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Introduction and Qualifications

Ms. Troy, please state your name and business address.

Joanna K. Troy, Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources, 100 Cambridge Street,

9" Floor, Boston, MA 02114,
What is your occupation?

I am the Deputy Commissioner of the Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources

(DOER).
Please summarize your professional experience.

After graduating with a Bachelor’s in Science in Geological Sciences from Tufts
University and a Masters in Earth and Environmental Science from Lehigh University, I
worked for six years for ExxonMobil in Houston, Texas as a petroleum geologist. After
graduating from the University of Houston Law Center with a Juris Doctorate, I have
worked at DOER for six years. During my time at DOER, I have worked in the Renewables
and Policy, Planning, and Analysis Divisions focusing on Section 83A, 83D and 83C
procurements, renewable energy incentives, energy storage, procurements, and energy
planning, and low-income program equity.

Have you testified previously in utility proceedings?

Yes. I submitted written testimony and exhibits on behalf of DOER before the Department
in D.P.U. 18-76, D.P.U. 18-77, D.P.U. 18-78, supporting the approval of the first round of

long-term contracts for offshore wind energy, pursuant to Chapter 169 of the Acts of 2008



21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

Testimony of Joanna K. Troy and Thomas Ferguson, DOER
Exhibit DOER-JTTF-1

D.P.U. 26-87, 26-88, 26-89

July 2, 2026

Page 3 of 19

(the Green Communities Act), as amended by chapter 188 of the Acts of 2016, as further
amended by chapter 48 of the Acts of 2019 (as amended, Section 83C) and in D.P.U. 20-
16, in D.P.U. 20-17, and in D.P.U. 20-18, supporting the approval of the second round of
long-term contracts for offshore wind energy. I submitted written testimony and exhibits
and testified in D.P.U. 18-64, D.P.U. 18-65, D.P.U. 18-66, supporting the approval of long-
term contracts for renewable energy under Section 83D. I also submitted written testimony

and testified in D.P.U. 21-90, D.P.U. 21-91, and D.P.U. 21-92.

On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding?

I am testifying on behalf of my employer, the Massachusetts Department of Energy

Resources.
Dr. Ferguson, please state your name and business address.

Thomas Ferguson, Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources, 100 Cambridge Street,

9 Floor, Boston, MA 02114.

What is your occupation?

I am the Energy Storage Programs Manager in DOER’s Renewable & Alternative Energy
Division.

Please summarize your professional experience.

In my current role at DOER, I serve as manager of DOER’s policies and programs related
to energy storage, including but not limited to the Clean Peak Energy Portfolio Standard

(CPS) and Section 83E energy storage procurements. I began working at DOER in January
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2023, in my current role. I hold Bachelor of Arts degrees in Physics and Astronomy from
Vassar College and a Doctor of Philosophy in Earth & Environmental Engineering from
Columbia University. Earlier in my career, I worked for approximately five years as a
technology licensing officer, four at University of Massachusetts Amherst and one for the
Research Foundation for State University of New York, three years as an energy storage
technology and project developer at Third Power based in New York, and one year as a
Postdoctoral Fellow at Fraunhofer USA based in Boston.

Have you testified previously in utility proceedings?

No.

On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding?

I am testifying on behalf of my employer, the Massachusetts Department of Energy

Resources.

Have you prepared any exhibits to support your testimony?

Yes, DOER is sponsoring the following exhibits in support of our testimony:

e Exhibit DOER-1: Energy and Storage System Reporting Agreement (Jupiter)

e Exhibit DOER-2a: Energy and Storage System Reporting Agreement (Flatiron — Salt
Cod)

e Exhibit DOER-2b: Energy and Storage System Reporting Agreement (Flatiron —

Energizar)
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What is the purpose of your direct testimony?

