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I.  INTRODUCTION 1 

 2 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, AFFILIATION, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 3 

A. My name is John J. Reed.  I am Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of 4 

Concentric Energy Advisors, Inc. (Concentric) and CE Capital, Inc. located at 5 

293 Boston Post Road West, Suite 500, Marlborough, Massachusetts 01752. 6 

 7 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE CONCENTRIC. 8 

A. Concentric is an economic advisory and management consulting firm 9 

headquartered in Marlborough, Massachusetts.  Concentric provides 10 

consulting services related to energy industry transactions, energy market 11 

analysis, litigation and regulatory support. 12 

 13 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND PROFESSIONAL 14 

EXPERIENCE. 15 

A. I have more than 39 years of experience in the energy industry, having served 16 

as an executive in energy consulting firms, including the position of Co-Chief 17 

Executive Officer of the largest publicly-traded management consulting firm 18 

in the United States and as Chief Economist for the largest gas utility in the 19 

United States.  I have provided expert testimony on a wide variety of 20 

economic and financial issues related to the energy and utility industry before 21 

administrative agencies, utility commissions, courts, arbitration panels and 22 

elected bodies across North America.  My expertise most relevant to this case 23 

pertains to regulatory policy, the economics of nuclear power, and regulatory 24 

prudence.  A summary of my educational background can be found in 25 

Exhibit___(JJR-1), Schedule 1.  A listing of my appearances as an expert 26 

witness can be found in Exhibit___(JJR-1), Schedule 2. 27 
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 1 

Q. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU SUBMITTING THIS TESTIMONY? 2 

A. I am submitting this testimony on behalf of Northern States Power-Minnesota 3 

(NSPM or the Company).   4 

 5 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE CONCENTRIC’S ACTIVITIES IN ENERGY AND UTILITY 6 

ENGAGEMENTS. 7 

A. Concentric provides financial and economic advisory services to many and 8 

various energy and utility clients across North America.  Our regulatory 9 

economic and market analysis services include utility ratemaking and 10 

regulatory advisory services, energy market assessments, market entry and exit 11 

analysis, corporate and business unit strategy development, demand 12 

forecasting, resource planning, and energy contract negotiations.  Our 13 

financial advisory activities include both buy and sell side merger, acquisition 14 

and divestiture assignments, due diligence and valuation assignments, project 15 

and corporate finance services and transaction support services.  In addition, 16 

we provide litigation support services on a wide range of financial and 17 

economic issues on behalf of clients throughout North America. CE Capital is 18 

a fully registered broker-dealer securities firm specializing in merger and 19 

acquisition activities.  As CEO of CE Capital, I hold several securities licenses 20 

that cover all forms of securities and investment banking activities. 21 

 22 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 23 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to provide a broader industry perspective 24 

with respect to NSPM’s plans to continue to invest in the Prairie Island 25 

Nuclear Power Plant (Prairie Island) over the term of this rate case.  In 26 

particular, I will address two key issues for the Commission’s consideration.  27 
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First, I will explain that the Company’s short- and long-term capital 1 

investment cost projections and its operational approach to those capital 2 

projects are in line with the nuclear industry.  Stated another way, I will discuss 3 

that the Company is tracking the broader industry both in the amount it is 4 

expecting to spend on capital investments and the types of expenditures it 5 

expects to need to keep the plant operational.   6 

 7 

Second, I will explain that industry experience demonstrates there are clear 8 

and significant benefits of a planned and methodical transition to shutdown of 9 

nuclear stations as opposed to an unplanned or immediate shutdown.   10 

 11 

Q. WHAT ARE YOUR HIGH-LEVEL CONCLUSIONS ON THESE MATTERS? 12 

A. With regard to capital expenditures, the Company’s projections for investment 13 

in the continued operation of Prairie Island are consistent with what can be 14 

observed throughout the nuclear industry.  As the experience at other stations 15 

illustrates, nuclear generation requires significant capital investment in order to 16 

provide reliable, safe, and carbon-free power. 17 

  18 

With respect to planning for the future of specific nuclear stations, recent 19 

industry experience demonstrates that near-term closure without sufficient 20 

time to plan for the transition from operation to decommissioning, staffing 21 

transitions, nuclear fuel contracting, and contracts for long lead-time plant 22 

components and maintenance contracts results in significant and unnecessary 23 

costs for customers.  If and when, through the course of integrated resource 24 

planning and comprehensive economic analyses, a determination is made that 25 

long-term continued operation is not in the best interest of customers, a 26 

methodical approach to closure can prevent unnecessary costs.   27 
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 1 

