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AWARD RECOMMENDATION 

Notice of Intent to Award 

The Michigan Public Service Commission has completed the evaluation of the Renewable Energy 
and Electrification Infrastructure Enhancement and Development (RE-EIED) grant program 
applications and has recommended 14 entities to receive a grant, totaling $4,875,000 pending 
State Administrative Board approval. More information on the State Administrative Board can be 
found at: State Administrative Board. 
 
Applicants who were not recommended for the award may schedule a debriefing session with the 
Solicitation Manager. The debriefing session will provide the applicant with the State’s rationale on 
why the applicant was not recommended for the award. The Solicitation Manager may be 
contacted as follows: 

Amy Rittenhouse, Solicitation Manager 
RittenhouseA@michigan.gov 
 

Background Information: 

This Request for Proposal (RFP) was to solicit responses from businesses, nonprofit 
organizations, units of local and state government, and Tribal governments for the purpose of 
planning, developing, designing, acquiring, or constructing renewable energy and electrification 
infrastructure projects.  
 
The grant period of performance will vary by grantee. Appropriated funds for these awards must 
be spent by December 31, 2028, and will not be extended beyond this date.   
 
Applications: 

The RFP was posted on the Michigan Public Service Commission’s (MPSC) Renewable Energy 
and Electrification Infrastructure Enhancement and Development Grant webpage. The RFP was 
posted on January 21, 2025, with an initial proposal due date of March 20, 2025. Per Public Act 
121 of 2024, the proposals were posted publicly to the RE-EIED Grant webpage with an 
opportunity for public comment for the duration of 45 days. Applicants then had 15 days to modify 
their proposals, if desired. The following applicants submitted proposals by the published final due 
date of May 27, 2025. 

  

https://www.michigan.gov/dtmb/0,5552,7-358-82550_85746_48756---,00.html
mailto:RittenhouseA@michigan.gov
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/htm/2024-PA-0121.htm
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/htm/2024-PA-0121.htm
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Applicant Address, City, State, Zip Code 
Ann Arbor Charter Township – Solar PV and 
Battery Storage 

3792 Pontiac Trail, Ann Arbor, MI 48105 

Bad Axe Renewable Biofuels – Anaerobic Digester 3800 Stein Road, Bad Axe, MI 48413 

BioWorks Energy – CoDigestion and Anaerobic 
Digester: Combined Heat and Power 

4652 Beecher Road, Flint, MI 48532 

Bay Area Transportation Authority – Rooftop Solar 3233 Cass Road Traverse City, MI 49684 

City of Detroit – Solar and Battery Storage 2 Woodward Avenue, Detroit, MI 48226 

City of Escanaba – Solar Park 410 Ludington Street, Escanaba, MI 49829 

City of Grand Rapids – Solar-Powered Electricity 
300 Monroe Avenue NW, Grand Rapids, MI 
49503 

City of Kalamazoo – Carport Solar Array 
241 West South Street, Kalamazoo, MI 
49007 

City of Roseville – Electric Vehicles Fleet 29777 Gratiot Avenue, Roseville, MI 48066 

City of Ypsilanti – Residential Solar 1 South Huron, Ypsilanti, MI 48197 

Detroit Skating Club – Rooftop Solar 
888 Denison Court, Bloomfield Township, MI 
48302 

DTE Electric – Community Solar 1 Energy Plaza, Detroit, MI 48226 

EcoWorks – Efficiency-Electrification-Solar-Battery 
Storage 

22400 West 7 Mile Road, Detroit, MI 48219 

Genesee County Drain Commissioner – Methane 
Gas Blowers 

 

Glen Oaks Cooperative – Community Solar 
1401 Stamford Boulevard, Ypsilanti, MI 
48198 

Kwabena Johnson Plug Zen – EV Charging 
Stations 

Detroit, MI 

Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa 
Indians – Community Resiliency Hub 

N4698 US Highway 45, Watersmeet, MI 
49969 

Meadowbrook AgGrid – Anaerobic Digester Facility 
7 Greenbriar Lane, Kennett Square, PA 
19348 

Michigan Environmental Council – Gray to Green 
Community EV-PV Garden 

602 West Ionia, Lansing, MI 48933 

Next Energy – Appliances HVAC Energy Storage 
Integration/EV Charging/Mobile Solar 

440 Burroughs, Suite 370, Detroit, MI 48202 

North End Woodward Community Coalition – 
Community Solar Trust 

7700 2nd Avenue, Suite 500, Detroit, MI 
48202 

Prism Power Partners – Energy Storage and Solar 
430 East 8th Street, Unit 5010, Holland, MI 
49423 

Pro-Tech Group – Apparatus and Method for 
Handling Cargo 

21555 Melrose Avenue, Suite 24, Southfield, 
MI 48075 

Refugee Development Center – Solar  
5509 S. Pennsylvania Avenue, Lansing, MI 
48911 

Regents of the University of Michigan – 
Community Solar 

3003 South State Street, Ann Arbor, MI 
48109 

Solar Tonic – Solar Smart Poles 
3858 Bestech Road, Suite C, Ypsilanti, MI 
48197 

Superior Watershed Partnership – Home Energy 
Assessments/Home Solar-EV Charging Stations 

9 Peter White Drive, Marquette, MI 49855 

The New Foster Care – Solar Green 
Roof/EMS/Battery System 

1615 South Telegraph Road, Bloomfield, MI 
48302 

Traverse City Horse Shows – Rooftop and Ground 
Solar 

6535 Bates Road, Williamsburg, MI 49690 
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Traverse City Light and Power – Solar and Battery 
Storage 

1131 Hastings Street, Traverse City, MI 
49686 

Trinity Health – Zero Emissions Facility 
200 Jefferson Avenue SE, Grand Rapids, MI 
49503 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site #1- 
1675 E Sherman, Muskegon, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site #1- 
1675 E Sherman, Muskegon, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site #2- 
377 Schaefer, Detroit, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site #2- 
377 Schaefer, Detroit, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site #3- 
400 B Drive N, Albion, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site #3- 
400 B Drive N, Albion, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site #4- 
200 Cloverleaf, Houghton Lake, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site #4- 
200 Cloverleaf, Houghton Lake, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site #5- 
150 Seaway, Muskegon, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site #5- 
150 Seaway, Muskegon, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site #6- 
810 Delta Commerce, Lansing, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site #6- 
810 Delta Commerce, Lansing, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site #7- 
2282 Water, Port Huron, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site #7- 
2282 Water, Port Huron, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site #8- 
6080 M55, Cadillac, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site #8- 
6080 M55, Cadillac, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site #9- 
1000 US 23 N, Alpena, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site #9- 
1000 US 23 N, Alpena, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#10- 31414 Ecorse, Romulus, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#10- 31414 Ecorse, Romulus, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#11- 910 American, Lansing, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#11- 910 American, Lansing, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#12- 8258 Arnt, Watervliet, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#12- 8258 Arnt, Watervliet, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#13- 3915 3 Mile, Bay City, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 
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Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#13- 3915 3 Mile, Bay City, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#14- 55 Rapson, Bad Axe, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#14- 55 Rapson, Bad Axe, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#15- 940 7th, Evart, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#15- 940 7th, Evart, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#16- 20313 Thirteen Mile, Roseville, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#16- 20313 Thirteen Mile, Roseville, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#17- 32800 Stephenson, Madison Heights, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#17- 32800 Stephenson, Madison Heights, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#18- 680 US 2, St. Ignace, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#18- 680 US 2, St. Ignace, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#19- 1805 John A Papaias, Lincoln Park, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#19- 1805 John A Papaias, Lincoln Park, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#20- 750 US 2, St. Ignace, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#20- 750 US 2, St. Ignace, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 240 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#21- 898 VanDyke, Bad Axe, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universal EV – 480 kW Charging Stations: Site 
#21- 898 VanDyke, Bad Axe, MI 

