
 
 

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

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 

* * * * * 
 

In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion to ) 
review its response to the novel coronavirus ) 
(COVID-19) pandemic, including the statewide state ) Case No. U-20757 
of emergency, and to provide guidance and direction ) 
to energy and telecommunications providers and ) 
other interested persons. ) 
                                                                                          ) 
                                                                                        ) 
In the matter of the application of ) 
DTE GAS COMPANY and DTE ELECTRIC    ) 
COMPANY for approval of a low-income ) Case No. U-20929 
payment stability plan pilot program. ) 
                                                                                         ) 
                                                                                        ) 
In the matter of the application of ) 
CONSUMERS ENERGY COMPANY    ) 
for approval of a percent of income              ) Case No. U-21021 
payment plan pilot. ) 
                                                                                         ) 
 
 
 At the June 11, 2026 meeting of the Michigan Public Service Commission in Lansing, 

Michigan. 

 
PRESENT: Hon. Daniel C. Scripps, Chair 

         Hon. Katherine L. Peretick, Commissioner  
Hon. Shaquila Myers, Commissioner 

 

ORDER  

 
Background 

 In response to the unprecedented situation that faced Michigan resulting from the novel 

coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, the Commission issued orders assessing its response to the 

pandemic and emphasizing the need for special protections for customers to ensure access to 
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utility services and to assist those struggling with utility bills.  Specifically, on April 15, 2020, the 

Commission issued an order in this docket (April 15 order) describing these efforts .  See, April 15 

order, pp. 4-8.  In addition to summarizing its own actions, the April 15 order directed electric, 

natural gas, and telecommunications providers under the Commission’s jurisdiction to complete a 

number of actions, including working with the Commission Staff (Staff) on improvements to 

assistance plans, along with shut-off and payment protections.  Id., p. 9.    

 On February 18, 2021, the Commission issued an order in the instant docket (February 18 

order) describing the Staff’s progress in its communications with energy and telecommunication 

providers and interested persons regarding COVID-19 pandemic responses and improvements to 

energy assistance, affordability, and customer protections.  The February 18 order also 

summarized the Staff’s December 15, 2020 report filed in this case (December 15 report), which 

included details of the discussions with interested persons and recommendations for the 

Commission’s next steps.  See, February 18 order, pp. 9-13.  In that order, the Commission 

adopted several of the Staff’s recommendations including the recommendation to form the Energy 

Affordability and Accessibility Collaborative (EAAC).  The Commission also directed the Staff to 

coordinate the EAAC with the Energy Waste Reduction (EWR) Low-Income Workgroup and file, 

no later than December 17, 2021, an interim report regarding the progress made in the EAAC.  

See, id., pp. 15-20. 

 As directed by the Commission, the Staff filed an interim report on December 17, 2021 

(December 17 report) detailing the progress made by the EAAC.  On February 10, 2022, the 

Commission issued an order in the instant docket (February 10 order) addressing the specific 

recommendations made by the Staff in the December 17 report and directed the Staff to file a 
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second interim report detailing the progress, challenges to progress, and any recommendations of 

the EAAC.  February 10 order, pp. 13-15. 

 As directed by the Commission, the EAAC advisory committee was created as the Low-

Income Energy Policy Board (Board), which includes leadership from the EAAC and EWR Low-

Income Workgroup subcommittee, peer leaders in state government, related task forces, 

representatives with lived experience in energy insecurity, and Staff experts.  See, id., pp. 14-15. 

 On March 16, 2023, the Staff filed its second interim report in this docket (March 16 report) 

providing an update on the activities of the EAAC, collaboration with the EWR Low-Income 

Workgroup, and revision of the collaborative structure including the formation of the Board.  It 

also detailed the work undertaken by the EWR Low-Income Workgroup and the EAAC and 

identified outcomes and outlined recommendations.   

 On December 21, 2023, the Commission issued an order in this docket (December 21 order) 

reviewing the March 16 report and comments filed.  The December 21 order specifically adopted 

many of the Staff’s March 16 report recommendations and also extended the timeline of the 

EAAC through calendar year 2024.  The Commission also directed the utilities to work with the 

Staff to provide necessary data for the Affordability, Alignment, and Assistance (AAA) 

subcommittee’s evaluation of the Residential Income Assistance (RIA) and Low-Income 

Assistance (LIA) credits offered by various utilities as a fulfillment of MCL 460.11(2).1  

December 21 order, pp. 14-15.  In addition, the Commission directed the Staff to combine this 

 
1 While Michigan law generally requires that utility rates be based on the cost of serving each 
particular class, MCL 460.11(2) provides the Commission with authority to establish “eligible low-
income customer or eligible senior citizen customer rates” and further states that “[u]pon filing of a 
rate increase request, a utility shall include proposed eligible low-income customer and eligible senior 
citizen customer rates and a method to allocate the revenue shortfall attributed to the implementation 
of those rates upon all customer classes.”  
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analysis with a comparative analysis of percentage of income payment plan (PIPP) pilots2 and the 

Michigan Energy Assistance Program (MEAP) offerings to ensure a comprehensive understanding 

of current offerings.  Id., p. 15.   

 The Commission specifically adopted the Staff’s recommendation to establish a critical care 

protection collaborative and directed that the collaborative commence during 2024 and for the 

Staff to file a summary of findings in December 2024.  See, id., p. 32.  As a result, the Staff filed 

an additional interim report in this docket on December 26, 2024 (December 26 report). 

 The December 26 report “provide[d] an update limited to work accomplished by the EAAC 

Data Analysis and Regulatory Review (DARR) Subcommittee who led the Critical Care 

Collaborative (CCC) directed by the December 21 order, and the Definitions and Customer 

Focused Data and Metrics (CFDM) Subcommittee.”  December 26 report, p. v.  The December 26 

report further stated that “[a] subsequent report will follow in 2025 regarding additional aspects of 

the EAAC’s collaborative work.”  Id.   

On September 10, 2025, the Staff filed the Energy Affordability Report in this docket 

(September 10 report) that summarized the activities of the EAAC to date.  As provided in the 

Executive Summary, the directives assigned to the AAA resulted from the Commission’s own 

motion in Case No. U-20757, as well as various rate cases.  September 10 report, p. 1.  The 

specific directives outlined in this report include the following: 

 
2 Consumers Energy (Consumers) had agreed as part of a settlement agreement resolving a gas rate 
case to initiate a PIPP pilot program for its gas customers, with the Commission approving the 
settlement agreement in its September 20, 2020 order in Case No. U-20650. Shortly thereafter, in its 
December 17, 2020 order in Case No. U-20697, the Commission directed Staff to convene a workgroup 
at which Consumers would present a PIPP pilot program for its electric customers. Concurrently, DTE 
Gas Company (DTE Gas) and DTE Electric Company (DTE Electric) also filed an application for a 
joint PIPP pilot program, which it referred to as a Payment Stabilization Plan (PSP), on November 18, 
2020, with the Commission approving the application on April 21, 2021.  
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• Initiate a [] discussion of DTE [Electric Company]’s report on the enrollment of customers 
in the LIA credit program [with interested persons] and submit a report and 
recommendations to the Commission. 

• Discuss the LIA credit and RIA credit enrollment assignment, enrollment cap, best use, and 
program pairings. 

• Evaluate the feasibility of a low-income customer subclass in the Consumers Energy 
[Company] Cost-of-Service Study ([COSS]). 

• Evaluate utility reports on two PIPP Pilots. 

• Develop a proposal for an energy affordability standard and how the standard can be 
integrated into the regulatory environment. 

• Determine the best fulfillment of MCL 460.11(2), Michigan’s law authorizing a low-
income rate.  This law is presently expressed as the LIA and RIA credits. 

Id.  Additionally, the Commission directed the Staff to develop a straw proposal on affordability 

metrics for the Commission to consider and to incorporate those results in the September 10 

Report. Id., p. 6; see also, March 1, 2024 order in Case No. U-21389, p. 290.    

 The September 10 report is broken down into the following Sections:  Section I – Foundation, 

Section II – Percentage of Income Payment Plan Pilot Programs, Section III – Determining the 

Best Fulfillment of MCL 460.11(2), Section IV – The Customer Journey, and Section V – Further 

Exploration.  The Staff provided one recommendation in Section I and numerous 

recommendations in Sections III and IV.   

       Generally, the Staff recommends, “[a]s a long-term home energy security and energy 

affordability solution, that a monthly subsidy tailored to household income and usage categories is 

the most targeted and effective means of supporting home energy security for income[-]qualified 

customers.”  September 10 report, p. 2.  Additionally, the Staff recommends, as a long-term home 

energy security and energy affordability solution, that the Commission should approve one of the 

following for all investor-owned utilities (IOUs) that currently offer affordable payment plans 

(APPs) as soon as possible: 
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• Option A.  Divert MCL 460.11(2) related dollars to the relaunched affordable 
payment plans for utilities that already have APPs (but not co-mingling the 
funding sources with MEAP); or 
  

• Option B.  Utilize part of the MCL 460.11(2) funds for an APP that mimics the 
MEAP APP while also offering a credit to customers who seek assistance 
through a MEAP agency and prefer a more streamlined income verification 
process.  

 
Id.  
       According to the Staff, Option A would encourage customers to become more energy secure, 

while Option B would ensure there is ongoing support for customers who are not enrolled in a 

payment plan.  Id.  The Staff also recommends that the Commission require utilities without APPs 

to explore instituting APPs consistent with recommendations for APP-participating utilities.  Id.  

 As noted above, the September 10 report reflects the substantial efforts of those involved in 

the process and the Commission greatly appreciates the Staff’s thoughtful recommendations, as 

well as the volume of work underpinning them.   

 In its September 11, 2025 order in this docket, (September 11 order), the Commission 

determined that interested persons should be provided an opportunity to comment on the Staff’s 

September 10 report, with emphasis on the Staff’s recommendations in Sections I, III, and IV, 

along with specific attention to the long-term options outlined in relation to the language in 

MCL 460.11(2).  September 11 order, p. 6.  In response, the Commission received comments from 

Consumers; DTE Electric and DTE Gas (collectively, DTE); the Michigan Environmental Council 

(MEC), the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), the Ecology Center, and Vote Solar 

(collectively, the Environmental Entities); the Association of Businesses Advocating Tariff Equity 

(ABATE); SEMCO Energy Gas Company (SEMCO); the Michigan Department of Attorney 

General and the Citizens Utility Board of Michigan (jointly, Attorney General/CUB); and the 

Energy Equity Project (EEP).   
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 The Commission expresses its gratitude to the Staff and to all interested persons that have 

participated in the workgroup and that have commented on the September 10 report.  The 

Commission has deep concern about the energy burden experienced by many low-income 

Michiganders and is committed to finding solutions towards energy security for Michigan 

residents.  The Commission will first summarize the Staff’s key recommendations in each section 

of the September 10 report and relevant comments, and then provide courses of action moving 

forward in the discussion section. 

 
Report Summary, Commission Staff Recommendations, and Comments  

       1.  Section I - Foundation (Chapters 1-4) 

       In Chapters 1-3, the Staff makes no formal recommendations but provides an overview of the 

Commission’s efforts towards enhancing energy security for Michigan energy customers.  Chapter 

1 details the background and procedural history of the Staff’s advancements toward assembling 

the September 10 report and provides details on the associated directives and legislative 

parameters which the Commission has summarized above.  See, September 10 report, pp. 4-13.  

Chapter 2 provides a summary and charts comparing funding levels of the current energy 

assistance programs available to Michigan energy customers and explains the Commission’s role 

within the broader energy assistance ecosystem.  Id., pp. 14-31.  Chapter 3 discusses the 

Commission’s order in Case No.  U-20836, a DTE Electric rate case, directing DTE to file a report 

on the enrollment assignment and cap for the company’s LIA credit.  The report was filed on 

March 13, 2023, in this docket and also described DTE’s APP. 

       Chapter 4 describes the Commission’s directive to evaluate the feasibility of a low-income 

customer subclass in Consumers’ COSS.  As described in the September 10 report: 
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Consumers Energy’s study showed that current low-income customers use more 
average annual energy but less on-peak energy than non-low-income customers.  
The current RIA and LIA credits are fixed, and the RIA credit is tied to the 
customer system access charge.  This essentially makes the customer’s bill 
completely variable, absent flat monthly surcharges. As fixed charges (or credits) 
increase on a bill, the customer has a less powerful price signal to engage in energy 
efficiency and load shifting.  Although for low-income customers load shifting is 
less likely because of the lower on-peak use.  With higher off-peak use those 
customers are already taking advantage of lower-priced off-peak use anyway. 

 
September 10 report, p. 50.  Additionally, the Staff recognized that the affordability impact of 

Consumers’ $8.00 discount for RIA customers decreases as their bill increases, since as the bill 

increases, the discount makes up a smaller portion of the bill.  Id.  

