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From: Kevin McCarthy <kjmmusic@gmail.com> 


Sent: Friday, January 11, 2019 3:56 PM 


To: Gregg A. Newhouse; Howard Smith; Jennifer Maddox; Paulette Mann; 


Michael Medina; Travis Bullock 


Cc: Chris Yakabouski; David Ross; Thomas G. Benton; Kevin Marshall; Paul 


D. Trampe; Timothy J. McLaughlin; Gary Skinner; Wanda Parrish; 


Patrick White; Paulette Mann; Dave Hammond; Sean Fogarty 


Subject: "Ontario Scraps the Green Energy Act" / "Green Energy Act axed" / 


"Ontario without wind" 


 


 
 


Three different takes on the same story. 


 


~K 


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


 


Ontario Scraps the Green Energy Act   (NewsOntario.ca) ` 


 


Ontario Scraps the Green Energy Act 
Will protect consumers, restore municipal authority over 
energy projects 


December 7, 2018 11:00 A.M. 


Ministry of Energy, Northern Development and Mines 



https://news.ontario.ca/mndmf/en/2018/12/ontario-scraps-the-green-energy-act.html

https://news.ontario.ca/mndmf/en





TORONTO — Ontario's Government for the People is delivering on its promise to repeal the Green 


Energy Act, 2009, that led to the disastrous feed-in-tariff program and skyrocketing electricity rates 


for Ontario families. 


"The Green Energy Repeal Act eliminates a piece of legislation that introduced disastrous changes 


to Ontario's energy system that led to rising electricity rates for families and businesses," said 


Minister of Energy, Northern Development and Mines, Greg Rickford. "By repealing this act, we're 


restoring planning decisions to municipalities that were stripped by previous government and 


ensuring local voices have the final say on energy projects in their communities." 


The Green Energy Repeal Act gives government the authority to stop approvals for wasteful energy 


projects where the need for electricity has not been clearly demonstrated. This will put the brakes on 


additional projects that will add additional costs to electricity bills that the people of Ontario simply 


cannot afford. Along with repealing the Green Energy Act, the new legislation gives municipalities 


the final say over the siting of future energy projects in their communities. 


"AMO is pleased that by repealing measures of the Green Energy Act, Bill 34- Green Energy Repeal 


Act, restores local planning powers," said Mayor Jamie McGarvey, Town of Parry Sound and 


President of the Association of Municipalities of Ontario. "Renewable energy projects should be 


guided by the ambitions and visions of communities and the people who live there. They should not 


be imposed." 


The government has committed to lowering hydro bills by 12 per cent. Actions taken to date include: 


• Amending the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998, to require the Ontario Energy Board 


to exclude any compensation paid to Hydro One's Chief Executive Officer and other 


executives from customer rates for Hydro One. 


• Cancelling more than 750 wasteful energy contracts to save $790 million for Ontario 


electricity customers. 


• Establishing a new leadership team at Hydro One that will consider Ontario's 


electricity customers in all of its planning. This will lead to a more efficient and 


affordable electricity system over time. 


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


Green Energy Act axed 


Sootoday 


Village Media 


7 December 2018 


The Green Energy Act is no more, having received Royal Assent. 



https://www.sootoday.com/around-ontario/green-energy-act-axed-1151672





That means local municipalities will have the power to block unwanted wind and solar farms, says a 


government news release. 


“The Liberal’s Green Energy Act took powers away from municipalities to stop expensive and unneeded 


energy projects and led to skyrocketing electricity rates for Ontario families,” said Nipissing MPP Vic 


Fedeli. “Under the previous government, energy rates tripled, driving manufacturing jobs out of Ontario 


and hurting hardworking families.” 


Fedeli says the repeal gives the government the authority to stop approvals for energy projects where the 


need for electricity has not been demonstrated. 


“The Green Energy Act represents the largest transfer of money from the poor and middle class to the 


rich in Ontario’s history,” said Greg Rickford, Minister of Energy, Northern Development and 


Mines.  “Well-connected energy insiders made fortunes putting up wind-farms and solar panels that 


gouge hydro consumers in order to generate electricity that Ontario doesn’t need. 


“One of the first actions your government took was to cancel 758 expensive and wasteful energy projects 


as part of our plan to cut hydro rates by 12 per cent for the people of Ontario, saving $790 million for 


electricity customers,” said Rickford. “The days of sweetheart deals for energy insiders and unpopular 


projects forced on local municipalities are over.” 


Sootoday 


 


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


Ontario without wind 


Energy Perspectives Blog 


Parker Gallant 


21 November 2018 


If the then Liberal Ontario government had decided not to proceed with the GEA (Green Energy Act) 


which focused on wind and solar sources, one could justififably wonder how the cost of electricity might 


have been affected.   If we had instead focused on reliability and reasonable costs, Lennox coupled with 


our other sources, could have easily replaced the intermittent and unreliable generation from wind 


turbines. 


The math: Taking the wind power generation of 53.1 TWh over the nine years out of the picture would 


have meant those 18.7 TWh of spilled hydro and the 2 TWh of steamed-off nuclear could have reduced 



https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/09g12?utm_source=sootoday.com&utm_campaign=sootoday.com&utm_medium=referral

https://www.sootoday.com/around-ontario/green-energy-act-axed-1151672





the net contribution of wind to 32.4 TWh. That would have saved ratepayers $1.8 billion i.e., (cost of 20.7 


TWh of IWT generation @ $135 million/TWh = $2.8 billion, less the cost of 18.7 TWh of spilled hydro @ 


$46 million/TWh [$875 million] and less the cost of 2 TWh steamed off nuclear @ $70 million/TWh [$140 


million]) 


The remaining 32.4 TWh of wind power generation could have been provided by generation from the 


OPG Lennox plant (capacity of 2,100 MW). It would have eliminated the $800 million cost of the 6.9 TWh 


of curtailed wind as it would have produced power only when needed.  Now if it ran at only 20 percent of 


its capacity (gas or oil,) it could have easily generated the remaining 32.4 TWh generated by IWY and 


accepted into the grid. 


Note: No doubt much of that 32.4 TWh wind power generation was presented at times IESO were forced 


to export it at a substantial loss. For the sake of this calculation we will assume Ontario demand would 


have required it. 


More math: As noted in the earlier article “idling” ** costs for Lennox are fixed at $4.200 per MW per 


month, making the annual idling costs about $106 million or $8.8 million per month. Running at 20 


percent of capacity would result in idling costs per MWh of generation of about $30/MWh. 


Adding fuel costs*** of about $40/MWh would result in total costs (on average) of approximately 


$70/MWh or 7 cents/kWh.  Generation at 300,000 MWh per month on average would have generated 


32.4 TWh over those nine years (2009–2017).  The cost of that generation would be approximately $2.3 


billion whereas the 32.4 TWh generated by IWT in those same nine years cost ratepayers about $4.4 


billion. 


So, without any wind power generation at a cost of $8 billion over the nine years, Ontario ratepayers 


would have saved almost $4.9 billion: 


� $1.8 billion using spilled hydro 
� $200 million using steamed-off nuclear 
� $800 million paying for curtailed IWT generation and 
� $2.1 billion by utilizing Lennox 


Beyond the dollar savings, the lack of subsidized wind power would also have other effects like: 


zero (0) noise complaints, instead of the thousands reported, 


elimination of the slaughter of thousands of birds, bats and butterflies 


prevented the possible disturbance/contamination of well water 


Again, that cost-benefit study might have proved useful! 


*1 TWh is about the amount of energy 110,000 average households in Ontario consume annually. 


**Idling costs of the TransCanada gas plant next door to Lennox is $15,200 per month per MW or 3.7 


times more costly than Lennox. 


***Lennox has the ability to generate electricity using either natural gas or oil meaning if a fuel priced 


spikes, as natural gas did during the “polar vortex” in 2014, Lennox can shift to the cheaper fuel. 


-------------- 


Kevin McCarthy 







-- 


540-412-6291 (h) 


703-473-3883 (c) 


--------------- 
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From: Tom Elliott <twe2727@gmail.com> 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 10:22 AM 


To: berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; 


TravAAU@cox.net 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. 


McLaughlin; David Ross; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Wanda Parrish; 


Paulette Mann; Patrick White; 


concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com; BOS@spotsylvania.va.com; 


Sally 


Subject: Advocatus Diaboli 


 


Hopefully, my wife and I have gotten your attention with the above subject line! To 
explain, "Advocatus Diaboli" is Latin for "Devil's Advocate", an official position the 
Catholic church has used for centuries during the election of popes, the canonization of 
saints, etc. It was this person’s job to take a skeptical view of the candidate's character, 
to look for holes in the evidence, to argue that any miracles attributed to the candidate 
were fraudulent, and so on.  


 


We bring the concept of a Devil's Advocate up at this point in your deliberations re the 
sPower proposal for a reason. You are at a critical juncture in Spotsylvania's future and 
may be on the verge of allowing the installation of this mega-industrial complex in our 
rural neighborhood. Our request of you is simple...take a brief time-out and appoint 
someone among you to act as the Devil's Advocate. That person should be tasked with 
asking the rest of you the uncomfortable questions that get in the way of making a 
seemingly logical, even brilliant, decision re sPower. Possible questions may be: 


 


1. Instead of focusing on all the potential benefits of this project, what are the worst 
possible outcomes if you go forward? 


2. If this deal seems too good to be true, is it? 


3. Are all the studies, analyses, charts, graphs, etc., being used as a crutch to support a 
non-personal decision when those of us who may become sPower's neighbor expect all 



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Skepticism

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Miracle





of you to also consider the personal ramifications of your decision? As stated above, all 
there "holes in the evidence"? 


 


Thank you in advance for your consideration of our request and thank you and your 
staff for all the hard work on this proposal. 


 


Tom & Sally Elliott 


11913 Honor Bridge Farm Drive (Fawn Lake) 


 


P.S. The Devil's Advocate method isn't bulletproof. The Catholic Church has had some 
pretty lousy popes over the past centuries! 
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From: Nadera Greene 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 9:04 AM 


To: Chris Yakabouski; David Ross; Gary Skinner; Thomas G. Benton; Kevin 


Marshall; Paul D. Trampe; Timothy J. McLaughlin 


Cc: Wanda Parrish; Patrick White; Aimee Mann; Edward Petrovitch; Mark  Taylor; 


Mark Cole; Michelle McGinnis; Niki Woodard 


Subject: Board Mail/ Letters-sPower 011619 


Attachments: Citizen Letters-sPower 011619.pdf 


 


Please see attached citizen letters regarding sPower. 


 


Thank you,  


 


Nadera Greene 


Administrative Assistant 


Spotsylvania County  


Office of the County Administrator 


P.O. Box 99 


(540) 507-7010 


 


 


































From: Michael <obierplumbing@yahoo.com> 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 8:41 AM 


To: Paulette Mann; Patrick White; Wanda Parrish 


Subject: Eirthquake 


 


What I read on the report submitted by SPower that there is a high  possibility of a Eirthquake on sight 


(A) this will be enhanced with pile driving steal beams in the rock on the site this should be of high on 


the list do to the fact of the lake Anna plant! For this reason it should NOT BE ALLOWED IN THIS 


COUNTY!! The unknown health risks of this massive project and the family's living close to project for 


this reason it should NOT BE ALLOWED IN THIS COUNTY! 


 


IF PASSED SPOWER SHOULD BUY THE  HOME OFF THE OWNERS AT THERE ASKING PRICE IN REASON LIKE 


SPOWER BUYING LOTS OFF FAWN LAKE DEVELOPER. THIS WOULD ONLY BE RIGHT, SEEING THAT THIS 


LOOKS LIKE  CLASSEM TO BUY THAT PROPERTY AND NOT OFFER TO BUY OTHERS 


 


MICHAEL OBIER 


11201 CHANCELLOR MEADOWS LANE 


LOCUST GROVE VA 22508 


540-809-8715 


Sent from my iPad 


 


-- 
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From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:36 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: GBenton@spotsylvania.va.us, cyakabouski@spotsylvania.va.us, 


kmarshall@spotsylvania.va.us,, McLaughlinTJ@spotsylvania.va.us, 


David.Ross@spotsylvania.va.us, PTrampe@spotsylvania.va.us, 


gskinner@spotsylvania.va.us, BOS@spotsylvania.va.us, wparrish@spotsy 


 


 


 


From: mlaytes@verizon.net [mailto:mlaytes@verizon.net]  
Sent: Monday, January 07, 2019 5:13 PM 
To: berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; 2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; 
spotsysalem@gmail.com; TravAAU@cox.net 
Subject: GBenton@spotsylvania.va.us, cyakabouski@spotsylvania.va.us, kmarshall@spotsylvania.va.us,, 
McLaughlinTJ@spotsylvania.va.us, David.Ross@spotsylvania.va.us, PTrampe@spotsylvania.va.us, 
gskinner@spotsylvania.va.us, BOS@spotsylvania.va.us, wparrish@spotsylvan 


 


To the members of the Spotsylvania Planning Commission - 
First, I appreciate all the work you and staff have put into evaluating the proposed solar power 
plant.  
 
Some have argued that the benefits of this project are more than offset by the fact it is so 
heavily subsidized through tax credits to both SPower and to those who would get credits for 
‘buying’ solar power, and also by the potential significant negative impact on utility rates. I’ll 
leave those broader questions to others to debate.   
 
To me the core issue here is the impact the proposed six hundred million dollar project and its 
construction will have on the surrounding community, and on the county as a whole.  The staff 
recommended SUP conditions are crucial to limiting these impacts.  However, I do not think 
they go far enough in several key areas.   


• Setbacks.   
o Setbacks should be from the property line, and to be fair to all property owners 


should be consistent across the entire project, and not different based on 
whether a house currently exists or not.   


o The staff recommended a 350’ setback based on Dewberry’s 
recommendations.  However, those recommendations themselves scale down 
the setback from the 1,000’+ setback some analysis suggests.  Given the visual, 
noise and potential heat impact I believe a setback of 500’, reduced by half 
where the applicant will add an 8’ berm and extensive landscaping, is the 
minimum necessary to mitigate the impact on surrounding properties.   


o To minimize the potential impact on the tax base setbacks should not be reduced 
to credit the acquisition of improved lots, either via purchase or lease. 


• Burning.  Open burning should be banned due to the environmental and health 
impacts.  The applicant has the option of mulching the tree stumps and other materials 
left after the clear cutting that has already been done.  The materials they choose not to 
mulch they should remove to either a landfill or to an incinerator with appropriate 
controls. 


• Traffic.   I fear for the impact on the two lane roads that will be used to move the 
materials and crews in and out of the project area.  My biggest concern has to do with 







potential delays to emergency and other first responder vehicles.  The SUP should 
require that before construction begins that the applicant produce and have approved a 
traffic management plan that ensures that emergency and other first responder vehicles 
will not be delayed by traffic backups caused by its traffic.  Put the onus directly on the 
applicant to prove it can build this project without creating a significant risk of delayed 
response.  Absent such an approved plan the potential impact to life and safety is too 
great. 


• Solar panel recycling.  The SUP should require that all solar panels used on the project 
be recycled offsite once broken or no longer used in operation. 


• Decommissioning.   
o Since the project will use new solar panels their value will probably initially 


exceed the cost of removal.  Thus it probably doesn’t make sense to have the 
initial decommissioning bond include costs to recycle the panels.    


o However, since solar panel recycling is at a very early stage of development in 
terms of the scale that will be needed, it makes even less sense to project now 
what the net value of the panels might be in 30+ years.   


o A reasonable solution would be to initially have the decommissioning bond ignore 
the panels, and instead require that each bond resetting from year 4 on include 
the full cost of removing and recycling the panels, but with the then average 
recycling cost or credit for solar panels at that time in the U.S factored in if the 
applicant provides sufficient evidence of industry wide average net costs or 
credit.   Such an approach doesn’t require that the applicant post an overly large 
initial bond, but also ensures that in later years the bond will reflect real 
decommissioning costs, including the developing recycling market.   


• Bonds.  Significant performance bonds should be required to ensure compliance with 
each SUP condition.  The SUP should require that performance bonds and the 
decommissioning bond be backed directly by SPower and its principal owners, not 
simply by the hodgepodge of LLCs created by SPower.  


 
Thanks for your time and consideration.  Even with the above conditions there will be very 
significant adverse impacts on the community.  I can only hope SPower’s project will be worth 
it.  Without the above conditions the impacts would simply be too great to warrant approval. 
 
