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The Applicant, Gravel Pit Solar, LLC, Gravel Pit Solar II, LLC, Gravel Pit Solar III, LLC, Gravel Pit 
Solar IV, LLC, and Gravel Pit Solar V, LLC (together, “GPS” or the “Applicant”), hereby submits the 
following responses to the interrogatories that were provided to GPS by Christina Dahl on October 23, 
2025. Christina Dahl and Robin Chesky’s interrogatories are provided in plain text and GPS’s responses 
are provided in italicized text.  
 

Farmworker Camp and Vulnerable Population Impacts 

118. Please identify all residential or seasonal farmworker camps located near any of the 
proposed solar arrays, access roads, or construction staging area. For each identified camp, 
please provide the distance to the nearest project component and the expected duration of 
construction activities within that proximity. 

GPS objects to this interrogatory as it is overly vague and unduly burdensome as it would 
require the Applicant to conduct its own collection of evidence not otherwise in its possession. 

119. Please describe the population served by each farmworker camp identified above, including 
age ranges, typical duration of residence, spoken languages, and any known health 
vulnerabilities or access limitations (e.g., transportation, medical care). 

GPS objects to this interrogatory as it is overly vague and unduly burdensome as it would 
require the Applicant to conduct its own collection of evidence not otherwise in its possession. 

120. Has the petitioner conducted any assessment of potential health, safety, or quality-of- life 
impacts on residents of the farmworker camp during construction or operation of the 
facility? If yes, please provide copies of any such assessments, including but not limited to 
analyses of air quality, particulate matter, noise levels, traffic volume, and visual disruption 
specific to the camp population. 

GPS has not conducted any assessment of potential health, safety, or quality-of- life impacts 
on residents of the farmworker camp during construction or operation of the facility and none 
are required.  Notwithstanding this, the Expansion is not expected to result in any impacts on 
residents of the farmworker camps.   

121. Has the petitioner engaged with camp operators, residents, or affiliated organizations 
regarding the proposed project and its potential impacts? Please describe any specific 
mitigation measures proposed to address concerns raised during such engagement, 
including but not limited to dust suppression protocols, noise control strategies, visual 
screening plans, and traffic management near the camp 

GPS coordinates directly with the landowners of the Project parcels. No impacts related to 
associations with camp operations have been identified, and as a result, no mitigation 
measures are proposed. Information on noise, dust suppression, and visual screening were 



provided in the Motion to Reopen (“MTR”) application. Please refer to the application 
materials for the requested information. 

122. Does the petitioner acknowledge that farmworker populations may face systemic barriers 
to participating in regulatory proceedings, including language access, transportation, and 
legal representation? Please explain how the petitioner has accounted for such barriers in its 
public outreach, impact assessment, and mitigation planning. 

GPS objects to the interrogatory as it is based on assertions not in evidence and is based on 
speculative conclusions. 

Decommissioning 

123. Please identify whether all above-ground poles associated with the proposed facility, 
including but not limited to utility poles, racking supports, lighting, fencing posts, and any 
other vertical structural elements will be fully removed during decommissioning. If any 
poles or subsurface foundations are proposed to remain in place, please specify their type, 
location, material, and rationale for retention. Additionally, please clarify whether the 
removal of such structures will include full extraction of below-grade components (e.g., 
concrete footings, driven piles), and describe the method of restoration for any disturbed 
areas. Please confirm whether any poles or vertical supports are proposed to be cut below 
grade rather than fully extracted, and if so, specify the types of poles to be cut, the depth 
below grade at which cutting will occur, and the rationale for not removing them entirely. 

The solar array will use piling for foundation support, and the perimeter fence will utilize 
post as well. All collection lines will be installed underground, and no other poles are 
planned for the Expansion facility. Locations of the proposed facility are provided within 
the Site plans provided in Exhibit C of the motion to reopen application (“MTR”).  

Refer to response to Dahl & Chesky 92 regarding decommissioning.  

Fire Response Protocols for Non-Contiguous Parcels 

124. Please describe the anticipated fire response protocols for each of the thirteen parcels 
proposed in Docket 429A, including whether any of the sites would require a “do not enter” 
approach due to potential energization risk during a fire event. 

Refer to response to Riordon Interrogatory 21. 

