
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 consider revisions to the prescribed fees to be   ) 
paid by a public utility in lieu of an assessment ) 
pursuant to Public Act 299 of 1972; MCL 460.119, ) Case No. U-20634 
for pipeline applications under Public Act 9 of 1929 ) 
or Public Act 16 of 1929. ) 
                                                                                         ) 
 
 
 At the December 19, 2019 meeting of the Michigan Public Service Commission in Lansing, 

Michigan. 

PRESENT: Hon. Sally A. Talberg, Chairman  
Hon. Daniel C. Scripps, Commissioner 
Hon. Tremaine L. Phillips, Commissioner 
 

 
ORDER 

History of Proceedings 

 On October 7, 2019, the Commission opened this docket to consider revisions to the current 

implementation of 1972 PA 299 (Act 299), MCL 460.111 et seq., as it pertains to the fees 

prescribed by the Commission in MCL 460.119 (Section 9), for pipeline applications under 1929 

PA 9 (Act 9) or 1929 PA 16 (Act 16).  The order invited all companies subject to the Act 299 

assessments or fees and other interested organizations to file comments in this docket concerning 

the proposed changes to the Section 9 fees.  The order directed the Commission Staff (Staff) of the 

Commission’s Regulated Energy Division to analyze the comments, to consult with the other 

divisions of the Commission, and to make recommendations for the Commission’s consideration. 
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 Comments were filed by Enbridge Energy, Limited Partnership (Enbridge), the Michigan Oil 

and Gas Association (MOGA), and the American Petroleum Institute (API).  The Staff filed its 

report on November 18, 2019 (Staff’s report). 

Discussion  

 As the Commission acknowledged in its October 7, 2019 order opening this docket, the 

Commission found it appropriate to re-evaluate the Act 299 fees to ensure up-to-date, equitable, 

and cost-based fees and assessments.  The scope of these pipeline application proceedings can 

vary considerably based on the complexity of the project, including the need to acquire new rights-

of-way, environmental issues, and the concerns of nearby residents.  Accordingly, the Commission 

suggested that the two-tier fee structure for ex parte and contested cases is appropriate to maintain 

going forward but also recognized the potential for some applications to far exceed the cost of the 

contested case fee.  It is difficult to accurately project the cost of more complex or controversial 

proceedings, which may require the retention of outside expert witnesses, additional Staff time 

handling technical issues and public comment, and public hearings outside of the Commission’s 

office in Lansing.  The Commission also acknowledged the pipeline siting recommendations of the 

Pipeline Safety Advisory Board as reflected in its December 2018 report1 and the potential for 

such process and outreach improvements by the Commission to increase public participation and 

interest in these types of proceedings.  The Commission is concerned that the 2017 fee structure 

for natural gas pipelines and crude oil or petroleum pipelines is in need of adjustment to ensure 

other regulated entities are not subsidizing the Commission’s regulatory activities surrounding 

natural gas producers, natural gas pipelines, and common carrier petroleum pipelines.  

 
       1 Michigan Pipeline Safety Advisory Board, “Final Report,” Governor, State of Michigan, 
December 20, 2018, pp. 15-17. 
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Accordingly, the Commission proposed to directly account for and assign its costs for Act 9 and 

Act 16 pipeline siting proceedings, when the direct costs incurred by the Commission exceed the 

base fee amount for a contested case.  The Commission proposed to include the fees in the final 

order in Act 9 and Act 16 cases, and make them payable following the issuance of the order as 

specified therein.  The Commission also proposed to align the base amounts for pipeline 

application fees rather than having separate fee schedules for natural gas versus petroleum. 

 The Commission received comments from three organizations regarding the proposed fees. 

API commented that the Commission should ensure the fees are reasonable, necessary, and 

directly related to the proceeding under consideration.  API further noted that the fees should not 

be duplicative or excessive.  Additionally, API stated that the Commission should provide 

additional details regarding a process to resolve disputes and to clarify if there is an opportunity 

for the applicant to audit the fees.  API’s comments, pp. 2-4. 

