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Hello, 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak at last week’s mee�ng concerning the warehouse
at 75 Plain. As noted on the mee�ng, we do have many ques�ons regarding the topic of the sound
study, and those follow further along in this message. 

However, the one ques�on we had asked is for the Planning Board to confirm that you do in fact have
the authority to deny the applicant’s proposed project. It seems there was some confusion about
that. Although we’re not experts, we do believe the Planning Board does indeed have that authority,
which is the purpose of the applicant’s presenta�ons to the Planning Board – to seek approval.

The Hopedale Zoning by-laws states: 

“The Planning Board, as the special permit gran�ng authority, shall review all site plans subject to the
procedure, standards, and limita�ons set forth herein, and review or disapprove said plan. No
performance development shall be en�tled to a zoning permit un�l and unless the Planning Board has
approved said site plan.”

We believe it’s crucial that Planning Board know the rights and extent of its authority here – and that
you do have the op�on to deny the proposal (vs. an ‘automa�c/required approval’ decision with
condi�ons). Perhaps town counsel can provide final/affirma�ve guidance here?

We’re also a�aching the PDF from the Holliston Planning board, which outlines in detail their (the
Planning Board’s) decision to deny an applicant’s proposed warehouse project – a solid and
informa�ve read (pg 10 and forward), which covers so many of the same concerns here. I’m happy to
contact the Holliston Planning Board as well for anything they can share on their experience if you
hadn’t already(?). 

Specifically, regarding the sound study and the presenta�on from the 12/1 mee�ng: 

• Thank you for sugges�ng the Peer review of the sound study – that was #1 on my list.

• For the sound study, how is it (or what technology is used) that they were able to emulate the
sounds of mul�ple tractor-trailers (driving, idling, back-up beeping) and the sounds of
powering a massive building, without any of those things actually being present?

• Addi�onally, were sensors the only resource used in interpre�ng those sounds? Were no
humans present at different abu�ng loca�ons to hear? Where specifically was the sensor
placed on Bens Way (since the en�re wooded sec�on of the cul-de-sac is private property,
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there is some ques�on as to whether that did indeed even occur)? If the en�re study consisted
of purely computer-generated predic�ons, we’d argue that it is very much incomplete without
any ‘in the field’ tes�ng.

• The study indicated that the end of Bens Way can expect 38 dBA. While on its own, that
number holds li�le meaning to anyone that is not in the field, the comparison chart shows that
this is equitable to a quiet suburban night. Again, we’re not experts, but there is absolutely no
way that the surrounding ‘quiet suburban’ sounds we currently hear will remain unchanged
once a 616,875 square foot warehouse with over 300 daily tractor-trailers opera�ng 24/7 goes
in a few hundred feet away (and be essen�ally quieter than some of the occasional Rosenfeld
Concrete noises). This point needs to be raised during the Peer review.

• Of the “comparable” warehouse sites that were shown in the presenta�on, how many of them
were about 50% or more surrounded by residen�al streets/neighborhoods?

◦ How many of them, mee�ng the criteria above, operate 24/7 with hundreds of tractor
trailers per day?

◦ I didn’t yet see the presenta�on posted on the website. And that may be in progress, but
the in mean�me, I’d like for those comparable addresses/loca�ons to be shared again so
I may do my own homework and contact those towns’ Planning Boards to inquire about
the impacts on the abu�ng residences.

• In the Hopedale Zoning by-laws it states:  

“18.5(g) Protec�on of adjoining property or the Town from any undue disturbance caused by
excessive or unreasonable noise, smoke, vapors, fumes, dust, glare, etc.”

How is that measured or qualified? We certainly believe this warehouse will cause an undue
disturbance caused by a several of those listed items. The applicant states in their last
presenta�on that it will not, but that is en�rely subjec�ve (and grossly inaccurate).  

• Can you please detail how the town plans to monitor and enforce any restric�ons or condi�ons
(ul�mately related to any and all of the concerning aspects – noise, traffic, pollu�on, etc.)?
What is the exact process/escala�on for this? 

Based on what we saw from the applicant’s last presenta�on, their ‘worst case scenario’ is incredibly
conserva�ve and not at all representa�ve of what reality will certainly be. 

While we completely understand that a response to these ques�ons (which require input from a
variety of players) will take some �me, we would kindly request confirma�on that this message was
received. 
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Many thanks, 

Heather & Tom Lewis

17 Bens Way
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