305 West Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, 
Texas 75023 

Universalist Unitarian Church of Farmington – 
Solar Array 

25301 Halstead Road, Farmington Hills, MI 
48335 

Walker Miller – Net Zero Energy Building and 
Climate Resilience Hub 

8045 2nd Avenue, Detroit, MI 48202 

Washington Heights United Methodist Church and 
Community – Community Resilience Hub 
Efficiency Measures 

153 North Wood Street, Battle Creek, MI 
49037 

Wayne County – Solar and Battery Generation 
Planning 

500 Griswold Street, Detroit, MI 48224 
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EVALUATION SYNOPSIS 

Evaluation Process 

A responsive proposal is one that is submitted in accordance with the solicitation instructions, 
meets all mandatory requirements identified in the solicitation, and demonstrates the ability to 
successfully perform the duties identified by the solicitation. A nonresponsive proposal is one that 
does not meet the requirements of the solicitation and/or the legislative intention of this grant 
program.  

Meeting the requirements of the RFP does not guarantee a grant award. The number of 
responsive proposals submitted exceeded the available funding amount.   

Proposal Instructions: Evaluation Process 

All proposals received an initial screening to ensure that the eligibility criteria were met. Proposals 
failing to meet the eligibility requirements described in the RFP Section I-B were automatically 
rejected. Proposals meeting the eligibility requirements were evaluated based on the following 
factors: 

• Program Priorities (5 Points) 

• Project Objectives (15 Points) 

• Project Work Plan and Impact (35 Points) 

• Project Feasibility (25 Points) 

• Experience of Organization/Project Team (20 Points) 

The full evaluation process is stated in the RFP Proposal under Part VI: Evaluation and Selection 
Criteria. 

Evaluation Method 

Responses to this solicitation were reviewed by the Solicitation Manager, in collaboration with the 
Joint Evaluation Committee (JEC), which consisted of the following individuals: 

Voting Members 

Dan Scripps, Chair, MPSC  

Katherine Peretick, Commissioner, MPSC 

Shaquila Myers, Commissioner, MPSC 

 

Non-Voting Members 

Amy Rittenhouse, Solicitation Manager, JEC Chairperson, MPSC 

Mike Byrne, Chief Operating Officer, MPSC 
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Evaluation Results 

Applicant # 1: Ann Arbor Charter Township 
Total Score: 90/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Ann Arbor Charter Township did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and did meet the goals, objectives, and requirements 
set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Solar and Battery Storage project. This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B. There were no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives. There were no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a project work plan and impact study, 
scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as outlined in 
Section III-D Tasks. The following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant listed anticipated tasks for the project period but the detailed support on how 

some of those tasks would be successfully completed was unclear.  
b. The overall impact study did not include estimated impacts of social benefits and cost savings 

from the battery storage implementation. 
c. The proposal lacked a clear and thorough description of engaging the community in education 

and outreach efforts. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included their likelihood of success and feasibility to 
achieve the purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the 
established timeframe of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks. The following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant identified potential risks, but some mitigation strategies are not supported by work 

plan or Gantt chart activities. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, as well as 
management and financial procedures, that show their qualifications to be able to oversee and 
implement the project. There were no deficiencies noted. 

  



 

Version 2025-1  Page 7 of 42 

Applicant # 2: Bad Axe Renewable Biofuels 
Total Score: 57/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Bad Axe Renewable Biofuels did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Anaerobic Digester Planning project. This 
determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement as outlined in Section III-B, but the following deficiencies were noted:  
a. The proposal did not accurately demonstrate the environmental burden in a distressed area. 
b. The applicant did not include specificity in the proposed solution method on collaboration with 

Consumers Energy regarding the installation process and cost of connecting to a utility pipeline. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 
requirements as outlined in Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly and adequately explain how the two identified aspects of the MI 

Healthy Climate Plan would be addressed.  
3. Project Work Plan and Impact 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a project work plan and impact study, 
scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as outlined in 
Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The proposal lacked relevant project metrics and did not demonstrate knowledge of the process 

or costs to inject into an existing utility pipeline.  
b. The timeline and funding of the future project being planned for is dependent upon the 

anticipation of the RE-EIED Grant program in 2026, which does not exist at this time. 
c. The proposal lacked a clear and thorough description of engaging the community in education 

and outreach efforts.  
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Identification of staff technical experts for this project is insufficient to determine how this project 

will be delivered and managed. 
b. The applicant did not demonstrate dedicated funding that would allow for the proposed project 

to be delivered and is dependent on the coordination of other anticipated funding sources that 
are not guaranteed or do not exist. 

c. The project planning costs identified in the budget included travel costs, which were not allowed. 
d. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 

for the value of the project.  
e. The applicant did not adequately identify the personnel needed to complete the project. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. A separation of duties was not specified in the quality control measures.  
b. The type of accounting system/software the organization will use to account for grant funds was 

not specified. 
c. An indication of whether internal and external audits of the organization’s operations are 

performed on an annual basis was not specified. 
d. The applicant identified potential outsourcing to other firms and referenced years of experience 

in the project field but did not describe any project results. 
e. The applicant did not demonstrate dedicated funding that would allow for the proposed project 

to be delivered. The applicant expressed a reliance upon potentially qualifying for other financial 
incentives, which may not come to fruition. 
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Applicant # 3: Bioworks Energy 
Total Score: 62/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that BioWorks Energy did meet the mandatory minimum 

requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 

requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Co-Digestion/Anaerobic Digestor/Combined 

Heat and Power project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the 

Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B with no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives with no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of an impact study, scope of work, 
its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as outlined in Section III-D 
Tasks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not specify collaboration with the utility company regarding the Interconnection 

