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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 19 entities to receive a grant, totaling 
$20,800,000 pending State Administrative Board approval, if applicable. More information on 
the State Administrative Board can be found at: State Administrative Board. 
 

Background Information: 

This Request for Proposal (RFP) was to solicit responses from businesses, nonprofit 
organizations, local units of government, and Tribal governments for the purposes of planning, 
developing, designing, acquiring, or constructing renewable energy and electrification 
infrastructure projects.  
 
The term of these grants will vary by grantee, with the furthest spending deadline of August 15, 
2026. This grant program has a legislative grant term end date of December 31, 2026. 
 
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 December 20, 2023, with an initial proposal due date of February 21, 
2024. Per Public Act 119 of 2023, 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 April 29, 2024. 

  

https://www.michigan.gov/dtmb/0,5552,7-358-82550_85746_48756---,00.html
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Applicant Address, City, State, Zip Code 

Ag-Grid Energy – Meadowbrook Dairy Farm 
RNG Project 

7 Greenbriar Lane, Kennett Square, PA 
19348 

Alpena Community College – Farming the Sun 
Solar Array Project 

665 Johnson Street, Alpena, MI 49707 

AMS Lundy – Parkway Solar Project 
21355 Hickorywood Ct, Dearborn 
Heights, MI 48127 

Bay Area Transportation Authority – Rooftop 
Solar Project 

3233 Cass Rd. Traverse City, MI 49684 

Bedrock – Detroit Urban Microgrid Project 
Walker Street Acquisition LLC 
630 Woodward Ave, Detroit, MI 48226 

Boys & Girls Club of Grand Rapids Youth 
Commonwealth – Steil Club Electrification and 
Microgrid Project 

235 Straight Ave NW, Grand Rapids, Ml 
40504 

Capital Area Friends of the Environment – 
Lansing Energy Needs Assessment 

418 N Sycamore Street, Lansing MI 
48933 

City of Ann Arbor – Bryant Neighborhood 
Decarbonization Project 

301 E. Huron Street, Ann Arbor, MI 
48104 

City of Escanaba Electric Department – Solar 
Array Project 

410 Ludington Street, Escanaba, MI 
49829 

City of Grand Haven – DPW Facility Solar 
Project 

519 Washington Avenue, Grand Haven, 
MI 49417 

City of Grand Rapids – Butterworth Landfill 
Solar-Powered Electricity Project 

 

City of River Rouge School District – Solar PV 
Project 

1460 W. Coolidge Hwy, River Rouge, MI 
48218 

City of Sterling Heights – Go Green Program 
4055 Utica Road Sterling Heights, MI 
48313 

Consumers Energy – Altec EV Bucket Truck 
and Fast Charger 

1945 West Parnall Rd, Jackson, 
Michigan. 49201 

Consumers Energy – Network Geothermal 
Planning Project 

1945 West Parnall Rd, Jackson, 
Michigan. 49201 

Consumers Energy – Spring Creek Farm RNG 
Project 

1945 West Parnall Rd, Jackson, 
Michigan. 49201 

De Saegher Energy – Renewable Fuel 
Production Facility Project 

8068 W. Buchanan Rd, Middleton, MI 
48856 

DTE Electric – City of Detroit Community Solar 
Park Project 

1 Energy Plaza, Detroit, Michigan, 48226 

DTE Electric – City of Highland Park 
Community Solar Park Project 

1 Energy Plaza, Detroit, Michigan, 48226 

DTE Electric – City of River Rouge Community 
Solar Park Project 

1 Energy Plaza, Detroit, Michigan, 48226 

EcoWorks Conner Capuchin Soup Kitchen – 
Solar-Battery-Energy Storage Technologies 
Project 

22400 W. 7 Mile Rd, Detroit, MI 48219 
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EcoWorks Meldrum Capuchin Soup Kitchen – 
Solar-Battery-Energy Storage Technologies 
Project 

22400 W. 7 Mile Rd, Detroit, MI 48219 

EcoWorks SDM2 Project Education – Solar-
Heat Pumps-Energy Saving Technologies 
Project 

22400 W. 7 Mile Rd, Detroit, MI 48219 

EcoWorks Service Center Capuchin Soup 
Kitchen – Solar-Battery-Energy Saving 
Technologies Project 

22400 W. 7 Mile Rd, Detroit, MI 48219 

Electric City ESS (Sturgis) – Battery Storage 
Facility Project 

430 E 8th Street, Unit 5010, Holland, MI 
49423 

Fresh Coast Climate Solutions – MAPMET 
Toolkit for Auto Manufacturers Project 

1301 Lutz Ave, Ann Arbor, MI, 48103 

Genesee County Drain Commission – Waste 
Water Plant Anaerobic Methane Gas Blowers 
Project 

4610 Beecher Rd, Flint, MI, 48532 

Hope Network – Solar Arrays Project 
3075 Orchard Vista Drive SE, Grand 
Rapids, MI 49546 

Kalamazoo Nature Center – Sustainable 
Mobility Hub Project 

7000 North Westnedge Ave, Kalamazoo, 
MI, 49009 

Keweenaw Bay Indian Community – NRD 
Locations Solar and Battery Storage Project 

16429 Beartown Road, Baraga, MI 
49908  
 

Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa Indians – Electrify HUD Housing 
Units 

N4698 US 45, PO Box 249, Watersmeet, 
MI 49969 

Lansing Board of Water & Light – Justice40 
Communities Hometown Energy Program 
(Planning) 

1201 South Washington Ave, PO Box 
13007, Lansing, MI, 48901 

Lansing School District – Gier Park 
Elementary Rooftop Solar Project 

519 W Kalamazoo Street Lansing, MI 
48933 

Leelanau County – Solar Generation Project 
8525 E. Government Center Drive, 
Suttons Bay, MI 49682 

Michigan Environmental Council – Solar 
Production and EV Charging Project 

602 W. Ionia St., Lansing, MI 48933 

Michigan Schools Energy Cooperative – Solar 
PV Deployment Project at K-12 Schools 
(Planning) 

2 Municipal Way, Lansing, MI 48917 

Michigan State University – RNG Upgrading 
Facility Project 

Hannah Administration Building,  
426 Auditorium Road, Room 2,  
East Lansing, MI 48824-2600 

