “Fuel Cost Custemer/Utility Aligoment Mcchanism®” deseribed in
Scction 8 of the Stipulation and Agrecment approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-
2005-0450, GMO states:

a. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to Jist all dates on which ncgotiations
took place during a rate case settled in 2006, Subject to and without waiving this
objection, numerous discussions took place as well as through numerous types of

medium, ¢-mail, telephone conversations, face-to-face meetings, efe,

b. The nature of the discussions relates to the process through which a rate case
is settled, Al significant issues are disenssed and addressed with specific wording
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proposed for inclusion within the stipulation as well as the tariffs. Wording relating
to the hedging program was included in both the stipulation and agreement and the
tariff.

c. Objection. It is unduly burdensome fo list all facts. Subject to and without
waiving this objection, in summary, see b, above.

d. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have
information, Subject to and without waiving this objection, Tim Rush and other
party represenfatives who participated in the negotiations and signed the
Stipulation have knowledge.

e Objection. Jt is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” that might
have been exchanged during the négotiation process.

17. If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 14
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:

a. Identify the date or dates on, and the manner in, which Aquila, lnc'.

received consent from the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission before instituting the

Aquila Steam Hedging Program.

b. Identify the consent and the nature of the consent that was received.,

c Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

d. Identity all persons known. to you to have any information regarding such
contention.

8, Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 14 and Interrogatory No. 17 as neither relevant
nor reasonably calculated to Jead to the discovery of admissible evidence. It is also vague,
ambiguous and argumentative, Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe
associated with the “Fucl Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described in
Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-
2005-0450, GMO states:

a. Objcction. Tt is unduly burdensome to list all dates on which negotiations
took place duriug a rate case settled in 2006, Subject to and without waiving this
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objection, numerous discussions took place as well ag through numerous types of
medium, e-mail, telephone conversations, facc-to-face meetings, ete,

b. The nature of the discussions relates to the process through which n rate ease
is settled. All significant issucs are discussed and addressed with specific wording
proposed for inclusion within the stipulation as well as the tariffs. Wording relating
to the hedging program was included in both the stipulation and agreement and the
taviff. ‘

c. Objection, It is unduly burdensome to list all facts. Subjeet to and without
waiving this objection, in summary, sce b, above.

d. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “ajl persons known” to have
information. Subjeet to and without waiving this objection, Tim Rush and other
party representatives who participated in the negotiations and signed the
Stipulation have knowledge,

e Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” that might
have heen exchanged during the negotiatinn process.

18, H your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO Nao. 15
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission;

a. Identify the date or dates on, and the manner in, which Aquila, Tne. sought

advice from the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission before instituting the Aquila

Steam Tledging Program.

b. Jdentify the consent and the nature of the advice that was sought.

c. Identify al facts that you contend support your contention.

qa. Idcﬁtify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
conte_ution.‘

€. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain inforimation regarding your contention.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 15 and Interrogatory No. 18 as neither relevant
nor reasonably caleulated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. It is also vague,
ambiguous and argumentative. Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe
associated with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” deseribed in
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Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-
2003-0450, GMO states:

a. Objection. Tt is unduly burdensome to list all dates on which negotiations
took place during a rate case settled in 2006, Subject to and without waiving this
objection, numerous discussions took place as well as through numerous types of
mediunm, e-mail, telephone conversations, face-to-face mectings, etc.

b. The nature of the discussions relates to the process through which a rate case
is settled. Al significant issues are discussed and addressed with specific wording
proposed for inclusion within the stipulation as well as the tariffs, Wording relating
to the hedging program was included ix both the stipulation and agreement and the
tavifi.

c. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list all facts, Subject to and without
waiving this objection, in summary, see b. above, .

d. Objeetion. It is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known® to have
information. Subject to and without waiving this objection, Tim Rush and other
party representatives who participated in fhe uncgotiations and signed the
Stipulation have knowledge.

e Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” that might
have been exchanged during the negotiation process.

19. If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 15
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:

a, Identify the date or dates om, and the mamner in, which Aquila, Inc.

received advice from the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission before instituting the

Aquila Steam Hedging Program,

b. Tdentify the consent and the nature of the consent that was received.

c. Identity all facts that you contend support your contention.

d. identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention.

e. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention.
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ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 15 and Inferrogatory No. 19 as neither rclevant
nor reasonably ealculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, It is also vague,
ambiguous and argumentative. Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe
associated with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described in
Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-
2005-0450, GMO states:

a, Objection. It is unduly hurdensome to list all dates on which negotiations
took place during a rate case seftled in 2006. Subject to and without waiving this
objection, numerous discussions took place as well as through numerous types of
medium, ¢-mail, tclephone conversations, face-to-face mectings, ete.

b. The natore of the discussions relates to the process through which a rate case
is settled. All significant issues are discussed and addressed with specific wording
proposed for inclusion within the stipulation as well as the tariffs. Wording relating
to the hedging program was included in both the stipulation and agreement and the
tariff.

c. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list all facts, Subjeet to and without
wajving this ohjection, in summary, see b. above.

d. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have
information. Subject fo and without waiving this objection, Tim Rush and other
party representatives who participated in the negotiations and signed the
Stipulation have knowledge,

e. Objection. Tt is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” that might
have been exchanged during the negotiation process.

