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January 13, 2022 

Dear Honorable County Commissioners, 

I am Donna Brecheisen Knoche. My husband, Robert, and I have signed a solar land lease for our 
property, and we are in favor of solar farms. We believe they are safe and would have very little impacts 
on our neighbors or the environment. We are in favor of fair and reasonable solar zoning regulations. 

Our family has many years of living in southwest Johnson County and Southeast Douglas County. My 
maternal Grandparents, Lloyd and Katrina Smith, moved from Zarah, in the Argentine (Kansas City, KS) 
area to land now listed as 17511t Street and Evening Star Road about 1900. I spent many summer days 
there with my Grandmother Smith gardening and canning for the upcoming winters. 

My Great Grandfather, Peter Brecheisen, homesteaded in the area in the 1850s and raised a family of 
eight there with his wife Wilhelmina. The Peter Brecheisen family wanted to encourage education and to 
raise money for a school. They raised produce and took it to Lawrence, Kansas to help pay for the 
original 1860s Clearfield, Kansas school building. In August of 1863, on the way to Lawrence, they 
stopped and rested overnight in Eudora. In the morning a rider warned them about Quantrill's raid in 
Lawrence and they hid in nearby timber. After riders passed by, they turned around and went to a 
neighboring house and teamed more. Once home, he had his family hide in a cornfield for 3 days. It was 
a close call in Eudora for Peter and his son. Peter's homestead is still in the Brecheisen family, and his 
Great Grandson (and my cousin) Phillip and wife live on this land. They too have signed a land lease 
with the solar farm project. 

My paternal Grandfather, William Brecheisen, is a Civil War Veteran. He homesteaded land on the east 
edge of Douglas County in the late 1860s, one mile south from his father Peter's farm. This land is still in 
our family. I was born on this very land 91 years ago and grew up on this farm. I enjoy recalling that I 
spent my 75 th birthday overnight in my family home. 

As you can imagine, rural lifestyle has changed immensely since I was growing up. In the late 1940s 
rural electricity came to our area. I could hardly imagine being able to have a bright light in every room. 
An electric stove and refrigerator were our first modem appliances. We shifted away from many battery
powered devices. The advent of electricity in our nation also changed the methods we used in farming. 
There went our horse drawn plows and planters. We were able to buy tractors and get our fanning done 
more quickly and have more time at the end of the workday. 

Use of electricity increases constantly. Can you think of many of the things we touch and utilize every 
day that aren't made by or dependent on electricity? Our society is very dependent on reliable and 
inexpensive electricity. 

Our family has always worked to care for our land by building and maintaining terraces and water ways 
to control erosion as we raised cattle and crops that used the sun. Solar farms use the sun too, but they 
make much-needed electricity instead of traditional farm products. This is how our land will produce an 



amazing harvest of energy for use. I see a solar farming as an important Agribusiness commodity. Like 
other growing crops, Solar panels and their installation in the Midwest don't make noise, don't give off 
any hazardous gases/ odors, don't emit heat, don't poison groundwater, do not cause erosion, and don't 
deplete the soil of nutrients. A solar farm will not affect the well water, fresh air, or sunshine on any of 
the neighboring properties. With all the setback and visual screening requirements in the draft solar 
zoning regulations, I don't think the scenic views will be hanned either. 

land my family have learned a lot about current solar farm equipment, construction, and their useful life. 
Solar panels have a life expectancy of35 years use, so a conditional use pennit ofat least 25 plus years 
with renewal options should be approved by the BOCC. A solar farm is mostly self-contained and must 

follow strict federal, state, and county regulations for environmental protection, fire protection, and 
building heights for example. 

Our family has been very good caretakers of our land, and we want to pass our land on as a legacy to our 
future generations. Partnering with NextEra, a respectable and very capable solar company, to build a 
solar farm will allow us to preserve our land, keep it profitable, and provide needed clean renewable 
energy to our County. A solar farm will be a good neighbor to everyone living in Southwest Johnson 
County and Southeast Douglas County. 

Please consider making changes to the proposed regulations so they are supportive of solar farm 
development and much more flexible in project acreage, project extent, and conditional use pennit 
lengths. I would like to see 25 year CUP's (with extensions), 2,000 acre project size, and I mile distance 
minimum from City boundaries. 

Thank you for listening and considering taking steps to meet the needs for renewable energy now and in 
the future. 

Donna Knoche 
238 North Maple Street 
Gardner, Kansas 
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Subject: Solar Zoning Regulations & Economic Benefits of Solar Farms 

January 14, 2022 

Dear County Commissioners, 

My name is Nina Lanman. I grew up in Gardner, Kansas, and my parents are Robert and Donna Knoche. They have 

signed an agreement to lease their land for a solar farm in Johnson and Douglas Counties, if zoning regulations 

allow it. Since my parents signed their lease agreement, I've read up on solar farms to get familiar with how 

they're built and operated. I've also virtually attended Johnson County Planning Commission meetings about solar 

zoning regulations. I'm concerned they're recommending overly stringent solar zoning regulations. 

In setting very strict solar zoning regulations that may prevent solar farms from being built, the JOCO Planning 

Commission seems to have ignored the significant economic benefits of solar farms. Here are some facts about 

the economic benefits of solar farms to their local communities. 

• A 1,000-acre solar farm (the current Planning Commission acreage limit) could produce about 150 MW, 

costing about $250 million to build. (Ref. 1) 

• About $125 million would be spent on solar equipment. (Ref. 1) 

• Assuming the total Johnson County sales tax rate is 9.48%, sales tax revenues on equipment would be 

$11.85 million, with a significant amount of that going to the county. (Ref. 2) 

• About $17 to 20 million would be spent for local construction labor. (Ref. 1) 

• At peak, about 150 to 200 construction workers would be employed at the job site (Ref. 3) 

• 7 to 8 full time workers would be employed for operations, maintenance, vegetation management, site 

security, environmental and permit compliance, with a total payroll of about $450,000 per year (Ref. 4). 

• Local companies would likely win subcontracts for site surveying, site investigations, grading, fencing, 

security systems, roadwork, site security, landscaping and vegetation management, and the like. 

• Though solar farms receive a 10-year property tax exemption, property taxes would continue on the 

underlying land as they currently are, without loss to the County. 

• After the 10-year property tax exemption expires, solar farms would pay significant annual taxes to the 

County. The JOCO tax assessor's office could possibly estimate these amounts for the BOCC. 

• Solar project developers often sign an agreement with their host county whereby the developer pays the 

county for: 

o County's cost for 3rd party consultants to assist in review of CUP applications. 

o County's cost for 3rd party review of solar farm design drawings to ensure compliance with 

applicable building codes 

o County's cost for 3rd party inspections of solar farm construction per approved facility plans and 

CUP requirements. 

o Payments to offset County and local emergency response agencies special equipment and 

training associated with a solar farm 

o A payment to the County in lieu of taxes during the 10 years while the property tax exemption is 

in place 
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• Solar farm developers also make land lease payments to local land owners who willingly participate in the 

solar farm projects. A 1,000-acre solar farm could result in annual land lease payments in the $500,000 

range, and that money would be injected into the local economy, and state income taxes would be paid 

on it. These land lease payments are usually much higher than what's currently earned from farming. 

• The solar farm facili ty owner (not land owner) would also pay Kansas income tax on their revenues from 

the solar farm. I can't estimate Kansas state tax amounts, but a 150 MW solar farm could have gross 

electrical sales revenues of about $10 million per year (Ref. 5). 

• If the BOCC restores the 2,000-acre maximum project size limit that the Planning Commission originally 

approved, the economic benefits to the county would double from these figures! 

Solar farms would be a huge economic benefit for Johnson County, especial ly for the rural areas where they could 

be built. Those areas are generally much less affluent than the suburban areas of the County, so it's only fair to 

allow solar farm development in rural areas. 

However, I'm very concerned that the JOCO Planning Commission has recommended very strict zoning regulations 

that would make it very difficult, if not impossible, for solar farms to be built in the county. I don't think the 

Planning Commission gave solar a fair hearing and some commissioners were opposed to solar from the beginning. 

Dur,ing one public meeting, one of the planning commissioners quoted solar misinformation from Kansas state 

senator Mike Thompson as reliable truth. Local residents opposed to solar farms voiced a lot of solar 

misinformation at the commission's meetings. Solar misinformation can be easily debunked by Independent solar 

experts and should be disregarded by the BOCC. 

The Planning Commission has recommended a short, 20-year maximum conditional use permit term for solar 

farms. However, several solar industry experts testified that a 25- or 30-year permit term is needed to allow a 

solar farm to be financed and that these longer permit terms are standard across the country. Did the Planning 

Commission check permit term lengths with other counties that already host solar farms? I don't think other types 

of infrastructure project are limited to 20-year permit terms, so why are solar farms limited? I request the BOCC 

set solar farm CUP terms to 25 or 30 years, with extensions allowed. After all, the solar equipment is designed and 

guaranteed to last for 30 years or more I 

Please approve zoning regulations for solar farms that are fair and reasonable including 30-year CUP terms and 

2,000•acre project size limits. Thank you for considering my requests. 

Nfna Lanman 

2371 Highland Trail, SW 

Alexandria, MN 56308 

Footnotes. 

1) Fall 2021 Solar Industry Update, NREL, October 20, 2021, Page 28. Estimated price for 100 MW solar+ PV 

plant is $167 million for projects built in 2021. Source: https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy22osti/8l325.pdf 

2) $125 mi llion times 9.48% = $11.85 million. Source of sales tax rate is: 

https://www.avalara.com/taxrates/en/state•rates/kansas/counties/johnson-county.html 

3) CUP applications for numerous solar PV projects in California and elsewhere 

4) 7.5 full time workers t imes estimated annual salary of $60,000 per employee. 