Agreement. 
b. The impact study narrative did not adequately address cost savings or local economic benefits. 
c. The proposal did not demonstrate how the applicant would engage the local community with 

supporting details explaining the approach.  
d. The applicant did not include a work plan that included action steps to accomplish identified 

tasks.  
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not sufficiently identify potential risks and an approach to mitigate them. 
b. The project plan was lacking in narrative and detail surrounding proposed tasks to fulfill the 

scope of work identified target metrics. 
c. The applicant did not adequately identify the personnel needed to complete the project.  
d. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 

for the value of the project. The budget was unclear with two different budgets and funding 
amount requests were submitted with no details in the budget narrative. External funding 
sources and customer rebates were included in the budget proposal without a clear 
understanding of their implications. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not sufficiently explain the organization’s quality control measures.  
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Applicant # 4: City of Detroit 
Total Score: 72/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that the City of Detroit did meet the mandatory minimum 

requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 

requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Solar and Battery Storage project. This 

determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not clearly articulate the building electrification portion of the proposal. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives with no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of an impact study, scope of work, 
its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as outlined in Section III-D 
Tasks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The impact study narrative did not adequately explain the cost savings or local economic benefit 

of the energy recovery systems tasks for the ice rink and pool as identified for the purpose of 
serving as a resilience hub during power outages. 

b. The proposal did not demonstrate how the applicant would engage the local community with 
supporting details explaining the approach.  

c. The overall work plan explanation provided anticipated tasks and relevant project metrics, but 
the applicant did not include an explanation of how some of those tasks would be successfully 
completed to fulfill the scope of work identified target metrics applicable to this grant application. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not sufficiently identify potential risks and an approach to mitigate them. 
b. The applicant did not clearly explain the process and purpose of data identification that was 

going to be collected. 
c. The applicant did not adequately identify the staff technical experts needed to complete the 

project. 
d. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 

for the value of the project.  
e. The applicant did not demonstrate dedicated funding that would allow for the proposed project 

to be delivered. The additional financing identified in the budget is to be secured half-way into 
the project timeline.  

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not sufficiently describe the roles and experience of “in-kind” partners 

assisting with the implementation of the project.   
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Applicant # 5: City of Escanaba 
Total Score: 79/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that the City of Escanaba did meet the mandatory minimum 

requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 

requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Solar Park project. This determination was 

accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not adequately explain the environmental burden criteria for a distressed area. 
b. The applicant received a grant award from MI Solar For All for the same project creating 

duplicate funding. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives with no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate cost effectiveness in the cost benefit analysis of the 

impact study and the implications on rate payers.  
b. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate how the applicant would engage the local community 

with supporting details explaining the approach. 
4.  Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not sufficiently identify potential risks surrounding project delays, and an 

approach to mitigate them. 
b. The project plan was lacking in narrative and detail surrounding community benefits. 
c. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 

for the value of the project, with 100% of the estimated budget for a third-party contractor with 
no itemized details. 

d. The applicant did not demonstrate dedicated funding that would allow for the proposed project 
to be delivered, with a reliance of project costs coming from other funding sources such as 
future potential tax credits. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not sufficiently describe the roles and experience of “in-kind” partners 

assisting with the implementation of the project. 
  



 

Version 2025-1  Page 11 of 42 

Applicant # 6: City of Grand Rapids 
Total Score: 69/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that the City of Grand Rapids did meet the mandatory minimum 

requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 

requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Solar Site project. This determination was 

accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B with no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives with no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not adequately explain collaboration with the utility company regarding the 

Interconnection Agreement. 
b. The applicant did not adequately describe the tasks applicable to this project period with 

relevant project metrics. Some tasks identified in the timeline and workplan are still on the 
planning phase and not included in the requested funding. 

c. The impact study did not adequately address the actual cost savings, environmental impacts, 
and local economic benefits of the proposed solar site. 

d. The proposed tasks and action steps in the project work plan and an explanation of how some 
of those tasks would be successfully completed to fulfill the scope of work identified target 
metrics applicable to this grant application were unclear. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not identify potential risks surrounding project delays, and an approach to 

mitigate them. 
b. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 

for the value of the project, with 100% of the estimated budget for equipment only with no 
itemized detail.  

c. The applicant did not clearly establish that the proposed timeline could be adhered to since a 
plan approval was dependent on the coordination with other entities. 

d. The applicant did not adequately identify the personnel needed to complete the project. 
e. The identified budget and other funding sources to feasibly complete the project beyond the 

cost of equipment being requested in this proposal is unclear. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiency was noted: 
The applicant did not sufficiently describe the special grant state funding of $3 million they received 
and how it is being applied to the project costs.  
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Applicant # 7: City of Kalamazoo 
Total Score: 87/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that the City of Kalamazoo did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and did meet the goals, objectives, and requirements 
set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Carport Solar Array project. This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B. There were no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives. There were no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a project work plan and impact study, 
scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as outlined in 
Section III-D Tasks. The following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The overall work plan explanation provided anticipated tasks and relevant project metrics, but the 

applicant did not include an explanation of how some of those tasks would be successfully 
completed to fulfill the scope of work identified target metrics applicable to this grant application.   

b. The proposal lacked a clear and thorough description of engaging the community in education 
and outreach efforts.  

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included their likelihood of success and feasibility to 
achieve the purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the 
established timeframe of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks. The following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. The identification of potential risks and mitigation strategies lacked detail and were not clearly 

supported by the work plan tasks or Gantt chart timeline. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, as well as 
management and financial procedures, that show their qualifications to be able to oversee and 
implement the project. The following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not sufficiently describe the Green Revolving Fund and who will have access to 

it or benefit from it.  
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Applicant # 8: City of Roseville 
Total Score: Not Responsive 

The Evaluation Team determined that the City of Roseville did not meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and the proposal was not evaluated against the 
Evaluation Criteria for consideration to grant funding for the Electric Vehicle Fleet project.  

1. The proposal does not meet the eligibility criteria for a renewable energy and electrification 
infrastructure enhancement and development project. 
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Applicant # 9: City of Ypsilanti 
Total Score: 90/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that the City of Ypsilanti did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and did meet the goals, objectives, and requirements 
set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Residential Solar project. This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B. There were no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives. There were no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a project work plan, scope of work, its 
merit, quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, and aspects of an impact study, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks. The following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant included aspects and details of an impact study that were summarized in the 

proposal, but an actual impact study was not included.  
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included their likelihood of success and feasibility to 
achieve the purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the 
established timeframe of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks. There were no 
deficiencies noted. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, as well as 
management and financial procedures, that show their qualifications to be able to oversee and 
implement the project. The following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not include an organizational chart in the proposal, but the project team and 

their experience were clearly explained. 
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Applicant # 10: Detroit Skating Club 
Total Score: 60/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Detroit Skating Club did meet the mandatory minimum 

requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 

requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Rooftop Solar project. This determination was 

accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included some aspects of a Method for Addressing 
the Problem Statement as outlined in Section III-B, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not identify the project location to be in a distressed area.  
b. It was unclear how the proposed solution method to help reduce energy burden in Pontiac 

would be accomplished.  
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 
requirements as outlined in Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. It was unclear how the rooftop solar installation on the building would reduce energy burdens 

and improve air quality in the surrounding area. It was also not clear why there was a 
discrepancy in the identified PV solar system being installed (1.09 MW vs. 800 kW). 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not describe relevant project metrics and action steps with an explanation of 

how they would be accomplished for the anticipated tasks in the work plan. 
b. The applicant did not adequately address the cost savings in the impact study beyond the 

benefit of decreasing operating expenses to support the claim that the project could potentially 
bring local economic benefits to the neighboring community of Pontiac. 

c. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate how the applicant would engage the local community 
with supporting details explaining the approach.  