Q. HOW IS THE REMAINDER OF YOUR TESTIMONY ORGANIZED? 2 

A. Section II of my testimony addresses the appropriateness of NSPM’s planned 3 

capital expenditures related to continued operations at Prairie Island.  I discuss 4 

the need for these investments and demonstrate that these expenditures are in 5 

line with investments at comparable stations throughout the United States.  In 6 

Section III, I discuss economic considerations for the timing of planned “off 7 

ramps” leading to plant retirement scenarios.  Specifically, I describe the 8 

categories and magnitude of costs that have arisen at stations that are being 9 

retired, both under more gradual and more immediate retirement activities.  10 

Section IV presents my key conclusions.   11 

 12 

II.  FORECASTED NUCLEAR COSTS AND BENEFITS 13 
 14 

Q. GIVEN THAT NUCLEAR COSTS ARE INCREASING, IS THERE STILL LIKELY TO BE A 15 

BENEFIT TO MAINTAINING NSPM’S NUCLEAR ASSETS? 16 

A. Yes, under many scenarios maintaining NSPM’s nuclear assets is likely to 17 

remain beneficial to customers and the State as a whole.  Minnesota has 18 

established aggressive carbon-reduction goals and the continued availability of 19 

nuclear power appears to be a key to continuing to pursue and ultimately 20 

achieving those goals.  Renewable energy may eventually play a more 21 

significant role in the generation of the State’s carbon-free power, but these 22 

resources are not able to replace nuclear as a base load resource today.  This is 23 

due in large part to the intermittent operational profile of wind and solar 24 

power, but also to the considerable challenge of integrating and siting 25 

renewable alternatives at a scale adequate to serve as large a resource need as 26 

Monticello and Prairie Island serve.  Nuclear power can provide a bridge to 27 

longer-term clean energy deployment while technology gains are made in wind 28 
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and solar technologies, batteries and other energy storage technologies, and as 1 

transmission and distribution system reinforcements are implemented as 2 

necessary to integrate significantly greater reliance on renewables.   3 

 4 

Q. WHAT ARE THE CURRENT BENEFITS OF NUCLEAR AS A BASE LOAD RESOURCE? 5 

A. In addition to the environmental benefits of this emissions-free generation, 6 

nuclear power provides an important source of diversification to the electric 7 

generation mix in markets where coal-fired capacity is being retired and gas-8 

fired generation is becoming the dominant form of generation in the base 9 

load, intermediate, and peaking categories.  Over the next decade, natural gas 10 

is expected to significantly increase its share of the state’s primary fuel sources 11 

for electric generation.  In order to mitigate the incremental dependence on 12 

natural gas, utilities should continue to evaluate the operation and 13 

development of alternatively-fueled facilities.  This will help limit the state’s 14 

exposure to natural gas price spikes and potential supply disruptions.  15 

Diversification of fuel sources—through the maintenance of nuclear stations 16 

and adding renewables at a reasonable pace—is particularly important in the 17 

wake of decisions to permanently retire several large coal units, as NSPM has 18 

proposed.  Ultimately, the Commission will need to evaluate how to consider 19 

these non-price factors, and evaluate the long-term economics of nuclear 20 

power versus the alternatives that are available.  This consideration should 21 

take place in a resource planning proceeding where the information on all of 22 

those alternatives and their own intrinsic and extrinsic properties can be 23 

developed in a consistent framework.  24 
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 1 

Q. ARE NATURAL GAS PRICE VOLATILITY AND RELIABILITY A RELEVANT CONCERN 2 

TODAY?  3 

A. Yes, they are, especially in markets that are characterized by pipeline 4 

constraints and winter-peaking demand.  For example, in the first three 5 

months of 2014, several regions around the US experienced a “polar vortex,” 6 

an extreme winter weather event that was marked by significant spikes in the 7 

price of natural gas and electricity as a result of temporary gas supply 8 

constraints.  These events led to a seven-fold increase in the price of gas in 9 

other parts of the country (e.g., New England), which flowed almost 10 

immediately and directly through wholesale power market prices.   11 

   12 

While I recognize that there are distinct differences between the market 13 

structures that apply in Minnesota and New England, these diversification 14 

benefits are considerations that the Commission should keep in mind.  15 

Additionally, it is difficult to predict where natural gas prices will be in three or 16 

five or ten years.  Maintaining the availability of nuclear generation can protect 17 

customers from the risk of high gas prices in the longer-term. 18 

 19 

Q.  IF THE STATE CONTINUES TO VALUE CARBON-FREE NUCLEAR GENERATION, 20 

WHAT DOES THAT MEAN FOR THE COMPANY IN THE NEAR TERM?  21 

A. It means the Company must continue to invest in its nuclear assets.  Industry 22 

experience has shown that nuclear units cannot operate with a “limp along” 23 

strategy.  Mandated compliance and life cycle management (LCM) work are 24 

necessary at nuclear plants for continued reliable, safe, and cost-effective 25 

operation.   26 
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 1 

Q. HAVE YOU SEEN A TREND WITH RESPECT TO CAPITAL INVESTMENT FOR 2 

NUCLEAR UNITS?   3 

A. Yes.  The maintenance costs, both in terms of capital expenditures and routine 4 

expenses, are rising at almost twice the rate of inflation, and the operational 5 

costs for plants such as Prairie Island and Monticello are typically increasing at 6 

a rate that is at least the rate of inflation.  Costs have risen throughout the 7 

industry in response to new regulatory requirements and as nuclear owners 8 

invest in major LCM programs for aging plants.  Mandatory compliance with 9 

standards for nuclear safety, physical safety/security, cybersecurity, fire 10 

protection, reliability and Fukushima-related engineering and retrofits has 11 

introduced considerable costs for all operating nuclear stations.  In the case of 12 

