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California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct, own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13Macre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries., which can be Incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing �he b�Uery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other "fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. L ithium batteries can reignite twenty�.one (21) days after .. extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long .. (asting and persistent threat Should the lith.ium batterie� overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed . project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire 'threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a ffve ... mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner 1s 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
home owner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmentat and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responderst health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts. If the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by thts project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT .. Q2 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) faclllty. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct, own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13--acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel. is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithlum .. iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be Incredibly dangerous If they overheat, causing-the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting _a long .. fastlng and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty .. three (23) wildfires within a ffve ... mlle radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner 1s 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's Insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to.the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating  health Impacts. If the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a sign ificant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region 's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population .  The 
project'.s close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed,  which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage1s proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. f respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and commun ity quality of life. 

7�/�dw 
Name: DaJ'\Q,., 6 ,' //c s+ 
Address lti�/'&p/1/

1 
Lo.

:r,
J./74-.. /V;� ,  {!lf'JZ� 77 

Email address c6- , 'l/,e5r l?/!)Pza ;j · {!tJIPZ 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title : Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel ,  I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing · to construct. own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13-acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel . The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel1 is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC webslte, and writing letters , demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous If they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire .  Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long.-lastlng and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed • project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five .. mlle radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery f ires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be In Immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting I leading to air pollution and public hea lth risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved. 

Shou ld first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health Impacts. If the fire is 
not readi ly extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities .  Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully cons ider these 
adverse fire , economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and commun ity quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name: J � 0; ~) 

Address 1-., .5 ·cs� 1-- \s-'\ , \ \. � ,_ n \ \\ S � ·� 
Email address � �-£_, I,._ .s Gcs 'i. @IC \ CV '2. � Ov-'""' 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title : Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct1 own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13wacre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastem border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Nigu�I, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and signiflcant vegetation, brush , and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous If they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty--one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire J presenting a long-lasting and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five .. mHe radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby · homes and 
businesses would be In immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state_'s homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making It even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of Igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire ,  regardless of 



size generates a sign ificant risk for our first responders, health should th is project be 
approved . 

Shau Id first responders quickly extingu ish a l ith i um battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases ,  which can cause severe debilitating health Impacts . If the fire is 
not read i ly extingu ished , the toxic gases emitted would generate a sign ificant publ ic 
health risk for the surround ing communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire wil l become easi ly contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the reg ion's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strong ly urge the Cal ifornia Energy Commission to carefully and ful ly cons ider these 
adverse fire , economic, environmental ,  and publ ic safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage1s proposed project The health and safety of Cal ifornia residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project .  I respectful ly 
request that the Cal ifornia Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocal ly prioritize public safety and commun ity qual ity of l ife .  

Sincere ly, 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct, own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13wacre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel. is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC webslte, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition, 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire . Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty ... one (21) days after extinguishing the 
· fire, presenting a long�astlng and persistent threat . Should the Hthium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state_'s homeowner 1s 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner 's Insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders, health should this project be 
approved. 

Shou ld first responders quickly ext inguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health Impacts. If the fire is 
not readily ext inguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities . Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire , economic, environmental , and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potentia l benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name: J1rl'Jte..LA- J7?J U T 
Address �7 &6{e ffl�&J 0tJ� c7"6- $� (!__ f�-1;;-
Emai l  address �;;-1'5: '7 {fl_ fl-tt 6_t1 O, {!_,?rr) 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Oppos ition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The· project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct) own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13wacre project site along · the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel . The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters , demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of tithium--iron phosphate 
batterles, which can be incredibty dangerous If they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21} days after extinguishing the 
fire1 presenting a long ... (asting and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five .. mile radius 
of the proposed-project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach .  Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
·businesses would be In immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
home owner's Insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
slgnificant environmental and public health risks·. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a sign ificant risk for our first responders, health should th is project be 
approved . 

Shou ld first responders qu ickly extinguish a l ithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases ,  which can cause severe debil itating health impacts . If the fire is 
not read ily extingu ished , the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant publ ic 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extingu ishing compounds 
used to combat the fire wi l l  become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population.  The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potentia l  water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed , which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strong ly u rge the Cal ifornia Energy Commission to careful ly and fully consider these 
adverse fire , economic, environmenta l ,  and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project The health and safety of Califo rnia residents should 
always take precedence over any potentia l benefits p roposed by this project. I respectfu l ly 
_request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocal ly p foritize public safety and communit1 quality of l ife. 

Sinceiely, 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage sy_stem (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant. Compass Energy Storage LLC f is proposing to construct1 own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13wacre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel . The project site 1 which is ·less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel ;' is confined within a designated general open . space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of Uthium .. iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be Incredibly dangeroµs if they overheat causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long .. Jasting and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a ffve .. mfle radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facilJty threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner1s 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the . heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project s ite presents 
significant environmental and public health risks, Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire1 regardless of 



size generates a sign ificant risk for our first responders, health should th is project be 
approved . 

Shou Id first responders quickly extinguish  a l ithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debi l itating health Impacts . If the fire is 
not read ily extingu ished , the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant publ ic 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or  fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impaciing the local ecosystem and population.  The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed , which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the Californ ia Energy Commission to careful ly and fully consider these 
adverse fire,  economic, environmental ,  and publ ic safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potentia l benefits proposed by this project. f respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project appl ication and 
unequ ivocal ly prio,itize publ ic safety and community quality of l ife.  

Sincerely, 

Name: 5' �1 /4.k (' S 

Address 2 1  fJ ✓1;-�;L. /¾ q Lv,-<n,; )./.-;-e /4 <;,4 9U ?2 
Emai l  address -------------------------



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) faclllty. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, Is proposing to construct) own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13-acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border ·of 
Laguna Niguel . The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hil lslde surrounded by native plants • and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters , demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage•s project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-Iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be Incredibly dangerous If they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire . Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long .. (asting and persistent threat . Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch flre1 t�e proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty--three (23) wildfires within a five-mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be In Immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
faclli.ty threatens residents' sa_fety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner 1s 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to- obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders• health should th is project be 
approved. 

Shau Id first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts . If the fire is 
not readily extinguished 

I the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire ext inguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed,  whlch flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental ,  and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage1s proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project . I respectfully 
request that the Cal ifornia Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE:· Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners , 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct, own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13-acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel. is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters , demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty .. one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long ... fastlng and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

tn the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five--mfle radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addltlon to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks . Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders, health should this project be 
approved . 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health Impacts . If the fire is 
not readily extinguished , the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities . Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo C reek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed ,  which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefu lly and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage1s proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocal ly prioritize public safety and commun ·ty quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Address 

Email address -------------------------



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna- Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct) own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13 .. acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastem boider of 
Laguna Niguel .  The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several - residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel J is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential' 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters , demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. L ithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire ,  presenting a long-lasting and persistent threat .  Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five--mJle radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent f ire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state_'s homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts . If the fire is 
not read ily extinguished I the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities .  Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impac1ing the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed , which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental , and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage1s proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project . I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life .  

Sincerely, 

Name: /vl i'� I �  7r e, 7-rov'-----------'---------------------
Address [ re� rc[) J?u tk:-' l <AS u fl °'- fl' 's tccl. r r 9 z (, 7 7 

Email address___._ru __ p__,_r__.e_s __ r: ____ �=--f---k____..__ ..... kx:........._.�JL...;..(_ ...... ()�f :
---
__,_1 _______ _ 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners , 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the propo-sed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Comp.ass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct_, own s and operate an 
approximately 250 ... megawatt BESS facility on a 13wacre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistiano immediately adjacent to the eastem border of 
Laguna Niguel . The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel. is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one {21} days after extinguishing the 
flre1 presenting a long .. (astlng and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire ! the proposed proj�ct s ite's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens resldents1 safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and publ ic health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire ,  regardless of 



size generates a sign ificant risk for our first responders' hea lth should th is project be 
approved . 

Shou ld first responders qu ickly extinguish a l ith ium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts . If the fire is 
not readily extingu ished , the toxic gases emitted wou ld generate a sign ificant publ ic 
health risk for the surround ing communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire wil l  become easi ly contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
i nto the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population .  The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed ,  which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just mi les away. 

I strong ly u rge the California Energy Commission to carefu l ly and fully cons ider these 
adverse fire , economic, environmenta l ,  and pub l ic safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of Californ ia residents should 
always take precedence over any potentia l benefits proposed by this project. I respectfu l ly 
request that the California Energy Commission reject th is project application and 
t.nequivocai ly pri itize public safety and com, , un ity quality of l ife .  

Since rely, 

Name: Ced al (Y\ (3 L I YFL • 

Address 2 4b a, 0 f ,jjc,J 1 ,  c, I? ( ·
> 
Qctk'.1 e1,  fv\ V) t c I} 

Emai l  address C a:� a {ln llh l i n + Q jnAOid . wn-



California Energy· Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners , 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct) own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13Macre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel . The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside - surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings , sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters , demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twt:Jnty--one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long .. Jasting and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and . catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate - fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a ffve .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner1s 
insurance crisis, _ making it · even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation .  

In addltlon to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks . Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting 1 leading to air pollution and public health risks.  Any fire1 regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts. If the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a signif icant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population .  The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to PropQsed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct, owns and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13-acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillslde surrounded by native • plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be Incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
flret presenting a long ... fasting and persistent threat . Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation. steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fjre threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty ... three (23) wildfires within a five .. mfle radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be In Immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
faclllty threatens residents' safety �nd further exacerbates the state's homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner•s insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

· In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of lgnitfng 1 leadlng to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire1 regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved. 

Shau Id first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts . If the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities .  Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire , economic, environmental ! and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project . I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincereiy, 

Name: _____ 
D_·_�_A_-,.)_p_f_2_l__. �_1 _R.. ______ _ 

Address d--d--7'i_ I S vJ eif rvi e a i iM1 /if V CJ; G. 1' 2-
Emai1 address __ l'__;.q_l\.._,c: __ �-----+---"b'--')'--g......___, ... _r-...L../_D�3_1-+-e--J-n_<i\--:....;_1..___._-\ __ t_o_(b_ 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Titte: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT�02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct own, and operate an 
approximately 250,,megawatt BESS facillty on a 13wacre· project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the b_attery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty ... one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long .. (asting and persistent threat . Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire. the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years. there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
busirtesses would be In Immediate fire danger. The Imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
faclUty threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making It even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, cQmpounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of Igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, r-egardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders• health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases. which can cause severe debilitating health Impacts. If the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the Californ ia Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage1s proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
u, equivocally prior:t'z public afety and commun:ty quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name: )( \VY\\ov< � MoVZ'jgn 
Address l \'5 \2-f C!. � \ • � \J\A.9\ �. � v uj GFwruJJ7 ) 

Email address -o ( /tZ..f YY'1WI l "'- y; lf: e 9 YLt4 > I ,.  Un,,/ 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

A-s a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) faclllty. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct ! owns and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13-acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern bordei of 
Laguna Niguel . The project site, which is less than 1 ,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined· within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by nat1ve plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational  nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings , sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium .. iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long ... fasting and persistent threat .  Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty--three (23) wildfires within a ffve .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses-would be in Immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeownerJs 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
home owner's Insurance policies, compounding the a lready dire situation. 

