Docket No. 492A
Gravel Pit Solar
East Windsor, Connecticut

Julie Traczyk Pre-Hearing Interrogatories
September 25, 2025

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 Julie Traczyk on September 25,
2025. Julie Traczyk’s interrogatories are provided in plain text and GPS’s responses are provided in

italicized text.

Public Outreach & Community Engagement

Reference: Exhibit F — Stakeholder Outreach; Exhibit A — Expansion Narrative (pp. 20-25)

1. Describe any budget or financial allocations set aside by Gravel Pit Solar (GPS) for public outreach
purposes during fiscal years 2024—2025. Include the total amount allocated and a breakdown by
category (advertising, community engagement, events, etc.).

GPS does not allocate a budget for public outreach for its projects.

2. Provide the results of any public outreach activities conducted by GPS that involved phone calls.
For each campaign or outreach initiative, specify:

a)
b)

¢)
d)

e)

a)
b)

¢)
d)

e)

the total number of calls made.

the response rate and outcomes (e.g., survey questions asked, feedback received, issues
raised);

the time period during which the calls were made.

whether the caller identified themselves and the organization they were calling on behalf
of.

whether call recipients were offered the opportunity to opt out of future calls or decline
participation in the survey.

7,019 calls were placed.

The response rate was approximately one percent. The results were mixed and inconclusive
based on the low response rate.

The calls were made between July 21-24, 2025.
Yes, the caller identified themselves and the organization they were calling on behalf of.

Yes, the participants were given the opportunity to opt out of future calls or decline
participation in the survey.

3. Identify the total number of mailers sent out by GPS as part of its public outreach efforts over the
past year, including the purpose of each mailer. For each campaign, provide the number of
responses received, the percentage response rate, and a summary of positive and negative feedback.



A total of 13,465 mailers were sent to engage and educate the community on the Expansion. GPS
received 18 responses, which is an approximate 0.001 response rate; approximately half of the
responses were from East Windsor residents who support the Expansion.

4. For any text message outreach programs conducted by GPS, specify:
a) the full contents of the messages sent, including any embedded links.
b) the total number of messages sent and the dates of distribution.
¢) the response rate and summary of outcomes (e.g., feedback received, questions raised);
d) whether GPS assessed any cybersecurity or privacy risks associated with sending clickable
links to residents via text.

a) The content of the message is included below. The links that were provided in the
message are no longer active following the survey.

“Hey {{Fist Name}}! This is Jen with CS Research. Would you mind taking this brief
questionnaire about important issues in East Windsor? {{Link}}
Txt STOP to QUIT”

b) Atotal of 6,623 text messages were sent on July 21, 2025, and a total of 5,791 text messages
were sent on July 24, 2025, for a cumulative total of 12,414 text messages.

¢) The response rate for the web portion was approximately 1.8%. The results were mixed
and inconclusive based on the low response rate.

d) Yes, GPS used secure, widely recognized survey platforms with Secure Socket Layer
(“SSL”) encryption consistent with industry standards.

5. Prior to initiating the phone call or text message outreach campaign, was anyone at East Windsor
Town Hall — including the First Selectman’s office, Planning Department, or Town Clerk —
notified that this outreach would be occurring? If so, identify the individuals or departments
contacted and provide the date and method of notification. If no notification was made, state that
clearly.

DESRI, through its representative, notified the First Selectman's Office of the outreach after it
was initiated.

6. Why did GPS choose not to hold an in-person public meeting for residents to ask questions about
the Expansion project? Please explain the rationale for relying solely on remote or digital outreach
methods, and identify any internal or external factors that influenced this decision

GPS initially planned to host an in-person open house for members of the public in the spring of
2025 to provide an opportunity for residents to ask questions and learn more about the
Expansion. GPS made a request to the Town Planning Department to reserve a municipal facility
for the event. The request was subsequently denied by the Office of the First Selectman.

