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QUALIFICATIONS OF TAYLER BECKER
CASE NUMBER U-21534
PART I
Please state your full name and business address for the record.
My name is Tayler Becker, and my business address is the Michigan Public
Service Commission’s (MPSC or Commission) office at 7109 West Saginaw
Highway, Lansing, Michigan 48917.
By whom are you employed and in what capacity?
I am employed by the MPSC as Manager of the Distribution Planning Section in
the Energy Resources Division.
Would you please outline your educational background?
I earned a Bachelor of Science degree in Engineering Technology from Lawrence
Technological University in 2012. Since joining the Commission in 2012, I have
participated in the 2018 Wisconsin Public Utility Institute’s Energy Utility
Course, the 2019 Institute of Public Utilities (IPU) Power Grid School through
Michigan State University (MSU), the 2019 IPU Intermediate Course through
MSU, the 2021 IPU Power Grid School II through MSU, the 2021 Michigan
Infrastructure Council (MIC) Asset Management (AM) Champion program,
multiple single-day IPU sessions, and the 2023 Fit Leader’s Program. I
completed the required State of Michigan Emergency Operations Center (SEOC)
training supported by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
necessary to serve at the SEOC in emergency situations. I have also completed
10 Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) Inspector
Training and Qualification lead courses as a Gas Safety Engineer, which consist
of: 1) PHMSA-PL1250 (Safety Evaluation of Gas Pipeline Systems), 2) PHMSA-

PL1255 (Gas Pressure Regulation and Overpressure Protection), 3) PHMSA-
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QUALIFICATIONS OF TAYLER BECKER
CASE NUMBER U-21534
PART I

PL1310 (Plastic and Composite Materials), 4) PHMSA-PL3242 (Welding and
Welding Inspection of Pipeline Materials), 5) PHMSA-PL3256 (Pipeline Failure
Investigation Techniques), 6) PHMSA-PL3293 (Corrosion Control of Pipeline
Systems), 7) PHMSA-PL3257 (Pipeline Safety Regulation Application and
Compliance Procedures), 8) PHMSA-PL3291 (Fundamentals of SCADA System
Technology and Operation), 9) PHMSA-PL3292 (Safety Evaluation of Inline
Inspection (ILI)/Pigging Programs), and 10) PHMSA-PL3355 (Safety Evaluation
of Control Room Management Programs).
Would you please outline your professional experience?
In May 2010, I began working at the Michigan Department of Transportation as
an Engineering Intern in the Central Soils Laboratory and, later, the Load-Rating
Program. As an intern, I performed many job functions including, but not limited
to, subsurface investigations, quality control and asset management functions,
structural analysis, traffic safety, and bridge inventory maintenance.

After graduating from Lawrence Technological University, I was hired
as a Public Utilities Engineer in the Smart Grid Section of the MPSC where I
oversaw the deployment of Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) in Michigan
and performed research functions related to data privacy and cybersecurity
concerns with AMI deployment. I served as a member of the Smart Grid
Consumer Collaborative while employed in the Smart Grid Section.

In August 2013, I accepted a position in the Gas Operations Section as
a Gas Safety Engineer performing Operations and Maintenance (O&M)

inspections, construction inspections, and incident investigations related to
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QUALIFICATIONS OF TAYLER BECKER
CASE NUMBER U-21534
PART I
pipeline systems in Michigan. The inspections and investigations were performed
to ensure compliance with the Michigan Gas Safety Standards related to system
design, cathodic protection, public awareness, damage prevention, odorization,
leak survey, and control room management. I also represented PHMSA as their
agent representative in Michigan to assist in inspection and failure investigation
efforts.

In February 2018, I accepted a position as a Public Utilities Engineer
in the Electric Operations Section. My primary responsibilities involved
overseeing system reliability and power quality in Michigan, serving as an expert
witness in electric distribution rate cases, revising and enforcing the Service
Quality and Reliability Standards for Electric Distribution Systems and Technical
Standards for Electric Service rules, performing investigations, maintaining
annual pole inspection submittals, and supporting Integrated Resource Plan (IRP)
work.

In March 2021, I was promoted to a Public Utilities Engineering
Specialist in the Electric Operations Section. My primary responsibilities were to
serve as an electric distribution expert witness in rate cases and IRP cases, provide
technical assistance on matters involving the National Electrical Safety Code
(NESC), and support MI Power Grid initiative functions. Additional
responsibilities involved supporting formal and informal complaints, monitoring
utility service interruption restoration efforts following severe weather events, and

reviewing various investment plan submittals.
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In September 2022, I was promoted to Manager of the Gas Safety
South Section in the Gas Safety & Operations Division. My responsibilities
included directing, coordinating, and supervising programs, activities, and staff
assigned to the section. The programs were related to pipeline safety and the
Michigan Gas Safety Standards.

In January 2024, I accepted my current position as Manager of the
Distribution Planning Section in the Energy Resources Division where my
responsibilities include directing, coordinating, and supervising programs,
activities, and staff assigned to the section. Review and evaluation of electric
distribution plans is a primary function of the section.

Have you provided a leadership role in Commission activities prior to assuming
your current position?

Yes. In February 2019, I was selected as a workgroup chair to lead the
Commission’s response on the electric portion of the Statewide Energy
Assessment (SEA) in Case No. U-20464. As a follow up to the recommendations
provided in the SEA, I was selected as the project co-lead for updating the
Technical Standards for Electric Service in Case No. U-20630 under the Grid
Security and Reliability Standards workgroup which is one of the many
stakeholder initiatives under MI Power Grid launched in the fall of 2019. I also
served as a volunteer candidate through the National Association of Regulatory
Utility Commissioners (NARUC) to assist in the development of power quality
regulations in Sri Lanka.

Have you previously presented testimony before the Commission?

4
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Yes. I have presented testimony in the following cases:

Case No.
U-20134
U-20165
U-20471
U-20591
U-20697
U-20963
U-21090
U-20836
U-21189
U-21224
U-21297

U-21389

Have you provided technical expertise to support Staff’s position in any other

Case Description

Consumers Energy Electric Rate Case
Consumers Energy IRP Case

DTE Energy IRP Case

[&M IRP Case

Consumers Energy Electric Rate Case
Consumers Energy Electric Rate Case
Consumers Energy IRP Case

DTE Electric Rate Case

I&M IRP Case

Consumers Energy Electric Rate Case
DTE Electric Rate Case

Consumers Energy Electric Rate Case

cases before the Commission prior to this proceeding?

Yes. Some of the larger cases are identified below.

Case No.
U-17102
U-20169
U-20332
U-20633

U-20828

Case Description

Data Privacy

DTE Electric Storm Response Investigation

Fred Chapman Complaint

Integration of Resource/Distribution/Transmission Planning

Consumers Energy COVID-19 Temporary Waiver

5
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PART 11

What is the purpose of your testimony?
The purpose of my testimony is to present the MPSC Staff’s (Staff) position and
recommendations regarding DTE Electric Company’s (Company or DTE)
alternatives considered to the overhead-to-underground conversion in the present
case and deviations in proposed spend between the 2023 Distribution Grid Plan
(DGP), filed September 29, 2023 in MPSC Case No. U-20147, and the present
case.
Are you sponsoring any exhibits in this proceeding?

Yes. I am sponsoring the following exhibit:

S-20.0 (TJB-1) Company Discovery Response

Alternatives Considered Through Benefit-Cost Analysis

Q.

Please provide an overview of the alternatives to overhead-to-underground
conversion in the present case.

Beginning on page 65 of Company witness Satvir Deol’s testimony, the Company
describes the benefit-cost analysis (BCA) for the Appoline pilot project and
explains that the Appoline pilot project was compared with two alternatives —
Pole Top Maintenance and Modernization (PTMM) and overhead rebuild. The
BCA for the Appoline and Buffalo-Charles overhead-to-underground pilot
projects is provided in Company Exhibit A-23, Schedule M 13, and provides
calculated benefit-to-cost ratios (BCR) for each investment option and compares
the options to alternatives.

Does Staff have concerns with the alternatives considered?
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A. Yes. Although Staff appreciates the efforts to develop and share a BCA
approach, Staff opines that the PTMM alternative considered is incomplete and
not considered a true alternative following Staff’s review. The Commission has
ordered! BCAs be informed by the provisions of the National Standard Practice
Manual (NSPM). The NSPM? glossary defines a BCA as “a systematic approach
for comparing the benefits and costs of alternative options to determine whether
the benefits exceed the costs over the lifetime of the program or project under
consideration.” The PTMM and overhead rebuild alternative options compared to
the overhead-to-underground conversion should be true, finished alternatives that
evaluate total costs in the BCA. The PTMM program is similar to an operations
and maintenance activity involving inspection and testing of equipment and,
where necessary, replacement of failed equipment on the overhead distribution
system that does not involve converting 4.8 kV circuits to 13.2 kV. In contrast,
the Appoline and Buffalo-Charles overhead-to-underground projects involve the
installation of new cable with 13.2 kV conversion capability.’,* To illustrate
further, assuming PTMM is selected as the preferred alternative to overhead-to-
underground conversion, if the inspections under the PTMM result in pole and

pole-top replacements, the work will not completely make the circuits 13.2 kV

capable. The remaining work necessary to convert the circuit to 13.2 kV leaves

! Refer to 7/27/22 Commission Order in Case No. U-20898, p. 9.

2 See National Standard Practice Manual for Benefit Cost Analysis of Distributed Energy Resources,
August 2020, p. xviii, available at NSPM-DERs_08-24-2020.pdf (nationalenergyscreeningproject.org)
(accessed July 12, 2024).

3 Refer to Company witness Deol’s testimony, p. 70.

4 Refer to Company Exhibit No. A-23, Schedule M11, p. 3.

8




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF TAYLER BECKER
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PTMM an “unfinished” alternative compared to the overhead-to-underground
conversion with no consideration or methodology in the BCA to account for the
additional work needed to make PTMM “finished” and prove an “apples-to-
apples” comparison. In addition to the PTMM work, further work will be needed
to convert to 13.2 kV which, to Staff’s understanding, is not being considered in
the analysis. It is Staff’s understanding that DTE’s future goal is to convert all
circuits to 13.2 kV, making comparisons to true, finished alternatives an important
aspect of BCA to ensure alternative investment options are complete with all
benefits and costs considered. One option could be to include the projected costs
associated with converting from 4.8 kV to 13.2 kV in the future with the PTMM
option. It is not clear how the Company has applied a comparable PTMM

alternative to the overhead-to-underground conversions to achieve the status of

weighing an option against a true alternative.

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation to the Company regarding alternatives
considered?
A. Staff recommends the Company improve its BCA alternative analysis in future

distribution plans and contested cases by applying comparable alternatives to
prove true and complete alternatives have been considered.

Difference in Proposed Spending Between DGP and Present Case

Q. When was the Company’s most recent DGP filed?
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A. The Company filed its 2023 DGP on September 29, 2023 in MPSC Case No. U-
20147.°> The Company filed its present rate case on March 28, 2024, six-months
after the DGP filing.

