
CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts mail system.  Do not click on links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

From: JOSEPH COGLIANO
To: SitingBoard Filing (DPU); EnergyPermitting (EEA); DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE)
Cc: Hardiman, Maria B (EEA); Power, MariaBelen (EEA); Greene, Andrew (DPU); Wang, Wayne (DPU); Collins, Rick

(ENE); VanNostrand, James (DPU); Fraser, Cecile (DPU); Rubin, Staci (DPU); Mahony, Elizabeth (ENE); Meserve,
Samantha (ENE); Fletcher, Grace (ENE); Randle, Ashley (AGR)

Subject: Written Comments on the Cumulative Impact Analysis and Site Suitability Proposals
Date: Friday, May 23, 2025 5:38:29 PM
Attachments: 1-31-25 SMART Policy Update - JC Ltr.pdf

Exhibit 1 - Risk Assesment - Norton Fairland Farm Solar Jan 18 2022-final (1).pdf
Exhibit 2 1-17-25 Fire erupts at Tesla battery storage plant.pdf

Importance: High

May 23, 2025
Energy Facilities Siting Board (EFSB)
            Re:  Cumulative Impact Analysis and Site Suitability proposals
To Whom It May Concern:
Massachusetts’ clean energy policies have resulted in a 47.9% increase in the energy
costs of my farm between 2023 and 2024.  These well-intentioned policies are
harming and endangering the people of Massachusetts as well as the very
environment the policies are supposed to be helping. 
Please see January 31, 2025 letter to the DOER regarding SMART Land Use Policy
Update with attachments, as a file attachment to this e-mail.
In order to protect the health, safety and welfare of the public, large scale solar and
battery energy storage must be PROHIBITED in sensitive and critical locations
including:  Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), floodplains, aquifers,
well protection zones, areas without fire hydrants, food production areas, hospitals,
nursing homes and schools.
Please do not let good intentions override sound judgment.
Very truly yours,
Joseph Cogliano
Attachments:  January 31, 2025 Letter re: DOER SMART Land Use Policy Update,
                   Hon Report 1-18-22, Tesla Plant Fire Article 1-17-25
cc by mail:  Rebecca Tepper, Sec Energy & Environmental Affairs;
Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested - 7014 2870 0001 1701 3822
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By E-Mail:  grace.fletcher@mass.gov 


 


 


 


Grace Fletcher 


SMART Program Manager 


Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 


100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor 


Boston, MA 02114 


 


 Re:  DOER SMART Land Use Policy Update 12-10-24 


 


Dear Ms. Fletcher, 


 


I have reviewed the above referenced update and remain concerned that while slide number 4 of 


the document, titled “Ineligible Siting”, indicates prohibition by ineligibility of SMART 


incentives for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and wetland resource areas, 


slide number 3, titled “Context”, removes the protection claimed for most locations. 


 


Slide number 3 states: “Projects will NOT be subject to the proposed framework if they are:  


 


• receiving a locational adder (building, agriculture, canopy, brownfield, landfill) 


  


• sited on previously developed land • areas degraded by impervious surfaces from 


existing structures or pavement, absence of topsoil, junkyards, abandoned dumping yards, 


or other degraded areas as determined by DOER” 


 


The policy effect appears to be protection for only pristine locations.  Unfortunately, this 


suggests that the DOER does not fully comprehend the dangerous risk of these systems, 


especially when paired with lithium-ion battery storage. 


 


For background, I have been a plaintiff in a lawsuit spanning more than 6 years opposing a 


proposed 3.9 MW dual use solar facility on cranberry bogs with a 12 to 24 MWh lithium-ion 


battery storage system.  The Project site is located within the Canoe River Aquifer, a floodplain,  


a well protection zone and ACEC, within a neighborhood without fire hydrants. 


 



mailto:grace.fletcher@mass.gov
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While the initial Land Court case decision supported the Project, I believe the case was not 


decided on the merits.  The matter is on appeal and the Project will be opposed until a fair and 


impartial hearing is obtained, the Plaintiffs’ rights are recognized, and the neighborhood, 


environment and water resources are protected. 


 


However, it is very important to consider that even though the decision supported the Project, the 


Court still found that:    


 


• FOF1 40 “I find that a risk of fire exists in the ESS.” (Energy storage system) 


 


• FOF 41 “A fire in the ESS would occur as a result of thermal runaway. Thermal runaway 


fires are highly destructive, and once thermal runaway is established it can only be 


extinguished by being allowed to burn out. Thermal runaway fires require large amounts 


of water for cooling.” 