Our testimony will describe DOER’s role and participation, pursuant to Section 83E of
Chapter 239 of the Acts of 2024 and the Section 83E Request for Proposals (RFP), in the
joint, collaborative energy storage competitive solicitation, evaluation and selection of
bids. The testimony will also outline DOER’s support and rationale for the Department of
Public Utilities’ (DPU or Department) approval of the long-term contracts (EAPA) for the
purchase of approximately 1,068 MW of qualified energy storage from Jupiter and Flatiron

that are currently before the Department for review.

Please describe how your testimony is organized?

Section I of the testimony provides an introduction outlining our qualifications and
professional background for the Department, as well as an overview of the role DOER
served in the Section 83E solicitation process. Section II provides a brief outline of the
Section 83E solicitation process, including a summary of the statutory and RFP framework.
Section III is a detailed summary of DOER’s role in the bid evaluation and selection
process. Section IV briefly describes DOER’s role during contract negotiations and
DOER’s support for the final executed long-term contracts that are the subject of this

proceeding.
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What role did DOER serve during the Section 83E solicitation, evaluation, and

selections process?

As provided in the Section 83E statute, DOER’s role began in the solicitation process by
jointly selecting along with the Attorney General’s Office (AGO), an Independent
Evaluator (IE) to monitor and report on the solicitation and bid selection process. Once
DOER had contracted with an IE, DOER, together with the Massachusetts electric
distributions companies (collectively, Distribution Companies) and the IE and in
consultation with the AGO, drafted and proposed the timetable and method of solicitation
to the Department for approval in the form of an RFP. (See D.P.U. 25-59). Once the
Department approved the RFP, DOER served as a member of the Evaluation Team
(Evaluation Team), along with the Distribution Companies. After the RFP was issued
publicly and prior to opening any bids received, the Evaluation Team, including DOER,
developed the Evaluation Protocols (Protocols) to be used during the bid review process.
When the Evaluation Team deemed the Protocols effectively complete, bids were opened
and DOER, as part of the Evaluation Team, participated in the three stages of the joint
evaluation process as further outlined below. To help facilitate the evaluation, DOER also
assisted in the scheduling of Steering Committee meetings made up of the Distribution
Company project leads and DOER. The Evaluation Team also formed individual working
groups assigned to specific tasks needed to complete the solicitation and evaluation (e.g.,
protocol development, eligibility and threshold review, quantitative and qualitative

analysis).
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Overview of the Section 83E Round 1 Solicitation Process
Please explain the key statutory provisions for soliciting, evaluating, and selecting a

winning bid under Section 83E Round 1.

Passed as part of the “Act Promoting a Clean Energy Grid, Advancing Equity and
Protecting Ratepayers” in 2024, Chapter 239 of the Acts of 2024, Section 83E provides the
framework to competitively procure cost-effective energy storage systems and associated
environmental attributes for the Commonwealth. It directs the Distribution Companies to
jointly and competitively solicit proposals to enter into cost-effective long-term contracts
for the energy storage systems and associated environmental attributes, Clean Peak Energy
Certificates (CPECs). Provided that reasonable proposals were received, Section 83E
requires the Distribution Companies to enter into cost-effective long-term contracts for
energy storage systems and CPECs equal to approximately 5,000 MW of aggregate
nameplate capacity not later than July 31, 2030, of which: (i) approximately 1,500
megawatts of mid-duration storage shall be procured by July 31, 2025, and shall be for
environmental attributes only; (ii) approximately 1,000 megawatts of mid-duration storage
shall be procured by July 31, 2026; (iii) approximately 1,000 megawatts of mid-duration
storage shall be procured by July 31, 2027; and (iv) all remaining energy storage systems
capacity shall be procured by July 31, 2030. Pursuant to statute, such contracts must be

filed with the Department for review and approval.