Q. How does the projected spending in the 2023 DGP compare to the projected
spending in the present case?

A. Company witness Allen Kryscynski describes the role and approach of the 2023
DGP as it relates to the present case and states the investments in the case are
consistent with the long-term vision laid out in the DGP.® Staff issued discovery
to the Company aimed to compare the 2023 DGP proposed spending with the
proposed spending in the present case.” The Company’s discovery response to
STDE-14.16 demonstrates that, with the exception of the Technology &
Automation spend category, several unplanned and planned® spend categories
show a cumulative increase of over $335 million more in 2025 projected spending
under the present case when compared to the 2023 DGP. The variances provided
are as follows:

Emergent Replacements: 27% (+$107 million)

Customer Connections, Relocations & Other: 2% (+$5 million)
Tree Trimming: 71% (+$100 million)

Preventive Maintenance: 24% (+$2 million)

Infrastructure Resilience & Hardening: 22% (+$71 million)

3 U-20147-0095, Filing: U-20147-0095 (site.com).

6 Refer to Company witness Kryscynski’s testimony, pp. 30-32.
7 Refer to Staff Exhibit No. S-20.0 (TJB-1), pp. 1-2.

8 Refer to Company witness Kryscynski’s testimony, p. 38.
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CASE NUMBER U-21534
PART II

Infrastructure Redesign & Modernization: 13% (+$53 million)

Technology & Automation: 0% (-$1 million)
What are the Company’s reasons for the increases in projected spending in the
present case?
Based on the Company’s discovery response, the increase in the Emergent
Replacements unplanned category is largely attributed to incorporating more
recent years into the five-year average and increased inflation rates. The Tree
Trimming spend amount of $140 million in the DGP was an error, while the
difference in spend under Preventative Maintenance was a result of an inflation
adjustment. Finally, the Company is requesting recovery of over $120 million
more in the present case under the Infrastructure Resilience & Hardening and
Infrastructure Redesign and Modernization planned categories. The largest
increases under the planned categories are attributed to three primary reasons —
increase in Customers Experiencing Multiple Interruptions (CEMI) investments
(after the Company forecasted a ramp down), increase in 4.8 kV Hardening, and
an increase in City of Detroit Infrastructure (CODI) to expand isolation down
(ISO down) areas being worked on.
What is Staff’s recommendation to the Company regarding DGP and rate case
alignment?
Staff recognizes that spending plans may change from the time a DGP and rate
case are filed; however, the amount of additional spend in the present case
compared to the DGP filed six-months prior is alarming. The spend amounts

provided in the DGP are large, and to see actual amounts requested in a rate case

11
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even higher than what was in the DGP is disappointing. One of the primary
purposes of any electric distribution plan is to provide transparency into projected
distribution system investments, which includes best efforts in sharing accurate
spend projections. The increase in spending in the present case beyond what was
included in the 2023 DGP calls into question the Company’s ability to provide
transparent and accurate investment plans to customers and interested parties.
Staff recommends the Company improve upon aligning spending plans between
the two filings and communicate decisions to increase or decrease spending in
categories after a DGP is filed. Staff proposed a distribution plan annual update
approach’ in its comments to the Company’s 2023 DGP that could serve as a
platform to communicate changes in projected spend.
Please summarize your recommendations.
Staff’s recommendations are as follows:
1. Staff recommends the Commission order the Company improve its BCA
alternative analysis in future distribution plans and contested cases by applying
comparable alternatives to prove true and complete alternatives have been
considered.
2. Staff recommends the Commission order the Company improve upon aligning
spending plans between DGP and rate case filings and instruct the Company to
communicate its decisions to increase or decrease spending in categories after a

DGP is filed.

° Refer to Staff’s 3/15/24 Comments in MPSC Case No. U-20147, pp. 18-19.

12
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I | Q. Does this conclude your testimony?

2 | A. Yes.

13
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PART I
Please state your full name and business address for the record.
My name is Jonathan J. DeCooman. My business address is the Michigan Public Service
Commission’s work site at 7109 West Saginaw Highway, Lansing, Michigan 48917.
By whom are you employed and in what capacity?
I am employed by the Michigan Public Service Commission (MPSC or Commission) in
the Energy Resources Division. I am a Public Utilities Engineering Specialist in the
Resource Optimization and Certification (ROC) Section, which is responsible for
assisting in the implementation of Public Act 341 of 2016 and evaluating applications for
transmission siting pursuant to Public Act 30 of 1995.
Would you please provide an outline of your educational background?
I earned a Bachelor of Science in Mechanical Engineering from Saginaw Valley State
University (SVSU) in 2016. I successfully completed the Fundamentals of Engineering
Mechanical examination in August 2017. Since joining the Commission, I have attended
several training seminars, including: a Long-Term Load Forecasting in MS Excel seminar
held by Electric Utility Consultants, Inc. (EUCI) in August 2018; training seminars held
by the Mid-Continent Independent System Operator (MISO) relating to modeling using
the Electric Generation Expansion Analysis System software in September 2018, January
2019, and June 2019; multiple teleconference training sessions conducted by Energy
Exemplar on modeling using the Aurora XMP™ software, including participating in its
pilot program to become “core certified” in this software in June 2020; a conference on
Integrated Resource Planning contemporary topics held by EUCI in March 2019;
Introductory and Advanced week-long Annual Regulatory Studies Programs held by the

Institute of Public Utilities (IPU) in August 2019; a ratemaking course held by IPU in

1
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October 2019; a multi-day conference on Regional Transmission Organization
Fundamentals held by the Wisconsin Public Utility Institute in April 2021; and a
conference on energy storage off-take contracts and Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs)
held by EUCI in May 2023.

Q. Would you please outline your professional working experience?

A. In September 2015, I began working through a cooperative program between SVSU and
Means Industries, Inc. As a Co-op Engineer, I assisted a cross-functional engineering
team in developing and implementing process improvements for the manufacture and
assembly of automotive clutch parts and clutch assemblies. 1 was also responsible for
performing quality measurements and analysis of the mechanical properties of clutch
plates and other components at several points in the manufacturing process.

In June 2018, I accepted a position as a Public Utilities Engineer in the
Generation and Certificate of Need, now ROC, Section of the MPSC. At the
Commission, I am part of a cross-functional group responsible for evaluating regulated
utilities’ integrated resource plans (IRPs). I am responsible for evaluating certain
environmental and generation capital costs filed in utility rate case applications. I was a
member of the MPSC Staff (Staff) work group that supported the Commission’s
statewide review of the supply, engineering, and deliverability of electricity and
contingency planning of the electric system, pursuant to the Commission’s Order in Case
No. U-20464." 1 was a member of multiple Staff work groups in the MI Power Grid

initiative relating to the following topics: Energy Programs and Technology Pilots,

! In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion, to issue a report on the state’s supply, engineering, and deliverability
of natural gas, electricity, and propane and contingency planning, as requested by the Governor, 2/7/2019 Order,
MPSC Case No. U-20464.
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Integration of Distribution/Transmission/Resource Planning, and Competitive
Procurement.?

In June 2023, I accepted my current position as a Public Utilities Engineering
Specialist in the ROC section. In addition to my previous responsibilities, I also act as
Staff lead in the review of generating resource addition and retirement proposals outside
of IRPs. I also serve as lead of Staff’s internal energy storage work group, whose work
includes participating in the review of energy storage proposals in utility case filings and
researching best practices for the evaluation of energy storage resources in utility
planning processes.

Have you previously filed testimony before the Commission?

Yes. I have prepared and filed testimony in the following cases before the Commission:
* Case No. U-20165: Consumers Energy’s 2018 IRP;

» Case No. U-20162: DTE Electric’s 2018 Electric Rate Case;

» Case No. U-18091: DTE Electric’s Remanded Avoided Cost Calculation;

* Case No. U-20350: Upper Peninsula Power Company’s 2019 IRP;

* Case No. U-20359: Indiana Michigan Power Company’s 2019 Electric Rate Case;
» Case No. U-20561: DTE Electric’s 2019 Electric Rate Case;

* Case No. U-20591: Indiana Michigan Power Company’s 2019 IRP;

* Case No. U-20697: Consumers Energy’s 2020 Electric Rate Case;

* Case No. U-20963: Consumers Energy’s 2021 Electric Rate Case;

* Case No. U-21090: Consumers Energy’s 2021 IRP;

2 In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion, to establish MI Power Grid, 10/17/2019 Order, MPSC Case No. U-

20645.
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* Case No. U-20836: DTE Electric’s 2022 Electric Rate Case;
* Case No. U-21189: Indiana Michigan Power Company’s 2021 IRP;
* Case No. U-21224: Consumers Energy’s 2022 Electric Rate Case;
» Case No. U-21193: DTE Electric’s 2022 IRP;
* Case No. U-21297: DTE Electric’s 2023 Electric Rate Case;
* Case No. U-21389: Consumers Energy’s 2023 Electric Rate Case; and
* Case No. U-21374: Consumers Energy’s 2023 VGP Filing.
Have you provided technical analysis in any other cases?
Yes, I provided technical analysis in Case No. U-20276, Upper Peninsula Power
Company’s electric rate case related to its requests for its Escanaba hydroelectric
facilities; in Case No. U-20471, DTE Electric’s IRP regarding cost and performance
assumptions for the modeling of new and existing fossil fueled generation resources; and

in Case No. U-20599, Northern States Power Company’s IRP regarding modeling inputs

and demand, energy market, and fuel price forecasting.
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What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to provide MPSC Staff’s (Staff’s) review and

recommended adjustments to the Commission for capital expenditures requested by DTE

Electric Company (DTE or the Company) in the “Other Power Generation — Non-

Routine” category included on page 2 of Exhibit A-12, Schedule B5.1, and select pilot

projects included on page 17 of Exhibit A-12, Sch. B5.4. A summary of my
recommended adjustments is provided at the end of this testimony.

Are you sponsoring any exhibits?

Yes, [ am sponsoring the following exhibits:

Exhibit S-10.0: Blackstart Project redacted scoping documents;

Exhibit S-10.1: Comparison of requested, approved, and actual non-routine capital
expenditures from Case No. U-21297;

Exhibit S-10.2: Monthly 2023 capital expenditures for select non-routine projects;
Exhibit S-10.3: Company discovery responses on Slocum cost increases;

Exhibit S-10.4: Slocum Pilot scoping document;

Exhibit S-10.5: Identification of contract work for Trenton Channel Battery;
Exhibit S-10.6: Breakout of ‘Other Costs’ category for Trenton Channel Battery;
Exhibit S-10.7: Company discovery responses on ANM pilot; and

Exhibit S-10.8: Comparison of DGP and rate case project requests.

Were these exhibits prepared by you or under your supervision?

Yes, these exhibits were prepared by me from data supplied by the Company in response

to Staff data requests or information included in the Company’s initial filing.
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Blackstart Projects

Q. What requests for recovery of capital expenditures is the Company making for its
Blackstart Projects?

A. Lines 37 through 39 on page 2 of Exhibit A-12, Schedule B5.1, include costs associated
with projects to support the North American Electric Reliability Corporation’s (NERC)
Black Start plan.> Company witness Margaret E. Guillaumin provides limited details on
each of the three Blackstart Projects on pages 46 through 48 of her testimony.

Q. What are the total capital expenditures requested for each of these projects in the instant
case?

A. Requests for the three Blackstart Projects are included on lines 37 through 39, page 2 of

Exhibit A-12, Schedule B5.1, and are summarized below:

Blackstart Exhibit Historical Period | Bridge Period Test Year
Project # Reference ($000) ($000) ($000)
10570 & A-12,B5.1, 20,743 12,633 -

20255 page 2, line 37

17611 A-12,B5.1, 53 8,102 -

page 2, line 38

18320 A-12,B5.1, 1,063 4,445 -

page 2, line 39

3 Testimony of Margaret E. Guillaumin, p. 45.
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Has the Company provided details on the scope of and the need for each of these
projects?
The Company provided a general scope of each project and identified the different areas
of work projected to take place in each year; however, details were limited due to the
nature of the projects containing Critical Energy Infrastructure Information. Project
scoping documents were also provided, with all details fully redacted outside of project
budgets.*
Has the Company requested recovery of capital expenditures for the three Blackstart
Projects in previous rate case filings before the Commission?
Yes, the Company has included requests for recovery of capital expenditures for
Blackstart Projects in the previous two electric rate cases: Case Nos. U-20836 and U-
21297. In Case No. U-20836, the Commission disallowed all projected bridge and test
year expenditures, citing information in the case that cast doubt on the Company’s
forecasted expenditures. In the previous case, Case No. U-21297, the Commission did not
adopt a full disallowance of project costs recommended by the Administrative Law Judge
and other parties, finding that these projects are necessary to maintain grid security.’
However, the Commission found merit in Staff’s partial disallowances, which aligned
project costs with updated projections while accounting for the pattern of over projections
for these projects.®
How have the Company’s projections for capital spending for these projects in previous

electric rate cases compared to its actual spending?

4 Exhibit S-10.0.
512/01/23 Commission Order, Case No. U-21297, pp. 42-43.
6 Id., at, pp. 43-44.
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Exhibit S-10.1 is data that was provided by the Company in response to a discovery
request. It includes a comparison of requested, approved, and actual capital expenditures
for non-routine projects over the time-period considered in the last rate case. As
demonstrated in column (s) of lines 47 through 49, there were significant discrepancies
between the forecasted and actual bridge period capital expenditures.” These
discrepancies are even more pronounced the farther out the projections are, with actual
expenditures for the initial 11-months of the bridge period in column (g) being much
closer to the Company’s projections than comparing actual to requested expenditures for
the final 12-months of the bridge period, shown in column (m). In general, even with the
significant disallowances made by the Commission, the approved amounts for the
Blackstart Projects were closer to actual project spend than the Company’s initial
requests.
Since its initial filing, has the Company provided updated actual or projected capital
spending for these projects?
Yes. Inresponse to a discovery request, the Company provided actual capital
expenditures in 2023 for its non-routine projects, included on page 2 of Exhibit A-12,
Schedule B5.1. Exhibit S-10.2 provides this information, as well as a comparison of the
actual spend in 2023 for each project with the estimated spending provided in the initial
filing. As evidenced by column (q), rows 37 through 39, in Exhibit S-10.1 for the
Blackstart Projects collectively, the Company overestimated actual spending in 2023 by

$1.366 million, or approximately 8.5%. However, when comparing the projected 2023

7 Exhibit S-10.2.
8 Exhibit S-10.2, lines 47-49, columns (f) and (1).
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expenditures from Case No. U-21297 included in column (s), which were made
approximately a year earlier than those in column (q), each project has a much more
significant discrepancy--when combined, representing an overestimation of $2.5 million,
or approximately 14%.
What recommended adjustments does Staff have for the Commission regarding the three
Blackstart Projects?

