
March 19, 2026 

Via Electronic Mail to psc@utah.gov 

Utah Public Service Commission 
Heber M. Wells Building, 4th Floor 
160 East 300 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 

RE:  Consolidated Docket Nos. 25-R318-01 & 24-035-43 
Proposed Rulemaking Concerning Utah Code §§ 54-26-101 to -901, Large-Scale Electric Service 
Requirements 
DPU’s Request for an Investigatory Docket Regarding RMP’s Line Extension Policy for Large Loads 
Reply Comments of Enchanted Rock re: Suggested Scope and Principles of Potential Large Load 
Flexibility Tariff  
 

I. Introduction 

Enchanted Rock, LLC (“Enchanted Rock”) respectfully submits these Reply Comments in response to 
Initial Comments filed by Enyo Renewable Energy, LLC (“Enyo”), the Utah Division of Public Utilities 
(“DPU” or “Division”), and Western Resource Advocates (“WRA”) regarding the appropriate scope, 
principles, and design of a Large Load Flexible Tariff (“LLFT”) under Utah Code § 54-26-7011.  

Enchanted Rock is a developer, manufacturer, owner, and operator of ultra-low emission, modular co-
located generation systems designed to deliver high levels of customer reliability and resilience while also 
reducing system risk and supporting grid operations. Enchanted Rock’s generation platform is 
dispatchable, emissions-controlled, and capable of operating as co-located reliability resources or hybrid 
grid-connected solutions.  

As reflected in the Initial Comments, there is substantial alignment among parties that the LLFT must move 
beyond traditional assumptions of firm, always-available service[2][3][4]. These reply comments synthesize 
the parties’ positions and explain how properly designed LLFT pathways—particularly those that leverage 
co-located and BTM generation—can simultaneously protect ratepayers, preserve reliability, and enable 
timely large load development consistent with the intent of Senate Bill 132 (“SB 132”).[5][6]  

II. The core purpose of the LLFT: recognizing flexibility as a system benefit 

A central point of agreement across Initial Comments is that the LLFT exists precisely because not all large 
loads require or should be treated as fully firm service. Enyo correctly emphasizes that LLFT customers 
should not be studied or charged as if they require one-hundred percent firm access to the transmission 
system, particularly where those customers are willing and able to provide operational flexibility or rely on 
paired generation during constrained periods2. The Division similarly recognizes that large load customers 
may pursue LLFS service for a multitude of reasons, including the ability to reduce load during events or to 
offset grid demand through BTM generation3. The Division further notes that such arrangements can 
appear to the utility as flexible load and may warrant different tariff structures than traditional firm service. 

 
1 Utah Code Ann. § 54-26-701 (2025) (directing the Commission to investigate and adopt a large load flexible tariff if it is just, reasonable, and in the 
public interest) 
2 Enyo Initial Comments at 3–5  
3 DPU Initial Comments at 5–7  



 

WRA, while focused on reliability and ratepayer protection, also frames its concerns around the risks 
posed by large loads that are assumed to be inflexible and always on4.  

Enchanted Rock agrees with each of these perspectives and submits that the LLFT should explicitly 
recognize flexibility as a system benefit, not merely a customer concession.  When flexibility is supported 
by dispatchable, co-located generation, it can play a critical role in managing system planning risk, 
mitigating peak constraints, and reducing the likelihood of stranded infrastructure during initial phases of 
load development, while providing a practical bridge until new transmission can be constructed to support 
full buildout. 

III. Studying load and generation together: net system impact 

A recurring and critical theme in initial comments is the need to evaluate large load requests based on 
their net impact on the system, rather than gross nameplate demand.  

Enyo emphasizes that LLFT studies must evaluate load and co-located or BTM generation as a paired 
system and should not assume that all load is served exclusively by the utility during peak or constrained 
periods5. The Division likewise acknowledges that BTM generation can function, from the utility’s 
perspective, as flexible load and should be considered in tariff design and analysis6. WRA’s concerns 
regarding cost allocation and stranded assets stem largely from scenarios in which infrastructure is built to 
serve loads that do not materialize or do not actually require full system support7.  

Enchanted Rock submits that these concerns are directly addressed by paired load-generation studies 
that evaluate contractual operating limits, curtailment obligations, and on-site generation performance. 
Studying gross load in isolation can overstate the customer’s expected reliance on the utility system during 
constrained periods and distort planning and cost-allocation outcomes. Net-impact analysis is therefore 
foundational to a just and reasonable LLFT. Enchanted Rock is not proposing a “non-wires alternative” or 
suggesting that on-site generation should replace or defer otherwise-needed transmission investments; 
rather, the LLFT should ensure that study assumptions and resulting charges reflect the customer’s actual, 
enforceable net demand on the system. 

IV. Transitional flexibility and bridge-to-grid service 

Several parties recognize that large loads frequently ramp over multi-year periods and that forcing 
immediate firm service can be inefficient and counterproductive.  

Enyo highlights the value of transitional flexibility during ramp periods and recommends that the LLFT 
accommodate both permanent and transitional flexible service8. The Division notes that many large loads 
may be easily served for most of the year, with targeted solutions needed only during limited periods of 
system constraint9. WRA raises concerns about speculative load and infrastructure built ahead of 
demonstrated need and the impacts to ratepayers.  