5) 150 MWac t imes inverter loading ratio of 1.25 times annual specific yield of 1,737 MWHac/MWdc times 

power purchase agreement sales rate of $31 per MWH. 
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January 14, 2021 

Dear Honorable County Commissioners, 

My wife and I have lived in Gardner, Kansas since we were married in 1953. That's 69 years together, 
raising a family of six children here in Johnson County, while working over 50 years as a veterinarian and 
cattle rancher. I've also been on the city of Gardner city council and always involved in community 
organizations like the Lodge and our local church. I retired several years ago, but I stay active by 
volunteering each week at Gardner's Joy Closet and the Olathe Medical Center. 

Over the years, I bought fannland in Johnson and Douglas Counties to raise cattle, and my wife, Donna, 
inherited land in both counties, which has been in her family since the l 850's. We've always taken very 
good care of our land and have protected it against soil erosion and other damage. We built terraces to 
reduce stormwater runoff and soil erosion, and we maintained hedge rows. The land received two 
conservation awards from the Johnson County Conservation District. I was on the Conservation 
District's Board of Supervisors for 10 years. When many of our neighbors signed oil lease agreements in 
the 1980's, we decided not to because we were concerned about the oil wells, piping, and tanks polluting 
our land. We're convinced a solar farm wouldn't harm our land or our neighbors land and that it would 
do a lot of good by producing electricity without pollution. So, we signed a lease with NextEra, a solar 
project developer we trust. A solar farm will help keep our farm land in our family for decades to come, 
and that's what we want instead of it being broken up for other development. 

I believe property owners should have the right to build a solar farm on their land since no one else would 

be damaged or harmed by it. That's a right that property owners should have. The construction and 
operation of a solar farm on our land won't cause harm to any of our neighbors or their land. Therefore, 

our neighbors shouldn't be able to stop a solar fann from being built on our property. We haven't tried to 
stop them from having a winery, raising cattle or horses, or having nurseries on their property. 

The draft zoning regulations include so many restrictions and regulations about how a solar farm could be 
built that neighbors won't be able to see it, hear it, or even realize it's nearby. That's what the Planning 
Commission's own solar consultant said at a public meeting. Because of various zoning requirements, 
neighbors don't need to worry about soil erosion, soil contamination, water pollution, or anything else 
that might harm them or their land. I don't think neighbors have any good reasons remaining why they 
don't want a solar farm near them. 

The Johnson County Planning Commission voted for a 50-foot-wide setback all around a solar farm, 
which I don't think is needed. A setback like this isn't required for any other rural development, and it 

would prevent solar equipment, even the boundary fence, from being built within 50 feet of the property 
boundary. Our property is in a rural area with very little road traffic. Not being able to use a 50-foot
wide strip along all edges just wastes land. A 20 or 25 foot wide should be enough. 

The Planning Commission also recommended that a solar farm's conditional use permit could be no 
longer than 20 years. I think this was done just to roadblock all solar farms since they need to operate for 



30 years or more to pay back their high installation costs. Any other factory, warehouse, or infrastructure 
needs to be permitted for 30 or more years too. Johnson County hasn't limited their permits to 20 years. 
Why solar farms? 

The Planning Commission also wants to prevent solar farms from being built within 2 miles of any city 
boundary, but didn't explain why. I've heard that many solar farms have been built inside city limits or 
near them without problems. If the 2-mile limit is included in the final zoning regulations, solar farms 
could only be built in a very small part of Johnson County even though we need as much solar energy as 
possible. I don't think a 2-mile restriction is right or fair. I'd like the BOCC to reduce this distance to 1 
mile, since that would still let city residential areas grow. 

I hope that you will consider my input when you decide on solar zoning regulations. Thank you for 
serving as County Commissioners. 

Robert (Doc) L. Knoche, DVM 

238N. Maple 
Gardner, KS 
913-884-8200 
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Subject: Anti-Solar Misinformation 

January 15, 2022 

Dear County Commissioners, 
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This letter is from Marvin Knoche and my wife, Diane Knoche. We both grew up in Johnson County, moving to 

Nevada, MO, just seven months ago. I grew up in Gardner, Kansas, and we've both lived in Johnson County for 

much of our lives. My parents are Robert and Donna Knoche, who still live in the family home I grew up in. A few 

years ago, my parents signed a lease agreement with NextEra for a solar farm to be built on their land in Johnson 

and Douglas Counties. Since then, we've learned a lot about solar farms including about solar modules (aka 

panels) and how solar farms are built and operated. Solar farms produce electricity economically from a 

tenewable source, the sun, without producing any emissions or wastewater. They are very quiet and have a low 

visual profile. Solar farms will allow our dependence of dirty fossil fuels like coal to be reduced. We are also 

confident that solar farms can be built without negative impacts to neighbors. 

We've been closely following the Johnson County Planning Commission's public hearings over the past six months 

that were focused on developing solar zoning regulations. We were both very shocked and upset when we 

watched the Planning Commissioners approve anti-solar zoning restrictions at their November and December 2021 

. public meetings. The anti-solar regulations approved at those meetings overturned previously approved 

regulations that were considerably more reasonable. The restrictive anti-solar regulations approved by the 

Planning Commission included: 

• A maximum 20-year term for solar farm conditional use permits (previously approved at 25 years) 

• A maximum 1,000-acre total project size for solar farms (previously approved at 2,000 acres) 

• A minimum distance of 2 miles from city boundaries (previously approved at 1.5 miles) 

These restrictions are likely the most restrictive of any solar zoning regulations in the entire country. They were 

approved by the Planning Commission without any explanation or insight into why they tightened the regulations. 

The approved regulations do not provide any public benefit and could stop solar farms from being built in any 

portion of Johnson County. By singling out one particular land use and power generation technology (solar), which 

is actually very beneficial, the Planning Commission is favoring the continued operation of dirty coal-fired plants. 

From watching and participating in all of the Planning Commission's public hearings, we're strongly convinced that 

misinformation and anti-solar bias played a big part in the Planning Commission's unfair regulations. From the 

outset, some local politicians opposed solar farm development based completely on false, misleading, and 

incomplete information. These politicians include Kansas senator Mike Thompson and Greg Cromer, chair of the 

Conservative Republicans of Southern Johnson County. They convinced many local residents that solar farms 

would seriously impact them and the environment though a deliberate and outrageous misinformation campaign. 

We have listed several examples of the outrageous misinformation spread by these anti-solar politicians in an 

attached table. This misinformation was given through web sites, video clips, and in written submittals and public 

comments to the Planning Commission. 
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Local residents, who've been misinformed and misled by the anti-solar politicians, have created their own website 

opposing "Industrial Solar" where they further spread solar misinformation. Local opponents have stated so much 

solar misinformation at each Planning Commission's public hearings, much of it without any credibility. We've 

listed many of the public's false statements into a second table attached to our letter. 

As you consider solar zoning, we're certain you'll receive many, many strongly anti-solar comments from the public 

and from anti-solar politicians. When you receive those comments, please consider carefully whether they fall into 

one of the following categories; this type of public comment shouldn't receive any consideration by the BOCC. 

• Unfounded claims and false statements that are simply solar misinformation 

• Possible impacts from solar farms, but which the draft zoning regulations already address 

• Irrelevant to solar zoning regulations 

Please note that, at times, solar opponents have been very disruptive and uncivil. They have been out of order at 

public meetings, disrupted the Planning Commission's agenda and discussions, have loudly cheered their own 

speakers, have waved signs and been disrespectful to solar proponents. At times, they have seemed verbally and 

physically threatening to my parents who are elderly and have limited mobility. Opponents have made wild claims 

that the Planning Commission was operating in an "unconstitutional manner" when it appeared the Planning 

Commission might issue more favorable solar zoning regulations. On their public websites, they've posted 

threatening messages about the Planning Commission chair (Ref. 15), and opponents likely orchestrated the last

minute conflict of interest claim against two Planning Commission members who weren't anti-solar. It's likely that 

solar opponents will continue thts behavior in upcoming meetings with the BOCC. 

Please ignore and disregard unfounded, unreasonable, and irrelevant claims from solar opponents during your 

upcoming public process. Instead, please give full consideration to input from qualified and experienced solar 

professionals and independent experts. Please give full consideration to the positive operating experience of the 

1,000 solar farms throughout the country that have not harmed neighbors or the environment. Please base your 

zoning regulations on facts and not on opponents' fears and false claims. 

Please approve zoning regulations for solar farms that are fair and reasonable including 30-year CUP terms, 1-mile 

restricted areas from city boundaries, 2,000-acre project size limits, no project extent acreage limit, and no 

minimum spacing between solar farms. 

Thank you for considering our input, 

Marvin & Diane Knoche 

1605 W Maple St 

Nevada,MO 64772 
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EXAMPLES OF SOlAR MISINFORMATION STATED BY LOCAL POLITICIANS 
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(the solar developer) abandons it or ends its operation. TRUTH: The draft zoning regulations include 

stringent requirements for solar farm owners to post financial security in favor of the county to pay for 

complete solar farm decommissioning and site restoration. (Ref. 1) 

2. Misinformation: Solar farms wUI cause electrical outages and unreliable grid operation. Last winter's 

blackouts in Texas are an example of renewables causing blackouts. It was also stated that California has 

had reliability problems caused by solar farms. TRUTH: Based on independent experts' studies, there 

have been no increases in electrical grid reliability due to solar or other renewable power plants. Experts 

have also concluded that outages of fossil fired power plants and natural gas production facilities during 

last winter's extended deep freeze in Texas was the primary cause of the Texas blackouts. Solar farms in 

Texas remained in operation during the blackouts (except where the grid outage didn't allow their 

operation}. California's grid obtains over 20% of its annual energy from solar farms, and there have been 

no blackouts due to solar farms. Additionally, the local electric utility for Johnson County is Evergy, and 

they are overly dependent on aging coal fired plants at LaCygne and Lawrence, which are both SO to 60 

years old. These aging plants are inefficient and increasingly unreliable, as they've already exceeded their 

original design lives. (Ref. 2) 

3. Misinformation: Solar farms are unreliable since they depend on the sun, which is intermittent and also 

weak in the winter. They are not able to produce on demand. TRUTH: The annual and daily power 

production of solar farms, including their intermittency, is well known by solar farm designers and system 

planners. Solar farms are always components of an overall electrical grid, which includes both on-demand 

"' fossil-powered plants and intermittent renewable power farms {wind and solar). When the sun shines, 

'l:' solar farms produce electricity which goes onto the grid, allowing the most expensive fossil plant to 

reduce its output, reducing its air pollution emissions and fuel use, saving customers money. When 

::- sunlight drops off in late afternoon or due to passing clouds, the fossil unit's output is increased. This 

type of grid operation is nothing new; it's been standard practice for decades. The California grid has 

been able to operate with solar contribution up to almost 50% on sunny summer days without grid 

disturbances. (Ref. 3) 

4. Misinformation: All solar panels are made in "Communist China" and the USA will be giving away its 

energy independence if more solar farms are built. Regulations should ban use of Chinese equipment. 