In addi�ion to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithiu·m batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting 1 leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire1 regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved . 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts. If the fire is 
not readily extinguished . the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population .  The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental , and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project . I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally priodtize puolic safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name: GLnge,·, g ve cag� 
Address 3':/{o 0 B  cane Portola , CClPD 13eacta , CA qz1o2L{ 
Email address amcagJe/07@9roa f I. Orm 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-0PT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT�02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant. Compass Energy Storage LLC f is proposing to construct, own f and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13wacre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborh(?ods in Laguna Niguel. is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters , demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage1s project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire,· presenting a long .. (astlng and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch _ fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation , steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten y�ars, there have been twenty-three {23) wildfires within a five ... mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires. firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be In Immediate fire danger. The Imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents• safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner1s 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's Insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of lgnitlng 1 leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire 1 regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders• health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts . If the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region 's soil . adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population .  The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire , economic, environmentaL and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project . I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name:_£__, -�""-q......__/;_,�_ck __ t}_/_�_z _____________ _ 
Address 'I/ If G /eu,,/q/e cf.t, v/_ � /J,,,q_ ________ .___ ............... -=------,-............ -----------------------

Email address rr;)o{J{ .. al/Jdo@_g MoJ r � con,. 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title : Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Eriergy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. , The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct own J and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13Nacre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern boider of 
Laguna Niguel . The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel. is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and sign ificant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of l ith iumNiron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous If they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite �enty ... one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long .. fastlng and persistent threat. Should the llthium batteries overheat 
and catch fire,  the proposed project site's natural vegetation ,  steep -terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire .threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a ffve .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lith ium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The Imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state_'s homeowner1s 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's Insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases withir, 
seconds of lgnltlng 1 leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved . 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts. If the fire is 
not readily extinguished l the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities . Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting  the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issuesl contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project . I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize publ i : safety a ,d community u_.li y uf !ifi - . 

Sincerely, 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) faclllty. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct! own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS faclllty on a 13-acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastem border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to �sidential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries. which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty .. one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long .. Jasting and persistent threat .  Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch flre, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terra in and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a ffve .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner Js 
insurance crisis1 making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's Insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emiftoxic gases within 
seconds of Igniting, leadln� to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire1 regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved. 

Shou ld first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts. If the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities .  Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully cons ider these 
adverse fire , economic, environmental ,  and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocaily prioritize public safety and community quality of life . 

Sincerely, 

Name: 
'.:/

,1:ct 
t/«
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Address v- 3 �/} !// YJ q £/4r e S >fC-
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California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners , 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct1 ownf and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13-acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and ·s ignificant vegetation , brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be Incredibly dangerous If they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires ·and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire t presenting a long .. Jasting and persistent threat . Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project s ite's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty--three (23} wildfires within a five .. mfle radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner Js 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation . 

In addiUon to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting. leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a sign ificant risk for our first responders• health should 1his project be 
approved . 

Shou ld first responders qu ickly extingu ish a lith ium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debil itating health Impacts . If the fire is 
not readi ly extingu ished , the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surround ing communities .  Any water or fire extingu ishing compounds 
used to combat the fire wi l l  become easi ly contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
i nto the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population . The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strong ly urge the Californ ia Energy Commission to carefu lly and fully consider these 
adverse fire,  economic, environmenta l ,  and pub l ic safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project The health and safety of Califo rnia residents should 
a lways take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectful ly 
request that the California Energy Commission reject th is project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of l ife. 

S incerely, 

Emai l  address f}eA,1/�� . � 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct, own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13wacre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1 ,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel. is confined within a designated general open space 
hlllslde surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature traits. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website. and writing letters , demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous If they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long .. fastlng and persistent threat. Should the lithium. batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat . 

In the past ·ten years , there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a flve--mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in Immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner 1s 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's Insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks . Lithium batteries emit toxtc gases within 
seconds of igniting 1 leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire: regardless of 



size generates a signif icant risk for our first responders• health should this project be 
approved . 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts. I f  the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant  public 
health risk for the surrounding communities .  Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo C reek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage1s proposed project . The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally priOiitize pub,ic safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name: J?fctw_; N� '< 
Address -----L.....,,___--�-f.-.....;__--:;;...._;i--.,__...,_�:......,....___._ _ ____...,.,.&....--=..-----



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CaUfornia Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, 1 am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC f is proposing to construct, own, and operate an 
approximately 25Q .. megawatt BESS facility on a 13Nacre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel , is confined within a designated general open space 
hlllslde surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This c lose proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be Incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished . Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fireJ presenting a long-lasting and persistent threat. Should the llthlum batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past. ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a flve ... mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of l ithium battery fires, firef ighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses wou ld be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficu lt for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire s ituation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of Igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders• health should th is project be 
approved . 

Shou ld first responders qu ickly extingu ish a l ith ium battery fire, they wou ld be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debi l itating health impacts . I f  the fire is 
not read i ly extinguished , the toxic gases emitted would generate a sign ificant publ ic 
health risk for the surround ing communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire wi l l  become easi ly contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the reg ion's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population.  The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo C reek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issuesl contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just mi les away. 

I strong ly urge the California Energy Commission to careful ly and ful ly cons ider these 
adverse fire ,  economic, environmental ,  and publ ic safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The hea lth and safety of Cal ifornia residents should 
always take precedence over any potentia l benefits proposed by this project. I respectful ly 
request that the Californ ia Energy Commission reject th is project appl ication and 
unequivocal ly prioritize public safety and commun ity qual ity of l ife .  

S ince rely, 

Name: __ lJ�fl-..�-=--F_· -------""""-L/. ___ 'f_U_. '.$ ________ _ 

Address :istr.1_ Ill A 6°J7t10/ 0 (A�H(vfl JV/tftlv( 

Emai l  address bv1 h be� Cb 5hc.s lubt-i l ,  h e:t-



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners; 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct, own, and operate an 
approximately 250�megawatt BESS facility on a 13wacre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel . The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the _potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters , demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibty dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long ... fasting and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty--three (23) wildfires within a five .. mfle radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner's 
Insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner 1s insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addltlon to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks . Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a sign ificant risk for our first responders' health should th is project be 
approved . 

Shou ld first responders qu ickly extingu ish a l ith ium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts . If the fire is 
not readi ly extinguished , the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant  publ ic 
health risk for the surrounding commun ities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire wi l l  become easi ly contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
i nto the region's soi l ,  adversely impacting the local ecosystem and popu lation . The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed ,  which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the Cal iforn ia Energy Commission to careful ly and ful ly consider these 
adverse fire , economic, environmenta l ,  and publ ic safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage1s proposed project The hea lth and safety of California residents shou ld 
a lways take precedence over any potentia l benefits proposed by this project. I respectfu l ly 
request that the Cal ifornia Energy Commission reject this project application and 
u nequivocaliy prioritize public safety and commun ity quality of life. 

Sincere ly, 

Name: �Mrla� 
Address \ 1 \ S · AJa di£� IJ..:t l � /!Jt;fJl@i..f___ C4= q;;?{p ? 3 
Emai l  address cl.1)}1,'lt,(_rolwtck.3@ � Wtail . Um 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct, own ,  and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facllity on a 1 3  .. acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of Sail Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna N iguel. The project site, which is less· than 1 ,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
h il lside surrounded by native • p lants and sign ificant vegetation .  brush , and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings , sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters , demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility wou ld be composed of lith ium .. iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be i ncredibly dangerous if they overheat, · causl�g the b�tt�ry to catch 
fire. Lith ium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished . Lithtum batteries can reign ite twenty-one (21 ) days after extingu ishing the 
fire, p resenting a long .. (astlng and persistent threat. Shou ld the . lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation,  steep terra in and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years , there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five--mHe radius 
of the proposed project slte. Given the nature of l ith ium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, al l nearby homes and 
businesses would be In Immediate fire danger. The Imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making it even more d ifficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the a lready d ire situation .  

In  addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
sign ificant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of Ign iting , leading to air pollution and public hea lth risks. Any fire, regard less of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved . 

Should f irst responders quickly extinguish a l ithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts . If the fire is 
not read ily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extingu ishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil , adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire , economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of Cal ifornia residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety ano community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name:_fv1_" f)._r_)_( -�-' _J-v __ w_�-----------� 

Address \'  \ S, QlL\ Me.cAc" 

Email address vv,�\< � u.A �il e<-- 1 (__Q)Z,v'\ 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title : Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, t am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct! own,  and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13wacre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreationa l  nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized· city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate witdfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium .. iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and . cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long•.fastlng and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and •immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23} wildfires within a ffve .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in Immediate fire danger. The imminent f ire risk posed by the BESS 
faclltty threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner's 
insurance crisisJ making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the a lready dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leadtng to air pollution and publi_c health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders, health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts. If the fire is 
not read ily extinguished 

I the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally priOiitize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

I C _! 
Name: ___ /_�...,,._

V .......... /e_ __ ---=J_· _ t/JLl _____ ei....._(9_._..__/ __ 
c_· --...-.------.. 

2. ':, '-I 51 Chc1, o a , ._/c u, , JuC'.1 -1 , {A Address 
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Email address __ n_V7 ___ ,_t._5_w____,c;,c;_' _.;;..e_1_· -®=--h____,,__..l)...._1..__l'Y\---'-"a""--,;;.,._l_'"' _C._D_t"-_· ------



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13wacre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation , brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our unfted opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would �e composed of Uthlum--iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be Incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long ... fasting and persistent threat .  Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation , steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a flve .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in Immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the �ESS 
facilfty threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the · state_'s homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's I nsurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting! leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should th is project be 
approved . 

Shau Id first responders quickly extingu ish a l ith ium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debil itating health impacts . If the fire is 
not read ily extingu ished , the toxic gases emitted wou ld generate a significant publ ic 
health risk for the surround ing communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire wil l become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close p roximity to the Oso and Arroyo C reek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed ,  which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly u rge the Californ ia Energy Commission to carefu lly and fully cons ider these 
adverse fire , economic, environmental ,  and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage1s proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits p roposed by this project. I respectfu l ly 
request that the California Energy Commission reject th is project application and 
unequ ivocal ly prioritize pub,ic safety and community quality of l ife. 

Sincerely, 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title : Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear Californla Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant. Compass Energy Storage LLCf is proposing to construct ! own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13wacre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel . The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
h illside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation , brush , and two 
recreational nature trails. Th is close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the •community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website l and writing letters , demonstrating our united opposition .  

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lith ium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lith ium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguish ing the 
fire, presenting a 1ong .. (asting and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation , steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five .. mlle radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lith ium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in Immediate fire danger. The Imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state•s homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeownefs Insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation . 

In  addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases with in 
seconds of Igni ting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts . If the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed furiher exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits p roposed by this project . I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocaily prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name: Wh�Ar
"'t 

we,-�)i-
Address ??J f:?"2'1..- 0,,,\ 0',q\-,fo o�- f c.',.--+ 'C.f'¾• "t ti,, z(\ 
Email address tJ\r.',�'lt--Oi-1 <\ (g ')Iv..�- \. e, o ..,,...  