 MOGA noted that, without data from the Staff regarding project time and costs, meaningful 

comments and analysis cannot be provided.  MOGA expressed concerns about fees being imposed 

with “no constraints or limits, no accountability, or any right to challenge.”  MOGA’s 

comments, p. 2.  MOGA suggested the Commission place a cap on the fee of no more than 1% of 

the estimated construction costs.  Id.  MOGA requested notice to the parties for any contested case 

proceedings, and a detailed notice of fees to be imposed in each case.  Id.  MOGA argued that an 

intervenor to a contested case should bear a proportionate share of the costs, that the Commission 

should set standards for an ex parte versus contested case application, that court fees should not 

include attorney fees, that the Staff’s hours should not include any fees for an attorney 

representing the Staff, that an appeal of a Commission order should not incur additional Staff 
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hours, and that a refund should be issued if the contested case takes less than 150 Staff hours.  Id., 

pp. 3-4. 

 Enbridge pointed out that there have been no recent pipeline proceedings or other data to 

justify changing the fees, which were adjusted in 2017.  Enbridge’s comments, p. 2.  Enbridge 

commented that the fees must be reasonable and necessary, not duplicative, and not excessive.  Id., 

pp. 4-5.  Additionally, Enbridge noted environmental reporting and testing, court fees, and external 

public meetings should be clarified to demonstrate statutory authority, regulatory necessity, and 

relevance to the applicant’s contested case.  Id., pp. 5-6. 

 The Staff provided 13 recommendations based on the comments provided and the 

Commission’s operational needs.  The Staff recommendations are: 

 1. That the Commission develop a process that provides the applicant with an opportunity to 

object to any assessed fee(s) as part of a contested case proceeding. 

 2.  That the final order in this instant case adopt language specifying that all hearing reporting 

costs associated with Staff hours will be included in the “Additional Staff hours” category and not 

the “Court fees” category. 

 3. That the final order in this instant case adopt language specifying that the new fee structure 

will only apply to prospective projects submitted on or after the effective date of the final order. 

 4. That the category titled “Environmental reporting and testing” in Attachment A to the 

October 7, 2019 order be clarified to state that any fees included in this category would be limited 

to those necessary to satisfy the Commission’s required agency review and environmental 

obligations under the Michigan Environmental Protection Act (MEPA), Part 17 of the Natural 

Resources and Environmental Protection Act, MCL 324.1701 et seq., and the Michigan Supreme 
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Court’s application of MEPA in State Hwy Comm v Vanderkloot, 392 Mich 159, 185; 220 NW2d 

416 (1974). 

 5. That within 15 days after receiving an application under Act 9 or Act 16 requesting ex 

parte treatment, the Staff issue a written notice to the applicant specifying whether the ex parte 

request will be denied and the basis for that denial.  This notice can be posted to the docket created 

for the case. 

 6. That, if the proceeding will be a contested case, the Staff will provide, within 30 days after 

the prehearing conference, an estimate of the Staff’s expected hours in the case and what outside 

resources may be necessary to procure.  As part of this estimate, the Staff recommends that it 

include language that establishes that the Staff is not limited to the estimate and any opposition to 

the incurred costs would be addressed as part of a contested case proceeding. 

 7. That, prior to officially hiring a third-party expert, the Staff be required to provide notice to 

the applicant of:  (a) the name, address, and subject matter expertise of the expert/consultant; (b) a 

detailed description of the tasks to be performed; (c) the estimated amount to be charged for the 

work to be performed; and (d) an explanation of why the expert/consultant needs to be retained. 

 8. That the final order in this instant case adopt language specifying that the applicant shall 

not be held responsible for any attorney fees accrued by any third-party intervenors to a contested 

case proceeding. 

 9. That the final order in this instant case adopt language specifying that the fees associated 

with attorneys representing the Staff will not be included in any fees assessed to the applicant. 

10. That the final order in this instant case adopt language specifying that Staff hours 

associated with any appeal of a final Commission decision will not be assessed through the 

mechanism provided for in MCL 460.119. 
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11. That the final order in this instant case adopt language that any assessed fees would only be 

those expenses directly associated with the contested case prehearing conference, cross-

examination, and evidentiary hearing. 

12. That applicants be able to request the current hours accrued on a contested case proceeding 

and all other expenses that will be assessed that are known as of the date of the request.  The Staff 

recommends that the Commission have 15 days to respond to this request. 