TRUTH: While Chinese manufacturers produce more than half of worldwide solar module production, 

there is significant production in other countries including Malaysia, South Korea, Vietnam, and the 

United States, where annual production is currently about 7,500 MW. (Ref. 4) 

S. Misinformation: All solar modules contain dangerous, hazardous chemicals which could leach out of the 

modules into groundwater and pollute it. There are no requirements for proper disposal or recycling of 

solar modules at the end or their life, and solar modules would cause serious pollution wherever they are 

disposed of. TRUTH: The Planning Commission's own solar consultant discounted the possibility of 

groundwater contamination at the site by broken modules. The draft solar zoning regulations includes a 

strict requirement for all project equipment to be properly disposed of or recycled at end of life. The 

solar industry has developed a robust solar module recycling and disposal program. (Ref. S) 

6. Misinformation: Solar farms would cause our electric rates to go up. TRUTH: Today's solar farms produce 

electricity at pricing levels below all types of fossil-fueled power plants. When electric utilities take 

competitive bids from Hall sources" of generation, wind and solar power farms regularly beat out any 

fossil-fired power plant's price. (Ref. 6) 
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EXAMPLES OF SOLAR MISINFORMATION STATED BY LOCAL RESIDENTS 

1. Misinformation: Pounding the posts for solar panel supports could cause nearby gas pipelfnes to fail and 

explode. TRUTH: There's absolutely no evidence for this happening. Over 1,000 solar farms have been 

built across the country and all use driven posts to support the solar modules without a single incident. 

2. Misinformation: The view from my home will be ruined. TRUTH: The draft solar zoning regulations 

require a minimum 250-foot setback from any home that borders on a solar farm to that home's fence. 

Complete visual screening is required between the residence and the solar farm. The height of both the 

solar farm's fence and equipment is restricted and will likely be less than 10 to 12 feet high. (Ref. 7) 

3. Misinformation: Water from my well will be polluted by the solar farm's panels. TRUTH: The Planning 

Commission's own solar consultant testified that the panel's chemicals WILL NOT leach into the 

groundwater in the project site and he cited a scientific study on this. (Ref. 8) 

4. Misinformation: My home value will drop because I live near the solar farm. TRUTH: Opponents have 

not been able to provide a single valid source of information documenting this claim. Solar proponents 

have quoted multiple credible sources that home values won't be negatively impacted. This would be 

especially true for locations that have extensive solar zoning regulations as proposed in Johnson County. 

(Ref. 9) 

5. Misinformation: The solar farm will produce a heat island and harm or kill my livestock. TRUTH: This is a 

ridiculous claim without any scientific or engineering basis since solar modules actually absorb about 20% 

of sunlight (that would otherwise hit the ground), converting it to electricity. The Planning Commission's 

own solar consultant absolutely refuted this claim. (Ref. 10) 

6. Misinformation: A solar farm will "destroy the land". TRUTH: Obviously a very general and wild claim 

that's unsupported. How, exactly will a solar farm destroy the land? The County's draft zoning regulations 

provide very strict protections for stormwater pollution, soil erosion, water pollution, grading of the site, 

revegetation of the site with native grasses, protection of specified woodlands and undisturbed 

grasslands, fire protection, extensive buffers and visual screening. It simply seems impossible that this 

could be deemed as "destruction of the land". 

7. Misinformation: A solar farm will ruin the rural nature of our community. TRUTH: How so, since proposed 

solar farms will largely be built on land that's already vacant and not occupied by any residents. The draft 

zoning regulations strictly address visual screening, buffers, equipment heights, noise levels, nighttime 

outdoor lighting, etc. A solar farm will actually protect and conserve the underlying land; it will prevent 

residential and commercial development on the land it occupies, but leave it viable after 

decommissioning 

8. Misinformation: "I'm for solar, but Johnson County isn't the right place." TRUTH: The proposed solar farm 

sites are very much suited for Johnson County since a) No eminent domain rights can or will be used. 

Instead the solar panels would occupy leased land from willing landowners. b) they would be located 

where the rural population is fairly sparse, c) they would be located near an existing Evergy substation (in 

this instance, the West Gardner Substation) where adequate capacity exists, d) the solar farm would be 

near large electrical demand "load centers" in Johnson County e) the land is fairly level without extensive 

trees, and f) adequate solar energy occurs. 

9. Misinformation: All the power from the solar farm will be transmitted to Florida and not used locally. 

TRUTH: From an engineering and business perspective, this is a ludicrous claim since there would be very 

high transmission losses to transmit power that far. Also, the transmission capacity to move bulk power 

between Kansas and Florida simply doesn't exist. 

10. Misinformation: There's a better use for the land than a solar farm: TRUTH: A solar farm would provide 

very significant economic benefits to Johnson County through its construction expenditures, operating 
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and maintenance expenditures, construction and O&M jobs, sales tax revenues, annual electricity sales 

benefits dwarf the current agricultural use of the proposed solar farm sites. No other Ian development Is 

likely for several decades for this area of the county. 

11. Misinformation: "Valuable farmland acreage is about to be gobbled up by detestable Solar Panel blight in 

Johnson County." (Quoted from No to Massive Solar Installations in Johnson & Douglas Counties 

Facebook page). TRUTH: This is obviously an emotionally charged general claim without merit. It denies 

willing landowners from participating in a lawful, beneficial business enterprise. The ptoposed sites 

include less productive farmland and it should be the owner's choice whether to remain agricultural or 

participate in a solar farm. Especially since it will cause no harm to neighbors. What does "detestable 

solar panel blight'' mean if neighbors can't see it, smell it, hear it, or be impacted by it in any other way? 

The Planning Commission's own solar consultant testified that neighbors essentially won't know a solar 

farm is near them. 

12. Misinformation: A Utility-Scale Solar farm may have negative impacts on my bee keeping and orchard 

farm. (From opponent's web site) TRUTH: This is invalid speculation of a possible harm. The draft zoning 

regulations require minimal grading of the site, revegetatlon with a native seed mix, and very strict 

regulations for stormwater management and pollution controls. Existing state and federal laws strictly 

regulate use of any herbicides or insecticides. The solar farm owner would likely be willing to cooperate 

with the beekeeping community and could possibly host beekeeping on the solar farm site. (Ref.11) 

13. Misinformation: Solar PV (Photovoltaic) results in extensive mining for rare minerals and materials which 

have a very negative environmental impact. That mining is all done using fossil fuels. TRUTH: While it's 

true that solar modules contain minerals and materials that require mining, but that's true for almost 

every manufactured product. Opponents neglect to mention that fossil fired power plants not only 

require significant mining for all of their manufactured equipment and components, which are much 

larger in scale than a PV power plant, but they require ongoing strip mining for coal or drilling and tracking 

for natural gas. By comparison, solar PV is much, much cleaner! (Ref. 12) 

14. Misinformation: I didn't know anything about this project until recently, and I don't think it's fair that a 

developer can start leasing land or approaching the Planning Commission without notifying the public. 

TRUTH: To our knowledge, there has been nothing illegal or unusual about the way solar developers have 

approached tand owners about land leases or the County Planning Commission to develop solar zoning 

regulations before submitting a project-specific conditional use permit application. Solar developers, like 

any business, obviously need to do their due diligence to determine project viability. Land developers of 

any type are not required by any law to disclose their plans at any early stage to the general public. 

15. Misinformation: Bill Gates and other progressives are buying up land secretly and plan to build renewable 

energy plants on that land. There's a conspiracy. TRUTH: This seems to be both a conspiracy theory claim 

and have nothing to do with proposed solar farms in Johnson County. It's just meant to stir up local 

opposition and is not applicable. 

16. Misinformation: "Energy Deficient: Wind & Solar Obsessed Germany Faces Long Dark Winter" TRUTH: 

Kan~as currently receives virtually no power generation from solar and if solar farms are built in Kansas, 

the needle won't move very much. What may be happening in Germany is largely irrelevant since they're 

overall situation is much different, and they're dependent on Russian natural gas imports, which Russia 

may cut off. Not a relevant factor for Kansas. However, Kansas is very depending on aging fossil and 

nuclear power 'plants that are 40 to 60 years old and increasingly at risk for breakdowns. (Ref. 13) 

17. Misinformation: "Yes, Solar Farms Can Produce Noisel" TRUTH : The draft solar zoning regulations strictly 

limit noise at the solar farm boundaries to a very low 60 dBa. Neighbors simply won't be able to hear the 
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solar farm from their homes. The Planning Commission's own solar consultant testified to this fact. (Ref. 

14) 
18. Misinformation: "Why won't Counties take fire risk and safety seriously? The dangers are real, and the 

cover ups are finally being exposed to the public." TRUTH: The fire risk from solar modules is very low. 

