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I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 

A. My name is Dr. Logan Mitchell. My business address is 215 S. 400 E., Salt Lake City, 

Utah 84111. 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

A.  I am employed by Utah Clean Energy (hereinafter “UCE”), a non-profit public interest 

organization whose mission is to lead and accelerate the transition to an affordable, 

reliable, and clean energy system. At UCE, I serve as a Climate Scientist and Energy 

Analyst and lead the organization’s utility regulatory work. 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying?  

A. I am testifying on behalf of UCE. 

Q. Please review your professional experience and qualifications. 

A. My academic and professional background spans geology, paleoclimatology, atmospheric 

chemistry, air quality, and emissions analysis, providing me with a broad and 

interdisciplinary understanding of the relationships among energy systems, environmental 

impacts, and climate risk. I have authored or coauthored more than 40 peer-reviewed 

publications, data products, reports, editorials, and white papers, including publications in 

journals such as Science, Nature, and PNAS (ORCID1, Google Scholar2, Research Gate3). I 

hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Geology with a minor in Oceanography. I earned a 

Ph.D. in Geology, with a focus on Paleoclimatology, from Oregon State University in 

2013. I subsequently completed a postdoctoral fellowship and served as a Research 

 
1 https://orcid.org/my-orcid?orcid=0000-0002-8749-954X  
2 https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=jhPZAbIAAAAJ&hl=en  
3 https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Logan-Mitchell-2  

https://orcid.org/my-orcid?orcid=0000-0002-8749-954X
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=jhPZAbIAAAAJ&hl=en
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Logan-Mitchell-2
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Assistant Professor in the Department of Atmospheric Sciences at the University of Utah. I 

currently maintain an Adjunct Professor appointment in that department. In my role at 

Utah Clean Energy, I lead the organization’s utility regulatory team and have actively 

participated in numerous regulatory proceedings and stakeholder processes, including 

Integrated Resource Planning, the Multi-State Protocol, wildfire risk workshops, general 

rate cases, time-of-use rate design, and interconnection standards. My work focuses on 

evaluating utility planning and cost-allocation proposals through the lenses of least-cost, 

least-risk planning, long-term system reliability, and protection of Utah ratepayers. 

II. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 

A. I provide this testimony to explain why the request of Rocky Mountain Power (hereinafter 

“the Company”) for approval of a Utah Fire Fund (hereinafter the “Fire Fund”) does not 

satisfy the Commission’s public interest standard found in the Wildland Fire Planning and 

Cost Recovery Act, Utah Code § 54‑24‑101, et. seq. (hereinafter “the Act”).   The Act 

governs wildfire mitigation and wildfire risk cost recovery,  

and contains three parts: Part 1) General Provisions; Part 2) Wildland Fire Protection Plans 

(hereinafter “WFPP”); and Part 3) Fire Fund. While I do not offer a legal opinion, my 

testimony explains that the Act establishes an integrated framework where Part 2 wildfire 

mitigation planning provides the foundation for Part 3 wildfire risk‑financing mechanisms. 

As the Utah Public Service Commission (hereinafter “the Commission”) disapproved the 

WFPP in Phase III of the 2024 general rate case, the Commission should disapprove the 

Fire Fund request. 

I also explain that a changing climate is increasing wildfire risk in Utah and throughout the 
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Company’s service territory, and that these risks should be addressed in a cohesive manner 

across proceedings. I therefore recommend that the Commission require the Company to 

develop a comprehensive climate resilience and adaptation planning process that integrates 

mitigation, operations, and financial risk management, before approving the WFPP or the 

Fire Fund. 

Based on these considerations, I recommend that the Commission defer approval of the 

Fire Fund until the Company demonstrates compliance with wildfire mitigation planning 

requirements, supports its mitigation strategy with cost‑effectiveness analysis, and initiates 

a forward‑looking framework to manage climate‑driven risks. 

 

III. TESTIMONY 

Q. What must the Company demonstrate to obtain approval from the Commission of a 

Fire Fund? 

A.  Utah Code § 54-24-301(4) states that the Company must demonstrate to the Commission’s 

satisfaction that the proposed fund is in the public interest, supports the financial health of 

the utility, and maintains or improves the utility’s ability to deliver safe and reliable 

services. 

Q. Is the proposed Utah Fire Fund in the public interest? 

A. No. While I am not a lawyer and do not offer a legal opinion, the Commission must 

evaluate the Company’s request for approval of a Fire Fund in light of the Company’s 

wildfire mitigation plan status. 