13. That the final order in this instant case remove the “Onsite inspection” category. 

Staff’s report, pp. 8-10.   

 Additionally, the Staff recommendations addressed the comments submitted as follows:  

(1) the Staff agreed with API’s concerns and addressed them in Staff recommendations 1-4; (2) the 

Staff partially agreed with many of MOGA’s comments and provided Staff recommendations 1,  

5-10 to incorporate those concerns; and (3) Staff recommendations 1 and 11 address some 

concerns from Enbridge.  Id., pp. 2-8. 

 Further, the Staff replied to and provided insight on the comments not addressed in the 

recommendations.  The Staff did not agree that MOGA could not provide appropriate comments 

without empirical data as the method proposed is a direct billing of hours for Staff time, the 

number of hours each case has taken previously is not necessary to comment on the proposed fee 

structure; additionally, the Staff states that the majority of cases handled in the past two years have 

been ex parte and would not require additional fees.  Id., p. 3.  Moreover, the Staff did not agree 

with MOGA that a cap should be placed on the fee, nor should the fee be based on a percentage of 

the estimated cost of the project, because any fee above the percent charged would then be 

subsidized by the regulated providers’ assessment fees.  Furthermore, the project costs do not 

necessarily represent the amount of due diligence the Staff needs to perform.  Id., pp. 3-4.  The 
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Staff did not recommend that a good faith estimate of the fees be provided at the contested case 

prehearing conference, as requested by MOGA; however, the Staff recommended providing the 

estimate within 30 days after the prehearing conference, as this would allow for a truer estimate 

and would allow for any objections to be argued during the contested case.   

 Further, in reply to MOGA’s comment requesting notice and additional hearings, the Staff 

recommended a procedure for disputing fees and objecting to proposed experts or consultants 

during the contested proceeding.  Id., pp. 4-5.  The Staff pointed out the impracticality of requiring 

intervenors to pay a portion of the fee as MOGA suggested; and noted that charging intervenors 

would deter their involvement in proceedings and imposing a fee on an intervenor is not 

authorized by MCL 460.119.  Id., p. 5.  MOGA requested a clear set of standards for determining 

when a matter will be ex parte and when it will be a contested case.  The Staff’s response to this 

request indicated the internal process currently in place has not changed and has no bearing on the 

fees prescribed by the Commission in this matter.  Id.  Lastly, MOGA suggested the Commission 

should refund any unused portion of the fee if the contested case does not exceed 150 hours; in 

response, the Staff reminded MOGA that fees are not refundable, and the hours indicated are an 

approximation to guide applicants with project estimates.  Id., p. 6.   

 The Staff addressed Enbridge’s comment about justification for the fee change with a 

reminder that MCL 460.119 provides the Commission with the authority to prescribe fees in lieu 

of annual assessments under Act 299, and it is in the Commission’s discretion to exercise that 

authority.  Id.  Further, Enbridge expressed concern about the Commission’s authority for 

environmental testing and reporting, and the Staff responded: 

The Commission is required to comply with the Michigan Environmental 
Protection Act (MEPA), and the obligations set forth for State agencies as 
determined in the Michigan Supreme Court’s application of MEPA in Mich State 
Hwy Comm v Vanderkloot, 392 Mich 159, 185; 220 NW2d 416 (1974). 
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As specified in Mich State Hwy Comm v Vanderkloot: 

…the Legislature need not specifically incorporate environment 
provisions in each and every pertinent act but may properly respond 
to the constitution with general legislation, and has done so in the 
Environmental Protection Act of 1970. 
 

* * * 
 
The act is broad indeed and applies to state agencies and private 
individuals, as a reading of section 2 clearly shows.  
 

* * * 
 
This language does not confine itself to any one narrow area, but 
applies to any action on the part of any public agency or private 
entity which has harmed the environment or is likely to do so. 

Additionally, in Buggs v Pub Serv Comm, unpublished opinion per curiam of the 
Court of Appeals, issued January 13, 2015 (Docket Nos. 315058, 315064): 

 
In making its new determinations of necessity, the Commission shall 
specifically address the environmental impact as required under the 
MEPA and the decision in [State Hwy Comm v Vanderkloot, 392 
Mich 159, 184-190; 220 NW2d 416 (1974) (opinion by 
WILLIAMS, J.)]. [Buggs, unpub op at 11.] 

