 LINN COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
CEDAR RAPIDS, LINN COUNTY, IOWA
  MONDAY, JANUARY 24, 2022 11:00 A.M.
The Board met in session at the Linn County Jean Oxley Public Service Center.  Present: Chairperson Rogers, Vice Chairperson Zumbach and Supervisor Walker.  Board members voting “AYE” unless otherwise noted.  

Chairperson Rogers called the meeting to order.

Motion by Rogers, seconded by Walker to approve minutes of January 13 and 18, 2022 as printed.
 
Brad Ketels, County Engineer, presented the following Vacancy Forms:
·  Two Temporary Engineering Interns 
·   Five Temporary Roadway Maintenance Workers for the Secondary Road Department.  

The Board will approve on Wednesday.

Charlie Nichols, Planning & Development Dir., presented the Iowa Department of Natural Resources Construction Evaluation Resolution relating to the construction of a confinement feeding operation structure.  The Board will approve on Wednesday.

Chairperson Rogers explained the background regarding how the Linn County Strategic Plan for Fiscal Years 2022 through FY 2027 was developed (including residents from all over the county representing many different backgrounds and interests). 

Lisa Powell, HR Dir., stated that there is a real excitement about this plan while it is explained during Learning Institutes.  

Motion by Rogers, seconded by Zumbach to approve the Linn County Strategic Plan for Fiscal Years 2022 through FY 2027.

Britt Hutchins, Purchasing Dir., presented a resolution authorizing the disposal of 48 surplus Election printers from the Auditor’s Office to Black Hawk County. 

Matt Warfield, Deputy Auditor, explained that the value of the printers is erratic (EBay, etc.). They were part of the check in solutions and have been in storage since 2016.  The Board will approve on Wednesday.
 
Tony Rossetti, Facilities Mgr., presented a resolution authorizing the donation of a cardboard compactor to Goodwill of the Heartland that has not been used by Linn County for the past four years. Goodwill will be responsible for removal. The Board will approve on Wednesday.

The Board agreed to remove the following from today’s agenda and place on Wednesday’s agenda: Discuss and decide on Linn County Board of Supervisors 2022 Committee Appointments and Liaisons Assignments

Public Comment:  

Marc Franke, 4205 Vista Rd., Ely, stated that he is speaking with regard to the balance of solar interests. There are three parties: 1) Leasing owners and neighbors. 
2)  Solar developer; and 3) Non-lease neighbors. Everyone’s property rights are affected and connected. The shape and appearance has a large effect on the outcome.  The non-leasing party has never had a seat at the table and all three parties should each have a seat at the table and empowered.  He explained how this happened in Wapello and worked well. He also noticed at the most recent meeting that the detailed panel plan had changed. He asked what exactly is the Board voting to approve tonight? Is screening and slide deck a part of it for example.
 
Greg Bickal, 2094 Coggon Rd., Coggon, stated that at the first consideration, a 1250’ setback was approved and removing that would disenfranchise residents of Linn County. The 300’ setback would be of a zero benefit and the setback is the major reason that this solar project is not supported. He stated that they can meet in the middle by keeping the 1250’ setback but further restrict it to a maximum of 25 acres (most easements in the Coggon project would be below that number).  He noted that Clenera did not talk to landowners, just the unions. As stated previously, he took it upon himself to talk to all eight of the landowners and they all agreed that they can come to a compromise for everyone.  He questioned Clenera’s statement regarding meeting CIPCO’s obligation.  