       Accordingly, the Staff recommends that the Commission neither approve nor continue to 

explore a low-income subclass in the COSS.  The Staff continues that:  

[n]ot only would identified Consumers Energy low-income customers experience 
lesser bill savings on their own cost-based rate schedule than on the RIA credit, but 
Staff does not anticipate the results would widely vary from Consumers Energy to 
other investor-owned utilities’ low-income customers.  In summary, while not the 
ideal affordability-based assistance program, a flat credit such as an RIA credit nets 
greater savings on a qualified customer’s bill, while allowing them the flexibility to 
choose the rate schedule that works best for their needs. 

 
Id., pp. 50-51.  

      Consumers supports the Staff’s recommendation and comments that the COSS demonstrates 

that creating a low-income subclass would neither deliver a meaningful nor equitable level of 

assistance to customers in need.   Consumers’ comments, p. 3.      

       The Attorney General/CUB generally agree with the Staff’s conclusion and recommendation 

that a low-income subclass in the COSS is not the best way to fulfill the requirements of MCL 

460.11(2).  However, they urge the Commission to continue to explore other ways to develop a 
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low-income subclass as a means of fulfilling the requirements of MCL 460.11(2).  Attorney 

General/CUB’s comments, p. 2.3 

       2.  Section II - Percentage of Income Payment Plans  

 As noted above, the Commission ordered PIPP pilots in Case Nos. U-20650 and U-20697 for 

Consumers and U-20561 for DTE.  The companies then filed ex parte pilot applications in Case 

Nos. U-21021 for Consumers and U-20929 for DTE.  The pilots ran for 24 months from 2022 to 

2025, with both companies filing PIPP reports in 2025 in their respective dockets.  In Chapters 5-

8, the Staff thoroughly discusses the efficacy of PIPP pilots for both DTE and Consumers along 

with a summary, clarification, and analysis of associated PIPP reports.  Chapter 7 specifically 

addresses initial comments and reply comments from interested parties in response to DTE’s PSP 

and Consumers’ PIPP pilot reports as filed in Case Nos. U-20929 and U-21021.  September 10 

report, pp. 53-89.   

       In both cases, the Commission received two joint filings commenting on the reports.  First, 

CUB, NRDC, MEC, the Ecology Center, and Vote Solar (collectively, the Commenters) point out 

several issues with the reports that the Staff agrees with.  See, Commenters’ comments, pp. 7-10 in 

both Case Nos. U-21021 and U-20929.  The Staff agrees with the Commenters that EWR is 

important to offer customers; however, the Staff disagrees with making EWR program 

participation a condition of participating in energy assistance programs.  September 10 report, pp. 

80-81.  The Staff maintains that many utility customers live in rented properties and have limited 

control over the way EWR services are handled.  Id., p. 81.  Requiring EWR services could lead to 

many customers being unable to access energy assistance.  Id.   

 
      3 The Attorney General/CUB’s comments are unpaginated; therefore, reference to their 
comments will follow in natural order.  
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 The Commenters also disagree with measuring success primarily based on customer payment 

behavior and disconnection rates after assistance ends and offer that success should instead be 

measured by payment behaviors when the customer is receiving affordable bills.  Commenters’ 

comments, p. 10.  The Staff supports measuring both customer behavior and disconnection rate 

metrics in lieu of requiring one or the other.  September 10 report, p. 81.   

         The Commenters also suggest that the PIPP programs should be better designed and that 

reducing program costs at the expense of real affordability is not a real measure of success.  

Commenters’ comments in Case Nos. U-20929 and U-21021, p. 12.  The Staff rejects these 

comments and the Staff relies on its PIPP analysis on pp. 90-112 of the September 10 report.   

 Specific to DTE’s PSP, the Commenters argue that the company based its payment amounts 

on an excessive 10% total energy burden when there is ample evidence in rate case records going 

back at least five years demonstrating that an affordable energy burden is one that does not exceed 

6% of income.  Commenters’ comments in Case Nos. U-21021 and U-20929, p. 12.  The 

Commenters also provide that DTE lost far too many PSP participants to the program’s one-year 

income revalidation requirement and that the online-only application process was a significant 

issue limiting participation.  Id.  The Commenters argue that DTE’s PSP needs considerably more 

work before terminating the RIA and low-income self-sufficiency plan (LSP).  Id., p. 13.     

 The Staff agrees that a 10% energy burden is too high for an affordability standard, and the 

online-only application process is a significant problem with DTE’s PSP program.  September 10 

report, pp. 82-85.  The Staff, however, takes issue with several of the concluding 

recommendations suggested by the Commenters on pp. 15-16 of their filings.  First, the 

Commenters recommend the Commission require Consumers and DTE to present proposals in 

their next rate cases or in special contested case dockets–not ex parte proceedings–for the full 
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implementation of PIPP programs with the following attributes by the end of 2026: (1) payments 

capped at no more than 6% of total energy burden, (2) no arrearages or consumption caps, (3) no 

limit on duration, and (4) automatic referral to EWR services.  

 The Staff proposes rejecting these recommendations and the full implementation of PIPPs, 

arguing that the Staff’s recommendations for modified APPs are better supported by more 

analysis.  The Staff also disagrees with directing energy assistance approval programs to rate cases 

as some utilities have not filed rate cases for several years and may not file a rate case in the near 

future.  September 10 report, p. 82.    

 The Commenters also recommend that the Commission require the companies, to the extent 

that Consumers and DTE propose reallocating funding from or terminating existing programs, to 

present detailed transition plans with their PIPP proposals to ensure that no participants in existing 

programs lose needed assistance.  Commenters’ comments, p. 15.  

 The Staff cautions against this recommendation as it is heavily dependent on the adoption and 

the cost of future reform.  The Staff asserts that the Commission should weigh promoting energy 

affordability and security against the affordability impact of associated costs on residential 

customers who do not receive assistance.  September 10 report, p. 83.   

 The Commenters’ third recommendation is to require Consumers and DTE to present 

projected costs that reflect expected savings from benefits to the companies and the amount of 

arrearages that would be written off or sold for less than their full value to debt collectors if not 

forgiven.  Commenters’ comments, p. 16. 

 The Staff does not oppose this recommendation, but notes “it could be difficult to isolate those 

variables for analysis.” September 10 report, p. 83.  The Staff does, however, oppose the 

Commenters’ recommendations to direct Consumers and DTE to use third-party evaluators to:  
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(1)  design and measure PIPP program outcomes and file reports in public dockets, and (2) design 

a statewide LIA program that reflects best practices because the recommendation would add 

unnecessary costs.  Id.; see also, Attorney General/CUB’s comments, p. 3 in both Case Nos. U-

20929 and U-21021.  The Staff also notes that the “PIPP pilots, reports, APP programs, and Staff’s 

analysis render[] this item moot.” September 10 report, p. 83 

 Joint comments were also filed by the Attorney General and CUB in both dockets generally 

describing goals “to make energy more affordable, to make bills more predictable, to reduce 

arrearage balances, and to serve more customers than traditional assistance programs.”  Attorney 

General/CUB’s comments, p. 3.  Ultimately, the Attorney General/CUB recommend that the 

Commission require all regulated utilities to offer PIPPs with:  (1) a 6% energy burden target for 

combined-service households and 3% for single commodity customers, (2) a 1/24th arrearage 

balance reduction every month for participants who are no more than 30 days late in making 

payment, and (3) an income re-verification process/requirement only after full arrearage 

forgiveness has been achieved and every 24 months thereafter.  Id., p. 13.  

 The Staff broadly agrees with the joint comments of the Attorney General/ CUB, and notes 

that many of these points are reflected in modified form in the Staff’s recommendations. However, 

the Staff also argues that the Attorney General/CUB did not perform or request a cost study of 

their proposal, which “would likely make rates more unaffordable for a large portion of customers 

and must be considered before the Commission approves up to tens of millions of dollars of 

increases to rates for each regulated utility.”  September 10 report, p. 88.  The Staff also responds 

to the reply comments filed in Case No. U-21021 from the EEP that state that effective PIPPs and 

basing rates on income are more effective than credits or tiered payments.  The Staff clarifies that 

while PIPPs may be an energy assistance tool for eligible customers, they are not rates, rather a 
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form of payment plan and should not be considered rate schedules, and more specifically, PIPPs 

are a payment plan for eligible customers on any residential rate schedule, as the Commission has 

approved for the RIA and LIA credits for regulated utilities.  September 10 report, p. 89.  The Staff 

further points out that according to legislative requirements, electric rates must be based on cost-

of-service principles as outlined in Chapter 1 of its report.   Id.   

 The Staff’s more fully developed analysis and comparison of the PIPP and PSP reports are 

found at pages 90-111 of the September 10 report which does not need to be repeated here. 

Ultimately, the Staff provides that the: 

[s]tatements, evidence, and reactions in this section of the Staff report are not 
necessarily Staff’s final recommendations to the Commission.  Rather they are 
created for the purpose to support Staff’s recommendations and provide evidence 
on which the Commission can make decisions on the presented issues. 
Additionally, Staff will summarize its recommendations to the Commission in each 
section of the report.  To that end, DTE Energy’s and Consumers Energy’s 
recommendations lack many necessary aspects of implementing the energy 
assistance program reform recommendation and administering a new program.    

 
Id., p. 112.   

       3.  Section III - Determining the Best Fulfilment of MCL 460.11(2) 

 In Chapters 9-16 of the September 10 report, the Staff makes recommendations in determining 

the best fulfillment of MCL 460.11(2).  MCL 460.11(2) provides that: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this act, the commission may establish 
eligible low-income customer or eligible senior citizen customer rates.  Upon filing 
of a rate increase request, a utility shall include proposed eligible low-income 
customer and eligible senior citizen customer rates and a method to allocate the 
revenue shortfall attributed to the implementation of those rates upon all customer 
classes.  As used in this subsection, ‘eligible low-income customer’ and ‘eligible 
senior citizen customer’ mean those terms as defined in section 10t.  

 
MCL 460.10t(6)(b) defines an eligible low-income customer as “a customer whose household 

income does not exceed 150% of the poverty level, as published by the United States Department 

of Health and Human Services, or who receives any of the following:  (i) Assistance from a state 
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emergency relief program[;] (ii) Food stamps[; or] (iii) Medicaid.”  MCL 460.10t(6)(c) defines an 

eligible senior citizen customer as “a utility or supplier customer who is 65 years of age or older 

and who advises the utility of his or her eligibility.”  The following discusses the Staff’s 

recommendations under Section III.  

 Chapter 9 - Impact of MEAP Legislative Change on MCL 460.11(2).  

 As the Staff explains in Chapter 2 of the September 10 report, the RIA and LIA credits have 

been the primary means by which utilities have provided assistance to eligible low-income or 

senior citizen customers consistent with MCL 460.11(2).  However, the Staff suggests that 

significant changes to the income eligibility threshold in the MEAP legislation in 2024 creates a 

misalignment between MEAP and MCL 460.11(2).  September 10 report p. 115.    

 Based on the changes to the MEAP legislation, the Staff makes recommendations under two 

scenarios.  First, if MEAP income eligibility is equal to or less than 60% of the state median 

income (SMI) and the state emergency relief (SER) is equal to or less than 150% the federal 

poverty level (FPL), it would no longer be apparent to utilities which MEAP recipients were also 

automatically eligible for assistance under MCL 460.11(2).  Thus, the Staff recommendations 

could be conceived in two ways: 

A. MEAP grantees would alert the utility to which customers are income eligible 
for credits ≤ 150% FPL.  In this case, identified MEAP customers may receive 
whichever credits the Company currently has the authority to apply to customer 
accounts in the way they deem fit.  
 
B.  If MEAP grantees do not provide the account numbers of MEAP recipients who 
are income qualified for MCL 460.11(2), Staff recommends the Commission 
disallow any MEAP customer without proof of eligibility from receiving the RIA 
and LIA credits. 

 
September 10 report, pp. 117-118.    
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 In the second scenario, if MEAP income eligibility is ≤ 60% of SMI and SER is ≤ 60% of the 

SMI, the Staff notes that MCL 460.10t(6)(b) allows for income of 150% of the FPL or receipt of 

SER.  The Staff provides that under the second scenario: 

[e]ven if SER increases to 60% SMI, it does not necessarily mean eligibility for 
programs authorized under MCL 460.11(2) would increase to 60% SMI for all 
applicants.  It may only increase for those SER recipients.  Staff recommends the 
Commission interpret the law to mean that receipt of SER qualifies a customer for 
programs under MCL 460.11(2), but the receipt of MEAP on its own is not a 
qualifier for eligibility without additional verification that a customer’s household 
income is ≤ 150% FPL.   

 
Id., p. 118.  The Staff suggests that issues of program eligibility misalignment could be resolved as 

the Commission phases in changes as recommended by the Staff to the energy assistance programs 

under its authority.  Id.  

 DTE recognizes the minimum eligibility requirements for energy assistance of up to150% of 

FPL but believes it is in the best interest of customers to align eligibility criteria with federal low-

income eligibility criteria, providing for eligibility up to 60% of SMI.  DTE’s comments, p. 4. 

