
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
September 25, 2025 
 
Ms. Lisa Felice 
Executive Secretary 
Michigan Public Service Commission 
7109 W. Saginaw Hwy., 3rd Floor 
Lansing, MI  48917 

Re: Case No. U-21870 – In the matter of the application of Consumers Energy Company 
for authority to increase its rates for the generation and distribution of electricity and 
for other relief.  

Dear Ms. Felice: 

Enclosed for electronic filing in the above-captioned case, please find Consumers Energy 
Company’s Response to Customer A’s Motion to Quash.  This filing is being provided in PDF, 
with native documents available to the parties electronically.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Bret A. Totoraitis 
Phone: 517-788-0835 
Email: bret.totoraitis@cmsenergy.com 
 

cc: Parties per Attachment 1 to the Proof of Service.  



1 

S T A T E   O F   M I C H I G A N 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the matter of the application of ) 
CONSUMERS ENERGY COMPANY ) 
for authority to increase its rates for  ) Case No. U-21870 
the generation and distribution of ) 
electricity and for other relief. ) 

) 

CONSUMERS ENERGY COMPANY’S 
RESPONSE TO CUSTOMER A’s MOTION TO QUASH 

Consumers Energy Company (“Consumers Energy” or the “Company”), by and through 

its attorneys, hereby responds to the Motion to Quash filed by Customer A.  The Michigan Public 

Service Commission (“MPSC” or “Commission”) should deny Customer A’s Motion to Quash 

because (i) the Company’s Customer Data Privacy tariff permits the disclosure of Customer 

Account Information, Consumption Data, or Personal Data (collectively referred to hereafter as 

“Protected Customer Information”), without informed customer consent, when required by 

Commission Rules, including its rules of discovery under the Rules of Practice and Procedure 

Before the MPSC (“MPSC Practice Rules”) and (ii), in any case, Consumers Energy has not 

disclosed any Customer Account Information, Consumption Data, or Personal Data of Customer 

A in response to the Attorney General’s discovery request.  In support of its response, Consumers 

Energy states as follows: 

I. Procedural Background

1. On September 2, 2025, the Attorney General submitted her Sixth Set of Discovery

Requests to Consumers Energy.  Included in that set of requests was the following question, 

labeled by the Company as 21870-AG-CE-0478: 
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Refer to Figure 58 on page 139 of Ms. Hayward’s direct testimony 
on HVD Strategic Customers capex. Please: 
a. Expand this table to include the same information for each year
2021- 2024 actual and forecasted for 2025, 2026, 2027. Provide it
in Excel.
b. For each customer project, provide the type of business the
customer is involved in, the business location, the contract status
(whether signed or not), the phase the project is currently in
(scoping, conceptual design, engineering design, construction,
completed), the project cost by year from inception to completion
with and without any CIAC, and what facilities will be installed.
c. For each customer project, provide a copy of the signed contract
and explain what provisions have been included in the contract for
reimbursement of capital expenditures and O&M expenses incurred
by the Company in case the customer abandons the project before
completion of construction and also subsequent to start of operations
but before the Company has recovered the full investment in the
project.

2. On September 16, 2025, Consumers Energy responded to 21870-AG-CE-0478.

The Company’s response provided a public response, two public attachments, and nine 

confidential attachments.  The confidential attachments were only provided to the parties who 

signed the non-disclosure agreement under the terms of the Protective Order issued June 5, 2025.  

Consumers Energy also redacted several pieces of information contained in the confidential 

attachments.   

