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Executive Summary 

This annual report to the Legislature, which is required under Section 460.6m(22) of Act 3 of 1939, covers the 
activities of the Utility Consumer Participation Board (UCPB) for the 2025 calendar year. 

Section 460.6m(22) of Act 3 of 1939 requires the following: 

(22) On or before July 1 of each calendar year, the board shall submit a detailed report to the house and 
senate committees with jurisdiction over energy and utility policy issues regarding the discharge of 
duties and responsibilities under this section and section 6l during the preceding calendar year. 

PA 304 of 1982 established a separate proceeding that allows energy utilities to more quickly recover costs for 
power supply and purchased gas than they otherwise could in a full rate case. It further created the Utility 
Consumer Representation Fund (UCRF) to provide financial resources for customers who pay these costs to be 
represented in these utility cost recovery proceedings. 

UCRF funds are collected by certain utilities in their rates. The UCRF funds collected are split between the Attorney 
General (AG) and the Utility Consumer Participation Board (UCPB). The Attorney General uses the funding to 
advocate on behalf of the interests of the State of Michigan utility customers in general, and the UCPB is 
responsible for granting funding to specific interest groups to advocate on behalf of the residential consumer 
groups they represent.  

The scope of the UCPB representation on behalf of residential rate payers was expanded in PA 341 of 2016 to 
include rate cases, certificate of necessity cases and integrated resource plan cases which can include demand 
response, energy waste reduction, distributed generation programs and many more. 

The scope of the UCPB representation on behalf of residential rate payers was expanded again in PA 231 of 2023 to 
include interest of residential consumers includes such things as considerations of the affordability of utility service 
in this state, the reduction of greenhouse gas emission from the utility sector and protection of public health, 
equitable access to energy efficiency, weatherization, efficient electrification measures, programs, and services, 
and clean energy technologies.  

In CY 2025, grants totaling $2,751,946 were awarded to: 

• Michigan Environmental Council (MEC) 
• Citizens Utility Board of Michigan (CUB) 
• Great Lakes Renewable Energy Association (GLREA) 
• Urban Core Collective (UCC) 
• City of Ann Arbor (AA) 

These figures include grant dollars that were returned and reallocated. 

The above groups advocated on behalf of Michigan residential ratepayers. During 2025 they participated in 33 
different cases before the MPSC. The primary benefit of the activity is generating record in those cases that then 
can be used by the MPSC to inform their decisions on the cases. In addition, UCPB grants resulted in millions in 
savings to residential and other ratepayers as outlined in Section 3. 

Pursuant to these requirements, this report has been prepared and issued electronically to the House and Senate 
Standing Committees with jurisdiction over energy and utility policy issues, to meet the annual reporting 
requirements. In addition, this report is also posted online at http://www.michigan.gov/laralegreports, under 
2025 MCL Reports. 

http://www.michigan.gov/laralegreports?objectName=MCL-460-6M&QueryID=170886157
mailto:LARA-UCPB@michigan.gov
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Public Act 304 of 1982, as amended, provides for the establishment and implementation of gas and power supply 
cost recovery clauses in the rates and rate schedules of public utilities. The Utility Consumer Participation Board 
(UCPB) and the Utility Consumer Representation Fund (UCRF) were created by the Act to achieve equitable 
representation of interest of energy utility customers in energy cost recovery proceedings. The purpose of the UCPB 
is to make grants from the fund to qualified nonprofit organizations and local units of government to represent the 
interests of residential utility customers before the Michigan Public Service Commission. 

Public Act 341 was passed on December 15, 2016, and signed by Governor Rick Snyder on December 21, 2016. PA 
341of 2016 updates Michigan’s energy laws relating to utility rate cases, electric choice, certificate of necessity, and 
electric capacity resource adequacy, and establishes an integrated resource planning process. The law took effect on 
April 20, 2017. The law expanded the UCPB’s scope of cases that were allowed to use UCRF grants for residential rate 
payers.  

The scope of the UCPB representation on behalf of residential rate payers was expanded again in PA 231 of 2023 to 
include interest of residential consumers includes such things as considerations of the affordability of utility service in 
this state, the reduction of greenhouse gas emission from the utility sector and protection of public health, equitable 
access to energy efficiency, weatherization, efficient electrification measures, programs, and services, and clean 
energy technologies.  

The bill requires the Utility Consumer Participation Board to encourage grant-making to nonprofits representing 
environmental justice communities and communities with the highest energy burdens. The bill also allows money in 
the Utility Consumer Representation Fund to be used for participation in administrative and judicial proceedings 
under section 6w of the act under the Electric Transmission Line Certification Act and under sections 22 and 73 of the 
Clean and Renewable Energy and Energy Waste Reduction Act. 

As set forth in 460.6m(16), UCRF grants could be used for MCL 460.6a, 6h, 6j, 6s and 6t and federal administrative 
and judicial proceedings that directly affect the costs or rates paid by residential utility customers. For purposes of 
making grants, the board may consider energy conservation, the creation of employment within the state, energy 
waste reduction, demand response, rate design and maintenance of energy resources. 

To accommodate this change in scope, the base rate of the assessment was increased. The base rate set in FY24 per 
PA 231 was $4,000,000.  With CPI adjustments, the FY25 assessment amount was $4,132,800. Subsequent 
assessment amounts are subject to change per adjustments to the CPI.  

In 2025, Michigan’s investor-owned utilities serving over 100,000 customers that have applied for the initiation of an 
energy cost recovery proceeding shall remit to the UCRF its proportional share of $3,800,000 (adjusted annually) and 
utilities servicing less than 100,000 customers that have applied for the initiation of an energy cost recovery 
proceeding shall remit to the UCRF its proportional share of $200,000 (adjusted annually). Together they remitted 
$4,132,800 to the Utility Consumer Representation Fund. In calendar year 2025 the UCPB was allocated $2,100,000, 
of which $105,000 was allocated for administrative costs. This calculation is a combination of the FY25 and FY26 
appropriations. 

This annual report to the Legislature, which is required under Section 6m (22) of the Act, covers the activities of the 
UCPB for the 2025 calendar year. 
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In CY 2025, grants totaling $2,751,946 were awarded to: 

• Michigan Environmental Council (MEC) 
• Citizens Utility Board of Michigan (CUB) 
• Great Lakes Renewable Energy Association (GLREA) 
• Urban Core Collective (UCC) 
• City of Ann Arbor (AA) 
Note: For descriptions and overview of membership scope of grantees, please refer to Attachment B.  

Combined, the grantees represent statewide nonprofit groups with tens of thousands of individual members focused 
on issues related to energy costs, consumer protection, environmental, public health, emerging energy, energy 
conservation and community action. The actions of these grantees influence energy costs for more than 3 million 
residential natural gas customers and 3.5 million residential electric customers in the State of Michigan. 

In 2025, UCRF grant recipients participated in proceedings on behalf of residential customers in the State of 
Michigan. UCRF funds helped Michigan citizen advocates achieve, directly and in collaboration with other parties, 
significant benefits for residential utility customers across the state. In certain cases, UCRF grantees were the only 
advocates for Michigan residential customers. Major areas of impact for residential customers included PSCR-related 
decisions on transfer prices, fuel transportation costs, reliability and adequacy of electricity supply, PSCR 5-year and 
load forecasting, offsets to Gas Cost Recovery (GCR) cost of gas sold to GCR customers, monitoring developments at 
the Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO), Rate Cases, Integrated Resource Plans (IRP), energy waste 
reduction, purchase power agreements, non-volumetric charges, low income residential customers, refunds, 
classification of utility scale battery storage, evaluation of projects, cost of service expenses, contingency allowances, 
moratorium on new rate case, extension of leases, modeling deficiencies, value of solar, outflow credit for distributed 
generation, distributed generation and low-income communities, low-income renewables programs.  

The Attorney General’s Office also receives UCRF funding for intervention on behalf of the utility ratepayers of 
Michigan. Coordination between the Attorney General, MPSC staff and other participants in UCRF funded cases is 
monitored by the board. Thorough review of grant applications, grant amendments, and regular reporting on case 
status and interventions by the UCPB continue to improve coordination of grantees’ efforts with the Attorney 
General. This provides efficient use of resources and maximizes coverage of cases and issues without duplication of 
effort. The Attorney General’s office is also consulted in its role as legal counsel to the board. Expenditures and 
results of the Attorney General’s office are provided in a separate annual report submitted by its office to the 
legislature. 

2. UCPB MAJOR RESPONSIBILITES 

MCL 460.6l provides for the creation of a Utility Consumer Participation Board (UCPB), defines its membership, and 
prescribes its duties. MCL 460.6m creates the Utility Consumer Representation Fund (UCRF), establishes provisions 
for its generation, distribution and use, limits the beginning dates of cost recovery proceedings, and places reporting 
requirements on both fund recipients and the Board. The duties and responsibilities of the Act under these two 
sections were discharged as described in sections 2.1 and 2.2. 

2.1 UCPB Board Activities 2025 

The Board approved and maintained a bimonthly meeting schedule in 2025. Regular meetings were held February 
10, April 14, June 9, August 11, October 20, and December 15. Meeting notices were published and held in 
compliance with the Open Meetings Act. Members of the public were present at many meetings and given 
opportunity for public comment. 



 

          Utility Consumer Representation Fund Annual Report                                       Page 8 of 34 

 

Amendments and approval of new grants occurred February 10, April 14, June 9, August 11, October 20, and 
December 15. 

Meeting minutes for all meetings are available on the web site www.michigan.gov/lara under “About Us,” “Boards & 
Commissions,” “Utility Consumer Participation Board.” 