Mike Aytes 
11521 General Wadsworth Dr. 
Spotsylvania, VA 22551 
mlaytes@verizon.net 
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From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:35 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: Grave Concerns Regarding sPower Solar Plant Project in 


Spotsylvania 


 


Importance: High 


 


 


 


From: Charles Duren [mailto:c_duren@outlook.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2019 4:10 PM 
To: Paulette Mann 
Cc: berkelymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; 2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; 
spotsysalem@gmail.com 
Subject: Grave Concerns Regarding sPower Solar Plant Project in Spotsylvania 
Importance: High 


 


Dear Planning Commission 


  


My wife and I recently relocated from Northern Virginia to Spotsylvania County.  Our decision was based 


on the beauty of the area and the quality of life it affords.  However, we were unaware of the magnitude 


of the sPower Solar Project when we made the decision to move to Spotsylvania.  We would have 


chosen to move elsewhere had we known of the extent of current and future devastation to the 


woodlands; health risks associated with ground water contamination, air quality, and toxic 


exposure;  and the inevitable impact to property values resulting from this Project.  Many who are 


considering a move to this area, as well as those who are seeking to develop in the area, will stop to 


reconsider should this Project move forward.  While our lot has been cast, the future tax revenues for 


this area will see a marked decline as property values lower and new development diminishes.  You have 


been provided with numerous studies which clearly show this will be the result.  I find it hard to fathom 


that you are considering the short term gains offered by a corporation at the expense of the people who 


you represent in Spotsylvania. 


  


There is still time for you to make the right decision.  I implore you to vote “No” on proceeding with the 


sPower Solar Project in Spotsylvania.  Voting “No” will eliminate the risks associated with this project 


and to protect what we all hold so dear about Spotsylvania.  As as we have witnessed recently with the 


forklift fire, the risks are real and they are no longer a possibility, but now a certainty.   


 


The informed constitutes in this area will remember your decision for years to come.  I am hopeful your 


decision instills in us faith that you do have the best interest of Spotsylvania in mind. 


  


Sincerely, 


Charles A. Duren, Jr. 


 
 
--  
This email was Malware checked by UTM 9. http://www.sophos.com 








From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:34 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: petition 


 


 


 


From: dosshaus@aol.com [mailto:dosshaus@aol.com]  


Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2019 11:48 AM 


To: Paulette Mann 


Subject: petition 


 


To: Planning Commission & Staff,  
 
 


First, please allow me to convey my deepest condolences on the loss of Mr 
Tignor.  Prayers to all of his family, friend and coworkers on your loss. 
 


I wanted to let you know that just over a month ago we started collecting signatures on 
a petition that reads 
 


We the undersigned are opposed to the 3 special use permit applications by sPower of 
Utah for the construction of the 500MW Industrial solar power plant in Spotsylvania 
County. We urge all members of the Board of Supervisors to vote (NO) and DENY the 
application. 
 


At this time we have 860 signatures and over 325 comments that go with 
them.  Contrary to what some think is just a group of NIMBYS it is indeed far more than 
that.  We will still be collecting more signatures in the upcoming weeks. 
 


sPower is also conducting another phone survey that many of us have received.  Both 
have been from "research" companies based out of Salt Lake City Utah (coincidence 
?  I think not) The first one had leading questions and when you said yes you knew 
about solar plant and no you were not in favor of it, they asked would you change your 
mind if we told you that the county would benefit by $10 million in roads,schools and 
taxes?  Contrary to what they claim were the results, the fact that they are calling again 
now saying have you heard about solar plant should tell you that they did not achieve 
the results they wanted or needed.  On this second call , when you say yes, they ask if 
you are in favor of it?  If you say no, like I did, they hang up on you! So when they tell 
you this time about "their results" be aware that they only are truly surveying people 
who say they are in favor of it.  I learned about this technique in Public relations and 
how to make the numbers look favorable many years ago.  Its an easy way to try and 
change unsatisfactory or negative results. A few people were allowed to ask why don't 
you ask me any more questions and were told they only want to survey those in favor of 
it. 
 


Thank you for all of your hardworking, I know you have had mounds of papers to wade 
thru.  Thank you also to those who fought to make sure all of our voices were 







heard.  The one meeting was frankly not enough, the meeting ran so long that many 
had to leave before they could speak or had kids with them who could not stay up that 
late or older adults who needed their sleep.   
 


Moya Doss 


Spotsylvania resident 
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From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:18 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: Revenue Loss 


 


 


 


-----Original Message----- 


From: Bruce Heintz [mailto:bruce@2cbh.com]  


Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2019 7:19 PM 


To: Paulette Mann 


Subject: Revenue Loss 


 


Please consider the revenue being lost by decreased property values in areas adjacent to S Power’s plant 


if approved. Don’t forget to require appropriate facade from street view appropriate road 


enchantments. We don’t want the county subsidizing developments as we have done with Silver on 


Route 3 and Route 1. Romberg to set aside park land we don’t want to be another southern city without 


amenities. Good luck! - Bruce 
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From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:34 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: S power 


 
 


 


From: Ken Arthur Burden [mailto:ken.burden@yahoo.com]  


Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2019 12:29 PM 


To: Paulette Mann 


Subject: S power 


 


We are against this project.  It will cause severe financial loss to many people due to the county 


not serving residents over commercial interest.  DOMINION POWER.  An example of 


government failure.  Properties values in nearby communities will plummet according to local 


real realestate experts.  The county would need to raise millage to accommodate loss of 


revenue.  NO ONE WINS HERE, and residents/taxpayers lose.   


Please vote NO. 


Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:33 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: Solar Farm 


 


 


 


-----Original Message----- 


From: Edward Calleja [mailto:ejcalleja1@gmail.com]  


Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2019 2:10 PM 


To: Paulette Mann 


Subject: Solar Farm 


 


 


To all the board members involved please stop this ridiculous project in an area that was never designed 


for such an enormous project your political careers are on the line come re-elections time Ed Calleja 


Fawn Lake Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:32 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: solar project 


 
 


 


From: Iris Thompson [mailto:iristhomps@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Friday, January 11, 2019 10:17 AM 
To: Thomas G. Benton; David.Ross@sptosylvania.va.us; kmarshall@spotsylvaniaa.va.us; Timothy J. 
McLaughlin; Chris Yakabouski; 2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; 
berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; Paul D. Trampe; Gary 
Skinner; TraaAAU@cox.net 
Subject: solar project 


 


Board of Supervisors, 


 


I must say that I am not sure how I feel about solar as a green source of energy. The process of 


installing the panels is definitely not GREEN. Given that I ask that you vote no on the HUGE 


facility that is being considered in Spotsylvania. A solar facility of this SIZE has NEVER been 


placed in the midst of residences. I know you have heard from some very intelligent people on 


all the ill effects of solar.  A government study done some time ago may have refuted some of 


these facts, but the governments bottom line stated THESE FACILITIES ARE NOT PLACED 


NEAR RESIDENCES!   


 


One time lead paint was thought to be harmless - until it WAS. Asbestos was also considered 


harmless - until it WAS! We the citizens of Spotsylvania County request you not let us be the 


GUIINEA PIGS for this solar facility. 


 


sPower refutes all the research that has been done by the citizens, but they cannot 


TRUTHFULLY say that they have a facility of this magnitude in the middles of residences with 


a mere 350 foot setback.  This is ludicrous! 


 


Iris 
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From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:27 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: sPower Application for Solar Facility 


 


 


 


From: marysagun@aol.com [mailto:marysagun@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 2:07 PM 
To: Paulette Mann 
Cc: Thomas G. Benton; PTramp@spotsylvania.va.us 
Subject: FW: sPower Application for Solar Facility 


 


; kmarshall@spotsylvania.va.us; McLaughlinTJ@spotsylvania.va.us; DavidRoss@spotsylvania.va.us; 


BOS@spotsylvania.va.us; wparrish@spotsylvania.va.us; PMann@spotsylvania.va.us; 


pwhite@spotsylvania.va.us; concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: sPower Application for Solar Facility 


 


After many meetings and correspondence by many parties, the time has come to make a decision on the 


above subject. The decision that is rendered will undoubtedly affect the citizens of Spotsylvania County 


for many years to come. It is my firm belief that the County does not need this facility as it is currently 


proposed. The advantages that have been stated are typical sound bites that , in reality, would have very 


minor effects over many years for the County. The potential adverse problems could have devastating 


and everlasting effects on the future quality of life in the County. Below are some questions and answers 


to some of the main points that have been discussed during the application process: 


 


 


QUESTION/COMMENT                                                                                                                                          ANS


WER 


 


1. Will county citizens benefit by receiving reduced utility rates?                                                      NO 


2. Does the county benefit by Apple, Microsoft and the U. of Richmond 


purchasing 50% of the energy generated by this facility?                                                                No, 


but the companies do from tax credits 


3. The 20 full time and hundreds of  part time jobs during construction that are  


created will be a big boost the local economy.                                                                                   20 


full time jobs and several hundred part time jobs will not make any  


                                                                                                                                                                                    mat


erial effect on local economies. Those quantities are miniscule to the  


                                                                                                                                                                                    exis


ting residents and visitors that do affect the local economy. Ask any  


                                                                                                                                                                                    busi


ness owner. 


4. sPower to donate solar materials to county facilities, but no installation subsidy. 


sPower to pay for 50% of new water tower and improvement to county water 


system.           Why only 50% of the costs? Why no installation subsidy for solar  


                                                                                                                                                                      equ


ipment donated to county? 







 


5. Decommissioning costs proposed would be reduced by salvage 


values.                                       Why should the County be responsible for that project?. sPower  


                                                                                                                                                                                    Put 


the facility in place; they should be totally liable for it’s removal. A  


                                                                                                                                                                                    Real


istic bond must be put in place to account for contingencies. 


 


6. Spotsylvania County is known for its rural beauty and historic battlefields. With this                The 


existing routes 613 and 621 will never handle the traffic during  


Project, the county will become a “freak” attraction. Who doesn’t want to see 


1.5                   construction and afterward with the gawking public. 


Million solar panels. 


                                                                                                                                                                                    


7. What happens to the County if any of the potential problems develop? Will that be 


good        How are we protected? 


Advertising for people considering moving here or starting a business? 


         


8. sPower claims, according to  local realtor Kris Kailea that solar facilities have no effect               A 


worthless statement and disingenuous one as there are no other  


on local real estate 


values.                                                                                                                          Solar facilities of this 


magnitude or proximity to residential homes. 


 


9. This solar facility will attract new businesses to the area.                                                                   No 


explanation has been rendered as to why this is an accurate 


                                                                                                                                                                        Sta


tement. 


 


 


I believe that calculations have been made to determine the total new revenue that 


would               According to sources, the answer is minimal to none in most years. 


Directly accrue to the County if this project is constructed. With that revenue  


Determined, how much would the real estate tax rate need to be raised over each of the 


Next 15 years to garner the same “lost” revenue if the project is denied? 


 


Spotsylvania County has existed and progressed for over 150 years. It will continue 


to               Can any one of the persons responsible for approving this project 


do so without this 


project.                                                                                                                         Guarantee to all 


citizens here now and in the future, that none of  


                                                                                                                                                                         th


e possible negative effects of this project will ever surface and the  


                                                                                                                                                                         da


ily lives and financial well being of citizens will never be affected? 


 


Please vote NO! 


 







Thank you for reviewing my comments. 


 


Sincerely, 


Alexander Sagun 


11511 Baldy Ewell Way 


Spotsylvania, Va. 


Fawn Lake  


 


 


                                                                                                                                                                      


Sent from Mail  for Windows 10 


 


 


 
 
--  
This email was Malware checked by UTM 9. http://www.sophos.com 



https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986






From: Wanda Parrish 


Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 2:18 PM 


To: Paulette Mann; Patrick White 


Subject: FW: sPower Application for Solar Facility 


 


For record 


 


From: marysagun@aol.com [mailto:marysagun@aol.com]  


Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 2:16 PM 


To: berkeleymaddox@gmail.com 


Cc: Wanda Parrish <WParrish@spotsylvania.va.us> 


Subject: FW: sPower Application for Solar Facility 


 


 


 


Sent from Mail for Windows 10 


 


From:  


Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 12:39 PM 


Subject: sPower Application for Solar Facility 


 


After many meetings and correspondence by many parties, the time has come to make a decision on the 


above subject. The decision that is rendered will undoubtedly affect the citizens of Spotsylvania County 


for many years to come. It is my firm belief that the County does not need this facility as it is currently 


proposed. The advantages that have been stated are typical sound bites that , in reality, would have very 


minor effects over many years for the County. The potential adverse problems could have devastating 


and everlasting effects on the future quality of life in the County. Below are some questions and answers 


to some of the main points that have been discussed during the application process: 


 


 


QUESTION/COMMENT                                                                                                                                          ANS


WER 


 


1. Will county citizens benefit by receiving reduced utility rates?                                                      NO 


2. Does the county benefit by Apple, Microsoft and the U. of Richmond 


purchasing 50% of the energy generated by this facility?                                                                No, 


but the companies do from tax credits 


3. The 20 full time and hundreds of  part time jobs during construction that are  


created will be a big boost the local economy.                                                                                   20 


full time jobs and several hundred part time jobs will not make any  


                                                                                                                                                                                    mat


erial effect on local economies. Those quantities are miniscule to the  


                                                                                                                                                                                    exis


ting residents and visitors that do affect the local economy. Ask any  


                                                                                                                                                                                    busi


ness owner. 


4. sPower to donate solar materials to county facilities, but no installation subsidy. 



https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986





sPower to pay for 50% of new water tower and improvement to county water 


system.           Why only 50% of the costs? Why no installation subsidy for solar  


                                                                                                                                                                      equ


ipment donated to county? 


 


5. Decommissioning costs proposed would be reduced by salvage 


values.                                       Why should the County be responsible for that project?. sPower  


                                                                                                                                                                                    Put 


the facility in place; they should be totally liable for it’s removal. A  


                                                                                                                                                                                    Real


istic bond must be put in place to account for contingencies. 


 


6. Spotsylvania County is known for its rural beauty and historic battlefields. With this                The 


existing routes 613 and 621 will never handle the traffic during  


Project, the county will become a “freak” attraction. Who doesn’t want to see 


1.5                   construction and afterward with the gawking public. 


Million solar panels. 


                                                                                                                                                                                    


7. What happens to the County if any of the potential problems develop? Will that be 


good        How are we protected? 


Advertising for people considering moving here or starting a business? 


         


8. sPower claims, according to  local realtor Kris Kailea that solar facilities have no effect               A 


worthless statement and disingenuous one as there are no other  


on local real estate 


values.                                                                                                                          Solar facilities of this 


magnitude or proximity to residential homes. 


 


9. This solar facility will attract new businesses to the area.                                                                   No 


explanation has been rendered as to why this is an accurate 


                                                                                                                                                                        Sta


tement. 


 


 


I believe that calculations have been made to determine the total new revenue that 


would               According to sources, the answer is minimal to none in most years. 


Directly accrue to the County if this project is constructed. With that revenue  


Determined, how much would the real estate tax rate need to be raised over each of the 


Next 15 years to garner the same “lost” revenue if the project is denied? 


 


Spotsylvania County has existed and progressed for over 150 years. It will continue 


to               Can any one of the persons responsible for approving this project 


do so without this 


project.                                                                                                                         Guarantee to all 


citizens here now and in the future, that none of  


                                                                                                                                                                         th


e possible negative effects of this project will ever surface and the  







                                                                                                                                                                         da


ily lives and financial well being of citizens will never be affected? 


 


Please vote NO! 


 


Thank you for reviewing my comments. 


 


Sincerely, 


Alexander Sagun 


11511 Baldy Ewell Way 


Spotsylvania, Va. 


Fawn Lake  


 


 


                                                                                                                                                                      


Sent from Mail  for Windows 10 
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From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:26 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: Spower 


 


 


 


-----Original Message----- 


From: Sandy Branfman [mailto:sandysaber@comcast.net]  


Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 10:32 PM 


To: Paulette Mann 


Subject: Spower 


 


Dear Planning Commission members, 


I understand the pressure upon you to pass the rezoning for Spower’s solar factory. I also understand 


that you as well as the BOS are made up of members who have primary day jobs and don’t have the 


many hours needed to read and further explore all the information and research you have received 


about this huge project. What I am asking, based on the time constraints you are working under, is to 


put this project on hold until  you and the BOS can adequately research all your constituents'concerns. 