Next Energy – Residential Homes Energy 
Efficiency Upgrades Project 

440 Burroughs Street, Suite 370 
Detroit, MI 48202 

Next Era Energy – Coldwater II Solar Facility 
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, FL 33408 

https://mpsc_reeiedgrantproposals-admin.apps-internal.lara.state.mi.us/Proposals/ViewDocument/59
https://mpsc_reeiedgrantproposals-admin.apps-internal.lara.state.mi.us/Proposals/ViewDocument/59
https://mpsc_reeiedgrantproposals-admin.apps-internal.lara.state.mi.us/Proposals/ViewDocument/59
https://mpsc_reeiedgrantproposals-admin.apps-internal.lara.state.mi.us/Proposals/ViewDocument/35
https://mpsc_reeiedgrantproposals-admin.apps-internal.lara.state.mi.us/Proposals/ViewDocument/35
https://mpsc_reeiedgrantproposals-admin.apps-internal.lara.state.mi.us/Proposals/ViewDocument/35
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Next Era Energy – Marshall Mile Solar Facility 
Project 

700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, FL 33408 

North End Woodward Community Coalition – 
Community Solar Trust Project 

7700 Second Ave Suite 500 
Detroit, MI 48202 

Northwest Regional Airport Authority – Solar 
Photovoltaic and Battery Storage System 
Project 

727 Fly Don't Drive Traverse City, MI 
49686 

Pewamo Westphalia Community Schools – 
Solar Array Project 

5101 South Clintonia Road, Westphalia, 
Ml 48894 

Pioneer Resources – Facility Solar Project 1145 Wesley Ave, Muskegon MI, 49442 

SEMCO Energy – Solar Array Battery Storage 
Project 

1411 Third Street Port Huron, MI 48060 

Solar Tonic – Community Solar LED Smart 
Poles and WiFi Project 

3858 Bestech Rd, Suite C, Ypsilanti, MI 
48197 

Srinergy – Community EV Charging Stations 
Project 

 

Srinergy – Ypsilanti Residential Solar Project  

Utopian Power – Solar Development Project 
2035 Independence Blvd Ann Arbor, MI 
48104 

Vicinity Energy – District Energy System 
Electrification Project 

50 Louis Street Suite 500, Grand 
Rapids, MI 49503 

Village of Chelsea Light and Power – 
Substation Transformer and Voltage 
Regulators Project 

Main Street, Chelsea, MI 48118 

Ypsilanti Performance Space – Solar EV 
Charging Stations Project 

218 Adams Street, Ypsilanti, MI 48197 
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EVALUATION SYNOPSIS 

I. Evaluation Process 

A responsive proposal is one that is submitted in accordance with the solicitation instructions 
and 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 
projects 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 and Impact (20 Points) 

• Project Objectives (20 Points) 

• Project Work Plan (25 Points) 

• Project Feasibility (20 Points) 

• Experience of Organization/Project Team (15 Points) 

• Other Criteria Bonus (1 Point) 

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

II. Evaluation Method 

Responses to this solicitation were reviewed by the Solicitation Manager and the RE-EIED 
Grant 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 

• Alessandra Carreon, Commissioner, MPSC 

Non-Voting Members 

• Amy Rittenhouse, Communications Coordinator, JEC Chairperson, MPSC 

• Mike Byrne, Chief Operating Officer, MPSC 
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III. Evaluation Results 

Applicant # 1: Ag-Grid Energy      
Total Score: 44/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Ag-Grid Energy did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Renewable Natural Gas Project. 
This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation 
Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. Proposal lacked electrification infrastructure beyond cost savings to the farm. 
b. The cost estimates for the interconnection equipment were unclear. 
c. Proposal did not demonstrate local economic impact from the RNG infrastructure 

development. 
d. There was a lack of focus on the project being used for opportunities in this state 

from end-use application for the RNG infrastructure. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Proposal did not include a strong commitment to environmental justice/community 

benefits and lacked in their benefit for Michigan in driving clean innovation in 
industry and protecting air, land and water. 

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The overall work plan explanation was unclear. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Electricity sent to the grid is minimal relative to the investment requested. 
b. Tasks, personnel, and budget were unclear. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
however, the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Proposal did not include enough specificity regarding the separation of duties. 
b. Proposal did not clarify the other funding source benefits. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  

  

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf
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Applicant # 2: Alpena Community College   
Total Score: 93/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Alpena Community College did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and did meet the goals, 
objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Farming the Sun 
Solar Array project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to 
the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted.  

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Alpena Community College is committed to environmental justice, but the proposal 

did not identify how it would apply environmental justice to this project, specifically. It 
does, however, include educational elements and the campus itself helps an 
underserved area. 

3. Project Work Plan  
a. The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included a good quality project work 

plan, but the following deficiency was noted: 
The work plan details for the subcontractor are unclear. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The budget related to some of the personnel is unclear.  

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 

participation in Labor Agreements.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf
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Applicant # 3: AMS Lundy     
Total Score: 51/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that AMS Lundy did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Parkway Solar and EV Project. 
This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation 
Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted. 
a. A lack of clarity surrounding the electricity infrastructure and what the project is 

doing with remaining electricity credits. 
b. Proposal did not clearly demonstrate sufficient community impact 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The proposal does not demonstrate how calculated electric bill credits maximize 

benefits to disadvantaged community members with high energy burden. 
b. It is unknown if charging units will be used by renters. 

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined that the proposal included aspects of a project work 
plan, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Workplan lacked sufficient supporting data. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Proposal lacks data and evidence of engagement with local utility to support the 

multi-dwelling bill crediting concept to completion.  
b. It is not clear whether there are enough identified personnel to complete the project. 
c. The design process is unclear. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
however, the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Proposal did not include enough specificity on collaboration with DTE regarding the 

installation and payment probability. 
b. Proposal was not clear who is taking the lead on the EV charger election/installation 

to ensure success. 
c. Proposal did not specify the organization’s current funding sources. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.   

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf
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Applicant # 4: Bay Area Transportation Authority   
Total Score: 87/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Bay Area Transportation Authority did meet the 
mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 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 and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted.  

