
From: Carroll Hosch 
To: PLN-Planner on Duty 
Subject: Utility Scale Solar Farms 
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 7:17:07 PM 

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

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

I would first like to point out that I have twice asked West Gardner Solar for information regarding their 
project, and although I was told they would reach out to me, they have not. 

The green space, dark sky, and wildlife disruption and destruction is not reversible. The county has said they 
are taking action on climate issues, but this seems contradictory. 

What about disposal of the toxic batteries?They will need replacing long before the 20 year land lease 
expires? 

Why is it necessary to build this type of project near residential areas? 

The 250 jobs are temporary, and the type of jobs the county area cannot fill at this time already. Assuming of 
course they are not bringing their own people to fill most of the positions. 

Although I realize the county will get tax dollars from these projects, it it necessary to raise revenue by 
destroying the little green space we have left for solar energy that will not even be used by our community? 

Unincorporated Johnson County had no say when it’s land was annexed and the intermodal came in and 
caused the same issues. They have not lived up to their promises, and just continue to spread. Industrial 
warehouses and commercial projects of this magnitude don’t do much for the county’s liveability standards. 

We count on the Board of Planning to protect our way of living, here and throughout the county. 

Respectfully, 
Carroll K. Hosch 
17725 Four Corners Road 
Gardner, Kansas 66030 

mailto:ckhosch@gmail.com
mailto:Planner@jocogov.org
http://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
mailto:ckhosch@gmail.com


 

 
 

From: Joyce Whittier 
To: Leipzig, Jay, PLN; Davis, Leslie, PLN 
Subject: My Comments 
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 4:27:22 PM 
Attachments: Joyce Whittier Comments - 11-16-21.docx 

State of Missouri Disciplinary Complaint - Signed - 11-15-21.pdf 
Letter to Office of the Disciplinary Adminstrator - Topeka KS - Signed 11-15-21.pdf 
Letter to Office of Chief Disciplinary Counsel - Jefferson City MO - Signed 11-15-21.pdf 
Joyce E. Whittier - 11-03-21.pdf 

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

Jay and Leslie, 

I am attaching my comments for the November 16 meeting.  I am also attaching the documents mentioned in 
it.  Please make them part of the public record. 

Thank you, 

Joyce 

mailto:jwhittier1@gmail.com
mailto:Jay.Leipzig@jocogov.org
mailto:Leslie.Davis@jocogov.org
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Joyce Whittier Comments – November 16, 2016, Planning Commission Meeting



Randall Hutchins is a member of the Johnson County Planning Commission, and he is also the President of the Johnson County Farm Bureau.  In his capacity with the Farm Bureau, he has assisted individuals in signing leases with NextEra.  Not once has Mr. Hutchins reported his conflict of interest to the Planning Commission or to the public.



Commissioner Hutchins is also a member of the Southwest Consolidated Zoning Board.  The following is a list of people who have already leased their land to NextEra:







I filed a complaint against Mr. Hutchins with the Kansas Attorney General, and I delivered several signed affidavits about his conflict to Steve Howe, the Johnson County District Attorney.  I am attaching a copy of my complaint against Commissioner Hutchins for the record.



Christopher C. Iliff, Chairman of the Johnson County Planning Commission, and John D. Petersen, attorney for NextEra, have failed to inform the Planning Commission and the public of their professional relationship at Miracle of Innocence, where Mr. Iliff is the Executive Director and Mr. Petersen is the Chairman.  I have filed an ethics complaint against Mr. Iliff with the Missouri Disciplinary Committee.  I have filed an ethics complaint against Mr. Petersen with the Kansas Disciplinary Committee.  I am attaching a copy of my complaints for the record.



There is also a conflict involving the Knoche family.  Stephen Clark, who provides information to the 

commission on a regular basis, is married to Jane Knoche.  Diane Knoche is the Project Coordinator of Terracon, a company that could become involved with the management of the proposed solar farm.  She is married to Marvin Knoche.  All of these relationships should have been disclosed to the Planning Commission and to the public

With so many conflicts of interest and ethics violations that have not been disclosed to any commission or to the public, it is incumbent that this commission to cease all further actions with regard to the solar farm proposed by NextEra until the conflicts have been investigated and disciplinary action taken.
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Randall Hutchins is a member of the Johnson County Planning Commission, and he is also the President 
of the Johnson County Farm Bureau. In his capacity with the Farm Bureau, he has assisted individuals in 
signing leases with NextEra. Not once has Mr. Hutchins reported his conflict of interest to the Planning 
Commission or to the public. 

Commissioner Hutchins is also a member of the Southwest Consolidated Zoning Board.  The following is 
a list of people who have already leased their land to NextEra: 

I filed a complaint against Mr. Hutchins with the Kansas Attorney General, and I delivered several signed 
affidavits about his conflict to Steve Howe, the Johnson County District Attorney. I am attaching a copy 
of my complaint against Commissioner Hutchins for the record. 

Christopher C. Iliff, Chairman of the Johnson County Planning Commission, and John D. Petersen, attorney 
for NextEra, have failed to inform the Planning Commission and the public of their professional 
relationship at Miracle of Innocence, where Mr. Iliff is the Executive Director and Mr. Petersen is the 
Chairman.  I have filed an ethics complaint against Mr. Iliff with the Missouri Disciplinary Committee. I 
have filed an ethics complaint against Mr. Petersen with the Kansas Disciplinary Committee.  I am 
attaching a copy of my complaints for the record. 

There is also a conflict involving the Knoche family. Stephen Clark, who provides information to the 
commission on a regular basis, is married to Jane Knoche. Diane Knoche is the Project Coordinator of 
Terracon, a company that could become involved with the management of the proposed solar farm. 
She is married to Marvin Knoche.  All of these relationships should have been disclosed to the Planning 
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With so many conflicts of interest and ethics violations that have not been disclosed to any commission 
or to the public, it is incumbent that this commission to cease all further actions with regard to the solar 
farm proposed by NextEra until the conflicts have been investigated and disciplinary action taken. 













 
     

  
      

 
   

   
      

    
  

 
   

 
      

  
    

    
 

    
   

   
  

  
 

   
          
      

  
 

   
    

    
   

 
        

       
      

 
  

        
   

 
   

      
   

   
 

Attorneys are required to act at all times, both professionally and personally, in conformity with the 
standards established by the Kansas Rules of Professional Conduct, the Rules Relating to Discipline of 
Attorneys, and the attorney’s oath of office.  Misconduct is a ground for discipline, regardless of 
whether the act or omission occurred in the course of an attorney-client relationship. 

Any local governmental officer or employee who has not filed a disclosure of substantial interests shall, 
before acting upon any matter which will affect any business in which the officer or employee has a 
substantial interest, file a written report of the nature of the interest with the county election officer of 
the county in which is located all or the largest geographical part of the officer's or employee's 
governmental subdivision. 

It is professional misconduct for an attorney to: 
• • Violate or attempt to violate the Rules of Professional Conduct, knowingly assist or induce 
another to do so, or do so through the acts of another; commit a criminal act that reflects adversely on 
the lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness or fitness as a lawyer in other respects; engage in conduct 
involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or misrepresentation; engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the 
administration of justice; state or imply an ability to influence improperly a government agency or 
official; knowingly assist a judge or judicial officer in conduct that is a violation of applicable rules of 
judicial conduct or other law; or engage in any other conduct that adversely reflects on the lawyer’s 
fitness to practice law. Kan. R. Del. Disc. Att. 8.4 
• • Lawyers holding public office assume legal responsibilities going beyond those of other 
citizens. A lawyer’s abuse of public office can suggest an inability to fulfill the professional role of 
attorney. 

Christopher Iliff, Chairman of the Johnson County Planning Commission, graduated from law school in 
1979 and was admitted to the Kansas bar that same year.  He was also admitted to the Missouri bar in 
1979.  His law license in Kansas was suspended in 1986.  He served as Vice-President of Swiss Re until he 
retired in 2019. 

John D. Petersen, a member of the Polsinelli Law Firm, graduated from law school in 1979 and was 
admitted to the Kansas bar that same year. Mr. Petersen represents NextEra (West Gardner Solar, LLC) 
before the Johnson County Planning Commission. The Polsinelli Law Firm has 900 attorneys in 21 
different locations. 

Both Mr. Iliff and Mr. Petersen have been members of the Board of Directors and the Legal Team of 
Miracle of Innocence, a Missouri non-profit, since 2019. Mr. Iliff serves as the Executive Director, and 
Mr. Petersen serves as the Chairman. https://miracleofinnocence.org/board-of-directors 

Neither Mr. Iliff nor Mr. Peterson have disclosed their professional relationship at Miracle of Innocence 
to the Johnson County Planning Commission or to the public. This a violation of the Kansas Open 
Meetings Act and the Kansas Open Records Act. 

Failure to disclose this information suggests an inability to fulfill the professional role of attorney.  In 
addition, failure to disclose their relationship violates the ABA Model Rules of Professional Conduct. 
Therefore, the relationship between Mr. Iliff and Mr. Petersen as it pertains to NextEra’s proposed solar 
farm should be investigated.  Should a violation of ethics be found, they should be disciplined 
accordingly. 

https://miracleofinnocence.org/board-of-directors
https://miracleofinnocence.org/board-of-directors


 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

From: Steven Clark 
To: BOCC-Clerk; PLN-Planner on Duty; Eilert, Ed, BOC; Meyers, Jeff, BOC; O"Hara, Charlotte, BOC; Hanzlick, Janee, BOC; Ashcraft, 

Michael, BOC; Allenbrand, Shirley, BOC 
Cc: planning@lawrenceks.org 
Subject: Solar Farm Zoning Regulations 
Date: Monday, November 22, 2021 11:47:59 AM 

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

Dear Johnson County Board of Commissioners and Planning Commission, 

I am writing to express my profound disappointment with the Johnson County Planning 
Commission's actions regarding solar facility zoning regulations at their Nov. 16, 2021 meeting. The 
Planning Commission overturned previously approved solar zoning regulations to recommend 
unfairly restrictive regulations that may prevent solar farms from being built in Johnson County. 