Once you say yes to Spower, you can never go back and undo the damage this company can cause. 


There are too many question marks about the honesty and integrity of Mr. Creamer and his associates. 


For example, I received a phone call on Saturday night on my cell phone (I don’t know how they got my 


cell number. I never give out the number to anyone) asking me if I am in favor of solar power and before 


I could answer, the woman who called asked me if I would be so kind as to write a testimonial about 


loving solar energy to the BOS and the Planning Commission. She said a stamped addressed envelope 


would be provided to me for my convenience and she would help me with the wording of the 


testimonial if I needed  it. I never in my life received a phone call like this and I’m from New York. 


Please, take your time making this monumental decision that will affect so many and for so long in a 


negative way. S Power will try to pressure the BOS  for an answer by February, but you need to work on 


your own timetable- not theirs to make the most informed decision. If you are not 100% certain that this 


project is in the best interest of all Spotsylvanians, it must be tabled until more investigating can be 


done. We don’t want to saddle our community with multiple lawsuits  against Spower because Spower 


seems to change the rules to benefit itself as building begins. The multiple lawsuits against Spower in 


other states is proof of this. 


Respectfully, 


Sondra Branfman 


Spotsylvania, Va. 


 


Sent from my iPad 
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From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:27 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: sPower 


 
 


 


From: Judy Walsh [mailto:jwalsh3940@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 1:59 PM 
To: berkelelymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; 2012sherriffsmith@gmail.com; 
TravAAU@cox.net; spotsysalem@gmail.com 
Subject: sPower 


 


Commissioners: 


 


We would like to voice our concerns about enabling sPower to 


install an almost1.8 million solar power farm.  It's the size and 


scope of this project that has us most concerned.  We understand 


that the expected life span of solar panels is about 35 years.  We 


won't be around then but have you considered the exit plan for 


this solar farm?  Where do the 1.8 million panels go once they 


are of no further use?  Is there a recycling plan?  Would the 


panels be buried in a landfill?  Where?  Would it be safe to 


bury?  What if sPower builds and decides to leave after ten years 


or they declare bankruptcy?  Do they just walk away?  Is 


Spotsylvania left to clean up?  Have you looked into the process 


to decommission this site?  And, once this has been cleaned up, 


our grandchildren will need to wait another 35 years and hope 


for reforestation. 


 


Another concern is its impact on Spotsylvania County.  Is the 


added annual taxation of this company greater than the taxes of 


homes/farms that would otherwise be built on this land or in 


bordering neighborhoods?  Existing tax revenues would 


certainly decline when already existing homeowners request 







reevaluations of their home assessment due to the negative 


effect of solar panel construction on their property. 


 


This is a massive endeavor.  If you must proceed we urge you to 


consider a prototype on a much smaller scale.  Please take more 


time to adequately research the impact on Spotsylvania County. 


 


Thank you, 


Judy and David Walsh 


Livingston District residents 
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From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:36 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: SPower 


 


 


 


From: marysagun@aol.com [mailto:marysagun@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, January 07, 2019 6:18 PM 


To: Thomas G. Benton 
Cc: Paulette Mann; Wanda Parrish; concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 
Subject: SPower 


 


Hello Greg, 


 


There recently was some commentary regarding any change in property values due to solar farms. I 


believe SPower had stated that , per Kris Kailea, a local real estate agent, there was no evidence to 


support any decrease in property values due to solar farms. It is my understanding that the closest 


proximity of any significant sized solar facility to any residential properties in the US is 12 miles. 


 


In this solar project we are attempting to place a massive facility within an unbelievable distance of only 


350 FEET to the nearest residence. The confirmation made by Kris Kailea to support the statements by 


SPower would seem to not hold one iota of credibility considering the setback distances are not even 


remotely comparable. 


 


It was disingenuous of SPower to make their claim and to have a local agent confirm it, when there was 


no reliable information to make the comparison of this proposal to any other facility in existence. 


 


Sandy Sagun 


Fawn Lake Resident 


 


Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:16 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: sPower 


Attachments: IMG_2741.jpg; ATT00001.txt 


 


 


 


-----Original Message----- 


From: Dan & Lori Schmidt [mailto:dlsljs75@gmail.com]  


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 10:15 AM 


To: Aimee Mann 


Cc: Paulette Mann 


Subject: sPower 


 


Following is a copy of my letter that has been submitted to the Free Lance Star. 
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Proposed Headiine: Spotsylvania to be Branded
The cly of Fredericksburg s n the midst of a ®branding process a wonderful attempt
dng-kudos

of marketing this unique smallcity to visitors. A project that is forward think

tothe city council.

50, as the Spotsylvania BOS continues to taken the outpouring of negative public
opinion about the coming of sPower, they should consider what this really means to
this beautiful, bucolic county, even region, and is residents-something they absolutely

care nothing about.

Itwillno longer be marketed as a destination for istory, especally ivil war (home to
more battefelds than any county in America),f solar goes In t could then be aptly
dubbed: Solar Capital of America. To plop 1.4 millon solar panels in the vicinty of
hallowed ground s reckiess, and iresponsible to residents and our next generation.
Le's also consider other pragmatic reasons this albatross should not be created for al
concemed: properties devalued, water and runolf issues, widife banishment, health
issues,  liabilty of getting rid (aying for t) of over a million large glass panels when

its lfespan s up (we need a $50 millon bond). Why create this excrescence; well its all
about the money and our generous federal tax subsidies we so openhandedly provide.
Also, why come to Spotsylvania with only 2829 hours of sunshine annually versus the
Phoenix area with 3872 or Las Vegas with 38252 Again,i's al about the money (donit
have to seek out a power distribution point, stripped land). Or, maybe sPower sought to
take the path of east resistance in community pushback; wish we knew. Well the path
10 this scary project should be resisted by the people and the families who live here.
Let's not brand Spotsylvania County as the Crossroads of Infinitum Solar”











Sent from my iPhone
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From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:18 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: SUP18-0001/SUP180002/SUP180003 


 
 


 


From: John Goodrich [mailto:j_h_goodrich@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 6:45 AM 
To: grenewpc@gmail.com; berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; 2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; 
spotsysalem@gmail.com; TravAAU@cox.net; Paulette Mann 
Cc: Concerned Citizens Spotsylvania 
Subject: SUP18-0001/SUP180002/SUP180003 


 


Mr. Chairman, Planning Commissioners, 
 


We live in a rural area, saturated in American history, particularly the history of the Civil War. 


The Civil War never extended to Utah and sPower seemed oblivious to the significance of the 


land they seek to exploit, dramatically illustrated by their verbal proposition in the Wilderness 


Church to transform the Brock Road Crossroads into a Traffic Roundabout.  There has been, I 


am told, more American blood spilled in Spotsylvania than anywhere else in the United 


States.  sPower want to dig up this sacred ground. 


In addition, their proposed project commits your constituents to a life of hell for at least two 


years: traffic, noise, fifteen pile drivers whose effect, the applicant claims, will only be heard for 


four days.  Have you ever heard  pile drivers at work?  Do you have any concept of how far that 


noise travels? 


 


To what end?  The production of Politically Correct electricity to satisfy the politicians in 


Richmond and Washington.  May they never get a vote from this district again.  A word to 


sPower: take your project and build it in the desert where it belongs.  Our lives, our peace and 


our security are worth more than the money and the subsidies you may squeeze out of 


Spotsylvania. 
 


Reject this project. 
 


Respectfully, 


John & Virginia Goodrich 


Livingston District 
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From: Paulette Mann 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:28 AM 


To: Patrick White 


Subject: FW: Vote “No” to sPower solar  industrial plant 


 


 


 


-----Original Message----- 


From: Lee Duehring [mailto:theduehrings@gmail.com]  


Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 8:36 AM 


To: berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; 2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; 


spotsysalem@gmail.com; TravAAU@cox.net 


Subject: Vote “No” to sPower solar industrial plant 


 


 


>  


> Dear Members of the Spotsylvania Planning Commission, 


>  


> My husband and I are long time residents of Spotsylvania County in the Livingston  District. We are 


adamantly opposed to the sPower solar industrial plant.  


>  


> Over the last months  you have received reams of important  information from the ConcernedCitizens 


of Spotsylvania County expressing many serious concerns about  sPower’s proposal.This data is fact-


based from  extensive, comprehensive  research. In many cases, it debunks statements and claims made 


by sPower.  


>  


> At this point in the process, it seems redundant to present  in this email all the environmental, 


financial, health and safety issues that have surfaced. We trust you have seriously reviewed and 


considered all the negative impacts  inherent in sPower’s proposal.  


>  


> Now it’s time for you to protect the interests of Spotsylvania County and its citizens . The risks of 


moving forward with sPower’s proposal far outweigh any perceived benefits which are dubious at best. 


>  


> We ask you to vote  ‘NO” to the so,ar industrial plant. 


>  


> Respectfully, 


> Barry and Frances Duehring 


> 540 972-3421 


>  
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From: Michael <obierplumbing@yahoo.com> 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 9:41 AM 


To: Paulette Mann; Patrick White; Wanda Parrish 


Subject: Land ank 


 


Wetland credits  allow SPower  to destroy the county and or water supply,the Rivers, and the Bay. 


This is a way to cover the wetlands legally. With out regrets, And any regards to our county. 


FOR THIS REASON THIS PROJECT SHOULD NOT BE BUILT IN SPOTSYLVANIA  COUNTY 


 


Michael OBIER 


11201 CHANCELLOR MEADOWS LANE 


LOCUST GROVE VA 22508 


Sent from my iPad 
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From: Vivian Stanley <ratweedrat@gmail.com> 


Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2019 1:53 PM 


To: berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; 2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; Patrick 


White; Chris Yakabouski; David Ross; Thomas G. Benton; Kevin 


Marshall; Timothy J. McLaughlin; Michael; Paul D. Trampe; Paulette 


Mann 


Subject: Lives of Livingston Community Citizens 


 


There is ample evidence that some of the politicians in Spotsylvania care absolutely NOTHING 


about the health and welfare of its citizens. If they did care, this project would have been nipped in 


the bud from the very beginning. The "experts" that s-power hired to enhance the truth about 


the solar panels claim that all the poisons are encapsulated inside the panel....that the panels 


are as strong as windshield glass and will NOT shatter even if shot with a shotgun blast. Go 


to "YouTube". Type in "shotgun vs windshield glass" A ballistics company has a 


demonstration posted of a shotgun blast to windshield glass. It shatters the glass and 


releases the gel that was used for demonstration purposes. The gel would represent the 


cadmium used in the panel. The panel could receive damage from a variety of causes....a 


hunter, a storm, lightning, high winds, tornados etc. Even the manufacturer says that 1% of 


the panels will be broken on installation.   That alone is 18,000 panels, yes, eighteen 


thousand panels!.    And the set backs are laughable, 350 ft.....if we are going to pursue 


INSANITY and allow this in our community, the set back should be 1 mile which is 5280 


ft.  from ALL property.              Even third world countries DO NOT place solar in the middle of 


a community. And WE are SUPPOSED TO BE CIVILIZED!!!            It is FAR past time to tell 


these spower people NO....not in the middle of OUR community!     We  CARE ABOUT HUMAN 


LIFE!  Vivian Stanley     SPA-DCA  


 


 


 


Like · Reply · 16m 
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From: Kathleen Hayden <kghayden@gmail.com> 


Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2019 5:22 PM 


To: berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; Travis Bullock 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. 


McLaughlin; David Ross; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Aimee Mann; 


Wanda Parrish; Paulette Mann; Patrick White; 


concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: Must read NEW fiscal data on solar facility 


Attachments: Estimated Net County Revenue - 10% Chart 15Jan2019.pdf; Estimated 


Net County Revenue - 5% Chart 15Jan2019.pdf; NTS Parcels near 


sPower site 15Jan2019.pdf; Estimated Net County Revenue - Data 


15Jan2019.pdf 


 


Dear Commissioners, 


 


The data I have previously presented and sent you on the fiscal impact of the solar facility has 
been updated with three significant changes. 


 


1. The Fawn Lake developer is selling 191 lots to sPower, not 74 as used in previous analysis. A 
recent Hirschler memo states sPower is under contract to purchase approximately 200 acres of 
Fawn Lake property. The County Assessors office confirmed there are 191 recorded lots in two 
parcels totalling 205 acres planned for Fawn Lake development. The actual purchase is now 
more than double what was expected. These 191 lots represent $333,000/year in future lost 
property tax revenue or $10.3 million over the life of the project. Please see attached map. The 
map also identifies 20 additional undeveloped lots not planned for sPower purchase but where 
future value is particularly vulnerable given their border location. 


 


2. The calculations now deduct the "County's break-even point" of $350,000. This adjustment 
is based on the figure used by the County to roughly estimate how much net tax revenue it will 
earn (or lose) on a particular property after County costs are included. I have 
subtracted $350,000 from each developed lot value before calculating the tax revenue. In other 







words, the $333,000/yr is actually based on $205,000 as the average Fawn Lake new home 
value!  


 


3. Though there is data to support a 30% decline in neighboring property values with multiple 
sources citing 5-7%, the revised analysis uses 10% and 5% scenarios to show potential loss 
even under conservative estimates. Please see attached graphs. At 10% the loss of value in 
neighboring properties equals $535,000/yr or $11.3 million over the life of the project. At 5%, 
the annual loss is $268,000 or $20.4 million over the life of the project. 


 


What is remarkable is that even using the most conservative ways of calculating the impact of 
property tax loss, there is no scenario where the sPower predictions of revenue are greater than 
what the County will lose. Please see the final attachment which compares the loss over 35 years 
in each example to the revenue over 35 years projected by sPower. It is compelling and begs the 
question, "Why allow a project where the costs and risks vastly outweigh the benefits?" 


 


 


Respectfully submitted, 


 


Kathleen Hayden 


Livingston District 


 


 
--  
This email was Malware checked by UTM 9. http://www.sophos.com 










-$1,000,000



-$800,000



-$600,000



-$400,000



-$200,000



$0



$200,000



$400,000



$600,000



$800,000



$1,000,000



0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35Year
Net Tax Revenue from sPower Net Revenue Loss - Fawn Lake Lots



10% Revenue Loss - Adjacent Homes Total Net County Revenue



Estimated Net County Tax Revenue Due to sPower Project (-10%)













-$1,000,000



-$800,000



-$600,000



-$400,000



-$200,000



$0



$200,000



$400,000



$600,000



$800,000



$1,000,000



0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35Year
Net Tax Revenue from sPower Net Revenue Loss - Fawn Lake Lots



5% Revenue Loss - Adjacent Homes Total Net County Revenue



Estimated Net County Tax Revenue Due to sPower Project (-5%)













Parcel 18C-A-O:
78 undeveloped lots
67 acres



Fawn Lake Map – Southern Side
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Estimated Net County Tax Revenue Due to Proposed sPower Solar Power Project 



Year



Net Annual 
County Tax



[1]



Projected 
Revenue Loss 



from Fawn 
Lake Lots



10% Loss in 
Value of 
Adjacent 
Homes



Total Net 
Revenue 



(10% Case)



5% Loss in 
Value of 
Adjacent 
Homes



Total Net 
Revenue 
(5% Case)



1 $936,152 $936,152 $936,152
2 $436,152 -$535,850 -$99,698 -$267,925 $168,227
3 $436,152 -$535,850 -$99,698 -$267,925 $168,227
4 $436,152 -$535,850 -$99,698 -$267,925 $168,227
5 $434,844 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$434,006 -$267,925 -$166,081
6 $423,019 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$445,831 -$267,925 -$177,906
7 $410,468 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$458,382 -$267,925 -$190,457
8 $397,189 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$471,661 -$267,925 -$203,736
9 $383,136 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$485,714 -$267,925 -$217,789



10 $368,209 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$500,641 -$267,925 -$232,716
11 $352,363 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$516,487 -$267,925 -$248,562
12 $335,595 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$533,255 -$267,925 -$265,330
13 $317,810 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$551,040 -$267,925 -$283,115
14 $299,007 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$569,843 -$267,925 -$301,918
15 $279,041 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$589,809 -$267,925 -$321,884
16 $257,863 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$610,987 -$267,925 -$343,062
17 $235,425 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$633,425 -$267,925 -$365,500
18 $211,631 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$657,219 -$267,925 -$389,294
19 $186,431 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$682,419 -$267,925 -$414,494
20 $159,680 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$709,170 -$267,925 -$441,245
21 $131,379 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$737,471 -$267,925 -$469,546
22 $101,333 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$767,517 -$267,925 -$499,592
23 $69,494 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$799,356 -$267,925 -$531,431
24 $48,461 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$820,389 -$267,925 -$552,464
25 $48,461 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$820,389 -$267,925 -$552,464
26 $48,461 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$820,389 -$267,925 -$552,464
27 $48,461 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$820,389 -$267,925 -$552,464
28 $48,461 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$820,389 -$267,925 -$552,464
29 $48,461 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$820,389 -$267,925 -$552,464
30 $48,461 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$820,389 -$267,925 -$552,464
31 $48,461 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$820,389 -$267,925 -$552,464
32 $48,461 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$820,389 -$267,925 -$552,464
33 $48,461 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$820,389 -$267,925 -$552,464
34 $48,461 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$820,389 -$267,925 -$552,464
35 $48,461 -$333,000 -$535,850 -$820,389 -$267,925 -$552,464



Total $8,180,057 -$10,323,000 -$18,218,900 -$20,361,843 -$9,109,450 -$11,252,393



[1]  Source for Net Annual County Tax:  "The Economic and Fiscal Contribution that the Spotsylvania Solar 
Energy Center would make to Spotsylvania County"  by Mangum Economics,  May 2018
Table 5: Estimated Net County Tax Revenue Generated by the SSEC over 40 Years (2018 Dollars)











From: William Parsons <williambparsons@hotmail.com> 


Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2019 4:11 PM 


To: Patrick White; Wanda Parrish; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; 


Timothy J. McLaughlin; David Ross; Gary Skinner; Thomas G. Benton; 


Paul D. Trampe; berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; 


Paulette Mann; 2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsyslem@gmail.com; 


Aimee Mann; travAAU@cox.net; Paulette Mann 


Subject: Please Vote NO @ Does a Mega Sized proposed Solar Plant Comply 


with the County Comprehensive Plan ? 


