SOUTH HADLEY PLANNING BOARD VIRTUAL MEETING
MEETING MINUTES OF APRIL 25, 2022
As Approved
Present: Brad Hutchison, Chair; Diane Mulvaney, Vice-Chair; Joanna Brown, Clerk; Nate
Therien, Member; Michael Davis, Member; Michael Adelman, Associate Member; and Anne
Capra, Director of Planning and Conservation; Colleen Canning, Planning/Conservation
Coordinator
Chair Hutchison called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM and reviewed the virtual meeting
protocols.
Agenda Item #1 --- Board Reorganization
As local elections just occurred, the Board could consider appointments to positions of Chair,
Vice-Chair, Clerk, and representative to the regional planning commission.
Motion: Member Therien moved to nominate Brad Hutchison for the position of Chair. ViceChair Mulvaney seconded the motion. Five (5) out of five (5) members voted in favor of the
motion though roll call.
Motion: Chair Hutchison moved to nominate Diane Mulvaney for the position of Vice-Chair.
Member Therien seconded the motion. Five (5) out of five (5) members voted in favor of the
motion through roll call.
Motion: Vice-Chair Mulvaney moved to nominate Joanna Brown for the position of Clerk.
Member Davis seconded the motion. Five (5) out of five (5) members voted in favor of the
motion through roll call.
Motion: Member Davis moved to re-appoint Joanna Brown as representative to the Pioneer
Valley Planning Commission. Member Therien seconded the motion. Five (5) out of five (5)
members voted in favor of the motion through roll call.
The position of Alternate Representative to the Pioneer Valley Planning Commission was
vacant. As the position was an appointment of the Town Administrator, interested parties could
contact the department office to apply.
Agenda Item #2 --- Open Comment Period
No members of the public spoke during the open comment period.
Agenda Item #3 --- Minutes
Draft minutes of the following meeting were sent the Board for review: March 28, 2022 regular
meeting; March 2, 2022 Master Plan public hearing; April 11, 2022 regular meeting; April 11,
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2022 Stormwater Management Bylaw public heating; and the April 11, 2022 E-Ink Special
Permit public hearing.
Motion: Vice-Chair Mulvaney moved to approve all the aforementioned meeting minutes.
Member Davis seconded the motion. Five (5) out of five (5) members voted in favor of the
motion through roll call.
Agenda Item #4 – Correspondence
The list of correspondence was sent to the Board. Any additional correspondence had been
emailed to members directly.
Agenda Item #5 --- Public Hearing Continuance to consider Special Permit and
Stormwater Management Permit applications filed by E-ink Corporation for demolition of
an industrial building and redevelopment of the existing site at 7 Gaylord Street, Assessor’s
Map 18 Parcel 86
Chair Hutchison called the public hearing continuance to order at 6:44 PM. (See public hearing
minutes)
The regular meeting reconvened at 9:26 PM.
Agenda Item #6 --- Planning & Conservation Department Report on Planning Projects and
Development Updates
Director Capra detailed the following items:
• Town Meeting – Annual Town meeting would be held on May 11, 2022. The Planning
Board had to Articles for consideration – endorsement of the adopted Master Plan Update
and amendments to the Stormwater Management Bylaw. The Board could discuss having
a Board representative present at Town Meeting at their next regular meeting.
• Master Plan – The adopted Master Plan was now posted to the Town’s website. Master
Plan highlights would start being disused under the ‘department report’ at future
meetings.
• Infrastructure Improvements –Lyman Street upgrades as funded through a MassWorks
Infrastructure Grant were underway.
Agenda Item #7 --- Other New Business
•
•
•