 


• FOF 45 “…I find, that a thermal runaway fire in the ESS would release toxic gasses into 


the atmosphere, and could necessitate a temporary evacuation for neighbors including the 


individual residents.” 


 


• FOF 46 “…I find, that firefighting water applied to a fire in the ESS would become 


contaminated with a variety of toxic compounds, including hydrofluoric acid.”… 


 


• FOF 56 “… I find, that there is a reasonable scientific certainty that if contaminants 


reached the groundwater under the ESS, the contaminants would be drawn into Mr. 


Cogliano’s wells.” 


 


• FOF 58 “… I find, that if Mr. Cogliano’s wells were to be infiltrated by contaminated 


water from firefighting of a thermal runaway fire in the ESS, the resulting contaminated 


well water would be seriously harmful to Mr. Cogliano’s topsoil if used for irrigation.” 


 


 


Curiously, the Court did not consider the sensitive location of the proposed project in its 


decision. 


 


Attached is a report on the proposed Project’s site impact that was excluded from the case on a 


technicality.  It clearly indicates that the proposed location of the solar and battery storage system 


is incompatible with the site being in an ACEC. (Exhibit 1).  The only battery expert to testify in 


the Land Court trial stated that a failure event of the battery energy storage system was likely.  


Considering the 30 to 40 year expected operation of one of these projects, that translates to more 


than a 50% likelihood of a failure event during project life.  The battery expert also testified that  


mitigation tactics cannot eliminate the risk of fire or explosion with these systems.  In its 


published literature, Samsung, a lithium-ion battery manufacturer, has stated under its 


environmental precautions: “Do not discharge into the drains / surface waters / groundwater.” 


 


 
1 FOF = Finding of fact 
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Whether or not the ACEC or resource area has had previous development is irrelevant.  These 


systems add a layer of catastrophic risk that is unavoidable and unacceptable.  The recent 


California wildfires, resulting in many deaths and thousands of destroyed acres, were caused in 


part by the flawed policies of well-meaning people.  On January 16, 2025 fire erupted at a Tesla 


battery storage plant at the Moss Landing plant in CA., which is the largest battery storage 


facility in the world.  “The plant had previously caught fire back in September 2022 when one of 


the plant’s independent battery storage station caught fire.” “The station were restarted in 


December 2022 after Energy Safety Response Group (ESRG), an independent energy safety 


consulting, completed an investigation of the incident and PG&E, and Tesla the supplier of the 


batteries “implemented corrective actions and conducted extensive system testing,” according to 


a press release from PG&E.”  In effect, after a safety review and testing with corrective actions, 


another fire occurred only 2 years later. (Exhibit 2) 


 


Please reconsider the apparent window dressing of the proposed SMART Land Use Policy 


Update and protect ACECs and other water and resource areas with simple, common sense 


prohibition.  If a catastrophe were to occur in Massachusetts due to these systems as is likely, it 


would be prudent for the DOER to be able to state to the Public, that proactive steps had been 


taken by the DOER to unequivocally protect ACECs, floodplains, aquifers, and well protection 


zones from that risk.  


  


Very truly yours,  


 


Joseph Cogliano 
 


Joseph D. Cogliano, Jr. 


 


Attached:  Hon report 1-18-22, 1-17-25 Tesla plant fire article 


 


cc by email:  Rebecca.tepper@mass.gov (Sec of Energy & Environmental Affairs) 


          Elizabeth.mahony@mass.gov (Commissioner of DOER) 


          Samantha.meserve@mass.gov (Renewable & Alternative Energy Director) 


 



mailto:Rebecca.tepper@mass.gov
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Risk Assessment of the Proposed Fairland Farm 
Solar Project 


 
 