 SEMCO supports maintaining eligibility alignment wherever possible and contends that 

MEAP grantees are better positioned to determine income eligibility, while giving utilities the 

option to support this effort to aid customers in receiving assistance.  SEMCO’s comments, pp. 2-

3.  SEMCO also supports automatic eligibility for SER recipients under MCL 460.11(2).   

 Chapter 10 – Energy Affordability Standard 

 A pressing issue in the fulfillment of MCL 460.11(2) is to determine an energy affordability 

standard.  Towards that end, the Staff was tasked with a review of energy affordability in the 

regulatory environment, including rate design, and to map where assistance and affordability tools 

intersect with the aspects of energy affordability.  September 10 report, p. 119.  Given the 

legislative parameters around energy assistance and affordability, as outlined in Chapter 1 of the 
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September 10 report, the Staff posits that the Commission’s authority to promote energy 

affordability may be limited to those who reach out and are eligible for assistance under 

MCL 460.11(2).  Id., p. 120.    

 The Attorney General/CUB argue that the Staff’s interpretation of MCL 460.11(2) is too 

narrow and request clarification about the application of the requirement that customers “reach 

out,” finding all efforts should be made to make “reaching out” as simple as possible for customers 

who may not know assistance is available, do not know how to apply, or assume it will be of little 

help.  Attorney General/CUB’s comments, p. 4.  The Attorney General/CUB add that this is the 

basis for their recommendation that the Commission continue to explore a low-income rate 

subclass, which they believe will reduce barriers to participation, so more customers receive 

assistance.  

 The September 10 report further provides:  

[t]he Staff has outlined relevant Michigan-specific statutes which bound the range 
of possible solutions the Commission can consider when addressing topics like 
affordability.  For example, Staff indicated that electric energy rates in Michigan 
are required to be based on the cost of service for each customer class.  While the 
Commission does have the authority to create a “low-income subclass,” Staff 
clarified that the COSS is not an ideal pathway to fulfilling MCL 460.11(2) because 
it would not provide a more significant benefit than currently exists with the RIA 
credit.  Fees are another facet within the Commission’s authority, which Staff has 
considered and elevates for deeper consideration in relation to energy affordability. 
Lastly, Staff identified energy burden as a core element to defining energy 
affordability, although Staff noted the Commission’s authority to promote energy 
affordability is likely limited to those who seek assistance and are eligible. 

 
Id., p. 122.  Furthermore, it is the Staff’s observation that the benefit matrices for existing APPs 

funded with MEAP dollars need to be re-examined, and that the design of energy assistance 

programs is a viable path to incorporate energy burden as an affordability standard.  Id.  More 

specifically, Staff recommends that: 
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energy assistance subsidies should be based on energy burden and commodity type, 
such that dual commodity customers and electric heating households receive a 
subsidy to bring the applicant household to a maximum 6% energy burden. For 
single-commodity households not using electric heat, Staff further recommends 
subsidies would reflect the following: electric customers would have a maximum 
payment obligation of 4% energy burden; and natural gas customers’ payment 
obligation would be a maximum of 2% energy burden. 
 

Id.   

 DTE generally supports creating a tiered energy-burden structure to determine affordability 

and the Staff’s recommendation to structure energy assistance subsidies based on both energy 

burden and commodity type capping payment obligations at 6% of household income for dual 

commodity customers reflects a targeted approach to energy affordability.  DTE’s comments, p. 4.  

DTE further states that the tiered energy burden approach is consistent with the tiered structure 

currently utilized in DTE’s APP and PSP pilot.  Id.  

 SEMCO does not offer specific comments on the appropriate maximum energy burden, 

however, the company believes that when a qualifying customer is not obligated to pay for utility 

expenses above a maximum percent of income regardless of the amount of energy used, it would 

have the unintended consequence of removing a participating customer’s incentive for reducing 

energy waste.  SEMCO’s comments, p. 3.   

 The Attorney General/CUB agree with the Staff’s recommended energy burden structure but 

remain concerned that energy assistance subsidies are likely to serve far too few low-income 

customers.  Attorney General/CUB’s comments, pp. 4-5. 

   Chapter 11 – Recommendations Regarding Program Design and Administration 

 The Staff states their primary goal for energy assistance going forward is to reduce the number 

of households with unsustainable energy burdens by promoting home energy security.  Currently, 

there are various energy assistance programs for which the Commission has responsibility or 
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oversight.  September 10 report, p. 129.  The Staff foresees the opportunity for coordinating 

payments within a single payment system administered by the State of Michigan or by a single 

entity contracted for that purpose.  Id.  In the interim, dollars associated with MCL 460.11(2) 

would need to be accounted for, utilizing the following options.  First, MEAP grantees could 

solely be in charge of assisting customers by prioritizing resources for those served in a similar 

fashion to how the Commission and Michigan Department of Health and Human Service 

(MDHHS) award grant dollars.  Id., p. 130.  In this case, the grantees would allocate resources 

from the MEAP funds first to fully leverage the funding available during each fiscal year.  

Additional resources would then be distributed using the mandates of MCL 460.11(2).  Id.  Funds 

would be reconciled so that any underspending of the MCL 460.11(2) resources could be 

accounted for in rate cases.  The second option is for MEAP grantees to be in charge of enrollment 

and determining customer plan amounts with utilities administering funds.  Id.  The Staff 

recommends that, in the interim, the Commission allow for the exploration with MEAP grantees of 

the best method of accounting for dollars associated with MCL 460.11(2).  Id.  

 SEMCO contends that the Staff’s recommendation lacks detail, including how each option 

would operate, involvement of utilities, cost, and cost recovery, but states that it is open to 

working with the Staff and MEAP grantees to come to a resolution.  SEMCO’s comments, p. 4. 

 DTE argues that requiring MEAP funds to be used before RIA/LIA funded programs are 

implemented may reduce assistance program impact, limit flexibility, and create inefficiencies, 

and a coordinated approach using both funding sources is necessary to ensure as many vulnerable 

households receive assistance as possible.  DTE’s comments, p. 5. 

 In regard to the program administration, the Staff finds it clear that community service 

agencies, particularly those that administer MEAP, are more equipped and likely provide a more 
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holistic menu of assistance services to customers.  Id., p. 130.  The Staff recommends MEAP 

agencies manage applications and enrollments for APPs authorized under MCL 460.11(2) for all 

IOUs.  Id.  The Staff further states that until payment mechanisms are determined for applying 

subsidies to customer accounts, many IOUs may have to manage the application of subsidies for 

their own customers enrolled in the programs authorized under MCL 460.11(2).  Id.  Additionally, 

the Staff recommends that in the long-term goal of transitioning aspects of program administration 

away from the utilities to MEAP grantee agencies, the Commission should consider making IOUs 

maintain responsibility for marketing and outreach for any program established pursuant to 

MCL 460.11(2).  Id.     

 DTE agrees that grantees are better equipped to manage eligibility and enrollment but finds 

that allowing utilities flexibility to directly enroll customers in monthly credit programs could be 

beneficial.  DTE’s comments p. 5.  DTE finds that an approach where agencies determine 

eligibility and enrollment while utilities create and administer the payment plan structure would 

promote equity and efficiency.  Id.  

 SEMCO recommends limiting grantee responsibilities to determining income eligibility 

because moving enrollment responsibilities to MEAP grantees may add too much administrative 

burden for grantees and additional cost burdens.  SEMCO’s comments, pp. 4-5.  SEMCO further 

argues that IOUs are best positioned to manage enrollment and application of subsidies, and 

efforts should be made to eliminate unnecessary administrative costs to not burden non-qualifying 

customers further.  Id. 

 Chapter 12 – Program Design for Eligibility 

 Program eligibility criteria previously required that receipt of SER from federal Low Income 

Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) was required to receive MEAP and its APPs.  The 
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Staff does not support retaining crisis program eligibility as a requirement and supports 

prioritizing home energy security in program design going forward.  September 10 report, p. 134.  

The Staff, however, believes there is a benefit to layering SER and/or home heating credit (HHC) 

funding with ratepayer assistance programs.  Id.  

 SEMCO supports not retaining SER enrollment as a prerequisite to receiving other assistance 

but finds SER should still be an automatic indicator of program eligibility as long as its eligibility 

criteria remains equal to or more restrictive than the energy security programs.  SEMCO’s 

comments, p. 5. 

 Chapter 13 – Arrearage Handling 

 The Staff notes much work has been accomplished in the MEAP workgroup to eliminate 

consumption and arrears cap eligibility barriers in the program design of the LSP and the rest of 

the APPs.  September 10 report, p. 137.  The Staff disagrees with DTE’s recommendation to 

combine RIA and MEAP APP dollars into a single PIPP and keep the recommended new PSP 

program design the same, including lack of consumption caps, eligibility criteria, etc.  Id.  The 

Staff contends that DTE’s proposal would be a regression from the work of the MEAP workgroup 

and a regression from the efforts to align the APPs.  Id.  

 Chapter 14 – Program Design – Bill Subsidy 

 The Staff finds that when it comes to tailoring a program credit amount, the Staff recommends 

adjusting the credit amount based on whether a customer is an electric, natural gas, or combination 

customer.  September 10 report, p. 138.  The Staff’s analysis shows that in a program in which a 

single commodity customer pays 6% of their income for utility service, customers would pay 

around 4% of their income for single commodity electric service and 2% of income for single 

commodity gas service.  Id., p. 140. 
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 DTE supports the Staff’s proposed tiered energy-burden structure as it reflects a targeted 

approach to energy affordability, while finding the need for careful evaluation of cost and 

operational impacts of these policy changes, especially as they relate to accessibility and 

affordability for vulnerable customers.  DTE’s comments, p. 5. 

 SEMCO raises concerns about program complexity resulting in increasing demand on 

resources to administrators, increased program costs, and the potential unintended consequence of 

reduced incentive to participate in energy efficiency programs.  SEMCO’s comments, p. 5. 

 The Staff notes that if the Commission chose to direct utilities and the Staff to implement a 

PIPP, one measure that could be explored going forward is easing the administrative burden of 

using each customer’s specific income to determine their bill subsidy and plan amount.  September 

10 report, p. 140.  Lessons can be learned from the APP in which income tiers are used to 

determine the plan amount for every customer in that tier—set at a plan amount for the income 

level in the middle of that tier.  An example of this would be having customers with a $0-$5,000 

annual income pay the percentage of income equal to an income of $2,500. 

The Staff presents various positions based on its analysis of current APPs, finding:  (1) if it 

can be determined that the customer heats their home primarily with electric sources, they should 

be considered a new type of customer in the benefit matrix with bill credit criteria closer to a 

combination customer than an electric-only customer who heats with another fuel source, 

(2) definitions of high and low “usage” in determining bill subsidies should reflect the median bill 

for identified low-income customers each year, (3) more cost-based and rate design principles 

should be incorporated into APP benefit matrices so billing determinants are used to calculate 

credit amounts, (4) any affordable plans should maintain consistent payments throughout the year, 

and (5) it could be beneficial for true-ups to be done on a consistent cycle for all customers instead 
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of the current practice of varying the timing based on enrollment date.  September 10 report, pp. 

150-156.  The Staff finds that while program design should not be based solely on results from 

customer satisfaction surveys, there seems to be support for modifying the APPs to incorporate 

some elements of the PIPP while simplifying the program to make it easier for customers to 

understand.  Id., p. 159. 

SEMCO has concerns about the Staff’s true-up recommendations, arguing that a model based 

on time of year rather than customer specific enrollment would cause inconsistency between 

customer experience and effectiveness of the process, as some customers may have true-ups 

completed after only two months of enrollment, which decreases any benefit of the process.  

SEMCO’s comments, p. 5.   

 Chapter 15 – Summary of Bill Subsidy and Recommendations 

While the Staff values and agrees with incorporating energy burden into energy assistance 

programs like a PIPP, the Staff views the PIPP as administratively costly and burdensome, at least 

as implemented in the pilots.  The Staff would not support an APP and PIPP operating 

simultaneously. September 10 report, p. 161. 

In regard to a redesigned energy assistance system, it is the Staff’s position that a monthly 

subsidy tailored to household income and usage categories is the most targeted and effective 

means of supporting home energy security for income qualified customers.  Id., p. 162.  As a long-

term home energy security and energy affordability solution, the Staff recommends the 

Commission approve one of the following for all IOUs that currently offer APPs as soon as 

possible: 

Option A. Divert MCL 460.11(2) related dollars to the relaunched affordable 
payment plans for utilities that already have APPs (but not co-mingling the funding 
sources with MEAP). 
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Option B. Use part of the MCL 460.11(2) dollars to fund an APP that mimics the 
MEAP APP while also offering a credit to customers who seek assistance through a 
MEAP agency and prefer a more streamlined income verification process. 