3. The Company’s public response to 21870-AG-CE-0478 included an objection and

answers to the Attorney General’s questions as follows: 

Response: 

Objection of Counsel: Consumers Energy Company objects to 
this discovery request because it requests information that is not 
relevant and that is personally identifiable Customer Account 
information that cannot be disclosed under Consumers 
Energy’s Customer Data Privacy tariff. Subject to this 
objection, Consumers Energy responds as follows:  
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a.) For 2021-2024 actuals, see Exhibit A-130 (MPK-20), page 1, 
lines 3-4, Lines Strategic Customers- HVD. See Attachment 1 to 
this response for 2025-2027 forecasted.  
b.) See objection noted above for the type of business and business 
location requested. See Attachment 2 to this response for the rest of 
the information requested in part b.  
c.) Please see confidential attachments 3a, 3b, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 
for copies of the signed contracts. It can be explained that the 
Company’s contracts with customers depending on the type of 
contract have minimum billing requirements for certain energy 
usages and terms, and/or provisions for prorated payment of 
investments if the customer ceases operation prior to the end of the 
term of the contract. Additionally, the Company performs risk 
reviews on projects over $1M and may require additional security 
(e.g. a letter of credit or parental guaranty) as a result of the review. 

Attachment 1, which was public, provided forecasted data regarding Consumers Energy’s capital 

costs for its HVD Lines Strategic Customers New Business capital investments.  Attachment 2, 

which was also public, provided a project description, contract status, current phase of the project, 

certain costs information, the amount of Contributions in Aid of Construction for the project, and 

the facilities being installed for the HVD Strategic Customers New Business projects identified 

for the bridge period and test year of this case.  Confidential Attachments 3a, 3b, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 

and 10 provided contracts supporting the projects identified for the HVD Strategic Customers New 

Business sub-program during the bridge period and test year under the protective order with certain 

sensitive information redacted.  The Commission has previously held that it generally will not 

approve projected capital investments for the HVD Strategic Customers New Business 

sub-program where the projects are unidentified and lacking a signed contract.  See MPSC Case 

No. U-21389, March 1, 2024 Order, page 18.   

II. The Commission Approved a Customer Data Privacy Tariff for Consumers
Energy that Permits Disclosure of Private Customer Information in Discovery
in MPSC Proceedings

4. Rule 53 of the Commission’s Consumer Standards and Billing Practices for Electric

and Natural Gas Service, Mich Admin Code; R 460.153, requires electric and gas utilities to file 
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with the Commission, for the Commission’s approval, a Customer Data Privacy tariff that contains 

a customer data privacy policy.  The rule specifies several required features of a data privacy policy 

but otherwise leaves it to the Commission’s discretion to determine whether the data privacy policy 

proposed by the utility is appropriate.  For example, the statute requires a data privacy policy to 

include a term that permits disclosure without customer consent “in response to a warrant or court 

order,” (see R 460.153(2)(e)) but the rule does not prohibit the Commission from approving a term 

in a data privacy policy that expands on that requirement or identifies additional circumstances 

under which a utility may disclose private customer information without customer consent.  The 

Commission is free to expand on the requirements in Rule 53.   

5. Pursuant to Rule 53, Consumers Energy filed its Customer Data Privacy tariff for

Commission review and approval in Case No. U-18485.  The Commission approved the 

Company’s Data Privacy tariff on October 24, 2018.  See Rule C17 of the Company’s tariff.  The 

Customer Data Privacy tariff generally protects three specific types of Protected Customer 

Information: (i) Customer Account Information, (ii) Consumption Data, and (iii) Personal Data.1  

6. Under the Commission-approved Customer Data Privacy tariff, Consumers Energy

is permitted to disclose Protected Customer Information without informed customer consent 

“when required by law or Commission rules.”  Section C17.3.A.  Consumers Energy’s 