Laura Robinson, 2094 Linn-Delaware Rd. Coggon, stated that they all know Clenera and some board members are rushing to pass the Coggon solar project as quickly as possible but there are some important issues that remain unresolved that almost certainly will require further procedural activity. 1) Iowa law Chapter 468 was broken when CIPCO’s substation was built over her family tile easement. The engineering plan in 2013 and approved in 2015 stated no aboveground utility structures where easements cross sewer, water, etc. This substation is the basis for the Coggon solar project and was not built following Iowa law.  She asked how this can we go forward using this facility when this issue has not been resolved. 2) The Robinson family was publicly discredited by CIPCO on January 13th board meeting and was allowed by county officials in a screen presentation. CIPCO claimed that they refused to let them investigate their property. That is not true. They allowed CIPCO to investigate on the exact date 
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and time they requested. 3) The project substation is now planned directly adjacent to the existing CIPCO substation where the tile issue has not been resolved and will also be directly on top of their tile easement and touch property fence. Does this just slide into the Coggon solar project to approve?  4) Clenera continues to change the site map for panel placement. She has seen four different maps. Is there a final plan and if there is, she needs a copy. If there is not, why is the Board voting?

Tom Robinson, 2094 Linn-Delaware Rd. Coggon, stated that KWWL has taken an interest in this story and that is greatly appreciated. He noted that Colin Dorsey of KWWL spoke one-on-one with Gina McCarthy, the U.S. Climate Adviser under the Biden Administration and presented details of that interview.

Steve Mason, 6547 Benton/Linn, Palo, presented a collage for the Cedar Rapids Waste Treatment Plant fire, “Toxic Tuesday” and noted the news coverage. Where is the news coverage for all the public hearings for the $150 million Coggon industrial solar project that will affect the future of $750 million plus industrial solar project in Linn County?  He complemented KWWL (which is 50 miles away) on the fantastic reporting they have done.  He continued to say that Supervisor Rogers had a requirement of signing local labor unions to work on the Clenera project.  Once this rezoning request is voted on and passed, the construction standards are set.  He understands that this include NextEra’s phases 1 and 2 and all other future phases.   He asked that when NextEra comes to the table for approval, will they also be required to honor the local labor union agreement signed by Clenera?

Traci Nelson, 3311 Pleasant Creek Rd. Palo, discussed the solar farm permitting process and presented documentation.  She questioned a missing step. She also addressed land values noting that Linn County Planning & Zoning has made no effort investigating the true economy impact on communities as a whole.

Motion by Zumbach, seconded by Walker to approve Employment Change Roster (payroll authorizations) as follows:
AUDITOR’S OFFICE
Account Technician		Barb Nemeth		New hire – FT   01/24/22  58A $24.61 Replaces T. Rawson  
TREASURER’S OFFICE
Universal Clerk		Stephanie Cavalier		Step increase/contract   01/25/22 56C $23.26 – 56D $24.51
HUMAN RESOURCES
Human Resources Coord.	Matthew Cerruto		New hire – FT 01/24/22 $25.74/hour Replaces D. Vander Sanden
FACILITIES
Senior Facilities Worker	Michael Creager		End of probation  02/15/22 18A $23.26 – 18B $24.10
Custodian			Leva Neema		Termination/resignation   01/28/22
COMMUNITY SERVICES
Ryan White Options Counselor	Josephine Miller		New hire - FT   02/21/22 56A $20.95 New position
Direct Support Staff		Kahdijah Ceneus		New hire – PT  01/24/22 56A $20.95 35 hours/week Replaces M. Broell
Direct Support		Teresia Stucker		New hire – PT Staff   01/24/22 56A $20.95 35 hours/week Replaces R. Moody
ENGINEERING
Account Technician		Chyenne Wright		Step increase/contract   02/06/22 58B $25.90 – 58C $27.36
Senior Mechanic		Randy Wendt		Step increase/contract 02/10/22 21C $28.09 – 21D $29.22

Motion by Zumbach, seconded by Walker to approve Claims for Payroll deduction check #71005724 - #71005746 in the amt. of $357,173.09, Payroll deduction ACH in the amt. of $30,615.29 and Payroll wires in the amt. of $2,019,582.99.
 
The Board received and placed on correspondence/email from Traci Nelson.

The Board recessed at 11:43 a.m. and reconvened at 1:30 p.m. to review proposed FY 2023 budgets.  Present:  Dawn Jindrich, Finance Dir., Sara Bearrows, Budget Dir., County Engineer Brad Ketels and Nichole Brown, Financial Analyst and Lisa Powell, HR Dir.