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage  Project (24-O�T-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct) own s and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13 .. acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1 ,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters , demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage,s project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries. which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite �enty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long .. Jasting and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetatlon, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty ... three (2-3) wildfires within a five .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, an nearby h�mes and 
businesses would be In immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation.  

In addition to the heightened risk of  wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks . Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts . If the fire is 
not read ily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population .  The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project . I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name: ____ -::fi,_,t"'1/J._" (-----:;.J_�_�;;..o.::'/i4�U-"'_' �------------

Address __ _.:;:Z;;.._S+t> __ ,glo/._11�...;;a..'Ji..;;..a..�J/_A_V_ .. _.:;;_tA----'-,;,:.J/AIJ,ltJ--=------.;;.._l_l:4_� __ ct....;;...o_� :1._....I ___ _ 

Email address_-t,,oja�,IP��L/:-a:.Ul�:T�fiL_=-___...L®--=tl:;::..aU=--.,/'--....:.......,� µ'-=-'r_Y--_______ _ 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Projec.t 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage  Project (24�OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners , 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct, own F and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13wacre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel .  The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguei. is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings , sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters , demonstrating our united opposition� 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility woukt be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat. causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long .. lastlng and persistent threat . Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, ·  the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a flve .. mfle radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in Immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner1s 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In additlon to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks . Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders• health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts. If the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities .  Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population .  The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage1s proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project . I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name:_S ........ o ........ t(C ___ J}_........,.r{\.............__ei..;....._.,if C_1, ____ )5 _________ _ 
Address _ __:::J_9......:........7-...1....-_��..l.........L..���------r------



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition ·to··proposed ·compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct! own,  and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13�acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel. is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-Iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires bum hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium bat.teries can reignite twenty .. one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long ... fasting and persistent threat . Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a ftve .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a .. containment approach . . Shquld El fire break containment, a_ll nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
faciltty threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state1s homeowner's 
insurance crisis. making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks . Lithium batteries emit tox¾c gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a sign ificant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved . 

Shou ld first responders quickly extinguish a l ith ium battery fire, they wou ld be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health Impacts . If the fire is 
not readily extinguished , the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant publ ic 
health risk for the surround ing communities . Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire wi l l  become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
i nto . the region 1s soil, adversely impacting  the local ecosystem and population.  The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just mi les away. 

I strongly urge the Cal iforn ia Energy Commission to carefu l ly and fully consider these 
adverse fire ,  economic ,  environmenta l ,  and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
a lways take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the Californ ia Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequ ivocal iy prioritize publ ic safety and community quaiity of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name: &1 dfl� G�� 
Addre;Ii:s� [,;;J 24 c �.J 1-agunll �cg( (Pr 4 2.L  71 

Emai l  address 9A cl h.� j VD § � tfi> �IM.. ( · .).  0 YV\... 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project_ Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy _Storage LLC, is proposing to constructl own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13 .. acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel . The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel. is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings,  sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous If they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21} days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long ... fasting and persistent threat. Should the llthlum batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project s ite's natural vegetation. steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five .. mfle radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should ·a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The Imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility · threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner 1s 
insurance crisis, making It even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner•s insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

I n  addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks . Lithium batteries emit toxic gases Within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders'  health should this project be 
approved . 

Shou ld first responders quickly extingu ish a l ith ium battery fire, they wou ld be exposed to 
hazardous  toxic gases, which can cause severe debi l itating health Impacts . If the fire is 
not read i ly extingu ished , the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant  public 
health risk for the surround ing communities. Any water or fire extingu ishing compou nds 
used to combat the fire wi l l  become easi ly contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
i nto the region's soi l ,  adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potentia l  water quality issues, con taminating the San Juan  Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strong ly urge the Cal iforn ia Energy Commission to carefu lly and ful ly cons ider these 
adverse fire , economic, environmental ,  and pub l ic safety rlsks as they eva luate Compass 
Energy Storage1s proposed project. The health and safety of Cal ifo rnia residents should 
always take precedence over any potentia l benefits proposed by this project. I respectful ly 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequ ivocally prioritize public safety and community qual ity of  l ife. 

Sincere ly, 

Name:._____._ft...a...:;D;;__�_l E...:.,__. ___;;_(l _rl_�_----==S�Afl�?....__I _A.__· G-t,_· ------� 
Address � '7 5' I S- (� rrt fSS 7 eL'- D  

Emai l  address 

RD I u\C.,.U V1 A I'\ I G-u g_ CJ 2 (,, 7 7 
, 
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California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facUity. The project 
applicant . Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct1 own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13 .. acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several resldential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation� brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage•s project site poses signif icant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be Incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. L ithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. L ithium batteries can reignite twenty--one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long .. (asting and persistent threat. Should the llthlum batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project s ite's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery f ires, firef ighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a f ire break· containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making It even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's Insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

hi addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved. 

' 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a l ithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health Impacts. If the fire is 
not read i ly extinguished. the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant  publ ic 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire wil l become easi ly contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting  the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's c lose proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed ,  which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just mUes away. 

I strongly urge the Cal ifornia Energy Commission to carefu lly and fully consider these 
adverse fire , economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they eva luate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project The health and safety of Californ ia residents should 
a lways take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequ ivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of l ife. 

Sincerely, 



California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, t am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct, own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13 .. acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined with in a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website1 and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium .. iron phosphate 
batteries. which can be incredibly dangerous If they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easity 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a tong-fasting and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire , the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be In Immediate fire danger. The Imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
faclllty threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state's homeowner's 
insurance crisis s making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In additlon to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks� Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our f i rst responders• health should this project be 
approved . 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts . If the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a sign ificant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil. adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over  any potential benefits proposed by this project . I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocal ly p rioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name:_C�&Jµ��F-_/._{ ·_�----------------"'-s�--
Address_S_· _ffU:D ........... • ___ .a..-...as __ / _L ___ N __ C, __ /l-_� _____ • -�-r�k--· -
Email address -------------------------



Californ ia Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 • 
Project Title:_ Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct, own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facillty on a 13-acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel, is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass. Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phos·phate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire . Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after extinguish ing the 
fire, presenting a long .. fasting and persistent threat. Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a ffve .. mfle radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires, firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach .  Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in immediate fire danger. The imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state_•s homeowner1s 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addltlon to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders, health should this project be 
approved. 

Shou ld first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts. If the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities . Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population .  The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental , and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project . I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequ ivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name: E' � ----------+-------------------
Address y .)--/?><>- T�l D,;; J 7" 44.,( 1o/•.J!, 
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California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 24-OPT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of Laguna Niguel, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) faclllty. The project 
applicant, Compass Energy Storage LLC, is proposing to construct) own, and operate an 
approximately 250-megawatt BESS facility on a 13 ... acre project site along the northern 
portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern border of 
Laguna Niguel. The project site, which is less than 1,500 feet from several residential 
neighborhoods in Laguna Niguel. is confined within a designated general open space 
hillside surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. This close proximity to residential areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community has organized city meetings, sending comments 
to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition.  

The ·proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-iron phosphate 
batteries, which can be incredibly dangerous if they overheat, causing the battery to catch 
fire. Lithium battery fires burn hotter and faster than other fires and cannot be. easily 
extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty--one (21) days after extinguishing the 
fire, presenting a long .. Jasting and persistent threat . Should the lithium batteries overheat 
and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation ,  steep terrain and 
surrounding landscape pose a significant and immediate fire threat. 

In the past ten years, there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a ffve .. mile radius 
of the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithium battery fires. firefighters are forced 
to take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be in Immediate fire danger. The Imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threatens residents' safety and further exacerbates the state_1s homeowner's 
insurance crisis, making it even more difficult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's Insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and public health risks . Lithium batteries emit toxic gases within 
seconds of igniting, leading to air pollution and public health risks. Any fire, regardless of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders• health should this project be 
approved. 

Shou Id first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health Impacts . If the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities . Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed project. The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. 1 - respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name: 6&-: pti � { 
Address ) 2,r <{t-Z, I �Y'� J){ �� V1M1<. J\ft
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. The re is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
faci lities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two i n  San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to bui ld a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra ils and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breath ing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mountains, c ity l ights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food .  



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential a reas. Residential 
housing is with in a half m i le of this enormous facility. Far too c lose! There are 1 2  schools for chi ld ren 
within a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and would carry lith ium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel  conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust c reates openings in  the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen ,  an imal debris, all sorts of ai rborne flam mable 
particles would enter these conta iners puls ing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage fac ility than 
i n  this location .  This permit should be denied . 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name �{L Y} (M Date 3 ki/ 215 1 

Address 2-Jo D \  fA \(1)_ utDtiVo - sje, 
/ 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technoloaY battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephan ie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Fac ility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel conta iners of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation wou ld desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food . 



A Lith ium battery fi re would release toxic gases in heavily populated residential areas. Residential  
housing is withi n  a half mi le of th is enormous facility. Far too c lose! There are 1 2  schools for chi ld ren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and wou ld carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  an imal debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electric ity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered.  These risks a re unwelcome in  a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage fac ility than 
in this location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name_S_" � _ ___,,_S"L...-; _�_____,;;,.,._,4_, _}'_�_c_. 4 ______ Date 1 /2 1  ,6 � 

Address 

Email address____,;;_/2_i_/J_- ____ s_ .. _Q__y_?_; __ .,_c_Y_�_'_/_t::':_�_.i·_i_' c_�_c_v_,1_/4_;_,_k_,,_t'_o_h..._ 
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The California Energy Commission 

71 5 P Street 

Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 

considered by the California Energy Commission. 

I n  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 

Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 

would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 

facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 

Council member, Stephan ie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 

advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 

request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 

of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 

informed the wording would ·not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 

Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 

originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about th is dedicated natural  open space which offers several public trai ls and the 

Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 

industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality conta iners each with an a ir-conditioning un it. That would be 

a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hill�ides of this area that 

are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 

This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 

horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 

electrical substation would desecrate the whole a rea, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 

waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 

looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily popu lated residential areas. Residential  
housing is within a half mile of th is enormous facility. Far too close ! There are 1 2  schools for chi ldren  
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
directly to it if the conta iners caught fi re a nd were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in  the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place . Dust, pollen ,  a nimal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these contai ners pu ls ing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks a re unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this fac ility or a ny type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location. This permit should be denied . 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

,�- I 

Name ___ l_L._,, _, ,,_o_�_e_/c<�_._� <2-_'i_�_(p ____________ Date 

Address ___ 70------C5'---( ___ J_l _U>_· 5_�-r_4----=----N_Y_._o=------N___.___......_A___._N_P<_�------"'-""L"'-'-�--CA __ �....__· 'Z.,,_�=-----8 __ 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project {24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catch ing fire, two in  San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives a bout this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed.  

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddle back Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this a rea that 
a re home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, bi rdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lith ium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lith ium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and thei r  food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases i n  heavily populated residential  areas. Residential  
housing is within a half mi le of th is enormous faci lity. Far too c lose! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in  the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, an imal debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electric ity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage facility than 
i n  this location.  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name____,,.;;;;::::..o____,,,, ""--'-.4t_J..___SJ ______ �_CE:-=-----�=-· -=----________ Date 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission.  

