
Melanie Bachman 
Executive Director/StaƯ Attorney 
Connecticut Siting Council 
10 Franklin Square 
New Britain, CT 06051 
 
September 25, 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 the enclosed 
interrogatories regarding the proposed expansion of the Gravel Pit Solar facility (Docket No. 
492A). We have listened to the residents of our town for the last three years and understand 
the full impact that grid-scale solar projects have had on our citizens, the environment and 
our rural community.  We strongly believe the cumulative environmental impact of this 
expansion when considered alongside the original Gravel Pit Solar project exceeds any 
claimed public benefit.  We look forward to participating in the public hearing.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Christina Dahl 
Robin Chesky 
East Windsor Residents for Responsible Solar 



Dahl/Chesky Interrogatories 
 
Petitions Representation  
  
1. The petitioner’s filings identify Pullman & Comley, LLC as counsel, while the Council’s 
service list identifies Day Pitney LLP. Please clarify:  

a. Which firm is serving as counsel of record for the petitioner in this proceeding.  
b. Whether both firms are concurrently representing the petitioner, and if so, 
describe the division of responsibilities.  
c. Whether either firm currently represents the Town of East Windsor in any legal or 
advisory capacity, and if so, whether informed consent has been obtained to 
address potential conflicts of interest.  

  
POCD and Town Zoning  
 
2. Identify and describe any provisions of the current East Windsor Zoning Regulations that 
the proposed Gravel Pit Solar expansion complies with, and any provisions with which it 
conflicts. Include reference to Chapter II, §200.1 “Prohibited if Not Permitted” (Zoning 
Regulations, p. 13), and the district use tables (Appendix A, pp. 90–94), as amended August 
1, 2025. Specifically address the town-wide restriction on industrial/grid-scale solar 
facilities adopted in the August 2025 amendment. 
Interrogatory 2 
3. East Windsor adopted a zoning amendment on August 1, 2025, prohibiting 
industrial/grid-scale solar facilities town-wide. Although this amendment was enacted 
after the original application, it is now part of the record in the reopened proceeding. 
Explain how this zoning change was evaluated in relation to the proposed expansion, 
including whether it prompted any reconsideration of project design, scope, or siting 
rationale. Provide all supporting documentation, including references to Zoning 
Regulations Chapter III, §300–301 (pp. 25–26) and any Planning & Zoning Commission 
minutes or correspondence. 
4. Describe how POCD objectives related to rural character, farmland, and open space 
were weighed against the limited POCD references to solar development during 
preparation of the application. Rural character, farmland, and open space are emphasized 
in POCD Chapter 4 “Preserving Community Character” (pp. 37–44), Chapter 5 “Protecting 
Natural Resources” (pp. 45–52), and Chapter 6 “Supporting Agriculture” (pp. 53–58). Solar 
is mentioned briefly in Chapter 9 “Infrastructure & Energy” (pp. 79–81). Identify any specific 
POCD sections or page numbers that were relied upon to support claims of consistency, 
including references to renewable energy, economic development, sustainability, and 
reuse of disturbed land. Explain how those provisions were considered alongside the 
town’s goals to protect open space, farmland, and rural character. Provide any analyses or 
documentation used in that evaluation. 
5. East Windsor adopted a zoning amendment on August 1, 2025, prohibiting 
industrial/grid-scale solar facilities town-wide. This amendment was enacted after the 
original application but prior to the reopening of Docket 492. Explain whether and how this 



zoning change was evaluated as a material changed condition relevant to the reopened 
proceeding. Provide all supporting documentation, legal analysis, and internal 
correspondence addressing its implications for the proposed expansion. Reference Zoning 
Regulations Chapter II, §200.3 “In the Event of Conflict” (p. 13) and any relevant CSC 
procedural filings 
6. Please explain the petitioner’s justification for proposing a facility type that is not 
permitted under East Windsor’s zoning regulations. Include any references to Connecticut 
General Statutes §16-50x (CSC jurisdiction), relevant CSC decisions, or interpretations of 
Zoning Regulations Chapter I, §100–102 (pp. 10–11) and Chapter II, §200.1 (p. 13) that 
informed this position. 
  