1 Under the Company’s electric tariff, "Customer Account Information" is defined as “personally identifiable 
information including customer address, contact information, payment history, account number, and amount billed. 
Customer Account Information also includes information received by the Company from the Customer for purposes 
of participating in regulated utility programs, including, but not limited to, bill payment assistance, shutoff protection, 
renewable energy, demand-side management, load management, or energy efficiency.”  Section C17.1.D.  The tariff 
also defines “Consumption Data” as “customer specific electric usage data, or weather adjusted data, including but 
not limited to kW, kWh, voltage, var, power factor, and other information that is collected by the electric meter by the 
Company and stored in its systems.”  Section C17.1.E.  Finally, the tariff defines “Personal Data” as “specific pieces 
of information collected or known by the Company that merit special protection including the standard types of 
positive identification information used to establish an account. Personal Data includes, but is not limited to, name 
and address in conjunction with birth date, telephone number, electronic mail address, Social Security Number, 
financial account numbers, driver’s license number, credit reporting information, bankruptcy or probate information, 
health information, network, or Internet protocol address.”  Section C17.1.G.   
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Commission-approved Customer Data Privacy tariff states that this includes “law enforcement 

requests supported by warrants or court orders specifically naming the Customers whose 

information is sought, and judicially enforceable subpoenas.”  C17.3.A.  This provision clearly 

includes the provision required by R 460.153(2)(e) (i.e. disclosure “in response to a warrant or 

court order”), but incorporates that provision within an expanded category of circumstances in 

which Consumers Energy is permitted to disclose Protected Customer Information without 

informed customer consent (i.e. whenever “required by law or Commission rules”).   

7. Rule 423 of the MPSC Practice Rules requires that “[e]very party shall respond

promptly and fully to requests for discovery.”  R 792.10423.  Since Attorney General request 

21870-AG-CE-0478 was a discovery request in this electric rate case, Consumers Energy was 

permitted to disclose any Protected Customer Information responsive to request 21870-AG-CE-

0478 without informed customer consent under its Commission-approved Customer Data Privacy 

tariff, which permits disclosure without customer consent whenever “required by law or 

Commission rules,” including the Commission’s discovery rules.  Pursuant to Rule 423, 

Consumers Energy could have provided the full and unredacted contract with Customer A pursuant 

to the tariff language and the MPSC Practice Rules.   

III. Despite Authority to Disclose Under the Customer Data Privacy Tariff,
Consumers Energy Did Not Disclose Protected Customer Information in this
Case; Such Protected Customer Information Is Not Relevant to this
Proceeding

8. Consistent with the Commission’s March 1, 2024 Order in Case No. U-21389

(discussed supra), the question of whether Consumers Energy’s forecast of its bridge period and 

test year costs for its HVD Strategic Customers New Business sub-program are supported by 

identified projects and signed contracts is relevant in this case.  The Attorney General’s discovery 

request 21870-AG-CE-0478 sought details about the identified projects and copies of the signed 
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contracts associated with the projects.  Although the Attorney General’s discovery request 

generally sought relevant material, it was stated in broader-than-necessary terms and encompassed 

information that went beyond solely the material that would be relevant under the Commission’s 

March 1, 2024 Order in Case No. U-21389.  For example, it is not necessary to know the name of 

a customer who has signed a contract under the HVD Strategic Customers New Business sub-

program in order to validate that the project has been identified and involves a signed contract. 

Consumers Energy determined that it was possible to provide the Attorney General the relevant 

information she sought while excluding the irrelevant Protected Customer Information about the 

customers involved in each project.   

9. Accordingly, in its response to the Attorney General’s discovery request 21870-

AG-CE-0478, Consumers Energy redacted Customer A’s name, address, service location, 

maximum projected demand, capacity available, off-peak energy forecast, power factor, total 

estimated cost and payback schedule, and certain information about third-party business activity 

that might have identified Customer A.  In other words, Consumers Energy redacted all 

information that might have constituted Protected Customer Information under its Customer Data 

Privacy tariff.  There was no disclosure of this Protected Customer Information to any party in this 

case.  The remaining unredacted information in discovery response 21870-AG-CE-0478 does not 

constitute Protected Customer Information within the meaning of the Customer Data Privacy tariff.  

10. Rule 423 of the MPSC Practice Rules provides that “[d]iscovery shall, as far as

practicable, be conducted in the same manner as in the circuit courts of this state pursuant to the 

Michigan court rules or as otherwise provided by law.”  Among other things, the Michigan Court 

Rules permit a party to seek a protective order to limit disclosure of confidential information. 

