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I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 1 

Q: Please state your name and business address. 2 

A: My name is Karl Boothman. My business address is 307 West 200 South, Suite 2000, 3 

Salt Lake City, UT 84101. 4 

Q: By whom are you employed and in what position?  5 

A: I am employed by Western Resource Advocates (WRA) in its Clean Energy Program as a 6 

Senior Policy Advisor. WRA is a regional nonprofit advocacy organization that fights 7 

climate change and its impacts to sustain the environment, economy, and people of the 8 

West. WRA’s Clean Energy Program develops and implements policies to reduce the 9 

environmental impacts of utilities in the Interior West by advocating for a western 10 

electric system that provides clean, affordable, reliable energy, reduces economic risks, 11 

and protects the environment through the expanded use of energy efficiency, renewable 12 

energy resources, and other clean energy technologies. WRA has offices in Salt Lake 13 

City, Utah; Boulder and Denver, Colorado; Reno, Nevada; Phoenix, Arizona; and Santa 14 

Fe, New Mexico. 15 

Q: On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding?  16 

A: I am testifying on behalf of Western Resource Advocates. 17 

Q: Please describe your education and professional experience.   18 

A: I provide policy analysis and regulatory support to WRA in electric-industry-related 19 

matters. I have a B.A. in economics, conferred with distinction from the University of 20 
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Michigan. From 2013-2016, I was employed as a Staff Analyst with ApplEcon LLC, a 21 

consultancy based in Ann Arbor, Michigan that provides regulatory and econometric 22 

support in litigation related to antitrust, collusion, and price fixing. From 2016-2019, I 23 

was employed as a Consultant and from 2019-2022 as a Senior Consultant with 5 Lakes 24 

Energy LLC, an energy policy consultancy based in Lansing, Michigan. In this role, I 25 

provided analysis for clients on a wide range of topics in the energy industry, including 26 

but not limited to, cost of service and rate design, energy efficiency and demand 27 

response, energy siting, and integrated resource planning. Since 2022, I have been 28 

employed as a Senior Policy Advisor with Western Resource Advocates where I have 29 

worked on Utah energy policy. In addition to my formal education and work experience, 30 

I have completed professional development courses including power grid school, utility 31 

accounting and ratemaking, and the annual regulatory studies program at Michigan State 32 

University Institute of Public Utilities as well cost of service, rate design, and 33 

depreciation courses with EUCI. A more detailed description of my qualifications is 34 

attached as Exhibit WRA__(KB-1). 35 

Q: Have you previously testified before the Public Service Commission of Utah 36 

(“Commission”)? 37 

A: Yes. I submitted direct, rebuttal, and/or surrebuttal testimony in the following 38 

proceedings before the Utah Public Service Commission: 39 

 Docket No. 24-035-04 (PacifiCorp General Rate Case) 40 
 Docket No. 20-035-34 (Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Approval of 41 

Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Program) 42 
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 Docket No. 25-035-06 (Application of Rocky Mountain Power to Implement 43 
Community Clean Energy Program Authorized by the Community Clean Energy 44 
Act)  45 

I have also filed comments and/or reply comments in the following non-litigated dockets 46 

before the Utah Public Service Commission:  47 

 PacifiCorp’s 2023 IRP (Docket No. 23-035-10) 48 
 PacifiCorp’s 2025 IRP (Docket No. 25-035-22) 49 
 Investigation into Interconnection Rule Amendments (Docket No. 23-R312-01)  50 
 Schedule 37 Avoided Costs (Docket No. 25-035-T03) 51 
 Solicitation Process for URC Program (Docket No. 24-035-55) 52 

I have or currently participate in multiple stakeholder processes such as the DSM 53 

Steering Committee and DSM Advisory Group, RMP’s Residential Time-of-Use 54 

Stakeholder workshops, RMP’s wildfire workshops, RMP’s Schedule 2E working group, 55 

RMP’s Grid Modernization Collaborative, and the Multi-State Process (MSP).  56 

Q: Have you previously testified before a Public Service Commission in another 57 

jurisdiction? 58 

A: Yes, I have submitted testimony in the following proceedings before the Michigan Public 59 

Service Commission: 60 

 U-20561 (DTE Energy 2019 General Rate Case) 61 
 U-20697 (Consumers Energy 2020 General Rate Case) 62 
 U-20963 (Consumers Energy 2021 General Rate Case) 63 

Q: Please describe any additional qualifications or experience relevant to this 64 

proceeding. 65 

A: I have analyzed the Natrium project in the Company’s Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) 66 

process since at least 2022. Since that time, I have closely followed TerraPower’s 67 
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progress with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the 10 CFR Part 50 68 

permitting pathway. I have attended in-person and virtual NRC meetings as part of the 69 

mandatory public outreach of the Natrium reactor in Kemmerer, Wyoming. In May 2025, 70 

I attended a professional development course covering nuclear energy safety, waste 71 

management, finance, policy, and public opinion jointly hosted by the Clean Air Task 72 

