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MEMORANDUM 

TO: NICOLE CARR, ATTORNEY, KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FROM: ED HARVEY, SUSAN WALKER AND CAE DORNFELD  

DATE: JUNE 8, 2026 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE MYSO, LLC (MAYFIELD SOLAR) RESPONSE TO HARVEY 

ECONOMICS’ CONSULTANT’S REPORT – CASE NO. 2025-00395 

 

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

detailing our review of the MYSO, LLC (MYSO) Site Assessment Report (SAR) for the Mayfield 

Solar project and associated application materials on May 20, 2026. On June 3, 2026, MYSO Solar 

submitted its Response to Consultant’s Report (HE’s report) to the PSC.  

MYSO’s comments focus on specific mitigation measures recommended by HE. This memo responds 

to the Applicant comments which HE believes deserve further consideration.  

Compatibility with Scenic Surroundings 

Recommendations #3 and #6. The intent of these recommendations is to provide the Siting Board with 

the opportunity to review any changes in the landscaping plan associated with the final site plan/ site 

layout to ensure that vegetative screening is adequate. It is possible that additional vegetative screening 

might be required given any substantial changes in the layout. It is also possible, as indicated in the 

Applicant response, that certain proposed screening may no longer be necessary. However, the Siting 

Board should retain the authority to make that determination after the final documents are submitted 

and reviewed.  

Recommendations #9. The Applicant’s glare report indicates that the Project would not generate glare 

at the modeled locations. While the chances of glare becoming a concern at those locations or others 

may be relatively low, homeowners, local drivers or community representatives should have the 

opportunity to submit a complaint and engage with the Applicant for resolution. It is HE’s 

understanding that the purpose of the Complaint Resolution Program is to address all types of potential 

issues, including glare.  

Anticipated Peak and Average Noise Levels 

Recommendations #1. The Siting Board has required similar mitigation measures for other solar 

projects in the Commonwealth, including the Banjo Creek Solar Project, also located in Graves 

County, and most recently the Barrelhead Solar Project, in Wayne County. Mitigation measures for 

those projects have included the 2,400 foot distance from the Project boundary for notification. This 
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mitigation measure would further inform local residents about Project details and status (as addressed 

below in the Public Outreach and Communication section). Although additional homeowners and 

businesses would be included on the mailing list, HE does not believe that this requirement would 

place unreasonable burden on the Applicant, and that it would have more benefit to the County than 

additional administrative burden to the Applicant.   

Recommendations #2. It is HE’s understanding that the purpose of the Complaint Resolution Program 

is to address all types of potential issues, including noise. This recommendation simply supports use 

of that mechanism to address noise concerns.  

Recommendations #4. The Applicant stated that non-noise causing construction activities include “all 

activities that are not pile driving” in their response to the Siting Board’s second data request, Request 

No. 41. HE’s recommendation supports mitigating the noise impacts for the residences surrounding 

the Project area occurring over the 18- to 24-months of Project construction. The Siting Board has 

required similar mitigation measures for other solar projects in the Commonwealth, including the 

Banjo Creek Solar Project, also located in Graves County, that limit construction activity, process, and 

deliveries to the hours between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. local time, Monday through Saturday. The Siting 

Board’s prior recommendations have permitted non-noise causing and non-construction activities 

including field visits, arrivals/departures, planning/meetings, mowing and surveying on-site between 

the hours of 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. HE agrees with that differentiation, and the Siting Board retains the 

authority to make that determination.  

Road and Rail Traffic, Fugitive Dust, and Road Degradation 

Recommendations #5. HE disagrees that this measure is redundant with the traffic study. Road surveys 

performed before and after construction provide an objective reference for determining road and bridge 

damages that will need to be addressed in accordance with the Project’s commitment to repairing 

damages after construction. During the site visit, Jacqui Kitchen, the Senior Director of Development, 

indicated that performing road surveys was included in the Project’s request for proposals for EPC 

candidates. HE does not believe that this requirement would place unreasonable burden on the 

Applicant. 