2.2 UCRF Grants and Contracts Awarded by UCPB in Calendar Year 2025 

2/10/2025 
Citizens Utility Board of Michigan (CUB): Amendment for $13,200 for U-21806 Consumers Gas Rate Case was 
approved. 

CUB: Grant Request for $14,850 for U-TBD Alpena Renewable Energy Plan Case was approved.  

CUB: Grant Request for $14,850 for U-TBD NSP Renewable Energy Plan Case was approved.  

CUB: Grant Request for $42,350 for U-TBD I&M Renewable Energy Plan Case was approved. 

CUB: Grant Request for $19,800 for U-21686 MGU EWR Case was approved.  

CUB: Grant Request for $44,550 for U-21687 SEMCO EWR Case was approved. 

CUB: Grant Request for $72,325 for U-21809 UPPCO IRP Case was approved. 

CUB: Grant Request for $19,800 for U-21811 UPPCO Renewable Energy Plan Case was approved.  

CUB: Grant Request for $66,825 for U-21813 UMERC Renewable Energy Plan Case was approved.  

CUB: Grant Request for $29,700 for U-20898 BCA Tool Collaborative was approved.  

Michigan Environmental Council (MEC): Grant request for $126,500 for U-TBD DTE Electric 2025 Rate Case was 
approved. 

Great Lakes Renewable Energy Association (GLREA): Grant Request for $21,615 for U-21816 - Consumers Renewable 
Energy Plan was approved.  

4/14/2025 
CUB: Grant Request for $30,250 for U-21428 I&M 2024 PSCR Reconciliation Case was approved.   

MEC: Grant Request for $19,800 for U-21622 Renewable Energy Workgroup was approved.   

MEC: Grant Request for $88,000 for U-21830 DTE Electric 2024 Renewable Energy Reconciliation was approved.  

MEC: Grant Request for $52,800 for U-21859 Consumers Energy Data Center Tariff was approved.  

CUB: Grant Request for $185,311.50 for U-21860 – DTE Electric 2025 Rate Case was approved.   

CUB: Amendment to Grant GG 25*1256 for $22,000 for U-21806 Consumers Gas Rate Case was approved. 

6/9/2025 
CUB: Amendment to Grant GG 25*1256 to reduce by $8,250 U-21812 NSP Renewable Energy Plan was approved.  

CUB: Amendment to Grant GG 25*1256 to reduce by $32,450 U-21843 I&M Renewable Energy Plan was approved. 

CUB: Amendment to Grant GG 25*1256 to reduce by $9,350 U-21846 Alpena Renewable Energy Plan was approved.  

CUB: Amendment to Grant GG 25*1256 for $11,000 for U-21813 UMERC Renewable Energy Plan was approved.  

MEC: Grant Request for $88,000 for U-21829 Consumers 2024 Renewable Energy Reconciliation was approved.  

http://www.michigan.gov/mpsc
http://www.michigan.gov/lara
mailto:WordenS1@michigan.gov
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MEC: Grant Request for $210,133 for U-21870 Consumers Electric 2025 Rate Case was approved.  

MEC: Grant Request for $70,813 for U-21845 DTE Electric IRM Reconciliation was approved. 

CUB: Grant Request for $198,649 for U-21870 Consumers Electric 2025 Rate Case was approved. 

CUB: Grant Request for $11,000 for U-21909 DTE Performance Based Ratemaking Case was approved. 

CUB: Grant Request for $11,000 for U-21911 Consumers Performance Based Ratemaking Case was approved. 

CUB: Grant Request for $11,000 for U-TBD NSP IRP Case was approved. 

Urban Core Collective (UCC): Grant Request for $59,367 for U-21870 Consumers Electric 2025 Rate Case was 
approved. 

8/11/2025 
MEC: Grant Request for $93,500 for U-TBD UMERC Integrated Resource Plan Case was approved.  

CUB: Grant Request for $115,500 for U-TBD UMERC Integrated Resource Plan Case was approved. 

City of Ann Arbor (AA) Grant Request for $70,000 for U-TBD DTE Gas Rate or DTE Depreciation Case was approved. 

10/20/2025 
MEC: Grant Request for $4,400 for U-20757 Energy Affordability and Accessibility Collaborative (EAAC) was 
approved.  

MEC: Grant Request for $11,000.00 for U-21873 Consumers PSCR Plan Case was approved. 

MEC: Grant Request for $85,800.00 for U-21946 Consumers TES Filer PPA Case was approved. 

MEC: Grant Request for $106,997.00 for U-21973 DTE Gas Rate Case was approved.  

CUB: Grant Request for $132,000.00 for MISO/FERC was approved.   

CUB: Grant Request for $76,000.00 for U-21973 DTE Gas Rate Case was approved. 

GLREA: Grant Request for $20,000.00 for U-21870 Consumers Electric Rate Case was approved. 

GLREA: Grant Request for $34,430.00 for U-TBD Consumers Voluntary Green Pricing Case was approved.   

12/15/2025 
MEC: Grant Request for $121,000.00 for U-21981 Consumers Gas Rate Case was approved. 

MEC: Grant Request for $58,850.00 for U-TBD DTE Depreciation Case was approved.  

MEC: Grant Request for $97,350.00 for U-21990 DTE Data Center Case was approved. 

CUB: Grant Request for $5,170 for U-20757 EAAC was approved. 

CUB: Grant Request for $115,500 for U-21981 Consumers Gas Rate Case was approved. 

GLREA: Grant Request for $26,180 for U-21990 DTE Data Center Case was approved.   
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CY2025 Summary of Awards 
Total Amount of FY 2025 UCRF Grant Funding Awarded in CY 2024 = $933,740.50 
Total Amount of FY 2025 UCRF Grant Funding Awarded in CY 2025 = $1,578,269.00 
Total FY 2025 Grant Authorization = $1,995,000 
Total FY 2025 Work Project Authorization = $517,009.50 
Unspent FY 2025 Grant Authorization = $ 0 
Total Amount of FY 2026 UCRF Grant Funding Awarded in CY 2025 = $1,173,677.00 
Total CY 2025 Grants Awarded (All Fiscal Years) = $2,751,946.00 

These figures include grant dollars that were returned and reallocated.  

2.3 Resource Availability 

The UCRF authorization for grants was $1,995,000. An additional $517,009.50 in Work Project funds were authorized 
for the transitional period while the base rate of the assessment was increased but funds had not yet been collected. 
The board determined that grants would be prioritized and awarded in phases. This allowed the board to examine 
work plans for cases more closely and more proximate to the actual filing dates. This also allowed grantees to refine 
and modify grant requests prior to full consideration and approval. Grantees deferred many requests due to the 
phase-in approval process adopted by the board. 

2.4 Resource Efficiency and Non-Duplication/Due Diligence 

To further resource efficiency, the board has modified its grant review process to consider and award grants in 
phases closer to the actual filing dates and has also made very conservative approvals based on the work plans 
presented by grantees. The board has encouraged grantees to use resources carefully but to also return to the board 
if developments in or demands of the case require additional resources. This allows detailed work plans based on the 
proceedings and expected results in the case can be provided and evaluated. 

The UCRF grant application requires each applicant to provide a work plan specifying, among other things, the cases 
they intend to intervene in, the issues and strategies they intend to pursue and potential benefits to consumers. 
Individual board members, the UCRF board assistant, and Attorney General staff review the proposals in advance and 
provide comments to the board. Any potential duplication among grantees or with the Attorney General is identified 
and reviewed for purpose and justification. The board has not approved or reduced funding in some cases for 
unsupported duplication. When multiple grantees are approved for funding in the same case, grantees must report 
to the board on their distinct contributions and strategies in those cases. Bi-monthly case status reports are required 
from grantees and testimony reviewed in order to prevent or address any potential duplication of effort. The board 
encourages coordination of effort where it serves the interest of consumers. 

2.5 Administrative Efficiency 

The Board achieved administrative efficiency in the following ways: 

1. Continued a grant review process requiring detailed work plans. 

2. Awarded grants in phases closer to the filing dates of actual cases and analyzed potential issues. 

3. Used the grant review process to encourage more defined strategic focus areas by grantees through case 
updates. 

4. Used the revised UCRF grant application designed by LARA Procurement and Administration and the 
Michigan Attorney General’s Office. 
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5. Requested the opinion of the Attorney General’s office during grant review regarding the legal 
compliance of the individual grant applications with the governing statute or case law prior to the 
approval of grants and whether there was any objection to either the approval or the submission of 
individual grants to the State Administrative Board. 

6. Requested the opinion of utility representatives present during grant review as to concerns or objections 
regarding the legal compliance of the individual grant applications with the governing statute or case law 
prior to the approval of grants and whether there was any objection to either the approval or the 
submission of individual grants to the State Administrative Board. 

7. Renewed the contract position for a part-time contractor to assist the Board and coordinate efforts with 
other parties of interest. 

8. Followed regular bi-monthly meeting schedule. 

9. Continued to request bi-monthly case status reports from grantees. 

10. Formalized process of written grant amendments and documented board approval prior to submission to 
LARA. 

11. Added dedicated LARA staff to perform board, financial, and administrative support as well as provide 
grantee technical assistance. 

12. Updated annual report. 

13. Coordinated with LARA staff to distribute board information and post public information on a web site. 

3. UCRF GRANT RECIPIENT RESULTS  

3.1 Benefit-Cost Analysis and Discussion 

In creating cost recovery mechanisms that allowed utilities to recover energy supply costs from ratepayers outside of 
a contested rate case, the Michigan Legislature assured that Michigan’s residential energy customers would be 
effectively represented through the creation of the Utility Consumer Representation Fund (UCRF). UCRF funding is 
collected from assessments on utilities that use the cost recovery mechanism. This cost is paid by customers through 
their rates. Therefore, the revenue for the fund is generated from ratepayers and expended to assure their 
representation in utility rate cases, power supply cost recovery, gas cost recovery, reconciliation phases of PSCR and 
GCR cases, certificate of necessity cases, and integrated resource plan cases. 