Prairie Island, LCM work that was deferred is now needed in the near-term to 13 

keep these units operating in compliance with federal standards.  While the 14 

industry as a whole, through the Nuclear Energy Institute and other 15 

organizations, is focused on controlling costs and remaining competitive, the 16 

facts of an aging fleet and more rigorous safety regulation are combining to 17 

put upward pressure on the fixed costs of keeping these units fully 18 

operational.   19 

 20 

Q.  ARE THE COMPANY’S COST ESTIMATES IN ACCORD WITH WHAT YOU ARE 21 

SEEING IN THE BROADER INDUSTRY? 22 

A. Yes, other nuclear owners project significant capital expenditures to keep their 23 

plants operating as well.  All nuclear stations face costs related to compliance 24 

with an evolving and expanding regime of federal regulatory requirements.   25 

 26 
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Stations with LCM needs that are comparable in scope to Prairie Island have 1 

seen costs similar to those currently projected by NSPM for this work.  As an 2 

example, I reviewed the 2012 LCM cost authorization filing made by Indiana 3 

Michigan Power (a unit of American Electric Power) for the D. C. Cook 4 

Nuclear Plant in Michigan.  Similar to Prairie Island, D. C. Cook is a two-unit 5 

pressurized water reactor.  Cook applied for and received a 20-year license 6 

extension from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), extending the 7 

Unit 1 license to 2034 with Unit 2 expiring in 2037.  As part of the license 8 

extension process, D. C. Cook made several LCM commitments.  Cook also 9 

explored an extended power uprate (EPU) for the plant, but elected not to 10 

proceed with that project.  All of these characteristics and circumstances are 11 

equally applicable to Prairie Island.  In a filing before the Michigan Public 12 

Service Commission, D. C. Cook laid out an updated capital expenditure 13 

forecast that included $1.13 billion in LCM work that was scheduled to be 14 

performed over a six-year period.  The program was approved by the 15 

Michigan Public Service Commission with an adjustment to the program’s 16 

management reserve amounts.   17 

 18 

The sub-projects for Cook’s LCM program included extensive amounts of 19 

replacements and refurbishments for instrumentation and control systems, 20 

transformers, the HP and LP steam turbines, and motors, pumps and 21 

controls.  After the major LCM work was completed, the Cook plant 22 

projected that it would continue to need to make investments in routine 23 

capital expenditures.  These programs are now underway at Cook.   24 
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 1 

Q. DOES CONTINUING TO MAKE INVESTMENTS TO OPERATE PRAIRIE ISLAND 2 

OVER THE NEXT THREE TO FIVE YEARS MAKE SENSE? 3 

A. Yes under the circumstances that currently exist in Minnesota.  As described 4 

by Company witness Mr. Timothy J. O’Connor, continuing to invest in Prairie 5 

Island over the next three to five years is critical to maintaining these assets as 6 

a part of the Company’s generation fleet. Additionally, as I discuss above, 7 

nuclear assets can provide significant benefits to customers in that they 8 

provide carbon-free base load generation while also acting as a fuel hedge 9 

against price volatility.  What is more, the Company’s 2008 Certificate of Need 10 

for Additional Dry Cask Storage and EPU, the 2012 Changed Circumstances 11 

filing, and the 2015 Integrated Resource Plan show that Prairie Island has 12 

been, and is projected to remain, a cost effective resource.  Those filings 13 

showed this was the case even if the higher capital costs had been included in 14 

prior modeling efforts.  I agree with the Company that the plant’s cost 15 

effectiveness should continue to be evaluated.  However, the filings made to 16 

date support continuing to invest in Prairie Island.   17 

 18 

Continuing to invest in Prairie Island for the next three to five years also 19 

makes sense given that the Company is making a significant transition in its 20 

base load fleet away from coal generation.  Nuclear units play an integral role 21 

in bridging the transition from a system grounded in base load coal to one that 22 

is more dependent on intermittent, renewable generation.  23 

 24 

Stopping or discouraging investment at Prairie Island will result in the closure 25 

of the plant in the near future, when alternatives have not been sufficiently 26 

developed and there has been no finding by the Commission that keeping the 27 
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plant operational is no longer in customers’ best interests.  Closure of a 1 

nuclear plant is not a decision that should be made in the absence of a detailed 2 

evaluation of the plant’s costs and benefits over its remaining life.  To do 3 

otherwise risks harming customers, particularly where, as here, a premature 4 

closure comes with significant costs. 5 

 6 

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER SUPPORT FOR YOUR CONCLUSION? 7 