I n  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed.  

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public tra ils and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this a rea that 
are home to native d rought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel conta iners of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lith ium battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is with in a half mi le of this enormous faci lity. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren 
within a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, animal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are unwelcome in a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this faci lity or any type of battery storage fac ility than 
in  this location.  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Date 3 /zz /zoQ 

Email address JotL ncoz£"9 �frdtJDOL CoJM 



The Californ ia Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California.  I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial a rea with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
a re home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hills, mounta ins, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel conta iners of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential a reas. Residential 
housing is with in a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for children 
withi n  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek d ra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually i nside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust c reates openings in  the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  an imal debris,  a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks a re u nwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or  any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration.  

Sincerely, 

Na me & .J....,._. � � -.....11 � 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list o r  explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in  San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, q uestioned Compass and their  representatives a bout this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description  
of  the  type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the word ing would not be changed .  

This c reates much uncertainty with the public and  anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public tra ils and the 
Oso Creek for recreation  and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and a n  
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fi re threat a n d  would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases i n  heavi ly populated residential a reas. Residentia l  
housing is  within a half mi le of  this enormous faci lity. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for chi ldren 
within a few mi les. The nearby 0so Creek dra ins to  the ocean and would carry lith ium-laced water 
directly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These a re galvanized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, an imal debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers puls ing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are u nwelcome in  a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage faci lity than 
in this location.  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

S incerely, 

Name __ �------"'-u_· ;.....J ____ (V\ __ 'v_�_-___ -_· ·-�--- '---�--· ______ Date 

Address 

Email address ___ �_O___._v0_\j-""-'-� _tL ____ l/½____._::t___.___.V)----'---"O ___ '-/_>_-'-!7--'--f-�_r'_._c __ o-'--· vJ,__,,._ _____ _ � J 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the Californ ia Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage faci lity, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
wou ld consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities a re everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in  San Diego County. When our City 
Counci l  member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned . Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddle back Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about th is dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be  
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h i llsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, bi rdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h ills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

13 Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lith ium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and thei r  food.  



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential  a reas. Residential  
housing is with in a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too close !  There are 1 2  schools for ch i ldren 
within  a few miles.  The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to  the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the containers caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These a re galvan ized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually ins ide and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt a ir  eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  animal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers puls ing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage fac ility than 
in this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the Californ ia Energy Commission. 

I n  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fi re, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Sadd leback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to i mprove the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean a ir  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste.  There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within a half mile of this enormous fac ility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for child ren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to  the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in the conta iners which a re 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  animal debris, all sorts of ai rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with e lectricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks a re u nwelcome in a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location .  This permit should be den ied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

2 · 2 2 - ? r  Date ____ _ 

Address 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider  similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire ,  two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council  member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and thei r  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next d ay something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This c reates much uncertainty with the public and a nxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility i n  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality conta iners each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breath ing in ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains,  c ity lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvan ized steel containers of Lith ium batteries a nd an 
e lectrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area a nd a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fi re wou ld release toxic gases in heavily populated residentia l  areas. Residential 
housing is with in  a half mi le of this enormous fac ility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ldren 
with in a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek d ra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the containers caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place.  Dust, pollen,  an imal debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electric ity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered.  These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage fac ility than 
in  this location . This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Email address d0<lV\,\t\ �� Q_,9�1 � Q)IVl 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium- Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fi re, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council  member, Stephan ie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something e lse was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of  the type of  batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This c reates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility i n  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-condition ing unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popula r  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an  
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fi re threat and  would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fi re wou ld release toxic gases in  heavily populated residentia l areas. Residential 
housing is with in a half m i le of this enormous faci lity. Far too c lose! There are 1 2  schools for c hild ren 
with in a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek d rains to the ocean and wou ld carry lith ium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These a re galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust c reates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed i n  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, ani mal  debris, a ll sorts of a irborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks are unwelcome i n  a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or  any type of battery storage facility than 
in this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fi re, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the word ing would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

Th is creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Fac ility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains,  city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lith ium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavi ly populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within  a half mi le of this enormous faci lity. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for chi ldren  
with in  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek d rains to  the ocean and  would carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fire and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust c reates openings in  the conta iners which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, animal debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers puls ing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location.  This permit should be den ied . 

Thank you for your  consideration.  

Sincerely, 

Address __ S __ ()_J_J/ ____ ·_�l\_✓_�_rr-V\_, _v\{.,.-___ q�·2(_J)_�_(.P _______ _ 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California.  I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

I n  the application for a permit for th is battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire,  two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the word ing would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned i n  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This c reates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to bu ild a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Fac ility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned i nto an 
industrial a rea with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep h ills ides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  a rea for people to relax, enjoy b iking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in  ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would c reate toxic 
waste. There a re fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential areas.  Residential 
housing is with in a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too c lose! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren 
within  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and would carry lith ium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta i ners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  an imal  debris, a ll sorts of a irborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are unwelcome in a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or  any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration.  

Sincerely, 

Name __ U __ o,v--e,_, __ 7]_,_�_�_1_. r;;;_�_:s_· ___________ Date 6�- z,.z_. Z-r 

Address ___ Z_3 _ _____.c;,_!3'c=-----U_.r:1i_·,o_v-'_�_---=S-'--(�-, _· __ 7_· _2_C_�_y_· _____ _ 

Email address ____________________________ _ 



The Californ ia Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider simila r  technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or thei r representative, Stephanie was 
informed the word ing would not be changed .  

This creates much uncertainty with the  public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h i llsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, bi rdwatch ing, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hills, mounta ins, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fi re threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential areas. Residential  
housing is within  a half mile of this enormous fac ility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for chi ldren 
within  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek d rains to  the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt ai r eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in  the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  animal debris ,  all sorts of airborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners puls ing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered.  These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area,  but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration.  

Sincerely, 

Name __ �___,.;:
-
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 958 1 4  

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San J uan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the Californ ia Energy Commission. 

In  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lith ium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and a lso, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council  member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the word ing would be changed. Only Lith ium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or thei r representative, Stephanie was 
informed the word ing would not be changed.  

Th is c reates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility i n  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddle back Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the C ity of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial a rea with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatch ing, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvan ized steel conta iners of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential  areas. Residential 
housing is within a half mi le of this enormous faci lity. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for children 
withi n  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually i nside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in  the conta iners which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  an imal debris, a ll sorts of a irborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area,  but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage fac ility than 
in  this location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank  you for your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Date tJf
/e� 

Address�'J
___,_Cf_b _&_v---4,-

[
.:,__P' ��,.____vft...L-+---L-��lfcd�--t(-2-_G_r-,_r __ _ 

Email  address __ �-'-=---"IL.---/i-
�
--+--[_r_te,:_-_\ .L......l./1_\/_J2--+

ul
--++--(j_cJ<"1,-_. _C16_/(__,_(_·�----



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
faci lities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephan ie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives a bout this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something e lse was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed.  

This c reates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in  ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in heavily populated residentia l  areas. Residentia l  
housing i s  within  a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too c lose! There are 12  schools for chi ld ren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, animal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks a re unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in th is location.  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California.  I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage faci lity, the batteries a re described as Lithium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider s imi lar technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fi re, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and thei r  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wi ldlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, bi rdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in  ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mounta ins, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and thei r  food. 



A Lith ium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within  a half mile of this enormous faci lity. Far too c lose!  There a re 1 2  schools for chi ldren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean a nd would carry lith ium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the containers caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel  containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in  the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, an imal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks a re unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in this location.  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Sincerely� 

Name_�J-M�"""'--'4+-"�'""""""-------=tJic........L....+�-=bs::..;;....____;o::;..._n......;...._ ________ Date c.3 ,/z 2.-/4s-

Address 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application  for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lith ium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is  no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
J\,lan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddle back Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso C reek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h ills, mountains, c ity lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel conta iners of Lithium batteries and an  
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and  would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and thei r  food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential  areas. Residential  
housing is with in a half mi le of this enormous facil ity. Far too c lose ! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ldren 
with in  a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and wou ld carry lith ium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst p lace. Dust, pollen, an imal  debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electric ity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are unwelcome i n  a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location.  This permit should be denied .  

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name ___ ...,.7/ .......... ' .... 
E"""'"""-r---'- ,,.._,c,,/ _____ _____._/4_N_S_. ?_. _____________ Date o_;�/?/z 5 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project {24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission .  

I n  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider s imilar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
faci lities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed.  

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to bu ild a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San J uan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-condition ing unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this area that 
a re home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in  ocean a i r  and views of the hills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel conta iners of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the a rea and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housi ng is with in  a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren 
withi n  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lith ium-laced water 
d irectly to it if the conta iners caught fire and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in  the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  an imal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flam mable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage fac i lity than 
in  this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name_�_1�(_vt±f� __ /lt-_· ___________ Date 

Address 3 1J tf-"fb 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 95814 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the Californ ia Energy Commission .  

I n  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technoloflY battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in  San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree.  

We a re very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public tra ils and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breath ing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mountains, c ity lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an  
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food.  



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases i n  heavi ly populated residentia l  areas. Residential 
housing is with in  a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ldren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fire and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, an imal debris, a ll sorts of a irborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered .  These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely u nacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this faci lity or any type of battery storage facility than 
in this location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely. 

Name l 
Jt1
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The Californ ia Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

I n  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithiu·m I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
faci lities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephan ie Oddo, questioned Compass and the ir  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or the ir  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording wou ld not be changed .  

Th is creates much uncertainty with the public and  anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility i n  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial a rea with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fi re threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food.  



A Lith ium battery fi re would release toxic gases i n  heavily populated residential a reas. Residential 
housing is withi n  a half mi le of this enormous faci lity. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren 
within  a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lith ium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta i ne rs caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust c reates openings in  the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, an imal  debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners puls ing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are u nwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or  any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location .  This  permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name w; Iii� /3{'01-{JSlf'(? 

Address 3 [G 7/ ?oho <;,t-- 5Cf,v1, }uc'.'.LJA lor, 'c; fra/4,u:J,CA. 1 ;_ G ?s-
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lith ium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephan ie was 
informed the wording would not be changed.  

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddle back Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning u nit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatch ing, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean a ir  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavi ly populated residential areas. Residentia l  
housing is  within  a half mi le of th is  enormous facility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for ch i ldren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, animal debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks a re unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage faci lity than 
in this location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Address_�-�;::;____- '  {_[p_�_h----'---�--=.-.--h_-=---,�---=---------J_L �_-b_· (J\__C;±______.____ 

L · MJY<J � {":2__G � 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California.  I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage faci lity, the batteries are described as Lith ium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or  explanation of which batteries Compass 
wou ld consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lith ium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

Th is creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about th is dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation  and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial a rea with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, bi rdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in  ocean a i r  and views of the h ills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lith ium fire threat and would c reate toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is with in  a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too c lose! There are 1 2  schools for chi ld ren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lith ium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the containers caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in  the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst p lace. Dust, pollen, an imal  debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated commun ities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage fac ility than 
in this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration.  