Additionally, Section 83E provides the solicitation process framework, defining the roles

of the Distribution Companies, DOER, and an IE. The IE, who is neither a soliciting party
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nor a member of the Evaluation Team or Selection Team, monitors the solicitation and bid
selection process to assist DOER in determining whether the proposals received are
reasonable. The IE also reports to the Department on the solicitation and bid selection
process to ensure an open, fair and transparent process that is not unduly influenced by a
Distribution Company affiliate to assist the Department’s review of long-term contracts
filed for approval. The IE must file a report with the Department providing its independent

assessment of whether all bids were evaluated in a fair and nondiscriminatory manner.

Please provide an overview of the RFP development process.

Pursuant to Section 83E, DOER in coordination with the Distribution Companies, and in
consultation with the AGO, develop and propose the RFP containing a timetable and
method for the solicitation. Prior to submitting the RFP to the Department, the Distribution
Companies in coordination with DOER released a set of stakeholder questions to inform
the draft RFP for public comment on February 21, 2025, and received approximately three
dozen public comments from organizations and individuals. Following the receipt of
public comments, DOER in coordination with the Distribution Companies submitted a
revised and finalized RFP to the Department on May 5, 2025, in docket D.P.U. 25-59. The
Department approved the timetable and method of solicitation contained in the RFP on

July 30, 2025, and the RFP was issued publicly on July 31, 2025.

What types of bids did the RFP require bidders to submit for evaluation?

This was the first solicitation pursuant to Section 83E and required the Distribution

Companies to contract only for Environmental Attributes. The RFP, therefore, targeted the
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Environmental Attributes, including CPECs, produced by Mid-duration Energy Storage
Systems up to a maximum power capacity of approximately 1,500 MW. The solicitation
allowed bidders to offer proposals of Mid-duration Energy Storage Systems connected to
the transmission system, as defined as 69 kilovolts (kV) and above, and sized from 40 MW
up to 1,000 MW. All proposals were required to have a commercial operation date before

January 1, 2030.

Please provide an overview of how the Section 83E bid evaluation process was

structured and conducted.

The standards and criteria in the RFP outlined the evaluation process for the Evaluation
Team to follow and consisted of three stages. The Evaluation Team developed the
Evaluation Protocols to guide the process through the three-stage evaluation. The
Protocols were developed to be consistent with the criteria in the Section 83E statute and
established in the RFP as approved by the Department. In Stage One, the Evaluation Team
evaluated whether the bid satisfied eligibility and threshold requirements. In Stage Two,
the Evaluation Team evaluated bids based on quantitative and qualitative criteria as
outlined in the Protocols for each review. Upon completion of Stage Two, all proposals
were ranked on a 100-point scale (80 points for quantitative factors and 20 points for
qualitative factors). In Stage Three, portfolios made up of a combination of proposals were
evaluated based on Stage Two evaluation criteria and the additional factors enumerated in
Section 2.7 of the RFP. The objective of Stage Three is to select proposals that provided

the greatest impact and value consistent with the stated objectives and requirements of
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Section 83E. After Stage Three concluded, the Selection Team, consisting of DOER in
consultation with the IE and with the Distribution Team providing technical advice,

selected the winning bids to move forward to contract negotiations.

What is your understanding of the DPU’s review of the long-term contracts?

DPU must review, approve, approve in part, or reject any contracts the Distribution
Companies file not later than six months from the filing date of said contracts. The
Department must determine whether the proposed long-term contracts are a cost-effective
mechanism for procuring beneficial, reliable energy storage systems on a long-term basis.
The Department will also review: (i) whether the contracts are in the public interest and
whether they are procured in a fair, transparent and open manner; and (ii) the findings of
the IE on whether the solicitation and bid selection of a long-term contract were fair and

objective. (See 220 C.M.R. § 23.00 et seq.).

Bid Evaluation and Selection

What was DOER’s role in the evaluation process?

As an Evaluation Team member, DOER helped develop and implement the Evaluation
Protocols. DOER participated in all threshold and eligibility, quantitative, qualitative, and
Stage Three meetings as a member of the Evaluation Team. DOER, as a member of the
Evaluation Team along with the Distribution Companies, participated in the evaluation and
ranking of project bids received from developers according to the criteria laid out in the

statute and process outlined in the RFP as discussed above.
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Please explain DOER’s role in the bid selection process after Stage 3 of the evaluation

was completed.

