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1 Introduction

Wheelhouse Solar ( ) is a solar electric generation facility up to 60
MWac proposed by Wheelhouse Solar (the
on Couches Creek Road, near the town of Victoria, Lunenburg County, Virginia.  The 
project area will span approximately 397.6 acres and will connect to a 115kV transmission 
line owned by Dominion Energy.

requirements of the Lunenburg County Solar Ordinance. The Project will also comply with 
any applicable municipal, state and federal regulations. The Plan assumes 
decommissi

equipment and panels, appurtenant structures, and for restoration of the site to its previous 
condition (as much as reasonably practicable) can be found in the Plan.

Within 12 months of initiating the decommissioning, the Project Owner will safely have the 
relevant components removed from the land and will then restore the site as described 
below.

This Plan lays out the procedures for restoring the site to its original use, based on the 
recent historical land use of the property or other economical land uses as desired by the 

life. The Plan describes 
procedures for the removal of Facility components. The components of the Facility are 

2 Project Components

The Conceptual Site Plan provides detailed information regarding the anticipated location 
and description of the Facility components. The Facility generally consists of the 
equipment and infrastructure listed below:

Steel Piers and Racking;

PV Panels;

Inverters;

Electrical Collection Lines;

Access Roads;

Fencing, Gating, and Safety Features;

Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Building (TBD);

Weather Stations; and
Project Collection Substation.



                                                   
Wheelhouse Solar Decommissioning Plan

                            

REV 1 5 | Page

3 Regulatory Compliance

Prior to the commencement of decommissioning, the Project Owner will perform the 
appropriate due diligence requirements and obtain the necessary Lunenburg County, 
state, and federal approvals to complete decommissioning activities. To mitigate any 
environmental impact from decommissioning, the Project Owner will assess the necessary 
permits and approvals in the future regulatory environment to maintain regulatory 
compliance. Anticipated types of evaluations may include the following:

Review of on-site jurisdictional status and potential impacts to wetlands 
and waterbodies to comply with the Clean Water Act;

Consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service to evaluate 
compliance with the Endangered Species Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, and any other relevant regulations 
at the time of decommissioning;

Consultation with the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality for 
compliance with any pertinent state regulatory requirements;

Completion of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment in support of 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) protection;

Development and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP);

Lunenburg County building, road, discharge, or erosion control permits 
(as necessary); and

Special state or local hauling permits (as necessary).

4 Decommissioning

The Project will be decommissioned at the end of its useful life. When the Project Owner 
determines the Project is at the end of its useful life, or if the facility generates no electricity 
for a continuous period of 1 year. At least 60 days prior to the commencement of 
decommissioning activities, the Project Owner will notify the Lunenburg County officials. 
The following general decommissioning activities will occur:

Decommissioning Sequence
1. Obtain required site permits from Authority Having Jurisdiction (AHJ) 
2. Disconnect all utility grid power
3. Move all disconnects to the off position
4. Disconnect all above ground wirings, cables, and electrical connections
5. Remove all PV Modules
6. Remove inverters, mounting equipment, and posts
7. Remove all electrical switchgear, transformers, and their foundations
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8. Remove Data Acquisition System (DAS) equipment, feeders, and conduit
9. Remove all above ground mounting equipment components and posts
10.  Excavate and remove Underground feeders and conduit
11.  Remove all MV feeders and utility poles
12.  Removal of Collector Substation
13.  Removal of weather station
14.  Remove access road
15.  Remove all fencing
16. Fill/Grade/Seed as needed

Some components may be left in place under certain circumstances. Electrical lines that 
will not impact future use of the Project Area (at least 3 feet in depth) may be left in place 
per renewable industry practices. Steel piles, where full removal is unattainable, may be 
cut and left in place at a depth of 3 feet or greater below the ground surface. Additionally, 
landowners may desire that certain improvements such as fencing, or access roads 
remain in place for their use. The Project Owner will obtain a written request from the 
landowner for any improvement to remain in place.

5 Materials, Recycling, and Disposal

Many components of the Facility, such as racking, wiring, piles, and panels, retain value 
over time. Panels, while slightly less efficient than when installed, may be reused 
elsewhere, or their components may be broken down and recycled. Recycling of solar 
panels and equipment is rapidly evolving and can be handled through a combination of 
sources such as certain manufacturers, e.g., PV Cycle (an international waste program 
founded by and for the PV industry), or waste management companies. More than 90 
percent of the semiconductor material and glass can be reused in new modules and 
products. Other waste materials that hold no value will be recycled or disposed of via a 
licensed solid waste disposal facility.

6 Site Restoration

Following the completion of decommissioning activities, it is anticipated that the site will 
primarily be converted back to the pre-construction land uses. The land will be graded as 
necessary, though minimal grading is expected to be required, and decompacted to allow 
for productive agricultural use. Following completion of the decommissioning activities, 
the site will be reseeded as necessary with native grasses. Decommissioning of the 
Facility, including the removal of materials followed by site restoration, should be 
completed in approximately 12 months.
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7 Decommissioning Cost Estimate

7.1 OPINION OF PROBABLE DECOMMISSIONING COST
Detailed Project Description: The Project is a single-axis tracking solar electric 
generating facility, consisting of 27 modules per string, that will be in Lunenburg
County, VA near Couches Creek Road.

Table 7-1: Estimated Decommissioning Cost:

PV Module Removal QUANTITY UNITS
Unit 
Cost 

Total Comment

# Solar Panels 540 W 144,450 EA $5 $722,250 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

SUBTOTAL $722,250 

Foundations Structural Removal QUANTITY UNITS
Unit 
Cost

Total Comment

# Panel Support Steel Piles 24,370 EA $12 $292,440 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

# Panel Racks 5,350 EA $60 $321,000 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

SUBTOTAL $613,440 

Electrical Equipment Removal QUANTITY UNITS
Unit 
Cost

Total Comment

Inverter, 3.6 MW 19 EA $1,000 $19,000 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

MV Transformers, 4,000 kVA 19 EA $3,500 $66,500 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

Tracker Motor 200 EA $15 $3,000 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

SUBTOTAL $88,500 

Electrical Wires Removal QUANTITY UNITS
Unit 
Cost

Total Comment

MV Conductor (10% removal) 19,554 FT $30 $58,662 Removal, Excavation

DC/LC Conductor
           
262,438 

FT $2 $524,876 Removal, Non-Excavation

SUBTOTAL $583,538 

Collector Substation Removal QUANTITY UNITS
Unit 
Cost

Total Comment

Circuit Breakers 34.5 kV 3 EA $7,500 $22,500 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

HV Circuit Breakers 115 kV 1 EA $10,000 $10,000 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

Substation Steel 1 LOT $200,000 $200,000 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

Foundation/Fence 1 LOT $75,000 $75,000 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

Main Power Transformers 115 -
34.5 kV 41.04/54.72/68.4

1 EA $45,000 $45,000 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

Substation Control House 1 EA $15,000 $15,000 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

Capacitor Bank (Size TBD) 1 EA $40,000 $40,000 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

SUBTOTAL $407,500 
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Fence/land, Removal/Restoration QUANTITY UNITS
Unit 
Cost

Total Comment

Fence Perimeter 40,042 FT $1 $40,042 Disassembly, Haul off-site 

Civil Site Remediation (disturbed 
area) 397.6 Acre $4,000 $1,590,400 Restoration and Seeding

Storm Water Management Ponds 33 EA $3,000 $99,000 Restoration

Mobilization, Engineering & 
Permitting

$175,000 
Budgeted

SUBTOTAL $1,904,442

Summary of Cost Estimates

PV Module Removal $722,250 

Foundations Structural Removal $613,440 

Electrical Equipment Removal $88,500 

Electrical Wires Removal $583,538 

Collector Substation Removal $407,500 

Fence/land, Removal/Restoration $1,865,442 

ESTIMATED GRAND TOTAL $4,319,670 

Data Sources:

1. Material List and Quantities: Based on schematic design.

2. Unit Price Values:            Based on R.S. Means and typical quantities for various 
components.

7.2 OPINION OF PROBABLE SALVAGE VALUE COST

There should be opportunity to reclaim metal scrap value from electrical equipment. Yard 
equipment such as bus work, circuit breakers, and power transformers contain a 
significant amount of conductive material such as copper and aluminum. Dead-end and 
other steel structures contain a significant amount of steel. Rubble from the foundation 
demolition and all other materials would be sent to landfill at cost. The scrap value of the 
substation is presented in Table 7-2.

Timmons Group considers that there is a resale market for substation transformers. 
Therefore, the transformer could be sold as operational second-hand equipment instead 
of being scrapped. This scenario has been considered.
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Table 7-2 Estimated Salvage Value:

PV Module (At: $.3/W before Removal and 
Hauling)

QUANTITY UNITS
Estimated 

New 
Cost/Unit

Estimated 
New Total 

Cost

Estimated 
Salvage Value 
10% of New Cost

# Solar Panels 540W @ $.33/W =$178 less 
Hauling 20% = $142 net 144,450

EA $142.00 $20,511,900 $2,051,190 

SUBTOTAL $2,051,190 

Foundations Structural (at:$ .20/LB after 
Removal and Hauling)

QUANTITY UNITS
Estimated 

Weight 
LB.

Estimated 
Salvage 

Value

Estimated 
Salvage Value 

# Panel Support Steel Piles 24,370 EA 100 $0.20 $487,400.00 

# Panel Racks 5,350 EA 1,000 $0.20 $1,070,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $1,557,400.00 

Electrical Equipment QUANTITY UNITS
Estimated 

New 
Cost/Unit

Estimated 
New Total 

Cost

Estimated 
Salvage Value 
20% of New Cost

MV Transformers: 4,000 kVA 19 EA $80,000 $1,520,000 $304,000 

$304,000 

Electrical Collector Substation QUANTITY UNITS
Estimated 

New 
Cost/Unit

Estimated 
New Total 

Cost

Estimated 
Salvage Value 
20% of New Cost

Circuit Breakers 34.5 kV 3 EA $35,000 $105,000 $21,000 

HV Circuit Breakers 115 kV 1 EA $120,000 $120,000 $24,000 

Substation Steel 1 LOT $1,200,000 $1,200,000 $240,000 

Foundation/Trench/Conduit/Cable* 1 LOT $200,000 $200,000 $40,000 

Main Power Transformers 115 - 34.5 kV 
41.04/54.72/68.4

1 EA $1,200,000 $1,200,000 $240,000 

Substation Control House 1 EA $400,000 $400,000 $80,000 

Capacitor Bank (Size TBD) 1 EA $250,000 $250,000 $50,000 

SUBTOTAL $3,475,000 $695,000 

Electrical Wires/cables QUANTITY UNITS
Estimated 

New 
Cost/Unit

Estimated 
New Total 

Cost

Estimated 
Salvage Value 
10% of New Cost

MV Conductor (only 10% of total) 19,554 FT $35 $684,390 $68,439 

DC/LC Conductor 262,438 FT $5 $1,312,190 $131,219 

SUBTOTAL $199,658 

Fence QUANTITY UNITS
Estimated 

Weight 
LB.