Sincerely, 

Name 
cUyl/

fldtL� ___________ -s-

Address t;2 7C/((;;f 11/RJ&ldziei J1(} ti. 9o2v? e-2-
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California.  I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider s imilar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephan ie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility i n  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this  dedicated natural  open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an air-condition ing un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, bi rdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in  ocean a i r  and views of the h ills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
e lectrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food . 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavi ly populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for chi ld ren 
withi n  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and wou ld carry lith ium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in  the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, a n imal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are u nwelcome in a deserted a rea, but completely u nacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in th is location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your consideration .  

11,� ,\� � 0V\v1 < <}I) _,.V2 // � ,  Name VU\U'< I u ,-> Date :;A � z� ------------------ - -----
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in  San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

Th is creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to bui ld a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this ded icated natural open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality conta iners each with an a i r-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h ills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is with in a half mi le of this enormous fac ility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren 
within  a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lith ium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These a re galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, animal debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers puls ing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks a re u nwelcome in a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this fac ility or  any type of battery storage fac ility than 
in  this location.  This permit should be den ied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration.  

Sincerely; 

Date S \ 2"2---\ z.,_s 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or  explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider  similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
faci lities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in  San Diego County. When our City 
Council  member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron  Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the word ing would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and a nxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation  a nd relief from crowded neighborhoods.  We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality conta iners each with an a ir-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvan ized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lith ium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food . 



A Lithiu m  battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavi ly populated residential a reas. Residential  
housing is withi n  a half mile of th is enormous fac ility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for chi ldren  
with in  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and  would carry lithi um-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re a nd were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in  the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  an imal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks a re u nwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or  any type of battery storage faci lity than 
in  this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name W ;\ \I°'""'- Ch,hrJ'\l,J Date :S fo. / 2S ---"----'--------'---'--"--'--------"---'-............ ............,.1__________ I I 
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The California Energy Commission 
7 1 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California.  I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage faci lity, the batteries a re described as Lithium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technolofW battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council  member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives a bout this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several  public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial a rea with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an  a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wi ldlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This i s  a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvan ized steel containers of Lith ium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole a rea, pose a Lithium fi re threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in heavily populated residentia l  a reas. Residential 
housing is within a half mile of this enormous facility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for chi ldren 
within  a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek d ra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These a re galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in  the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  animal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks a re unwelcome in a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage fac ility than 
in  th is location.  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely? 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in  San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed.  

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial a rea with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this a rea that 
a re home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popula r  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h ills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an  
electrical substation would desecrate the whole a rea, pose a Lithium fi re threat and  would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residentia l  areas. Residential  
housing is with in  a half mile of th is enormous facility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren 
within a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These a re galvanized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  animal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with e lectricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who wou ld be endangered. These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this faci lity or any type of battery storage fac ility than 
in this location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name�.....,____$�lj...__J_,__f!._;:]_Q_______,__/ �-· _· _, 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California . I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider s imilar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in  San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephan ie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso C reek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city l ights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavi ly populated residential a reas. Residential 
housing is within a half mi le of this enormous fac ility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for chi ldren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re a nd were doused with water. 

These a re galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust c reates openings in  the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  animal debris,  all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers puls ing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks a re u nwelcome i n  a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely popu lated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage faci lity than 
in this location.  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely! 

Name ____ fr�s_.- -�-l�e-A.--.1,___-1-(Y\�_6'-_f _1 �l\ __ {_q_l_J ___ __ _ __ Date 

Address {J\ 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider  similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council  member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed .  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed.  

Th is creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to bu i ld a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Faci lity in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree.  

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be  
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wi ldlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breath ing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mounta ins, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the a rea and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in heavily populated residential  areas. Residential 
housing is withi n  a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for chi ldren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and would carry lithium-taced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  an imal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage facility than  
in this location.  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Name YJ=r Date ____ _ 

Address_l_Lf7�___,
JA
�l_(_er_�_D�_7_C\ ---'--\t\, _(_l-t_ �_ -_· ,.,  -------=-------fe_ ___ 

Email address ____________________________ _ 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lith ium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. The re is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium- Ion battery. Those battery 
faci lities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the word ing would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel conta iners of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole a rea, pose a Lithium fire threat and would c reate toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food . 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in heavily populated residential  a reas. Residential 
housing is within a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too c lose! There a re 1 2  schools for chi ld ren 
within a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
directly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These a re galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, a nimal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks a re unwelcome in a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this faci lity or any type of battery storage facility than 
in this location. This permit should be den ied. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Address (j\Q..�, 

Date 3/22/�5 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider s imilar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fi re, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and thei r  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed .  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natura l  open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in  ocean a i r  and views of the hills, mountains,  city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within  a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for ch ild ren 
within  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean a nd would carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fire a nd were doused with water. 

These a re galvan ized steel  containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust c reates openings in  the conta iners which a re 
not hermetically sealed i n  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  a nimal  debris, a lt sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered.  These risks a re unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage fac ility than  
in  this location. This permit should be  denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration .  

Address 3 (}W y uPa t 1 "'--Oioi 

Date 5-ZZ-ZJ 

C/2 

Email address 10 cufG> q_s J'!. CD �efl wat- 11 t (p t...-1 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the Californ ia Energy Commission. 

In  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lith ium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium- Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire,  two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed.  

This c reates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddle back Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wi ldlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole a rea, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fire wou ld release toxic gases in heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within a half mile of this enormous facility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for chi ld ren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and would carry lith ium-laced water 
directly to it if the containers caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air  eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  an imal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks are unwelcome in a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or  any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name __ L_· _u_\�S _____ (\_· _c-_c.,......t --� _______ Date #j._, '-I 

Address d::) � \ S: Cb<-� Aw_ l-&\'-.J � 

Email address k::£.f'v::cl,;,,. '3� �fJ � c,,-, l 

ct+- 9 2-'13 0 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4  

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In  the application for a permit for this battery storage faci lity, the batteries are described as Lithium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technolo1& battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
faci lities a re everywhere and also, the ones catching fi re, two in  San Diego County. When our City 
Counci l  member, Stephan ie Oddo, questioned Compass and the ir  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or thei r  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approva l  of the permit to bui ld a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddle back Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natura l  open space which offers several  public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial  area with rusting 30' cargo-quality conta iners each with an a i r-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h i lls ides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, bi rdwatch ing, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel  containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fi re threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and thei r  food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavi ly populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within  a half mile of this enormous fac ility. Far too c lose! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ldren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  animal debris, all sorts of a irborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electric ity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are u nwelcome in  a deserted area,  but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or  any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location. This permit should be denied . 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

f e_ y- � 0 > rr Name _________________________ Date 

� / 0ock r t> se A- v  C-A q26 c;- b 
Address ______ ! _' _______________________ _ 

�. - 1) P � Y ko cb e co f.-, "' e--\7 
Emai l  address __ _ ____ _____________________ _ 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of the State of California. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lith ium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere a nd also, the ones catch ing fi re, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lith ium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. U pon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to bui ld a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility i n  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial a rea with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an air-condition ing unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatch ing, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a ir  and views of the h i lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

13 Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole a rea, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food . 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in heavi ly populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within a half mile of this enormous facility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for chi ld ren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d irectly to it if the containers caught fire a nd were doused with water. 

These a re galvanized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place.  Dust, pollen, an imal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with e lectricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks are unwelcome in a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name___;_A,,�1-c_l __ C_'cJ_J_cn_or'\ ____________ Date __ _ 

Email  address ____________________________ _ 



The California Energy Commission 

715 P Street 

Sacramento·cA 95814 

Re·: ·Opposition to compass Energy Storage Project (24-0PT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility. the batteries are described as Lithium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There Is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium ton battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catchingfire, two in San Diego County. When our then Mayor 
Pro Tern, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was advised 

the wording would be changed. Only Lithium Iron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit request. 

The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description of the 
type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative� Stephanie was informed 
the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertaintywlth the public and anxiety. 

We oppose· the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 

Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capi�ano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trails and the 

Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not wanna see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30J cargo-quality containers each with an air-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management Is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this area that 

are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This rs a popular area tor people to relax, enjoy biking. hiking. walking, bllllwatching. photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean air and views of the hills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

13  Acres of concrete pad supporting 1 1  oo galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 

electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 

waste. There are fires regularly. accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 

Looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 

A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases In heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within a half mile of this enormous facility. Far too closet There are 12 schools for children 



within a couple of miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 

directlyto it if the containers caught fire and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 

from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which are 

not hermetically sealed in the first place. Dust, pollen, animal debris, all sorts of airborne flammable 
particles would enterthese containers pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 

who would be endangered. These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 

next to densely populated communities. 

We hope yoµ agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in this Location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Address -=,t 2�3 

Date,_3_-_Z....;,_._�_-_Z�5 __ 



The California Energy Commission 

71 5 P Street 

Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Ene rgy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. Whe n  our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Step hanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean air  and views of the hills, mountains, c ity lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvan ized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lith ium battery fire wou ld release toxic gases in heavily populated residential  a reas .  Residentia l 
housing is within a half m ile of this enormous faci lity. Far too c lose! There a re 1 2  schools for child ren 
within a few miles . The nearby Oso Creek d ra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d irectly to it if the containers caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These a re galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually i nside and out to protect them 
from rust . Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in the first place.  Dust, pollen, an imal debris, all sorts of airborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers puls ing with electric ity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These r isks a re unwelcome in a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities . 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage fac ility than 
in this location .  This permit should be denied . 

Thank you for your consideration .  

Name {VI l t C... yt,(5 LL 

,AA ... L, \_ ·, y1 o'V') @ \c..\ o� �  � lo � Email address_v_-, _rr-_�_.v_, ______________________ _ 



The California Energy Commission 

71 5 P Street 

Sacramento CA 958 1 4  

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

I n  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

Th is creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceed ing to renovate the steep h i llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breath ing in ocean a i r  and views of the h ills, mountains, c ity lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and thei r  food. 



A Lith ium battery fire would release toxic gases in heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within a half mi le of th is enormous fac i lity. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for chi ldren 
with in a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and wou ld carry lithium-laced water 
d irectly to it if the conta iners caught fire and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvanized steel .  Rust creates openings in the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in the first place. Dust, pollen, animal debris, a ll sorts of a irborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electric ity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These r isks a re unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptabl  
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type o�u6:rage faci lity than 
in this location. Th is permit should be denied . 