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

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included a good quality project work 

plan, but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. It was not clear from the work plan what vendor will be installing the solar panel once 
panels are purchased. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. It is unclear which personnel is performing the project tasks. 
b. Personnel budget is unclear.  

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
however, the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Proposal did not demonstrate the team's experience with this type of infrastructure 

(solar) project. 
b. Proposal did not demonstrate the relationship with/engagement expected from local 

electric providers regarding the project. 
6. Other Criteria Bonus 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  

 

 

 

  

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf
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Applicant # 5: Bedrock     
Total Score: 58/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Bedrock did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Urban Microgrid Project. This 
determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. Proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the overall costs for solar and storage 

are in line for the value of the project. 
b. The local economic benefits and potential cost savings were unclear. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The commitment to environmental justice lacked narrative on community benefits.  
b. The impacts in cleaning the electric grid were not sufficiently described and lacked 

clarity. 
c. The impacts of enabling electric vehicle charging infrastructure was minimal. 

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 

but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. The work plan lacked sufficient supporting data. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The proposal lacked supporting data to determine project potential to support 

renewable energy and electrification infrastructure enhancement and development. 
b. Proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the overall costs for the project are in 

line with the value of the project. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
however, the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Proposal did not specify the organization’s current funding sources. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  

 

 

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf
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Applicant # 6: Boys & Girls Club Grand Rapids Youth Commonwealth  
Total Score: 101/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Boys & Girls Club Grand Rapids Youth 
Commonwealth did meet the mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 
of 2023 and did meet the goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant 
funding for the Electrification and Microgrid Project. This determination was accomplished 
by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted.  

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

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included a good quality project work 

plan, with no deficiencies noted. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, with no deficiencies noted. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  

 

 

 

  

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf
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Applicant # 7: Capital Area Friends of the Environment  
Total Score: Not Responsive 

The Evaluation Team determined that Capital Area Friends of the Environment did not 
meet the mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and the 
proposal was not evaluated against the Evaluation Criteria for consideration to grant 
funding for the Lansing Energy Needs Assessment Project.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf
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Applicant # 8: City of Ann Arbor  
Total Score: 95/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the City of Ann Arbor did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and did meet the goals, 
objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Neighborhood 
Decarbonization Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the 
responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted.  

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

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included a good quality project work 

plan, with no deficiencies noted. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, with the following deficiencies noted: 
a. The retrofit is for a partial neighborhood, and it is unclear if all selected homes can 

be renovated at the estimated costs, and if the customers will purchase the 
upgrades.  

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  

 

 

 

 

  

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf
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Applicant # 9: City of Escanaba     
Total Score: 73/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the City of Escanaba did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not 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 and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted: 
a. The local economic benefits and potential cost savings were unclear.  

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The project lacked explanation of potential barriers regarding the development of the 

brownfield site. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 

but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. The work plan lacked supporting data regarding community benefits of the project. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The feasibility of project completion is dependent upon a competitively bid single 

serve EPC Contractor, and acquiring land that hasn’t yet been purchased, and other 
unknown variables.  

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
however, the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Project completion is dependent on other unsecured funding sources.  
b. Proposal did not clearly demonstrate that the costs for the solar array are in line for 

the value of the project. 
6. Other Criteria Bonus 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  

 

 

  

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf
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Applicant # 10: City of Grand Haven     
Total Score: 74/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the City of Grand Haven did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not 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 and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted. 
a. The local economic benefits and potential cost savings were unclear. 

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

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 

but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. The work plan lacked sufficient supporting data and explanation to support 

community benefits. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Budget narrative is not complete. 
b. Personnel is not clearly defined.  
c. The proposal was unclear in the narrative surrounding the community engagement 

plan.  
d. Proposal did not clearly demonstrate that the costs for the solar array are in line for 

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

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
however, the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Some of the personnel roles are not clearly defined. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  

 

  

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf
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Applicant # 11: City of Grand Rapids     
Total Score: 54/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the City of Grand Rapids did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not 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 and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. The electrification infrastructure location, local economic benefits, and potential cost 

savings were unclear.  
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The approach to deliver benefits from the project’s commitment to an environmental 

justice community for a just transition, repair and decarbonize homes and 
businesses, and support electric vehicle charging infrastructure were not clearly 
explained. 

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 

but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. The work plan lacked sufficient supporting data to support community benefits. 

b.  Location for solar panels between solar over parking and the landfill is not clear. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Personnel is not clearly defined.  
b. Proposal did not clearly demonstrate that the costs for the solar project are in line for 

the value of the project. 
c. Tasks included in the timeline are not clearly explained. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
however, the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The contractor selection and costs are not clearly defined. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 12: City of River Rouge School District     
Total Score: 54/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the City of River Rouge School District did meet the 
mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not 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 and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted. 
a. The method for addressing the problem statement was not clearly identified 

throughout the details of the application. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The details committing to an environmental justice community for a just transition 

through the project was lacking in the narrative.  
b. The cost savings in cleaning the electric grid are unclear. 
c. It is not clear how this project would support future electric vehicle charging 

infrastructure. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 

but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. There is no detailed work plan included in the application. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Proposal lacked information regarding the development of this renewable energy 

and electrification infrastructure project.  
b. The budget does not provide any detail regarding the equipment purchase. 
c. Proposal did not clearly demonstrate that the costs for the solar project are in line for 

the value of the project. 
d. There is no detailed project task list. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 13: City of Sterling Heights     
Total Score: 70/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the City of Sterling Heights did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, 
objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Go Green 
Community Investment Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the 
responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted. 
a. There is a structure for renewable energy and electrification infrastructure 

enhancement and development, but it is unclear whether the logistics to implement 
will be successful. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
b. It is unclear if project considered whether residents own EV vehicles when proposing 

to fund EV chargers across the board in homes. 
3. Project Work Plan 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The work plan did not demonstrate sufficient supporting data to implement the 

project. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The project is dependent on resident participation and a willingness by those 

residents to provide upfront costs and finance upgrades. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
however, the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The role of the City is not clearly defined regarding processing the applications and 

determining resident qualification. 
b. The proposal did not identify how duties would be separated. 
c. It is not clear how the reimbursement to residents for specific categories would work 

since the resident participation is not guaranteed. 
6. Other Criteria Bonus 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did include information about the 

participation in Labor Agreements. 
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Applicant # 14: Consumers Energy  
Total Score: Not Responsive 

