November 6, 2025

Melanie Bachman

Executive Director/Staff Attorney
Connecticut Siting Council

10 Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051

RE: DOCKET NO. 492A - Gravel Pit Solar Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and
Public Need for the construction, maintenance, and operation of a 120-megawatt-AC solar
photovoltaic electric generating facility on eight parcels generally located to the east and
west of the Amtrak and Connecticut Rail Line, south of Apothecaries Hall Road and north
of the South Windsor town boundary in East Windsor, Connecticut and associated
electrical inter-connection. Reopening of this Certificate based on changed conditions
pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes §4-181a(b)

Pre filed testimony and evidence - amended
Dear Executive Director Bachman,

On behalf of East Windsor Residents for Responsible Solar, we submit this Amended
Pre-Filed Testimony in Docket 492A. This version incorporates additional citations and
clarifications based on interrogatory responses received after our initial pre-filed
testimony. The amendments do not alter our core position but provide updated references
to exhibits, agency guidance, and support documentation to ensure the record is accurate,
complete, and responsive to the Council’s inquiries.

Connecticut law requires the Siting Council to evaluate the “nature and extent of
environmental impact, including cumulative effects” when siting generation facilities. We
respectfully urge the Council to uphold that responsibility here. Without complete analysis,
the Council cannot accurately weigh whether the claimed public benefits outweigh the
very real and permanent costs to East Windsor’s environment and rural character.

Respectfully submitted,
Christina Dahl

Robin Chesky
East Windsor Residents for Responsible Solar



Docket 492a
Gravel Pit Solar Expansion

Pre-filed Testimony and Evidence by Christina Dahl & Robin Chesky - Amended
East Windsor Residents for Responsible Solar

November 6, 2025
Cumulative Impact and Fragmentation

Gravel Pit Solar Expansion. This is not a simple extension of the original project. While one
portion of the expansion is adjacent to the existing array, three other new sites are
physically separate, connected only by underground collector lines. Two of these new sites
also border other solar arrays, compounding the environmental and community impacts.
This creates a non-contiguous footprint that fragments the landscape and disrupts
ecological integrity. Increased forest edge from clearing reduces core woodland habitat
and isolates patches critical for wildlife movement and reproduction. Separate grading,
access roads, and stormwater systems across multiple parcels alter hydrological
connectivity between vernal pools, wetlands, and uplands in ways that single-site analyses
cannot capture. Key data such as QA/QC-verified vernal pool surveys, GIS-based buffer
mapping, and multi-season groundwater monitoring are missing for disconnected parcels.
Without these, impacts to amphibian breeding habitat and hydrologic function cannot be
reliably assessed. Moreover, repeated grading and soil compaction across isolated nodes
diminish the likelihood that decommissioning will restore either agricultural productivity or
contiguous habitat. ' ?

' Conn. Gen. Stat. §§ 22a-1 to 22a-1h (CEPA)
2 Connecticut DEEP, Wildlife Habitat Connectivity and Impact Mitigation Guidance (2020)

Cumulative Viewshed Impacts

We are concerned that the cumulative visual impact to residents abutting and near the
proposed expansion has not been adequately addressed. Many residents who were
previously affected by earlier petitions are now facing additional encroachment often from
multiple sides of their property. These impacts are more severe, yet there is no viewshed
analysis that combines the original petitions with the new adjacent arrays to assess the full
scope of aesthetic disruption. Although GPS references cumulative visibility studies, these
only cover their own arrays and expansion. No analysis was conducted on the combined
effect of Greenskies/Mulnite, Lodestar, Wapping expansion parcel, or other nearby
projects, leaving residents surrounded by multiple facilities without any assessment of the
true cumulative impact. Without a comprehensive cumulative viewshed study, the filings
fail to account for the erosion of rural character, the loss of visual relief, and the
psychological toll of living amid industrial-scale infrastructure. We urge the Council to



require a consolidated visual impact assessment that reflects the lived experience of
affected residents and the true scale of transformation across East Windsor. "