Engineer – The FY 23 proposed appropriation equals the Board’s guidelines. The allowable appropriation was based on the maximum transfer from the general basic and rural basic funds, other revenue, and use of fund balance.

Nichole Brown presented the budget narrative and Brad Ketels presented the Key Performance Indicators (bridges, pavement condition and first response). Ketels stated that he would like to start up conversations about a new Secondary Road Headquarters.

Motion by Rogers, seconded by Walker to approve Engineer’s FY 23 budget as follows:
Total expenditures - $20,620,364
Revenue - $8,076,753
LOST - $3,564,385
Operating transfers - $7,325,841
Use of fund balance - $1,653,385
For total revenue, transfers and use of fund balance - $20,620.364

Road Clearing – Proposed road clearing budget equals the Board’s guidelines.

Motion by Rogers, seconded by Walker to approve Road Clearing FY23 appropriations in the amount of $439,185
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Human Resources – The FY 23 proposed appropriation exceeds the Board’s guidelines by $5,520 due to a $520 increase in flex administration costs for a required, annual mailing fee and a $5,000 increase for official publication and employment advertising.

Lisa Powell presented the budget narrative, Key Performance Indicators and the following Offers:
· Online learning management system (NEOGOV LEARN - $20,000 (ongoing)
· Full-time HR Recruiter position - $77,000 (ongoing; but likely to be offset completely by OT savings from reduction in time to fill vacancies).
· Enhanced Tuition Reimbursement/Certification Coverage - $30,000 (ongoing)

Motion by Zumbach, seconded by Zumbach to approve Human Resources FY 23 appropriations in the amt. of $1,057,355.

The Board recessed at 2:45 p.m. and reconvened at 6:00 p.m. at the Linn County Fairgrounds, Lynn Dunn Memorial Building, 201 Central City Road, Central City, IA.

Chairperson Rogers reconvened the meeting for the third and final consideration on an ordinance rezoning the following parcels located on portions of Robinson Rd, Coggon Rd, Sutton Rd, Castle Ln, Pering Ridge Rd, Linn Delaware Rd, and Quality Ridge Rd from Agricultural (AG) to Agricultural with a Renewable Energy overlay (RE-AG). Parcels include: 020625100100000, 020627600100000, 020615100100000, 020632600100000, 020630100200000, 020642600300000, 020635100100000, 020637600100000, 020645100100000, 020647600200000, 020535100300000, 020720100100000, 020712600100000, 020712600200000, 020715100100000, 020717600100000, 020612600200000, 020640100100000, 020647700100000, 020642600200000, 020520100700000, 020522600300000, 020525100300000, 020527600500000, 020532600300000, 020530100400000, 020527600400000, 020525100400000.

Charlie Nichols, Planning & Development Dir., presented conditions added at the first reading: 1) Adopt a minimum solar panel height of 28” from the bottom of the panel to the ground per the recommendation of Linn County NRCS.  2) Change the minimum required setback from non-participating occupied structures from 300’ (unless waived by the non-participating property owner) to a 1,250’ setback, of which 950’ can be waived by the non-participating property owner.  Nichols stated that there are three topics that he wanted to touch on: Panel Locations - comments were made at the last meeting that panel locations had shifted from the original plan that was submitted. He clarified that Clenera’s map at the last meeting showed the vegetative buffer and some of the panels have changed. These changes were a result of a condition from NRCS staff about avoiding drainage ways. Decommissioning Plan – Estimated decommissioning costs is $2.7 million and the current decommissioning performance bond is $1 million.  The current estimated salvage value is $9.7 million and recycling costs and salvage values reviewed every 2 years by a licensed professional.  Decommissioning plan and bond are updated annually. The majority of jurisdictions allow salvage value to count toward decommissioning costs, but not all.  In staff’s opinion, not including salvage value in the decommissioning plan is a reasonable request for the county to make and helps ensure sufficient funds will be available to return the site to agricultural production.  Vegetative Screening – The applicant has proposed in addition to the 300’ setback vegetative screening to be used for a minimum of 1000’ along the perimeter fence adjacent to any occupied residences within 1000’ of the project boundary. He recommends to the Board if they agree with this proposal, that they do so by motion and he read the suggested language.  He advised the Board of actions that they may consider this evening: 1) Motions to remove or add conditions to the proposal. 2) Motion to approve the proposal subject to conditions. 3) Motion to deny the proposal. 4) Motion to table the proposal for additional review/information gathering.