Q. Does the order of the provisions in the Act  affect your analysis? 
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A. Yes. Part 1 of the Act establishes the Commission’s rulemaking and oversight authority; 

Part 2 (§ 54‑24‑201) requires electric utilities to prepare, file and obtain approval of 

WFPPs; and Part 3 (§ 54‑24‑301) authorizes the creation of a Fire Fund to supplement 

wildfire insurance coverage. The ordering of these three parts in the Act creates an 

intentional statutory framework that focuses first on risk identification and mitigation 

before addressing risk financing and cost recovery.  The provisions must be read 

harmoniously. 

Q. Why would the Act create a sequenced approach to wildfire risk management? 

A. The Act follows a logical and functional progression. Part 2 requires utilities to: identify 

wildfire risk; evaluate mitigation measures; assess costs and effectiveness; and obtain 

Commission approval based on a finding that the plan reasonably balances cost and risk. 

Part 3 then authorizes a utility to create a ratepayer-funded liability fund. Reading these 

parts together, the statute conveys an implicit premise: risk mitigation should precede risk 

socialization. Ratepayers should not bear long-term wildfire liability costs and risks unless 

the utility has first demonstrated that it is prudently managing and mitigating those costs 

and risks. 

Q. Why is this sequencing important and prudent? 

A. Prudence requires evaluating not only whether a cost-recovery mechanism is lawful, but 

whether it reasonably follows from responsible utility conduct. The Fire Fund would 

require ratepayers to begin funding future wildfire liability coverage potentially years in 

advance. If approved without a current, Commission-approved WFPP, the Fire Fund risks 

shielding the Company from financial consequences of insufficient or delayed mitigation 

actions, thereby creating a moral hazard. In contrast, conditioning the Fire Fund approval 
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on approved mitigation planning aligns incentives with the statutory purpose of the Act as 

a whole. 

Q. How does this relate to the Commission’s Phase III findings in the 2024 Rate Case? 

A. After reviewing the Independent Evaluation of the Company’s proposed 2023-2025 WFPP, 

the Commission declined to approve it, finding the Company had “failed to provide a cost 

benefit analysis, making it impossible for [the Commission] to judge and evaluate the cost-

effectiveness of the 2023 [Wildland Fire Mitigation] Plan.”4 Since that time, the Company 

has not filed a new WFPP with the Commission. As a result, the Company currently lacks 

a Commission-approved WFPP, even though Part 2 of the Act requires updated plans on a 

three-year cycle. 

Q. How does the changing climate factor into this context? 

A. The changing climate has magnified the calamity the Act seeks to address. Climate change 

is materially affecting Utah and other states in the Company’s service territory, the electric 

system, and electricity rates, through increased wildfire frequency, intensity and 

consequence.5 These effects include not only wildfire damage itself, but also rapidly 

escalating costs for wildfire related insurance, wildfire liability litigation, and now the 

proposed ratepayer-funded Fire Fund. The Act reflects legislative recognition that wildfire 

risk, increased by the warming climate, must be addressed through planning, mitigation, 

and cost recovery mechanisms working together. Therefore, approving Part 3 remedies 

while Part 2 compliance remains unresolved thwarts that synergistic approach. 

 
4 Commission Order, April 25, 2025 in Docket No 24-035-04. https://psc.utah.gov/2024/01/24/docket-no-

24-035-04/  
5 Direct Testimony of Logan Mitchell, Ph.D. in the 2024 General Rate Case, Docket No. 24-035-04, 

October 17, 2024. 

https://psc.utah.gov/2024/01/24/docket-no-24-035-04/
https://psc.utah.gov/2024/01/24/docket-no-24-035-04/
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Q. How does the lack of a statutorily-current WFPP affect the Commission’s public 

interest determination? 

A. Part 3 of the Act requires the Commission to determine that approval of a Fire Fund is in 

the public interest. That determination cannot reasonably be made in isolation from Part 2, 

which establishes reasonable wildfire mitigation plans. Since the Commission was unable 

to determine if the Company’s WFPP appropriately balances cost and risk, then the public-

interest basis for approving a ratepayer funded Fire Fund is undermined.  

Q. Do you have recommendations for additional components needed for comprehensive 

wildfire risk planning? 

A. Yes. As I discussed in Phase III of the 2024 rate case,6 there is a clear need for a 

comprehensive “Utility Climate Resilience and Adaptation Initiative” that goes beyond the 

scope of the current WFPP and integrates wildfire risk planning into a broader framework 

of climate risk management. At present, wildfire mitigation planning, excess liability 

insurance considerations, and now the proposed Fire Fund are being addressed in largely 

disconnected proceedings. This results in a fragmented understanding of risk, rather than a 

cohesive and forward-looking plan to address the effects of climate change on the 

Company’s system and cost structure. A comprehensive planning framework would: 

1) Evaluate current and future wildfire risk under changing climate conditions; 

2) Assess the efficacy and cost-effectiveness of mitigation strategies, using updated 

scientific tools and data sets; 

3) Incorporate forward-looking risk modeling, rather than relying primarily on historical 

data; 

 
6 Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony of Logan Mitchell, PhD., Docket No. 24-035-04, February 14, 2025 and 

March 19, 2025 
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4) Integrate wildfire risk with other climate-driven risks, such as extreme heat, drought, 

and impacts to system demand, reliability, and generation resources; and 

5) Provide a consistent basis to evaluate cost recovery, risk allocation, and financial 

mechanisms such as the Fire Fund. 

