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Reply Comments 

 

Summary 
The Division submits these Reply Comments in the consolidated Docket Nos. 24-035-43 

and 25-R318-01 (Consolidated Dockets). These Reply Comments focus on the initial 

comments provided by other stakeholders in the Consolidated Dockets and suggest topics 

for the upcoming Virtual Technical Conference.   

Issue and Background 
The Public Service Commission (Commission or PSC) initiated rulemaking regarding large 

load customers in Docket No. 25-R318-01 in 2025.1 The Commission submitted the final 

version of the new rule and made it effective January 1, 2026, as required by the enabling 

statute.2  

 
1 Proposed Rulemaking Concerning Utah Code §§ 54-26-101 to -901, Large-Scale Electric Service 
Requirements, Docket No. 25-R318-01, Notice of Virtual Scheduling Conference (May 9, 2025).  
2 Notice of January 1, 2026 Effective Date, Docket No. 25-R318-01 (Dec. 29, 2025). The enabling statute 
was Utah Senate Bill 132, Electric Utility Amendments (the “Act”), which was signed into law March 25, 
2025, and codified as Utah Code Title 54, Chapter 26, Large-Scale Electric Service Requirements. 
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The Commission consolidated Docket No. 25-R318-01 and Docket No. 24-035-43 (the 

docket in which the Division requested an investigation in large load connection policies) on 

January 15, 2026.3 After a scheduling conference, the Commission issued a Scheduling 

Order, which scheduled Initial Comments, Reply Comments, and a Virtual Technical 

Conference.4 The Division submitted initial comments, as did Enyo Renewable Energy, LLC 

(Enyo) and Western Resource Advocates (WRA).5 Rocky Mountain Power (Company) also 

filed initial comments, although it simply stated: “The Company looks forward to reviewing 

and responding to proposals made by stakeholders on the principles of a potential large 

load flexible tariff. The Company does not have additional comments at this time.”6 

Large Load Flexible Tariff and the Act—General Considerations 
The Division’s understanding is that even if a large load flexible tariff (LLFT) is approved by 

the Commission, any large load customer, even one receiving service under an LLFT, must 

still follow the procedures laid out in the Act. For example, it still must submit its large load 

contract to the Commission for approval, and that contract must satisfy the provisions of 

Utah Code section 54-26-301. This is because there is no provision of the Act stating that a 

large load customer does not fall under the requirements of the Act simply because it 

receives service under an LLFT. To the extent that other stakeholders disagree, this should 

be a topic of discussion at the Virtual Technical Conference. 

However, the Commission does have the authority to “establish rules to expedite the review 

of applications for approval of a large load contract under this chapter” under section 54-26-

302(5). Enyo suggests that the “[i]nterconnection process should be streamlined for flexible 

loads, consistent with emerging federal policy and practices in other jurisdictions.”7 The 

Division recommends discussing in the Virtual Technical Conference what parts of the 

process can be streamlined. Large flexible load customers may hope to shorten the service 

request timelines under section 54-26-202, but it is not clear that section 54-26-302(5) 

 
3 Notice of Consolidation and Scheduling Conference at 2.  
4 Scheduling Order, Notice of Virtual Technical Conference, and Notice of Virtual Scheduling Conference. 
5 Initial Comments of Enyo Renewable Energy, LLC for Large Load Flexibility Tariff (Enyo Initial 
Comments); Comments of Western Resource Advocates re: Suggested Scope and Principles of Potential 
Large Load Flexible Tariff (WRA Initial Comments). 
6 Rocky Mountain Power’s Initial Comments re: Suggested Scope and Principles of Potential Large Load 
Flexible Tariff. 
7 Enyo Initial Comments at 7. 
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authorizes this. This discussion may involve both a legal question (what can be expedited 

under section 54-26-302(5)) and a practical question (what processes the Company and 

regulators can reasonably streamline). Useful processes from other jurisdictions should be 

highlighted by advocates suggesting their potential inclusion in Utah’s rules. 

What Big-Picture Issues Does a Large Load Flexible Tariff Address? 
At the Virtual Technical Conference, the stakeholders who desire an LLFT should articulate 

the problems that an LLFT will solve. In particular, what problems will be solved by an LLFT 

that are not addressed by the Act and by Utah Administrative Code R746-318 (Rule)? To 

this end, the Division agrees with WRA that it may be helpful for the Company to give a brief 

overview of its large load interconnection process.8 From the Company’s perspective, what 

issues were encountered with processing large load requests in the past? Have those 

issues been resolved to some extent by the Act and the Rule? The Company can also 

describe its study process and to what extent this process is flexible enough to 

accommodate (for example) Enyo’s request that “studies and evaluations should consider 

generation and load together when they are physically adjacent and will be contractually 

paired.”9 (The Division discusses this request in more detail below.) 

Following the Company’s summary, stakeholders who desire an LLFT can describe what 

issues large load customers had with the previous interconnection process (before the Act 

and Rule). Did the Act and the Rule alleviate the issues?  What remaining issues should be 

addressed as part of an LLFT? For example, Enyo articulated some principles that an LLFT 

should follow, but it is not clear what particular processes in the Act and the Rule Enyo 

thinks should or could be changed for an LLFT. For example, do Enyo and other large load 

customers feel that the Act’s approval process is still too long, such that an expedited 

approval process is needed for flexible loads (perhaps altering the timelines in sections 54-

26-202 and 54-26-302(4))? Or is the issue not the timeline, but rather other requirements of 

the Act?  