Planning Board Rules and Regulations – At a future meeting, Director Capra would
address a few housekeeping items relative to the Board’s rules and regulations.
Community Meeting – Associate Member Adelman invited everyone to attend a
community meeting at the Gaylord Library to engage with Town officials and discuss the
state of the community.
Contact Information – At a future meeting, Clerk Brown wanted the Board to consider if
and how the public could contact Board members directly.
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Agenda Item #8 --- Adjournment
Motion: Member Therien moved to adjourn the meeting. Clerk Brown seconded the motion.
Five (5) out of five (5) members voted in favor of the motion through toll call.
The meeting adjourned at 9:43 PM.
Respectfully Submitted,
As Approved
Colleen Canning, Planning/Conservation Coordinator
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SOUTH HADLEY PLANNING BOARD VIRTUAL PUBLIC HEARING:
Public Hearing Continuance to consider Special Permit and Stormwater Management Permit
applications filed by E-ink Corporation for demolition of an industrial building and
redevelopment of the existing site at 7 Gaylord Street, Assessor’s Map 18 Parcel 86
MEETING MINUTES OF APRIL 25, 2022
As Approved
Present: Brad Hutchison, Chair; Diane Mulvaney, Vice-Chair; Joanna Brown, Clerk; Nate
Therien, Member; Michael Davis, Member; Michael Adelman, Associate Member; and Anne
Capra, Director of Planning and Conservation; Colleen Canning, Planning/Conservation
Coordinator
Chair Hutchison called the public hearing continuance to order at 6:44PM.
The applicant and representatives present at the hearing were as follows: Wayne Ashworth, Eink Corporation; Rob Heumann, E-ink Corporation; Keith Jacobsen, E-ink Corporation; Rob
Troccolo, IFDesign, LLC; David Biancavilla, BSC Group; and, Christine Silverman, Capaccio
Environmental Engineering.
Chair Hutchison reviewed expectations for the hearing. Board member questions and comments
would be taken followed by public comment. Afterwards, the applicant would be given the
remainder of the meeting to continue their presentation. It was anticipated that the hearing would
be continued.
Board members commented and asked questions as follows. The applicant would respond in full
at a future meeting
• Member Therien stated that the project location was within prime real estate for
commercial development in Town. He wanted to know how worst-case scenarios would
impact the existing neighborhood.
• Member Therien stated that Special Permit Standard #9 required projects to not create an
additional burden on Town resources. He questioned if local first responders were able to
accommodate an emergency resulting from the proposed chemical processing.
• Clerk Brown stated that the materials presented by the applicant within their slideshows
were hard to read and requested higher resolution versions. She stated her interest in
hearing public comment and having public correspondence regarding the project read out
loud. She also supported Member Therien’s desire for a risk assessment.
• Vice-Chair Mulvaney supported Member Therien’s desire for risk assessment.
• Member Davis asked the applicant to clarify the meaning of the ‘spent Toluene Tank’.
The applicant responded that it simply referred to the Toluene stored on site.
• Member Davis referenced an industrial chemical spill in the City of Northampton which
was uncovered by a property abutter. Even though that incident was not related to E-Ink,
it highlighted the potential for system failures and human errors.
• Associate Member Adelman wanted to know the process for how the facility would be
decommissioned if the site’s use ever changed.
• Chair Hutchison discussed the existing neighborhood near the project site and observed
that the site abutted the Town’s South Hadley Falls 40R District. He questioned if the
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•

proposed project fell in line with the aspirational vision of South Hadley Falls as was
evidenced in the Master Plan and Urban Renewal Plan.
Chair Hutchison questioned if odor emitting from the site would negatively impact the
existing neighborhood. Even though the applicant stated that odor would not be present,
it was still incumbent upon the Board to vet the response.