 


To the members of the Spotsylvania Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors and Staff 


 


Even though it is encouraging that many of the concerns regarding water usage, burning of 


waste, 350 ft set backs everywhere, Decommissioning Plan, etc. are being addressed, the 


proposed 500 MW,10 sq. mile,1,800,000 panel solar plant will still contain many unknowns that 


will carry a high probability of risk into the future. 


A solar plant of this magnitude, 5'th largest in this country, proposed for the middle of a 


rural/suburban area surrounded by private homes, acreages, small farms and historic 


battlefields does not meet the County Comprehensive Plan. 


Just because this location meets sPower's criteria for lots of land and a Dominion connection to 


the electrical grid, doesn't mean it is good for this County and its residents.  


 


Please vote NO on these SUPs...a yes vote will carry potential environmental and financial risks 


into the future...it is not worth taking the chance. The risk and lack of compliance with the 


Comprehensive Plan warrant a NO vote. A yes vote will be a "fingers crossed" vote for the 


future...please don't take that chance. Please do make Spotsylvania County the 


experimental/test location for this monster plant. 


 


 


Thank You, 







 


William B Parsons 


Livingston District 
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From: Jim ODonnell <jimpatod@comcast.net> 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 7:51 AM 


To: grenewpc@gmail.com; berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; TravAAU@cox.net; 


Paulette Mann 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin 


Marshall; Timothy J. McLaughlin; David Ross; Aimee Mann; Wanda Parrish; 


Paulette Mann; Patrick White; concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: Proposed Solar Plant 


 


I am a resident of Fawn Lake. I have lived in this community for ten years.  I retired from the United 


States Marine Corps in 2000 and I worked for Northrop Grumman Corporation and Raytheon Company 


which required me to live outside of Virginia.  My family first became residents of Spotsylvania County in 


1994 while I was on active duty.  Our desire has always been to return here and retire which I did five 


years ago. My daughter and her family, my two granddaughters live in Spotsylvania County.  We 


consider this our home.  I was born in Boston, Massachusetts the youngest of 13 children.  My mother 


and father were born in County Donegal, Ireland. 


  


I tell you all this to give you context. Because I live in Fawn Lake, I have been called an “elitist”.  I almost 


laughed out loud when that claim was made. My background certainly doesn’t qualify me to be an 


elitist. 


 


 I have attended most of the public hearings concerning the S Power Plant.  I entered the discussions 


with an open mind, and I want to do what is best for our county.  I have listened to the arguments and 


the concerns of all the people.  I have seen the deep seeded emotions on display by both sides, and I 


have come to realize what a difficult decision this must be for all of you who serve us. I must say the 


whole thing doesn’t make sense to me.  This is a major industrial project of huge proportions. Everyone 


is for renewable energy, but let’s call this what it is an enormous energy plant.  It is so out of character 


for our county, I can’t believe how it ever found the legs to get off the ground.  The tax revenue is 


minimal over the life of the project, and the risk to the county is enormous. Spotsylvanians draw very 


little direct benefit from a project that is so massive and intrusive to our way of life. 


 


I was prompted to write to you, only after watching last night’s news.  PG&E the largest energy company 


in California is filing for chapter 11 protection because of potential law suits stemming from the wild 


fires and PG&E’s potential culpability. Please consider this in your deliberations. The potential risk to 


Spotsylvania County could be quite similar. 


 


Very Respectfully, 


Jim O’Donnell 


Colonel, USMC (Ret)  
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From: Terry Thompson <t2.thompson@yahoo.com> 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:19 AM 


To: Terry Thompson; 2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; 


grenewpc@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; 


TravAAU@cox.net; spotsysalem@gmail.com 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. 


McLaughlin; David Ross; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Aimee Mann; 


Wanda Parrish; Paulette Mann; Patrick White; 


concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: Re: sPower Special Use Permit 


 


I would ask that the letter below be entered into the records of tonight’s Planning Commission 


meeting.  Thank you, Terry S. Thompson 


Sent from my iPad 


 


On Jan 16, 2019, at 9:39 AM, Terry Thompson <t2.thompson@yahoo.com> wrote: 


Members of the Spotsylvania County Planning Commission 


My name is Terry Thompson, a resident of the Livingston District of Spotsylvania 
County.  I am writing to implore all members of the Planning Commission to vote no on 
the Special Use Permit to the massive sPower solar plant project that is being considered 
to invade our beautiful rural community.  I will not reiterate the many issues associated 
with the development of this solar plant; you’ve heard them all.  Many residents of the 
area mostly affected by this project have joined ranks in stating their position on having 
this project so close to established residences that have provided financial support to 
Spotsylvania County for many, many years.  


The Concerned Citizens of Spotsylvania (CCOS) organization has done extensive 
research into sPower and the issues (both known and unknown) associated with placing 
a solar plant of this magnitude in our community. The CCOS has presented the positions 
of many experts in this field and articulated clearly and extensively the “what could go 
wrong” issues of this proposed sPower project.  We have done our homework and 
presented facts that should be seriously considered in the Special Use Permit decision 
process.  On the other hand sPower has said they will do so many good things for the 
community, making promises to enrich our lives but providing very little tangible long term 
benefits to our community while selling their power to large corporate entities.  They have 
conducted their own, very biased, push poll survey of residents of the community and will 
undoubtedly share the tainted results to the BOS and others.  The product of this solar 
plant will never be seen by the residents of this county.  sPower has agreed to do things 
asked of them, but I ask what if after a couple of years beyond this plant being built 
sPower decides they won’t do what they said they would.  In much of the CCOS research 







their credibility is not that spectacular.  Will they just ask forgiveness and proceed?  Will 
the County let them?  What leverage does the County have at that point to enforce the 
promises made?  At that point, the County certainly won’t shut them down and sPower 
knows it, because they know that Spotsylvania County will never allow the taxpayers to 
shoulder the financial burden of decommissioning and disposing of a massive amount of 
toxic waste.  They are in the driver’s seat and they are hoping you let them go where they 
want to go.  Neither Spotsylvania County nor sPower can guarantee the residents of this 
community that this project will not turn into a financial and environmental disaster for the 
taxpayers of this County. 


This massive project is the wrong thing to do, at the wrong time and in the wrong 
place.  Those of us impacted most by the prospect of a major disaster from this project 
implore you to vote no on the Special Use Permit for this project.  We are counting on 
you to support the residents of Spotsylvania County to disapprove the solar plant 
invasion of our beautiful community so that we may retain the pristine rural nature that 
brought many of us here.  


  


Thank you for your consideration, 


  


Terry S. Thompson 


11204 Valor Bridge Drive 


Spotsylvania 


 


 


 








From: Darrell DuPont <dthomasdupont9@gmail.com> 


Sent: Sunday, January 13, 2019 10:28 AM 


To: berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; TravAAU@cox.net 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. McLaughlin; 


David Ross; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Aimee Mann; Wanda Parrish; 


Paulette Mann; Patrick White; concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: S-Power SUP/ request to vote NO.  


 


Dear Spotsylvania Planning Commissioners: 


 


Respecting the value of your time, I will be as brief as this topic allows. 


I reach out to you to express my thoughts on the Special Use Permit 


application by S-Power in Spotsylvania. 


My wife and I were living in Boston less than two years ago. A curious 


coincidence had us meet an airline pilot on a hotel shuttle, and when 


we told him we were looking for a special place to live in retirement, he 


gushed about Fawn Like and the surrounding area. The people, the 


history, the beauty of the area sold us on moving our future to this 


area.  


I now appeal to you to guard our financial and emotional investment in 


Spotsylvania.   


 


The history of our country in many respects started in this area in 


Virginia. At that early point in our country’s history, we decided 


collectively to place our interests, our livelihoods and our future in the 


hands of elected officials who would represent us. Business, 


organizations, and other entities were not granted this power. 







Residents of communities were, in order to have someone look out for 


their interests. 


That’s the macro-history. The micro-history is comprised of the scores 


of people I have met in Fawn Lake and surrounding areas that have put 


virtually their life’s work into their decision to reside in this community. 


Veterans, businesspersons, teachers and retired public servants are my 


neighbors; and they, almost without exception, urge you to reject this 


application for the SUP.  


Many of our neighbors have scientific backgrounds or are currently 


scientists and have researched this project. We have learned much 


from them and are grateful for their efforts. They have pointed out the 


hazardous materials employed in this project.  


We are all painfully aware of the harm this could present to 


us.  Introducing mammoth amounts of Cadmium into our ecosystem 


poses our first clear and present danger. Cadmium is considered an 


environmental hazard. Cadmium is one of six substances banned by the 


European Union’s Restriction On Hazardous Substances. 


To be frank, the “Cad-Tel” mixture does not instill adequate confidence 


in me that this is a safe alchemy to be placed so close to residences.  


OSHA still labels this “Cad-Tel” product a “hazardous material”. 


I’ve heard no assurances that have convinced me there is no danger of 


Cadmium leakage. Should this project location be where common sense 


would dictate…far from a concentrated residential area…I feel it would 


give those responsible for clean ups enough time to protect humans 


from exposure. This would not be the case at such proximity as this 


project affords. It is dangerous.   


 







Next, we consider the traffic. It is simply unacceptable to consider the 


projected amount of traffic…especially the large, heavy duty trucks….as 


anything but an unacceptable and preventable hazard to our 


community, and especially our children. You’ve all been on these roads. 


They are narrow, somewhat heavily travelled already, often pitch dark 


and they have virtually no shoulders;  no room for error.   There are at 


present, far too frequently, traffic accidents along these roads. I urge 


you to, at best, make the situation better, but do not, under any 


circumstances, take action that will obviously make the matter worse.  


 


Then there is the situation of property value.  A gentleman spoke quite 


eloquently and succinctly at one of your public hearings. He asked the 


question, “If you were to see this area years ago, would you invest in 


residences such as Fawn Lake?” 


The answer, knowing the success of Fawn Lake and other nearby 


projects, its sensitivity to the surrounding environment and astonishing 


increase in the County tax base, would have to be a resounding “Yes!” 


He then asked a simply brilliant rhetorical question.  If the 6,000-acre 


solar project were to be built…and there were no residences located at 


the very edge of the project…would YOU be the one to invest in 


building a residential project adjacent to it?” 


The clear, unambiguous answer from anyone honestly answering that 


question would be, “NO.”   


 


Many of us living in close proximity to this proposed project understand 


the need for alternative energy sources. We also understand the need 


for sanitary landfills. We may even recognize the continued need for 


nuclear energy plants and strip-mining operations.  







But we can recognize all that and still maintain a common sense 


approach that NONE of those endeavors should be knowingly and 


willfully placed in and throughout presently occupied residential areas. 


Surely, we can find alternative locations that would not be literally 


adjacent to numerous existing homes.  


 


So what do we ask of you, our elected representatives? 


 


We ask that you protect us.  


 


We ask that you advance our interests and common goals: 


• Community Safety 


• Reasonable and prudent advancement of economic growth 


• Responsible and ethical spending of our tax dollars 


• Protection of our personal investment in this Community 


 


I ask that you vote NO on this proposed Solar Project.  


 


Sincerely,  


Darrell T. DuPont 


11201 Bluffs View 


Spotsylvania, VA. 22551 


585-721-7740 
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From: Mary Jane Dye <mjdesonia@gmail.com> 


Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 9:00 PM 


To: Paulette Mann 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. 


McLaughlin; David Ross; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Aimee Mann; 


Wanda Parrish; Paulette Mann; Patrick White; 


concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: Solar Energy Plant---Vote Against 


 


January 14, 2019 


  


Dear Members of the Spotsylvania Planning Commission: 


  


I am imploring the commissioners to earnestly vote against any recommendation to the BOS that 


changes designated agricultural land to industrial.  


  


A switch signifies approval for building a monstrous solar energy plant in the county. The plant, 


owned by SPower, will consume and destroy massive acreage. This deforestation will forever 


alter Spotsylvania’s beautiful countryside and significantly decrease quality of life in many 


ways. 


  


The proposal of the facility has caused great concern, worry and angst.  


  


In a county known for its friendliness—complemented with a bit of Southern charm, ugliness has 


ensued.  


 







Some divisiveness is evident between neighborhoods, businesses and even politicians. However, 


let the truth be told that opposition to the plant is in the majority—despite results of a recent, 


biased phone survey conducted and paid for by SPower. People of all ages and walks of life are 


courageously fighting to save their homes and Spotsylvania.  


  


The plant’s location is plotted dangerously close to thriving residential communities, 


homesteads, single family homes and churches. Solar plants of this magnitude or less are 


NEVER built this close to places where people live, work and play. It is still unclear where the 


toxic runoff will go when panels are cleaned.  


  


Despite what is currently being hyped by the Green Energy Movement, including SPower and 


the Governor’s office, a solar plant is environmentally unsound and unsafe in this location. It not 


only destroys many species of animals and birds through deforestation, but also eliminates native 


plants as their ecosystem has been ravished. I am not a scientist, biologist or botanist, but it 


seems like plain common sense to me. (You have been given the hardcore research on 


unfavorable environmental impacts due to toxic runoff by our group.) And, if it is not dangerous 


to people, why are danger signs posted near Solar Energy Plants? 


  


Additionally, the human health cost—especially for children and seniors, is just as bleak. 


Money in the form of green tax credits does not justify compromising health and wellness. 


Children with asthma and seniors with lung and age-related illnesses will need more medical 


care and emergency services.  


  


Finally, I am dispirited that a few commissioners appear disingenuous and do not care about 


valid opposing views. I certainly hope that is not true. The Concerned Citizens of Spotsylvania 


County have—in good faith—carefully researched and studied the harmful effects of solar power 


including toxic discharges on land and air. The findings are clear: A solar energy plant causes 


brutal damage on all levels including—a trust in elected officials to do what is best for the 


county and those they represent.   


 


Please include this letter in the public record. 







  


Respectfully, 


Mary Jane Dye 
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From: Jack Stratford <stratj@gmail.com> 


Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2019 9:02 AM 


To: berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; brenewpc@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; 


travaau@cox.net 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. 


McLaughlin; David Ross; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Aimee Mann; 


Wanda Parrish; Paulette Mann; Patrick White; 


concernedcitizenspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: Solar Farm Proposal 


 


Dear Ladies & Gentleman 


 


I am writing to encourage you to recommend against the solar farm proposal.  Aside from the 


emotional sides of the arguments, the environmental, financial, technical risks that this presents 


to the county are unprecedented.  Is the county prepared to oversee that all of the details of this 


project in all of it's phases during the construction and operation are fulfilled?  Your 


recommendations are going to define a quality of life for the forseeable  future of our 


county.  Please vote no on this proposal. 


