
 

 
 

 
  

  
 

  

From: Steven Clark 
To: BOCC-Clerk; PLN-Planner on Duty 
Cc: planning@lawrenceks.org 
Subject: Rebuttal to Letter from Kansas Senator Mike Thompson Regarding Solar Energy Facilities 
Date: Monday, October 11, 2021 5:09:39 PM 
Attachments: price_anderson_factsheet.pdf 

FactSheet_Fossil_Fuel_Subsidies_0719.pdf 

***This message came from outside of Johnson County Government - please use caution 
when opening attachments or links.*** 

Dear County Commissioners and Planning Commission, 

I am writing to rebut the letter from Kansas Senator Mike Thompson to Jay Leipzig of 
the Johnson County Planning Commission, dated September 16, 2021. 
Unfortunately, Senator Thompson's letter includes several factual errors and wrong 
conclusions about utility-scale solar.  Further, his claims and statements are totally 
unsubstantiated by any citations to credible sources.  Please allow me to dive right in. 

1. Senator Thompson's letter states "Solar power, on an industrial scale, actually 
undermines the long-term reliability of the electric grid." without providing any 
substantiation.  However, from the following reference, I have found there is no basis 
for this claim https://sgp.fas.org/crs/misc/R45764.pdf.  Additionally, I will note that 
Kansas electric utilities currently use virtually no solar energy in their mix, and if the 
proposed project in Johnson and Douglas County was built, the relatively small 
addition of solar would have no negative impacts on electric service reliability. 

"To date, generation from wind and solar sources does not appear to be 
causing electric reliability issues at the national level. NERC’s 2018 annual 
report on reliability showed that, of the 13 metrics it uses to assess reliability, 9 
were stable or improving over the 2013-2017 period and 4 showed trends that 
were, at least partly, inconclusive. Of the four metrics with inconclusive trends, 
three improved over this period for a subset of bulk power system 
components.4 Data from NERC also indicate that reliability performance is 
currently stable in regions such as the Midwest and California where the shares 
of generation from wind and solar sources are above the national average." 

2. Senator Thompson's letter states "Solar power is subsidized 250 times more than 
conventional generating sources." without providing any substantiation.  In reality, 
under current federal law, large scale solar projects can receive an investment tax 
credit (ITC) of 26% of the capital cost of the project though 2022, with the ITC rate 
dropping to 22% in 2023 and to 10% in 2024 and thereafter. Source: Solar 
Investment Tax Credit (ITC) | SEIA 



Solar Investment Tax Credit (ITC) | SEIA 
What is the solar investment tax credit (ITC) and how does it work? 
Read more about the ITC and how it can red... 

The Senator's letter did NOT address the significant ongoing federal tax incentives for 
the production and use of natural gas and coal fuels used in electric utility 
conventional power plants; see the attached fact sheet "Fossil Fuel Subsidies: A 
Closer Look at Tax Breaks and Societal Costs".  Nor did the Senator acknowledge 
the fact that no commercial nuclear power plant would have been built in the U.S. 
without the support provided by the Federal Price-Anderson Act.  See the attached 
fact sheet "Price-Anderson Act: The Billion Dollar Bailout for Nuclear Power 
Mishaps". Federal tax support, in fact, is behind all forms of electrical power 
generation, and the solar ITC should not be singled out as an argument against it. 

3.  Senator Thompson's letter states "We saw the result of such folly in Texas this 
past winter where overdependence on renewable energy cost people their lives and 
millions were out of power for days. We should not want to contribute to turning 
Kansas into a place where our grid is at risk every time it gets too hot or too cold." 
without providing evidence that renewable energy projects (or solar projects in 
particular) caused or contributed to the Texas outages.  In reality, the primary reasons 
for the Texas grid outages in the winter of 2021 were outages of natural gas fired 
power plants.  See my reference Wind power a smaller contributor to Texas electricity 
crisis than initially estimated, ERCOT analysis shows  which states, in part: 

 

 
 
   

 

 

  
 

Wind power a smaller contributor to Texas 
electricity crisis than initia... 
Erin Douglas 
An updated analysis of the Texas power crisis shows lost natural gas 
power generation was the most significant c... 



 

 

  

  
 

  

"An updated analysis of February’s Texas power crisis by experts at the Electric 
Reliability Council of Texas shows that lost wind power generation was a small 
component of the huge losses in electric generation that plunged much of the 
state into darkness during the severe cold weather. 

While Texas Republicans were quick to blame renewable energy during the 
storm — and have continued to target renewable energy for reform during this 
year’s legislative session — a recently updated report on the causes of 
generator outages during the week of Feb. 14 show that the most significant 
cause of the low power supply to the grid came from natural gas plants shutting 
down or reducing electricity production due to cold weather, equipment failures 
and natural gas shortages." 

4.  Senator Thompson's letter states "As a result of the addition of renewables to our 
power grid over the past 10 years, we now pay approximately $1 Billion dollars more 
in electrical costs than we did in 2011. The cost of the additional infrastructure 
required to back up solar farms and to take the power to the grid gets passed along to 
ratepayers in their bills through various cost recovery mechanisms. Adding more 
renewables will only cause our rates to climb." without providing any substantiation. 
In reality, the cost of solar power has plunged 82% over the past decade 
per Documenting a Decade of Cost Declines for PV Systems.  Current Power 
Purchase Agreement (PPA) electricity pricing being offered by developers of utility-
scale solar projects are the lowest ever as indicated in the quote below from this 
source: https://emp.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/utility-
scale_solar_2021_technical_brief.pdf.  For comparison, this source documents that it 
is more expensive to operate an existing coal fired power plant (like Evergy's 
LaCygne or Lawrence units) than to buy power from a new utility scale solar 
plant. Levelized Cost of Energy and of Storage 

Levelized Cost of Energy and of Storage 
Levelized Cost of Energy & Storage 2020 analyses are in-depth 
studies comparing the costs of energy and storage... 

"Aided by the ITC, most recent PPAs in our sample are priced around $20/MWh 
or less (on a levelized basis, expressed in real 2020 dollars, and including 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

bundled energy, capacity, and RECs) for projects located in the West, and $30-
$40/MWh for projects elsewhere in the continental United States." 

5.  Senator Thompson's letter states "do you know the exact cost of tearing down the 
site once it has outlived its life span? Who will pay to restore the land? Does the 
company have bonding that will ensure county taxpayers won’t be stuck with the bill if 
the operators of this installation go bankrupt or fail?"  Apparently Senator Thompson 
doesn't know that the Johnson County draft zoning regulations already include very 
stringent regulations for solar project developers to post financial security for the 
complete decommissioning of solar facilities and site restoration, including lawful 
recycling or waste disposal of the project materials.  This is a non-issue and county 
taxpayers will be more than adequately protected against footing the bill.  I do not 
believe that NextEra has objected to these provisions. 

