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AWARD RECOMMENDATION

Notice of Intent to Award Number: 250000001044
Notice of Intent to Award Date: 9/19/2025

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has
completed the evaluation of RFP No. 250000002560 for Renewable Energy and Energy
Storage Siting Case Consultant services and has recommended awards to the following
bidders in the estimated amounts listed in the table below, pending State Administrative
Board approval, if applicable. More information on the State Administrative Board can be
found at: State Administrative Board.

Bidder DNV Energy USA, Grid Jensen Weston
Inc. Strategies, LLC Hughes, Inc. Solutions of

Michigan, Inc.

Amount $125,000.00 $125,000.00 $125,000.00 $125,000.00

Bidders who were not recommended for an award are encouraged to schedule a debriefing
session with the Solicitation Manager. The debriefing session will provide the bidder with
the State’s rationale on why the bidder was not recommended for the award. The
Solicitation Manager may be contacted as follows:

Susan Watt-Smith, Solicitation Manager
WattSmithS@michigan.gov
517-230-0535

Public copies of all bidder proposals can be found here: DTMB - Bid Proposals
(michigan.gov)

Background Information:

This Request for Proposal (RFP) was to solicit responses for selection of a Contractor(s) to
provide Renewable Energy and Energy Storage Siting Case Consultant services. The term
of this contract is 2 years, with up to 2, 1-year renewal options.

Bidders:

The RFP was posted on SIGMAVSS on June 6, 2025, for 4 weeks and 3 days. The following
bidders submitted proposals by the published due date of Monday, July 7, 2025.

Bidder Address, City, State, Zip Code SDVOB* GDBE**
DNV Energy USA, Inc. 621 SW Morrison St., Portland, OR 97205 No No
Elexana, LLC Not provided by Bidder :; th;g:rded :; th;g:rded
Fire & Risk Alliance, LLC | 7620 Standish Place, Rockville, MD 20855 No No
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Great Lakes Hydrogen, PO Box 1018, Mancelona, M| 49659 Yes Yes

LLC

Grid Strategies, LLC 9207 Kirkdale Road, Bethesda, MD 20817 No No

Jensen Hughes, Inc. 1500 McConnor Parkway, Ste 500, Schaumburg, IL | No No
60173

Weston Solutions of 2501 Jolly Road, Suite 100, Okemos, Ml 48864-3515 | No Yes

Michigan, Inc.

*SDVOB: Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Business
**GDBE: Geographically Disadvantaged Business Enterprise
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EVALUATION SYNOPSIS

I. Evaluation Process

A Responsible Vendor is avendor that demonstrates it has the ability to successfully
perform the duties identified by the solicitation. A Responsive proposalis one that is
submitted in accordance with the solicitation instructions and meets all mandatory

requirements identified in the solicitation.

Proposal Instructions: Evaluation Process

The State will evaluate each proposal based on the following factors:

Technical Evaluation Criteria Weight
1. | Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1 25
2. | Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2, 3, 4, 5 30
3. | Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 20
4. | Vendor Questions Worksheet 10
5 Vendor Questions Worksheet — Section 6. Relevant Experiences with 15

" | References
Total 100

Proposals receiving 80 or more technical evaluation points will have pricing evaluated and
considered for award.

The full evaluation process is stated in the RFP Proposal Instructions.
Il. Evaluation Method

Responses to this solicitation were reviewed by Joint Evaluation Committee (JEC), which
consisted of the following individuals:

Voting Advisory

Cathy Cole, Director, Strategic Operations Lynn Beck, Budget, Operations, and

LARA-MPSC Procurement Section Manager
LARA-MPSC

Katie Krupp, Department Analyst Mike Byrne, Chief Operating Officer

LARA-MPSC LARA - MPSC

Sarah Mullkoff, Manager, Renewable Energy Don Dine, Section Manager

and Storage Siting Section LARA - FAS Procurement

LARA - MPSC

Travis Warner, Public Utilities Engineer Austin Glass, Public Utilities Engineer

LARA - MPSC LARA - MPSC

Susan Watt-Smith, Category Analyst Laura Kwiecien, Director

DTMB - Central Procurement Services LARA - FAS Procurement

Megan LeMarbe, Grant Specialist
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Voting Advisory