 


Jack & Margie Stratford 


 


 


(H)540-972-2387 


(C)703-798-9507 
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From: Judith Page Genaille <traveler9722@gmail.com> 


Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2019 10:16 PM 


To: TravAAU@cox.net; Jennifer Maddox; Greg Newhouse; Howard Smith; 


Michael Medina; Thomas G. Benton; Paul D. Trampe; Chris Yakabouski; 


Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. McLaughlin; David Ross; Gary Skinner; 


Aimee Mann; Paulette Mann; Patrick White; Wanda Parrish 


Subject: Solar Panel Fires and Risks to firefighters and residents 


 


The fires in the solar panels put the firefighters, medics and surrounding residents at tremendous 


risk.  


 


Per the sPower emergency response plan: 


 


How do we respond to fires on the solar sites? 


Air tanks that the firefighters use last less than 30 minutes and these fires can take hours to put 


out. This entire time toxic chemicals are spewing into the air where firefighters, medics and 


surrounding residents are exposed to and breathing the aerosolized toxic chemicals. The Topaz 


Solar Farm mentioned in the attached article also used cadmium telluride panels. There were two 


fires at that facility with one of the fires consuming 24 acres. That is a lot of aerosolized 


chemicals. There is no fire plan at this date. There are no fire access roads, inadequate water 


sources and the response times are too long. There are wetlands all through the site with no 


ability to get to the far right side of site A. At this point, since the solar panels are always 


The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.







electrified and  there is no way to turn off the solar panels if there is no  adequate  written fire 


plan, you must deny the SUP.  
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From: David Hofmeister <davehof1@gmail.com> 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 3:02 PM 


To: grenewpc@gmail.com; berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; 


TravAAU@cox.net; Paulette Mann 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Chris Yakabouski; 


Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. McLaughlin; David Ross; Aimee Mann; 


Wanda Parrish; Paulette Mann; Patrick White 


Subject: Spotsylvania County SUP for Solar Power Plant 


 


I read the SUP on the solar power plant on the Spotsylvania web site and I continue to be disappointed 


in the Planning Commission and their refusal to listen to the people that they represent and who are 


directly affected by this power project.  I am not opposed to solar power as an alternative energy 


source, but I strongly oppose this project and the related SUP as it is currently written. Over 3000 people 


live near the proposed power plant which is an unprecedented number compared to any other solar 


power plant in the US. The Commission has received a significant amount of information provided by 


concerned residents in the Livingston District. These community residents are not paid for their time and 


have gone out of their way to help the Commission understand the significant risks of this power plant 


to our community. I am selecting just one topic of many problems to communicate on this message; 


SETBACKS AND BUFFERS. There is a very important need for proper setbacks and buffers to protect the 


health and well-being of the people, the environment as well as the land values for both the property 


owners as well as county tax revenues from the possible effects of this proposed massive power 


plant.  The following is a brief summary of what we know and don’t know about the safe operation of a 


500 mw solar power plant: 


•       FACT; THE ONLY EQUIVALENT SOLAR POWER PLANTS EXISTS IN THE DESERT SOUTHWEST 


WHERE THE CLOSEST PEOPLE LIVE MILES FROM THE BORDER OF THE POWER PLANTS. 


•       THE HEAT ISLAND STUDY BY DEWBERRY REFERENCED IN THE SUP WAS DONE ON A MUCH 


SMALLER POWER PLANT VS THE 500 MW BEING PROPOSED. SECONDLY THE STUDY EXCLUDED 


THE DATA FOR THE CRUCIAL SUMMER MONTHS SO THE DATA IS BASICALLY IRRELEVANT.  IF THE 


SUMMER DATA IS INCLUDED, THEIR STUDY’S CONCLUSION WOULD REQUIRE SIGNIFICANTLY 


LARGER SETBACKS THAN 350 FT AROUND THE WHOLE PERIMETER. DESPITE THESE FACTS THE 


PLANNING COMMISSION IS STILL RECOMMENDING TO PROCEED WITH 50 FT AND 350 FT SET 


BACKS DEPENDING ON THE BORDER.  THE COMMISSION SHOULD REQUIRE THAT DEWBERRY 


ACCURATELY UPDATE THEIR REPORT AND NOT ACCEPT THE SUP UNTIL THIS HIGH-RISK 


PROBLEM IS CLEARLY UNDERSTOOD AND THE SURROUNDING PEOPLE AND PROPERTIES ARE 


ASSURED OF ADEQUATE PROTECTION. 


•       THE SECOND HEAT ISLAND STUDY REFERENCED BY DEWBERRY IS LARGE PARKING LOTS IN 


BIG CITIES WHICH IS HARDLY COMPARABLE TO SIX SQUARE MILES OF 1.8 MILLION 


CONCENTRATED SOLAR PANELS. THIS STUDY SHOULD NOT BE INCLUDED IN THE SUP BECAUSE IT 


IS IRRELEVANT AND SO ARE THE CONCLUSIONS. 


•       THE PERIMETER OF THE SOLAR POWER PLANT SHOULD BE TREATED EQUALLY WHETHER IT 


IS AN EXISTING HOME, FUTURE HOME SITE LOT, FARM PROPERTY, COUNTY ROADS OR EVEN 


NATURAL FOREST.  TAKING INTO ACCOUNT RISKS OF THE HEAT ISLAND AFFECT, POTENTIAL 


NATURAL DISASTERS, PROPERTY VALUES, FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AND THE VISUAL EYESORE, 







THE ENTIRE PERIMETER SHOULD BE PROTECTED. THE COMMISSION WAS PERSUADED BY THE 


APPLICANT TO ACCEPT INADEQUATE SETBACKS, BURMS AND LANDSCAPING TO PROTECT THEIR 


CURRENT PROFITABLE DESIGN. IT IS IRRESPONSIBLE TO LET THE POWER COMPANY DICTATE 


INADEQUATE SETBACKS AROUND THE WHOLE POWER PLANT PERIMETER FOR THEIR BENEFIT 


AND TO THE DETRIMENT OF THE PEOPLE WHO LIVE NEARBY AND TO THE COUNTY’S 


ENVIRONMENT. 


•       ANY PROJECT OF THIS SIZE AND IMPACT SHOULD REQUIRE AN ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY 


TO UNDERSTAND THE BENEFITS VERSUS THE POTENTIAL RISKS. THERE ARE NO PROPERTY 


VALUE STUDIES BY INDEPENDENT REAL ESTATE PROFESSIONALS INCLUDED IN THIS SUP, ONLY 


THE NET TAX REVENUE FROM THE 6 SQUARE MILE PROPERTY. THERE IS NO PRECEDENT 


ANYWHERE IN THE COUNTRY FOR THIS TYPE OF BEHEMOTH SOLAR POWER PLANT IN CLOSE 


PROXIMITY TO OVER 3000 RESIDENTS. LOCAL REAL ESTATE PROFESSIONALS HAVE PROVIDED 


THE PLANNING COMMISSION FACTUAL INFORMATION ON THE CURRENT DECREASE IN COUNTY 


TAX REVENUE ALREADY CAUSED BY THE POTENTIAL POWER PLANT ON RESIDENTIAL LOTS 


SURROUNDING THE POWER PLANT.  THIS IS CURRENT FACTUAL DATA AND WILL PERMANENTLY 


NEGATIVELY AFFECT THE COUNTY REVENUE EVERY YEAR. THE SAME REAL ESTATE 


PROFESSIONALS HAVE ALSO PROVIDED THE COMMISSION A REPORT ON THE ESTIMATED 


DEVALUATION OF SURROUNDING HOME PROPERTY THAT COULD DRAMATICALLY IMPACT THE 


COUNTY TAX REVENUE BASE FOR MANY YEARS TO COME AND WOULD MORE THAN ERASE ANY 


AMOUNT OF TAX REVENUE THE POWER PLANT WILL GENERATE. IT IS YOUR RESPONSIBILITY TO 


INCLUDE THIS INFORMATION IN THE SUP OR HAVE AN INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE 


IMPACT ON COUNTY TAX REVENUES AS WELL AS SURROUNDING REAL ESTATE VALUES 


RESULTING FROM THE SOLAR POWER PLANT.  BY NOT PROVIDING THIS INFORMATION, YOU 


HAVE MADE THE SUP INCOMPLETE AND NOT READY FOR SUBMISSION. 


•       THIS REGION HAS THE RISK OF NATURAL DISASTERS; DERECHOS, HURRICANE FORCE WINDS, 


TORNADOES, VIOLENT LIGHTNING STORMS, FOREST FIRES, EARTH QUAKES, ETC.  ANY OR ALL OF 


THESE DISASTERS WILL HAPPEN DURING THE NEXT 35 YEARS IN PARTS OF THE 6 SQ MILE 


FOOTPRINT OF THIS POWER PLANT.  NO ONE KNOWS WHAT OR WHEN THE DISASTERS WILL 


HAPPEN BUT A BUFFER MUCH LARGER THAN 50 FT IS REQUIRED TO ASSURE ADEQUATE 


PROTECTION. THE CURRENT 50 FT BUFFERS ARE NOT REASONABLE WHEN YOU INCLUDE THE 


FACT THAT MANY OF THESE PANELS CONTAIN THE CARCINOGEN CADMIUM. DURING AN 


EMERGENCY, VEHICLES AND PERSONNEL MUST BE ABLE TO EASILY ENTER AND CIRCLE THE 


PERIMETER OF THE POWER PLANT IN ORDER TO PROTECT THE SURROUNDING PEOPLE, 


ENVIRONMENT AND PROPERTY.  YOU ARE NOT FULFILLING YOUR RESPONSIBILITIES BY NOT 


CONSIDERING THESE RISKS AND NEEDS IN ESTABLISHING THE SETBACK CALCULATIONS. 


•       THE COMMISSION, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AND COUNTY LAWYERS SHOULD VISIT AN 


EQUIVALENT SITE THAT THE APPLICANT CURRENTLY OWNS AND OPERATES WHERE THE 


COMMISSIONERS AND BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CAN MEET WITH COUNTY OFFICIALS AND 


LOCAL RESIDENTS TO HEAR FIRST HAND WHAT THEY HAVE LEARNED AND ASK FOR THEIR 


RECOMMENDATIONS.  AN EQUIVALENT SITE MEANS A 500 MW SOLAR POWER PLANT 


SURROUNDED BY RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY IN A FORESTED AREA. IF NO SUCH EQUIVALENT SITE 


EXISTS, THAT SHOULD RESULT IN A NO VOTE ON THE SUP AND A RECOMMENDATION THAT THIS 


PROJECT SHOULD BE DOWNSIZED TO WHAT EXISTS IN THE MARKET. WHY DOES SPOTSYLVANIA 


COUNTY WANT TO BE A LARGE SOLAR INDUSTRY EXPERIMENT WITH ALL THE OBVIOUS RISKS AS 







WELL AS THE RESULTING NEGATIVE ECONOMIC VALUE?  NOT DOING AN INVESTIGATIVE VISIT IS 


NOT FULFILLING YOUR DUE DILIGENCE RESPONSIBILITIES. 


•       CULPEPER COUNTY JUST APPROVED A 100 MW SOLAR POWER PLANT AND THEY REQUIRED 


1000 FT SET BACKS FROM HOMES AND NO CADMIUM PANELS.  THAT IS ONLY 20% AS LARGE AS 


THIS APPLICATION SO WE WOULD ASSUME THE SET BACKS FOR THIS PROJECT SHOULD BE 


MUCH LARGER.  HAS ANYONE FROM SPOTSYLVANIA MET WITH OUR NEIGHBORING COUNTY TO 


UNDERSTAND THE RESEARCH (IF ANY) THAT WENT INTO THEIR DECISION?  IT IS REASONABLE 


THAT YOU SHOULD BE ABLE TO RESPOND TO OUR COUNTY RESIDENTS EXPLAINING WHY 


SPOTSYLVANIA SPECIFICATIONS ARE DIFFERENT AND WHY SPOTSYLVANIA COUNTY REQUIRES 


MUCH LESS SET BACK PROTECTION. 


•       WHO PROPOSED THE 6 FT BURM?  IT APPEARS THAT NUMBER WAS PULLED OUT OF THE AIR 


TO SAY THE LEAST.  ANY 2 STORY HOME OR THE SLIGHTEST RISE IN THE LAND ON THE SOLAR 


PLANT SIGHT WILL MAKE THE SOLAR PANELS CLEARLY VISIBLE.  THERE IS NO APPARENT LOGIC 


OR SCIENCE BEHIND THIS NUMBER AND IT APPEARS THAT THE APPLICANT GOT IT APPROVED 


WITHOUT RELEVANT COMPARISONS.  IT IS MUCH SHORTER THAN MOST BURMS SURROUNDING 


MODERN LANDFILLS AND OTHER UNDESIRABLE INDUSTRIAL SITES. YOU COMBINE THIS WITH 


INADEQUATE 50 FT SET BACKS AND THE VIEWS WILL BE VERY UGLY.  IT IS YOUR RESPONSIBILITY 


TO INVESTIGATE CURRENT BEST PRACTICES.  THE SUP SHOULD BE CONSIDERED INCOMPLETE 


UNTIL EVERYONE UNDERSTANDS THE EXPERIENCE OF OTHER COUNTY GOVERNMENT 


REQUIREMENTS FOR SIMILAR SCREENING NEEDS BOTH WITHIN AND OUTSIDE THE SOLAR 


POWER INDUSTRY. 


•       THE TREE SCREENING SPECIFICATION AS WRITTEN HAS NO ENFORCEMENT POWER.  NEWLY 


PLANTED 6 FT TREES WIDELY DISPERSED WILL HIDE VERY LITTLE, ESPECIALLY GLASS SOLAR 


PANELS FROM VIEW, FOR AT LEAST 10 – 15 YEARS. THAT COMBINED WITH THE SHORT BURM 


SAYS THE COMMISSION REALLY IS NOT CONCERNED ABOUT THE PEOPLE WHO LIVE HERE, 


ESPECIALLY NOW.  THE MAJORITY OF THESE TREES WILL DIE WITHIN 5 YEARS FROM EXPOSURE 


TO THE NEARBY SUMMER SOLAR PANEL HEAT AND THE DIFFICULT NATURAL ELEMENTS.  WILL 


THEY BE REPLACED?  HOW WILL YOU ENFORCE THE REPLANTING ESPECIALLY IF IT IS 


DETERMINED THAT THEY WILL NOT LIKELY SURVIVE? THE REALISTIC ANSWER IS THE POWER 


COMPANY WILL CHANGE OWNERSHIP ONE OR MORE TIMES DURING THE LIFE OF THE POWER 


PLANT AND THE NEW OWNERS WILL NOT RESPOND TO THE COUNTY FOR THIS COSTLY 


MAINTENANCE EFFORT, ESPECIALLY AFTER 20 YEARS. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REMEMBER 


THAT THIS HAS NEVER BEEN DONE BEFORE.  THE SUP SHOULD PROVIDE STRONG 


ENFORCEMENT CAPABILITY BUILT INTO THE SUP SPECIFICATION.  AS WRITTEN THE 


SPECIFICATION IS WEAK AND WILL NOT BE MAINTAINED. 


THERE ARE OVER 3000 SPOTSYLVANIA RESIDENTS IN CLOSE PROXIMITY AND DIRECTLY AFFECTED BY 


THIS POWER PLANT AND THEY ARE NOT BEING HEARD BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION.  THEIR VOICES 


NEED TO BE HEARD AND THIS SUP AS WRITTEN DOES NOT ADDRESS THEIR VALID CONCERNS.  ALL THE 


ISSUES LISTED ABOVE HAVE BEEN FORMALLY PRESENTED AND MOST OF THEM WITH DETAIL DATA. 