Public Outreach & Environmental Justice 
 
7. Please provide parcel tax identification numbers, certified mailing receipts, and proof of 
delivery for all abutter and municipal notifications listed in Exhibit D (pp. 2–5) and Exhibit E 
(p. 1). Include USPS tracking confirmations, returned mail documentation, and any follow-
up correspondence verifying that recipients received the required materials. If any mailings 
were returned as undeliverable, identify the aƯected parcels and describe what actions 
were taken. In addition please provide the public hearing notice that was placed in the 
paper. 
Referenced in: Docket 492A – Exhibit D “Abutter Notification List” (pp. 2–5); Exhibit E 
“Municipal Notification Summary”  
8. Provide complete logs of all correspondence between the petitioner and municipal 
oƯicials, planning and zoning boards, conservation commissions, and state 
representatives regarding the proposed expansion. Include emails, letters, meeting 
requests, responses, and any follow-up communications. Identify the date, recipient, 
sender, and subject of each interaction. Clarify whether any oƯicials failed to respond or 
declined to engage and provide documentation of outreach attempts. 
Referenced in: Docket 492A – Exhibit F, Appendix F-2 “Outreach Summary” (pp. 3–7); 
Exhibit E “Municipal Notification Summary” (p. 1); Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative, Section 
1.5 “Public Benefit and Land Use” (p. 6 
9. Provide distribution lists, web analytics (page views, downloads), and copies of all digital 
outreach materials referenced in Exhibit F, Section 2.3 (pp. 9–10). 
10. Provide copies of all translated outreach materials, distribution records, and 
documentation of outreach to environmental justice or LEP communities as referenced in 
Exhibit F, Section 2.4 (p. 11), consistent with CT DEEP Environmental Justice Policy (2019). 
 
Interconnection & Public Benefit 
 
11. Provide the executed Interconnection Service Agreement (ISA) with ISO-NE and 
Eversource for the expansion, including all system impact and facilities studies. Clarify 
whether the expansion connects to local distribution infrastructure or only to the existing 
Gravel Pit Solar substation as described in Exhibit P (pp. 2–6) and Technical Report, 
Appendix E (pp. 1–3). 



12. Identify the voltage class, ownership, and function of the underground collector lines 
described in Technical Report, Appendix E (pp. 1–3), and explain how these facilities 
provide any direct benefit to the local distribution grid serving Connecticut homes and 
businesses. 
13. Provide the methodology and assumptions for the claim that the expansion will “power 
approximately 4,500 homes,” as stated in Narrative, Section 1.2 (p. 3), and on the Gravel Pit 
Solar website. Explain how this claim is consistent with the absence of direct 
interconnection to local distribution lines. 
14. Submit all studies demonstrating that the expansion provides incremental grid 
reliability or resiliency benefits to Connecticut ratepayers and explain why direct 
interconnection to local distribution lines was not pursued. Reference any relevant 
correspondence in Exhibit P (pp. 2–6) and Technical Report (Section 5, pp. 15–18). 
15. Identify all distribution line interconnection alternatives considered, including voltage 
class, proximity, and reasons for rejection. Reference any alternatives analysis in Narrative, 
Section 3.1 (pp. 9–10) and Technical Report, Section 5 (pp. 15–18). 
16. Provide correspondence with ISO-NE, PURA, or Eversource regarding whether 
interconnection to local distribution lines would better serve Connecticut’s grid needs. 
Reference any procedural filings or stakeholder engagement in Exhibit F (pp. 8–11). 
17. Explain how the project’s interconnection design complies with CT DEEP’s STEPs for 
Solar Development guidance, which encourages maximizing public benefit and minimizing 
environmental harm through strategic infrastructure choices. Reference Narrative, Section 
1.5 (p. 6) and Exhibit A, Figures 1 and 3. 
 
Fragmentation & Cumulative Impacts 
 
18. Provide a landscape-scale habitat connectivity analysis showing how the combined 
Gravel Pit Solar and expansion aƯect wildlife corridors, consistent with the Connecticut 
Wildlife Action Plan. Reference Exhibit E, Section 6.2.2 (pp. 8–9). 
19. Submit hydrological connectivity modeling between vernal pools, wetlands, and upland 
habitats, and identify how access roads and grading will alter these connections. 
Reference Exhibit B, Section 4 (p. 6) and Exhibit K, Stormwater Management Report (pp. 3–
6). 
20. Identify the acreage of prime farmland soils that will remain isolated and unusable due 
to fencing, grading, or infrastructure placement. Separately identify the acreage of 
woodland that will be fragmented, isolated, or rendered ecologically nonviable due to 
project boundaries, access roads, or utility corridors. Provide maps and parcel-level 
breakdowns showing pre- and post-construction connectivity. 
Referenced in: Exhibit G – Soil Science Report, Appendix C (pp. 4–7); Exhibit R – Agricultural 
Soils Protection Plan (pp. 2–5); Exhibit E – Wildlife Assessment (pp. 6–9); Exhibit C – Site 
Plans (Sheets 3–6) 
21. Provide an analysis of forest edge creation and core forest loss resulting from the 
combined project footprint. Reference Exhibit A, Section 3.2 (p. 8) and Exhibit C, Site Plans 
(Sheets 3–6). 



22. Provide cumulative visual simulations including both the existing Gravel Pit Solar and 
the expansion. Reference Exhibit L, Cumulative Visibility Assessment (pp. 3–8). 
23. Explain why fragmentation impacts on biodiversity and water quality were not 
evaluated consistently with EPA guidance. Reference Exhibit E, Section 6.3 (pp. 10–11) and 
Exhibit I, NDDB Findings (pp. 2–4). 
24. Provide any analysis of ecological connectivity needed for species adaptation to 
climate change. Reference Exhibit E, Section 6.3 (pp. 10–11) and Exhibit J, DEEP NDDB 
Correspondence (pp. 1–2). 
 