LARA-FAS Procurement

Nick Revere, State Administrative Manager
LARA - MPSC

Amy Rittenhouse, Grant & Contract Specialist
LARA - MPSC

Ill. Evaluation Results

A. DNV Energy USA, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that DNV Energy USA, Inc. based on a score of 90.50,
did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.1., Bidder's proposed sound
methodology is inconsistent with the State's approach of following AFIP
Attachment D.

b. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.3., Bidder did not sufficiently
describe their experience with applying NFPA 855 to various stages of a
project.

c. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.5., Bidder lacks previous
experience and did not provide a sufficient explanation around evaluating
public benefits.

Score: 23/25

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2, 3,4,5
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 4.9., Bidder did not provide a
response.

b. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 5.1., Bidder's Sample Project Plan is
missing item b) a detailed project breakdown showing sub-projects, tasks,
timeline, and resources required; and (c) project management process
including the process for addressing issues/changes.

Score: 26.75/30

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 6,7, 8,9, and 10
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, and no deficiencies were noted.
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Score: 20/20

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Except Section 6.)
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, and no deficiencies were noted.

Score: 10/10

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Section 6, Relevant Experiences with References
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:]

a. Section C., Bidder did not provide a description of their experience.
b. Section E., Bidder did not provide a sufficient description of their experience.

c. Experience 1., Bidder’s example is a potential Conflict of Interest with the
State of Michigan MPSC, since itinvolves a regulated utility.

Score: 12.50/15

Total Score: 92.25/100

B. Elexana, LLC

Elexana, LLC has not met the requirements of being responsive and responsible
due to the Bidder not providing a signed Confidential Treatment form, Vendor
Questions Worksheet, respond to each requirement in Schedule A - Statement of
Work, or complete Schedule B - Pricing. The JEC did not evaluate this proposal.

C. Fire & Risk Alliance, LLC

The Evaluation Team determined that Fire & Risk Alliance LLC, based on a score of
91.25, did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished
by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

However, Fire & Risk Alliance LLC did not respond to the State’s Clarification
Questions, thus they were determined to be non-responsive.

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.6., Bidder's response lacked
demonstrated experience in environmental compliance for wind and solar
projects.

b. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.2.1., Bidder did not sufficiently
describe their experience developing interrogatories and discovery requests.
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Score: 22.50/25

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2, 3,4,5
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:]

a. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 5.1., Bidder did not provide a
sample Project Plan.

Score: 27/30

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 6, 7, 8,9, and 10
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, and no deficiencies were noted.

Score: 20/20

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Except Section 6.)
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Section 7., Bidder did not fully agree to the State’s Standard Contract Terms.
Score: 9/10

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Section 6, Relevant Experiences with References
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:]

a. SectionE., Bidder’s response to this question contradicts their response to
Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.2.4.

Score: 14/15

Total Score: 92.50/100

D. Great Lakes Hydrogen, LLC

The Evaluation Team determined that Great Lakes Hydrogen LLC, based on a score
of 55, did not meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:
a. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.3., Bidder did not sufficiently
describe their experience in, and understanding of, the required tasks.

b. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.5., Bidder did not accurately
portray their experience in, and understanding of, the required tasks above in
Exhibits A-8.1 - 8.5.
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c. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.6., Bidder's described
experience doesn't match the scope or scale of the requirements.

d. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.7., Bidder's described
experience doesn't match the scope or scale of the requirements.

e. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.2.1., Bidder did not describe their
experience related to the above requirements.

f. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.2.2., Bidder has no experience
with legal testimony.

g. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.2.3., Bidder has no experience in
written expert testimony.

h. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.2.4., Bidder has no experience in
personal testimony.

i. Statement of Work, Section 1.4., Bidder did not sufficiently review and
explain how the data retention, disposal, and retrieval requirements will be
met by the solution and describe its data management capabilities (storage
limitations, duration, etc.).

