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Q.  WHAT IS YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS? 1 

A.  My name is Asami Kobayashi-Wolke. I am a Utility Analyst for the Utah 2 

Office of Consumer Services (“OCS”). My business address is 160 East 3 

300 South, Salt Lake City, Utah. 4 

 5 

Q.  PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE. 6 

A. I earned a Bachelor of Science degree from the University of Hawaii with a 7 

minor in Political Science and a Master of Business Administration from 8 

the University of Utah. Prior to joining the OCS, I served in several public 9 

policy roles and worked for about two years participating in public utility 10 

regulatory proceedings. I was a legislative staffer in the Hawaii State 11 

Senate for the 2018 and 2021 legislative sessions. From 2019 to 2021, I 12 

served as a Staff Assistant in the U.S. House of Representatives in its 13 

Hawaii office. From 2021 to 2023, I served as a Policy Analyst for the 14 

University of Hawaii. From January 2024 to September 2025, I served as 15 

a Regulatory Analyst for the State of Hawaii Division of Consumer 16 

Advocacy. I began my current role with the OCS in October 2025. I have 17 

completed The Basics: Practical Regulatory Training course through New 18 

Mexico State University, and the Wisconsin Public Utility Institute’s Energy 19 

Utility Basics training program. I have not previously submitted testimony 20 

before the Public Service Commission of Utah (“PSC”), but I have 21 

contributed to OCS filings in various other dockets. 22 

 23 
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Q.  WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 24 

A.  The purpose of my testimony is to address Rocky Mountain Power 25 

Company’s (“RMP” or “Company”) Application to establish the Utah Fire 26 

Fund (“Application”), its compliance with Utah State Law, and provide the 27 

OCS’s recommendations. All data request responses referenced in this 28 

testimony are attached as Exhibit OCS 1.1D. 29 

 30 

Q. WHAT IS RMP REQUESTING IN THIS APPLICATION?  31 

A. Pursuant to Utah Code § 54-24-301, RMP is requesting the creation of a 32 

Utah Fire Fund (“Fire Fund”), which the Company asserts would serve as 33 

a financial backstop and supplement to its insurance coverage in the case 34 

of a catastrophic wildfire liability event in Utah. As authorized by the 35 

statute, the proposed Fire Fund would be funded through a customer 36 

surcharge to cover wildfire liability claims in excess of the Company’s 37 

“insurance coverage, including self-insurance,”1 plus $10 million of the 38 

Company’s own funds. This $10 million “deductible” must be paid each 39 

calendar year in which the Company intends to use Fire Fund monies for 40 

a fire claim resulting from a fire event that year. The Fire Fund will also 41 

contain the investment income earned by the fund and “other amounts, 42 

 

1  Utah Code § 54-24-301(1)(a)(i). Specifically, § 54-24-301(1)(a)(i) defines “Eligible 
payment” as “an amount owed by a large-scale electric utility to a third party in 
the state that exceeds the large-scale electric utility’s applicable insurance 
coverage, including self-insurance.” 
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deposited into the fund as otherwise required by law.”2 Further, to satisfy 43 

the administration requirements of Utah Code § 54-24-302(1), RMP 44 

proposes to establish a trust mechanism, governed by a Master Trust 45 

Agreement, to hold and protect Fire Fund assets. This structure is 46 

intended to segregate and protect these funds in the event of bankruptcy 47 

by the Company. The Company recommends that the PSC conduct a 48 

review of the Fire Fund after five years, including “the growth in fund 49 

balances from permitted investments, updates on insurance market 50 

dynamics or wildland fire risks, and the level of the fire surcharge.”3 51 

 52 

In its Application, RMP originally proposed a Fire Fund Adjustment (“FFA”) 53 

mechanism and a new Schedule 96 tariff that would collect approximately 54 

$109 million per year over a 10-year period.4 However, on March 10, 55 

2026, the PSC filed a Notice of Legal Conclusion ruling that a Fire Fund 56 

surcharge may not be approved in this instant docket and can instead only 57 

be approved in a general rate case.5 Nevertheless, the PSC has 58 

 

2  Utah Code § 54-24-301(3). 

3  Docket No. 25-035-61, Direct Testimony of Joelle R. Steward, filed on November 
26, 2025, at lines 247-253. 

 
4   As originally proposed, the FFA surcharge would have been a 4.49% surcharge 

above current rates across all customer classes based on an “equal percentage 
of base revenue,” applying the adjustment to all base charges, including 
Customer Charges, Power Charges, Facilities Charges, Energy Charge, and 
Voltage Discounts. The Company stated that this proposed surcharge would 
have resulted in a $3.70 increase above current rates for the average residential 
customer. 