Chair Hutchison opened up the hearing to public comment.
Robert Pleasure, Jewett Lane, addressed the Board. He advocated for a risk assessment to be
performed to allow the Town to understand the likelihood of future damages occurring. He
encouraged the applicant to explore green chemistry which could decrease, or even eliminate,
any potential risks posed to the existing neighborhood.
Robert Murphy, Woodbridge Street, addressed the Board. He agreed with the previous
commenter’s remarks and encouraged the applicant to pursue green chemistry alternatives. From
his own experience working in the industrial chemical industry, he expressed concern for the use
of Toluene.
Department staff read the following publically submitted comments out loud (all attached):
February 28, 2022 email from Cathy Regish, Victoria Lane; Google Form from Sarah Miele,
South Hadley; April 11, 2022 email from Thomas Knightly, Blueberry Bend; April 11, 2022
email from Terri Reinhart, Walnut Street; Google Form from Carol Constant, Morgan Street; and
Google Form from John Hazen, Cedar Ridge.
The applicant’s representative, Christine Silverman of Capaccio Environmental Engineering,
presented a slideshow (attached) to review Toluene Air Modeling which sought to describe
worst-case scenarios and define different exposure thresholds as defined by the Environmental
Protection Agency.
Christine Silverman of Capaccio Environmental Engineering continued the applicant’s
presentation by sharing a slideshow (attached) which detailed the site’s ‘Process Hazard
Analysis’ as was required by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). This
analysis was required for all industrial and chemical processing facilities and sought to increase
safety through evaluation of different risks.
The applicant continued their presentation by sharing another slideshow (attached) which sought
to explain the CAI Chemical Plant explosion in Danvers, as the incident was mentioned during
previous hearings, and how it differed from E-ink’s operations.
The applicant paused their presentation to receive comments and questions from the Board and
staff.
Clerk Brown stated that the applicant’s risk assessment review focused on containment leaks.
However, other risks were present. The applicant responded that the presentation focused on
leaks as it was cited as a concern during previous hearing dates.
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Director Capra stated that the applicant had just provided a lot of material about risk associated
with the proposed project. The Board could execute a peer-review of the material if desired.
Vice-Chair Mulvaney addressed concerns for potential increases in human errors if employees
were required to work overtime. The applicant was understanding of the concern and explained
that routine audits were performed to monitor such. Redundancy was built into their procedures
which ensure multiple sign-offs for routine operations.
Chair Hutchison asked for information regarding what steps would be taken by the applicant
and/or emergency services during different accident scenarios. The applicant explained that any
spill over 10 gallons would require notification to the Fire Department. A formal response would
be provided by the applicant at a future meeting regarding emergency response scenarios.
Member Davis observed that the applicant would be seeking a permit for a 70,000 gallon tank
and inquired what size tank the applicant was currently permitted for. The applicant stated that
their current permit was for 10,000 gallons. The applicant clarified that the number indicated the
maximum number of allowable gallons, not the amount commonly kept on site.
As the meeting was getting late, the Board decided to continue the hearing to the next meeting
date to allow the applicant to continue their presentation.
Motion: Clerk Brown moved to continue the hearing to May 9, 2022 at 6:30 PM. Vice-Chair
Mulvaney seconded the motion. Five (5) out of five (5) members voted in favor of the motion
through roll.
The regular meeting reconvened at 9:26 PM.
Respectfully Submitted,
As Approved
Colleen Canning, Planning/Conservation Coordinator
Appendix
Document
Toluene Air Modeling Presentation - EINK,
04-25-2022
Process Hazard Analysis Requirements - EInk
Presentation, 04-25-2022
CAI-Danvers Incident Response
February 28, 2022 email from Cathy Regish,
Victoria Lane
Google Form from Sarah Miele, South
Hadley
April 11, 2022 email from Thomas Knightly,
Blueberry Bend;
April 11, 2022 email from Terri Reinhart,
Walnut Street;

Document Location
Attached

Attached
Attached
Attached
Attached
Attached
Attached
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Google Form from Carol Constant, Morgan
Street
Google Form from John Hazen, Cedar Ridge

Attached
Attached
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Toluene Air Modeling
Dispersion From Emergency Release at Tank Farm or
Underground Secondary Containment Tank Under Delivery
Truck

Worst-Case Release Scenarios and Alternative Release
Scenarios
• EPA definitions
• Worst-Case Release: the release of the largest quantity of a
hazardous substance from a single vessel that results in the greatest
distance to an endpoint
• Distance to an endpoint: the distance a vapor will travel before
dissipating to the point that effects from short term exposures will no
longer occur

Thresholds for Modeling
AEGL’s

Acute Exposure Guideline Levels (AEGLs) are
used by emergency planners and responders
worldwide as guidance in dealing with rare,
accidental releases of chemicals into the air.
AEGLS are expressed as specific concentrations
of airborne chemicals at which health effects
may occur.
They are designed to protect the elderly and
children, and other individuals who may be
sensitive to the compound.

Less than AEGL – 1 = Mild but transient and nondisabling odor, taste, or sensory irritation

Definition of
AEGL Levels
(According to
EPA)

AEGL – 1 = Discomfort, irritation. Not disabling and
are transient and reversible upon cessation of
exposure
AEGL – 2 = Irreversible or other serious, long-lasting
adverse health effects. Our modeling results did not
show that this concentration was detected.
AEGL – 3 = Life-threatening health effects. Our
modeling results did not show that this
concentration was detected.

Odor Threshold = minimum concentration of
a substance at which the majority of people
can detect and identify the characteristic
odor of a substance

Other
Process
Thresholds

LEL = Lower Explosive Limit: lowest
concentration of a vapor that can be ignited
(not modeled, just for process safety
purposes)
10% LEL = concentration at which to set
sensors and alarms to allow sufficient time
for response (not modeled, just for process
safety purposes)

Toluene Thresholds for Modeling (from EPA)
• Odor Threshold = 2.9 ppm (nuisance condition
only)
• AEGL-1 = 67 ppm (irritation, reversible, no longterm health impacts)
• AEGL-2 = 560 ppm (not detected in any release
scenario when modeled)

Modeling Inputs and Results
No.