A. Yes.  I would also note that although the Company’s capital cost forecast has 8 

risen significantly since 2008, the Company overestimated its fixed operating 9 

and maintenance cost estimates, and the two together are less than the 10 

Company originally anticipated.  Additionally, relative to the 2012 Changed 11 

Circumstances filing, the lower Fixed O&M costs continue to more than 12 

offset the increased capital cost projections by about $90 million.  Based on 13 

the difficulties with projecting overall plant needs over decades of service as 14 

well as the evolving regulatory landscape, it is not surprising that the Company 15 

could not fully predict capital and operating and maintenance costs for a 16 

nuclear plant 26 years into the future.   17 

 18 

III.  IMPORTANCE OF PLANNED SHUTDOWN 19 

 20 

Q. WHAT HAVE YOU LEARNED FROM OBSERVING THE CLOSURES OF OTHER 21 

NUCLEAR PLANTS ACROSS THE INDUSTRY? 22 

A. Recent industry experience has shown that nuclear retirement decisions are 23 

best managed through long-lead planning.  There are material distinctions that 24 

can be drawn between the experience of stations that followed deliberate 25 

strategies to transition to plant retirement and those that were closed rapidly 26 

by necessity.   27 
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Q. CAN YOU PROVIDE INDUSTRY EXAMPLES THAT DEMONSTRATE THIS CONCEPT? 1 

A. Yes.  Two recent examples of rapidly-transitioning plants are the Crystal River 2 

plant in Florida, and San Onofre Units 2 & 3, in California.  At the time of 3 

their retirements, both plants had experienced significant damage to major 4 

plant components.  The cost to repair the facilities was reported to be 5 

significant in both cases, and the units had been economically and 6 

operationally challenged before the equipment issues arose.  Neither of these 7 

plants was operational at the time the retirement decision was made, and both 8 

had been maintaining the ability to return to service.  While these plants were 9 

able to make use of the time frame in which inspections were performed and 10 

engineering and construction solutions were explored, neither had more than a 11 

few months to transition from plans to resume operation to plans to proceed 12 

with decommissioning.  The activities that are needed to be performed in 13 

these transition periods include: 14 

1)  Cancelling refueling activities, terminating fuel procurement, 15 

enrichment, and fabrication contracts, liquidating open positions and 16 

inventories relating to nuclear fuel and performing a full fuel offload if 17 

that has not already been performed; 18 

2)  Terminating contracts for labor contractors and long-lead equipment 19 

that were planned for future outages; 20 

3)  Transitioning the plant’s workforce from an operational status to a 21 

retirement and decommissioning status, which often involves early 22 

retirement packages, severance packages, union negotiations, employee 23 

reassignments and greater use of outside contractors with specialized 24 

experience; 25 

4)  Evaluating, qualifying, selecting and contracting for decommissioning 26 

contractors; 27 
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5)  Working with the NRC to establish a shutdown and decommissioning 1 

plan, which involves stakeholder outreach and consultation; 2 

6) Working with the Decommissioning Trust Fund trustee to establish 3 

criteria and schedules for the release of decommissioning funds;  4 

7)  Working with the Regional Transmission Organization (RTO) or 5 

Independent System Operator (ISO), regional utility regulators and 6 

alternative generation providers to evaluate unwinding forward capacity 7 

commitments and to develop transmission and generation replacement 8 

strategies for any needed resource replacements—including any 9 

necessary strategies to maintain system stability;  10 

8)   If necessary, planning for and constructing replacement generation; and 11 

9)  Working with the host community to develop plans for changes in 12 

property values, taxes, employment and first responder support within 13 

affected areas. 14 

 15 

In contrast to the more rapid transitions that Crystal River and San Onofre 16 

had to undertake, recent and current planned retirements have typically elected 17 

to use much longer periods to improve the costs of these transitions, where 18 

market conditions permit. 19 

 20 

Q.  BASED ON YOUR INDUSTRY OBSERVATIONS, WHAT IS THE MORE TYPICAL  21 

AMOUNT OF PLANNING TIME NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE THE ORDERLY CLOSURE 22 

OF A NUCLEAR UNIT? 23 

A. Plants that do not have significant maintenance challenges and that can secure 24 

the funding for operating in the short term (even in what may be unprofitable 25 

markets) typically seek to transition to retirement over the course of 26 

approximately two refueling periods.  This depends on where the unit is in the 27 
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refueling cycle when the retirement decision is made, and how long that 1 

plant’s refueling cycle is.  But, in general, this results in a 36 to 48 month 2 

transition plan.  In circumstances where the plant is needed for local reliability 3 

purposes, until adequate alternatives can be developed, the transition period 4 

can be longer and the ISO may contract to provide plant support payments to 5 

allow more time to transition to those alternatives. This allows these plants to 6 

better manage their fuel costs and maintenance capital, and allows more time 7 

for planning replacement resources.  An orderly, well-planned, and efficient 8 

transition will unquestionably be in the best interests of customers, employees, 9 