Table 1 shows the grants closed out during 2025. Included is an estimated ROI provided by the grantee. These ROI 
numbers are subjective particularly as there can be many intervenors in a given case combined with the substantial 
efforts of the MPSC staff. However, these numbers try and adjust for this. It shows that the efforts of intervenors 
have had a substantial return on investment for Michigan Residential ratepayers. In addition, there are many results 
where an ROI cannot be easily estimated, but there are positive effects for ratepayers. For a more detailed outline of 
grants closed during 2025, please review Attachment A. 
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Table 1: Grants Closed Out During 2025 

Grantee Grant 
No. Docket No. Case Title Grant Amt. Estimated 

Savings 

Michigan 
Environmental Council 
(MEC) 2024 

24-04 U-21051 DTE Electric 2022 PSCR 
Reconciliation Plan $76,333 N/A 

MEC 2024 24-04 U-21291 DTE Gas 2024 Rate Case $116,911 $958,260 

MEC 2024 24-04 U-21534 DTE Electric Rate Case $121,000 $2,129,225 

MEC 2024 24-04 U-21585 Consumers Electric Rate Case $96,140 $7,460,000 

MEC 2024 24-04 U-21662 DTE Renewable Energy Plan $118,250 N/A 

MEC 2025 25-04 U-20757 EAAC $16,500 Ongoing 

MEC 2025 25-04 U-21305 Distribution Audits Docket $24,970 N/A 

MEC 2025 25-04 U-21806 Consumers Gas Rate Case $157,553  $3,466,166 

MEC 2025 25-04 U-21859 Consumers Data Center Tariff $52,800 N/A 

MEC 2026 26-04 TBD UMERC IRP $93,500 N/A 

Citizen’s Utility Board 
(CUB) 2024 24-06 U-21291 DTE Gas Rate Case $57,750 $8,234,444 

CUB 2024 24-06 U-21534 DTE Electric Rate Case $137,775 $8,851,852 

CUB 2024 24-06 U-21540 MGU Gas Rate Case $76,700 $3,333,333 

CUB 2024 24-06 U-21541 UMERC Electric Rate Case $85,525 $566,667 

CUB 2024 24-06 U-21555 UPPCO Electric Rate Case $76,450 $1,580,000 

CUB 2024 24-06 U-21565 NSP Rate Case $85,525 $570,000 

CUB 2024 24-06 U-21585 Consumers Electric Rate Case $76,890 $7,460,000 

CUB 2024 24-06 U-21654 EWR Program Framework Case $68,750 N/A 

CUB 2025 25-06  n/a MISO/FERC FY 25 $110,000 $3,000,000  

CUB 2025 25-06 U-21686 MGU EWR Case   $19,800 N/A 

CUB 2025 25-06 U-21687  SEMCO EWR Case  $44,550 N/A 

CUB 2025 25-06  U-21806 Consumers Gas Rate Case $118,250 $5,565,888 
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CUB 2025 25-06 U-21809  UPPCO IRP Case  $72,325 N/A 

CUB 2025 25-06 U-21811  UPPCO REP Case  $19,800 N/A 

CUB 2025 25-06 U-21843 I&M REP Case  $9,900 N/A 

CUB 2025 25-06 U-21846 Alpena REP Case  $5,500 N/A 

Great Lakes Renewable 
Energy Association 
(GLREA) 2024 

24-03 U-21534 DTE Electric Rate Case $21,615 $500,000 

GLREA 2024 24-03 U-21585 Consumers Electric Rate Case $17,490 $7,460,000 

GLREA 2025 25-03 U-21816 Consumers Energy REP $21,615 $480,000 

Michigan Municipal 
Association for Utility 
Issues (MI-MAUI) 2024 

24-08 U-21534 DTE Electric Rate Case $33,110 N/A 
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4. FINANCIAL REPORTING AND GRANT ADMINISTRATION   

4.1 Calendar Year 2025 Remittances 

The following information is compiled and provided by the Michigan Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs 
(LARA) for purposes of the Annual Report. 

Public Act 341 of 2016, Sec. 6m(2) requires energy utility that has applied to the commission for the initiation of an 
energy cost recover proceeding shall remit to the fund before or upon filing its initial application for that proceeding, 
and on or before the first anniversary of that application, an amount of money determined by the board in the 
following manner: 

• Energy utility company serving at least 100,000 customers in this state, its proportional share of 
$1,800,000 adjusted annually by a factor as provided in subsection (4) 

• Energy utility company serving at least 100,000 residential customers in this state, its proportional 
share of $2,000,000 adjusted annually by a factor as provided in subsection (4). 

• Energy utility company serving fewer than 100,000 customers in this state, its proportional share of 
$100,000 adjusted annually by a factor as provided in subsection (4) 

• Energy utility company serving fewer than 100,000 residential customers in this state, its proportional 
share of $100,000 adjust annually by a factor as provided in subsection (4). 

The consumer price index for the Detroit standard metropolitan statistical area...between January 1981 and January 
of the year in which the payment is required to be made.  

Since enactment of Act 304, total remittances have been as follows:  
Table 2: Total Act 304 Remittances by Year 

Year Amount Year Amount 
1982 $630,600 2004 $988,350 
1983 $653,400 2005 $1,013,299 
1984 $582,250 2006 $1,052,150 
1985 $569,600 2007 $1,069,450 
1986 $592,650 2008 $1,096,950 
1987 $596,050 2009 $1,088,750 
1988 $615,250 2010 $1,103,851 
1989 $650,450 2011 $1,125,700 
1990 $683,450 2012 $1,176,700 
1991 $715,300 2013 $1,198,650 
1992 $728,650 2014 $1,204,750 
1993 $745,838 2015 $1,173,850 
1994 $760,266 2016 $1,180,500 
1995 $791,900 2017 $1,750,000 
1996 $813,000 2018 $1,788,325 
1997 $834,050 2019 $1,808,625 
1998 $851,728 2020 $1,862,175 
1999 $864,600 2021 $1,886,675 
2000 $899,000 2022 $2,039,275 
2001 $930,650 2023 $2,180,150 
2002 $946,150 2024 $4,000,000 
2003 $981,150 2025 $4,132,800 
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In 2024, the factor was set at a level not to exceed the percentage increase in the Consumer Price Index for urban 
wage earners and clerical workers, select areas, all items indexed, for the Detroit standard metropolitan statistical 
area, compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United States Department of Labor. The factor for subsequent 
years is established by calculating the percentage increase in the Detroit CPI-W for February each year over the CPI-
W for February the following year. 

Table 3: Source and Distribution of Calendar Year 2025 Remittance Revenue  

Source of  Distribution of 
Calendar Year 2025 Remittance Revenue  Calendar Year 2025 Revenue 

Utility 
Amount 

Contributed  Recipient 
Amount 

Allocated 
Consumers Energy  $1,778,841   Attorney General $1,900,000  
DTE Electric  $1,460,306   Intervenor Grants $1,995,000* 
DTE Gas  $463,409   Administration $105,000      
Michigan Gas Utilities $43,739  TOTAL $4,000,000 
SEMCO $84,311    
Northern States Power (dba XCEL) $18,130    
Alpena Power  $22,526     
American Electric Power (I&M)  $95,554     
Upper Peninsula Power  $92,221     
Upper Michigan Energy Resources  $73,763     
TOTAL $4,132,800    

Letters were sent to each utility on 05/21/2025 and all remittances were made by 09/30/2025. 

In addition to the calendar year 2025 utility fees, $195,970 in interest was earned for the Fiscal Year ending 
9/30/2025. This was allocated 47% to the Attorney General and 53% to the UCPB. 

4.2 Fiscal Year 2025 Appropriation and Accrued Funds 

Total UCRF funding available for awarding intervenor grants was $1,995,000 for FY25 as shown below. 

Table 4: UCRF Intervenor Grant Funding for Fiscal Year 2025 

Appropriation (Public Act 166 of 2022) / (Public Act 119 of 2023) $2,100,000 
Less Administration Costs (105,000) 
Fiscal Year Appropriation Available for Intervenor Grants $1,995,000* 

New Revenue $2,177,000 
Fiscal Year 2024 Unreserved Fund Balance $184,791 

Fiscal Year Interest Earned from Common Cash Fund $195,970 
Total Available if sufficient spending authorization $2,557,761 

*In addition to these amounts, intervenor funds were returned and reallocated as detailed in Section 2.2 of this report. An 
additional $517,009.50 in Work Project funds were appropriated and awarded.  
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4.3 Scope of Work  

Money from the UCRF, less administrative costs, may be used only for participation in administrative and judicial 
proceedings under sections 6a,6h, 6j, 6s and 6t [of P.A. 341] and in federal administrative and judicial proceedings 
which directly affect the energy costs paid by Michigan energy customers. 6m(11) “For purposes of making grants, 
the board may consider energy conservation, energy waste reduction, demand response, and rate design options to 
encourage energy conservation, energy waste reduction, as well as the maintenance of adequate energy resources.” 
The Attorney General has issued formal and informal opinions to guide the Board regarding cost matters that may be 
covered by Act 341 grants. The Act describes several kinds of proceedings. Cases required by statute are: 

Gas supply and cost recovery Power supply and cost recovery 

Gas supply and cost reconciliation Power supply cost reconciliation 

Rate Case Certificate of Necessity 

Integrated Resource Plan  

Decisions in any of these proceedings may be appealed to the Court of Appeals. Grant proposals compliant with the 
provisions of the Act were solicited for intervention in on-going and new GCR Plan cases, GCR Reconciliation 
proceedings, PSCR Plan cases, PSCR Reconciliation proceedings, Rate, Certificate of Necessity and Integrated 
Resource Plan and other cases eligible under Act 341. 