MCR 2.302(C).  To the extent that a discovery request seeks confidential customer information 
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that is relevant to a material issue in an MPSC proceeding and otherwise admissible, the proper 

procedure for handling such information is to provide the information to the requesting party 

confidentially and subject to a protective order.     

11. Even though the Company redacted any Protected Customer Information from its

response to discovery request 21870-AG-CE-0478, out of an abundance of caution, Consumers 

Energy marked the unredacted portions of discovery response 21870-AG-CE-0478 as 

“confidential” and provided them to the parties in this case subject to the protective order entered 

on June 5, 2025 in this case.  In order to obtain information through discovery in this case that has 

been marked as confidential, the protective order requires parties to sign a non-disclosure 

agreement and adhere to certain specified procedures to maintain the confidentiality of those 

materials.  A party who does not sign a non-disclosure agreement under the protective order may 

not receive the confidential information. 

12. The Company’s actions provided a double layer of protection to Customer A’s

private customer information by first withholding any actual disclosure of Customer A’s Protected 

Customer Information – no party actually received that information – and, then by subjecting even 

the redacted version of Consumers Energy’s contracts with Customer A to confidential treatment, 

which involved limited distribution to only parties that are further obligated to maintain the 

confidentiality of the limited information they received.  In undertaking these actions, the 

Company fully complied with its obligations under its Customer Data Privacy tariff.   

IV. Customer A’s Arguments that Consumers Energy Violated the Customer
Data Privacy Tariff Have No Merit and Should Be Rejected

13. As a result of the circumstances described above, there is no merit to Customer A’s

Motion to Quash and no need for its requested relief.  First, Customer A states that it “seeks to 

quash the same portions of part (b) that Consumers objected to, for many of the same reasons: 
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relevancy, violation of customer data privacy rules, and additionally that the harm to customers 

from the disclosure far outweighs any benefit to disclosure of that information.”  Customer A’s 

Motion, page 5.  However, Consumers Energy did not provide the parties with the objectionable 

information from part (b) of Attorney General discovery request 21870-AG-CE-0478 (i.e. 

information about Customer A’s “type of business” or its “business location”).  Therefore, there’s 

nothing to quash.  Consumers Energy only provided information about its own facilities and its 

own costs in response to part (b).   

14. Second, Customer A seeks to quash production of confidential attachments 3a, 3b,

4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10, but as discussed above, those materials did not contain any of Customer 

A’s Protected Customer Information.  They are merely copies of Consumers Energy’s standard 

contracts with a handful of customers governing such matters as construction of extraordinary 

facilities, allowance for contributions in aid of construction, and service under the Company’s 

Large Economic Development rate where all customer identifying information has been redacted. 

What remains of the contracts provided in discovery consists of Consumers Energy’s typical terms 

for those types of agreements and some limited information validating that the Company has actual 

signed contracts supporting its forecasted capital expenditures for the HVD Strategic Customers 

New Business projects identified for the bridge period and test year of this case.   

15. Contrary to Customer A’s claims, there is no general prohibition in Consumers

Energy’s Customer Data Privacy tariff that prohibits “disclosure of customer contracts.”  See 

Customer A’s Motion, pages 6-9.  Also contrary to Customer A’s claims, the contracts that 

Consumers Energy produced did not contain “precisely the kind of unredacted, customer specific 

information protected by the Commission’s data privacy rules and the tariff.”  Customer A’s 

Motion, pages 6-7.  All customer-specific information was redacted.   
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16. It is irrelevant that Consumers Energy was “not operating in response to either a

warrant or a court order, nor was it undertaking collection activities” or that the information was 

not “aggregate data.”  Customer A’s Motion, page 7.  Those are required provisions in a data 

privacy tariff under MPSC Rule 460.153, but the Commission has the discretion to identify other 

circumstances where disclosure without informed customer consent is permissible, and it has done 

so.  Again, Consumers Energy’s Commission-approved Customer Data Privacy tariff permits 

disclosure of Protected Customer Information without informed customer consent “when required 

by law or Commission rules,” including the Commission’s discovery rules.  See Section C17.3.A.  