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not provide an adequate description of the anticipated expenses being 

requested for the project, making it unclear if the proposed project is obtainable. 
b. The proposal did not clearly identify which of the proposed tasks are applicable to this project 

to fulfill the scope of the work plan/meet identified target metrics. 
c. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 

for the value of the project, and applicable to the identified scope of work.  
d. The applicant did not establish that the proposed timeline could be adhered to with 

discrepancies in the identified completion dates, the end date, the workplan timeline, and the 
personnel salary. 

e. The applicant did not adequately describe the experience/responsibilities of the identified 
personnel needed to complete the project. 

f. The applicant did not demonstrate dedicated funding, including other funding sources, that 
would allow for the proposed project to be delivered.  

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
a. The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 

management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, 
but the following deficiencies were noted. 

b. The applicant did not identify the organization’s data security plan. 
c. The applicant did not identify the relevant activities from present through the previous ten years, 

including project results. 
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Applicant # 11: DTE Electric 
Total Score: 72/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that DTE Electric did meet the mandatory minimum requirements 

outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in 

the RFP to grant funding for the Community Solar project. This determination was accomplished by 

evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included some aspects of a Method for Addressing 
the Problem Statement as outlined in Section III-B, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not provide an adequate explanation for the proposed solution method which 

included a requirement that customers must receive free energy efficiency services prior to 
being eligible for this community solar program. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives. There were no deficiencies noted.  

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant provided a project timeline with milestones but the anticipated tasks or action 

steps in the project work plan and how some of those tasks would be successfully completed to 
fulfill the scope of work identified target metrics applicable to this grant application were unclear.  

b. The potential cost savings identified in the impact study for the costs to generate energy from 
the solar park per Mw/h or watt in relation to normal industry rates were unclear.  

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not sufficiently identify potential risks and an approach to mitigate them. 
b. The proposal did not clearly identify the proposed tasks applicable to this project to fulfill the 

scope of the work plan/meet identified target metrics. The project appears to be already 
underway and no land acquisition has occurred. It is not clear how the proposed metrics for the 
number of subscribers who receive weatherization & energy efficiency upgrades, and who 
receive home energy assessments are directly relevant to the actual project. 

c. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 
for the value of the project, and applicable to the identified scope of work.  

d. The applicant did not clearly establish that the proposed timeline could be adhered to with the 
project already underway and a lack of specified tasks in the work plan to meet the identified 
target metrics. 

e. The applicant did not demonstrate dedicated funding, including other funding sources, that 
would allow for the proposed project to be delivered, or how the ongoing maintenance costs 
would be paid for. 

f. The applicant did not include an organizational chart in the proposal. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not identify the relevant activities from present through the previous ten years, 

including project results. 
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Applicant # 12: EcoWorks 
Total Score: 79/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that EcoWorks did meet the mandatory minimum requirements 

outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in 

the RFP to grant funding for the Efficiency-Electrification-Solar-Battery Storage project. This 

determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B, with no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives with no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The project work plan was lacking in narrative and detail surrounding proposed tasks with action 

steps to fulfill the scope of work identified target metrics or budget costs. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not sufficiently identify potential risks and an approach to mitigate those risks. 
b. The applicant did not identify actions steps to implement the project overall work plan with an 

explanation of how some of those tasks would be successfully completed to fulfill the scope of 
work identified target metrics applicable to this grant application. 

c. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 
for the value of the project.  

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not sufficiently provide a justification explanation regarding the financial 

impact of the project personnel serving in an administrative/oversight capacity.  
b. The applicant did not sufficiently identify the financial impact of the project completion if the 

reliance of project costs coming from other funding sources such as future potential tax credits 
was no longer available. 
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Applicant # 13: Genesee County Drain Commissioner 
Total Score: Not Responsive 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Genesee County Drain Commissioner did not meet the 
mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and the proposal was not 
evaluated against the Evaluation Criteria for consideration to grant funding for the Electric Vehicle Fleet 
project.  

1. The applicant did not clearly identify a project timeline within the grant parameters. The project 
Gantt chart reflected an end date for the portion funded by this grant, which has already passed. 

2. The proposal does not clearly meet the eligibility criteria for a renewable energy and electrification 
infrastructure enhancement and development project. The applicant did not clearly identify if the 
proposal was submitted as an infrastructure planning grant or an implementation grant.  
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Applicant # 14: Glen Oaks Cooperative 
Total Score: 86/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Glen Oaks Cooperative did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and did meet the goals, objectives, and requirements 
set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Community Solar project. This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B. There were no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives. There were no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a project work plan, scope of work, its 
merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as outlined in Section III-D Tasks. 
The following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant addressed potential cost savings, environmental impacts, and local economic 

benefits of the project, but did not clearly demonstrate enough detail. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included their likelihood of success and feasibility to 
achieve the purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the 
established timeframe of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks. The following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant identified personnel who would work on the project but did not include an 

organizational chart in the proposal. 
b. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate how the applicant would engage the local community 

with supporting details explaining the approach. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included some details on the project team, as 
well as management and financial procedures, that show their qualifications to be able to oversee 
and implement the project. The following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The accounting system/software and processes the organization will use to account for grant 

funds were not identified. 
b. The proposal did not include a detailed description of how the duties will be separated. 
c. The organization’s data security plan was not identified. 
d. The organization’s relevant activities from present through the previous ten years, including 

project results, were not listed. 
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Applicant # 15: Kwabena Johnson – Plug Zen 
Total Score: 69/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Kwabena Johnson with Plug Zen did meet the mandatory 

minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 

requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the EV Charging Stations project. This 

determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
a. The applicant did not identify if the project is located in a distressed area because the 

installation sites were not yet selected.  
b. The project’s proposed solution method included the installation of a prototype unit that is still 

under development and the number of stations being proposed is not confirmed or finalized.  
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives. There were no deficiencies noted.  