While there have been a few fires and "events" involving battery energy storage systems (BESS), the draft 

zoning regulations include significant restrictions for locating the BESS, for BESS design features to 

prevent, detect, and mitigate potential fires, and for training of local emergency response personnel. The 

local fire department or fire marshal will review and approve solar farm layout and access to ensure that 

fire equipment can enter solar farms and drive where they need to. The risk to neighbors is very tiny. 

19. Misinformation: "As we had mentioned early on, Massive Solar is now attempting to encroach upon the 

former Sunflower Ammunition property. Massive solar is not wanted anywhere in Johnson County for all 

of the same principled reasons. Not in Edgerton, not in DeSoto, not in Overland Park. It is not a NIMBY 

(not in my back yard) argument. It is a matter of exacting, consistent principles that makes Massive Solar 

bad for the entire county. Bad is bad, always and everywhere." TRUTH: At initial Planning Commission 

public hearings, many local residents strongly urged the Planning Commission to not allow solar in the 

southwestern JOCO, but to push it to the Sunflower Army Ammunition site, claiming that they weren' t 

anti-solar or even NIMBV's. Now, solar opponents clearly state they are anti-solar everywhere! They 

claim "principled reasons" for their opposition and that solar is always "bad". As seen elsewhere in our 

letter, every reason they've clearly stated for their opposition is either based on misinformation about 

solar or for potential impacts which the draft solar zoning regulations have addressed. 
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Olathe, Kansas 

Subject: Damage to Johnson County from Anti-Solar Zoning Regulations 

January 15, 2022 

Dear County Commissioners, 

I am Karlene Thomson. I grew up in Gardner, Kansas and have lived in Johnson County my entire life. My parents 

are Robert and Donna Knoche of Gardner. A few years ago, they signed a lease agreement with a solar developer 

to build a solar farm on their property. Several other nearby landowners who our family knows have also signed 

solar land leases. Since last summer, I've been closely following the Planning Commission's development of draft 

solar zoning regulations in both Johnson and Douglas Counties. I've attended many of those meetings in person. 

I've learned a lot about photovoltaic panels, the construction of solar farms, and the amazing amount of energy 

they can provide by harvesting sunlight. I'm convinced solar power would be a real benefit for our community and 

for the environment. However, I'm very concerned that the Planning Commission made a big mistake by voting for 

extremely restrictive anti-solar zoning regulations which could stop solar farms from being built in Johnson County. 

Johnson County would be damaged by these anti-solar zoning regulations in the following important ways. 

• JOCO's reputation for good governance would be damaged by the highly questionable voting process the 

Planning Commission undertook and their disregard for factual information from qualified professionals. 

• JOCO's track record of being business-friendly would be tarnished by preventing beneficial and needed 

infrastructure for purely political reasons. 

• JOCO would miss the very significant economic benefits solar farms provide. The southwestern part of 

JOCO, in particular, needs an economic boost. 

• JOCO's excellent reputation for being forward-thinking will be diminished by enacting zoning regulations 

that prevent clean, renewable solar PV farms from being permitted, forcing continued reliance on aging, 

unreliable 1960's and 1970's vintage power generation technology. 

• JOCO would prove its lack of commitment to the Kansas City Regional Climate Action Plan, which JOCO 

signed on to just last year. JOCO would lose its credibility for fighting climate change, both regionally and 

nationally. 

• JOCO will be seen as giving in to far-right politicians who deny climate change science and ideologically 

oppose renewable energy. 

• Many national companies, like Amazon, Starbucks, Facebook, and Apple, have committed themselves to 

carbon reduction and are purchasing renewable energy in large quantities. Once they learn Johnson 

County is anti-renewables, they may choose to take their business investments elsewhere. 

• Likewise, many banking and financial institutions, sporting events such as the 2026 World Cup FIFA bid, 

and business conferences have climate change commitments and may avoid locating any events or 

facilities in our county. 

• Our metro area includes many engineering employers like Black & Veatch, HNTB, Kiewit, Burns & 

McDonnell, Henderson Engineers, MRI Global (co manages US DOE's National Renewable Energy 

Laboratory) and Savion, who are leading companies in renewable and sustainable technologies. JOCO is 

also home to several institutions of higher learning also. It would not reflect well on them if the County 

rejects solar power plants. 
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The most damaging anti-solar zoning conditions the Planning Commission recommended to the BOCC are: 

• A maximum 20-year term for solar farm conditional use permit (instead of 25 years or longer). Section 

6.B.14.d.1 

• A maximum 1,000-acre total project size for solar farms with no waiver (instead of 2,000 acres with no 

waiver). Section 6.B.14.d.2.a 

• A minimum distance of 2 miles from city boundaries with a waiver (instead of 1 or 1.5 miles with a 

waiver). Section 6.B.14.d.2.d 

• A minimum distance of 2 mile between solar farms. Section 6.B.14.d.2.f 

• A SO-foot wide "buffer" along all edges of solar farms, with visual screening along the entire boundary. 

Section 6 B14 d.3.a 

These draft solar utility scale regulations would be the most restrictive adopted anywhere in the United States. 

Together, they could prevent any solar farms from being built in the County. They also provide no real benefits or 

protections to the public. Instead, they strongly signal renewable energy is not welcome here. 

I've had personal experience with two different infrastructure proposals- in the 1990s on the Sewer plant proposal 

on 43rd street; and in 2000, the landfill expansion on Holiday Drive. At that time, I lived at 19311 W. 50th Terrace, 

Shawnee, Kansas. The landfill expansion had the greatest impact on my home, especially the potential for 

contaminated well water on my acreage. The City and County wisely did not use their eminent domain powers, 

but left it to private business to negotiate in good faith with property owners. The BOCC said the impetus for these 

projects' approval were to provide needed sewer and trash disposal capacity for future residential and business 

expansion in the Johnson County area. Looking back now, I can see this forward-thinking approach was timely for 

the bursting growth of western Shawnee. 

As members of Johnson County's Board of County Commissioners (BOCC), I know your duty is to promote what's in 

the county's best interests through fair, reasonable and forward-thinking regulations. This includes continuing 

Johnson County's strong economic growth, top-notch education system, and the public health and welfare. 

I ask that the BOCC gives careful consideration of the damage anti-solar zoning regulations would do to Johnson 

County and, instead, the BOCC enacts zoning regulations that are fair and reasonable including 2S or 30-year CUP 

terms (which allow permit extensions), a 1-mile minimum distance from city boundaries, 2,000-acre maximum 

project size with waivers, no minimum distance between solar farms, no project extent limits, and 25-foot-wide 

buffers on external project boundaries. As County Commissioners, you have an opportunity to do the right thing 

for the County's future. You can enact fair and reasonable solar farm regulations that will allow Johnson County to 

taking a leading role in the renewable energy transition for Kansas and the Kansas City area. 

I want to thank you for your service and dedication to our county and the wise leadership you provide. I know you 

will take the time to consider the energy security of Johnson County, Kansas and position us strongly toward green 

energy development. 

Karlene Thomson 

6020 Noreston Street 

Shawnee, Kansas 
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Johnson County, Kansas 
Board of County Commissioners 
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Subject: Overly Restrictive Solar Zoning Regulatlons 

January 17, 2022 

Dear County Commissioners, 

My name is Stan Knoche. I grew up in Gardner, Kansas, and I've lived in Johnson County (JOCO) my entire life. My 

family signed a lease agreement for a solar farm to be built on our rural land in the County. Unfortunately, that 

probably won't happen if the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) adopts the anti-solar solar zoning regulations 

recently recommended by the JOCO Planning Commission. I urge the BOCC to change several harmful and 

unnecessary restrictions in the planning commission's draft solar zoning regulations to make them fair and 

reasonable, while still protecting the public interest and the environment. 

The Planning Commission recommends limiting solar farm conditional use permits to a 20- year term (Refer to 

Paragraph d.1 on Page 27 of the draft zoning regulations), but didn't explain why they reduced this from the 

previously approved 25-year CUP terms. That doesn't make sense for several reasons. Solar equipment is 

designed to last 30 years or more, so having to remove all of it from a solar farm after only 20 years would be 

wasteful. It would be impractical and too expensive to relocate the solar equipment to another site. A solar farm 

is expensive to build, so it needs to run for 30 years or more to sell electricity at competitive rates. Solar experts 

told the Planning Commission several times during their hearings that solar farms need long operating permits to 

be financed and that no other place in the country restricts solar permits to 20 years. I honestly don't understand 

why the Planning Commission ignored experts' input unless their intent was to stop solar farms from being built. I 

don't think the Planning Commission bothered to check with other county planning commissions that have 

operating solar farms. 

Secondly, the Planning Commission would require locating solar farms at least 2.0 miles from any city's boundary 

(Refer to Paragraph d.2.d on Page 27 of the draft zoning regulations). At their public meetings, the Planning 

Commission didn't explain why they chose to increase the restricted area from 1.5 miles as they previously 

approved. I don't think there's a good reason for it, since a 2-mile restriction would make only about 2.5% of the 

county's area eligible for a solar farm. Figure 1 shows the very small area within the County where a solar farm 

could potentially be permitted. Southwestern Johnson County is very rural, lightly populated and there aren't 

highways for commuting to employment centers (see Figure 3). So, I don't think this part of the county is likely to 

have residential development for several decades. It seems like the Planning Commission set the 2-mile restriction 

to be another big roadblock to solar farms. 

In my sixty-year life, the city limits of Edgerton haven't crossed north of Highway 56 toward the areas where solar 

farms are planned. This may be due to the flood zones along several creeks and tributaries of Bull Creek located 

just north of the highway from Edgerton. According to Edgerton's own "Future Land Use Map" that I've included 

as Figure 2, you can see that Edgerton plans to grow toward the south and 1-35, but not to the north. For this 

reason, I don't see the need to place a minimum distance requirement for solar farms sited north of Edgerton. 

The Planning Commission also decided at the last minute to reduce the maximum possible Project Area from 2,000 

to 1,000 acres, again without explaining why (Refer to Paragraph d.2.a on Page 27 of the draft zoning regulations). 