The MPSC Practice Rules require full and prompt responses to discovery in MPSC proceedings.   

17. Customer A argues that the limited number of contracts provided and the length of

a redaction might enable a competitor to figure out who Customer A is if the competitor was 

independently aware of contextual clues such as the fact Customer A was “undergoing an 

expansion that likely requires an energy upgrade” and that Customer A “qualified for service under 

a particular rate.”  Customer A’s Motion, page 8.  Even if Customer A’s hypothetical claim is true 

(which seems far-fetched), neither the number of contracts Consumers Energy has with customers 

under its HVD Strategic Customers New Business sub-program nor the length of a redaction is 

identified as Protected Customer Information in the Customer Data Privacy tariff.   

18. Consumers Energy’s Commission-approved Customer Data Privacy Tariff protects

customers from disclosure of specific pieces of Protected Customer Information as defined and 

identified in the tariff.  It does not broadly bar disclosure of any conceivable information that could 

be used as a contextual clue that might allow someone with special knowledge beyond Consumers 

Energy’s control to divine who the customer might be.  Consumers Energy submits that the 

Customer Data Privacy tariff is not meant to deprive the Commission, Commission Staff, and 
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intervenors of the information they need to litigate and decide relevant issues in rate proceedings 

whenever a customer claims that there exists the most remote possibility that someone could guess 

at the customer’s identity.   

V. The ALJ Should Deny Company A’s Motion to Quash

19. Consumers Energy takes the confidentiality of its customers’ private information

seriously.  The Company also takes its obligation to be transparent with the Commission, 

Commission Staff, and other parties in rate proceedings seriously.  Consumers Energy has 

appropriately balanced those two competing obligations by providing all relevant information 

responsive to the Attorney General’s discovery request 21870-AG-CE-0478 in this case, while 

redacting all Protected Customer Information within the ambit of the Company’s Customer Data 

Privacy tariff from those materials and then further protecting the materials by marking the 

redacted versions as “confidential” and subject to the protective order in this case.  Consumers 

Energy’s treatment of the response to discovery request 21870-AG-CE-0478 is compliant with the 

Customer Data Privacy tariff, the Commission’s Practice Rules, and all of Consumers Energy’s 

other legal obligations.  No Protected Customer Information was supplied to any other party to 

this case and even the redacted version of the contracts is being handled confidentially and 

consistent with the protective order.  There is no valid legal basis for Customer A’s Motion to 

Quash.   

WHEREFORE, Consumers Energy Company requests the ALJ to deny the Motion to 

Quash in its entirety. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

CONSUMERS ENERGY COMPANY 

Dated:  September 25, 2025 By: ________________________________ 
Bret A. Totoraitis (P72654) 
Anne M. Uitvlugt (P71641) 
One Energy Plaza 
Jackson, Michigan 49201 
Attorneys for Consumers Energy Company 
(517) 788-0698



S T A T E   O F   M I C H I G A N 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the matter of the application of ) 
CONSUMERS ENERGY COMPANY ) 
for authority to increase its rates for  ) Case No. U-21870 
the generation and distribution of ) 
electricity and for other relief. ) 

) 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
) SS 

COUNTY OF JACKSON ) 

Melissa K. Harris, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that she is employed in the 
Legal Department of Consumers Energy Company; that on September 25, 2025, she served an 
electronic copy of Consumers Energy Company’s Response to Customer A’s Motion to 
Quash upon the persons listed in Attachment 1 hereto, at the e-mail addresses listed therein, as 
well as the parties listed below.   