Estimated 
Salvage 

Value

Estimated 
Salvage 
Value/Including 
Removal

Fence Perimeter (1.3 lb. per square ft, 6ft 
height) 40,042

FT 312,328 $0.45 $70,273.71 

Fence Post every 10 ft (9 ft length, 2.3 lb./Ft) 4,004 FT 142,644 $0.45 $32,094.90 

SUBTOTAL $102,368.61 
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7.3 NET DECOMMISSIONING COST 

The net decommissioning cost for the Project is calculated by subtracting the salvage value 
from the total of the disassembly and removal costs. As noted in Table 7-1 and Table 7-2 
the total estimated decommissioning costs will be $4,319,670 and Table 7-2 the total 
estimated salvage value of Project components will be $4,909,617. The estimated net 
decommissioning cost will be a ($689,947) positive return.

Summary of Estimate

Estimated Decommissioning Cost $4,319,670

Estimated Salvage Value $4,909,617 

ESTIMATED NET COST ($589,947)
Note: Negative values, in parenthesis, is positive returns to the Project.

7.4 DECOMMISSIONING ASSUMPTIONS

1. To develop a cost estimate for the decommissioning of the Project, Timmons 
Group made the following assumptions, with and costs were estimates based on 
current pricing, technology, and regulatory requirements. The assumptions are 
listed in order from top to bottom of the estimate spreadsheet. We developed 
time and materials-based estimates considering composition of work crews. 
When materials have a salvage value at the end of the project life, the
construction activity costs, and the hauling/freight cost are separated from the 
disposal costs or salvage value to make future revisions to salvage values more 
transparent.

2. Decommissioning year is based on a 10-year initial period for the financial 
security. The projected life of the project is 40 years.

3. This Cost Estimate is based on the Timmons Group data request forwarded July 
2022.

4. Common labor will be used for the majority of the tasks except for heavy 
equipment operation. Pricing is based on local Southeast US labor rates. 

Summary of Salvage Values Estimate

PV Module $2,051,190 

Foundations Structural $1,557,400 

Electrical Equipment $304,000 

Electrical Wires $695,000

Electrical Collector Substation $199,658 

Fence $102,369 

ESTIMATED GRAND TOTAL $4,909,617 
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5. Permit applications required include the preparation of a Stormwater Pollution 
Protection Plan (SWPPP) and a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure 
(SPCC) Plan.

6. Road gravel removal was estimated on a time and material basis using a 16 foot 
width and an 8 inch thickness for the access roads. Substation aggregate is 
included in the substation quantities. Since the material will not remain on site, a 
hauling cost is added to the removal cost. Road aggregate can often be disposed 
of by giving to landowners for use on driveways and parking areas. Many landfills 

disposal.

7. Grade Road Corridor reflects the cost of mobilizing and operating light equipment 
to spread and smooth the topsoil stockpiled on site to replace the aggregate 
removed from the road.

8. Erosion and sediment control along road reflects the cost of silt fence on the 
downhill side of the road and surrounding all on-site wetlands.

9. Topsoil is required to be stockpiled on site during construction, therefore this 
topsoil is available on site to replace the road aggregate, once removed. 
Subsoiling cost to decompact roadway areas is estimated as $500 per acre 
(based on previous bid prices), and revegetation on removed road area, which 
includes seed, fertilizer, lime, and care until vegetation is established is $2,500

-
decommissioning activities are not expected to eliminate the existing grasses 
and vegetation under the arrays or heavily compact the soils. Over-seeding does 
not include fertilizer and lime and is estimated at $4,000 per acre.

10. Fence removal includes loading, hauling, and recycling or disposal. Fences and 
posts weigh approximately 2.3 pounds per foot.

11.
piece of specialized tracked equipment. Crew productivity is approximately 240 
posts per day, and the same crew and equipment should have a similar 
productivity removing the posts, resulting in a per post cost of approximately $12.  
We assume a cost of $12.00 per post to include hauling fees and contingencies.

12. A metal recycling facility (FEA Salvage and Recycling) is located in Orange, 
Virginia and is relatively close to the project site. Steel scrap pricing was acquired 
from www.scrapmonster.com. 

13. The solar panels rated 540 watts can easily be disconnected, removed, and 
packed by a three-person crew at a rate we estimate at 12 panels per hour.

14. No topsoil is planned to be removed from the site during decommissioning and 
most of the site will not have been compacted by heavy truck or equipment traffic 
so the site turf establishment cost is based on RS Means unit prices for applying 
lime, fertilizer, and seed at the price of per acre plus an allowance for some areas 
to be decompacted.
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15. There is an active market for reselling and recycling electrical transformers and 
inverters with several national companies specializing in recycling. We have 
assumed a 20% recovery of these units based on field experience with used 
transformers as opposed to trying to break them down into raw material 
components. 

16. The underground collection lines are assumed to be aluminum conductor.

17. Care to prevent damage and breakage of equipment, PV modules, inverters, 
capacitors, and SCADA must be exercised, but removal assumes unskilled 
common labor under supervision.

The estimated salvage values are derived from years of experience decommissioning and 
uprating electric substations, overhead transmission and distribution hardware and 
underground distribution hardware that would include but not be limited to substation and 
pad mounted transformers, overhead and underground conductors, poles, fencing, ground 
grid conductors, control housings, circuit breakers (high and medium voltage), protective 
relaying, and other hardware items.  These individual items have high salvage value either 
as stand-alone components to be reused or recycled and sold as used items.  These items 
also have a relatively high salvage value as pure scrap for steel, copper and other 
commodities. 

For all medium voltage transformers, breakers and other items, Southeastern Transformer 
Company in Dunn, NC provides complete repair, upgrading and recycling and resale for all 
items mentioned above. Their website is:  https://www.setransformer.com. They have a 
national presence.

For any and all recycling and upgrading, Solomon Corporation offers the same set of 
services for transformer repair and recycling and complete substation decommissioning 
services.  With seven different locations, Solomon is one of several vendors that can 
decommission and recycle the components as noted above.  Their website is:  
https://www.solomoncorp.com/.  Solomon Corporation is only one of many transmission 
and distribution recycle and decommissioning shops that do this mainly to harvest the 
components. 

For recycling conductor, General Cable and Southwire both utilize extensive scrap 
procurement programs to reuse copper and aluminum conductor harvested from projects 
such as this one to supplement and reduce their raw material costs.  

Here is the link to the General Cable program which only increases the salvage values 
found in this Plan:  General Cable Recycling https://es.generalcable.com/na/us-
can/socialresponsibility/sustainability/recycling

As for solar panels, they are in demand as salvageable items either in whole or for their 
raw material.  According to the International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA), more 
than 90% of all the materials are high grade silicon, aluminum and glass and are typically 
harvested to produce new panels.  This is far less expensive than buying unprocessed raw 
materials for production. 
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The base industry assumption is that since solar panels are expected to retain about 75% 
of their production capability after 35 years of use, a salvage value of 10% of original cost 
is a low estimate of their expected value and as we note in assumption.  This considers 
possible technology improvements and undervalues the anticipated salvage value of the 

set of PV recycling vendors that specialize in doing this today and they can be found at: 
https://www.seia.org/initiatives/seia-national-pv-recycling-program.

First Solar, which has been active in the solar industry since its inception, takes solar 
modules and recycles 90% of the semiconductor material which is then reused in new 
modules.  90% of the glass product can be reused as new glass products, including panels 
and fiber optic cable.  We can conclude that realistically the estimated 10% salvage value 
is low and reflects a conserva
is at: http://www.firstsolar.com/en/Modules/Recycling.

8 Financial Assurance

The Project Owner will post a financial surety as required by the Lunenburg County zoning 
ordinance. Based on industry trends, the projected and actual costs of decommissioning are 
expected to go down over time based on improvements both to best practices in calculating these 
costs and the decommissioning process itself. The Project Owner will reevaluate 
decommissioning costs with a qualified engineering consultant every five years during the life of 
the Project.









July 25, 2022 

Mr. Garrett Weeks 
Wheelhouse Solar 
c/o Palladium Energy 
4446 Hendricks Avenue #356 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 

RE: Wheelhouse Solar Impact Analysis, Fowlkes Road, Victoria, Lunenburg County, VA 

Mr. Weeks 

At your request, I have considered the impact of a 60 MW solar farm proposed to be constructed on 
a portion of 602.88 acres of land off Fowlkes Road, Victoria, Lunenburg County, Virginia.  
Specifically, I have been asked to give my professional opinion on whether the proposed solar farm 
will have any impact on adjoining property value and whether �the location and character of the use, 
if developed according to the plan as submitted and approved, will be in harmony with the area in 
which it is to be located.� 

To form an opinion on these issues, I have researched and visited existing and proposed solar farms 
in Virginia as well as other states, researched articles through the Appraisal Institute and other 
studies, and discussed the likely impact with other real estate professionals.  I have not been asked 
to assign any value to any specific property. 

This letter is a limited report of a real property appraisal consulting assignment and subject to the 
limiting conditions attached to this letter.  My client is Wheelhouse Solar c/o Palladium Energy, 
represented to me by Mr. Garrett Weeks.  My findings support the Application.  The effective date of 
this consultation is July 25, 2022.  

Conclusion 

The adjoining properties are well set back from the proposed solar panels and most of the site has 
good existing landscaping for screening the proposed solar farm.  The closest home will be at least 
900 feet from the nearest solar panel and the average distance will be 1,156 feet to the nearest solar 
panel. 

The matched pair analysis shows no impact on home values due to abutting or adjoining a solar 
farm as well as no impact to abutting or adjacent vacant residential or agricultural land where the 
solar farm is properly screened and buffered.  The criteria that typically correlates with downward 
adjustments on property values such as noise, odor, and traffic all indicate that a solar farm is a 
compatible use for rural/residential transition areas and that it would function in a harmonious 
manner with this area. 

Data from the university studies, broker commentary, and other appraisal studies support a finding 
of no impact on property value adjoining a solar farm with proper setbacks and landscaped buffers.  

Richard C. Kirkland, Jr., MAI 
9408 Northfield Court 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27603 
Phone (919) 414-8142 
rkirkland2@gmail.com 
www.kirklandappraisals.com 

Kirkland
Appraisals, LLC 
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Very similar solar farms in very similar areas have been found by hundreds of towns and counties 
not to have a substantial negative effect to abutting or adjoining properties, and many of those 
findings of no impact have been upheld by appellate courts.  Similar solar farms have been 
approved with adjoining agricultural uses, schools, churches, and residential developments.     

Based on the data and analysis in this report, it is my professional opinion that the solar farm 
proposed at the subject property will have no impact on the value of adjoining or abutting properties 
and that the proposed use is in harmony with the area in which it is located.   I note that some of 
the positive implications of a solar farm that have been expressed by people living next to solar 
farms include protection from future development of residential developments or other more 
intrusive uses, reduced dust, odor and chemicals from former farming operations, protection from 
light pollution at night, it�s quiet, and there is minimal traffic. 

If you have any questions, please let me know. 
 
Sincerely, 

  
Richard C. Kirkland, Jr., MAI  
NC Certified General Appraiser #A4359 
VA Certified General Appraiser # 4001017291  
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I. Proposed Project and Adjoining Uses 

Proposed Use Description 

This 60 MW solar farm proposed to be constructed on a portion of 602.88 acres of land off Fowlkes 
Road, Victoria, Lunenburg County, Virginia.   