Score: 2.25/25

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2, 3,4,5
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Statement of Work, Section 4.7., Bidder did not provide their Organizational
Chart.

b. Statement of Work, Section 5.1., Bidder did not provide a sample project
plan.

c. Statement of Work, Section 5.3., Bidder has no experience with hearings.

d. Statement of Work, Section 5.4.1., Bidder’s exception does not align with the
requirements of the Reporting section and Bidder Boxes 1 and 2 were left
blank.

Score: 21/30

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 6,7, 8,9, and 10
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory and no deficiencies were noted.

Score: 20/20

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Except Section 6.)
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:]
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a. Section 7., Bidder did not indicate with “Yes” or “No” if they agree to the
State’s Standard Contract Terms.

b. Section 12. E., Bidder did not indicate with “Yes” or “No” if the Company is a
Clean Corporate Citizen.

Score: 8.50/10

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Section 6, Relevant Experiences with References
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Section 6. B., Bidder lacks direct experience in all required areas and the
experience that was listed doesn't match scope of work.

b. Section 6. C., Bidder’s listed experience doesn’t demonstrate experience in
the areas of environmental regulations, land use policy, urban planning,
and/or GIS mapping.

c. Section 6. E., Bidder lacks experience serving as an expert witness (with
testimony and exhibits), giving a deposition, or other forms of expert review
in a legal setting.

d. Experiences 1, 2, and 3: Bidder did not provide experiences.
Score: 4.50/15

Total Score: 56.25/100

E. Grid Strategies, LLC

The Evaluation Team determined that Grid Strategies LLC, based on a score of
96.75, did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished
by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.3., Bidder did not sufficiently
describe experience with a comprehensive technical review for NFPA 855
Code Compliance.

b. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.6., Bidder did not sufficiently
describe experience with a comprehensive evaluation of environmental
permit requirements.

Score: 24.25/25
2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2, 3,4,5
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The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:]

a. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 4.7., Bidder did not provide their
Organizational Chart.

b. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 5.1., Bidder did not sufficiently
address tasks or timelines in their Sample Project Plan.

Score: 27.50/30

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 6, 7, 8,9, and 10
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, and no deficiencies were noted.

Score: 20/20

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Except Section 6.)
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, and no deficiencies were noted.

Score: 10/10

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Section 6, Relevant Experiences with
References
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, and no deficiencies were noted.
Score: 15/15

Total Score: 96.75/100
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F. Jensen Hughes, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Jensen Hughes, Inc., based on a score of 96,
did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.2.1., Bidder did not describe their
experience developing interrogatories and discovery requests.

b. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.2.4., Bidder did not describe their
experience developing interrogatories and discovery requests.

c. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.4., Bidder did not explain how the
data retention, disposal, and retrieval requirements will be met by the
solution and describe its data management capabilities (storage limitations,
duration, etc.).

Score: 21/25

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2, 3,4,5
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, and no deficiencies were noted.

Score: 30/30

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 6,7, 8,9, and 10
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, and no deficiencies were noted.

Score: 20/20

P

Vendor Questions Worksheet (Except Section 6.)
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, and no deficiencies were noted.

Score: 10/10

(3

. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Section 6, Relevant Experiences with References
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, and no deficiencies were noted.

Score: 15/15
Total Score: 96/100
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G. Weston Solutions of Michigan, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Weston Solutions of Michigan, Inc., based on
a score of 92.50, did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.2., Bidder did not describe their
experience developing interrogatories and discovery requests.

b. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.3., Bidder lacked demonstrated
experience applying NFPA 855 comprehensively.

c. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.4., Bidder lacks experience and
analysis of the dark skies plans.

d. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.5., Bidder lacks experience
around evaluating public benefits.

e. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.6., Bidder's response lacks
specificity regarding critical aspects of environmental compliance review,
e.g., NREPA laws such as protected wildlife and natural resources.

f. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.7., Bidder's response used the
phrase "best professional judgement" and lacks proof of a clear
methodology.

g. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.1.8., Bidder's response
demonstrates a preliminary understanding though a deeper understanding
of signal mitigation modeling and methodology is required.

h. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1.2.4., Bidder did not include their
experience in verbal cross-examination hearings.