 
5  Docket No. 25-035-61, Notice of Legal Conclusion and Virtual Scheduling 

Conference, filed on March 10, 2026, at page 2-5. 
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established that all other components of the Fire Fund, excluding the 59 

surcharge, may be approved in this instant docket. As such, my testimony 60 

focuses on the establishment of the Fire Fund without determination of the 61 

surcharge amount. 62 

 63 

Q. WHAT CRITERIA DOES UTAH CODE § 54-24-301 OUTLINE FOR THE 64 

PSC TO CONSIDER IN APPROVING THE UTAH FIRE FUND? 65 

A. The statute6 provides that the PSC shall approve a request for a Utah Fire 66 

Fund only if RMP demonstrates to the PSC’s satisfaction: 67 

  (a) that the Fire Fund: 68 

   (i) is in the public interest; 69 

(ii) supports the financial health of the large-scale electric 70 

utility; and 71 

(iii) maintains or improves the large-scale electric utility’s 72 

ability to deliver safe and reliable services; 73 

(b) that the fire surcharge does not result in an increase over 74 

current rates: 75 

 (i) for all customers, more than 4.95%; and 76 

 

 
6  The authorizing statute of the Utah Fire Fund is Title 54, Chapter 24, Part 3 of the 

Utah Code, which allows a large-scale electric utility to create a fund to provide 
coverage for wildfire liabilities within the State of Utah under certain 
circumstances and limitations. The specific part of the statute that the PSC must 
base its approval of the Fire Fund on is § 54-24-301(4)(a)-(b)(ii). 
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(ii) for an average residential customer more than $3.70 77 

a month. 78 

 79 

However, for the purpose of evaluating the Fire Fund without the 80 

surcharge component, my testimony will focus only on the proposed Fire 81 

Fund’s compliance with Utah Code § 54-24-301(4)(a). 82 

 83 

Q.  PLEASE BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE RMP’S REASONING AS TO WHY THE 84 

PROPOSED FIRE FUND IS IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST. 85 

A.  RMP witness Joelle Steward states that the proposed Fire Fund satisfies 86 

the public interest requirement as follows. First, RMP states that its 87 

proposed Fire Fund is consistent with the Legislature’s direction on the 88 

purpose, size, and administration of a Fire Fund.7 Second, RMP asserts 89 

that the Fire Fund supports its overall strategy to manage wildfire risk by 90 

serving as a financial reserve in the event of a catastrophic wildfire where 91 

liabilities exceed amounts recoverable from Excess Liability Insurance 92 

(“ELI”).8 Finally, RMP asserts that as the risk of wildfires increases in the 93 

region over time, the Fire Fund would protect the Company from massive 94 

wildfire claims that could compromise its financial stability and ability to 95 

 

7  Docket No. 25-035-61, Direct Testimony of Joelle R. Steward, filed on November 
26, 2025, at lines 293-294. 

 
8  Id., at lines 44-47 and 295-296. 
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maintain and expand its infrastructure to meet customer needs and load 96 

growth.9  97 

 98 

Q. WHAT ARE SOME CONSIDERATIONS IN EVALUATING WHETHER 99 

THE FIRE FUND IS IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST? 100 

A. I believe that the goal of evaluating whether the proposed Fire Fund is in 101 

the public interest is to find the appropriate balance between supporting 102 

the financial stability of RMP and ensuring that ratepayers are adequately 103 

protected from a cost and governance standpoint. As such, I believe that, 104 

in addition to Ms. Steward’s reasoning, key considerations in determining 105 

if the public interest criterion is satisfied include whether the Company 106 

provides sufficient evidence demonstrating that (1) the target size of the 107 

Fire Fund is reasonable; (2) the allocation of wildfire risk and costs 108 

between service jurisdictions is fair; and (3) the Master Trust Agreement 109 

provides adequate protections for Utah ratepayers and is in compliance 110 

with the law. 111 

 112 

Q.  PLEASE DESCRIBE THE FACTORS YOU CONSIDERED FOR 113 

EVALUATING WHETHER THE PROPOSED TARGET SIZE OF THE 114 

FIRE FUND IS REASONABLE. 115 

 