Staff is recommending the following partial disallowances to capital expenditure requests

for the three Blackstart Projects:

Blackstart Exhibit 2023 Bridge Period | 2024 Bridge Period
Project # Reference Disallowance Disallowance
10570 & 20255 | A-12, B5.1, page 2, ($297,000) ($314,020)
line 37
17611 A-12, B5.1, page 2, ($54,000) ($852,460)
line 38
18320 A-12, B5.1, page 2, ($1,015,000) ($62,300)
line 39

Why is Staff recommending these specific adjustments for the Blackstart Projects?

Staff’s recommended adjustment will align bridge period capital expenditures with each

projects’ actual expenses for 2023 and adjusts 2024 expenses based on the forecasted

error in 2-years forward capital expenditure estimates for the Blackstart Projects made in



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF JONATHAN J. DECOOMAN
CASE NUMBER U-21534
PART 11
Case No. U-21297. Making such an adjustment to the 2024 capital expenditure estimates
is appropriate given the consistent overestimation of these project costs, detailed in my
testimony as well as in Staff’s testimony in the prior rate case.” It is unreasonable to
support the requested amounts when the Company has consistently overestimated costs
for the Blackstart Projects. Therefore, the Commission should adopt Staff’s partial

disallowance of $1,366,000 and $1,228,780 in 2023 and 2024 bridge period capital

expenditures for the three Blackstart Projects.

Slocum Battery Pilot

What requests for recovery is the Company making for its Slocum Battery Pilot?

The Company is requesting recovery of the remaining project capital expenditures for
construction and achievement of commercial operations for the Slocum Battery Pilot
(Slocum). The Company is requesting recovery of $7.6 million and $10.1 million in
2022 and 2023 capital expenditures related to initial engineering work, issuance of

Request For Proposals (RFP), and securing long-lead equipment.'”

The Company is also
requesting recovery of a projected $26.8 million and $0.1 million in 2024 and 2025
capital expenditures, respectively, to achieve commercial operations for Slocum in
November 2024.!! Total costs for Slocum are now projected to total $44.7 million.

Has the Company previously requested recovery of capital expenditures for the Slocum
Battery Pilot?

Yes. The Company has presented the Slocum pilot and requested recovery of expenses

for its development in the previous two electric rate cases, Case Nos. U-20836 and U-

? Staff witness DeCooman Testimony in Case No. U-20836.
10 Testimony of Margaret E. Guillaumin, pp. 48-49.
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21297. Much of the information presented in this case has been presented in previous
cases, with some information refined as the project has developed. In its Order in Case
No. U-21297, the Commission rejected the full disallowance of Slocum’s costs
recommended by some parties and instead adopted Staff’s partial disallowance of $3.5
million in projected capital expenditures due to a pattern of discrepancies between actual
expenditures and the Company’s projections for this pilot.'?
How have the Company’s past projections of capital expenditures for Slocum compared
to actual expenses?
As demonstrated on line 40, column (r) of Exhibit S-10.2, the Company’s projections for
2023 expenditures in this case were very close to actual spending, with less than a 1%
difference. The Company’s projections for 2023 expenditures in the previous case, Case
No. U-21297, were 2% above the actual project spend for 2023.13
Have there been any significant developments or changes to the Slocum Battery Pilot’s
timelines or costs?
Yes. While the Company has maintained its timeline from Case No. U-21297 for Slocum
to achieve commercial operations in November 2024, costs have increased significantly
since that case. In Case No. U-21297, the Company estimated the total capital

expenditures for construction of Slocum at $34.7 million.'* The Company provided an

updated estimate of total project costs for Slocum at $44.7 million in this filing.'®

12.12/01/23 Order in Case No. U-21297, p. 244.

13 Exhibit S-10.2, line 40, column (t).

14 Testimony of Justin L. Morren in Case No. U-21297, p. 49.
15 Testimony of Margaret E. Guillaumin, p. 49.
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Did the Company provide an explanation of what caused the approximately $10 million
increase in the estimated cost of Slocum?
In response to a data request from Staff, the Company provided a breakout that compared
the project cost estimates from the instant case to the estimates from the previous electric
rate case, Case No. U-21297. This response, sponsored as Exhibit S-10.3, includes an
explanation of the cause of each category’s cost increase. This comparison of project

costs has been included below:

Table 1. Comparison of Slocum costs between cases.

Description U-21297 U-21534 Variance Reason for Variance
Battery Materials $15.0 $20.0 $5.0 Raw lithium prices increased
. : .

Demo & Installation Labor ~ $54  $7.4 20  Laborescalation based on actual competitive
bids received

Electrical Infrastructure $8.5 $8.5 $0.0

Engineering & Permits $1.0 519 S09

Overheads (Indirects) 548 $6.9 $21 Adjument based on cost increases for
material and labor

Total $34.7 $44.7 $10.0

Did Staff request any additional explanation for the cause of these cost increases?

Yes. Staff asked additional questions to characterize the cost increases in specific cost
categories, which have been included in Exhibit S-10.3. These additional questions
established that contracts have been signed for all remaining project work and provided
some additional details into the nature of the specific cost increases in some categories.
Does Staff have any recommendations for the Commission regarding the Company’s
requests for recovery of capital expenditures for Slocum?

Staff recommends the Commission disallow $2,177,871 in bridge period capital

expenditures for the Slocum Battery pilot. This adjustment removes the additional

12
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capital expenditures for project overheads identified in Exhibit S-10.3 and more precisely
defined in the project scoping document.'¢
Why is Staff recommending a disallowance of this increase in project overheads for
Slocum?
Staff is recommending this disallowance due to the Company not adequately supporting
the nature of this cost increase. The Company initially identified the cause of this
increase as being due to increases to the cost of material and labor. When asked to
further detail how specific cost increases to materials and labor resulted in this $2.1
million in additional overheads and why this couldn’t be anticipated prior to this point in
the project’s development, the Company explained that project overheads vary
proportionally based on changes to materials and labor and are not fixed.!” However,
Staff does not find this to be an adequate explanation for these cost increases. Not only
did the Company not provide any specific walkthrough or explanation as to how
increases to project labor or materials directly lead to increases to project overheads, but
its explanation that project overheads vary proportionally with these costs is not
supported by the actual cost increases in these categories.
What does Staff mean when it says that project overheads for Slocum do not vary
proportionally with project materials and labor costs?
As demonstrated on page 1 of Exhibit S-10.3, while project materials and labor costs both

increased from the estimates provided in Case No. U-21297, project overheads did not

increase proportionally. Project materials increased by $5 million, or 25%, while project

16 Exhibit S-10.4.
17 Exhibit S-10.3, p. 5.
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labor increased by $2 million, or 37%. Combined, these two categories saw cost
increases between the two cases of $7 million, or a 34% increase. Meanwhile, the
increase of $2.177 million in project overheads is an increase of almost 45%. Staff finds
it unreasonable to approve the requested increase of nearly 50% of the Company’s

internal project overheads, particularly when the Company’s explanation is not supported

by the data presented.

Trenton Channel Battery

Q.

What requests for recovery is the Company making for its Trenton Channel Battery
project in this case?

As identified on page 50 of Company witness Guillaumin’s testimony, the Company has
estimated and is requesting recovery of $5.3 million in 2023 capital spending to bid and
award equipment and procure long-lead materials. The Company is projecting to spend
$120.7 million in 2024 for the delivery of major equipment and to begin site preparation
and construction in the fourth quarter of 2024. In 2025, the Company is projecting to
spend $291.9 million to take delivery of batteries and electrical equipment and complete
construction of the substation and Battery Energy Storage System (BESS) electrical
switchyard.'® Commercial operations are expected to begin in 2026."°

Has the Company previously requested recovery of capital expenditures for the Trenton
Channel Battery project?

Yes. The need for this battery was first identified in the Company’s 2022 IRP, and the

July 26, 2023 approved Settlement Agreement in Case No. U-21193 aligned the

18 Testimony of Margaret E. Guillaumin, p. 50.

¥ 1d.
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Company’s storage capacity build plan through 2025 with the development of the
Trenton Channel Battery.?® In the Company’s previous electric rate case, Case No. U-
21297, the Company requested recovery of all projected capital expenditures for this
project through November 2024. In its Order in Case No. U-21297, the Commission
adopted Staft’s proposed disallowance of all project costs for the Trenton Channel
Battery, which had not received internal budgetary approval.?! This brought the
approved total for this project to the $9 million needed to complete engineering work
identified in its approved budget.

Q. Has the Company received full internal budgetary approval for the Trenton Channel
Battery?

A. Yes. As identified on page 50 of the testimony of Company witness Guillaumin, the
project received full internal Company approval in October 2023.

Q. How have the Company’s past projections for project costs for the Trenton Channel
Battery compared to actual expenditures?

A. Exhibit S-10.2 includes a comparison of actual 2023 capital expenditures for select non-
routine projects with the Company’s estimates in this case and in the previous electric
rate case, Case No. U-21297. As indicated in column (r) of line 41 of Exhibit S-10.2, the
Company’s projections for its 2023 capital expenditures in this case were very close to
the actual project spend, with a difference of less than 1%. However, when comparing
this to the projection for 2023 capital expenditures included in the previous case, Case

No. U-21297, there was an overestimation of over 400% of actual costs. This is likely

20 Settlement in Case No. U-21193, approved by the Commission on 07/26/23, p. 10.
21'12/01/23 Order in Case No. U-21297, p. 44.
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explained by changes to the project schedule and potential impacts of the Commission’s
partial disallowance, but even compared to the $9 million in capital spending approved
by the Commission, the Company underspent its approved amounts by $3.8 million. This
underscores the uncertainty of costs associated with large non-routine projects at this
stage in development, prior to the issuance of contracts for project work or the start of
construction.
Has the Company received any additional approvals from the Commission for the
Trenton Channel Battery?
Yes. Contracts with the Engineering, Procurement, and Construction contractor and
battery vendor, totaling $334 million in project spend, were presented to the Commission
in Case No. U-21566. The Commission approved these contracts in March 2024.%> The
Company estimates that $89 million in additional project work not included in these
contracts is needed to complete the Trenton Channel Battery.?
Did the Company provide any additional information on the scope of work for the
remaining $89 million in estimated project costs?
Yes, the Company provided a general description and high-level cost estimate for the
project work that makes up the remaining $89 million in estimated costs in its initial

filing.>* Exhibit S-10.5 includes the Company’s responses to Staff data requests, which

provide a more detailed description of certain components, and provided a breakout of

22 3/15/24 Order in Case No. U-21566, p. 4.
23 Testimony of Margaret E. Guillaumin, p. 50.
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project work, which is included in the Commission approved contracts and the remaining
$89 million of other project work.?
Did the Company provide more details into the non-contract project work included in the
‘[Trenton Channel Energy Center] TCEC other costs’ category on page 3 of Exhibit S-
10.5?
Yes, Exhibit S-10.6 is data that the Company provided to Staff, which breaks out the
“TCEC other costs’ category on page 3 of Exhibit S-10.5 into more details. Exhibit S-
10.6 also identifies whether the work in each category will be performed under a contract.
Line 11 provides the total for all non-contracted work included in the ‘TCEC other costs’
category, totaling $59.36 million.
Does Staff have any recommendations for the Commission regarding the Company’s
requests for recovery of capital expenditures for the Trenton Channel Battery?
Staff recommends a partial disallowance of $1,612,000 and $8,298,000 in bridge period
and test year capital expenditures for the Trenton Channel Battery project. Staff’s
disallowance is a flat percentage adjustment to the non-contracted work identified on line
11 of Exhibit S-10.6.
What is the basis for Staff’s partial disallowance of non-contracted project work for the
Trenton Channel Battery?
Staff is recommending this partial disallowance of the $59.36 million in non-contracted
project work identified in Exhibit S-10.6 to represent the uncertainty in these estimates,

which don’t have a contract or other information to support these estimates. Staff’s