and the host communities. 10 

 11 

IV.  KEY CONCLUSIONS  12 

 13 

Q.  PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR KEY CONCLUSIONS. 14 

A. NSPM’s capital investment projects to support the continued operation of 15 

Prairie Island throughout the rate plan presented in this rate case are 16 

reasonable, appropriate, and necessary to comply with increasingly rigorous 17 

federal standards.  Furthermore, the costs NSPM has projected for these 18 

maintenance activities are consistent with what has been observed throughout 19 

the nuclear industry. 20 

 21 

Assessment of whether Prairie Island continues to be cost effective is best 22 

performed in long-term planning dockets, where all of the relevant 23 

considerations and alternatives can be developed in a coherent and cohesive 24 

assessment of the implications of different policy objectives.  If, through 25 

comprehensive analysis, it is determined that closure of the station is the 26 

appropriate path forward, a planned and deliberate transition from operational 27 
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status to decommissioning would provide the greatest outcome for customers 1 

by avoiding significant and unnecessary costs.    2 

 3 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 4 

A. Yes, it does.   5 
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STATEMENT	OF	QUALIFICATIONS	
	

John	J.	Reed	
Chairman	and	Chief	Executive	Officer	

	
	
John	 J.	Reed	 is	a	 financial	and	economic	consultant	with	more	 than	35	years	of	experience	 in	 the	
energy	industry.		Mr.	Reed	has	also	been	the	CEO	of	an	NASD	member	securities	firm	and	Co‐CEO	of	
the	 nation’s	 largest	 publicly	 traded	management	 consulting	 firm	 (NYSE:	 NCI).	 	 He	 has	 provided	
advisory	 services	 in	 the	 areas	 of	 mergers	 and	 acquisitions,	 asset	 divestitures	 and	 purchases,	
strategic	planning,	project	finance,	corporate	valuation,	energy	market	analysis,	rate	and	regulatory	
matters	and	energy	contract	negotiations	to	clients	across	North	and	Central	America.	 	Mr.	Reed’s	
comprehensive	 experience	 includes	 the	 development	 and	 implementation	 of	 nuclear,	 fossil,	 and	
hydroelectric	generation	divestiture	programs	with	an	aggregate	valuation	in	excess	of	$20	billion.		
Mr.	Reed	has	also	provided	expert	testimony	on	financial	and	economic	matters	on	more	than	150	
occasions	before	the	FERC,	Canadian	regulatory	agencies,	state	utility	regulatory	agencies,	various	
state	 and	 federal	 courts,	 and	 before	 arbitration	 panels	 in	 the	 United	 States	 and	 Canada.	 	 After	
graduation	 from	the	Wharton	School	of	 the	University	of	Pennsylvania,	Mr.	Reed	 joined	Southern	
California	Gas	Company,	where	he	worked	in	the	regulatory	and	financial	groups,	leaving	the	firm	
as	 Chief	 Economist	 in	 1981.	 	 He	 served	 as	 executive	 and	 consultant	 with	 Stone	 &	 Webster	
Management	Consulting	and	R.J.	Rudden	Associates	prior	to	forming	REED	Consulting	Group	(RCG)	
in	1988.		RCG	was	acquired	by	Navigant	Consulting	in	1997,	where	Mr.	Reed	served	as	an	executive	
until	leaving	Navigant	to	join	Concentric	as	Chairman	and	Chief	Executive	Officer.	
	
	
REPRESENTATIVE	PROJECT	EXPERIENCE	
	
Executive	Management	
As	 an	 executive‐level	 consultant,	 worked	 with	 CEOs,	 CFOs,	 other	 senior	 officers,	 and	 Boards	 of	
Directors	of	many	of	North	America’s	top	electric	and	gas	utilities,	as	well	as	with	senior	political	
leaders	of	the	U.S.	and	Canada	on	numerous	engagements	over	the	past	25	years.		Directed	merger,	
acquisition,	 divestiture,	 and	project	 development	 engagements	 for	utilities,	 pipelines	 and	 electric	
generation	companies,	repositioned	several	electric	and	gas	utilities	as	pure	distributors	through	a	
series	of	regulatory,	financial,	and	legislative	initiatives,	and	helped	to	develop	and	execute	several	
“roll‐up”	 or	market	 aggregation	 strategies	 for	 companies	 seeking	 to	 achieve	 substantial	 scale	 in	
energy	distribution,	generation,	transmission,	and	marketing.	
	
Financial	and	Economic	Advisory	Services	
Retained	by	many	of	 the	nation’s	 leading	energy	companies	and	financial	 institutions	 for	services	
relating	 to	 the	purchase,	 sale	or	development	of	new	enterprises.	 	These	projects	 included	major	
new	gas	pipeline	projects,	gas	storage	projects,	several	non‐utility	generation	projects,	the	purchase	
and	sale	of	project	development	and	gas	marketing	firms,	and	utility	acquisitions.		Specific	services	
provided	include	the	development	of	corporate	expansion	plans,	review	of	acquisition	candidates,	
establishment	of	divestiture	standards,	due	diligence	on	acquisitions	or	financing,	market	entry	or	
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expansion	studies,	competitive	assessments,	project	financing	studies,	and	negotiations	relating	to	
these	transactions.	
	