January 18, 2022 
 
Prof. R. Hon 
 
General Physiographic Description of Norton Area 
 


The area of the Town of Norton is a low lying terrain with gently rolling topography mostly 
averaging around 100 ft. above mean sea level (msl) and generally sloping southward from 
maximum elevation of 176 ft. to about 70 ft. above msl. The bedrock of the area consists of 
Rhode Island Formation, a stack of Pennsylvanian age gray colored sandstone, greywacke, 
siltstone and minor shales and conglomerates generally infrequently exposed at the surface. 
Between the bedrock surface and the ground surface are unconsolidated strata of stratified 
sequence of fine to coarse sand of varying thickness ranging from zero feet to as much as 
several tens of feet. This blanket of loose and unconsolidated material formed during the 
deglaciation and retreat of continental glaciation of the Wisconsin Glacial Stage that occurred 
in this area approximately 10,000 to 15,000 years ago. Over and above this layer of 
unconsolidated materials are modern soils and a gently meandering sequence of drainage 
streams that generally flow in the southerly directions. It is within this scenario that many 
marshes and wetlands developed and are omnipresent throughout the town area. Of particular 
interest to this report is Mulberry Meadow Brook with an extensive cranberry bog spanning 
southward along both side of the brook just south of the town line with Easton. This bog is the 
site of the proposed location for the Fairland Farm Solar project.  
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Environmental Protections and Environmental Objectives in the Town of Norton 
 
There are two contributing information sources that provide clear evidence about the status 
and the planned future for the environment within the Town of Norton. These are in the form of 
(1) designated Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and (2) Town of Norton Open 
Space and Recreation Plan.  
 
 
First evidential source: 
 
An Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) is a place in Massachusetts that receives 
special recognition because of the quality, uniqueness, and significance of its natural and 
cultural resources. Such an area is identified and nominated at the community level and 
reviewed and designated by the state’s Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs, (from: 
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/acec-program-overview; accessed Dec 6 2021). Only 30 
areas of ACECs have been designated within the entire state of Massachusetts.  
The second source is Town of Norton Open Space and Recreation Plan. This plan is a work in 
progress with planned effort spanning from 2017 to 2024. 
 
The following map shows the Town of Norton with the outlines of the three ACEC’s, (1) Canoe 
River Aquifer and Associated Areas (17,200 acres), (2) Hockomock Swamp (16,950 acres), 
and (3) Three-mile River Watershed (14,280 acres), that cover more than one half of the town 
area in the northeastern section of the town. All three ACEC’s are adjoined and stress the 
unique environmental value of the northeastern part of the Town of Norton. 
 
 


 
 
 



https://www.mass.gov/service-details/acec-program-overview
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Second evidential source: 
 
This source of environmental concerns comes from Norton's OSRP for 2017-2024 
(https://www.nortonma.org/conservation-commission/pages/open-space-and-recreation-plan; 
accessed December 6 2021). The following is a relevant section of some of the environmental 
goals and objectives: 
 
SECTION 8. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES  -  The first 2 goals out of the total of stated 7 goals: 
 
Goal 1: Protect the quality and quantity of the Town’s ground and surface water resources 
Objective a: Preserve contiguous areas along our river and stream corridors 
Objective b: Add to the municipal holdings in the Canoe River Greenbelt 
Objective c: Identify and preserve areas important to the retention of green infrastructure 
 
Goal 2: Preserve, protect, and restore critical natural resources and retain the integrity of 
existing intact habitat areas and fisheries/wildlife corridors 
Objective a: Preserve areas identified as ecologically important for local and regional 
resilience studies/assessments/reports 
Objective b: Preserve a diversity of habitats and natural community types 
Objective c: Identify invasive species and draft management plans 
Objective d: Conduct deer impact survey 
Objective e: Acquire and otherwise provide access to hunting lands 
 
All the three above mentioned ACEC areas are in unison with the unequivocal statement of the 
environmental objectives as expressed in the Town of Norton OSRP and are unambiguous 
testimonials of the Norton community and the Commonwealth effort of stewardship to maintain 
environmental quality for the present and for the future for all citizens of the Town of Norton. It 
is in this context that we present the following statement regarding the environmental risks 
associated with the proposed Fairland Farm Solar project. 
 
 
Description of Area Near the Proposed Fairland Farm Solar Installation 


 
Fairland Farm covers approximately 265 acres of land traditionally used for the agricultural 
farming of cranberries.  Presently, part of the farmland (approx. 23 acres) is planned for the 
installation of solar photovoltaic equipment plus an energy storage battery system (ESS) within 
the Town of Norton that will include solar panel arrays and 8 modules of rechargeable lithium-
ion batteries which would be placed within the designated floodplain area. The proposed solar 
farm project location is along both sides of Mulberry Meadow Brook just south of the Norton-
Easton line and entirely within the outlines of the designated Canoe River Aquifer ACEC 
protection area. The project proposes a 10,540 solar panel farm and an energy storage system 
containing 292,683 pounds of lithium-ion batteries with 24 MWh capacity.  
 