Scenario

Scenario Type

Weather
Conditions

Odor
Distance
Feet
(Miles)

AEGL-1
Distance
Feet
(Miles)

AEGL-2
Distance

Typical

249
(0.05)

51
(0.01 - too
short to map)

Non-detect

84
(0.02 - too
short to map)

Non-detect

1

Spill from tanker
truck hose – 15
gallons spilled

Alternative
Release

2

Leak from hole at
bottom of tank in
tank farm

Alternative
Release

Typical

576
(0.1)

3

Tanker truck release
into underground
secondary
containment tank

Worst-Case

Worst-Case

1,872
(0.4)

348
(0.07)

Non-detect

4

Tank farm max
release into tertiary
containment

Worst-Case

Worst-Case

3,930
(0.7)

492
(0.09)

Non-detect

1) Spill From Tanker Hose (Odor 2.9 ppm)

249 ft
AEGL-1 negligible distance
AEGL-2 not detected

Modeling Inputs and Results
No.

Scenario

Scenario Type

Weather
Conditions

Odor
Distance
Feet
(Miles)

AEGL-1
Distance
Feet
(Miles)

AEGL-2
Distance

Typical

249
(0.05)

51
(0.01 - too
short to map)

Non-detect

84
(0.02 - too
short to map)

Non-detect

1

Spill from tanker
truck hose – 15
gallons spilled

Alternative
Release

2

Leak from hole at
bottom of tank in
tank farm

Alternative
Release

Typical

576
(0.1)

3

Tanker truck release
into underground
secondary
containment tank

Worst-Case

Worst-Case

1,872
(0.4)

348
(0.07)

Non-detect

4

Tank farm max
release into tertiary
containment

Worst-Case

Worst-Case

3,930
(0.7)

492
(0.09)

Non-detect

2) Leak From Tank Farm (Odor 2.9 ppm)

576 ft
AEGL-1 negligible distance
AEGL-2 not detected

Modeling Inputs and Results
No.

Scenario

Scenario Type

Weather
Conditions

Odor
Distance
Feet
(Miles)

AEGL-1
Distance
Feet
(Miles)

AEGL-2
Distance

Typical

249
(0.05)

51
(0.01 - too
short to map)

Non-detect

84
(0.02 - too
short to map)

Non-detect

1

Spill from tanker
truck hose – 15
gallons spilled

Alternative
Release

2

Leak from hole at
bottom of tank in
tank farm

Alternative
Release

Typical

576
(0.1)

3

Tanker truck release
into underground
secondary
containment tank

Worst-Case

Worst-Case

1,872
(0.4)

348
(0.07)

Non-detect

4

Tank farm max
release into tertiary
containment

Worst-Case

Worst-Case

3,930
(0.7)

492
(0.09)

Non-detect

3) Worst-Case - Unlikely With Safeguards In-Place
Underground Secondary Containment Tank (Odor 2.9 ppm)
Includes mitigation after 15 minutes

1,872 ft

Does not include active
venting to pollution control
device that E Ink is including
in the facility’s design,
which will reduce the
impacted area
AEGL-2 not detected

3) Worst-Case - Unlikely With Safeguards In-Place
Underground Secondary Containment Tank (AEGL-1: 67 ppm)
Includes mitigation after 15 minutes

348 ft

Does not include active
venting to pollution control
device that E Ink is including
in the facility’s design,
which will reduce the
impacted area
AEGL-2 not detected

Modeling Inputs and Results
No.
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(Miles)
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(0.05)
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(0.01 - too
short to map)

Non-detect
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(0.02 - too
short to map)

Non-detect

1

Spill from tanker
truck hose – 15
gallons spilled

Alternative
Release

2

Leak from hole at
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tank farm

Alternative
Release

Typical
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(0.1)

3

Tanker truck release
into underground
secondary
containment tank

Worst-Case

Worst-Case

1,872
(0.4)

348
(0.07)

Non-detect

4

Tank farm max
release into tertiary
containment

Worst-Case

Worst-Case

3,930
(0.7)

492
(0.09)

Non-detect

4) Worst-Case - Unlikely With Safeguards In-Place
Tank Farm (Odor 2.9 ppm)

3,930 ft

AEGL-2 not detected

4) Worst-Case - Unlikely With Safeguards In-Place
Tank Farm (AEGL-1: 67 ppm)

492 ft

AEGL-2 not detected

Process Hazard Analysis (PHA)

An Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) Requirement

A PHA is required by OSHA for any
industrial process that makes use of
hazardous chemicals
Assists employers and employees in
making decisions for improving safety and
reducing consequences

What is a PHA?

Analyzes causes and consequences of
fires, explosions, releases of toxic or
flammable chemicals, and major spills of
hazardous chemicals
Focuses on equipment, instrumentation,
utilities, human actions, and external
factors that might affect the process.