125. For any parcel where fire suppression would be conducted from outside the fence line or 
without direct entry, explain the basis for that determination, such as electrical 
configuration, energization risk, or lack of safe access. Indicate whether local fire 
departments have been briefed or trained on this protocol and clarify how this approach 
aligns with NFPA 855 or other applicable fire safety standards. 

Refer to response to Riordon Interrogatory 21. 

126. Given that the proposed parcels are not all contiguous, clarify whether each parcel will have 
independent shut off mechanisms and labeling, how emergency access and coordination 
will be managed across non-adjacent sites, and whether separate Emergency Response 
Plans will be developed for each parcel, or a unified plan will be submitted. 

Refer to response to Riordon Interrogatory 21. 



Pollinator Habitat, Grazing, and Hive Placement 

127. Please identify which parcels will host bee hives and which will be subject to sheep grazing. 
If parcel-level decisions are pending, what criteria will be used to determine placement? 

The bee hives and sheep grazing are currently planned for Parcels 038-68-030, 029-68-
010, and 029-68-011. The bee hives will be located outside of the perimeter fence where 
sheep grazing is not planned. The exact locations will be determined by the apiarist.   

128. How will the petitioner ensure that pollinator activity is supported across shaded, grazed, 
and unshaded zones, given known reductions in insect abundance and plant- pollinator 
interactions in shaded environments? 

See responses to Paradise Interrogatory 40 and Traczyk Interrogatory 7. Overall, the 
Expansion will have a net benefit for insects by establishing a pollinator friendly meadow 
habitat and especially in the active agricultural lands. Pollinators will have the ability to 
benefit from the Expansion site and have the ability to seek other food sources 
opportunities outside of the array and Project properties.  

129. What specific vegetation is proposed under panels, in inter-row areas, and outside arrays, 
and how was it selected to support native pollinators? 

See response to Paradise Interrogatory 50. This seed mix will be used within the 
perimeter fence of the Expansion. 

130. What measures will be taken to address the potential negative impact of sheep grazing on 
pollinator abundance and floral resource availability? 

See response to Berube Interrogatory 8. 

Pollinators will have the ability to benefit from the Expansion site and have the ability to 
seek other food source opportunities outside of the array.  

131. How will hive placement outside one array compensate for reduced pollinator services 
across all the proposed expansion sites, including shaded and grazed zones? 

See response to Berube Interrogatory 8. 

Pollinators will have the ability to benefit from the Expansion site through meadow 
plantings and have the ability to seek other food source opportunities outside of the array. 

132. Will the petitioner monitor pollinator abundance, diversity, and plant reproductive success 
across different microhabitats? If so, please provide the methodology and frequency. 

GPS is not planning to conduct a monitoring effort for pollinators nor planning productive 
success across the site. See response to Berube Interrogatory 2 for planned monitoring during 
and post-construction. 

133. What additional ecological enhancements are proposed to offset pollinator losses due to 
shading, vegetation removal, and habitat fragmentation? 

See responses to Berube Interrogatory 8 and Traczyk Interrogatory 7. 



Community Solar 

134. Please identify and describe any conversations, outreach efforts, or proposals the Petitioner 
has undertaken with East Windsor residents, municipal officials, or other community 
stakeholders regarding the potential development of a community solar project, defined as 
a solar installation that allows local residents or businesses to subscribe and receive direct 
energy or financial benefits. If no such conversations have occurred, please explain why 
community solar was not considered as an alternative or complementary model to the 
proposed grid-scale expansion. 

The Expansion was planned as a utility-scale grid connected energy generation project since 
the original project is a utility-scale project. GPS does not build community scale solar energy 
projects.  The Expansion cannot directly serve retail customers; therefore, no community solar 
project discussions were held.  

The Expansion interconnects with the regional bulk power system. Projects of this type are 
managed by the Independent System Operator – New England (“ISO-NE”) and regulated by 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”). They generally exceed 20 megawatts 
and sell energy into the wholesale electricity market, or directly to a utility, municipal utility, 
or ISO-NE market participant, rather than directly to retail customers.  

 Projects of this type are not eligible to operate as a community solar facility under current 
regulatory and utility frameworks.  

