
1. a. Halcyon Tidal Power LLC 
    b. Tidal power developer 
 
2. 90 days - assuming the solicitation is issued by April 1, 2017, that would be June 30, 
2017 
 
3. a. In order to effectively compare the REC values attributable to Class 1 RPS eligible 
resources, the RFP should provide those resources with a REC value that is fixed for 
the 15 to 20 year PPA period at an amount that reflects current market values and/or 
historical averages, plus a fixed escalator based on increases to Alternative 
Compliance Payments 
    b.  We believe that the MA legislature has seen fit for good reason not to ascribe any 
environmental benefits to large [>(25?) MW of installed capacity for a single facility, or in 
the aggregate] hydro, thus excluding them from Class 1 RPS eligible resources and 
REC values. While hydroelectric facilities do not emit carbon dioxide or other harmful 
pollutants of any magnitude during operation, their construction requires the use of 
substantial quantities of steel and concrete, the production of which produces some of 
the worst air and water pollution.  Further, there is irreparable harm done to the river 
ecosystem.  Finally, the creation of a large reservoir that inundates vast quantities of 
lands that are either habitable by humans, provide habitat and forage for fauna, sustain 
indigenous flora or provide for other sustainable uses outweighs any environmental 
benefits that might be considered during their operation.  Many dams in US are now 
being removed because of the foregoing described damage to the environment. While 
we understand that MA is statutorily bound to meet its RPS targets, which it cannot or 
will not do with in-state or in-New England renewable sources, we believe that 'equity' 
would exclude power produced from large hydroelectric power facilities from the 
attribution of environmental benefits. 
     c. Yes, we would propose to incorporate the avoided compliance costs of GWSA in 
the methodology for quantification of environmental benefits of new Class 1 RPS 
eligible resources only 
 
4. We do not believe that any incentive should be provided for meeting a GWSA goal by 
a date certain, rather any incentive should be based on the long-term GHG reduction 
benefits of the Class 1 RPS eligible resource 
 
5.  A tracking system appears appropriate, and we would suggest that the generator 
provide a quarterly or annual statement of electrons produced from each such facility 
 
6.  a. No 
     b. No 
     c. Given the competitive nature of the FCM with winners [possibly up to 7 years] and 
losers each year, as well as the ongoing prospect of changes to the structure of the 
FCM, it doesn't appear reasonable to include the evaluation of the burden or benefit of 
generators qualifying and clearing capacity.  Each generator can determine whether 
participating in the FCM has sufficient value to include in their own economic analysis. 



Remember that the value of capacity has not reached ISO-NE's suggested 'new build' 
threshold of $7.5/kW-mo very often  
 
7.  While, as a generator, we have not had an opportunity to consider interconnection 
options or whether beginning or completing the ISO-NE I.3.9 process is relevant or 
not.  However, we do believe that interconnecting parties should provide high level grid 
'hold harmless' solutions with the expected costs of such solutions rather than be 
required to complete system impact studies or other technical reports. The intent should 
be to provide a level playing field for those interconnecting parties seeking 
interconnection at the same terminus, where the litmus test should be expected total 
cost of the interconnection 
 
8.  While, again, as a generator, we can only offer an opinion, which is that a 
transmission provider should be required to provide fairly detailed transmission cost 
information and be required to maintain that cost through delivery, save for rare exigent 
circumstances.  Several transmission projects have been completed in the US and 
many more in the Eurozone in recent times sufficient to adequately determine 
transmission project cost 
 
9.  Again, an opinion -- the lowest priced bid for transmission [or any project with a 
lengthy timeline] may not always turn out to be the lowest price bid at completion, 
simply because the bidder failed to consider reasonable contingencies.  I would look for 
projects bunched at the top of a bell curve 
 
10.  Generation bidders should be required to demonstrate the ability to guarantee 
winter month energy delivery using historical data and operational characteristics to 
prove such guarantee.   
 
For instance, our tidal power project produces power on a curve determined by tidal 
activity.  Unless the Sun and the Moon were to disappear, we would guarantee and 
could prove by tide charts and our power curve how much and over what period during 
any 12-hour cycle power output during winter months - this is highly predictable 
intermittency 
 
On the other hand, intermittent projects such as wind and solar may be able to guess at 
availability during the winter months, but a guarantee would not be possible.  We would 
argue that a hierarchy/priority be determined for generators based on their ability to 
guarantee winter generation and bids be awarded accordingly.  Our suggestion would 
be the following --  

 RPS Class 1 resources  
o First tier - all resources with available feedstocks [fuel cells, biomass, landfill gas, etc.]; tidal; 

marine; hydrokinetic 
o Second tier - qualified hydro electric facilities [they are subject to winter conditions and 

droughts] 
o Third tier - wind and solar 

 Large Hydroelectric resources  
o must prove sufficient back-up resources to offset droughts and winter conditions 



11.  The procurement should provide for the inclusion of generation that may be deliverable via accessible 
transmission [even if this resource is not an initial winner in a transmission 'beauty contest'] so long as there is 
sufficient firm hydroelectric power being added to the electric system generally 
 
12.  We would not be interested in a 'Delivery Commitment'.  We would require a PPA.  Since only one bidder 
in the NE Clean Energy RFP utilized this format, we don't believe that it is useful or  likely to be predominant. 
 
13.  Is it possible that the Section 83D preference for firm hydro/Class 1 renewable combinations is sufficient?   
 
14.  Resource flexibility does have some value with possibly a few quantitative points awarded to those projects 
that can actually meet contingencies; although we would suggest that gas-fired peaking generation is likely the 
cheapest and fastest means of meeting those contingencies, especially since a good portion of the load served 
by this RFP will be base load and take the place of gas-fired combined cycle facilities 
 
One question that was not asked, and we would like answered -- How do parties participating in this RFP as 
bidders and evaluators maintain transparency? 
 

Regards, 
 
Ted W. Verrill 

President and CEO 
Halcyon Tidal Power LLC 
 

tverrill@halcyontidalpower.com 
 
tverrill@gmail.com  
Office: 203-292-3798 
Mobile: 203-258-6653 
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