The Evaluation Team determined that Consumers Energy did not meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and the proposal was not 
evaluated against the Evaluation Criteria for consideration to grant funding for the Altec EV 
Bucket Truck and Charger.  
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Applicant # 15: Consumers Energy  
Total Score: 90/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Consumers Energy did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and did meet the goals, 
objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Network 
Geothermal Planning. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to 
the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with the following deficiency 
noted: 
a. Scope of proposed project is lacking a reference to customer metrics to inform 

selection process that would feed into the actual future planning. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, with no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included a good quality project work 

plan, with no deficiencies noted. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, with the following deficiency noted: 
a. It is unclear whether this project would develop into an infrastructure build out, but 

evaluating networked geothermal for a low income community is worth the research. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted.  

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 16: Consumers Energy     
Total Score: 55/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Consumers Energy did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, 
objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Spring Creek 
Renewable Natural Gas Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the 
responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. The additional cost estimates for the interconnection equipment were unclear. 
b. The local economic impact and cost savings from the RNG infrastructure 

development was determined not to be sufficient to support funding. 
c. There was a lack of focus on the project being used for opportunities in this state for 

end-use application of the RNG infrastructure to benefit individuals outside of the 
subscriber pool. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The MI Healthy Climate Plan benefits that were identified in the proposal were not 

clear. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. There is not enough supporting data in the workplan to support local economic 

impact from the RNG infrastructure development. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The end result to support renewable energy and electrification infrastructure for non-

subscribers is not demonstrated to a sufficient degree. 
b. The proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the overall costs for the equipment 

are in line with the value of the project. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 17: De Saegher Energy     
Total Score: 60/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that De Saegher Energy did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, 
objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Renewable 
Natural Gas Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to 
the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. Proposal did not demonstrate sufficient local economic impact and cost savings from 

the RNG infrastructure development. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The MI Healthy Climate Plan benefits were not clear as to the broader public and 

specific RNG end user benefits. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Some of the tasks identified in the work plan fall outside of the scope for renewable 

energy and electrification facilities infrastructure development projects. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Proposal did not demonstrate sufficient end results to support renewable energy and 

electrification infrastructure. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 18: DTE Electric     
Total Score: 72/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the DTE Electric did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the City of Detroit Community Solar 
Park Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the 
Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. Proposal did not demonstrate sufficient local economic impact and cost savings. 
b. Proposal did not demonstrate sufficient community partnership and support. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The MI Healthy Climate Plan benefits were not clear as to the environmental justice 

and broader public benefits outside of the subscription service. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Not all tasks within the work plan contained sufficient detail. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. It is not clear if the land purchase is a viable option, or that it will come to fruition.  
b. Budget costs for community engagement was lacking detail. 
c. Proposal did not demonstrate sufficient end results to support renewable energy and 

electrification infrastructure for non-subscribers. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with the following deficiency noted: 
a. Current funding sources were not disclosed. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 19: DTE Electric     
Total Score: 72/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the DTE Electric did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the City of Highland Park Community 
Solar Park Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to 
the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. Proposal did not demonstrate sufficient local economic impact and cost savings. 
b. Proposal did not demonstrate sufficient community partnership and support. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The MI Healthy Climate Plan benefits were not clear as to the environmental justice 

and broader public benefits outside of the subscription service. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Not all tasks within the work plan contained sufficient detail. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. It is not clear if the land purchase is a viable option, or that it will come to fruition.  
b. Budget costs for community engagement were lacking detail. 
c. Proposal did not demonstrate sufficient end results to support renewable energy and 

electrification infrastructure for non-subscribers. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with the following deficiency noted: 
a. Current funding sources were not disclosed. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 20: DTE Electric     
Total Score: 72/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the DTE Electric did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the City of River Rouge Community 
Solar Park Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to 
the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. Proposal did not demonstrate sufficient local economic impact and cost savings. 
b. Proposal did not demonstrate sufficient community partnership and support. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The MI Healthy Climate Plan benefits were not clear as to the environmental justice 

and broader public benefits outside of the subscription service. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Not all tasks within the work plan contained sufficient detail. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. It is not clear if the land purchase is a viable option, or that it will come to fruition.  
b. The budget costs for community engagement were lacking detail. 
c. Proposal did not demonstrate sufficient end results to support renewable energy and 

electrification infrastructure for non-subscribers is not strong. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with the following deficiencies noted: 
a. Current funding sources were not disclosed. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 21: EcoWorks  
Total Score: 101/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that EcoWorks did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and did meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Conner Capuchin Soup Kitchen 
Solar-Battery-Energy Storage Technologies Project. This determination was accomplished 
by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted.  

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

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included a good quality project work 

plan, with no deficiencies noted. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, with no deficiencies noted. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 22: EcoWorks  
Total Score: 101/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that EcoWorks did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and did meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Meldrum Capuchin Soup Kitchen 
Solar-Battery-Energy Storage Technologies Project. This determination was accomplished 
by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted.  

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

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included a good quality project work 

plan, with no deficiencies noted. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, with no deficiencies noted. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 23: EcoWorks  
Total Score: 101/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that EcoWorks did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and did meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Service Center Capuchin Soup 
Kitchen Solar-Battery-Energy Storage Technologies Project. This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted.  

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

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included a good quality project work 

plan, with no deficiencies noted. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, with no deficiencies noted. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  

 

 

 

  

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf


 

Version 2021-1  Page 29 of 60 

Applicant # 24: EcoWorks  
Total Score: 101/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that EcoWorks did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and did meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the SDM2 Project Education Solar-
Heat Pumps-Energy Saving Technologies Project. This determination was accomplished 
by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted.  

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

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included a good quality project work 

plan, with no deficiencies noted. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, with no deficiencies noted. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 25: Electric City ESS  
Total Score: 85/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Electric City ESS did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and did meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Sturgis Battery Storage Facility 
Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the 
Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted. 