Along with the condition requiring a 2-mile minimum distance between solar farms, (Refer to Paragraph d.2.g on 
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Page 28 of the draft zoning regulations) this 1,000-acre Project Area limit would severely limit the total solar power 

that could ever be built in the county. I strongly believe there's no public or environmental benefit for these 

arbitrary and unreasoned roadblocks to solar farms. 

Other unreasonable restrictions are that solar farms are required to have SO-foot minimum setbacks from the 

property boundary (Refer to Paragraph d.3.a on Page 28 of the draft zoning regulations) and complete visual 

screening all along public roads next to the project (Refer to Paragraph d.8.a on Page 30 of the draft zoning 

regulations). The areas where solar farms could be built are very rural, traffic along the public roads is very light, 

and traffic will likely continue to be light for decades (Refer to Figure 3). The SO-foot-wide setback would make a 

1arge amount of land unusable for the solar farm and be wasteful. Since traffic is light on these roads, requiring 

comptete visual screening adds a lot of cost and maintenance requirements for very little benefit to the public. 

When the Planning Commission voted for a short CUP term, a wide distance from cities, and the low project 

acreage limit at their November meeting, they overturned more reasonabte restrictions approved at their prior 

October meeting. Anti-solar planning commissioners were able to overturn the prior votes by a last-minute 

political ploy that claimed two pro-solar planning commissioners had a conflict of interest, so should recuse 

themselves. Verified actual conflicts of information were never disclosed to the public. Additionally, two of the 

planning commissioners changed their prior pro-solar votes to anti-solar votes, even though no new information 

was presented and no explanation was given by those commissioners. Finally, a planning commissioner who had 

attended few prior solar zoning meetings voted wlth the anti-solar commissioners at the November meeting, even 

though one of her colleagues at Burns & McDonnell had given expert testimony about 25 year or longer CUP terms 

being a necessity for viable solar projects. 

To the best of our knowledge, no other county within the entire U.S. limits solar farm CU P's to 20 years, requires 

solar farms to be 2 miles or more from any city boundary, limits their size to a maximum of 1,000 acres, requires a 

minimum 2 mile separation of solar farms, or requires complete visual screening in lightly populated rural areas. I 

don't believe any other county requires a SO feet setback all around a solar farm either. Also, I don't think JOCO 

has pfaced these restrictions on any other kind of industrial facility, building, or infrastructure project. The 

Planning Commission has singled out solar farms with these over-zealous and unfair conditions. 

If all of these anti-solar measures are included in the final JOCO solar zoning regulations, there may be no solar 

farms built tn the County. Johnson County would receive a black-eye regionally and nationally and wouldn't 

receive the economic and environmental benefits of solar farms. Johnson County has a reputation for excellent 

governance and being a forward-thinking community, but these anti-solar regulations would seriously damage this 

reputation. 

Please approve zoning regulations for solar farms that are fair and reasonable including 30-year CUP terms, 1-mile 

minimum distance from city boundaries, a 2,000-acre Project Area limit, no Project Extent acreage limit, no 

minimum separation distance between solar farms, 25-foot-wide buffers and visual screening only from nearby 

residences and public places 

Thank you for considering my input. 

Stanlee Knoche 

8708 W. 82nd Street 

Overland Park, KS 66204 
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Figure 1. Areas Eligible for Solar Farms: 2 Mile Minimum Distance from City Limits* 

*Issued by Johnson County Planning Commission via their public website on Dec. 14, 2021 
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Figure 2. City of Edgerton Future Land Use Map* 

•source: https://edgertonk'>.org/wp-content/uploads/Future-Land-Use-Map.pdf 
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Figure 3. Google Maps Satellite Image of Southwestern Johnson County 
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Subject: Benefits of Solar Energy Vs. Conventional Power Generation 

January 17, 2022 

Dear County Commissioners, 

My name is Steve Clark, and I was born and raised in Johnson County, and so was my wife. I lived in Johnson 

County over 40 years, and my wife and I raised our three children there. My wife's name is Lora Beth Knoche 

Clark, and her parents are Robert and Donna Knoche, of Gardner, who have signed a lease to allow their farmland 

to be used for a solar farm to generate clean, renewable energy, but only if Johnson County adopts fair and 

reasonable solar zoning regulations. Unfortunately, the Johnson County Planning Commission has recommended 

solar zoning regulations that are extremely restrictive and unreasonable, and which would be the most restrictive 

in the entire country. I believe the Planning Commission developed them based on misinformation and anti-solar 

bias. I further believe the draft zoning regulations, if adopted by the BOCC, would prevent beneficial, renewable 

utility-scale solar facilities from being built in the County. In this letter, I highlight the verifiable benefits of solar 

generated electricity compared to conventional power plants currently used to supply electricity to Johnson 

County. 

I'm in a position to be an authority on the topic of solar farms and electrical power generation because 1 have been 

actively engaged as a professional engineer in the field for 43 years, with over thirteen years of solar engineering 

and construction experience. Through my long experience working for Black & Veatch in Overland Park, for solar 

power developers, and for solar module manufacturers, I know in detail how solar farms compare to all forms of 

conventional power generation, which I also have significant experience with. I have personally worked on the 

economics, development, permitting, design, construction and startup of solar facilities ranging from less than 1 

megawatt (MW) to over 500 MW. I have worked on scores of projects in more than fifteen states and in multiple 

countries. I am familiar with the zoning and permitting requirements of several communities across the country. I 

am not now, nor have I ever been employed by or a contractor for either NextEra or Savion, and I do not represent 

them or speak for them in any way. My complete experience and qualifications may be viewed at: 

https;//www.linkedin.com/in/steven-c1ark-p-e-9441b321/ 

By comparison, noted anti-solar local politicians like Kansas Senator Mike Thompson and Greg Cromer, chair of the 

Southern Johnson County Republicans, have no engineering education and no experience working in the power 

generation field. They are not solar experts by any measure. Virtually all of their negative claims about solar 

energy is misinformation, half-truths, speculation, and outright lies based on their political ideology, which is firmly 

opposed to renewable energy. Instead, they embrace conventional fossil and nuclear power generation, which in 

the County's region, is largely based on 1960's and 1970's technology for fossil plants and 1980's technology for 

nuclear. Of course, solar opponents totally ignore all the negative impacts of conventional power plants while 

magnifying and inventing negatives about solar. 

Unfortunately, these anti-solar politicians have allies on both the Johnson County Planning Commission and the 

Board of County Commissioners. Anti-solar politicians spent considerable time and effort misinforming and 

misleading the JOCO Planning Commission and local residents about solar farms. They have recruited local 

residents to oppose solar, armed them with misinformation, and encouraged them to swamp the Planning 
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Commission, and now the BOCC, with anti-solar petitions, letters, and speeches at Planning Commission public 

meetings. They have come out in force, sometimes acting in uncivil, disruptive, and threatening ways at public 

meetings. They speak in an angry and emotional manner and claim solar farms will "destroy the land" and damage 

nefghbor's health and well-being. They pose as belng pro-environment while insisting coal-fired plants remain in 

operation and no solar farms be built. After the Planning Commission's initial vote for fairly reasonable solar 

zoning regulations, a solar opponent posted a somewhat threatening on-line message claiming the Planning 

Commission was acting unconstitutionally. Anti-solar forces then used "dirty tricks" to cause two pro-solar 

planning commissioners to recuse themselves from the Planning Commission's November and December 

meetings. 

To allow for a straightforward, factual comparison of solar generated electricity to conventional power generation, 

I created the attached table, "Solar Power Benefits Compared to Conventional Power Generation". I have 

provided extensive references to credible information sources to back up the table's information. Solar opponents 

are unlikely to cite credible information sources for their specious claims, nor will they acknowledge any negative 

environmental or health impacts from conventional power generation. You could confirm the table's information 

with local solar and conventional power generation experts at Black & Veatch, Kiewit, or Burns & McDonnel. I 

would also be willing to speak to the BOCC in person or via Zoom if you would like. I made the same offer to the 

Plannfng Commission, but they did not take me up on it. 

By contrast, if you were to "dig into" the misinformation presented by solar opponents, you would find its 

unsupported by credible sources, it's irrelevant, or the potential impacts are already addressed by the draft zoning 

regulations' requirements. For reference, please see the letters submitted by my in-laws Marvin & Dianne Knoche 

and Jane Knoche that a) describe how "credible concerns" of solar farm neighbors are fully addressed in the draft 

solar zoning regulations and b) how many other claims by anti-solar polit lcians and opponents are misinformation, 

uninformed or irrelevant. 

The single most beneficial aspect of solar farms is the fact they generate no climate warming emissions (i.e., 

carbon dioxide or methane), so would help prevent further climate change. A 150 MW solar farm located in 

Johnson County would produce about 326,000 Megawatt-Hours (MWH) of electricity in its first year of operation. 

Over a 30-year lifetime, the solar farm would produce about 9,038,000 MWH of electricity. This amount of clean 

renewable electricity would prevent 10 million tons of carbon-dioxide from being pumped into Earth's atmosphere 

by a typical U.S. coal-fired power plant. Each hour of operation at rated capacity would save 209 tons of climate

warming CO2 from being emitted. (Reference: https://www.eia.gov/tools/fags/fag.php?id=74&t=11l 

In light of the outstanding environmental and economic benefits of solar farms, I was very frustrated and 

disappointed that the Planning Commission approved anti•solar zoning restrictions that would make it extremely 

challenging to permit and build a single solar farm in the County. From my professional experience, the draft solar 

zoning regulations recommended by the JOCO Planning Commission are easily the most restrictive I've ever seen 

anywhere. They are unnecessarily restrictive since about 1.000 solar farms are operating without any significant 

impacts to the public or the environment. 

1 request that the BOCC firmly reject the Planning Commission's draft solar zoning regulations. In particular, I 

request that the BOCC direct the Planning Commission to revise their draft zoning regulations based on validated 

solar information from qualified, independent solar experts. I respectfully request the following specifics be 

included in forthcoming solar zoning regulations adopted by the BOCC. 