 
 
 



https://www.nortonma.org/conservation-commission/pages/open-space-and-recreation-plan
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Risk Assessment of Environmental Threats from Proposed Solar Farm Installation 
 
As mentioned above, the proposed Fairland Farm Solar includes two types of new 
installations. One is a suite of solar panels and the second is an array of energy storage 
systems. Each installation poses different concerns and different risks to the environment, 
wildlife, and humans. 
 
(1) - According to cancer biologist David H. Nguyen, PhD, toxic chemicals in solar panels may 
include cadmium telluride, copper indium selenide, cadmium gallium (di)selenide, copper 
indium gallium (di)selenide, hexafluoroethane, lead, and polyvinyl fluoride. Silicon 
tetrachloride, a byproduct of producing crystalline silicon, is also highly toxic (Isaac Orr; 2020: 
Solar Panels Produce Tons of Toxic Waste—Literally; web: 
https://www.americanexperiment.org/solar-panels-produce-tons-of-toxic-waste-literally; 
accessed December 12 2021).  However, the most significant hazards related to solar panels 
are registered during their installation and maintenance: Lifting, Trips & Falls, Electrical, and 
Ladders (Solar Power Hazards and Safety; web: 
https://www.graphicproducts.com/infographics/solar-power-hazards-and-safety ; accessed 
December 12, 2021). 
 
(2) - Risks from the installed Energy Storage Systems based on lithium-ion batteries can be 
obtained by statistically evaluating a rate of failure from installed systems at other locations. In 
June 2021 Electric Power Research Institute, Inc. (EPRI, www.epri.com) released a Technical 
Update report which, per EPRI, “is intended as an informal report of continuing research, a 
meeting, or a topical study. It is not a final EPRI technical report.” (Lessons Learned: Lithium-
Ion Battery Storage Fire Prevention and Mitigation—2021; web: 
https://www.epri.com/research/programs/053125/results/3002021208; accessed December 6, 
2021).  
 
In this report the statistical rate of failures that resulted in destructive fires is given at 1 to 2% of 
deployed capacity over a 4-year period. Based on the proposed deployed storage capacity of 
24 MWh, the yearly cumulative probability of destructive fire at the Fairland Farm Solar is then 
equal to 0.06 and 0.12 failures per year respectively. Conversely, the time period of probability 
= 1 (100%) for a destructive fire to occur is 16.7 or 8.3 years.1 Alternatively, a probable 
destructive failure event will occur from within 8.3 years to within 16.7 years.  At these risk 
levels the local ecosystem, environmental health, and human wellbeing are clearly 
compromised, threatened, and subjected to an uncertain future at best. 
 
 
Potential Environmental Contamination and Impact from Proposed Solar Farm 
Installation 


 
A primary threat to the ecosystem and human health is from the Energy Storage System (ESS) 
due to a risk of destructive fire of lithium-ion batteries as enumerated above.  
 


                                                             
1 .25% to .5% expected failures per year of deployed capacity (MWh). For 24 MWh system = 24X.25% for .06 
failures per year or 1/.06 for 16.7 years to 24X.5% for .12 failures per year or 1/.12 for 8.3 years.  



https://www.americanexperiment.org/solar-panels-produce-tons-of-toxic-waste-literally

http://www.epri.com/

https://www.epri.com/research/programs/053125/results/3002021208
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Typical lithium-ion battery design is based on LiPF6 (hexafluorophosphate) electrolyte, LiCoO2 
(lithium cobalt oxide) cathode, and Li metal carbon/graphite anode. Depending on a specific 
design other similar materials can be used but basically in the same schematic application. 
 
 


 
 
 
During a destructive lithium-ion battery fire there is a dangerous release of chemicals into the 


environment creating a major environmental hazard and threat to human health. Beside lithium 


ions, cobalt and lithium hexafluorophosphate other substances may include copper, 


manganese, nickel and various organic carbonate compounds plus sulfur oxides. Fluorine 


compounds are particularly of concern due to their ability to form hydrofluoric acid, one of the 


most undesirable compounds that could be released during the fire events. Below is a reaction 


sequence showing how hydrofluoric acid (HF) is generated by lithium hexafluorophosphate 


reacting with water. 