Score: 19.50/25

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2, 3,4,5
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, and no deficiencies were noted.

Score: 30/30

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 6, 7, 8,9, and 10
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, and no deficiencies were noted.

Score: 20/20
4. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Except Section 6.)
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The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, and no deficiencies were noted.
Score: 10/10

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Section 6, Relevant Experiences with References
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:]

a. Experience 1, Bidder did not provide the name of the client, thus the State
cannot do a background check.

b. Experience 3, Bidder's example lacks relevance to the scope of work
described in the RFP.

Score: 13/15

Total Score: 92.50/100
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IV. Technical Evaluation Summary

Selection Criteria  Weight DNV Fire & Great Lakes Grid Jensen Weston
Energy Risk Hydrogen, Strategies, Hughes, Solutions of
USA, Inc. Alliance, LLC LLC Inc. Michigan,
LLC Inc.

1 | Schedule A, Statement 25 23 22.50 2.25 24.25 21 19.50

of Work, Section 1 (25

points)
2 | Schedule A, Statement 30 26.75 27 21 27.50 30 30

of Work, Sections 2, 3,
4,5 (30 points)

3 | Schedule A, Statement 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
of Work, Sections 6, 7,
8,9,and 10

(20 points)

4 | Vendor Questions 10 10 9 8.5 10 10 10
Worksheet (10 points)
5 | Vendor Questions 15 12.50 14 4.50 15 15 13
Worksheet - Section 6.
Relevant Experiences
with References (15
points)

TOTALS 100 92.25 92.50 56.25 96.75 96 92.50
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V. Pricing Summary and Negotiations

Pricing was evaluated for the bidders who passed the technical evaluation. The following is

a summary of their price proposals:

Bidders were asked to submit second round pricing. The following is a summary of their
price proposals.

DNV Energy USA, Inc.

SECTION DELIVERABLE
1.1.1. Sound Report & Monitoring Protocol

1.2, Shadow Flicker Report

.1.3. NFPA 855 Code Compliance

.1.4. Dark Skies Plans

1
1
1
1.1.5. Public Benefits of the Proposed Facility
1
1
1

.1.6. Environmental Compliance
1.7 Decommissioning Plan
.1.8. Signal Mitigation Plan
SECOND ROUND
ORIGINAL PRICING PRICING
ITEM JOB TITLE (Rate Class) RATE PER HOUR 2025/2026 RATE PER HOUR
2026/2027
1 Professional 1 $ 200.00 | $ 210.00 $200.00 $210.00
2 Professional 2 $ 250.00 | $ 262.50 | $250.00 | $262.50
3 Senior 1 $ 280.00 | $ 294.00 $280.00 $294.00
4 Senior2 $ 320.00 | $ 336.00 | $320.00 | $336.00
5 Principal 1 $ 355.00 | $ 372.75 $355.00 $372.75
6 Principal 2 $ 410.00 | $ 430.50 $410.00 $430.50
7 Principal 1 (expert witness) $ 405.00 | $ 425.25 $405.00 $425.25
8 Principal 2 (expert witness) $ 425.00 | $ 446.25 $425.00 $446.25
Fire & Risk Alliance, LLC
SECTION DELIVERABLE

1.1.3. NFPA 855 Code Compliance
1.1.6. Environmental Compliance
SECOND ROUND
ORIGINAL PRICING PRICING
JOB TITLE (Rate Class) RATE PER HOUR 2025/2026 RATE PER HOUR
2026/2027
1 Noah Ryder $410.00
2 Sr Principal Engineer $390.00
3 Principal Engineer $330.00
4 Sr Staff Engineer llI $300.00 INFORMATION
5 Sr Staff Engineer Il $270.00 NOT
6 Sr Staff Engineer | $250.00 PROVIDED
7 Staff Engineer Il $220.00
8 Staff Engineer Il $190.00
9 Staff Engineer | $180.00

