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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of The Empire District Company of )
Joplin, Missouri for authority to file tariffs )

	

Case No. ER-2006-0315
increasing rates for electric service provided to )
customers in Missouri service area of the Company. )

AFFIDAVIT OF DAVID W. ELLIOTT

STATE OF MISSOURI

	

)
ss.

COUNTY OF COLE

	

)

David W. Elliott, of lawful age, on his oath states : that he has participated in the
preparation of the foregoing Supplemental Direct Testimony in question and answer
form, consisting of 3	pages to be presented in the above case ; that the answers in
the foregoing Supplemental Direct Testimony were given by him ; that he has knowledge
of the matters set forth in such answers ; and that such matters are true and correct to the
best of his knowledge and belief.

	 US6	
'David W. Elliott

Subscribed and sworn to before me this		. ly 2006 .

My commission expires	7, Z„Q-f

CARLA K. SCHNIEDERS
Notary Public - Notary Seal

State of Missouri
County of Cole
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Q. Please state your name and business address. 12 

A. David W. Elliott, P.O. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri, 65102. 13 

Q. Are you the same David W. Elliott who has previously filed direct testimony 14 

in this case? 15 

A. Yes I am. 16 

Q. What is the purpose of your supplemental direct testimony? 17 

A. The purpose of my supplemental direct testimony is to provide additional 18 

variable fuel and purchased power information requested in question number 2 of the 19 

Commission Order Regarding Additional Information Or Supplemental Filing of June 20, 20 

2006. 21 

Q. Please provide a summary of your testimony. 22 

A. This testimony provides a calculation of contract and spot power purchased 23 

and the amount of natural gas used for The Empire District Electric Company (Empire) for a 24 

period of three years out from Staff’s direct case.  The Staff used the RealTime® production 25 

cost model to determine the purchased power amounts and the natural gas amounts for 26 

Empire for three years out from Staff’s direct case. The results for purchased power are 27 

202,509 MWh for year one, 221,927 Mwh for year two, and 248,108 MWh for year three. 28 
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The results for natural gas usage are 11,190,370 mmBTU for year one, 11,744,300 mmBTU 1 

for year two, and 12,204,910 mmBTU for year three. 2 

Q. What inputs were used in the RealTime® production cost model simulations 3 

for this analysis? 4 

A. Three additional load forecasts and an additional generating unit, Riverton 5 

Unit 12, were the only changes to the inputs used in the simulation supporting the Staff’s 6 

calculation of variable fuel and purchased power costs in its direct case.  7 

Q. Why was Riverton Unit 12 added to Staff’s production cost simulation? 8 

A. Empire has started construction of this 155 MW unit at its Riverton Plant in 9 

Kansas, and it is expected to be in operation by spring of 2007.  The Staff believes that in 10 

order to have representative results for the additional runs, this unit should be included in the 11 

model.  12 

Q. What was the impact of just adding Riverton Unit 12 to the production cost 13 

simulation supporting Staff’s direct case.  14 

A. The results showed a lower purchased power amount and a lower average 15 

price of the spot purchased power.  The Staff believes this was due to the fact that the cost of 16 

running Riverton Unit 12 is less than the price of some spot purchased power in the 17 

simulation during certain periods. As a result, the model, at times, purchased less high priced 18 

spot purchased power and generated lower cost megawatts from Riverton Unit 12 than it did 19 

before Riverton Unit 12 was included.  20 

Q. How was the load forecasts developed for each of the three years going 21 

forward? 22 

A. Please refer to Staff witness Lena M. Mantle’s supplemental direct testimony. 23 
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Q. Please explain how these load forecasts were used in the simulation. 1 

A. A production cost simulation run was made with each of the three load 2 

forecasts. Each run included Riverton Unit 12. 3 

Q. What were the results of these three runs? 4 

A. The results are shown in Schedule 1. 5 

Q. What were the resulting averages of all purchased power prices and amount of 6 

all purchased power? 7 

A. 1,787,706 MWh at $22.68 for year one, 1,833,110 MWh at $22.91 for year 8 

two, and 1,885,478 MWh at $23.23 for year three. 9 

Q. What were the natural gas usage results from the simulations?  10 

A. The usage was 11,190,370 mmBTU for the first year, 11,744,300 mmBTU for 11 

the second year, and 12,204,910 mmBTU for the third year.  12 

Q. Did you provide this gas usage information to any Staff witness? 13 

A. Yes. I provided the natural gas usage numbers to Staff witness James A. 14 

Busch. 15 

Q. Does this conclude your supplemental direct testimony? 16 

A. Yes, it does.  17 
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