,/ 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

//;/ 
s·ncerely, �// / �f/J/ 

1:/ � '  
Name __ 

� 
_____ fl_11.,,--"')_W_i_/J __________ Date __ _ 

Address_�_'{___:_(c_o___,_/ __ H_,t a.,,.__�_U_·' e_�_c_,',_d_ft.. -+/-S-�_l_....:,.._,· __ t:t_,_,_�_( ___ _ 

Email address __ ,:-_) �--------( fl_f\..._� _____ e_ __ k/2_t._bb_�-+-,V-�-�_,V\_(,v_..J_l' _t{--=i;...__· _l_cJ_V\____...., __ 



Calfomla Energy Commission 
Project Manager. Renee Longman 
715 P Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Docket Number: 24-0PT-o2 
Project Title: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Compaaa Energy storage Project (M-OPT-02) 

Dear Callfomia Energy Commissioners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of San Juan Capistrano, I am writing to express my 
strong opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The 
project applicant. Compass Energy Storage UC, 18 proposing to construct. own, and 
operate an approximately 260-megawatt BESS facility on a 13-acre project aite along the 
northern portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano Immediately adjacent to the eestern 
border of Laguna Niguel. The project site. Which la less than 1 ,500 feei from several 
realdentlal neighborhoods. Is confined within a designated general open space hillside 
surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature traits. Thia close proximity to 1981dentlal areas heightens the potentlal 
risk to the community. Our community la otganlzlng community meetings, sending 
comments to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage's project alt.a poses significant and 
Immediate wlldflre risks. The BESS faclllty would be composed of llthlum..fron phosphate 
batteries. or similar batteries, which can be lncradlbly dangerous If they overheat, ·causing 
the battery to catch fire. Lithium batery fires bum hotter and faster than otht:tr fires and 
cannot be easily extlngulshed. lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after 
extinguishing the fire. presenting a long-fasting and peislstent threat. Should the · 1lth1um 
batteries overheat and catch fire, the proposed project aite's natural vegetation, 
steep terrain and surrounding landscape pose a significant and Immediate t1re threat. 

In the paat ten years, theta have been twenty-three (23) wlldfil'88 within a ftveoffllle radius of 
the proposed project site. Given the nature of lithl"m battery fires. ffraffghters are forced to 
take a containment approach. Should a ftre break containment, all nearby homes and 
businesses would be In Immediate fire danger. The Imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threal$na realdenta' safety aod further -exacerbatee the etate•a homeowner'& 
Insurance crlels, making It even more dlfflcult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowners insurance poHcles, compounding the already dire situation .. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wildfires, the proposed BE.SS project site present& 
atgniflcant environmental and pubUc health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gaaea within 
seconds of Igniting, leading to air pollutton and public heafth riskl. Any fire. regardleas of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders• health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases, which can cause severe debilitating health impacts. If the fire is 
not readily extinguisheds the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic. environmental. and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed projecl The health and safety of California residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project .. I respectfully 
request that the Califomla Energy Commission reject this proje� application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name: P@,/ A: \J1 � J /.,c-£1,,1 �J { A) 
Address �] I k&--, � f)y'Y' Cf{? S: J C. C,4- /lU,7S
Emall address �e.c,l • hh kl �,r r ve � kt 07/Vllt. < ( Urn 



Calfomla Energy Commission 
Project Manager, Renee Longman 
715 P Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Docket Number: 24-0PT-02 
Project Title: Compass Energy storage Project 

RE: Opposition to Proposed Comp- Energy Storage Project (24-0PT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commlaeloners. 

As a concerned resident of the C'Jty of Sen Juan Capistrano, I am writing to expreae my 
strong opposition to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facility. The 
project appffcant.. Compass Energy Storage LLC, la proposing to construct. own, and 
operate an approximately 250-megawatt BESS faclllty on a 13-acre project site along the 
northem portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano immediately adjacent to the eastern 
border of Laguna Nlguet The p�Ject atte, which la lesa than 1 ,500 feet from several 
residential neighborhoods. Is confined within a designated general open apace hlllalde 
surrounded by native plants and slgnJftcant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature traits. Thia close proximity to RtSldentlal a,.aa heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community la organizing community meetings, aendlng 
comments to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition� 

The proposed location of Compass Energy Storage•• project site poses significant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facllity would be composed of lthlum..fron phosphate 
batteries. or similar batteries, which can be incndlbly dangemua If they overheat. causing 
the battery to catch fire. Uthlum battery fires bum hotter and faster than other fires and 
cannot be easily extinguished. Uthlum batteries can reignite twenty--one (21) days after 
extinguishing the fire, presenting a long-lasting and persistent threat. Should the lithium 
batteries overheat and catch fire, the proposed projeQt slte's natural vegetation, 
steep tarra1n and surrounding landscape pose a slgnlflcan.t and Immediate fire threal 

In the past tan years, them have been twenty-three (23) wlldfil98 within a ftve--mlle radius of 
the proposed project site. Given the nature of Uthlum battery fns, firefighters are forced to 
take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment. al nearby homes and 
businesses would be In Immediate 1n danger. The Imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facility threa�n• resklenta' eafety and further -exacerbate• the atf1te•a homeowner•e 
Insurance crlala, making It even more dlfftcult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner-a insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wtldffres, the proposed BESS project site presents 
algnlftcant environmental and public health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gaaes within 
seconds of Igniting, leading to air pollutlon and public heafth risks. Any fire, regardleaa of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders• health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases. which can cause severe debilitating health impacts. If the fire is 
not readily extinguished11 the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communitles. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the f1re will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region1s soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed projecl The health and safety of California residents �hould 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name: S � i::s7f(ft: 

Address 3 / L__;-F/ f lr5e-o 0(1UcJ s 

Email address kos?KA-. 52':FV� &-1, ;f1L- . Co"-



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San J uan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

I n  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lith ium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fi re, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about th is, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed.  

This creates much uncerta inty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about th is dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains, c ity lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste .  There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food . 



A Lith ium battery fire would release toxic gases i n  heavily populated residential a reas. Residential 
housing is with in a half m i le of this enormous fac i lity. Far too close ! There are 1 2  schools for c hi ldren 
within  a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and wou ld carry lith ium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These a re galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in  the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed i n  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, a nimal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flam mable 
particles would enter these contai ners pulsing with e lectricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are unwelcome i n  a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this facility or  any type of battery storage fac ility than 
in  this location .  This permit should be denied . 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Date S / Z,'1,, / 28 
I 

Email address iJ { --e )2 . ,J .{!( (}. t lo @;; y a� o - Cowl 



Calfomla Energy Commission 
Project Manager, Renee Longman 
715 P Street  
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Docket Number: 24-0PT-02 
Project lltle: Compass Energy storage Project 

RE: Oppoaltlon to Proposed Compau Energy storage Project (24-0PT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commlaaloners, 

As a concerned resident of the City of San Juan Capistrano, I am writing to express my 
strong opposition to the pR)fl088d battery energy storage system (BESS) faclllty. The 
project applicant. Compa88 Energy Storage LLC. la proposing to construct, own, and 
operate an approximately 250-megawatt BESS faclllty on a 13-acre project aite along the 
northern portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano Immediately adjacent to the eastern 
borcler of Laguna Niguel. The project slteJ which is less than 1 ,500 feet from several 
residential neighborhoods, la confined within a designated gene,-1 open space hlll81de 
surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation. brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. Thia close pfOXfmlty to 1881dentlal areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community la organizing community meetings, sending 
comments to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united opposition. 

The proposed location of Compass Energy storage's project site poses slgniftcant and 
Immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of llthlum..fron phosphate 
batteries, or similar batterlea, whlch can be incndlbly dangerous If they overheat. causing 
the battery to catch fire. Uthlum batlerY fll9.8 bum hotter and faster than other fires and 
cannot be eaally extinguished, Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) dflye after 
extinguishing the fire, presenting a long-lasting and persistent threat. Should the lithium 
batteries overheat and catch fire, the proposed project site's natural vegetation, 
steep terrain and sunuundlng landscape pose a algnlflcant and Immediate fire thraal 

In the past ten years. there have been twenty-three (23) wildfires within a five-mite radius of 
the proposed project site. Given the nature of Dthlum battery ftnts. flraftghters are forced to 
take a containment approach, Should a fn break containment, au nearby homes and 
businesses would be In Immediate fire danger. The Imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
facHity threatens residents• safety and further -exaoerbatee the abl,te'e homeownor•a 
Jnaurance crisis, making I even more dlfflcult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeownefs Insurance pollcies, compounding the already dire situation. 

ln addition to the heightened risk of wlldfl191, the PfOP089d BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and pubAc health risks. Lithium batteries emit toxic gaeea within 
seconds of Igniting, leading to air polutlon and public hea·lth rlska .. Any fire, regardleea of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders• health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery faret they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases. which can cause sevare debilitating health impacts. If the fire is 
not readily extinguished1 the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely impacting the local ecosystem and population. The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water q uality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage's proposed projecl The health and safety of Califomla residents should 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project applioa!ion and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name:_
}J
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Calfomla Energy Commission 
Project Manager, Renee Longman 
715 P Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Docket Number: 24-0PT-02 
Project TIiie: Compass Energy Storage Project 

RE: Oppoaltlon lo Propoaad Compau Energy Storage Project (24-0PT-02) 

Dear California Energy Commlasloners1 

As a concerned resident of the City of San Juan Capistrano. I am writing to express my 
strong opp,ositlon to the proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) facUlty. The 
project applicant. Compass Energy Storage LLC. la proposing to construct, own, and 
operate an approximately 250-megawatt BESS faclUty on a 13-acre project site along the 
northern portion of the City of San Juan Capistrano Immediately adjacent to the eash!m 
border of Laguna Nlguel. The project site. which Is leas than 1 ,500 feet from several 
residential neighborhoods. Is confined within a designated general open space hillside 
surrounded by native plants and significant vegetation, brush, and two 
recreational nature trails. Thia close p10xlmlty to 1881dentlai areas heightens the potential 
risk to the community. Our community 18 01ganlzlng community meetings, sending 
comments to the CEC website, and writing letters, demonstrating our united oppoaltlon. 

The proposed location of Compaas Energy Storage's project site poses algnlftcant and 
immediate wildfire risks. The BESS facility would be composed of lithium-Iron phosphate
batte� or similar batteries, which can be Incredibly dangerous if they overheat. causing 
the battery to catch fire. Uthlurn batterY fires bum hotter and faster than other fires and 
cannot be easily extinguished. Lithium batteries can reignite twenty-one (21) days after 
extinguishing the fire, presenting a long-fasting- and pefilstent threat. Should the · 11thlum 
batteries overheat and catch fire, th.e proposed - project site's natural veget.atlon. 
steep terrain and surrounding landscape pose a slgnlffcant and Immediate fire threat 

In the paat ten years, there have been twenty-th199 (23) wildfires within a fiv&ffllle radius of 
the proposed project site. Given the nature of lthlum battery fires, flreffghtera are forced to 
take a containment approach. Should a fire break containment. au nearby hornea and 
businesses would be In Immediate fire danger. The Imminent fire risk posed by the BESS 
faclllty threatens rellldenta1 aafety arrd further -e,cacerbatee the atate'a homeowner'e 
insurance crisis, making I even more dlfflcult for residents to obtain adequate 
homeowner's Insurance policies, compounding the already dire situation. 

In addition to the heightened risk of wlldftree, the propoaed BESS project site presents 
significant environmental and pubftc health risks. Lithium batterlea ,emit toxic gaaes wtthln 
seconds of Igniting, leading to air pollutlon and publtc health riska. Any fire, regardleaa of 



size generates a significant risk for our first responders' health should this project be 
approved. 

Should first responders quickly extinguish a lithium battery fire, they would be exposed to 
hazardous toxic gases. which can cause severe debilitating health impacts. If the fire is 
not readily extinguished, the toxic gases emitted would generate a significant public 
health risk for the surrounding communities. Any water or fire extinguishing compounds 
used to combat the fire will become easily contaminated with heavy metals and absorbed 
into the region's soil, adversely Impacting the local ecosystem and population� The 
project's close proximity to the Oso and Arroyo Creek waterbed further exacerbates 
potential water quality issues, contaminating the San Juan Creek Watershed, which flows 
to the Pacific Ocean just miles away. 