Following this denial, GPS explored the possibility of hosting an open house at a privately owned
facility. However, due to security considerations associated with an open public event, it was
recommended that security personnel be present. Considering these logistical and safety
concerns, GPS elected to proceed with alternative outreach method which included distributing
informational mailers residents that described the project and directed recipients to the project
website, where up-to-date materials and contact information for questions were made available.



In addition, GPS voluntarily provided a draft application and motion to reopen to the Towns of
East Windsor and South Windsor. Although such submission was not required by the Connecticut
Siting Council (“Council”) for a motion to reopen request, this was done to ensure that Town
management and departments were aware of the pending application before the Council and that
the Towns had the ability to distribute the draft materials to the public.

Wildlife & Ecological Impacts

Reference: Exhibit I — Natural Diversity Database Findings and Conservation Measures Report;
Exhibit B — Vernal Pool Survey Technical Memorandum; Exhibit A — Expansion Narrative (pp.
12-18)

7. Provide a comprehensive report detailing the impact of the entire project on wildlife, including, but
not limited to bear, deer, coyotes, foxes, opossums, skunks, fisher cats, bobcats, turkeys, and bald
eagles. The report should include both direct and indirect impacts, such as habitat disruption,
changes in migration patterns, or harm caused during construction or operation.

GPS has completed detailed studies on breeding birds, vernal pools, reptiles, amphibians,
mammals, and plants. The results of those studies and the proposed protection measures are
provided in Exhibit B — Vernal Pool Survey Technical Memorandum and Exhibit I — Natural
Diversity Database Findings and Conservation Measures Report, which are publicly available on
the Council’s website. The proposed protection measures will benefit protected and non-
protected wildlife.

A comprehensive report detailing impacts of non-protected species or common species listed in
Interrogatory 7 was not conducted. Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental
Protection (“CT DEEP”), the state wildlife authority, has not requested additional studies for
project. Consultation with Natural Diversity Database (“NDDB”) staff is ongoing.

However, as described in Section 6.2.1 — Vegetation Cover Types and Common Wildlife, no
wildlife species are anticipated to be directly harmed by the construction or operation of the
Expansion. Indirect impacts may occur as a result of habitat conversion from early successional
grassland, shrubland, and mixed deciduous—coniferous uplands. This conversion may
temporarily displace species that utilize these existing habitats, but converting agricultural fields
(row crops) to meadow habitat is expected to significantly enhance biodiversity within the solar
array area. The establishment of meadow vegetation will provide improved habitat for a variety
of common wildlife species, benefiting the overall ecosystem — including invertebrates, birds,
amphibians, and small mammals and therefore no adverse impact to wildlife would result from
the Expansion project.

As outlined in Exhibits B and I, several measures have been proposed to conserve habitat,
maintain landscape connectivity, and protect wildlife during both construction and operation of
the project. These measures apply for both protected species and common species.

8. State whether GPS conducted any wildlife surveys or studies prior to the commencement of the
project. If so, provide full results, including methodology, species surveyed, and findings related
to the populations and habitats of the species listed above. If no such surveys were conducted,
acknowledge that in your response.

Please see response to Interrogatory 7 above.


https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/media_do400-499/do492/motiontoreopen04_29_2025/certificateholderssubmissions/motion_expansionfiling/04-exhibit-b---vernal-pool-memo.pdf?rev=dc18928056d749c285b6b382bc62002c&hash=139DD16DC228DAAE3E15FE289083F173
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/media_do400-499/do492/motiontoreopen04_29_2025/certificateholderssubmissions/motion_expansionfiling/11-exhibit-i--conservation-measures-report.pdf?rev=037c67d5516440e280d7ee48334cc613&hash=9EAB854E01E0D7A0049248F65A76F39A
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/media_do400-499/do492/motiontoreopen04_29_2025/certificateholderssubmissions/motion_expansionfiling/11-exhibit-i--conservation-measures-report.pdf?rev=037c67d5516440e280d7ee48334cc613&hash=9EAB854E01E0D7A0049248F65A76F39A

State whether GPS has conducted any post-project assessments or evaluations of the ecological
impact of the project on local wildlife populations. If so, provide the findings, conclusions, and any
recommended actions. If no such assessments exist, state that clearly.