Though Senator Thompson's letter includes much more false information and poor 
conclusions, I will stop here.  I believe that I've made my point that the Senator's letter 
should not be considered as accurate information or opinion to base solar zoning 
regulations on.  From my 42 years working in the electric utility industry as a 
professional registered engineer on coal, gas and renewable power plants, I think that 
I speak from a better position of knowledge and experience and not of political 
opinion or ideology.  I have also provided independent verifiable sources for my 
statements.  I would be happy to provide further information or address related topics. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Steven Clark, P.E. 
916-705-3232 
clarkville80@sbcglobal.net 
3242 Kensington Court, EDH, CA 95762 
https://www.linkedin.com/in/steven-clark-p-e-9441b321/ 



 

 

 

 

Received by Planning Dept staff from Steven Clark 

Updated September 2004 Contact: Michele Boyd (202) 454-5134 

Price-Anderson Act: The Billion Dollar Bailout for Nuclear 
Power Mishaps 

The Price-Anderson Act bestows a twofold subsidy on the nuclear industry.  First, the Act artificially 
limits the amount of primary insurance that nuclear operators must carry – an uncalculated indirect 
subsidy in terms of insurance premiums that they don’t have to pay.  This distorts electricity markets 
by masking nuclear power’s unique safety and security risks, granting nuclear power an unfair and 
undesirable competitive advantage over safer energy alternatives.  Second, Price-Anderson caps the 
liability of nuclear operators in the event of a serious accident or attack, leaving taxpayers on the hook 
for most of the damages. This makes capital investment in the nuclear industry more attractive to 
investors because their risk is minimized and fixed. 

Consequently, the Act is a dual-edge sword for the public that it purportedly protects. The legislation 
was intended first of all to bolster investor confidence, whereas victim compensation is secondary. 
Price-Anderson establishes only phantom insurance for the public, then provides a real bailout 
mechanism for the nuclear energy industry by reducing its need to pay for insurance, subsidizing the 
industry at the taxpayers' expense.  

If proposed new reactors are as safe and economical as the nuclear industry claims, the industry should 
be able to privately insure these ventures without an extension of the Price-Anderson crutch.  When 
Congress first enacted Price-Anderson in 1957, it was designed to be a temporary measure to prop up 
an infant industry.  After nearly five decades and billions in hand-outs, it is impossible to justify 
extending subsidies like the Price-Anderson Act. 

Price-Anderson expired for new reactors in December 2003, but was reauthorized for another 20 years 
in the energy bill that was signed into law on August 2005.  

Understanding how the Price-Anderson Act provides a crutch for nuclear energy is important for all 
citizens concerned about the United States’ continued reliance on nuclear power and the vulnerability 
of nuclear plants to terrorist threats. 
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What is the Price-Anderson Act? 
The Price-Anderson Act became law in 1957 as part of amendments to the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954. The Act sets a limit on the monetary liability of companies for a nuclear accident, and defines 
the procedural mechanisms for the industry’s insurance coverage.  

Under the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s (NRC’s) corresponding regulations, nuclear reactor 
owners must obtain $300 million in insurance liability coverage from a private insurer, referred to as 
primary financial protection. One company – Connecticut-based American Nuclear Insurers – 
provides 100 percent of this primary financial protection. In the event of an accident that exceeds $300 
million in damages, the operators of the 103 operating nuclear reactors covered under the Act must pay 
up to $95.8 million1 per reactor to cover costs in retrospective annual premiums capped at $10 million 
per year. This means that the potential total insurance pool financed by private interests is about $10.2 
billion ($300 million primary financial protection + $95.8 million from each of the 103 reactors). 

What are the Problems with Price-Anderson? 
• Nuclear operators are not liable for the entire costs of their own nuclear accidents, and the financial 
burden for this risk is inappropriately transferred to taxpayers. Since corporations under Price-
Anderson are only responsible for around two percent of the estimated cost of a serious accident, 
nuclear power corporations can largely ignore (from a financial perspective) the dangers that reactors 
impose on American communities. 

In the wake of the 1979 Three Mile Island accident, the federally-funded Sandia National Laboratory 
prepared a report on behalf of the NRC known as “CRAC-2.” This 1982 study estimated that damages 
from a severe nuclear accident could run as high as $314 billion – or more than $560 billion in 2000 
dollars. Since that study, the NRC has developed “more realistic” modeling improvements to the 
agency’s probabilistic risk assessment. A review of their 1982 study “found that property damages 
would be twice as much as those calculated in 1982, solely on the basis of the modeling improvements 
made.”2 In addition, the Chernobyl catastrophe has cost the nations of Russia, Ukraine and Belarus 
$358 billion.3 This Chernobyl total, however, is vastly understated, since it does not attempt to 
estimate the costs to other nations, which also experienced health costs from the far-reaching nuclear 
fallout. 

The $10.5 billion provided by private insurance and nuclear reactor operators represents less than two 
percent of the $560 billion in potential costs of a major nuclear accident. Since nuclear reactor 
operators have their liability capped through Price-Anderson, that means taxpayers could be 
responsible and/or the public inadequately compensated for hundreds of billions of dollars in costs 
from an operator foul-up or a terrorist attack. 

• A second major problem is that Price-Anderson is blind to comparative differences in and arbitrarily 
treats the whole industry uniformly. Higher-risk reactors - including older, relicensed reactors with 
aging parts - are not required to carry correspondingly higher levels of insurance coverage.  Moreover, 
the Price-Anderson Act does not stipulate security requirements to protect against terrorism at insured 
reactors. In light of the tragic events of September 11, there should be a thorough and independent 

1 The NRC revised its Price-Anderson regulations on August 4, 2003, slightly increasing the industry’s liability. 
2 Keith O. Fultz, “A Perspective on Liability Protection for a Nuclear Plant Accident,” Government Accounting Office, GAO/RCED87-124, June 

1987, page 40. 
3 Mark Zepezauer and Arthur Naiman, “Take the Rich Off Welfare,” (Tucson, AZ: Odonian Press, 1996), p. 86. 
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assessment of the security needs at U.S. nuclear power facilities before reauthorization of Price-
Anderson is even considered. 

• A third major problem with Price-Anderson is that it distorts the economic viability of the nuclear 
power industry since taxpayers cover the industry’s insurance costs. Not surprisingly, the nuclear 
industry has fought hard to keep the Price-Anderson liability limit. In sworn testimony before 
Congress in May 2001, John L. Quattrocchi, senior vice-president of the company that provides most 
of the private insurance for the nuclear industry (American Nuclear Insurers) stated, “[k]nowing the 
extent of one’s liability provides economic stability and incentives that would not exist without a 
limit.” Translation: taxpayers, not the nuclear industry, should bear the brunt of the potential risks of a 
severe nuclear accident, in order to make their company a stable investment for shareholders. 

• A fourth problem is that Price-Anderson was originally intended by Congress to be a temporary 
solution to what they thought was a temporary problem – the refusal of private insurers to underwrite 
the risks of nuclear power. In a 1957 report, the U.S. Senate wrote that Price-Anderson would only be 
needed for ten years because “…the problem of reactor safety will be to a great extent solved and the 
insurance people will have had an experience on which to base a sound program of their own.”  But the 
historical record debunks this initial optimism. Nuclear reactors continue to experience significant 
safety problems. These safety concerns have increased substantially in the wake of the September 11 
terrorist attacks. The mature nuclear industry has failed to prove its safety record – which should be 
reason enough for skepticism about the proposed new reactors that backers of Price-Anderson 
reauthorization seek to promote. 