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

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included a good quality project work 

plan, but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. Work plan details as presented in the provided impact study regarding project 
implementation were unclear. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The coordination with other funding sources being received for this project were 

identified but not clearly explained. Other sources of funding, including a balance of 
project costs coming from equity and tax equity, were not clearly explained. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly identify the team's management procedures to complete 

this infrastructure project. 
6. Other Criteria Bonus 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 26: Fresh Coast Climate Solutions     
Total Score: 52/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Fresh Coast Climate Solutions did meet the 
mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the 
goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the MAPMET 
Toolkit Planning Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses 
to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. The effectiveness of this toolkit as a method for addressing the problem statement to 

support renewable energy and electrification development was not clearly 
established throughout the details of the application. 

b. The cost benefit analysis of the toolkit and technologies being identified are unclear. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The details of how the project would commit to an environmental justice community 

for a just transition, and repair and decarbonize homes and businesses through the 
project was unclear.  

3. Project Work Plan 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The electrification technologies and data to engage Michigan based auto part 

manufacturers and improve economic opportunity was not compelling to support a 
high impact on communities state-wide as the project work plan discussed. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The proposal did not demonstrate a relevant impact on renewable energy and 

electrification infrastructure.  
b. The proposal did not demonstrate future implementation commitment. 
c. The commitment from participating organizations is uncertain. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly identify how duties would be separated or indicate 

whether internal and external audits are performed on the project. 
b. The applicant did not identify current and future funding sources that could be 

leveraged by Michigan auto parts manufacturers to scale up the adoption of the 
potential technology. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements. 
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Applicant # 27: Genesee County Drain Commission  
Total Score: 49/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Genesee County Drain Commission did meet the 
mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the 
goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Waste 
Water Plant Anaerobic Methane Gas Blowers Project. This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. The proposal did not demonstrate local economic impact and cost savings from 

RNG infrastructure development and did not demonstrate a focus on the project 
being used for opportunities in this state for RNG infrastructure or electrification. 

b. The project did not demonstrate the necessary detail to install gas blowers. 
c. The proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the operating costs are in line with 

the value of the project. 
d. The cost estimates for the equipment were unclear. 
e. Methane reduction process was unclear. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The MI Healthy Climate Plan benefits were not clear as to the environmental impact 

and the broader public benefits. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Some of the tasks identified in the work plan fall outside of the scope for renewable 

energy and electrification facilities infrastructure development. 
b. The project combines planning and implementation phases. The viability of the 

project was not clearly explained to justify the implementation funding requested. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. End result to support renewable energy and electrification infrastructure was not fully 

demonstrated.  
b. Budget costs for equipment and personnel were not explained with enough detail. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Management procedures were not clearly identified. 
b. Applicant’s data security plan was not clearly identified, and separation of duties was 

not defined. 
6. Other Criteria Bonus 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 28: Hope Network     
Total Score: 57/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Hope Network did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Solar Array Project. This 
determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted: 
a. High cost for project based on projected annual utility savings. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The MI Healthy Climate Plan benefits were not clear as to the environmental justice 

and broader public benefits.  
b. Referenced EV charging stations in the future, that are not an objective of this 

project. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. There was no detailed work plan. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Proposal did not clearly demonstrate that the overall costs for solar PV installations 

across housing units are in line for the value of the project. 
b. The installer details were not specified.  

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Separation of duties, and audit information, and separate non-interest-bearing 

accounting system were not clearly identified.  
6. Other Criteria Bonus 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 29: Kalamazoo Nature Center 
Total Score: 83/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Kalamazoo Nature Center did meet the 
mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and did meet the 
goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Sustainable 
Mobility Hub Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to 
the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. Equipment and installation vendors were not identified. 
b. Due diligence evidence missing to determine whether e-bike charging units are 

reasonably priced compared to the average industry standard. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The education and outreach component is lacking detail.  

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included a good quality project work 

plan, but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. Some tasks in the work plan details fall outside the scope of the EV Infrastructure 
project implementation. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Equipment and installation vendors were not identified. 
b. Community education and outreach was not clearly defined. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Quality control measures and how duties will be separated were not identified. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 30: Keweenaw Bay Indian Community 
Total Score: 82/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Keweenaw Bay Indian Community did meet the 
mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 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 and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted. 

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

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included a good quality project work 

plan, but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. Some of the tasks in the work plan were not clearly explained. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Equipment required and installation vendors roles encompassed in the general 

contractor duties were not clearly explained relative to the budget and costs. 
b. Personnel expected to oversee the contractor were not clearly identified. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The organization’s current funding source was not clearly identified. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 31: Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians 
Total Score: 60/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Lake Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa Indians did meet the mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 
119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to 
grant funding for the HUD Housing Units Project. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate the local economic impact and cost 

savings for renewable energy and electrification infrastructure enhancement and 
development. 

b. The proposal includes elements of energy waste reduction that do not qualify under 
renewable energy and electrification infrastructure enhancement and development. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, with the following deficiency noted: 
a. The project does not clearly demonstrate the claim of repairing and decarbonizing 

homes and businesses. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Supporting detail for installation of equipment that was identified in the workplan was 

not demonstrated. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The end result to support renewable energy and electrification infrastructure beyond 

individual home improvements was not clearly demonstrated.  
b. Proposal did not clearly demonstrate that the overall costs for upgrades and 

overhead are in line for the value of the project.  
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 32: Lansing Board of Water and Light 
Total Score: 97/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Lansing Board of Water and Light did meet the 
mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and did meet the 
goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Justice40 
Communities Hometown Energy Program planning project. This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted. 

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

3. Project Work Plan 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project included a good quality project 
work plan, with no deficiencies noted. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, with the following deficiency noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate what the deliverable would be for the 

framework that is being developed with local community-based organizations 
partners.  

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 33: Lansing School District 
Total Score: 85/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Lansing School District did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and did meet the goals, 
objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Gier Park 
Elementary Rooftop Solar Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the 
responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with the following deficiency 
noted: 
a. Overall, the proposal’s impact study was lacking in detail. 