Requirements of the PHA Process
Methods for Conducting the PHA

• What-if Study - asking what-if questions
during review of an uncomplicated
process;
• Checklist - a what-if study of a more
complicated process using a checklist;
• What-if/Checklist - a team of specialists
develop specific questions and achieve
consensus on recommendations;
• Hazard and Operability Study (HAZOP)
- a formally structured method to analyze
possible deviations in design conditions;

• Failure Mode and Effects Analysis
(FMEA) - a systematic study of
component failures. This review starts
with a diagram of the operation, and
includes all components that could fail
and conceivably affect the safety of the
operation;
• Fault Tree Analysis - either a qualitative
or a quantitative model of all the
undesirable outcomes, such as a toxic
gas release or explosion, that could result
from a specific initiating event

Requirements of the PHA Process
The PHA Team

PHAs are best performed by a team with expertise in engineering and
process operations. The PHA team should include:
• Employees who have experience with and knowledge of the process being
evaluated; and
• At least one member knowledgeable in the specific PHA method and proper
implementation of the method being used

1. Define the scope of the study –
chemical delivery until the hazards
from the chemical are no longer
present
2. Prepare and collect necessary data –
equipment specifications, Standard
Operating Procedures (SOPs), Piping
and Instrumentation Diagrams (P&IDs),
etc.
3. Divide the process into parts called
Nodes
4. Examine each Node and document all
potential deviations from normal
operation

A HAZOP
Study

5. Brainstorm causes of hazardous scenarios
and their possible consequences to
determine if they are significant by
assessing the severity and likelihood of
each cause and consequence pair and
calculate the risk ranking
6. Evaluate whether the risk ranking is low
enough to safely operate the process, or
whether a recommendation is necessary to
further reduce the risk prior to system
operation
7. The process is repeated for each deviation
and cause/consequence pair until the entire
system has been evaluated

A HAZOP
Study Cont.

In response to the PHA Team's findings and recommendations,
the facility must establish a system to:

Requirements of
the PHA Process
Facility
Response to
PHA Team
Findings

- Promptly address the team's findings and recommendations
- Ensure that the recommendations are resolved in a timely
manner and that the resolutions are documented;
- Document what actions are to be taken;
- Develop a written schedule of when these actions are to be
completed;
- Complete actions as soon as possible; and
- Communicate the actions to operating, maintenance, and other
affected employees.

Requirements of
the PHA Process
Review and
Revalidation

• At least every 5 years after the
completion of the initial PHA, the PHA
must be updated and revalidated by a
team meeting the standard's
requirements to ensure that the hazard
analysis is consistent with the current
process
• The facility must keep on file and make
available to OSHA, upon request, PHAs
and updates or revalidation for each
process covered by the PSM standard,
as well as the documented resolution of
recommendations, for the life of the
process

2006 CAI / Arnel Danvers Chemical Plant Explosion Analysis
• Key Findings
• E Ink Process Safety Differences

CAI Danvers Explosion Review & Comparison to E Ink Operations
•
•
•
•
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In the 3/14 South Hadley Planning Board meeting, a community member referenced an industrial explosion at
CAI & Arnel in Danvers in 2006.
There was a request for E Ink to consider this accident and identify how E Ink operational practices promote safe
operation, in contrast to this facility.
E Ink staff investigated this incident via the US Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board (CSB) report*.
E Ink’s review found the conditions at the CAI & Arnel plant in 2006 were quite different than conditions at E
Ink’s current facility and planned facility expansion:

Safety Category

CAI & Arnel (2006)

E Ink

Chemicals

Heptane, several others

Toluene, Isopar E, several others
(not Heptane)

Process & Safety Controls

Insufficient Controls

Sufficient Controls

Flammable Liquid Permits

None

Currently permitted, will request
new 70k gallon permit

Federal & MA Chemical Safety Laws

Gaps in laws in 2006 – insufficient
safety checks

Strong safety regulations to check
safety compliance

* Report link: Microsoft Word - Danvers Report Final.doc (csb.gov)

Toluene is a common solvent used widely in the US
• Toluene is a common solvent
used in many products
• Paints, paint thinners
• Nail polish
• Rubber, plastics
• Pharmaceuticals, medicine
• Lubricants, detergents
• Toluene is so common, you can
buy it at Sherman Williams
• E Ink’s robust process and safety
protocols will enable safe
handling of this common solvent
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Over 5 million tons of Toluene is produced in the US every year
(1990-2019)