9  Id., at lines 48-50 and 297-299. 
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in place to prepare for the level of claims associated with a 1-in-500 year 151 

fire event,”16 which  152 

.17 However, at the same time, Mr. Nadel 153 

recommends that “the combination of excess liability insurance and the 154 

Fire Fund should position the Company to cover fire liability claims of at 155 

least .”18 Further, considering that the Company originally 156 

proposed that the Fire Fund collect approximately  in ten 157 

years and the  158 

,19 this means that the Company was 159 

effectively preparing for a maximum of roughly  in 160 

catastrophic wildfire losses after ten years of surcharge collections. 161 

 162 

Q.  PLEASE DISCUSS WHETHER THE PROPOSED TARGET SIZE OF 163 

THE FIRE FUND IS REASONABLE AND IDENTIFY ANY CONCERNS. 164 

A. I am concerned that certain assumptions and inputs in the scenario that 165 

RMP used within its actuarial analysis may not be appropriate and may be 166 

producing excessive loss figures, such as the various  167 

 168 

 

16  Docket No. 25-035-61, Direct Testimony of Marshall Nadel, filed on November 
26, 2025, at lines 62-64. 

 
17  Id., at line 283. 

18  Id., at lines 66-68. 
 
19  Docket No. 25-035-61, Rocky Mountain Power’s Confidential Supplemental 

Information, Confidential Attachment A, filed on April 7, 2026. 
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 169 

. The scenario that RMP selected to model catastrophic wildfires in 170 

Utah should include reasonable and accurate assumptions and inputs. 171 

When questioned on these assumptions in discovery, the Company failed 172 

to provide sufficient evidence and justification for using the chosen 173 

scenario and its underlying assumptions. 174 

 175 

Q.  PLEASE ELABORATE ON YOUR CONCERNS REGARDING RMP’S 176 

ACTUARIAL ANALYSIS MODEL AND CHOSEN SCENARIO. 177 

A. As previously stated, Mr. Nadel states that his analysis relies primarily on 178 

the  179 

 to recommend that the Fire Fund and ELI 180 

combined be able to cover at least  in wildfire liabilities.  181 

 182 

 183 

 184 

.20 Aside from the fact that  185 

, Mr. Nadel states that his 186 

analysis relies primarily on this scenario to “take into account the full 187 

scope of documented potential risks,” because otherwise the analysis 188 

 

20  Docket No. 25-035-61, RMP Response to OCS Data Request 2.3, filed on 
January 21, 2026. 
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Additionally, it is important to note that Mr. Nadel is using the  245 

 to inform the size of the Fire Fund,27 which 246 

presents as a “worst-case scenario on top of a worst-case scenario” 247 

estimate. Mr. Nadel’s primary justification for using the  248 

 as a benchmark is that, to his knowledge, investors 249 

have historically required insurance for catastrophic events for the power 250 

generation industry at a limit equivalent to the 1-in-500 year PML. 251 

However, when asked by the Utah Association of Energy Users (“UAE”) in 252 

UAE DR 2.20 to provide evidence or citations supporting this claim, RMP 253 

provided virtually no documented evidence to support this claim and relies 254 

instead on Mr. Nadel’s experience.28 Additionally, Mr. Nadel’s primary 255 

justification for opposing a 1-in-100 year PML level of preparedness is that 256 

in 2018, PG&E faced a catastrophe that amounted to significantly more 257 

than the 1-in-100 year event that it was prepared for. However, it is 258 

important to note that PG&E’s $10 billion in settlements were driven 259 

substantially by California’s doctrine of inverse condemnation, which 260 

imposes a standard of strict liability, meaning that PG&E was held 261 

responsible for damages regardless of fault or negligence.29 Utah does 262 

 

27  Docket No. 25-035-61, Direct Testimony of Marshall Nadel, filed on November 
26, 2025., at lines 62-68. 

 
28  Docket No. 25-035-61, RMP Response to UAE Data Request 2.20, filed on 

February 4, 2026. 
 