Adjoining Properties 

I have considered adjoining uses and included a map to identify each parcel�s location.  The closest 
adjoining home will be at least 900 feet from the closest solar panel and the average distance to 
adjoining homes will be 1,156 feet to the nearest solar panel.  Adjoining land is a mix of residential 
and agricultural uses.   

The breakdown of those uses by acreage and number of parcels is summarized below.     

 

 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 4.15% 38.89%

Agricultural 84.26% 50.00%

Agri/Res 11.58% 11.11%
Total 100.00% 100.00%

Surrounding Uses

GIS Data Adjoin Adjoin Distance (ft)

# MAP ID Owner Acres Present Use Acres Parcels Home/Panel

1 020-0A-0-29 Gay 324.85 Agricultural 24.47% 5.56% N/A
2 020-0A-0-32 Gay 319.17 Agricultural 24.04% 5.56% N/A
3 020-0A-0-31 Cataldo 4.96 Residential 0.37% 5.56% 1,125
4 020-0A-0-30 Wells 10.00 Residential 0.75% 5.56% 960
5 032-0A-0-5 Wells 1.00 Residential 0.08% 5.56% N/A
6  032-0A-0-6D Fowlkes 70.88 Agricultural 5.34% 5.56% N/A
7 032-0A-0-6A Hamlett 66.24 Agricultural 4.99% 5.56% N/A
8 032-0A-0-6C Hamlett 94.69 Agricultural 7.13% 5.56% N/A
9 032-0A-0-7 Bohannon 67.20 Agricultural 5.06% 5.56% N/A

10 032-0A-0-9A Overton 78.81 Agri/Res 5.94% 5.56% 1,385
11 032-0A-0-11 Shelton 75.00 Agri/Res 5.65% 5.56% 1,650
12 032-08-0-A5 Morneau 6.19 Residential 0.47% 5.56% 1,030
13  032-0A-0-14C Wilmouth 23.61 Agricultural 1.78% 5.56% N/A
14 032-0A-0-3 Tomlinson 20.00 Residential 1.51% 5.56% 1,140
15 032-0A-0-2A Amos 7.00 Residential 0.53% 5.56% 1,060
16 032-0A-0-2B Overton 6.00 Residential 0.45% 5.56% 900
17  020-0A-0-27 Gay 49.05 Agricultural 3.69% 5.56% N/A
18 020-0A-0-28 Wilkerson 103.10 Agricultural 7.77% 5.56% N/A

Total 1327.750 100.00% 100.00% 1,156
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Demographics Around Subject Property 

I have pulled demographic data around a 1-mile, 3-mile and 5-mile radius from the middle of the 
project as shown on the following pages.   

It is noteworthy that the population in all three rings has been declining since 2010 and projected to 
continue declining by the Census data identified. 
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II. Methodology and Discussion of Issues 

Standards and Methodology 

I conducted this analysis using the standards and practices established by the Appraisal 
Institute and that conform to the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.  The 
analyses and methodologies contained in this report are accepted by all major lending 
institutions, and they are used in Virginia and across the country as the industry standard by 
certified appraisers conducting appraisals, market analyses, or impact studies and are 
considered adequate to form an opinion of the impact of a land use on neighboring properties. 
These standards and practices have also been accepted by the courts at the trial and appellate 
levels and by federal courts throughout the country as adequate to reach conclusions about 
the likely impact a use will have on adjoining or abutting properties. 
 
The aforementioned standards compare property uses in the same market and generally within 
the same calendar year so that fluctuating markets do not alter study results.  Although these 
standards do not require a linear study that examines adjoining property values before and 
after a new use (e.g. a solar farm) is developed, some of these studies do in fact employ this 
type of analysis.  Comparative studies, as used in this report, are considered an industry 
standard. 
 
The type of analysis employed is a Matched Pair Analysis or Paired Sales Analysis.  This 
methodology is outlined in The Appraisal of Real Estate, Twelfth Edition by the Appraisal Institute 
pages 438-439.  It is further detailed in Real Estate Damages, Third Edition, pages 33-36 by 
Randall Bell PhD, MAI.  Paired sales analysis is used to support adjustments in appraisal work for 
factors ranging from the impact of having a garage, golf course view, or additional bedrooms.  It is 
an appropriate methodology for addressing the question of impact of an adjoining solar farm.  The 
paired sales analysis is based on the theory that when two properties are in all other respects 
equivalent, a single difference can be measured to indicate the difference in price between them.  Dr. 
Bell describes it as comparing a test area to control areas.  In the example provided by Dr. Bell he 
shows five paired sales in the test area compared to 1 to 3 sales in the control areas to determine a 
difference.  I have used 3 sales in the control areas in my analysis for each sale developed into a 
matched pair. 
 
Determining what is an External Obsolescence 
 
An external obsolescence is a use of property that, because of its characteristics, might have a 
negative impact on the value of adjacent or nearby properties because of identifiable impacts.  
Determining whether a use would be considered an external obsolescence requires a study that 
isolates that use, eliminates any other causing factors, and then studies the sales of nearby 
versus distant comparable properties. The presence of one or a combination of key factors does 
not mean the use will be an external obsolescence, but a combination of these factors tends to 
be present when market data reflects that a use is an external obsolescence. 
 
External obsolescence is evaluated by appraisers based on several factors.  These factors 
include but are not limited to: 
 
1) Traffic.  Solar Farms are not traffic generators.  
 
2) Odor. Solar farms do not produce odor.   
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3) Noise.  Solar farms generate no noise concerns and are silent at night. 
 
4) Environmental.  Solar farms do not produce toxic or hazardous waste.  Grass is 
maintained underneath the panels so there is minimal impervious surface area. 
 
5) Appearance/Viewshed.  This is the one area that potentially applies to solar farms.  
However, solar farms are generally required to provide significant setbacks and landscaping 
buffers to address that concern.  Furthermore, any consideration of appearance of viewshed 
impacts has to be considered in comparison with currently allowed uses on that site.  For 
example if a residential subdivision is already an allowed use, the question becomes in what 
way does the appearance impact adjoining property owners above and beyond the appearance 
of that allowed subdivision or other similar allowed uses. 
 
6) Other factors.  I have observed and studied many solar farms and have never observed 
any characteristic about such facilities that prevents or impedes neighbors from fully using 
their homes or farms or businesses for the use intended. 
 
Relative Solar Farm Sizes 
 
Solar farms have been increasing in size in recent years.  Much of the data collected is from 
existing, older solar farms of smaller size, but there are numerous examples of sales adjoining 
75 to 80 MW facilities that show a similar trend as the smaller solar farms.  This is 
understandable given that the primary concern relative to a solar farm is the appearance or 
view of the solar farm, which is typically addressed through setbacks and landscaping buffers.  
The relevance of data from smaller solar farms to larger solar farms is due to the primary 
question being one of appearance.  If the solar farm is properly screened, then little of the solar 
farm would be seen from adjoining property regardless of how many acres are involved.   
 
Larger solar farms are often set up in sections where any adjoining owner would only be able to 
see a small section of the project even if there were no landscaping screen.  Once a landscaping 
screen is in place, the primary view is effectively the same whether adjoining a 5 MW, 20 MW 
or 100 MW facility. 
 
I have split out the data for the matched pairs adjoining larger solar farms only to illustrate the 
similarities later in this report. 
 
 
Steps Involved in the Analysis 
 
The paired sales analysis employed in this report follows the following process: 
  

1. Identify sales of property adjoining existing solar farms. 
2. Compare those sales to similar property that does not adjoin an existing solar farm. 
3. Confirmation of sales are noted in the analysis write ups. 
4. Distances from the homes to panels are included as a measure of the setbacks.  
5. Topographic differences across the solar farms themselves are likewise noted along with 

demographic data for comparing similar areas. 
 
There are a number of Sale/Resale comparables included in the write ups, but most of the data 
shown is for sales of homes after a solar farm has been announced (where noted) or after a solar 
farm has been constructed. 
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III. Research on Solar Farms 

A. Appraisal Market Studies 

I have also considered a number of impact studies completed by other appraisers as detailed below. 

CohnReznick � Property Value Impact Study: Adjacent Property Values Solar Impact Study: A 
Study of Eight Existing Solar Facilities 

Patricia McGarr, MAI, CRE, FRICS, CRA and Andrew R. Lines, MAI with CohnReznick completed an 
impact study for a proposed solar farm in Cheboygan County, Michigan completed on June 10, 
2020.  I am familiar with this study as well as a number of similar such studies completed by 
CohnReznick.  I have not included all of these studies but I submit this one as representative of 
those studies. 

This study addresses impacts on value from eight different solar farms in Michigan, Minnesota, 
Indiana, Illinois, Virginia and North Carolina.  These solar farms are 19.6 MW, 100 MW, 11.9 MW, 
23 MW, 71 MW, 61 MW, 40 MW, and 19 MW for a range from 11.9 MW to 100 MW with an average 
of 31 MW and a median of 31.5 MW.  They analyzed a total of 24 adjoining property sales in the Test 
Area and 81 comparable sales in the Control Area over a five-year period. 

The conclusion of this study is that there is no evidence of any negative impact on adjoining 
property values based on sales prices, conditions of sales, overall marketability, potential for new 
development or rate of appreciation. 

Christian P. Kaila & Associates � Property Impact Analysis � Proposed Solar Power Plant 
Guthrie Road, Stuarts Draft, Augusta County, Virginia 

Christian P. Kaila, MAI, SRA and George J. Finley, MAI developed an impact study as referenced 
above dated June 16, 2020.  This was for a proposed 83 MW facility on 886 acres. 

Mr. Kaila interviewed appraisers who had conducted studies and reviewed university studies and 
discussed the comparable impacts of other development that was allowed in the area for a 
comparative analysis of other impacts that could impact viewshed based on existing allowed uses 
for the site.  He also discussed in detail the various other impacts that could cause a negative 
impact and how solar farms do not have such characteristics. 
 
Mr. Kaila also interviewed county planners and real estate assessors in eight different Virginia 
counties with none of the assessor�s identifying any negative impacts observed for existing solar 
projects.   
 
Mr. Kaila concludes on a finding of no impact on property values adjoining the indicated solar farm. 
 
Fred Beck, MAI, CCIM � Impact Analysis in Lincoln County 2013 

Mr. Fred Beck, MAI, CCIM completed an impact analysis in 2013 for a proposed solar farm that 
concluded on a negative impact on value.  That report relied on a single cancelled contract for an 
adjoining parcel where the contracted buyers indicated that the solar farm was the reason for the 
cancellation.  It also relied on the activities of an assessment impact that was applied in a nearby 
county.   

Mr. Beck was interviewed as part of the Christian Kalia study noted above.  From that I quote �Mr. 
Beck concluded on no effect on moderate priced homes, and only a 5% change in his limited 
research of higher priced homes.  His one sale that fell through is hardly a reliable sample.  It also 
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was misleading on Mr. Beck�s part to report the lower re-assessments since the primary cause of the 
re-assesments were based on the County Official, who lived adjacent to the solar farm, appeal to the 
assessor for reductions with his own home.�  In that Clay County Case study the noted lack of lot 
sales after announcement of the solar farm also coincided with the recession in 2008/2009 and lack 
of lot sales effectively defined that area during that time. 