' Conn. Gen. Stat. §§ 22a-1 to 22a-1h (CEPA)
Wildlife and Habitat Connectivity

We have observed a noticeable decline in wildlife near our homes since the installation of
the initial Gravel Pit Solar site. Foxes, deer, coyote, and bobcats, once common, now
appear to have left the area. The perimeter fencing has created a physical barrier to larger
wildlife, severing movement corridors and fragmenting habitat that once supported
seasonal migration and daily foraging. Species that rely on unbroken habitats of a certain
size are particularly vulnerable, as the landscape is no longer contiguous. While the fence
is elevated off the ground and may allow smaller species to pass through, there has been
no long-term study to confirm whether this is occurring or whether ecological function is
being maintained. It is sometimes argued that roads and housing also fragment the
environment, but those impacts are long-established and often mitigated through
crossings or planning. In contrast, solar fencing represents a new, discretionary barrier that
multiplies fragmentation across previously open landscapes, adding cumulative impacts
where none previously existed. As additional parcels are fenced, the cumulative impact on
habitat connectivity will intensify, further isolating wildlife populations and degrading the
ecological integrity of East Windsor’s remaining open space. Although GPS has filed NDDB
reports for protected species, they acknowledge that no cumulative ecological assessment
was conducted for the Gravel Pit Solar expansion together with the other adjacent arrays.
This omission leaves wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation unexamined, even as
residents observe declines in common species. These concerns are echoed in national
research: fencing and fragmentation associated with solar development have been shown
to disrupt wildlife movement and reduce habitat quality across multiple taxa.” *°.

' Renewable Energy Wildlife Institute (REWI), Solar Energy Interactions with Wildlife and
Their Habitats: Summary of Research Findings and Recommendations (2023)

2 MclInturff, A., Xu, W., Wilkinson, C.E., Dejid, N., & Brashares, J.S., Fence Ecology:
Frameworks for Understanding the Ecological Effects of Fences, BioScience 70(11): 971-
985 (2020)

8 Hernandez, R.R., Hoffacker, M.K., & Field, C.B., All That Glitters — Review of Solar Facility
Impacts on Fauna, Renewable & Sustainable Energy Reviews, Vol. 196, Article 113456
(2025)

Eastern Box Turtle Study

The Certificate Holder has submitted a study purporting to assess impacts to Eastern box
turtles, we are concerned that the methodology and conclusions reflect a biased approach
that minimizes risk. The study appears designed to support a predetermined outcome
rather than objectively evaluate the species’ vulnerability. It does not adequately account



for cumulative habitat loss, edge effects, or long-term fragmentation across multiple solar
parcels. Moreover, the timing and scope of field surveys may have excluded critical
seasonal behaviors such as nesting or dispersal. Even if turtles were not documented on
every parcel, the species’ slow mobility, site fidelity, and sensitivity to disturbance mean
that fragmentation across adjacent parcels can still degrade habitat connectivity and
increase risk. For these reasons, we believe the Council should require an independent,
peer-reviewed assessment and enforce robust mitigation measures including seasonal
restrictions, exclusion fencing, and post-construction monitoring to ensure meaningful
protection.

Bats and Other Species of Concern

We are concerned that the Certificate Holder’s filings in Docket 492A fail to adequately
address the presence and vulnerability of bats and other sensitive species within the
project area. Tree-roosting bats such as the Eastern red bat, Hoary bat, and Northern long-
eared bat, some of which are listed as state or federally threatened, depend on forested
habitat and are sensitive to canopy loss, fragmentation, and construction phase noise. Yet
no species-specific bat assessment or mitigation plan has been provided and the only
measures described are generic seasonal restrictions that do not substitute for acoustic
surveys or species-specific monitoring required under federal guidance. Similarly,
amphibians such as wood frogs and spotted salamanders, which rely on vernal pools and
adjacent uplands, may be impacted by soil compaction, hydrological disruption, and
fencing. While a vernal pool survey was submitted, it does not appear to include
cumulative analysis or long-term monitoring. Grassland birds and pollinators are also
absent from the ecological review, despite their known sensitivity to fencing, herbicide use,
and vegetation changes. We urge the Council to require a comprehensive, species-specific
wildlife impact assessment that reflects cumulative land conversion across parcels and
includes enforceable mitigation and monitoring protocols." 2