29  California Public Advocates Office (2023). Ratepayer Impacts of Strict Liability 

and Inverse Condemnation. https://www.publicadvocates.cpuc.ca.gov/-
/media/cal-advocates-website/files/press-room/reports-and-analyses/230407-
caladvocates-wildfire-safety-inverse-condemnation-policy-paper.pdf  
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not follow this legal doctrine and, as discussed earlier, recently enacted 263 

statutory caps on non-economic damages. 264 

 265 

Q.  IS THERE A SCENARIO YOU RECOMMEND USING INSTEAD, AND 266 

DO YOU HAVE A RECOMMENDED BENCHMARK FOR DETERMINING 267 

THE SIZE OF THE FIRE FUND? 268 

A. I am not an actuary, but I believe that using a scenario with industry-269 

standard wildfire modeling assumptions to estimate a reasonable and 270 

prudent size of the Fire Fund is necessary to ensure that ratepayers are 271 

not overburdened with pre-funding a potentially extreme and unrealistic 272 

wildfire catastrophe liability. Ratepayers should help fund a realistic safety 273 

net based on a model with assumptions and inputs that are backed with 274 

sufficient evidence. With that said, to ensure that the record contains 275 

evidence that is relevant to the current legal environment in Utah, as well 276 

as the documented realities of fire ignitions in utility-caused catastrophic 277 

wildfires, I recommend that any modeled scenarios used to justify the Fire 278 

Fund’s size incorporate the statutory liability caps under Utah Code § 54-279 

24-303 and assumptions such as the ignition buffer zones that are 280 

supported with sufficient evidence. I also recommend that the Company 281 

and the PSC then select an appropriate return period (i.e., 1-in-100 year, 282 

1-in-200 year, etc.) across each scenario and either take the median or 283 
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average PML of all scenarios that contain inputs and assumptions that are 284 

backed with sufficient evidence and consistent with Utah law. 285 

 286 

As for a recommended benchmark return period, similar to what Mr. Nadel 287 

stated, I have not seen a specific electric utility industry standard 288 

established for catastrophic wildfires. However, financial institutions such 289 

as Moody’s use and recommend that bankers, asset managers, and 290 

investors prepare for a 1-in-200 year return period scenario to ensure 291 

coverage of truly catastrophic events. Moody’s recent white paper entitled 292 

The power of tail risk metrics: Transforming physical risk decisions for 293 

banking and beyond states:  294 

We at Moody’s choose the 1-in-200-year extreme-year metrics to 295 
assess risks for our sample portfolio. This is the optimum level for 296 
resilience testing since testing at the 1-in-200-year level is the 297 
global standard in the natural catastrophe insurance industry for 298 
decisions on capital reserves held toward paying insurance claims. 299 
The choice of 200 years as return period allows for comprehensive 300 
coverage of the risk profile given that the annual probability of 301 
getting damage above the tested level is very small — just 0.5% — 302 
supporting robust stress testing.30 303 

 304 

Ultimately, whether RMP should be prepared for a 1-in-200 year scenario 305 

as opposed to any other scenario depends on the risk tolerance of the 306 

Company, the PSC, and other parties. However, because the Fire Fund 307 

would be fully funded by ratepayers, it is not fair to ask ratepayers to 308 

 