I further note, that I was present at the hearing where Mr. Beck presented these findings and the 
predominance of his argument before the Lincoln County Board of Commissioner�s was based on 
the one cancelled sale as well as a matched pair analysis of high-end homes adjoining a four-story 
call center.  He hypothesized that a similar impact from that example could be compared to being 
adjacent solar farm without explaining the significant difference in view, setbacks, landscaping, 
traffic, light, and noise.  Furthermore, Mr. Beck did have matched pairs adjoining a solar farm in his 
study that he put in the back of his report and then ignored as they showed no impact on property 
value. 

Also noted in the Christian Kalia interview notes is a response from Mr. Beck indicating that in his 
opinion �the homes were higher priced homes and had full view of the solar farm.�  Based on a 
description of screening so that �the solar farm would not be in full view to adjoining property 
owners.  Mr. Beck said in that case, he would not see any drop in property value.� 

NorthStar Appraisal Company � Impact Analysis for Nichomus Run Solar, Pilesgrove, NJ, 
September 16, 2020 

Mr. William J. Sapio, MAI with NorthStar Appraisal Company considered a matched pair analysis 
for the potential impact on adjoining property values to this proposed 150 MW solar farm.  Mr. 
Sapio considered sales activity in a subdivision known as Point of Woods in South Brunswick 
Township and identified two recent new homes that were constructed and sold adjoining a 13 MW 
solar farm and compared them to similar homes in that subdivision that did not adjoin the solar 
farm.  These homes sold in the $1,290,450 to $1,336,613 price range and these homes were roughly 
200 feet from the closest solar panel. 

Based on this analysis, he concluded that the adjoining solar farm had no impact on adjoining 
property value. 

MR Valuation Consulting, LLC � The Kuhl Farm Solar Development and The Fischer Farm 
Solar Development � June 7, 2012 

Mr. Mark Pomykacaz, MAI MRICS with MR Valuation Consulting, LLC considered a matched pair 
analysis for sales near these solar farms.  The sales data presented supported a finding of no impact 
on property value for nearby and adjoining homes and concludes that there is no impact on 
marketing time and no additional risk involved with owning, building, or selling properties next to 
the solar farms. 

Mary McClinton Clay, MAI � McCracken County Solar Project Value Impact Report, July 10, 
2021 

Ms. Mary Clay, MAI reviewed a report by Kirkland Appraisals in this case and also provided a 
differing opinion of impact.  She cites a number of other appraisal studies and interestingly finds 
fault with heavily researched opinions, while praising the results of poorly researched studies that 
found the opposing view.   

Her analysis includes details from solar farms that show no impact on value, but she dismisses 
those. 

She cites the University of Texas study noted later in this report, but she cites only isolated portions 
of that study to conclude the opposite of what that study specifically concludes. 
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She cites the University of Rhode Island study noted alter in this report, but specifically excludes the 
conclusion of that study that in rural areas they found no impact on property value.   

She cites lot sales near Spotsylvania Solar without confirming the purchase prices with brokers as 
indicative of market impact and has made no attempt to compare lot prices that are 
contemporaneous.  In her 5 lot sales that she identifies, all of the lot prices decline with time from 
2015 through 2019.  This includes the 3 lot sales prior to the approval of the solar farm.  The 
decrease in lot values shown in this chart are more indicative of the trend in the market, than of any 
impact related to the solar farm.  Otherwise, how does she explain the drop in price from 2015 to 
2017 prior to the solar farm approval. 

She considers data at McBride Place Solar Farm and does a sale/resale analysis based on Zillow 
Home Value Index, which is not a reliable indication for appreciation in the market.  She then 
adjusted her initial sales prior to the solar farm over 7 years to determine what she believes the 
home should have appreciated by and then compares that to an actual sale.  She has run no tests 
or any analysis to show that the appreciation rates she is using are consistent with the market but 
more importantly she has not attempted to confirm any of these sales with market participants.  I 
have spoken with brokers active in the sales that she cites and they have all indicated that the solar 
farm was not a negative factor in marketing or selling those homes. 

She has considered lot sales at Sunshine Farms in Grandy, NC.  She indicates that the lots next to 
the solar farm are selling for less than lots not near the solar farm, but she is actually using lot sales 
next to the solar farm prior to the solar farm being approved.  She also ignores recent home sales 
adjoining this solar farm after it was built that show no impact on property value. 

She also notes a couple of situations where solar developers have purchased adjoining homes and 
resold them or where a neighbor agreement was paid as proof of a negative impact on property 
value.  Given that there are over 2,500 solar farms in the USA as of 2018 according to the U.S. 
Energy Information Administration and there are only a handful of such examples, this is clearly not 
an industry standard but a business decision.  Furthermore, solar developers are not in the 
business of flipping homes and are in a position very similar to a bank that acquires a home as 
OREO (Other Real Estate Owned), where homes are frequently sold at discounted prices, not 
because of any drop in value, but because they are not a typically motivated seller.  Market value 
requires an analysis of a typically motivated buyer and seller.  So these are not good indicators of 
market value impacts. 

The comments throughout this study are heavy in adjectives, avoids stating facts contrary to the 
conclusion and shows a strong selection bias. 

Conclusion of Impact Studies 

Of the five studies noted two included actual sales data to derive an opinion of no impact on value.  
The two studies to conclude on a negative impact includes the Fred Beck study based on no actual 
sales data, and he has since indicated that with landscaping screens he would not conclude on a 
negative impact.  The other study by Mary Clay shows improper adjustments for time, a lack of 
confirmation of sales comparables, and exclusion of data that does not support her position. 

I have relied on these studies as additional support for the findings in this impact analysis. 
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B. Articles 

I have also considered a number of articles on this subject as well as conclusions and analysis as 
noted below. 

Farm Journal Guest Editor, March 22, 2021 � Solar�s Impact on Rural Property Values 

Andy Ames, ASFMRA (American Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers) published this 
article that includes a discussion of his survey of appraisers and studies on the question of property 
value related to solar farms.  He discusses the university studies that I have cited as well as Patricia 
McGarr, MAI. 

He also discusses the findings of Donald A. Fisher, ARA, who served six years at the Chair of the 
ASFMRA�s National Appraisal Review Committee.  He is also the Executive Vice President of the CNY 
Pomeroy Appraiser and has conducted several market studies on solar farms and property impact.  
He is quoted in the article as saying, �Most of the locations were in either suburban or rural areas, 
and all of those studies found either a neutral impact, or ironically, a positive impact, where values 
on properties after installation of solar farms went up higher than time trends.� 

Howard Halderman, AFM, President and CEO of Halderman Real Estate and Farm Management 
attended the ASFMRA solar talk hosted by the Indiana Chapter of the ASFMRA and he concludes 
that other rural properties would likely see no impact and farmers and landowners shown even 
consider possible benefits.  �In some cases, farmers who rent land to a solar company will insure the 
viability of their farming operation for a longer time period.  This makes them better long-term 
tenants or land buyers so one can argue that higher rents and land values will follow due to the 
positive impact the solar leases offer.� 

National Renewable Energy Laboratory � Top Five Large-Scale Solar Myths, February 3, 2016 

Megan Day reports form NREL regarding a number of concerns neighbors often express.  Myth #4 
regarding property value impacts addresses specifically the numerous studies on wind farms that 
show no impact on property value and that solar farms have a significantly reduced visual impact 
from wind farms.  She highlights that the appearance can be addressed through mitigation 
measures to reduce visual impacts of solar farms through vegetative screening.  Such mitigations 
are not available to wind farms given the height of the windmills and again, those studies show no 
impact on value adjoining wind farms. 

North Carolina State University: NC Clean Energy Technology Center White Paper:  Balancing 
Agricultural Productivity with Ground-Based Solar Photovoltaic (PV) Development (Version 2), 
May 2019 

Tommy Cleveland and David Sarkisian wrote a white paper for NCSU NC Clean Energy Technology 
Center regarding the potential impacts to agricultural productivity from a solar farm use.  I have 
interviewed Tommy Cleveland on numerous occasions and I have also heard him speak on these 
issues at length as well.  He addresses many of the common questions regarding how solar farms 
work and a detailed explanation of how solar farms do not cause significant impacts on the soils, 
erosion and other such concerns.  This is a heavily researched paper with the references included. 

North Carolina State University: NC Clean Energy Technology Center White Paper:  Health 
and Safety Impacts of Solar Photovoltaics, May 2017 

Tommy Cleveland wrote a white paper for NCSU NC Clean Energy Technology Center regarding the 
health and safety impacts to address common questions and concerns related to solar farms.  This 
is a heavily researched white paper addressing questions ranging from EMFs, fire safety, as well as 
vegetation control and the breakdown of how a solar farm works. 
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C. Broker Commentary 

In the process of working up the matched pairs used later in this report, I have collected comments 
from brokers who have actually sold homes adjoining solar farms indicating that the solar farm had 
no impact on the marketing, timing, or sales price for the adjoining homes.  I have included 
comments from brokers within this report where they discussed specific solar projects including 
brokers from Kentucky, Virginia, Tennessee, and North Carolina. 

I have additional commentary from other states including New Jersey and Michigan that provide the 
same conclusion.  

IV. University Studies 

I have also considered the following studies completed by four different universities related to solar 
farms and impacts on property values. 

A. University of Texas at Austin, May 2018 
An Exploration of Property-Value Impacts Near Utility-Scale Solar Installations 

This study considers solar farms from two angles.  First it looks at where solar farms are being 
located and concludes that they are being located primarily in low density residential areas where 
there are fewer homes than in urban or suburban areas. 
 
The second part is more applicable in that they conducted a survey of appraisers/assessors on their 
opinions of the possible impacts of proximity to a solar farm.  They consider the question in terms of 
size of the adjoining solar farm and how close the adjoining home is to the solar farm.  I am very 
familiar with this part of the study as I was interviewed by the researchers multiple times as they 
were developing this.  One very important question that they ask within the survey is very 
illustrative.  They asked if the appraiser being surveyed had ever appraised a property next to a 
solar farm.  There is a very noticeable divide in the answers provided by appraisers who have 
experience appraising property next to a solar farm versus appraisers who self-identify as having no 
experience or knowledge related to that use.   
 
On Page 16 of that study they have a chart showing the responses from appraisers related to 
proximity to a facility and size of the facility, but they separate the answers as shown below with 
appraisers with experience in appraising properties next to a solar farm shown in blue and those 
inexperienced shown in brown.  Even within 100 feet of a 102 MW facility the response from 
experienced appraisers were -5% at most on impact.  While inexperienced appraisers came up with 
significantly higher impacts.  This chart clearly shows that an uninformed response widely diverges 
from the sales data available on this subject. 
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Furthermore, the question cited above does not consider any mitigating factors such as landscaping 
buffers or screens which would presumably reduce the minor impacts noted by experienced 
appraisers on this subject.   
 
The conclusion of the researchers is shown on Page 23 indicated that �Results from our survey of 
residential home assessors show that the majority of respondents believe that proximity to a solar 
installation has either no impact or a positive impact on home values.� 
 
This analysis supports the conclusion of this report that the data supports no impact on adjoining 
property values. 
 

B. University of Rhode Island, September 2020 
Property Value Impacts of Commercial-Scale Solar Energy in Massachusetts and 

Rhode Island 

The University of Rhode Island published a study entitled Property Value Impacts of Commercial-
Scale Solar Energy in Massachusetts and Rhode Island on September 29, 2020 with lead 
researchers being Vasundhara Gaur and Corey Lang.  I have read that study and interviewed Mr. 
Corey Lang related to that study.  This study is often cited by opponents of solar farms but the 
findings of that study have some very specific caveats according to the report itself as well as Mr. 
Lang from the interview. 