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

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included a project work plan, but the 

following deficiency was noted: 

a. Overall, the work plan was lacking in detail. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The details were not clear regarding equipment that will be purchased from a 

potential vendor. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Does not clearly identify how duties will be separated, or clearly describe the 

agency’s data security plan. 
6. Other Criteria Bonus 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 34: Leelanau County 
Total Score: 75/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Leelanau County did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Solar Generation Project. This 
determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate the local economic impact and cost 

savings for renewable energy and electrification infrastructure enhancement and 
development. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal lacked clear justification for meeting some of the specified goals of the 

MI Healthy Climate Plan highlighted in the proposal. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The equipment and installation details were not clear. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The end result to support renewable energy and electrification infrastructure beyond 

government building improvements was unclear.  
b. The proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the overall costs for the solar project 

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

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The commitment and role from participating organizations is not clear. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 35: Michigan Environmental Council  
Total Score: 54/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Michigan Environmental Council did meet the 
mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the 
goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Solar 
Production and EV Charging Installations Project. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted: 
a. The proposal did not demonstrate the local economic impact and cost savings for 

renewable energy and electrification infrastructure enhancement and development, 
with deficiencies and inconsistencies in the application. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
b. The proposal lacked support for meeting the specified goals of the MI Healthy 

Climate Plan. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The equipment and installation details were not clear. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The end result to support renewable energy and electrification infrastructure was 

unclear. 
b. The Budget included non-permissible expenses, and due to placeholder estimates, 

several proposed budgeted costs did not demonstrate optimization. 
c. There were inconsistencies throughout the proposal which lowered the apparent 

feasibility of project completion. 
d. The timeline end date is past the August 2026 deadline. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
 

  

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf


 

Version 2021-1  Page 41 of 60 

Applicant # 36: Michigan Schools Energy Cooperative  
Total Score: 67/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Michigan Schools Energy Cooperative did meet 
the mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet 
the goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Solar 
PV Deployment at K-12 Schools Planning Project. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted:  
a. The proposal did not demonstrate the local economic impact and cost savings for 

renewable energy and electrification infrastructure enhancement and development, 
with deficiencies and inconsistencies in the application. 

2. Project Objectives 
 The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not demonstrate the knowledge to overcome the barriers to wider-

scale distributed PV adoption to drive clean innovation in industry. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a quality project 

work plan, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. The proposal did not demonstrate a plan guarantee or clear knowledge of the 
financing mechanism described, despite its critical role in the work plan. 

b. The application and vision for future implementation were not complete. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Financing from other sources is not detailed. 
b. The proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the overall costs for the planning 

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

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with the following deficiency noted:  
a. The proposal was not signed. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 37: Michigan State University      
Total Score: 55/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Michigan State University did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, 
objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Renewable 
Natural Gas Facility Upgrade Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating 
the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. It is unclear whether the proposed project will be deployable after installation. 
b. The cost estimates for the interconnection equipment were unclear. 
c. The proposal did not demonstrate local and statewide economic impact from RNG 

infrastructure development. 
d. There were inconsistencies throughout the proposal relating to the annual carbon 

reduction emissions. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not demonstrate an applicable case for the MI Healthy Climate 

Plan goals in this proposal for future opportunities to clean the electric grid, enable 
electric vehicle charging, and/or repair and decarbonize homes and businesses. 

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The interaction with Consumers Energy’s voluntary RNG subscriber program is 

inconsistent and not well described. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Tasks, personnel, and budget are intertwined with Consumers Energy’s RNG 

program, and the assignment of duties and interaction between parties is unclear. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Proposal did not clearly demonstrate the type of accounting system to be used, the 

separation of duties, how the funds will be tracked in a separate bank account, or 
whether audits are performed. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements. 
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Applicant # 38: Next Energy  
Total Score: 58/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Next Energy did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Residential Homes Energy 
Efficiency Upgrades Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the 
responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 
1. Program Priorities and Impact 

The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted: 
a. The proposal did not demonstrate the local economic impact and cost savings for 

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

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate the benefits of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 

goals. 
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The project combines planning and implementation phases. The project needs to 

prove viable before implementation funding is requested for the residential home 
energy efficiency upgrades. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The end result to support renewable energy and electrification infrastructure was 

unclear. 
b. The proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the overall costs for the project are 

in line for the value of the project, and the cost estimates for the contractor were 
unclear. 

c. This project also includes planning (feasibility studies, community outreach, and 
stakeholder engagement) prior to the implementation funding being requested, with 
no clear plan for completion if the planning phase is not successful.  

d. Implementation is dependent on community participation and selection criteria.  
e. Proposal includes a multiyear work plan, beyond the August 2026 end date. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
and no deficiencies were noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 39: Next Era Energy  
Total Score: 77/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Next Era Energy did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Coldwater II Solar Project. This 
determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate local economic impact and cost savings for 

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

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate the benefits of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 

goal of committing to environmental justice and pursuing a just transition.  
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate a workplan with specifics on the action 

steps. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The likelihood that the project tasks will be accomplished is not clear.  
b. The proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the overall costs for the solar project 

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

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project 
experience, with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 40: Next Era Energy  
Total Score: 77/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Next Era Energy did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Marshall Mile Solar Project. This 
determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate local economic impact and cost savings for 

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

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate the benefits of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 

goal of committing to environmental justice and pursuing a just transition.  
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate a workplan with specifics on the action 

steps. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The ability to complete project tasks is not clear.  
b. The proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the overall costs for the solar project 

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

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project 
experience, with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 41: North End Woodward Community Coalition     
Total Score: 73/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that North End Woodward Community Coalition did meet 
the mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but 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 and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted: 
a. The proposal presented a lack of clarity surrounding how the interconnection 

process would deliver electricity to the customer. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate the benefits of the MI Healthy Climate Plan 

goal of committing to environmental justice and pursuing a just transition with 
broader public benefits outside of the subscription service. 