 
Id., 162-163.  The Staff states Option A would encourage customers to become energy secure, but 

Option B would also ensure there is ongoing support for customers who are not enrolled in a 

payment plan.  Id., p. 163.  Under Option B, the Staff provides that the amount of the suggested 

credit would be set to the minimum bill subsidy offered for APP customers. This would encourage 

customers to apply and avoid an issue in which MEAP agencies simply refer customers to the 

credit because it offers a larger subsidy.  Id.  The chosen option, according to the Staff, would be 

implemented on a timeline approved by the Commission.  The Staff recommends that the 

Commission require utilities without APPs to explore instituting APPs consistent with Options A 

or B, above, depending on the Commission’s decision.  In the interim, for utilities that do not 

currently offer APPs, the Staff recommends that the Commission approve the following: 

Option 1.  Continue the RIA credit as the only credit offered; or 
 
Option 2. Continue the RIA credit as the only credit offered; increase the RIA to 
$20 for natural gas utility customers and $40 for electric utility customers. 

• These credit amounts are supported by average low-income customer 
electric bills being roughly double that of natural gas bills. Additionally, 
many natural gas RIA credits are approaching $15 per month. 

• As is currently the practice outlined in LIA-participating utilities, any 
unused dollars in a given billing period would be applied to a customer’s 
future bills for a determined number of months as outlined in each 
Company’s tariff.  

• Consider approving deferred accounting for all IOUs for dollars associated 
with MCL 460.11(2) in the event the provided assistance exceeds that 
already included in rates. 

 
Id., p. 164.  In both the short-term and long-term proposals, to maintain separate programs and 

ease the ability to measure the programs’ outcomes, the Staff recommends the Commission no 

longer allow assistance authorized under MCL 460.11(2) to subsidize or be paired with a MEAP-

funded APP customer’s bill nor a MCL 460.11(2)-funded APP customer’s bill—whether or not 
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that bill subsidy is applied to the MEAP agency’s subsidized portion of the bill or the customer’s 

bill payment.  Id., p. 165.  

 Additionally, the Staff no longer supports the RIA and LIA in their current forms.  For various 

reasons, the Staff has reservations about moving energy assistance offered under MCL 460.11(2) 

completely out of the utilities.  Id.  The Staff suggests that outreach should still be promoted at 

utilities and that having assistance offerings integrated with the utilities can be beneficial, but they 

lose their benefit if customers are not directed to apply.  A link to an application portal should still 

be available on utility websites and from utility sources.  Id.  

 The Attorney General/CUB aver that there is no reason why PIPPs could not be popular and 

effective in Michigan, assert that a PIPP should cost more than the current energy assistance 

system, and argue that a PIPP should not be shied away from because of the likelihood it would 

achieve its core goal of helping more low-income customers.  Attorney General/CUB’s comments, 

p. 5 (emphasis in original).  The Attorney General/CUB agree that an APP and PIPP should not 

operate simultaneously and, if the Commission decides not to pursue PIPPs further, agree with the 

Staff’s recommendations.  Id., p. 6. 

 Consumers states that both program design options for IOUs currently offering APPs offer 

distinct advantages and that a multi-pronged approach may be the most effective path forward, 

arguing that program design should consider how customers transition out of assistance and that 

administrative feasibility must be considered.  Consumers’ comments, pp. 5-6.  Consumers 

suggests that expanding the APP to include a targeted program for the lowest income households 

could provide deeper support to customers facing the greatest burden, designing programs with 

overlapping eligibility could have value, and the flat credit model offers broader reach and 

flexibility to interact with other programs or serve as transitional support.  Id.  
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 SEMCO disagrees with the Staff’s recommendation to no longer support the RIA and LIA 

credits in their current form, finding that the credits are simple, are not costly to administer, do not 

negatively impact motivation for participating in energy efficiency programs, and should be given 

due consideration.  SEMCO’s comments, p. 6.  SEMCO also avers that both Options A and B are 

unnecessarily complex and administratively burdensome as they would require modifications to 

SEMCO’s customer support system and cause additional costs.  Id.  SEMCO also disagrees that 

subsidies received from MCL 460.11(2) should not be paired with MEAP, as pairing would further 

reduce energy burden and make it easier to understand the programs and benefits available, further 

reducing administrative burden.  Id.  

 DTE supports converting monthly credits into an APP-style payment plan and monthly credits 

for customers not on payment plans, but it finds credits may not solve energy affordability issues 

for high-burden households if the credit amounts are not set at a meaningful level.  DTE’s 

comments, p. 3. 

 The Environmental Entities strongly support the Staff’s recommendations to divert LIA and 

RIA funding to relaunched APPs and urges the Commission to use narrow income eligibility tiers.  

The Environmental Entities’ comments, p. 6. 

 The Staff recognizes that until more tailored home energy security-based energy assistance 

can be implemented for all IOUs, there is still a need for ongoing assistance.  Id.  The Staff, 

however, does not believe the answer lies with implementing the PIPP or PSP as piloted, but does 

agree that energy burden should play a role in the APP benefit matrices.  Id., p. 166.  The Staff 

illustrates its proposed redesigned energy assistance landscape, inclusive of MEAP and MCL 

460.11(2) program offerings.  Figure 87 of the September 10 report, pp. 168-170. 
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 For a benefit matrix design, the Staff recommends the current MEAP modified budget APPs 

benefit matrices be redesigned as follows:  

1. Subsidies should be based on a maximum 6% energy burden for dual commodity 
customers and electric heating households.  Subsidies for single commodity 
households not using electric heat should be based on a maximum of 4% energy 
burden payment obligation for electric customers, and a maximum of 2% energy 
burden for natural gas households’ payments.  
 
2. In all cases, the Staff recommends a minimum payment in an amount 
approximating the customer charge or $10, whichever is higher.  This will likely 
vary based on utility.  
 
3. Further discussion with MEAP agencies may be prudent to see if there is a need 
to further standardize the APP matrices across utilities. 

 
Id., p. 171.  As an example of what a standardized benefit matrix might look like, the Staff 

provides Figure 88 which outlines key components while keeping equity and affordability in mind.  

Id.; Figure 88, p. 172.   

 An important consideration for the benefit matrix is the handling of arrearages.  As the Staff 

explains, “[c]ustomers often seek assistance to resolve a crisis because of past due charges known 

as arrears or arrearages.  If not resolved, these arrears create home energy security concerns for a 

household and lead to the threat or eventual reality of utility service disconnection.”  September 10 

report, p. 173.  The Staff recommends aligning the arrears forgiveness schedule instituted under 

the aligned modified budget APPs for payment plans going forward.  Id., p. 174.  The Staff further 

recommends including arrears forgiveness in the proposed payment plans, but not in any credit 

program, like the RIA and LIA.  Id., p. 176.  The Staff additionally proposes that identified and 

relevant regulated fees, taxes, surcharges, and deposits be included in arrears forgiveness for 

MEAP and the payment plan authorized under MCL 460.11(2).  Id.  The Staff also recommends, if 

other methods are legally feasible, that the Commission approve all IOUs to reverse late fees for 
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MEAP recipients, including those receiving the as-needed assistance used to resolve their arrears.  

Id.   

 SEMCO supports waiving late fees for those enrolled in APPs.  SEMCO’s comments p. 3. 

 The Environmental Entities strongly support the Staff’s recommendations for several 

attributes of the newly designed APPs, including elimination of arrearage and consumption caps, 

establishment of ongoing assistance, elimination of graduation requirements, and adjustment of 

APP benefit matrices to reflect rate increases.  The Environmental Entities’ comments, pp. 6-7.  

The Environmental Entities also agree that carrying over reconnection fees and late fees presents a 

barrier to energy affordability and should be waived.   Id.  

 The Attorney General/CUB agree with the Staff’s recommendations, including that all related 

charges in the forgiveness program increase the likelihood that customers can regain financial 

stability and maintain consistent bill payment over time.  Attorney General/CUB’s comments, p. 6.  

 Chapter 16 – Funding Considerations 

 The Staff does not have a recommendation on what level of increase in residential customer 

bills is reasonable and prudent to approve.  Id., p. 184.  However, the Staff does recommend that 

the Commission no longer approve enrollment projections as a means of setting the level of energy 

assistance spending; rather the Staff recommends that the Commission switch to a model that more 

closely resembles LIHEAP and MEAP in which a determined level of funding is approved and 

collected, and fund managers are required to spend down the fund and reconcile the fund.  Id.  The 

Staff further recommends the Commission approve one of the following to collect funds for 

programs authorized under MCL 460.11(2):  (1) the Commission could approve either a 

percentage of each utility’s revenue requirement to be approved for energy affordability funds, or 

(2) the Commission could include a set dollar amount per year that the average residential 
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ratepayer would pay.  Id.  Additionally, the Staff recommends that the Commission consider 

approving deferred accounting treatment to account for energy assistance program costs in the 

short-term.  Id.    

 Additionally, regarding administrative costs, the Staff recommends the Commission order 

IOUs to report itemized costs of administering various energy assistance programs.  Id., p. 186.  

The Staff further recommends that the Commission provide guidance around enrolling partner 

compensation and that administrative compensation levels for MCL 460.11(2) should be at least 

comparable to MEAP funding.  Id.  Furthermore, the Staff proposed to use the “Total Billed 

Revenue” allocator in the DTE Electric’s Case No. U-21860 as a close approximation and interim 

solution to transitioning all IOUs to allocation based on total cost of service or present revenue, 

which may require creating a new allocator.  Id., p. 187.   

 In regard to costs associated with revenue shortfall, the Staff recommends that programs 

authorized under MCL 460.11(2) should be allocated on each customer class’s percentage of total 

present revenue or total cost of service instead of the percentage of each class’s total share of 

customers for all participating utilities.  Id., p. 193.   

Regarding program expenses, the Staff notes that for programs authorized under 

MCL 460.11(2), arrears forgiveness should be booked as uncollectible expenses and bill credits 

should be recovered in a way consistent with the RIA and LIA credits as a revenue offset 

recovered across all rate classes allocated by each class’s proportion of the total present revenue.  

Id., p. 195.  For any unspent dollars associated with the MCL 460.11(2) funding, the companies 

should reconcile the account in each rate case.  This kind of reporting would impact the filing 

requirements.  Id.  To effectuate this recommendation, the Staff recommends that the Commission 

order the Staff and all IOUs to develop proposed modifications to the rate case filing requirements 
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following the approval of a program authorized under MCL 460.11(2), and that these 

modifications be included for approval in a relevant proceeding.  Id. 

In regard to fund layering, the Staff recommends that the Commission continue to work with 

MDHHS to explore ways that federal funding could be layered into both MEAP and the MCL 

460.11(2) programs.  Id., p. 202.  Further, to ensure MCL 460.11(2) funding does not lead to 

MEAP funds remaining unspent, the Staff recommends the approval of monthly home energy 

security programs for all relevant IOUs.  These programs are recommended to be funded 

separately from MEAP but align with the same program design as MEAP programs.  Id.  

 DTE states that additional discussions are needed to determine the best step forward and that 

the deferred accounting treatment methodology currently employed by DTE should remain in 

place going forward.  DTE’s comments, pp. 5-6. 

 Consumers supports continued collaboration with MDHHS to explore integrating federal 

funding into MCL 460.11(2) and MEAP programs and recommends exploring ways to align 

federal and state income definitions where feasible to improve efficiency.  Consumers’ comments, 

pp. 6-7. 

 SEMCO argues the administrative burden associated with distributing RIA and LIA credits is 

minimal and moving away from these credits to a more complex and administratively burdensome 

program may warrant tracking, which will add additional costs.  SEMCO’s comments, p. 8.  

SEMCO also finds that redirecting arrears forgiveness to uncollectible expenses for those 

participating in programs under MCL 460.11(2) would require write-offs to be bifurcated and may 

require additional system modifications for SEMCO.  Id.  

 ABATE disagrees with the Staff’s recommended allocation of costs among customer classes 

based on each class’s total billed revenue, finding this would shift costs that are caused exclusively 
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by residential customers onto commercial and industrial customers who do not cause or benefit 

from those discounts.  ABATE’s comments., p. 6.  ABATE argues the Commission should reject 

the Staff’s allocation proposal and allocate costs among all customer classes according to the 

number of customers in each class.  Id.  

 The Attorney General/CUB generally support the Staff’s recommendations, finding the 

Commission should strike a balance between protecting low-income customers against high costs 

and disconnections versus the impact of recovering assistance costs from other customers.  

Attorney General/CUB’s comments, p. 6.  The Attorney General/CUB further agree with the 

Staff’s recommendation to authorize a small working group to implement any new fulfillment of 

MCL 460.11(2).  Id. 

       4.  Section - IV. The Customer Journey 

 The customer journey is a term describing how a customer interacts with each step of a 

process, including difficulties with paying an energy bill and subsequently applying for and 

receiving energy assistance.  As the Staff notes, this process looks different depending on which 

entry point a customer interacts with assistance programs.  September 10 report, p. 206.   