30   Moody’s (2026). The power of tail risk metrics: Transforming physical risk 
decisions. https://www.moodys.com/web/en/us/insights/resources/return-period-
whitepaper.pdf, at page 4. 
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guarantee coverage beyond the standard of catastrophic risk 309 

preparedness. If the Company believes it needs to be prepared for a 310 

, its shareholders should provide the funds to 311 

cover losses beyond the 1-in-200 year scenario. As such, I recommend 312 

that the PSC consider a more appropriate benchmark, such as the 1-in-313 

200 year return period, to determine the size of the Fire Fund and ELI 314 

combined. Further, this benchmark should be re-examined periodically in 315 

the formal review process to reflect changes in what the industry 316 

considers standard. 317 

 318 

Q.  GIVEN THE SPECULATIVE ASSUMPTIONS USED IN THE AON 319 

STUDY, DO YOU HAVE ANY RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING AN 320 

ONGOING REVIEW OF THE FIRE FUND? 321 

A. Yes. RMP proposed a formal review of the Fire Fund after five years, but 322 

given that the Aon Study was conducted in 2024, the commercial 323 

insurance market has been evolving, wildfire risks are continually 324 

changing, and an update of the Company’s Wildfire Mitigation Plan 325 

(“WMP”) is filed every three years, I believe that a more frequent review 326 

cadence for the new Fire Fund would be beneficial and necessary. 327 

Therefore, I recommend that the PSC require a formal review of the Fire 328 

Fund at least every two to three years to monitor the administration of the 329 

Fire Fund, as well as re-evaluate the operation of the fund and make any 330 

adjustments as circumstances change over time. 331 
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 332 

Q.  PLEASE DISCUSS WHETHER THE ALLOCATION OF WILDFIRE RISK 333 

AND COSTS BETWEEN RMP’S SERVICE JURISDICTIONS IS FAIR 334 

UNDER THE PROPOSED FIRE FUND. 335 

A. Based on my analysis, the proposed Fire Fund does not appear to 336 

introduce any cross-subsidization issues between RMP’s service 337 

territories in terms of wildfire risks and costs because both the statute and 338 

the Company’s  339 

 340 

  341 

 342 

First, Utah Code § 54-24-301(5) states that the Utah Fire Fund may not be 343 

used for payments or claims originating or occurring outside of the state of 344 

Utah. Ms. Steward also stated in her testimony  345 

 346 

 347 

31 348 

 349 

Second, I reviewed the Company’s supplemental information filed on April 350 

7, 2026 regarding RMP’s  351 

. Although I am not an 352 

 

31  Docket No. 25-035-61, Direct Testimony of Joelle R. Steward, filed on November 
26, 2025, at lines 223-225. 
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attorney and have not been able to thoroughly review each policy’s terms, 353 

the  354 

 355 

 356 

 357 

However, the Company does not explain why  358 

 359 

, which I recommend that the Company provide an 360 

explanation for in its rebuttal testimony. Additionally, the Company 361 

 362 

 363 

 364 

 365 

.32 366 

 367 

Finally, regarding the insurance premium allocations, the Company stated 368 

in response to DPU DR 4.16 that its parent company, Berkshire Hathaway 369 

Energy Company (“BHE”),  370 

 371 

 372 

 373 

 

32  Docket No. 25-035-61, Rocky Mountain Power’s Confidential Supplemental 
Information, Confidential Attachment B, filed on April 7, 2026, at page 570. 

 





OCS-1D Kobayashi-Wolke 25-035-61 Page 21 of 27 

and analysis of it before the filing of Direct Testimony. As such, I reserve 393 

the right to discuss and comment on the MTA in subsequent rounds of 394 

testimony. However, based on my initial review of the MTA, there are a 395 

few potential concerns, which the OCS requested RMP clarify in discovery 396 

on May 6, 2026, and that I note below for the Company to potentially 397 

address in its rebuttal testimony: 398 

• The MTA appears to restrict “Liquidated Fire Claims” strictly to 399 

economic damages. It is unclear whether this conflicts with the 400 

definition of damages for a "fire claim" in Utah Code § 54-24-401 

303(2)(a)-(b), which includes both economic and noneconomic 402 

damages. 403 

• It is unclear why the MTA establishes the Utah Fire Fund as a trust 404 

organized and governed under Nevada state law, rather than Utah 405 

law. 406 

• It is unclear why the MTA locates the situs and administration of the 407 

Fire Fund, the location for Board of Trustees meetings, and the 408 

exclusive legal venues for any disputes entirely in Wyoming. 409 

• It is unclear whether the MTA’s designation of the Fund Treasurer 410 

as the sole account signatory conflicts with Utah Code § 54-24-411 

302(1)(a), which designates the “chief executive officer, chief 412 

financial officer, and other appropriate representatives as 413 

authorized by the board of directors of the utility as the account 414 

signatories.” 415 
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• It is unclear whether the MTA's statement that the Board of 416 