While that study does state in the Abstract that they found depreciation of homes within 1-mile of a 
solar farm, that impact is limited to non-rural locations.  On Pages 16-18 of that study under 
Section 5.3 Heterogeneity in treatment effect they indicate that the impact that they found was 
limited to non-rural locations with the impact in rural locations effectively being zero.  For the study 
they defined �rural� as a municipality/township with less than 850 population per square mile.   
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They further tested the robustness of that finding and even in areas up to 2,000 population per 
square mile they found no statistically significant data to suggest a negative impact.  They have not 
specifically defined a point at which they found negative impacts to begin, as the sensitivity study 
stopped checking at the 2,000-population dataset.  

Where they did find negative impacts was in high population density areas that was largely a factor 
of running the study in Massachusetts and Rhode Island which the study specifically cites as being 
the 2nd and 3rd most population dense states in the USA.  Mr. Lang in conversation as well as in 
recorded presentations has indicated that the impact in these heavily populated areas may reflect a 
loss in value due to the scarce greenery in those areas and not specifically related to the solar farm 
itself.  In other words, any development of that site might have a similar impact on property value. 

Based on this study I have checked the population for the Meherrin River District of Lunenburg 
County, which has a population of 2,425 population for 2021 based on HomeTownLocator.com and 
a total area of 80.83 square miles.  This indicates a population density of 30 people per square mile 
which puts this well below the threshold indicated by the Rhode Island Study.   

I therefore conclude that the Rhode Island Study supports a finding of no impact on adjoining 
properties for the proposed solar farm. 
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C. Georgia Institute of Technology, October 2020 
Utility-Scale Solar Farms and Agricultural Land Values 

This study was completed by Nino Abashidze as Post-Doctoral Research Associate of Health 
Economics and Analytics Labe (HEAL), School of Economics, Georgia Institute of Technology.  This 
research was started at North Carolina State University and analyzes properties near 451 utility-
scale ground-mount solar installations in NC that generate at least 1 MW of electric power.  A total 
of 1,676 land sales within 5-miles of solar farms were considered in the analysis. 

This analysis concludes on Page 21 of the study �Although there are no direct effects of solar farms 
on nearby agricultural land values, we do find evidence that suggests construction of a solar farm 
may create a small, positive, option -value for land owners that is capitalized into land prices.  
Specifically, after construction of a nearby solar farm, we find that agricultural land that is also 
located near transmission infrastructure may increase modestly in value.� 

This study supports a finding of no impact on adjoining agricultural property values and in some 
cases could support a modest increase in value. 

 

D. Master�s Thesis: ECU by Zachary Dickerson July 2018 
A Solar Farm in My Backyard?  Resident Perspectives of Utility-Scale Solar in Eastern 

North Carolina 

This study was completed as part of a Master of Science in Geography Master�s Thesis by Zachary 
Dickerson in July 2018.  This study sets out to address three questions: 

1. Are there different aspects that affect resident satisfaction regarding solar farms? 

2. Are there variations in satisfaction for residents among different geographic settings, e.g. 
neighborhoods adjacent to the solar farms or distances from the solar farms? 

3. How can insight from both the utility and planning sectors, combined with knowledge 
gained from residents, fill gaps in communication and policy writing in regard to solar 
farms? 

This was done through survey and interview with adjacent and nearby neighbors of existing solar 
farms.  The positive to neutral comments regarding the solar farms were significantly higher than 
negative.  The researcher specifically indicates on Page 46 �The results show that respondents 
generally do not believe the solar farms pose a threat to their property values.� 

The most negative comments regarding the solar farms were about the lack of information about the 
approval process and the solar farm project prior to construction. 
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V. Assessor Surveys 

I have attempted to contact all of the assessor departments in North Carolina to determine how local 
assessors are handling solar farms and adjoining property values.  I have spoken personally with a 
number of assessors, but much of this data was obtained via email.  I have 39 counties in NC that 
have both responded to these questions on property value and also have solar farms in that county.  
I have excluded responses from assessors from counties where there are no current solar farms. 

As can be seen in the chart below, of the 39 responses all of the responses have indicated that they 
make no adjustment to properties adjoining solar farms.  Several assessors indicated that it would 
require an adjoining property owner to appeal their property value with data showing a negative 
impact before they would make any adjustment and to date they have not had that happen. 

I also point out specifically Clay County.  I spoke with the assessor there specifically about 
adjustments that were applied to some properties near a solar farm back in 2008.  She was 
unaware of the details of that event as she was not in this position at that time.  As discussed earlier 
in this report the lower re-assessments at that solar farm were based on a County Official, who 
owned property adjacent to the solar farm, who made an appeal to the assessor for reductions for 
his own property.  The noted lack of lot sales after announcement of the solar farm however 
coincided with the recession in 2008/2009 and lack of lot sales effectively defined that area during 
that time, but without relying on any data the assessor made that change in that time frame based 
on conversations with the assessor.  Since then, Clay County has confirmed that they do not 
currently make any changes to adjoining property values and the current county assessor was not 
even aware that they had in the past done so. 
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I have also been working on a survey of Virginia Assessors regarding property values related to solar 
farms and whether or not the local assessors have found any data to support any changes to value 
on property adjoining solar farms.  In this process I have contacted every assessor�s office by email 
and I have received responses by email and by phone from a number of these counties.  Many of the 
counties in Virginia rely on outside firms to assist in gathering data for the assessments and where 
that is the case, we have contacted the outside firms regarding the question of whether or not the 
assessors are currently making any adjustments to properties adjoining solar farms. 

I currently have response from 16 counties that have solar farms in them and of those 16 responses 
none of the assessors are currently applying a negative impact on property value.  One response 
suggested that adjoining values may go up. 

I did speak with Randy Willis with Pearson Assessors.  His company assists in the assessments in 
many of the counties south of Richmond.  He indicated that they had found no data to suggest a 
negative impact on property value and they have looked as they were concerned about that issue.  

NC Assessor Survey on Solar Farm Property Value Impacts

County Assessor's Name Number of Farms Change in Adjacent Property Value
Alexander Doug Fox 3 No

Buncombe Lisa Kirbo 1 No
Burke Daniel Isenhour 3, 2 on 1 parcel, 1 on 3 parcels No
Cabarrus Justin less than 10, more in the works No
Caldwell Monty Woods 3 small No, but will look at data in 2025
Catawba Lori Ray 14 No
Chatham Jenny Williams 13 No
Cherokee Kathy Killian 9 No
Chowan Melissa Radke 3, I almost operational No
Clay Bonnie L. Lyvers No
Davidson Libby 1 No
Duplin Gary Rose 34, 2 more in planning No
Franklin Marion Cascone 11 No
Gaston Traci Hovis 3 No
Gates Chris Hill 3 No
Granville Jenny Griffin 8 No
Halifax C. Shane Lynch Multiple No
Hoke Mandi Davis 4 No
Hyde Donnie Shumate 1 to supplement egg processing plant No
Iredell Wes Long 2, 3 others approved No
Lee Lisa Faulkner 8 No
Lincoln Susan Sain 2 No
Moore Michael Howery 10 No
New Hanover Rhonda Garner 35 No
Orange Chad Phillip 2 or 7 depending on breakdown No
Pender Kayla Bolick Futrell 6 No
Person Russell Jones 9 No
Pitt Russell D. Hill 8, 1 in planning No
Randolph Mark Frick 19 No
Rockingham Mark C McClintock 6 No
Rutherford Kim Aldridge 20 No
Sampson Jim Johnson 9, 1 in construction No
Scotland James Brown 15, 1 in process No
Stokes Richard Brim 2 No
Surry Penny Harrison 4, 2 more in process No
Union Robin E. Merry 6 No
Vance Cathy E. Renn 13 No
Warren John Preston 7 No
Wayne Alan Lumpkin 32 No
Wilson William (Witt) Putney ~16 No, mass appraisal standards applied

Responses:  39
Negative Impact on Adjoining Value = Yes: 0
Negative Impact on Adjoining Value = No: 39



23 
 

 

He indicated that they would make no negative impact adjustments and that he recognizes that 
there are a number of agricultural adjoining uses that have a greater impact on adjoining properties 
in terms of noise, dust and odor than a solar farm would have.  He did indicate that there could be 
situations where an individual home might have a greater visual impact and those should be looked 
at on a case-by-case basis, but he also agreed that many allowed agricultural uses could have 
similar visual impacts on such properties as well. 
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VI. Summary of Solar Projects In Virginia 

I have researched the solar projects in Virginia.  I identified the solar farms through the Solar Energy 
Industries Association (SEIA) Major Projects List and then excluded the roof mounted facilities.  I 
focused on larger solar farms over 10 MW though I have included a couple of smaller solar farms as 
shown in the chart below.   

I was able to identify and research 50 solar farms in Virginia as shown below.  These are primarily 
over 20 MW in size with adjoining homes as close as 100 feet and the mix of adjoining uses is 
primarily agricultural and residential.     
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On the following pages I have included summary data on the constructed solar farms indicated 
above.  Similar information is available for the larger set of solar farms in the adjoining states in my 
files if requested. 

Avg. Dist Closest Adjoining Use by Acre
Parcel # Name County City Output Total Acres Used Acres to home Home Res Agri Agri/Res Com

(MW)

115 Buckingham I Buckingham Cumberland 19.8 481.18 N/A N/A 8% 73% 18% 0%

121 Scott Powhatan Amelia Court Hou 20 898.4 1,421 730       29% 28% 44% 0%
204 Walker-Correctional New Kent Barhamsville 20 484.65 484.65 516         103       13% 68% 20% 0%

205 Sappony Sussex Stony Creek 20 322.68 322.68 2% 98% 0% 0%

216 Beetle SouthamptonBoykins 40 422.19 422.19 1,169      310       0% 10% 90% 0%

222 Grasshopper Mecklenburg Chase City 80 946.25 946.25 6% 87% 5% 1%

226 Belcher Louisa Louisa 88 1238.11 1238.11 150       19% 53% 28% 0%

228 Bluestone Farm Mecklenburg Chase City 4.99 332.5 332.5 0% 100% 0% 0%
257 Nokesville Prince WilliamNokesville 331.01 331.01 12% 49% 17% 23%

261 Buckingham II Buckingham Buckingham 19.8 460.05 460.05 6% 79% 15% 0%

262 Mount Jackson Shenandoah Mount Jackson 15.65 652.47 652.47 21% 51% 14% 13%

263 Gloucester Gloucester Gloucester 20 203.55 203.55 508         190       17% 55% 28% 0%

267 Scott II Powhatan Powhatan 701 701 41% 25% 34% 0%
272 Churchview Middlesex Church View 20 567.91 567.91 9% 64% 27% 0%

303 Turner Henrico Henrico 20 463.12 463.12 N/A N/A 21% 37% 0% 42%

311 Sunnybrook Farm Halifax Scottsburg 527.88 527.88 N/A N/A 15% 59% 26% 0%

312 Powell Creek Halifax Alton 513 513 N/A N/A 7% 71% 22% 0%

339 Crystal Hill Halifax Crystal Hill 628.67 628.67 1,570      140       6% 41% 35% 18%

354 Amazon East Accomack Oak Hall 80 1000 1000 645         135       8% 75% 17% 0%
355 Alton Post Halifax Alton 501.96 501.96 749         100       2% 58% 40% 0%