Source: Statistica.com

2006 CAI & Arnel Danvers Incident
Description:
• “During the early morning hours of November 22, a powerful explosion destroyed
the CAI/Arnel ink and paint manufacturing facility in Danvers, Massachusetts. Scores
of nearby homes and businesses were damaged, some beyond repair. A number of
residents were hospitalized. There were no injuries in the plant, which was
unoccupied at the time.” (CAI / Arnel Chemical Plant Explosion | CSB)
The CSB identified 4 key Process & Safety Control findings at CAI & Arnel that
contributed to this explosion
• These 4 findings are described in the following pages
• E Ink’s comprehensive Process and Safety Controls are compared to each finding.
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2006 CAI & Arnel Danvers Compared to E Ink Operations
CSB Safety & Process Control finding for CAI & Arnel 2006 operation:
1. The steam valve on the mix tank 3 heater was inadvertently left open
overnight. High temperature steam continued flowing through the
heating jacket and heated the mixture to its boiling temperature.
2. The mix tanks were not equipped with automatic controls to prevent
overheating the mixture when the process was unattended.
CAI & Arnel

E Ink

•Unattended
processes were
left on overnight.
•No automated
controls to
prevent
overheating.

1.
2.

3.

4.
5

5.

E Ink continuously monitors all process operations with heat
inputs.
E Ink currently uses and will continue to use automated
process controls, alarms, and safeguards when operating our
equipment.
These systems will include controls to prevent overheating
and over pressurization of vessels containing hazardous
materials.
E Ink facility is staffed 24/7/365 to ensure proper response to
any process alarms.
Automated alarm text messaging is in place for key staff.

Automated process control with
visual, audio and text message alarm
capability

2006 CAI & Arnel Danvers Compared to E Ink Operations
CSB Safety & Process Control finding for CAI & Arnel 2006 operation:
3. The mix tanks were not designed to be sealed and were not equipped with piping to
direct flammable vapor safely out of the building. Flammable vapor flowed unabated
out of the top hatch into the production area.
CAI &
Arnel

E Ink

•Chemical
vapor
venting
into
process
area.

1.

Controlled Process Vent

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
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In areas where hazardous chemicals are present, E Ink will utilize “always
on” process ventilation with emergency power backup for this facility.
No process ventilation will be released within the building – it will be routed
to external pollution control equipment.
The ventilation system & process areas will have flammable vapor monitors
& alarms to notify E Ink of any hazards & enable corrective action.
E Ink has and will continue to use oxygen-monitoring systems to ensure
employee safety.
E Ink has and will continue to have emergency power backup for critical
process systems to enable safe shut down in case of power outage.
E Ink’s processes incorporate and will continue to incorporate fail-safe
equipment and battery backup for process controls.

Flammable vapor monitor

Oxygen monitor

2006 CAI & Arnel Danvers Compared to E Ink Operations
CSB Safety & Process Control finding for CAI & Arnel 2006 operation:
4. CAI personnel turned off the building ventilation system at night when the building was
unoccupied, allowing flammable heptane vapor, alcohol vapor, or a combination of the
two to accumulate to a near-ideal explosive concentration that was ignited by an
unknown ignition source.
CAI &
E Ink
Arnel
•Facility
ventilation
turned off
at night,
allowing
flammable
heptane
vapor to
build up.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
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In areas where hazardous chemicals are present, E Ink will utilize “always
on” process ventilation with emergency power backup for this facility.
No process ventilation will be released within the building – it is routed to
external pollution control equipment.
The ventilation system & process areas will have flammable vapor monitors
& alarms to notify E Ink of any hazards & enable corrective action.
E Ink has and will continue to use oxygen-monitoring systems to ensure
employee safety.
E Ink has and will continue to have emergency power backup for critical
process systems to enable safe shut down in case of power outage.
E Ink’s processes incorporate and will continue to incorporate fail-safe
equipment and battery backup for process controls.

Controlled Process Vent

Flammable vapor monitor

Oxygen monitor

2206 CAI & Arnel Danvers Explosion
Flammable Liquid Storage findings:
1. CAI and Arnel did not have fire department-issued permits for storing the flammable liquids
inside the building or the flammable solids outside, as required by the Massachusetts Board
of Fire Prevention Regulations.
1. E Ink has a flammable liquid storage permit with the South Hadley Fire Department.
2. E Ink invites the South Hadley Fire Department in to tour the facility for review
processes and to remain familiar with the site layout and operation.
3. E Ink notifies the South Hadley Fire Department when any building modifications are
made.
4. The proposed new facility and tank farm do not change, increase, or modify the
oversight burden on the South Hadley Fire Department.
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2206 CAI & Arnel Danvers Explosion
Flammable Liquid Storage findings:
2. CAI flammable liquids storage inside the building did not conform to OSHA and Massachusetts
fire code requirements.
1. As part of the flammable solvent annual renewal process, E Ink retains a MA Registered
Professional Architect/Engineer to review the property/building to determine
compliance with the MA State Fire Code and MA State Building Code as well as the
Town’s Permit and License Restrictions.
2. E Ink maintains a record of on-site flammable solvents.
3. This record is shared to the South Hadley Fire Department as part of our annual
flammable storage permit process.
4. The proposed new facility and tank farm do not change, increase, or modify the
oversight burden on the South Hadley Fire Department.