When the evaluation process was completed at the end of Stage Three, Section 83E and
the RFP require the Selection Team, consisting of DOER in consultation with the IE to
select a winning bidder to move on to contract negotiations and execution. Pursuant to
Section 1.3 of the RFP, following completion of Stage Three and prior to the Selection
Team making a selection decision, the Distribution Companies indicated their preferences
for project selection(s), including their reasoning, to the Selection Team in the form of a

letter of recommendation.

What recommendations, if any, did the Distribution Companies provide to DOER

and the IE?

Eversource recommended selecting a portfolio comprising six projects: Energizar, Salt
Cod, and Revolution from Flatiron Energy; River Mill Storage (Rhynland Energy); and
Brough and Merlin from Clean Capital. Eversource believed this portfolio balanced
projects with higher-than-average development risk with projects that had higher-than-
average contracting risk. National Grid recommended selecting a portfolio comprising six
projects: Energizar and Salt Cod from Flatiron Energy; River Mill Storage from Rhynland
Energy; and Brough, Merlin, and Partridge from Clean Capital. National Grid stated their
recommended portfolio balanced costs and contract risk. Unitil did not recommend a

particular project portfolio; rather, recommended that DOER make selection decisions
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based on weighing and balancing first affordability, then project viability and finally risk

mitigation.

Which projects did DOER ultimately select to move forward to contract negotiation

with the Distribution Companies?

DOER then selected four projects: Energizar and Salt Cod from Flatiron Energy; River
Mill Storage from Rhynland Energy; and Trimount ESS from Jupiter Power, for a total of
approximately 1,268 MW of energy storage capacity. DOER stated that this portfolio
balanced project viability, affordability, and securing nameplate capacity towards to

Section 83E Round 1 target.

Please provide an explanation of how DOER reached its final selection decisions upon

completion of the evaluation process.

After an extensive evaluation of the 14 different proposals from eight different bidders that
ranged in capacity from approximately 87.8 MW to approximately 700 MW and contained
various size options, the Evaluation Team ranked the proposals at the conclusion of the
three-stage evaluation process described above. All proposed bids were quantitatively
cost-effective. Therefore, all projects were moved from Stage Two to Stage Three for
selection consideration. Part of the Stage Three evaluation is to consider any benefits, cost,
or risks to customers that may not have been fully captured in the Stage Two evaluation.

DOER identified project viability as having not been fully captured in Stage Two.
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How did the Evaluation Team and DOER consider project viability and risk during

Stage Three and selection?

As discussed in the IE Report on the Round 1 RFP!, the quantitative/qualitative point
allocation for Round 1 was 80/20, an increase to quantitative points from previous
procurements. As the IE notes, this was a decision by the RFP Drafting Team to promote
cost-effective proposals.> DOER supported this point allocation because DOER was
concerned there would be a limited number of mature projects that could meet the required
commercial operation date in 2030. DOER, therefore, wanted to put pressure on prices to
offset the risk of reduced competitiveness. Instead, the Round 1 solicitation received
several bids that were not mature projects. While some bids had competitive pricing, and
therefore high quantitative scores, some of those bids received low qualitative scores
reflective of low project maturity or poor bid quality. Although the Evaluation Team
determined that these projects had met the Stage One threshold and eligibility criteria,
DOER felt that their project risk was not reflected in their Stage Two ranking. Even though
these projects received low qualitative scores, because of the 80/20 point allocation, they
ranked higher at the conclusion of Stage Two. When developing portfolios in Stage Three,
DOER considered the technical advice of the Companies, the Stage Two evaluation, and
the criteria outlined in the Stage Three protocol. DOER developed a portfolio with several

projects that the Companies included in their portfolios and a project with less project

' D.P.U. 25-59, Independent Evaluator Report on the Proposed Timetable and Method of Solicitation and
Solicitation Process under Section 83E of the Green Communities Act—Round 1, May 7, 2025 at 18.