The Expansion has not been constructed, therefore, no post-project assessments have been
completed. There are no requirements for monitoring and reporting of non-protected species in
CT. As stated in response to Interrogatory 7 above, GPS is consulting with NDDB for protected
species and will adhere to all conditions set forth in the Final Determination that will be issued
by NDDB, including any required reporting. In addition, during construction, daily wildlife
sweeps will be completed in active work zones. If any protected species are observed, the
observations will be reported to NDDB within 30 days, per NDDB requirements. During the
operational phase, annual ecological inspections will be completed during the first two growing
seasons and then at least every other year to document vegetative cover, presence of any invasive
species, and evidence of wildlife use.

Agricultural & Land Use

Reference: Exhibit R — Agricultural Soils Protection Plan; Exhibit A — Expansion Narrative (pp.

26-28)

10. Identify all sources of information and research used by GPS to assess the environmental impact

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

of a solar array in relation to returning the land to farming use after 35—40 years. Include academic
studies, government reports, industry research, or expert consultations relied upon.

GPS relied on the following sources of information and research to assess environmental impacts
and the site’s capacity to be returned to agricultural use after 35—40 years.

Yang, Y., Tilman, D., Furey, G., & Lehman, C. (2019). Soil carbon sequestration accelerated by
restoration of grassland biodiversity. Nature Communications, 10(1), 1-7. (cited for long-term soil
carbon and soil health improvements from grassland restoration).

Schulte, L. A., Niemi, J., Helmers, M. J., Liecbman, M., Arbuckle, J. G., James, D. E., et al. (2017).
Prairie strips improve biodiversity and the delivery of multiple ecosystem services from corn-
soybean croplands. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 114(42), 11247-11252.
(cited for biodiversity, runoff and nutrient-retention comparisons between native prairie and row-
crop systems).

Asbjornsen, H., Hernandez-Santana, V., Liebman, M., Bayala, J., Chen, J., Helmers, M., Ong, C.
K., & Schulte, L. A. (2014). Targeting perennial vegetation in agricultural landscapes for
enhancing ecosystem services. Renewable Agriculture and Food Systems, 29(2), 101-125. (cited
for ecosystem-service benefits of perennial/native vegetation).

Daigh, A. L., Zhou, X., Helmers, M. J., Pederson, C. H., Ewing, R., & Horton, R. (2014).
Subsurface drainage flow and soil water dynamics of reconstructed prairies and corn rotations for
biofuel production. Vadose Zone Journal, 13(4), 1-11. (cited for soil water dynamics and effects
on drainage/baseflow).

Hay, F. J. (2019). Corn for Biofuel Production. University of Nebraska Extension (extension
guidance cited regarding cropping and biofuel-crop context)

Proper construction, soil handling, and decommissioning practices ensure that land beneath a
solar facility remains suitable for future farming. At the Gravel Pit Solar facility, native grasses
and legumes will be established to enhance soil health throughout the Project’s life, improving
physical, chemical, and biological properties that support future agricultural productivity.



While little long-term research exists on returning solar sites to farmland, soil scientists draw
parallels from programs like the USDA’s Conservation Reserve Program and vegetative filter
strips, which similarly restore soil quality on set-aside agricultural lands. Studies show that
converting cropland to native prairie increases soil organic carbon by about 0.87 tons per acre
per yvear (Yang et al., 2019), restoring soil health to near-native levels after several decades.
These gains in organic matter improve soil structure, nutrient cycling, and water retention,
boosting productivity and carbon sequestration to support net-zero goals.

Native prairie systems also reduce runoff by more than 1.6 x compared to row crops (Schulte et
al., 2017), enhance infiltration (Asbjornsen et al., 2013), and improve water quality and
baseflows (Daigh et al., 2014).