20.  If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 16
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission;
a. Identify the amount that you contend is the book costs of the Aquila Steam

Hedging Program that are subject to review in Case No. HR-2007-0028.

b. Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

c. Identify all persons known to you to have any information reparding such
contention.

d. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention.
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ANSWER: GMO objects to Regquest No. 16 and Tnterrogatory Nu. 20 as vague and
ambiguous, calling for speeulation and ealling for a legal conclusion. GMO further objects
to this request as improper, irrolevant and not reasonably calenlzated to lead to discovery of
admissible evidence in that a prudence review is time-barred by the Quarterly Cost
Adjustment Rider tariff, Shect No. 6.4, itcws 7 and 8, which ¢learly state that any prudence
review is to be condueted no later than 225 days after the end of each year. Subject to and
without waiving the foregoing objections, and assuming that AgP is referring to the
timeframe associnted with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mcchanism?”
described in Scetion 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in
Case No. HR-2005-0450, GMO states:

1. $1,164,960 is the amount of total stcam hedging settlement costs as included

in the QCA, prior to the application of the 80% recovery allowance or any coal

performance standard adjustments for HR~2007-0028.

b. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list all facts, Subject to and without

waiving this objection, this is the amonnt as filed within the quarterly costs

adjustment filings relating to 20006.

¢ Objection. Tt is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have

information. Subject to and without waiving this ohjection, Tim Rush has general

knowledge,

d. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents.”

21.  IF your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 17
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:

a. Identify the amount that you contend is the book costs of the Aquila Steam

Hedging Program that are subject to review in Case No. HIR~2007-0399.

b. Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

c. Identity ail ﬁcrsons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention,

d. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 17 and Interrogatory No. 21 ag vague and
ambigunous, ealling for speculation and calling for a legal conclusion. GMO further objcets
to this request as improper, irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to discovery of
admissible evidence in that a prudence review is time-barrcd by the Quarterly Cost
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Adjustment Rider tariff, Sheet Nou. 6.4, items 7 and 8, which clearly statc that any prudence
review is to be conducted no later than 225 days after the end of each year. Subject to and
without waiving the foregeing objections, and assuming that AgP is referring to the
timefrare associated with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Aligoment Mechanism”
described in Section 3 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in
Case No. HR-2005-0450, GMO states:

a, $2,441,860 is the amount of total steam hedging settlement costs as ineluded

in the QCA, prior to the application of the 80% recovery allowance or any coal

performance standard adjustments for HR-2007-0399.

b. Objection. It is unduly burdeusome to list all facts. Subject to and without

waiving this objection, this is the amount as filed within the quarterly ensts

adjustment filings relating to 2007,

c. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have

information. Subject to and without waiving this objection, Tim Rush has general
knowledge.

d. Objection. Tt is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents.”

22, I your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 18
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualificd adlnjssic;n:

a. Identily the manncr in which the Aquils Steam Hedging Program affected
the physical gas supply arrangements made by Aquila,

b. Identify the activities of the Aquila Stcam Hedging Program and explain
how these activities affected the physical gas supply arrangements made by Aquila in any way
other than the price at which natural pas supplies were obtained.

C. Identify the nature of the effect that the Aquila Stcam Hedging Program
had upon the adequacy of steam service provided to customers.

d, Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

e Identify all persons known to you fo have any information regarding such

cantention,
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f. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you
beliave contain information regarding your contentian,

ANSWER: Assuming that AgP is veferring to the timeframe associated with the “Fucl
Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described in Section 8 of the Stipulation and
Agreement approved by the Commmission in Case No. HR-2005-0450, GMO states:

a. & b.The hedges placed under the Aquila Steam Hedging Program were a
collection of the New York Mereantile Exchange (“NYMEX™) futurcs contracts and
NYMEX call options. Throngh August 2009 Aquila and then GMO have settled
those hedges financially. The NYMEX however docs provide that buyer or seller
may cxchange a futures position for a physical position or a swaps position of equaj
quantity by submitting a notice to the Exchange. An alternate delivery procedure is
also avajlable to buyers and scllers who have been matched by the Exchange
subsequent to the termination of trading in the spot month contract. Buyers and
sellers can agrec to consummate delivery under terms different from those
prescribed in Exchange’s contract specifications,

€. All of the hedges under the Aquila Steam Hedging Program that have settled
through Angust 2009 have been settled financially. Consequently it appears the
Aquila Steam Hedging Program hag not had a direct impact on the physical gas
supply for the steam geueration and distribution system. To determine if the Aquila
Steam Hedging Program could have an impnaet on the physical gas supply for the
Steam generation and distribution system would require speculation and conjecture
to identify such effects. Therefore this subpart is objected to as requiring
speculation, '

d, Objection. 1t is unduly burdensome to list “all facts™ that may support our
position. Subject to and without waiving this objection, facts that support onr
position are presented above.

e, Objection. 1t is unduly burdensome to list “al) persons known” to have
information. Subject to and withont waiving this objection, Ed Blunk has general
knowledge.,

f. Objection. Jt is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” containing
information regarding a hedging programs cffect on physical supply. Subject to
and without waiving this objection, the fact that NYMEX futures contracts can be
exchanged for physical is snpported by public information that is readily available
from NYMEX.