2ld.
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viability risk. DOER believed this portfolio of four projects, Flatiron’s Energizar and Salt
Cod, Jupiter’s Trimount, and Rhynland’s River Mill, balanced project viability,
affordability, and securing nameplate capacity toward to Section 83E target. All Stage
Three portfolios were quantitatively cost effective. After Stage Three discussion, the
DOER, in consultation with the IE and with the technical advice of the Companies,
determined that the four projects in the DOER portfolio should proceed to contract

negotiations.

What are some of the factors DOER considered when evaluating project viability in

Stage 3?

The Evaluation Team, including DOER, considered the factors included in the RFP and
the qualitative evaluation. These included bidder information on project schedule,
interconnection status, and permitting status. Additionally, projects reduce project
viability risk by demonstrating benefits to communities, low-income ratepayers, and fossil
fuel communities. DOER considered these factors during selection and selected a portfolio
that included projects with less project viability risk than the portfolios the Companies

proposed.
Did the Evaluation Team factor the participation of other states into its evaluation
and selection of a winning bidder?

The Section 83E RFP allows the Evaluation Team to consider the participation of other

states if those states’ participation has a positive or neutral impact on Massachusetts
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ratepayers. For Section 83E Round 1, because only environmental attributes from energy
storage could be procured, and the only environmental attributes of value from energy
storage are Clean Peak Energy Certificates, a product with value only in Massachusetts,
participation from other states was not considered.

Do the selected projects include any employment or economic development benefits

to Massachusetts?

Section 83E allowed for proposals to provide opportunities to create and foster
employment and economic development in the Commonwealth, where feasible. The
selection of the portfolio comprising Energizar and Salt Cod (Flatiron), River Mill Storage
(Rhynland Energy) and Trimount ESS (Jupiter Power) allows the Commonwealth to secure
significant economic development opportunities from all developers for host communities
and the surrounding regions. While DOER and the Evaluation Team reviewed the full
confidential bid, Flatiron did not disclose specific benefits in their public proposals. Jupiter
estimates in their public bid that Trimount will support nearly 1,200 job years through the
project’s construction and create about 9-10 long-term jobs over the project’s system life..
Rhynland estimates in their public bid that River Mill will create about 150 jobs during the
development and construction periods and about 8-10 long-term jobs over the project’s
lifetime.

Do the selected projects include Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Plans?

Yes. All of the winning bidders include both Workforce Diversity Plans and Supplier

Diversity Plans as part of their bids, which describe their strategies to direct employment
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and contracting benefits of the projects to underrepresented groups including minorities,
women, veterans, LGBTQ and persons with disabilities. The MOU agreements executed
between the selected bidders and DOER outline how DOER will work with all of the
developers to track and report annually on progress towards the goals in their DEI Plans to
ensure equitable access to the economic benefits of energy storage in Massachusetts (See

DOER-Exhibit 1,DOER-Exhibit 2a and DOER-Exhibit 2b).

What role did DOER play in ensuring the economic development commitments to the
Commonwealth will be tracked and reported in binding agreements?

Following bid selection, DOER began negotiations on the MOUs with each developer and
the final MOU agreements between DOER and Flatiron Energy and Jupiter Power ,
respectively, were signed on June 30, 2026. The MOUs describe a mandated annual report
that each developer will submit to DOER to track and report on their status towards
achieving their economic development commitments, the goals in their DEI Plans, and
their impacts to Environmental Justice (EJ) populations, consistent with RFP provisions.
The MOUs that DOER has executed with Flatiron Energy and Jupiter Power, respectively,
will help ensure the proposed economic development benefits for the Commonwealth are
tracked and reported on annual basis throughout the life of the projects. The MOUs are

included as Exhibits DOER-1, DOER-2a and DOER-2b to this testimony.
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How will the selected projects create and foster employment and economic benefits

for Massachusetts?