• Fifth, while $10.5 billion is not enough, there is scant assurance that even those funds would be 
available if required. The bulk of that amount would be paid in so-called “retrospective” premiums, 
wherein reactor operators don’t have to pay the premiums until after the accident, with very little in the 
way of up-front guarantees. With electricity deregulation, many nuclear power plants have been 
purchased by or transferred to unregulated merchant operators that do not have a guaranteed rate base. 
Their Price-Anderson obligations - and public’s financial protection in the case of a nuclear mishap - is 
backed by nothing more than the continued stability of energy conglomerates. And from Pacific Gas & 
Electric’s bankruptcy to the shattered retirement savings of Enron employees, energy conglomerates 
have shown themselves to be anything but stable.  The Price-Anderson Act is vague on what the 
government’s financial obligations are in the event funds are unavailable from the nuclear industry, but 
this scenario would likely increase the burden on taxpayers. 

• The total effect of Price-Anderson is large opportunity to evade responsibility if there is an accident 
and victims require payment of damages. Thus, the Act has no fault liability for reactor operators, and 
injured victims are precluded from directly suing vendors or manufacturers responsible for the 
accident. 

The execution of the law after a major accident poses legal hurdles to a victim seeking compensation. 
The Act states that jurisdiction over an accident falls to the federal district court. Thus, the Act restricts 
plaintiffs’ ability to utilize any state laws which go above and beyond federal protections. Furthermore, 
no fault liability limits reactor operator accountability even if they are reckless or criminally negligent. 
Moreover, Price-Anderson protects nuclear operators from punitive damages that are not covered 
under their private insurance coverage. 
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• Similarly, Price-Anderson Act indemnifies Department of Energy nuclear contractors even in cases 
of gross negligence and willful misconduct, which seems to discourage contractor accountability and a 
safety culture. No other government agency provides this level of taxpayer indemnification to non-
government personnel. 

Why the Act is important now? 
The President and leaders in Congress, touting the viability of nuclear power to meet America’s energy 
needs, are calling for the construction of a new generation of nuclear reactors. Since the nuclear 
industry has admitted that they would be unable to compete with alternative energy sources without 
this billion-dollar subsidy, Congress is now debating Price-Anderson renewal. If the nuclear power 
industry is willing to propose building new reactors in America’s communities, the least they could do 
is stand behind their own technology and accept 100 percent liability for any nuclear accident that 
occurs. Safety might become a serious concern for the industry if they knew that they actually would 
have to pay for anything that goes wrong. In light of the September 11 attacks, security limitations at 
nuclear power plants are all the more serious. Continuing to hide behind Price-Anderson’s taxpayer 
bailout is dangerous for America’s communities and pocketbook. 
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Received by Planning Dept staff from Steven Clark 

Fossil Fuel Subsidies: A Closer Look at Tax Breaks and Societal Costs 

July 2019 

There is a long history of government intervention in energy markets. Numerous energy subsidies exist in the U.S. 

tax code to promote or subsidize the production of cheap and abundant fossil energy. Some of these subsidies have 

been around for a century, and while the United States has enjoyed unparalleled economic growth over the past 

100 years—thanks in no small part to cheap energy—in many cases, the circumstances relevant at the time 

subsidies were implemented no longer exist. Today, the domestic fossil fuel industries (namely, coal, oil and natural 

gas) are mature and generally highly profitable. Additionally, numerous clean and renewable alternatives exist, 

which have become increasingly price-competitive with traditional fossil fuels. 

The 116th Congress is weighing potential policy mechanisms to reduce the impact of climate change and cap global 

warming to an internationally agreed upon target of no more than 2 degrees Celsius (3.6 degrees Fahrenheit). As a 

result, fossil fuel tax subsidies, as well as other mechanisms of support, have received additional scrutiny from 

lawmakers and the public regarding their current suitability, scale and effectiveness. Indeed, the subsidies 

undermine policy goals of reducing greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuels. 

The United States provides a number of tax subsidies to the fossil fuel 

industry as a means of encouraging domestic energy production. These A recent analysis published in Nature 

Energy found that continuing current include both direct subsidies to corporations, as well as other tax benefits 
fossil fuel subsidies would make itto the fossil fuel industry. Conservative estimates put U.S. direct subsidies 
profitable to extract half of all to the fossil fuel industry at roughly $20 billion per year; with 20 percent 
domestic oil reserves. This could currently allocated to coal and 80 percent to natural gas and crude oil.1 

increase U.S. oil production by 17 European Union subsidies are estimated to total 55 billion euros annually.2 

billion barrels over the next few 

decades and emit an additional 6 Historically, subsidies granted to the fossil fuel industry were designed to 
billion tons of carbon dioxide.lower the cost of fossil fuel production and incentivize new domestic energy 

sources.3 Today, U.S. taxpayer dollars continue to fund many fossil fuel 

subsidies that are outdated, but remain embedded within the tax code. At a time when renewable energy 

technology is increasingly cost-competitive with fossil power generation, and a coordinated strategy must be 

developed to mitigate climate change, the broader utility of fossil fuel subsidies is being questioned. 

There are many kinds of costs associated with fossil fuel use in the form of greenhouse gas emissions and other 

pollution resulting from the extraction and burning of fossil fuels. These negative externalities have adverse 

environmental, climate, and public health impacts, and are estimated to have totaled $5.3 trillion globally in 2015 

alone.4 
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Subsidizing an industry with such large, negative impacts is difficult to justify. Public subsidies should be consistent 

with an overarching, coordinated, and coherent energy policy that not only considers the supply of affordable, 

reliable power, but also public health impacts, climate change, and environmental degradation. While both 

Democratic and Republican administrations and lawmakers have discussed repealing fossil fuel subsidies, no 

significant action has been taken to-date. 

Several international institutions, including the G20,5 the International Energy Agency,6 and the Organization of 

Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD),7 have called for the phase-out of fossil fuel subsidies. The 

European Union has also called for such a phase-out but has not yet taken concrete actions. 

But rather than being phased out, fossil fuel subsidies are actually increasing. The latest International Monetary 

Fund (IMF) report estimates 6.5 percent of global GDP ($5.2 trillion) was spent on fossil fuel subsidies in 2017, a half 

trillion dollar increase since 2015. The largest subsidizers are China ($1.4 trillion in 2015), the United States ($649 

billion) and Russia ($551 billion).8 According to the IMF, "fossil fuels account for 85 percent of all global subsidies," 

and reducing these subsidies "would have lowered global carbon emissions by 28 percent and fossil fuel air pollution 

deaths by 46 percent, and increased government revenue by 3.8 percent of GDP."9 An Overseas Development 

Institute study found that subsidies for coal-fired power increased almost three-fold, to $47.3 billion per year, from 

2014 to 2017.10 

U.S. Tax Subsidies to the Fossil Fuel Industry 

The federal government provides numerous subsidies, both direct and indirect, to the fossil fuel industry. Special 
provisions in the U.S. tax code designed to specifically support and reward domestic fossil fuel‐related production 
are direct subsidies. Other provisions in the tax code aimed at businesses in general create indirect subsidies that 
are not exclusive to the fossil fuels industry. In certain cases, quantifying these subsidies is fairly simple. In the case 
of indirect subsidies, establishing an amount associated with these subsidies is more challenging. While not covered 
in this fact sheet, another source of federal aid to the fossil fuel industry is the discounted cost of leasing federal 
lands for fossil fuel extraction. Some fossil fuel subsidies provide public assistance, such as the Low Income Home 
Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP), which assists low-income households with heating costs. 