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not adequately identify if the proposal was submitted as an infrastructure 

planning grant or an implementation grant. 
b. The applicant did not provide a detailed workplan with anticipated tasks and relevant project 

metrics that included a clear explanation of how those tasks would be successfully completed to 
fulfill the scope of work identified target metrics applicable to this grant application. 

c. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate how the applicant would engage the local community 
with supporting details explaining the approach. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not identify the key locations to install the charging stations.  
b. It is unclear if the prototype charging units will be ready for deployment within the specified 

timeline. 
c. The applicant did not adequately identify the personnel and technical experts for the project 

team, yet to be hired, needed to complete the project. 
d. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 

for the value of the project, and applicable to the identified scope of work.  
e. The applicant did not clearly establish that the proposed timeline could be adhered to with a 

discrepancy in the project end date and a lack of specified tasks in the work plan to meet the 
identified target metrics. 

f. The applicant did not demonstrate dedicated funding, including other funding sources, that 
would allow for the proposed project to be delivered. The applicant did not provide sufficient 
information explaining the customer rebate program or the actual number of charging stations to 
be installed. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not sufficiently describe the relevant activities from present through the 

previous ten years, including project results. The project is still in the development phase and 
seeking UL certification of a five-station prototype. 
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Applicant # 16: Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians  
Total Score: 94/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians 
did meet the mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and did meet the 
goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Community Resiliency 
Hub project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation 
Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B. There were no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives. There were no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a project work plan and impact study, 
scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as outlined in 
Section III-D Tasks. The following deficiency was noted: 
a. The overall work plan explanation provided anticipated tasks and relevant project metrics but 

did not include a clear explanation of how those tasks would be successfully completed in action 
steps to fulfill the scope of work identified target metrics applicable to this grant application.   

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included their likelihood of success and feasibility to 
achieve the purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the 
established timeframe of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks. There were no 
deficiencies noted. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, as well as 

management and financial procedures, that show their qualifications to be able to oversee and 

implement the project. The following deficiency was noted: 

a. The applicant listed several projects that are currently underway but did not include supporting 
details for the anticipated results pertaining to the success of those projects. 
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Applicant # 17: Meadowbrook Ag-Grid 
Total Score: Not Responsive 

The Evaluation Team determined that Meadowbrook Ag-Grid did not meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and the proposal was not evaluated against the 
Evaluation Criteria for consideration to grant funding for the Anaerobic Digester Facility RNG project.  

1. The applicant did not identify a project timeline within the grant parameters. The project Gantt chart 
reflected a start and end date for project construction which has already passed.  

2. The proposal does not meet the eligibility criteria for a renewable energy and electrification 
infrastructure enhancement and development project. The identified tasks are not applicable for this 
grant period, and it is unclear if the equipment has already been purchased.  
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Applicant # 18: Michigan Environmental Council 
Total Score: 75/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Michigan Environmental Council did meet the mandatory 

minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 

requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Community EV-PV Garden project. This 

determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B, with no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives with no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant included an impact study for the infrastructure grant which addresses potential 

cost savings, environmental impacts, and local economic benefits, but did not clearly explain 
how the claim of unused solar would provide benefits. 

b. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate how the applicant would engage the local community 
with supporting details explaining the approach. 

c. The project plan was lacking in narrative and detail in a work plan identifying actions steps to 
accomplish the identified tasks listed on the Gantt chart. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not sufficiently identify potential risks and an approach to mitigate those risks. 
b. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 

for the value of the project in the budget. 
c. The applicant did not clearly identify project team personnel in an organizational chart in the 

proposal. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included a description of the organization and its 
employees, management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the 
project, with no deficiencies noted.  
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Applicant # 19: Next Energy 
Total Score: 69/100   

The Evaluation Team determined that Next Energy did meet the mandatory minimum requirements 

outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in 

the RFP to grant funding for the Energy Storage Integration/EV Charging/Mobile Solar project. This 

determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included some aspects of a Method for Addressing 
the Problem Statement as outlined in Section III-B, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not adequately explain how the end result of this proposed project will support 

renewable energy and electrification infrastructure enhancement and development in Michigan. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 
requirements as outlined in Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiencies were noted:  
a. The proposal did not clearly and adequately explain how the two identified aspects of the Mi 

Healthy Climate Plan would be addressed.  
3. Project Work Plan and Impact 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant provided a project timeline with milestones but did not clearly describe the 

anticipated tasks or action steps in the project work plan with an explanation of how some of 
those tasks would be successfully completed to fulfill the scope of work identified target metrics 
applicable to this grant application.  

b. The applicant did not adequately address in the impact study the potential cost savings and 
local economic impacts the pilot project will have or how the demonstration will be integrated 
into the communities. 

4. Project Feasibility  
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. The applicant did not clearly identify the potential risks and explain mitigation strategies 
b. The proposal did not clearly identify the proposed tasks applicable to this project to fulfill the 

scope of the work plan/meet identified target metrics to ensure the project is obtainable. 
c. The applicant did not list the project team personnel in an org chart in the proposal. 
d. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in 

line for the value of the project, and applicable to the identified scope of work. 
5. Experience of the Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included a description of the organization and its 

employees, management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the 

project, with no deficiencies noted. 
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Applicant # 20: North End Woodward Community Coalition  
Total Score: 79/100   

The Evaluation Team determined that the North End Woodward Community Coalition did meet the 
mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and did not meet the goals, 
objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Community Solar Trust 
project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B. There were no deficiencies noted.  

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives. There were no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a project work plan and impact study, 
scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as outlined in 
Section III-D Tasks. The following deficiencies were noted: 
The overall work plan explanation provided noted: 
a. The applicant did not provide a thorough description of the anticipated tasks and relevant 

project metrics with an explanation of how those tasks would be successfully completed in the 
work plan action steps to fulfill the scope of work and identified target metrics, i.e., project 
parameters for monetizing a bill credit.  

b. The applicant included an impact study which addresses potential cost savings, environmental 
impacts, and local economic benefits, but did not include detailed information explaining how 
many people would receive the 30% discount on their energy bill. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included their likelihood of success and feasibility to 
achieve the purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the 
established timeframe of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not identify the potential risks and explain mitigation strategies. 
b. The applicant received a grant award from Solar for Savings for a similar concept that would 

impact the overall funding request for this project. 
c. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 

for the value of the project, and applicable to the identified scope of work  
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, as well as 

management and financial procedures, that show their qualifications to be able to oversee and 

implement the project. There were no deficiencies noted. 
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Applicant # 21: Prism Power Partners 
Total Score: 66/100   

The Evaluation Team determined that the Prism Power Partners did meet the mandatory minimum 

requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 

requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Energy Storage and Solar project. This 

determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included some aspects of a Method for Addressing 
the Problem Statement as outlined in Section III-B, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not identify the project location to be in a distressed area.  
b. The applicant did not clearly explain that the proposed solution method will support renewable 

energy and electrification infrastructure enhancement and development in Michigan.  
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 
requirements as outlined in Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiencies were noted:  
a. The proposal did not clearly and adequately explain how the three identified aspects of the Mi 

Healthy Climate Plan would be addressed.    
3. Project Work Plan and Impact 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiencies were noted:  
a. The applicant did not adequately address in the impact study the potential cost savings, 

environmental impacts and local economic impacts the pilot project will have or how the 
demonstration will be integrated into the communities. 

b. The applicant did not explain how they will engage the local community with supporting details 
explaining the approach beyond developing a demonstration for industry best practices. 

c. The applicant did not provide a thorough description of the anticipated tasks and relevant 
project metrics with an explanation of how those tasks would be successfully completed in the 
work plan action steps to fulfill the scope of work and identified target metrics. 

d. The applicant did not adequately identify the personnel and technical experts for the project 
team needed to complete the project.  