In particular, the Planning Commissioners voted to adopt a limit of 20 years for solar farm 
Conditional Use Permits, which is an arbitrary limit lacking sound reasons. Solar developers, solar 
subject matter experts, and solar consultants had strongly supported 25 year or longer for CUP’s 
throughout the preceding months of hearings, explaining in detail that lenders and investors in solar 
farms require a long payback/operating period to recoup the high capital costs of solar farms. The 
possibility of a CUP extension after 20 years of operation is simply too risky to satisfy project 
lenders and investors. 

To my knowledge, the Planning l didn’t contact any independent experts to discuss and verify the 
CUP term issue. I don’t believe the Planning Commission or Staff surveyed other county planning 
organizations across the country to check their CUP terms for solar farms, though about 1,000 
solar farms have been built to date. 

Setting a short CUP term on solar projects is unreasonable not only because it denies the reality of 
solar project finance, it’s also illogical because solar equipment, like conventional power plant 
equipment, has an operating life of 30 years or more. If a power plant can produce power for 30 
years or more, why should project permits require it to be removed after just 20 years? 

No other infrastructure such as conventional power plants, water or wastewater treatment plants, or 
hospitals would be built in Johnson County if they were permitted for only 20 years. It seems the 
Planning Commission is singling out solar farms for this restrictive limit. 

At the November 16 Planning Commission meeting, the Planning Commissioners voted for 
additional restrictive, anti-solar measures. These included a reduction of previously adopted limits 
on solar project acreage and an increase in the minimum distance from cities. No rationale was 
given for the more restrictive regulations and no discussions were held. And no opportunity was 
given for solar developers or experts to respond to Planning Commission questions or concerns. 

It's obvious that the Planning Commissioners who voted for the restrictive solar zoning regulations 
don’t recognize or accept the many public benefits of solar-generated electricity. Solar developers 
and advocates presented strong evidence of solar power’s many benefits to the Planning 
Commission throughout the hearings. These include being renewable, having no emissions or 

mailto:clarkville80@sbcglobal.net
mailto:BOCC-Clerk@jocogov.org
mailto:Planner@jocogov.org
mailto:Ed.Eilert@jocogov.org
mailto:jeff.meyers@jocogov.org
mailto:charlotte.ohara@jocogov.org
mailto:Janee.Hanzlick@jocogov.org
mailto:Michael.Ashcraft@jocogov.org
mailto:Michael.Ashcraft@jocogov.org
mailto:Shirley.Allenbrand@jocogov.org
mailto:planning@lawrenceks.org


 

 

wastewater discharge, being very quiet, having very low visual impact, and preserving the 
underlying land and soils. Additionally, the Planning Commission was given conclusive information 
about solar-generated electricity having lower costs than any conventional power generation 
source. If the Planning Commission didn’t believe the positive testimony about solar, they could 
have checked with independent local experts such as Black &Veatch or Burns & McDonnel. 

I strongly request that the Johnson County Planning Commissioners and the Board of County 
Commissioners fully consider these issues before adopting final solar zoning regulations. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Steven M. Clark, P.E. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

From: Steven Clark 
To: BOCC-Clerk; PLN-Planner on Duty; Eilert, Ed, BOC; Meyers, Jeff, BOC; O"Hara, Charlotte, BOC; Hanzlick, Janee, BOC; Ashcraft, 

Michael, BOC; Allenbrand, Shirley, BOC 
Cc: planning@lawrenceks.org 
Subject: Adoption of County Solar Zoning Regulations 
Date: Monday, November 29, 2021 12:37:24 PM 
Attachments: SC Email to JOCO Commissioners Rebuttal to Senator Thompson 10-11-21.pdf 

SC Email to JOCO Commissioners - Solar Myths Busted- 8-20-2021.pdf 
Charlotte O"Hara Email 10-28-2021.pdf 
Letter to JOCO Commissioner Charlotte O"Hara 9-22-2021.pdf 

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

Dear Johnson County Board of Commissioners and Planning Commission, 

I wrote to you on November 22 expressing my disappointment in the Planning Commission’s Nov. 
16 vote in support of 20-year CUP terms for large solar facilities in Johnson County despite strong 
evidence that this relatively short permit term would significantly hinder solar development. It 
appears that the Planning Commissioner's vote was not based on a fair consideration of facts 
presented to the Planning Commission during the course of the hearings. Instead, it appears the 
Planning Commissioners who voted to reduce the previously recommended 25-year CUP term to a 
maximum 20-year term were motivated by political ideology or strong local opposition based on 
misinformation to create zoning restrictions that would severely limit solar farms in Johnson County. 

Please allow me to explain in some detail. 

Over the past months, Kansas State Senator Mike Thompson submitted multiple letters and made 
a public presentation to the Planning Commission opposing solar energy. Senator Thompson is the 
chair of the Senate Utilities committee and has used his position to oppose renewable energy 
throughout Kansas. He has urged both Johnson and Douglas Counties to adopt zoning regulations 
that prevent utility-scale solar facilities from being built, using reasoning based entirely on 
misinformation. In his public statements, You-Tube video, and written submittals to Johnson 
County, Senator Thompson has clearly made many false statements about the benefits and 
impacts of solar generated electricity. I note that Senator Thompson has no education in 
engineering or economics and has no professional experience in the field. He has apparently 
developed his anti-solar position for political reasons. In my email to the Johnson County Planning 
Commission dated October 11, 2021, I provided several specific examples, with references to 
reputable sources, refuting Senator Thompson’s false claims. I’ve attached a copy of my email for 
your reference. 

Senator Thompson is also a noted climate change denier, stating that it’s not human-caused, even 
though he’s an experienced meteorologist and should know better. His personal position is 
completely out of step with climate change science accepted by the vast majority of climate 
scientists worldwide. He’s also been opposed to broadly-supported COVID pandemic protection 
measures such as vaccinations and masking. The Kansas City Star took Senator Thompson to 
task in an article published October 28, 2021. See
https://www.kansascity.com/news/coronavirus/article255334426.html 

Yet it's evident that some of the Board of County Commissioners and Planning Commissioners are 
supportive of Senator Thompson’s anti-solar position despite evidence given by multiple credible 

mailto:clarkville80@sbcglobal.net
mailto:BOCC-Clerk@jocogov.org
mailto:Planner@jocogov.org
mailto:Ed.Eilert@jocogov.org
mailto:jeff.meyers@jocogov.org
mailto:charlotte.ohara@jocogov.org
mailto:Janee.Hanzlick@jocogov.org
mailto:Michael.Ashcraft@jocogov.org
mailto:Michael.Ashcraft@jocogov.org
mailto:Shirley.Allenbrand@jocogov.org
mailto:planning@lawrenceks.org
https://www.kansascity.com/news/coronavirus/article255334426.html
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REPLIES TO QUESTIONS FROM COMMISSIONER CHARLOTTE O’HARA 


JOHNSON COUNTY, KS DISTRICT 3 COUNTY COMMISSIONER 


PREPRARED BY STEVEN M. CLARK, P.E. 


SEP. 22, 2021 


INTRODUCTION 


On September 21, 2021, I received an email from Johnson County Commissioner Charlotte O’Hara with a 
set of questions pertaining to large-scale solar facilities in general and the proposed NextEra Energy 
Resources (NEER) West Gardner Solar Project.  Commissioner O’Hara’s questions are listed below in the 
order received along with my responses.  Though I am a proponent of solar PV power, please note that I 
am not employed by NEER, am not a consultant for them, and have never been employed or contracted 
by NEER. I do not represent them for their West Gardner Solar Project.  My comments are my own, 
based on my 42-year power engineering career which includes significant experience working on coal, 
natural gas, and several renewal energy technologies, including working exclusively on utility-solar 
photovoltaic (PV) power plants since 2008.  In providing my replies, I will cite references to independent 
sources whenever possible.  I would be happy to reply to any follow-up questions. 


QUESTION NO. 1 


“NextEra’s project, spanning the JoCo and Douglas County line could sprawl 8-10 sq miles.  I have not 
seen an estimate as to the megawatts this facility would generate.  If you know, could you calculate the 
land mass necessary for a natural gas plant to generate the same megawatts?” 


Reply:  NEER has established a project website and a Facebook page for their proposed West Gardner 
Solar Project at: https://www.nexteraenergyresources.com/west-gardner-solar/project-overview.html 


And at: https://www.facebook.com/WestGardnerSolar 


NEER states in each of these sources that the project will be 320 megawatts (MW), meaning the facility 
will generate 320 MW of alternating current (AC) electrical power at rated conditions. 


A rule of thumb for solar PV projects is that 6 to 7 acres of land are required to produce 1 MW (of AC 
power).  Using this rule of thumb, a 320 MW West Gardner Solar Project would require 1,920 to 2,240 
acres of usable land where solar equipment can be located.  This is equivalent to 3.0 to 3.5 square miles 
for the Project; much less than 8 to 10 square miles.  I note, however, that if zoning regulations require 
significant setbacks from all public roadways and residences, the total acreage needed for the Project 
would likely increase accordingly. 


A natural gas-fired combined cycle power plant of equal generating capacity would require about 160 to 
200 acres, obviously much less than a solar plant that’s dependent on solar energy, which arrives at 
Earth’s surface at about 1,000 watts per square meter.  However, in addition to the power plant site 
itself, gas-fired power plants require natural gas production wells, processing and compression facilities 
and long distance, high-pressure natural gas transmission lines, which run hundreds of miles from 
natural gas production areas in Oklahoma and Texas to the KC area.  All of those gas production, 
processing, and transportation facilities require a significant amount of land, though a single 320 MW 
gas-fired power plant would consume only a portion of the gas produced and transported. 
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QUESTION NO. 2 


“Also, this facility will not pay property taxes for 10 years……as in zero.”   


