
February 24, 2026 

Attorney Melanie Bachman 
Executive Director 
Connecticut Siting Council 
10 Franklin Square 
New Britain, CT 06051 

 

Re: Docket No. 492A – Gravel Pit Solar, LLC petition for a declaratory ruling, pursuant to 
Connecticut General Statutes §4-176 and §16-50k, for the proposed expansion of a solar 
photovoltaic electric generating facility in East Windsor, Connecticut 

 

Dear Attorney Bachman: 

Enclosed please find the Proposed Findings of Fact and Closing Brief submitted by East 
Windsor Residents for Responsible Solar (EWRRS) in the above-referenced matter. 

Electronic copies have been provided to all parties and intervenors on the Service List in 
accordance with the Council’s procedures. 

Respectfully submitted, 

East Windsor Residents for Responsible Solar 
Christina Dahl & Robin Chesky 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT AND CLOSING BRIEF 

I. Procedural Posture and Governing Standard 

1. This proceeding was reopened pursuant to CGS §4-181a(b) based upon asserted 
changed conditions. 

2. Under §4-181a(b), the Council must evaluate the facility as modified, including the 
combined environmental and operational effects of the existing certificated facility 
together with the proposed expansion. 

3. Under the Public Utility Environmental Standards Act (“PUESA”), CGS §16-50g et 
seq., the Council must determine whether the facility, as modified: 
(a) serves the public need; and 
(b) will not have a substantial adverse environmental effect. 

4. Under CGS §16-50k(a), the Council may not approve a certificate or modification 
thereof unless it finds that the facility will not have a substantial adverse 
environmental effect and represents a reasonable balance between public need 
and environmental impact. 

5. The Applicant bears the burden to demonstrate, through substantial evidence in the 
record, that the facility as modified satisfies these statutory criteria. The Council’s 
factual determinations must be supported by substantial evidence in the record. 
See CGS §4-183(j). 

II. Scope of the Modified Facility 

6. The existing certificated facility consists of a 120 MW solar generating installation in 
East Windsor, Connecticut. 

7. The proposed modification would increase total generating capacity from 120 MW 
to approximately 150 MW, a 25% increase in capacity, and add additional 
operational acreage, fencing, inverters, and associated infrastructure. 

8. The expansion extends the operational footprint, fencing, and associated 
infrastructure of the facility. 

9. The record does not contain a consolidated, integrated analysis evaluating the 
environmental and operational performance of the combined 150 MW facility as a 
single functioning installation. 

 

 



III. Cumulative Environmental Evaluation 

10. Applicant testimony indicates cumulative evaluation was expressly limited to visual, 
noise, and EMF resources (Jan. 6, 2026 Hearing). 

11. The Applicant confirmed that cumulative evaluation was not performed for 
agricultural soils, hydrology, wetlands, wildlife habitat, or fire safety with respect to 
the combined facility (Jan. 6, 2026 Hearing). 

12. The record does not contain evidence evaluating the combined performance of the 
existing and proposed facilities with respect to: 
• agricultural soil conversion, 
• watershed hydrology, 
• habitat fragmentation, or 
• emergency response conditions. 

13. The record does not contain analysis demonstrating that incremental impacts from 
the proposed expansion, when combined with the operational baseline of the 
existing 120 MW facility, remain below thresholds of environmental significance. 

14. The record does not contain an integrated, site-wide assessment demonstrating 
that cumulative impacts for the facility as modified remain below thresholds of 
environmental significance. 

IV. Agricultural Resources 

15. The expansion parcels contain prime and statewide important agricultural soils 
(Exhibit G – Soil Science Reports). 

16. The expansion removes these soils from agricultural production for an extended 
operational term. 

17. The record does not contain cumulative analysis of soil conversion across the 
combined facility footprint. 

18. The record does not establish baseline restoration metrics or enforceable post-
decommissioning recovery standards applicable to the modified facility. Absent a 
facility-wide soils conversion analysis, the record does not quantify the combined 
loss of prime and statewide important soils or establish measurable restoration 
benchmarks. 

 

 



V. Hydrology and Wetlands 

19. Stormwater modeling was performed for the expansion parcels independently 
(Exhibit K – Stormwater Management Report). 

20. The modeling evaluates peak discharge conditions within parcel boundaries. 

21. The record does not contain evaluation of cumulative runoff volume, drainage 
timing interaction, or watershed-scale hydrologic performance of the combined 150 
MW facility operating as a unified installation (Exhibits C and K). 

22. The site contains wetlands and hydrologically connected soils. 

23. The record does not contain analysis of wetland buffer functionality or hydrologic 
interaction across the modified operational footprint. For example, cumulative 
runoff volume and altered drainage timing could increase downstream peak flows 
and alter wetland hydroperiods in ways parcel-by-parcel modeling would not reveal. 

VI. Wildlife and Habitat 

24. The expansion increases fencing and operational coverage across additional 
acreage (Exhibit C – Site Plans). 

25. Wildlife and habitat impacts were addressed in the Vernal Pool Survey and Natural 
Diversity Database Findings (Exhibits B – Vernal Pool Survey and I - NDBB Findings). 
The Applicant testified that larger mammals are mobile and expected to disperse or 
adapt to land-use changes. NDDB consultation and surveys focus only on rare or 
state-listed species; no formal evaluation of common species such as deer, coyote, 
fox, or bobcat was conducted. 