Good Neighbor Agreements (GNAs) 

135. Identify all Good Neighbor Agreements (GNAs), Community Benefits Agreements, or 
similar contractual arrangements entered into by the Petitioner or its affiliates in connection 
with the Gravel Pit Solar project proposed in Docket 492A. 

For each agreement identified in Interrogatory 1, provide: 

a) The date of execution 

b) The names and addresses of all signatories 

c) The duration and termination provisions 

d) All financial or non-financial benefits offered or exchanged 

e) Any confidentiality, non-disparagement, or non-opposition clauses 

f) Whether the agreement was offered to all abutters or only select parties 

There are no such agreements with abutters or select parties. For community benefits refer to 
section 4.1 of the MTR and refer to the proposed Tax stabilization agreement submitted as 
Exhibit C to the Council interrogatories.   

136. Describe the criteria used to determine which residents, landowners, or community 
members were approached or offered such agreements. Include any geographic, economic, 
or strategic factors considered. 

See response to 135 above. 



137. State whether any signatories to these agreements have submitted public comment or 
testimony in support of the project. If so, identify those individuals and the nature of their 
statements. 

See response to 135 above. 

138. Explain whether the Petitioner intends to reference any such agreements as evidence of 
community support, mitigation, or outreach during hearings or in written submissions. If so, 
specify the intended use and relevance. 

See response to 135 above. All community benefits are publicly available, either in the 
Selectboard meeting minutes from May 7, 2020, for the Approved Project or are 
associated with this Docket 492A for the Expansion.  

139. Provide copies of all agreements and related correspondence, including drafts, outreach 
materials, and negotiation records, whether or not the agreements were finalized. 

See responses to 138 above. 

140. State whether any agreement includes provisions that restrict the signatory’s ability to 
oppose, comment on, or participate in regulatory proceedings related to Docket 492A. 

No such agreements exist. 

141. Identify any payments, donations, or in-kind contributions made by the Petitioner or its 
affiliates to individuals, organizations, or municipalities in connection with the Gravel Pit 
Solar project, whether or not formalized through an agreement. 

Donation/Sponsorship has recently been made to the East Windsor’s Veteran Day 5K 
race for 2025. 

142. Referencing the Petitioner’s April 29, 2025 submission titled “Response to Town PZ 
Comments,” identify the specific agreement described therein, including: 

a) The full text of the agreement 

b) The identity of the signatory 

c) The nature and amount of compensation offered 

d) The scope of any restrictions on public participation or opposition 

e) Whether this agreement was disclosed voluntarily or only surfaced through regulatory 
inquiry 

Only the MTR was submitted on April 29, 2025. The Applicant is unaware of any 
submission title “Response to Town PZ Comments” submitted on April 29, 2025. 

143. Has any tonal noise study been conducted for the proposed Gravel Pit Solar expansion? 
Given that tonal noise—characterized by distinct frequency peaks—is widely recognized 
as more perceptible and annoying to nearby receptors than broadband noise, and may 
warrant additional mitigation under applicable standards, please provide: 

a) The date and author(s) of the study; 



b) The methodology and standards used; 

c) Measurement locations and equipment; 

d) Findings, including any tonal components or exceedances; 

e) Any proposed mitigation; 

f) A complete copy of the study, including raw data and appendices. 

No, tonal noise was not assessed. While the CT DEEP State Noise Policy provides a 
methodology for assessing tonal noise using discrete 1/3 octave band frequencies, the 
manufacturer sound data for the proposed equipment does not include 1/3 octave band 
information, which prevents a detailed tonal analysis. 

The Connecticut DEEP State Noise Policy states: "Continuous noise measured beyond the 
boundary of the Noise Zone of the noise emitter in any other Noise Zone which possesses one 
or more audible discrete tones shall be considered excessive noise when a level of 5 dBA 
below the levels specified in Section 3 of these Regulations is exceeded." 

In practical terms, this means that if tonal noise is present, the acceptable noise limit would be 
reduced by 5 dBA (from 55 dBA to 50 dBA). The results in Exhibit N demonstrate that 
Expansion noise levels would not exceed 50 dBA at the property boundaries. Therefore, even 
applying the more stringent 50 dBA criterion for potential tonal noise, the Expansion remains 
in full compliance with the State policy. 