Id., p. 7.  Lastly, Enbridge expressed a concern that the fee for external public meetings was 

contrary to the Commission’s rules governing intervention in a contested case.  The Staff 

responded to clarify that the external public meetings category is not intended to replace or assess 

fees for any part of a formal contested case proceeding, but is to encompass any meeting outside of 

the contested case proceeding which may be necessary to fulfill the Commission’s obligations in 

determining the project’s convenience and necessity.  Id., p. 8.   

 After reviewing the comments provided by industry and organizations, as well as the 

recommendations and comments in the Staff’s report, the Commission finds it appropriate to 

exercise its authority to revise the prescribed fees for the regulation of natural gas producers, 

natural gas pipelines, and common carrier petroleum pipelines, as required by MCL 460.119.  The 
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new fees, as provided in Attachment A to this order, provide a single fee for ex parte filings.  

Additionally, there is a base fee for contested case filings which will allow for up to 150 hours of 

the Staff’s time, with an hourly fee billable after the initial hours are completed.  The proposed 

prescribed fees will align with the actual, prudent, and reasonable expenses of the Commission and 

will ensure fair and equitable regulatory treatment.   

 With respect to the Staff’s 13 recommendations, the Commission states the following: 

1. The Commission agrees with Staff’s recommendation 1 that a process should be developed 

which provides the applicant an opportunity to object to any assessed fee(s) as part of a contested 

case proceeding and adopts the following process to effectuate this.  After cross-examination or 

the final evidentiary hearing in a contested case proceeding, whichever is later, the Staff shall file 

an exhibit containing the total assessed fees (Fee Exhibit).  Within 14 days of the filing and service 

of the Fee Exhibit, the applicant shall file any objections to the total assessed fees.  Within 14 days 

of any objections filed, the Staff shall file a response indicating its position on the disputed issues.  

If a dispute remains after the required filings, the administrative law judge who presided over the 

proceedings shall include a decision regarding the total assessed fees in the proposal for final 

decision (PFD) without further proceeding unless an additional hearing is deemed necessary.  If a 

contested case is settled prior to the issuance of a PFD, the Staff shall expeditiously file the Fee 

Exhibit, and the applicant shall file any objection to the total assessed fees within 14 days of the 

filing and service of the Fee Exhibit.  The Commission will render a decision with regard to the 

total assessed fee in its final order.  Furthermore, if a contested case proceeding is settled by the 

parties and accrued Staff time does not exceed 150 hours, the base application fee of $10,000 must 

still be paid by the applicant, along with the additional fees, as described in Attachment A to this 
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order.  There will be no reduction in the base application fee for a contested case proceeding if 

Staff hours are less than 150 hours. 

 2. As described in Attachment A to this order, all hearing costs associated with Staff hours 

will be included in “Additional Staff hours.” 

 3. The revised fee schedule attached as Attachment A to this order shall apply to applications 

filed after December 19, 2019. 

 4. Environmental reporting and testing fees are limited to those related to the Commission’s 

required agency review and environmental obligations, as described in Attachment A to this order. 

 5. In order to provide an applicant with an indication of whether a case will proceed on an ex 

parte or contested basis, when an Act 9 or Act 16 application has been filed requesting ex parte 

approval, the application fees will be based on the ex parte fees outlined in Attachment A, unless a 

schedule for a contested case is set by an administrative law judge following an initial prehearing 

conference, or if the Commission issues an order directing that a schedule be set in the case. 

 6. The Staff may provide a non-binding estimate of its expected hours and anticipated 

additional fees, upon the reasonable request of an applicant. 

 7. The Commission has concerns with Staff’s recommendation 7, as it would require 

disclosing information about a potential state contract before it is finalized, and would 

unnecessarily disclose to the applicant details about the Staff’s potential witnesses and strategy in 

the proceeding.  The Commission finds it is more appropriate for the Staff to work informally with 

the applicant to give the applicant a sense of whether fees associated with outside expert witnesses 

would be expected to support the Staff’s case and the magnitude of such costs.  
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 8. As described in Attachment A to this order, the applicant will not be responsible for any 

attorney fees accrued by any third-party intervenors to a contested case proceeding under the 

provisions of MCL 460.119. 