Supervisor Zumbach clarified that the performance bond would be increased every year and the recommended minimum height of the vegetation when planted is 8 ft. and 13 ft. height which is the maximum height of the panels at full tilt. 

Supervisor Walker stated that a particular request was received by concerned residents about more specific language detailing the obligations of applicant if debris from panel arrays were to fly into neighboring yards due to extreme weather events.
 
Jerod McKee, Clenera, stated that the language is that they would have 72 hrs. to get there, make an assessment and put together a plan. The intent is that they would help clean up any panels on any adjacent property.  

Supervisor Walker stated that if the language allows for the applicant to both acknowledge and work with the property owner to develop a plan for removal or disposition, that seems sufficient to him.  

Nichols read a condition in place for the cleanup of debris.

Chairperson Rogers stated that the Board has a variety of options. Once it is approved, third and final, it will be published and will become effective upon publication. He has heard a business case and rationale for the setback of 300’ vs. 1250’ (they started at 50’). The agreed upon setback of 300’ is not out of line.   

Motion by Rogers, seconded by Walker to remove the 1250’ minimum setback distance back to the original 300 ft., which staff previously recommended. 
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Discussion: Supervisor Zumbach stated that he does not want to change the setback back to 300’. The 1250’ included a soft 950’ and the purpose was to let nonparticipating homeowners salvage some value of their home. They have had enough emails and people coming to their meetings acknowledging that groups have gotten together and they are making progress. He does not know why they would change it when it could work out in the end (even though they may need more time).  

Chairperson Rogers concurred there has been a group of citizens meeting to try to ensure there is some kind of healing now or in the future or trying to come to a consensus (don’t know if applicant has been asked to be involved), but it is not within the Board’s purview to try and act as a conduit between the affected landowners and the applicant. They should be able to do that by themselves without the Board trying to be involved. He applauds that they are meeting but he does not know what the goal is.  

Supervisor Zumbach stated that the goal is that the community accepts this better; it does not change the footprint; and it would alleviate the pressure that their land value goes down. The Board represents these people and setbacks are within the Board’s ability to decide.

Rogers stated that he is not minimizing the efforts of the community but the Board is at third and final and he has not seen a proposal. He has reached out to them.  

Zumbach stated that the Board is not getting involved in those negotiation, they would simply be setting a setback of 1250’ (300 firm and 950’ negotiable). The idea is not to stop this project; it was to give some property value reassurance to people that live around it.  

Supervisor Walker stated that he applauds any residents that are working as a group and working with the applicant.  This Board does not need to be put into a position to compel an applicant to do “x, y or z” so that it provides leverage for the outside meetings. If looking at the condition of the 1250’ setback, they have heard not only from Planning & Development, but they have seen research that shows other like projects around the country that setbacks are less than where thy started.  Then they heard the reasons why different setbacks were set for different projects (CAFO’s and turbines). The conditions set for those projects does not apply to solar arrays. His objection (from the beginning) was that he suggested that they ask staff and the applicant to tell them how this would alter and impact the project. The feedback from them was that it would have a negative impact on the project going forward and could expand the footprint. The number proposed for the setback (1,250’) does not match the data out there with existing solar project.  The reasons behind the setback for a CAFO had to do with animal waste and odor. That is comparing apples to oranges.   
 
VOTE:  Rogers and Walker - Aye    Zumbach – Nay

Motion by Rogers, seconded by Walker to remove the condition of the panel height from 28 inches back to 18 inches, which staff previously recommended. 

