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recommendation that the Commission review the entire book from top to bottom 1

should be rejected because it is duplicative and unspecific in its purpose.  2

Q. Can the Commission rely on GLREA witness Rafson’s direct testimony or3

exhibits to support any recommendations in the instant case?4

A. No. As shown throughout this rebuttal, GLREA witness Rafson’s direct testimony5

should not be relied upon by the Commission in any of its decisions regarding6

either GLREA’s, the Company’s, or any other parties’ proposals in the instant7

case. The fundamental misunderstanding of basic regulatory theory and practice8

means that any evidence, arguments, counter arguments, or recommendations9

made by GLREA witness Rafson should be dismissed by the Commission as10

unsupported.11

12

MI-MAUI — Streetlighting; Contribution in aid of construction13

Q. Does Staff agree that existing streetlighting customers subsidize new14

streetlighting customers?15

A. No. MI-MAUI argues that “The subsidization occurs because those [new] costs16

are recovered in the rates that all customers pay, meaning new-light customers17

will end up paying less for the installation of the light due to the contributions of18

existing customers through their rates.”32 This is partially true. The true part is19

that if a customer takes new streetlighting service, they will pay the same base20

rates as other existing streetlighting customers after their contribution in aid of21

construction (CIAC) payment. Included in those same base rates is the added cost22

32 Direct Testimony of MI-MAUI witness Richard Bunch, p 6, lines 9-11. 
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of serving those same new customers. The incorrect part is that the new customers 1

will end up paying less for the installation than existing customers. Two 2

customers paying the same rate will pay the same rate as long as they are both 3

customers. A new customer does not get grandfathered into existing rates while 4

the current customers are saddled with the cost to connect new customers. There 5

are not two tiers of lighting rates – before and after – depending on when and 6

where two similarly situated customers came to be in the Company’s lighting 7

service. Additionally, MI-MAUI hints at a possible reason for cost subsidy may 8

be that growth in the lighting class is occurring in areas that are less densely 9

populated but provided no evidence to show that it is the case.33  10

MI-MAUI incorrectly frames the addition of new streetlighting 11

customers as if those customers will not pay the same rates as other customers on 12

the same rate.  13

Q. Does MI-MAUI correctly calculate the supposed subsidy between new and 14

existing lighting customers? 15

A. MI-MAUI calculates the subsidy between customers by taking the net present 16

value of the directly allocated depreciation expense for Rate UUL per light per 17

year and finds that in total a customer pays per $709 streetlight.34 When the $100 18

CIAC payment is included, then a new customer pays a lifetime amount of $809 19

for each new installation. MI-MAUI then avers that the remainder of the cost of 20

the new streetlight installation falls to all other customers. This is not so. New 21

customers will pay the same rates as current customers, which means they also 22

 
33 Direct Testimony of MI-MAUI witness Richard Bunch, p 6, lines 11-14. 
34 Direct Testimony of MI-MAUI witness Richard Bunch, p 6, line 20 through page 7, line 10. 
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pay for the new streetlights added to the system. Current day customers were once 1

new customers themselves, and yet they also paid the same rates as their 2

contemporaries when they began their service under streetlighting tariffs. 3

Essentially, every customer was once a new customer that likely 4

increased the cost to serve their customer class, which is why all similarly situated 5

customers pay the same base rates. Also, utility equipment used to serve 6

customers does not last forever and must eventually be upgraded or replaced. 7

Should existing customers not be expected to pay rates that include the cost of 8

replacing end-of-life equipment because the equipment serving their load still 9

works? Yes, they should, if not only for the fact that those customers with 10

currently serviceable equipment will, undoubtedly, one day require replacement 11

equipment of their own.  12

MI-MAUI makes a similar complaint that existing customers will end 13

up paying for a new luminaire that is not lighting up their street.35 However, new 14

customers could make the same complaint that their rates will pay for existing 15

lights over someone else’s street. All streetlighting customers are part of the same 16

streetlighting class which take service in a similar fashion from the Company; 17

therefore they all do, and should, pay the same base rates. 18

Q. Does MI-MAUI also mischaracterize the effect of adding new customers to the 19

lighting class? 20

A. Yes. MI-MAUI claims that it is untrue that other customer benefit from having 21

“more lights across which to apply the costs of providing service” because the 22

