
- BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF UTAH - 
 

Application of Enbridge Gas Utah to 
Extend Natural Gas Service to Portage, 
Utah 

 
DOCKET NO. 24-057-13 

 
ORDER  

 
ISSUED: April 8, 2026 

 
BACKGROUND 

 
On January 9, 2025, Enbridge Gas Utah (EGU) and the Division of Public Utilities 

(DPU) jointly submitted a Settlement Stipulation (“Settlement”) in this docket 

(“Portage Docket”). The Settlement was approved by the Public Service Commission 

(PSC) by order issued February 21, 2025 (“Settlement Order”). That order provided, 

among other things, that EGU and DPU agreed in the Settlement that “EGU will file 

copies of the permits and franchise agreement with Portage, and ‘other similar items 

… when they have been gathered in their entirety, are finalized, and executed[.]’”1  

On February 17, 2026, EGU submitted various items relating to the foregoing 

Settlement provision (“Permit Submission”). On February 24, 2026, the PSC sent an 

Action Request to DPU requesting its review of EGU’s Permit Submission. On March 

19, 2026, DPU submitted its Action Request Response (“DPU’s Response”), which 

included, among other things, a substantive request of the PSC regarding claimed 

deficiencies DPU identified in the Permit Submission. There was no indication in DPU’s 

Response that DPU tried to address these deficiencies with EGU, whether informally 

 
1 Settlement Order at 3 (quoting Settlement at ¶ 8). 
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or otherwise. Accordingly, the PSC requested EGU to reply to DPU’s Response, which 

EGU provided on March 31, 2026 (“EGU’s Reply”). 

DISCUSSION 

DPU’s Response recommends the PSC acknowledge EGU’s Permit Submission 

filing. However, DPU also asserts that the Permit Submission is incomplete and 

recommends the PSC to order EGU to provide additional documentation as identified 

in DPU’s Response, or to provide an explanation as to why such documentation does 

not exist. Specifically, DPU asserts that “according to documentation within the 

permits and past rural expansion permit submissions, [it] believes [EGU’s Permit 

Submission does] not provide the entirety of the government issued permits that were 

required [pursuant to the Settlement] nor what the [PSC] expected.”2 Thus, DPU 

asserts the Permit Submission “appears incomplete” for two reasons.  

First, DPU asserts that it expected additional documentation from EGU in this 

docket – the Portage Docket – based on documentation EGU was required to obtain 

and provided in previous EGU rural expansion project dockets.3 For example, DPU’s 

Response states the Permit Submission did not contain “dig, excavation, or right-of-

way encroachment permits[,]” yet “[p]ast [EGU rural expansion] projects have 

indicated that such permits are required by town and/or county rules.”4 DPU’s 

 
2 DPU’s Response at 2 (internal citations omitted). 
3 See id. at 3. 
4 Id.  
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Response also provides additional information suggesting other government entities, 

besides the Town of Portage, may have required EGU to obtain certain permits. Thus, 

according to DPU, if EGU was not required – for whatever reason – to “apply for dig, 

excavation, or encroachment permits specifically for this project, documentation or 

correspondence attesting to this fact should have been included in” the Permits 

Submission.5 

Second, DPU asserts that references within the Permit Submission documents 

indicate that other documentation exists that should have been provided by EGU. For 

example, DPU’s Response states that the Permit Submission “provided a SWPPP 

[storm water pollution prevention plan], but it did not include the actual Stormwater 

Construction General Permit … [,]” which “is referenced many times throughout the 

SWPPP” and therefore should have been included in the Permit Submission.6 DPU also 

notes the SWPPP’s appendices appear incomplete. 

EGU’s Reply addresses DPU’s two assertions concerning the alleged 

incompleteness of the Permit Submission. As to the first assertion (DPU’s expectation 

of documentation), EGU represents that it “contacted Portage Mayor Max Huggins to 

confirm applicable permitting requirements[,]”7 who “confirmed that no dig, 

excavation, or encroachment permits are required by the Town of Portage for this 

 
5 Id.  
6 Id.  
7 EGU’s Reply at 2. 
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project.” Attached as Exhibit 6 to EGU’s Reply is an email documenting this 

confirmation.  

As to the second assertion (documentation referenced in Permit Submission 

documents), EGU acknowledges the SWPPP it provided in the Permit Submission 

“does not show the approvals of that plan.”8 Attached as Exhibits 7 & 8 to EGU’s Reply 

are two exhibits evidencing the approval of the SWPPP.  

EGU represents that the Permit Submission and EGU’s Reply and exhibits 

“fulfill[] all of the requirements set forth in the [Settlement] Order in” the Portage 

Docket.9  

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND ORDER  

We appreciate DPU’s thorough review of the Permit Submission, especially 

since it revealed some valid deficiencies. We also appreciate EGU’s actions in the face 

of DPU’s Response, as reflected in the representations in EGU’s Reply. Based on our 

review of the filings in this docket and the foregoing discussion, we find that EGU has 

now satisfied the relevant provision of the Settlement and Settlement Order and thus 

this matter is resolved. 

DATED at Salt Lake City, Utah, April 8, 2026. 

 
/s/ John E. Delaney  
Presiding Officer 

 
 

8 Id. at 3. 
9 Id.  
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Approved and Confirmed April 8, 2026, as the Order of the Public Service 

Commission. 

/s/ Jerry D. Fenn, Chair 
 
 
/s/ David R. Clark, Commissioner 
 
 
/s/ John S. Harvey, Ph.D., Commissioner 
 

Attest: 
 
 
/s/ Gary L. Widerburg 
PSC Secretary 
DW#344712 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Notice of Opportunity for Agency Review or Rehearing 
 

Pursuant to Utah Code Ann. §§ 63G-4-301 and 54-7-15, a party may seek 
agency review or rehearing of this order by filing a request for review or rehearing 
with the PSC within 30 days after the issuance of the order. Responses to a request 
for agency review or rehearing must be filed within 15 days of the filing of the request 
for review or rehearing. If the PSC fails to grant a request for review or rehearing 
within 30 days after the filing of a request for review or rehearing, it is deemed 
denied. Judicial review of the PSC's final agency action may be obtained by filing a 
Petition for Review with the Utah Supreme Court within 30 days after final agency 
action. Any Petition for Review must comply with the requirements of Utah Code Ann. 
§§ 63G-4-401, 63G-4-403, and the Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I CERTIFY that on April 8, 2026, a true and correct copy of the foregoing was 
served upon the following as indicated below: 
 
By Email: 
  
Jenniffer Clark (jenniffer.clark@enbridge.com) 
Austin Summers (austin.summers@enbridge.com) 
Enbridge Gas Utah 
 
Patricia Schmid (pschmid@agutah.gov) 
Patrick Grecu (pgrecu@agutah.gov) 
Robert Moore (rmoore@agutah.gov) 
Utah Assistant Attorneys General 
 
Madison Galt (mgalt@utah.gov) 
Division of Public Utilities 
 
Alyson Anderson (akanderson@utah.gov) 
Cameron Irmas (cirmas@utah.gov) 
Asami Kobayashi (akobayashi@utah.gov) 
Jennifer Ntiamoah (jntiamoah@utah.gov) 
Bela Vastag (bvastag@utah.gov) 
(ocs@utah.gov) 
Office of Consumer Services 

/s/ Melissa R. Paschal   
Lead Paralegal 
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