General Environmental Costs vs. Benefits 
 
25. Provide a lifecycle carbon accounting analysis comparing emissions from land clearing 
and construction to projected renewable oƯsets. Reference Narrative, Section 1.5 (p. 6) 
and Technical Report, Section 5.3 (pp. 17–18). 
26. Identify the acreage of prime farmland soils to be permanently converted and provide 
USDA NRCS productivity ratings. Reference Exhibit G, Appendix C (pp. 4–7) and Exhibit R 
(pp. 2–5). 
27. Provide quantitative habitat loss calculations for bats, raptors, and pollinators, and 
identify mitigation ratios. Reference Exhibit E, Section 6.2.2 (pp. 8–9) and Exhibit I (pp. 2–4). 
28. Quantify projected public benefits including permanent jobs, tax revenue, and grid 
reliability. Reference Narrative, Section 1.5 (p. 6) and Exhibit A, Figures 1 and 3. 
29. Provide all studies, assessments, or modeling conducted to evaluate cumulative 
impacts of the original Gravel Pit Solar project (Docket 492) and the proposed expansion 
(Docket 492A). Include analyses of land use, habitat fragmentation, agricultural loss, 
stormwater runoƯ, traƯic, visual impact, and carbon emissions. If no cumulative studies 
were performed, explain why such evaluation was deemed unnecessary. 
Referenced in: Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative, Section 3.1 “Alternatives Considered” (pp. 
9–10); Exhibit E – Wildlife Assessment (pp. 6–9); Exhibit G – Soil Science Report (pp. 4–7); 
Technical Report – Sections 5.1–5.3 (pp. 15–18) 
 
Repowering as a Lower-Impact Alternative 
 
30. Gravel Pit Solar became operational in 2025. Was repowering or upgrading the existing 
facility using higher-eƯiciency modules, bifacial panels, or tracking systems evaluated 
during initial design or commissioning as a future strategy to increase output without 
expanding the project footprint? Has the existing substation been evaluated for 
compatibility with such upgrades? Provide all internal feasibility studies, vendor proposals, 
correspondence, and any load flow, interconnection, or stability analyses addressing the 
technical viability of repowering. 
Referenced in: Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative, Section 3.1 “Alternatives Considered” (pp. 
9–10) and Section 1.4 “Electrical Interconnection” (p. 5); Exhibit H – Operations & 
Maintenance Plan (pp. 3–6); Exhibit P – EMF and Electrical Infrastructure Report (pp. 2–6); 
Technical Report – Appendix E (Single-Line Diagram, pp. 1–3) 



31. Provide a comparative environmental impact analysis between repowering the existing 
Gravel Pit Solar facility and expanding onto new parcels. Include metrics for land 
disturbance, habitat loss, forest clearing, stormwater runoƯ, and farmland conversion. 
Referenced in: Exhibit E – Wildlife Assessment (pp. 6–9); Exhibit G – Soil Science Report, 
Appendix C (pp. 4–7); Exhibit K – Stormwater Management Report (pp. 3–6) 
32. Has the petitioner evaluated any regulatory, economic, or contractual factors that 
could influence the feasibility of repowering the existing Gravel Pit Solar facility as an 
alternative to expansion? If so, provide all correspondence, internal analyses, or 
stakeholder communications addressing repowering viability, including any engagement 
with ISO-NE, PURA, or PPA oƯ-takers. 
Referenced in: Exhibit F – Stakeholder Outreach (pp. 8–11); Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative, 
Section 3.1 “Alternatives Considered” (pp. 9–10); Exhibit P – Interconnection Summary (pp. 
2–6) 
33. Identify any Connecticut Siting Council dockets in which repowering or panel upgrades 
were considered as alternatives to expansion. Explain how those precedents were 
evaluated in the petitioner’s siting decision. 
Referenced in: CSC Docket History; Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative, Section 3.1 
“Alternatives Considered” (pp. 9–10) 
 
Vernal Pools & Wetlands 
 
34. Submit exact survey dates, times, and total person-hours for each vernal pool survey 
referenced in Exhibit B, Section 2 (pp. 2–3). 
35. Provide raw field data sheets, photo/audio documentation, and QA/QC protocols for all 
vernal pool surveys summarized in Exhibit B, Section 3 (pp. 4–5). 
36. Provide GIS shapefiles and GPS coordinates for all vernal pools, including delineated 
50-foot and 100-foot buƯer zones, as referenced in Exhibit B, Appendix B-1 (pp. 12–14). 
37. Submit groundwater monitoring logs, piezometer data, and hydrological model outputs 
assessing connectivity between vernal pools and proposed grading, as described in Exhibit 
B, Section 4 (p. 6). 
 