In May 2019, the UN Environment Programme (UNEP) published a report detailing an internationally accepted 
methodology that will help countries make their fossil fuel subsidies more transparent.11 

Direct Subsidies_ 

Intangible Drilling Costs Deduction (26 U.S. Code § 263. Active). This provision allows companies to deduct a 

majority of the costs incurred from drilling new wells domestically. In its analysis of President Trump’s Fiscal Year 
2017 Budget Proposal, the Joint Committee on Taxation (JCT) estimated that eliminating tax breaks for intangible 

drilling costs would generate $1.59 billion in revenue in 2017, or $13 billion in the next ten years.12 

Percentage Depletion (26 U.S. Code § 613. Active). Depletion is an accounting method that works much like 

depreciation, allowing businesses to deduct a certain amount from their taxable income as a reflection of declining 

production from a reserve over time. However, with standard cost depletion, if a firm were to extract 10 percent of 

recoverable oil from a property, the depletion expense would be ten percent of capital costs. In contrast, 

percentage depletion allows firms to deduct a set percentage from their taxable income. Because percentage 

depletion is not based on capital costs, total deductions can exceed capital costs. This provision is limited to 
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independent producers and royalty owners. In its analysis of the President’s Fiscal Year 2017 Budget Proposal, the 

JCT estimated that eliminating percentage depletion for coal, oil and natural gas would generate $12.9 billion in the 

next ten years.12 

Credit for Clean Coal Investment Internal Revenue Code § 48A (Active) and 48B (Inactive). These subsidies create 

a series of tax credits for energy investments, particularly for coal. In 2005, Congress authorized $1.5 billion in 

credits for integrated gasification combined cycle properties, with $800 million of this amount reserved specifically 

for coal projects. In 2008, additional incentives for carbon sequestration were added to IRC § 48B and 48A. These 

included 30 percent investment credits, which were made available for gasification projects that sequester 75 

percent of carbon emissions, as well as advanced coal projects that sequester 65 percent of carbon emissions.13 

Eliminating credits for investment in these projects would save $1 billion between 2017 and 2026.14 

Nonconventional Fuels Tax Credit (Internal Revenue Code § 45. Inactive). Sunsetted in 2014, this tax credit was 

created by the Crude Oil Windfall Profit Tax Act of 1980 to promote domestic energy production and reduce 

dependence on foreign oil. Although amendments to the act limited the list of qualifying fuel sources, this credit 

provided $12.2 billion to the coal industry from 2002-2010.13 

Indirect Subsidies_ 

Last In, First Out Accounting (26 U.S. Code § 472. Active). The Last In, First Out accounting method (LIFO) allows oil 

and gas companies to sell the fuel most recently added to their reserves first, as opposed to selling older reserves 

first under the traditional First In, First Out (FIFO) method. This allows the most expensive reserves to be sold first, 

reducing the value of their inventory for taxation purposes. 

Foreign Tax Credit (26 U.S. Code § 901. Active). Typically, when firms operating in foreign countries pay royalties 

abroad they can deduct these expenses from their taxable income. Instead of claiming royalty payments as 

deductions, oil and gas companies are able to treat them as fully deductible foreign income tax. In 2016, the JCT 

estimated that closing this loophole for all American businesses operating in countries that do not tax corporate 

income would generate $12.7 billion in tax revenue over the course of the following decade.12 

Master Limited Partnerships (Internal Revenue Code § 7704. Indirect. Active). Many oil and gas companies are 

structured as Master Limited Partnerships (MLPs). This structure combines the investment advantages of publicly 

traded corporations with the tax benefits of partnerships. While shareholders still pay personal income tax, the MLP 

itself is exempt from corporate income taxes. More than three-quarters of MLPs are fossil fuel companies.15 This 

provision is not available to renewable energy companies. 

Domestic Manufacturing Deduction (IRC §199. Indirect. Inactive). Put in place in 2004, this subsidy supported a 

range of companies by decreasing their effective corporate tax rate. While this deduction was available to domestic 

manufacturers, it nevertheless benefitted fossil fuel companies by allowing “oil producers to claim a tax break 
intended for U.S. manufacturers to prevent job outsourcing”.16 The Office of Management and Budget estimated 

that repealing this deduction for coal and other hard mineral fossil fuels would have saved $173 million between 

2012 and 2016. This subsidy was repealed by the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (P.L. 115 – 97) starting fiscal year 2018. 17 
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Recent Efforts to Reform and Repeal Fossil Fuel Subsidies in Congress 

Clean Energy for America Act (S. 1288): Introduced in May 2019 and 

sponsored by Senator Wyden (D-OR), S.1288 amends the Internal Revenue 

Code to replace the 44 existing energy tax credits with three technology 

neutral tax provisions that would incentivize the use of low and zero-

emissions technologies, including clean electricity, clean transportation and 

energy efficiency. The bill is cosponsored by 25 Democrats. 

“Let’s look at the oil and gas 

subsidies, let’s take them away. 
Let’s let them compete just like 
everyone else at the same 

level. We can do that with the 

tax code to take those special 

provisions away.” 

Rep. Fred Upton (R-MI) 

Financing Our Energy Future Act (S. 1841): Formerly the MLP Parity Act, S.1841 has been reintroduced in the 

116th Congress and allows renewable energy firms to benefit from the MLP structure by expanding the types of 

energy generation that qualify. The bill, sponsored by Sen. Christopher Coons (D-DE) and cosponsored by six 

Republicans, four Democrats and an Independent, has broad appeal and does not prevent fossil fuel companies 

from continuing to structure as MLPs. 

Off Fossil Fuels for a Better Future Act (H.R. 3671): Introduced by Rep. Tulsi Gabbard (D-HI) in the 115th Congress, 

H.R. 3671 amends several sections of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to eliminate subsidies aimed specifically 

at the fossil fuel industry. The bill had 45 Democratic cosponsors. 

Fossil Fuel Research, Development, and Deployment 

The fossil fuel industry receives substantial government funding for research and development. Federal funding for 

fossil fuels is largely administered by the Department of Energy (DOE) through three initiatives: the Office of 

Advanced Fossil Energy R&D, the Loan Guarantee Program, and the National Energy Technology Lab. Annual 

appropriations and grants directed toward the fossil fuel industry can also be considered direct subsidies, as they 

are directly related to maintaining the competitiveness of the industry. Efforts to make coal more economical and 

cleaner—despite declining natural gas and renewable energy prices—have been a particular focus of the federal 

government’s funding, as has Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS). CCS technologies capture carbon dioxide from 

power and industrial sectors and store it deep underground in geological formations, or turn it into useable products, 

such as fuels or chemicals. 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Inactive). The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 

was an economic stimulus package of $787 billion. As part of this package, the Office of Fossil Energy received $3.4 

billion toward fossil fuel research and development between 2009 and 2011. The funds primarily supported R&D 

of carbon capture and storage technologies.18 

DOE Advanced Fossil Loan Programs Office (Active). The Department of Energy’s Loan Programs Office (DOE LPO) 

was created in 2005 to provide loans to innovative energy, tribal energy, and advanced auto manufacturing projects. 