 9. As described in Attachment A to this order, fees associated with attorneys representing the 

Staff will not be included in any fees assessed to the applicant under the provisions of MCL 

460.119. 

 10.  As described in Attachment A to this order, Staff hours associated with any appeal of a 

final Commission order will not be included in any fees assessed to the applicant under the 

provisions of MCL 460.119. 

 11. As described in Attachment A to this order, Staff hours included in the assessed fees for a 

contested case proceeding shall be those hours associated with the contested case proceeding 

through the completion of cross-examination or the final evidentiary hearing, whichever is later. 

Additionally, as recommended by the Staff, another 15 hours of Staff time will be included in 

assessed fees to account for the Staff’s efforts to work on initial briefs, reply briefs, and 

exceptions/replies to the PFD. 

 12. The Staff may provide a summary of accrued Staff hours associated with a contested case 

proceeding and other known expenses that will be assessed as part of the additional fees, upon the 

reasonable request of an applicant. 

 13. The Commission agrees with Staff’s recommendation 13 and removes the “Onsite 

inspection” category outlined in Attachment A to the October 7, 2019 order in this docket. 

 Finally, the Commission acknowledges the comments filed by stakeholders and the Staff 

response to the comments, and thanks the stakeholders and the Staff for their participation in this 

important update to the assessed fees for applications filed under Act 9 and Act 16. 
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 THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the revised fee schedule for pipeline applications, 

attached hereto as Attachment A, is approved and reflects the fees as prescribed by the 

Commission pursuant to MCL 460.119, for applications filed after December 19, 2019. 
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  The Commission reserves jurisdiction and may issue further orders as necessary. 

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION   
                                                                          
 
                                                                                 

________________________________________                                                                          
               Sally A. Talberg, Chairman    
 
          
 

 ________________________________________                                                                          
               Daniel C. Scripps, Commissioner  
  
 
 

________________________________________                                                                          
               Tremaine L. Phillips, Commissioner  
  
 
By its action of December 19, 2019.                         
 
 
 
________________________________                                                                 
Lisa Felice, Executive Secretary 
 



ATTACHMENT A 
 
 

Michigan Public Service Commission 
Fee Schedule (Proposed) 

Required by Sec. 9, Act 299, P.A. 1972 
 Pipeline Application 
 

Natural Gas (Act 9, PA 1929) or 
Petroleum (Act 16, PA 1929) 

Act 9 & Act 16 Pipelines: Application fee  

ex-parte $2,000 
contested case (includes up to 150 staff hours.) $10,000 

Act 9 & Act 16 Pipelines: Additional fees  

Additional Staff hours1 Billed hourly above application fee 
Expert testimony Actual fees 

External public meetings 
Court fees - including transcription and court reporting2 

Environmental reporting and  testing3 

Actual fees 
Actual fees 
Actual fees 

Miscellaneous filings and Additional fees  

Formal complaints $500 
Requests for Exceptions to Standard Rules $1,000 

Fees associated with the Rules for Production and 
Transmission of Natural Gas (D-2883) 

 

Standard Well Connection Permits $500 
Temporary Allowable $500 

Gas Well Retesting $500 
 

1 Staff hours associated with any appeal of a final Commission order will not be included in any fees assessed to the applicant. Staff hours included in the 
assessed fees for a contested case proceeding shall be those hours associated with the contested case proceeding through the completion of cross- 
examination or the final evidentiary hearing, whichever is later. This line item also includes an additional fifteen (15) hours of Staff time to allow for Staff to 
work on briefs, reply briefs, and exceptions/replies to the proposal for decision (PFD). 

 
2 All hearing costs associated with Staff hours will be included in "Additional Staff hours"; not in "Court fees." The applicant will not be responsible for any 
attorney fees accrued by any third-party intervenors to a contested case proceeding. Fees associated with attorneys representing Staff will not be included in 
any fees assessed to the applicant. 

 
3 Any fees included in this category are limited to those necessary to satisfy the Commission’s required agency review and environmental obligations under 
the Michigan Environmental Protection Act (MEPA), Part 17 of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, MCL 324.1701 et seq., and the 
Michigan Supreme Court’s application of MEPA in State Hwy Comm v Vanderkloot, 392 Mich 159, 185; 220 NW2d 416 (1974). 



