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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 1 

OF 2 

DAVID W. ELLIOTT 3 

THE EMPIRE DISTRICT ELECTRIC COMPANY 4 

CASE NO. ER-2004-570 5 

 6 

Q. Please state your name. 7 

A. David W. Elliott. 8 

Q. Are you the same David W. Elliott who has previously filed Direct and 9 

Rebuttal Testimony in this case? 10 

A. Yes, I am. 11 

Q. What is the purpose of your Surrebuttal Testimony? 12 

A. The purpose of my Surrebuttal Testimony is to address the minor 13 

criticisms of my Rebuttal Testimony on the costs of the Energy Center units 3 & 4 14 

project, raised in the Rebuttal Testimony filed by The Empire District Electric Company 15 

(Empire) witness Mr. Brad Beecher. 16 

Q. What are these criticisms? 17 

A. These criticisms were that: 18 

1. I used the words “cost overrun” to describe change order costs that 19 

exceeded contract amounts; 20 

2. I stated that Patch was paid the contract amount by Empire; 21 
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3. I stated that Empire most likely would have been able to purchase 1 

short term capacity to meet the 2003 needs if the new units at Energy 2 

Center were not completed on time; and 3 

4. I stated that Empire had ** HC                                  4 

HC       **. 5 

Q. Would you agree with Empire witness Beecher who characterized these 6 

criticisms as “minor details” (Beecher Rebuttal Testimony page 25, line 13)? 7 

A. Yes. 8 

Q. Do any of these items addressed in Beecher’s testimony change the 9 

findings of your Direct Testimony? 10 

A. No. 11 

Q. Please discuss the concern raised by Empire witness Beecher regarding 12 

your use of the words “cost overrun”. 13 

A. Empire witness Beecher states “change orders are a normal occurrence 14 

during a project of this scope and should not be largely categorized as “cost overruns” but 15 

rather changes in scope” (Beecher Rebuttal Testimony page 27, lines 18 through 20).  I 16 

used the term “cost overrun” to describe the costs due to change orders that were above 17 

the original contract costs, or costs that ran over the contract amount.  I agree with 18 

Empire witness Beecher that these cost overruns were due to changes in the scope of the 19 

project.  I did not use the term “cost overrun” to imply that these costs should not be 20 

allowed.  In fact, after an examination of the contract change order costs due to changes 21 

in scope, the Staff allowed these costs. 22 

 23 
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Q. Please discuss the concern raised by Empire regarding the project costs 1 

paid to Patch. 2 

A. Empire witness Beecher states that “Empire did not pay to Patch its entire 3 

contract value.” (Beecher rebuttal page 26, line 6).  My statement was intended to point 4 

out the fact that the additional costs above the contract amount that was paid to complete 5 

the project were being paid directly to the subcontractors rather than to Patch. 6 

Q. Please discuss the concern raised by Empire witness Beecher regarding 7 

your characterization of Empire’s capacity options for 2003. 8 

A. Empire witness Beecher states that although “Empire agrees that it needed 9 

the capacity to meet its customers needs in the summer of 2003, Empire disagrees that a 10 

short-term contract was a possible alternative at the time.” (Beecher Rebuttal Testimony 11 

page 26, lines 13 through 15).  The only reason I mention short-term capacity was to 12 

attempt to identify a possible option Empire might have pursued if the new units were not 13 

available. 14 

Q. Please discuss the concern raised by Empire witness Beecher regarding 15 

your characterization of Empire’s ** HC                                                 **. 16 

A. Staff received an email from Dave Gibson of Empire on July 14, 2004, 17 

stating ** HC                                                                                             18 

HC                                                           ** (see Schedule 1).  19 

Staff took this as an indication that Empire ** HC                        **.  I only 20 

mentioned ** HC           ** in Direct Testimony to inform the Commission that 21 

Empire does have plans in the near future for ** HC                                   **. 22 

 23 
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Q. What is the current status of Empire’s plans to ** HC                   1 

HC                            ** 2 

A. Empire witness Beecher states ** HC                                            3 

HC                                                                                                                                   4 

HC                                               ** (Beecher Rebuttal Testimony page 28, lines 11-13). 5 

Q. Does this conclude your Surrebuttal Testimony? 6 

A. Yes, it does. 7 