Groundwater, Stormwater, and Drainage 
 
38. What quantitative data supports the claim that perched groundwater and forest seeps 
will not be adversely aƯected by deforestation, and has a third-party hydrologist reviewed 
the modeling assumptions? 
Referenced in: Exhibit G – Soil Science and Hydrology Reports; Exhibit A – Expansion 
Narrative (Stormwater/Drainage section) 
39. How will altered peak flows from sub-drainage areas aƯect downstream wetlands and 
residential parcels and what post-construction monitoring will be implemented to detect 
erosion or flooding? 
Referenced in: Exhibit G – Stormwater Management Report; Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative 
(Stormwater section)  



40. What formal long-term monitoring plan will be implemented to track post-construction 
hydrological impacts on downslope wetlands and neighboring parcels, and what adaptive 
management protocols will be triggered if runoƯ volumes or water quality exceed modeled 
thresholds? 
Referenced in: Exhibit G – Stormwater Management Report; Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative 
(Stormwater/Drainage section); Site Plan Sheets 
 
Wildlife Habitat 
 
41. According to the Expansion application materials, how many total acres of woodland 
and forest will be cleared across all project parcels, including both core and non-core 
forest? How does this level of clearing align with CT DEEP’s habitat fragmentation 
guidelines, and what specific mitigation measures are proposed to oƯset the loss of 
canopy-dependent or edge-intolerant species? 
Referenced in: Exhibit F – Ecological Assessment; Site Plan Sheets; Expansion Narrative 
(Natural Resources section) 
42. Why were acoustic bat surveys omitted despite known regional presence of northern 
long-eared bats, and how does this omission comply with federal guidance under the 
Endangered Species Act? 
Referenced in: Exhibit F – Ecological Assessment; NDDB correspondence 
43. What qualifications will be required of the individual overseeing box turtle protection, 
and how will pre-construction surveys and exclusion protocols be documented and 
enforced? Please compare the proposed Expansion protocols to those implemented in the 
original Gravel Pit Solar project, including the box turtle study conducted in 2020. What 
changes, if any, have been made to survey timing, fencing design, or relocation procedures, 
and how do these align with CT DEEP’s Wildlife Action Plan guidance on maintaining 
migration corridors and minimizing barriers? 
Referenced in: Exhibit F – Ecological Assessment; Expansion Narrative (Wildlife Mitigation 
section); Original GPS Filing (2020 Box Turtle Study) 
44. Was the environmental inventory independently verified, and does it include 
microhabitat features such as coarse woody debris, duƯ layers, and snag density critical to 
amphibian and avian species? 
Referenced in: Exhibit F – Ecological Assessment; Expansion Narrative (Habitat Inventory 
section) 
 
Invertor Noise 
45. Identify the make and model of all inverters proposed for the expansion. Confirm 
whether the petitioner intends to use the Sungrow SG250HX or equivalent industrial-scale 
string inverter. Clarify whether this equipment has been procured, contracted, or merely 
listed as a candidate. Provide manufacturer specifications for acoustic emissions, 
including dBA levels at 1m, 10m, and 50m distances. 
Referenced in: Exhibit M – Noise Study (pp. 2–6); Exhibit P – Electrical Infrastructure 
Summary (pp. 2–6); Manufacturer Datasheet – Sungrow SG250HX 



46. Explain why industrial-grade inverters such as the Sungrow SG250HX were selected for 
installation adjacent to residential neighborhoods. Provide any internal evaluations, vendor 
correspondence, or alternative equipment assessments that considered residential 
compatibility, acoustic shielding, or community feedback. 
Referenced in: Exhibit F – Stakeholder Outreach Summary (pp. 8–11); Exhibit M – Noise 
Study (pp. 2–6); Exhibit P – Electrical Infrastructure Summary (pp. 2–6) 
47. Identify all proposed noise mitigation measures, including acoustic fencing, vegetative 
buƯers, equipment shielding, and operational curtailment. Clarify whether the petitioner 
will commit to post-construction noise monitoring and corrective action thresholds. Note 
that a solar array in East Windsor previously attempted remediation using a sound blanket, 
which failed to reduce the low tonal inverter noise to an acceptable level for the residents. 
Explain how the proposed mitigation diƯers and why it is expected to succeed. 
Referenced in: Exhibit M – Noise Study (pp. 2–6); Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative, Section 
1.5 “Public Benefit and Land Use” (p. 6) 
48. Provide the methodology used to establish ambient baseline noise levels for the 
proposed expansion area. Include the dates, times, weather conditions, and equipment 
specifications used during measurement. Provide the full list of modeled receptors, 
including parcel IDs, setback distances, and elevation profiles. Clarify whether modeling 
accounted for cumulative noise from multiple inverter pads, transformers, and tracking 
motors. 
Referenced in: Exhibit M – Noise Study (pp. 2–6); Technical Report – Appendix D (Noise 
Modeling Inputs); Exhibit C – Site Plans (Sheets 3–6) 
49. What is the industry standard or best practice for minimum setback distances between 
utility-scale inverters and residential homes? Provide documentation from CT DEEP, EPA, 
inverter manufacturers, or peer-reviewed siting guidelines. Clarify whether the proposed 
inverter placement complies with these standards, and if not, justify the deviation. 
Referenced in: Exhibit M – Noise Study (pp. 2–6); Exhibit P – Electrical Infrastructure 
Summary (pp. 2–6); Manufacturer Datasheet – Sungrow SG250HX 
 