 
4 WRA Comments at 1–2  
5 Enyo Initial Comments at 4–5 (recommending that LLFT studies evaluate load and co-located or behind-the-meter generation together as a paired 
system). 
6 DPU Initial Comments at 5–6  
7 WRA Comments at 2–3  
8 Enyo Initial Comments at 6. 
9 DPU Initial Comments at 6–7  



 

Enchanted Rock submits that co-located generation is an optimal bridge-to-grid solution that addresses 
each of these points. By allowing load to be served initially through self-supply or non-firm arrangements-
supported by dispatchable on-site generation-the LLFT can enable economic development while avoiding 
premature transmission and utility system generation investment. Transitional flexibility tied to 
demonstrated operational capability reduces speculative risk rather than exacerbating it.  

V. Flexible and non-firm interconnection 

The Initial Comments also reflect growing consensus that the LLFT must include service options beyond 
traditional firm interconnection. Enyo correctly notes that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(“FERC”) has already determined, in the context of PJM, that requiring exclusively firm service for large 
loads can be unjust and unreasonable where flexible alternatives are available. In that proceeding, FERC 
directed PJM to develop transmission service options—including interim Network Integration Transmission 
Service and non-firm contract demand—that allow large loads to interconnect prior to completion of 
network upgrades, subject to defined curtailment obligations or reliance on co-located generation during 
constrained conditions10.  

This precedent reflects a broader policy recognition that non-firm access, when supported by enforceable 
operational limits and physical capability, can be just, reasonable, and fully consistent with reliability 
objectives. From Enchanted Rock’s perspective, this framework is directly applicable to the Commission’s 
consideration of an LLFT. Dispatchable co-located generation provides a concrete and verifiable means of 
ensuring that non-firm or conditional interconnection does not increase system risk. Where a customer 
can reliably self-supply generation and curtail load during specified conditions (i.e. during infrequent 
system stress), requiring full firm interconnection and associated upgrades overstates system need. 
Accordingly, the LLFT should expressly provide for non-firm and conditional interconnection pathways, 
aligned with emerging federal practice. It should evaluate such requests based on net system impact and 
contractual operating limits, rather than default assumptions of firm -service.1112  

VI. Resource Adequacy and reliability 

WRA raises concerns that large load growth could threaten resource adequacy if not properly managed13. 
The Division highlights event-based programs and the importance of measurement and verification14. Enyo 
argues that non-firm load should not be subject to retail-level resource adequacy requirements15. 

Enchanted Rock submits that dispatchable on-site generation enhances, rather than threatens, system 
reliability and as such should be supported by any future tariff construct. 

 
10 Enyo Initial Comments at 6-8 
11 DPU Initial Comments at 6–8 
12 WRA Comments at 2–3 
13 WRA Comments at 1–2  
14 DPU Initial Comments at 6–9  
15 Enyo Initial Comments at 7–8  



VII. Rate design and program structure  

The Division outlines a range of potential pricing structures, including time-of-use, real-time pricing, event-
based programs, and BTM generation16. WRA discusses demand charges, ratchets, and interruptible 
service provisions17. Enyo cautions against rate elements that undermine incentives for flexibility18.  

Enchanted Rock supports hybrid LLFT designs that combine rate-based signals with event-based 
performance obligations. Minimum energy charges or rigid ratchets that penalize self-supply during peak 
periods should be avoided, as they conflict with the fundamental and intended purpose of the LLFT. 

VIII. Conclusion 

Taken together, the Initial Comments support an LLFT framework that explicitly enables: 

1. Bridge-to-grid service using co-located generation; 
2. Flexible and non-firm interconnection supported by enforceable grid load curtailment and co-

located or electrically proximate generation; and, 
3. Co-located or electrically proximate reliability resources that also provide grid services for 

resilience.  

Enchanted Rock respectfully urges the Commission to design the LLFT around these pathways. Doing so 
will advance the intent of SB 132, protect ratepayers, preserve reliability, and enable large load growth in a 
manner that is both timely and economically efficient.  

Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/  
Scott D. Lipton 
Policy Director, Western Region 
Enchanted Rock  
1113 Vine Street, Suite 101 
Houston, Texas 77002 
(661) 428-7732 
slipton@enchantedrock.com 

  

 
16 DPU Initial Comments at 6–7  
17 WRA Comments at 2–3  
18 Enyo Initial Comments at 7–9  
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Data Request Response Center 
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Dennis Bartlett (dennis.bartlett@tract.com) 
Orijit Ghoshal (orijit.ghoshal@tract.com) 
Philip J Russell (prussell@jdrslaw.com) 
Tract Capital Management LP 
 
Stan Holmes (stholmes3@xmission.com) 
UCARE 
Phillip J. Russell (prussell@jdrslaw.com) 
Utah Association of Energy Users
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/s 
Scott D. Lipton   
Policy Director, Western Region 
Enchanted Rock, LLC 
1113 Vine Street, Suite 101 
Houston, TX 77002 
Tel: 661-428-7732 
Email: slipton@enchantedrock.com 
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