I strongly urge the California Energy Commission to carefully and fully consider these 
adverse fire, economic, environmental, and public safety risks as they evaluate Compass 
Energy Storage1s proposed projecl The health and safety of California residents �hould 
always take precedence over any potential benefits proposed by this project. I respectfully 
request that the California Energy Commission reject this project application and 
unequivocally prioritize public safety and community quality of life. 

Sincerely, 

Name: DM,'e[ /IJLA/IJ°'-'o/ 
Address 1-: 6 tJ J r� 5ee Duf'f&7!} CJ �n :Y-utV? G:,,,po 

Email address Vo.. o (e/lZUl:2.j 0. Y "'Y .20 LI@ Cn-1 , • l ✓ 6:J 1--'l-f. 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lith ium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fi re, two in San Diego County. When ou r City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility i n  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddle back Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several  public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods.  We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural  Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of th is a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the va·lley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, bi rdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a ir  and views of the h i lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lith ium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food . 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential  areas. Residential 
housing is within a half mile of this enormous facility. Far too close ! There are 1 2  schools for chi ld ren 
within  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to  the ocean a nd would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in  the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  an imal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered.  These risks are unwelcome in  a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or  any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location.  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name/\LO N\?Q:A � ELLfOJJ 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San J uan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the Californ ia Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technolo2Y battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lithi um-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fi re, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephan ie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithiu m  I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or  their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncerta inty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this ded icated natura l  open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an  
industrial a rea with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an air-condition ing un it. That would be  
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep h i llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wild life to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, bi rdwatch ing, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel conta iners of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste .  There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavi ly populated residential areas. Residentia l  
housing i s  within a half mi le of this enormous fac ility. Far too c lose! There a re 12  schools for ch i ldren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, animal debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pu lsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks a re u nwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage fac ility than 
in this location. This permit should be denied.  

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Name J !Co@ 

Address 3 I >  S"" t.;· 
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The Californ ia Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission.  

In  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fi re,  two i n  San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and thei r  representatives about this, she was 
advised the word ing would be changed .  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

Th is creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natura l  open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial a rea with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h i llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wi ldlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h ills, mountains,  city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel conta iners of Lith ium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food . 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential a reas. Residential  
housing is with in a half mi le of th is enormous fac ility. Far too close! The re a re 1 2  schools for ch i ldre n  
with in  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek d ra ins to the ocean a n d  would carry lithium-laced water 
d irectly to it if the containers caught fi re a nd were doused with water. 

These a re galvan ized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually ins ide and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in the conta iners which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  an imal debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers puls ing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks a re u nwelcome in a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this facility or  any type of battery storage faci lity than 
in  this location. This  permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Name �'--/ Prn n e_,. R ( Q,Q K <V 
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The Californ ia Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

I n  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technoloiY battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catch ing fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about th is, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithi um I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Faci lity in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial a rea with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in  ocean a i r  and views of the hills, mountains,  city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel conta iners of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole a rea, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food . 



A Lith ium battery fi re would release toxic gases in heavily populated residentia l  areas. Residential 
housing is within  a half mi le of this enormous fac ility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren 
within  a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek d ra ins to the ocean and would carry lith ium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the containers caught fire and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, an imal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers puls ing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are u nwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptab le 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this facility or  any type of battery storage faci lity than 
in this location .  This permit should be denied.  

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Si 1 1\,CI dy, 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or  explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the word ing would be changed. Only Lithium I ron  Phosphate would be mentioned i n  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed.  

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility i n  San 
Juan Capistrano on  the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about this dedicated natura l  open space which offers several  public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation  and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an  a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep h i llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing i n  ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvan ized steel  containers of Lithium batteries and a n  
electrical substation would desecrate the whole a rea, pose a Lithium fi re threat and would create toxic 
waste. The re are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the a rea and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in heavily populated residentia l  a reas. Residential 
housing is within a half mi le of this enormous fac ility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren 
within a few miles.  The nearby Oso Creek d ra ins to  the ocean  and would carry lith ium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fire and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  animal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electric ity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks a re unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name---'l.-�_R_e_T_T __ e ______ LJ:._F-"-F◄_o_R_Y _____ Date -s/2-2h� 

Address_�_/_0_8_J-__ V,_:C_.A __ S_A_,__t1_7_o _/£_o l,t4-----'-------'-J43 _ _____,;;,,..��-j_C. __ _ 
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The Californ ia Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4  

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San J uan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lith ium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technolo2Y battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
faci lities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lith ium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of  batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or thei r  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the word ing would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into a n  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, bi rdwatch ing, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean ai r and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an  
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food . 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases i n  heavily populated residential a reas. Residential 
housing is withi n  a half mi le of th is enormous fac ility. Far too c lose! There a re 1 2  schoo ls for child ren 
within a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust c reates openings i n  the conta ine rs which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  an imal debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners puls ing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks a re u nwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name Jo an o e C \ \�d Date _i_JE-/ 
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The Californ ia Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear C EC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the Californ ia Energy Commission. 

In  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technoloiY battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in  San Diego County. When our  City 
Council member, Stephan ie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning u nit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wi ldlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, bi rdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mountains,  city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential areas. Residential  
housing is within a half mi le of th is enormous fac ility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for ch i ldren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
directly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  a n imal debris, all sorts of a i rborne flam mable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with e lectric ity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks are u nwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage facility than  
in this location . This permit should be  denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or  explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire,  two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed .  Only Lithium Iron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something e lse was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. U pon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the word ing would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We a re very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in  ocean a i r  and views of the hills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lith ium batteries and an  
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and  would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the a rea and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fi re wou ld release toxic gases in heavily populated residentia l  areas. Residential 
housing is within a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek d ra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d irectly to it if the containers caught fire and were doused with water. 

These a re galvanized stee l  containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air eventu ally rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in  the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed i n  the fi rst p lace. Dust, pollen, an imal debris,  a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks are unwelcome in  a deserted a rea, but completely u nacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this faci lity or any type of battery storage facility than 
in this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

Address 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 958 1 4  

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the Californ ia Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fi re, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council  member, Stephan ie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lith ium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This c reates much u ncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to bu ild a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility i n  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso C reek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-condition ing u nit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
Th is is a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, bi rdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in  ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel conta iners of Lithi u m  batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fi re threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and thei r  food . 



A Lithium battery fire wou ld release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within a half mi le of this enormous fac ility. Far too c lose! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren  
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and  would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel  containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, an ima l  debris, all sorts of ai rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers puls ing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in this location . This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration.  

Sincarely, 

Name_J_;_�_/A-1/_·· '------A___.._.AN'-'----S-"f)'------N"_, _.J l_l�Pfe--�__..;.._'£ _______ Date g-z 1-'25, 



The Californ ia Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the Californ ia Energy Commission. 

In  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire ,  two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about th is, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this a rea that 
a re home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatch ing, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in  ocean a i r  and views of the hills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and thei r food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within a half mi le of this enormous faci lity. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren 
within  a few mi les.  The nearby Oso Creek d rains to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the containers caught fire and were doused with water. 

These a re galvanized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in  the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  an imal  debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flam mable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered.  These risks are u nwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this faci lity or  any type of battery storage fac ility than 
in  this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration .  

Slncerety, 

Nam 

Address_J�2�Z-2.>........L.-/---+--z/...,__,_)f--+-, JJ.--H--1) �Z-+Jft�9 __ '£ _____ _ 

Email address G � tfl (do Uva la 15' 1 e y ht&(') 



The Californ ia Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project {24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephan ie Oddo, q uestioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lith ium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h i llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in  ocean a ir  and views of the hi lls, mountains,  city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lith ium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fi re threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in heavily populated residential a reas. Residential 
housing is with in  a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too c lose !  There a re 1 2  schools for chi ld ren 
withi n  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fire and were doused with water. 

These a re galvanized steel  containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust c reates openings in  the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place.  Dust, pollen, an imal debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with e lectricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area,  but completely unacceptable 
next to densely popu lated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this fac ility or  any type of battery storage faci lity than 
in  this location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerety, 

Name __________________ Date 3 � ;)._:) �.:s!S 

Address dbooo R V6 .  A£ fs. O  A) �/< To  :tfd\ / 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San J uan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or  a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephan ie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This c reates much uncerta inty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Faci lity in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-condition ing unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a ir  and views of the h ills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole a rea, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential a reas. Residential 
housing is within  a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ldren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and wou ld carry lithium-laced water 
d irectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These a re galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually i nside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in  the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed i n  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, an imal debris, a ll sorts of ai rborne flam mable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be e ndangered.  These risks a re unwelcome in a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or a ny type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank  you for your  consideration.  

Name------L....-�-N--.L.Jt.""""'-E-���"""----5_____,,.___L c.5:_____,L)"""'---!L-,,.=--...,u�J ,JJ,j�c,____--Date # 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 95814  

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

l n· the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider s imilar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council  member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lith ium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed .  

This creates much uncertainty with the public and  anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddle back Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several  public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation  and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-condition ing un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h i llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing i n  ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvan ized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and thei r  food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in heavily populated residential  areas. Residential  
housing is within  a half mile of th is enormous fac ility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for chi ld ren 
withi n  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d irectly to it if the containers caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, an imal debris, a ll sorts of a irborne flamma ble 
particles would enter these containers puls ing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered.  These risks are unwelcome in  a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage faci lity than 
in this location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Sincerely; 

Name --n�w Wc'Bhtf Date �)62c) 1� 
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The California Energy Commission 

71 5 P Street 

Sacramento CA 9581 4  

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage p·roject (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or  explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the word ing would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each  with an air-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight . 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this area that 
are home to native d rought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breath ing in ocean a ir  and views of the hi lls, mountains, c ity lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in heavi ly populated res idential a reas. Res idential 
housing is within a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for chi ld ren 
with in a few mi les. The nearby 0so Creek d ra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel conta iners that need to be coated annually ins ide and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, animal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners puls ing with electric ity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks a re u nwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this faci lity or any type of battery storage faci lity than 
in th is location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  cons ideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name K�fu� V ea q Date3/ct-1 / h 

Address01 O3v (Cl\\t -SM D\' \_San JUU\n (£\�\ sh-aYLO � t121., lS 
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the word ing would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several  public tra ils and the 
Oso C reek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native d rought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, bi rdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mounta ins, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an  
electrical substation would desecrate the whole a rea, pose a Lithium fire threat and  would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food . 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases i n  heavily populated residential  a reas. Residential  
housing is with in a half mile of th is enormous fac ility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for chi ldren 
within  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to  the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in  the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, animal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with e lectricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks a re unwelcome in a deserted a rea, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location.  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name_\ �kt-"-'---m----"-'tt ------'---m ___ \�S-(2)!--------=• ________,_____r12V).___________ ___ Date :411e 1� 

Address 7 ✓"J{JJ05= CalUL A-{YD--f O ,  S Jc - cp,_ �--
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The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in  San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. U pon contacting Compass or thei r  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natura l  open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an  
industrial a rea with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatch ing, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean a ir  and views of the hills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lith ium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste.  There a re fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential a reas. Residential 

housing is within a half mile of this enormous fac ility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for chi ldren  

withi n  a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins  to  the  ocean and  would carry lith ium-laced water 

d irectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 

from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in  the conta iners which a re 

not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  animal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 

particles would enter these conta iners puls ing with electric ity. There are too many people living nearby 

who would be endangered. These risks are u nwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 

next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac i lity or any type of battery storage faci lity than 

in th is location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Address 1--J(;z (>'5 C IC\  l l � fl6/.Wf0 1 'SJL > 

Email address __ M_q_H_u_s_S_Q�-��-' ,_u_o_·_M _____ _ 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 958 1 4  

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

I n  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lith ium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
faci lities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fi re, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lith ium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned . Upon contacting Compass or thei r representative, Stephanie was 
informed the word ing would not be changed. 