Reply:  I’m not an expert on property taxes and tax regulations, however, I believe you’re referring to 
the tax exemption provided to renewable energy facilities (and several other facility types) by the 2016 
Kansas statute found at: 
http://kslegislature.org/li_2016/b2015_16/statute/079_000_0000_chapter/079_002_0000_article/079_
002_0001_section/079_002_0001_k/ 


I offer the following points for your consideration. 


 This Kansas statute provides an incentive for solar power developers to build new generating 
facilities in Kansas, which the state of Kansas wants to encourage.  Individual counties cannot 
exclude themselves from the statute, and solar developers are entitled to avail themselves of 
this opportunity. 


 Many other types of facilities are eligible for local or state tax exemptions as a matter of policy 
to encourage economic growth, create jobs, etc.  Solar is not being treated in a unique or 
unusual manner. 


 The project will pay significant property taxes after its tenth year of operation.  NEER or others 
may be able to estimate these amounts. 


 The project will create hundreds of construction jobs and several permanent jobs for the 
facility’s operating life.  The income taxes, sales taxes, and secondary effect taxes from these 
jobs will be significant, and perhaps NEER could estimate the amounts. 


 Before the Project is built, NEER will enter a contract to sell the electricity produced by the 
Project to an “off-taker” such as Evergy.  NEER will very likely need to “win” the power sales 
contract via a competitive bidding process that Evergy undertakes, requiring NEER to offer a 
competitive power price.  In determining their power pricing level, NEER will factor in the initial 
10-year property tax exemption, and offer a lower price than they otherwise would be able to 
make.  Therefore, the 10-year property tax exemption should result in a lower electricity price 
for both Evergy and their customers. 


QUESTION NO. 3 


“What about the fire hazard of lithium storage batteries?” 


Reply:  Large-scale deployment of battery energy storage systems (BESS) has only begun in the past four 
or five years.  Most of these BESS facilities have, in fact, used lithium-ion battery technology, though 
several competing battery technologies are in development and deployment in the industry.  To my 
knowledge, NEER has not selected the battery technology it will use in the West Gardner Solar Project, 
but their forthcoming CUP applications may address the topic. 


It is true that there have been some incidents of what’s known as “thermal runaway” and some fires at 
lithium-ion BESS facilities in recent years.  The general public has not been harmed by any of these 
incidents, to my knowledge.  However, the industry has quickly learned from these incidents and the 
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), in their capacity as a leader in researching fire incidents and 
publishing design and operations standards, has issued NFPA 855 “Standard for the Installation of 
Stationary Energy Storage Systems”, which covers BESS.  Information may be found at: 
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https://www.nfpa.org/News-and-Research/Resources/Emergency-Responders/High-risk-
hazards/Energy-Storage-Systems 


Known engineering, design, and operational solutions to prevent and limit BESS fire incidents include 
the following, and I recommend that Johnson County zoning regulations and/or CUP conditions include 
these or similar requirements. 


 Follow all applicable requirements of NFPA 855 
 Employ thorough QA/QC inspections and testing for battery components including cells, 


electrical connections, connections, etc. during the construction process 
 Locate the BESS away from public exposure. 
 Include protective features in the Battery Management System (BMS) which controls the charge 


and discharge rates of the batteries and monitors their temperatures. 
 Include layers of detection and protection features within the BESS containers using water mist 


sprays, explosive venting of the container, etc. 
 Provide advance training for fire and emergency response teams 


Additionally, I’d like to note that all types of power generating facilities involve some degree of fire and 
other risks.  Coal fired plants have incurred devastating explosions and fires from coal dust.  Gas-fired 
plants have suffered fires from natural gas leaks and turbine oil leaks.  Nuclear power plants have had 
fires and loss of radioactive cooling water accidents.  Hydroelectric dams have failed catastrophically.  By 
comparison, solar PV facilities with BESS have much lower risks, which can be managed and mitigated, 
and BESS risks are minimal to the general public. 


QUESTION NO. 4 


How do we handle the massive amount of cost and waste in decommissioning such a facility?  We have 
no idea with the recycling market will be in 40 years. 


Reply:  The answer is straightforward and the public will have no risk of bearing this cost.  Zoning 
regulations and CUP conditions should require the owner of utility-scale solar power plants to post a 
financial instrument in favor of the county government to cover the total estimated cost of the facility’s 
decommissioning and site restoration.  The zoning regulations and CUP conditions should require 
appropriate recycling and waste disposal for facility equipment and materials per applicable laws at the 
time of decommissioning.  The financial instrument should be posted by the project owner prior to the 
first construction permit being issued by the County for the project.  All of the preceding requirements 
are included in the draft zoning regulations that the Johnson County Planning Commission staff have 
issued. 


Please note that the solar module manufacturing and development industry are acutely aware of 
module recycling concerns and issues.  They have been addressing the issue as solar has grown 
significantly in the past ten year.  See the following for more information. 


https://www.seia.org/initiatives/seia-national-pv-recycling-program 
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QUESTION NO. 5 


“Also the power plant in Lawrence pays $8.4 million a year in property taxes and the Linn County power 
plant contributes 65% of the that county’s revenues.  The closing of those plants are going to have real 
world implications beyond devasted county budgets and loss of good jobs…” 


Reply:  Evergy has made the decision to close its two-unit Lawrence coal-fired power plant by 2023.  It’s 
a decision that Evergy made, at least in part, due to the age and condition of the Lawrence power plant, 
which is 50 to 60 years old.  Coal fired power plants of that vintage are relatively inefficient, unreliable, 
and costly to operate and maintain.  See the following news article for more info on this closing. 


https://www2.ljworld.com/news/general-news/2021/apr/30/evergy-to-close-coal-fired-power-plant-
just-outside-of-lawrence/ 


I understand that Evergy has also announced the 2032 closing of one coal fired unit at their two-unit 
LaCygne Power Plant in Linn County, KS.  These units were built in the 1970’s and have had multiple 
reliability, performance, and emissions problems over the decades. 


https://www.kmuw.org/energy-and-environment/2021-05-04/evergy-plans-major-coal-shutdowns-but-
environmental-groups-say-its-not-fast-enough 


There is no doubt that local counties will suffer economic loss from property taxes and jobs as older 
coal-fired power plants are retired.  However, the units being retired are old, inefficient, expensive to 
operate, and increasingly unreliable.  They also produce significant emissions (SO2, NOX, particulates 
and CO2).  No electric utility is obligated to keep older, more expensive power plants operating in the 
interest of maintaining jobs or property tax revenues. 


Please note that solar PV projects produce emissions-free electricity far cheaper than any coal fired 
power plant in the United States.  All industries shut down old technology when less expensive, less 
polluting technology becomes available.  See the following references that clearly demonstrate utility-
scale solar PV plants generate electricity far less expensively that coal fired power plants.  Summarizing 
the data, new solar PV plants are estimated to generate electricity at $29 to $31 per MWH, while coal 
fired plants are estimated to cost $41 per MWH for an existing, fully depreciated plant and $65 per 
MWH for a newly built project. 


https://www.lazard.com/perspective/lcoe2020 


https://www.irena.org/newsroom/pressreleases/2020/Jun/Renewables-Increasingly-Beat-Even-
Cheapest-Coal-Competitors-on-Cost 


https://www.nrel.gov/news/program/2021/documenting-a-decade-of-cost-declines-for-pv-
systems.html 


All of us who consume electricity will benefit from the lower cost of generation from utility-scale solar 
PV plants relative to any other form of conventional power generation. 


QUESTION NO. 6 


“how we be guaranteed consistent and reliable energy on our power grid? 


These are serious issues and the stampede towards Zero Net 50 could prove disastrous.” 
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Reply: I fully agree that the continuing, reliable supply of electricity from the grid to all customers is 
paramount as more intermittent renewable energy (primarily wind and solar generated electricity) are 
added to the system.  For Johnson County, the issue of electric grid reliability is primarily the 
responsibility of Evergy, the regulated electrical service provider.  The Southwest Power Pool supports 
Evergy in assuring system reliability and the Kansas Corporation Commission provides regulatory 
oversight of Evergy.  This being the case, there is not a significant role for county level government or 
individual power developers and operators to play except for complying with all applicable laws, 
ordinances, regulations, and standards established by the state and federal government; and perhaps to 
lobby for positive changes, when appropriate. 


That being said, it’s perfectly reasonable for all citizens and government representatives to be 
concerned about future electrical system reliability (and pricing) during the transition to cleaner, 
renewable energy sources.  The transition from power plants fueled by coal, natural gas, and nuclear 
fuels to a system that increasingly uses wind and solar power, while reducing reliance on coal 
(especially) and natural gas (less reduction in short term), could potentially cause electrical service 
reliability to drop and/or electrical pricing to increase.   


Evergy has published their electrical generation source plans through 2040 and is committed to 
transitioning from heavy reliance on fossil fuels to much more reliance on renewable wind and solar, 
which will significantly decrease their overall CO2 emissions.   See the following two Evergy information 
sources for detailed information on Evergy’s energy transition plans, including their commitment to and 
actual performance for electrical service reliability and pricing. 


