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This report provides a level-setting snapshot of data center development in Michigan as of May 2026, organized around

four core topics: energy, water, policy, and community engagement. It is intended to provide a short synopsis of the existing
knowledge and state-of-play across these areas, providing a baseline reference to inform conversation rather than an analysis
or set of recommendations. Because policy frameworks, technology, and project plans are evolving quickly, the conditions
described here reflect a moment in time and will continue to shift in the months and years ahead.



Introduction

Data centers have operated in Michigan and across the country for decades, primarily as enterprise (single-company) and colocation
(multi-tenant) facilities. However, hyperscale facilities built to serve Al workloads are new to the state and warrant special attention
due to their concentrated resource demands and community impacts.

While no universal definition exists, hyperscale data centers typically house over 5,000 servers, ranging from tens to hundreds of
megawatts in power capacity.' There are currently no hyperscale data centers operating in Michigan, though that is subject to change.
Recent analysis projects Michigan data centers could support roughly 7,400 jobs and generate $1.4 billion in GDP by 2030 2 (though
projections remain highly uncertain). The first approved hyperscale campus in Michigan, Oracle and OpenAl’s Project Stargate in
Saline Township, is permitted at 1.4 GW.? If operated continuously at full load, that would equal about 12.1 Terawatt hours of electricity

use per year, which is more than the annual electricity use of 1.1 million average US homes.*

Historically, Michigan has played a relatively limited role in the national data center market compared to other states (Figure 1). With
the emergence of hyperscale development plans in Michigan, it is critical to understand the conditions driving development in specific
localities and the impacts these projects have on the communities that host them.
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Figure 1: Operational data centers by type and by state in the Great Lakes region.?
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Due to the substantial infrastructure requirements of hyperscale data centers,
several factors influence where development occurs, as illustrated in Table 1.

Power & Transmission

Fiber Connectivity

Water & Wastewater

Metro Clustering

Taxes & Regulations

Local Siting

Data centers require large, concentrated electricity loads with sufficient grid capacity
and manageable interconnection timelines.

Sites with robust fiber infrastructure are favored as hyperscale data center performance
depends on fast, reliable connectivity.

Cooling technology affects the water demand profile, making access to adequate supply
and treatment capacity a site-specific consideration.

In the Great Lakes region, 96% of operational data centers are located in large and
medium metro counties, where existing infrastructure enables cheaper development.?

Michigan is one of 36 states with data center tax exemptions. The creation of the
“enterprise data center” category eligible for tax exemptions beginning in April 2025 was
a key catalyst for attracting hyperscalers.

Siting determines where noise, traffic, land-use conflict, and infrastructure strain are
concentrated, making zoning and community protections critical.

Table 1: Key siting factors for hyperscale data centers.



Michigan has offered data center sales and use tax exemptions since 2015, though the
original “qualified data center” category (requiring that at least 75% of revenue comes
from unaffiliated co-located businesses) largely excluded hyperscale operators.

The most significant amendment, effective April 2025,
established a new “enterprise data center” category with higher
capital, labor, and clean energy requirements, while extending
eligibility to facilities with hyperscale characteristics. This new
tax exemption, among other drivers, unleashed significant
developer interest across Michigan—so much so that it has
prompted some municipalities to enact protective moratoria
to provide time to draft adequate regulatory frameworks. As of
February 2026, at least 25 Michigan municipalities had enacted
temporary moratoria on data center permitting while reworking
zoning ordinances to better address setbacks, noise limits, and
cooling technology requirements.®

The influx of local moratoria has triggered state-level attention.
Bills have been introduced in both chambers of the legislature
that aim to slow or halt development: House Bills 56396-5398
(proposed in December 2025) would repeal existing data
center tax exemptions, while House Bills 5594-5596 (proposed
in February 2026) would impose a moratorium on data center
permitting and development through April 1, 2027, including at
the local level.