25 Exhibit S-10.5.
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recommended disallowance would adjust the bridge period non-contracted work by 10%
of the total estimate, and in the test year by 20%. The increase to this adjustment in the
test year accounts for the increasing uncertainty with estimates farther out into the future,
where the costs are less defined.
Is Staff’s recommended adjustment supported by any additional project specific
evidence?
Adjusting projected capital expenditures for certain non-routine projects is a well-
established practice to account for uncertainties with a utility’s cost estimates. Staff has
recommended, and the Commission has approved, adjustments based on the state of a
non-routine project’s development, or the class of cost estimate used to support a utility’s
requests, in numerous electric rate cases.?® When comparing the requested, approved,
and actual capital expenditures for non-routine projects in Exhibit S-10.1, oftentimes the
amounts approved by the Commission exceed the Company’s actual spending, even
when the Commission has made a disallowance.
How will Staff’s recommended disallowance impact rate base in this case?
As identified by the Company, this project is not expected to reach commercial
operations until March 2026.2” Therefore, this project is classified as construction work
in progress (CWIP), and it will not impact the revenue requirement given the use of an
Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) offset. However, Staff felt it

important to identify the potential for these costs to not actually be incurred, given the

26 See the Testimony of Staff witness Lisa Kindschy, Case No. U-21297 and the Testimony of Staff witness Jonathan
DeCooman, Case Nos. U-20697 and U-20963.
27 Testimony of Margaret E. Guillaumin, p. 51.
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lack of contracts to establish pricing and the tendency for the Company’s cost estimates

to vary significantly at this stage in project development.

NWA: Adaptive Networked Microgrids Pilot:

What is the nature of the project ‘NWA: Adaptive Networked Microgrids Pilot’?
Company witness Shannen M. Hartwick describes this pilot opportunity in her testimony.
DTE has applied for grant funding from the United States Department of Energy (DOE)
through the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) to expand the Company’s non-
wires alternative (NWA) work. This project would expand deployments at O’Shea Solar
Park and Port Austin substation to incorporate Adaptive Networked Microgrids (ANM)
into these sites. The Company plans for at least one additional distributed energy
resource (DER) site to be installed both at the O’Shea substation Solar Park and at Port
Austin substation to allow for these resources to work with existing DER installations to
create dynamic microgrids.?®

What requests for recovery of capital expenditures is the Company making for the ANM
pilot in this case?

The Company has identified the total estimated cost of the pilot at approximately $46
million, with approximately $1 million in funding expected from the Company’s partners
and $23 million in grant funding expected from the DOE. The Company included its
requests for recovery for the ANM pilot on page 17, line 26, of Exhibit A-12, Schedule
B5.4, and included the assumed offset from outside contributions and DOE grant funding

on line 27 of the same exhibit. The Company is requesting recovery of $4,606,000 and

28 Testimony of Shannen M. Hartwick, pp. 76-77.
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$25,550,000 in the bridge and test years, respectively. This is assumed to be offset by
partner contributions and DOE grant funding totaling $2,609,000 and $13,110,000 in the
bridge and test years, respectively.
Has the Company previously requested recovery of capital expenditures for the ANM
pilot in an electric rate case?
No. While the Company identified this pilot as a potential opportunity to develop
microgrids while leveraging federal funding through the IIJA in its previous electric rate
case, Case No. U-21297, the Company did not include any costs for this project in its
requests in that case.”’
Please describe the alternative sources of funding outside of its base rates that the
Company is seeking to fund the ANM pilot.
As detailed in the testimony of Company witness Hartwick, the Company has formed a
partnership with associated business organizations and research institutes, which will

provide approximately $1 million in funding for the pilot.>

The Company is seeking a
grant from the DOE through the I1JA and, if awarded, expects that half of the pilot costs,
or $23 million, would be covered by this grant funding.*!

What is the status of the Company’s grant application with the DOE for the ANM pilot?
The Company provided an update on the status of its grant application with the DOE in
response to Staft’s discovery requests, sponsored as Exhibit S-10.7. The Company

identified the status of required documentation as part of the bid package and provided a

general timeline of the project, including the scope of work in each phase, as well as a

29 Testimony of Brian L. Hill, Case No. U-21297, p. 68.
30 Testimony of Shannen M. Hartwick, pp. 76-77.
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detailed project budget. When asked in a follow up data request for an update on the
status of the DOE’s review of the Company’s grant application, there was no additional
update to provide.*
Has the Company indicated whether it would continue to develop this project if it does
not receive the full amount of grant funding from the DOE?
The Company indicated that, if an agreement cannot be reached during award
negotiations, it does not anticipate continuing to develop this pilot.*?
Does Staff have any recommendations for the Commission regarding the Company’s
requests for recovery of capital expenditures for the ANM pilot?
Yes. Staff recommends a full disallowance of all requested capital expenditures for the
ANM pilot, totaling $4,588,307 and $25,550,184 in the bridge and test years,
respectively. Staff is also recommending the corresponding partner contributions and
grant funding which offset a portion of these costs be credited, to ensure this pilot has no
impact on the revenue requirement, totaling $2,608,544 and $13,109,827 in the bridge
and test years, respectively. While Staff is generally supportive of this pilot and the value
that it could provide the Company through the development and operation of adaptive
microgrids, Staff does not find it appropriate to include this pilot in rates when the status
of the Company’s grant application is uncertain, particularly given the Company’s

indication it would likely not proceed with this project if this grant funding is not

approved.

32 Exhibit S-10.7, p. 8.
33 Exhibit S-10.7, p. 9.
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Did the Company provide any additional information that could impact the development
of this pilot and Staff’s position on the recovery of requested capital expenditures?
Prior to the filing of this testimony but after Staff’s position had been finalized, the
Company submitted a discovery request, which has been sponsored as Exhibit S-10.8.
Exhibit S-10.8 is a comparison of project cost requests for certain distribution
investments in the Company’s distribution grid plan (DGP) and requests for those same
projects in this case. Line 6 of Exhibit S-10.8 identifies spend for the NWA projects and
includes a comment appearing to indicate that the Company has received a grant from the
DOE for the ANM pilot. There is no other mention of this grant being awarded in any
other part of the filing, nor was this mentioned in Staff’s discovery requests directly
asking for the status of this grant application. Without any further confirmation of the
result of the Company’s award negotiations with the DOE and assurance that the $23
million in grant funding has been awarded to the Company, Staff does not find it
reasonable to approve the Company’s request for recovery of capital expenditures for the
ANM pilot.
If the Company was to receive the full anticipated grant funding from the DOE and
proceeds with this pilot, could it still seek recovery of pilot costs?
Yes. Given the value that this pilot would provide to the Company and the potential to
leverage federal funding to reduce the impact to ratepayers, Staff finds the ANM pilot to
be worth further consideration by the Company. Staff’s primary concerns with this pilot
is the lack of confirmation of this grant award and the uncertainty that leaves the pilot in.

Therefore, Staff would encourage the Company to include the costs for this pilot in a
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future rate case if the Company can provide evidence that it has successfully negotiated

for the full grant award package and is proceeding with its development.

Summary of Recommendations

Q.

What recommendations are Staff providing to the Commission regarding the Company’s
requests for approval of non-routine capital expenditures for projects included in Exhibit
A-12, Schedules B5.1 and B5.4?

Staff recommends the following adjustments to capital expenditures for non-routine
projects included on page 2 of Exhibit A-12, Schedule B5.1:

* Line 37 - Blackstart Project 10570 & 20255: Partial disallowance of $297,000 and
$314,000 in 2023 and 2024 bridge period capital expenditures, respectively;

* Line 38 - Blackstart Project 17611: Partial disallowance of $54,000 and $852,460 in
2023 and 2024 bridge period capital expenditures, respectively;

* Line 39 - Blackstart Project 18320: Partial disallowance of $1,015,000 and $62,000 in
2023 and 2024 bridge period capital expenditures, respectively;

* Line 40 - Slocum Battery Pilot: Partial disallowance of $2,177,871 in 2024 bridge
period capital expenditures;

* Line 41 - Trenton Channel Energy Center BESS: Partial disallowance of $1,612,000
and $8,298,000 in 2023 and 2024 bridge period capital expenditures, respectively. This
adjustment does not impact rate base due to the project being classified as CWIP with an
AFUDC offset.

Staff recommends the following adjustment to capital expenditures for projects included

on page 17 of Exhibit A-12, Schedule B5.4:
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* Line 27 - NWA: Adaptive Networked Microgrids: Full disallowance of $4,588,307 and
$25,550,184 in 2024 bridge period and test year capital expenditures, respectively.
* Line 28 — Offset of ANM pilot for partner contributions and grant funding, credited as
$2,608,533 and $13,109,827 in 2024 bridge period and test year capital expenditures,
respectively.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.
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Would you please state your name and business address for the record?
My name is Roger A. Doherty. My business address is 7109 West Saginaw
Highway, Lansing, Michigan 48917.
What is your position and by whom are you employed?
I am the Manager of the Resource Adequacy and Forecasting Section within the
Energy Resources Division of the Michigan Public Service Commission (MPSC
or Commission).
Would you please outline your educational background?
I earned a Bachelor of Science Degree in Biosystems Engineering and a Bachelor
of Science Degree in Environmental Studies & Applications with a Specialization
in Environmental Economics from Michigan State University in 2005. Since
joining the MPSC Staff (Staff), I have attended several training programs hosted
by the Michigan State University Institute of Public Utilities, including the
Annual Regulatory Studies Program sponsored by the National Association of
Regulatory Utility Commissioners (August 2017), Modeling Utility Financial
Impacts in a Dynamic World (September 2017), and Grid School (April 2018). I
have also attended several EUCI training courses, including Resource and
Portfolio Planning, Modeling and Monetizing Uncertainty and Risk Associated
with Renewables (August 2017); Long-Term Load Forecasting in MS Excel
(August 2018); and the Integrated Resource Planning Summit (March 2019).
Would you please outline your professional background?
In July 2006, I began working for the State of Michigan in the Michigan Energy

Office as a Staff Engineer. At the Michigan Energy Office, | was responsible for
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a variety of technical assistance and financial incentive programs for energy
efficiency and renewable energy projects in the industrial, commercial, and
residential sectors. I also was responsible for energy code compliance programs,
economic development programs focused on technology roadmaps, and advanced
energy technology acceleration services.

In June 2017, I joined the MPSC as a Public Utilities Engineer within
the Resource Adequacy and Retail Choice Section, now known as the Resource
Adequacy and Forecasting Section. At the MPSC, I evaluate integrated resource
plans (IRP) and resource adequacy plans of utilities and alternative electric
suppliers, review capacity demonstrations to ensure they meet federal and state
requirements, and develop/analyze generation expansion planning models. [
became the Manager of the Resource Adequacy and Forecasting Section in
December 2022.

Have you previously testified in cases before the Commission?

Yes, | have testified in the following cases:

Case No. Description

U-18444 Contested case proceeding for determining the process and
requirements for a forward locational requirement under MCL
460.6(w).

U-20165 Consumers Energy Company’s IRP pursuant to MCL 460.6(t).

U-20300 Alpena Power Company’s IRP pursuant to MCL 460.6(t).

U-20471 DTE Electric Company’s IRP pursuant to MCL 460.6(t).

U-20591 Indiana Michigan Power Company’s IRP pursuant to MCL 460.6(t).