While the DOE LPO is primarily focused on financing first-of-kind renewable and efficiency technologies, it has also 

designated $8 billion for loans to advanced fossil fuel projects that aim to avoid or sequester greenhouse gases. 

Originally, the program was aimed solely at coal technologies and was later expanded to include any fossil fuel. The 

first two loan solicitations did not result in any loan guarantees, largely because falling natural gas prices have made 

new coal projects uneconomical. 
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In December 2016, the LPO made its first fossil award to the Lake Charles Methanol Project, which received an 

initial commitment of $2 billion. The project would have produced methanol from the gasification of petcoke, a 

product of petroleum refining. However, projected costs increased following tariffs on Chinese imports, and the 

project has stalled. As of September 2018, construction had not begun.19,20 

DOE Fossil Energy Research & Development Office 

(Active). Historically, DOE’s advanced fossil energy 
R&D focused on reducing harmful emissions from 

coal-fired power plants, such as those responsible 

for acid rain. Today, the office is focused on 

advanced power generation, power plant 

efficiency, water management, and carbon capture 

and storage technologies (CCS), as well as the 

development of unconventional oil and gas 
19resources. 

In examining DOE’s fossil energy portfolio, the 
dollars directed towards preserving coal as a viable 

power source warrant closer examination. Between 2010 and 2017, the Department of Energy provided $2.66 

billion to support 794 advanced fossil energy research and development projects: 785 of these were R&D projects, 

and the remaining nine were demonstration projects to evaluate the commercial readiness of carbon capture and 

storage technologies, mostly for coal. These projects received between $13 million and $284 million. Of the 785 

remaining projects, 89 percent focused on coal research and development, including for coal gasification, where 

coal is converted to synthesis gas (“syngas”) that may be used for generating electricity and other purposes.19 During 

this same seven-year period, 91 percent of total fossil R&D money ($1.4 billion) was spent on coal-related 

research. For fiscal year 2019, Congress appropriated $740 million for Fossil Energy Research and Development, 

with continued emphasis on the continued use of coal-fired power. 

DOE Office of Fossil Energy R&D FY2019 Funding 

Select Examples 

Coal Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) 

and Power Systems 

$25 million 

Carbon Storage (CCS retrofits at coal 

and natural gas facilities) 

$30 million 

Advanced Energy Systems: efficiency, 

reliability & flexible operations 

$37 million 

National Energy Technology Laboratory 

Coal Research and Development 

$18 million 

Unconventional Fossil Energy 

Technologies (unconventional gas & oil) 

$13.5 million 

Coal-Fired Power & Carbon Dioxide Removal 

There is a scientific consensus that carbon dioxide removal technologies, such as 
Despite significant federal Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) and Direct Air Capture (DAC), will be required 

to stabilize atmospheric concentrations of CO2 over the coming decades. The investment, Carbon Capture 

majority of 1.5°C and even 2°C warming scenarios, as reported by the and Storage technology is 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), rely heavily on such carbon unlikely to sustain the 
dioxide utilization and storage (CCUS) strategies to manage atmospheric domestic use of coal power. 
concentrations of CO2. 

However, CCS technologies are still not widely commercialized. In the United States, there are only 10 carbon 

capture facilities, and only one of these is at a coal plant.21 Given both the current negative economics of coal for 

power generation, and the energy intensity of carbon capture and storage, CCS is very unlikely to sustain the 

domestic use of coal power. Instead, the most promising avenues for CCS applications include energy-intensive 

industrial sectors, direct air capture of CO2, carbon utilization, and carbon capture in natural gas power plants. To 

reach ambitious climate targets as quickly and cost-effectively as possible, phasing out coal’s use as a source of 
energy will remain necessary.22 
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Financing Fossil Fuel Projects Abroad 

In addition to research and development projects funded through Department of Energy programs, the fossil fuel 

industry receives federal funding in the form of project loans, grants, and guarantees from the Overseas Private 

Investment Corporation (OPIC) and the United States Export-Import Bank (EXIM). These sources of funding are 

meant to provide capital and fiscal security for investments in emerging markets overseas, but in many cases serve 

to subsidize the expansion of the mature and highly profitable fossil fuel industry. This can result in increased 

greenhouse gas emissions from projects in countries with weaker environmental regulations. 

Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC). OPIC is the U.S. Government’s development finance institution, 

which supports American businesses in emerging markets abroad. OPIC provides “investors with financing, political 

risk insurance, and support for private equity funds."23 Between 2010 and 2015, OPIC committed more than $6 

billion in financing to renewable energy projects, and in 2008 set a target to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from 

new projects by 50 percent by 2023.24 While OPIC has dramatically increased its funding for renewable energy 

projects, it continues to support fossil energy, as well. Some examples of OPIC funded projects include: 

 The revitalization of the aging Palagua oil field in Colombia. In 2004, OPIC gave a $3.8 million loan to Joshi 

Technologies to support this project, which enabled the company to extract more than 4,000 barrels of oil 

per day for over a decade.25 

 In 2017, OPIC committed $250 million for a natural gas project in Jordan, which is expected to emit the 

equivalent of 617,000 tons of carbon dioxide per year.26 

 In 2018, Kosovo government officials sought out OPIC to help them finance a new coal-fired power plant 

that had lost its loan guarantee from the World Bank, after the Bank chose to halt financing for new coal 

projects.27 

United States Export-Import Bank (EXIM). EXIM is the credit agency of the United States government, providing 

credit to facilitate the export of American goods and services. While President Obama’s 2013 Climate Action Plan 
called for an end to government funding for overseas coal-fired power plants (with limited exceptions where no 

viable alternatives exist or where CCS technology is utilized),28 EXIM continues to fund fossil energy development 

overseas. Over the past 15 years, EXIM has lent or issued billions in grants to fossil fuel projects. They include: 

 $14.8 billion dollars in grants and loans for 78 projects in the petroleum sector (2001 – 2018). 

 Financing $900 million in U.S. mining exports (2010). 

 Lending $4.5 billion to the power sector in 2009, much of which went to the coal and petroleum sectors.29 

This included the construction of a liquefied natural gas (LNG) project in Mozambique in 2016. The project 

is estimated to produce 5.2 million tons of carbon dioxide per year.30 

Externalities and Social Costs of Fossil Fuels 

Ultimately, the true price of carbon and other pollutants are not reflected in the actual cost of fossil fuels and fossil-

derived products. Economists refer to such discrepancies as externalities. Fossil fuel externalities, including societal 

costs, environmental costs, and health costs, are largely overlooked in the process of incentivizing fossil fuel 

production through policy mechanisms. The undervaluation of fossil fuel externalities disproportionately affects 

communities that are the most vulnerable to the health and environmental impacts of fossil fuel combustion and 
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extraction, namely minority and low-income populations that are more likely to live near facilities that produce high 

amounts of pollutants, such as ports, airports, highways, and petrochemical refineries. Addressing fossil fuel 

externalities could save taxpayers billions of dollars in societal costs and improve the health and quality of life for 

many people. Below is an outline of some major costs to consider. 