Because no two data centers have identical environmental and
economic profiles, blanket policies risk misaligning costs and
benefits. Data centers vary widely in scale, power demand, water
intensity, local tax yield, and strain on community infrastructure.
These risks—relevant to all partners—illustrate the importance
of examining more targeted, conditional policy approaches that
clarify each party’s respective obligations and benefits.

Siting & Zoning

Siting and local zoning are the primary mechanisms through
which communities shape data center development, governing
the local impacts projects impose and the standards they
must meet. While state policy and regulatory processes shape
whether and how projects move forward, local zoning regulates
setback distances, building height, lighting, noise, traffic, and
visual impacts that directly affect nearby residents.

Experience from high growth regions illustrates the risk

of reactive planning. Loudoun County, Virginia provides a

case study of how insufficient early planning for data center
development can impact a local community. The county's
unusually favorable siting conditions has attracted significant
developer interest. Projects that complied with existing
building codes were approved by-right, with planning staff
signing off through routine permitting and no opportunity for
public comment or elected review. While these projects met
local codes, they still generated quality-of-life issues like noise
pollution that community members had no formal opportunity
to weighin on. As impacts grew and public trust eroded, officials
came under pressure to impose more stringent requirements.
In March 2025, Loudoun eliminated by-right data center
development entirely, requiring all new projects to go through
public hearings before the Planning Commission and Board

of Supervisors, creating unexpected hurdles for developers
mid-pipeline.® In contrast, areas like Chandler, Arizona serve as
positive examples where data center-specific zoning standards
were established before any significant development. These
municipalities require noise studies, construction baseline
measurements, and restricted siting, giving both communities
and developers clear expectations and greater certainty over a
project’s costs and benefits.’

Michigan currently lacks formal mechanisms to ensure data
center developments deliver community benefits, leaving
outcomes to be negotiated on a case-by-case basis.® The Project
Stargate development illustrates how this plays out in practice,
where the developer's $14 million in financial commitments

to Saline Township ($8M for fire services, $4M for farmland
preservation, and $2M for community investment) were secured
through litigation rather than through an enforceable framework
such as conditional zoning or subsidy-tied requirements.



Pre-application

Permitting-stage

Post-approval

Table 2: Stages of community engagement in data center siting.

Across stages, communities consistently raise a recognizable
set of questions about data center proposals, including
expected power and water demand, cooling technology, water
source, backup generator type and runtime, local economic
impacts and jobs, construction hours and traffic routing, noise
mitigation, decommissioning plans, and the legal entity behind
the project. Clear answers to these questions early in the
process tend to support more productive engagement, while
gaps or shifting information often become focal points for
opposition later.

Because data center-specific engagement is still an emerging
practice, much of the available research draws on adjacent
infrastructure contexts. Renewable energy siting offers the most
directly comparable evidence base, since the scale and location
geographies of these renewable energy projects mirror those of
data centers. A report by graduates of University of Michigan’s
Urban & Regional Planning program notes that effective
community engagement requires that developers understand
the local history and context; identify key stakeholders, including
those who might be harmed by the project, and engage them
early; meaningfully incorporate public feedback into project
plans; and establish solid relationships by following through on

Takes place before formal permitting begins. Focuses on site selection, scoping of likely
concerns, and early identification of issues that may shape project design.

Occurs through public hearings, comment periods, and zoning proceedings, where
communities formally weigh in on applications under review.

Continues through construction and operation, addressing complaint resolution,
monitoring of agreed-upon mitigations, and adjustments as projects evolve.

commitments.” Not all renewable energy projects, though, follow
these practices. Instead, recent work on large-scale solar siting
has documented what it calls “misengagement:” engagement
processes are often compressed in time and structured around
a final decision on an already-developed proposal, rather than
around earlier collaboration that could shape project design
itself.® While data centers differ from wind and solar projects in
scale, ownership structure, and impact profile, the underlying
lesson appears consistent: the procedural foundations of
engagement, established well before formal permitting, tend to
shape how projects are received once they enter public review.