2
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U-20766

U-20793

U-20836

U-20963

U-21044

U-21080

U-21081

U-21090

U-21189

U-21233

U-21224

U-21242

U-21193

U-21297

U-21370

U-21389

U-21410

QUALIFICATIONS OF ROGER A. DOHERTY

CASE NUMBER U-21534

PART I

Consumers Energy Company’s reconciliation of its 2019 demand
response (DR) program costs.
DTE Electric Company’s reconciliation of its 2019 DR program costs.
DTE Electric Company’s electric rate case.
Consumers Energy Company’s electric rate case.
DTE Electric Company’s reconciliation of its 2020 DR program costs.
Consumers Energy Company’s reconciliation of its 2020 DR program
costs.
Upper Michigan Energy Resources Corporation’s IRP pursuant to
MCL 460.6(t).
Consumers Energy Company’s IRP pursuant to MCL 460.6(t).
Indiana Michigan Power Company’s IRP pursuant to MCL 460.6(t).
Consumers Energy Company’s reconciliation of its 2021 DR program
costs.
Consumers Energy Company’s electric rate case.
DTE Electric Company’s reconciliation of its 2021 DR program costs.
DTE Electric Company’s IRP pursuant to MCL 460.6(t).
DTE Electric Company’s electric rate case.
Upper Michigan Energy Resources Corporation’s State Reliability
Mechanism case.
Consumers Energy Company’s electric rate case.
Consumers Energy Company’s reconciliation of its 2022 DR program

costs.
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PART 1

1 H U-21461 Indiana Michigan Power Company’s electric rate case.
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PART II
What is the purpose of your testimony?
The purpose of my testimony is to provide Staff’s recommendations on DTE
Electric Company’s (DTE or the Company) electric rate case regarding Demand
Response (DR).
Are you sponsoring any exhibits?
No.
Does Staff have any recommendations regarding Demand Response?
Yes. I will describe Staff’s recommendations related to the treatment of
previously disallowed capital costs from the Company’s 2021 DR reconciliation,
as well as the recommendation that the Company expand its analysis of the cost
effectiveness of its DR programs in future cases.
What is the Company requesting with respect to the disallowed capital in the 2021
DR Reconciliation?
Company witness Keegan O. Farrell describes the Company’s request on pages
24 and 25 of his direct testimony. The Company is requesting Commission
approval to recover $1,672,895 in capital costs for the SmartCurrents program
that were originally disallowed in the Company’s 2021 DR reconciliation (Case
No. U-21242).
Does Staff agree with the Company’s request to recover these costs?
No. Staff’s recommendation with respect to these costs has not changed. Staff
supported this disallowance because the Company significantly exceeded what

was preapproved in the Company’s 2019 Integrated Resource Plan (Case No. U-

20471) for this program, failed to communicate with Staff that it was exceeding
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROGER A. DOHERTY
CASE NUMBER U-21534
PART II
investment by more than 10% as previously agreed, and that the benefits from the
increased investment did not exist or were unclear. Staff argued for this
disallowance in the 2021 DR Reconciliation, as well as the 2022 DR
Reconciliation (Case No. U-21403) where the issue reemerged. The Company and
Staff reached settlement agreements in both the 2021 and 2022 DR Reconciliation
cases that incorporated this disallowance, and the Commission approved those
settlements in the January 19, 2023 Order in Case No U-21242 and the March 15,
2024 Order in Case No. U-21403. The Company should not be allowed to recover
these investments in this case.
Does an adjustment need to be made to incorporate Staff’s recommendation that
this disallowance remain?
No. As stated by Company witness Farrell on page 25 of his direct testimony, the
Company did not include the disallowed capital in its balance sheet. An
adjustment would be necessary if the Commission were to agree with the
Company that the previously disallowed costs should now be recovered.
What is Staff recommending with respect to the analysis of the cost effectiveness
of its DR programs?
Staff is recommending the Company expand its analysis of the cost effectiveness
of its DR programs to include all DR programs, as well as its interruptible rates.
The Company has been including cost effectiveness analysis in its DR
reconciliation cases for some of its DR programs, specifically its CoolCurrents,

Smart Savers, SmartCurrents, and Rider 12 programs. Staff would like to see

similar analysis of the Company’s remaining DR programs, including its
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interruptible rates. This analysis should look at each program and/or rate
individually and compare the costs of the program/rate to the benefits. The
benefits of each program should incorporate reasonable assumptions about the
impact of recent and future changes at the Midcontinent Independent System
Operator (MISO), such as potential changes to Load Modifying Resource
Accreditation. The Company should perform an analysis of each program that
includes historical costs and a separate analysis that excludes any sunk costs and
looks only at future costs and/or future cost projections. The Company should
include customer incentives, including lower rates, as part of the cost of these
programs/rates. The Company should also include a reasonable portion of any
costs shared by multiple programs (or the entire DR portfolio) in the analysis of
each individual program. The Company should include this analysis in its next
DR Reconciliation or General Rate Case, whichever happens sooner.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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PART I
Please state your full name and business address for the record.
My name is Allan David Freeman, and my business address is 7109 W. Saginaw Hwy.,
Lansing, M1 48917.
By whom are you employed and in what capacity?
I am employed by the Michigan Public Service Commission (MPSC or Commission) as an
Assistant to the Division Director in the Energy Resources Division.
Please describe your educational background.
I hold three degrees. In 2000, I earned a Juris Doctor and a Masters of Public
Administration, both from the University of Pittsburgh. I earned a Bachelor of Arts in
International Relations from Michigan State University in 1996.
What is your professional background?
In 2009, I began working for the MPSC in the Energy Markets Section in the Operations
and Wholesale Markets Division. My responsibilities included representing Michigan and
advocating policy objectives during meetings of the Organization of MISO States (OMS)
and the Organization of Pennsylvania-New Jersey-Maryland Interconnection (PJM) States,
Inc. T coordinated regulatory oversight and policy formation among the states.
Additionally, I collaborated to perform analysis and evaluation on the elements of existing
and future market designs. I served as co-chair of OMS’s Market and Tariff workgroup. I
attended the Eastern Interconnection States’ Planning Council, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC), Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO), and PJM

Interconnection stakeholder work groups and committee meetings. Lastly, 1 drafted

speeches for MPSC Commissioners (Commissioners).
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In 2015, I became an Executive Policy Advisor in the Research Section of the
Strategic Operations Division. In this role, I advised the Commissioners on policy and
technical matters pertaining to the Commission's regulatory and policy-making
responsibilities across all regulated sectors. I assisted the Commissioners during
deliberations on decisions in general rate cases, certificate of need proceedings, energy law
implementation, and electricity and natural gas fuel cost cases. Additionally, I negotiated
decisions on behalf of the Commissioners. I conducted research on emerging jurisdictional,
structural, and technical issues in the utility industries. I represented the Commissioners in
various capacities and functions involving industry and the public.

In 2020, I became the Assistant to the Division Director in the Energy Resources
Division. This division is responsible for implementation of the State’s Clean & Renewable
Energy and Energy Waste Reduction Act, evaluating certificate of necessity and integrated
resource plan filings, reviewing Smart Grid utility investments, administration of
Michigan’s gas and electric customer choice programs, and electric resource adequacy and
modeling. I assist the Energy Resources Division Director in program planning, policy and
procedures development, and research. I review testimony for contested case proceedings.
I represent the Director in meetings, settlement conferences, and task forces. I serve as the
MPSC Staff (Staff) lead for our internal electric vehicles team. Lastly, I co-chaired the
Commission’s Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion initiative.

Have you received any work-related training since your employment with the MPSC?
Yes, I have attended several programs hosted by the Institute of Public Utilities (IPU) at

Michigan State University: the Michigan Forum on Economics and Regulatory Policy, the

Annual Regulatory Studies Program, IPU’s Grid and Rate Schools, the National
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Regulatory Research Institute, and several Advanced Regulatory Studies Program
sessions.
Have you previously filed testimony before the Commission?
Yes. I have filed testimony in the following cases: U-20836, DTE Electric’s 2022 Rate
Case; U-21224, Consumers Electric’s 2022 rate case; U-21279, DTE Electric’s 2023 rate
case; U-21389, Consumers Electric’s 2023 rate case; and U-21461, Indiana Michigan
Power Company’s 2024 rate case.
Have you worked to analyze any cases filed before the Commission?
Yes, in my role as Commission Advisor, I assisted in the deliberations on many different
types of cases. I was intimately involved in both electric and gas rate cases, Certificate of

Need proceedings, Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) cases, Securitization proceedings,

reliability dockets, renewable energy cases, and the MI PowerGrid stakeholder initiatives.
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What is the purpose of your testimony?
The purpose of my testimony is to present MPSC Staff’s analysis of DTE Electric’s (DTE
or the Company) electric vehicle (EV) rate case proposals.

Are you sponsoring any exhibits?

No.

Electric Vehicle Proposals

What is the current status of DTE Electric’s Charging Forward Program?

The Company’s EV program has matured and grown in scope since its 2019 inception in
Case No. U-20162. Some programmatic elements have become permanent, like Education
and Outreach, the Emerging Technology Fun, and Program Administration.! Other
elements are still in the pilot stage, like Home Charger Rebates, Home Charger Install, EV
Rebates, Business Charger Rebates, Business Charger Installation, eFleet Charger Rebate,
eFleet Battery Support, School Bus Chargers, and Charging Hubs.? The Company
continues to use regulatory asset accounting treatment.’> To date, DTE Electric has spent
$51.3 million for its EV programs.*

Is DTE Electric actively seeking federal dollars for its EV programs?

Staff appreciates the Company’s efforts to take advantage of the Federal Government’s
various EV funding sources. Given the multiple funding resources and DTE Electric’s
various EV efforts, it can be challenging to keep track of everything. Staff requests that in

its next rate case, the Company provide a list of what federal EV programs they have

! Prefiled Direct Testimony of Company witness Pina Bennett, p. 5.

21d.
31d.

41d., at, p. 6.
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applied for, and, if successful, how much funding they were awarded. This information
would be useful in analyzing future EV funding requests.
How does Staff view the School Bus Chargers program?
Staff is excited to see how this program develops. It offers a great opportunity for policy
entrepreneurship. In its next rate case, Staff would like the Company to share in detail how
the program is performing, and the early lessons learned.
Does Staff have any concerns about the Company’s Charging Hubs proposal?
Staff is increasingly concerned about DTE Electric’s Charging Hubs plans. The
Commission first approved the Company owning (and thus getting cost recovery for) the
Charging Hubs in November 2022. The Charging Hubs pilot was announced with fanfare.
However, the Charging Hubs are still in the design and planning stage. Company witness
Bennett briefly touches upon the Charging Hub pilot status in a single paragraph in her
testimony.’

Staff finds this insufficient and requests a more detailed explanation of why the
Company’s efforts are moving along so slowly. Staff wants the Company to either offer a
more complete Charging Hub analysis and explanation in its reply testimony or hold an
interested parties meeting to discuss why there has been such slow momentum to this pilot.
Additionally, in the future, Staff expects a much more thorough Charging Hubs explanation
in both the Company’s next rate case and its EV annual report.

Does Staff have any suggestions for DTE’s Emerging Technology Fund?

Staff participates in an ex officio role with the Emerging Technology Fund committee.

Earlier this year, the Company selected its first funding recipients. These projects offer a

5 Prefiled Direct Testimony of Company witness Bennett, p. 11.

5
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great opportunity to learn more about EV engineering and policy. Since the Emerging
Technology Fund is funded in through the traditional rate case process, Staff would like a
yearly update about the pilots and what the Company has learned from them. This report
would be included in future Company’s rate case filings until the Emerging Technology
Fund ends. If the Company does not file a rate case within a calendar year, the report then
should be included in the Company’s yearly EV annual reports.
What is a Transportation Electrification Plan (TEP)?
The movement toward transportation electrification will require additional planning and
will result in necessary investments by regulated electric utilities in the coming years. A
TEP details how a regulated electric utility will navigate these challenges. A TEP
documents how a regulated electric utility plans to address the operational, policy, and
system impacts of electric vehicles in its footprint. Unlike rate cases which typically
involve a single year, a TEP examines an intermediate time frame in the future. The TEP
docket is intended to create dialogue among all interested parties. The TEPs are
informational only and are not intended for cost recovery. A regulated electric utility can
only recover its costs in a traditional rate case.
What has the Commission done to date with TEPs?
The Commission opened Case No. U-21538 to be a repository for TEPs. In Case No. U-
20836, the Commission asked DTE Electric to file a TEP. Subsequently, the Commission
also directed Consumers Energy and Indiana Michigan Power Company to do the same.

Both Consumers Energy and DTE Electric have already filed their plans.