THERE HAS BEEN NO FORMAL RESPONSE FROM THE COMMISSION, WHICH IMPLIES WE ARE NOT BEING 


HEARD OR REPRESENTED. WE UNDERSTAND THAT WE WILL NOT AGREE ON EVERY ISSUE BUT ZERO 


COMMUNICATION IS DISAPPOINTING AT THE VERY LEAST.  IT IS THE COMMISSION'S RESPONSIBILITY TO 


REPRESENT THE CONCERNS OF THE PEOPLE AND THE COUNTY FIRST AND FOREMOST BEFORE ANY 


CONCERNS OF AN SUP APPLICANT. THERE ARE PROBABLY COMPROMISE SOLUTIONS ACCEPTABLE IF 







YOUR EARS ARE OPEN AND IF THE APPLICANT IS WILLING TO MAKE SOME DESIGN CHANGES. I MIGHT 


ALSO MENTION THAT IT IS DISTURBING THAT SPOTSYLVANIA COULD HAVE OTHER PROJECTS SIMILAR TO 


THIS ONE AS YOU WOULD HAVE SET THE BAR VERY LOW FOR SOLAR POWER PLANT INVESTMENT FOR 


LOCATIONS NEAR POPULATED AREAS.  THIS PROJECT SETS THE STAGE FOR THE REAL POTENTIAL OF 


LOTS OF UNHAPPY RESIDENTS, SIGNIFICANT RISKS AND NET NEGATIVE REVENUES.  I ENCOURAGE YOU 


TO VOTE NO. 


David Hofmeister, Resident of Livingston District, 1/15/19 


 


--  


Dave 


 
--  
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From: William Parsons <williambparsons@hotmail.com> 


Sent: Wednesday, January 9, 2019 4:10 PM 


To: Patrick White; Wanda Parrish; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; 


Timothy J. McLaughlin; David Ross; Gary Skinner; Thomas G. Benton; 


Paul D. Trampe; berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; 


Paulette Mann; 2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsyslem@gmail.com; 


Aimee Mann; travAAU@cox.net; Paulette Mann 


Subject: Spotsylvania Solar Plant Issues and Concerns @ Decommissioning and 


Site Restoration Bond Amount 


 


To the members of the Spotsylvania Planning Commission and Board of 


Supervisors. 


 


I became aware of this mega project in April of last year…thanks to the group 


Concerned Citizens of Spotsylvania County. CCSC has been the Environmental 


Watchdog and Technical Resource trying to inform and protect this County and its 


Citizens from sPower who is trying to get a $600,000,000 project approved that 


has questionable specifications and bare minimum safeguards. If the project is 


approved and implemented as proposed, it will have a significant negative 


environmental and financial impact on Spotsylvania for years to come. It seems 


ironic that a project being implemented to produce environmentally friendly 


renewable energy could potentially be so damaging to the environment…is that 


the responsible thing to do, certainly not.  


 


At the 1/2/19 PC meeting I was encouraged with your awareness and concern 


about the negative impacts of using well water, the burning of debris, building 


mulch berms vs earthen berms, only having 50’ setbacks, construction noise on 


Sundays, traffic volumes and patterns on roads that can not support it, etc. 


 







sPower says they will be a Good Neighbor. I would ask you all to consider, would a 


Responsible Good Neighbor really have proposed the 5’th largest Solar Plant in 


the US with such minimum safeguards and specifications in a rural residential 


area? Not to mention that this project is owned by five (5) LLC’s…Limited Liability 


Company’s (part of sPower) for the purpose of spreading and limiting potential 


financial issues and costs. 


 


There are many additional important issues that need to be addressed before 


being included in the SUP. One of those issues is the Decommissioning and Site 


Restoration Bond. If this Bond is not initially valued properly, it could have a 


significant long term financial impact on the County and its Residents when the 


solar plant is decommissioned. The County could face the financial burden of 


returning the 6,350 acres to an appropriate condition at time of decommissioning 


and the removal and recycling of the 1,800,000 solar panels. 


 


It is obvious that sPower has been low balling and hedging on providing a 


realistic/fair Decommissioning and Site Restoration Bond amount…not what I 


would call the action of a Responsible Good Neighbor. Their initial plan was 


woefully low…showed that they would secure a $1,375,000 bond to cover all of 


the Decom/Site costs. They have since increased the bond amount twice with that 


amount now shown at $10,972,743. Their total Decommissioning and Site 


Restoration estimated cost is $36,705,64, from which they subtract $25,732,919, 


their estimated panel recycling value at EOL (end of life) leaving their bond 


amount at the $10,972,743. 


Just because you recycle something doesn’t mean you get paid for it…many items 


are recycled to prevent hazardous materials from going to a landfill. The reality is, 


solar panels do not have a recycling value. In fact, there is great concern over 


what to do with retired panels in the future…there is starting to be a glut of 


panels…particularly as we near 2050, which is approximately when this facility will 


reach EOL. Panels could also be retired sooner than EOL as panel technologies and 


efficiencies improve and current panels face early obsolescence. 


 







Sean Fogerty, CCSC, has carefully researched solar panel recycling costs and 


provided you with documented accurate numbers from First Solar stating their 


charge is $6.50 to take back one (1) of their CdTe panels. He also provided 


recycling costs from Cleanlites Recycling and Dynamic Lifecycle who charge 


$.48/lb and $.40/ lb respectively to take back the Jinko CrSi panels. Based on the 


above charges, Sean calculated that at EOL, it would COST an estimated 


$32,943,600 to have all panels recycled…a very different number than the 


$25,732,919 recycling value sPower assigns to the panels...which they reduce 


from the bond! Would you trust an alleged Good Neighbor to manipulate the 


facts in this way…I would not. For a solar plant with this many panels on this much 


land, the Decommissioning and Site Restoration Bond would not be out of the 


question at $50,000,000. 


 


From what I have seen through their misleading and divisive approach in trying to 


get this project approved, sPower can not be trusted to be a Responsible Good 


Neighbor to our County and residents.  


 


Even with all conditions addressed there will still be significant adverse effects on 


our County from inserting a 10 sq mile 500 MW, 5’th largest solar plant in the US, 


into the heart of Historic Civil War countryside. 


 


Thank You, 


 


William B Parsons 


11322 Fawn Lake Pkwy 


Spotsylvania, VA 22551 


 


 
--  
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From: ColleenTurley@pobox.com 


Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2019 12:53 PM 


To: berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; TravAAU@cox.net 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. McLaughlin; 


David Ross; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Aimee Mann; Wanda Parrish; 


Paulette Mann; Patrick White; concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: sPower  - NO! 


 


I am writing to ask that the Planning Commission NOT approve rezoning for sPower’s massive solar 


industrial site.  


 


I also ask that the Board of Supervisors say NO to such a poor fit for a new county business, should this 


be brought before the Board of Supervisors. 


 


First and foremost this is not compatible the County’s Comprehensive Plan - approving a large industrial 


site would do great damage to the character of our county by destroying substantial swaths of rural land 


that currently serve as a natural buffer for residences and farms, habitat for wildlife and birds, and as a 


large area of timberland perking water into the aquifers.  


 


The sPower industrial site would have a disastrous impact on Spotsylvania county residents’ life, 


whether they live nearby or not. Our county does not have much rural land left and razing thousands of 


acres for a business venture supported primarily by tax incentives, not competitive excellence, is foolish. 


The deforested land containing thousands of solar panels composed of toxic chemicals, sets up health 


concerns for every resident who uses the local aquifers. Who knows how far they reach? Residents on 


private wells are very common in our county. Protecting our water source is paramount to our quality of 


life. 


 


There is no solar site of this scale so close to a residential area — anywhere in our country — why should 


Spotsylvania be compromised? We cannot fully anticipate the myriad of problems such a large scale 


chemical-laden site will have on our aquifers, our property values, our wildlife, our historic battlefields, 


and our tourism. Our county will receive NO financial benefit that warrants the destruction of thousands 


of acres of timberland and wetlands. The loss in property value would be a disgrace. Lives are built here 


and homes are major sources of financial security and future plans. The drastic impact of this change in 


zoning would leave the nearby, and possibly not so nearby, residents with a financial loss never 


anticipated. This decrease in property value also cuts into the County’s tax revenues. The mailing we 


received from sPower with a chart “proving” the financial benefit of a gigantic industrial solar farm over 


possible NEW homes, does not address the loss of real estate value on EXISTING homes. 


 


sPower and the large corporate “buyers" of the electricity are using Renewable Energy Credits to profit, 


leaving us holding the bag. We have to live with the eye-sore, the environmental risks, the drop in 


property values and tax losses, and whatever else may happen when a massive industrial solar complex 


is placed right next to farms and residential areas.   


 


When I look through sPower’s website I see a few years of small MW projects but no proven track 


record of success or partnership with previous counties on any scale close to 500 MW. I believe for 


Spotsylvania County to destroy thousands of acres on sPowers best guess would be foolhardy. I believe 


for the Planning Commission to recommend and the Board of Supervisors to approve rezoning would be 







a breach of trust with the constituents on a large scale. Each Supervisor was voted in to serve the 


County and the residents’ best interests. sPower fulfills neither of those. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


 


Colleen Turley 


8404 W Harrison Ct 


Fredericksburg,VA 22407 


(540) 548-3965 


 


 


 


--  
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From: Michael Anastasio <anastasio262@gmail.com> 


Sent: Sunday, January 13, 2019 5:49 PM 


To: grenewpc@gmail.com 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Chris Yakabouski; 


Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. McLaughlin; David Ross; Aimee Mann; 


Wanda Parrish; Paulette Mann; Patrick White; 


concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: sPower Due Diligence 


 


Dear Chairman Newhouse, 


My name is Mike Anastasio, I am a county resident and I request that my letter be for 
the record.  I’ve been doing my best to follow the solar farm issues for the past 
year.  Allow me to begin by saying that I am all-in regarding renewable energy.  I am 
definitely not convinced, however, that the sPower solar plant initiative currently being 
analyzed is in the best long-term interest our county or its residents. 


Please know that I appreciate all that has been done by the Planning Commission, the 
Board of Supervisors, staff personnel, and by countless county residents who have 
worked to help all of us better understand this strategic issue.  


I am writing because I have not heard specific details regarding the business due 
diligence process being conducted by our county.  More to the point, I’d like to hear 
from you regarding sPower’s current and past business performance record, its 
predecessor company’s business performance record, and its leadership team’s current 
and past business track record.  As you continue to conduct your analysis and 
evaluation, I urge you to leave no stone unturned concerning the legal, regulatory, 
ethical and performance-based business history of those with whom our county may 
have a very, very long business relationship. 


If it has not already been done, a comprehensive, verifiable and performance-based 
due diligence process must, in my view, be immediately accomplished by the Planning 
Commission and reviewed by the BOS. I urge you to make sure that you have complete 
and unequivocal confidence in the applicant’s record of performance (to include 
predecessor companies) and its leadership team’s record of ethical decision making 
and business practices. Simply put, sPower’s past business performance and culture 
must mirror our county’s exemplary Code of Ethics. 


Before the Planning Commission makes its final recommendation to the Board of 
Supervisors, I respectfully request that you cover with the applicant the due diligence 







topics I’ve noted below. I’m confident that our county attorney will agree that these are 
rudimentary, entry-level questions; but they hopefully are a good start to be expanded 
upon by the staff.  


When asking for information about the twelve topics below, please request that the 
applicant include detailed and verifiable information pertaining to the sPower leadership 
team’s prior business affiliations over the past ten years. The twelve topics are: 


1.    All active, pending or threatened civil or criminal cases against any of sPower’s 
officers and leadership team. 


 2.    All unsatisfied judgments, settlements, antitrust issues and tax liens. 


 3.    All documents regarding proceedings, audits, filings and investigations with 
regulatory agencies at the local, state and national levels. Documents must include, but 
are not limited to, the SEC, the EPA and the IRS. 


 4.    Certificates of Good Standing from each Secretary of State where the company 
currently does business and where officers and the leadership team have done 
business in previous positions. 


 5.    Any Exon-Florio issues for national security and foreign investments. 


 5.1. List foreign investments in sPower and its parent companies. 


 6.    All articles and press releases (positive and negative) about the company and its 
leadership team.  


 7.    A list identifying and describing any and all environmental liabilities or 
contingencies. 


 8.    A list of hazardous materials used in production of the solar panels that will be 
transported on county roads. 


 9.    A list identifying and describing all previous hazardous material issues involving the 
company’s leadership team, to include biosolids, chemicals, and nuclear waste 
materials. 


 10. A list of any superfund exposure presently or with predecessor companies run by 
the sPower leadership team. 


 11. A description of the company’s disposal methods for all hazardous materials and 
recyclables. 


 12. A list of terminated licenses for sPower and predecessor companies. 







 In closing, thank you Mr. Newhouse for all you’ve done and will do for our county. I’m 
confident we all agree that every successful, mutually beneficial business relationship 
must be built upon a foundation of shared values and that those values must include 
trust, integrity and ethical conduct by decision makers as espoused in our county’s 
Code of Ethics. 


 Respectfully submitted for the record on January 14, 2019, 


 Michael A. Anastasio 


11307 Hidden Cove 


Spotsylvania, VA 22551 


571 217-6324 
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From: Terry Thompson <t2.thompson@yahoo.com> 


Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2019 2:30 PM 


To: Thomas G. Benton 


Cc: Wanda Parrish; Paulette Mann; Patrick White; Gary Skinner; Aimee 


Mann; Paul D. Trampe; Chris Yakabouski; David Ross; Kevin Marshall; 


Timothy J. McLaughlin; concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: sPower Solar Plant 


 


Dear Mr Benton, 


My name is Terry Thompson, a resident of the Livingston District of Spotsylvania County.  I am writing to implore 


you and all members of the Board of Supervisors to vote no to the massive sPower solar plant project that is being 


considered to invade our beautiful rural community.  I will not reiterate the many issues associated with the 


development of this solar plant; you’ve heard them all.  Many residents of the area mostly affected by this project 


have joined ranks in stating their position on having this project so close to established residences that have provided 


financial support to Spotsylvania county for many, many years.   


The Concerned Citizens of Spotsylvania (CCOS) organization has done extensive research into sPower and the 


issues (both known and unknown) associated with placing a solar plant of this magnitude in our community. The 


CCOS has presented the positions of many experts in this field and articulated clearly and extensively the “what 


could go wrong” issues of this proposed sPower project.  We have done our homework and presented facts that 


should be seriously considered in the BOS decision process.  On the other hand sPower has said they will do so 


many good things for the community, making promises to enrich our lives but providing very little tangible long 


term benefits to our community while selling their power to large corporate entities.  They have conducted their 


own, very biased, push poll survey of residents of the community and will undoubtedly share the tainted results to 


the BOS and others.  The product of this solar plant will never be seen by the residents of this county.  sPower has 


agreed to do things asked of them, but I ask what if after a couple of year beyond this plant being built sPower 


decides they won’t do what they said they would.  In much of the CCOS research their credibility is not that 


spectacular.  Will they just ask forgiveness and proceed?  What leverage does the county have at that point to 


enforce the promises made?  At that point, the BOS certainly won’t shut them down and sPower knows it, because 


they know the BOS will never allow the taxpayers of this county to shoulder the financial burden of 


decommissioning and disposing of a massive amount of toxic waste.  They are in the driver’s seat and they are 


hoping you let them go where they want to go.  Neither the BOS nor sPower can guarantee the residents of this 


community that this project will not turn into a financial and environmental disaster for the taxpayers of this county. 


This massive project is the wrong thing to do, at the wrong time and in the wrong place.  Those of us impacted most 


by the prospect of a major disaster from this project implore you to vote no on this project, and that you use 


whatever leverage you may have to convince your fellow BOS members to support you and your constituents by 


disapproving the solar plant invasion of our beautiful community.   


  


Thank you for your consideration, 


 







Terry S. Thompson 


11204 Valor Bridge Drive 


Spotsylvania 


 
--  
This email was Malware checked by UTM 9. http://www.sophos.com 








From: davidbellison210@gmail.com 


Sent: Friday, January 11, 2019 12:12 PM 


To: Thomas G. Benton; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin 


Marshall; Timothy J. McLaughlin; David Ross; Aimee Mann; Wanda Parrish; 


Paulette Mann; Patrick White 


Cc: grenewpc@gmail.com; berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; TravAAU@cox.net; 


Paulette Mann; concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: sPower Special Use Application  


 


Dear Supervisors and Planners,  


As the date nears for you to determine the fate of the sPower special use application, I urge you to unanimously reject it.  You 


all have the benefit of months of research by many of our Concerned Citizens group.  The key issues and highlighted by the 


content in the link below, based on the latest staff reports.   


CCSC Summary of Key Concerns with Staff Reports SUP-0001-0002-0003 2Jan2019.   