Despite the significant energy transition in recent years, Evergy’s published data shows improvement in 
electrical service reliability to their customers and electricity pricing reductions during the transition 
already made.  As already shown in this document, utility-scale solar-generated electricity is less 
expensive than conventional power sources so the downward pricing trend should be contained. 


https://investors.evergy.com/static-files/65ad24f6-7c78-4f8c-a0e1-86258b951704 


https://www.evergy.com/smart-energy/renewable-resources/our-energy-mix: 


Energy Source 2010* 2020* 2030** 2040** 
Coal 52% 40% 26% 7% 


Gas and Oil 38% 26% 25% 23% 
Nuclear 9% 7% 6% 6% 


Wind 0% 28% 33% 30% 
Solar 0% <1% 12% 17% 


Firm Dispatchable 
Resource*** 


1% 0% 2% 19% 


*Actual    **Planned   ***Energy storage, e.g., batteries 


Evergy’s plan is to retain 51% of their electrical supply from coal and gas power plants in 2030; those 
types of power plants are typically able to be ramped up and down to counter the intermittency of wind 
and solar.  By 2040, Evergy plans to source 30% of their electricity from fossil-fired plants and have 
another 19% of energy produced by “Firm Dispatchable Resources” such as battery energy storage.  A 
total of 49% of energy available from fossil and energy storage sources should be more than adequate 
to ensure very high reliability of Evergy’s electricity supply. 
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Certainly, Evergy’s 47% energy contribution from wind and solar in 2040 will present some operational 
challenges for Evergy and the SPP.  However, several transmission systems such as those in California 
and Germany, have already achieved this level of renewable penetration and solved most of the 
technical and operational challenges.  Going above 50% renewable energy contribution will pose further 
challenges, but for Evergy, those challenges are decades away.  Researchers and organizations such as 
NREL and the FERC are already deeply involved in resolving these challenges.  See the NREL general 
status on this issue here.  https://www.nrel.gov/news/features/2021/what-we-know-and-dont-know-
about-achieving-a-national-scale-100-renewable-electric-grid.html 


 


 


  


 







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

parties regarding the documented benefits of solar energy. For your information, I’ve attached a 
copy of an email string between one of the County Commissioners and myself in which I provide 
validated information about solar energy benefits, which the commissioner apparently does not 
accept. During the November 16 Planning Commission meeting, one of the Planning 
Commissioners specifically referred to a letter from Senator Thompson in citing her reasons 
against solar energy. I believe these individuals' minds were made up against solar before the solar 
zoning regulation process even began. They support the continued reliance on dirty fossil-fueled 
power plants which produce enormous quantities of carbon dioxide and which are actually more 
expensive than new utility-scale solar electricity. 

Turning to public opposition to solar as expressed during the public hearings, I fully support local 
citizens having the right to express valid concerns about solar zoning regulations and potential 
impacts to their health and lifestyle. The Planning Commission's public comment process allows 
anyone to speak for up to two minutes during their scheduled public hearings and rightfully so. 
However, recent meetings have been dominated by several emotional objections to solar (without 
cogent reasons for opposition) and with continued misinformation presented by solar opponents. 
My concerns with this approach include the following. 

1. Though the solar project developer was also allowed their time to speak during public comment, 
two minutes was very inadequate to advocate for fair solar zoning regulations, much less to 
address solar misinformation. Solar opponents were also allowed to disrupt the solar developer's 
talk by waving large signs behind him for his entire two minute period, and the planning 
commissioners didn't prevent these disrespectful actions. Some solar opponents have also given 
thinly-veiled threatening messages to the Planning Commission and proponents during public 
comment. 

2. Has the Planning Commissioners or Staff sorted through claims by solar proponents and 
opponents to determine what is valid and what is not? Have independent experts or information 
sources been consulted? 

3. The draft solar zoning regulations prepared by Planning Commission comprehensively 
addresses valid concerns raised by the public. In addressing those potential impacts of a solar 
facility, the impact of virtually all valid concerns will be mitigated to very minor remaining impacts. 
Valid concerns include noise, traffic, visual impacts, dust, soil erosion and stormwater 
management, groundwater contamination, decommissioning and site restoration, wildlife 
accommodation, and the like. 

4. The consultant engaged by the Planning Commission Staff to help prepare solar zoning 
regulations publicly discounted multiple false claims by solar opponents in his presentations 
including leaching of chemicals from solar panels and visual impacts (after visual screening 
requirements are adopted). I trust the Planning Commissioners and the Board of Commissioners 
take this testimony into account. 

5. Solar proponents and developers have publicly discounted many myths and misinformation 
presented by opponents using credible public sources. I have attached a copy of one of my prior 
written submittals discounting solar myths. I trust the Planning Commissioners and the Board of 
Commissioners take this information into account. 
6. Would it have been helpful for the Planning Commissioners to have publicly asked solar 



 
 

 

developers and independent experts tough questions about solar technology and impacts in a 
public panel session during your public hearing process? Would it be possible to conduct such a 
public meeting in the near future before final decisions are made? 

In short, if valid public concerns are fully addressed through appropriate zoning regulations and 
project mitigation requirements, I believe zoning regulations should be modified to remove the anti-
solar provisions which only serve to hamstring responsible solar project development. Those 
unnecessary anti-solar zoning regulations include the short 20-year CUP term limit, which should 
be increased to at least 25 years, with possible future extensions. I also recommend that the 
Planning Commission revert to the previously approved one mile minimum distance from city limits 
and 2,000 acre maximum project area. 

If Johnson County adopts these fair and reasonable solar zoning regulations, responsible solar 
farms could be built in the county and the resulting solar facilities would deliver many important 
public benefits. This would be a "win" for everyone. Any negative impacts to nearby residents 
would be mitigated to a very low level. 

My comments are offered in sincerity. Though my in-laws would like to lease their property for a 
solar farm, all of my arguments and information presented here are truthful. I have over 42 years of 
professional engineering and construction experience in fossil and renewable power generation, 
including 13 years of solar experience. My experience is more fully described at: 
https://www.linkedin.com/in/steven-clark-p-e-9441b321/ 

Steven M. Clark, Professional Engineer 

clarkville80@sbcglobal.net 

916-705-3232 

https://www.linkedin.com/in/steven-clark-p-e-9441b321/
mailto:clarkville80@sbcglobal.net
























 
 

       

       

      

   

 

                
               

               
                    

                  
                   

              
            

                 
              

   

                  
                   
             

                 
    

   

                  
             

                        
                   

                    
                    

               
    

                
                 

                  
             

              
                  

               
              

REPLIES TO QUESTIONS FROM COMMISSIONER CHARLOTTE O’HARA 

JOHNSON COUNTY, KS DISTRICT 3 COUNTY COMMISSIONER 

PREPRARED BY STEVEN M. CLARK, P.E. 

SEP. 22, 2021 

INTRODUCTION 

On September 21, 2021, I received an email from Johnson County Commissioner Charlotte O’Hara with a 
set of questions pertaining to large-scale solar facilities in general and the proposed NextEra Energy 
Resources (NEER) West Gardner Solar Project. Commissioner O’Hara’s questions are listed below in the 
order received along with my responses. Though I am a proponent of solar PV power, please note that I 
am not employed by NEER, am not a consultant for them, and have never been employed or contracted 
by NEER. I do not represent them for their West Gardner Solar Project. My comments are my own, 
based on my 42-year power engineering career which includes significant experience working on coal, 
natural gas, and several renewal energy technologies, including working exclusively on utility-solar 
photovoltaic (PV) power plants since 2008. In providing my replies, I will cite references to independent 
sources whenever possible. I would be happy to reply to any follow-up questions. 

QUESTION NO. 1 

“NextEra’s project, spanning the JoCo and Douglas County line could sprawl 8-10 sq miles. I have not 
seen an estimate as to the megawatts this facility would generate. If you know, could you calculate the 
land mass necessary for a natural gas plant to generate the same megawatts?” 

Reply: NEER has established a project website and a Facebook page for their proposed West Gardner 
Solar Project at: https://www.nexteraenergyresources.com/west-gardner-solar/project-overview.html 

And at: https://www.facebook.com/WestGardnerSolar 

NEER states in each of these sources that the project will be 320 megawatts (MW), meaning the facility 
will generate 320 MW of alternating current (AC) electrical power at rated conditions. 

A rule of thumb for solar PV projects is that 6 to 7 acres of land are required to produce 1 MW (of AC 
power). Using this rule of thumb, a 320 MW West Gardner Solar Project would require 1,920 to 2,240 
acres of usable land where solar equipment can be located. This is equivalent to 3.0 to 3.5 square miles 
for the Project; much less than 8 to 10 square miles. I note, however, that if zoning regulations require 
significant setbacks from all public roadways and residences, the total acreage needed for the Project 
would likely increase accordingly. 

A natural gas-fired combined cycle power plant of equal generating capacity would require about 160 to 
200 acres, obviously much less than a solar plant that’s dependent on solar energy, which arrives at 
Earth’s surface at about 1,000 watts per square meter. However, in addition to the power plant site 
itself, gas-fired power plants require natural gas production wells, processing and compression facilities 
and long distance, high-pressure natural gas transmission lines, which run hundreds of miles from 
natural gas production areas in Oklahoma and Texas to the KC area. All of those gas production, 
processing, and transportation facilities require a significant amount of land, though a single 320 MW 
gas-fired power plant would consume only a portion of the gas produced and transported. 
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https://www.facebook.com/WestGardnerSolar
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QUESTION NO. 2 

“Also, this facility will not pay property taxes for 10 years……as in zero.” 

Reply: I’m not an expert on property taxes and tax regulations, however, I believe you’re referring to 
the tax exemption provided to renewable energy facilities (and several other facility types) by the 2016 
Kansas statute found at: 
http://kslegislature.org/li_2016/b2015_16/statute/079_000_0000_chapter/079_002_0000_article/079_ 
002_0001_section/079_002_0001_k/ 

I offer the following points for your consideration. 

 This Kansas statute provides an incentive for solar power developers to build new generating 
facilities in Kansas, which the state of Kansas wants to encourage. Individual counties cannot 
exclude themselves from the statute, and solar developers are entitled to avail themselves of 
this opportunity. 

 Many other types of facilities are eligible for local or state tax exemptions as a matter of policy 
to encourage economic growth, create jobs, etc. Solar is not being treated in a unique or 
unusual manner. 

 The project will pay significant property taxes after its tenth year of operation. NEER or others 
may be able to estimate these amounts. 

 The project will create hundreds of construction jobs and several permanent jobs for the 
facility’s operating life. The income taxes, sales taxes, and secondary effect taxes from these 
jobs will be significant, and perhaps NEER could estimate the amounts. 

 Before the Project is built, NEER will enter a contract to sell the electricity produced by the 
Project to an “off-taker” such as Evergy. NEER will very likely need to “win” the power sales 
contract via a competitive bidding process that Evergy undertakes, requiring NEER to offer a 
competitive power price. In determining their power pricing level, NEER will factor in the initial 
10-year property tax exemption, and offer a lower price than they otherwise would be able to 
make. Therefore, the 10-year property tax exemption should result in a lower electricity price 
for both Evergy and their customers. 