4.4 Application and Selection Process 

Act 341 of 2016 limits eligibility for funding to non-profit organizations or local units of government in Michigan, 
places specific additional restrictions on applicants, and suggests criteria that could be used in the selection process. 

In CY 2025, applications for grants were received from: 

• Citizens Utility Board (CUB) 
• Great Lakes Renewable Energy Association (GLREA) 
• Michigan Environmental Council (MEC) 
• Urban Core Collective (UCC) 
• Soulardarity 

Funding decisions were made as close to the filing of cases as possible in order to review the grant application work 
plans in more detail and render better decisions on potential benefits to consumers. 



 

          Utility Consumer Representation Fund Annual Report                                       Page 17 of 34 

 

ATTACHMENT A: UCRF Grant Activity and Results 

The following are results in cases in which an ORDER(S) has been issued in the period January 1, 2025-December 31, 
2025. Some of the cases in which UCRF grantees participate in 2025 will not conclude until subsequent years. Results 
for those cases will be reported in future annual reports. Results are reported by grantees and audited by UCPB 
board staff based on an independent review of the record and edited for purposes of this annual report. Complete 
dockets related to the majority of cases are available through the Michigan Public Service Commission’s Electronic 
Docket Filing System (eDocket) at www.michigan.gov/mpsc.  

Results for individual cases may be verified by reviewing the case docket. MPSC case numbers have been included for 
purposes of research and validation. 

Grantee: Michigan Environmental Council, 2025 

Docket No. Case Title 
UCRF 
Grant 
No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(4/30/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21534 DTE Electric Rate Case 24-04 $121,000.00 $2,234.38 N/A 

MEC and CUB worked together and intervened in this case.  

• DTE sought a rate increase of $456 million. The Commission approved $217 million.  
• DTE sought a return on equity of 10.50%, up from the current 9.90%. The Commission approved 

maintaining the current 9.90%.  
• Distribution System Capital Spending: The Commission agreed with some of our positions and rejected 

others: 1) Approves all requested hardening capital. (pp. 103-104). 2) Approves all requested test year 
Pole Top Maintenance and Modernization capital but rejects preapproval of all $150 million of   PTMM 
spending in the IRM for 2026. (pp. 107-108). 3) Approves cable replacement and breaker replacement 
expenditures. (pp. 111-115). 4) Approves 4.8 kV conversion expenditures in the test year but denies 
preapproval of all $190 million of conversion spending in the IRM for 2026, citing our hearing evidence. 
(pp. 124-128 and p. 302). 5) Approves substation redesign but requires a benefit-cost analysis for redesign 
projects over $10M going forward (pp. 133-34). 6) Disallows test year undergrounding spending (pp. 141-
42). 7) Approves test year Distribution Automation spending, subject to a disallowance of $20 million that 
cites our hearing evidence (pp. 147-48). 8)Disallows $15 million for Grid Telecommunications (p. 154). 

• Investment Recovery Mechanism (IRM): DTE also sought expansion of a special regulatory vehicle called 
an Investment Recovery Mechanism (IRM), which would allow the company to collect the revenue 
requirements of additional distribution capital expenditures via surcharge for three years. DTE proposed 
an extension of the IRM through 2027 and enormous increases in IRM spending – up to $1.7 billion – prior 
to completion of the distribution audit and PBR evaluation. We argued that the Commission should 
disapprove DTE’s excessive expansion and extension of the IRM because the proposal disregards the 
Commission’s own direction in U-21297, it is not supported by substantial evidence, and DTE has not 
demonstrated it is reasonable, prudent, or in the best interest of customers. The Commission extended 
the IRM one year into 2026 at 2025 spending levels, but – as noted above – denied approval of 
conversions ($190 million) and PTMM ($150 million). This is a partial win. The Commission also directed 
that the parties evaluate the rate of return that should be applied to the IRM assets in the next case, again 
citing our hearing evidence. (pp. 301-303). 

http://www.environmentalcouncil.org/
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/Laws/MCL
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• Tree Trim Capitalization for Distribution Capital Projects: DTE continues to try capitalizing as much tree 
trimming expense as possible by performing it in conjunction with distribution capital projects. We 
continue to oppose these efforts to convert what is fundamentally an O&M expense to a capitalized 
expenditure included in rate base where the utility will earn a return on the expenditures for years to 
come. The practice is contrary to the Uniform System of Accounts and results in unnecessary cost 
increases for ratepayers. The Commission stated that with the audit report completed, the Commission 
would establish a separate proceeding to evaluate this issue in the near future. (p. 368).   

• Low Income (RIA and LIA) Programs: We proposed that DTE shift from a flat Low-Income Assistance (LIA) 
credit to a tiered system of credits that would meaningfully alleviate energy burdens for customers with 
low incomes. We also proposed other improvements to DTE’s low-income programs, including 
streamlining eligibility documentation and modifying arrearage forgiveness credits. We continue to argue 
against Staff’s position that the Commission should delay evaluation of proposed improvements to DTE’s 
low-income programs while a work group continues to discuss them. (NRDC took the lead on this issue.) 
The Commission acknowledged the hardships faced by low-income customers and approved a $10 
increase in the LIA credit from $40 to $50 

MEC had a joint litigation agreement with the AG and shared the costs of the principal distribution witnesses, 
Wired Group. 

The total dollars saved in the test year because of MEC’s participation with the Board’s support was $2,129,225. 
(The IRM disallowances are much bigger but fall in 2026, after the test year.) The overall return on investment was 
18 to 1. The spreadsheet with calculations can be provided upon request. 

 

Docket No. Case Title 
UCRF 
Grant 
No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(4/30/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21051 DTE Electric 2022 PSCR 
Reconciliation Plan 

24-04 $76,333.00 $12,917.30 N/A 

We participated in this case to evaluate and challenge, where appropriate, decisions regarding the operation of 
natural gas-fired plants during the gas price spike of 2022. We raised issues relating to DTE’s gas purchase strategy 
for the BWEC plant, DTE’s termination of the use of an asset manager to manage pipeline transport capacity on 
the NEXUS pipeline, and DTE’s high plant outage rates. 

The ALJ issued a PFD on October 3, 2024. The PFD agreed with us that DTE should re-engage an asset manager to 
manage the NEXUS pipeline but declined to recommend any disallowance on NEXUS costs due to prior 
Commission orders on the topic. The PFD also declined to recommend a disallowance on the gas purchase 
strategy for BWEC, finding that uncertainty about the plant’s commercial operation date justified DTE waiting 
longer before beginning a forward purchase strategy. The PFD did recommend significant disallowances for plant 
outages, primarily based on testimony by Staff and the Attorney General. We did not file exceptions.  

The Commission issued an order on February 27, 2025. The Commission recommended that DTE reconsider the 
use of an asset manager. The Commission also issued several large disallowances for plant outages. 

MEC did not have a joint litigation agreement in this case, but we were aligned on many of the issues. 
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Docket No. Case Title 
UCRF 
Grant 
No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(2/28/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21585 Consumers 2024 Electric 
Rate Case 

24-04 $96,140.00 $0.00 N/A 

MEC and CUB worked together on the following issues: distribution capital expenditures, return on equity, 
forestry line-clearing cycles, service restoration cost sharing mechanisms, property tax, large economic 
development rate facilities allowances, investment recovery mechanisms, and energy equity and affordability. 
MEC did not have a joint litigation agreement in this case, but we were aligned on many of the issues. 

 

Docket No. Case Title 
UCRF 
Grant 
No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(10/31/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21662 DTE Renewable Energy Plan 24-04 $118,250.00 $8,766.61 $8,161.00 

1. Wind procurement. Settlement 
a. DTE will target wind resource additions in the following amounts: 200 MW in 2028, 400 MW in 

2029, 600 MW in 2030. Targets for years after 2030 will be determined in the next REP 
amendment case. 

b. DTE will also provide a bonus of 0.2 points to wind projects in its 2025 and 2026 All-Source 
Renewable Energy Requests for Proposals (RFPs).  

c. DTE will also evaluate its wind development in its next IRP filing through a sensitivity that assumes 
a minimum of 550 MW of wind each study year. (Settlement, paragraph 14.a) 

2. Out-of-state wind. Settlement – In settlement, the parties reserved the issue of DTE Electric’s exclusion of 
out-of-state resources from its RFPs to the next IRP case. (Settlement paragraph, 14.a) 

3. Transfer prices. Settlement – The parties agreed to ask the Commission to convene a symposium by June 
7, 2025, to evaluate the calculation of transfer prices. DTE agreed not to seek approval of future transfer 
prices in this case.  (Settlement, paragraph 14.c.i) 

4. REC-only contracts. Settlement – The settlement states that if DTE purchases REC-only contracts in a given 
year, it “shall have the burden of demonstrating in the applicable REP reconciliation proceeding that the 
purchase was reasonable and prudent and necessary to comply with the RPS.” (Settlement, paragraph 
14.b) 

5. Peak demand time incentive RECs. Settlement – The parties recommended that the Commission convene 
a work group to revise the definition of on-peak hours for determination of incentive RECs to reflect times 
when non-wind renewable resources have capacity value. The parties recommended that the work group 
commence by June 7, 2025, and issue a final report to the Commission by September 1, 2025. 
(Settlement, paragraph 14.c.ii) 

6. Ludington pumped storage incentive RECs. Settlement – The Parties agree to request that the Commission 
consider revising the determination of incentive RECs related to energy storage systems and hydroelectric 
pumped storage facilities and instead consider limiting generation eligible for such incentive RECs to the 
proportional share of renewable generation to total DTE Electric generation during off-peak hours when 
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energy storage systems are being charged or hydroelectric pumped storage facilities are pumping. 
(Settlement, paragraph 14.c.iii) 

7. Standing offer contracts. Settlement – The settlement provides for up to three years of solicitations for 
these special, small kinds of projects, in 2026, 2028, and 2030. The total target will be 150 MW, and the 
criteria and pricing will be as we proposed. (Settlement, paragraph 15) 

8. Regulatory liability and accumulated balance of reserve. Settlement – The settlement requires DTE to 
“minimize the regulatory liability balance throughout the Amended REP period.” The settlement also 
prohibits DTE’s regulatory liability balance from exceeding $250 million in any given year – though DTE can 
request an increase in that cap due to changes in law. The determination of DTE’s compliance with the 
requirement to minimize the balance and to stay under the cap will be made in reconciliation cases. 
(Settlement, paragraph 1). 

