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Paying an electric bill is a nuisance, but ultimately most people recognize that it is a 
necessity to keep the lights on. But what if your electric company puts charges in your bill 
unrelated to delivering electricity? Basin Electric Power Cooperative, a Bismarck-based utility 
with 3 million customers across nine states, was recently accused of doing this. In August 2025, 
my reporting made the public aware about a move that Basin made which will likely allow it to 
avoid providing its members a nearly half-a-billion dollar refund for such charges (the utility 
maintains this was not the primary purpose of its actions). The case is not settled yet. 

Unlike investor-owned utilities which are governed by shareholders, Basin is a nonprofit 
power cooperative with an elected board comprising its members. In many states, including 
North Dakota, electric cooperatives’ rates are not regulated by utility commissions because of 
this member involvement. But in 2019 Basin fell under the jurisdiction of the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) because of how much power it sells. Basin’s first rate case at 
FERC showed that for years it had been charging members for financial losses at a chemical 
plant it bought in the 1980s. In 2024, an administrative law judge recommended that FERC 
order Basin to refund its members $471 million for these charges because the chemicals plant 
did not contribute to the utility’s ability to provide electricity.  

In 2025, Basin acquired a loan of less than $1 million from the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture’s Rural Utility Service (RUS). Utilities with RUS debt are exempt from FERC 
oversight and Basin argues that the refund should no longer be under consideration. The 
company framed the loan as necessary while it embarks on building new power plants to supply 
the data center boom, but the loan is less than 0.01% of Basin’s anticipated $12 billion spending 
expected to make over the coming decade.  

While the information I gathered to report this article was mostly publicly available, it 
required extensive energy industry subject matter expertise, knowing where to look and how to 
interpret it. To report this story I sifted through hundreds of pages of regulatory documents, 
researched the chemicals plant’s history and reached out to multiple outside sources to verify 
claims of various parties involved in the case. 

As of submitting this article, FERC has not yet ruled on whether Basin will have to pay 
the $471 million, but my reporting spotlights salient information about a utility company serving 
millions of people to its consumers and other stakeholders. Largely, Americans do not get to 
choose where they get their energy from because most utilities are monopolies. This system 
has positives and negatives, but often how rates are set can be a complicated and opaque 
process to many consumers, especially when there is little regulatory oversight. This story made 
that process a lot more transparent to ratepayers by calling attention to the practices of Basin to 
the public. 