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not clearly establish that the battery energy storage system would feasibly be 

integrated into utility scale grid resiliency services that would support renewable energy and 
electrification infrastructure enhancement and development in Michigan. 

b. The applicant did not adequately describe an interconnection agreement element with the 
Midcontinent Independent System Operator that could be required to feasibility complete the 
project. 

c. The applicant did not provide an organizational chart in the proposal that clearly identified the 
personnel for the project oversight.  

d. The applicant did not demonstrate dedicated funding, including other funding sources, that 
would allow for the proposed project to be delivered. The applicant did not provide a detailed 
description that clearly established the costs are in line for the value of the project, and 
applicable to the identified scope of work. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not include how the duties will be separated to oversee the project. 
b. The applicant did not include the relevant activities from present through the previous ten years, 

including project results.   
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Applicant # 22: Pro-Tech Group 
Total Score: Not Responsive 

The Evaluation Team determined that Pro-Tech Group did not meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and the proposal was not evaluated against the 
Evaluation Criteria for consideration to grant funding for the Cargo Handling project.  

1. The proposal did not meet the eligibility criteria for a renewable energy and electrification 
infrastructure enhancement and development project. The product is still in the research and 
development phase and was not presented as or indicative of planning or permanent infrastructure.  

2. The applicant did not identify a project timeline within the grant parameters. The Gantt chart reflects 
a start and end date for project construction which has already passed before the grant period is set 
to begin.  

3. The applicant did not provide a budget that accurately represented the proposed project costs.  
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Applicant # 23: Refugee Development Center  
Total Score: 93/100   

The Evaluation Team determined that Refugee Development Center did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and did meet the goals, objectives, and requirements 
set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Solar project. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B. There were no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives. There were no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a project work plan and impact study, 
scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as outlined in 
Section III-D Tasks. The following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not provide a thorough description of the anticipated tasks and relevant 

project metrics with an explanation of how those tasks would be successfully completed in the 
work plan action steps to fulfill the scope of work and identified target metrics.   

b. The applicant included an Impact study which appropriately addresses potential cost savings, 
environmental impacts, and local economic benefits, but did not provide a clear explanation on 
how energy savings will be passed to organizations through decreased rental prices and how 
much rent is anticipated to decrease or for what length of time. 

c. The applicant did not sufficiently explain how they will engage the local community with 
supporting details explaining the approach which was scheduled outside of the project period. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included their likelihood of success and feasibility to 
achieve the purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the 
established timeframe of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following 
deficiency was noted. 
a. The applicant did not provide an organizational chart in the proposal that clearly identified the 

personnel for the project oversight.  
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, as well as 

management and financial procedures, that show their qualifications to be able to oversee and 

implement the project. There were no deficiencies noted. 
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Applicant # 24: Regents of University of Michigan  
Total Score: 98/100   

The Evaluation Team determined that Regents of University of Michigan did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and did meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Community Solar Planning project. This 
determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B. There were no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives. There were no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a project work plan and impact study, 
scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as outlined in 
Section III-D Tasks. The following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant provided an explanation of potential cost savings, anticipated tasks and relevant 

project metrics, but did not provide a detailed narrative of where energy savings will be 
dedicated.   

b. The applicant did not explain how they will engage the local community with supporting details 
explaining the approach. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included their likelihood of success and feasibility to 
achieve the purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the 
established timeframe of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks. There were no 
deficiencies noted. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, as well as 

management and financial procedures, that show their qualifications to be able to oversee and 

implement the project. There were no deficiencies noted. 
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Applicant # 25: Solar Tonic  
Total Score: 90/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Solar Tonic did meet the mandatory minimum requirements 
outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and did meet the goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in the 
RFP to grant funding for the Solar Smart Poles project. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B. There were no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives. There were no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a project work plan and impact study, 
scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as outlined in 
Section III-D Tasks. The following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The impact study appropriately addressed the potential cost savings, environmental impacts, 

and local economic benefits for this project, but did not include results from a previous award.  
b. It was not clear how the “Let Communities Choose" document attached to the impact study was 

relevant to smart poles.  
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included their likelihood of success and feasibility to 
achieve the purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the 
established timeframe of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not identify the potential risks and explain mitigation strategies. 
b. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 

for the value of the project, and applicable to the identified scope of work. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, as well as 

management and financial procedures, that show their qualifications to be able to oversee and 

implement the project, but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. The applicant did not identify how duties would be separated for project oversight.  
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Applicant # 26: Superior Watershed Partnership  
Total Score: 88/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Superior Watershed Partnership did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and did meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Home Energy Assessment/Solar-EV Charging 
Stations project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation 
Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B. There were no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives. There were no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a project work plan and impact study, 
scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as outlined in 
Section III-D Tasks. The following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not provide supporting details explaining how households will be selected for 

the direct household assistance. 
b. The overall work plan explanation provided anticipated tasks and relevant project metrics but 

did not provide an explanation of how some of those tasks would be successfully completed in 
the associated action steps and how and when locations would be identified for the community 
and home energy assistance.  

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included their likelihood of success and feasibility to 
achieve the purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the 
established timeframe of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not identify the potential risks and explain mitigation strategies. 
b. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 

for the value of the project, and applicable to the identified scope of work. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, as well as 

management and financial procedures, that show their qualifications to be able to oversee and 

implement the project, but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. The applicant did not clearly explain within other funding sources if the home energy kits already 
being offered are duplicative of the weatherization efforts and separated from the 
implementation of this project.  
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Applicant # 27: The New Foster Care  
Total Score: 92/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that The New Foster Care did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and did meet the goals, objectives, and requirements 
set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Green Roof/EMS/Battery System project. This 
determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the Problem 
Statement as outlined in Section III-B. There were no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included the MI Healthy Climate Plan requirements 
as outlined in Section III-C Objectives. There were no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a project work plan and impact study, 
scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as outlined in 
Section III-D Tasks. The following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not clearly explain in the impact study what the building’s solar potential is to 

verify if siting is appropriate for the adaptive re-use rooftop construction. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included their likelihood of success and feasibility to 
achieve the purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the 
established timeframe of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not clearly identify the potential risks and explain mitigation strategies. 
b. The applicant did not clearly identify the project team personnel on the organizational chart. 
c. The applicant did not clearly establish that all of the project costs are applicable to the identified 

scope of work. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, as well as 

management and financial procedures, that show their qualifications to be able to oversee and 

implement the project. There were no deficiencies noted. 
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Applicant # 28: Traverse City Horse Shows 
Total Score: 52/100   

The Evaluation Team determined that the Traverse City Horse Shows did meet the mandatory 

minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 

requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Rooftop and Ground Solar project. This 

determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included some aspects of a Method for Addressing 
the Problem Statement as outlined in Section III-B, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not identify the project location to be in a distressed area.  

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 
requirements as outlined in Section III-C Objectives, with no deficiencies noted.  