In summary, establishing native vegetation under solar arrays can significantly improve soil
health, water quality, and carbon storage—ensuring that the land can return to productive
agricultural use after decommissioning.

Noise Testing (Expansion Parcels)
Reference: Exhibit O — Acoustical Study

11. Was new noise level testing conducted on the Expansion parcels? If so, what method was used,
how long was the test period, and on what dates and times? Provide the full noise level report.

Yes, a cumulative acoustic assessment was completed for the Approved Project and the proposed
Expansion, which demonstrated that Project noise levels during operations do not exceed the CT
noise standards. The full report, which includes methods and results, is available on the
Council’s website at Exhibit O — Acoustical Study.

12. Was an outside contractor used for this testing? If so, provide the full contractor reports and the
name of the contractor.

The acoustical study was conducted by sound engineers at VHB, a professional engineering and
environmental consulting firm. The full acoustical study is provided at Exhibit O on the Council’s
website; see link provided in response to Interrogatory 11 above.

Aquifer Protection & Groundwater

Reference: Exhibit G — Soil Science Reports; Exhibit K — Stormwater Management Report; Exhibit
A — Expansion Narrative (pp. 14-16)

13. One Level A Aquifer Protection Area is present in the northern portion of the Project Site (parcels
057-65-001, 057-65-002, and 057-65-007). Has GPS conducted any testing of this Aquifer
Protection Area since construction was completed? Was there any baseline testing done prior to
Gravel Pit Solar being constructed? If so, provide all documentation. If no testing has been done,
acknowledge that in your response.

No, the Expansion's footprint is not within an Aquifer Protection Area. This was discussed with
CT DEEP during the concierge meeting held on March 13, 2025, and the Aquifer Protection
Program stated that since the Expansion is not located within an aquifer protection area, nothing
is required for the Aquifer Protection Program. Please refer to Exhibit F page 4 of the PDF of
the MTR.


https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/media_do400-499/do492/motiontoreopen04_29_2025/certificateholderssubmissions/motion_expansionfiling/17-exhibit-o---acoustical-study.pdf?rev=f9cc41d0bf0647b4bcedb505d499aa94&hash=68D3053093077E8A64143E3EAE24C5FB

Vegetation Management & Herbicide Use

Reference: Exhibit H — Operations & Maintenance Plan; Exhibit R — Agricultural Soils Protection

14.

15.

Plan

Regarding herbicides used or proposed: has GPS conducted or commissioned any studies, analyses,
or assessments regarding the potential effects of herbicides (including glyphosate, 2,4-D, atrazine,
or others) used for spot treatments within the Expansion project area on aquifers, stratified-drift
deposits, or private wells?

o If yes, provide copies of such studies, including methodologies, findings, and mitigation
measures.

e If no such studies have been performed, state that explicitly and explain the basis for
concluding that private wells and aquifers will not be adversely affected.

No studies have been conducted specifically to evaluate the potential effects of herbicide use
within the Expansion project area on aquifers, stratified-drift deposits, or private wells.

If herbicides are used, their application would be limited and highly targeted—consistent with all
applicable state and federal regulations—and performed only by certified professionals. The
intent would be to use herbicides solely for spot treatments, rather than broad-scale applications,
to minimize potential environmental exposure.

We note that soils within the proposed Expansion area currently exhibit elevated concentrations
of legacy pesticides, meeting the criteria for classification as Brownfields. Any limited and
controlled herbicide use as part of vegetation management would represent an improvement over
the historical, widespread broadcast pesticide applications that occurred annually under prior
agricultural use.

Furthermore, groundwater in the vicinity already appears to reflect historic pesticide use, as
evidenced by many nearby residences employing granulated activated carbon (GAC) filtration
systems to treat private well water. These existing conditions, combined with the proposed best
management practices and regulatory oversight, support the conclusion that private wells and
aquifers will not be adversely affected by limited, targeted herbicide applications associated with
the Project.