364 Remington Fauquier Remington 20 277.2 277.2 2,755      1,280     10% 41% 31% 18%

365 Greenwood Culpepper Stevensburg 100 2266.58 2266.58 788         200       8% 62% 29% 0%

367 Culpeper Sr Culpeper Culpeper 12.53 12.53 N/A N/A 15% 0% 86% 0%

370 Cherrydale Northampton Kendall Grove 20 180.17 180.17 N/A N/A 5% 0% 92% 3%

373 Woodland,VA Isle of Wight Smithfield 19.7 211.12 211.12 606         190       9% 0% 91% 0%
374 Whitehouse Louisa Louisa 20 499.52 499.52 1,195      110       24% 55% 18% 4%

402 Cedar Park Henrico Richmond 13.93 13.93 57% 0% 0% 43%

407 Foxhound Halifax Clover 91 1311.78 1311.78 885         185       5% 61% 17% 18%

415 Stagecoach II Halifax Nathalie 16.625 327.87 327.87 1,073      255       5% 66% 29% 0%

484 Essex Solar Center Essex Center Cross 20 106.12 106.12 693         360       3% 70% 27% 0%
485 Southampton SouthamptonNewsoms 100 3243.92 3243.92 - - 3% 78% 17% 3%

487 Augusta Augusta Stuarts Draft 125 3197.4 1147 588         165       16% 61% 16% 7%

490 Cartersville Powhatan Powhatan 2945 1358 1,467      105       6% 14% 80% 0%

495 Walnut King and QueShacklefords 110 1700 1173 641         165       14% 72% 13% 1%

497 Piney Creek Halifax Clover 80 776.18 422 523         195       15% 62% 24% 0%

511 UVA Puller Middlesex Topping 15 120 120 1,095      185       59% 32% 0% 10%
519 Fountain Creek Greensville Emporia 80 798.3 798.3 - - 6% 23% 71% 0%

557 Winterpock 1 Chesterfield Chesterfield 518 308 2,106      350       4% 78% 18% 0%

577 Windsor Isle of Wight Windsor 85 564.1 564.1 572         160       9% 67% 24% 0%

579 Spotsylvania Spotsylvania Paytes 500 6412 3500 9% 52% 11% 27%

586 Sweet Sue King William Aylett 77 1262 576 1,617      680       7% 68% 25% 0%
591 Warwick Prince GeorgeDisputanta 26.5 967.62 442.05 555         115       12% 68% 20% 0%

621 Loblolly Surry Spring Grove 150 2181.92 1000 1,860      110       7% 62% 31% 0%

622 Woodridge Albemarle Scottsville 138 2260.87 1000 1,094      170       9% 63% 28% 0%

633 Brunswick Greensville Emporia 150.2 2076.36 1387.3 1,091      240       4% 85% 11% 0%

642 Belcher 3 Louisa Louisa 749.36 658.56 598         180       14% 71% 14% 1%

649 Endless Caverns Rockingham New Market 31.5 355 323.6 624         190       15% 27% 51% 7%
664 Watlington Halifax South Boston 20 240.09 137 536         215       24% 48% 28% 0%

671 Spout Spring Appomattox Appomattox 60 881.12 673.37 836         335       16% 30% 46% 8%

703 Lily Pond Dinwiddie Carson 80 2197.74 1930 723         115       13% 60% 27% 0%

Total Number of Solar Farms 50

Average 66.76 1006.61 755.54 1003.2 253.5 13% 53% 29% 5%

Median 31.50 566.01 520.44 788.0 185.0 9% 60% 24% 0%

High 500.00 6412.00 3500.00 2755.0 1280.0 59% 100% 92% 43%

Low 4.99 12.53 12.53 508.0 100.0 0% 0% 0% 0%
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115:  Buckingham Solar, E. James Anderson Hwy, Buckingham, VA 

 
 
This project was proposed in 2017 and located on 460 acres with the closest home proposed to be 
150 feet from the closest solar panel. 

 

 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels
Residential 5.95% 71.79%

Agricultural 78.81% 20.51%

Agri/Res 15.24% 7.69%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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121:  Scott Solar Project, 1580 Goodes Bridge Rd, Powhatan, VA 

 
 
This project was built in 2016 and located on 165 acres out of 898 acres for a 17 MW with the 
closest home proposed to be 730 feet from the closest solar panel. 

 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 28.83% 78.57%

Agri/Res 43.52% 3.57%

Agricultural 27.65% 17.86%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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204: Walker-Correctional Solar, Barham Road, Barhamsville, VA 

 
 
This project was built in 2017 and located on 484.65 acres for a 20 MW with the closest home at 
110 feet from the closest solar panel with an average distance of 500 feet. 
 

 

 
 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels
Residential 12.59% 76.92%

Agricultural 67.71% 15.38%

Agri/Res 19.70% 7.69%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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205:  Sappony Solar, Sussex Drive, Stony Creek, VA 

 
 
This project was built in 2017 and located on 484.65 acres for a 20 MW with the closest home at 
110 feet from the closest solar panel with an average distance of 500 feet. 
 

 
 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels
Residential 12.59% 76.92%

Agricultural 67.71% 15.38%

Agri/Res 19.70% 7.69%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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354:  Amazon Solar project East (Eastern Shore), Accomack, VA 

 
 

This project was built in 2016 for a solar project on a 1,000-acre assemblage for an 80 MW facility.  
The closest home is 135 feet from the closest panel. 

 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 8.18% 63.74%

Agricultural 75.16% 30.77%

Agri/Res 16.56% 3.30%

Substation 0.08% 1.10%

Church 0.01% 1.10%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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364:  Remington Solar, 12080 Lucky Hill Rd, Remington, VA 

 
 

This project was built in 2017 for a solar project on a 125-acre tract for a 20 MW facility.  There 
were some recent home sales adjoining this project, but it was difficult to do any matched pairs.  
One sale was an older home in very poor condition according to the broker and required crossing 
railroad tracks on a private road to get access to the home and located across from a large industrial 
building.  The other sale is a renovated historic home on a large tract of land just one parcel north of 
the large industrial building.  These sales essentially have too much static around them to isolate 
any impacts separate from these other factors. 
 

 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 10.24% 65.38%

Agricultural 40.79% 19.23%

Agri/Res 30.87% 7.69%

Warehouse 0.82% 3.85%

Substation 17.28% 3.85%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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370:  Cherrydale Solar, Seaside Road, Kendall Grove, VA 

 

This project was built in 2017 and located on 180.17 acres for a 20 MW facility. 

 
 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 5.44% 80.77%

Agricultural 92.01% 15.38%

Warehouse 2.55% 3.85%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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371:  Clarke County Solar, Double Tollgate Road, White Post, VA 

 

This project was built in 2017 and located on a portion of a 234.84-acre tract for a 20 MW facility. 

 
 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 13.70% 74.19%

Agricultural 38.89% 6.45%

Agri/Res 46.07% 6.45%

Commercial 0.19% 6.45%

Warehouse 0.85% 3.23%

Substation 0.30% 3.23%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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373:  Woodland Solar, Longview Drive, Smithfield, VA 

 
 

This project was built in 2016 for a solar project on a 211.12-acre tract for a 19.7 MW facility.  The 
closest single-family home is 190 feet away from the closest solar panel.  The average distance is 
606 feet. 
 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 8.85% 46.15%

Agricultural 91.08% 46.15%

Cell Tower 0.07% 7.69%

Total 100.00% 100.00%



374:  Whitehouse Solar, Chalklevel Road, Louisa, VA 

 
 

This project was built in 2016 for a solar project on a 499.52-acre tract for a 20 MW facility.  The 
closest single-family home is 110 feet away from the closest solar panel.  The average distance is 
1,195 feet. 
 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 23.55% 70.27%

Agricultural 54.51% 10.81%

Agri/Res 18.22% 2.70%

Commercial 2.49% 13.51%

Industrial 1.22% 2.70%

Total 100.00% 100.00%



484:  Essex Solar, Tidewater Trail, Center Cross, VA 

 
 

This project was built in 2017 for a solar project on a 106.12-acre tract for a 20 MW facility.  The 
closest single-family home is 360 feet away from the closest solar panel.  The average distance is 
693 feet. 
 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 3.13% 57.89%

Agricultural 69.65% 26.32%

Agri/Res 26.99% 10.53%

Religious 0.23% 5.26%

Total 100.00% 100.00%



485:  Southampton Solar, General Thomas Hwy, Newsoms, VA 
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This project was built in 2017 for a solar project on an assemblage of 3,244 acres for a 100 MW 
facility.   
 

Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels

Residential 2.56% 53.33%

Agricultural 77.99% 36.67%

Agri/Res 16.56% 8.33%

Industrial 2.89% 1.67%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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VII. Market Analysis of the Impact on Value from Solar Farms  

I have researched hundreds of solar farms in numerous states to determine the impact of these 
facilities on the value of adjoining property.   This research has primarily been in North Carolina, 
but I have also conducted market impact analyses in Virginia, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, 
Oregon, Mississippi, Maryland, New York, California, Missouri, Florida, Montana, Georgia, 
Louisiana, and New Jersey. 

Wherever I have looked at solar farms, I have derived a breakdown of the adjoining uses to show 
what adjoining uses are typical for solar farms and what uses would likely be considered consistent 
with a solar farm use similar to the breakdown that I�ve shown for the subject property on the 
previous page.  A summary showing the results of compiling that data over hundreds of solar farms 
is shown later in the Scope of Research section of this report. 

I also consider whether the properties adjoining a solar farm in one location have characteristics 
similar to the properties abutting or adjoining the proposed site so that I can make an assessment of 
market impact on each proposed site.  Notably, in most cases solar farms are placed in areas very 
similar to the site in question, which is surrounded by low density residential and agricultural uses.  
In my over 700 studies, I have found a striking repetition of that same typical adjoining use mix in 
over 90% of the solar farms I have looked at.  Matched pair results in multiple states are strikingly 
similar, and all indicate that solar farms � which generate very little traffic, and do not generate 
noise, dust or have other harmful effects � do not negatively impact the value of adjoining or 
abutting properties. 

On the following pages I have considered matched pair data specific to Virginia and Kentucky. 

In the next section I have considered matched pair data throughout the Southeast of the United 
States as being the most similar states that would most readily compare to Virginia.  This includes 
data from Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia and Maryland.  I 
focused on projects of 5 MW and larger though I have significant supplemental data on solar farms 
just smaller than that in North Carolina that show similar results.  This data is available in my files. 

I have additional supporting information from other states in my files that show a consistent pattern 
across the United States, but again, I have focused on the Southeast in this analysis. 
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A. Virginia Data 

I have identified matched pairs adjoining 3 of the 27 solar farms noted above.  I have also included 
data from a solar farm in Kentucky that does a good job of illustrating distant views of solar panels 
in relation to adjoining housing. 