• The CUP term be at least 2S years, with permit extensions allowed. 

2 
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• Maximum Project Area for solar farms be set at 2,000 acres or higher. 

~18'11 'H l � L ilJMtWla/.llMIP miaililll~frWt'b PC . 1 11itr n .,, t m•n ... JI f nun 
• The minimum distance between solar farms and city boundaries be set at no more than 1 mile 

• The minimum separation criteria between adjacent solar farms be struck. 

• The minimum setback required at the solar farm boundaries be set at 25 or 30 feet consistent with public 

utilities possibly being routed within the setback. 

• Visual screening requirement only applies to existing residences adjacent to the solar farm or from public 

places that have high usage or occupancy. 

As County Commissioners, I know you're obligated to set regulations for the public benefit and the greater good. 

implore you to not bow to pressure from anti-solar political ideologues who are sadly very misguided and 

misinformed about solar power. I also request you not to be swayed by extensive solar misinformation and 

intimidation you may receive from local residents who have unfortunately been misled and misinformed. Please 

base your decisions on verified facts, the confirmed potential benefits of solar power, and help Johnson County 

achieve a clean, renewable energy future for ourselves, our children, and our grandchildren. 

Thank you for your service and dedication to Johnson County! 

Steven M. Clark 

3422.Kensington Court 

El Dorado Hills, CA 

~-
l 



COMPARATIVE BENEFITS OF SOlAR POWER TO CONVENTIONAL POWER GENERATION 

I 
I TOPIC SOLAR POWER CONVENTIONAL POWER t REFERENCES/REMARKS 

Fuel Source Used The Sun Coal, Natural Gas, or Coal and natural gas-fired plants need continuous fuel 

Nuclear Fuels delivery throughout their lives. 

Nuclear plants require periodic refueling. 

Renewable Fuel Renewable. Not renewable: httQs :{Lwww.sQace.com[14 732-sun-burns-star-death .html 

Source? Virtually Natural Gas: 90 years httQs:{Lwww.americangeosciences.org[critical-

Remaining Fuel Inexhaustible "fuel" reserves issues[fag[how-much-natural-gas-does-united-states-have-

Reserves? from 5 billion years Coal: recoverable and-how-long-will-it-last 

remaining life for sun reserves at producing httQs:{Lwww.eia.gov[uranium[reservesl 

mines: 25 years 

Coal: recoverable coal 

reserves: 470 years 

Nuclear: about 10 years' 

worth of demand 

domestically (most from 
international sources) 

·---· 
Air Emissions None Coal: Very significant htti;is:l[www.ei;ia.gov[airmarketslfaciliDt-level-comi;iarisons 

Produced? i carbon dioxide, nitrous httg_s:l[www.eia.gov[tools[fags[fag.12h12?id=74&t=11 

I oxides, sulfur oxides, htti;is:{Lwww.e12a.gov[natural-gas-star-Qrogram[estimates-

mercury, and methane-emissions-segment-united-states 

particulates. 

' I 
! 

Natural Gas: Less 

significant carbon 

dioxide, nitrous oxide, 

and particulates. 

Nuclear: None except 
for emergency 

generators 

Any Mining or None and None Coal: Very significant httQ:l[www.dtizenscoalcouncil.orgLstri12-mining.html 

Drilling Required for strip mining required htt12s:fLsites.google.com[site[strii;imininghandbook[cha12ter 

Fuel Production? with very significant -2-1 

Related environmental impacts. htt12s:{Lwww.nrdc.org[sitesldefaultlfiles[coalmining.Qdf 

environ mental Natural Gas: Very httgs:lLwww.usgs.gov[fags[what-environmental-issues-are-

impacts? significant drilling associated-h~draulic-fracturing 

and fracking required. htt12s:llwww3.e12a.govlni;idesl12ubsloilandgas gaswellsum 

Nuclear: Significant mary.12df 

mining and costly htt12s:l/_www.usgs.gov[fags[how-large-are-earthguakes-

nuclear fuel enrichment induced-fluid-injection 

required. httgs:llwww.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov[books[NBK201052l 

h tti;i:Warge .stanford.edu[courses[2017 foh24 l[longstaffl[ 

--~---··--· 
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Any solid wastes None Coal: Verysignificant I 
produced from fuel 1 quantities of bottom ash 

usage? and fly ash are 

produced, which contain 

toxic materials and must 

be safety landfilled 

indefinitely. 

Natural Gas: None 

Nuclear: produces 

moderate quantities of 

very toxic, radioactive 

solid waste which must 

Any Fuel 

accidents and 

deaths? 

Any Cooling Water 

Needed? 

.:. 

-
t 
... 
\,. 

No. Natural sunlight Coal: requires daily coal 

delive trains from 

mine site om ng to 

power plants in Kansas 

Natural Gas: requires 

high-pressure gas 

pipelines from gas 

producing wells I 
I 

(Oklahoma and Texas) to • 

power plants in Kansas 

Nuclear: new fuel rods, 

which are highly 

radioactive, transported 

by truck to Wolf Creek 

site 

None 

cooling lake required for 

for simple cycle 

Coal: yes, very large 

LaCygne Plant 

Gas: yes, significant for 

combined cycle, none 

Nuclear: yes, very large 

cooling lake required for 

Wolf Creek Nuclear 

Power Plant 

investigating-after-2-people-are-killed-in-accident-involving• 

train/article 7 45790a8-4e50-11ec-ba4a

e354648d069c. html 

https://www.greenamerica.org/natural-gas-pipeline-and• 

infrastructure-explosions

nationwide#:~:text=From%202010%20to%202016%20%2D 

%2D.eight%20and%20iniured%2051 %20people. 

https://pstrust.org/map-of-major-incidents/sanbruno/ 

http://www.nirs.org/wp

content/uploads/radwaste/hlwtransport/accidentshistorybr 

ochure.pdf 

Both the LaCygne coal fired plant and the Wolf Creek 

nuclear power projects, which supply power to the KC area 

require very large (l,000's of acres) on-site lakes for cooling 

the plants' steam condensers. 

LaCygne Site Map: 

https://www.google.com/maps/search/lacygne+power+pla 

nt/@38.3621475,-94.6712397,8516m/data= ! 3m 1 ! le3 

Wolf Creek Site Map: 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/Wolf+Creek+Generat 

ing+Station/@38.2185259.-, 
95.692892,17066m/data=!3mllle3!4m9llm212mlllslacyg 

ne+power+plant 13m5 I 1s0x87b8dfle495b832d:0x212106 78 

dfl 7841fl8m213d38.239157614d-

95.6894588 ! 15sChNsYWNSZ25II HBvd2VylH BsYWS0WhUiE2 

xhY31nbmUgcG93ZXlgcGxhbnSSARNudWNsZWFyX3Bvd2VyX 

3BsYW50mgEkO2hkRFNVaE5NRzluU2BWSIEwRmSlVVJwYjJ 

KWVkyeGSSUkFC 

https://www.epa.gov/coalash/coal-ash-basics 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kingston Fossil Plant coal fl 

y ash slurry spill 

https:l/www.gem.wiki/La Cygne Generating Station Scru 

bber Sludge Pond 

https:l/cen.acs.org/environment/pollution/nuclear-waste

pilesscientists-seek-best/98/i12 

https://www.nei.org/advocacy/make-regul ati ons

smarter /used-nuclear-fuel 

https://sanonofresafety.files.wordpress.com/2011/11/dry

cask-storagedgil more2016-12-03 ni rs.pdf 
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Any Wastewater 

Produced? 

be safely contained for 

1,000's of years. No 

long-term nuclear waste 

facility in U.S. Risks of 

terrorfst stealing nuclear 

fuel. 

None Significant wastewater 

produced for coal-fired, 

gas combined cycle, and 

nuclear power plants 

from boiler blowdown 

and water purification 

processes. None from 

simple cycle gas 

turbines. 

https://www. am a cad. org/pu bl i cation/reducing-greatest

ris ks-nu clear-theft-terrorism 

https://apnews.com/article/climate-business-environment

a nd-nature-environ ment-poll ution

eb6010e5e0782d893d47c50b91f53ad8 

https://www.westech-inc.com/blog/wastewater-treatment-

for-power-plants-considering-zero-liquid• 

discharge#:~:text=Power%20plant%20wastewater%20can% 

20be,%2Dgas%20desu1furization%20(FGDl.&text=The%20w 

astewater%20from%20the%20FGD,all%20harmful%20to%2 

0the%20environment. 

https://theconversation.com/nuclear-power-how-might

radioactive-waste•water-affect-the-environ ment-159483 
1---------+----------ji-- -----------1-=====================---1 

Site 

Decommissioning & 

Restoration Issues 

Explosions or 

significant fires at 

operattng facilities? 

~--------......_ 

Project Owner 

required to post 

financial security to 

complete 

decommission solar 

farm and restore 

site. 

Nothing significant 

for operating solar 

farms. A few small 

flres at battery 

energy storage 

systems. No public 

injuries 

It's unclear whether the 

electric utility that owns i. 

coal, gas and nuclear : 

plants is responsible for j 

their decommissioning i 
I 

via their share owners or 

. ,f ratepayers will pay. 

Costs will be very 

significant. Sites will 

contain significant 

hazardous wastes for all 

plants and radioactive 

wastes (nuclear) 

_ 

https://www.powermag.com/addressing-the-increased-

need-to-decommiss,on-power-plants-in-a-sustainable-

manner/ 

-----·-1-------------------------1 
Multiple significant fires 

and explosions at coal 

and gas fired power 

plants have occurred in 

the U.S. 

Three Mile Island 

nuclear accident in the 

U.S. and Chernobyl and 

Fukushima have 

occurred overseas. 