Overall, we believe this is a good settlement largely driven by our advocacy. We will be pressing for effective 
implementation on many of these outcomes in the symposium/workgroup and the reconciliation case. The Board 
funded our participation in those matters at the April meeting.  

Docket No. Case Title 
UCRF 
Grant 
No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(12/25/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21291 DTE Gas 2024 Rate Case 24-04 $116,910.75 $9,199.30 N/A 

The PFD was favorable on all our major issues and most of our minor ones. The Commission overturned several of 
the PFD’s favorable recommendations, while still preserving a few good results. A summary of the major points is: 

• The PFD recommended a rate increase of $98 million out of $266 million requested. The Commission 
approved a rate increase of $113.8 million out of $266 million requested. 

• The PFD recommended a modest reduction in return on equity (ROE) to 9.4%, compared to 10.25% 
requested and 9.9% current. The Commission lowered the company’s current ROE to 9.8%. 

• The Commission did agree with arguments by the Attorney General, MEC and CUB not to authorize adding 
the Cathodic Protection to the investment recovery mechanism (IRM) for distribution system investments. 

• The Commission did not agree to require DTE to change its assumptions in this case or to sunset the 
Customer Attachments Program (CAP), but it did require DTE to better support its assumptions in the next 
rate and to consider revising them. 

• The PFD agreed with MEC and CUB’s recommended disallowances for two large community expansion 
projects (CEPs): the Mesick-Buckley and Peach Ridge projects. The Commission adopted the Peach Ridge 
disallowance of $912,000 but declined to adopt the Mesick-Buckley disallowance of $838,000. 

• The PFD recommended rejecting DTE’s request to increase its ROE to 10.25% and instead recommended 
that the Commission reduce the company’s ROE from 9.90% to 9.40%. The Commission rejected the PFD’s 
recommendation and adopted Staff’s recommendation of 9.80%, citing gradualism. 

• Both the PFD and the Commission agreed with MEC and CUB’s recommendations for the Demand 
Response (DR) program. The PFD recommends that the Commission should direct DTE to continue 
offering its Smart Savers pilot DR program. The Commission adopted the PFD, and went further, endorsing 
our recommendations for improving the program and outlining a new path for engagement in Gas Cost 
Recovery (GCR) cases. 
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• The PFD recommended disallowing DTE’s requested expenses for Responsibly Sourced Gas (RSG), 
adopting arguments by several parties including MEC and CUB. The Commission adopted the PFD’s 
recommendation. 

• We recommended that the Commission should initiate a “Future of Heat” proceeding that would bring all 
essential utilities and stakeholders together to address the energy transition in building and industrial 
heat. The PFD accepts a lot of our arguments as well as those by the CEOs and Detroit Groups on this 
issue. The PFD did not address our request for a Future of Heat proceeding but did recommend that the 
Commission direct DTE to update its Gas Delivery Plan to address these issues. The Commission adopted 
the PFD’s recommendation and provided additional specifics. 

MEC did not have a joint litigation agreement in this case, but we were aligned on many of the issues. 

We calculate the immediate savings for this case attributable to MEC and CUB at $958,280. That is $6,888,851,000 
of rate base multiplied by a 10-basis-point (0.1%) reduction in the return on equity multiplied by 0.5 to reflect a 
50/50 capital structure, which equals $3,444,425. We split that outcome in ¼'s with the AG, ABATE, and Staff, 
which equals $861,106. To that we add one year of revenue requirements for the Peach Ridge disallowance of 
$912,000, which is $45,600 in depreciation expense plus $51,574 of return on rate base, which equals $91,174. 
$958,260 saved / $107,711 spent = 8.9 to 1 ROI. 

Docket No. Case Title 
UCRF 
Grant 
No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(12/25/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21305 Distribution Audits Docket 25-04 $24,970.00 $4,067.80 N/A 

The Commission issued an order June 12, 2025, that adopted many of the recommendations we advocated. 
These include:  

• More frequent overhead circuit inspections.  
• Required a more robust reliability and safety plan grounded in actual results to justify future spending 

plans. 
• Limit 4.8 kV conversions to those projects necessary for substantial capacity reasons. 
• Re-examine the justification for the Pontiac 8.3 kV conversion program. 
• Limit undergrounding due to lack of positive benefit cost results. 

 

Docket No. Case Title 
UCRF 
Grant 
No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(12/15/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21806 Consumers Gas Rate Case 25-04 $157,553.00 $685.30 $55,468.00 

Consumers filed this case on December 16, 2024. The company sought a rate increase of $248 million for a 
projected test year of November 1, 2025, through October 31, 2026. Consumers also sought to increase its ROE to 
10.25%. The Commission issued a final order on September 30, 2025. The Commission approved a rate increase of 
$157.5 million and reduced the company’s ROE from 9.90% to 9.80%. CUB and MEC collaborated on this case, 
along with Sierra Club. Our efforts generated estimated customer savings of $5,565,888 and a return on 
investment of 22 to 1.  
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Docket No. Case Title 
UCRF 
Grant 
No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(12/15/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21859 Consumers Energy Data 
Center Tariff 

25-04 $52,800.00 $11,137.50 N/A 

The Commission issued an order November 6, 2025. Here is a summary of outcomes on our issues: 

• Recommendation: Lower the eligibility threshold for Consumers’ Rate GPD Data Center Provision to 50 
MW. Outcome: Approved a threshold of 100 MW. 

• Recommendation: Add a 75% load factor threshold for customers below 100 MW. Outcome: Commission 
did not approve our proposal. 

• Recommendation: Create a new rate class for data centers as soon as possible. Outcome: Approved 
amendments to GPD but did not preclude creation of a new rate class. 

• Recommendation: Extend the minimum contract term to 20 years. Outcome: Approved 15 years, which is 
worse than what we wanted but better than the 10 years sought by the Data Center Coalition (DCC). 

• Recommendation: Increase the minimum billing demand requirement to 90% of contract capacity. 
Outcome: Approved 80%, worse than what we wanted but better than the 70% sought by the DCC.  

• Recommendation: Strengthen the administrative fee and remove the cap. Outcome: Commission agreed 
with our recommendations.  

• Recommendations: Adjust cost-of-service allocators to include the minimum billing demand. Instead of 
allocating generation costs through traditional cost of service methods, directly assign data center such 
costs using IRP modeling with and without data center load to isolate incremental costs. If using traditional 
allocation, require data centers to pay for the cost of accelerated generation investment. Directly assign all 
dedicated distribution facility costs to data centers without contribution in aid of construction (CIAC) 
offsets. Outcome: The Commission directed Consumers to file six cost-of-service studies (COSS) in its next 
rate case to evaluate cost allocation options for data centers. This was our most significant positive 
outcome from this case.  

• Recommendations: Require that data centers contract for power under terms that obligate Consumers 
Energy to supply clean energy for at least 90% of the data center load when data centers are seeking sales 
and use tax exemptions, preferably through a portfolio of bespoke resources. Require that new data 
centers, regardless of whether they are seeking tax benefits under 2024 PA 207 and 2024 PA 181, be 
served with a portfolio of resources that is at least 60% renewable to avoid making it more difficult for 
Consumers Energy to comply with renewable energy standards. Outcome: The Commission deferred 
these issues to renewable energy plan, IRP, and similar cases. 
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Grantee: Citizens Utility Board of Michigan, 2025 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(5/23/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21654 EWR Program Framework 
Case 24-06 $68,750.00 $57,084.50 N/A 

On 6/6/24, the MPSC opened a contested case proceeding to comply with Public Act 229, signed by Gov. Whitmer 
in 2023, which requires the MPSC to adopt a framework energy waste reduction program that shall be utilized by 
the independent energy waste reduction program manager. We intervened and CUB and the AG jointly filed 
testimony arguing that the Alternative Compliance Payment Framework should include statutory goals that a) 
electric utilities achieve 2% annual incremental electricity savings and b) that electric and gas utilities achieve the 
same level of savings in low-income households as other households. On 2/27/25, the MPSC issued an order in 
this docket. The Commission agreed that it is reasonable to include an EWR savings target within the framework 
and adopted the Staff’s proposed framework with modifications, including setting a minimum EWR savings target 
of 1.5% for electric and 0.875% for gas. For low-income households, the Commission did not adopt targets for 
actual energy savings. 

CUB had a Joint Litigation Agreement with the Attorney General (AG) and spent $11,665.50 on this case. While 
there is no accurate way to estimate direct residential ratepayer cost savings, we were able to complete the case 
efficiently and cost-effectively. 