QUESTION NO. 3 

“What about the fire hazard of lithium storage batteries?” 

Reply: Large-scale deployment of battery energy storage systems (BESS) has only begun in the past four 
or five years. Most of these BESS facilities have, in fact, used lithium-ion battery technology, though 
several competing battery technologies are in development and deployment in the industry. To my 
knowledge, NEER has not selected the battery technology it will use in the West Gardner Solar Project, 
but their forthcoming CUP applications may address the topic. 

It is true that there have been some incidents of what’s known as “thermal runaway” and some fires at 
lithium-ion BESS facilities in recent years. The general public has not been harmed by any of these 
incidents, to my knowledge. However, the industry has quickly learned from these incidents and the 
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), in their capacity as a leader in researching fire incidents and 
publishing design and operations standards, has issued NFPA 855 “Standard for the Installation of 
Stationary Energy Storage Systems”, which covers BESS. Information may be found at: 
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https://www.nfpa.org/News-and-Research/Resources/Emergency-Responders/High-risk-
hazards/Energy-Storage-Systems 

Known engineering, design, and operational solutions to prevent and limit BESS fire incidents include 
the following, and I recommend that Johnson County zoning regulations and/or CUP conditions include 
these or similar requirements. 

 Follow all applicable requirements of NFPA 855 
 Employ thorough QA/QC inspections and testing for battery components including cells, 

electrical connections, connections, etc. during the construction process 
 Locate the BESS away from public exposure. 
 Include protective features in the Battery Management System (BMS) which controls the charge 

and discharge rates of the batteries and monitors their temperatures. 
 Include layers of detection and protection features within the BESS containers using water mist 

sprays, explosive venting of the container, etc. 
 Provide advance training for fire and emergency response teams 

Additionally, I’d like to note that all types of power generating facilities involve some degree of fire and 
other risks. Coal fired plants have incurred devastating explosions and fires from coal dust. Gas-fired 
plants have suffered fires from natural gas leaks and turbine oil leaks. Nuclear power plants have had 
fires and loss of radioactive cooling water accidents. Hydroelectric dams have failed catastrophically. By 
comparison, solar PV facilities with BESS have much lower risks, which can be managed and mitigated, 
and BESS risks are minimal to the general public. 

QUESTION NO. 4 

How do we handle the massive amount of cost and waste in decommissioning such a facility? We have 
no idea with the recycling market will be in 40 years. 

Reply: The answer is straightforward and the public will have no risk of bearing this cost. Zoning 
regulations and CUP conditions should require the owner of utility-scale solar power plants to post a 
financial instrument in favor of the county government to cover the total estimated cost of the facility’s 
decommissioning and site restoration. The zoning regulations and CUP conditions should require 
appropriate recycling and waste disposal for facility equipment and materials per applicable laws at the 
time of decommissioning. The financial instrument should be posted by the project owner prior to the 
first construction permit being issued by the County for the project. All of the preceding requirements 
are included in the draft zoning regulations that the Johnson County Planning Commission staff have 
issued. 

Please note that the solar module manufacturing and development industry are acutely aware of 
module recycling concerns and issues. They have been addressing the issue as solar has grown 
significantly in the past ten year. See the following for more information. 

https://www.seia.org/initiatives/seia-national-pv-recycling-program 
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QUESTION NO. 5 

“Also the power plant in Lawrence pays $8.4 million a year in property taxes and the Linn County power 
plant contributes 65% of the that county’s revenues. The closing of those plants are going to have real 
world implications beyond devasted county budgets and loss of good jobs…” 

Reply: Evergy has made the decision to close its two-unit Lawrence coal-fired power plant by 2023. It’s 
a decision that Evergy made, at least in part, due to the age and condition of the Lawrence power plant, 
which is 50 to 60 years old. Coal fired power plants of that vintage are relatively inefficient, unreliable, 
and costly to operate and maintain. See the following news article for more info on this closing. 

https://www2.ljworld.com/news/general-news/2021/apr/30/evergy-to-close-coal-fired-power-plant-
just-outside-of-lawrence/ 

I understand that Evergy has also announced the 2032 closing of one coal fired unit at their two-unit 
LaCygne Power Plant in Linn County, KS. These units were built in the 1970’s and have had multiple 
reliability, performance, and emissions problems over the decades. 

https://www.kmuw.org/energy-and-environment/2021-05-04/evergy-plans-major-coal-shutdowns-but-
environmental-groups-say-its-not-fast-enough 

There is no doubt that local counties will suffer economic loss from property taxes and jobs as older 
coal-fired power plants are retired. However, the units being retired are old, inefficient, expensive to 
operate, and increasingly unreliable. They also produce significant emissions (SO2, NOX, particulates 
and CO2). No electric utility is obligated to keep older, more expensive power plants operating in the 
interest of maintaining jobs or property tax revenues. 

Please note that solar PV projects produce emissions-free electricity far cheaper than any coal fired 
power plant in the United States. All industries shut down old technology when less expensive, less 
polluting technology becomes available. See the following references that clearly demonstrate utility-
scale solar PV plants generate electricity far less expensively that coal fired power plants. Summarizing 
the data, new solar PV plants are estimated to generate electricity at $29 to $31 per MWH, while coal 
fired plants are estimated to cost $41 per MWH for an existing, fully depreciated plant and $65 per 
MWH for a newly built project. 

https://www.lazard.com/perspective/lcoe2020 

https://www.irena.org/newsroom/pressreleases/2020/Jun/Renewables-Increasingly-Beat-Even-
Cheapest-Coal-Competitors-on-Cost 

https://www.nrel.gov/news/program/2021/documenting-a-decade-of-cost-declines-for-pv-
systems.html 

All of us who consume electricity will benefit from the lower cost of generation from utility-scale solar 
PV plants relative to any other form of conventional power generation. 

QUESTION NO. 6 

“how we be guaranteed consistent and reliable energy on our power grid? 

These are serious issues and the stampede towards Zero Net 50 could prove disastrous.” 
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Reply: I fully agree that the continuing, reliable supply of electricity from the grid to all customers is 
paramount as more intermittent renewable energy (primarily wind and solar generated electricity) are 
added to the system. For Johnson County, the issue of electric grid reliability is primarily the 
responsibility of Evergy, the regulated electrical service provider. The Southwest Power Pool supports 
Evergy in assuring system reliability and the Kansas Corporation Commission provides regulatory 
oversight of Evergy. This being the case, there is not a significant role for county level government or 
individual power developers and operators to play except for complying with all applicable laws, 
ordinances, regulations, and standards established by the state and federal government; and perhaps to 
lobby for positive changes, when appropriate. 

That being said, it’s perfectly reasonable for all citizens and government representatives to be 
concerned about future electrical system reliability (and pricing) during the transition to cleaner, 
renewable energy sources. The transition from power plants fueled by coal, natural gas, and nuclear 
fuels to a system that increasingly uses wind and solar power, while reducing reliance on coal 
(especially) and natural gas (less reduction in short term), could potentially cause electrical service 
reliability to drop and/or electrical pricing to increase. 

Evergy has published their electrical generation source plans through 2040 and is committed to 
transitioning from heavy reliance on fossil fuels to much more reliance on renewable wind and solar, 
which will significantly decrease their overall CO2 emissions. See the following two Evergy information 
sources for detailed information on Evergy’s energy transition plans, including their commitment to and 
actual performance for electrical service reliability and pricing. 

Despite the significant energy transition in recent years, Evergy’s published data shows improvement in 
electrical service reliability to their customers and electricity pricing reductions during the transition 
already made. As already shown in this document, utility-scale solar-generated electricity is less 
expensive than conventional power sources so the downward pricing trend should be contained. 

https://investors.evergy.com/static-files/65ad24f6-7c78-4f8c-a0e1-86258b951704 

https://www.evergy.com/smart-energy/renewable-resources/our-energy-mix: 

Energy Source 2010* 2020* 2030** 2040** 
Coal 52% 40% 26% 7% 

Gas and Oil 38% 26% 25% 23% 
Nuclear 9% 7% 6% 6% 

Wind 0% 28% 33% 30% 
Solar 0% <1% 12% 17% 

Firm Dispatchable 
Resource*** 

1% 0% 2% 19% 

*Actual **Planned ***Energy storage, e.g., batteries 

Evergy’s plan is to retain 51% of their electrical supply from coal and gas power plants in 2030; those 
types of power plants are typically able to be ramped up and down to counter the intermittency of wind 
and solar. By 2040, Evergy plans to source 30% of their electricity from fossil-fired plants and have 
another 19% of energy produced by “Firm Dispatchable Resources” such as battery energy storage. A 
total of 49% of energy available from fossil and energy storage sources should be more than adequate 
to ensure very high reliability of Evergy’s electricity supply. 
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Certainly, Evergy’s 47% energy contribution from wind and solar in 2040 will present some operational 
challenges for Evergy and the SPP. However, several transmission systems such as those in California 
and Germany, have already achieved this level of renewable penetration and solved most of the 
technical and operational challenges. Going above 50% renewable energy contribution will pose further 
challenges, but for Evergy, those challenges are decades away. Researchers and organizations such as 
NREL and the FERC are already deeply involved in resolving these challenges. See the NREL general 
status on this issue here. https://www.nrel.gov/news/features/2021/what-we-know-and-dont-know-
about-achieving-a-national-scale-100-renewable-electric-grid.html 
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	From: To: Subject: Utility Scale Solar Farms Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 7:17:07 PM 
	Carroll Hosch 
	Carroll Hosch 