Loss of Farmland 
 
50. Identify the total acreage of Farmland of Statewide Importance that will be permanently 
converted or rendered unusable by the proposed expansion (Docket 492A), including areas 
isolated by fencing, grading, or infrastructure. Separately identify the acreage of Farmland 
of Statewide Importance that was converted or rendered unusable under the original 
Gravel Pit Solar project (Docket 492). For both phases, provide soil classification maps, 
USDA NRCS ratings, and parcel-level breakdowns. 
Referenced in: Docket 492A – Exhibit G, Appendix C “Soil Science Report” (pp. 4–7); Exhibit 
R, Section 2.1 “Farmland Classification” (pp. 2–3); Docket 492 – Exhibit G (pp. 3–5) 
51. What mitigation measures are proposed to oƯset the permanent loss of Farmland of 
Statewide Importance? The petitioner states that 5 acres will be set aside for farming use. 
Please provide documentation of this commitment, including location, soil classification, 
intended agricultural use, and long-term management plan. Explain how this mitigation 
aligns with Connecticut’s farmland preservation goals under CGS §22-26cc, given that the 



combined footprint of Docket 492 and 492A will permanently remove or fragment 
approximately 324 acres of farmland. Justify whether the proposed 5-acre oƯset 
represents a meaningful or proportional mitigation strategy. Clarify whether the designated 
agricultural mitigation land will be placed under permanent conservation easement, and if 
not, explain how its agricultural use will be legally protected and enforced over time. 
Referenced in: Docket 492A – Exhibit R, Section 2.2 “Mitigation and Restoration” (pp. 3–4); 
Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative, Section 1.5 “Public Benefit and Land Use” (p. 6); Docket 
492 – Exhibit A, Section 3.2 “Site Selection Rationale” (pp. 8–9) 
52. Explain how the proposed expansion aligns with Connecticut’s farmland preservation 
goals under CGS §22-26cc, which prioritize protection of prime and statewide important 
soils. Provide any correspondence with CT Department of Agriculture, CT DEEP, or local 
farmland preservation boards. 
Referenced in: Docket 492A – Exhibit F, Section 2.4 “Agency Coordination” (p. 11); Exhibit A 
– Section 3.1 “Alternatives Considered” (pp. 9–10); Docket 492 – Exhibit F, Section 2.3 (pp. 
10–11) 
53. Identify any remaining farmland parcels adjacent to or within the project boundary that 
will be functionally unusable for agriculture due to fragmentation, access loss, or 
infrastructure barriers. Provide maps and analysis of agricultural viability post-
construction. 
Referenced in: Docket 492A – Exhibit C “Site Plans” (Sheets 3–6); Exhibit G, Appendix C (pp. 
4–7); Docket 492 – Exhibit C (Sheets 2–5) 
54. Was reuse of the existing Gravel Pit Solar site or other disturbed lands considered as an 
alternative to siting on active farmland? Provide all internal evaluations, correspondence, 
or feasibility studies addressing agricultural preservation as a siting criterion. 
Referenced in: Docket 492A – Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative, Section 3.1 “Alternatives 
Considered” (pp. 9–10); Exhibit E – Wildlife Assessment (pp. 6–9); Docket 492 – Exhibit A, 
Section 3.1 (pp. 9–10) 
55. Identify all provisions of the East Windsor POCD and Zoning Regulations that 
emphasize farmland protection and explain how the proposed expansion was evaluated 
against those provisions. 
Referenced in: East Windsor POCD – Chapter 6 “Supporting Agriculture” (pp. 53–58); 
Zoning Regulations – Chapter II, §200.1 “Prohibited if Not Permitted” (p. 13); Docket 492A – 
Exhibit A – Section 1.5 (p. 6) 
56. Identify all barns, sheds, or agricultural structures proposed for removal as part of the 
expansion. For each, provide documentation of structural conditions, current or recent 
agricultural use, and justification for demolition. Include any correspondence with local 
historic preservation bodies or agricultural commissions. Provide any past leasing 
agreements that may have existed.  
Referenced in: Docket 492A – Exhibit C “Site Plans” (Sheets 3–6); Exhibit A – Expansion 
Narrative, Section 1.2 “Project Description” (p. 3); Docket 492 – Exhibit C (Sheets 2–5) 
57. The petitioner has characterized portions of the expansion site as “fallow” or 
“underutilized.” Provide detailed land use history for each aƯected parcel over the past 10 
years, including crop records, lease agreements, soil amendments, and any active 



agricultural management. Explain the criteria used to designate farmland as fallow and 
how this designation aligns with USDA or CT Department of Agriculture standards. 
Referenced in: Docket 492A – Exhibit R, Section 2.1 “Farmland Classification” (pp. 2–3); 
Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative, Section 3.2 “Site Selection Rationale” (p. 8); Docket 492 – 
Exhibit G “Soil and Agricultural Use Report” (pp. 3–5) 
 