NDAs

A recurring transparency concern in data center siting is the use
of non-disclosure agreements (NDAs) between developers and
local governments during pre-application discussions. NDAs
typically cover the same categories of information communities
raise during engagement, including power and water demand,
end user identity, cooling technology, and backup generator
details, leaving residents without the basic facts needed to
evaluate a proposal. As of early 2026, at least four Michigan
townships had signed NDAs tied to data center proposals:
Lowell Charter Township, Gaines Charter Township, Van Buren

Township, and Saline Township." This is consistent with broader
industry practice. A 2025 survey of Virginia localities with data
centers found that 25 of 31 had signed NDAs with developers.”
Developers maintain that confidentiality agreements protect
commercial information, security considerations, and regulatory
compliance during early-stage discussions. The practice has
prompted legislative response in at least 10 states, including
Michigan, where bills introduced in 2025 would ban or limit NDAs
in data center development.®



Energy Demand

Because data centers primarily draw electricity from the grid,
many of the environmental impacts associated with their energy
use (e.g. air quality, water consumption, carbon emissions) occur
at power generation facilities rather than at the data centers
themselves. However, an increasing number of data centers are
turning to on-site generation. Multiple sources have estimated
that roughly 30% of new data center load coming online by 2030
will be served by behind-the-meter (BTM) generation.**¥The
dominant BTM energy source is natural gas, though nuclear,
solar, and batteries are also expected to play a notable role
(Figure 2). Many view behind-the-meter energy solutions as the
most viable near-term path forward, especially for data centers
exceeding 500 MW.”

So far, Michigan’s most developed hyperscale projects have
diverged from this national BTM trend. This is partially a result
of the state of Michigan’s enterprise data center tax exemption
requiring the procurement of at least 0% clean energy. The
Oracle/OpenAl Stargate project in Saline Township (which
received conditional approval from the Michigan Public Service
Commission (MPSC) in December 2025) is in initial construction
and will operate on grid power supplied by DTE, with the project
also resulting in $2 billion of new battery storage to be installed
across DTE’s system. Google’s proposed Project Cannoliin
Van Buren Township has filed a similar agreement with DTE
contracting for grid-supplied energy while also funding DTE
development of 2.7 GW of new resources (1.6 GW renewable
generation, 450 MW storage, and demand flexibility) to help
serve the 1 GW facility.® While the absence of publicly disclosed
BTM generation does not preclude future on-site additions,
these developments position Michigan's investor-owned
utilities as responsible for serving the majority of near-term
data center load growth.

DTE alone has identified roughly 7 GW of additional

hyperscale load in its forecasted project pipeline, which would
approximately double the utility's current system demand. The
scale of anticipated data center load growth creates tension
with Michigan's clean energy mandates set out in PA 235

(50% renewable by 2030, 100% by 2040). How this tension is
resolved will play out somewhat at the Michigan Public Service
Commission through the 2026 Integrated Resource Plan filings
from DTE and Consumers.

@ Natural Gas 44.9%
@ Nuclear 22.6%
@ cCoal 17.5%
® Wwind 8.2%
Solar 2.3%
® Biomass 1.8%
Hydroelectric 1.4%
Petroleum 1.3%
Other 0.1%

Figure 2: Michigan net generation by fuel source: all sectors:
February 2026.”

Backup Generation

Even where primary electricity service is provided by the grid
rather than behind-the-meter generation, environmental
impacts from backup generation have local implications. Large
data centers commonly install diesel or natural gas backup
generators for reliability and emergency operations. Although
these units usually do not serve the facility's continuous load,
they run regularly for required operational testing, during

grid outages, and in some cases to support the grid during
periods of peak demand. Even routine testing can contribute to
localized emissions of nitrogen oxides, particulate matter, and
greenhouse gases, making generator permitting and disclosure
an important part of community review.