Recommendations #6. Graves County Road Department staff are knowledgeable about the County’s 

roads and conditions. Those County staff will work with the Applicant to develop a road use agreement 

based on the existing infrastructure and Project details. HE is not suggesting that the Siting Board 

dictate the components of such an agreement; the text in the recommended mitigation measure simply 

lists topic areas that may be relevant to Project activities and may be of concerns to the County and 

local residents.    

Recommendations #8. HE agrees that the Applicant should not be required to direct workers to carpool 

or use a ridesharing program. However, to the extent that the Applicant can actively encourage and 

support ridesharing activities, it would reduce traffic on local roads surrounding the Project site. 

Similar mitigation measures have been included as part of other solar projects in the Commonwealth, 

including the Banjo Creek Solar Project, also located in Graves County.    
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Recommendations #10. It is HE’s understanding that the purpose of the Complaint Resolution 

Program is to address all types of potential issues, including traffic or other roadway related issues. 

This recommendation simply supports use of that mechanism to address those types of concerns.  

Decommissioning 

Recommendations #1. The Decommissioning Plan may be of interest to residents, business owners or 

other stakeholders in Graves County. Although those constituents may be able to access that Plan from 

the PSC, they might be unaware of that option. It is likely that they would first reach out to local County 

officials with questions. HE does not believe that it would place undue burden on the Applicant to 

provide Graves County with a copy of the same final Decommissioning Plan that it will submit to the 

Siting Board. This submittal would be a courtesy to the County. HE is not suggesting that the County 

should have any review, comment or oversight powers; simply that they have a copy on file from the 

Applicant for future questions.   

Public Outreach and Communication 

Recommendation #1. HE believes that it is important for the public, including local landowners, 

County residents, businesses and other stakeholders, to be kept informed about the Project, including 

details about infrastructure layout, timing of construction, and operational activities, as the Project 

progresses. Those details may change over time, as compared to the information developed at the time 

of this filing. This recommended mitigation measure allows the Applicant to determine the best way(s) 

to continue to inform or engage with the public, which may include things like maintaining the Project 

website, holding additional public meetings, sending out mailings, submitting articles to local public 

media sources. The Complaint Resolution Program would likely meet the intent of hearing comments 

and concerns. HE is not suggesting that the Siting Board dictate specific public engagement activities 

but recommends that the Applicant continue to provide updated information about the Project to the 

local area.  

Complaint Resolution Program 

Recommendation #3. The Applicant provided HE and the Siting Board with a copy of a Complaint 

Resolution Program document for a different Applicant-led solar project, as an example of the program 

that it would implement for the Mayfield project. That example document was abbreviated, and the 

descriptions of how components of that program would be implemented were generally high-level or 

undefined. This recommendation strives to add some clarity regarding what recourse a complainant 

has if they feel their concern is not adequately addressed.  

Recommendation #5. Maintenance of a detailed complaint log would be necessary for developing an 

annual status report for the Siting Board. HE believes that the log should be part of the public records, 

and that Graves County staff should be permitted to have copies of those logs, if requested. It is HE’s 

understanding that mitigation measures set by the Siting Board extend through the Energy and 

Environment Cabinet’s period of control.  
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Comments on “Other Clarifications” 

Piledriving Activity. Applicant materials indicate that construction activities that include pile driving 

will occur over a period of approximately 22 months. HE acknowledges that over that period of time, 

pile driving activity will not occur for 22 continuous months; it is our understanding that pile driving 

would occur periodically throughout the 22-month period, with a concentration during the peak 

construction period.  

Participating Properties. HE understands the distinction between participating landowners and 

adjacent landowners with Good Neighbor Agreements (GNAs) and appreciates the Applicant’s 

treatment of those different groups. From an analytical standpoint for purposes of evaluating potential 

impacts, HE assumes that those landowners with GNAs are aware of Project details, including 

construction and operational activities, including potential traffic, noise or other impacts.  