Social Cost of Carbon (SCC) 

The Social Cost of Carbon reflects the negative societal impacts of climate change (including the spread of diseases, 

decreased food security, coastal vulnerabilities, and public health costs), which is caused by manmade carbon 

emissions. The SCC is used as a metric to inform federal decision-making on environmental policies, as well as a 

factor to consider in cost-benefit analyses of such policies.31 A federal Interagency Working Group created an 

estimate for the SCC in 2010 which considered the costs of carbon on a global scale. The Trump administration is 

seeking to revalue the SCC by shifting from a global valuation to a national valuation, in which only the effects on 

the lower 48 states are considered, and by altering the discount rate (used to convert future outcomes into present 

dollars).32 Increasing the discount rate discounts the impacts on future generations. 

Under the original framework, the SCC in 2015 was $36 per metric ton of CO2 at a 3 percent discount rate.33 This is 

still viewed as a conservative estimate, since there is insufficient data to fully quantify all the externalities resulting 

from global CO2 emissions. With the Trump administration's proposed changes, that valuation falls to $6 per metric 

ton (at a 3 percent discount rate) and $1 at a 7 percent discount rate.34 

Health Externalities 

Burning fossil fuels creates air pollutants such 

as particulate matter, carbon monoxide, sulfur 

dioxide, ozone, and mercury. These pollutants 

lead to health impacts including asthma, lung 

disease, bronchitis, and other chronic 

respiratory diseases that may lead to 

premature death. Air pollutants from fossil 

fuels also contribute to the development of 

lung and other cancers; lung cancer accounts 

for 30 percent of cancer-related deaths each 

year.35 Air pollutants, such as those released 

from vehicles and power plants that rely on 

the combustion of fossil fuels, cause 200,000 

premature deaths each year.36 

Taking into account the coal power sector 

alone, it is estimated that fine particulate matter from U.S. coal plants resulted in 13,200 deaths, 9,700 

hospitalizations, and 20,000 heart attacks in 2010.37 Coal-fired power plants are also the largest source of airborne 

mercury emissions in the United States. Mercury can move through the food chain and accumulate in the flesh of 

fish, posing the greatest risk to pregnant women.38 

Figure 1: Data from “The Health Costs of Inaction with Respect to Air Pollution,” by 
Pascale Scapecchi, Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, 
Environmental Working Papers, No. 2. 
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Environmental Externalities 

Extraction and refining of fossil fuel may result in a host of negative outcomes including landscape degradation, risk 

for spills, and other unintentional environmental damage. Coal mining operations have the potential to cause 

pollution across the supply chain, from extraction to burning. In the United States, coal is often extracted using 

mountaintop removal and strip mining, which involves clearing the vegetation, soil, and rock above coal deposits. 

This leads to permanent damage of landscapes and the creation of massive amounts of mine wastes. Strip mining 

is used in roughly 65 percent of American coal production.39 

After coal is burned, it leaves behind coal ash, a combustion byproduct containing heavy metals like arsenic, 

mercury, and chromium, which are considered toxic. Coal ash is one of the largest sources of industrial waste in the 

United States, and a 2018 analysis of industry data found that 95 percent of coal ash storage sites have 

contaminated groundwater at levels deemed unsafe by the EPA.40 In the flooding that followed Hurricane Florence, 

several coal ash storage sites in North Carolina overflowed or were damaged, spilling contaminated water into 

surrounding areas.41 

Oil spills are perhaps the best known fossil fuel-related environmental dangers. The 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill 

polluted 1,300 miles of shore and cost about $2 billion to clean up. The 2010 Deepwater Horizon oil spill, the largest 

ever, released 3.19 million barrels of crude oil into the Gulf of Mexico and cost BP (the company responsible) $61.6 

billion.42 That same year, the 2010 Enbridge spill in southwest Michigan released more than 20,100 barrels of tar 

sands oil into the Kalamazoo River, creating one of the largest inland oil spills in U.S. history.43 The ongoing Taylor 

oil spill is on track to become the largest in American history, having released tens of thousands of gallons every 

day into the Gulf of Mexico for more than 14 years.44 

Conclusion 

In seeking fiscal reforms that have the potential to save taxpayer dollars while simultaneously addressing 

greenhouse gas emissions, phasing out subsidies for the fossil fuel industry should be a priority for federal 

policymakers. These subsidies aid an industry that is mature, well-established, and with an abundant private 

financing stream. Reducing the subsidies fossil fuel stakeholders receive can help correct inefficient economic 

interventions into energy markets, save billions of taxpayer dollars, and reduce negative social and environmental 

impacts. 

Authors: Clayton Coleman and Emma Dietz 
Editors: Brian LaShier, Jessie Stolark, Amaury Laporte 

This fact sheet is available electronically (with hyperlinks and endnotes) at www.eesi.org/papers. 

The Environmental and Energy Study Institute (EESI) is a non-profit organization founded in 1984 by a bipartisan 
Congressional caucus dedicated to finding innovative environmental and energy solutions. EESI works to protect the climate 
and ensure a healthy, secure, and sustainable future for America through policymaker education, coalition building, and 
policy development in the areas of energy efficiency, renewable energy, agriculture, forestry, transportation, buildings, and 
urban planning. 
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From: Joyce Whittier 
To: Davis, Leslie, PLN 
Subject: Sen. Moran 
Date: Monday, October 11, 2021 7:59:25 PM 
Attachments: Excerpt from Sen. Moran"s newsletter - 10-11-12.docx 

***This message came from outside of Johnson County Government - please use caution 
when opening attachments or links.*** 

Leslie, 

I would like this to be added to the packet for tomorrow's meeting.  It has nothing to do with 
my presentation, but it does mention the increased cost of energy stemming from green 
energy. 

Thank you, 

Joyce 



Received by Planning Dept staff from Joyce Whittier 

Excerpt from Sen. Jerry Moran’s newsletter – 10-11-12 

Kansas Municipal Utilities 
This week, I met with Kansas Municipal Utilities to discuss comparable tax incentives for 
renewable energy and the harm House Democrats’ proposed Clean Electricity Payment 
Program would have on energy affordability and reliability. We also discussed the importance 

    

 
     

  
   

  
     

  

    
    

     
    

   
   

  

of the federal funds being allowed to assist Kansas energy consumers who face extraordinarily 
high energy bills as a result of Winter Storm Uri and the subsequent, severe natural gas 
shortage that occurred earlier this year. 

In June, I worked to secure clarification from the U.S. Treasury that Coronavirus State and Local 
Fiscal Recovery Funds may be used as grants for households, small businesses and nonprofits 
with inflated utility bills from the natural gas shortage during Winter Storm Uri. This 
clarification follows my questioning of Treasury Secretary Janet Yellen in March regarding the 
flexible use of federal funds provided to state and local governments to address the distressing 
circumstances many Kansans faced as a result of the extreme weather. Thank you to Kansas 
Municipal Utilities delegation for your time and for sharing their insights into these issues. 