' Renewable Energy Wildlife Institute (REWI), Solar Energy and Wildlife Interactions: A
Summary of Research Findings and Recommendations (2023)

2 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Northern Long-Eared Bat Survey Guidance (2022, updated
2024)

Insects, Native Plants, and Habitat Connectivity

We are concerned that the Certificate Holder’s filings in Docket 492A do not adequately
address the ecological roles of native plants, pollinators, and beneficial insects, or the
long-term consequences of habitat fragmentation. The project area includes forested and
transitional habitats that support native bees, butterflies, beetles, and other invertebrates
essential to ecosystem function. Yet there is no inventory of plant species, no assessment
of pollinator habitat, and no plan to monitor or mitigate the impacts of herbicide use,
mowing regimes, or soil disturbance. While a Natural Diversity Database (NDDB) report
was submitted, such filings only flag potential listed species and do not substitute for a



comprehensive ecological inventory. They provide no assessment of native plants,
pollinator habitat, or habitat connectivity, nor do they establish enforceable monitoring
protocols. The filings also fail to evaluate how fencing, vegetation clearing, and land
conversion may disrupt plant-pollinator networks and reduce habitat connectivity across
parcels. These changes risk isolating populations, degrading ecological resilience, and
undermining biodiversity at a landscape scale. "

' Renewable Energy Wildlife Institute (REWI), Solar Energy and Wildlife Interactions: A
Summary of Research Findings and Recommendations (2023).

Noise, EMF, and Construction Disturbance

While the Certificate holder has submitted an acoustical study as Exhibit O, we are
concerned that it does not address cumulative noise impacts across adjacent parcels, nor
does it evaluate construction-phase disturbance, particularly pile driving, and its effects on
wildlife, domestic animals, or individuals with auditory sensitivity. With new parcels being
added next to existing solar infrastructure, the combined noise impact on residents and
ecological systems has not been adequately assessed. Even if the proposed project meets
state and local noise thresholds, those standards do not account for the behavioral and
physiological effects on birds, amphibians, and other sound-sensitive species. Nor do they
reflect the lived experience of residents with auditory sensitivity or trauma histories. As CT
DEEP states, “The policy of the state is to promote an environment free from noise to the
extent that it jeopardizes the health and welfare of the citizens of the State of
Connecticut.”’ We urge the Council to require a cumulative noise impact analysis that
includes both operational and construction phases, and considers ecological and human
health dimensions beyond regulatory minimumes.

! Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP), Noise Pollution
Control (2024).

In addition, we are concerned that the Certificate Holder’s EMF analysis, which fails to
address the broader public health implications of cumulative exposure. The report models
only project-specific operational EMF and does not consider emissions during
construction, nor does it identify nearby homes, schools, or other sensitive receptors. It
lacks clarity on which collector lines are buried and how that affects EMF attenuation. Most
importantly, there is no commitment to post-construction monitoring or public access to
EMF data. Even if modeled EMF levels meet regulatory thresholds, those standards do not
account for cumulative exposure, receptor proximity, or the need for ongoing monitoring to
ensure public confidence. Given the scale of solar development in East Windsor, we
believe a comprehensive, cumulative EMF study is necessary, one that includes temporal
exposure, receptor proximity, and long-term verification to ensure community safety and
transparency.