Grid Strategies, LLC

SECTION DELIVERABLE
1.1.1. Sound Report & Monitoring Protocol

1.1.2. Shadow Flicker Report

1.1.3. NFPA 855 Code Compliance

1.1.4. Dark Skies Plans

1.1.5. Public Benefits of the Proposed Facility

1.1.6. Environmental Compliance
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1.1.7. Decommissioning Plan
1.1.8. Signal Mitigation Plan
SECOND ROUND
ORIGINAL PRICING PRICING
ITEM JOB TITLE (Rate Class) RATE PER HOUR 2025/2026 RATE PER HOUR
2026/2027

1 President $300.00 $300.00 $285.00 $285.00
2 Chief Operating Officer $230.00 $230.00 $218.00 $218.00
3 Vice President $200.00 $200.00 $190.00 $190.00

Jensen Hughes, Inc.

SECTION DELIVERABLE
1.1.3. NFPA 855 Code Compliance
ORIGINAL PRICING SECS;:II;I:‘OGUND
ITEM JOB TITLE (Rate Class) RATE PER HOUR 2025/2026 RATE PER HOUR
2026/2027
1 Administration $130.00 $140.00 $143.00 $154.00
2 Associate Engineer/Consultant $208.00 $215.00 $229.00 $237.00
3 Staff Engineer/Consultant $255.00 $265.00 $281.00 $292.00
4 Lead Engineer/Consultant $296.00 $308.00 $326.00 $339.00
5 Senior Engineer/Consultant $340.00 $355.00 $374.00 $391.00
6 Senior Project Engineer $340.00 $355.00 $374.00 $391.00
7 Principle Engineer/Consultant $350.00 $375.00 $385.00 $413.00
Weston Solutions of Michigan, Inc.
SECTION DELIVERABLE

1.1.2. Shadow Flicker Report

1.1.3. NFPA 855 Code Compliance

1.1.4. Dark Skies Plans

1.1.5. Public Benefits of the Proposed Facility

1.1.6. Environmental Compliance

1.1.7. Decommissioning Plan

1.1.8. Signal Mitigation Plan

ORIGINAL PRICING SECS;:II;I:‘OGUND
ITEM JOB TITLE (Rate Class) RATE PER HOUR 2025/2026 RATE PER HOUR
2026/2027

1 Program Manager $225.00 $230.00 $220.00 $225.00
2 Project Manager $200.00 $205.00 $195.00 $200.00
3 Technical Lead $175.00 $180.00 $170.00 $175.00
4 Project Scientist/Project Engineer $165.00 $170.00 $160.00 $165.00
5 Scientist/Engineer $140.00 $145.00 $135.00 $140.00
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VI. Award Recommendation

Award recommendation is made to the responsive and responsible Bidder who offers the
best value to the State of Michigan. Best value is based on the proposal meeting the
minimum point threshold and offering the best combination of the factors stated in the
Proposal Instructions Evaluation Process section, and price.

DNV Energy USA, Inc., Grid Strategies, LLC, Jensen Hughes, Inc., and Weston Solutions of
Michigan, Inc., all provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award
Recommendation include: all Contractors agreed with the State’s Standard Contract
Terms, aligned with the requirements in the RFP, and responded to the RFP and all
requests from the State in a timely manner.

As part of the best value determination, overall economic impact to the State of Michigan
was considered and is not a determinative factor in making this award.

Award Recommendations are made to the following bidders in the estimated amounts
listed in the table below, for an initial total award of $500,000.00.

Bidder DNV Energy USA, Grid Jensen Weston
Inc. Strategies, LLC Hughes, Inc. Solutions of

Michigan, Inc.

Amount $125,000.00 $125,000.00 $125,000.00 $125,000.00
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