Force and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in Washington, D.C. Additionally, I 73 

have reviewed discovery in this proceeding and many public documents accessible 74 

through the NRC’s document repository including topical reports, permitting 75 

correspondence, and environmental impact documents.  76 

II. SUMMARY 77 

Q: Please summarize your testimony. 78 

A: In this proceeding, I provide my assessment of the Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) 79 

with US SFR Owner, LLC (US SFR) for energy output from the Kemmerer Unit 1 (KU1) 80 

nuclear demonstration plant.  81 

Q: Please summarize your recommendations. 82 

A: In my opinion, the proposed PPA is a fair, if still theoretical, arrangement that effectively 83 

protects ratepayers and the utility from excessive financial and operational risks endemic 84 

to first-of-a-kind (FOAK) nuclear energy demonstration projects. It is also my opinion 85 

that the PPA agreement between PacifiCorp and US SFR reasonably warrants a waiver of 86 
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the resource solicitation requirement.1 Due to the financial safeguards in the PPA and the 87 

opportunity for PacifiCorp customers to be served by firm, non-emitting energy from an 88 

emerging technology that displaces fossil fuel generation, WRA does not oppose 89 

approval of the Company’s application. 90 

III. ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE PPA BETWEEN 91 

PACIFICORP AND US SFR OWNER, LLC 92 

Q: Please describe WRA’s interest and approach in this proceeding.  93 

A: WRA works to mitigate the adverse effects of climate change on the environment and 94 

economy of the West through grid decarbonization. WRA seeks just and reasonable 95 

regulatory outcomes based on facts, economics, and the best available science. In doing 96 

so, WRA is committed to supporting energy resource and procurement decisions that 97 

improve the welfare of the public and environment, while remaining agnostic to 98 

electricity generating technologies. At the same time, WRA is generally supportive of 99 

cost-effective, non-emitting resources that reduce reliance on emitting sources of 100 

generation, serve existing and additional load, or enable higher penetrations of variable 101 

renewable energy technologies. 102 

Q: Does WRA support nuclear energy development? 103 

A: The last nuclear facility built in WRA’s region was the Palo Verde Generating Station in 104 

Arizona, which came online in 1988. While proposals for new nuclear facilities are rare 105 

 
1 U.C.A. § 54-17-501. 
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in our region, WRA acknowledges legacy harms to lands, people, and sovereign tribal 106 

nations stemming from uranium extraction, processing, and weapons testing. WRA 107 

evaluates resource procurement requests in the context of specific proceedings, 108 

evaluating the system value and economics of a particular proposal, including 109 

environmental externalities. Any resource evaluation should include a comparison to 110 

other clean, firm resource alternatives such as geothermal, hydrogen, hydropower, 111 

pumped storage hydropower, renewables paired with long duration energy storage, and 112 

carbon capture, and any resource acquisition should be supported by least-cost, least-risk 113 

modeling. 114 

WRA’s position in this proceeding is based on the terms of the PPA under consideration 115 

in Docket No. 25-035-55 and should not be interpreted as past, present, or future support 116 

for nuclear energy at either a generalized industry or individual project level. My 117 

testimony does not include a position on nuclear energy’s (or KU1’s) upstream or 118 

downstream fuel supply chain impacts, as PacifiCorp  per 119 

the PPA, and those issues are outside the scope of this limited proceeding. These issues 120 

include but are not limited to uranium extraction and milling, uranium enrichment, and 121 

nuclear waste transport, storage, and disposal. Nor should my position in this limited 122 

proceeding be construed implicitly or explicitly as an exoneration of any past, present, or 123 

future societal and tribal injustices, environmental harms, or proliferation risks from the 124 

civil nuclear energy industry. My testimony in this docket concerns only the unique 125 

contractual arrangement under consideration for KU1 between PacifiCorp and US SFR. 126 
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be commissioned, should KU1 be commissioned but delayed, or should one or more 248 

Naughton units retire. 249 

Q: Should the Company’s application for waiver of the solicitation requirement be 250 

approved? 251 

A: Yes. FOAK, emerging technologies will likely not be developed using typical resource 252 

solicitations or even on typical resource procurement timelines. As explained by the 253 

Company, the KU1 project exists because it is a Department of Energy Advanced 254 

Reactor Demonstration Project (DOE ARPD), is one-of-a-kind, and could not be 255 

acquired through a resource solicitation process. In my opinion, the KU1 project satisfies 256 

the criteria for granting a waiver of the resource solicitation requirement.  257 

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS 258 

Q: Please summarize your recommendations. 259 

A: I recommend the following: 260 

 WRA does not oppose approval of the PPA. 261 
 A waiver of resource solicitation requirements is reasonable.  262 
 I recommend the Company explain how it plans to represent the costs of KU1 263 

under several uncertain scenarios in order to demonstrate continued operation of a 264 
least-cost, least risk system. 265 

Q: Does this conclude your testimony? 266 

A: Yes.  267 

REDACTED



Direct Testimony of Karl G. Boothman for WRA 
Docket No. 25-035-55 

 

 

16 
 

I have read this filing and believe that it is supported in fact and in law. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

WESTERN RESOURCE ADVOCATES 
 
 
  
     
Sophie Hayes  
Utah Clean Energy Manager/Senior Attorney 
801-212-9419 
sophie.hayes@westernresources.org 
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