	PLN-Planner on Duty 
	PLN-Planner on Duty 


	You don't often get email from . 
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	Figure
	***This message came from outside of Johnson County Government - please use caution when opening attachments or links.*** 
	I would first like to point out that I have twice asked West Gardner Solar for information regarding their project, and although I was told they would reach out to me, they have not. 
	The green space, dark sky, and wildlife disruption and destruction is not reversible. The county has said they are taking action on climate issues, but this seems contradictory. 
	What about disposal of the toxic batteries?They will need replacing long before the 20 year land lease expires? 
	Why is it necessary to build this type of project near residential areas? 
	The 250 jobs are temporary, and the type of jobs the county area cannot fill at this time already. Assuming of course they are not bringing their own people to fill most of the positions. 
	Although I realize the county will get tax dollars from these projects, it it necessary to raise revenue by destroying the little green space we have left for solar energy that will not even be used by our community? 
	Unincorporated Johnson County had no say when it’s land was annexed and the intermodal came in and caused the same issues. They have not lived up to their promises, and just continue to spread. Industrial warehouses and commercial projects of this magnitude don’t do much for the county’s liveability standards. 
	We count on the Board of Planning to protect our way of living, here and throughout the county. 
	Respectfully, Carroll K. Hosch 17725 Four Corners Road Gardner, Kansas 66030 
	From: To: ; Subject: My Comments Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 4:27:22 PM Attachments: 
	Annot
	Joyce Whittier 
	Joyce Whittier 

	Leipzig, Jay, PLN
	Leipzig, Jay, PLN

	Davis, Leslie, PLN 
	Davis, Leslie, PLN 

	Joyce Whittier Comments - 11-16-21.docx 

	P
	Annot
	State of Missouri Disciplinary Complaint - Signed - 11-15-21.pdf Letter to Office of the Disciplinary Adminstrator - Topeka KS - Signed 11-15-21.pdf Letter to Office of Chief Disciplinary Counsel - Jefferson City MO - Signed 11-15-21.pdf Joyce E. Whittier - 11-03-21.pdf 

	***This message came from outside of Johnson County Government - please use caution when opening attachments or links.*** 
	Jay and Leslie, 
	I am attaching my comments for the November 16 meeting. I am also attaching the documents mentioned in it. Please make them part of the public record. Thank you, Joyce 
	Joyce Whittier Comments – November 16, 2016, Planning Commission Meeting 
	Joyce Whittier Comments – November 16, 2016, Planning Commission Meeting 
	Randall Hutchins is a member of the Johnson County Planning Commission, and he is also the President of the Johnson County Farm Bureau. In his capacity with the Farm Bureau, he has assisted individuals in signing leases with NextEra. Not once has Mr. Hutchins reported his conflict of interest to the Planning Commission or to the public. 
	Commissioner Hutchins is also a member of the Southwest Consolidated Zoning Board.  The following is a list of people who have already leased their land to NextEra: 
	Figure
	I filed a complaint against Mr. Hutchins with the Kansas Attorney General, and I delivered several signed affidavits about his conflict to Steve Howe, the Johnson County District Attorney. I am attaching a copy of my complaint against Commissioner Hutchins for the record. 
	Christopher C. Iliff, Chairman of the Johnson County Planning Commission, and John D. Petersen, attorney for NextEra, have failed to inform the Planning Commission and the public of their professional relationship at Miracle of Innocence, where Mr. Iliff is the Executive Director and Mr. Petersen is the Chairman.  I have filed an ethics complaint against Mr. Iliff with the Missouri Disciplinary Committee. I have filed an ethics complaint against Mr. Petersen with the Kansas Disciplinary Committee.  I am att
	There is also a conflict involving the Knoche family. Stephen Clark, who provides information to the commission on a regular basis, is married to Jane Knoche. Diane Knoche is the Project Coordinator of Terracon, a company that could become involved with the management of the proposed solar farm. She is married to Marvin Knoche.  All of these relationships should have been disclosed to the Planning Commission and to the public 
	With so many conflicts of interest and ethics violations that have not been disclosed to any commission or to the public, it is incumbent that this commission to cease all further actions with regard to the solar farm proposed by NextEra until the conflicts have been investigated and disciplinary action taken. 
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Attorneys are required to act at all times, both professionally and personally, in conformity with the standards established by the Kansas Rules of Professional Conduct, the Rules Relating to Discipline of Attorneys, and the attorney’s oath of office.  Misconduct is a ground for discipline, regardless of whether the act or omission occurred in the course of an attorney-client relationship. 
	Any local governmental officer or employee who has not filed a disclosure of substantial interests shall, before acting upon any matter which will affect any business in which the officer or employee has a substantial interest, file a written report of the nature of the interest with the county election officer of the county in which is located all or the largest geographical part of the officer's or employee's governmental subdivision. 
	It is professional misconduct for an attorney to: • • Violate or attempt to violate the Rules of Professional Conduct, knowingly assist or induce another to do so, or do so through the acts of another; commit a criminal act that reflects adversely on the lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness or fitness as a lawyer in other respects; engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or misrepresentation; engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice; state or imply an ability to infl
	Christopher Iliff, Chairman of the Johnson County Planning Commission, graduated from law school in 1979 and was admitted to the Kansas bar that same year.  He was also admitted to the Missouri bar in 1979. His law license in Kansas was suspended in 1986.  He served as Vice-President of Swiss Re until he retired in 2019. 
	John D. Petersen, a member of the Polsinelli Law Firm, graduated from law school in 1979 and was admitted to the Kansas bar that same year. Mr. Petersen represents NextEra (West Gardner Solar, LLC) before the Johnson County Planning Commission. The Polsinelli Law Firm has 900 attorneys in 21 different locations. 
	Both Mr. Iliff and Mr. Petersen have been members of the Board of Directors and the Legal Team of Miracle of Innocence, a Missouri non-profit, since 2019. Mr. Iliff serves as the Executive Director, and Mr. Petersen serves as the Chairman. 
	https://miracleofinnocence.org/board-of
	https://miracleofinnocence.org/board-of
	-directors 



	Neither Mr. Iliff nor Mr. Peterson have disclosed their professional relationship at Miracle of Innocence to the Johnson County Planning Commission or to the public. This a violation of the Kansas Open Meetings Act and the Kansas Open Records Act. 
	Failure to disclose this information suggests an inability to fulfill the professional role of attorney.  In addition, failure to disclose their relationship violates the ABA Model Rules of Professional Conduct. Therefore, the relationship between Mr. Iliff and Mr. Petersen as it pertains to NextEra’s proposed solar farm should be investigated.  Should a violation of ethics be found, they should be disciplined accordingly. 
	From: To: ; ; ; ; ; ; 
	Steven Clark 
	Steven Clark 
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	Meyers, Jeff, BOC
	Meyers, Jeff, BOC

	O"Hara, Charlotte, BOC
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	Hanzlick, Janee, BOC
	Hanzlick, Janee, BOC

	Ashcraft, 
	Ashcraft, 


	; Cc: Subject: Solar Farm Zoning Regulations Date: Monday, November 22, 2021 11:47:59 AM 
	Michael, BOC
	Michael, BOC

	Allenbrand, Shirley, BOC 
	Allenbrand, Shirley, BOC 

	planning@lawrenceks.org 
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	***This message came from outside of Johnson County Government - please use caution when opening attachments or links.*** 
	Dear Johnson County Board of Commissioners and Planning Commission, 
	I am writing to express my profound disappointment with the Johnson County Planning Commission's actions regarding solar facility zoning regulations at their Nov. 16, 2021 meeting. The Planning Commission overturned previously approved solar zoning regulations to recommend unfairly restrictive regulations that may prevent solar farms from being built in Johnson County. 
	In particular, the Planning Commissioners voted to adopt a limit of 20 years for solar farm Conditional Use Permits, which is an arbitrary limit lacking sound reasons. Solar developers, solar subject matter experts, and solar consultants had strongly supported 25 year or longer for CUP’s throughout the preceding months of hearings, explaining in detail that lenders and investors in solar farms require a long payback/operating period to recoup the high capital costs of solar farms. The possibility of a CUP e
	To my knowledge, the Planning l didn’t contact any independent experts to discuss and verify the CUP term issue. I don’t believe the Planning Commission or Staff surveyed other county planning organizations across the country to check their CUP terms for solar farms, though about 1,000 solar farms have been built to date. 
	Setting a short CUP term on solar projects is unreasonable not only because it denies the reality of solar project finance, it’s also illogical because solar equipment, like conventional power plant equipment, has an operating life of 30 years or more. If a power plant can produce power for 30 years or more, why should project permits require it to be removed after just 20 years? 
	No other infrastructure such as conventional power plants, water or wastewater treatment plants, or hospitals would be built in Johnson County if they were permitted for only 20 years. It seems the Planning Commission is singling out solar farms for this restrictive limit. 
	At the November 16 Planning Commission meeting, the Planning Commissioners voted for additional restrictive, anti-solar measures. These included a reduction of previously adopted limits on solar project acreage and an increase in the minimum distance from cities. No rationale was given for the more restrictive regulations and no discussions were held. And no opportunity was given for solar developers or experts to respond to Planning Commission questions or concerns. 
	It's obvious that the Planning Commissioners who voted for the restrictive solar zoning regulations don’t recognize or accept the many public benefits of solar-generated electricity. Solar developers and advocates presented strong evidence of solar power’s many benefits to the Planning Commission throughout the hearings. These include being renewable, having no emissions or 
	It's obvious that the Planning Commissioners who voted for the restrictive solar zoning regulations don’t recognize or accept the many public benefits of solar-generated electricity. Solar developers and advocates presented strong evidence of solar power’s many benefits to the Planning Commission throughout the hearings. These include being renewable, having no emissions or 
	wastewater discharge, being very quiet, having very low visual impact, and preserving the underlying land and soils. Additionally, the Planning Commission was given conclusive information about solar-generated electricity having lower costs than any conventional power generation source. If the Planning Commission didn’t believe the positive testimony about solar, they could have checked with independent local experts such as Black &Veatch or Burns & McDonnel. 