Litigation	Support	and	Expert	Testimony	
Provided	expert	testimony	on	more	than	200	occasions	in	administrative	and	civil	proceedings	on	a	
wide	range	of	energy	and	economic	issues.		Clients	in	these	matters	have	included	gas	distribution	
utilities,	 gas	 pipelines,	 gas	 producers,	 oil	 producers,	 electric	 utilities,	 large	 energy	 consumers,	
governmental	and	regulatory	agencies,	trade	associations,	independent	energy	project	developers,	
engineering	 firms,	and	gas	and	power	marketers.	 	Testimony	has	 focused	on	 issues	ranging	 from	
broad	 regulatory	 and	 economic	 policy	 to	 virtually	 all	 elements	 of	 the	 utility	 ratemaking	 process.		
Also	 frequently	 testified	 regarding	 energy	 contract	 interpretation,	 accepted	 energy	 industry	
practices,	 horizontal	 and	 vertical	 market	 power,	 quantification	 of	 damages,	 and	 management	
prudence.	 	Has	been	active	 in	regulatory	contract	and	 litigation	matters	on	virtually	all	 interstate	
pipeline	systems	serving	the	U.S.	Northeast,	Mid‐Atlantic,	Midwest,	and	Pacific	regions.	
	
Also	 served	 on	 FERC	 Commissioner	 Terzic’s	 Task	 Force	 on	 Competition,	 which	 conducted	 an	
industry‐wide	investigation	into	the	levels	of	and	means	of	encouraging	competition	in	U.S.	natural	
gas	markets	and	served	on	a	 “Blue	Ribbon”	panel	established	by	 the	Province	of	New	Brunswick	
regarding	the	future	of	natural	gas	distribution	service	in	that	province.	
	
Resource	Procurement,	Contracting	and	Analysis	
On	behalf	of	gas	distributors,	gas	pipelines,	gas	producers,	electric	utilities,	and	independent	energy	
project	developers,	personally	managed	or	participated	in	the	negotiation,	drafting,	and	regulatory	
support	 of	 hundreds	 of	 energy	 contracts,	 including	 the	 largest	 gas	 contracts	 in	 North	 America,	
electric	contracts	representing	billions	of	dollars,	pipeline	and	storage	contracts,	and	facility	leases.	
	
These	efforts	have	resulted	in	bringing	large	new	energy	projects	to	market	across	North	America,	
the	creation	of	hundreds	of	millions	of	dollars	 in	savings	 through	contract	 renegotiation,	and	 the	
regulatory	approval	of	a	number	of	highly	contested	energy	contracts.	
	
Strategic	Planning	and	Utility	Restructuring	
Acted	as	a	leading	participant	in	the	restructuring	of	the	natural	gas	and	electric	utility	industries	
over	the	past	fifteen	years,	as	an	adviser	to	local	distribution	companies,	pipelines,	electric	utilities,	
and	independent	energy	project	developers.		In	the	recent	past,	provided	services	to	most	of	the	top	
50	utilities	and	energy	marketers	across	North	America.		Managed	projects	that	frequently	included	
the	 redevelopment	 of	 strategic	 plans,	 corporate	 reorganizations,	 the	 development	 of	 multi‐year	
regulatory	 and	 legislative	 agendas,	 merger,	 acquisition	 and	 divestiture	 strategies,	 and	 the	
development	 of	 market	 entry	 strategies.	 	 Developed	 and	 supported	 merchant	 function	 exit	
strategies,	 marketing	 affiliate	 strategies,	 and	 detailed	 plans	 for	 the	 functional	 business	 units	 of	
many	of	North	America’s	leading	utilities.	
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PROFESSIONAL	HISTORY	
	
Concentric	Energy	Advisors,	Inc.	(2002	–	Present)	
Chairman	and	Chief	Executive	Officer	
	
CE	Capital	Advisors	(2004	–	Present)	
Chairman,	President,	and	Chief	Executive	Officer	
	
Navigant	Consulting,	Inc.	(1997	–	2002)	
President,	Navigant	Energy	Capital	(2000	–	2002)	
Executive	Director	(2000	–	2002)	
Co‐Chief	Executive	Officer,	Vice	Chairman	(1999	–	2000)		
Executive	Managing	Director	(1998	–	1999)	
President,	REED	Consulting	Group,	Inc.	(1997	–	1998)	
	
REED	Consulting	Group	(1988	–	1997)	
Chairman,	President	and	Chief	Executive	Officer	
	
R.J.	Rudden	Associates,	Inc.	(1983	–	1988)	
Vice	President	
	
Stone	&	Webster	Management	Consultants,	Inc.	(1981	–	1983)	
Senior	Consultant	
Consultant	
	
Southern	California	Gas	Company	(1976	–	1981)	
Corporate	Economist	
Financial	Analyst	
Treasury	Analyst	
	
	
EDUCATION	AND	CERTIFICATION	
	
B.S.,	Economics	and	Finance,	Wharton	School,	University	of	Pennsylvania,	1976	
Licensed	Securities	Professional:	NASD	Series	7,	63,	24,	79	and	99	Licenses	
	