 P R O O F   O F   S E R V I C E  
 

 
   STATE OF MICHIGAN )         
          
         Case No. U-20634 
 
          
          

      County of Ingham  ) 
 

 
 

Brianna Brown being duly sworn, deposes and says that on December 19, 2019 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 19th day of December 2019.  
 
 
 

 
    _____________________________________ 

Angela P. Sanderson 
Notary Public, Shiawassee County, Michigan 
As acting in Eaton County 
My Commission Expires: May 21, 2024 
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William A. Horn whorn@mikameyers.com
  



GEMOTION DISTRIBUTION SERVICE LIST 
 

 

 

 

kadarkwa@itctransco.com ITC  
tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com Energy Michigan 
lachappelle@varnumlaw.com Energy Michigan 
awallin@cloverland.com  Cloverland 
bmalaski@cloverland.com Cloverland 
mheise@cloverland.com  Cloverland 
vobmgr@UP.NET                       Village of Baraga 
braukerL@MICHIGAN.GOV             Linda Brauker 
info@VILLAGEOFCLINTON.ORG            Village of Clinton 
jgraham@HOMEWORKS.ORG                Tri-County Electric Co-Op 
mkappler@HOMEWORKS.ORG               Tri-County Electric Co-Op 
psimmer@HOMEWORKS.ORG                Tri-County Electric Co-Op 
frucheyb@DTEENERGY.COM               Citizens Gas Fuel Company 
mpscfilings@CMSENERGY.COM            Consumers Energy Company 
jim.vansickle@SEMCOENERGY.COM        SEMCO Energy Gas Company 
kay8643990@YAHOO.COM                 Superior Energy Company 
christine.kane@we-energies.com  WEC Energy Group 
jlarsen@uppco.com Upper Peninsula Power Company 
dave.allen@TEAMMIDWEST.COM  Midwest Energy Coop 
bob.hance@teammidwest.com               Midwest Energy Coop 
tharrell@ALGERDELTA.COM              Alger Delta Cooperative 
tonya@CECELEC.COM                    Cherryland Electric Cooperative 
bscott@GLENERGY.COM                Great Lakes Energy Cooperative 
sculver@glenergy.com  Great Lakes Energy Cooperative 
kmarklein@STEPHENSON-MI.COM          Stephenson Utilities Department 
debbie@ONTOREA.COM                   Ontonagon County Rural Elec 
ddemaestri@PIEG.COM                    Presque Isle Electric & Gas Cooperative, INC 
dbraun@TECMI.COOP                   Thumb Electric 
rbishop@BISHOPENERGY.COM             Bishop Energy 
mkuchera@AEPENERGY.COM          AEP Energy 
todd.mortimer@CMSENERGY.COM          CMS Energy 
igoodman@commerceenergy.com  Just Energy Solutions 
david.fein@CONSTELLATION.COM         Constellation Energy 
kate.stanley@CONSTELLATION.COM       Constellation Energy 
kate.fleche@CONSTELLATION.COM        Constellation New Energy 
mpscfilings@DTEENERGY.COM            DTE Energy 
bgorman@FIRSTENERGYCORP.COM     First Energy 
rarchiba@FOSTEROIL.COM               My Choice Energy 
greg.bass@calpinesolutions.com Calpine Energy Solutions 
rabaey@SES4ENERGY.COM                Santana Energy 
cborr@WPSCI.COM                      Spartan Renewable Energy, Inc. (Wolverine Power Marketing Corp) 
cityelectric@ESCANABA.ORG            City of Escanaba 
crystalfallsmgr@HOTMAIL.COM          City of Crystal Falls 
felicel@MICHIGAN.GOV                 Lisa Felice 
mmann@USGANDE.COM                    Michigan Gas & Electric 
mpolega@GLADSTONEMI.COM              City of Gladstone 
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rlferguson@INTEGRYSGROUP.COM         Integrys Group 
lrgustafson@CMSENERGY.COM            Lisa Gustafson 
