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In reviewing the historical submission supplied by the applicant for the September 7, 2022 

Planning Board meeting - which I supplemented with minutes from the Master Plan proceeding 

that were not included – the following questions came to mind. I am putting them forth now, so 

that you may have an opportunity to respond to them ahead of this proposal’s appearance on the 

November Planning Board meeting agenda. The questions posed below have not been ordered in 

any specific way, and other questions may be forthcoming.  

 

1. At one point, an emergency access route was contemplated for this development. Based 

upon the insight provided by past Fire personnel, the emergency access route was 

abandoned, in favor of the “inclusion of six fire protection cisterns” (P. 4, DiPrete 

Engineering “Response to Town Comments – Brushy Brook Comprehensive 

Permit/Master Plan Supplemental Supporting Documents and Analysis”, July 2010). At 

the November 24, 2009 meeting, (P. 23), it was suggested that each of the six proposed 

cistern would hold 10,000 gallons of water. At the August 18, 2010 meeting, Mr. 

Duhamel stated that the applicant would “have to go through exact details of where the 

cisterns are located. There might be more cisterns. This would all be at the next stage.” 

(P. 17). 

a. I have not seen any cisterns on this plan.  

i. Where will they be located?  

ii. How many of them will be needed? 

b. What impact, if any, would these cisterns have on the water supply for the 

development and adjacent properties.  

 



2. The wetland edge was delineated in July 2018. Is this still valid, or will this wetland edge 

need to be reexamined? (Sheet 2, General Notes and Legends Plan, General Notes Item 

15.) 

 

3. I have seen a number of different phasing proposals. The most current proposal features 

seven phases, though I have seen proposals that feature fewer phases (for example, the 

2015 proposal, which featured garage apartments, featured three phases). In the Bryant 

Associates portion of the July 2010 Response to Town Comments, (p. 6), it lists 4 phases. 

Phasing is something that is established at the Master Plan level. What was presented at 

the Master Plan stage? Was is three phases? Seven? Was a phasing scheme put forth by 

the applicant, and was it approved by the Planning Board? If so, that phasing scheme 

should be reflected on the Preliminary Plan.  

 

4. I read a great deal about the amount of rainfall in the state in relation to its role in 

groundwater recharge in these transcripts. At one point, it was suggested that nearly 50 

inches of rain falls in the State over the course of a year. I would be interested in knowing 

if the amount of rainfall, and, therefore, the amount of water that could reasonably 

infiltrate for groundwater recharge, has generally increased, decreased, or stayed the 

same over the past 10 years. While the applicant is, obviously, not responsible for the 

amount of rainfall that the State receives in any given year, if the amount of rainfall has 

decreased greatly since this project first appeared on the scene, it stands to reason that 

there could be implications for groundwater recharge and, potentially, general 

groundwater availability if the amount of rainfall has decreased precipitously over time.  

 

5. At the November 24, 2009 meeting, there was a discussion of the rock crushing that 

would take place on-site. It was referenced again at the December 14, 2009 meeting.  

a. When will the rock crushing take place – will it be completed before the first 

phase, or will there be rock crushing, periodically, for years to come, as the 

project is phased in?  

b. What provisions will be made to ensure that any stone dust produced from the 

rock-crushing activity will not impair Brushy Brook or impact surrounding 

properties?  

c. The rock crushing activity has been presented as a means to allow the applicant to 

produce the materials that they will need on-site, so that they will not have to 

truck in as much, for example, gravel. There must be a provision that this rock 

crushing operation will be limited to the minimum necessary for the development 

exclusively. This site cannot become a clandestine graveling operation, where 

commercial vehicles are transporting, for example, gravel from the site for sale 

off-site, which would constitute an illegal commercial use within an RFR-80 

zone.  

 

6. Is it still the case that this proposal is not going to incorporate low-income housing? At 

the November 24, 2009 meeting, Mr. Landry stated that “this is not a low-income 

housing project”, yet at the January 20, 2010 meeting, he stated that “we have 75 low- 

and moderate-income units being created with a developer subsidy.”  

 



7. On Page 8 of GZA’s Preliminary Report (April 30, 2010), they referenced the 2009 

Pimental Report, which stated that there are no biodiversity resources on-site. When was 

this last verified? My understanding is that this kind of information needs to be updated 

periodically, as biodiversity resources, such as specific animal species, may change their 

range based upon various factors (availability of food, water, habitat, the impacts of 

predation and habitat destruction, etc;).  

 

8. Can the applicant explain the “long-term monitoring” that they have been engaged in at 

the Spring Street intersection?  

 

9. When was the fiscal impact of this project last examined? An updated fiscal impact 

statement may be warranted. I know that this is a unique time economically, but having a 

better understanding of the financial impact that this proposal may have will be critical.  

 

10. In the Final GZA report, dated June 1, 2010, they stated that the applicant had sought a 

waiver from the Class II survey requirement. Could you provide the Board with a 

comprehensive list of the waivers sought by the applicant over the course of this process, 

and state which ones, if any, were granted?  

 

11. So much of the data presented at the Master Plan stage was based on the number of 

people in a home, based on Census data. At the August 18, 2010 meeting, Mr. Duhamel 

stated that there were 2.6 people per household in Hopkinton, but that the applicant used 

3.07 people, “which is the average family household” (P. 40). Is 2.6, or 3.07, people per 

household still accurate? Essentially – is the data that underpinned the assumptions in 

relation to the number of people who will reside in the development/attend school 

locally/use municipal resources still relevant – has the average household size increased, 

decreased, or stayed the same between 2010 and 2022?  

 

I look forward to reading your responses to these questions.  

 

 

 