	I strongly request that the Johnson County Planning Commissioners and the Board of County Commissioners fully consider these issues before adopting final solar zoning regulations. 
	Respectfully submitted, 
	Steven M. Clark, P.E. 
	From: 
	Steven Clark 
	Steven Clark 
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	Cc: 
	planning@lawrenceks.org 
	planning@lawrenceks.org 


	Subject: Adoption of County Solar Zoning Regulations 
	Date: Monday, November 29, 2021 12:37:24 PM 
	Attachments: 
	Annot
	SC Email to JOCO Commissioners Rebuttal to Senator Thompson 10-11-21.pdf SC Email to JOCO Commissioners - Solar Myths Busted- 8-20-2021.pdf Charlotte O"Hara Email 10-28-2021.pdf Letter to JOCO Commissioner Charlotte O"Hara 9-22-2021.pdf 

	***This message came from outside of Johnson County Government - please use caution when opening attachments or links.*** 
	Dear Johnson County Board of Commissioners and Planning Commission, 
	I wrote to you on November 22 expressing my disappointment in the Planning Commission’s Nov. 16 vote in support of 20-year CUP terms for large solar facilities in Johnson County despite strong evidence that this relatively short permit term would significantly hinder solar development. It appears that the Planning Commissioner's vote was not based on a fair consideration of facts presented to the Planning Commission during the course of the hearings. Instead, it appears the Planning Commissioners who voted 
	Please allow me to explain in some detail. 
	Over the past months, Kansas State Senator Mike Thompson submitted multiple letters and made a public presentation to the Planning Commission opposing solar energy. Senator Thompson is the chair of the Senate Utilities committee and has used his position to oppose renewable energy throughout Kansas. He has urged both Johnson and Douglas Counties to adopt zoning regulations that prevent utility-scale solar facilities from being built, using reasoning based entirely on misinformation. In his public statements
	Senator Thompson is also a noted climate change denier, stating that it’s not human-caused, even though he’s an experienced meteorologist and should know better. His personal position is completely out of step with climate change science accepted by the vast majority of climate scientists worldwide. He’s also been opposed to broadly-supported COVID pandemic protection measures such as vaccinations and masking. The Kansas City Star took Senator Thompson to task in an article published October 28, 2021. See
	https://www.kansascity.com/news/coronavirus/article255334426.html 
	https://www.kansascity.com/news/coronavirus/article255334426.html 
	https://www.kansascity.com/news/coronavirus/article255334426.html 


	Yet it's evident that some of the Board of County Commissioners and Planning Commissioners are supportive of Senator Thompson’s anti-solar position despite evidence given by multiple credible 
	Yet it's evident that some of the Board of County Commissioners and Planning Commissioners are supportive of Senator Thompson’s anti-solar position despite evidence given by multiple credible 
	parties regarding the documented benefits of solar energy. For your information, I’ve attached a copy of an email string between one of the County Commissioners and myself in which I provide validated information about solar energy benefits, which the commissioner apparently does not accept. During the November 16 Planning Commission meeting, one of the Planning Commissioners specifically referred to a letter from Senator Thompson in citing her reasons against solar energy. I believe these individuals' mind

	Turning to public opposition to solar as expressed during the public hearings, I fully support local citizens having the right to express valid concerns about solar zoning regulations and potential impacts to their health and lifestyle. The Planning Commission's public comment process allows anyone to speak for up to two minutes during their scheduled public hearings and rightfully so. However, recent meetings have been dominated by several emotional objections to solar (without cogent reasons for oppositio
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Though the solar project developer was also allowed their time to speak during public comment, two minutes was very inadequate to advocate for fair solar zoning regulations, much less to address solar misinformation. Solar opponents were also allowed to disrupt the solar developer's talk by waving large signs behind him for his entire two minute period, and the planning commissioners didn't prevent these disrespectful actions. Some solar opponents have also given thinly-veiled threatening messages to the Pl

	2.
	2.
	 Has the Planning Commissioners or Staff sorted through claims by solar proponents and opponents to determine what is valid and what is not? Have independent experts or information sources been consulted? 

	3. 
	3. 
	The draft solar zoning regulations prepared by Planning Commission comprehensively addresses valid concerns raised by the public. In addressing those potential impacts of a solar facility, the impact of virtually all valid concerns will be mitigated to very minor remaining impacts. Valid concerns include noise, traffic, visual impacts, dust, soil erosion and stormwater management, groundwater contamination, decommissioning and site restoration, wildlife accommodation, and the like. 

	4. 
	4. 
	The consultant engaged by the Planning Commission Staff to help prepare solar zoning regulations publicly discounted multiple false claims by solar opponents in his presentations including leaching of chemicals from solar panels and visual impacts (after visual screening requirements are adopted). I trust the Planning Commissioners and the Board of Commissioners take this testimony into account. 

	5. 
	5. 
	Solar proponents and developers have publicly discounted many myths and misinformation presented by opponents using credible public sources. I have attached a copy of one of my prior written submittals discounting solar myths. I trust the Planning Commissioners and the Board of Commissioners take this information into account. 

	6. 
	6. 
	Would it have been helpful for the Planning Commissioners to have publicly asked solar 


	developers and independent experts tough questions about solar technology and impacts in a public panel session during your public hearing process? Would it be possible to conduct such a public meeting in the near future before final decisions are made? 
	In short, if valid public concerns are fully addressed through appropriate zoning regulations and project mitigation requirements, I believe zoning regulations should be modified to remove the anti-solar provisions which only serve to hamstring responsible solar project development. Those unnecessary anti-solar zoning regulations include the short 20-year CUP term limit, which should be increased to at least 25 years, with possible future extensions. I also recommend that the Planning Commission revert to t
	If Johnson County adopts these fair and reasonable solar zoning regulations, responsible solar farms could be built in the county and the resulting solar facilities would deliver many important public benefits. This would be a "win" for everyone. Any negative impacts to nearby residents would be mitigated to a very low level. 
	My comments are offered in sincerity. Though my in-laws would like to lease their property for a solar farm, all of my arguments and information presented here are truthful. I have over 42 years of professional engineering and construction experience in fossil and renewable power generation, including 13 years of solar experience. My experience is more fully described at: 
	https://www.linkedin.com/in/steven-clark-p-e-9441b321/ 
	https://www.linkedin.com/in/steven-clark-p-e-9441b321/ 
	https://www.linkedin.com/in/steven-clark-p-e-9441b321/ 


	Steven M. Clark, Professional Engineer 
	clarkville80@sbcglobal.net 
	clarkville80@sbcglobal.net 
	clarkville80@sbcglobal.net 
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	REPLIES TO QUESTIONS FROM COMMISSIONER CHARLOTTE O’HARA 
	JOHNSON COUNTY, KS DISTRICT 3 COUNTY COMMISSIONER PREPRARED BY STEVEN M. CLARK, P.E. SEP. 22, 2021 
	INTRODUCTION 
	On September 21, 2021, I received an email from Johnson County Commissioner Charlotte O’Hara with a set of questions pertaining to large-scale solar facilities in general and the proposed NextEra Energy Resources (NEER) West Gardner Solar Project. Commissioner O’Hara’s questions are listed below in the order received along with my responses. Though I am a proponent of solar PV power, please note that I am not employed by NEER, am not a consultant for them, and have never been employed or contracted by NEER.
	QUESTION NO. 1 
	“NextEra’s project, spanning the JoCo and Douglas County line could sprawl 8-10 sq miles. I have not seen an estimate as to the megawatts this facility would generate. If you know, could you calculate the land mass necessary for a natural gas plant to generate the same megawatts?” 
	Reply: NEER has established a project website and a Facebook page for their proposed West Gardner Solar Project at: 
	https://www.nexteraenergyresources.com/west-gardner-solar/project-overview.html 
	https://www.nexteraenergyresources.com/west-gardner-solar/project-overview.html 


	And at: 
	https://www.facebook.com/WestGardnerSolar 
	https://www.facebook.com/WestGardnerSolar 


	NEER states in each of these sources that the project will be 320 megawatts (MW), meaning the facility will generate 320 MW of alternating current (AC) electrical power at rated conditions. 
	A rule of thumb for solar PV projects is that 6 to 7 acres of land are required to produce 1 MW (of AC power). Using this rule of thumb, a 320 MW West Gardner Solar Project would require 1,920 to 2,240 acres of usable land where solar equipment can be located. This is equivalent to 3.0 to 3.5 square miles for the Project; much less than 8 to 10 square miles. I note, however, that if zoning regulations require significant setbacks from all public roadways and residences, the total acreage needed for the Proj
	A natural gas-fired combined cycle power plant of equal generating capacity would require about 160 to 200 acres, obviously much less than a solar plant that’s dependent on solar energy, which arrives at Earth’s surface at about 1,000 watts per square meter. However, in addition to the power plant site itself, gas-fired power plants require natural gas production wells, processing and compression facilities and long distance, high-pressure natural gas transmission lines, which run hundreds of miles from nat
	1 
	QUESTION NO. 2 
	“Also, this facility will not pay property taxes for 10 years……as in zero.” 
	Reply: I’m not an expert on property taxes and tax regulations, however, I believe you’re referring to the tax exemption provided to renewable energy facilities (and several other facility types) by the 2016 Kansas statute found at: 
	_ 002_0001_section/079_002_0001_k/ 
	_ 002_0001_section/079_002_0001_k/ 
	http://kslegislature.org/li_2016/b2015_16/statute/079_000_0000_chapter/079_002_0000_article/079


	I offer the following points for your consideration. 
	 
	 
	 
	This Kansas statute provides an incentive for solar power developers to build new generating facilities in Kansas, which the state of Kansas wants to encourage. Individual counties cannot exclude themselves from the statute, and solar developers are entitled to avail themselves of this opportunity. 

	 
	 
	Many other types of facilities are eligible for local or state tax exemptions as a matter of policy to encourage economic growth, create jobs, etc. Solar is not being treated in a unique or unusual manner. 

	 
	 
	The project will pay significant property taxes after its tenth year of operation. NEER or others may be able to estimate these amounts. 

	 
	 
	The project will create hundreds of construction jobs and several permanent jobs for the facility’s operating life. The income taxes, sales taxes, and secondary effect taxes from these jobs will be significant, and perhaps NEER could estimate the amounts. 