Farmland Loss and Agricultural Displacement

The proposed expansion spans multiple farmland parcels and borders existing solar arrays,
compounding permanent farmland loss and leaving behind fragmented remnants that are
agriculturally nonviable. While the petitioner has proposed preserving five acres of
farmland to offset the loss of prime soil, this token gesture is inadequate given that the
total project footprint will remove approximately 324 acres from agricultural use with a
mere 1.54% preserved. This is not farmland preservation; itis farmland displacement.
Compounding this loss, the developers now propose to dismantle four historic tobacco
barns in coordination with the State Historic Preservation Office, with materials reused and
a booklet produced to document barn history. They also now offer farmers access to barns
on the Plantation site, an option that was not proposed in the original docket and only
emerged during this expansion proceeding. In addition, during the first phase of Gravel Pit
Solar, many tobacco barns were also taken down in coordination with SHPO, compounding
the cumulative loss of agricultural infrastructure across both phases. While these
measures represent a shift from outright demolition, they do not preserve the barns as
active agricultural infrastructure. These structures are essential for drying, curing, and
storing crops, and their removal or relocation displaces working farm operations.
Documentation, reuse, or belated access cannot substitute for continued agricultural
utility. We urge the Council to reject piecemeal mitigation and require meaningful farmland
preservation, including protection of agricultural infrastructure and long-term access for
local producers. ' ?

' USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), Prime Farmland Criteria (2024).
2 Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP), Guidance for
Agricultural Land Conversion and Solar Development (2021)

Fire Risk and Emergency Response Limitations

We are deeply concerned about the lack of emergency planning and water infrastructure to
address fire risks associated with the proposed solar expansion. Many of the project
parcels are in areas without public water access, and East Windsor relies on a volunteer
fire department with limited resources. The expansion spans multiple disconnected sites,
increasing the complexity of emergency response and the potential for delayed
containment. We have already experienced two fires associated with solar arrays in our
community, thankfully small, but they underscore the real and growing risk. With
Connecticut’s fire season becoming more severe due to prolonged droughts and dry
conditions, the absence of a comprehensive fire mitigation plan is unacceptable.
According to CT DEEP, all eight counties were recently placed under “high” brush fire risk,
with over 600 fires reported last fall alone.” While the petitioner has supplied maps showing
access roads, stated that those roads will be engineered to support emergency apparatus,
and indicated they will coordinate with local fire officials, these general assurances do not
substitute for a detailed plan. There is still no indication of how water will be supplied to



remote sites, how access roads will support emergency vehicles, or how coordination will
occur across multiple parcels. We urge the Council to require a detailed fire prevention and
emergency response plan, developed in consultation with local fire officials, and tailored to
the realities of rural infrastructure and volunteer staffing. This plan should reflect best
practices outlined in NFPA 1 and NFPA 855, nationally recognized fire code standards for
solar and energy storage systems, including access, suppression, and hazard mitigation. 2

' Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP), Fire Danger,
Weather, and Reporting (2025).

% National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), Energy Storage Systems and Solar Safety
(2025)

Emergency Planning Gaps and Fire Preparedness

While the Certificate Holder has submitted a limited emergency management plan, it
appears focused primarily on construction-phase safety and does not address long-term
fire risk or coordinated response across multiple parcels. Critically, there is no Connecticut
emergency management plan specific to solar arrays, nor any evacuation protocol or fire
mitigation strategy tailored to East Windsor’s infrastructure. To our knowledge, no formal
coordination has occurred with our town’s emergency services, and no plan has been
developed in partnership with our volunteer fire department. This is deeply concerning. If a
large fire were to occur, especially one spanning multiple disconnected parcels. How
would it be managed? How would water be supplied to remote sites without public
access? How would residents be notified or evacuated? These questions remain
unanswered. With Connecticut’s fire season intensifying due to drought and climate stress,
and with prior fires already documented at local arrays, the absence of a comprehensive
emergency plan puts our community at risk. We urge the Council to require a full-scale fire
prevention and emergency response strategy, developed in consultation with local and
state officials, and aligned with NFPA 1 and NFPA 855 standards for solar and energy
storage systems. '

' National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), Energy Storage Systems and Solar Safety
(2025)

Lack of Meaningful Public Engagement and Consultation

We are concerned by the absence of genuine public engagement in the planning and
expansion of the Gravel Pit Solar project. While coordination with the Connecticut State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has now been completed, this process was narrowly
focused on historic review and does not address the broader impacts on farmland,
heritage, or community character. The Certificate Holder has stated that itinitially planned
to host anin-person open house in the spring of 2025, but its request to use a municipal
facility was denied by the Office of the First Selectman. The company then explored private
venues but cited security concerns and logistical challenges, electing to rely on alternative



outreach methods such as informational mailers, project websites, and phone or text
surveys. Although they also provided draft application materials to the Towns of East
Windsor and South Windsor, these steps did not create opportunities for residents to ask
questions directly, raise concerns in person, or receive meaningful answers. A project of
this scale and impact demands transparent, inclusive, and respectful dialogue with all
affected stakeholders. This was not meaningful engagement, it is marketing.