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 

but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate the program operation in the workplan. 
b. Proposal did not include enough detail on collaboration with the utility provider 

regarding the delivery of electricity to the customer. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate the concept to complete the multi-site solar 

projects successfully.  
b. The proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the overall costs for solar are in line 

for the value of the project.  
c. The end result to support renewable energy and electrification infrastructure for non-

subscribers was unclear. 
5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
however, with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements. 
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Applicant # 42: Northwest Regional Airport Authority  
Total Score: Not Responsive 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Northwest Regional Airport Authority did not 
meet the mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and the 
proposal was not evaluated against the Evaluation Criteria for consideration to grant 
funding for the Solar Photovoltaic and Battery Storage System.  
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Applicant # 43: Pewamo Westphalia Community Schools  
Total Score: 96/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Pewamo Westphalia Community Schools did 
meet the mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 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 and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted.  

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

3. Project Work Plan 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project included a good quality project 
work plan, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The work plan details related to the cooling/warming hub proposed were unclear. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, with no deficiencies noted.  

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. Current funding sources were not clearly identified in the proposal. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 44: Pioneer Resources  
Total Score: 91/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Pioneer Resources did meet the mandatory 
minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 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 and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted: 
a. The project has a long payback period. 

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

3. Project Work Plan 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project included a good quality project 
work plan, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The work plan details related to the some of the technical aspects were unclear.  

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, with the following deficiencies noted: 
a. The proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the technical costs are in line with 

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

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 45: SEMCO Energy  
Total Score: 78/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that SEMCO Energy did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Solar Array and Battery Storage 
Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the 
Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following 
deficiencies were noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate local economic impact and cost savings for 

renewable energy and electrification infrastructure enhancement and development. 
b. The proposal emphasized low carbon emissions instead of renewable energy 

programs.  
c. The price points for SEMCO Energy’s gas strategy were not clearly demonstrated.  

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The benefits from this project for the MI Healthy Climate Plan goals mentioned in the 

proposal were not clear.  
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The workplan does not clearly demonstrate future action steps to ensure the project 

is sustainable. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The proposal does not demonstrate the project technology to be commercially 

viable.  
b. The proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the overall costs are in line with the 

value of the project. 
c. The other funding source explanation is unclear. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project 
experience, with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 46: Solar Tonic  
Total Score: 88/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Solar Tonic did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and did meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Community Solar LED Smart 
Poles and Wifi Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses 
to the Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted. 

2. Project Objectives 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The MI Healthy Climate Plan goal to protect Michigan’s Air, Land and Water is not 

clearly demonstrated.   
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The workplan does not clearly demonstrate action steps to ensure the project is 

maintained and sustainable in the future. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project 
experience, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly identify how all of the duties would be separated.  

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
 
 
 

  

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2023-2024/publicact/pdf/2023-PA-0119.pdf


 

Version 2021-1  Page 52 of 60 

Applicant # 47: Srinergy  
Total Score: 59/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Srinergy did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Community  EV Charging 
Stations Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the 
Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted: 
a. The impact study was not attached to the proposal to determine cost savings, 

environmental impacts and local impacts. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, with no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Site locations have yet to be identified before the implementation can begin. 
b. It is unclear who is performing the subcontracting services for engineering, building 

and electrical. 
c. The workplan did not demonstrate action steps to ensure the project is maintained 

and sustainable in the future. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The costs included in the indirect budget line are not allowable. 
b. The proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the operating costs are in line with 

the value of the project  
c. The cost estimates for the contractor were unclear. 
d. Implementation is dependent on siting locations that have not been finalized.  

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The data security plan and funding source were not clearly identified.  
b. The proposal did not demonstrate that regular audits are being performed. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 48: Srinergy  
Total Score: 59/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Srinergy did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Ypsilanti Residential Solar 
Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the 
Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted: 
a. The impact study was not attached to the proposal to determine cost savings, 

environmental impacts and local impacts. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, with no deficiencies noted. 

3. Project Work Plan  
The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. Site locations have yet to be identified before the implementation can begin. 
b. It is unclear who is performing the subcontracting services for engineering, building 

and electrical. 
c. The workplan did not demonstrate action steps to ensure the project is maintained 

and sustainable in the future. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The costs included in the indirect budget line are not allowable. 
b. The proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the operating costs are in line with 

the value of the project. 
c. The cost estimates for the contractor were unclear. 
d. Implementation is dependent on siting locations that have not been finalized.  

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The data security plan and funding source were not clearly identified.  
b. The proposal did not demonstrate that regular audits are being performed. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 49: Utopian Power  
Total Score: 56/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that Utopian Power did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 but did not meet the goals, objectives, and 
requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the Solar Development Planning 
Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the 
Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, but the following deficiency 
was noted: 
a. The project did not clearly demonstrate cost savings, environmental impacts or local 

impacts. 
2. Project Objectives 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of the MI Healthy 
Climate Plan from Section III-C Objectives, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate how the project will meet the MI Healthy 

Climate Plan goals.  
3. Project Work Plan  

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of a project work plan, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The work plan details did not clearly demonstrate the future project that is being 

planned and future action steps toward implementation. 
4. Project Feasibility 

The Evaluation Team determined the proposal included aspects of project feasibility, 
but the following deficiencies were noted: 
a. The proposal included unauthorized costs in the budget that are do not qualify within 

the grant parameters and are not clearly explained. 
b. Future implementation is dependent on siting locations that have not been finalized. 
c. The proposal does not clearly demonstrate that the operating costs are in line with 

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

The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The current funding sources were not clearly identified. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 50: Vicinity Energy  
Total Score: 97/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Vicinity Energy did meet the mandatory minimum 
requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 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 and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted. 

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

3. Project Work Plan 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project included a good quality project 
work plan, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not quantify the air improvements as a result of this project. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, with no deficiencies noted. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
with no deficiencies noted. 

6. Other Criteria Bonus 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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Applicant # 51: Village of Chelsea Light and Power  
Total Score: Not Responsive 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Village of Chelsea Light and Power did not meet 
the mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and the proposal 
was not evaluated against the Evaluation Criteria for consideration to grant funding for the 
Substation Transformer and Voltage Regulators. 
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Applicant # 52: Ypsilanti Performance Space  
Total Score: 96/101 

The Evaluation Team determined that the Ypsilanti Performance Space did meet the 
mandatory minimum requirements outlined in Public Act 119 of 2023 and did meet the 
goals, objectives, and requirements set forth in the RFP to grant funding for the EV/Solar 
Project. This determination was accomplished by evaluating the responses to the 
Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Program Priorities and Impact 
The Evaluation Team determined the applicant included a Method for Addressing the 
Problem Statement from III-B and Tasks from Section III-D, with no deficiencies noted. 