From: larry price 
To: PLN-Planner on Duty 
Subject: Solar Panel Farms 
Date: Monday, October 11, 2021 3:19:35 PM 

[You don't often get email from pricetag30@icloud.com. Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 

***This message came from outside of Johnson County Government - please use caution when opening attachments 
or links.*** 

To Whom It May Concern: 

My name is Larry A.Price and I own 9 acres of land that my Wife and I live on at 419 E 2400th Road Edgerton,KS 
66021.I am Strongly Against building a Solar Panel Farm in front and around my property!There are dangerous 
health side effects to this happening and do not want this to be an Immediate Threat to myself and my 
family.There’s a reason why I chose to buy property in this area and a Solar Panel Farm is a SLAP in the face to 
myself and the residents that are around me.We DONT want it HERE! 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: larry price 
To: PLN-Planner on Duty 
Subject: Oct 12th Solar Panel Board Meeting 
Date: Monday, October 11, 2021 3:22:51 PM 

[You don't often get email from pricetag30@icloud.com. Learn why this is important at 
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification.] 

***This message came from outside of Johnson County Government - please use caution when opening attachments 
or links.*** 

Larry A. Price 
419 E 2400th Road Edgerton,KS 66021 
9138329123 

Sent from my iPhone 



 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 

From: Jacqueline Smith 
To: PLN-Planner on Duty 
Subject: Fwd: Johnson County Planning Commission 
Date: Tuesday, October 12, 2021 8:21:50 AM 
Attachments: ASGA-SolarGrazing_brochure2021.pdf 

You don't often get email from jacqueline@centralgrazingco.com. Learn why this is important 

***This message came from outside of Johnson County Government - please use caution 
when opening attachments or links.*** 

To Whom It May Concern, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the photovoltaic development for 
Johnson County. 

I am the founder and CEO of Central Grazing Company, a vertically integrated 
regenerative lamb company located in Douglas County, Kansas. We are a national 
brand and sell lamb products to the natural and grass-fed wholesale, retail, food 
service, and direct to consumer markets. 

Over the past months, I have been in communication with several energy companies 
interested in a partnership with Central Grazing Company to provide management of 
the grasslands surrounding the solar panels using our flocks. The Project Manager for 
NextEra, Billy Wilkins, recently visited with me about the potential of this partnership. 
This opportunity will support Central Grazing Company's scale and scale for other 
shepherds. In addition, this will develop and build critical infrastructure that will allow 
us to create a robust regional food system. This has significant importance in 
developing a new agricultural industry with substantial job creation for our local 
farming community. 

I know several critical conversations need to happen to protect our natural resources 
and community development. I am interested in contributing to the discussion in any 
way. 

Please reach out with any questions. 

In community, 
Jacqueline Smith 
Founder & CEO 
Central Grazing Company 
www.centralgrazingcompany.com 



-- 

Attachment: ASGA Solar Grazing Brochure 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Jeremy LaFaver <jeremylafaver@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Sep 20, 2021 at 11:22 AM 
Subject: Johnson County Planning Commission 
To: Jacqueline Smith <jacqueline@centralgrazingco.com> 

Hi Jacqueline, 

Johnson county is taking public comments at the email address: planner@jocogov.org 

These comments and any other submitted research articles will then be added to the public 
record. 

They recently heard from a consultant a number of very excessive, arbitrary regulations that 
would make this kind of project likely impossible. 

One of the big things was the arbitrary 2,000 acre cap. In order to maintain wildlife corridors 
and limit environmental impact, the total size of projects like this may need to expand beyond 
an arbitrary acreage cap. A compact, square, fully-covered project might be 2,000 acres, but 
that would be environmentally devastating in Johnson County (or anywhere besides a desert, 
quite frankly). Realistically, projects like this need to be nestled into the rolling hills of rural 
Johnson and Douglas county and that may force the overall size to reach beyond an arbitrary 
cap size. 

There was also some talk recently about how this kind of development would strip the land of 
its usefulness, leaving it barren and desolate. I think it's important for folks to know this isn't 
necessarily true and that you've been in touch with several solar companies (NextEra doesn't 
care if you mention their name) that are interested in finding out how to blend the two 
industries in potentially mutually beneficial ways. But, in order for those things to happen, the 
regulators can't have excessive regulations that make the project economically unfeasible or 
make the project so compact and condense that environmental impacts are more significant. 

Looking forward to talking again soon! 

Best, 
Jeremy 

Jeremy LaFaver 

816.654.3666 
JeremyLaFaver@gmail.com 



 
 

 

-- 

_______ 

Jacqueline Smith 
CEO, Central Grazing Company 
Facebook | Twitter | Instagram 

This email may contain confidential and privileged material for the intended recipient's sole use (s). Any review, use, distribution, or disclosure by 
others is strictly prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient (or authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply email 
and delete all copies of this message. 



 

 

 
 

  

 
 

  
 

 

 

What is 

SOLAR GRAZING 
and 

HOW DOES IT WORK? 

Received by  Planning Dept staff  from Jacqueline Smith  

Solar grazing is the method of vegetation control on a solar site using grazing 
livestock. Sheep are most often used for this work as they are best suited for 
solar installations due to their size and grazing behavior. 

Solar companies contract with local sheep farmers to move the sheep onto 
the site in the spring, care for them through the grazing season, and move 
them off of the site for the winter. The shepherds provide water and minerals, 
monitor the health of the sheep and manage them to ensure vegetation 
doesn’t become overgrown and shade the solar panels. 

Sheep enjoy eating many types of weeds and invasive species, and are 
good at grazing underneath the panels where it is more labor intensive to 
mechanically mow. The well designed perimeter fence around a site contains 
the sheep and protects them from predators. The solar panels provide the 
sheep shelter from rain, wind, and direct sun on hot days. 



 
 

 
  

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
   

 

 

 

Does solar grazing provide a meaningful opportunity for farmers? 
The opportunity presented by solar grazing has the potential to be a game changer 
in terms of how both small and large sheep producers can realize value from their 
animals. Grazing sheep on solar sites helps to maintain a rural landscape, adds 
additional income streams to local farms, and enhances land stewardship. 

Why do sheep farmers participate in solar grazing? 
New pastures and good fences bring sheep farmers to solar sites, providing an 
opportunity to sustain healthier and larger flocks. The sheep farmer usually enters 
into a contract with the solar owner who will pay the farmer to keep the vegetation in 
check, request for performance guarantees and insurance. The additional income helps 
the sheep farmer secure their farm operation. The solar owner will often supply other 
accommodation such as access to water or electricity. Solar Grazing Contract Templates 
are available for download at www.solargrazing.org. 

Do farmers need special sheep to get under the panels? 
No. There are dozens of varieties of sheep being used for this work. The most common 
sheep breeds used for solar grazing are Katahdins and Dorpers, which are standard 
sized sheep. 

Who does this and where? 
At last count, the U.S. has over 15,000 acres of solar sites maintained with sheep. 
Canada, the United Kingdom, France, Japan, Australia and South America all use 
sheep to maintain the vegetation around and beneath solar arrays. 

What about the bees? 
Solar sites can host honeybees -
and some host hives - along with 
grazing sheep. There are sites in 
North America where sheep farmers 
work alongside the beekeeper to 
their mutual benefit. Each solar 
site manager should work with 
the sheep farmer to develop a 
grazing plan that meets the needs 
of all parties. A Solar Beekeeping 
Contract Template is available for 
download at www.solargrazing.org. 