	
BOARDS	OF	DIRECTORS	(PAST	AND	PRESENT)	
	
Concentric	Energy	Advisors,	Inc.	
Navigant	Consulting,	Inc.	
Navigant	Energy	Capital	
Nukem,	Inc.	
New	England	Gas	Association	
R.	J.	Rudden	Associates	



Northern States Power Company  Docket No. E002/GR-15-826 
  Exhibit___(JJR-1), Schedule 1 
  Page 4 of 4 
 
 

 
																												CONCENTRIC	ENERGY	ADVISORS,	INC.	 	 PAGE	4	

REED	Consulting	Group	
	
	
AFFILIATIONS	
	
American	Gas	Association	
Energy	Bar	Association	
Guild	of	Gas	Managers	
International	Association	of	Energy	Economists	
National	Association	of	Business	Economists	
New	England	Gas	Association	
Society	of	Gas	Lighters	
	
	
ARTICLES	AND	PUBLICATIONS	
	
“Maximizing	U.S.	federal	loan	guarantees	for	new	nuclear	energy,”	Bulletin	of	the	Atomic	Scientists	
(with	John	C.	Slocum),	July	29,	2009	
“Smart	Decoupling	–	Dealing	with	unfunded	mandates	in	performance‐based	ratemaking,”	Public	
Utilities	Fortnightly,	May	2012	
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SPONSOR	 DATE	 CASE/APPLICANT	 DOCKET	NO.	 SUBJECT	
Alberta	Utilities	Commission	
Alberta	Utilities		
(AltaLink,	EPCOR,	ATCO,	ENMAX,	
FortisAlberta,	Alta	Gas)	

01/13 Alberta	Utilities Application	1566373,	
Proceeding	ID	20	

Stranded	Costs

Arizona	Corporation	Commission	
UNS	Energy	and	Fortis	Inc.	 01/14 UNS	Energy,	Fortis	Inc. Docket	No.		E‐

04230A‐00011	and	
Docket	No.		E‐
01933A‐14‐0011	

Merger

Federal	Energy	Regulatory	Commission
Gulf	South	Pipeline	 10/14 Gulf	South	Pipeline Docket	No.		RP15‐65‐

000	
Business	risk,	Rate	
Design	

BNP	Paribas	Energy	Trading,	GP	
South	Jersey	Resource	Group,	LLC	

03/15 Transcontinental	Gas	Pipe	
Line	Corporation	

Docket	No.		RP06‐
569‐008	and	RP07‐
376‐005	

Regulatory	Policy,	
Incremental	Rates,	
Stacked	Rate	

Florida	Public	Service	Commission
Florida	Power	and	Light	Co.	 03/13

07/13	
Florida	Power	&	Light	Co.	 Docket	No.	130009 New	Nuclear	Cost	

Recovery,	Prudence	
Florida	Power	and	Light	Co.	 03/14 Florida	Power	&	Light	Co.	 Docket	No.	140009 New	Nuclear	Cost	

Recovery,	Prudence	
Florida	Power	and	Light	Co.	 03/15

08/15	
Florida	Power	&	Light	Co.	 Docket	No.	150009 New	Nuclear	Cost	

Recovery,	Prudence	
Hawai‘i	Public	Utility	Commission	
NextEra	Energy,	Inc.	
Hawaiian	Electric	Companies	

04/15
05/15	

	

Hawaiian	Electric	
Company,	Inc.;	Hawaii	
Electric	Light	Company,	
Inc.,	Maui	Electric	
Company,	Ltd.,	NextEra	
Energy,	Inc.	

2015‐0022 Merger	Application
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SPONSOR	 DATE	 CASE/APPLICANT	 DOCKET	NO.	 SUBJECT	
Illinois	Commerce	Commission	
Renewables	Suppliers	(Algonquin	Power	
Co.,	EDP	Renewables	North	America,	
Invenergy,	NextEra	Energy	Resources)	

03/14 Renewables	Suppliers	 Docket	No.	13‐0546 Application	for	
Rehearing	and	
Reconsideration,	Long‐
term	Purchase	Power	
Agreements	

WE	Energies	Corporation	 08/14
12/14	
02/15	

WE	Energies/Integrys Docket	No.	14‐0496 Merger	Application

Indiana	Utility	Regulatory	Commission
Indianapolis	Power	&	Light	Company 12/14 Indianapolis	Power	&	Light	

Company	
Cause	No.	44576 Asset	Valuation

Michigan	Public	Service	Commission
Consumer	Energy	Company	 06/13 Consumers	Energy	

Company	
Case	No.		U‐17429 Certificate	of	Need,	

Integrated	Resource	Plan	
WE	Energies	 08/14

03/15	
WE	Energies/Integrys Case	No.		U‐17682 Merger	Application

Missouri	Public	Service	Commission
Union	Electric	Company	d/b/a	Ameren	
Missouri	

08/14 Noranda	Aluminum	Inc. Case	No.		EC‐2014‐
0223	

Ratemaking,	Regulatory	
and	Economic	Policy	

Union	Electric	Company	d/b/a	Ameren	
Missouri	

01/15
02/15	

Union	Electric	Company Case	No.		ER‐2014‐
0258	

Revenue	Requirements,	
Ratemaking	Policies	

Nat.	Energy	Board	of	Canada	
Trans	Mountain	Pipeline	LLC	 01/13 Trans	Mountain	Pipeline	