Meeting Energy Load

Data centers submit service requests to utilities, which must
evaluate whether sufficient generation, transmission capacity,
and reliability standards can be met. In Michigan, large-load
service agreements (especially those with significant system
or ratepayer impacts) require approval from the MPSC.*

*For a national database tracking emerging large-load tariffs,
see Smart Electric Power Alliance's Database of Emerging
Large-Load Tariffs (DELTa).%®



Speed to Power

Data centers can often be permitted and constructed faster than the generation, transmission, and substation infrastructure

required to serve them (Figure 3). If development outpaces grid expansion, this can create reliability constraints, increase

reliance on fossil peaker plants or imports, and place additional strain on existing infrastructure.
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Figure 3: Development timelines for infrastructure supporting datacenters.?

Interconnection

The mismatch between data center and supporting
infrastructure development timelines is largely driven by the
interconnection process required to bring new generation
online. Transmission-connected resources must move through
the Midcontinent Independent System Operator’s (MISO)
generator interconnection queue that falls under the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERC) jurisdiction, which
currently carries multi-year wait times, creating bottlenecks for
utility-scale additions. In contrast, lower-voltage, distributed
energy resources (DERs) interconnected at the distribution
level fall under state jurisdiction and thus are reviewed by the
host utility under the MPSC. As distribution studies are more
localized, interconnection at the distribution level can be
reasonably shorter, albeit at a smaller scale and often greater
cost per MW of addition.

DERs for Data Centers

DERs have received increasing attention as a potential solution
to the speed-to-power challenge. The logic builds directly on the
interconnection asymmetry discussed above: because

data centers are willing to pay a premium for speed, and since

distribution-connected resources bypass the multi-year

MISO queue, hyperscaler capital can fund distribution-sited
solar, storage, and virtual power plant (VPP) deployments that
come online on data center timelines. These investments can
deliver broader benefits, including deferred transmission and
substation upgrades, bill savings for participating households
and businesses, and capacity that can be dispatched by the
utility to support grid reliability during periods of system stress.?
By maximizing utilization of existing distribution infrastructure in
areas with available capacity and adding dispatchable resources
where constraints exist, this approach can accommodate

new load without the lead times associated with bulk system
expansion. A 2024 Brattle Group report found that 400 MW

of VPP resource adequacy costs roughly $2 million annually,
compared to $43 million for equivalent new gas plants and grid
upgrades, suggesting that procuring capacity through DERs can
meaningfully reduce upward pressure on rates (Figure 4).%
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Figure 4: Annualized net cost of providing 400 MW of resource adequacy.?®

Michigan's existing regulatory framework, however, limits the
scale at which a DERs-for-DCs model could be deployed today.
Under MPSC Order U-21099, only commercial and industrial
customers with at least 1MW of enrolled load can participate
through third-party aggregators; resources are compensated
only for load reduction rather than export capacity, limiting
economic viability; and eligible resource types remain narrow.
SB 731and SB 732 (introduced in December 2025) would close
these gaps by establishing statutory definitions for VPPs, require
DTE and Consumers to incorporate them into distribution and
transmission planning, and allow MPSC-regulated aggregators
to enroll residential and small commercial resources (e.g. smart
appliances, solar-plus-storage, EVs, etc.).

While transmission-scale clean resources in the MISO queue

will be the primary pathway for buildout and compliance with
state clean energy mandates, distribution-sited DERs funded by
hyperscalers offer a structurally different path to capacity that is
faster to deploy, more readily sited, and more directly beneficial
to ratepayers in host communities.

Load Flexibility

A growing body of research suggests that data center load can
be integrated more quickly and at lower cost when paired with
operational flexibility. A 2025 Duke University study examining
the 22 largest U.S. balancing authorities (covering roughly

95% of national load) found that 76 GW of new load could be
accommodated using existing grid capacity if projects accept
an average annual curtailment rate of 0.25%, equivalent to
roughly two-hour curtailment events during periods of system
stress.? MISO specifically could accommodate approximately
15 GW under these conditions at a 0.5% curtailment threshold.
Michigan's most developed hyperscale agreements to date have
not publicly disclosed load flexibility provisions.