Trustees’ decision regarding claim disputes is “final, binding, and 417 

non-appealable” conflicts with the PSC’s statutory authority to 418 

review, challenge, and order the replenishment of imprudent Fire 419 

Fund disbursements according to Utah Code § 54-24-302(4). 420 

I recommend that the Company provide supplemental testimony in 421 

rebuttal, providing an explanation of the MTA and addressing the 422 

concerns raised above and by the other parties.  423 

 424 

Q.  PLEASE SUMMARIZE RMP’S REASONING AS TO HOW THE FIRE 425 

FUND SUPPORTS ITS FINANCIAL HEALTH. 426 

A.  RMP witness Steward asserts that the proposed Fire Fund supports the 427 

financial health of the Company for at least three main reasons. 428 

Specifically, RMP states that the Fire Fund would send a positive signal to 429 

credit rating agencies and its investors, provide a source of liquidity for the 430 

Company during a catastrophic wildfire event, and supplement 431 

commercial wildfire insurance in a market where insurance premiums are 432 

increasing significantly. 433 

 434 

Q. WHAT ARE SOME CONSIDERATIONS IN EVALUATING THIS 435 

CRITERION, AND DO YOU AGREE WITH RMP THAT THE PROPOSED 436 

FIRE FUND SUPPORTS THE FINANCIAL HEALTH OF THE 437 

COMPANY? 438 
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A. The financial health criterion would be satisfied if there is sufficient 439 

evidence to support that the proposed Fire Fund decreases the 440 

Company’s financial risk. This may result in (1) a higher or maintained 441 

credit rating, (2) a lower cost of capital and increased access to capital 442 

markets, and (3) increased liquidity available during a catastrophic wildfire 443 

liability event. With that said, I believe RMP has adequately demonstrated 444 

that the establishment of the Fire Fund would support its financial health. 445 

The Company’s credit reports by  446 

 447 

 448 

36 It is also 449 

important to consider that credit rating agencies like S&P Global recently 450 

revised their credit outlook for PacifiCorp to “Positive” following the 451 

reversal of the Multnomah County Circuit Court June 2023 jury verdict 452 

regarding the James Case class action lawsuit in the State of Oregon by 453 

the Oregon Court of Appeals on April 8, 2026.37  Ms. Steward also noted 454 

in her testimony that Moody's, Fitch Ratings, and S&P have all formally 455 

indicated in credit reports that utilities such as PG&E, Edison International, 456 

Sempra, and Xcel Energy Inc., have either had credit upgrades or their 457 

 

36  Docket No. 25-035-61, Confidential Exhibit Accompanying Direct Testimony of 
Joelle R. Steward (JRS-2), filed on November 26, 2025, at page 1. 

 
37  S&P Global (2026). PacifiCorp Outlook Revised To Positive Following Oregon 

Court Of Appeals Decision. 
https://www.spglobal.com/ratings/en/regulatory/article/-
/view/type/HTML/id/3548417  
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credit outlook revised in a positive direction for regulatory and legislative 458 

actions supporting wildfire risk mitigation measures similar to the Fire 459 

Fund.38 In attaining higher credit ratings, it is expected that the Company 460 

would have greater access to capital markets and at a lower cost of 461 

capital. Further, in accordance with Utah Code § 54-25-301, the proposed 462 

Fire Fund is structured such that the funds would be available to cover 463 

eligible fire claims after a $10 million “deductible" and ELI coverage have 464 

been exhausted, providing additional liquidity for the Company in the 465 

event of a catastrophic wildfire in Utah. By reducing RMP’s complete 466 

dependence on commercial wildfire insurance coverage, the Fire Fund 467 

allows the Company to better mitigate the impacts of the increasingly 468 

volatile insurance market premiums. 469 

 470 

Q.  PLEASE SUMMARIZE RMP’S REASONING AS TO HOW THE 471 

PROPOSED FIRE FUND WOULD MAINTAIN OR IMPROVE THE 472 

COMPANY’S ABILITY TO DELIVER SAFE AND RELIABLE SERVICES. 473 

A. Ms. Steward states that the proposed Fire Fund would maintain or 474 

improve the Company’s ability to deliver safe and reliable service mainly 475 

by protecting and maintaining its financial capacity to invest in the grid. As 476 