This c reates much uncertainty with the public and a nxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-condition ing unit. That would be  
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h i llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hi lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fi re threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food . 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residentia l  a reas. Residential 
housing is within  a half mi le of this enormous fac ility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for chi ld ren 
within a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These a re galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt a i r  eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the conta iners which a re 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, animal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers puls ing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks a re unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Name __ .J_D----=-�___,_tf\>------'--- A __ 0_8_· --'--t-J---'-0_. __________ Date 3 · 1 2 � ·-z c:;-

Address 

Email address _ _____,,,jiu..,'{)=,S __ ttv-'-=--A_J_- o=--�-N-�_·c3=-----Q=-----0 ___ • \_,__l\ ___ f(\_L_, _lo_M----=---------



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider s imilar technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in  San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and the i r  representatives a bout this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed .  

This creates much u ncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church.  This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a ir-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, bi rdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the hills, mounta ins, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within  a half mi le of this enormous fac ility. Far too close! There a re 1 2  schools for ch i ldren 
within  a few m iles .  The nearby Oso Creek d ra ins to the ocean and would carry lith ium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel conta iners that need to be coated annua lly inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in  the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  animal debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are unwelcome in  a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations  for this faci lity or any type of battery storage faci lity than 
in  this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Email address __ ?;_�_-L-1�N�Q_A_��(\J_._'(J_�_· �N�&!�----G_ .. __ M ___ k\_l�. _Ll __ � _M ____ _ 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4  

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technolo(& battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithiu m-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or thei r  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso C reek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wi ldlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a ir  and views of the hi lls, mountains, c ity lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an  
electrical substation would desecrate the whole a rea, pose a Lithium fire threat and  would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and thei r  food . 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in  heavily populated residential a reas. Residential 
housing is withi n  a half mi le of this enormous facility. Far too c lose! There are 1 2  schools for chi ldren 
within a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek d ra ins to the ocean and wou ld carry lith ium-laced water 
d irectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annua lly inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust c reates openings in  the conta iners which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  an imal  debris, a ll sorts of a irborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks are unwelcome i n  a deserted area, but completely u nacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in this location . This  permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration . 

Sincerely, 

� 
Address J� �b<,. A1, 

1 
i?/f Z.... • 7 :Z: , 

Date ____ _ 

Email address ____________________________ _ 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project {24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium- Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in  San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and thei r  representatives about th is, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This c reates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Faci lity in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso C reek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an  
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hillsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wi ldlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
Th is is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mountains ,  city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lith ium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lithium battery fire would release toxic gases i n  heavi ly populated residential areas. Residential  
housing is within  a half mi le of th is enormous fac ility. Far too c lose! There a re 1 2  schools for ch i ldren 
with in a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the containers caught fi re a nd were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sea led in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, an imal  debris, all sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners puls ing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks are u nwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in  this location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Email address ____________________________ _ 



The California Energy Commission 

71 5 P Street 

Sacramento CA 958 1 4  

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

DearCEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When  our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium Iron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Man,agement is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, bi rdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in ocean air  and views of the h i lls, mountains, c ity lights and farms. 

13 Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fi re threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lith ium battery fire would release toxic gases i n  heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is with in  a half mile of this enormous faci lity. Far too close! There are 12 schools for chi ld ren 
within a few mi les. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean a nd would carry lith ium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fire and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel  containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvan ized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed i n  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen,  animal debris, all sorts of ai rborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely u nacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better  locations for this facility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in this location.  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name 4MAJoo1 �- DateJ/:;;;;/J-filt;-

Address 2.� l  ]9J \) 1 c;,_ Tid /flt1tr:I S� �an Cap ,Of, 9Jco77 

Email address b I rh.ea..c.lM Q,S @ hocfw� . C °o\--A. � � 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the Californ ia Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries a re described as Lith ium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar  technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council  member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and thei r  representatives a bout this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned . Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This c reates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddle back Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open  space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu med into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an ai r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this a rea that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
Th is is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, b reathing in ocean a i r  and views of the h i lls, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food . 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases i n  heavily populated residential a reas. Residential 
housing is within  a half mi le of this enormous fac ility. Far too c lose! There are 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean a nd would carry lith ium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel  conta iners that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which a re 
not hermetically sealed in  the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, animal debris, all sorts of airborne flam mable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electric ity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks a re unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there a re far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in this location .  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Address ZG�7 7.. l.c� L\A 1 '3 )  L 1 ( A  O\ Z G75 

Email address � • e.. � . ri CM� @r-a.J . OW\. 



The California Energy Commission 
71 5 P Street 
Sacramento CA 9581 4 

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lith ium Iron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire,  two in  San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their  representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in  the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Faci lity in  San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural  open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial a rea with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular  area for people to relax,. enjoy biking, hiking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in  ocean a i r  and views of the h ills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their  food. 



A Lithium battery fi re would release toxic gases in heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within a half mi le of this enormous fac ility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for chi ldren 
withi n  a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek dra ins to  the ocean and would carry lithium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the containers caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel  containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt ai r eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, animal debris, a ll sorts of a i rborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in this location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration. 

Sincere ly, 

N ame Bmer '1 (! M DarraSc CJ 

Address 3 1  �o i la Ce d-er-CL 6+ 

Date ?;/ tz/z-5 1 t 

Email address arne/1 e_o__Cqrr o.ScoJYi@ g;rna'i I . Com 



The California Energy Commission 

71 5 P Street 

Sacramento CA 958 1 4  

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project {24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
faci lities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their  representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Faci lity in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public trails and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it tu rned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an a i r-conditioning unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is p roceeding to renovate the steep h illsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to i mprove the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, bi rdwatch ing, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in  ocean a i r  and views of the h ills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and would create toxic 
waste. There a re fi res regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lith ium battery fire would release toxic gases i n  heavily populated residential areas . Residential 
housing is within a half mile of this enormous faci lity. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for children 
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek drains to the ocean and wou ld carry lithium-laced water 
di rectly to it if the containers caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually ins ide and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt ai r eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust c reates openings in the containers which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place .  Dust, pollen, animal debris, all sorts of airborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers pulsing with electricity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered. These risks are u nwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities . 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage facility than 
in this location.  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Name ��;4_ � /4 �O/( Date .;; -£� ... ;(..S: ------------------------



The California Energy Commission 

71 5 P Street 

Sacramento CA 958 1 4  

Re: Opposition to Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission.  

I n  the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described  as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider similar technology. The most used battery would be a Lith ium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire ,  two in San Diego County. When our City 
Counci l  member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed. Only Lithium I ron  Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the wording would not be changed. 

This creates much u ncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lith ium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a- multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about th is dedicated natural open space which offers several public trai ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality containers each with an air-conditioning un it. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natural Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular area for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking, walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback rid ing, breathing in ocean air  and views of the hills, mountains, city lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvanized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation wou ld desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fire threat and wou ld create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lith ium battery fire would release toxic gases in heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within a half mi le of this enormous fac ility. Far too c lose! There a re 1 2  schools for ch i ld ren 
with in a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek d rains to the ocean and would carry l ith ium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the containers caught f ire and were doused with water. 

These are galvan ized steel containers that need to be coated annually ins ide and out to protect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust c reates openings in the conta iners which are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, an imal debris, all sorts of airborne flammable 
particles would enter these containers puls ing with electric ity. There are too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered . These r isks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely popu lated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this fac ility or any type of battery storage fac i lity than 
in this location. This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for you r  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Address 



The California Energy Commission 

71 5 P Street 

Sacramento CA 95814  

Re: Opposition to  Compass Energy Storage Project (24-OPT-02) 

Dear CEC, 

I am a resident of San Juan Capistrano. I want to express my concern about this permit currently being 
considered by the California Energy Commission. 

In the application for a permit for this battery storage facility, the batteries are described as Lithium I ron 
Phosphate or a similar technology battery. There is no list or explanation of which batteries Compass 
would consider simila r  technology. The most used battery would be a Lithium-Ion battery. Those battery 
facilities are everywhere and also, the ones catching fire, two in San Diego County. When our City 
Council member, Stephanie Oddo, questioned Compass and their representatives about this, she was 
advised the wording would be changed.  Only Lithium I ron Phosphate would be mentioned in the permit 
request. The very next day something else was posted on the Docket log with the same vague description 
of the type of batteries planned. Upon contacting Compass or their representative, Stephanie was 
informed the word ing would not be changed. 

This creates much uncertainty with the public and anxiety. 

We oppose the approval of the permit to build a 250-megawatt Lithium Battery Storage Facility in San 
Juan Capistrano on the land currently owned by Saddleback Church. This proposal for a permit was 
originally denied by the City of San Juan Capistrano for a multitude of reasons with which we agree. 

We are very concerned about this dedicated natural open space which offers several public tra i ls and the 
Oso Creek for recreation and relief from crowded neighborhoods. We do not want to see it turned into an 
industrial area with rusting 30' cargo-quality conta iners each with an a i r-condition ing unit. That would be 
a horrendous sight. 

The Center for Natura l  Lands Management is proceeding to renovate the steep hi llsides of this area that 
are home to native drought-friendly plants and native wildlife to improve the existing beauty of the valley. 
This is a popular a rea for people to relax, enjoy biking, h iking� walking, birdwatching, photography, 
horseback riding, breathing in  ocean air  and views of the h ills, mountains, c ity lights and farms. 

1 3  Acres of concrete pad supporting hundreds of galvan ized steel containers of Lithium batteries and an 
electrical substation would desecrate the whole area, pose a Lithium fi re threat and would create toxic 
waste. There are fires regularly, accidentally set by people enjoying the area and a few homeless people 
looking for a little heat to warm themselves and their food. 



A Lith ium battery fire would release toxic gases in heavily populated residential areas. Residential 
housing is within  a half mile of this enormous facility. Far too close! There are 1 2  schools for chi ldren  
within a few miles. The nearby Oso Creek d rains to  the ocean and  would carry lith ium-laced water 
d i rectly to it if the conta iners caught fi re and were doused with water. 

These are galvanized steel containers that need to be coated annually inside and out to p rotect them 
from rust. Salt air eventually rusts galvanized steel. Rust creates openings in  the containers wh ich are 
not hermetically sealed in the fi rst place. Dust, pollen, an imal debris, all sorts of a irborne flammable 
particles would enter these conta iners pulsing with electricity. There a re too many people living nearby 
who would be endangered.  These risks are unwelcome in a deserted area, but completely unacceptable 
next to densely populated communities. 

We hope you agree there are far better locations for this facility or any type of battery storage faci lity than 
in  this location.  This permit should be denied. 

Thank you for your  consideration.  

Sincerely, 

Address -:2'71// C'c>zr.� rill� 2)) r: 

Email address //vpf2JW �.:,,0,ve,� Q Cb½� /V iC\ 