 Chapter 17 – Energy Assistance Program Outreach and Education 

Currently, the requirements to perform outreach in a specific way for the Commission-

regulated energy assistance programs are limited to those that were recommended in the March 16, 

2023 Staff Report filed in this docket.  The Staff recommends that going forward the Commission 

explore a more robust outreach requirement that is enshrined in the utility companies’ tariffs.  Id.  

The Staff further contends that energy assistance must be transparent, including budget billing 

offerings, eligibility criteria, and the application process.  Id., p. 209.  
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The Staff’s recommendations, following an evaluation of energy assistance program outreach 

and education, including findings from the DTE PSP and the Consumers PIPP reports, are as 

follows: 

Transparency: Energy assistance and budget billing offerings, eligibility criteria, 
and applications should be transparent—whether a customer calls into the utility or 
seeks information on a utility website.  The Commission could consider creating a 
tool for its website that determines if a customer is eligible for various forms of 
assistance, including a recommended order in which to submit applications.  
 
Identifying Customers: There are many customers who will forego necessities like 
food and medicine to pay their bills.  Without being past-due on bills or reaching 
out to receive assistance, it is very difficult for utilities to identify and target 
customers for outreach.  These individuals may need outreach, even if they are not 
in arrears.  Therefore, the Commission could consider approving a broad-scale 
residential customer energy assistance outreach strategy for [IOUs].  
 
Outreach Methods: Outreach methods informing customers of energy assistance 
can include phone, email, and mail.  To enhance accessibility, phone calls could be 
made to customers without an email address on file. Bill inserts by mail could be 
sent to customers without a phone number or email address on file. To include all 
customers (including those without internet access), outreach and applications 
would need to be offered in all the above formats.  
 
Outreach Frequency: In accordance with an outlined schedule and approval by the 
Commission for inclusion in each IOU’s tariff, Staff recommends the Companies 
be required to perform broad-scale outreach for residential customers for energy 
assistance.  
 
Outreach Content: Include the eligibility guidelines (60% SMI or 150% FPL chart 
for different household sizes).  Staff recommends customers be provided with a 
decision matrix for energy assistance and budget-billing options over phone and 
website. 

 
Id., pp. 211-212 (emphasis in original).    
 
 Based on large disparities in reporting of EWR metrics seen in Consumers’ and DTE’s PIPP 

reports, the Staff also recommends tracking low-income customers’ EWR services by 

differentiating services performed before versus during the reporting time period and services 

performed versus households receiving service, so numbers are less duplicative.  Id., p. 215.  
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       The Environmental Entities strongly support uniform outreach standards, ongoing 

coordination between MEAP grantees and utilities, and inclusion of outreach obligation in utility 

tariffs, adding that the Commission should consider directing a portion of outreach resources to 

trusted community-based organizations who currently work with low-income and vulnerable 

communities.  The Environmental Entities’ comments, p. 8.  The Environmental Entities also 

argue that digital-first enrollment systems risk excluding many households’ affordability programs 

that are meant to serve due to broadband gaps, and every digital tool must have a non-digital 

counterpart to ensure accessibility and equity.  Id., p. 9. 

 Chapter 18 – Energy Assistance Program Triage 

The Staff points out that customer triage is integral to customer service and to administering 

energy assistance.  September 10 report, p. 216.  The Staff states that “[h]aving a trained 

workforce and complete information to offer customers when they reach out regarding bill 

payment struggles—whether it’s over phone, digital communication, or website resources—is 

paramount to ensuring customers are connected to the services they require.”  Id.  The Staff 

recommends that the Commission explore the possibility of IOUs having a dedicated phone line or 

specialist in the call center with well-trained personnel to offer relevant program offerings for 

customers with bill payment struggles.  Id., p. 217.  Given many customers’ lack of knowledge of 

available assistance offerings, the Staff contends that “it is clear that a very consistent and 

thorough decision matrix needs to be used to not only determine the most fitting plan for a 

customer, but also to refer a customer to the most beneficial organizations to help with their 

specific needs.”  Id.  
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 Chapter 19 – Program Application and Income Verification Process 

 Validation of a customer’s eligibility for low-income energy assistance is an important step in 

the customer’s journey.  Because there are statutory requirements for energy assistance program 

eligibility, the Staff contends that parameters need to be in place to verify income, despite the 

burden it can place on customers and program administrators.  September 10 report, p. 221.  In 

terms of income validation, the Staff recommends utilizing the workgroup and conversations with 

MDHHS for continued exploration of process opportunities and efficiencies in eligibility 

determination, especially as MEAP agencies confront having to validate income in fiscal year 

2026 for customers who have not received an SER.  Id., pp. 226-227.  A potential best-practice 

that the Staff recommends for customers on a two-year income validation cycle is for program 

administrators to perform an annual forecast based on a 12-month historical look-back on the 

customer’s income to deem the customer eligible for the assistance and determine their eligibility 

and plan amount.  Id., p. 227.     

 The Staff also recommends during the application process that paper applications be mailed to 

customers with assistance offered over the phone or increasing accessibility through additional 

locations where a customer can be assisted with an application.  Id., p. 222.  The Staff opposes an 

application process for any energy assistance program that is online only.  Id., p. 223.   

 Another key issue is determining which customers should be selected to be placed on which 

programs if there is limited space in each program due to funding limitations.  The Staff 

recommends offering similar prioritization of vulnerable populations for programs authorized 

under MCL 460.11(2) and MEAP statutes.  September 10 report, p. 231.  The Staff further 

recommends that: 

 [i]n the short-term, or until MEAP grantees are able to administer MCL 460.11(2) 
dollars, all IOU company tariffs should state that customers receiving assistance 
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through MCL 460.11(2) are provided with assistance either on a first-come first-
served basis or in line with MEAP statutory guidelines.  Should the Commission 
institute a funding cap on MCL 460.11(2) dollars, the Commission may want to 
consider how utilities should prioritize customers for enrollment.  There are various 
options available for demonstrating need.  In the past, “need” has sometimes been 
defined as lowest incomes, but income is not always the best predictor of need if a 
customer has very low expenses.  Another option could be offering priority to those 
who receive SER or apply for the credit directly through the utility and thus 
identifying themselves as requiring assistance.  Prioritization outlined in MEAP 
statute could additionally be utilized.  Whichever method is chosen Staff 
recommends consistency between utilities in the prioritization of customers 
receiving assistance through MCL 460.11(2). 

 
Id., p. 231. 
 
 The Staff recommends that MEAP grantees and utilities not deny customer access to an APP 

based on on-time payment history or prioritize any given type of customer outside of what is 

outlined in the MEAP statute.  Id., p. 232. 

 The Environmental Entities agree with the Staff’s recommendations but finds these 

improvements are constrained by structural barriers such as a lack of data sharing between 

MDHHS and utility providers and urges the Commission to pursue data-sharing to the extent 

possible under the current law.  The Environmental Entities’ comments, pp. 9-10.  

 SEMCO argues that if the Commission adopts the Staff’s recommendation to establish a 

consistent and equitable method for prioritizing customers, the Staff should work with utilities to 

identify a reasonably consistent method for equitably prioritizing customer enrollments.  

SEMCO’s comments, p. 8. 

 Chapter 20 – Term of Plan and Income Validation Frequency 

 The length of energy assistance programs that have monthly bill subsidies or credits, in 

connection with the frequency at which income is validated, impacts all energy assistance 

programs.  The Staff recommends there no longer be a set term for energy assistance programs, 

rather only income revalidation at appropriate intervals.  September 10 report, p. 234.  In regard to 
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income verification frequency, the Staff recommends that the Commission institute an income 

reverification matrix that provides that:  (1) if a customer’s sole income comes from 

retirement/disability (Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Social Security Disability Insurance 

(SSDI)), or the customer is 60-years or older, then the customer revalidate eligibility every two 

years; or (2) if a customer has earned income, they would revalidate eligibility annually.  Id., p. 

238.  Further, the Staff recommends removal of limited term plans, and instead customers could 

remain on the program so long as their eligibility is valid.  Id.  The Staff also recognizes that 

revalidating income is still onerous, and suggest the process be made easier with text, mail, or 

phone call protocols (depending on which form of communication is on file).  Id.  

In regard to late payment, the Staff recommends that late payment protocols for plans be 

standardized across utilities and that customers are made aware of protocols and safety-net 

assistance at the time of enrollment in the plan.  Id., p. 243.  Additionally, company tariffs should 

reflect the late payment protocols to reflect customers receiving assistance authorized under MCL 

460.11(2).  Id.   

 SEMCO supports eliminating fixed terms for assistance programs but has concerns about the 

administrative burden of income verification on a more frequent basis which more closely aligns 

with the random audit reverification option to reduce administrative burden, although more details 

on how an audit would be conducted are needed.  SEMCO’s comments, p. 9.  

 The Attorney General/CUB support the Staff’s recommendations regarding income 

reverification and find a structured annual reverification process would provide greater accuracy 

and fairness in determining eligibility despite additional costs.  Attorney General/CUB’s 

comments, pp. 6-7.  The Attorney General/CUB also support the Staff’s late payment protocol 
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standardization recommendation but find that more specific forbearance protocols should be 

adopted.  Id., p. 7. 

 The Environmental Entities argue that the Commission should also direct utilities to conduct 

automatic recertification for households whose eligibility can be confirmed by random auditing of 

existing databases to the extent possible under Michigan law.  The Environmental Entities’ 

comments, p. 11. 

 Chapter 21 – Tariff Proposals and Implementation Timeline 

 The Staff recommends standardization and transparency in the administration and application 

of its energy assistance programs for all IOUs.  September 10 report, p. 248.  Accordingly, the 

Staff recommends that each IOU update its tariff to reflect the Commission’s decisions that 

disseminate from this report through ex parte applications for approval after workgroup 

discussions to ensure consistency in tariff updates.  Id.  The Staff notes that the Commission 

should also allow leeway for longer-term goals to have an extended timeline.  Id.   

 The Environmental Entities strongly support the Staff’s recommendation to direct utilities to 

file tariff revisions reflecting its final affordability decisions with implementation timelines and 

reporting requirements and finds the Commission should incorporate a timeframe and process for 

periodic evaluation to support program refinement and improvement.  the Environmental Entities’ 

comments, p. 15.  

 Chapter 22 – Energy Assistance Program Goals and Affordability Metrics 

 The Staff’s goal in reforming energy assistance, as demonstrated through the September 10 

report, is to reduce the number of Michigan households with unsustainable energy burdens by 

better promoting home energy security and coordinating energy assistance programs.  The Staff 

states that “[h]istorically, energy assistance programs have not necessarily held clearly stated 
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program goals nor have there been consistent metrics to track the outcomes and progress of the 

programs.”  September 10 report, p. 249.  Towards that end, the Staff recommends instituting 

measurable goals and affordability metrics going forward to be able to track and analyze any 

energy assistance program.  Id., p. 251.  The Staff further recommends that the Commission 

consider a process for identifying and tracking indicators of how the energy 
assistance system meets the needs of income-qualified customers.  These metrics 
should be tracked for energy assistance customers and compared against the non-
low-income residential customer class to benchmark how the different assistance 
plans are performing against customers that may not struggle with bill payment as 
much as others.  The metrics would be collected on a regular cycle; ideally in an 
annual report filed to the Commission. 

 
Id., p. 252.  
 
 The Attorney General/CUB support the Staff’s recommendations to identify and track 

indicators for how well the energy system meets the needs of income-qualified customers and 

recommends the Commission institute specific rate-case filing requirements specific to assistance 

programs.  Attorney General/CUB’s comments, p. 7.  The Attorney General/CUB also propose 

that key outcomes should include the number of customers disconnected for non-payment, the 

number of customers who remain disconnected at length, customer arrearages with emphasis on 

those customers who have been disconnected for more than 90 days, and the household energy 

burden.  Id., p. 8. 

 The Environmental Entities recommend the Commission should direct utilities to track and 

report “churn data,” including the number and percentage of customers removed from the 

program, reasons for termination, and reenrollment rates.  The Environmental Entities’ comments, 

p. 11.  The Environmental Entities also recommend evaluation of various qualitative metrics of the 

customer experience during affordability-related calls, disaggregated by income tier, language 

preference, and geographic region, including the percentage of customers who hang up before 
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speaking to a representative, average hold time and resolution time, the number of callers 

successfully connected to assistance programs, and complaint frequency and resolution outcomes.  

Id., p. 12. 

       5.  Section V. Further Exploration 

 Chapter 23 outlined potential reform options that the Staff did not support and Chapter 24 of 

the September 10, 2025 report provided an overview of options for further consideration.  

Additional areas for exploration identified by Staff include:  

• Developing methods for how to efficiently compensate enrollment agencies for their work 
enrolling customers in affordability plans across multiple IOU programs.  

• Ensuring integrity and transparency in program data, including reporting accuracy, 
auditing, and exploring outreach and weatherization data.  