Bat Species, Habitat, and Impact Assessment 

144. Please identify all bat species observed, expected, or potentially present within the proposed 
project area and its surrounding buffer zones. Include any species listed as endangered, 
threatened, or of special concern by federal or Connecticut state agencies. 

No bat species were observed. As stated within the application narrative of the MTR, the 
USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation tool was consulted on December 5, 2024, 
and no federal threatened or endangered species, including bats, were identified. The NDDB 
preliminary assessment letters indicate that they have records of bats in the area, but they do 
not state which species. 

145. Describe the methodology used to assess bat presence, activity, and habitat suitability 
within the project area. Include timing, duration, equipment (e.g., acoustic detectors), and 
seasonal considerations. 

Bat surveys were not required and therefore were not performed. However, GPS will adhere 
to time-of-year restrictions identified by the NDDB. 

146. Were any acoustic surveys (e.g., Anabat, Echo Meter Touch) conducted to detect bat 
echolocation calls? If so, provide the dates, locations, and results of such surveys. 

See response to Interrogatory 145 above. 

147. Has the petitioner consulted the Connecticut Natural Diversity Database (NDDB) or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for known bat roosts, hibernacula, or migratory 
corridors within or near the project site? 

See response to Interrogatory 144 above. 



148. Identify any forested areas, riparian corridors, or edge habitats within the project footprint 
that may serve as foraging or roosting habitat for bats. 

GPS objects because this is unduly burdensome and GPS is complying with applicable bat 
time-of-year restrictions set forth by the NDDB. 

149. Describe how the proposed clearing, fencing, and construction activities may affect bat 
movement, foraging behavior, or access to roosting sites. 

GPS is complying with applicable bat time-of-year restrictions and will comply with the 
conditions set forth in NDDB’s Final Determination. 

150. Has the petitioner evaluated the potential for increased light pollution, noise, or edge effects 
to disrupt bat activity patterns? If so, provide supporting documentation. Mitigation and 
Regulatory Compliance 

No. GPS is complying with applicable bat time-of-year restrictions and will comply with the 
conditions set forth in NDDB’s Final Determination. 

151. Has the petitioner proposed any mitigation measures to protect bat habitat or reduce adverse 
impacts on bat populations? If so, describe these measures in detail. 

Yes, adherence to applicable time-of-year restrictions. In addition, the solar array will not be 
operating and generating during the evening hours when bats are active. The Project's 
meadow habitat is expected to increase invertebrates that would provide additional food 
sources for bats. 

152. Has the petitioner consulted with the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental 
Protection (DEEP) or USFWS regarding potential impacts to federally or state-listed bat 
species, including the Northern Long-Eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis) or the Little Brown 
Bat (Myotis lucifugus)? 

Yes. See response to Interrogatory 144 above. 

153. Please provide any correspondence, guidance, or determinations received from DEEP or 
USFWS regarding bat species and habitat within the project area. 

CT DEEP NDDB correspondence is provided in Exhibit J. Also, see the response to 
Interrogatory 144 above. 

Bird and Insect Mortality, Glare, and Attraction Risks 

154. Has the petitioner conducted or reviewed any studies on avian and insect mortality 
associated with utility-scale photovoltaic solar facilities, particularly in relation to the “lake 
effect” or polarized light pollution? 

No. See response to Riordan Interrogatory 6 for glare. 

155. Has the petitioner modeled or assessed the potential for glare-induced disorientation or 
attraction of birds and insects to the proposed panel arrays? 

No. See response to Riordan Interrogatory 6 for glare. 



156. Will the petitioner implement any mitigation measures (e.g., anti-reflective coatings, 
wildlife monitoring, vegetation buffers) to reduce ecological risks associated with glare and 
panel reflectivity, including risks to birds and insects? 

See responses to Riordan Interrogatory 6 and Traczyk Interrogatory 7.  

157. Has the petitioner consulted FAA or Connecticut DEEP guidance on wildlife hazards 
related to solar glare or panel reflectivity, including potential impacts on birds and insects? 

Consultation is ongoing with NDDB.GPS will comply with the conditions set forth in the Final 
Determination. GPS has not consulted with FAA regarding solar glare or panel reflectivity 
because FAA policies for solar projects only pertain to federally obligated airports, and the 
Project does not occur on airport property. 

 

 