A list and explanation of applicable fire codes is contained in the appendix
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2006 CAI & Arnel Danvers Explosion
Insufficient 2006 Fire Code findings:
1. “The Massachusetts fire code does not specify a frequency for local fire department
inspection of indoor flammable liquids storage areas. More than four years had elapsed since
the CAI/Arnel facility storage was inspected by the Danvers fire department.”
1. Per the updated fire code, the South Hadley Fire Department reviews the annual
flammable storage permit and visits E Ink as deemed necessary.
2. Typically the South Hadley Fire Department is onsite at E Ink for inspection purposes
multiple times per year.
2. “The Massachusetts fire code does not require companies that handle flammable and
combustible liquids to apply the Flammable and Combustible Liquids Code (NFPA 30), or
require organic coatings manufacturers that use flammable and combustible liquids to apply
The Standard for the Manufacture of Organic Coatings (NFPA 35).”
1. National Fire Protection Association’s NFPA 30 – (Flammable and Combustible Liquids
Code, 2015 Edition) currently applies to this facility.
2. E Ink is in compliance with NFPA 30.
10

2006 CAI & Arnel Danvers Explosion
Insufficient 2006 Fire Code findings:
3. “Massachusetts law does not require re-licensing the land, convening a public hearing to
consider the risks to the public, or notifying affected landowners when a licensee increases
the quantity of flammable materials above the licensed amount.”
1. MA state law now requires licensing or permitting for flammable storage.
2. E Ink is in compliance with the flammable storage permit.
3. E Ink will request an increased flammable storage license as part of this project.
1. The South Hadley Fire Chief and Select Board review and approve this type of
application.
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2006 CAI & Arnel Danvers Incident Appendix
Updated Safety Regulations:
• 527 CMR 1.00 – Massachusetts Comprehensive Fire Safety Code (MCFSC), based on NFPA 1
Fire Code, 2015 Edition with MA amendments which requires the following:
• The Annual Renewal Process requires the property owner retain a MA Registered
Professional Architect/Engineer to review the property/building to determine
compliance with the MA State Fire Code and MA State Building Code as well as the
Town’s Permit and License Restrictions.
• As per Section 60.8.5 Compliance Requirements (MCFSC) Facilities operating hazardous
materials processes as defined by this code shall maintain, for each process in their
facility, the following required documents and procedures at their facility for periodic
inspection and review by the Head of the Fire Department to remain in compliance with
this section. Note: there are (5) five hazard categories which are defined by type of
material and scale which require Process Documentation and Analysis.

Additional safety regulations listed on the following pages
12

2006 CAI & Arnel Danvers Incident Appendix
Current Building and Fire Codes that apply to the new E Ink facility:
• 780 CMR – 9th Edition, Massachusetts State Building Code (MSBC), based on the 2015
International Building Code (IBC) with MA amendments
• 780 CMR 34.00 – Existing Building Code of Massachusetts, based on the 2015 International
Existing Building Code (IEBC) with MA amendments
• 527 CMR 1.00 – Massachusetts Comprehensive Fire Safety Code (MCFSC), based on NFPA 1 Fire
Code, 2015 Edition with MA amendments
• National Fire Protection Association Standards as referenced in 780 CMR and 527 CMR:
o NFPA 30 – Flammable and Combustible Liquids Code, 2015 Edition
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2006 CAI & Arnel Danvers Incident Appendix
Current Permits that apply to the new E Ink tank farm:
• 527 CMR 1.00 Table 1.12.8.40 requires a permit to construct aboveground storage tanks (ASTs)
containing a fluid other than water exceeding 10,000 gallons. This AST permit is required in
addition to the flammable liquid license described above. The process for obtaining this permit
is as follows:
• The AST permit applications are reviewed by the office of the Massachusetts State Fire
Marshall.
• Before submitting the AST permit application, the landowner shall already have obtained
the land license and the flammable liquid license (if applicable).