What should a TEP contain?
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In Case No. U-21492, the Commission directed Staff to create draft TEP filing
requirements. The draft filing requirements have been posted in the docket for all interested
parties to review. All comments are due by July 22, 2024, and any reply comments are due
by August 12, 2024. Additionally, there will be a virtual interested parties meeting on
August 21, 2024. The Commission will then issue a TEP filing requirements order later
this year.
Since DTE Electric’s TEP was filed before the draft filing requirements were issued, how
should the Commission address their current TEP?
The Company’s current rate case is not the appropriate venue for discussion and criticism
of its TEP. Rates cases are increasingly becoming more complex and have a strict time
frame. Instead, Staff proposes to adopt a similar strategy as the Commission is employing
in Case No. U-20147 for its examination of distribution plans. Staff will work with the
Company to set up a process for all interested parties to review and comment on their TEP.
Additionally, there would be a period for any reply comments. This proposed schedule
would be filed in Case No. U-21538. Such a process would allow for a more robust and
holistic TEP conversation outside of the restrictions found in a rate case.
How much is the Company requesting in its current rate case for its EV programs?
DTE Electric is requesting $24,980,000 to fund its proposed EV efforts. To put this number
in perspective, the Company has spent a total of $51.3 million for its EV program to date.
What is Staff’s reaction to the Company’s proposed EV budget?

In its current rate case, DTE Electric is proposing to begin its TEP implementation. Staff

appreciates the Company’s ambition and its commitment to an EV future. However, Staff

¢ Prefiled Direct Testimony of Company witness Bennett, p. 4.
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advocates for a more cautious approach with rate payers’ dollars at this juncture. As
Company witness Bennett noted in her testimony, EVs are still relatively new and
evolving.” While EV adoption continues to increase, the pace has slowed. The Company
can still achieve many of its EV goals, while adopting a more cautious approach to program
spending.
Is Staff recommending any disallowances to reflect a more cautious EV approach going
forward?
Company witness Bennett’s Exhibit A-12, Schedule B5.9, presents DTE Electric’s EV cost
projections. After analyzing the exhibit, Staff is recommending two disallowances. First,
Staff recommends an $8,000,000 disallowance to the Company’s Business and eFleet
Charger Rebates program. Additionally, Staff recommends a $1,000,000 disallowance for
its Residential Customer Rebate program.
What is Staff’s rationale for the $8,000,000 disallowance?
In Company witness Bennett’s Exhibit A-12, Schedule B5.9, Line 18, the Company is
requesting $16,002,000 for its Business and eFleet Charger Rebates. This line item includes
public, fleet, and multi-user dwellings programs. DTE Electric proposes a number of
changes to its existing programs for these three segments.

Staff recommends an $8 million disallowance. The Business and eFleet Charger
Rebates $16 million request is the foundational piece of the Company’s overall
$24,980,000 proposed EV budget request. Staff is uncomfortable with this large, requested

amount. It represents a significant increase from past rebate programs. Instead, Staff would

like to see the Company implement a scaled down rebate effort. By moving at a more

7 Prefiled Direct Testimony of Company witness Bennett, p. 50.
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deliberate speed, DTE Electric would still be able to discover if its revised rebates plans
accomplish their intended goals.
What is Staff’s rationale for the $1,000,000 disallowance?
In Company witness Bennett’s Exhibit A-12, Schedule B5.9, Line 17, the Company is
requesting $3,126,000 for its Residential Customer Rebate program. This is an increase
from its last rate case. These rebates have been part of DTE Electric’s efforts since its
inception. However, as the Company’s EV programs have matured, these rebates make
less sense now. Any rebate program needs to be narrowly focused to address a specific EV
policy challenge.

Staff agrees with DTE Electric that the low-income segment faces unique
challenges for EV adoption and infrastructure. The Company is proposing some changes
to its existing EV programs to better focus on this segment. Before awarding the full
$3,126,000, Staff would like to see if the Company’s efforts successfully address these
challenges. If these revised programs have a real impact, DTE Electric can seek additional
funding in a subsequent rate case. Consequently, Staff recommends a $1,000,000
disallowance.

Please summarize Staff’s recommendations below.

Staff’s recommendations are as follows:

1. In its next rate case, DTE Electric should provide a list of all federal EV dollars it has
been awarded.

2. In its next rate case, the Company will discuss in detail its School Bus Charger program

and share any initial results from the program.
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3. DTE Electric will provide a more detailed explanation on why the Charging Hubs project
1s moving so slowly.
4. In its next rate case, the Company will provide a report on the results from the initial
awards from its Emerging Technology Fund.
5. The discussion and evaluation of DTE Electric’s TEP will be deferred to a future date
and proceeding, as per Staff’s proposal.
6. An $8,000,000 disallowance for the Company’s Business and eFleet Charger Rebates
program.
7. A $1,000,000 disallowance for the Company’s Residential Customer Rebates program.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.

10
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Michigan Public Service Commission Case No.: U-21534

DTE Electric Company Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Company discovery responses on Slocum cost increases Exhibit: S-10.3
Page 1 of 5

MPSC Case No: U-21534
Requester: Staff

Question No.: STDE-3.8
Respondent: M. Guillaumin
Page: 1of 1

Question: 8. Referencing the Slocum Battery pilot, in Case No. U-21297, the total
costs for the Slocum pilot were estimated at $34.7 million, which has
increased to $44.7 million in this case. Please provide a detailed comparison
of project cost estimates for Slocum between these two cases, including a
breakout into project cost categories with as much detail as possible. For any
cost categories with a significant change from previous estimates (10% or
>$1 million), please explain the cause of this difference, including any
supporting data if available.

Answer: Please see table below:
Description U-21297 U-21534 Variance Reason for Variance
Battery Materials $15.0 $20.0 $5.0 Raw lithium prices increased
Demo & Installation Labor §5.4 574 $2.0 L?bor esc_alatlon RS ORAEIIN CARpEie
bids received
Electrical Infrastructure $8.5 $8.5 $0.0
Engineering & Permits $10 519 $0.9
. Adjustment based on cost increases for
Overheads (Indirects) S48 $6.9 $2.1 sileriil sl Sibar
Total $34.7 $44.7 $10.0

Attachment: None.



Michigan Public Service Commission Case No.: U-21534

DTE Electric Company Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Company discovery responses on Slocum cost increases Exhibit: S-10.3
Page 2 of 5

MPSC Case No: U-21534
Requester: Staff

Question No.: STDE-11.1a
Respondent: M. Guillaumin

Page: 1of 1
Question: 1. Referencing the discovery response STDE 3-8:
a. What, if any, portion of project work did the Company contract out for this
pilot?

Answer: The Company utilized contract support for engineering, permitting, site
preparation, installation, quality assurance, startup, and commissioning.

Attachment: None.



Michigan Public Service Commission Case No.: U-21534

DTE Electric Company Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Company discovery responses on Slocum cost increases Exhibit: S-10.3
Page 3 of 5

MPSC Case No: U-21534
Requester: Staff

Question No.: STDE-11.1b
Respondent: M. Guillaumin
Page: 1of 1

Question: 1. Referencing the discovery response STDE 3-8:

b. Regarding the increase in costs for battery materials, what portion of the 25%
cost increase is due to the rising price of raw lithium?

Answer: The entire $5 million cost increase shown in discovery response STDE-3.8
was due to the rising price of raw lithium.

Attachment: None.



Michigan Public Service Commission Case No.: U-21534

DTE Electric Company Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Company discovery responses on Slocum cost increases Exhibit: S-10.3
Page 4 of 5

MPSC Case No: U-21534

Requester: Staff
Question No.: STDE-11.1c
Respondent: M. Guillaumin

Page: 1of 1
Question: 1. Referencing the discovery response STDE 3-8:
c. When did the Company execute a contract/purchase order for the battery
materials?
Answer: The Company issued the purchase order for the materials in December 2022.

Attachment: None.



Michigan Public Service Commission Case No.: U-21534

DTE Electric Company Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Company discovery responses on Slocum cost increases Exhibit: S-10.3
Page 5 of 5

MPSC Case No: U-21534
Requester: Staff

Question No.: STDE-11.1d
Respondent: M. Guillaumin
Page: 1 of 1

Question: 1. Referencing the discovery response STDE 3-8:

d. What specific cost increases to materials and labor resulted in project
overheads being underestimated by $2.1 million in the previous rate case?
Why were these costs not able to be identified prior to this point in the project
development?

Answer: Overheads proportionately vary based on changes to material and labor
costs, and therefore are not fixed. The $2.1 million increase is a result of cost
increases in labor and materials on the project.

Attachment: None.
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Michigan Public Service Commission Case No.: U-21534

DTE Electric Company Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Identification of contract work for Trenton Channel Battery Exhibit: S-10.5
Page 1 of 3

MPSC Case No: U-21534
Requester: Staff

Question No.: STDE-3.9a
Respondent: M. Guillaumin
Page: 1 of 1

Question: 9. The Company references $334 million in capital expenditures for the
Trenton Channel BESS which was approved by the Commission in Case No.
U-21566. For the remaining $89 million in projected capital expenditures,
please:

a. Identify any work that the Company will contract with a third party to
complete.

Answer: For the remaining $89 million, the Company will have MISO-related
transmission interconnection expenses and will contract with Black & Veatch
for Owner's Engineer services.

BESS commodities, environmental, site stabilization, and an auxiliary

transformer are also expected to be contracted as a subcontract through the
EPC contract.

Attachment: None.



Michigan Public Service Commission Case No.: U-21534

DTE Electric Company Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Identification of contract work for Trenton Channel Battery Exhibit: S-10.5
Page 2 of 3

MPSC Case No: U-21534
Requester: Staff

Question No.: STDE-3.9b
Respondent: M. Guillaumin
Page: 1 of 1

Question: 9. The Company references $334 million in capital expenditures for the
Trenton Channel BESS which was approved by the Commission in Case No.
U-21566. For the remaining $89 million in projected capital expenditures,
please:

b. For any work items identified in part (a), please identify whether the Company
has or intends to issue an RFP for this work and the expected timing of the
solicitation process.

Answer: Transmission costs are determined by MISO through their interconnection
process. Black & Veatch was selected as an owner’s engineer through an
RFP process in 2023.

To the best of my knowledge and belief, there are no other 3 party RFPs
that are expected to be issued by the Company for this project.

Attachment: None.



Michigan Public Service Commission Case No.: U-21534

DTE Electric Company Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Identification of contract work for Trenton Channel Battery Exhibit: S-10.5
Page 3 of 3

MPSC Case No: U-21534
Requester: Staff

Question No.: STDE-3.10
Respondent: M. Guillaumin
Page: 1 of 1

Question: 10.  For the capital expenditures requested on line 41 of page 2 of Exhibit
A-12, Sch.B5.1, please breakout requested costs, in each time-period, for the
Trenton Channel battery into those included in the EPC and battery vendor
contracts approved in Case No. U-21566, and those for the remainder of
project work.

Answer: Please see table below:

Projected
$ millions Historical Projected Bridge Period Test Year
12 mos. 12 mos. 12 mos. 24 mos. 12 mos.
ended ending ending ending ending
Description 12/31/2022 12/31/2023 12/31/2024 12/31/2024 12/31/2025
TCEC EPC Contract 0 05 26.0 265 276
TCEC BESS Contract 0 11 49.0 501 2195
TCEC Transformer 0 18 26 44 0
TCEC other costs 0 19 431 449 447

Attachment: None.
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Michigan Public Service Commission Case No.: U-21534

DTE Electric Company Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Company discovery responses on ANM pilot Exhibit: S-10.7
Page 1 of 9

MPSC Case No: U-21534
Requester: Staff
Question No.: STDE-3.17
Respondent: S. Hartwick
Page: 1 of 1

Question: 17. Please provide the latest update on any negotiations between the
Company and the DOE for grant funding for the Adaptive Networked
Microgrids pilot, including the most recent correspondence between Company
and DOE, any planned or scheduled future meetings, and the results of any
negotiations so far such as preliminary funding agreements

Answer: The Company objects to this request because it is vague as the reference to
“most recent correspondence” is unclear. Without waiving this objection, but
subject to it, the Company responds as follows:

The Company received the Selection for Notice of Negotiation. DTE Electric
is having weekly meetings with the DOE to track the status of required
deliverables for the grant award package.

The status of the required documentation is as follows:

o SF424 - Budget Justification Form — awaiting approval by DOE;

¢ NEPA (National Environmental Protection Agency) Form — awaiting
approval by DOE;

¢ Community Benefits Outcomes and Objectives (CBOO) — Approved by
DOE and being added to the award package;

¢ Technical Evaluation of Budget (TEB) — to be provided by DOE;

¢ Statement of Project Objectives (SOPO) — awaiting approval by DOE;

Once the documentation is approved by the DOE, the funding agreement

negotiations will begin.