 


 


LiPF6      LiF + PF5 


PF5 +H2O      POF3+2HF 


LiPF6 +H2O      LiF + POF3+2HF 
 
 
Laboratories and facilities that routinely use hydrofluoric acid are required to use very stringent 
safety protocols to eliminate even a minimal exposure to humans and the environment.  
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It is also very difficult to predict the contaminant pathways during their release due to event 
specific conditions. Their persistence upon their release is often unpredictable, their 
concentration gradients uncertain and their exposure to the public very difficult to monitor. 
 
Recent environmental testing (November 2021 – 23 metals,7 anions including lithium ions) of 2 
samples each of soils, groundwater, and surface waters in the area of the cone of influence of 
the proposed Fairland Farm Solar installation shows a complete absence of any anomalous 
concentration levels.  In fact, many target chemicals were below the instrumental or reporting 
concentration levels. 
 
In summary, the current environmental status within the cone of influence of the proposed 
Fairland Farm Solar project is within the standards of a pristine environment and that the risks 
to the environmental quality from the proposed solar farm installation are real and that there is 
a high likelihood that the current environment will be compromised by the solar farm and 
battery energy storage system with irreparable consequences to this environment. 
 
 
Hazardous Substances Contained in the Proposed Fairland Farm Solar Installation and 
Their Fate. 
 
The proposed Fairland Farm Solar installation has two components each serving different 
function and each having a different list of hazardous substances: (1) solar photovoltaic (PV) 
panels, and (2) energy storage system (ESS).  
 
(1) - Hazardous substances associated with the PV solar panels were mentioned earlier under 
the heading of the Risk Assessment section. Of course, the overall environmental threat is 
proportional to the number of panels installed, i.e. 10,540 panels in the case of the proposed 
Fairland Farm Solar project. All components of the PV installation are solid material (except for 
any fluids associated with motors to move the panels) and upon breakage, all solid 
contaminants would be limited to strewn and dispersed solid pieces of broken fragments 
derived from the panels as seen for example in Puerto Rico after the devastation by hurricane 
Maria. 
  
The hazardous chemicals may include the following according to cancer biologist David H. 
Nguyen, PhD: 
 
cadmium telluride 
copper indium selenide 
cadmium gallium (di)selenide 
copper indium gallium (di)selenide 
hexafluoroethane 
lead, 
polyvinyl fluoride, and  
silicon tetrachloride.  
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Small broken shards of the panels will become part of the topsoils and eventually the toxic 
components will weather out of these fragments and become part of the soil horizon that also 
supports vegetation growth and possibly impact food supply via the cranberry farm or other 
area sources. The rates of hazardous material transfer from the panel fragments to topsoils 
are likely low but nevertheless contribute to the deterioration of an otherwise pristine 
environment. 
 
According to the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences, perfluoroalkyl and 
polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) are toxic, persistent, and bio accumulative.  PFAS toxic 
chemicals are used in solar panel as anti-reflective coatings (ARC) and anti-soil coatings and 
in the coatings on electrical wires, backing panels, tapes, and adhesives.  There is growing 
concern about the amounts of PFAS being found in the environment.  In the neighboring Town 
of Easton, Massachusetts, Town Officials were recently forced to supply water to residents 
because of detected levels of PFAS in the Town’s water system. 
 
Solar panel fires are also a source of contaminant exposure to the environment and a risk to 
human health.  
 
(2) - The ESS for the proposed Fairland Farm Solar is rated for 24 MWh capacity provided by 
8 modules per 3 MWh for each module. Hazardous substances in these lithium-ion batteries 
are the cathodes consisting of lithium cobalt oxide (LiCoO2), non-aqueous flammable 
electrolyte solvent (typically ethylene carbonate and other similar compounds), and lithium 
hexafluorophosphate electrolyte. During a destructive event such as fire these compounds are 
released into the environment including additional toxic gasses such as carbon monoxide 
(CO), hydrofluoric acid (HF), and sulphur dioxide (SO2). For a 3 MWh installation (1 complete 
module – using Samsung modules as identified in the Site Plan application), it can be 
calculated that the release will include2: 
 
7,043 kg      of cathode material lithium cobalt oxide (LiCoO2) 
3,847 kg      of electrolyte (flammable organic carbonates) 
577 kg         of lithium hexafluorophosphate (LiPF6) equal to theoretical release of 594 kg HF. 