Power Usage Effectiveness (PUE)

PUE is the standard industry metric used to evaluate energy
efficiency, comparing total facility energy consumption to IT-
related energy use. Modern hyperscale facilities often achieve
PUEs of 1.2-1.3, meaning that for every 1kWh of energy used by
servers, an additional 0.2-0.3 kWh is required for cooling, power
conditioning, and other ancillary systems. While technology is
advancing, efficiency gains are often offset by rapid growth in
computational demand and Al workloads, reflecting a Jevons
paradox* dynamic in which total energy use continues to rise
despite improvements in efficiency.

*The Jevons paradox refers to the tendency for gains in
efficiency to be outpaced by growth in demand, such that total
resource use rises rather than falls.

Energy-Water Nexus

Facilities with lower PUEs often rely on water-intensive
evaporative (open-loop) cooling systems, while more water-
efficient (closed-loop) cooling systems tend to be more energy-
intensive and costly. This creates a tradeoff between PUE and
Water Usage Effectiveness (WUE) that must be evaluated based
on local resource constraints.

Indirect Water Impacts

Even facilities with low on-site water use carry indirect water
impacts through electricity consumption. In Michigan, power
generation still relies significantly on thermoelectric facilities.

In 2024, Michigan’s electric power plants withdrew roughly 5.4
billion gallons of water per day for cooling,? meaning much of
the water burden associated with data centers occurs at energy
generation facilities.



Cooling and Water Use

On-site water use depends heavily on cooling technology and can vary across data center designs.

Cooling is one of the largest sources of non-IT energy use for data centers. Cooling systems that require

no on-site water consumption are best described as closed-loop. Hyperscale facilities typically rely on

one of following cooling configurations (Table 3).

Direct expansion

Air-cooled chiller

Water-cooled chiller

Economizer

Dry cooler with
adiabatic assist

Dry cooler without
adiabatic assist

Liquid IT cooling

Refrigerant circulates directly through indoor coils to cool data center air. Simple and
cost-effective, but used primarily in small to midsize facilities rather than hyperscale.

Uses a refrigeration cycle, with heat rejected to the atmosphere through air-cooled
condensers. Preferred where on-site water consumption must be minimized. Higher
energy use than water-cooled alternatives.

Uses a refrigeration cycle, with heat rejected through cooling towers that evaporate
water to the atmosphere. High efficiency and capacity, but the evaporation process
raises concerns about local water consumption and availability.

Reduces or eliminates reliance on mechanical refrigeration when outdoor conditions are
favorable. Airside economizers bring outdoor air into the facility; waterside economizers
use cool water from natural sources or cooling towers.

Rejects heat to ambient air through finned-tube heat exchangers, operating without
water consumption most of the year. On hot days, water is sprayed onto the coils to
pre-cool the incoming air, boosting capacity with far less water use than evaporative
cooling towers.

Heat is rejected entirely to ambient air through fans; no water consumed.

Coolantis circulated directly to servers (via cold plates, rear-door heat exchangers, or
immersion) rather than cooling room air. An emerging approach for dense IT equipment
such as Al hardware. Allows higher coolant temperatures, which expand free cooling
hours. Can be paired with any of the heat rejection methods above.

Table 3: Hyperscale data center cooling technology descriptions.



Wastewater

Cooling systems, particularly evaporative systems, can generate
discharge containing elevated concentrations of salts, biocides,
and conditioning chemicals that can strain local wastewater
treatment infrastructure.

Permitting and Governance

Michigan regulates large water withdrawals through a
coordinated framework led by the Department of Environment,
Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) under the Great Lakes-

St. Lawrence River Basin Compact. Data center projects
making direct withdrawals must demonstrate that proposed
withdrawals will not cause adverse impacts to nearby

water resources via EGLE’s Adverse Resource Impact (ARI)
assessment where they must submit water use requests
outlining withdrawal volumes, sources, and timing. Regulatory
requirements scale with withdrawal volume, with larger projects
subject to more detailed review and permitting processes.