Discussion: Zumbach stated that Jon Gallagher, NRCS, recommended 28 “ and Charlie Nichols was okay with that at one time.

Nichols clarified that there was a comment from NRCS staff that they recommended the 28” panel and Planning & Development did second that recommendation. Planning & Development also recommended approval of the 18” panel height keeping in mind that NRCS did want the increased panel height for a greater chance for a diverse seed mix to take hold.

Zumbach stated that he is against the removal of that change.

Walker stated that after reading the NRCS report, his questions were answered by the applicant in their response. He wanted to focus on a few issues. The chief concern with respect to the panel height was for soil health and for protecting the native prairie that can be grown under the panels. That concern was addressed after hearing the applicant’s presentation and noting that the panels over 50% of the time would be at an appropriate height to allow for the growth.  He was told there are no issues in other locations similar to Iowa.   

Rogers stated that the applicant made a good business case on the length of time that the panel height would be at 18”.

VOTE:  Rogers and Walker – Aye   Zumbach – Nay

Motion by Rogers, seconded by Walker to add a condition for a vegetative buffer as follows: Vegetative screening shall be used for a minimum of 1000’ along the perimeter fence adjacent to any occupied residences within 1000’ of the project boundary. Screening shall consist of evergreen or shrub species, with preference given to native species, that will be a minimum of eight (8) feet in height at the time of planting and have a projected growth rate of a minimum six (6) inches per year, and spaced no greater than twelve (12) feet apart measured on-center.  Screening would be maintained 
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to a height of thirteen (13) feet or greater for the duration of the project and shall be replaced upon death or disease.

Discussion:  Nichols clarified that the language was suggested by the applicant and staff increased minimum height at mature growth to be 13’, which is in line with the maximum height of the panel and increased the height when they are first installed from 6ft to 8 ft.  The remaining language was proposed by the applicant.

VOTE:  All Aye

Motion by Rogers, seconded by Zumbach to require as a condition that the salvage value shall not be used in the decommissioning plan costs.

Discussion:  Rogers stated that they have had a lot of discussion, interest and feedback on the proposed salvage value. Again, they are trying to speculate decades into the future about the salvage costs.  It appears through what was presented tonight that some projects use salvage value and some do not, but in order to ensure the greatest potential for taxpayers not being on the hook for this, to not require the salvage value and instead increase the performance bond to be around $2.6 million with frequent reviews.

VOTE:  All Aye

Motion by Zumbach to address property devaluation similar to how the county did it around the Solid Waste Agency and quarries in the past. Motion seconded by Walker for the purpose of discussion.

Discussion:  Nichols explained what has been used in Linn County regarding a “property value protection plan”. For quarries, whereby when the quarry was completed, they did a baseline appraisal of properties to get a value.  Then at some point in the future if a homeowner went to sell their home and they felt that the quarry had a negative impact on their property, they would have another appraisal and if the value went down, the quarry would make up the difference. The quarry would have a chance to appeal.  This has also been used for the landfill.

Jerod McKee stated that they find that they are again in a position where they are comparing this to something that is inherently different. This is not a quarry or a waste management center.  So finding solutions for things that are inherently very different and financed in very different ways, propose potential issues and problems with this project.  Without getting into the details of how the solar project is financed, when they have liabilities on a project that are unknown, it is very difficult for a solar project that is financed in the way that it is financed.  This is not a proposal that Clenera would be amenable to. It proposes stipulations on a project based on projects that are inherently very different.  

Zumbach stated that he finds it fascinating that the unknown for Clenera regarding the value of a property, would almost say that it is a deal breaker but they have often said that there is no devaluation.  Therefore, if that is true, this should not bother Clenera at all.  They are, however, okay with leaving the unknown upon the property owner.   