 
35 Direct Testimony of MI-MAUI witness Richard Bunch, p 7, lines 7-10. 
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population of taxpayers is not growing evenly across the Company’s service 1

territory.36 First, the Company does not collect taxes or allocate service based on 2

tax base. Second, regardless of where new customers enter the system, they will 3

still contribute to their class’s share of revenue requirement responsibility. Class 4

billing determinants used to set lighting rates are unaffected by where, physically, 5

that load growth occurs. Just because a new streetlight goes into service where 6

population growth is happening does not mean the revenue from those lights will 7

not offset the same class revenue requirement. 8

Q. If the Commission approves MI-MAUI’s proposal to charge customers the full 9

cost of new streetlighting installations, is any credit for the return on or of 10

investment necessary? 11

A. No. If the customer is required to pay the full cost of its streetlight installation, 12

then the asset should be considered fully depreciated and therefore never actually 13

enter into the Company’s plant-in-service. Therefore, these assets will never 14

produce a return on or of the investment, so MI-MAUI’s proposal should result in 15

a credit of zero for these customers. However, MI-MAUI calculates that the credit 16

should equal 9.4 years of tariff payments for any given light, which should be 17

credited against the CIAC assessed to the customer.37 This figure is based on the 18

net present value of the return on and of existing average lighting rate base. This 19

means that according to MI-MAUI’s own calculations, the average new lighting 20

customer will have fully paid for their lights via base rates in less than a decade. 21

All this shows is that eventually those new lighting customers will fully entered 22

 
36 Direct Testimony of MI-MAUI witness Richard Bunch, p 7, lines 11-20. 
37 Direct Testimony of MI-MAUI witness Richard Bunch, p 9, lines 8-12. 
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into rate base alongside all their class peers, and no change to CIAC is actually 1

necessary. It is unclear how setting CIAC to, essentially, 100% less 9.4 years of 2

tariff payments will have MI-MAUI’s desired effect of reducing new business 3

expense, which MI-MAUI identifies as a driver of the lighting class’s revenue 4

deficiency. 5

Q. MI-MAUI recommends that the entirety of the new business expense for 6

streetlighting should be disallowed because those costs should be borne only by 7

new customers.38 Does that fit with MI-MAUI’s proposed CIAC credit? 8

A. No. It is unclear who would pay the expense related to 9.4 years of tariff 9

payments that represent MI-MAUI’s CIAC offset credit. Logically, the revenue 10

shortfall created by issuing MI-MAUI’s proposed CIAC credit would be paid for 11

by all lighting customers. So new lighting customers would pay the full cost of 12

installation, receive a credit worth 9.4 years of revenue, and then pay full rates 13

that included the missing revenue from the credit. As Staff understands it, this 14

process would not create MI-MAUI’s intended effect of eliminating a subsidy 15

between new and existing customers—which Staff disputes. This is because 16

instead of the class paying the proposed $3.94M for new business in base rates, 17

they would end up paying nearly, if not the same, amount in CIAC revenue offset 18

costs. Furthermore, under MI-MAUI’s lighting CIAC proposal, there is no reason 19

for a new customer to take service under company-owned lighting provision in 20

the first place, because the customer would have already paid off the entire cost of 21

the new lighting installation. 22

 
38 Direct Testimony of MI-MAUI witness Richard Bunch, p 11, lines 4-6. 
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Q. Does MI-MAUI’s proposed lighting CIAC policy contradict its position in the 1

concurrent DTE electric general rate case? 2

A. Yes. In DTE’s electric rate case U-21297, MI-MAUI advocated for the 3

elimination of CIAC charges for the conversion to LED lights. In that case MI-4

MAUI argued that the basic reason to assess a CIAC fee was if the customer 5

receives a special service or benefit then other customers should not have to pay 6

for it through rates.397

Q. Please summarize Staff’s analysis of MI-MAUI’s streetlighting CIAC proposal. 8

A. Requiring new customers to first pay off their entire embedded costs of service 9

minus a credit assuming they will be in service for 9.4 years and then entering 10

those new customers into service paying the same rates as their peers is not only 11

convoluted and incorrect, but also unnecessary. Using MI-MAUI’s math and 12

assumptions, it would be far simpler to inquire with the Company about the 13

longevity of the average lighting customer, and if the average customer retains 14

lighting service for longer than 9.4 years, we could assume that customers tend to 15

eventually pay their way into the embedded costs of serving them and not require 16

a CIAC payment at all. Again, that is all supposing one agrees with MI-MAUI’s 17

conversion of the net present value of depreciation expense and rate design 18

revenue into years. As explained by MI-MAUI in the DTE electric case, CIAC 19

should be used for special circumstances where the customer’s attachment to the 20

Company’s system requires unique investment not otherwise required for other 21

customers in its class, or otherwise socialized for all similarly situated customers. 22