23, If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 19

tendered herewith is anyihing other than an unqualificd admission:
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a. Identify the manner in which the Aquila Steam Hedging Program affected
the physical adequacy of stcam service provided to customers,

b. Identify the activities of the Aquila Steam Hedging Propram and explain
how these activities affected the physical adequacy of steam service provided to customers in
any way other than the price at which natural gas supplies were obtained,

c. Identify the nature of the effect that the Aquila Steam Hedging Program

had upon the adequacy of steam service provided to customers.

d. Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

e. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention.

f. Tdentify all documents in your possession, eustody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention,

ANSWER: Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe associated with the “Fuel
Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism® described in Section 8 of the Stipulation and
Agreement approved by the Commiission in Case No. HR-2005-0450, GMO states:

& & h.The hedges placed under the Aquila Steam Hedging Program were a
collection of NYMEX futures contracts and NYMEX call options. Through Augusi
2009 Aquila and then GMO have settled those hedges financially, The NYMEX
however does provide that buyer or seller may exchange a futures position for a
physieal position or a swaps position of equal quantity by submitting a notice to the
Exchange. An alternate delivery procedure is also available to buyers and sellers
who have been matched by the Exchange subsequent to the termination of trading
in the spot month contract. Buyers and sellers can agree 1o consummate delivery

under terms different from those prescribed in Exchange’s contract specifications.

c. Al of the hedges under the Aquila Steam Hedging Program that have settlcd
throngh August 2009 have been scttled financially. Consequently it appears the
Aquila Steam Hedging Program has not had a direct impact on the physical
adeguacy of steam service provided to customers. To determine if the Aquila Steam
Hedging Program could have an impact on the physical adequacy of steam service
provided to custoroers would require speculation and conjecture to identify such
effects. Therefore this subpart is ohjected to as requiring speenlation.
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d. Objection. Jt is unduly burdensome to list “all facts” that may suppert our
position. Subject to and without waiving this objection, facts that support our
position are presented ahove.

e. ° Objectiop. It is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have
jinformation. Subject to and without waiving this objection, Ed Blunk has general
knowledge.

f. Objection, Xt is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” containing
information regarding a hedging programs effect on physical supply. Subject to
and without waiving this objection, the fact that NYMEX futures contracts can be

exchanged for physical is supported by public information that is readily available
from NYMEX. :

24.  If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 20
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualificd admission:

a. Identify the manner in which the Aquila Steam Hedging Program affected
the physical reliability of steam service provided to customers,

b. Identify the activities of the Aquila Steam Hedging Program and explain
how thesc activities affected the physical reliability of stéam service provided to customers as
distinguished from. the price at which natural gas supplics were obtained.

c. Identify the nature of the cffect that the Aquila Steam Hedging Program

had upon the reliability of steam service provided to customers,

d. Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

e Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention. |

f. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention,
ANSWER: Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe nassociated with the “Fuel

Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism® described in Section 8 of the Stipulation and
Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-2005-0450, GMO states;
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a. & b. The hedges placed under the Aquila Stcam Hedging Program were a
collection of NYMEX futures contracts and NYMEX call options. Through August
2009 Aquila and then GMO have settled those hedges financially. The NYMEX
however does provide that buyer or seller may exchange a futures position for a
physieal position or a swaps position of equal guantity by submitting a notice to the
Exchange. An alternate delivery procedure is also available to buyers and sellers
who have been matched by the Exchange subscquent to the termination of trading
in the spot month contract. Buyers and scllers ean agree to consaummate delivery
under terms different from those prescribed in Exchange’s coniract specifications.

c. Al of the hedges under the Aquila Steam Hedging Program that have settled
through August 2009 have been settled financially. Consequently it appears the
Aquila Steam Hedging Program has not had a direct impact on the physical
rclinbility of the steam gencration and distribution system. To determine if the
Aquila Steam Hedging Program could have an impact on the physical reliability of
the steam generation and distribution system would reguire speculation and
conjechure to identify such effects. Therefore this subpart is objected te as requiring
speculation.

d. Objection. Tt is unduly burdensome to list “all facts” that may support our
position. Subject to and without waiving this objection, facts that support our
position are prescnted above,
e Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list *all persons known” to have
information. Subject to and without waiving this objection, Ed Blunk has general
knowledge,
f. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” containing
information regarding a hedging programs cffect on physical supply. Subject to
and without waiving this objection, the fact that NYMEX futurcs contracts can be
exchanged for physieal is supported by public information that is readily available
from NYMEX,
25.  If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO Na. 21
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a, Identify the intended goals, purposes and objectives of the Aquila Steam
Hedging Program as iruplemenied by Aquila, lnc.
b. Identify whether these goals, purposes and objectives of the design of the

Aquila Steam Hedging Program were achieved and by what index of measurement they were

evalnated.
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e, Jdentify all facts that you contend support your contention.

d. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contention.

e. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain. information regarding your contention.

ANSWER: Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe associated with the “Fuel
Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described in Section 8 of the Stipulation and
Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-2005-0450, GMO states:

a The purpose of the Aquila Steam Hedging Program was to mitigate the
irapact of high watural gas prices while still providing some opportunity to
participate in low natural gas prices. The premise of the program was that jf the
market went up, 66% of budgeted volumes protected. Conversely, if the market
went down, a benefit would be derived from the 33% of the budgeted volumes left to
float with the markets, as well as the 33% that was covered in call options, minus
the premiums. The primary intent of the program was to average the market cost
pver an cxtended period of time, -

b. When sctual volumes were substantially less than budgeted volumes, the
33% of hudgeted volumes left to float with the market was effectively reduced. In
other words, lower than expected voJumes reduced the program’s ability to benefit
from lower market prices and during a declining market resulted in a higher
average cost of natural gas. The Aquila Steam Hedging Program was implemented
in February 2006 and suspended about 21 months later. To determine if the
program achieved its goals, purposes and objective of the design would be
speculative conjecture, Therefore this subpart is objected to as requiring
speculation.

c Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all facts” that may support our
position. Subject to and withoot waiving this objection, facts that support our
position as presented above,

d. Objection. Tt is unduly burdenseme to list “all persons known” to have
information. Subject to and without waiving this objection, Ed Blunk has general
knowledge.

e. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” containing
information regarding the intention or design of the Aquila Steam Hedging
Program. Subject to and withont waiving this objection, responsive documents will
be provided.
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26.  If your response to First Request for Admissions of Faet by KCPL-GMO No. 22
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a, Identify the design goals, purposes and objectives of the Aquila Steam
Hedging Program as implemented by Aquila, lnc.
h. Identify whether these poals, purposes and objectives of the design of the
Aquila Steam Hedging Program were achieved and jdentify the index of measurement of

measurement by which they were evaluated,

C. Identify all facts that you contend support your contensions.

d. Tdentify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contentions.

€. Jdentify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contentions.

ANSWER: Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe associated with the “Fuel
Ceost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism® described in Section 8 of the Stipulation and
Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No, HR-2005-0450, GMO states:

. The purpuse of the Aquila Steam Hedging Program was to mitigate the
impact of high natural gas prices while still providing some opporfunity to
participate in low natural gas prices. The premise of the program was that if the
market went up, 66% of your budgeted volumes protected. Conversely, if the
market went down, a benefit wounld be derived from the 33% of the budgeted
volumes 1eft to float with the markets, as well as the 33% that was covered in call
options, minus the premiums. The program was designed to be market neutral,

b. When actual volumes were substantially less than budgeted volumes, the
33% of budgeted volumes left to float with the market was effectively reduced. In
other words, lower than expected volumes reduced the program’s ability to benefit
from lower market prices and during a declining market resulted in a higher
average cost of natural gas. The Aquila Steam Iedging Program was implemented
jn February 2006 and suspended about 21 months later. To determine if the
program achieved its goals, purposes and objective of the design wounld be

speculative conjecture.  Therefore this subpart is objected to as requiring
speculation,
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c. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all facts” that may support our
position. Subject to and without waiving this objection, facts that support our
position are presented above.

d. Obhjection. It is unduly purdensome to list “all persons known” to have
information. Subject to and withont waiving this objection, Id Blunk has general
knowledge.

e Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” containing
information regarding the intention or design of the Aquila Steam Hedging
Program. Subject to and without waiving this objection, responsive documents will
be provided,

27, If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPI.-GMO No, 23
tendered herewith is anything other than an vnqualified admission:
a. Identify any interrelationship that you conicnd existed between the Aquila
Steam Hedging Program and any other natural gas hedging program used by Aquila, Inc. or by
any of its affiliates or divisions.
b. Tdentify the manner in which this interrelationship you contend existed

was implemented by Aquila, Inc. or by any of its affiliates or divisions.

c. Tdentity all facts that you contend support your contentions.

d. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contentions.

c. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contentions.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 23 and Interrogatory No. 27 because it js vague
and ambiguous, ealls for speculation and potentially ealls for a legal conclugion in that the
term “financially independent” is not defined and subject to interpretation. Subject to and
without waiving these objections, and assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe
agsociated with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism® described in
Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-
2005-0450, GMO admitted that the Aqulla Steam Hedging Program was separate from the

other Aquila hedging programs, but denies all other allegations contained in Reguest No.
23 and Interrogatory No. 27.
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a & b. Although the hedging programs were separate and distinct programs, the
programs were implemented by the same individuals, the financing and de}:t
services were provided by the same group of cployees, the financia) backing and
standing of Aquila was behind each of the programs, and the accounting records
were kept by the same groups of employees for each of the programs,

c. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all facts™ that may support our
position, Subject to and without waiving this objection, facts in support are
presented above.

d. Objection. [t is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known?” to have
information. Subject to and without waiving this objection, Tim Rush has general
knowledge regarding the Aquila Steam Hedging Program.

e Objection. It is woduly burdensome to identify “all documents” containing
information regarding the financial interdependence of the steam natural gas
hedging program from all other Aquila natural gas hedging programs.

28.  If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact b); KCPL-GMO No, 24

tendered herewith is anytbing other than an unqualified admission:

a Jdentify the date you contend the Aguila Stcam Hedging Program was

terminated.

h. Identify the reason for contending that such termination occurred on that
date.

& Identify all facts that you contend support yoﬁr contentions.

d. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contentions.

e. Identify all documents in your posscssion, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contentions.

ANSWER: Assuming that AgP is referring to the timeframe associnted with the “Fuel
Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism” described in Section 8§ of the Stipulation and
Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. HR-2005-0450, GMO states:

a. & b. The placement of new hedges was suspended on or about November 1, 2007.
Subscquent to the November 1, 2007, suspension of placing new hedges, the
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setilement costs of the program continued to be booled to the steam cost accounts as
the financial instruments matured and were Hauidated.

¢, Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “a]l facts” that may support our
position, Subjeet to and without waiving this ebjection, the last hedge placed under
the Aquila Steam Hedge Program was placed on October 23, 2007.

d. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have
information. Subject to and without waiving this ohjection, Tim Rush has general
knowledge.