 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(5/21/25) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21585 Consumers 2024 Electric 
Rate Case 24-06 $76,890.00 $1,941.50 N/A 

Consumers sought a rate increase of $303 million. Consumers also sought an increase in its return on equity from 
9.9% to 10.25% and a capital structure that includes 50.75% equity. The Commission approved a rate increase of 
$153.8 million, which is about $45 million more than the ALJ’s recommended $108.8 million increase, but still a 
sizeable reduction from the Company’s requested $325 million increase and approved a 9.90% ROE. MEC and 
CUB worked together on this case. 

CUB had a Joint Litigation Agreement with the AG and spent $74,948.50 in FY 2024 funds on this case. Consumers 
requested a $303 million rate increase. The MPSC approved a rate increase of 153.8 million which equals a savings 
of $149.2 million. If CUB conservatively takes credit for 1/20th of the savings, the cost benefit ratio would be 99:1 
($7,460,000 / $74,948.50). 
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Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(05/21/25) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21565 NSP Rate Case 24-06 $85,525.00 $48,776.75 N/A 

NSP Wisconsin filed an application in this case on July 1, 2024, and CUB is an intervened in the case. On Nov. 22, a 
settlement agreement was reached between NSP-W and the Staff, the AG and CUB. On Dec. 19, the MPSC 
approved the agreement. It provided for a $1.75 million rate increase in 2025 and $550,000 rate increase in 2026, 
as well as a return on equity of 9.8%. NSP-W had initially requested a $2.89 million rate increase starting in 2025 
with a return on equity of 10%. Also, as part of the settlement agreement, NSP-W agrees not to seek another rate 
increase before Jan. 1 2027, unless corporate tax rates are increased. The MPSC approved the settlement on Dec. 
19. 

CUB had a Joint Litigation Agreement with the AG and spent $36,748.25 in FY 2024 funds on this case. NSP 
requested a rate increase of $2.89 million per year. The MPSC approved a rate increase of $1.75 million in 2025 
which equals a savings of $1.14 million. If CUB conservatively takes credit for 1/2 of the savings for the year, the 
cost benefit ratio would be 16:1 ($570,000 / $36,748.25). 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(2/19/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21555 UPPCO Electric Rate Case 24-06 $76,450.00 $53,966.00 N/A 

On July 19, CUB filed testimony from expert witnesses 5 Lakes Energy consultants Matthew Bandyk and Douglas 
Jester. Jester recommended that the MPSC limit UPPCO’s revenue to $129.3 million, which would limit the utility’s 
revenue increase to $6.3 million. Jester also argued for changes to UPPCO’s proposed Distributed Generation 
Rider to increase enrollment of distributed generation customers. Bandyk’s testimony argued for a return on 
equity of 9.7%, that the inflation factor used by UPPCO to project its costs should be reduced to account for 
productivity gains and that UPPCO ratepayers would benefit from more debt as opposed to equity in the utility’s 
capital structure. On Aug. 23, a settlement agreement between UPPCO and CUB, the MPSC Staff, the AG, Calumet 
Electronics Corporation, Billerud Americas Corporation and the Association of Businesses Advocating Tariff Equity 
was filed. On Sept. 26 the MPSC approved the settlement agreement, which provides for a $9 million revenue 
requirement increase, down from $16.9 million as initially requested by UPPCO, and an ROE of 9.86%, down from 
the requested 10.7%. In addition, UPPCO will file a new distributed generation tariff in line with Jester’s 
recommendations. 

CUB had a Joint Litigation Agreement with the AG and spent $22,484.00 in FY 2024 funds on this case. UPPCO 
requested a rate increase of $16.9 million per year. The MPSC approved a rate increase of $9 million per year 
which equals a savings of $7.9 million per year. If CUB conservatively takes credit for 1/5 of the savings over just 
one year, the cost benefit ratio would be 70:1 ($1,580,000 / $22,484). 
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Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(2/19/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21541 UMERC Electric Rate Case 24-06 $85,525.00 $57,211.00 N/A 

The case was filed on May 1, 2024 requesting a $11,800,000 revenue deficiency amounting to an 18% increase in 
residential rates. CUB intervened on May 13, 2024. CUB has entered into a Joint Litigation Agreement with the 
Attorney General in this case. As testimony was being prepared, on Sept. 6, the parties to the case requested 
suspending the schedule pending the finalization of a settlement agreement. On Oct. 10, the MPSC approved a 
settlement agreement between UMERC and the AG, CUB and Billerud Americas Corp. CUB helped lead settlement 
discussions. The settlement provides for a $6.6 million revenue requirement increase, down from $8.3 million as 
initially requested by UMERC, and a 9.86% ROE, down from 10.25%. Also as part of the settlement, beginning in 
program year 2026, starting in October 2025, UMERC will opt-in to the Low Income Energy Assistance Fund. 

CUB had a Joint Litigation Agreement with the AG and spent $28,314.00 in FY 2024 funds on this case. UMERC 
requested a rate increase of $8.3 million per year. The MPSC approved a rate increase of $6.6 million per year 
which equals a savings of $1.7 million per year. If CUB conservatively takes credit for 1/3 of the savings over just 
one year, the cost benefit ratio would be 20:1 ($566,666.67 / $28,314). 

 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(2/19/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21540 MGU Gas Rate Case 24-06 $73,700.00 $25,185.05 N/A 

MGU filed this rate case on March 1, 2024. On June 28, CUB filed testimony from expert witnesses 5 Lakes Energy 
consultants Matthew Bandyk, Douglas Jester and Ram Veerapaneni. Bandyk argued for a lower return on equity 
and that the inflation factor used by MGU to project its costs should be reduced to account for productivity gains. 
Jester argued that the MPSC should reject $7.07 million in “known and measurable” O&M requests from MGU 
and direct the utility to include estimated cost savings resulting from capital investments in future rate cases. 
Veerapaneni argued that the MPSC should reject MGU’s proposal to recover $2 million for capital expenses and 
$1.95 million for O&M expenses related to the anticipated future Leak Detection and Repair gas safety 
regulations. On Aug. 26, a settlement agreement between MGU and CUB, the MPSC Staff, the AG and the 
Association of Businesses Advocating Tariff Equity was filed, and the MPSC approved the settlement on Sept. 26. 
The agreement includes a $7 million revenue requirement increase for MGU, down from $17.6 million as initially 
requested by MGU, and a return on equity of 9.86%, down from a 10.25% request. It also authorizes the creation 
of a regulatory deferral asset for all O&M costs associated with compliance with the Leak Detection and Repair 
rules. 

CUB had a Joint Litigation Agreement with the AG and spent $48,514.95 in FY 2024 funds on this case. MGU 
requested a rate increase of $17.6 million per year. The MPSC approved a rate increase of $7 million per year 
which equals a savings of $10 million per year. If CUB conservatively takes credit for 1/3 of the savings over just 
one year, the cost benefit ratio would be 69:1 ($3,333,333.33 / $48,514.95). 
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Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(2/19/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21534 DTE Electric Rate Case 24-06 $137,775.00 $1,826.00 N/A 

CUB of Michigan, Michigan Environmental Council, Sierra Club and NRDC co-intervened as MNSC in this case. 
Ultimately, the Commission found a revenue deficiency of about $217 million, less than half of DTE’s proposed 
deficiency of $456 million. This finding incorporated many MNSC recommendations. Most notably, the 
Commission agreed with MNSC that $39 million in incentive compensation tied to financial metrics should be 
disallowed. Additionally, analysis by MSC and others persuaded the Commission not to allow a large increase in 
DTE’s ROE, instead holding it steady at 9.9%. MNSC made recommendations on numerous other topics adopted 
by MPSC that impacted the revenue requirement.  

MNSC and the Attorney General communicated about scope of work on this case and generally agreed on topics 
that both addressed. CUB spent $135,949.00 in FY 2024 funds on this case. DTE requested a rate increase of $456 
million per year. The MPSC approved a rate increase of $217 million per year which equals a savings of 239 million 
per year. There were 27 intervenors in this case, so if CUB conservatively takes credit for 1/27th of the savings 
over just one year, the cost benefit ratio would be 65:1 ($8,851,851.85 / $135,949). 

 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(2/4/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21291 DTE Gas Rate Case 24-06 $57,750.00 $8,580.55 N/A 

DTE filed this rate case on Jan. 8, 2024. On May 7 CUB filed testimony from expert witnesses 5 Lakes Energy 
consultants Matthew Bandyk and Ram Veerapaneni that focused on, respectively, DTE’s requested return on 
equity and various reductions to the capital expenses proposed by the utility. On Sept. 4, Administrative Law 
Judge Jonathan Thoits issued a proposal for decision that recommended that DTE’s proposed ROE of 10.25% be 
rejected and that instead the company’s current ROE of 9.9% be reduced to 9.4%. In making this ROE 
recommendation, the judge agreed with many points from Bandyk’s analysis showing why DTE’s ROE should be 
lowered. The judge also recommended a revenue increase of $98 million, compared to the $262 million DTE 
requested.  

The lower revenue was partially driven by the judge agreeing with several disallowances proposed by testimony 
sponsored by CUB, the Michigan Environmental Council, Sierra Club and the Natural Resources Defense Council 
(MNSC). Examples include disallowing costs related to DTE’s proposed Mesick-Buckley and Peach Ridge 
Community Expansion Projects, where DTE proposed expanding gas connections, but MNSC argued that DTE was 
basing those projects off of unrealistic customer subscription levels. On Nov. 7, the MPSC approved the rate case 
with a revenue increase of $113.78 million and an ROE of 9.8%. The MPSC also disallowed $912,000 for the Peach 
Ridge project for the reasons argued by MNSC. 