Attachment: None

Co-respondent: Legal



Michigan Public Service Commission
DTE Electric Company
Company discovery responses on ANM pilot

Question:

Answer:

MPSC Case No: U-21534

Requester: Staff

Question No.: STDE-3.18

Respondent: S. Hartwick

Page: 10of 2

18.  Please provide the Company’s grant application to the DOE for the
Adaptive Networked Microgrids project or provide a summary of the filing
including all relevant details such that Staff can understand the amounts
sought in grant funding, any required matching, estimated grant timeline, and
any specific parameters or requirements necessary for this pilot to qualify for
grant funding.

Project Scope: Two Adaptative Networked Microgrids (ANMs) will be created
at existing NWA project sites in our service area

¢ Detroit —-O’Shea Energy Park
o New solar site combined with a current project to install one battery
o ANM Project will install one additional battery and establish two
networked microgrids
¢ Port Austin
o Existing project underway to install solar site with one battery and a
microgrid
o ANM Project will install an additional solar site, two additional batteries
and establish two more networked Microgrids

Amounts sought in grant funding: For a breakdown of the project costs, see
U-21534 STDE-3.19a.

Cost Match/Share Requirement: The cost share must be at least 50% of the
total project costs. The cost share must come from non-federal sources
unless otherwise allowed by law. (DE-FOA-0002740+, Amendment 7, page
44)

Estimated Grant Timeline:

Engineering Phase — 2024

» Specifications will be developed for the individual components and overall
system
« Software (CYME and PSCAD) simulations will be completed

! https://www.fedconnect.net/FedConnect/default.aspx?doc=DE-FOA-0002740&agency=DOE

Co-respondent: Legal

Case No.: U-21534
Witness: J.J.
Exhibit: S-10.7

DeCooman

Page 2 of 9



Michigan Public Service Commission
DTE Electric Company
Company discovery responses on ANM pilot

MPSC Case No: U-21534

Case No.: U-21534
Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Exhibit: S-10.7

Page 3 of 9

Requester: Staff

Question No.: STDE-3.18

Respondent: S. Hartwick

Page: 2 of 2

« The engineering needed for the Port Austin and O'Shea deployments will

be finalized
Development Phase — 2025

» The specifications developed in phase 1 will be implemented by the team

in phase 2

« Grid-edge and ADMS software will be developed, tested, and refined

Hardware-in-the-loop testing will be completed
Westland Equipment Yard testing will start
Initial drafts of standards will be developed

Deployment Phase — 2026

Initial testing, operating and maintenance procedures will be completed

« After the successful completion of development work and engineering due

diligence in phases 1 and 2,

« ANMs will be deployed in the field on two distribution circuits

Assessment Phase — 2027

« With ANM deployments completed at Port Austin and O’Shea, the team
will focus on monitoring the performance and benefits of the new

technology

Parameters or requirements to qualify: To qualify for grant funding, see U-
21534 STDE-3.17 for a list of deliverables for the grant award package along
with meeting the grant requirements included in DE-FOA-0002740

Attachment: None

Co-respondent: Legal



Michigan Public Service Commission
DTE Electric Company
Company discovery responses on ANM pilot

Question:

a.

Answer:

Attachment:

MPSC Case No: U-21534

Case No.: U-21534
Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Exhibit: S-10.7

Page 4 of 9

Requester: Staff

Question No.: STDE-3.19a

Respondent: S. Hartwick

Page: 1of 1

19.  For the cost estimate provided for the Adaptive Networked Microgrids
pilot, please provide:

A breakdown of these costs into different cost categories including
engineering/site selection, site preparation & development, equipment costs
(broken out by major equipment categories such as solar array, battery, and
balance of plant), construction, labor, and any overhead or contingencies, in
addition to a general breakout of costs into the four different project phases;

Please see the attached file.

U-21534 STDE3.19a-01 ANM Investment Estimate



Michigan Public Service Commission

Case No.: U-21534

DTE Electric Company Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Company discovery responses on ANM pilot Exhibit: S-10.7
Page 5 of 9

U-21534 STDE3.19a-01 ANM Investment Estimate
Grant Program, Function orl
Activity Budget Period 1 |Budget Period 2 |Budget Period 3 |Budget Period 4 |Budget Period 5 |Total
a. Personnel

Project Manager $ 162,760 $ 173,826] $ 184891 $ 195957 $

Engineer $ 1367,184] $ 1,460,135 $ 1,553,086] $ 548679 $

Operator $ $ 49607 $ 73,1251 $ 7095 $

Facilitator $ $ 3,839 $ 5619] $ 591 $

Cable Tester $ $ 1,476 $ 5936] $ 4221 $

Relay Technician $ $ 22441] $ 90,220 $ 6,419 $

Journeyman electrician| $ $ 206701 $ 30,469 $ 2956 $

Power Equipment

Relay Testing $ $ 11,811 § 47,484] $ 3378 $

Technician

SCADA Technician $ $ 2362 $ 9497 $ 676] $

SANTEBS $ $ 2,362 $ 9,497 s 676 $

Technician

SOC Technician $ $ 1,535 $ 6,252] $ 507] $

Splicer $ $ 7,087 $ 10,526] $ 1014 $

Overhead Lineman $ $ 5906] $ 8,697] $ 845 $

Cable Puller $ $ 7825 $ 11.475] $ 1,182 $

E:an;mumt_v Beneft $ 43680 $ 44720( $ 49.920| $ 52,000 $

Copaic ey | & 17,125 $ 18,455 $ 19,785 $ 21,115 $

Support
a. Personnel $ 1,590,749] $ 1,834,057 $ 2116479 $ 843511 $ $ 6,384,796
b. Fringe Benefits $ 604,485 $ 696,942 $ 804,262 $ 320,534 $ $ 2,426,223
c. Travel $ 4100 $ 41001 $ 4100 $ 41001 $ $ 16,400,




Michigan Public Service Commission Case No.: U-21534

DTE Electric Company Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Company discovery responses on ANM pilot Exhibit: S-10.7
Page 6 of 9

U-21534 STDE3.19a-01 ANM Investment Estimate

Grant Program, Function orl

Activity Budget Period 1 |Budget Period 2 |Budget Period 3 |Budget Period 4 |Budget Period 5 |Total

d. Equipment
Substation Relay Panel|] $ 1 s 360,400 $ 1 8 1 S
House Service S $ ge00l s 1 s $
Transformer
SCADA Cabinet (RTU)| $ 1 s 79,500 $ $ $ -
Telecommunication S $ 53000 $ $ s
Equipment
Pole (Pine) $ $ 84.028] $ $ $
Site Foundation $ $ 2595 $ $ $
Pole Top $ $ 30,528] $ $ $
Down Guy/Anchor S $ 1060l s $ 3
Cable
Pole Grounding s $ 7632 s 1 s $
Conductor
Pole Top Arrestor $ $ 3,053 $ $ $
Regulator $ $ 100,535] $ $ $
Smart Monitor $ $ 76,320 $ $ $
636 ACSR Conductor $ $ 39442 $ $ $
Shield Wire / Neutral S $ 4435 s $ $
Wire
Pole (Cedar) $ $ 38,828] $ $ $
Viper Recloser $ $ 559,680 $ $ $
Relay Protection $ $ 18,444 $ $ $
500KCMIL CU EPR N s 54164 s $ $
Cable
Cable Joints $ $ 13,356] $ $ $
cable Pole $ s 8268 s s

erminations
PV Solar Meter $ $ 212001 $ $ $
5" PVC Conduit $ $ 56,000 $ 1 8 $
gommumcanon $ s 477000 s s
ateway

1MW x 4MWh Battery S S 6760320 s $ $
Systems
Switchgear $ 18 165990 $ 1 S 4 8




Case No.: U-21534
Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Exhibit: S-10.7

Michigan Public Service Commission
DTE Electric Company
Company discovery responses on ANM pilot

Page 7 of 9

U-21534 STDE3.19a-01 ANM Investment Estimate
Grant Program, Function or|
Activity Budget Period 1 |Budget Period 2 |Budget Period 3 |Budget Period 4 |Budget Period 5 |Total

?”’””d'”g $ 1s 407,430 S 1 s 1 s

ransformer

Battery Control Cable $ 1 $ 33,920 $ $ $

SORWAC PY s s 246280 s $ $

modules

Hardware Testing $ 1 S 200,000 $ $ $

ADMS Testbed $ 3 100000l s $ $

hardware

HIL Upgrades $ -1 8 200,000 $ $ $

Pole Top Device

Automation Controllers $ 1% e $ $
d. Equipment $ -1 $ 10322007 $ 1 S 41 S $ 10,322,007
e. Supplies $ 8,000 $ 10,250] $ 4,000 $ 4000 $ $ 26,250
f. Contractual $ 1,657,338] $ 6,167,625| $ 8,030,863 $ 1351871 $ $ 17,207,697
g. Construction $ 1 8 4 8 41 $ 1 S $ -
h. Other (inlcuding site acq] $ 110,669 $ 1,134518] $ 34516] $ 36,066] $ $ 1,315,769
i. Total Direct Charges $ 397534118 20,169,498 | $ 10,994219] $ 2,560,083 ] $ - $ 37699141
| Indirect Charges $ 412.505] $ 2886772 $ 1,431,408] $ 288678 $ $ 5,019,363
k. Totals $ 4387846| 8 23,056,270 | $ 12,425627 | $ 2848760 | $ $ 42,718,503




Michigan Public Service Commission Case No.: U-21534

DTE Electric Company Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Company discovery responses on ANM pilot Exhibit: S-10.7
Page 8 of 9

MPSC Case No: U-21534
Requester: Staff
Question No.: STDE-11.7a
Respondent: S. Hartwick
Page: 1of 1

Question: Referencing the grant application process for the Adaptive Networked
Microgrids pilot detailed in discovery response STDE-3.17:
a. Does the Company have any indication on the status of the DOE's review
process for its grant application, such as an anticipated time for a formal
response or any kind of deadlines for these grants to be awarded?

Answer: The Company has no further update to what was provided in STDE-3.17.

Attachment: None



Michigan Public Service Commission Case No.: U-21534

DTE Electric Company Witness: J.J. DeCooman
Company discovery responses on ANM pilot Exhibit: S-10.7
Page 9 of 9

MPSC Case No: U-21534
Requester: Staff

Question No.: STDE-11.7b
Respondent: S. Hartwick
Page: 1of 1

Question: Referencing the grant application process for the Adaptive Networked
Microgrids pilot detailed in discovery response STDE-3.17:
b. If the Company does not receive its full anticipated grant funding for this
pilot from the DOE, does the Company still plan to continue to develop this
pilot?

Answer: If an agreement on scope and funding level cannot be reached during award
negotiations, it is not anticipated the Company will continue development of
the Adaptive Networked Microgrids project.

Attachment: None
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Michigan Public Service Commission
DTE Electric
Company Discovery Response

Case No.: U-21534
Exhibit No.: §-20.0 (TJB-1)
Witness: TJBecker

Base Capital
Category 2025 DGP ($M) | 2025 U-21534 (SM) ($M) iance % C y
- Emergent capital is forecasted based upon a five year historical average for each bucket
-DGP emergent capital totaled $399 MM for 2025, which was based upon the historical 5-year average in
U-21297, which averaged investments from 2017 to 2021, less the projected Emergent Reduction due to
Strategic Spend
-For the instant electric rate case, emergent increased to $507 MM because the 5-year average dropped
Emergent Replacements (Reactive Trouble 2017 and includes 2022
399 507 107 27%
and Storm Capital) $ $ $ °|-The five-year average increased by $63M primarily driven by
-Replacing lower investment of $313M in 2017 to a higher investment of $485M in 2022
-Increased inflation rates in 2022, driven by a 4.4% increase (3.6% to 8%)
-The remaining $45M difference is due to an inflation adjustment to convert the 2022 dollars to 2025
dollars, using an average inflation of 3% per year
Customer Connections, Relocations and 206 $301 s5 2%
Others
Total Base Capital $695 $808 $113 16%,
Category 2025 DGP ($M) | 2025 U-21534 ($M) |  Variance ($M) _|Variance % C y
The $140M in the DGP is an error, it should have been $153M. Therefore, the variance should have been
Tree Trimmii 140 240 100 71%)
ree frimming $ $ $ $87M, which is the incremental Regulatory Asset increase discussed in witness Rachel Steudle testimony.
For the instant rate case, preventative maintenance is based upon $11.3 million for the historic test year
Preventive Maintenance $10 $12 $ 24% and $1 million due to inflation adjustment to convert 2022 actuals to 2025 dollars.
Total i 8! $150 $252 $102 68%)|
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Michigan Public Service Commission