€. Objection, It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” containing
information regarding the suspension of the Aquila Steam Hedging Program.
Subject to and.without waiving this objeetion, responsive documents will be
provided.

29, If your response to First Request foxr Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 25

tendered herewith is anything otber than an unqualified admission:

a. Identify your contention rcgarding why the Aquila Steam Iledging

Program was terminated on the date you contended in your tesponse to the foregoing

interrogatory.

b. Identify your contention regarding the reason for such termination on that
date.

c. Identify all facts that you contend support your contentions.

d. Tdentify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contentions,

e. ldentify a)) documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contentions.

ANSWER: Assuming that- AgP is referring to the timeframe associated with the “Fuel
Cost Customer/Utility Alignment Mechanism® described in Section 8 of the Stipulation and
Agreement approved by the Commission in Case No. IIR-2005-0450, GMO states:

a. & b. While the placement of new hedges was suspended on or about November 1,
2007, the Aquila Steam Hedging Program was neither “discontinued” nor
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“tepminated,” Existing hedges as of the suspension date confinued through
maturity.

c. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to list “3]] facts” that may support our
position. Subject to and without waiving this objection, facts in support are
presented above.

d. Objection. 1t is unduly burdensome to list “all persons known” to have
informatiop. Subject to and without waiving this objection, Tim Rush has general
knowledge regarding the Aquila Steam Hedging Program.

e. Objection. It is unduly burdensome to identify “all documents” containing
information regarding the intention or designm of the Aguila Steam Hedging

Program. Subjeet to and without waiving this objection, responsive documents will
be provided.

30.  If your response to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 26
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a. Jdentify your contention regarding the accounting treatment accorded the

costs of the Aquila Steam Hedging Program subsequent to the termination of the Aquila Steam

Hedging Program.

b. Identify all facts that you contend support your contentions.

c. Jdentify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contentions.

d. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contentions.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 26 and Interrogatory No. 30 as vague, ambiguous
and argumentative because the Aquila Steam Hedging Program was not terminated.
Subject to and without waiving this objection, GMO states that assuming that AgP is
referring to the timeframe associated with the “Fuel Cost Customer/Utility Alignment
Mechanism” described in Section 8 of the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the
Coramission in Case No. HR-2005-0450, GMO admitted that after the placement of new
hedges was suspended, the settlement costs of the program continued to be booked to the
steam cost accounts as the financial instruments matured and were liquidated or booked
but denied all other allegations contained in Request No. 26.
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a. GMO objects to this subpart as vague, ambiguous and argwmentative.
Subjcet to and without waiving this objection, the Aquila Steam Hedging Program
was not terminated, the placement of hedges were suspended.

b. Objection. 1t is unduly burdensome to list “a]} faets” that may support our

position. Subject to and without waiving this objection, facts in support are
presented above.

e. Objection. 1t is unduly burdensome to ligt “all persons known” to have
information. Subject to and without waiving this objection, Tim Rush hag general
knowledge regarding the Aquila Steare Hedging Program.

d. Objection. 1t is unduly burdensome to identify “all documenpts.”

31.  If your responsc to First Request for Admissions of Fact by KCPL-GMO No. 27
tendered herewith is anything other than an unqualified admission:
a. Tdentify your contention regarding the responsibility that a steam utility
such as Aquila, Inc. and KCPL-GMO has regerding the operation of its steam utility business.
b, Jdentify your contention regarding the rcsponsibillity that a steam utility
such as Aquila, Inc. and KCPL-GMO have regarding the need to incur only those costs as are

prudent for the operation, of the steam business.

c. Identify all facts that you contend suppoxt your contentions.

d. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contentions.

e. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contentions.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Request No. 27 and Interrogatory No. 31 and all subparts
thercto because they call for a legal conclusion and are vague and ambiguous and ealls for
speculation in that GMO was pot a steam utility in 2006 and 2007. Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing objections, GMO denics Request No. 27 and Interrogatory Ne. 31
because it is regulated by the Commission pursnant to numerous statntes, rules,
regulations and orders, as well as Missouri judicial case law, which provide, among other
things, that its rates be just and reasonable, that its service be safe and adequate, and that
it not grant any undue or unreasonable preference to any person or corporation.

« 24 -



B9/@8/2889 17:55 2787 LEGAL PAGE 11/22

32, Do you contend that Aquila obtained data on, which it based its decision to enter

into the Aquila Steam Hedging Program?

a. Identify the data on which Aquila based its decision to enier into the

Aquila Steam Hedging Program.

b. Identify the form in which this data was received.

c. Identify all facts that you contend support yout contentions.

d. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contentions.

e. Ideptify all documents in your possession, custody or coutrol that you

helieve contain information regarding your contentions identified in response to any subpatt of
this interrogatory.