LLC	
RH‐1‐2012 Toll	Design

TransCanada	Pipelines	Ltd	 08/13 TransCanada	Pipelines	Ltd	 RE‐001‐2013 Toll	Design
NOVA	Gas	Transmission	Ltd	 11/13 NOVA	Gas	Transmission	

Ltd	
OF‐Fac‐Gas‐N081‐
2013‐10	01	

Toll	Design

Trans	Mountain	Pipeline	LLC	 12/13 Trans	Mountain	Pipeline	
LLC	

OF‐Fac‐Oil‐T260‐
2013‐03	01	

Economic	and	Financial	
Feasibility	and	Project	
Benefits	
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SPONSOR	 DATE	 CASE/APPLICANT	 DOCKET	NO.	 SUBJECT	
Energy	East	Pipeline	Ltd.	 10/14 Energy	East	Pipeline 	 Economic	and	Financial	

Feasibility	and	Project	
Benefits	

New	Brunswick	Energy	and	Utilities	Board
Atlantic	Wallboard/Flakeboard	 01/14 Enbridge	Gas	New	

Brunswick	
NBEUB	Matter	225 Rate	Setting	for	EGNB

NH	Public	Utilities	Commission	
Public	Service	Co.	of	New	Hampshire	 07/14 Public	Service	Co.	of	NH Docket	No.		DE	11‐250 Prudence
Public	Service	Co.	of	New	Hampshire	 07/15 Public	Service	Co.	of	NH Docket	No.	14‐238 Restructuring	and	Rate	

Stabilization	
New	Mexico	Public	Service	Commission
Southwestern	Public	Service	Co.,		New	
Mexico	

12/12 SPS	New	Mexico Case	No.	12‐00350‐UT Rate	Case,	Return	on	
Equity	

PNM	Resources	 12/13
10/14	
12/14	

Public	Service	Co.	of	New	
Mexico	

Case	No.	13‐00390‐UT Nuclear	Valuation/In	
Support	of	Stipulation	

Nova	Scotia	Utility	and	Review	Board
Nova	Scotia	Power	 08/14 Nova	Scotia	Power Docket	No.		P‐887 Audit	Reply
Oklahoma	Corporation	Commission
Oklahoma	Gas	&	Electric	Company	 01/15 Oklahoma	Gas	&	Electric	

Company	
Cause	No.		PUD	
201400229	

Integrated	Resource	Plan

Texas	Public	Utility	Commission	
Lone	Star	Transmission	 05/14 Lone	Star	Transmission Docket	No.	42469 Return	on	Equity,	Debt,	

Cost	of	Capital	
CenterPoint	Energy	Houston	Electric,	LLC 06/15 CenterPoint	Energy	

Houston	Electric,	LLC	
Docket	No.	44572 Distribution	Cost	

Recovery	Factor	
Texas	State	Legislature	 	
CenterPoint	Energy	 04/13 Association	of	Electric	

Companies	of	Texas	
SB	1364 Consolidated	Tax	

Adjustment	Clause	
Legislation	
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SPONSOR	 DATE	 CASE/APPLICANT	 DOCKET	NO.	 SUBJECT	
Wisconsin	Public	Service	Commission
Northern	States	Power	Wisconsin	 10/13 Xcel	Energy	(dba	Northern	

States	Power	Wisconsin)	
Docket	No.	4220‐UR‐
119	

Fuel	Cost	Adjustments

Wisconsin	Electric	Power	Company	 11/13 Wisconsin	Electric	Power	
Co.	

Docket	No.	6630‐FR‐
104	

Fuel	Cost	Adjustment

WE	Energy	 01/15 WE Energy/Integrys Docket	No.	9400‐YO‐
100	

Merger	Approval

Commonwealth	of	Massachusetts,	Appellate	Tax	Board
NStar	Electric	Company	 08/14 NStar	Electric	Company 	 Valuation	Methodology
U.	S.	District	Court,	Western	District	of	Virginia
Washington	Gas	Light	Company	 08/15

09/15	
Washington	Gas	Light	
Company	v.	Mountaineer	
Gas	Company	

Civil	Action	No.	5:14‐
cv‐41	

Nominations	and	Gas	
Balancing,	Lost	and	
Unaccounted	For	Gas,	
Damages	

U.S.	Tax	Court	in	Illinois	
Exelon	Corporation	 04/15

06/15	
Exelon	Corporation,	as	
Successor	by	Merger	to	
Unicom	Corporation	and	
Subsidiaries	et	al.	v.	
Commission	of	Internal	
Revenue	

Docket	Nos.	29183‐
13,	29184‐13	

Valuation	of	Analysis	of	
Lease	Terms	and	
Quantify	Plant	Values	
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