COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE KENTUCKY STATE BOARD
ON ELECTRIC GENERATION AND TRANSMISSION SITING

In the Matter of:
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ELECTRONIC APPLICATION OF MANTLE ROCK
SOLAR, LLC FOR A CERTIFICATE OF
CONSTRUCTION FOR AN APPROXIMATELY 42-
MEGAWATT MERCHANT ELECTRIC SOLAR
GENERATING FACILITY IN LIVINGSTON
COUNTY, KENTUCKY, PURSUANT TO KRS
278.700 AND 807 KAR 5:110

Case No. 2024-00050
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RESPONSE TO CONSULTANT’S REPORT

Mantle Rock Solar, LLC (“Mantle Rock”), by counsel, provides the following response to

the Harvey Economics (“HE”) report filed with the Siting Board on December 10, 2025.
INTRODUCTION

Mantle Rock appreciates the time and effort HE has spent reviewing information related to
this project. In its Review and Evaluation of Mantle Rock’s proposed 42-megawatt merchant
electric solar facility in Livingston County, Kentucky (the “Project”), HE recommended the
Kentucky Siting Board approve Mantle Rock’s Application for a certificate to construct a merchant
electric generating facility subject to certain mitigation measures.! As the record of this case
demonstrates, the site selected for the Project is well suited for its proposed use.

HE found that Mantle Rock’s Application and Site Assessment Report complied with
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legislative requirements for a site description and site plan;” is compatible with the scenic

! Harvey Economics Review and Evaluation of the Mantle Rock Solar, LLC Site Assessment Report (“HE
Review”), page 2-7.
2 HE Review at 3-7.



3 is unlikely to negatively affect property values;* will not

surroundings in its rural location;
generate prolonged noise disturbances during constructions and will generate potentially
unnoticeable noise levels during operation;’ will cause minimal traffic disruption during
operation;® and provides economic benefit to the region.’

Mantle Rock generally agrees with the content of HE’s Review and finds many of the
proposed mitigation measures to be reasonable and likewise recommends approval of the
certificate to construct the facility. Mantle Rock, however, seeks modification to certain mitigation
measures related to setbacks recommended in the HE Review.

L Setback from solar panels to church

Mantle Rock requests a reduction of the setback from solar panels to churches proposed by
HE. The HE Review suggests a mitigation measure mandating Mantle Rock to “not place solar
panels or inverters closer than 400 feet from a residence, church or school, 20 feet from non-
participating adjoining parcels, and 50 feet from adjacent roadways.” The HE Review, however,
provides no explanation as to why solar panels must be at least 400 feet from a church.

Good Hope Church is located at the intersection of Maxfield Road and Carrsville Road.
The church is relatively small, having approximately seven members. In developing the Project,

Mantle Rock representatives met with at least five of the seven members on two separate dates.®

The church members did not express concerns about the Project.’

31d. at 2-4.

41d.

S Id. at 2-5.

5Id.

7Id. at 2-6.

8 Id. at 5-48; see also Mantle Rock’s Responses to Staff 1-50, 1-55, 1-105, 1-106, 2-32, and 2-49.
9 Mantle Rock’s Responses to Staff 1-106.



Based on the preliminary design plan, the Project’s solar panels will be approximately 290
feet from the church.!® The HE Review explained the substantial screening that is planned near the
church and confirmed that the vegetative buffer would serve its purpose, stating: “Approximately
6,700 linear feet of heavy screening is proposed along portions of Maxfield Road, near Good Hope
Church and Cemetery, on the eastern side of the substation site and BESS area, specific areas along
the western Project boundary line, and along a small portion of the northeastern Project boundary
line.”!! “As indicated in the photo renderings provided by the Applicant, vegetative screening
would largely shield the panels from view at this location.”!? In addition, the HE Review reiterated
the fact that Mantle Rock “has made a commitment to Good Hope Church representatives to
provide satisfactory buffering.”!?