                                                             
2 Larsson, F., Andersson, P., Blomqvist, P., and Bengt-Erik, M., 2017, “Toxic Fluoride Gas Emissions from 


Lithium-Ion Battery Fires,” Nature - Scientific Reports, 7(10018).  da Silva Lima, L., Quartier, M., Buchmayr, A., 


Sanjuan-Delmás, D., Laget, H., Corbisier, D., Mertens, J., and Dewulf, J., 2021, “Life Cycle Assessment of 


Lithium-Ion Batteries and Vanadium Redox Flow Batteries-Based Renewable Energy Storage Systems,” 


Sustainable Energy Technologies and Assessments, 46, p. 101286  Thompson, D. L., Hartley, J. M., Lambert, S. 


M., Shiref, M., Harper, G. D. J., Kendrick, E., Anderson, P., Ryder, K. S., Gaines, L., and Abbott, A. P., 2020, “The 


Importance of Design in Lithium Ion Battery Recycling – a Critical Review,” Green Chem., 22(22), pp. 7585–7603. 


Golubkov, A. W., Scheikl, S., Planteu, R., Voitic, G., Wiltsche, H., Stangl, C., Fauler, G., Thaler, A., and Hacker, 


V., 2015, “Thermal Runaway of Commercial 18650 Li-Ion Batteries with LFP and NCA Cathodes – Impact of 


State of Charge and Overcharge,” RSC Adv., 5(70), pp. 57171–57186.  Dunn, J. B., Barnes, M., Gaines, L., 


Sullivan, J., and Wang, M., 2012, Material and Energy Flows in the Materials Production, Assembly, and End-of-


Life Stages of the Automotive Lithium-Ion Battery Life Cycle, ANL/ESD/12-3, Argonne National Laboratory, 9700 


South Cass Avenue, Argonne, Illinois 60439. 
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If all 8 modules should fail at the same time these amounts would be 8 times larger.  
 
In addition to the above mentioned substances, copper has also been detected in lithium-ion 
batteries with a composition weight percentage of 3 to 10%.  According to the 7-29-19 NEO 
Virtus Engineering decommissioning plan for the project, the lithium-ion batteries weigh 
292,683 pounds in the 24 MWh system.  Therefore, approximately 8,780 to 29,268 pounds of 
copper are present or approximately 1,098 to 3,659 pounds per container.  Since copper and 
cobalt have similar pathways, copper further compounds the overall contaminant load on the 
environment. Both are metals and both are subject to regulatory environmental concerns. 
 
In the event of a battery fire, large amounts of water would be applied to the battery storage 
area.  Contaminants from the batteries would then be discharged into the air, soil and surface 
water via runoff, toxic gas venting, fire and explosion.  Furthermore, the intense heat from the 
fire would accelerate the dissolution of toxic metals into a waterborne solution. 
 
The nature of the high drainage soils on site would allow transference of contaminants into the 
ground water system.  The amount of water needed for a 24 MWh system fire would be vast 
as a simple Tesla car fire required more than 30,000 gallons of water to extinguish over 4 
hours. (See page 5 HF gas sequencing – water addition creates hydrofluoric acid) 
 
These amounts of hazardous substances would be catastrophic for the environment and for 
the overall area currently classified as an Area of Critical Environmental Concerns (ACEC).  
Three types of hazardous materials that would be released can be categorized as solids, 
liquids, and gasses. Gasses, in particular HF, would very quickly react with vegetation, animal 
species, and water, destroying most living organisms along the way probably within hours or a 
day.  HF dissolved in water will likely penetrate soil horizons and burn all root systems as it 
percolates into the subsurface. Perhaps the most lasting effect can unfortunately be expected 
from the polluting effect of cobalt bearing compounds. These compounds would stay as solid 
material and penetrate near surface soil horizons and eventually become an inhalation hazard 
(see figure below; from https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-09/documents/cobalt-
compounds.pdf): 
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In summary, the environmental hazards posed by both the solar PV panel farm and by the 
ESS (energy storage system), with a real failure rate of the proposed Fairland Farm Solar 
project, are substantial and should be viewed as undesirable for the integrity of the 
environment and the likely risks to human health. 
 


 


(Prof. Rudolph Hon Ph.D. is a retired professor from Boston College. He received his doctorate degree 


from MIT followed by an academic position for 42 years in the Department of Earth and Environmental 


Sciences in the field of geochemistry, environmental geology and more recently in water quality, and 


natural and manmade contaminants. His research subjects included origin and pathways of radon, 


contaminant pathways of arsenic, and impact of deicing chemicals (road salt) on drinking water 


supplies.) 