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The proposal was not clearly identified as an infrastructure project with elements still in the 

planning stage. 
b. The applicant did not include an impact study that adequately addressed the potential cost 

savings, environmental impacts and local economic impacts. Conducting an impact study is yet 
to be completed. 

c. The applicant did not explain how they will engage the local community with supporting details 
explaining the approach. 

d. The applicant did not provide a detailed and thorough project work plan narrative with an 
explanation of how those tasks would be successfully completed in proposed action steps to 
fulfill the scope of work and tasks identified target metrics area.  

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not identify potential risks and an approach to mitigate those risks. 
b. The applicant did not provide an adequate description of the proposed project, impact study, 

and action steps to determine if it is obtainable and scientifically sound.  
c. The applicant did not provide an organizational chart in the proposal that clearly identified the 

personnel for the project oversight or staff technical experts for this project. 
d. The applicant did not demonstrate dedicated funding or other funding sources that would allow 

for the proposed project to be delivered. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that 
clearly established the costs are in line for the value of the project, and applicable to the 
identified scope of work. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not include quality control measures, how the duties will be separated, or the 

agency’s data security plan for project oversight.  
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Applicant # 29: Traverse City Light and Power 
Total Score: 86/100  

The Evaluation Team determined that the Traverse City Light and Power did meet the mandatory 

minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 

requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Solar and Battery Storage project. This 

determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included some aspects of a Method for Addressing 
the Problem Statement as outlined in Section III-B, but the following deficiency was noted. 
a. According to PA 121 of 2024, sec 1006 (7), grants must be awarded on a competitive basis with 

priority given to applicants in a distressed area. The applicant did not identify the project location 
as being in a distressed area. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 
requirements as outlined in Section III-C Objectives, with no deficiencies noted.  

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not adequately address the potential cost savings, environmental impacts and 

local economic impacts for a community in a distressed area. 
b. The applicant did not adequately explain how they would engage the local community with 

supporting details explaining the approach. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, but the following deficiencies 
were noted. 
a. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 

for the value of the project. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiency was noted. 
a. The applicant did not include the organization's current funding source and the level of funding 

for the current year and the previous ten years. 
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Applicant # 30: Trinity Health Grand Rapids 
Total Score: 78/100    

The Evaluation Team determined that the Trinity Health Grand Rapids did meet the mandatory 

minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 

requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Zero Emissions Facility Planning project. This 

determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

2. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included some aspects of a Method for Addressing 
the Problem Statement as outlined in Section III-B, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not identify the project location as being in a distressed area.  

3. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 
requirements outlined in Section III-C Objectives, with no deficiencies noted.  

4. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not provide a thorough description of the anticipated tasks and relevant 

project metrics with an explanation of how those tasks would be successfully completed in the 
work plan action steps to fulfill the scope of work and identified target metrics.  

5. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not identify potential risks and an approach to mitigate those risks. 
b. The applicant did not provide an adequate description of the proposed project and action steps 

to determine if it is obtainable and scientifically sound.  
c. The applicant did not provide an org chart or clearly describe the qualifications of the personnel 

for the project oversight or staff technical experts for this project. 
d. The applicant did not demonstrate dedicated funding or other funding sources that would allow 

for the proposed project to be delivered. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that 
clearly established the costs are in line for the value of the project, and applicable to the 
identified scope of work. 

6. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not include the agency’s data security plan. 
b. The applicant did not include the organization's current funding source and the level of funding 

for the current year and the previous ten years. 
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Applicant # 31: Universal EV 
Total Score: 100/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Universal EV did meet the mandatory minimum requirements 
outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and did meet the goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in the 
RFP to grant funding for the Charging Station project. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement as outlined in Section III-B, with no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 
requirements outlined in Section III-C Objectives, with no deficiencies noted.  

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, with no deficiencies noted. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, with no deficiencies noted. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, 
with no deficiencies noted. 
 

The total dollar amount for the 42 separate project applications proposed by Universal EV 

exceeded the amount of funding that is available from the RE-EIED Grant. As a result, a select 

number of project sites received an award for funding. The awarded locations represent 

geographical diversity across the state of Michigan. They also reflect the boilerplate language in 

Public Act 121 of 2024 around aligning with prioritizing projects located within distressed areas of 

the state, and balancing electric vehicle charging infrastructure grants between those that offer 

charging at or above 200 kilowatts and those that offer charging at or above 350 kilowatts.   

 

I. UNIVERSAL EV: Site at 1000 US 23N, Alpena, MI - 240kW dual port DC fast charging 
(DCFC) station  

II. UNIVERSAL EV: Site at 200 Cloverleaf, Houghton Lake, MI - 480kW dual port DC fast 
charging (DCFC) station 

III. UNIVERSAL EV: Site at 2282 Water, Port Huron, MI - 480kW dual port DC fast charging 
(DCFC) station  

IV. UNIVERSAL EV: Site at 32800 Stephenson, Madison Heights, MI - 480kW dual port DC fast 
charging (DCFC) station 
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Applicant # 32: Universalist Unitarian Church of Farmington 
Total Score: Not Responsive 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Universalist Unitarian Church of Farmington did not meet the 
mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 and the proposal was not 
evaluated against the Evaluation Criteria for consideration to grant funding for the Solar Array project.  

1. The applicant did not identify a project timeline start and end date within the established grant 
timeline parameters.  

2. The applicant did not submit a budget and budget narrative that accurately represented the 
proposed project costs with itemized detail.   
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Applicant # 33: Walker Miller Energy Services 
Total Score: 72/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Walker Miller Energy Services did meet the mandatory minimum 

requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 

requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Net Zero Energy Building/Climate Resilience 

Hub project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation 

Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement as outlined in Section III-B, with no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 
requirements outlined in Section III-C Objectives, with no deficiencies noted.  

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of a project work plan and impact 
study, scope of work, its merit, and quality and depth of detail in the information submitted, as 
outlined in Section III-D Tasks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not provide a thorough description of the anticipated tasks and relevant 

project metrics with an explanation of how those tasks would be successfully completed in the 
work plan action steps to fulfill the scope of work and identified target. 

b. The applicant did not include an impact study that adequately addressed the potential cost 
savings, environmental impacts and local economic impacts to determine the merit of the 
project. 

c. The applicant did not explain how they would engage the local community with supporting 
details explaining the approach. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not clearly identify potential risks and an approach to mitigate those risks. 
b. The applicant did not provide an adequate description of the proposed project, impact study, 

and action steps to determine if the project is obtainable and scientifically sound. 
c. The applicant did not provide an organizational chart or clearly describe the qualifications of the 

personnel for the project oversight or staff technical experts for this project. 
d. The applicant did not demonstrate dedicated funding or other funding sources that would allow 

for the proposed project to be delivered. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that 
clearly established the costs are in line for the value of the project, and applicable to the 
identified scope of work. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project with 
no deficiencies noted. 
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Applicant # 34: Washington Heights United Methodist Church and Community 
Total Score: 73/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Washington Heights United Methodist Church and Community 

did meet the mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the 

goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Community Resilience 

Hub Efficiency Measures project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to 

the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included some aspects of a Method for Addressing 
the Problem Statement as outlined in Section III-B, with no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 
requirements outlined in Section III-C Objectives, with no deficiencies noted.  