 
39 See MI-MAUI Initial Brief in MPSC Case No. U-21297, p 7. (link) 
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Staff argues that new lighting customers are not distinct from existing customers 1

because of their newness and should therefore not be charged more in CIAC than 2

what was already approved by the Commission.  3

For these reasons the Commission should reject MI-MAUI’s proposal 4

to collect CIAC for the full cost of new streetlight installations minus a revenue 5

credit.  6

Q. Is it fair to compare lighting installation and removal costs as context for MI-7

MAUI’s lighting CIAC proposal?408

A. No. Lighting installation and lighting removal are not equal and opposite 9

activities for cost recovery and thus should not necessarily be treated the same. 10

The key difference between the two activities is that after installation the 11

customer begins contributing revenue to the Company for its service, but after its 12

removal the customer no longer pays base rates that would include the cost of the 13

removal. Installation implies that the customer will join the lighting class and 14

eventually cover the cost of their installation by continuing to pay base rates long 15

enough and by absorbing the cost of subsequent new installations via new 16

business expense. All customers were once new customers, after all. Removal 17

implies that the customer is leaving the class, and thus there will be no future 18

opportunity for them to pay for the cost of said removal.  19

20

21

22

 
40 Direct Testimony of MI-MAUI witness Richard Bunch, p 10, lines 1-21. 
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35
DTE Electric Distribution Grid Plan

September 29, 2023

system reliability and maintain the quality of power delivered to customers. The current state of the 

grid will be discussed next in Section 4. Section 5 will revisit the impacts of scenarios in 

determining the gaps that need to be addressed to improve the system.

4 State of the Grid

4.1 Current Electric System Overview

DTEE approximately 31,000 miles of 

overhead distribution lines and 14,500 miles of underground distribution 

lines. Its service territory encompasses 7,600 square miles and includes 

approximately 2.3 million residential, commercial and industrial 

customers. DTEE consists of six voltage levels: 120kV, 

40kV, 24kV, 13.2kV, 8.3kV and 4.8kV. Maps depicting the distribution 

and subtransmission voltages across the service territory can be found

in Exhibit A.1. in Appendix A. 

As many of distribution assets have been in operation for several decades, a significant 

portion of the distribution system's equipment is reaching, or has exceeded, the typical industry 

lifespan, resulting in a higher occurrence of outage events when compared to peer utilities. Older 

equipment may have deteriorated due to long exposure to the elements, but in many cases this 

equipment was also built to less resilient standards of the past. Certain areas of the distribution 

system are in locations difficult to access such as backyards or wooded areas. Distribution lines in 

abandoned alleyways are particularly challenging to access, causing delays in restoration efforts and 

complicating equipment maintenance. Additionally, the electric system faces limitations on capacity

in some areas, which at times present difficulties in accommodating new customer loads. The

Company has seen a growing number of outages, particularly during extreme weather. Redesign and 

modernization will improve reliability and help to meet the evolving demands of today's energy 

landscape.
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MPSC Case No. U-21534 
Question No. DEAA-2.1bi 

Requestor: DTE Electric Company 
Page: 1 of 1 

DEAA-2.1bi 

Question:  

Witness Naheedy states on page 2, lines 18 through 20, “…from 2020 through 2022, Ann 
Arbor’s City-owned streetlights experienced an average annual outage rate of 9%...” 

b. Please provide for Ann Arbor owned and maintained streetlights for years 2020 –
2023 in native format with formulas intact:

i. Total number of customer reported outages logged.

Answer: 

This information is unavailable because the City of Ann Arbor does not separately track 
customer reported outages. 

Respondents:  

Cyrus Naheedy 

Attachments:  

None. 
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DEAA-2.1ci 
 
Question:  
 
Witness Naheedy states on page 2, lines 18 through 20, “…from 2020 through 2022, Ann 
Arbor’s City-owned streetlights experienced an average annual outage rate of 9%...” 

c. Describe Ann Arbor’s outage management systems used to collect its outage data 
(i.e., smart streetlight nodes, outage management systems, etc. Specifically: 

i. Do these systems allow for identification of root cause analysis 
(i.e., luminaire failure, cable failure)? If yes, please explain which 
attributes are tracked. 

 
Answer:  
 
Ann Arbor’s outage management system allows identification of root cause analysis only to the 
extent that the person responding to an outage may include a possible root cause as a comment in 
the record for the work order associated with the outage. However, the system does not track any 
specific attributes. 
 
Respondents:  
 
Cyrus Naheedy 
 
 
Attachments:  
 
None. 
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