Because a majority of church members were satisfied by Mantle Rock’s preliminary design
of the Project and because the substantial screening plan will adequately address potential
concerns, Mantle Rock respectfully requests that the Siting Board adopt a shorter minimum
setback from solar panels to the Good Hope Church. With the preliminary plans having 290 feet
between solar panels and the Church, Mantle Rock would respectfully request that the Siting Board
establish a minimum setback of 275 feet to provide some flexibility as the Project design is
finalized.

II. Setback from solar panels to residence

Mantle Rock requests a reduction of the setback from solar panels to residences proposed

by HE in order to provide additional flexibility in finalizing a Project design.

10 HE Review at 5-8.
' HE Review at 5-4.
12 Id. at 5-8.
B3 Id. at 5-9.



As noted above, the HE Review recommends a 400-foot setback from solar panels to
residence without providing any indication as to why a 400-foot setback is appropriate. Based on
its preliminary site layout, Mantle Rock can meet this minimum requirement, as the nearest
residences are 409 and 445 feet away from the planned location of solar panels.'* But the proposed
setback leaves very little room for modification in design if solar panels must be shifted.

In addition, there does not appear to be any justification for a setback of 400 feet between
solar panels and residences for this Project. In a recent case, the Siting Board attempted to justify
a 400-foot setback from solar panels to a residence on the grounds that there were “more non-
participating homes within closer proximity (e.g., within 500 feet) to the planned locations of solar
equipment than most other proposed solar projects . . . .”’!> But Mantle Rock’s Project has only six
residences within 2,000 feet of the Project. Even if sheer numbers of residences could justify an
enlarged setback, there is not a sufficient number of residences near the Mantle Rock Project to
justify such a standard.

For these reasons, Mantle Rock respectfully requests a setback between solar panels and
residences to be no closer than 300 feet. This is twice the distance than the Project proposed in its
Application but still would allow greater flexibility in finalizing the design of the project.

III.  Setback from central inverter to church

Mantle Rock requests a reduction of the setback from inverters to churches proposed by
HE in order to provide additional flexibility in finalizing a Project design. The HE Review suggests
a mitigation measure mandating Mantle Rock to “not place a central inverter . . . closer than 8§90
feet from a residence, church, or school.” The HE Review, however, provides no explanation as to

why a central inverter must be at least 890 feet from a church.

4 Id. at 5-22.
15 See Summer Shade Solar, LLC, Case No. 2025-00064 (K.S.B. Dec. 10, 2025).
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Based on its preliminary site layout, Mantle Rock can meet this minimum requirement, as
the nearest central inverter is planned to be 891 feet away from the Good Hope Church.'® But the
proposed setback leaves no room for modification in design if solar panels must be shifted.

As noted above, Mantle Rock has met with the majority of church members, and they did
not express concerns about the Project. Moreover, there is no reason not to provide additional
flexibility for site layout. The concern most commonly raised about inverters is the potential for
noise during operations. But as the HE Review indicates, the inverters are expected to produce a
noise level of 31 dBA at the church during operations.!” This is approximately the same noise level
as a whisper.'® Using the inverse square law,'? the inverters would produce a noise level of 37 dBA
at the church during operations if the inverters were installed at 445 feet from the church. This
would still be well below the noise level of a kitten meowing or songbirds chirping.?

For these reasons, Mantle Rock respectfully requests a setback between inverters and
churches to be no closer than 450 feet. This is the distance that the Project proposed in its
Application and would provide greater flexibility in finalizing the design of the Project.

CONCLUSION

As mentioned above, Mantle Rock appreciates review and analysis by HE, and it

respectfully requests that the Siting Board consider these modest modifications to the HE Review’s

recommendations in the Siting Board’s approval of the certificate of construction for this project.

' Mantle Rock’s Responses to Staff 2-2 (Acoustical Analysis at 17).
17 HE Review at 5-24.

'8 Mantle Rock’s Responses to Staff 2-2 (Acoustical Analysis at 8).
Y 1d.
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