ANSWER: GMO objects to the form of Interrogatory No. 32 which is vague and
ambiguous in that GMO has not presented “contentions” to the Commission for its
consideration. GM(’s predecessor submitted tariff sheets for filing at various times which
provided current Quarterly Cost Adjustment information pursuant to the Stipulation and
Agreement in Casc No. HR-2005-0450. Subject to and without waiving these ebjections,
GMO states:

a. & b.Jt is GMO’s understanding and belief that the primary reason upon which
Aquila based its decision to enter the Aquila Steam Hedging Program was that one
or more of the steam customers requested the implementation of such a program.
Another significant reason was the apparently favorable review of a similar
program by MPSC staff in 2004,

G Objection. As stated above, GMO has not presented "conteptions” to the
Commission for its consideration. Further, it is unduly burdensome to list “all
facts” that may support our position. Subject to and without waiving this objection,
support for our understanding and beliefs are presented above.

d. Ohjection. As stated above, GMO has not presented "contentions” to the
Commission for its consideration. Further, it is unduly burdensome to list “all
persons known” to have information, Subject to and without waiving this objection,
Tim Rush has general knowledge regarding the Aquila Steam Hedging Program.

e Objection. As stated above, GMO has not presented "contentions" to the
Commission for its consideration. Further, it is unduly burdensome to identify “all
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documents” containing information regarding Aquila’s decision to enter _'u.1to the
Aquila Steam Hedging Program. Subject to and without waiving this objection,
responsive documents will be provided,

33, How do you contend any data referenced in your response to Interrogatory No. 32

or any subpart thereof was obtained?

a. Identify all facts that you contend support your contentions.

b. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
contentions.

c. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

belicve contain information regarding your contentions.

ANSWER: GMO objects te the form of Interrogatory No. 33 which is vague and
ambiguons in that GMO has not presented “gontentions” to the Commission for its
consideration. GMO’s predecessor submitted tariff sheets for filing at varions times which
provided current Quarterly Cost Adjustment information pursuant to the Stipulation and
Agreement in Case No. HR-2005-0450. Additionally, GMO objects to Interrogatory No. 33
to the extent that it seeks information protected from disclosurc by the attorney-client
privilege, the work product doctrine, and/or any other applicable privilege. Subject to and
without waiving these objections, GMO states:

It is GMO’s understanding and belief that the data was obtained through meetings and
phone calls,

. Objection. As stated above, GMO has not presented "contentions" to the
Commission for its consideration. Further, it is unduly burdensome to list “all
facts” that may support our position. Subjeet to and without waiving this objection,
support for our understanding and beliefs arc presented above.

b. Objection. Ag stated above, GMO has not preseated "contentions” to the
Commission for its consideration. Further, it is unduly burdensome to list “all
persons known® to have information, Subject to and withont waiving this objection,
Tim Rugh has general knowledge regarding the Aquila Steam Hedging Program.

A Objection. As stated above, GMO has not presented "contentions™ to the
Commission for its consideration. Further, it is undnly hurdensome to identify “all
documents” containing information regarding Aquila’s decision to enter info the

Aquila Steam Hedging Program. Subject to and without waiving this objection,
responsive documents will be provided.
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14.  Identify any source of the data yeferenced in your responses to Interrogatory No.

32 or any subpart thereof.

a. Tdentify all facts that you contend support your contentions.

b. Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such.
contentions,

c. Identify all documents in your possession, custody ot confrol that you

beljeve contain information regarding your contentions.

ANSWER: Because this interrogatory references Interrngatory No. 32, GMO objects to
Interrogatory No. 34 on the same basis that it objected to Interrogatory No, 32, It is vague
and awbiguous in that GMO has not presented "contentions' to the Commission for its
consideration, as exploined in the response to Interrogatory No, 32. GMO objects to
Interrogatory No. 34 to the extent that it sceks information protected from disclosure by
the attorney-chent privilege, the work product doctrine, and/or any other applicable

privilege.
a. Objection. As stated above, GMO has not presented “contentions'' to the
Commission for its consideration. Further, it Js unduly burdensome to list “all
facts.,”

b. Objection. As stated above, GMO has not prescnted "eontentions” to the
Commission for its consideration, Further, it is wnduly burdensome to list “all
persons known” to have jnformation. Subject to and without waiving this objection,
Tim Rush has general knowledge.

c. Objection. As stated above, GMO has not presented "contentions™ to the
Commission for its considerntion. Further, it is unduly burdensome to identify “all
documents.”

35. Do you contend that a large steaim customer incurred an unplanned delay in bring
its production plant on line during either of the time petiods covered by the captioned case
numbers? If so:

a, Identify all facts that you contend support your contention.

b. Tdentify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such

contention,
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e. Identify al} documents in your possession, custody or control that you
believe contain information regarding your contention.

ANSWER: GMO ohjects to the form of Interrogatory No. 35, subparts a-c inclusive, which
is vagwe and ambiguous in that GMO has not presented “contentions” to the Commission
for its consideration. GMO’s predecessor submitted tariff sheets for filing at varions times
which provided current Quarterly Cost Adjustment informsation pursuant to the
Stipulation and Agreement in Case No. HR-2005-1450, The Interrogatory also calls for
GMO to speculate as to what “large steam customer” AgP is referring to.

16,  What is your contentjon regarding the nature and cause of the unplanned delay

referenced in iterrogatory No. 357

a Jdentify all facts that you contend support your contention.

b. Identify all persons known. to you to have any information regarding such
contention.

e. Identify ali documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your contention.

ANSWER: GMO objects to the form of Interrngatory No. 36, subparts a-¢ inclusive, which
is vague and ambiguous in that GMO has not presented “contentions” to the Commission
for its copsideration. GMO’s predecessor submitted tariff sheets for filing at various times
which provided current Quarterly Cost Adjustment information pursuant to the
Stipulation and Agreement in Case No, HR-2005-0450. The Interrogatory also calls for
GMO to speculate as to what “large steam customer” AgP is referring to,

37.  Was the occurrence referenced in Interrogatory No. 36 published in any local

newspapers?

a. Tdentify all facts that you contend support your respoinse.

b. Jdentify all persons known to you to have any information regarding such
Iesponse.

c. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you

believe contain information regarding your response.
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ANSWER: GMO objects to Interrogatory No. 37, subparts a-c inclusive, to the extent it
calls for information or documents that are publicly available, where the burden of
obtaining the same is equal to GMO as (o AgP. The Intervogatory also calls for GMO to
speculaté as to what “large steam customer” AgP is referring to.