Beyond that, there is a key issue that you need to consider, highlighted by two of the Concerned Citizens presenters at the last 


public hearing.  Specifically, what recourse will the county have is this project fails?  Why would it fail, you ask?  We know little 


to nothing about the contractual agreements sPower has with Microsoft/others for power provision at specific rates.  It’s none 


of our business, you say?  Think again.  Solar panels need bright sunshine to generate maximum power.  Overcast conditions 


will limit power output to 40% of capacity.  You don’t believe it?  Do your homework - look it up on Google.  Now, consider the 


weather we had in 2018.  If you buy into climate change, this is the new normal.   


Now, connect the dots on just this scenario.  Let’s say sPower’s installed infrastructure can only generate power at 40% of 


capacity – insufficient to meet the contractual demands agreed to with Microsoft/others and then Microsoft/others cancel 


their agreement with sPower.  Now consider numerous other scenarios that could lead to a substantial financial failure that 


sPower has to contend with.   


If sPower fails and walks away, what is our recourse?  Who will you call – Ghost Busters?  Now, reconsider the two 


presentations offered by Concerned Citizens first highlighting the horrible experience of a former California resident – and the 


second, highlighting the background of sPower’s senior executive management. On the latter, you were provided substantial 


documentation, although it appeared you were reluctant to receive it.    


Here’s the bottom line.  Like it or not, by default the County of Spotsylvania is a partner in this endeavor.  As such we should be 


entitled to know the terms and conditions of agreements between sPower’s LLC, Microsoft/others.  If you approve this, 


sPower’s failure is not an option.  In any case, there has been enough evidence presented by the Concerned Citizens to lead to 


an overwhelming rejection of sPower’s application.  There is simply too much downside. 


Thanks for your consideration. 


Dave Ellison 
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From: John Covert <jcovert5@verizon.net> 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:52 AM 


To: grenewpc@gmail.com; berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; TravAAU@cox.net; 


Paulette Mann 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin 


Marshall; Timothy J. McLaughlin; David Ross; Aimee Mann; Wanda Parrish; 


Paulette Mann; Patrick White 


Subject: sPower Special Use Permit Applications 


 


Dear Planning Commission Members: 


 


Regarding the Special Use Permit Applications SUP-0001, 0002, 0003, does another document exist that 


outlines what protections or penalties Spotsylvania County has or could impose should any aspect of the 


project or its conditions be found not to be in compliance resulting in significant risks to the 


environment, public safety or health? Specific examples might include liquidated damages, fines, stop 


work orders, project cancellation or re-scope of its size? 


 


We totally share Staff’s view that the size and scale of this massive project is of great concern. Bringing 


solar to our county would not be such a concern if the project was downsized significantly and moved 


much further away from residences and environmentally sensitive areas. Also, the fact that sPower has 


already purchased cadmium type panels for this project should have no bearing on a decision on 


whether they should be used for this project. They should NOT be approved or installed out of an 


abundance of concern for the health of our citizens and environment. 


 


Thank you for your attention in this important matter. 


 


John Covert 


11205 Preswick Lane 


Spotsylvania, VA 22551 


Livingston District 
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From: Terry Thompson <t2.thompson@yahoo.com> 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 9:40 AM 


To: berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; 


TravAAU@cox.net 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. 


McLaughlin; David Ross; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Aimee Mann; 


Wanda Parrish; Paulette Mann; Patrick White; 


concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: sPower Special Use Permit 


 


Members of the Spotsylvania County Planning Commission 


My name is Terry Thompson, a resident of the Livingston District of Spotsylvania County.  I am writing to 
implore all members of the Planning Commission to vote no on the Special Use Permit to the massive 
sPower solar plant project that is being considered to invade our beautiful rural community.  I will not 
reiterate the many issues associated with the development of this solar plant; you’ve heard them 
all.  Many residents of the area mostly affected by this project have joined ranks in stating their position 
on having this project so close to established residences that have provided financial support to 
Spotsylvania County for many, many years.  


The Concerned Citizens of Spotsylvania (CCOS) organization has done extensive research into sPower 
and the issues (both known and unknown) associated with placing a solar plant of this magnitude in our 
community. The CCOS has presented the positions of many experts in this field and articulated clearly 
and extensively the “what could go wrong” issues of this proposed sPower project.  We have done our 
homework and presented facts that should be seriously considered in the Special Use Permit decision 
process.  On the other hand sPower has said they will do so many good things for the community, making 
promises to enrich our lives but providing very little tangible long term benefits to our community while 
selling their power to large corporate entities.  They have conducted their own, very biased, push poll 
survey of residents of the community and will undoubtedly share the tainted results to the BOS and 
others.  The product of this solar plant will never be seen by the residents of this county.  sPower has 
agreed to do things asked of them, but I ask what if after a couple of years beyond this plant being built 
sPower decides they won’t do what they said they would.  In much of the CCOS research their credibility 
is not that spectacular.  Will they just ask forgiveness and proceed?  Will the County let them?  What 
leverage does the County have at that point to enforce the promises made?  At that point, the County 
certainly won’t shut them down and sPower knows it, because they know that Spotsylvania County will 
never allow the taxpayers to shoulder the financial burden of decommissioning and disposing of a 
massive amount of toxic waste.  They are in the driver’s seat and they are hoping you let them go where 
they want to go.  Neither Spotsylvania County nor sPower can guarantee the residents of this community 
that this project will not turn into a financial and environmental disaster for the taxpayers of this County. 


This massive project is the wrong thing to do, at the wrong time and in the wrong place.  Those of us 
impacted most by the prospect of a major disaster from this project implore you to vote no on the Special 
Use Permit for this project.  We are counting on you to support the residents of Spotsylvania County to 







disapprove the solar plant invasion of our beautiful community so that we may retain the pristine rural 
nature that brought many of us here.  


  


Thank you for your consideration, 


  


Terry S. Thompson 


11204 Valor Bridge Drive 


Spotsylvania 
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From: Alfonso Fabris <avfabris@gmail.com> 


Sent: Friday, January 11, 2019 2:41 PM 


To: grenewpc@gmail.com; berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; 


TravAAU@cox.net; Paulette Mann 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Chris Yakabouski; 


Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. McLaughlin; David Ross; Aimee Mann; 


Wanda Parrish; Paulette Mann; Patrick White; 


concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: sPower special use permits 


 


 


 


To the planning Commissioners regarding the sPower special use permits. 


as your goal and mission is to successfully achieving the Vision for the County established in the 


Comprehensive Plan. 


The Planning Department mission and justification to exist is to provide excellent customer 


service while educating citizens and developers on land use and development regulations, 


policies, and procedures.  To do so, the department reviews development proposals for 


compliance with the Comprehensive Plan, Subdivision Ordinance, Zoning Ordinance, and Design 


Standards Manual. 


  The department is responsible for the development of plans and ordinances addressing land 


use, environmental protection, transportation, housing, public facilities, and historic 


preservation.  Planning staff provide guidance to the Board of Supervisors and several 


appointed commissions and committees in order to accomplish these duties. 


In summary, the Planning Commission serves the citizens and residents at large of the county, 


not organizations and companies outside the County. 


In mid-2018, I spoke to you as a citizen and resident of Spotsylvania County regarding what I 


saw and continue to see as a deficient process and documentation presented by sPower for 


special use permits related to the establishment of the largest solar power facility in the East of 


the United States, and the only such facility in the USA with immediate proximity to residential 


areas. Specifically, the lack of a Risk Analysis Plan and the subsequent Risk Mitigation Plan. 


These two documents are essential in the planning and management of large endeavors such as 


the one in question. The Spotsylvania Planning Staff is responsible for ensuring that these two 







documents are presented to the Commission for analysis and either approval or rejection. In 


absence of any of these two documents and or a rejection of either one of these two 


documents, the Program Manager representing the Planning Commission must reject any 


further petitions and or continuation of consideration. 


To date, sPower has not produced any of these documents and has simply addressed issues 


with partial and bias answers to concerns expressed by a large percentage of the Spotsylvania 


County residents. 


As the Planning Commission is due to produce the final decision regarding the sPower special 


use permits request without ever producing a Risk Analysis Plan and a Risk Mitigation Plan 


which should also include a total financial bond as a warranty of restoration and damages, it is 


the duty of the Planning Commission to deny any further consideration for the the sPower 


special use permits request. 


These opinions are based on over 30 years of experience working for the US Federal 


Government at Agencies such as the Department of Justice, NASA, Homeland Security, the 


Central Intelligence Agency, the National Security Agency, the Department of Veterans Affairs 


and the Executive Office of The President of the United States. This experience shows that 


County Executives have potential civil liability in the performance of their duties under Virginia 


and federal law; when a county is not immune from liability on an implied contract theory when 


it wrongfully takes, damages, or converts to its use the property of the plaintiff. Bell Atlantic-


Virginia, Inc. v. Arlington County, 254 Va. 60, 486 S.E.2d 297 (1997) (company adequately 


alleged inverse condemnation against county resulting from damage to company’s 


underground utility facilities resulting from county’s installation and maintenance of its 


waterworks and sewage disposal systems); Nelson County v. Coleman, 126 Va. 275, 101 S.E. 


413 (1919) (county took plaintiff’s land without just compensation where it condemned portion 


of plaintiff’s land for public road, but the road was mistakenly constructed on portion of 


plaintiff’s land that was not condemned); Kitchen v. City of Newport News, 275 Va. 378, 657 


S.E.2d 132 (2008) (inverse condemnation claim against city resulting from flooding). For 


example, a county may be liable under this theory where it fails to maintain its own drainage 


easement, resulting in damage to private property caused by flooding. Jenkins v. County of 


Shenandoah, 246 Va. 467, 436 S.E.2d 607 (1993). It is further exacerbated as the citizens at 


large has made it clear to County Executives that the process delivered by sPower is flawed and 


it represents a real and large potential damage to the Spotsylvania residents in numerous 


occasions. 


  


It is the duty and mission of the Planning Department and the Planning Commission and County 


Executives is to provide excellent customer service while educating citizens and developers on 


land use and development regulations, policies, and procedures.  To do so, the department 


reviews development proposals for compliance with the Comprehensive Plan, Subdivision 


Ordinance, Zoning Ordinance, and Design Standards Manual. 







  The department is responsible for the development of plans and ordinances addressing land 


use, environmental protection, transportation, housing, public facilities, and historic 


preservation.  Planning staff provide guidance to the Board of Supervisors and several 


appointed commissions and committees in order to accomplish these duties. 


In summary, the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors serve the citizens and 


residents of the county, not organizations and companies outside the County.  


For sPower to quote as justification, the potential tax revenue to be generated is infantile and 


fruitless as the current tax revenue derived from the adjacent residential area where sPower is 


proposing building its facilities is many times larger and supports more jobs than the very few 


jobs sPower is promising to produce. 


So don’t forget, you work for us, not for sPower, and a wrongful decision carries responsibilities 


and liabilities. 


  


Respectfully, 


  


Alfonso Vignon Fabris Ph.D. 


11425 Osprey Trail 


Spotsylvania, VA 22551 
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From: Ben Faulkner <hokie60@gmail.com> 


Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2019 1:03 PM 


To: grenewpc@gmail.com; berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; 


TravAAU@cox.net; Paulette Mann 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Chris Yakabouski; 


Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. McLaughlin; David Ross; Aimee Mann; 


Wanda Parrish; Paulette Mann; Patrick White; 


concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: sPower Special Use Permits 


 


To those who are receiving this letter, 


 


As a resident of Spotsylvania County I have many concerns about the construction of the sPower 
solar panel project planned for the county.  (1) The owner as listed is a LLC which relieves any 
owner of personal responsibility or liability.  (2) Predictable costs for remediation is difficult 25 years 
out.  (3) No solar farm of such size has been built so close to areas inhabited with homes and 
recreational area.  Many other concerns have been voice by others that have not been addressed 
satisfactorily.  Frankly such a project this has no business locating close to a housing area or close 
to historical sites.  Please vote NO to the issue of such permits, the project is of little value to the 
residents of Spotsylvania County. 


 


H. Faulkner 


Fawn Lake 


22551 
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From: K McDaddy <kmcdaddy01@gmail.com> 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 12:04 PM 


To: Thomas G. Benton; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. 


McLaughlin; David Ross; Paul D. Trampe; Aimee Mann; 


berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; Paulette 


Mann; TravAAU@cox.net; Gary Skinner; Wanda Parrish; Paulette 


Mann; Patrick White 


Subject: The Legacy We Leave 


 


Dear Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission, 
 
As a mother, an emergency physician, a veteran, a taxpayer, a property owner and a citizen of Spotsylvania County, I am
each of you to vote NO on the Special Use Permits (SUPs) that would allow sPower to build a 500 MW solar
beloved Spotsylvania County.  Nothing of this magnitude has ever been built so close to a residential area and the unintended consequences of 
allowing such an experiment remain numerous and unknown.  I have attended many of the planning commission meetings regarding this, and I 
have yet to hear a concrete and proven benefit for our county.  We are not even designated to get power from this plant, despite what sPower 
continues to pitch to residents in its propaganda.  Many of those who have spoken in favor have a proven financial interest in the project (i.e. 
selling land, joint company ventures, employment by a company selling land).  sPower and its proponents must think Spotsylvania County and 
its residents are not smart and savvy enough to see behind all the "promises" and false propaganda.  They are counting on you to overlook SO 
much data that has been presented questioning the value of this project.  Please do your due diligence and read ALL of the data, reports, and 
studies that have been submitted by numerous intelligent and well-researched Spotsylvania County citizens.
most to gain....and the most to lose. 
 
I ask that you weigh the true cost of this project for Spotsylvania County.  1). You will need to increase taxes to cover the cost of a waterline 
expansion.....sPower has not even offered to cover half of this.  The waterline will predominantly benefit Fawn Lake and surrounding community 
residents.  How will you explain this cost to the constituents in other districts?  Do you plan to have this waterline installed prior to construction of 
the solar plant?  Where will sPower be getting water from in the meantime?  You have also recommended restrictions on hours of water usage, 
but those do not seem to coincide with the hours of allowed construction.  2.) sPower has "promised" to build a new fire station.
this in a written contract?  If they build the fire station, Spotsylvania County STILL has to pay for vehicles, equipment, m
maintenance.  This means more taxes.  We already have difficulty maintaining current stations and crews.
requested for emergency services yet were unavailable.  3.) You have been given data which shows both
selling 191 build-able lots as well as surrounding property value decreases which will FAR outweigh any tax revenue from this solar 
complex.  And that's assuming the taxes on the solar complex are enforceable.  Please do not let sPower and Mr. Payne fool you into 
thinking this will not affect property values.  You have been given credible data and multiple anecdotal accounts from real estate agents and 
citizens to the contrary.  My family, most likely, would not have moved back to Fawn Lake and certainly would not be building a new home had 
we known this project was in the works.....but now it's too late for us.   
 
What about the cost of decommissioning?  sPower has barely scratched the surface with the amount they propose for
decommissioning.  Multiple articles have been submitted to you showing that the panels are difficult to recycle and no one knows what to do wit







them.  Who will pay for this in 35 years?  Us, our children, and our grandchildren.....not sPower.  That is as
took my children by the deforested areas to show them the destruction of our beautiful county.  My 13-
happens when this solar project doesn't work out?"  Do you know?  We cannot allow them to ravage our county without contractual 
obligations.  What happens when the LLCs behind sPower go bankrupt?  What happens when they do not pay taxes or hold up their end of the 
bargain (which is how they view Spotsylvania County....a bargain).  LLCs mean limited liability.  And no forward
bed with an LLC. 
 
How do you weigh the real and potential environmental risks of this project?  Erosion (please look up the Essex County project), trench burning, 
and contamination of soil and the aquifer by cadmium, particularly if the panels break open, are legitimate concerns.
are safe" is not enough.  We know Spotsylvania County has experienced storms, micro bursts, tornadoes, hurricanes, and earthquakes
will account for panel safety and security during severe weather?  How can we justify destroying 6300 acres of forested lands (which would 
reduce CO2 emissions) to build a solar plant?  There doesn't seem to be a logical trade off except the financi
sPower.  How do you account for the impact on endangered species in the area?  sPower said they would "train" employees to look for such 
species.  Please.  Do you really think the construction workers are going to stop and try to identify such species?
identification takes time and practice.  sPower was pandering to Spotsylvania County with that statement.
landscape change will affect our waterways and the Chesapeake Bay watershed. 
 