Soil Compaction and Recovery  
 
58.How deep will the solar racking poles be driven into the ground, and what engineering 
data supports this depth? Provide geotechnical reports, soil borings, structural 
calculations, and foundation design criteria used to determine installation depth. 
Referenced in: Exhibit S – Decommissioning Plan, “Panel Installation and Racking” section; 
Site Plan Sheets – Foundation Details 
59. Quantify the total volume of soil that will be displaced, compacted, or altered by 
racking installation, trenching, and access road construction. Include maps or diagrams 
showing subsurface disturbance zones and depth profiles. 
Referenced in: Exhibit S – Decommissioning Plan (pp. 2–4); Exhibit C – Site Plans (Sheets 3–
6); Exhibit K – Stormwater Management Report (pp. 3–6) 
60.Provide any studies, pilot projects, or third-party assessments demonstrating that soils 
classified as Farmland of Statewide Importance can be restored to pre-construction 
agricultural productivity following solar decommissioning. Include timeframes, success 
metrics, and limitations. 
Referenced in: Exhibit S – Decommissioning Plan (pp. 2–4); Exhibit G – Soil Science Report, 
Appendix C (pp. 4–7) 
70.Explain how driven racking systems will aƯect soil compaction, permeability, and 
drainage characteristics over time. Provide modeling or field data showing whether these 
impacts are reversible and how they aƯect long-term agricultural viability. 
Referenced in: Exhibit G – Soil Science Report, Appendix C (pp. 4–7); Exhibit K – Stormwater 
Management Report (pp. 3–6); Exhibit S – Decommissioning Plan (pp. 2–4) 
 
Emergency Response Planning 
 
80. Please identify all local, regional, and state emergency management agencies 
consulted in the preparation of the Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan. Clarify 
whether this plan reflects the protocols and expectations of the Town of East Windsor and 
its emergency services. If it does not, please explain how emergency coordination will be 
handled and whether an alternative plan is in place. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan 
81. Describe the process by which the petitioner coordinated with the East Windsor Fire 
Department, mutual aid partners, and regional emergency planning committees. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan 
82. Provide copies of any written agreements, memorandum of understanding, or 
correspondence with emergency responders regarding fire suppression, evacuation, or 
incident command responsibilities. 



Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan 
83. What is the minimum evacuation radius recommended by NFPA or CT Fire Code for 
inverter fires and brush fires in the array, and how many homes fall within this zone? Please 
provide supporting documentation, including fire safety modeling, GIS overlays, or 
correspondence with emergency oƯicials. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan; Expansion 
Narrative (Fire Safety section) 
84. Has the Fire Marshal been consulted during the design phase of the Expansion project, 
and what timeline exists for formal review, comment, and approval of emergency response 
protocols? Please provide documentation of consultation, meeting records, and 
anticipated decision milestones. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan; Expansion 
Narrative (Emergency Coordination section) 
 
Evacuation Modeling and Coordination 
 
85. Provide the modeled evacuation times for site personnel and nearby residents under 
worst-case fire or hazardous incident scenarios. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan; Expansion 
Narrative (Emergency Response section) 
86. Identify the designated evacuation routes, staging areas, and communication protocols 
for notifying residents and first responders. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan; Site Plan Sheets 
87. State whether the petitioner has coordinated with the Town of East Windsor’s 
Emergency Operations Plan, and if not, explain why. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan; Town EOP (if 
cited) 
 
Training and Preparedness 
 
88. Describe the training programs, drills, or tabletop exercises that will be conducted with 
local fire departments and emergency management oƯicials prior to project 
commissioning. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan; Expansion 
Narrative (Training section) 
89. Provide the petitioner’s plan for ongoing refresher training and funding commitments to 
ensure local responders remain prepared throughout the project’s operational life. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan; Expansion 
Narrative (Training and Budget section) 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Compliance and Best Practices 
 
90. Identify all NFPA (National Fire Protection Association) codes, Connecticut State Fire 
Safety Codes, and OSHA standards applicable to the facility, and explain how compliance 
will be verified. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan; Expansion 
Narrative (Code Compliance section) 
91. Provide documentation of any third-party peer review of the Emergency Management 
and Evacuation Plan. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan 
92. State whether the petitioner has reviewed and incorporated lessons learned from fire 
incidents at other large-scale solar facilities in the U.S. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan; Expansion 
Narrative (Risk Mitigation section) 
 