The economic development commitments from Flatiron’s Energizar and Salt Cod, and
Jupiter’s Trimount projects will provide substantial benefits to Massachusetts by investing
millions of dollars in workforce, supply chain, host communities, and surrounding regions.
All developers also have plans to direct benefits of these investments to EJ populations and
underrepresented groups through their DEI Plans. The commitments from Flatiron and
Jupiter are memorialized in the MOUs with DOER to ensure the commitments are tracked

and reported.

Were the four selected projects able to move forward upon selection of their projects

to negotiating and executing final contracts with the Distribution Companies?

Yes, all projects moved forward to negotiating final contracts with the Distribution
Companies. Following the selection of the Energizar and Salt Cod (Flatiron Energy); River
Mill Storage (Rhynland Energy); and Trimount ESS (Jupiter Power) projects, the DOER
notified all bidders that their projects were selected to negotiate long-term contracts for
CPECs with each Distribution Company for its load ratio share. During contract
negotiations, however, one project, River Mill Storage (Rhynland Energy), could not
execute contracts in conjunction with the other selected projects. The Distribution
Companies, therefore, have only included executed contracts for the Trimount ESS (Jupiter
Power) and the Energizar and Salt Cod (Flatiron Energy) projects as part of their petition

for Department review.



319

320

321

322

323

324

325

326

327

328

329

330

331

332

333

334

335

336

337

Testimony of Joanna K. Troy and Thomas Ferguson, DOER
Exhibit DOER-JTTF-1

D.P.U. 26-87, 26-88, 26-89

July 2, 2026

Page 18 of 19

Contract Execution and Negotiation
Please describe DOER’s role during the contract negotiations between the

Distribution Companies and the winning bidders?

As provided in the 83E RFP, the Distribution Companies are responsible for negotiating
and executing any final long-term contracts with the winning bidder(s) for the energy
storage systems and associated CPECs procured. DOER, as provided in the RFP,
monitored the contract negotiations between the Distribution Companies and the three

selected bidders. The IE also monitored all contract negotiations at the request of DOER.

Does DOER support the selection of the three projects and the final executed
contracts, as negotiated by the Distribution Companies that are the subject of the
instant proceeding?

DOER strongly supports the Energizar and Salt Cod (Flatiron Energy); and Trimount ESS
(Jupiter Power) projects and recommends that the Department approve the resulting cost-
effective energy storage long-term contracts as they are in the public interest, and were
selected through a fair, open and competitive bid solicitation process, as indicated by the
IE.> The Energizar and Salt Cod (Flatiron Energy); and Trimount ESS (Jupiter Power)
projects are highly cost-effective, procured through a rigorous and competitive, fair, and
transparent RFP process, provide energy storage and CPECs to the Commonwealth, and

effectively meet the requirements and objectives of Section 83E. Specifically, the projects

3IE Report at 73-74.
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align with the Commonwealth’s goals of creating a clean, affordable, and resilient energy

future for the Commonwealth.

The approximately 1,068 MW portfolio of projects contributes to the Healey-Driscoll
Administration’s goal of creating an affordable energy future. As detailed in the
Distribution Companies’ filing, the Energizar and Salt Cod (Flatiron Energy) projects will
provide CPECs at a total levelized price of $32.75/CPEC for the 12-year Energizar and
$20.40/CPEC for Salt Cod; and Trimount ESS (Jupiter Power) will provide energy and
CPEC:s at a total levelized price of $36.40]CPEC over the term of the long-term contracts
-- prices which are materially below the levelized projected costs of buying the same
amount CPECs in the market or making Alternative Compliance Payments in the event of
a CPEC market undersupply. Over the life of the contracts, the Energizar and Salt Cod
(Flatiron Energy); and Trimount ESS (Jupiter Power) projects are projected to provide over

$516 million in total direct savings to ratepayers.*

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.

4 Id. (total net direct benefit).