Counsel for Customer A 
Valerie J.M. Brader, Esq. 
Rivenoak Law Group P.C. 
3331 W. Big Beaver Rd., Suite 109 
Birmingham, MI 48084 
valerie@rivenoaklaw.com 
ecf@rivenoaklaw.com 

__________________________________________ 
Melissa K. Harris 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 25th day of September 2025. 

_________________________________________ 
Jennifer Joy Yocum, Notary Public 
State of Michigan, County of Jackson 
My Commission Expires: 12/17/30 
Acting in the County of Jackson 

mailto:valerie@rivenoaklaw.com
mailto:ecf@rivenoaklaw.com


ATTACHMENT 1 TO CASE NO. U-21870 
 

* Receives Confidential Materials 
   Page 1 of 2 

Party Email Address 
Administrative Law Judge 
Jonathan F. Thoits thoitsj@michigan.gov 
Counsel for Consumers Energy Company 
Gary A. Gensch, Jr., Esq. 
Bret A. Totoraitis, Esq. 
Anne M. Uitvlugt, Esq. 
Spencer A. Sattler, Esq. 
Evan B. Keimach, Esq. 
Mark R. Ruszkiewicz, Esq. 
 

gary.genschjr@cmsenergy.com 
bret.totoraitis@cmsenergy.com 
anne.uitvlugt@cmsenergy.com 
spencer.sattler@cmsenergy.com 
evan.keimach@cmsenergy.com 
mark.ruszkiewicz@cmsenergy.com 
mpsc.filings@cmsenergy.com 

Counsel for the Michigan Public Service Commission Staff  
*Amit B. Singh, Esq. 
*Michael J. Orris, Esq. 
*Adam M. Cozort, Esq. 
*Nicholas Q. Taylor, Esq. 
*Alena M. Clark, Esq. 
*Daniel E. Sonneveldt, Esq. 

singha9@michigan.gov 
orrism@michigan.gov 
cozorta1@michigan.gov 
taylorn10@michigan.gov  
clarkA55@michigan.gov 
sonneveldtd@michigan.gov 

Michigan Public Service Commission Staff 
*Mike Byrne 
*Bill Stosik 
*David Chislea 
*Bob Nichols 
*Nick Revere 
*Lori Mayabb 

byrneM@michigan.gov  
stosikb@michigan.gov  
chislead@michigan.gov 
nicholsb1@michigan.gov  
reveren@michigan.gov 
mayabbl@michigan.gov 

Counsel for Attorney General Dana Nessel  
*Lucas Wollenzien, Esq. 
*Celeste R. Gill, Esq. 
*Amanda Churchill 

wollenzienl@michigan.gov 
gillc1@michigan.gov  
AG-ENRA-Spec-Lit@michigan.gov 

Consultant for the Attorney General 
*Sebastian Coppola sebcoppola@corplytics.com 
Counsel for the Michigan Cable Telecommunications Association (“MCTA”) 
Sean P. Gallagher, Esq. 
Jon Austin 

sgallagher@fraserlawfirm.com 
jaustin@fraserlawfirm.com 

Counsel for the Michigan Environmental Council, Natural Resources Defense Council, Sierra Club, and Citizens 
Utility Board of Michigan (collectively “MNSC”) 
*Holly L. Hillyer, Esq. 
*Christopher M. Bzdok, Esq. 
*Tracy Jane Andrews, Esq. 
*Jackson Neme 
*Natasha Fowles 
*Tanya Stasio 
*Jordan Burt 
*Tyler Comings 
*Caroline Palmer 
*Rick Bunch 
*Julielyn Gibbons 
*Matt Bandyk 
*Sean Clark 

holly@tropospherelegal.com 
chris@tropospherelegal.com 
tjandrews@tropospherelegal.com 
jackson@tropospherelegal.com 
natasha@tropospherelegal.com 
tanya.stasio@aeclinic.org  
jordan.burt@aeclinic.org 
Tyler.comings@aeclinic.org 
cpalmer@synapse-energy.com 
rbunch@5lakesenergy.com 
jgibbons@5lakesenergy.com 
mbandyk@synapse-energy.com 
sean@tropospherelegal.com   