Electrical Safety, Grounding, and Grid Stabilization 
 
93. What fire suppression measures are proposed for all the arrays and the substation, and 
have the Broad Brook Fire Department or other local fire oƯicials reviewed and approved 
the emergency access plans? Please provide documentation of any consultation or 
approval. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan; Exhibit A – 
Expansion Narrative (Safety section) 
94. Has a ground potential rise (GPR) study been conducted to assess touch and step 
voltage risks at the perimeter fence for each site location and how will these be mitigated to 
protect nearby residents and wildlife? 
Referenced in: Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative (Electrical Safety section); Substation 
Design Sheets; IEEE Std 80 (if cited) 
95. What is the expected failure mode of the inverters, and how will thermal runaway, arc 
faults, or other electrical hazards be mitigated during end-of-life or malfunction scenarios? 
Referenced in: Exhibit H – Operations & Maintenance Plan; Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative 
(Electrical Equipment section) 
96. What containment and remediation protocols exist for transformer oil leaks, and how 
will soil and groundwater be monitored for contamination over the project’s lifespan? 
Referenced in: Exhibit G – Stormwater Management Report; Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative 
(Hazardous Materials section) 
97. Will any nighttime reactive power or voltage regulation functions be enabled, and how 
will these be coordinated with Eversource to prevent grid instability? 
Referenced in: Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative (Electrical Interconnection section); ISO-NE 
or Eversource correspondence (if submitted); Electrical One-Line Diagrams 
 
 
 



 
Noise  
 
98. What are the modeled noise levels at full operational load across all equipment, and 
how do these compare to local ambient noise thresholds and CT DEEP noise regulations? 
Referenced in: Exhibit M – Noise Study (pp. 2–6); Technical Report – Appendix D (Noise 
Modeling Inputs) 
99. What mitigation strategies will be implemented to minimize noise, dust, and traƯic 
disruptions for nearby neighborhoods, and how will residents be notified in advance? 
Referenced in: Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative (Section 1.5, p. 6); Exhibit F – Stakeholder 
Outreach Summary (Appendix F-2, pp. 3–7) 
 
Contractor Compliance 
 
100. What specific solar safety certifications and environmental compliance records do 
the selected contractors hold, and have they previously worked on projects with similar 
ecological sensitivity? 
Referenced in: Exhibit H – Operations & Maintenance Plan (pp. 3–6); Exhibit A – Expansion 
Narrative (Section 1.2, p. 3) 
 
Security and Sabotage Prevention 
 
101. Given that the Gravel Pit Solar Expansion spans multiple sites and is part of a growing 
network of utility-scale arrays in East Windsor, what physical and digital security measures 
will be implemented to detect, deter, and respond to vandalism or sabotage across all 
interconnected parcels? How will the petitioner mitigate risks of coordinated or cascading 
attacks targeting inverters, transformers, perimeter fencing, or stormwater infrastructure? 
What coordination exists with local law enforcement and emergency responders to 
investigate intentional harm, and what incident reporting protocols, surveillance systems, 
and third-party security assessments have been established to protect public safety and 
grid reliability? 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan; Exhibit A – 
Expansion Narrative (Security section); Site Plan Sheets (access control) 
 
Fire Safety & Suppression, Well Safety 
 
102. Given the absence of municipal hydrants and reliance on private wells in the 
surrounding area, identify the specific fire suppression systems, equipment, and water 
supply infrastructure proposed for the project site, including hydrants, cisterns, dry 
hydrants, tanker delivery systems, or nearby ponds. Explain how fire apparatus will access 
all solar array fields, including road widths, turning radii, and load-bearing capacity of 
access roads. 
Referenced in: Exhibit I – Technical Report; Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and 
Evacuation Plan; Site Plan Sheets 



103. State whether the petitioner has conducted a fire risk assessment specific to 
photovoltaic facilities, including risks of grassland/wildfire spread and electrical arc faults. 
Provide copies of such assessments and describe how fire risk will be mitigated given the 
lack of public water infrastructure. 
Referenced in: Exhibit I – Technical Report; Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and 
Evacuation Plan; Expansion Narrative (Fire Safety section) 
104. Provide documentation of consultation with local fire oƯicials regarding water supply 
limitations, access constraints, and proposed mitigation strategies. 
Referenced in: Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan; Correspondence 
with East Windsor Fire Department 
105. What geotechnical studies have been conducted to assess the impact of racking post 
installation on subsurface hydrology and nearby well water quality? 
Referenced in: Exhibit I – Technical Report; Exhibit G – Stormwater Management Report; 
Geotechnical Appendices 
 