• Developing protocols for addressing customer concerns and communicating those 
protocols at enrollment and at income reverification.  

• Developing methods for applying payments to customer accounts. For MEAP, utilities 
invoice grantees for payment amounts; what would it look like for an IOU program?  

• Creating the specific benefit matrices.  
• Reviewing the missed payment procedures while recognizing that the missed payment and 

dunning process is included in the billing rules.   

September 10 Report, p. 263 
 
Discussion 

 The Commission is extremely appreciative of the work of the Staff, workgroups, utilities, and 

others to address energy assistance programs and work toward the goal of energy security for all 

Michiganders.  The September 10 report is an insightful evaluation of past and current energy 

assistance programs in an effort to recommend best practices and strategies for program success 

moving forward.  The Commission will address Staff’s recommendations and relevant comments 

below.   

 First, the Commission finds that the Staff’s report and recommendations present opportunities 

to more effectively address energy burdens of eligible participating households, reduce home 
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energy insecurity for Michigan customers, and streamline the energy assistance ecosystem.  The 

Commission finds that a goal for low-income customers enrolled in assistance programs to reach a 

6% energy burden is informed by extensive research and evidence and is focused on reorienting 

Michigan’s energy assistance ecosystem to meet the goal of minimizing the number of households 

with unsustainable energy burdens.   As such, the Commission adopts as a foundational goal to 

reduce energy burdens for customers participating in an APP to not more than 6% of household 

income.  

Second, the Commission acknowledges that there is a need for greater coordination between 

available state and federal assistance programs in order to achieve this goal.  Based on the Staff’s 

extensive analysis, the Commission finds the Staff’s program design Option A to be the best long-

term home energy security, affordability, and streamlined solution for participating customers and 

best fulfillment of MCL 460.11(2).  As discussed further below, the Commission is directing Staff 

to convene a workgroup to identify how to transition to this APP-based approach pursuant to MCL 

460.11(2).  While acknowledging that additional funding will likely be needed to reach the 6% 

energy burden goal, the Commission also notes that many factors outside of the Commission’s 

control, including customer income, federal funding authorizations, and other assistance funding 

availability also influence a customer’s energy burden.  In setting a goal of limiting energy 

burdens to no more than 6% of household income and aligning available assistance offerings 

around that goal, the Commission seeks to bridge existing gaps, both with better program design 

and coordination as well as with expanded funding available under MEAP, funding available 

pursuant to MCL 460.11(2), existing SER and HHC funding, and potentially other sources as well. 

The Commission further expects the additional work and implementation efforts outlined below 

will also help to clarify the pathway to achieving this goal.  Future determinations regarding 
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funding under MCL 460.11(2) will take place in utility rate cases.  The Commission also hopes to 

improve coordination among assistance programs, including the rate-payer funded programs under 

MCL 460.11(2) and MEAP, through the workgroup initiated in this order and through ongoing 

efforts by the Staff.  These issues will be discussed further below. 

1. Program Design 

  The September 10 report thoroughly evaluated the PIPP and PSP pilot programs, which the 

Commission previously described earlier in this order.  The Commission agrees with the Staff that 

the utilities’ recommendations stemming from their respective PIPP pilots lack sufficient 

outcomes to be implemented as standalone energy assistance programs.  However, as 

demonstrated throughout the September 10 report, the Commission finds value in many aspects of 

these pilot programs with recommendations that include various program features.   

 In the September 10 report, the Staff opined that: 

[p]rogram design can encompass many different elements such as outreach, income 
verification etc. but for the purposes of this report, and specifically this section of 
this report, Staff is narrowly defining program design to focus on very specific 
aspects of energy assistance, including conceptualizing what energy affordability 
looks like, a program’s eligibility criteria, bill subsidies, and the handling of past-
due and other charges. 

 
September 10 report, p. 125.   

 The Commission agrees with the Staff that a monthly subsidy tailored to household income 

and usage categories is an effective means of supporting home energy security for income-

qualified customers and that modifying APPs to incorporate some elements of PIPPs, while 

simultaneously simplifying the program to make it easier for customers to understand, should 

proceed.  The Commission finds that Staff’s recommended Option A, to divert MCL 460.11(2)-

related dollars to the relaunched APPs for utilities that already have APPs (but not comingling the 

funding sources with MEAP) should be accepted.  Utilities may request diverting funding in a 
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rate-neutral manner in an ex parte request with additional determinations on funding levels to take 

place in future utility-specific rate cases.  The Commission directs IOUs to participate with the 

Staff in the workgroup outlined in this order to further develop appropriate tariff provisions for the 

Commission’s consideration at a later date.  Furthermore, if a customer is determined eligible but 

the enrolling agency does not have specific income information, the enrolling agency may enroll 

the customer at the most appropriate benefit level informed by categorical eligibility and 

determined by the benefit matrix (e.g., the threshold of 60% SMI for MEAP, the income bracket 

encompassing 150% FPL for SNAP/Medicaid/SER categorical eligibility or 110% FPL for HHC).  

In the interim, the currently approved LIA and/or RIA credits for IOUs will remain in place until 

APPs under MCL 460.11(2) can be fully implemented.  The process for this implementation is 

described further below.  The Commission further directs utilities without APPs to participate in 

the workgroup described in this order and to work towards instituting APPs that mirror the 

existing APPs funded with MEAP dollars.  After the workgroup and the Staff’s resulting reports 

on its outcomes, utilities shall review APP program provisions that will be submitted by the Staff 

for the Commission’s consideration and reflect these provisions in utility tariffs.4    

 The Commission also accepts the Staff’s proposed program design elements as illustrated in 

Figure 87 of the report. 

2. Energy Assistance Subsidies 

       In Chapter 10 of the September 10 report (as discussed in pages 15-18 of this order), the Staff 

addressed the energy affordability standard.  Ultimately, the Staff recommended that: 

 
       4 IOUs that do not currently offer APPs but do currently offer RIA and/or LIA credits include 
Alpena Power Company, Indiana Michigan Power Company, Northern States Power Company 
electric service, Northern States Power Company gas service, and UMERC electric service. 
UMERC gas service does not currently offer APPs and also does not currently offer RIA or LIA 
credits. 
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energy assistance subsidies should be based on energy burden and commodity type, 
such that dual commodity customers and electric heating households receive a 
subsidy to bring the applicant household to a maximum 6% energy burden.  For 
single-commodity households not using electric heat, Staff further recommends 
subsidies would reflect the following: electric customers would have a maximum 
payment obligation of 4% energy burden; and natural gas customers’ payment 
obligation would be a maximum of 2% energy burden. 

 
September 10 report, p. 122.  The Commission agrees with the Staff’s recommendation and finds 

that the assistance benefit matrices reflect an approximate energy burden of a target of 6% 

household income tiered so that electric customers without electric heat would have a target 

payment obligation of 4% of household income; and natural gas customers’ payment obligation 

would be a target of 2%.   

3. Program Administration 

 The Commission supports streamlining eligibility determinations and program administration 

protocols that simplify the enrollment process for customers.  To that end, the Commission directs 

the workgroup to further refine recommendations related to program administration with an eye 

towards simplifying the enrollment and payment processes for customers including consensus 

recommendations that are mutually acceptable to utilities and agencies with experience 

administering APPs, including exploration of using a common client record system.  

 The Commission finds that given how MEAP legislative changes impact the MCL 460.11(2) 

statute, MEAP grantees may be more equipped to determine if a customer meets the income 

eligibility criteria and may also provide a more holistic menu of assistance services to customers.  

The Commission acknowledges that commenters expressed some disagreement with the Staff’s 

recommendations to transition enrollment in programs authorized under MCL 460.11(2) from the 

utilities to human service agencies and non-profit organizations, including those that administer 

MEAP, as well as processing customer payments in the comments provided by DTE and SEMCO.  
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The Commission directs the Staff to prioritize provisions that allow for the automated enrollment 

and/or referral of customers participating in current assistance programs and determine benefit 

levels for those customers being enrolled.  The Staff is directed to include relevant consensus 

recommendations within the implementation plan and draft tariff framework noting areas in which 

consensus cannot be reached.  The Commission further finds that until changes to program 

administration can be made, the IOUs should continue to manage applications for existing 

subsidies as well as administration of the existing programs.  The Commission also agrees that 

IOUs should maintain responsibility for marketing and outreach of programs resulting from MCL 

460.11(2) in the long-term. 

4. Rate Impact and Funding Mechanisms 

 In analyzing the PIPP and PSP pilot programs, the issue of rate impact was a concern 

expressed by the Staff.  Likewise, the Commission shares concerns about the potential rate impact 

recommended programs will have on all utility customers.  Towards that end, the Commission 

directs each utility, through the annual reporting template to be developed by the work group, to 

project the energy assistance program costs at varying levels of participation for each utility on an 

annual basis and the projected customer rate impact for each utility.  The plan for transitioning 

customers from the current RIA and LIA credits to the APP shall be developed in the 

implementation workgroup, including a proposed process for utilities to estimate increased 

funding to serve more customers in future utility rate cases.  The Commission directs the Staff to 

include details on the transition plan as part of its reports from the workgroup.  The Commission 

further direct the Staff to include utility assistance annual reporting for all IOUs in its 

implementation plan using the recommendations outlined on pages 252-255 of the Energy 

Affordability Report as a starting point.  After the annual report template and requirements are 
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developed, a new docket shall be opened, and the first report shall include a five-year data 

lookback.  The Commission may re-evaluate funding in future rate cases and directs that future 

tariffs prohibit simultaneous participation in MCL 460.11(2) programs and MEAP-funded APPs.5      

The Commission further directs all IOUs in their next rate case to propose a methodology to 

allocate dollars associated with low-income rates, including these restructured APPs and to set up 

total cost of service and present revenue allocators as options to be presented to the Commission 

for use in allocating costs associated with MCL 460.11(2).  In the meantime, beginning October 1, 

2026, the Commission directs that utilities should endeavor to ensure that a customer participating 

in a MEAP-funded APP that results in an energy burden of not more than 6% of household income 

is not also receiving additional assistance from that utility funded pursuant to MCL 460.11(2).  

Finally, the Commission finds the Staff’s recommendation to order IOUs to report itemized costs 

of administering various energy assistance programs reasonable and adopts the recommendation. 

5. Other Recommendations       

  The Commission agrees with the Staff’s analysis of Consumers’ proposed low-income 

subclass in the COSS and that it would not deliver meaningful or equitable assistance.  Given the 

Commission’s support for the Staff’s proposed APP-based program, the Commission does not see 

a need to explore other ways to develop a low-income subclass as a potential means of fulfilling 

the requirements of MCL 460.11(2) at this time.   

 The Commission agrees with the Staff that issues of program eligibility misalignment between 

MEAP and MCL 460.11(2) are prevalent.  As such, the Commission also directs the workgroup to 

seek to better align program eligibility requirements where possible, and identify any remaining 

 
       5 MCL 460.11(2) programs include the RIA and LIA credits, and future utility 
APPs. 
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barriers.  This will assist the Commission as it continues to phase in changes to energy assistance 

programs.  In addition, the Commission finds that MEAP should qualify as a categorical eligibility 

for the utility APPs.       

 The Commission finds the Staff’s position that crisis program participation should not be a 

requirement for APP participation, while still supporting layering SER and HHC funding, to be 

well reasoned and adopts the Staff’s recommendations.  The Commission also agrees with 

SEMCO in that SER enrollment is an automatic indicator of program eligibility for MCL 

460.11(12), as outlined in MCL 460.10t(6)(b). 

 In Chapter 15 of the September 10 report, the Staff produced an example of a benefit matrix.  

See, Figure 88, p. 172.  The Staff, however, stated that there were components of a benefit matrix 

that were not included in the report which required further discussion and development.  The 

Commission finds that Figure 88 represents a starting point for workgroup discussion regarding 

the implementation of an appropriate benefit matrix.   

 The Commission also agrees with the Staff that identified relevant regulated fees, taxes, and 

surcharges should be included in arrears forgiveness or reduction for APPs, and that deposits for 

reconnection should be covered for customers participating in APPs.  The Commission 

acknowledges that there are existing provisions included within the rules for Consumer Standards 

and Billing Practices For Electric and Natural Gas Service related to processing customer bills, 

payments, due dates, collection practices, late payment charges, deposits, shutoffs, service 

reconnection, payment plans, and reporting requirements, among other matters that may overlap 

with these recommendations.  To that end, the Commission directs the Staff and utilities to include 

in tariff design relevant regulated fees, taxes, and surcharges in arrears reduction for customers 

participating in APPs.  The Commission also directs the Staff and utilities to consider whether 
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changes should be made to deposits for reconnection for customers participating in these APPs 

along with any other draft rule revisions necessary or desirable to implement the provisions 

accepted in this order, including the reversal of late fees for MEAP recipients.  The Staff is 

encouraged to coordinate any proposed rule changes with other ongoing efforts to update the 

billing rules as appropriate.  In the interim, the Commission will review requests for waivers of the 

existing relevant rules and may authorize well-supported waiver requests to improve the 

affordability for customers participating in APPs as necessary.   