Local Land Use Conflicts and Misrepresentation of Planning Goals

The Certificate Holder has failed to account for East Windsor’s updated zoning regulations,
which now prohibit grid-scale solar development across all zones. This is a reopening of
the original docket, and the petitioner is obligated to comply with current local land use
law, not rely on outdated approvals.1 In response, the Certificate Holder has stated that it
“complies with all statutes, regulations, and requirements applicable to this proceeding
and under the jurisdiction of the Council.” While this may reflect their interpretation of
Council authority, it does not resolve the clear conflict with East Windsor’s amended
zoning code. In addition, the East Windsor Plan of Conservation and Development (POCD)
has been selectively cited to suggest alignment with community goals, when in fact the
POCD emphasizes preserving contiguous farmland, rural character, and natural resource
corridors.? Solar development is mentioned only briefly and not as a preferred land use.
The POCD repeatedly stresses the importance of agricultural preservation and rural
identity, which is defined by open fields, working farms, and forested landscapes, not
industrial fencing, and screening vegetation. Grid-scale solar arrays, especially when
surrounded by opaque black fencing and perimeter plantings, erase the visual and cultural
openness that defines East Windsor’s rural aesthetic. This is not compatible with the
town’s long-term vision, and it undermines both the letter and spirit of our land use
planning.

' East Windsor Zoning Regulations, amended 2023, Section 601.2.1
2 East Windsor Plan of Conservation and Development (POCD), 2016

Questionable Conservation Designation

The conservation area proposed by the Certificate Holder appears to be a parcel that was
already unsuitable for solar development, constrained by wetlands, slope, or regulatory
setbacks. This raises concern that the designation is not a meaningful conservation
gesture, but rather a repurposing of land that could not have been developed in the first
place. The parcel has been described as having ecological features such as wetlands,
vernal pools, forest, and a stream corridor, and its set-aside has been linked to East
Windsor’s Plan of Conservation and Development goals of preserving open space and
protecting community resources. Yet no ecological baseline data has been provided to
assess the parcel’s condition, and there is no binding agreement confirming long-term
ownership, stewardship, or maintenance by Gravel Pit Solar. In addition, the Certificate



Holder has not addressed the extent of prior ATV disturbance, whether the parcel will be
accessible to the public, or whether it will be managed in perpetuity. More importantly, this
conservation designation was never offered during the first phase of the project, raising
further concern that it is a reactive measure rather than a genuine commitment. Without a
conservation easement, deed restriction, or third-party oversight, there is no guarantee this
land will be protected or restored. Even with a conservation easement, farmers gain
nothing, as they need contiguous, workable farmland and supporting infrastructure. No
agricultural easement has been offered to address this displacement. The Council should
require clear documentation of ownership, ecological value, and lifetime stewardship for
any conservation land, with agricultural easements preferred to safeguard farmland
viability.