Walker stated that he was interested in property value protection and remains interested. One thing that is important to remember is that there is a lot of research that points to the fact that solar farms have no impact and then there is the other side of it that says it does. He is uncomfortable moving forward with this particular method because he’s not sure the measures with which determine whether or not property values have been impacted would really need to be spelled out.  It would be easy for someone to find an appraiser to use one methodology to get the result they want.  Those are the details that he would have liked worked through before supporting this motion.

Rogers stated that he can see Supervisor Zumbach’s point and they have had no robust discussion on what that would look like.  It is true that several quarries and the Solid Waste Agency entered into some property value protection agreement.  Living next to a quarry increases the amount of traffic per day and living next to a solid waste agency with commercial, private haulers and residential vehicles during the week and weekends. As Mr. McKee said, it is a different industry. There is the increased traffic, noise, dust and smell. That is different from a solar array.

Zumbach stated that it does not matter what the nuisance is, it is a nuisance, and if the applicant says there is no value loss, they should not have a problem guaranteeing property value because they are adamant there is no loss.  This is something that the county has done before, they know how to do it and he sees this as a nonissue.  They represent the people not Clenera and it looks like they are bending over backwards for the applicant and it makes no sense to him.  In this case, where the applicant is adamant there is no loss, it will not cost them a dime if they are right.

Discussion continued between Walker and Zumbach regarding this being a nuisance, comparing apples to oranges and a disagreement on examples of solar in Iowa and the Midwest to compare it to.
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Supervisor Rogers stated that he takes issue with the comment about bending over backwards for the applicant. They have sat in these meetings and listened to every single person who has emailed them, talked to them.  He may be looking at this through very different lenses.  He is not a farmer, he lives in the city, but he is also looking at this as they can chew gum and walk at the same time. They can be the ethanol leader and a new leader in renewable energy.  They can produce Ethanol and Clean Energy.

VOTE:  Rogers and Walker – Nay     Zumbach – Aye

Motion by Rogers, seconded by Walker to approve upon third and final consideration on Ordinance #6-1-2022, rezoning the following parcels located on portions of Robinson Rd, Coggon Rd, Sutton Rd, Castle Ln, Pering Ridge Rd, Linn Delaware Rd, and Quality Ridge Rd from Agricultural (AG) to Agricultural with a Renewable Energy overlay (RE-AG). Parcels include: 020625100100000, 020627600100000, 020615100100000, 020632600100000, 020630100200000, 020642600300000, 020635100100000, 020637600100000, 020645100100000, 020647600200000, 020535100300000, 020720100100000, 020712600100000, 020712600200000, 020715100100000, 020717600100000, 020612600200000, 020640100100000, 020647700100000, 020642600200000, 020520100700000, 020522600300000, 020525100300000, 020527600500000, 020532600300000, 020530100400000, 020527600400000, 020525100400000.
 
Discussion:  Supervisor Walker stated that he appreciates all of the input and citizen feedback that they have received. This process has proven to be a tedious one, however, he feels like this Board has evaluated this project based on objective measures.  He thinks that this project has become better by the process by which it was put through. Every elected legislative body is going to be tested with certain issues that may end up being controversial.  He too takes a bit of umbrage with the fact that because they may be approaching this from different lenses, either they are bending over backwards or they are not representing the interests of the people. They all got into public service to represent the interest of the people.  Throughout the process there were a lot of folks opposed to the project that have made it a point to try to implicate him and his colleagues intelligence, accusations of not having common sense and being in the bag of business or organized labor. He gets it. He has been on the losing end of many arguments throughout his life and can assure them that this community does not see the world the way that he sees it. He can assure the folks who may be unhappy with the situation, that his colleagues put a lot of time and effort into every decision that they make, particularly the ones that tend to stir up the public in the way that this has.  This has been a reminder of why they got into public service and that is to do the best they can be, make the best decisions with the information they have and with their core beliefs driving all of it.