CUB regularly communicated with the AG's office. CUB spent $49,169.45 in FY 2024 funds on this case. DTE 
requested a rate increase of $262 million per year. The MPSC approved a rate increase of $113.78 million per year 
which equals a savings of $148.22 million per year. There were 18 intervenors in this case, so if CUB conservatively 
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takes credit for 1/18th of the savings over just one year, the cost benefit ration would be 167:1 ($8,234,444.44 / 
$49,169.45). 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(11/26/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

N/A MISO/FERC FY 25 25-06 110,000.00 $44.00 N/A 

MISO activities in FY 25 began with the adoption of MISO’s Tranche 2.1 Long Range Transmission Planning (LRTP) 
projects which will construct $6.8 Billion in high-capacity transmission lines reducing high-cost congestion and 
enabling renewable energy produced in Michigan to be transferred to other states.  The balance of the year was 
consumed with defending these projects via litigation at FERC.  Overall, the long-term benefits to ratepayers are 
expected to be in the range $7 - $14 Billion, of which approximately 45% will flow to residential ratepayers when 
considering avoiding the costs of constructing new generation, reduced congestion and improved reliability during 
extreme weather events. CUB can take some credit for the Consumer Advocate Sector supporting this plan. 

CUB general counsel, John Liskey, is a former Assistant Attorney General and regularly communicates with the 
Attorney General’s office on MISO matters. 

A conservative estimate of only a 1% allocation of the benefit to Michigan (Zone 7) residential ratepayers over the 
20-year period would yield $3 million savings or a 12:1 ROI. 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(10/15/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21686 MGU EWR Case   25-06 $19,800.00 $11,256.58 N/A 

In Case No. U-21686, the Michigan Gas Utilities Corporation (MGUC) 2026–2027 Energy Waste Reduction (EWR) 
plan, the Michigan Attorney General, Citizens Utility Board of Michigan (CUB), and Michigan Public Service 
Commission (MPSC) staff negotiated a settlement approving MGUC’s election to make alternative compliance 
payments to Efficiency United to administer its EWR program. The agreement sets a fixed annual payment of 
$6,920,429 to Efficiency United, to be recovered through adjusted EWR surcharges in Case No. U-21677. The EWR 
plan follows requirements set by Public Act 229 and the MPSC’s framework with an energy savings goal of 0.875% 
of the previous year’s average sales. The goal will be met by programs administered by Efficiency United offering 
incentives, rebates, pilots, and education.  

CUB had a Joint Litigation Agreement with the AG. The settlement provides greater financial clarity, 
accountability, and customer protections compared to MGUC’s original application, which did not specify 
payment amounts or commit to surcharge adjustments. CUB intervened in the case to ensure consumer interests 
were protected and opposed a motion that could have complicated the case by trying to make Efficiency United a 
formal party. 
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Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(10/15/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21687 SEMCO EWR Case 25-06 $44,550.00 $40,858.13 N/A 

At its June 12, 2025, meeting, the Michigan Public Service Commission approved a settlement that fully resolves 
Case U-21687, thereby endorsing SEMCO Energy Gas Company’s 2026-2029 Energy Waste Reduction (EWR) plan 
filed on December 30, 2024, under Public Act 295, as amended. CUB of Michigan intervened in the case and 
participated in settlement negotiations. 

The settlement continues SEMCO’s gas low-income assistance program and EWR surcharge and, newly, allows it 
to roll forward any unspent EWR plan funds from one year to the next. The parties also agreed upon a 
methodology for setting SEMCO’s EWR performance incentive. SEMCO’s health & safety and workforce 
development pilots will become core programs as of 2026 and will continue to receive energy deemed savings 
credits for the former but not the latter. 

The Company will continue pilots that test new natural gas saving technologies, new program delivery channels, 
and new methods of engaging customers in EWR programs. 

CUB had a Joint Litigation Agreement with the AG. CUB believes the settlement agreement will result in increased 
energy efficiency and reduced costs for SEMCO’s gas customers, and supports the Commission’s order in this 
case. 

 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(9/30/25) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21806 Consumers Gas Rate Case 25-06 $118,250.00 $6,926.16 N/A 

"CUB and MEC collaborated on this case, along with Sierra Club. We raised issues with the utility's methods for 
determining CIAC, and criticized failure by the utility to share its model for calculating these amounts as required 
by a previous settlement. The PFD agreed that the utility did not comply with that settlement requirement. The 
PFD recommended that the Commission direct Consumers to re-evaluate its load forecasting based on some of 
our evidence. The Commission directed the company to use out-of-sample data to test its model in the next rate 
case.  

The PFD recommended the Commission require Consumers to make substantial changes to the Natural Gas 
Delivery Plan based on our evidence. The Commission adopted the PFD’s recommendations and required 
Consumers to file an updated NGDP by the end of 2026.  

The PFD recommended full disallowances of all bridge and test year expenses for three service centers: Lansing, 
Hastings, and Kalamazoo, finding CUB’s testimony persuasive. The Commission did not adopt the disallowances 
for Lansing and Hastings but did adopt the disallowance for Kalamazoo, totaling $14.03 million of expenditures. 
The PFD adopted CUB’s proposal to cap recovery at the $11.5 million approved in the prior rate case and disallow 
excess expenditures of $6.5 million. The Commission adopted the PFD’s disallowance. 
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The PFD recommended adopting CUB’s proposed disallowance as modified by the company to account for proper 
gas allocation; and found fault with Company’s naming convention for LAN switches. The Commission adopted 
the PFD’s recommendation, disallowing $46,593 for the bridge period and $81,719 for the test year. The PFD 
recommended an ROE of 9.75%; used Ex AG-48 to establish range of utility ROEs (9.15% to 10.25%) to use as 
benchmark; found value in a variety of approaches and mostly finds that all parties supported their respective 
methodologies and inputs, giving results that fall outside the benchmark range reduced weight; gave full weight 
to CUB’s discounted cash flow (DCF) result but not its capital asset pricing model (CAPM) result; rejected the 
premise that “additional factors” support higher ROE; discussed principles of setting ROE and how some are in 
tension with others; and recommended an ROE of 9.75% as a meaningful but gradual change. The Commission 
adopted an ROE of 9.80% instead, a reduction from prior approved ROE of 9.90%. 

The PFD agreed with CUB that the utility should track and quantify EV savings going forward and incorporate 
savings into projected spending in future rate cases. The Commission will require additional details on Fleet O&M 
expenses in future cases. The PFD adopted CUB's recommendation to disallow $25,233 consistent with AACE 
Class III cost estimates. The PFD agreed with Staff, and CUB that “uncollectible should be treated as a general cost 
of doing business and allocated accordingly,” and the Commission agreed. CUB estimated the impact of this 
change to be a reduction in uncollectible expense allocated to the residential customer class of $2.5 million. " 

CUB has been in consistent communication with the office of the Attorney General and CUB’s efforts generated 
estimated customer savings of $5,565,888 and a return on investment of 22 to 1. 

 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(11/26/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21809  UPPCO IRP Case  25-06 $72,325.00 $66,500.50 N/A 

The Michigan Public Service Commission, in an order issued October 9, 2025, approved a revised settlement 
agreement in the consolidated cases concerning the Upper Peninsula Power Company’s integrated resource plan 
(IRP) and amended renewable energy plan (REP). The settlement was reached between UPPCO, MPSC staff, and 
intervenors including CUB and the Michigan Attorney General. Key elements include increasing energy waste 
reduction targets, maintaining existing hydroelectric and solar resources, adding new solar capacity, and 
continuing demand response programs, while notably removing the proposal to include the Escanaba 
Hydroelectric facilities in the company’s rate base. The Commission directed UPPCO to file a new IRP within five 
years, a new REP within two years, and a new tariff sheet within 30 days. 

CUB coordinated with the AG’s office. CUB’s involvement ensured that the interests of Michigan utility customers 
were represented during the regulatory review and approval process, and their support contributed to the 
Commission’s finding that the settlement was reasonable, prudent, and in the public interest. While it is difficult 
to quantify a specific ROI number, CUB only spent $5,824.50 on the case. 
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Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(11/26/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21811  UPPCO REP Case  25-06 $19,800.00 $15,452.25 N/A 

The Michigan Public Service Commission, in an order issued October 9, 2025, approved a revised settlement 
agreement in the consolidated cases concerning the Upper Peninsula Power Company’s integrated resource plan 
(IRP) and amended renewable energy plan (REP). The settlement was reached between UPPCO, MPSC staff, and 
intervenors including CUB and the Michigan Attorney General. Key elements include increasing energy waste 
reduction targets, maintaining existing hydroelectric and solar resources, adding new solar capacity, and 
continuing demand response programs, while notably removing the proposal to include the Escanaba 
Hydroelectric facilities in the company’s rate base. The Commission directed UPPCO to file a new IRP within five 
years, a new REP within two years, and a new tariff sheet within 30 days. 

CUB coordinated with the AG’s office. CUB’s involvement ensured that the interests of Michigan utility customers 
were represented during the regulatory review and approval process, and their support contributed to the 
Commission’s finding that the settlement was reasonable, prudent, and in the public interest. While an exact 
number for ROI is difficult to calculate. CUB only spent $4,347.75 on the case. 

 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(11/26/25) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21843 I&M REP Case  25-06 $9,900.00 $5,845.13 N/A 

On Jan. 17, 2025, Indiana Michigan Power filed for approval of its Renewable Energy Plan. The Commission 
approved a settlement agreement on Aug. 7, 2025 The plan outlines how I&M will meet these targets through a 
mix of wind, solar, hydroelectric, and nuclear energy resources, with detailed forecasts through 2045. CUB 
affirmed that I&M’s REP promotes clean and renewable energy while associated costs are reasonable and 
prudent. 

CUB coordinated with the AG’s office. While difficult to quantify an ROI number, CUB only spent $4,054.87 on this 
case. 