Misleading Agricultural Claims and Habitat Management Concerns

The Certificate Holder now claims that sheep farming will occur on one parcel of the
expanded project to present the array as agriculturally compatible. In practice, this
displaces local farmers who have historically leased the land, and sheep management
may not even be managed by someone from the community. Bees are kept outside of the
fence, limiting integration with the site. The original Gravel Pit Solar project included only
limited beekeeping, and the expansion still provides no clear plan for meaningful
agricultural co-use. Although an individual has been identified to manage sheep, no formal
grazing plan or agricultural lease has been submitted. The Certificate Holder has also
stated that pollinator-friendly groundcover will be established, but mechanical mowing will
be used which reduces flowering plants and limits habitat value. Additionally, the
Certificate Holder has disclosed that herbicides may be used for invasive species, but no
detailed vegetation management plan has been provided. Although the applicant
references DEEP-approved herbicides and general best management practices, the
Vegetation Management Plan is deferred until after approval and remains conditional,
leaving no enforceable protocols in the record. Farmland displacement, introducing sheep
grazing does not replace the value of leased cropland and instead pushes out local farmers
who have historically relied on this land. Without enforceable documentation of
agricultural co-use, pollinator-friendly groundcover, and safe vegetation management
practices, the claim of agricultural compatibility remains cosmetic rather than substantive.
These concerns are consistent with peer-reviewed research already submitted in our
administrative notices, which shows that solar management practices can limit pollinator
habitat. '

' Lec’hvien, A., Bienvenu, L., Isselin-Nondedeu, F., Bischoff, A., Gros, R., & Schatz, B.,
Effects of solar panels and management on pollinators and their interactions with plantsin

Southern French solar parks, Biological Conservation 307: 111209 (2025)

Operational Oversight and Enforcement Failures



Based on prior solar projects in East Windsor, we have seen firsthand the consequences of
inadequate oversight and weak enforcement. Maintenance lapses, unfulfilled vegetation
plans, and other concerns have arisen without clear mechanisms for timely correction or
accountability. The current expansion proposal relies on the developer’s own monitoring
with staff onsite during the week and remote monitoring at other times, but offers no
independent review, enforceable performance benchmarks, or financial penalties for
noncompliance. Residents are told they may call posted numbers, submit concerns
online, or bring complaints directly to the Council, yet there are no written procedures,
response times, or escalation protocols to ensure issues are addressed. It is reasonable to
assume that noise complaints and other concerns would follow this same vague process,
leaving the community without enforceable recourse when problems arise. Without
stronger conditions, the burden of oversight falls on the town and residents, who lack the
authority and resources to ensure compliance. While the Certificate Holder has stated they
will post a decommissioning bond, this only addresses end-of-life removal and does not
ensure that commitments are met during construction and operation. We therefore urge
the Council to require independent monitoring, annual compliance reporting, and a bond
or escrow structure that guarantees vegetation management, fencing, access roads, and
conservation stewardship are upheld throughout the project’s life cycle as well as
decommissioning.

Stormwater and Erosion Risks Amid Intensifying Climate Events

The proposed expansion raises serious concerns about stormwater management and
erosion control, especially considering increasingly unpredictable and severe climate
events. The project spans multiple parcels with varied topography, soil types, and drainage
patterns, yet there is no cumulative modeling to assess runoff impacts across the full
buildout. Connecticut has experienced arise in flash flooding, prolonged droughts, and
high-intensity rainfall events, conditions that overwhelm conventional erosion controls and
sediment basins. While the applicant lists practices such as using existing farm roads,
tracked equipment, cover crops, and segregating topsoil during trenching, they
acknowledge that no bulk density testing of soils in their undisturbed state was performed.
Without baseline data, compaction risks cannot be verified or tracked over time. The site
plans rely heavily on perimeter silt fencing and temporary basins, with infiltration basins
modeled only for conventional one hundred-year storm events. Although a stormwater
report was filed, it addresses parcels individually and relies on conventional assumptions,
leaving cumulative and climate-driven risks unexamined. The expansion increases
impervious surface area and disturbs hundreds of acres of prime soils, yet the Certificate
Holder has not demonstrated how stormwater will be managed across interconnected
parcels or during extreme weather events. We urge the Council to require a
comprehensive, parcel-integrated stormwater and soil management plan, including
erosion controls, wetland setbacks, baseline soil testing, and post-construction
monitoring, especially given the proximity to sensitive habitats and farmland, and the
growing frequency of climate-driven disruptions.