Importantly, this type of framework should also include a systematic evaluation of 

available and emerging mitigation technologies, including Advanced Transmission 

Technologies (“ATT”). These technologies—such as dynamic line ratings, advanced 

sensing, and enhanced system monitoring and control—have the potential to improve real 

time system visibility, optimize operations under high‑risk conditions, and reduce wildfire 

ignition risk in a cost‑effective manner when compared to more capital‑intensive options in 

certain applications. Unfortunately, the Company has not disclosed the extent to which 

they have evaluated and incorporated these technologies into their wildfire mitigation 

strategy. 

This type of integrated approach is increasingly recognized as a best practice for utility risk 

management. For example, the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners’ 

Wildfire Workbook7 emphasizes the importance of holistic, forward-looking risk 

assessment, cross-functional planning, and the integration of mitigation, operations, and 

financial risk management strategies. These principles reinforce the need for a 

comprehensive and coordinated planning effort. From a prudence and public interest 

perspective, without such a framework, the Commission lacks a clear and consistent basis 

to evaluate whether proposed mitigation measures, cost recovery mechanisms, and 

risk‑sharing approaches are aligned with the evolving nature of wildfire risk in a changing 

 
7 https://www.naruc.org/core-sectors/critical-infrastructure-and-cybersecurity/wildfire-workbook/ 
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climate. Accordingly, I recommend that the Commission direct the Company to develop 

and implement a comprehensive climate resilience and adaptation planning process, 

informed by available scientific expertise and emerging industry best practices, and include 

a rigorous evaluation of available mitigation strategies and technologies, including ATTs. 

This effort would provide the analytical foundation necessary to support future decisions 

regarding wildfire mitigation, insurance, and risk-financing mechanisms such as the Fire 

Fund. 

Q. How do you recommend the Commission proceed this docket? 

A. Treating insurance costs, wildfire mitigation planning, and a Fire Fund as separate issues 

fragments the Commission’s response to a highly interconnected, climate‑driven challenge. 

I recommend an an integrated approach that links risk mitigation, cost allocation, and 

incentive structures--such an approach will minimize the impact to ratepayers while also 

reducing risks to the Company’s system. As discussed above, the Company currently does 

not have a  Commission-approved WFPP, nor has the Company shown the Commission 

that their proposed mitigation strategy appropriately balances cost and risk. In addition, the 

Company has not provided a comprehensive, forward-looking framework that integrates 

wildfire mitigation with broader climate resilience and adaptation planning, despite the 

growing body of evidence that best practices support such an approach. Accordingly, I 

recommend that the Commission defer approval of the Fire Fund until the Company has 

filed and obtained Commission approval of a WFPP that complies with the Act, Part 2. In 

order to obtain Commission approval of the WFPP, the Company should: 

1) demonstrate, through a cost-benefit and efficacy analysis, that its mitigation efforts are 

aligned with current and forward-looking wildfire risk in a changing climate; and 
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2) initiate a comprehensive climate resilience and adaptation planning process, informed 

by scientific expertise and emerging best practices, that integrates wildfire risk with 

broader climate‑driven risks and ensures a cohesive understanding of system 

vulnerabilities and mitigation strategies. 

This approach ensures that the Commission implements the Act as a coherent and 

integrated statutory framework, in which risk mitigation and planning under Part 2 provide 

the analytical foundation for risk‑financing mechanisms under Part 3. Maintaining this 

sequencing also preserves incentives for the Company to proactively manage evolving 

climate‑driven risks, avoids fragmenting the Commission’s response across multiple 

disconnected mechanisms, and protects ratepayers from bearing costs that have not been 

fully evaluated within a comprehensive planning framework. This approach faithfully 

implements the structure and purpose of the Act. In an era of rapidly escalating 

climate‑driven risks and costs, this integrated approach is necessary to ensure that rates 

remain just, reasonable, and aligned with the long‑term public interest.  

Q. Does that conclude your testimony? 

A. Yes 

 

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

 

DATED this 11th day of May, 2026. 
Lauren Barros Law 

/s/ Lauren. R. Barros     
Lauren R. Barros 
Lauren Barros Law 
Attorney for Utah Clean Energy 
LRB@LaurenBarrosLaw.com  

mailto:LRB@LaurenBarrosLaw.com
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