Chairperson Rogers stated that a three-member board often times have to make complicated decisions that not all parties are happy with. They have not been operating on the assumption that there can only be one winner and no one else can. They have made sure that everyone was heard and everyone was listened to. They really understand the impact that this can have, positive or negative and they take their jobs seriously.  They are in districts and he and Supervisor Walker are not in this district. However, they look at it through their lived experiences, through how they see the future. They are not saying one idea is better than another is or worse than the other, they are just different. This issue by itself has really raised the critical question of what is it that they want to leave behind for future generations.  For many in the room it maybe a farm that was left to them. There are also people in the room that entered into contracts because this is their type of farming. Farming has changed.  This area used to be prairie then cultivated into row crops. This is the next evolution of farming in Iowa. Some like that and some do not.  It’s often times left to boards like them to have to figure it out. They may not get it perfect, but they are trying to get to a place where people against it feel that there were some concessions made. For those for it, it will help Iowa become a renewable energy leader in this space. He does appreciate that this is going to make some people very upset and likewise it is going to make some people excited.   This issue has brought out both. It’s been quite the challenge and he wanted to express his deepest gratitude to many of the people present that have shared with him from being at the Robinson’s house at their table or people coming up to him after meetings as well as others that are passionately trying to save what is theirs and letting him know the impact of their life story.  It is a rare privilege in this profession.  People do not see him going to people’s living rooms, listening to the stories of how they were raised and the legacy they want to leave for their children. He thanked the person that sent him a very moving email about their life story.  This has caused some to lose sleep, fractured relationships and divided communities. This has been a challenging test and they will find out if this was a great idea. He again thanked citizens for being actively engaged and pushing their interests for themselves and their community. That is democracy at its purest. 

Supervisor Zumbach stated that although he is a staunch supporter of private property rights, the reasons for him to vote no outnumber the reasons to be in favor.  He is obviously disappointed in this project moving forward at this time without many of the amendments proposed.  However, Clenera did promise to work with affected residents 
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after the vote, so he looks forward to receiving updates from Clenera and the affected property owners on the progress as this project appears to moving forward.  He quoted M. L. Leddy “The bitterness of poor quality is remembers long after the sweetness of low price is forgotten”.

VOTE:  Rogers and Walker - Aye      Zumbach - Nay

Public Comment:

Greg Geerdes, Iowa City resident and Robinson Family Atty., stated that as he understands it, they have removed two conditions and added two different conditions. If he follows that correctly, what they just had was the first reading of the final version of the ordinance.  Therefore, there are two more readings. If they want to push it, that is up to them, he suggested consulting with their attorney because as they pursue their options, that certainly is a part of the process.  He stated that they now have what appears to be a new site plan, which is materially diff than the one that was originally proposed, that it is also contrary to the zoning ordinance. It needs to go back to the beginning with a new site plan.  He stated that both Supervisors Rogers and Walker mentioned that they were hesitant to get involved in negotiations between private parties. He pointed out that they did exactly that when they insisted that there be a project labor agreement (which requires the contractor to pay union scale wages). That is exactly getting involved in private negotiations. This will also have a very substantial effect on increasing the cost of the project and resulting electricity that the consumers will end up paying. He asked that the Board please make sure that the bond will cover all of the obligations of the applicant and not just decommissioning.  There was discussion again tonight about storm damage removal; the bond has to cover that or the project owner is probably going to walk away rather than try to repair or remove millions of dollars of damaged solar panels.   Lastly, he wanted the Board to consider the different options that they have. For example, windmills produce around three megawatts each and each one sits on three acres of land. The 100 megawatts that this facility generates on 700 acres could be generated on 100 acres using windmills. So if for some reason the Board insists upon using prime farmland to generate electricity, at least mitigate the amount of farmland needed by using windmills rather than solar panels.   He appreciates the process and the civility and they will go forward from here. 

Swati Dandekar, 2731 28th Ave., Marion, thanked the Board on behalf of Bright Future Iowa and 4,000 plus residents of Linn County who wanted them to move forward and she thanked them for their leadership.  