As a physician and clinician, I base my decisions on science and evidence-based best practices.  On behalf of our county, I beseech you to do 
the same.  If this project must go through, demand sPower use solar panels that do not contain cadmium.
of experiment is safe long term.....in large part because there are no other facilities of this size so close to residential 
Spotsylvania County residents become the test case, unintended health risks and all?  As stated above, if the panels were to break open or not 
be properly handled during installation and maintenance, cadmium could leech into our soils, aquifer, wells, and waterways.
UpToDate, the medical reference used most often by physicians, "Cadmium (Cd) is a metal that can cause severe acute or chronic toxicity in 
humans.  Most cases of cadmium toxicity are due to chronic exposure.  Chronic, low-level cadmium exposure can affect a variety of organs, with 
the kidneys and bones being the principle targets."  More frightening is this statement: "Other than general supportive therapy, there are no 
specific methods available for treating acute cadmium ingestion or inhalation.  The morbidity and mortality associated with acute
high." (Elinder MD, PhD, Carl-Gustaf, and Stephen J Traub, MD. "Epidemiology and toxicity of cadmium."
September 2017, uptodate.com/contents/epidemiology-and-toxicity-of-cadmium) 
 
I have serious concerns about the impact from increased traffic in our area, particularly during construction.
months for construction.  I have serious reservations about that time line.  ALL the estimated trips in (and I have seen too many numbers 
offered) also have trips OUT to be accounted for.  These will mostly take place on narrow, two-lane, winding
off.  But do not forget.....these vehicles have to access the Orange Plank, Brock Road, West Catharpin, and Post Oak Roads from 
somewhere.  My guess is from the already congested Route 3 and I-95.  Do not assume you or your constituents will not be affected just 
because you do not live near the proposed sites.  We will all be affected.  I worry about how this will impact fire/police/EMS response 
times?  Even a minute delay can mean life or death to those in need.  How will you explain to a grieving mother that
the hospital in time to prevent anoxic brain injury in her coding child?  What will you say to the children whose
attack, is unable to get definitive treatment in a timely manner, and is now left a cardiac cripple, unable to care for them?
that time saves brain function and time equals myocardium (heart muscle).  We risk putting our citizens in jeopardy by creating any delays to 
definitive medical care.  I have seen crews responding down these narrow, two-lane roads where current traffic patterns
off.  What happens when this is increased by all the construction traffic?  I have yet to see sPower offer adequate traffic flow plans that address 
these concerns.  Just ask the local rescue crews serving this area if they are concerned. 
 
The BOS and PC should take note of several questionable practices already employed by sPower.  Their tactics seem desperate at best.
are hoping to create enough smoke and mirrors to cover the real truth.  The recent poll is a prime example.
half of whom said they would "strongly support" the solar complex.  sPower then used these results to declare



http://uptodate.com/contents/epidemiology-and-toxicity-of-cadmium





"widespread support for the project".  Widespread?  How many citizens live in all of Spotsylvania County?
respondents and 0.15% potentially positive does not indicate widespread support! Do NOT be fooled by this.
of Spotsylvania County citizens on numerous documented occasions and as soon as any opposition was voiced, they either hung up or said 
"Thank you for your time" with no further questioning.  These are BIASED surveys.  More recently, sPower is sending form letters for resident
to merely sign and submit in support of this project.  Have these citizens the benefit of information on both the pros AND cons of this 
experiment?  Moreover, many residents believe this is a done-deal, previously negotiated behind closed doors with behi
of financial benefit.  I have heard this time and time again as to why many do not speak out in opposition.
believe our government and the democratic process can be better than this. 
 
As the Board of Supervisors, you are elected officials and representatives of our county. You have been tasked to uphold the comprehensive 
plan, which is not consistent with the construction of a massive solar power plant.  You owe constituents and our county due di
voting on these SUPs.  I think a more reasonable and intelligent response would be to start with a solar farm on a smaller scale (100 MW or 
less) rather than swallowing this mammoth project with so many unknowns.  If sPower is as good of a n
see this as a reasonable compromise and place to start.  Please do not allow Spotsylvania County to become the guinea pig for a project of this 
enormous scale......there is NO "N" of 1 to which we can compare this experiment.  This would be a single case study.
UNKNOWNS to allow this current proposal to move forward.  Please consider the legacy you are leaving your children, grandchildren, and 
great-grandchildren.  They will look back and remember who voted to preserve the integrity of our county.
 
Respectfully, 
 
Keri Jo A. McHugh, D.O., FACEP 
Resident, Livingston District 


 


ReplyForward 
 


 


 
--  
This email was Malware checked by UTM 9. http://www.sophos.com 








From: Dave Hammond <davehammond@gmail.com> 


Sent: Sunday, January 13, 2019 5:38 PM 


To: grenewpc@gmail.com; 2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; Travis Bullock; 


berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Paul D. Trampe; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; 


Timothy J. McLaughlin; David Ross; Gary Skinner; Aimee Mann; Wanda 


Parrish; Patrick White; Paulette Mann; Paulette Mann 


Subject: Tornado Destroys 170,000 Cadmium Telluride Solar Panels - Desert 


Sunlight 2015 


 


Spotsylvania Planning Commissioners --  


 


I have been looking for months for scientific evidence that the "encapsulation" that sPower 


claims has been scientifically proven.  They claim that a single sheet of plastic attached to the 


bottom layer of glass prevents the panel from shattering, and that all of the Cadmium remains 


inside a broken solar panel.  Their analogy is a car windshield that will break, but not shatter. 


 


I presented my 'nightmare scenario' to you several weeks ago in which a tornado or other severe 


weather event hits the solar power plant and the panels are destroyed and strewn over a large 


debris field.  Then, severe contamination of the soil and water occurs because the cleanup effort 


is limited to picking up the large pieces of glass, and not every piece of debris.  If the Cadmium 


is not effectively "encapsulated", then a very rigorous cleanup effort will be required, not a quick 


cleanup of the big stuff. 


 


I found that a tornado has indeed hit a large solar power plant containing Cadmium Telluride 


thin-film solar panels manufactured by First Solar.  The facility is called Desert Sunlight, it is 


located in the Mojave Desert in California, and has a capacity of 550 MW.  An EF-0 tornado 


with a windspeed above 80 mph hit a corner of the facility and destroyed 170,000 CdTe solar 


panels. 


 







The following document contains some information about the incident and a picture of the 


damage.  NextEra Energy described the incident in an article about their role in helping to clean 


up the damage, since they co-own the facility. 


 


Tornado Destroys 170,000 Cadmium Telluride Solar Panels - Desert Sunlight 2015 


 


You can see from the close-up view of the damage that there are pieces of broken solar panels 


laying on the ground.   


 


I have not been able to find any more information about this incident.  I asked the Bureau of 


Land Management for information a few months ago since the facility is located on BLM land, 


but they have not responded to my request.  I have also asked First Solar for information on the 


'encapsulation' that has been claimed by the solar industry (including the North Carolina Clean 


Technology Center that sPower referenced in their Cadmium Safety document), but First Solar 


has not responded with any information.  First Solar not only manufactured the solar panels used, 


but they are also the operators of the site.  They are very well aware of this incident, the damage 


that was caused, and any environmental problems that were caused.  However, they are not 


talking. 


 


At the last Planning Commission hearing, Dr. Fthenakis (sPower's solar expert) stated that he has 


done extensive research about the encapsulation of Cadmium Telluride inside the two layers of 


glass.  After the meeting, I asked Dr. Fthenakis for any references that show the Cadmium 


remains inside the solar panels following a catastrophic weather event like a tornado, hurricane, 


etc.  He told me that all of his research has been done for encapsulation of Cadmium during a 


fire, and that he is not aware of any work that evaluates encapsulation efficiency following a 


severe storm.  sPower included Dr. Fthenakis' report on Cadmium encapsulation during a fire in 


their Cadmium Safety report. 


 


Note that the tornado that hit Desert Sunlight was the lowest category for a tornado (EF-0) and it 


still destroyed 170,000 solar panels.  It does not take a major hurricane, like those that his the 


Caribbean, to cause extensive damage.  There was a quote in the NextEra Energy article: “We 


were lucky that the tornado only impacted the corner of the facility, the extent of damage was 


significant.” 


 



https://drive.google.com/open?id=1GCBIxf8PyWQk0dXRsXfIih7B7hcGFmtb





Once again, I ask you to prohibit the use of all thin-film type solar panels, which is what 


Culpeper County did in their Special Use Permit for the Greenwood Solar project that was 


recently approved.  The risk of contamination of the soil and water is too great without clear 


scientific studies that prove that the Cadmium Telluride is effectively encapsulated in the solar 


panels after they are destroyed by a severe weather event.  


 


Regards, 


David Hammond 


11416 Seymour Lane 


Spotsylvania, VA  22551 


 


 
--  
This email was Malware checked by UTM 9. http://www.sophos.com 








From: Debbie McCarthy <dlmccar212@aol.com> 


Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 12:03 PM 


To: berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; 


TravAAU@cox.net 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. 


McLaughlin; David Ross; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Aimee Mann; 


Wanda Parrish; Paulette Mann; Patrick White; 


concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: Vote NO on sPower SUP application 


 


 


Dear Commissioners and Supervisors: 


 


 


Please vote NO on the SUP for the company from Utah, sPower who wants to pillage the land in 
Spotsylvania County.   


 


There are so many disturbing environmental, human health issues; bird and animals hurt, killed and 
displaced; water depleted and polluted in our aquifer, home and land values decreased.   The Concern 
Citizens have given you scientific and justifiable reasons to say NO to this 10 square mile power plant 
surrounding people living their lives, children going to and from school and activities, children waiting for 
their school buses,  farming, businesses, wells for living and lakes that are recreational.  People of 
Spotsylvania have invested their lives here.   


 


I want to address the use of single lane roads with no shoulders to move massive amounts of these 1.8 
million panels, plus all the other materials, personnel, and deliveries.  The turns on these roads are 
dangerous on many fronts but especially if someone has an emergency and is held up behind the 
hundreds of heavy cargo trucks every day.  Those that live here have watched for the last two or more 
years the logging trucks and there have been close calls for vehicles being hit by the logging trucks.   


 


The area chosen by this Utah Company ... sPower is so wrong for so many reasons!!  This company 
...sPower is NOT a good neighbor.  They have no thought of being a good neighbor.  We have watched 







them handle this entire fiasco.  They look at this county as a means to their end .. saying anything you 
want to hear to get their money.   


 


The fallacy of this green energy is that it is not green... the panels are not green during manufacturing.  In 
fact, many of the panels are coming from China so where is the due diligence on the safety of the 
panels?  The shipping / transportation of these panels is not green,  the destruction of 10 square miles of 
trees is not green,  the pollutions which is happening as we speak is not green as it all ends up in the 
Chesapeake Bay which has been downgraded in its health.  The soil destruction for the period of this 
plant makes it unusable for a lifetime or more without expensive remediation.  Nothing green here.  Just 
destruction, stress, loss, and disappointment.   


 


Thank you and please consider all of the information you have been provided -- 
professionally researched data by Concerned Citizens versus the PR and propaganda 
of sPower.   


 


Please say NO to this immense problem for Spotsylvania County. DENY this SUP application. 


 


 


Debra McCarthy 


Livingston District 
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From: Joanne Booth <jcbooth77@verizon.net> 


Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 7:11 AM 


To: berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; 


TravAAU@cox.net 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. 


McLaughlin; David Ross; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Aimee Mann; 


Wanda Parrish; Paulette Mann; Patrick White; 


concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: Vote NO Please! 


 


The Spotsylvania Planning Commission intends to vote, possibly approve, an enormous 500 MW solar 
facility, on January 16. Many of us residents near the site have expressed strong concerns against this 
approval, from “too big for the area” to “potentially dangerous.” All the while (of course!) the proponent 
SPower will do as any sales crew would do, overcome objections, to attempt to dissuade anyone from 
believing any catastrophes could possibly occur from pursuit of this project.  This includes hiring a local 
real estate appraiser, Christian P. Kaila, to walk up our PRIVATE road, unsolicited by us, on December 
28, 2018, and “appraise” our PRIVATE property, to convince you guys “Oh, it’s only because of the 
timbering that value would go down…” etc. And whom will this commission believe…the citizens, or the 
money that talks? Will this county love Microsoft and Amazon to “put Spotsylvania County on the map? 
Or will a future reality of dangerous runoff, excessive costs, or unforeseen problems put us on the 
Science Channel map “Engineering Catastrophes” or “Mysteries of the Abandoned”? 


 


You already have case examples of encountering the unexpected in Essex County with excessive muddy 
runoff into the James River… 


You have already received research documents from an area realtor which proves lower home values 
near industrial plants including solar. And you want to change the zoning from agricultural to industrial in 
order to get your way with this plant? Us residents did not buy in Spotsylvania County to see our property 
values go down and/or be stuck not able to sell without suffering loss. 


 


Why is it that this citizen does not have to search far to find our concerns are valid? The below is 
excerpted from a newsletter I subscribe to, in my email box Sunday, January 13, 2019, from realtor.com. 


  


There Goes the Neighborhood: Watch Out for These 7 Red Flags When Buying a 
Home 







By Jamie Wiebe | Jan 9, 2019  


 


“A bad neighborhood isn't always obvious, though; sometimes you need to do a little digging to know if a 
community is worth buying in. Luckily, we've identified seven red flags that should give you pause before 
you sign on the dotted line. … 


Red flag No.3: The area leans industrial 


A nearby strip of cute boutique stores might be a nice selling point, but 
reconsider the purchase if the closest commercial influences lean toward the 
industrial. 


"Be mindful of any kind of commercial influence on the block, such as close gas 
stations or anything that could be undesirable health-wise," says Ralph 
DiBugnara, the vice president at Residential Home Funding. 


Any nearby industrial plants should automatically nix a neighborhood… 


 


A video is provided for more explanation:  


These Neighborhood Features Are Dragging Down Your Home Value 


“Realtor.com looked at home prices and appreciation rates in U.S. ZIP codes 
where a specific drag me down facility was present.  


For each facility we calculated the drag by comparing the median home price of 
the ZIP with that facility with the median home price for all homes in the same 
county. 


The perceived dangers of ling near a power plant vary dramatically depending on 
type, from the seemingly harmless solar (emphasis added) to the dreaded 
nuclear.  


In general, having a power plant in the neighborhood is associated with 
lower property prices.” (emphasis added) 


  


Source: 


https://www.realtor.com/advice/buy/bad-neighborhood-red-flags-when-buying-a-
home/?identityID=5870e6be882aaf383f004b2c&MID=2019_0111_WeeklyNL&RID=4364371982&cid=eml



https://www.realtor.com/author/jamiewiebe

https://www.rhfunding.com/





_promo_Marketing_NonPRSL_WeeklyNL_cons.10780142_2019_0111_WeeklyNL-blog_3_badhoodflags-
blogs_buy 


  


Joanne Booth 


11223 Chancellor Meadows Lane 


Locust Grove, VA 22508 


  


  


  


  


 
--  
This email was Malware checked by UTM 9. http://www.sophos.com 








From: Woody <woodyard.andrew@gmail.com> 


Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2019 8:05 PM 


To: berkeleymaddox@gmail.com; grenewpc@gmail.com; Paulette Mann; 


2012sheriffsmith@gmail.com; spotsysalem@gmail.com; 


TravAAU@cox.net 


Cc: Thomas G. Benton; Chris Yakabouski; Kevin Marshall; Timothy J. 


McLaughlin; David Ross; Paul D. Trampe; Gary Skinner; Aimee Mann; 


Wanda Parrish; Paulette Mann; Patrick White; 


concernedcitizensspotsylvania@gmail.com 


Subject: Vote NO to sPower Proposal 


 


Dear Planning Commission of Spotsylvania County, 


  


  


We strongly oppose the massive solar plant that sPower has proposed for approval 
here in Spotsylvania county. As new citizens of this county, we ask that you vote NO to 
this proposal. We have attended planning commission meetings and read extensive 
information that has been provided by various sources from both sides of this issue. We 
have found the answers and information provided by sPower to be very ambiguous and 
misleading. Spotsylvania citizens have done extensive research to look out for the well-
being of county citizens and taxpayers both now and in the future, which has been 
provided for us all to review. We believe there are too many risks and dangers involved 
with a project this unprecedented and massive in size, and we strongly oppose the 
potential of putting the health and financial security of our family and families all over 
this county at risk. 


  


  


Sincerely,  


Andrew Woodyard and Dr. Jacquelyn Woodyard 


Livingston District 
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