daustin@IGSENERGY.COM                Interstate Gas Supply Inc 
krichel@DLIB.INFO                    Thomas Krichel 
cityelectric@BAYCITYMI.ORG                Bay City Electric Light & Power 
Stephen.serkaian@lbwl.com Lansing Board of Water and Light 
jreynolds@MBLP.ORG                   Marquette Board of Light & Power 
bschlansker@PREMIERENERGYLLC.COM  Premier Energy Marketing LLC 
ttarkiewicz@CITYOFMARSHALL.COM       City of Marshall 
d.motley@COMCAST.NET                 Doug Motley 
mpauley@GRANGERNET.COM               Marc Pauley 
ElectricDept@PORTLAND-MICHIGAN.ORG   City of Portland 
gdg@alpenapower.com                   Alpena Power 
dbodine@LIBERTYPOWERCORP.COM         Liberty Power 
leew@WVPA.COM                        Wabash Valley Power 
kmolitor@WPSCI.COM                   Wolverine Power 
ham557@GMAIL.COM                     Lowell S. 
BusinessOffice@REALGY.COM               Realgy Energy Services 
landerson@VEENERGY.COM              Volunteer Energy Services 
cmcarthur@HILLSDALEBPU.COM              Hillsdale Board of Public Utilities 
mrzwiers@INTEGRYSGROUP.COM           Michigan Gas Utilities/Upper Penn Power/Wisconsin 
Teresa.ringenbach@directenergy.com  Direct Energy 
christina.crable@directenergy.com    Direct Energy 
angela.schorr@directenergy.com       Direct Energy 
ryan.harwell@directenergy.com          Direct Energy    
johnbistranin@realgy.com Realgy Corp. 
kabraham@mpower.org Katie Abraham, MMEA 
mgobrien@aep.com  Indiana Michigan Power Company 
mvorabouth@ses4energy.com Santana Energy 
suzy@megautilities.org  MEGA 
tanya@meagutilities.org  MEGA 
hnester@itctransco.com ITC Holdings 
lpage@dickinsonwright.com Dickinson Wright 
Deborah.e.erwin@xcelenergy.com Xcel Energy 
mmpeck@fischerfranklin.com Matthew Peck 
CANDACE.GONZALES@cmsenergy.com  Consumers Energy 
JHDillavou@midamericanenergyservices.com  MidAmerican Energy Services, LLC 
JCAltmayer@midamericanenergyservices.com    MidAmerican Energy Services, LLC 
LMLann@midamericanenergyservices.com MidAmerican Energy Services, LLC 
karl.j.hoesly@xcelenergy.com   Northern States Power  
kerri.wade@teammidwest.com   Midwest Energy Coop 
dixie.teague@teammidwest.com  Midwest Energy Coop 
meghan.tarver@teammidwest.com   Midwest Energy Coop 
Karen.wienke@cmsenergy.com   Consumers Energy 
Michael.torrey@cmsenergy.com  Consumers Energy 
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mailto:bschlansker@PREMIERENERGYLLC.COM
mailto:ttarkiewicz@CITYOFMARSHALL.COM
mailto:d.motley@COMCAST.NET
mailto:mpauley@GRANGERNET.COM
mailto:ElectricDept@PORTLAND-MICHIGAN.ORG
mailto:gdg@alpenapower.com
mailto:dbodine@LIBERTYPOWERCORP.COM
mailto:leew@WVPA.COM
mailto:kmolitor@WPSCI.COM
mailto:ham557@GMAIL.COM
mailto:BusinessOffice@REALGY.COM
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mailto:cmcarthur@HILLSDALEBPU.COM
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mailto:lpage@dickinsonwright.com
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GEMOTION DISTRIBUTION SERVICE LIST 
 

 

 

 

croziera@dteenergy.com   DTE Energy 
stanczakd@dteenergy.com   DTE Energy 
Michelle.Schlosser@xcelenergy.com  Xcel Energy 
dburks@glenergy.com    Great Lakes Energy 
kabraham@mpower.org   Michigan Public Power Agency 
kerdmann@atcllc.com    American Transmission Company 
handrew@atcllc.com    American Transmission Company  
mary.wolter@wecenergygroup.com  UMERC, MERC and MGU   
phil@allendaleheating.com   Phil Forner 
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