Many Michigan water systems have additional capacity available,
as deindustrialization has resulted in large industrial customers
leaving despite water systems being sized for industrial loads.
Thus, many water systems can accommodate new data center
demand; however, leveraging municipal water systems to serve
data center load comes with limited oversight, as it falls outside
EGLE’s direct withdrawal reporting requirements. Consumption
is tracked only at the utility account level rather than by facility,
leaving both the quantity and composition of a data center’s
water use largely invisible to regulators and the public, as the
information is aggregated with other water utility contracts.

Beyond disclosure requirements, several jurisdictions have
enacted mandatory closed-loop cooling standards through
local zoning or county ordinance. New Castle County, Delaware
enacted such a requirement in March 2026, prohibiting open-
loop evaporative cooling in new data centers, and similar
mandates have been proposed or adopted across the country.?”

The data center landscape in Michigan is moving quickly. Utility resource plans,
state legislation, local zoning ordinances, and individual project proposals are all
in active flux, and the conditions described in this report will continue to evolve
as these processes play out. Coordinated attention across energy, water,
policy, and community engagement will be essential to ensuring that data
center development in Michigan delivers durable benefits to host communities

and the state as a whole.

1



Endnotes

1] IBM. “What Is a Hyperscale Data Center?” IBM Think.
https:/www.ibm.com/think/topics/hyperscale-data-center

[2] Ferreira, Jodo, William Shobe, Terry Rephann, and Matthew Scheffel. “Economic, Fiscal and Energy-related
Impacts of Data Centers in the Great Lakes Region.” Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service, University of Virginia,
January 13, 2026.

https://www.coopercenter.org/research/GLDC

[3] Michigan Public Service Commission. “MPSC Approves DTE Electric Energy Contracts for Data Center, with
Conditions to Strengthen Protections for Other Customers.” News release, December 18, 2025.
https:/www.michigan.gov/mpsc/commission/news-releases/2025/12/18/mpsc-approves-dte-electric-energy-
contracts-for-data-center

[4] Calculation by author. Project Stargate's permitted load of 1,383 MW (per MPSC Case No. U-21806) operated
continuously at full load yields 12,115,080 MWh annually. Average annual U.S. residential electricity consumption of
10.791 MWh per household from U.S. Energy Information Administration, “How Much Electricity Does an American
Home Use?” Resulting household equivalent: approximately 1.12 million homes.

[5] Gillfillan, Andrew, and Lillian Williams. “Michigan Data Center Tracker: Moratoria, Legislation, and Grid Impact.”
WKAR Public Media, February 27, 2026
https: /www.wkar.org/wkar-news/2026-02-27/michigan-data-center-tracker-moratoria-legislation-and-grid-impact

[6] Holland & Knight LLP. “Loudoun County, Virginia, Eliminates By-Right Data Center Development.” Holland & Knight
Insights, April 24, 2025.
https://www.hklaw.com/en/insights/publications/2025/04/loudoun-county-virginia-eliminates-by-right-data-

center-development

[7] City of Chandler. “Chandler's Data Center Ordinance Now in Effect.” Press release, December 22, 2022.
https:/www.chandleraz.gov/news-center/chandlers-data-center-ordinance-now-effect

[8] Mills, Sarah and Wilkinson, Ann. What Michigan Local Governments Should Know About Data Centers. Center for
EmPowering Communities, Graham Sustainability Institute, University of Michigan, February 2026.
https:/graham.umich.edu/product/michigan-data-centers-guide

[9] Beshouri, I., Hobbs, J., Konishi, R., Mendez, M., Roy, U., Thatte, R., Shah, V., & Sproul, G. (2024). Power in
partnership: Insights for siting utility-scale renewables in Michigan [Capstone report]. University of Michigan,
Taubman College of Architecture and Urban Planning.
https:/www.michigan.gov/mpsc/-/media/Project/Websites/mpsc/workgroups/2023-Energy-Legislation/