Counsel for the Citizens Utility Board of Michigan (“CUB”) 
John Liskey, Esq. john@liskeypllc.com 
  

mailto:AG-ENRA-Spec-Lit@michigan.gov
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Counsel for The Kroger Co. (“Kroger”) 
Kurt J. Boehm, Esq. 
Jody Kyler Cohn, Esq. 
Michael L. Kurtz, Esq. 

kboehm@bkllawfirm.com 
jkylercohn@bkllawfirm.com 
mkurtz@bkllawfirm.com 

Consultant for Kroger 
Justin Bieber jbieber@energystrat.com 
Counsel for Energy Michigan, Foundry Association of Michigan, Michigan Energy Innovation Business Counci  
(“Michigan EIBC”), Institute for Energy Innovation (“IEI”), Advanced Energy United (“United”), Energy Michigan  
Inc., and The Foundry Association of Michigan. 
Timothy J. Lundgren, Esq. 
Laura A. Chappelle, Esq. 
Justin K. Ooms, Esq. 

tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com 
lachappelle@varnumlaw.com 
jkooms@varnumlaw.com 

Counsel for The Ecology Center, The Environmental Law & Policy Center (“ELPC”), Union of Concerned Scientists 
(“USC”), and Vote Solar (Collectively referred to as “CEO”) 
*Daniel Abrams, Esq. 
*Katie Duckworth, Esq. 
*Alondra Estrada 
*Katie Toolan 

dabrams@elpc.org 
kduckworth@elpc.org 
aestrada@elpc.org 
ktoolan@elpc.org 
mpscdockets@elpc.org 

Counsel for Michigan Electric Transmission Company, LLC (“METC”) 
*Richard J. Aaron, Esq. 
*Olivia R.C.A. Flower, Esq. 
*Hannah Buzolits, Esq. 
*Courtney F. Kissel, Esq. 
 

raaron@dykema.com 
oflower@dykema.com 
HBuzolits@dykema.com 
ckissel@dykema.com 
mpscfilings@dykema.com 

Counsel for Urban Core Collective (“UCC”) 
*Mark Templeton, Esq. 
*Jacob R. Schuhardt, Esq. 
*Emma Young 
*Alexandria Miskho 
*Heidi Peng 
*Willow Perlick 
*Aashney Shah 

templeton@uchicago.edu 
jschuhardt@uchicago.edu 
eyoung28@uchicago.edu 
amiskho@uchicago.edu 
hhpeng@lawclinic.uchicago.edu 
willowperlick@lawclinic.uchicago.edu 
aashney@lawclinic.uchicago.edu 
aelc_mpsc@lawclinic.uchicago.ed 

Counsel for the Association of Businesses Advocating Tariff Equity (“ABATE”) 
*Stephen A. Campbell, Esq. 
*Michael J. Pattwell, Esq. 
*Benjamin J. Holwerda, Esq. 
Lauren Degnan 

scampbell@clarkhill.com  
mpattwell@clarkhill.com 
bholwerda@clarkhill.com 
ldegnan@clarkhill.com 

Consultants for ABATE 
*James Dauphinais 
*Jessica York 
*Christina Hildebrandt 

jdauphinais@consultbai.com  
jyork@consultbai.com 
childrebrandt@consultbai.com 

Counsel for Hemlock Semiconductor Operations LLC (“HSC”) and Solar Technology LLC 
*Jennifer Utter Heston, Esq. jheston@potomaclaw.com 
Counsel for Great Lakes Renewable Energy Association (“GLREA”) 
Don L. Keskey, Esq. donkeskey@publiclawresourcecenter.com 
Counsel for Walmart, Inc. (“Walmart”) 
Melissa M. Horne, Esq. mhorne@hcc-law.com 
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