Provide the Applicant’s Vegetation Management Plan or Weed Control Plan for the Expansion
project area, including:

a) list of all herbicides proposed (trade name and active ingredient).

b) intended application methods (spot treatment, wicking, broadcast spraying).

¢) frequency and seasonal timing of applications.

d) protocols for mixing, loading, and spill prevention.

e) buffer distances from private wells, wetlands, streams, and aquifer protection areas.

f) Dbest management practices (BMPs) or restrictions to minimize herbicide migration.

If no written plan exists, state that explicitly and describe the criteria and procedures intended for
vegetation management.



A site-specific Vegetation Management Plan will be developed prior to the operation phase of the
project and include herbicide uses and can be provided at that time upon request.

a)

b)

d)

Only Connecticut DEEP—approved herbicides will be used within the Expansion Project
area.

The Connecticut Pesticide Control Act (CGS §§22a-46 through 22a-66z)
Connecticut Regulations of State Agencies §22a-66-1 through §22a-66-17
All applicable label directions and federal EPA requirements.

Integrated Weed Management Principals

The specific product (trade name and active ingredient) will be selected based on the
target vegetation species, infestation severity, and site-specific conditions. All herbicide
selection, mixing, and application will be conducted by a Connecticut-licensed and
certified pesticide applicator in accordance with:

Application frequency and timing will depend on target species growth cycles, labeled
directions, and environmental conditions. Herbicide treatments will generally occur
during the active growing season for maximum herbicide effectiveness. The use of
residual herbicides may be applied either prior to the growing season or during the
active growing based on integrated weed management protocols and labeled directions.

Herbicide mixing and loading will take place at least 100 feet from any wetland, stream,
or storm drain, using designated, stable areas with secondary containment. Spill kits
containing absorbent materials available at all times during herbicide operations.
Applicators will follow manufacturer labels, Safety Data Sheets (SDS), and CT DEEP
pesticide safety protocols.

To ensure protection of water resources and private property, the following minimum no-
spray buffers will be maintained unless otherwise directed by CT DEEP or a local
wetlands authority:

o Private wells: 100 feet minimum

o Wetlands and watercourses: 50 feet minimum

o Public water supply reservoirs and aquifer protection areas: 200 feet minimum or
per local ordinance

o Storm drains and drainage ditches: 25 feet minimum

Application will only be conducted by Connecticut-licensed and certified pesticide
applicator. Typical BMPs are listed below. Regardless of the stated conditions below, more
restrictive herbicide label directions will be followed.:

o Apply only under low wind conditions (<10 mph) and when no rain is forecast for
24 hours.

o Use low-pressure, coarse-droplet nozzles, and drift guards where appropriate and

based on herbicide labels and directions.

Maintain vegetated buffer strips near wetlands and drainage features.

Avoid applications during flooding conditions.

Follow all labeled restrictions for approved herbicides as identified by CT DEEP.

Keep detailed application records documenting date, time, product, rate, applicator

name/license number, and weather conditions.



16.

17.

Provide the Applicant’s Vegetation Management Plan or Weed Control for the original project.
Have any herbicides been used? If so what where they and provide documentation.

See response to Interrogatory 15 above.

Identify and provide a list of all known private residential wells located within 500 feet and within
1,000 feet of the Expansion project footprint. Identify the data sources consulted (e.g., CT
Department of Public Health well completion reports, East Windsor parcel/GIS data, field surveys),
the approximate distance of each well from the Expansion parcels, and whether the well is used for
potable water supply. If no such inventory has been performed, state that explicitly and explain
why.

GPS did not evaluate impacts on potential residential drinking water wells because the
Expansion is not expected to impact drinking water wells and no impacts to the existing condition
of the ground water are anticipated from the Expansion especially near residences. In addition,
the Town of East Windsor’s 2016 Plan of Conservation and Development p.15 provides a map
illustrating that majority of the drinking water wells in close proximity to the Expansion are
currently outfitted with granulated activated carbon filters which may indicate that the water is
already being treated to mitigate existing pesticide contamination at have been confirmed on
proposed project lands.



