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I agree with your intent for our states to use less fossil fueled power for the generation of electricity and replace 
these sources with more renewable sources like hydro, wind, and solar that don't consume fossil fuel or 
generate greenhouse emissions during operation. 

Unfortunately, your 'Clean Energy' RFP appears to ignore that wind and solar are intermittent sources of power 
that, to provide the reliable power needed, require either storage or backup sources of power for our lights to 
operate when the wind drops or isn't blowing at all, or during cloud cover or at night when the sun isn't shining. 
And these backup power sources must usually be running (spinning reserves) and need to ramp up quickly (and 
more inefficiently, unfortunately) when the wind drops or the sunshine is blocked by clouds. This necessary 
backup use increases ratepayer cost, fuel use, and greenhouse emissions that need to be included in your 
analysis and evaluation of RFP responses here, and compared to other alternatives. 

Perhaps these necessary storage or backup power plants should be identified with each new power source 
proposed, in the proposal phase, so their total costs of operation can be included with the 'clean energy' source 
as a 'pair' for proper analysis and comparison of total costs, fuel use, and greenhouse emission savings.

In addition, you've taken into consideration seasonal variations in output for hydro, but not for wind or solar, 
which also vary considerably in different seasons. Obviously solar provides more output in the summer when our 
electricity demands are highest, but hot summer days have been the worst for wind power output. And 
comparison of output to predictable daily load variations are also important, where solar increases with daily load 
during the daytime, but wind is usually the opposite.
  
And when long distance transmission is needed to supply the new power long distances to MA, CT, and RI, the 
larger transmission losses should be also be factored in. For instance, large wind projects are often located 
hundreds of miles away in Northern Maine, up near the Canadian border.  And also consider the extra cost for 
larger transmission line capacity, even though that capacity is rarely used, for low Capacity Factor (CF) sources 
like wind here in the Northeast.

There appears to be a 'damages' clause if the promised hydro power isn't delivered. Why not for wind and solar?

All these 'unconsidered' extra costs must be included here in the bidding process, considered, and planned to be 
funded by the unfortunate ratepayer, who is already paying the highest electricity rates in the USA. 

For your ease of quick review and consideration, I'll list a summary of these issues in outline form below:

'Clean' power sources like wind and solar are intermittent and unacceptably unreliable unless combined 
with storage or a backup power plant

The 'costs' of this storage or backup must be included and considered in the FRP:

Capital
Fuel use
Emissions
Inefficiency from ramping up and down in response to intermittent sources
Consider combining the clean power source and storage/backup as a pair for analysis

Seasonal ability to follow load requirements

Daily and hourly ability to follow load requirements

Increased transmission losses for long distance transmission requirements

Increased transmission capacity requirements seldom used for intermittent low capacity factor sources

'Damages' penalty for undelivered hydro power also applied to wind and solar