	 
	 
	Before the Project is built, NEER will enter a contract to sell the electricity produced by the Project to an “off-taker” such as Evergy. NEER will very likely need to “win” the power sales contract via a competitive bidding process that Evergy undertakes, requiring NEER to offer a competitive power price. In determining their power pricing level, NEER will factor in the initial 10-year property tax exemption, and offer a lower price than they otherwise would be able to make. Therefore, the 10-year property


	QUESTION NO. 3 
	“What about the fire hazard of lithium storage batteries?” 
	Reply: Large-scale deployment of battery energy storage systems (BESS) has only begun in the past four or five years. Most of these BESS facilities have, in fact, used lithium-ion battery technology, though several competing battery technologies are in development and deployment in the industry. To my knowledge, NEER has not selected the battery technology it will use in the West Gardner Solar Project, but their forthcoming CUP applications may address the topic. 
	It is true that there have been some incidents of what’s known as “thermal runaway” and some fires at lithium-ion BESS facilities in recent years. The general public has not been harmed by any of these incidents, to my knowledge. However, the industry has quickly learned from these incidents and the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), in their capacity as a leader in researching fire incidents and publishing design and operations standards, has issued NFPA 855 “Standard for the Installation of Stat
	2 
	-hazards/Energy-Storage-Systems 
	-hazards/Energy-Storage-Systems 
	https://www.nfpa.org/News-and-Research/Resources/Emergency-Responders/High-risk


	Known engineering, design, and operational solutions to prevent and limit BESS fire incidents include the following, and I recommend that Johnson County zoning regulations and/or CUP conditions include these or similar requirements. 
	 
	 
	 
	Follow all applicable requirements of NFPA 855 

	 
	 
	Employ thorough QA/QC inspections and testing for battery components including cells, electrical connections, connections, etc. during the construction process 

	 
	 
	Locate the BESS away from public exposure. 

	 
	 
	Include protective features in the Battery Management System (BMS) which controls the charge and discharge rates of the batteries and monitors their temperatures. 

	 
	 
	Include layers of detection and protection features within the BESS containers using water mist sprays, explosive venting of the container, etc. 

	 
	 
	Provide advance training for fire and emergency response teams 


	Additionally, I’d like to note that all types of power generating facilities involve some degree of fire and other risks. Coal fired plants have incurred devastating explosions and fires from coal dust. Gas-fired plants have suffered fires from natural gas leaks and turbine oil leaks. Nuclear power plants have had fires and loss of radioactive cooling water accidents. Hydroelectric dams have failed catastrophically. By comparison, solar PV facilities with BESS have much lower risks, which can be managed and
	QUESTION NO. 4 
	How do we handle the massive amount of cost and waste in decommissioning such a facility? We have no idea with the recycling market will be in 40 years. 
	Reply: The answer is straightforward and the public will have no risk of bearing this cost. Zoning regulations and CUP conditions should require the owner of utility-scale solar power plants to post a financial instrument in favor of the county government to cover the total estimated cost of the facility’s decommissioning and site restoration. The zoning regulations and CUP conditions should require appropriate recycling and waste disposal for facility equipment and materials per applicable laws at the time
	Please note that the solar module manufacturing and development industry are acutely aware of module recycling concerns and issues. They have been addressing the issue as solar has grown significantly in the past ten year. See the following for more information. 
	https://www.seia.org/initiatives/seia-national-pv-recycling-program 
	https://www.seia.org/initiatives/seia-national-pv-recycling-program 
	https://www.seia.org/initiatives/seia-national-pv-recycling-program 
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	QUESTION NO. 5 
	“Also the power plant in Lawrence pays $8.4 million a year in property taxes and the Linn County power plant contributes 65% of the that county’s revenues. The closing of those plants are going to have real world implications beyond devasted county budgets and loss of good jobs…” 
	Reply: Evergy has made the decision to close its two-unit Lawrence coal-fired power plant by 2023. It’s a decision that Evergy made, at least in part, due to the age and condition of the Lawrence power plant, which is 50 to 60 years old. Coal fired power plants of that vintage are relatively inefficient, unreliable, and costly to operate and maintain. See the following news article for more info on this closing. 
	just-outside-of-lawrence/ 
	just-outside-of-lawrence/ 
	https://www2.ljworld.com/news/general-news/2021/apr/30/evergy-to-close-coal-fired-power-plant
	-


	I understand that Evergy has also announced the 2032 closing of one coal fired unit at their two-unit LaCygne Power Plant in Linn County, KS. These units were built in the 1970’s and have had multiple reliability, performance, and emissions problems over the decades. 
	environmental-groups-say-its-not-fast-enough 
	environmental-groups-say-its-not-fast-enough 
	https://www.kmuw.org/energy-and-environment/2021-05-04/evergy-plans-major-coal-shutdowns-but
	-


	There is no doubt that local counties will suffer economic loss from property taxes and jobs as older coal-fired power plants are retired. However, the units being retired are old, inefficient, expensive to operate, and increasingly unreliable. They also produce significant emissions (SO2, NOX, particulates and CO2). No electric utility is obligated to keep older, more expensive power plants operating in the interest of maintaining jobs or property tax revenues. 
	Please note that solar PV projects produce emissions-free electricity far cheaper than any coal fired power plant in the United States. All industries shut down old technology when less expensive, less polluting technology becomes available. See the following references that clearly demonstrate utility-scale solar PV plants generate electricity far less expensively that coal fired power plants. Summarizing the data, new solar PV plants are estimated to generate electricity at $29 to $31 per MWH, while coal 
	https://www.lazard.com/perspective/lcoe2020 
	https://www.lazard.com/perspective/lcoe2020 
	https://www.lazard.com/perspective/lcoe2020 


	Cheapest-Coal-Competitors-on-Cost 
	Cheapest-Coal-Competitors-on-Cost 
	https://www.irena.org/newsroom/pressreleases/2020/Jun/Renewables-Increasingly-Beat-Even
	-


	systems.html 
	systems.html 
	https://www.nrel.gov/news/program/2021/documenting-a-decade-of-cost-declines-for-pv
	-


	All of us who consume electricity will benefit from the lower cost of generation from utility-scale solar PV plants relative to any other form of conventional power generation. 
	QUESTION NO. 6 
	“how we be guaranteed consistent and reliable energy on our power grid? 
	These are serious issues and the stampede towards Zero Net 50 could prove disastrous.” 
	4 
	Reply: I fully agree that the continuing, reliable supply of electricity from the grid to all customers is paramount as more intermittent renewable energy (primarily wind and solar generated electricity) are added to the system. For Johnson County, the issue of electric grid reliability is primarily the responsibility of Evergy, the regulated electrical service provider. The Southwest Power Pool supports Evergy in assuring system reliability and the Kansas Corporation Commission provides regulatory oversigh
	That being said, it’s perfectly reasonable for all citizens and government representatives to be concerned about future electrical system reliability (and pricing) during the transition to cleaner, renewable energy sources. The transition from power plants fueled by coal, natural gas, and nuclear fuels to a system that increasingly uses wind and solar power, while reducing reliance on coal (especially) and natural gas (less reduction in short term), could potentially cause electrical service reliability to 
	Evergy has published their electrical generation source plans through 2040 and is committed to transitioning from heavy reliance on fossil fuels to much more reliance on renewable wind and solar, which will significantly decrease their overall CO2 emissions. See the following two Evergy information sources for detailed information on Evergy’s energy transition plans, including their commitment to and actual performance for electrical service reliability and pricing. 
	electrical service reliability to their customers and electricity pricing reductions during the transition . 
	Despite the significant energy transition in recent years, Evergy’s published data shows improvement in 
	already made. As already shown in this document, utility-scale solar-generated electricity is less expensive than conventional power sources so the downward pricing trend should be contained

	https://investors.evergy.com/static-files/65ad24f6-7c78-4f8c-a0e1-86258b951704 
	https://investors.evergy.com/static-files/65ad24f6-7c78-4f8c-a0e1-86258b951704 
	https://investors.evergy.com/static-files/65ad24f6-7c78-4f8c-a0e1-86258b951704 


	: 
	https://www.evergy.com/smart-energy/renewable-resources/our-energy-mix
	https://www.evergy.com/smart-energy/renewable-resources/our-energy-mix


	Energy Source 
	Energy Source 
	Energy Source 
	2010* 
	2020* 
	2030** 
	2040** 

	Coal 
	Coal 
	52% 
	40% 
	26% 
	7% 

	Gas and Oil 
	Gas and Oil 
	38% 
	26% 
	25% 
	23% 

	Nuclear 
	Nuclear 
	9% 
	7% 
	6% 
	6% 

	Wind 
	Wind 
	0% 
	28% 
	33% 
	30% 

	Solar 
	Solar 
	0% 
	<1% 
	12% 
	17% 

	Firm Dispatchable Resource*** 
	Firm Dispatchable Resource*** 
	1% 
	0% 
	2% 
	19% 


	*Actual **Planned ***Energy storage, e.g., batteries 
	Evergy’s plan is to retain 51% of their electrical supply from coal and gas power plants in 2030; those types of power plants are typically able to be ramped up and down to counter the intermittency of wind and solar. By 2040, Evergy plans to source 30% of their electricity from fossil-fired plants and have another 19% of energy produced by “Firm Dispatchable Resources” such as battery energy storage. A total of 49% of energy available from fossil and energy storage sources should be more than adequate to e
	5 
	Certainly, Evergy’s 47% energy contribution from wind and solar in 2040 will present some operational challenges for Evergy and the SPP. However, several transmission systems such as those in California and Germany, have already achieved this level of renewable penetration and solved most of the technical and operational challenges. Going above 50% renewable energy contribution will pose further challenges, but for Evergy, those challenges are decades away. Researchers and organizations such as NREL and the
	about-achieving-a-national-scale-100-renewable-electric-grid.html 
	https://www.nrel.gov/news/features/2021/what-we-know-and-dont-know
	-


	6 