,..___ _________ 

https://news.dualsun.com/installation-maintenance/solar

panel-fire/ 

https://www.cooperative.com/topics/transmission

distribution/Pages/National-Fire-Protection-Association

Standard-855-for-Energy-Storage-Systems.aspx 

https://www.osti.gov/biblio/7039604-reconstruction

fo:Uowing-coal-creek-station-unit-furnance-explosion 

https://hsi.com/blog/power-plant

safety#:~:text=Hazards%20include%20fires%2C%20explosio 

ns%2C%20and%20serious%20respiratory%20risks.&text=Ex 

plosions%20at%20coal%2Dfired%20power,risk%20in%20co 

al%20power%20plants. 

https://www.csb.gov/kleen-energy-natural-gas-explosion/ 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki(Ihree M ile Island accident 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fukushima nuclear disaster 
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1 Gas, Combined Cycle: 

Price Escalation Risk 

for Electricity 

Generated 

Noise Generation 
F 

f 

' 
) 

Fresh Water 

Consumption for 

Operations 

-
Visual Profile & 

Visual Impact 

Power Plant Land 

Area Requirements 

Power Purchase 

Agreement pricing: 

$20-40/MWH 

Little to none. Once 

signed, PPA pricing is 

locked in 

Very little noise 

generating 

equipment. Less than 

60 dB.A at boundary 

None expected in 

JOCO. In dusty and 

arid regions, water 

may be used to clean 

solar modules. 

Very low profile. 

Solar modules on 

trackers no higher 

than to 10 to 12 feet 

above grade. 

Minimal visual 

impact. 

150 MW plant 

requires about 1,000 

acres 

Power produced by coal 

and gas are subject to 

fuel pricing escalation, 

which is very high for 

gas-fired plants. 

Nuclear plants have risk 

of price escalation from 

regulatory changes and 

fuel prices. 

$45-74/MWH https://www.nrel.gov/news/program/2021/documenting-a

Gas, Peaker: $151 - decade-of-cost-declines-for-pv-systems.html 

196/MWH https://emp.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/2020 utility

Nuclear: $131 - scale solar data update.pdf 

204/MWH https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy22osti/81325.pdf 

https://www.seia.org/research-resources/solar-power

purchase-agreements 

https://www.iea.org/commentaries/what-is-behind

soaring-energy-prices-and-what-happens-next 

https://www.eia.gov/naturalgas/weekly/archivenew ngwu/ 

2003/10 23Nolatility%2010-22-

03.htm#:~:text=Prices%20of%20basic%20energy%20(natura 

1,natural%20gas%20for%20example%2C%20fluctuates. 

All conventional power 

plants produce 

significant near field 

noise levels, requiring 

acoustic treatment 

hearing protection for 

workers and large 

distances 

Very significant except 

for gas-fired, simple 

cycle gas turbines. 

Coal fired plants: Stack 
can be 600 ft high. 

Boiler building 150 feet 
or higher. 

Gas fired plants. Stacks 
can be 75 to 100 ft high. 
Nuclear Plants: Reactor 
building can be 175 feet 

high. 

The 1,500 MW LaCygne 

Coal Fired Plant requires 

about 5,000 acres, plus 
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https://ccrenew.com/news/new-solar-energy-proiect

community-answers-freguently-asked

guestions/tt:~:text=Are%20Solar%20Energy%20Projects%20 

Noisy,energy%20projects%20are%20not%20noisy.&text=Als 

o%2C%20the%20noise%20that%20a.are%20resting%2C%20 

there's%20no%20noise. 

https://www.powerengineeringint.com/renewables/keepin 

g-the-noise-down/ 

https://www.enoisecontrol.com/applications/electric

power-plant-noise-control/ 

https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy04osti/33905.pdf 

https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy04osti/33905.pdf 

l http<c/Lwww.pv-maga,;a,.com/maga,;,,.a,ch;,;;;1g,tt;,g. 

on-the-front.foot/ 

• https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-11-473.pdf 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thermal power station 

https://www.eia.gov/energyexplained/electricity/electricity 

-and-the-environment.php 

https://www.tic-inc.com/ma rkets/power/coal-retrofit/la

cygne-generati ng-station-environmen tal-retrofit/ 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wolf Creek Generating Stati 

2!l 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wolf
https://www.tic-inc.com/ma
https://www.eia.gov/energyexplained/electricity/electricity
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thermal
https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-11-473.pdf
https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy04osti/33905.pdf
https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy04osti/33905.pdf
https://www.enoisecontrol.com/applications/electric
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https://www.iea.org/commentaries/what-is-behind
https://www.seia.org/research-resources/solar-power
https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy22osti/81325.pdf
https://emp.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/2020
https://www.nrel.gov/news/program/2021/documenting-a


strip mine and transp-0rt 

acreage. 

The 1,250 MW Wolf 

Creek Nuclear plant 

occupies 9,818 acres. 

Proven Commercial Yes, about 1,000 There is significant https:LLwww.seia.orgLresearch-resourcesLmajor-solar-

Operation in U.S.? sotar farms in 

operation, with total 

of74,000 MW 

capacity 

operating experience 

with coa,I, gas, and 

nuclear power plants. 

projects-list 
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From: Steven Clark <clarkville80@sbcglobal.net> 

11 l 1 

Sent: Thursday, March 3, 2022, 01:32:23 PM PST 

Subject: Fw: Corrections to Information Provided by JOCO Planning Commission Staff and Solar Zoning 

Consultant: BOCC Meeting Feb. 24, 2022 

Jay and Sean, 

See below for my recent email to the JOCO BOCC members regarding the COW meeting regarding solar 

zoning regulations. The intents of my message to the BOCC were 1) to correct inaccurate and 

incomplete statements about solar and 2) to point out the very limited experience and knowledge of the 

solar consultant from the Berkley Group, and 3) to request that JOCO take into full consideration the 

favorable track record of operating utility-scale solar facilities and the testimony of subject matter 

experts. 

I realize that you, as Planning Commission staff, received specific direction from the Planning 

Commissioners of the key constraints of your final draft solar zoning regulations, which are extremely 

restrictive. I respect your work as professionals within a very charged political environment. 

If I can ever provide helpful information with you, please let me know. 

Thanks, 

Steve Clark 

916-705-3232 

clarkville80@sbcglobal.net 

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Steven Clark <clarkville80@sbcglobal.net> 

To: ed.eilert@jocogov.org <ed.eilert@jocogov.org>; Allenbrand Shirley BOC 

<shirley.allenbrand@jocogov.org>; Becky Fast <beckyforjohnsoncounty@gmail.com>; Hanzlick Janee 

BOC 

<janee.hanzlick@jocogov.org>; jeff.meyers@jocogov.org <jeff.meyers@jocogov.org>; michael.ashcraft 

@jocogov.org <michael.ashcraft@jocogov.org>; O'Hara Charlotte BOC <charlotte.ohara@jocogov.org>; 

BOCC-Clerk <bocc-clerk@jocogov.org> 

Sent: Sunday, February 27, 2022, 12:29:34 AM PST 

Subject: Corrections to Information Provided by JOCO Planning Commission Staff and Solar Zoning 

Consultant: BOCC Meeting Feb. 24, 2022 

mailto:bocc-clerk@jocogov.org
mailto:charlotte.ohara@jocogov.org
mailto:michael.ashcraft@jocogov.org
http:jocogov.org
mailto:jeff.meyers@jocogov.org
mailto:jeff.meyers@jocogov.org
mailto:janee.hanzlick@jocogov.org
mailto:beckyforjohnsoncounty@gmail.com
mailto:shirley.allenbrand@jocogov.org
mailto:ed.eilert@jocogov.org
mailto:ed.eilert@jocogov.org
mailto:clarkville80@sbcglobal.net
mailto:clarkville80@sbcglobal.net
mailto:clarkville80@sbcglobal.net


Honorable County Commissioners, 

Thank you for allowing public to view your recent Committee of the Whole (COW) meeting regarding 

zoning regulations for utility-scale solar facilities (aka Solar Farms). I thought the meeting was 

productive and that the County Commissioners asked a number of excellent questions. You are 

rightfully considering public concerns and potential risks of solar farms, which Johnson County has no 

prior experience with. However, when finalizing solar zoning regulations, I believe those regulations 

should be based on validated facts, realistic risks, and real-wodd experience instead of unsubstantiated 

fears or misinformation. With over 1,000 solar farms in operation nationwide with very minimal impact 

to neighbors, the environment, and the electrical grid, there's a sound factual basis for determining 

appropriate regulations for solar farms. 

I'm certain the Johnson County Planning Commission has done their best to understand solar farms and 

their potential impacts over the past year, however, we can't expect them to become experts and their 

knowledge is fairly limited. They've relied substantially on a solar zoning consultant, who's not an 

engineer and with incomplete knowledge of solar equipment, solar facilities, and their environmental 

impacts. Neither the Planning Commission or their consultant surveyed zoning regulations and CUP 

requirements enacted by the many other counties and cities across the U.S. that host solar farms. Nor 

did they request meetings or information from from local solar energy experts at Black & Veatch, Kiewit, 

or Burns & McDonnell. 

Here are examples of the Planning Commission and Consultant's limited solar knowledge: Based on the 

Consultant's input, the draft zoning regulations use the term "pod" to describe a collection of solar 

panels within a discrete area, whereas that term isn't used in the solar industry; 'solar array" is the 

proper term. Several other terms and definitions are incorrect in the draft regulations. The consultant 

was also unaware that solar modules are proven to last an average of 30 to 3S years instead of the 20 to 

2S years he stated: a significant misunderstanding. He wasn't aware that virtually al l large solar farms 

mount their solar panels on trackers instead of fixed t ilt mounts, which makes his understanding of land 

covered by "impervious" panels incorrect. He also wasn't aware that battery energy storage systems 

have been integrated with with solar farms for several years. And he is unfamiliar with other trends in 

the solar industry regarding technology developments, project sizes, and project locations. I say this not 

to discredit him, but to emphasize the limits of his knowledge and experience. 