38. Do you contend that Aquila, Inc. was at all velevant times ignorant regarding any
unplanned delay for a significant steam customer in bringing that customers’ production plant on
line? Ifnot, please state:

a. What are your contentions regarding the manner in which Aquila, Inc. first
became aware of this unplanned delay?

b. On what date did Aquila, Inc. first become aware of this unplanned delay?

c. After becoming aware of the unplanned delay on the date referenced in
your response lo any subpart of this interrogatory, identify each step that Agquila took to adjust
fhe quantities subject to the Aquila Steam Hedging Program or that were purchased pursuant {0

the Aquila Steam Hedging Program.

d. Identify all facts that you contend support your contentions.

€. Identify all persons known lo you to have any information regarding such
confentions.

f. Identify all documents in your possession, cusiody or control that you

belisve contain information regarding your contentions referenced in any subpart of this

interrogatory.

GMO objects to the form of Intexrogatory No. 38, subparts a-f inclusive, which is vague
and ambiguous in that GMO has not presented “contentions” to the Coremission for its
consideration. GMO’s predecessor submitted tariff sheets for filing at varions times which
provided current Quarierly Cust Adjustmeent information pursuant to the Stipulation and
Agreement in Case No. HR-2005-0450. The Interrogatory also ealls for GMO to speculate
as to what “laxrge steam costorer” AgP is referring to. Subject to and withont waiving
these objections, GMO states that the relevant time for having information regarding usage
would have been hefore Aquila’s budgets were prepared.
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39.  Identify each person whom you expect to call as an expert witness at the hearing
or trial on this matter, their occupation, place of employment and qualifications to give an
opinion. Further state the general content of the subject watter on which the expert identified is
expected to testify and their howrly deposition. fee, if any.

ANSWER: Since no "hearing or trind on this matter” has heen scheduled jn this
procceding, GMO has not decided whether to retain an expert witness.

40,  Identify cach person that you consider to be a non- retained expert witness whom
yau expect to call at the trial or hearing conceming these matters, and their ficld of expertise.
With respect to each person so identified, state:

a. All facts known by such person upon which they would claim to base their
expert opinion;

b. All opinions held by them that you contend would be relevant to the
subject matter of an evaluation of this matter.
ANSWER: Siuce no "trial or hearing concerning these matters” has been scheduled in this

proceeding, GMO has not decided whether to call a non-retained expert witness if such an
event oceurs,

41,  State whether you have consulted with any other party or representative of any
other party to this proceeding in connection with the preparation of your responses to these
interrogatories. 1f so, identify the paty, the representative, the date of each such consultation,
the naturc of such consultation (i.c., face to face, telephone or the like), the substance of such
consultation and the particular interrogatory or interropatories about which you consulied with
them.

ANSWER: GMO objects to Interrogatory No, 41 to the extent that it seeks information

protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege, the work product doetrive,
and/or any other applicable privilege.
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42.  Please identify indi'vidually all persons that patticipated in, participated in,
contributed to or reviewed your responses to any of the forcgoing interrogatories and with
respect thercto please specify:

a. The particular interrogatory or interrogatories with which the person

engaged in such activity;

b. The nature of ths said person’s activity with respect to such interrogatory;
C. The basis on which such person was selected to perform such activity; and
d. Jdentify any documents pertaining to such person’s selection for

involvement in such activity and their involvement in such activity.

ANSWER: GMO objects fo this interrogatory and all subparts as calling for information
that is protected by the attorney-clicnt privilege and the attorncy work product
doctrine. Subject to and without waiving this objection, GMO states that Tim Rush, Ed
Blunk and Mark English reviewed the answers in which they are identificd.

43.  Did KCPL or Great Plains management perform, conduct or direct any inquiry or
investigation regarding the Aquila Steam Iledging Program or any other gas acquisition

mechanism or activity for the steam system owned by Aquila? 1f so,

a. Identity the result of this inquiry or investigation.

b. Tdentify by whoin such inquiry or investigation was conducted,

c. Tdentify the period of time during which-such inquiry or investigation was
condueted,

d. Identify the manscr in which the results of such inquiry or investigation

were reported to KCPL or Great Plains management.

8. Identily the date on which the results of such inquiry or investigation were

reported to KCPL or Greal Plains management.
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f. Identify your contentions regarding the result of this inquiry or
investigation.

g Identify all persons known to you to have any information regarding the
contentions identified in your response to any subpart of this intcrrogatory.

h. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you
belicve contain information regarding the contentions identified in your response to any subpart
of this interrogatory including any document containing the resnlts of the inquiry or investigation
referenced in any subpart of this interrogatory.

ANSWER: GMO objects that this interrogatory and all subparts call for information that
is irrelevant and not reagonably calculated to Jead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
The actions of Great Plains Enevgy Inc. or Xansas City Power & Light Co. have no
relevance to Stipulation and Agreement jn Case No, HR-20035-0450, the Commission's
orders in that and the subject proceedings, or the Quarterly Cost Adjustment process.
Subject to and without waiving its objcctions, GMO states that during the merger analysis
and due diligence period, neither Great Plains Energy noy KCPL inquired into the specific
defails of the mechanisms used to hedge gas for the steam business, They modeled Aquila’s
L&P division as a whole, with fuel adjustment clause and under-recovery issues being
factored into that valuation generally.

