Melanie Bachman

Executive Director/Staff Attorney
Connecticut Siting Council

10 Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051

October 23, 2025

Re: Submission of Interrogatories — Docket No. 492A (Gravel Pit Solar Expansion)

Dear Members of the Connecticut Siting Council,

On behalf of East Windsor Residents for Responsible Solar, we are submitting these
additional enclosed interrogatories regarding the proposed expansion of the Gravel Pit
Solar facility (Docket No. 492A).

Sincerely,

Christina Dahl

Robin Chesky
East Windsor Residents for Responsible Solar



Dahl/Chesky Interrogatories
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.

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).

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.

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

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.

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.

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.



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.

126. Given that the proposed parcels are not all contiguous, clarify whether each parcel
will have independent shutoff 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.

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?

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?

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

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

131. How will hive placement outside one array compensate for reduced pollinator
services across all the proposed expansion sites, including shaded and grazed zones?
132. Will the petitioner monitor pollinator abundance, diversity, and plant reproductive
success across different microhabitats? If so, please provide the methodology and
frequency.

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

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.

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 agreementidentified 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

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.

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.

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.

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

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

Tonal Noise

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.



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.
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.

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.

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?

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

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

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

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.

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)?

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

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?

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

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?

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?



