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MEMORANDUM 

TO: WRIGHT WILLIAMS, ATTORNEY, KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FROM: ED HARVEY, SUSAN WALKER AND CAE DORNFELD  

DATE: OCTOBER 1, 2025 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE WOOD DUCK SOLAR LLC RESPONSE TO HARVEY ECONOMICS’ 

CONSULTANT’S REPORT – CASE NO. 2024-00337 

 

Harvey Economics (HE) submitted a report to the Kentucky Public Service Commission (PSC) 

detailing our review of the Wood Duck Solar LLC Site Assessment Report (SAR) and associated 

application materials on September 15, 2025. On September 29, 2025, Wood Duck Solar submitted its 

response to HE’s report.  

HE reviewed Wood Duck Solar’s response and offers the following comments:    

1. Clarification of Setback Distances: The clarification of the participation status of several 

nearby landowners does not change the overall conclusions presented in our report regarding 

visual or noise impacts. A total of 16 non-participating landowners will still endure 

construction noise levels of 80 dBA or greater during the pile driving work and several non-

participating residences may still have some view of some Project components. 

2. Compatibility with Scenic Surroundings:  

a. Applicant’s Response document, Items #3 and #4: The Applicant suggests that 

submitting any changes to the landscape/ screening plan would be redundant to the 

submittal of a revised site plan; however, the site plan maps submitted by the Applicant 

do not include the proposed vegetative screening. To date, these have been separate 

documents. Therefore, changes could be made to a screening plan that do not appear 

on the site plan maps, and changes to the site map may necessitate changes to the 

screening plan. Both documents are necessary.   

b. Applicant’s Response document, Item #6: Regarding potential glare, the Applicant 

suggests that the Siting Board requirement should be to simply operate panels in 

accordance with FAA and other applicable agency requirements. Whereas HE agrees 

that compliance with agency requirements is required, the Applicant could meet those 

requirements and still create glare impacts on local homeowners and drivers.  
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3. Anticipated Peak and Average Noise Levels 

a. Applicant’s Response document, Item #9: Regarding daily schedule for construction 

activities. In recent cases, the Siting Board has allowed construction activity to occur 

between the hours of 8am and 6pm Mon-Sat, limiting pile driving to 9am to 5pm Mon-

Fri. For consistency purposes, the Siting Board may want to continue to enforce that 

schedule.  

b. Applicant’s Response document, Item #10: Regarding functional mufflers. Exhaust 

noise from diesel engines that power construction equipment is a significant source of 

noise generation. Maintaining a working, functional muffler will aid in limiting 

excessive construction noise. HE’s report notes that noise levels during construction 

will be high for about 150 residences near the Project, especially during pile driving. 

HE believes that proper maintenance of equipment is an important part of mitigating 

noise levels.  

4. Rail and Road Traffic, Fugitive Dust, and Road Degradation 

a. Applicant’s Response document, Item #12: Regarding collaboration with road 

authorities to perform road surveys. HE believes that collaboration with 

Commonwealth or county road departments is important, given the number of 

construction vehicles and large truck deliveries using local roadways. The road surveys 

noted would support the evaluation of Project impacts after construction. Additionally, 

during the site visit, Project representatives indicated to HE that they were amenable 

to performing the surveys with the county road department.   

b. Applicant’s Response document, Item #13: Regarding damage from Project vehicles. 

The Applicant suggests limiting the Applicant’s responsibility to roads. In recent cases, 

the Siting Board’s mitigation has specifically addressed damage “to roads and bridges” 

– HE suggests applying that language in this case as well.  

c. Applicant’s Response document, Item #14: Regarding ridesharing. HE realizes that the 

Applicant cannot require workers to rideshare. However, the Applicant’s Traffic Study 

included these recommendations, and the Siting Board has included this mitigation 

measure in other recent cases.  

d. Applicant’s Response document, Item #15: Regarding the Amish community. The 

presence of a local Amish community is a situation unique to this Project application. 

As such, and because their access to Project information may be limited. HE believes 

that communication with that community should be explicitly addressed in the 

mitigation measures. In fact, the Applicant’s example of mailing a copy of the traffic 

management plan to the community IS an applicable response to this recommendation, 

suggesting the Siting Board adopt it.  



e. Applicant’s Response document, Item #16: Regarding railways. HE’s recommendation 

includes the term “as necessary”. Consultation with entities regarding railway impacts 

may not be necessary in this case.  

5. Decommissioning  

a. Applicant’s Response document, Items #20 and #21: Regarding retrofit. Final Siting 

Board mitigation requirements for recent cases have not addressed this specific topic. 

The Siting Board may want to continue that approach, removing them for this case, for 

consistency purposes.  

b. Applicant’s Response document, Item #22: Regarding replacements. This 

recommendation has been included in Siting Board mitigation requirements in previous 

cases. HE suggests that it remains a requirement for consistency purposes.  

6. Complaint Resolution Program 

a. Many of the Applicant’s responses to specific HE mitigation recommendations 

(Applicant’s Response document, Items  #5, #6, #7, #8, #10, #11, #23 and #24) suggest 

redundancy with the Complaint Resolution Program; however, the Applicant has not 

provided the Siting Board with any detailed information about such a program, simply 

stating that they will establish the program prior to construction and that they will work 

with adjoining landowners and the local community to address concerns. Given the 

lack of details regarding the anticipated complaint resolution program and in light of 

the many public comments received by the Siting Board voicing concerns about a 

variety of topics, HE recommends that the emphasis on coordination with local 

residents and the local community remains a strong part of the mitigation. We see no 

inconsistency with the recommendations to work with the local community to address 

concerns and the future development of a complaint resolution process.  

b. Applicant’s Response document, Item #25. The Applicant appears to object to HE’s 

recommendations regarding the level of detail of a complaint resolution program. 

Given the lack of detail for a complaint resolution plan provided thus far, specific 

requirements are necessary to ensure a robust program.   

c. Applicant’s Response document, Item #26: Regarding complaint status report. This 

recommendation has been included in Siting Board mitigation requirements in previous 

cases. HE suggests that it remains a requirement for consistency purposes. 