Misrepresentation of Public Benefit and Energy Distribution

The Certificate Holder claims the project will assist approximately 4,100 homes and help
lower electricity bills, but this assertion is misleading. The underground collection lines
proposed for the expansion do not connect to the local distribution grid; they run directly to
the substation to serve the developer’s private Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs). These
agreements benefit off-site buyers, not East Windsor residents. These agreements benefit
off-site buyers, not East Windsor residents. The “4,100 homes” figure is a generalized
equivalency based on output estimates, not a documented benefit to our community.
There is no documentation showing that electricity generated will be routed to our local
grid or that residents will receive any direct rate reduction. The infrastructure is designed
for transmission, not community distribution. When asked to submit studies
demonstrating incremental grid reliability or resiliency benefits to Connecticut ratepayers,
the Certificate Holder admitted that no project-specific studies exist. Instead, they cited
national cost trend reports and explained that roadside distribution systems cannot
accommodate a 30 MWac injection. This confirms that the expansion is designed for
transmission-scale interconnection, not local distribution, and that no documented
reliability or resiliency benefits have been provided for Connecticut residents. This project
does not function as a municipal or community solar array, it is a commercial generation
facility with no guaranteed local benefit. We urge the Council to require transparency
around energy flows, PPA recipients, and any claimed public benefit, including rate
impacts and grid connectivity.

Decommissioning Uncertainty and Abandonment Risk

The Certificate Holder has not provided adequate assurance that the project will be
responsibly decommissioned or remediated in the event of abandonment, storm damage,
or fire. While a Decommissioning Plan has been filed, it does not include a posted bond,
escrow account, or third-party guarantee to cover cleanup costs if the developer walks
away or becomes insolvent. In the event of a major storm or fire, both increasingly likely
due to climate volatility, who will remove damaged panels, contain chemical runoff, or
restore the land? How quickly will action be taken, and who will bear the cost? Without
enforceable timelines, financial guarantees, or a contingency plan, East Windsor risks
being left with a contaminated industrial field. Damaged solar panels can leach heavy
metals and PFAS compounds into soil and water, especially if cracked or burned. We urge
the Council to require a full decommissioning and emergency response plan, including
financial surety, hazardous material protocols, and a binding commitment to restore the
land to its pre-development condition.

' U.S. EPA, PFAS and Solar Panels: Emerging Concerns
2 Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP), Guidance on
Solar Panel Disposal and Hazardous Waste Classification



Our Closing Argument

The expansion of the Gravel Pit Solar project represents a fundamental misalignment with
East Windsor’s values, land use goals, and regulatory protections. It disregards updated
zoning that prohibits grid-scale solar, misrepresents our POCD, and fragments our
farmland and ecological corridors. The Certificate Holder has failed to provide meaningful
emergency planning, public engagement, or coordination with local stakeholders. Claims
of agricultural co-use, conservation, and public energy benefit are superficial,
unsupported, and strategically placed to mask industrial impacts. Stormwater risks,
climate volatility, and the absence of cumulative impact modeling leave our community
vulnerable to erosion, flooding, and ecological degradation. Should the developer walk
away, East Windsor faces the real possibility of abandonment, contamination, and costly
cleanup with no financial guarantees in place. While the developer claims this project will
benefit 4,100 homes and lower electricity bills, the underground collection lines bypass our
local grid and serve private Power Purchase Agreements. There is no evidence of direct
benefit to East Windsor residents. In contrast, the environmental costs, habitat loss,
farmland fragmentation, stormwater risk, and long-term land conversion are immediate,
tangible, and irreversible. The environmental impact clearly outweighs the speculative
public benefit. This is not responsible development. It is a patchwork of disconnected
parcels, loosely stitched together under the guise of clean energy, but lacking the
transparency, accountability, and community partnership that such a project demands. We
urge the Council to deny the expansion or impose strict, enforceable conditions that reflect
the scale of cumulative harm, the fragility of our landscape, and the voices of the residents
who live here.

East Windsor deserves better. We ask the Council to stand with us, to protect our land,
safeguard our community, and secure a brighter future for generations to come.

Christina Dahl
Robin Chesky
East Windsor Residents for Responsible Solar

We certify that a copy of this document was electronically mailed to the service list on
11/06/2025. The original and 15 copies of this document will be sent to the Siting Council.