 
8 WRA Initial Comments at 4: “WRA requests that in the April 2 technical conference, the Company 
present information about its current large load interconnection process (for interconnections to either the 
distribution system or the transmission system).” 
9 Enyo Initial Comments at 4.  
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Can Large Load Contracts Under the Current Rule Handle 
Flexible Loads?  
The Division seeks clarity from the Company regarding whether the Act and Rule as 

currently enacted can handle flexible loads, and if so, to what extent. For example, two 

principles for LLFTs suggested by Enyo are as follows: 

Studies and evaluations used to determine any potential upgrades and costs 
allocable to the large load customer should be based on the specific needs of 
the large load customer. […] 
 
Studies and evaluations for LLFT customers should not assume 100 percent 
firm service. […] Relatedly, studies and evaluations should consider generation 
and load together when they are physically adjacent and will be contractually 
paired. 
 
The LLFT should eliminate or mitigate barriers to flexibility. […] 
 
[A]n LLFT must provide clarity on how large flexible loads and attendant 
resources may qualify to provide flexibility benefits and be studied as such, 
which necessarily requires studying load and generation concurrently.10 

It is not clear to the Division: (1) whether the Company can reasonably be expected to 

perform analysis based on the specific flexibility capabilities for individual customers; and 

(2) whether principles such as these require an LLFT. 

Regarding point (1), the Company could conceivably be required by the Commission to 

perform studies based on load that is flexible, rather than simply on a firm maximum load. 

For example, a recent presentation to the Commission in Docket No. 26-999-01 by 

GridCARE noted that under the traditional way of studying interconnection, a 100 MW load 

is studied in a binary fashion, and the relevant question is “what upgrades do we need to 

serve this entire load (at some specified peak of the system) at this point of 

interconnection?” However, another way of studying a flexible load would be to ask “how 

many hours in a year can we serve this load at 100 MW at this point of interconnection, and 

how many hours could we serve the load at (for example) 50 MW?”11 If the Company could 

 
10 Enyo Initial Comments at 3-4 (italicization omitted). 
11 GridCARE’s Presentation for the March 16, 2026 Technical Briefing, Docket No. 26-999-01 at slide 12 
(March 16, 2026), available at: 
https://pscdocs.utah.gov/misc/26docs/2699901/344334GridCAREPrsntnMar162026Brfng3-16-2026.pdf  

https://pscdocs.utah.gov/misc/26docs/2699901/344334GridCAREPrsntnMar162026Brfng3-16-2026.pdf
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serve the 100 MW load for (say) 8,700 of the year’s 8,760 hours, and could serve 50 MW 

for the remaining 60 hours, maybe the large load contract could reflect this. The customer 

could use behind the meter (BTM) generation, direct load control (DLC), or other types of 

load flexibility to make up the remaining hours. However, the Company needs to be capable 

of performing this kind of analysis and needs to be confident in its results. This should be 

another topic discussed at the Virtual Technical Conference. 

Regarding point (2) above, it is not clear that implementation of some of Enyo’s principles 

would require an LLFT. Some of them could be implemented using large load contracts, 

perhaps with some minor changes to the Rule for flexible load-specific issues. For example, 

as mentioned above, if the Company can consider load flexibility when performing its 

studies, that may not require an LLFT. Similarly, if customer security needs to be 

“reasonably tailored to the specific project and load,”12 that could conceivably also be 

handled by a large load contract (perhaps with a change to the current Rule to handle 

certain specific issues that arise for flexible loads). 

Tariff vs. Large Load Contract 
Some of Enyo’s suggested principles or issues to consider involve taking into account the 

specific customer’s situation. For example, ENYO suggests that “[s]tudies and evaluations 

used to determine any potential upgrades and costs allocable to the large load customer 

should be based on the specific needs of the large load customer.”13 It also states that 

“LLFT customer security should be reasonably tailored to the specific project and load, not a 

generic $/MW requirement.”14 

The Division notes that the more the process is customized to each individual large load 

customer, the less appropriate an LLFT may be. One of the virtues of a tariff is that it 

obviates the needs for special contracts, customized provisions, and other variables. If too 

much customizability is requested, it may make more sense to just deal with flexible load 

issues under a large load contract and not a tariff. However, this depends on the 

 
12 Enyo Initial Comments at 8. 
13 Id. at 3 (italics removed) 
14 Id. at 8. 
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Company’s ability to process interconnection requests for flexible loads in a consistent and 

reasonable manner.  

Conclusion  
Based on initial comments from stakeholders, the Division recommends that the following 

issues be discussed at the Virtual Technical Conference: 

• It would be helpful for the Company to give a brief overview of the interconnection 

process, both before and after the Act’s passage. Stakeholders can raise what 

interconnection issues they believe still remain after the enactment of the Act and 

the Rule. 

• It seems to the Division that a large load customer on an LLFT would still be subject 

to the requirements of the Act, to the extent those requirements are not changed by 

the tariff and any associated rules. If other parties disagree, this should be a topic of 

discussion. 

• The Division recommends that the Company discuss what flexibility it has when 

performing studies related to interconnection.  

• The Division recommends that the Commission and stakeholders discuss what big-

picture principles and issues related to flexible load implementation require an LLFT 

and which could be accommodated by a large load contract (with perhaps a change 

to the Rule if required). 

• Assuming an LLFT is required to address the big-picture issues, the specific 

recommendations for what should be in an LLFT can be discussed, time permitting. 

 

cc:   Max Backlund, RMP 
 Michele Beck, OCS 
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