 The Commission is also concerned with late payment protocols and agrees with the Staff that 

late payment protocols for plans should be standardized across utilities and that customers should 

be made aware of protocols and safety-net assistance upon enrollment in an APP.  September 10 

Report, p. 243.  The Commission directs the Staff to propose tariff revisions or draft rule revisions 

to the Consumer Standards and Billing Practices for Electric and Natural Gas Service rules that 

may be necessary to effectuate the standardization of late payment protocols for APPs for all 

utilities as appropriate.  The Commission further agrees with the Staff that company tariffs should 

reflect the late payment protocols, especially as they relate to customers who are provided any 

form of assistance authorized under MCL 460.11(2).  Id.  The Commission also finds that issues 

related to late payment protocols should be addressed in the workgroup to align MEAP and utility 

processes.    

  The Commission further agrees with the Staff that energy assistance program outreach and 

education are a vital component of the customer journey and experience.  The Commission finds 

the Staff’s recommendations are well-formed and should be evaluated as part of the directive to 

the working group as provided in this order.  The Commission further finds that the potential for a 

more robust EWR program outreach and education should also be included in such discussions, 
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including that anyone eligible to participate in an APP should also be provided information on 

available EWR programs. 

 The Commission agrees with the Staff’s energy assistance program triage recommendations 

and directs the Staff to include the triage issues be explored within the workgroup.  

The Commission also finds it important to encourage the utilities to explore opportunities to 

enhance the customer journey.  More specifically, as the Staff proposes, utilities should focus on: 

Clear Triage Practices, Policies, and Training Manuals: Staff recommends that 
regulated utility companies propose, design and implement clear triage practices, 
utility policies and training manuals to deal with a situation where a customer 
expresses difficulty with paying a bill.  The Staff finds a portal like Consumers 
Energy’s Service Now Advocate Portal to be a useful platform to host training and 
triage materials but recognizes that each company’s approach will be unique to the 
needs of its customers and ethos.  
 
A Dedicated Phone Line or Specialist(s) For Bill Payment Struggles: Having a 
dedicated phone line or specialist in the call center for bill payment struggles could 
be standard practice for IOUs so that personnel can be well-trained to handle issues 
and be able to explain relevant program offerings for a customer’s inquiry.    
 
Assistance Program Decision Matrix: The Staff recommends a consistent and 
thorough decision matrix as a suggested finding to be used to not only determine 
the most fitting plan for a customer, but also to refer a customer to the most 
beneficial organizations to help with their specific needs. 

 
September 10 Report, p. 219 (emphasis in the original).  

 The Commission finds that the workgroup should evaluate best practices for validation of 

customer eligibility for energy assistance and an appropriate and efficient application process. 

 The Commission finds that an appropriate standard for the term of plan assistance and 

validation frequency is an important step for energy assistance program success.  The Commission 

also agrees with the Staff that procedures should be in place for disenrollment of energy assistance 

when customers no longer have valid income requirements, eligible documentation, or other 

reasons.  September 10 Report, p. 239.  The Commission finds that the Staff’s recommendations 
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regarding term of plan and income validation frequency procedures should be vetted through the 

workgroup, and a final recommendation presented at the conclusion.  The Commission further 

finds that disenrollment procedures and procedures related to energy assistance program 

completion or income ineligibility are best suited to be addressed in the tariff development stage of 

the implementation process.   

 The Commission agrees with the Staff’s recommendations regarding energy assistance and 

affordability metrics tracking and directs the Staff to include utility assistance annual reporting for 

all IOUs in its implementation plan using the recommendations outlined on pages 252-255 of the 

Energy Affordability Report as a starting point.  After the annual report template and requirements 

are developed, a new docket shall be opened, and the first report shall include a 5-year data 

lookback.  The workgroup is also directed to identify whether and how to facilitate any relevant 

data reporting from MEAP grantees or human services agencies should they have a role in 

administering utility APP programs in the future.   

6. Workgroup Directives 

 The Commission agrees with the Staff that implementing a revamped energy assistance 

program could present many new and unexpected challenges.  September 10 Report, p. 204.  The 

Commission further agrees with the Staff that a Staff-led Lean Process Improvement (LPI) 

approach based on Commission directives should be the focus of the implementation workgroup, 

and that this workgroup should, include utilities, MDHHS, assistance agencies, and other invited 

parties, to implement the Commission’s new fulfillment of MCL 460.11(2) and any related 

modifications to the MEAP-funded APPs.  Id.  The Commission therefore finds that the Staff shall 

file a memorandum in this docket establishing a working group to address issues as described 

below, along with applicable timetables. The Commission: 
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• Directs all IOUs to participate in the workgroup to further develop appropriate tariff 
provisions for the Commission’s consideration at a later date. 
 

• Directs utilities without APPs to participate in the workgroup described in this order and to 
work towards instituting APPs that mirror the MEAP-funded APPs for the Commission’s 
consideration. 

 
• Directs the workgroup to further consider the impact of true-ups on customers and directs 

the Staff to refine its recommendations regarding true-ups to minimize barriers to customer 
participation and retention in the program. 

 
• Supports the workgroup in exploring a centralized client record system to support program 

administration and the applying of benefits to customer accounts.  The Commission 
encourages Staff to work with MEAP grantees and utilities to explore best practices and 
further refine recommendations with an eye towards simplifying the enrollment and 
payment processes for customers, including consensus recommendations that are mutually 
acceptable to utilities and existing MEAP grantees. 

 
• Finds that Figure 88 from Staff’s report represents a starting point for workgroup 

discussion regarding the implementation of an appropriate benefit matrix and directs the 
Staff to develop a final proposal on what the recommended benefit matrix should be and a 
standard procedure/formula for how it will be updated as rates change and customer 
incomes change, and to consider the following questions: 

 
o How granular should the benefit matrix design be? How many income buckets 

strike a reasonable balance of granularity and simplicity? How does the matrix 
overlap with or consider relevant EWR services and programs? 
 

• Directs the workgroup to explore the customer assistance triage issues outlined in Staff’s 
report.  
 

• Finds that the workgroup should evaluate best practices for validation of customer 
eligibility for energy assistance and an appropriate and efficient application process.  

 
• Finds that the Staff’s recommendations regarding term of plan and income validation 

frequency procedures should be vetted through the workgroup.  The workgroup should 
consider the following question: 

 
o What is the appropriate timeframe for income re-validation for customers to ensure 

they can stay on the program for the longest period of time and reduce burden on 
both customers and program administrators, while ensuring customers are still 
eligible and in the right income bucket? 
 

• Finds that late payment protocols should be discussed in the workgroup with the goal of 
identifying any needed changes and aligning MEAP and utility processes. 
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• Directs the workgroup to develop a plan for transitioning customers from the current RIA 
and LIA credits to the APP, including a proposed process for utilities to estimate increased 
funding to serve more customers in future utility rate cases.   

 
• Directs the Staff to include utility assistance annual reporting for all IOUs in its 

implementation plan using the recommendations outlined on pages 252-255 of the Energy 
Affordability Report as a starting point.   

 
• Directs the workgroup to consider the Staff’s suggestions for further exploration and 

provide recommendations as appropriate. This includes: 
 

o Developing methods for how to efficiently compensate enrollment agencies for 
their work enrolling customers in affordability plans across multiple IOU programs.  
 

o Ensuring integrity and transparency in program data, including reporting accuracy, 
auditing, and exploring outreach and weatherization data.  

 
o Developing protocols for addressing customer concerns and communicating those 

protocols at enrollment and at income reverification.  
 

o Developing methods for applying payments to customer accounts.  
 

o Directing the utilities, MDHHS, and MEAP grantees to discuss how might 
determination holds and service shutoff holds relating to customers applying for 
energy assistance to promote energy security be addressed in assistance programs 
moving forward.   

 
• Directs the workgroup to consider a process for addressing the following additional 

questions in relevant contested proceedings: 
 

o How can we improve, incentivize, or combine energy efficiency, weatherization, 
and pre-weatherization services for these customers to help them reach long-term 
energy security and lower bills?  
 

       The Commission further finds the memorandum to be filed in this docket should set forth the 

various members of the workgroup and any subgroup processes, and consistent with this order, the 

issues to be fully vetted by the workgroup.  The memorandum should also include a suggested 

schedule for workgroup meetings along with a proposed timetable providing feedback from the 

workgroup to the Commission for consideration and to inform further directives.  After the Staff 

develops and submits to the Commission an implementation plan and draft tariff framework, the 
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Commission intends to open a comment period on the plan and then direct utilities to submit tariffs 

for approval that reflect a Commission-approved draft tariff framework and implementation plan.  

The Commission reiterates the importance of achieving consensus regarding program 

administration between the utilities and the MEAP grantees.   

Conclusion   

 Developing effective approaches to energy security and energy assistance programs in 

furtherance of this core mission has been a longstanding priority.  It is also a deeply complex 

undertaking, one to which Commission Staff, Michigan utilities, and a broad range of other 

interested parties have devoted years of sustained effort and countless hours of engagement. 

The Commission is proud of the efforts to date and is dedicated to issuing final orders on the 

appropriate form of assistance to best address energy security, and the Staff’s September 10 report 

analysis of energy assistance programs and recommended courses of action has been an invaluable 

contribution towards achieving this goal.   

 
 THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that: 

       A. The Commission formally adopts an energy security goal of reducing energy burdens for 

residential customers participating in an affordable payment plan to not more than six percent of 

household income, as described in this order. 

B. Within 30 days from the date of this order, the Commission Staff shall file a memorandum 

in this docket establishing a workgroup consistent with the Commission’s directives in this order.   

C.  Investor-owned utilities are directed to participate in the workgroup, and directed to work 

towards instituting affordable payment plans that mirror Michigan Energy Assistance Programs 

and are aligned with  workgroup recommendations to be considered by the Commission.   
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D.  Beginning October 1, 2026, investor-owned utilities shall endeavor to ensure that a 

customer participating in an affordable payment plan funded under the Michigan Energy 

Assistance Program that results in an energy burden of not more than six percent of household 

income is not also receiving a credit from that utility funded pursuant to MCL 460.11(2). 

E.  In each general rate case filed by an investor-owned utility, each investor-owned utility 

shall propose a methodology to allocate dollars associated with programs established pursuant to 

MCL 460.11(2) and set up total cost of service and present revenue allocators as options to be 

presented to the Commission for use in allocating costs associated with MCL 460.11(2). 

F.  The Staff is directed to propose draft revisions to the rules for Consumer Standards and 

Billing Practices for Electric and Natural Gas Service that may be necessary to effectuate the 

relevant provisions outlined in this order.   

G.  The Commission Staff shall file an implementation plan and draft Affordable Payment 

Plan tariff framework in this docket no later than January 31, 2027, consistent with Commission 

directives in this order.  

 
 The Commission reserves jurisdiction and may issue further orders as necessary. 
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 Any party desiring to appeal this order must do so in the appropriate court within 30 days after 

issuance and notice of this order, pursuant to MCL 462.26.  To comply with the Michigan Rules of 

Court’s requirement to notify the Commission of an appeal, appellants shall send required notices 

to both the Commission’s Executive Secretary and to the Commission’s Legal Counsel.  

Electronic notifications should be sent to the Executive Secretary at LARA-MPSC-

Edockets@michigan.gov and to the Michigan Department of Attorney General - Public Service 

Division at sheac1@michigan.gov.  In lieu of electronic submissions, paper copies of such 

notifications may be sent to the Executive Secretary and the Attorney General - Public Service 

Division at 7109 W. Saginaw Hwy., Lansing, MI 48917. 

 
MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION   

                                                                          
 
                                                                                      

________________________________________                                                                          
               Daniel C. Scripps, Chair    
 
          
 

 ________________________________________                                                                          
               Katherine L. Peretick, Commissioner  
 
 

 
________________________________________                                                                          

               Shaquila Myers, Commissioner    
   
By its action of June 11, 2026. 
 
 
 
________________________________                                                                 
Lisa Felice, Executive Secretary 

mailto:LARA-MPSC-Edockets@michigan.gov
mailto:LARA-MPSC-Edockets@michigan.gov
mailto:sheac1@michigan.gov


P R O O F   O F   S E R V I C E  

   STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 

Case No. U-20757 et al.

      County of Ingham  ) 

Brianna Brown being duly sworn, deposes and says that on June 11, 2026 A.D. she 

electronically notified the attached list of this Commission Order via e-mail transmission, 

to the persons as shown on the attached service list (Listserv Distribution List). 

_______________________________________ 
Brianna Brown  

  Subscribed and sworn to before me  
  this 11th day of June 2026.  