Bill Garhard, Pres. of Iowa State Building Const. Trades Council and a Johnson County resident, thanked the Board for voting to approve this project. This will provide good jobs for a lot of men and women that do construction work, including good benefits and training. It will put the community in the forefront of clean energy and for the environment, it will take a lot of the fossil fuel industry out of the picture.

David Osterberg, Mt. Vernon, thanked the Board for passing this. This is a way of responding to climate change.  He represents an environmental organization, Common Good Iowa, that is also a part of a coalition that has come together with trade unions (a blue/green kind of alliance). They want to make sure that good energy is being produced with good wages and making sure that health and safety are taken care of. He stated that this is one of the best solar projects he has heard of.  There is great economic development partly because of all of the good jobs but also because of all of the other ancillary effects on the county.  It also enhances the income of farmers.  A whole number of farmers have decided to take their land and put it into a different kind of crop.  They should not be denied that right.  This protects farmland better than making use of it for soy beans and corn.  It will have less effect on water quality because of the kind of requirements that Planning & Development placed on it.  When panels come out in 35 years, that farmland will be better than when it went into it. He stated that the Board has done their job; worked hard, learned a lot and he assumes that will be good for the next project that will come along.

Mike Carberry, Iowa City, stated that he has long been a leader in renewable energy in Iowa and Iowa leads the country in wind energy; are number one in ethanol and bio diesel. He clarified that this is not the second solar farm that will be installed in the state. Prior to 2020, there were six utility size solar farms already developed in the state, the largest being in Dubuque County.  This was before Clenera installed their solar farm at Wapello. He stated that this is showing leadership and that renewable energy is not just wind and not just bio fuels. Solar is showing a bright future and he applauds the Board for looking at the amendments (vegetative screening, 18” panels, decommissioning). He has been involved in four utility size solar projects. They have been through two derechos resulting in very few broken panels.  

Colman Silbernagel, 2491 55th St., Vinton, thanked the Board for demonstrating just how important it is to participate in local elections and vote. He is a candidate for Senate Dist. 42 and appreciates the demonstration that leadership matters and having the right leaders in place matters.  He heard tonight that Boards like these are going to determine the next generation of farming. That is a stunning thing to say when they readily admitted that two of them are not farmers. To hear that the next generation of farming is steel and concrete that will forever scar the land is a phenomenal thing to 
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[bookmark: _GoBack]hear as the son of a dairy farmer.  He heard that everyone was heard and listened to. That will be wonderful solace when people look out at fields of glass and steel.  He heard that the Board’s purpose is not to compel companies but what purpose does this Board have?  He heard that there were financing difficulties as reasons to not pursue amendments but it sounds like quarries and waste management had reasons for actions.  Duane Arnold Energy Center generated 6 times the electricity on half the footprint. If they are concerned about climate change, they should pursue the best green option and that is nuclear power.

Traci Nelson, 3311 Pleasant Creek Rd., Palo, stated that the plea for reasonable setbacks was also for the threat of fires (21 fires per year). A property within 50’ of a panel fire, and it takes 10-15 minutes for the volunteer fire department to arrive, all farm buildings could be engulfed by then and perhaps their home. With regard to the property value reports, she compared apples to apples and explained based on her data resulting in a great impact.  She referred to the first town hall meeting in Palo regarding a question that was asked about how the county can hold a company with deep pockets accountable for plans they provide for which there was a response that it would involve a lot of due diligence.  The Board also was asked who would provide experts on behalf of the residents for which there was a response that they have to show up at meetings and let the Board know their stance and that they elect people to make decisions on their behalf.  She noted that they have come to the meetings and made sure their elected officials know where they stand on this.  She stated that the Board has sold them out like the fathers that sell their young daughters and sons into slavery and prostitution just for the money to help support their family. Linn County does not need the money so bad that they have to sell them out. She thanked Supervisor Zumbach who was the only one who listed to the people.

Adjournment at 7:16 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,


JOEL D. MILLER, Linn County Auditor
By:  Rebecca Shoop, Deputy

Approved by:


BEN ROGERS, Chairperson
Board of Supervisors