Photo by Dennis Schroeder / NREL 
National Renewable Energy Lab 

The American Solar Grazing Association (ASGA) is a nonprofit group of sheep farmers 
and solar companies that has organized themselves to answer questions and educate 
others about solar grazing. For more information and for assistance in getting your 
flock started with solar grazing sites, please contact ASGA at info@solargrazing.org. 

www.solargrazing.org 



  

    

     
      

    
    

                 
              

              
             

    

   
                
           

           
               

             
 

  
             

             
           

            
            

From: Leipzig, Jay, PLN 
To: Davis, Leslie, PLN 
Subject: FW: Utility Scale Solar Facility 
Date: Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:45:25 AM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Jay C. Leipzig, AICP, CEcD 
Director 
111 South Cherry, Suite 2000. Olathe, KS 66061 
☏ (913) 715-2200 | 7 (913) 715-2222  Cell (816) 564-7744 

jocogov.org | @jocogov | F/jocogov 

From: Lee Ann Antes <leeannantes@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 4, 2021 2:00 PM 
To: Leipzig, Jay, PLN <Jay.Leipzig@jocogov.org> 
Subject: Utility Scale Solar Facility 

You don't often get email from leeannantes@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important 

***This message came from outside of Johnson County Government - please use caution 
when opening attachments or links.*** 

The time has arrived to do the responsible thing for all the citizens of 
Johnson County. The time is now to not cater to Big Solar and a few 
landowners who stand to gain a lot at the expense of their neighbors. I have 
several points I would like for you to consider in developing the standards for 
solar installations in Johnson County. 

1. Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
I would like to see the initial CUP be issued for 10 yrs. Near the end of 

that term the solar company evaluates site operations, the BoCC holds a 
public hearing to gather input, prior to a recommendation on approval or 
denial of a 5 yr. renewal. That would allow any issues that have arisen to be 
rectified or improved going forward. I would like to see this process at every 
CUP renewal. 

2. Maximum Project Area 
First and foremost I strongly believe this area in Johnson County is not a 

logical place for this installation. I suggest an area that can be designated as 
a solar facility zone with abutting and contiguous parcels of land. The 
sprawl of the proposed project takes in many more acres than needed. I 
question the 2000 acre limit...is that total acres or an "under the panel" 



         
  

  
           

            
             

           
          

            

  
           

           
            
              

             
             

           
          

    

    
         

        
            

            
        

   
         

        
            

          
      

 
        

         
        
           

           
              
        

           
           

measure? Undefined and deceiving. NO WAIVERS allowed in changing the 
size of project. 

3. Maximum Panel Coverage 
The recommended panel coverage of 70% directly adds to the amount of 

impervious surface (PV panels) and intensity of use in the project areas. I 
have great concerns as to the impact this will have with stormwater runoff in 
this area of highly erodible land. This project covers 2 watersheds, Captain 
Creek and Hillsdale. The Hillsdale watershed is already under assault from 
the warehouse areas. Would it make sense to add more to that issue? 

4. Distance from Cities 
This type of facility, with upgrades, could be productive for decades into 

the future. A 1-mile separation from city boundaries is not enough and 
could very well inhibit growth of cities. The Kansas state statute K.S.A. 12-
715b dictates a distance of 3 miles for a city's future planning area. I would 
like to see the 3-mile distance applied then the 1-mile buffer added on to 
keep a buffer zone in place. Owners and cities within this 4 mile radius 
should be included in any meetings related to these installations. I also 
recommend NO WAIVERS provided for the solar companies for size, scope, 
and duration of these installations. 

5. Distance from another Solar Facility 
The recommended 2-mile distance between solar facilities is not enough. 

A greater distance would allow and encourage development between 
installations. It also would help visually to not seemingly have a "sea" of 
panels along the fringes of the county. I would recommend a 5-mile distance 
between installations to encourage development or allow continued farming. 

6. Setbacks for USSF Structures 
The minimum setback requirement for PV panels, racking systems, and 

other equipment should include the screening materials like berming, 
landscaping, or fencing. This should be a minimum of 100 ft. from the 
project boundaries and 150 ft. for battery storage facilities. NO WAIVERS 
from stated setback requirements should be allowed. 

7. Environmental Impacts 
Two main concerns come to mind...stormwater management and ground 

cover vegetation under panels and between panel rows. I've already 
addressed stormwater runoff concerns. My concern with ground cover 
vegetation is the maintenance of it. Getting it established will take great 
effort. Then maintaining the weeds and woody brush is a concern. Strong 
herbicides will be used. As a close neighbor to this projected site I am greatly 
concerned about application of herbicides (drift) and stormwater runoff 
affecting our fields, ponds, and well. This project should not threaten our 
cattle operation with damage to grazing fields and poisoning of the water. 

8. Screening 



                
           

           
          
             
          

              
            

           

           
         

           
           
          
              

             
           
           

            
            
                

         
            

          
             

 

                 
              

           
          
           
              

           
            

             
               
          

            

  

For any industrial project to be a good "neighbor" there needs to be 
screening in the form of landscaping on the perimeter closest to roads, 
homes, and adjacent properties. Use of existing trees, brush, and weeds to 
hide a project is unacceptable and very unprofessional. The suggestion of 
that use shows a desire to cut corners and save construction costs. I also 
have a concern about the maintenance this screening will require. Bindweed 
and other vines will flourish on the chain link fence. Who will water the trees 
so they will not die? Screening is a critical component of any industrial 
project. NO WAIVERS should be allowed related to screening for this project. 

9. Infrastructure 
Installation of this facility will be a major construction project and should 

be treated as such with considerations typical to more traditional 
development projects. Most of the roads in the projected site are gravel. 
Heavy equipment and construction traffic will take a huge toll on them. 
Public Works does very minimal road maintenance in this area already. 
There will need to be an increase to keep these roads passable. I would like 
to see dust control applied or the roads wet down to keep dust under 
control. As I've noted before stormwater runoff and erosion are of great 
concern in this area. The future plans for upgrading utilities and road 
improvement needs to be addressed and allowed for. Fire is always a concern 
in rural areas. With the recent rural water installation we now have more 
fire hydrants. But are they enough to handle a fire in the center or far end of 
an isolated field? Battery fires are extremely concerning. Continued training 
of firefighters and special equipment to fight these hazardous fires will be at 
taxpayer expense. Evacuations to avoid toxic fumes will cost residents in 
many ways. How do we evacuate our cattle herd? What about the wildlife in 
the area? 

As I have stated before I strongly believe this area in Johnson County is 
not a logical place for this installation. Many, if not all, of my concerns could 
be addressed in a designated solar facility zone with contiguous parcels of 
land. This area with its agribusinesses, providing activities for families to 
enjoy and learn about rural life, should be treasured and highlighted. Not 
made second class by a huge solar facility. This is a rural farming area with 
soybean, corn, wheat, and other crops being raised. There are several cattle, 
sheep, and goat operations in the area providing meat and other products to 
consumers. This is a community of people who have chosen this way of life. 
They did not chose to live next to an industrial facility. This is the time to 
write the amendments and requirements that will protect all rural Johnson 
Countians from the invasion of Big Solar and the change it will bring. 

Sincerely, 

Lee Ann Antes 
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