44, Do you contend that any inquiry or investigation conducted by or directed by
KCPL or Great Plains management regarding the Aquila Steam Hedging Program or any other
gas acquisition mechanism ot activity for the steamn system owned by Aquila was adequate to
have fully disclosed to KCPL ox Great Plains management all relevant information regarding the
Aquila Steam Hedging Program including without limitation the extent of any exposure for
potential disallowances for imprudence that Aquila (or any purchaser of the interests of Aquila)
raight have. Ifnot:

a. Tdentify the persovs, parties or party responsiblc for conducting or

directing such inquiry or investigation.
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b, Tdentify the scope of the inquiry or investigation that was conducted or

dirccted.

c. Identify the persons, parties or party responsible for determining the scope
of the inquiry or investigation that was condueted or directed.

d. Identify all persons known to you to bave any information regarding your
responses to any subpart of this interrogatory-

e. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control that you
helieve contajn information regarding the contentions identified in your response to any subpart
of this interrogatory.

ANSWER: GMO objeets to the form of Interrogatory No. 44 and all subparts which are
vague and ambiguous in that GMO has not presented “contentions” to the Commission for
its consideration, GMO’s predecessor submitted tatiff sheets for filing at various times
which provided current Quarterly Cost Adjustment information pursuant to the
Stipulation and Agreement in Case No. HR-2005-0450. GMO further objects that this
interrogatory calls for information that is irrelevant and not reasonably ealeulated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The actions of Great Plains Energy Inc, or Kansas
" City Power & Light Co. have no relevanee to Stipulation and Agreement in Case No. HR~
2005-0450, the Commission’s orders in that and the subject proceediugs, or the Quarteyly
Cost Adjustment process. Additionally, Tuterrogatory No. 44 calls for a legal conclusion.
Subject to and without waiving these objections, GMO states that during the merger
analysis and due diligence period, neither Great Plains Energy nor KCPL inquired into the
specific details of the mechanisms used to hedge gas for the steam business, They modeled.
Aquila’s L&P division as a whole, with fuel adjustment clause and under-recovery issves

being factored into that valuation generally.

Great Plains Energy and KCP&L did not specifically examine the gas hedging program for
the steam business during the diligence process, as more fully discussed in our response o
Question No. 43. ’

45.  If you contend that any inquiry or investigation conducted by or directed by
K.CPL or Great Plains management regarding the Aquila Steaws Hedging Program or any other
gas acquisition mechanism or activity for the steam system owned by Aquila was adequate to
have fully disclosed to KCPL or Great Plains management all relevant information regarding the

Aquila Steam Hedging Program Including without limitation the extent of any exposure for
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potential disallowances for jmprudence that Aquila (ov any purchaser of the interest of Aquila)

might have:

a. Identify any actions taken by KCPL or Great Plains management in
response 1o the disclosure that resulted from the inquiry or investigation that was conducted or
ordered.

b, Jdentity any quantification of any potential exposurc for potential
disallowances for imprudence that Aquila might have faced and in what manner the
quantification was accounted for or reflected in the acquisition transaction.

& 1dentify all persons known to you to have any information regarding your
responses to any subpart of this interrogatory.

d. Identify all documents in your possession, custody or control thal you
helieve contain information regarding the contentions identified or in your rcsponses to any
subpart of this interrogatory.

ANSWER: GMO ohjects to the form of Interrogatory No. 45 and all subparis which are
vaguc and ambiguous in that GMO has not presented “contentions” to the Commission for
its congsideration. GMO’s predecessor submitted tariff sheets for filing at various times
which provided current Quarterly Cost Adjustment information pursuant to the
Stipulation and Agreentent in Case No. HR-2005-0450. Additionally, Interrogatory No. 44
calls for a legal conclusion. Subject to and without waiving these objections, GMO states
that during the merger analysis and due diligence period, neither Great Plains Energy nor
KCPL inquired into the specific details of the mechanisms used to hedge gas for the steam
business. They modeled Aquila’s L&P divigion as a whole, with fuel adjustment clause and
under-recovery issues being factored into that valuation generally,

Great Plains Energy and KCPL did not delve into the detail of the exact mechanisims

utilized to hedge gas for the steam business, as more fully discussed in ouwr response to
Question No. 43.
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VERIFICATION

STATE OF MISSOURI )
) ss.
COUNTY OF JACKSON )

The below-named person, being first duly sworn, states that he has read the foregoing
interrogatories and answers, that the answers are based upon information contained in records
and with sowrces at KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Co. and its affiliates, that they are trus
to the best of affiant’s knowledpe and belief, and that he is authorized to submit these sworn
answers on behalf of KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Co.

T /22

I)aﬁ M. Rush, Dirsctor, Reglilatory Affairs

Subscribed and sworn to before me this S day of September, 2009.

T NioL A, L)\-')-UM.K
Notary Public )

My Commission Expires:

o, N 22N

" NOTARY SEAL™
Nicola A. Wehry, Nolary Public

Jacksan County, State of Miszouri
My Comrnission Explires 2/4/2011
Commission Numbar 07324200