Renewable-Energy-and-Energy-Storage-Siting/PowerlnPartnershipReport.pdf

[10] Bessette, Douglas L., Joseph Rand, Ben Hoen, Robi Nilson, Jacob White, Karl Hoesch, and Sarah B. Mills.
“Missing the Mark: Avoiding Community Misengagement in Large-Scale Solar Development.” Energy Research &
Social Science 127 (September 2025): 104338.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2025.104338

12


https://www.ibm.com/think/topics/hyperscale-data-center 
https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=97&t=3
https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=97&t=3
https://www.wkar.org/wkar-news/2026-02-27/michigan-data-center-tracker-moratoria-legislation-and-gri
https://www.chandleraz.gov/news-center/chandlers-data-center-ordinance-now-effect
https://www.michigan.gov/mpsc/-/media/Project/Websites/mpsc/workgroups/2023-Energy-Legislation/Renewable-Energy-and-Energy-Storage-Siting/PowerInPartnershipReport.pdf
https://www.michigan.gov/mpsc/-/media/Project/Websites/mpsc/workgroups/2023-Energy-Legislation/Renewable-Energy-and-Energy-Storage-Siting/PowerInPartnershipReport.pdf

[11] Beggin, Riley, and Hannah Mackay. “Data Center Details Shrouded as 4 Michigan Communities Sign
Non-Disclosure Pacts.” The Detroit News, February 8, 2026.
https:/www.detroitnews.com/story/news/local/michigan/2026/02/08/data-center-details-shrouded-4-michigan-

communities-sign-nondisclosure-pacts-agreements-ndas/88415227007,

[12] Bonds, Eric, and Stephen Farnsworth. “Data Centers, Non-Disclosure Agreements and Democracy.” Virginia
Mercury, April 30, 2025.
https://virginiamercury.com/2025/04/30/data-centers-non-disclosure-agreements-and-democracy/

[13] Mishak, Michael J. “Data Centers and the Abuse of Secrecy.” Governing, April 8, 2026.
https:/www.governing.com/infrastructure/data-centers-and-the-abuse-of-secrecy

[14] Clavenna, Scott. “Behind-the-Meter Generation Is Picking Up Traction.” Latitude Media, October, 2025.
https:/www.latitudemedia.com/news/behind-the-meter-generation-is-picking-up-traction/

[15] Bloom Energy. “Data Centers Are Turning to Onsite Power Sources to Address 35 GW Energy Gap by 2030.” Press
release, January 21, 2025.
https:/www.bloomenergy.com/news/data-centers-are-turning-to-onsite-power-sources-to-address-35-gw-energy-

Qgap-by-2030/

[16] Marshall, Christa. “Data Centers’ Share of US Electricity Seen Doubling by 2030.” E&E News, February 26, 2026.
https:/www.eenews.net/articles/data-centers-share-of-us-electricity-seen-doubling-by-2030/

[17] Danis, Andrej, Sudeep Suman, Vincent Muniere, and Christian Luetkhoff. 2026 Data Center Market Outlook.
AlixPartners, November 2025.
https:/www.alixpartners.com/insights/global-data-center-market-outlook/

[18] https: /www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/236340/000093634026000068/dte-20260316.htm

[19] Insight Engine. “Michigan Energy Data: Net Generation by Fuel Source.” Center for the New Energy Economy,
Colorado State University. Data from U.S. Energy Information Administration.
https://app.insightengine.org/portal/states/Ml/energy_data

[20] Smart Electric Power Alliance. “Large Load Tariffs Database.”
https://sepapower.org/large-load-tariffs-database/

[21] Quint, Ryan, Kyle Thomas, Jiecheng Zhao, Andrew Isaacs, and Casey Baker. Practical Guidance and Considerations
for Large Load Interconnections. Elevate Energy Consulting and GridLab, May 2025.
https://gridlab.org/portfolio-item/practical-guidance-and-considerations-for-large-load-interconnections/