Temperature Increase, Public Health Risk, and Ecological Impact 
 
106. Has the petitioner collected or reviewed any empirical temperature data from 
comparable solar installations to assess localized heat increases and Urban Heat Island 
(UHI) eƯects? Please provide surface and ambient temperature measurements, monitoring 
protocols, and any third-party studies used to inform the Expansion design. 
Referenced in: Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative (Environmental Impacts); Technical 
Appendices; EPA Heat Island Compendium (if cited) 
107. Has the petitioner evaluated potential heat-related risks to vulnerable populations 
(e.g., elderly residents, low-income households, outdoor workers) in proximity to the 
project site? Please provide any public health consultations, exposure modeling, or 
mitigation strategies proposed to address increased ambient temperatures. 
Referenced in: Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative (Public Health section); Exhibit Q – 
Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan 
108. Please quantify the anticipated cumulative thermal load introduced by the solar 
installation, including changes in ambient air temperature, soil temperature, and 
microclimate conditions across the project site and adjacent parcels. Include modeling 
assumptions, boundary conditions, and mitigation factors considered. 
Referenced in: Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative (Thermal Impacts); Technical Modeling 
Appendices 
109.Has the petitioner assessed whether increased surface and ambient temperatures 
associated with the solar installation may aƯect local plant communities, pollinators, 
amphibians, or other temperature-sensitive species? Please provide any ecological 
modeling, field studies, or NDDB consultations addressing thermal stress, habitat shifts, or 
species displacement. 
Referenced in: Exhibit F – Ecological Assessment; Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative (Wildlife 
and Vegetation sections); NDDB correspondence 
 
 



Decommissioning Financial Assurance 
 
110. What methods will be used to remove driven racking poles during decommissioning, 
and to what depth will extraction occur? Provide engineering documentation showing 
whether full removal is feasible without damaging soil structure. 
Referenced in: Exhibit S – Decommissioning Plan, “Panel Installation and Racking” section; 
Site Plan Sheets – Foundation Details 
110. Provide detailed protocols for restoring soils classified as Farmland of Statewide 
Importance to pre-construction agricultural productivity. Include timelines, soil 
amendment plans, compaction reversal techniques, and third-party verification standards. 
Referenced in: Exhibit S – Decommissioning Plan (pp. 2–4); Exhibit G – Soil Science Report, 
Appendix C (pp. 4–7) 
112. List all infrastructure elements to be removed during decommissioning, including 
fencing, access roads, concrete pads, electrical equipment, and underground conduit. 
Clarify which components will remain in place and justify why. 
Referenced in: Exhibit S – Decommissioning Plan (pp. 2–4); Exhibit P – Electrical 
Infrastructure Summary (pp. 2–6) 
113. Identify all hazardous materials associated with panel construction, racking, and 
electrical components. Provide disposal protocols, vendor certifications, and compliance 
documentation with CT DEEP and EPA standards. 
Referenced in: Exhibit S – Decommissioning Plan (pp. 2–4); Exhibit H – Operations & 
Maintenance Plan (pp. 3–6) 
114. What financial assurance mechanism will be used to guarantee full decommissioning 
and site restoration? Provide documentation of any performance bonds, surety 
agreements, escrow accounts, or other instruments committed to this purpose. Include 
the bond amount, calculation methodology, renewal terms, and beneficiary designation. 
Clarify whether the financial assurance is suƯicient to cover full removal of infrastructure, 
soil remediation, and restoration of Farmland of Statewide Importance to agricultural 
productivity. 
Referenced in: Exhibit S – Decommissioning Plan, Section 4 “Financial Assurance” (p. 5); 
Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative, Section 1.5 “Public Benefit and Land Use” (p. 6) 
Interrogatory 20 – Agricultural Monitoring Post-Decommissioning 
115. Will the petitioner commit to post-decommissioning agricultural monitoring to verify 
soil recovery and productivity? If so, provide duration, metrics, and responsible parties. If 
not, explain why such monitoring is not guaranteed. 
Referenced in: Exhibit S – Decommissioning Plan (pp. 2–4); Exhibit G – Soil Science Report, 
Appendix C (pp. 4–7) 
 
Agreements 
 
116. Please identify all lease agreements, easements, or other instruments that establish 
site control for each parcel included in the proposed expansion. Include the duration, 
renewal terms, and any provisions related to decommissioning, land restoration, or land 
use restrictions. Please also identify any title searches, parcel reviews, or legal 



assessments conducted to determine the presence of conservation easements, 
encumbrances, or conflicting land use designations. 
Referenced in: Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative (Section 1.2, p. 3); Exhibit C – Site Plans 
(Sheets 1–2) 
 
Conservation Easement 
 
117. Please identify whether the 70-acre conservation easement parcel was originally 
considered for solar development. If so, explain why it was excluded from the final site 
plan. Clarify whether the decision to set aside this parcel was based on ecological value, 
community feedback, or land use constraints. Describe the extent and impact of prior ATV 
activity on the parcel, and whether this aƯects its conservation value or future usability. 
Will Gravel Pit Solar be responsible for maintaining this land in perpetuity, and will it be 
accessible to the public, including individuals with mobility limitations? 
Referenced in: Exhibit A – Expansion Narrative (Section 1.5, p. 6); Exhibit E – Wildlife 
Assessment (pp. 6–9); Exhibit G – Soil Science Report (pp. 4–7) 
 