The following pages detail the matched pairs and how they were derived. 
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1. Matched Pair � Clarke County Solar, Clarke County, VA 

 

 
 

This project is a 20 MW facility located on a 234-acre tract that was built in 2017. 
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I have considered two recent sales of Parcel 3.  The home on this parcel is 1,230 feet from the closest 
panel as measured in the second map from Google Earth, which shows the solar farm under 
construction.  This home sold in January 2017 for $295,000 and again in August 2019 for 
$385,000.  I show each sale below and compare those to similar home sales in each time frame.  
The significant increase in price between 2017 and 2019 is due to a major kitchen remodel, new 
roof, and related upgrades as well as improvement in the market in general.  The sale and later 
resale of the home with updates and improvements speaks to pride of ownership and increasing 
overall value as properties perceived as diminished are less likely to be renovated and sold for profit. 
 
I note that 102 Tilthammer includes a number of barns that I did not attribute any value in the 
analysis.  The market would typically give some value for those barns but even without that 
adjustment there is an indication of a positive impact on value due to the solar farm.  The 
landscaping buffer from this home is considered light. 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
3 Adjoins 833 Nations Spr 5.13 8/18/2019 $385,000 1979 1,392 $276.58  3/2 Det Gar Ranch UnBsmt

Not 167 Leslie 5.00 8/19/2020 $429,000 1980 1,665 $257.66  3/2 Det2Gar Ranch

Not 2393 Old Chapel 2.47 8/10/2020 $330,000 1974 1,500 $220.00  3/1.5 Det Gar Ranch

Not 102 Tilthammer 6.70 5/7/2019 $372,000 1970 1,548 $240.31  3/1.5 Det Gar Ranch UnBsmt

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

$385,000 1230

-$13,268 -$2,145 -$56,272 -$5,000 $50,000 $402,315 -4%

-$9,956 $25,000 $8,250 -$19,008 $5,000 $50,000 $389,286 -1%

$3,229 $16,740 -$29,991 $5,000 $366,978 5%

0%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other
3 Adjoins 833 Nations Spr 5.13 1/9/2017 $295,000 1979 1,392 $211.93  3/2 Det Gar Ranch UnBsmt

Not 6801 Middle 2.00 12/12/2017 $249,999 1981 1,584 $157.83  3/2 Open Ranch

Not 4174 Rockland 5.06 1/2/2017 $300,000 1990 1,688 $177.73  3/2 2 Gar 2-story

Not 400 Sugar Hill 1.00 6/7/2018 $180,000 1975 1,008 $178.57  3/1 Open Ranch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

$295,000 1230

-$7,100 $25,000 -$2,500 -$24,242 $5,000 $50,000 $296,157 0%

$177 -$16,500 -$42,085 -$10,000 $50,000 $281,592 5%

-$7,797 $3,600 $54,857 $10,000 $5,000 $50,000 $295,661 0%

1%
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2. Matched Pair � Walker-Correctional Solar, Barham Road, Barhamsville, VA 

 
 

 
 

This project was built in 2017 and located on 484.65 acres for a 20 MW with the closest home at 
110 feet from the closest solar panel with an average distance of 500 feet. 
 
I considered the recent sale identified on the map above as Parcel 19, which is directly across the 
street and based on the map shown on the following page is 250 feet from the closest panel.  A 
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limited buffering remains along the road with natural growth being encouraged, but currently the 
panels are visible from the road.   Alex Uminski, SRA with MGMiller Valuations in Richmond VA 
confirmed this sale with the buying and selling broker.  The selling broker indicated that the solar 
farm was not a negative influence on this sale and in fact the buyer noticed the solar farm and then 
discovered the listing.  The privacy being afforded by the solar farm was considered a benefit by the 
buyer.  I used a matched pair analysis with a similar sale nearby as shown below and found no 
negative impact on the sales price.  Property actually closed for more than the asking price.  The 
landscaping buffer is considered light. 
 

 
 

 
 
 

I also spoke with Patrick W. McCrerey of Virginia Estates who was marketing a property that sold at 
5300 Barham Road adjoining the Walker-Correctional Solar Farm.  He indicated that this property 
was unique with a home built in 1882 and heavily renovated and updated on 16.02 acres.  The 
solar farm was through the woods and couldn�t be seen by this property and it had no impact on 
marketing this property.  This home sold on April 26, 2017 for $358,000.  I did not set up any 
matched pairs for this property since it is a unique property that any such comparison would be 
difficult to rely on.  The broker�s comments do support the assertion that the adjoining solar farm 
had no impact on value.  The home in this case was 510 feet from the closest panel. 

 

 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 5241 Barham 2.65 10/18/2018 $264,000 2007 1,660 $159.04  3/2 Drive Ranch Modular

Not 17950 New Kent 5.00 9/5/2018 $290,000 1987 1,756 $165.15  3/2.5 3 Gar Ranch

Not 9252 Ordinary 4.00 6/13/2019 $277,000 2001 1,610 $172.05  3/2 1.5-Gar Ranch
Not 2416 W Miller 1.04 9/24/2018 $299,000 1999 1,864 $160.41  3/2.5 Gar Ranch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Solar Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist

Adjoins 5241 Barham $264,000 250

Not 17950 New Kent -$8,000 $29,000 -$4,756 -$5,000 -$20,000 -$15,000 $266,244 -1%
Not 9252 Ordinary -$8,310 -$8,000 $8,310 $2,581 -$10,000 -$15,000 $246,581 7%

Not 2416 W Miller $8,000 $11,960 -$9,817 -$5,000 -$10,000 -$15,000 $279,143 -6%

Average Diff 0%
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3. Matched Pair � Sappony Solar, Sussex County, VA 

 
 

This project is a 30 MW facility located on a 322.68-acre tract that was built in the fourth quarter of 
2017. 
 
I have considered the 2018 sale of Parcel 17 as shown below.    This was a 1,900 s.f. manufactured 
home on a 6.00-acre lot that sold in 2018.  I have compared that to three other nearby 
manufactured homes as shown below.  The range of impacts is within typical market variation with 
an average of -1%, which supports a conclusion of no impact on property value.  The landscaping 
buffer is considered medium. 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GLA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 12511 Palestine 6.00 7/31/2018 $128,400 2013 1,900 $67.58  4/2.5 Open Manuf

Not 15698 Concord 3.92 7/31/2018 $150,000 2010 2,310 $64.94  4/2 Open Manuf Fence

Not 23209 Sussex 1.03 7/7/2020 $95,000 2005 1,675 $56.72  3/2 Det Crpt Manuf

Not 6494 Rocky Br 4.07 11/8/2018 $100,000 2004 1,405 $71.17  3/2 Open Manuf

Adjoining Sales Adjusted Avg
Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

$128,400 1425

$0 $2,250 -$21,299 $5,000 $135,951 -6%

-$5,660 $13,000 $3,800 $10,209 $5,000 $1,500 $122,849 4%

-$843 $4,500 $28,185 $131,842 -3%

-1%
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4. Matched Pair � Spotsylvania Solar, Paytes, VA 
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This solar farm is being built in four phases with the area known as Site C having completed 
construction in November 2020 after the entire project was approved in April 2019.  Site C, also 
known as Pleinmont 1 Solar, includes 99.6 MW located in the southeast corner of the project and 
shown on the maps above with adjoining parcels 111 through 144.  The entire Spotsylvania project 
totals 500 MW on 3500 acres out of a parent tract assemblage of 6,412 acres. 

I have identified three adjoining home sales that occurred during construction and development of 
the site in 2020.   

The first is located on the north side of Site A on Orange Plank Road.  The second is located on 
Nottoway Lane just north of Catharpin Road on the south side of Site A and east of Site C.  The third 
is located on Post Oak Road for a home that backs up to Site C that sold in September 2020 near 
the completion of construction for Site C. 
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All three of these homes are well set back from the solar panels at distances over 1,000 feet and are 
well screened from the project.  All three show no indication of any impact on property value. 

There are a couple of recent lot sales located along Southview Court that have sold since the solar 
farm was approved.  The most recent lot sales include 11700 Southview Court that sold on 
December 29, 2021 for $140,000 for a 0.76-acre lot.  This property was on the market for less than 
2 months before closing within 6% of the asking price.  This lot sold earlier in September 2019 for 
$55,000 based on a liquidation sale from NTS to an investor. 

Spotsylvania Solar Farm

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other
Adjoins 12901 Orng Plnk 5.20 8/27/2020 $319,900 1984 1,714 $186.64  3/2 Drive 1.5 Un Bsmt

Not 8353 Gold Dale 3.00 1/27/2021 $415,000 2004 2,064 $201.07  3/2 3 Gar Ranch

Not 6488 Southfork 7.26 9/9/2020 $375,000 2017 1,680 $223.21  3/2 2 Gar 1.5 Barn/Patio

Not 12717 Flintlock 0.47 12/2/2020 $290,000 1990 1,592 $182.16  3/2.5 Det Gar Ranch

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist

12901 Orng Plnk $319,900 1270

8353 Gold Dale -$5,219 $20,000 -$41,500 -$56,298 -$20,000 $311,983 2%

6488 Southfork -$401 -$20,000 -$61,875 $6,071 -$15,000 $283,796 11%

12717 Flintlock -$2,312 $40,000 -$8,700 $17,779 -$5,000 -$5,000 $326,767 -2%

Average Diff 4%

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other
Adjoins 9641 Nottoway 11.00 5/12/2020 $449,900 2004 3,186 $141.21 4/2.5 Garage 2-Story Un Bsmt

Not 26123 Lafayette 1.00 8/3/2020 $390,000 2006 3,142 $124.12  3/3.5 Gar/DtG 2-Story

Not 11626 Forest 5.00 8/10/2020 $489,900 2017 3,350 $146.24  4/3.5 2 Gar 2-Story

Not 10304 Pny Brnch 6.00 7/27/2020 $485,000 1998 3,076 $157.67  4/4 2Gar/Dt2 Ranch Fn Bsmt

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist

9641 Nottoway $449,900 1950

26123 Lafayette -$2,661 $45,000 -$3,900 $4,369 -$10,000 -$5,000 $417,809 7%
11626 Forest -$3,624 -$31,844 -$19,187 -$5,000 $430,246 4%

10304 Pny Brnch -$3,030 $14,550 $13,875 -$15,000 -$15,000 -$10,000 $470,396 -5%

Average Diff 2%

Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other
Adjoins 13353 Post Oak 5.20 9/21/2020 $300,000 1992 2,400 $125.00  4/3 Drive 2-Story Fn Bsmt

Not 9609 Logan Hgt 5.86 7/4/2019 $330,000 2004 2,352 $140.31  3/2 2Gar 2-Story

Not 12810 Catharpian 6.18 1/30/2020 $280,000 2008 2,240 $125.00  4/2.5 Drive 2-Story Bsmt/Nd Pnt

Not 10725 Rbrt Lee 5.01 10/26/2020 $295,000 1995 2,166 $136.20  4/3 Gar 2-Story Fn Bsmt

Adjoining Sales Adjusted
Address Time Ac/Loc YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff Dist

13353 Post Oak $300,000 1171

9609 Logan Hgt $12,070 -$19,800 $5,388 -$15,000 $15,000 $327,658 -9%

12810 Catharpian $5,408 -$22,400 $16,000 $5,000 $15,000 $299,008 0%

10725 Rbrt Lee -$849 -$4,425 $25,496 -$10,000 $305,222 -2%

Average Diff -4%
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A similar 0.68-acre lot at 11507 Stonewood Court within the same subdivision located away from 
the solar farm sold on March 9, 2021 for $109,000.  This lot sold for 18% over the asking price 
within 1 month of listing suggesting that this was priced too low.  Adjusting this lot value upward by 
12% for very strong growth in the market over 2021, the adjusted indicated value is $122,080 for 
this lot.  This is still showing a 15% premium for the lot backing up to the solar farm. 