I closely watched your COW meeting on February 24, 2022, and noted several instances of incorrect or 

incomplete information provided to the BOCC by the Planning Commission staff and their 

consultant. Here's a summary of the most important topics. 

Length of CUP Term 

The draft regulations include a maximum 20-year term, which was reduced from 2S-years at the 

November 2021 Board meeting. No valid reasons were provided by the P.lanning Commissioners for 

changing their prior vote. However, during the prior public hearings, solar developers and experts 

provided clear testimony that solar farms require 2S-year or longer CUP terms to a) enable power 

produced to be sold at competitive rates and b) to receive project financing. The Planning Commission's 



explanation that the 20-year CUP term is based on "the typical 20-year planning period" doesn't make 

sense since the Planning Commission clearly expects solar farms to operate for 30 years or more, likely 

-~ css•n-•nnePi1iufSIIP fnfrerdialadels:rrn•rrthntaaAn11allmitt% u, 1 a • 
possibility or even the likelihood of extensions is simply inadequate. This is not unique to solar farms; it 

would apply the same to any long lasting infrastructure project. 

The price that solar farm owner's can sell their electricity for is extremely sensitive to the number of 

years the facility is permitted to operate. If the CUP term is only 20 years, the solar farm's capital cost 

would be spread over 20 years electrical production instead of 30 to 35 years, as it is for most solar 

farms nationwide. For a short 20-year CUP, the electricity power sales price must be increased by 60 to 

70% compared to projects with typical CUP's. Solar farm developers work in a very competitive world to 

sell their facility's electricity to buyers such as Evergy. A developer in a county with a short CUP term 

will be at such an pricing disadvantage to solar projects located elsewhere, that they would very likely 

not win any power sales contracts. No power sales contracts, then no financing and no project. I 

suspect the Planning Commissioners fully realized this. 

If you approve solar zoning regulations with a 20-year CUP term, that would be tantamount to a ban on 

solar farms. Going to the trouble of developing all of the other detailed zoning regulations would be a 

waste,of time. No solar farms would be built in Johnson County; they would be built in other counties 

who would receive the significant economic benefits. 

I don't,believe a single solar farm has been built in the U.S. with a CUP term shorter than 25 years. I 

persooally know of only one operating solar farm with a 25-year CUP. The vast majority of country 

regulations and CUP's for solar farms specify no CUP term limit. Since this point is so critical, I 

recommend that you confirm this with industry experts. 

~ 

Property Taxes and Other County Revenues 

While Kansas has a tax regulation that excludes solar farms from paying property taxes for the first 10 

years of operation, the exclusion doesn't include the underlying land. Property tax payments would 

continue for the land. And the property tax exclusion applies to a large number of other facility types 

that Johnson County hosts and encourages. Regardless, it's very misleading to oppose solar farms 

because of the 10-year property tax exemption since that ignores the totality of a solar farm's economic 

contribution to county government and the local economy. This topic is addressed in detail in a letter 

submitted to you on or about January 20. Taxes paid locally would include substantial property taxes 

after year 10 of operation; local sales taxes for construction and O&M; payments for county permitting, 

permit compliance, and emergency services; and payments in lieu of taxes (PILOT) agreed to by 

individual project developers/owners. The County's economic boost would also be substantial for 

construction contracts, labor, and material: ongoing O&M jobs, services and supplies; and lease income 

to participating landowners. Please do not focus solely on the 10-year property tax exemption that solar 

opponents would have you do. 



Destination of Power Generated and Benefits to Local Residents 

Neither the Planning Commission or their consultant could answer the question about where the power 

would go from a solar farm in JOCO and whether local residents would benefit. Physically, the power 

generated by the West Gardner Solar Farm would be injected into the West Gardner Substation, owned 

and operated by Evergy, and it would be consumed locally. Some solar opponents have claimed, 

without evidence, that the power would be transmitted to NextEra's home state of Florida; that idea is 

simply ludicrous from a technical and financial perspective. Financially, the power from the West 

Gardner Solar Farm would most likely be sold to Evergy or another local electric utility. Solar farms 

currently produce and sell power at very low rates, in the range of $25 to $30 per MWH, which is 

typically cheaper than conventional power plants. Additionally, solar farm power pricing rates usually 

do not escalate for the length of their 25 to 30 year long power sales contract. Therefore, the electric 

utility customers would benefit from solar farm's low pricing for decades. The power produced by gas

fired power plants, by comparison, is subject to large price increases due to the volatility of natural gas 

pricing. 

Minimum Distance From Current City Limits 

Neither the Planning Commission or their Consultant clearly told you their proposed minimum distance 

regulation would uniquely restrict any solar farm from being within 2.0 miles of any city limit. Their·is 

no other county in the US that is known to have imposed this type of restriction on solar farms. And 

Johnson County has not placed such a restriction on any other type of facility or development. I 

previously provided written evidence to the Planning Commission of multiple operating solar farms 

within or just outside city limits. 

Regardless, the Planning Commission and their Consultant decided on a minimum distances from cities 

of 1.5 miles at their October, 2021 meeting. At the controversial November Planning Commission 

meeting, the commissioners voted, without discussion, to arbitrarily increase this restriction to 2.0 

miles. The Planning Commission's map illustrating the 2.0 mile minimum distance restriction shows that 

about 98% of Johnson County would be "off limits" to solar farms. This restriction, combined with the 

separate restriction that solar farms must be at least 2.0 miles apart, would mean that Johnson County 

might be able to host a maximum of one or two solar farms (if the 20-year CUP term issue was 

resolved). 

1,000 Acre Limit on Solar Farm Site 

Neither the Planning Commission or their Consultant clearly told you there's no known zoning regulation 

outside of Johnson County that sets a acreage limit on solar farm size. No other regulatory body has 

found the need to arbitrarily limit solar farm acreage, just as Johnson County currently does not limit the 

acreage of any other proposed facility in your zoning regulations. 

To make this issue worse, Johnson County's draft solar regulations define the site area acreage limit to 

include all of the project features beyond the solar arrays, such as all access roads, the exterior buffer 

width, the plant substation, wildlife corridors, etc. This artificial and arbitrary acreage limit will 



effectively limit the solar array acreage to perhaps 750 acres, which limits the power and energy 

production of the solar farm. Douglas County's draft solar zoning regs, by comparison, define their 
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SO Foot Setback Along Solar Farm Boundaries 

The Planning Commission told you that the proposed SO foot setback for solar farms is the same as the 

minimum setback regulation for rural buildings and structures. However, the Planning Commission did 

NOT tell you that for Solar Farms only, they would consider a solar farm's perimeter security fence to be 

. a "structure" that the setback applies to. The actual solar equipment and structures would be another 

30 feet or so beyond the fence, creating an effective 80 foot setback. However, when applied to rural 

homes or structures, the SO foot setback applies directly to their distance from the property 

tine; fencing may be closer to the property line. Many other solar farms have been built to a 25 to 30 

foot wide buffer outside the perimeter fence line. 

Battery Energy Storage Systems (BESS) 

Neither the Consultant or Planning Commission told you that control systems and fire detection and 
' protection systems for BESS have advanced dramatically in recent years through the active involvement • of battery suppliers, the solar industry and the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), who has ·~ 

develi ped standards for BESS. The NFPA updates their standards routinely based on lessons learned 

and t \ chnology development to further reduce risks. Though solar opponents claim BESS fires could 

endanger the public, there have been no exposures or injuries to the public from a solar farm BESS 

fire. The BESS design includes a control system which prevents so called "run away" events, detects any 

battery problems, immediately stops further battery charging, detects a fire should one occur, and 

activates a fire protection system to put out the fire if a fire is detected. The BESS batteries are enclosed 

within containers as a further protective measure and the solar farm owner should be required to 

provide any specialized training and equipment to emergency responders before the solar farm is placed 

in operation. 

Galvanized Steel Piers Used to Support Solar Panels 

The Planning Commission's Consultant stated the galvanized steel support posts used to support solar 

panel mounting systems could result in some potentially toxic chemicals leaching into the soil. He said 

the chemical would only be a problem if the land is used later for peanut farm ing. This was an odd 

discussion by the Consultant and is very questionable. The actual purpose of galvanizing steel posts, 

which are driven into the ground, is to provide corrosion protection for the steel posts. The 

galvanization process places a fairly thin layer of zinc material onto the surface of the steel. The 

thickness of zinc galvanization varies, depending on the corrosivity of the soil, but is usually S mils, and is 

designed to last 30 to 35 years. The zinc coating corrodes very slowly in the buried part of the post, and 

the amount of zinc oxide added to the soil is tiny. However, zinc is actually considered a soil 

fertilizer. Galvanized steel posts are commonly used in many applications, such as the supports used on 



road barriers across the country. An internet search showed no pollution concerns for these 

applications. 

Before you make any final decisions, I strongly encourage you to direct the Planning Commission to 

obtain expert testimony from qualified experts in solar farm technology, including engineers, 

constructors, environmental scientists, and financial experts. I also strongly encourage you to direct the 

Planning Commission to survey a number of counties and cities that host operating solar farms to learn 

from their experience and to consider their zoning regulations before finalizing your regulations. The 

current set of draft solar zoning regulations have largely been drafted without this key information, and 

would easily be the most restrictive in the nation, for all the wrong reasons. I am hopeful that a proper 

vetting will lead you to eliminate the overly restrictive regulations currently drafted for CUP term, 

maximum project acreage, minimum distance from city limits, minimum distance between solar farms, 

and setbacks. 

Thank you for your kind attention. 

Steven M. Clark, P.E. 

3422 Kensington Court 

El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 

916-705-3232 

clarkville80@sbcglobal.net 

p.s. disclosure. My wife's family has signed a land lease agreement with a solar project developer. For 

this reason, you may believe I have a conflict of interest and am providing biased information. However, 

again, I encourage you to confirm the information I've provided with qualified and independent subject 

matter experts. 
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