 








Fire erupts at Tesla battery storage plant as residents told 'close all windows and doors' 


Story by Abigail O'Leary & Anthony Orrico 


 • 1d • 3 min read 


 


 


 


The blast at the Moss Landing plant sent huge flames billowing from the building as black 


smoke drifted from the scene© KSBW 


A fire has broken out at a California power plant that is home to the largest battery storage 


facility in the world, as hazmat teams warn residents to close all windows and doors. 


The blast at the Moss Landing plant sent huge flames billowing from the building as black 


smoke drifted from the scene. The County of Monterey issued a statement saying: "North 


Monterey County Fire Department is currently responding to a fire at Moss Landing Power 


Plant." 


Fire officials are urging residents in the area to close all doors and windows and evacuation 


orders have been issued for zones MRY-B037, MRY-B047, MRY-B050, MRY-B051, MRY-


B053, MRY-B058 and MRY-B060. Residents are also requested to stay out of the area to allow 


for access of emergency vehicles. 



https://www.themirror.com/all-about/wildfires

https://www.themirror.com/all-about/california

https://www.themirror.com/news/us-news/tesla-cybertruck-crash-kills-3-829185

https://www.themirror.com/news/us-news/tesla-cybertruck-crash-kills-3-829185

https://www.themirror.com/news/us-news/breaking-california-wildfire-death-toll-915190

https://www.mirror.co.uk/news/us-news/california-wildfires-death-toll-reaches-13576784





 


the Vistra battery storage facility in Moss Landing is on fire 


https://x.com/redwayve/status/1880075261238186416© Carlos Leyva/KSBW 


The plant had previously caught fire back in September 2022 when one of the plant's 


independent battery storage station caught fire. The station were restarted in December 2022 


after Energy Safety Response Group (ESRG), an independent energy safety consulting, 


completed an investigation of the incident and PG&E, and Tesla the supplier of the batteries 


"implemented corrective actions and conducted extensive system testing," according to a press 


release from PG&E. 


It is unclear at this time the same area of the plant is involved in the current incident but ESRG's 


report from 2022 found that the fire was caused by "an equipment installation issue resulting in 


water ingress caused the battery’s cells to overheat and catch fire," the release said. 


"NCFPD is aware and engaged at the Moss Landing Power Facility with all resources. We are 


attempting to mitigate the situation and gather as much information as we can. Please follow all 


guidelines being put out by safety personnel and stand by for more information," the department 


wrote in a statement on Facebook. 



https://web.archive.org/web/20240125201006/https:/www.pgecurrents.com/articles/3832-pg-e-shares-findings-september-2022-moss-landing-megapack-incident

https://web.archive.org/web/20240125201006/https:/www.pgecurrents.com/articles/3832-pg-e-shares-findings-september-2022-moss-landing-megapack-incident

https://web.archive.org/web/20240125201006/https:/www.pgecurrents.com/articles/3832-pg-e-shares-findings-september-2022-moss-landing-megapack-incident

https://www.facebook.com/NCDlocal3058/





 


the Vistra battery storage facility in Moss Landing is on fire 


https://x.com/danncianca/status/1880069931016024205/photo/1© KION News 


The plant is owned and operated by Houston-based Dynegy, a subsidiary of Vistra Corp. 


Highway 1 in the area has been closed as a result of the fire, KION reported citing the California 


Highway Patrol. 


Lithium ion batteries pose a particularly dangerous problem for the area as they are very difficult 


to extinguish and release heavily toxic smoke. 


The plant was commissioned in 1950 and primarily has served as a natural gas plant. The 


facility's battery storage stations, known as the Vistra and Elkhorn stations were completed in 


2019 and 2022 respectively but various expansions of the stations capacity have taken place 


since their initial completion. The 2022 incident involved only the Elkhorn station, according to 


PG&E. The Elkhorn and Vistra station have a storage capacities of 182.5 MW / 730 MWh and 


750 MW / 3,000 MWh respectively making them some of the largest battery storage facilities in 


the world. Vistra was constructed by Dynegy, a subsidiary of the plants owner Vistra Corp, while 


the batteries in the Elkhorn station were provided by Tesla, according to PG&E. 



https://kion546.com/news/kion-breaking-news/2025/01/16/breaking-building-on-fire-at-moss-landing-power-plant/