mentioned earlier, RMP argues that the proposed Fire Fund would 477 

stabilize or improve its credit ratings, potentially allowing the Company to 478 

 

38  Docket No. 25-035-61, Direct Testimony of Joelle R. Steward, filed on November 
26, 2025, at lines 349-370. 
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make grid investments with lower borrowing costs. Additionally, RMP 479 

presents the proposed Fire Fund as a critical financial backstop and 480 

source of liquidity in the event of a catastrophic wildfire in Utah. 481 

 482 

Q. HOW SHOULD THIS CRITERION BE EVALUATED, AND DO YOU 483 

AGREE WITH RMP THAT THE PROPOSED FIRE FUND WOULD 484 

MAINTAIN OR IMPROVE ITS ABILITY TO DELIVER SAFE AND 485 

RELIABLE SERVICES? 486 

A. I agree with certain arguments made by RMP but note some concern that 487 

the current guardrails in place may not be enough to maintain the 488 

Company’s incentive to make adequate investments in wildfire safety and 489 

reliability. As stated previously, I agree with Ms. Steward’s arguments that 490 

the Fire Fund would provide the financial support and backstop necessary 491 

for the Company to continue securing capital for grid investments. 492 

Additionally, Utah Code § 54-24-303(6) states that the liability limits 493 

established in § 54-24-303(3)-(4) would not apply if the Company did not 494 

have a WMP approved, or if the PSC determines that the Company was in 495 

material noncompliance with the WMP in the area of the fire event at the 496 

time it occurred. While these guardrails and penalties are built into Utah 497 

law, the PSC and parties should carefully consider potential unintended 498 

consequences regarding the Company’s incentive to deliver safe and 499 

reliable service. Under the current structure, it appears that the Fire Fund 500 

may still be accessed to pay for damages even if the liability limits are 501 
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voided due to noncompliance with the WMP. I do not have specific 502 

recommendations to address this concern at this time; however, I note 503 

that the WMP is now more critical than ever to ensure that ratepayers 504 

receive the full protections and benefits intended by the Fire Fund statute.  505 

 506 

Q.  PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR POSITION AND RECOMMENDATIONS. 507 

A.  In summary, the Company’s proposed Fire Fund appears to generally 508 

satisfy two of the three criteria from Utah Code § 54-24-301(4)(a), financial 509 

health and safety/reliability, with some concerns noted. However, more 510 

evidence is needed from RMP in order to prove that the proposed Fire 511 

Fund is in the public interest. Specifically, I recommend that RMP provide 512 

sufficient evidence by updating the record to include actuarial models that 513 

incorporate evidence-based fire ignition risks and the current liability limits 514 

in § 54-24-303 to provide a complete and transparent analysis of realistic 515 

catastrophic wildfire liabilities. I recommend that the PSC select a 516 

representative return period, such as the 1-in-200 year return period, 517 

across all Aon Study scenarios that have evidence-based inputs and 518 

calculate the average or median of the PMLs associated with the selected 519 

return period to determine a reasonable target size of the Fire Fund and 520 

ELI combined. I also recommend a two to three-year formal review 521 

cadence, rather than RMP’s proposed five-year review. Finally, as there 522 

has not been enough time to review and conduct a thorough analysis of 523 

the Master Trust Agreement and certain initial concerns were identified, 524 
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the Company should also provide supplemental testimony in its rebuttal, 525 

providing an explanation of the MTA and addressing the initial concerns 526 

raised in my testimony and by the other parties.  527 

 528 

Q.  DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 529 

A. Yes, it does. 530 
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