 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(10/15/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21846 Alpena REP Case  25-06 $5,500.00 $2,501.13 N/A 

On August 7, 2025, the Michigan Public Service Commission approved a settlement agreement among Alpena 
Power Company, MPSC staff, CUB of Michigan, and the Michigan Attorney General’s Office affirming Alpena 
Power’s Amended Renewable Energy Plan (REP) as reasonable, prudent, and compliant with Public Act 295, as 
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amended by Public Act 235. The REP outlines Alpena’s strategy to meet escalating Renewable Energy Credit (REC) 
targets—15% through 2029, 50% through 2034, and 60% from 2035 onward. Key changes include reaching REC 
goals using competitively bid purchases of RECs bundled with energy and capacity, excluding customer-generated 
solar from REC targets, and updated forecasts that include energy sales, customer growth, distributed generation, 
and voluntary green pricing. Alpena Power proposes cost recovery mechanisms, including a financial incentive 
mechanism and tariff updates, that do not require customer surcharges. The agreement confirms that Alpena’s 
forecasts and procurement plans align with regulatory requirements and its integrated resource plan. 

CUB had a Joint Litigation Agreement with the AG. This plan ensures Alpena Power Company is on track to meet 
Michigan’s clean energy goals while keeping energy affordable and reliable for its 16,700 customers. 

 

Grantee: Great Lakes Renewable Energy Association, 2025 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(01/21/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21534 DTE 2024 Electric Rate 
Case 24-03 $21,615 $0 $5,835.00. 

GLREA witnesses cited a long list of experts warning of an imminent shortage of capacity in the MISO region, and 
recommended steps to reduce peak demand, including more effective TOU rates, adding two specific demand 
response (DR) programs, geotargeted load-relief incentives, and distributed battery deployments. We also 
proposed the extension of virtual power plants (VPPs) to smaller customers. The Company opposed our suggested 
changes to TOU rates and thanked us for our suggestions on DR programs (but without any commitment). DTE 
vaguely supported our recommendation that they expand their geotargeted incentives pilot. DTE claimed that no 
Commission action was necessary on our recommendation for distributed battery deployments, relying on their 
RPF process to find the best solution; we pointed out that bidders do not have the information necessary to bid for 
distributed batteries in DTE’s grid, unless the Company supplies it. DTE opposed the expansion of VPPs, claiming 
that it would “violate” a prior Commission order. We pointed out that the Commission can change their position, 
and that the prior order suggested that they intend to do so in the future. GLREA also opposed DTE’s proposal to 
broadly recover the cost of outage credits, and supported Staff’s more limited proposal. GLREA also asserted (in 
opposition to DTE) that the billing credit applicable to DG customers cannot exclude securitization charges 
appearing on customer bills as such result would violate the plain language of Section 177(2), MCL 460.1177(2). 
We also proposed the adoption of micro-grids and vehicle to home (V2H) resources to enhance grid resilience. 

As is customary, the AG focused on specific disallowances of DTE proposed expenditures. With the exception of 
the proposed recovery of outage credits, GLREA testimony did not propose specific disallowances; we focused on 
specific programs to reduce the necessity of future DTE investment in capacity, and to reduced outages. Therefore, 
our intervention and that of the AG were entirely complementary. We also sent a memo to the AG counsel 
outlining why DTE’s proposal regarding DG billing credits violated Section 177(2). 

Based on our calculations in the attached spreadsheet, the likely savings to utility customers will be: $500,000 per 
year with an ROI of 2,313% in the first year (see attached calculation sheet)! 
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Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(06/08/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21585 Consumers 2024 Electric 
Rate Case 24-03 $17,490.00 $0.00 $3,780 

GLREA presented 3 issues which were unique and different from the Attorney General (but not adverse to the 
Attorney General’s case) including a statutory issues concerning Section 177(2) that was the subject of an advance 
October 20, 2024 memo to Assistant Attorney General Michael Moody.  A fourth issue concerning the utility 
service outages has also been an issue of concern to the Attorney General. 

No ROI calculation is provided.  However, GLREA has contributed to obtaining regulatory policy changes as 
described in GLREA’s June 8, 2025 case close-out memo. 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(09/30/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21816 Consumers Energy REP 25-03 $21,615 $0 $5,655 

At GLREA's urging, the Commission ordered the utility to include in its future RFPs for solar facilities, sufficient 
information for developers interested in connecting facilities to the Company's distribution network, and "should 
utilize distribution-specific assumptions for modeling the economics of distribution  

projects in RFPs." This should result in bids for distribution-connected solar, at stressed utility sub-stations, 
delaying the need for a sub-station upgrade. 

The testimony of the AG and that of GLREA were mutually supportive. The AG's brief cited GLREA testimony 
regarding the Company's delayed solar projects, and GLREA testimony regarding the Company's bogus justification 
for ex parte approval of high-priced RE facilities. The GLREA cited the AG's recommendation to exclude the two 
late solar facilities from the REP, and recommended an alternative source of RECs. 

 

The GLREA and MEIU have petitioned for a rehearing, so there may be additional return pending the outcome of 
that action. Actual results of the Commission order will not be known until awards are made in the Company's next 
RFP.  Per the filing in U-21870 (figure 38), a small substation rebuild costs ~$1.6M. If a single distribution-
connected solar facility delays one substation upgrade by 3 years, the resulting savings (10% p.a.) would be $480K, 
for a potential 2,200% ROI. 
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Grantee: MI – MAUI 2024 

Docket No. Case Title UCRF 
Grant No. 

UCRF Grant 
Amt. Granted 
(As amended) 

Balance 
(1/23/2025) 

Other Financial 
Support 

(matching funds, 
pro-bono 

support, etc.) 

U-21534 DTE 2024 Electric Rate 
Case 24-08 $33,110 $0 N/A 

Recommended that MPSC end, or limit, DTE’s requirement that many residential customers pay their monthly DTE 
bills in cash. Outcome undetermined, seeking rehearing. 

Recommended that MPSC order DTE to plan its distribution system projects in coordination with municipal, and 
other, infrastructure projects to reduce cost and disruption. Outcome: MPSC has ordered DTE to review local-
government Capital Improvement Plans and demonstrate efforts to coordinate its projects with them. 

The AG stated they would not testify or brief on these issues. The order relating to infrastructure project 
coordination includes no cost disallowances but anticipates potential future disallowances if DTE fails to 
coordinate. Testimony provided by City of Ann Arbor estimated that coordinated construction can reduce project 
costs by 10% for DTE and additional savings for the local government. 

Because the MPSC omitted the cash-payments issue from its order, we cannot yet estimate financial impacts. 
However, should we prevail the primary ratepayer benefits will not result from utility cost reductions but from 
making it easier and cheaper for customers to pay their monthly bills. Per below, while the final case order has 
been entered, MI-MAUI has requested rehearing on this issue, for which no date has been set. 
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ATTACHMENT B: UCRF 2025 Grantees Membership Scope and Description 

Citizens Utility Board of Michigan (CUB): The Citizens Utility Board of Michigan (CUB of MI) was formed in 2018 to 
represent the interests of residential energy customers across the state of Michigan. CUB of MI educates and 
engages Michigan consumers in support of cost-effective investment in energy efficiency and renewable energy and 
against unfair rate increase requests. CUB of MI gives a voice to Michigan utility customers and helps to ensure that 
citizens of the state pay the lowest reasonable rate for utility services and also benefit from the environmental 
implications of investment in clean energy. CUB of MI is a nonpartisan; nonprofit organization whose members are 
individual residential customers of Michigan’s energy utilities. www.cubofmichigan.org 

Great Lakes Renewable Energy Association (GLREA): GLREA is a state-wide non-profit that promotes renewable 
energy by advocating for stronger state policies and by informing and educating Michigan citizens, organizations, and 
leaders on how they can achieve greater use of renewable energy and its many economic and environmental 
benefits. www.2glrea.org 

Michigan Environmental Council (MEC): Statewide nonprofit public interest and environmental organization 
consisting of over 70 public health and environmental organizations, having over 200,000 members. 
www.environmentalcouncil.org 

Michigan Municipal Association for Utilities Issues (MI-MAUI): MI-MAUI represents interests of, and provides 
technical assistance and education to, local government agencies in Michigan in matters involving regulate utilities, 
including state regulatory processes and direct business relationships with utilities. By providing a collective, focused 
voice and expert technical analysis, MI-MAUI helps local governments save money, deliver more effective services 
and achieve policy goals; by focusing utility related priorities and positions of local governments, MI-MAUI seeks to 
expedite action by utilities and regulatory agencies. MI-MAUI currently has eight dues-paying members including the 
cities of Clint, Detroit, Ann Arbor and Washtenaw County. MI-MAUI communicates with and serves interests of non-
member communities on a less comprehensive basis. https://mi-maui.org/ 

Soulardarity: Soulardarity is a membership-based 501c3 non-profit. The board is comprised of and elected by our 
members and must be a majority of Highland Parkers. Soulardarity is building a brighter future in Highland Park with 
education, organizing, and people-powered clean energy. They are working to install solar-powered streetlights, save 
money on energy bills, and work together with neighboring communities to build a just and equitable energy system 
for all. www.soulardarity.com 

Urban Core Collective (UCC): The Urban Core Collective (UCC) exists to support the self-determination and agency 
of historically marginalized communities by engaging in advocacy, community organizing, and leadership cultivation 
that transforms living conditions and the distribution of power in the Greater Grand Rapids area. They believe that 
people impacted by injustice hold wisdom that is vital to disrupting the status quo and that through building power 
and acting collectively, we can bring about transformational justice. www.urbancorecollective.org 

 

http://www.michigan.gov/lara
http://www.michigan.gov/lara
http://www.michigan.gov/mpsc
http://www.cubofmichigan.org/
http://www.soulardarity.com/
http://www.urbancorecollective.org/
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