The lot at 11009 Southview Court sold on August 5, 2019 for $65,000, which is significantly lower 
than the more recent sales.  This lot was sold by NTS the original developer of this subdivision, who 
was in the process of liquidating lots in this subdivision with multiple lot sales in this time period 
throughout the subdivision being sold at discounted prices.  The home was later improved by the 
buyer with a home built in 2020 with 2,430 square feet ranch, 3.5 bathrooms, with a full basement, 
and a current assessed value of $492,300.  

I spoke with Chris Kalia, MAI, Mark Doherty, local real estate investor, and Alex Doherty, broker, 
who are all three familiar with this subdivision and activity in this neighborhood.  All three indicated 
that there was a deep sell off of lots in the neighborhood by NTS at discounted prices under 
$100,000 each.  Those lots since that time are being sold for up to $140,000.  The prices paid for 
the lots below $100,000 were liquidation values and not indicative of market value.  Homes are 
being built in the neighborhood on those lots with home prices ranging from $600,000 to $800,000 
with no sign of impact on pricing due to the solar farm according to all three sources. 
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5. Matched Pair � Crittenden Solar, Crittenden, KY 

 

This solar farm was built in December 2017 on a 181.70-acre tract but utilizing only 34.10 acres.  
This is a 2.7 MW facility with residential subdivisions to the north and south.   

I have identified five home sales to the north of this solar farm on Clairborne Drive and one home 
sale to the south on Eagle Ridge Drive since the completion of this solar farm.  The home sale on 
Eagle Drive is for a $75,000 home and all of the homes along that street are similar in size and price 
range.  According to local broker Steve Glacken with Cutler Real Estate these are the lowest price 
range/style home in the market.  I have not analyzed that sale as it would unlikely provide 
significant data to other homes in the area. 

Mr. Glacken is currently selling lots at the west end of Clairborne for new home construction.  He 
indicated that the solar farm near the entrance of the development has been a complete non-factor 
and none of the home sales are showing any concern over the solar farm.  Most of the homes are in 
the $250,000 to $280,000 price range.  The vacant residential lots are being marketed for $28,000 
to $29,000.  The landscaping buffer is considered light, but the rolling terrain allows for distant 
views of the panels from the adjoining homes along Clairborne Drive. 

The first home considered is a bit of an anomaly for this subdivision in that it is the only 
manufactured home that was allowed in the community.  It sold on January 3, 2019.  I compared 
that sale to three other manufactured home sales in the area making minor adjustments as shown 
on the next page to account for the differences.  After all other factors are considered, the 
adjustments show a -1% to +13% impact due to the adjacency of the solar farm.  The best indicator 
is 1250 Cason, which shows a 3% impact.  A 3% impact is within the normal static of real estate 
transactions and therefore not considered indicative of a positive impact on the property, but it 
strongly supports an indication of no negative impact. 
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I also looked at three other home sales on this street as shown below.  These are stick-built homes 
and show a higher price range. 

 

 

This set of matched pairs shows a minor negative impact for this property.  I was unable to confirm 
the sales price or conditions of this sale.  The best indication of value is based on 215 Lexington, 
which required the least adjusting and supports a -7% impact. 

 

 

The following photograph shows the light landscaping buffer and the distant view of panels that was 
included as part of the marketing package for this property.  The panels are visible somewhat on the 
left and somewhat through the trees in the center of the photograph.  The first photograph is from 
the home, with the second photograph showing the view near the rear of the lot. 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 250 Claiborne 0.96 1/3/2019 $120,000 2000 2,016 $59.52  3/2 Drive Manuf

Not 1250 Cason 1.40 4/18/2018 $95,000 1994 1,500 $63.33  3/2 2-Det Manuf Carport
Not 410 Reeves 1.02 11/27/2018 $80,000 2000 1,456 $54.95  3/2 Drive Manuf

Not 315 N Fork 1.09 5/4/2019 $107,000 1992 1,792 $59.71  3/2 Drive Manuf

Adjustments Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

Adjoins 250 Claiborne $120,000 373
Not 1250 Cason $2,081 $2,850 $26,144 -$5,000 -$5,000 $116,075 3%
Not 410 Reeves $249 $0 $24,615 $104,865 13%
Not 315 N Fork -$1,091 $4,280 $10,700 $120,889 -1%

5%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 300 Claiborne 1.08 9/20/2018 $212,720 2003 1,568 $135.66  3/3 2-Car Ranch Brick

Not 460 Claiborne 0.31 1/3/2019 $229,000 2007 1,446 $158.37  3/2 2-Car Ranch Brick

Not 2160 Sherman 1.46 6/1/2019 $265,000 2005 1,735 $152.74  3/3 2-Car Ranch Brick

Not 215 Lexington 1.00 7/27/2018 $231,200 2000 1,590 $145.41  5/4 2-Car Ranch Brick

Adjustments Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

Adjoins 300 Claiborne $213,000 488

Not 460 Claiborne -$2,026 -$4,580 $15,457 $5,000 $242,850 -14%
Not 2160 Sherman -$5,672 -$2,650 -$20,406 $236,272 -11%
Not 215 Lexington $1,072 $3,468 -$2,559 -$5,000 $228,180 -7%

-11%

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 350 Claiborne 1.00 7/20/2018 $245,000 2002 1,688 $145.14  3/3 2-Car Ranch Brick

Not 460 Claiborne 0.31 1/3/2019 $229,000 2007 1,446 $158.37  3/2 2-Car Ranch Brick

Not 2160 Sherman 1.46 6/1/2019 $265,000 2005 1,735 $152.74  3/3 2-Car R/FBsmt Brick
Not 215 Lexington 1.00 7/27/2018 $231,200 2000 1,590 $145.41  5/4 2-Car Ranch Brick

Adjustments Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

Adjoins 350 Claiborne $245,000 720
Not 460 Claiborne -$3,223 -$5,725 $30,660 $5,000 $255,712 -4%
Not 2160 Sherman -$7,057 -$3,975 -$5,743 $248,225 -1%
Not 215 Lexington -$136 $2,312 $11,400 -$5,000 $239,776 2%

-1%
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This set of matched pairs shows a no negative impact for this property.  The range of adjusted 
impacts is -4% to +2%.  The best indication is -1%, which as described above is within the typical 
market static and supports no impact on adjoining property value. 
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This set of matched pairs shows a general positive impact for this property.  The range of adjusted 
impacts is -5% to +10%.  The best indication is +7%.  I typically consider measurements of +/-5% to 
be within the typical variation in real estate transactions.  This indication is higher than that and 
suggests a positive relationship.   

The photograph from the listing shows panels visible between the home and the trampoline shown 
in the picture.   

 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Parcel Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 370 Claiborne 1.06 8/22/2019 $273,000 2005 1,570 $173.89  4/3 2-Car 2-Story Brick

Not 2160 Sherman 1.46 6/1/2019 $265,000 2005 1,735 $152.74  3/3 2-Car R/FBsmt Brick

Not 2290 Dry 1.53 5/2/2019 $239,400 1988 1,400 $171.00  3/2.5 2-Car R/FBsmt Brick

Not 125 Lexington 1.20 4/17/2018 $240,000 2001 1,569 $152.96  3/3 2-Car Split Brick

Adjustments Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

Adjoins 370 Claiborne $273,000 930
Not 2160 Sherman $1,831 $0 -$20,161 $246,670 10%
Not 2290 Dry $2,260 $20,349 $23,256 $2,500 $287,765 -5%
Not 125 Lexington $9,951 $4,800 $254,751 7%

4%
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This set of matched pairs shows a general positive impact for this property.  The range of adjusted 
impacts is -3% to +6%.  The best indication is +6%.  I typically consider measurements of +/-5% to 
be within the typical variation in real estate transactions.  This indication is higher than that and 
suggests a positive relationship.  The landscaping buffer on these is considered light with a fair 
visibility of the panels from most of these comparables and only thin landscaping buffers separating 
the homes from the solar panels. 

The five matched pairs considered in this analysis includes two that show no impact on value, one 
that shows a negative impact on value, and two that show a positive impact.  The negative 
indication supported by one matched pair is -7% and the positive impacts are +6% and +7%.  The 
two neutral indications show impacts of -1% and +3%.  The average indicated impact is +0% when 
all five of these indicators are blended. 

Furthermore, the comments of the local real estate broker strongly support the data that shows no 
negative impact on value due to the proximity to the solar farm.   

 

Adjoining Residential Sales After Solar Farm Approved
Solar Address Acres Date Sold Sales Price Built GBA $/GBA BR/BA Park Style Other

Adjoins 330 Claiborne 1.00 12/10/2019 $282,500 2003 1,768 $159.79  3/3 2-Car Ranch Brick/pool

Not 895 Osborne 1.70 9/16/2019 $249,900 2002 1,705 $146.57  3/2 2-Car Ranch Brick/pool

Not 2160 Sherman 1.46 6/1/2019 $265,000 2005 1,735 $152.74  3/3 2-Car R/FBsmt Brick

Not 215 Lexington 1.00 7/27/2018 $231,200 2000 1,590 $145.41  5/4 2-Car Ranch Brick

Avg
Solar Address Time Site YB GLA BR/BA Park Other Total % Diff % Diff Distance

Adjoins 330 Claiborne $282,500 665

Not 895 Osborne $1,790 $1,250 $7,387 $5,000 $0 $265,327 6%
Not 2160 Sherman $4,288 -$2,650 $4,032 $20,000 $290,670 -3%
Not 215 Lexington $9,761 $3,468 $20,706 -$5,000 $20,000 $280,135 1%

1%
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6. Matched Pair � White House Solar, Louisa, VA 

 

This project was built in 2016 for a solar project on a 499.52-acre tract for a 20 MW facility.  The 
closest single-family home is 110 feet away from the closest solar panel.  The average distance is 
1,195 feet. 
 
I have identified one recent adjoining home sale to the north of this project that sold in 2020.  I 
spoke with the broker, Stacie Chandler, who represented the buyer in that transaction.  She 
indicated that the solar farm had no impact on the price that they negotiated on that home.  That is 
supported by the matched pair shown below. 

The adjustments shown below make no adjustment for the difference in acreage for the smaller 
parcels.  One of these is on a smaller lot, but located in a golf course community with rear exposure 
to the golf course.  The other is in Mineral and while the lots are not the same size, they are similarly 
valued.  I also adjusted this property upward by $50,000 for the condition/lack of renovation.  This 
adjustment is based on the fact that this home was renovated following the 2020 purchase and then 
resold in 2021 for $75,000 more than the 2020 value.  Comparing the 2021 renovated price at 
$144/s.f. to the subject property and adjusting on the same rates would require a downward 
adjustment to the comparable of $10,400 for time, upward by $8,325 for year built, and downward 
by $5,000 for the extra half bathroom for an indicated adjusted value of $252,925 which suggests a 
5% reduction in value due to the solar farm.  Either way this comparable requires significant 
adjustments and suggests a range of -5% to 0% impact.  The Woodger comparable required less 