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
a. The applicant did not provide a thorough description of the anticipated tasks and relevant 

project metrics with an explanation of how those tasks would be successfully completed in the 
work plan action steps to fulfill the scope of work and identified target. 

b. The applicant did not include an impact study that adequately addressed the potential cost 
savings, environmental impacts and local economic impacts, including the benefits of battery 
storage calculations. The number of hours the hub would provide backup electricity is also a 
lower benefit.  

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not establish that the allotted timeline for the completion of permits and 

installation phases was within the grant timeline parameters. 
b. The applicant did not identify potential risks and an approach to mitigate those risks. 
c. The applicant did not demonstrate that all of the personnel costs are in line for the value of the 

project, and applicable to the identified scope of work. 
d. The applicant did not demonstrate dedicated funding or other funding sources that would allow 

for the proposed project to be delivered.  
e. The applicant did not provide a detailed description that clearly established the costs are in line 

for the value of the project, and applicable to the identified scope of work. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The applicant did not explain if other funding sources are being used for the successful 

completion of the project. 
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Applicant # 35: Wayne County 
Total Score: 75/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Wayne County did meet the mandatory minimum requirements 

outlined in Public Act 121 of 2024 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in 

the RFP to grant funding for the Solar and Battery Generation Feasibility Study Planning project. This 

determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included some aspects of a Method for Addressing 
the Problem Statement as outlined in Section III-B, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The project did not clearly articulate a proposed end result solution that will support renewable 

energy and electrification infrastructure enhancement and development in Michigan. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 
requirements outlined in Section III-C Objectives, with no deficiencies noted.  

3. Project Work Plan and Impact 
a. The applicant did not provide a thorough description of the anticipated tasks and relevant 

project metrics with an explanation of how those tasks would be successfully completed in the 
work plan action steps to fulfill the scope of work and identified target. 

b. The applicant did not explain how they will engage the local community with a supporting details 
explaining the approach. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included aspects of project feasibility to achieve the 
purpose and tasks required by this RFP, with identified personnel, within the established timeframe 
of the grant, and with consideration of potential risks, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not clearly identify potential risks and an approach to mitigate those risks. 
b. The applicant did not demonstrate dedicated funding or other funding sources that would allow 

for the proposed project to be delivered.  
c. Two budget narratives were submitted in the proposal and the applicant did not provide a 

complete description that clearly established the costs are in line for the value of the project, 
and applicable to the identified scope of work. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included aspects of the project team, 
management and financial procedures, and qualifications to oversee and implement the project, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The applicant did not explain if other funding sources are being used for the successful 

completion of the project. 
b. The applicant did not explain the management procedures being used to complete the proposed 

project. 
c. The applicant did not include how duties will be separated or provide a clear explanation of the 

claim that there is an overlap of project areas between potential RE-EIED planning funds and 
the existing grant funding. 

d. The applicant did not include relevant activities from present through the previous ten years, 
including project results. 
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Evaluation Summary  

 Applicant Selection Criteria 
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1 Ann Arbor Charter Township 5 15 28 22 20 90 

2 Bad Axe Renewable Biofuels 1 8 20 15 13 57 

3 BioWorks Energy 5 15 16 9 17 62 

4 City of Detroit 4 15 20 14 19 72 

5 City of Escanaba 4 15 25 17 18 79 

6 City of Grand Rapids 5 15 22 11 16 69 

7 City of Kalamazoo 5 15 29 19 19 87 

8 City of Roseville - - - - - 0 

9 City of Ypsilanti 5 15 26 24 20 90 

10 Detroit Skating Club 1 10 18 14 17 60 

11 DTE Electric 3 15 24 14 16 72 

12 EcoWorks 5 15 27 14 18 79 

13 Genesee County Drain Commissioner - - - - - 0 

14 Glen Oaks Cooperative 5 15 30 24 12 86 

15 Kwabena Johnson (Plug Zen) 1 15 26 13 14 69 

16 
Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa Indians 

5 15 31 25 18 94 

17 Meadowbrook Ag Grid - - - - - 0 

18 Michigan Environmental Council 5 15 18 17 20 75 

19 Next Energy 3 12 22 16 16 69 

20 North End Woodward Community Coalition 4 15 23 21 16 79 

21 Prism Power Partners 1 9 21 18 17 66 

22 Pro-Tech Group - - - - - 0 

23 Refugee Development Center 5 15 29 24 20 93 

24 Regents of the University of Michigan 5 15 33 25 20 98 

25 Solar Tonic 5 15 31 20 19 90 

26 Superior Watershed Partnership 5 15 31 18 19 88 

27 The New Foster Care 5 15 31 21 20 92 

28 Traverse City Horse Shows 3 15 6 14 14 52 

29 Traverse City Light and Power 2 15 30 21 18 86 

30 Trinity Health Grand Rapids 3 15 30 16 14 78 

31 Universal EV (42 Proposals) 5 15 35 25 20 100 

32 Universalist Unitarian Church of Farmington - - - - - 0 

33 Walker Miller 5 15 11 21 20 72 

34 
Washington Heights United Methodist Church and 
Community 

5 15 19 15 19 73 

35 Wayne County 3 15 24 17 16 75 
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Award Summary 

The following table shows a summary of the grant award amounts. 

 Applicant Award 
Amount 

1 Ann Arbor Charter Township $152,450.00 

2 City of Kalamazoo $452,652.00 

3 City of Ypsilanti $250,000.00 

4 Glen Oaks Cooperative $68,000.00 

5 Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians $357,396.00 

6 Refugee Development Center $255,137.00 

7 Regents of the University of Michigan $271,010.00 

8 Solar Tonic $399,981.00 

9 Superior Watershed Partnership $358,074.00 

10 The New Foster Care $1,279,000.00 

11 Universal EV: 200 Cloverleaf, Houghton Lake, MI $276,725.00 

12 Universal EV: 2282 Water, Port Huron, MI $276,725.00 

13 Universal EV: 1000 US 23N, Alpena, MI $201,125.00 

14 Universal EV: 32800 Stephenson, Madison Heights, MI $276,725.00 

 Total Awards $4,875,000.00 

I. Negotiations 

After the Evaluation Team completed their review and scoring of the applications, the Solicitation 
Manager reached out to those applicants who would be recommended for a reduced award 
amount to request a revised budget and budget narrative be submitted to align with the reduced 
award amount. The Evaluation Team reviewed the updated budgets and budget narratives and 
has accepted those documents and agreed to move forward with the grant awards shown in 
Section V above.  

II. Award Recommendation 

Award recommendation is made to the Applicants in the table in Section V, Award Summary. 
Those applicants most closely aligned with the requirements of Public Act 121 of 2024, and the 
requirements of the RFP. The total grant award amount is $4,875,000.00. 
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