26. Despite this testimony, no exhibit, analysis, or modeling evaluates wildlife 
movement patterns or cumulative habitat fragmentation across the combined 150 
MW facility. No formal mitigation plan exists for large mammals, and the record 
does not demonstrate how fencing, contiguous panel coverage, and the expanded 
operational footprint affect habitat connectivity or wildlife movement at the scale of 
the modified facility. 

VII. Fire Safety and Emergency Response 

27. Testimony and interrogatory responses confirmed that the emergency response 
plan for the existing facility, and for the proposed expansion, is contained within 
Exhibit Q – Emergency Management and Evacuation Plan and referenced in 
interrogatory responses to Paradise and Riordan. This plan includes general fire 
prevention measures such as vegetation management and seasonal mowing. 



28. Interrogatory responses confirm prior fire incidents at the existing site and describe 
operational corrective measures (e.g., earlier seasonal mowing, hiring contractors 
for vegetation management) but do not demonstrate a cumulative or integrated 
emergency response evaluation for the modified 150 MW facility footprint. 

29. The record does not contain a comprehensive, facility-wide analysis evaluating 
emergency response conditions across the combined existing and proposed 
facilities that interrelates: 
a) Access logistics across the full expanded operational footprint, including turning 
radii, grade, and clearances for emergency apparatus, beyond site plans which 
merely show basic road layouts and dimensions. 
b) Electrical isolation protocols for emergency situations that demonstrate how 
inverter shut-offs, sectional disconnects, and grid isolation would function in a 
coordinated manner across contiguous parcels in the event of fire or system fault. 
c) Suppression logistics, including water delivery strategy, apparatus staging, and 
coordination with local fire departments under a worst-case emergency scenario at 
the scale of the complete modified installation. 

30. While interrogatory responses cite vegetation control, gravel firebreaks, and fire 
department deployment of water tenders where hydrants are unavailable, there is 
no integrated plan showing how these measures operate cohesively across all 
parcels. The responses do not include fire response modeling, mutual-aid 
protocols, or local fire department sign-off on the full 150 MW configuration. 

31. The record confirms that no third-party peer review of the Emergency Management 
and Evacuation Plan exists, and that final emergency plans will be “task and site 
specific” at the time of construction, without demonstration that they have been 
reviewed or approved by local fire officials for the modified installation. 

32. Accordingly, the record lacks substantial evidence demonstrating that emergency 
access, electrical isolation, and suppression logistics will function effectively at the 
scale and complexity of the modified 150 MW facility, as required to support an 
affirmative finding under CGS §16-50k(a). See CGS §4-183(j). 

VIII. Decommissioning and Financial Assurance 

33. The expansion increases the total size and infrastructure of the facility. 

34. The record does not contain a facility-wide decommissioning cost estimate 
applicable to the modified 150 MW installation (Exhibit S – Decommissioning Plan). 



35. The record does not include independent cost verification or financial assurance 
securing removal and restoration obligations. Absent an integrated estimate and 
independent verification, the record does not demonstrate that adequate financial 
assurance exists to ensure full removal and site restoration. 

IX. Findings 

36. The record contains analyses addressing the proposed expansion in isolation. 

37. The record does not contain evaluation of the environmental and operational 
performance of the facility as modified. 

38. Absent such evaluation, the record does not provide the evidentiary foundation 
necessary to support affirmative findings under CGS §4-181a(b), §16-50k(a), and 
PUESA. 

 

CLOSING BRIEF 

I. Statutory Inquiry 

This proceeding concerns statutory sufficiency. Upon reopening under CGS §4-181a(b), the 
Council must evaluate the facility as modified. The relevant inquiry is whether the 
combined 150 MW installation satisfies the statutory criteria, not whether the 30 MW 
increment, considered in isolation, meets technical standards. 

Under CGS §16-50k(a), the Council may not approve a certificate or modification unless it 
affirmatively finds that the facility will not have a substantial adverse environmental effect 
and represents a reasonable balance between public need and environmental impact. 
These findings must be supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

II. Observations Regarding the Record 

EWRRS respectfully submits that the current record for Docket No. 492A does not contain 
cumulative, integrated evaluation of the facility as modified to 150 MW in the following 
areas: 

• Agricultural soils and restoration metrics (Exhibit G) 
• Hydrology and cumulative runoff (Exhibit K) 
• Wildlife movement and habitat fragmentation (Exhibits B and I) 
• Facility-wide emergency response planning, including access, electrical isolation, and 
suppression logistics (Exhibits H and Q) 
• Decommissioning cost estimates and associated financial assurance (Exhibit S) 



Because the record does not address these aspects cumulatively, any affirmative findings 
that the facility “will not have a substantial adverse environmental effect” under CGS §16-
50k(a) would lack substantial evidentiary support. 

III. Substantial Evidence Standard 

The Council must make affirmative findings under CGS §16-50k(a) that the facility as 
modified will not have a substantial adverse environmental effect. 

Substantial evidence requires evidence from which a reasonable factfinder may conclude 
that the combined facility satisfies statutory standards. Where the record lacks evaluation 
of cumulative operational impacts applicable to the modified facility, the evidentiary basis 
for such findings is absent. Without consolidated evaluation of the facility as modified, the 
record does not provide the substantial evidence necessary to support affirmative 
statutory findings. 

 