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

3. Project Work Plan 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project included a good quality project 
work plan, but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The proposal did not clearly demonstrate how data will be collected regarding how 

the chargers are used, the state of charge, and the amount of sunlight hitting the 
system. 

4. Project Feasibility 
The Evaluation Team determined the proposed project has the feasibility to achieve the 
purpose, outcomes, tasks and personnel required by this RFP within the established 
timeframe, with no deficiencies noted. 

5. Experience of Organization/Project Team 
The Evaluation Team assessed that the applicant included details on the project team, 
but the following deficiency was noted: 
a. The quality control measures, type of accounting system, and current funding 

sources were not clearly identified. 
6. Other Criteria Bonus 

The Evaluation Team assessed that the proposal did not include information about the 
participation in Labor Agreements.  
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IV. Evaluation Summary 
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1 Ag-Grid Energy 10 8 10 8 8 0 44 

2 Alpena Community College 20 19 20 19 15 0 93 

3 AMS Lundy 8 14 10 7 12 0 51 

4 Bay Area Transportation Authority 20 20 20 14 13 0 87 

5 Bedrock 7 9 15 13 14 0 58 

6 
Boys and Girls Club Grand Rapids Youth 
Commonwealth 

20 20 25 20 15 1 101 

7 Capital Area Friends of the Environment - - - - - - 0 

8 City of Ann Arbor 20 20 25 15 15 0 95 

9 City of Escanaba 14 18 17 11 13 0 73 

10 City of Grand Haven 14 20 15 10 14 1 74 

11 City of Grand Rapids 6 15 10 9 14 0 54 

12 City of River Rouge School District 6 16 10 6 15 1 54 

13 City of Sterling Heights 13 16 15 11 14 1 70 

14 Consumers Energy (Truck) - - - - - - 0 

15 Consumers Energy (Planning) 15 20 25 15 15 0 90 

16 Consumers Energy (RNG) 8 7 10 14 15 1 55 

17 De Saegher Energy 6 12 10 17 15 0 60 

18 DTE Electric (Detroit) 14 16 15 13 14 0 72 

19 DTE Electric (Highland Park) 14 16 15 13 14 0 72 

20 DTE Electric (River Rouge) 14 16 15 13 14 0 72 

21 Eco Works (Conner) 20 20 25 20 15 1 101 

22 Eco Works (Meldrum) 20 20 25 20 15 1 101 

23 Eco Works (Service Center) 20 20 25 20 15 1 101 

24 Eco Works (SDM2) 20 20 25 20 15 1 101 

25 Electric City 17 20 20 14 14 0 85 

26 Fresh Coast Climate Solutions 5 7 15 14 11 0 52 

27 Genesee County Drain Commission 6 14 6 11 12 0 49 

28 Hope Network 15 12 5 13 11 1 57 

29 Kalamazoo Nature Center 17 20 20 13 13 0 83 

30 Keweenaw Bay Indian Community 20 20 15 14 13 0 82 

31 
Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa Indians 

6 15 15 9 15 0 60 

32 Lansing Board of Water and Light 20 20 25 17 15 0 97 

33 Lansing School District 17 20 20 15 13 0 85 

34 Leelanau County 14 17 18 13 13 0 75 

35 Michigan Environmental Council 4 17 10 8 15 0 54 
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36 Michigan Schools Energy Cooperative 10 18 13 13 13 0 67 

37 Michigan State University 10 10 15 14 6 0 55 

38 Next Energy 10 15 8 10 15 0 58 

39 Next Era Energy (Coldwater II) 13 19 15 15 15 0 77 

40 Next Era Energy (Marshall) 13 19 15 15 15 0 77 

41 North End Woodward Community Coalition 14 17 15 12 15 0 73 

42 Northwest Regional Airport Authority - - - - - - 0 

43 Pewamo Westphalia Community Schools 20 20 22 20 14 0 96 

44 Pioneer Resources 17 20 23 15 15 1 91 

45 SEMCO Energy 10 17 20 16 14 1 78 

46 Solar Tonic 20 18 22 14 14 0 88 

47 Srinergy (EV) 5 20 10 14 10 0 59 

48 Srinergy (Solar) 5 20 10 14 10 0 59 

49 Utopian Power 5 8 15 13 14 1 56 

50 Vicinity Energy 20 20 22 20 15 0 97 

51 Village of Chelsea Light and Power - - - - - - 0 

52 Ypsilanti Performance Space 20 20 23 20 13 0 96 
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V. Award Summary 

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

Applicant Award 
Amount 

1 Alpena Community College $4,617,772.00 

2 Bay Area Transportation Authority $795,673.05 

3 Boys & Girls Club Grand Rapids Youth Commonwealth $1,283,827.00 

4 City of Ann Arbor $3,115,600.00 

5 Consumers Energy (Planning) $425,000.00 

6 EcoWorks (Conner) $226,194.00 

7 EcoWorks (Meldrum) $256,918.00 

8 EcoWorks (Service Center) $379,483.00 

9 EcoWorks (SDM2) $146,393.00 

10 Electric City $1,047,266.74 

11 Kalamazoo Nature Center $1,290,274.63 

12 Keweenaw Bay Indian Community $726,870.58 

13 Lansing Board of Water and Light $734,868.00 

14 Lansing School District $280,521.00 

15 Pewamo Westphalia Community Schools $979,476.00 

16 Pioneer Resources $600,000.00 

17 Solar Tonic $1,289,421.00 

18 Vicinity Energy $2,064,750.00 

19 Ypsilanti Performance Space $539,692.00 

 Total Awards $20,800,000.00 

VI. Negotiations 

After the Evaluation Team completed their review and scoring of the applications, the 
Solicitation Manager reached out to those applicants who would be receiving a reduced award 
amount to make a grant award offer. Each applicant accepted the proposed offer.  

The Solicitation Manager requested a revised budget and budget narrative be submitted after 
the reduced award offer. 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. 

VII. 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 119 of 2023, and the 
requirements of the RFP. Total grant award amount is $20,800,000.00. 
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