DTE Electric

Company Discovery Response

Case No.: U-21534
Exhibit No.: $-20.0 (TJB-1)
Witness: TJBecker

&

Category 2025 DGP 2025 Rate Case Variance Variance % C y

Pole and Pole Top and Modernization $121 $121 $0 0%

4.8 KV Hardening $95 $125 $30 32%|The increase is to accelerate the program to allow it to finish in 2026

4.8 KV Automatic Pole Top Switch (APTS) $5 $5 ($0) 0%

SCADA Pole Top Device $2 $2 S0 2%

Steel Pole Highway Crossings $5 $5 $0 0%

system Cable Replacement <20 17 $3) 179 Reduced to support increased investments in CEMI & 4.8k Hardening to accelerate the removal
of arc wire

Underground Residential Distribution (URD Cable) $15 $14 ($2) -10%|Reduced to match Commission IRM approval amount

Subtransmission Disconnect Switches $3 $3 S0 0%|

Circuit Switchers 52 52 ($0) 5%

Circuit Breakers $15 $13 ($2) -16%|Reduced to match C IRM approval amount

Substation Regulators o o 50) 159 |Reduced to support increased in CEMI & 4.8kV g to accelerate the removal
of arc wire

Batteries & Chargers $3 $3 $0 1%|

Substation Outage Risk s s % 365% ?hlﬁlng Chestnut investment from 2024 to 2025 to accommodate increased 2024 McGraw
investment

station Upgrades s s 53) 379 Reduceq to support increased i in CEMI & 4.8kV Hardening to accelerate the removal
of arc wire

Vobile Fleet o o 1) 259 |Reduced to support increased investments in CEMI & 4.8k Hardening to accelerate the removal
of arc wire
The Company initially forecasted to ramp CEMI down; however, given the recent reliability

Frequent Outage (CEMI) including Circuit Renewal $20 $62 $42 212%|performance of our system, the Company has determined that this program needs to continue at
iits existing funding level until reliability improves

120KV Relays Upgrade for ITC Projects $0 $2 $2 Added project post DGP

DTE-ITC Animal Mitigation S0 S0 S0 Added project post DGP submission

Total Infrastructure Resilience & Hardening $320 $391 $71 22%

Redesign &
Category 2025 DGP 2025 Rate Case Variance Variance % Ce y
System Loading $75 $79 $a 6%
Redesign & Rebuild $100 $107 $6 6%

4.8 kV C ion and C¢ idati $76 $96 $19 25%|Net increase in Conversion projects of 13% (conversion projects are 4.8 kV, CODI, and 8.3 k).

City of Detroit Infrastructure (CODI) $126 $147 $21 17%|The largest investment increase is related to the 4.8 kV ISO conversion program to expand the

8.3 kV C ion and C $31 $22 (59) -289%|number of SO down areas being worked on in 2025.

Strategic Undergrounding $5 $16 $11 220%|$11M increase in additional undergrounding projects

Total Infrastructure Redesign & Modernization $414 $467 $53 13%

&

Category 2025 DGP. 2025 Rate Case Variance Variance % C: y

Grid Automation 163, 151 -12| -7%)

Grid Automation Te ication: 15 15 o) 0%)

CVR/VWVO 5 3 -3 -50%|Reduced to support increased in other T and A projects

Capacitor Replacement and Control Program 6 6 0 7%)

NWA Projects 1 17] 16| 1623% F)TE received DOE grant for Adapative Networked Microgrids that requires a matching
investment from the Company.

Grid Edge Enablement program 4 5 1 18% In the Rate Case, the Ne\f« Technélogy Evaluation Program is grouped with Grid Edge Enablement
program. As such, there is no variance.

Vehicle Electrification Projects 1 3 2 150%| Timing of funding shifted due to external customer needs

Line Sensors 0 0 0 0%

URD Fault Indicators 3 o 3 _100%) In the Rate Case, this project is grouped with Grid Automation; however, it is now $1M of spend,
not $3M.

Large/Medium Sized DER Monitoring and Control 0 0 0 -3%]

New Technology Evaluation Program i o 1 100" the Rate Case, the New Technology Evaluation Program is grouped with Grid Edge Enablement
program. As such, there is no variance.

Grid 26 36, 10| 39%|Addition of Customer Power Status Visibility Project

Distribution Planning 13 13 0] -2%)

Work Management and Scheduling 14| 6 -8 -54%|Reduced to support increased i in other T¢ and projects

Asset Management 3 1 -2 -80%|Reduced to support increased i in other T and projects

Mobile Technology 6 5 -1 -10%|Reduced to support increased i in other T and Al projects

Total Technology & 261 260 -1 0%)

 Total Strategic Capital 995 1,117 123 12%
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

k ok kok o3k

In the matter of the application of

DTE ELECTRIC COMPANY for
authority to increase its rates, amend its
rate schedules and rules governing the
distribution and supply of electric energy,
and for miscellaneous accounting authority.

Case No. U-21534

N N N N N N N

PROOF OF SERVICE

Linda G. Brauker, being duly sworn, deposes and says that on July 26, 2024, A.D., she
emailed a copy of the attached MPSC Testimony and Exhibits to the persons as shown on

the attached list.

Linda G. Brauker

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this 26™ day of July, 2024.

Brianna LCBfown, Notary Public
State of Michigan, County of Gratiot
Acting in County of Eaton

My Commission Expires July 4, 2028



Service List for U-21534

DTE Electric Company
Paula Johnson Bacon

Jon P. Christinidis

Breanne K. Reitzel

Andrea E. Hayden

John A Janiszewski
paula.bacon@dteenergy.com
jon.christinidis@dteenergy.com
breanne.reitzel@dteenergy.com
andrea.hayden(@dteenergy.com
john.janiszewski@dteenergy.com
mpscfilings@dteenergy.com

City of Ann Arbor and Michigan Municipal
Association for Utility Issues,
MI-MAUI

Valerie J.M. Brader

Valerie Jackson

Linda Hofrichter

Rick Bunch
valerie@rivenoaklaw.com
VJackson@a2gov.org
ecf(@rivenoaklaw.com
lhd@rivenoaklaw.com
rick@mi-maui.org

EVgo Services LLC.
Michael G. Oliva

Nikhil Vijaykar

David Nacht

Lindsey Stegall

Alicia Zaloga
moliva@fosterswift.com
nvijakar@keyesfox.com
dnacht@nachtlaw.com
lindsey.stegall@evgo.com
azaloga@keyesfox.com

International Transmission Company d/b/a
ITC Transmission
Richard J. Aaron
Courtney F. Kissel

Olivia R.C.A. Flower
Hannah Buzolitis
raaron(@dykema.com
ckissel@dykema.com
oflower@dykema.com
hbuzolits@dykema.com
mpscfilings@dykema.com

Michigan Cable Telecommunications
Association

Sean P. Gallagher

Justin Mann, Legal Asst.
sgallagher@fraserlawfirm.com
jmann(@fraserlawfirm.com

We Want Green, Too and Soulardarity
Amanda Urban

Mark Templeton

Jacob Schuhardt

Sam Heppell

Madison S. Wilson, Legal Asst.
Boris Lukanov

Joseph Amdur

Claire Black

Michelle David

Jason Frey

Andrew Kieffer

Ellie Maltby

Andrew Obeso

Ivy Truong

Jesse Bernes-Zieve

Josh Bretthauer

Sara Macedo

Serendipity Welsh

Adriel Ghadoushi

Justin Schott
t-9aurba@]lawclinic.uchicago.edu
templeton@uchicago.edu
jschuhardt@uchicago.edu

heppell@uchicago.edu
madisonswilson@uchicago.edu
blukanov@psehealthyenergy.or:
jbschott@umich.edu

aelc_mpsc@lawclinic.uchicsgo.edu

Walmart, Inc.
Melissa M. Horne
mhorne@hcc-law.com

Michigan Energy Innovation Business
Council, Foundry Association of Michigan

Advanced Energy United, Institute for Energy
Innovation, United, and Energy Michigan,
Inc.

Timothy J. Lundgren

Laura A. Chappelle

Justin K. Ooms

Justin Barnes

Laura Sherman

tlundgren@potomaclaw.com
Ichappelle@potomaclaw.com
jooms(@potomaclaw.com

jbarnes@eq-research.com

laura@mieibc.org

PROTEC (The Michigan Coalition to Protect
the Public Rights of Way)

Michael J. Watza

mike.watza@Xkitch.com




Service List for U-21534

Citizen’s Utility Board of Michigan, Michigan
Environmental Council, Natural Resources
Defense Council, and Sierra Club
Christopher Bzdok

Tracy Jane Andrews

Breanna Thomas, Legal Asst.

Josh Denzler

Julilyn Gibbons

David Gard

Douglas Jester

Rob Ozar

Matt Bandyk

Paul Alvarez

Dennis Stephens

Tyler Comings

Kari Ross
chris@tropospherelegal.com
tjandrews(@tropospherelegal.com
breanna@tropospherelegal.com
jdenzler@>5lakesenergy.com
jgibbons@5lakesenergy.com
dgard@5lakesenergy.com
djester(@5lakesenergy.com
rozar(@5lakesenergy.com
mbandyk@5lakesenergy.com
palvarez@wiredgroup.net
dennis.stephens@hotmail.com
tyler.comings(@aeclinic.org

kross@nrdc.org

Great Lakes Renewable Energy Association
Don L. Keskey

Brian W. Coyer

John Freeman

Bridget Corwin

John Richter
donkeskey(@publiclawresourcecenter.com
bwcoyer@publiclawresourcecenter.com
ifreeman]3@comcast.net
becorwin@umich.edu
johnarichter@pm.me

Association of Businesses Advocating Tariff
Equity

Michael J. Pattwell

Stephen A. Campbell

Brian Andrews

Jim Dauphinais

Christopher Walters

Jessica York
mpattwell@clarkhill.com
scampbell@clarkhill.com
bandrews@consultbai.com
jdauphinais@consultbai.com
cwalters@consultbai.com
jyork@consultbai.com

Utility Workers Union of America, L.ocal 223
Benjamin L. King
bking@michworkerlaw.com

The Kroger Company

Kurt J. Boehm

Jody Kyler Cohn

Justin Bieber

Michael L. Kurtz
kboehm@pbkllawfirm.com
jkylercohn@bkllawfirm.com
jbieber(@energystrat.com
mkurtz@bkllawfirm.com

Environmental Law & Policy Center, The
Ecology Center, Union of Concerned
Scientists, and Vote Solar
Nicholas N. Wallace

Daniel Abrams

Alondra Estrada, ELPC Legal Asst.
Carolyn Boyce, ELPC Paralegal
James Gignac

Will Kenworthy

Brad Klein

Lee Shaver

Boratha Tan

Curt Volkman

Michael G. Oliva

Sydney White, Legal Intern
nwallace@elpc.org
dabrams@elpc.org
aestrada@elpc.org
cboyce@elpc.org
jgignac(@ucsusa.org
will@votesolar.org
bklein@elpc.org
Ishaver@ucsusa.org
btan@votesolar.org
curt@newenergy-advisors.com
moliva@fosterswift.org

swhite@elpc.org

mpscdocket@elpc.org

Electrify America, LLC
Jennifer A. Morante
Krystal D. Hermiz
Stephen Bright
Rhiannon Davis

Jigar Shah
jmorante(@grsm.com

khermiz@grsm.com
steve.bright@electrifyamerica.com
rhiannon.davis@electrifyamerica.com
jigar.shah@electrifyamerica.com




Attorney General

Joel King

Michael M. Moody

Seb Coppola

Assistant Attorneys General
kingj38@michigan.gov
moodym2@michigan.gov
sebcoppola@corplytics.com
ag-enra-spec-lit@michigan.gov

Administrative Law Judge
Hon. Sally L. Wallace

Michigan Public Service Comm.
7109 W. Saginaw Hwy., 3™ Floor
Lansing, MI 48917
wallaces2(@michigan.gov

Service List for U-21534

MPSC Staff

Heather M. S. Durian

Amit T. Singh

Michael J. Orris

Monica M. Stephens

Assistant Attorneys General
Michigan Public Service Comm.
7109 W. Saginaw Hwy., 3™ Floor
Lansing, MI 48917
durianh@michigan.gov
singha9@michigan.gov

orrism@michigan.gov

stephensm1 1 @michigan.gov

Lori Mayabb (Case Coordinator)
Michigan Public Service Comm.
7109 W. Saginaw Hwy., 2" Floor
Lansing, MI 48917
mayabbl@michigan.gov