    _____________________________________ 
Angela P. Sanderson 
Notary Public, Shiawassee County, Michigan 
As acting in Eaton County 
My Commission Expires: May 21, 2030 
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Anna B. Stirling MPSC Staff stirlinga1@michigan.gov
Heather M.S. Durian MPSC Staff durianh@michigan.gov
Nicholas Q. Taylor MPSC Staff taylorn10@michigan.gov
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Andrea E. Hayden DTE Energy Company andrea.hayden@dteenergy.com
Carlton D. Watson DTE Energy Company carlton.watson@dteenergy.com
DTE Energy Company DTE Energy Company mpscfilings_account@dteenergy.com
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Anne M. Uitvlugt Consumers Energy Company anne.uitvlugt@cmsenergy.com
Consumers Energy Company (1 of 2) Consumers Energy Company mpsc.filings@cmsenergy.com
Consumers Energy Company (2 of 2) Consumers Energy Company kelly.hall@cmsenergy.com
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kabraham@mpower.org Abraham,Katie - MMEA 
mkuchera@AEPENERGY.COM AEP Energy 
mfurmanski@algerdelta.com Alger Delta Cooperative 
akellen@wppienergy.org  Alger Delta Cooperative 
kd@alpenapower.com Alpena Power 
dgreen@alpenapower.com  Alpena Power 

 VSTRetailReg@VistraCorp.com  Ambit Midwest, LLC 
kerdmann@atcllc.com American Transmission Company 

acotter@atcllc.com American Transmission Company 

john.calhoun@ardentnaturalgas.com  Ardent Natural Gas, LLC 

awebster@baycitymi.gov Bay City Electric Light & Power 

sara.anderson@bayfieldelectric.com  Bayfield Electric 

rbishop@BISHOPENERGY.COM Bishop Energy 
braukerL@MICHIGAN.GOV Brauker, Linda 
cherie.fuller@bp.com BP Energy Retail Company, LLC 
christine.hughey@bp.com  BP Energy Retail Company LLC 
greg.bass@calpinesolutions.com Calpine Energy Solutions 

lachappelle@varnumlaw.com Chappelle, Laura 
manderson@wpsci.com  Cherryland Electric 
mengels@wpsci.com  Cherryland Electric 
cdrys@wpsci.com  Cherryland Electric 
ljohnson@wpsci.com  Cherryland Electric 
rjohnson@cherrylandelectric.coop Cherryland Electric Cooperative 
frucheyb@DTEENERGY.COM Citizens Gas Fuel Company 
crystalfallsmgr@HOTMAIL.COM City of Crystal Falls 
gpirkola@escanaba.org City of Escanaba 
jolson@gladstonemi.gov City of Gladstone 
kmaynard@cityofmarshall.com City of Marshall 
tdavlin@portland-michigan.org City of Portland 
cwilson@cloverland.com Cloverland Electric 
mheise@cloverland.com Cloverland Electric 
todd.mortimer@CMSENERGY.COM CMS Energy 
Kenneth.Johnston@cmsenergy.com  Consumers Energy 
Yong.Keyes@cmsenergy.com  Consumers Energy 
chibuzo.obikwelu@cmsenergy.com  Consumers Energy 
sarah.jorgensen@cmsenergy.com Consumers Energy Company 
Michael.torrey@cmsenergy.com Consumers Energy Company 
CANDACE.GONZALES@cmsenergy.com Consumers Energy Company 
mpsc.filings@CMSENERGY.COM Consumers Energy Company 
mpsc.filings@CMSENERGY.COM Consumers Energy Company 
david.fein@CONSTELLATION.COM Constellation Energy 
kate.stanley@CONSTELLATION.COM Constellation Energy 
kate.fleche@CONSTELLATION.COM Constellation New Energy 
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choicecompliance@constellation.com  Constellation New Energy Inc 
lpage@dickinsonwright.com Dickinson Wright 
shaundillon@dillonenergy.com  Dillon Energy Services 
info@dillonpower.com Dillon Power, LLC 

Neal.fitch@nrg.com Direct Energy 
Kara.briggs@nrg.com Direct Energy 
Ryan.harwell@nrg.com Direct Energy 
bryce.mckenney@nrg.com  Direct Energy 
stephen.lindeman@dteenergy.com  DTE Energy 
karl.lievense@dteenergy.com  DTE Energy 
konstantin.korolyov@dteenergy.com  DTE Energy 
mpscfilings@DTEENERGY.COM DTE Energy 
joyce.leslie@dteenergy.com DTE Energy 
karen.vucinaj@dteenergy.com DTE Energy 
customerservice@eligoenergy.com Eligo Energy MI, LLC 
regulatory@eligoenergy.com  Eligo Energy MI, LLC 
frank.travaglione@vistracorp.com Energy Harbor 

rfawaz@energyintl.com Energy International Power Marketing d/b/a PowerOne 
sejackinchuk@varnumlaw.com Energy Michigan 
michael.reiss@engie.com  Engie Gas & Power LLC 
customercare@plymouthenergy.com ENGIE Gas & Power f/k/a Plymouth Energy 
VSTRetailReg@VistraCorp.com  Everyday Energy, LLC d/b/a Energy Rewards 
felicel@MICHIGAN.GOV Felice, Lisa 

bgorman@FIRSTENERGYCORP.COM First Energy 
phil@allendaleheating.com Forner, Phil 
dburks@glenergy.com Great Lakes Energy 

manderson@wpsci.com  Great Lakes Energy 

mengels@wpsci.com  Great Lakes Energy 

cdrys@wpsci.com  Great Lakes Energy 

ljohnson@wpsci.com  Great Lakes Energy 

slamp@glenergy.com Great Lakes Energy Cooperative 
sculver@glenergy.com Great Lakes Energy Cooperative 
johnm@gogreenlightenergy.com  Greenlight Energy Inc. 
lrgustafson@CMSENERGY.COM Gustafson, Lisa 
jhammel@hillsdalebpu.com Hillsdale Board of Public Utilities 
coneill@homeworks.org HomeWorks Tri-County Electric Cooperative 
psimmer@HOMEWORKS.ORG HomeWorks Tri-County Electric Cooperative 
bmcbride@aep.com  Indiana Michigan Power 
mgobrien@aep.com Indiana Michigan Power Company 
dan@megautilities.org Integrys Group 
daustin@IGSENERGY.COM Interstate Gas Supply Inc 
michael.nugent@igs.com  Interstate Gas Supply d/b/a IGS Energy 
general@itctransco.com ITC Holdings 
cmarshall@itctransco.com ITC Holdings 
apascaris@itctransco.com ITC Holdings 
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vanesetti@justenergy.com Just Energy of Michigan Corporation  
igoodman@commerceenergy.com Just Energy Solutions 
krichel@DLIB.INFO Krichel, Thomas 
dbodine@LIBERTYPOWERCORP.COM Liberty Power 
ham557@GMAIL.COM Lowell S. 

tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com Lundgren, Timothy 

tcarpenter@mblp.org Marquette Board of Light & Power 

regulatory@medianenergy.com  Median Energy Corporation 

suzy@megautilities.org MEGA 

dan@megautilities.org MEGA 

mmann@USGANDE.COM Michigan Gas & Electric 

VSTRetailReg@VistraCorp.com  Michigan Gas & Electric (US Gas & Electric) 

shannon.burzycki@wecenergygroup.com Michigan Gas Utilities Corporation 

mrzwiers@INTEGRYSGROUP.COM Michigan Gas Utilities/Upper Penn Power/Wisconsin 

kabraham@mpower.org Michigan Public Power Agency 

info@michigannaturalgasllc.com  Michigan Natural Gas, LLC 

JHDillavou@midamericanenergyservices.com MidAmerican Energy Services, LLC 

JCAltmayer@midamericanenergyservices.com MidAmerican Energy Services, LLC 

LMLann@midamericanenergyservices.com MidAmerican Energy Services, LLC 

manderson@wpsci.com  Midwest Energy 

mengels@wpsci.com  Midwest Energy 

cdrys@wpsci.com  Midwest Energy 

ljohnson@wpsci.com  Midwest Energy 

dave.allen@TEAMMIDWEST.COM Midwest Energy Cooperative 
terry.rubenthaler@teammidwest.com Midwest Energy Cooperative 
kerri.wade@teammidwest.com Midwest Energy Cooperative 
Marie-Rose.Gatete@teammidwest.com Midwest Energy Cooperative 
meghan.tarver@teammidwest.com Midwest Energy Cooperative 
d.motley@COMCAST.NET Motley, Doug 
rarchiba@FOSTEROIL.COM My Choice Energy 
customerservice@nordicenergy-us.com Nordic Energy Services, LLC 

regulatory@nordicenergy-us.com  Nordic Energy Services, LLC 

karl.j.hoesly@xcelenergy.com Northern States Power 

sarah.m.frazee@xcelenergy.com  Northern States Xcel 

kbeattie@ntherm.com  nTherm, LLC 

daho@ontorea.com  Ontonagon County Rural 

esoumis@ontorea.com Ontonagon County Rural Electric 

regulatory@indraenergy.com  PALMco Energy MI, LLC d/b/a Indra Energy 
mpauley@GRANGERNET.COM Pauley, Marc 
mmpeck@fischerfranklin.com Peck, Matthew 
bschlansker@PREMIERENERGYLLC.COM Premier Energy Marketing LLC 
manderson@wpsci.com  Presque Isle 
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mengels@wpsci.com  Presque Isle 
cdrys@wpsci.com  Presque Isle 
ljohnson@wpsci.com  Presque Isle 
MVanschoten@pieg.com Presque Isle Electric & Gas Cooperative, INC 

aberg@pieg.com Presque Isle Electric & Gas Cooperative, INC 

yesterdae@getprovision.com  Provision Power & Gas, LLC 

johnbistranin@realgy.com Realgy Corp. 

BusinessOffice@REALGY.COM Realgy Energy Services 
akeilson@genieretail.com  Residents Energy LLC 
btrombino@rpaenergy.com  RPA Energy d/b/a Green Choice Energy 
mvorabouth@ses4energy.com Santana Energy 
rabaey@SES4ENERGY.COM Santana Energy 
ttynes@ses4energy.com  Santanna Natural Gas Corporation  
trish.mcfadin@southstarenergy.com  SouthStar d/b/a Grand Rapids Energy 
kejoseph@sparkenergy.com  Spark Energy Gas, LP  
cborr@WPSCI.COM Spartan Renewable Energy, Inc. (Wolverine Power Marketing 

Corp) 

jbelec@stephenson-mi.org Stephenson Utilities Department 
kay8643990@YAHOO.COM Superior Energy Company 
legal@symmetryenergy.com  Symmetry Energy Solutions, LLC 
regulatory@texasretailenergy.com Texas Retail Energy, LLC 
agilbert@cleanskyenergy.com  Tital Gas, LLC d/b/a CleanSkyEnergy 
bessenmacher@tecmi.coop Thumb Electric Cooperative 
president@tomorrowenergy.com  Tomorrow Energy Corporation 
manderson@wpsci.com  Tri-County Electric 
mengels@wpsci.com  Tri-County Electric 
cdrys@wpsci.com  Tri-County Electric 
ljohnson@wpsci.com  Tri-County Electric 
mlindsay@uetllc.com  United Energy Trading d/b/a Kratos Gas & Power 
colleen.sipiorski@wecenergygroup.com  Upper Michigan Energy Resources Corporation 
djmier@integrysgroup.com  Upper Michigan Energy Resources Corporation 
James.Beyer@wecenergygroup.com Upper Michigan Energy Resources Corporation 
Richard.Stasik@wecenergygroup.com Upper Michigan Energy Resources Corporation 
nbell@uppco.com  
jformol@uppco.com  

Upper Peninsula Power Company 
Upper Peninsula Power Company 

 ghaehnel@uppco.com Upper Peninsula Power Company 
estocking@uppco.com Upper Peninsula Power Company 
manager@villageofbaraga.org Village of Baraga 
Villagemanager@villageofclinton.org Village of Clinton 
VSTRetailReg@VistraCorp.com  Viridian Energy PA, LLC 
jeinstein@volunteerenergy.com Volunteer Energy Services 
leew@WVPA.COM Wabash Valley Power 
melissa.schauer@wecenergygroup.com  We Energies 
andrew.miller1@wecenergygroup.com  We Energies 
melissa.schauer@wecenergygroup.com  Wisconsin Public Service 
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andrew.miller1@wecenergygroup.com  Wisconsin Public Service 
tking@WPSCI.COM Wolverine Power 
jbaumann@wpsci.com  Wolverine Power 
cborr@wpsci.com  Wolverine Power 
ddecouer@wpsci.com  Wolverine Power 
bvalice@wpsci.com  Wolverine Power 
Amanda@misostates.org Wood, Amanda 

Deborah.e.erwin@xcelenergy.com Xcel Energy 
Michelle.Schlosser@xcelenergy.com Xcel Energy 
bryce.mckenney@nrg.com  Xoom Energy Michigan, LLC d/b/a Xoom Energy 
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