[22] Cohen, Jesse, Lauren Shwisberg, and Mark Dyson. “How Virtual Power Plants Can Help the United States Win the
Al Race.” RMI, November 6, 2025.
https://rmi.org/how-virtual-power-plants-can-help-the-united-states-win-the-ai-race/

[23] Hledik, Ryan, and Kate Peters. Real Reliability: The Value of Virtual Power. Volume I: Summary Report. The Brattle
Group, prepared for Google, May 2023.
https:/www.brattle.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/Real-Reliability-The-Value-of-Virtual-Power_56.3.2023.pdf



https://www.detroitnews.com/story/news/local/michigan/2026/02/08/data-center-details-shrouded-4-mich
https://www.detroitnews.com/story/news/local/michigan/2026/02/08/data-center-details-shrouded-4-mich
https://virginiamercury.com/2025/04/30/data-centers-non-disclosure-agreements-and-democracy/
https://www.governing.com/infrastructure/data-centers-and-the-abuse-of-secrecy
https://www.latitudemedia.com/news/behind-the-meter-generation-is-picking-up-traction/
https://www.bloomenergy.com/news/data-centers-are-turning-to-onsite-power-sources-to-address-35-gw-energy-gap-by-2030/
https://www.bloomenergy.com/news/data-centers-are-turning-to-onsite-power-sources-to-address-35-gw-energy-gap-by-2030/
https://www.eenews.net/articles/data-centers-share-of-us-electricity-seen-doubling-by-2030/
https://www.alixpartners.com/insights/global-data-center-market-outlook/ 
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/936340/000093634026000068/dte-20260316.htm
https://www.latitudemedia.com/news/what-the-michigan-stargate-site-says-about-todays-ai-market/
https://gridlab.org/portfolio-item/practical-guidance-and-considerations-for-large-load-interconnections/
https://gridlab.org/portfolio-item/practical-guidance-and-considerations-for-large-load-interconnections/
https://gridlab.org/portfolio-item/practical-guidance-and-considerations-for-large-load-interconnect
https://rmi.org/how-virtual-power-plants-can-help-the-united-states-win-the-ai-race/
https://www.brattle.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/Real-Reliability-The-Value-of-Virtual-Power_5.3.2023.pdf

[24] Michigan Public Service Commission. “Demand Response Aggregation Workgroup.”
https:/www.michigan.gov/mpsc/commission/workgroups/demand-response-aggregation

[25] Norris, Tyler H., Tim Profeta, Dalia Patifio-Echeverri, and Adam Cowie-Haskell. Rethinking Load Growth:
Assessing the Potential for Integration of Large Flexible Loads in US Power Systems. Nicholas Institute for Energy,
Environment & Sustainability, Duke University, February 2025.
https://nicholasinstitute.duke.edu/publications/rethinking-load-growth

[26] Great Lakes Commission. Annual Report of the Great Lakes Regional Water Use Database Representing 2024
Water Use Data. Great Lakes Commission, 2025.
https:/cms.waterusedata.glc.org/media/2024-Water-Use-Report-FINAL.pdf

[27] New Castle County Council, Substitute No. 3 to Ordinance No. 25-101: To Amend New Castle County Code
Chapter 40 (“Unified Development Code”), Article 3 (“Use Regulations”) and Article 33 (“Definitions”) to Establish

Standards for the Review, Siting, and Operations of Data Centers, introduced August 5, 2025, accessed May 14, 2026.

https:/newcastlecode.portal.civicclerk.com/event/2420/files/attachment /11723



https://www.michigan.gov/mpsc/commission/workgroups/demand-response-aggregation
https://nicholasinstitute.duke.edu/publications/rethinking-load-growth
https://cms.waterusedata.glc.org/media/2024-Water-Use-Report-FINAL.pdf
https://newcastlecode.portal.civicclerk.com/event/2420/files/attachment/11723