Note: As part of E Ink’s tank farm research and outreach, Captain Houle (South Hadley Fire Prevention
Officer) and Jake Nummemacher (with the MA State Fire Marshall’s Office) met at the site to review the
tank farm with Tony Vinciguerra (E Ink’s Manager: Environmental, Health and Safety).
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Colleen Canning <ccanning@southhadleyma.gov>

Toluene tank
cathy regish <cathyregish@gmail.com>
To: SHPlanBoard@southhadleyma.gov

Mon, Feb 28, 2022 at 11:41 AM

Good morning

I have a lot of concerns at the thought of a toluene storage tank being allowed at the Eink facility.
Regardless of what zone you consider it, it has residences and businesses in the immediate proximity.
It is near Buttery Brook and not far from the CT river.
I am glad that you are having the storm water management peer reviewed but who is selecting the peer group & when
will that information be public?
I grew up in South Hadley and remember the days of pollution from the James River Plant.
I don’t want to see a back-slide to those days.
That area is not an industrial park.
I don’t see that this project is in the best interest of the citizens of the town.
I also believe the town needs to make these plans much more public.
I just found out about it today.

Cathy Regish
1 Victoria Lane
South Hadley.
413-575-0811

Colleen Canning <ccanning@southhadleyma.gov>

Plans for Toluene Tank Farm and Processing in South Hadley
John Hazen <jhh@hazen.com>
To: "SHPlanBoard@southhadleyma.gov" <SHPlanBoard@southhadleyma.gov>

Mon, Mar 28, 2022 at 6:52 PM

Good evening,

It is my strong recommendation that South Hadley not approve the construction of a solvent tank farm in South Hadley especially for
the storage and processing of Toluene.

Toluene is classified by the EPA as an Hazardous Air Pollutant. It is also known as part of the “toxic trio” of dangerous chemicals.

Hazen Paper discontinued the use of Toluene 30 years ago because we determined that it was simply too dangerous, volatile, toxic
and harmful. We did not want to take the chance of an error that could expose our employees and the community to this very
dangerous solvent.

It would be a grave mistake for South Hadley to allow the expanded use of Toluene in South Hadley. This would be a step into the past.
A terrible mistake.

Coaters and makers of coatings like to use Toluene because it is extremely effective for dissolving other materials like plastics and
resins. There are other ways to achieve the same ends.

Toluene is poison.

John Hazen
President
Hazen Paper Company

240 South Water Street
Holyoke, MA 01040

T: 413.538.8204 x226 I C: 413.297-1715
E: jhh@hazen.com I W: www.hazen.com

Hazen Paper Company wins 2020 AIMCAL Product of the Year and Product Excellence Award

April 11, 2022 Planning Board Public Hearing Continuance - 7 Gaylord
Street
This form is to allow for submission of written comments regarding the scheduled public hearing continuance to
consider the Special Permit and Stormwater Management Permit applications filed by Eink for demolition of an
industrial building and redevelopment on same site located at 7 Gaylord Street.
You can review the application here: https://www.southhadley.org/1164/11004/Gaylord-Street-7---Redevelopment2022?activeLiveTab=widgets

Please note the Planning Board's Virtual Hearing Guidelines/Protocols - they also apply to participating in
meetings - posted at https://www.southhadley.org/1043/Virtual-Public-Hearing-Guidelines *
Check an acknowledgement that this was noted

Please State Your First and Last Name *
Sarah Miele

Please State Your Street Address including City/State *
South Hadley

Please state your email address - if any

Do you wish to speak at the public hearing?
Yes
No

You can include written comments below
I am opposed to the proposed E Ink Toluene farm. The large amount of the chemical being stored near a tightly packed
residential area seems like an extremely risky and dangerous addition to the company, despite storage regulations
which are never foolproof. I don’t doubt E Ink is a good and reputable company, but this is not safe, especially in such
large quantities.
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Colleen Canning <ccanning@southhadleyma.gov>

E-Ink's Proposal for Storing and Processing Toluene Gaylord Street Site
tek1278 via SHPlanBoard <SHPlanBoard@southhadleyma.gov>
Reply-To: tek1278@aol.com
To: "SHPlanBoard@southhadleyma.gov" <SHPlanBoard@southhadleyma.gov>

Mon, Apr 11, 2022 at 4:27 PM

Dear Mr. Chairman Members of the Board.
I am opposed to the proposed plan by E-Ink to store large quantities of, and further process the chemical Toluene at their Gaylord
Street site.
Toluene is a volatile and environmentally dangerous chemical that would pose an grave risk to a well populated residential
neighborhood.
In addition, this location is at the intersection of two state highways, within the Connecticut River Watershed and the additional
responsibilities to
Fire District 1 will no doubt be burdensome.
Most all taxpayers appreciate the inclusions of responsible enterprise to support our community. I reiterate however, this proposal
carries far more risk than any potential reward for South Hadley.
Please defeat any motions that will enable this perilous proposition.
Respectfully submitted,
Thomas Knightly
12 Blueberry Bend
South Hadley, MA 01075

Colleen Canning <ccanning@southhadleyma.gov>

Questions regarding E Ink
Terri Reinhart <terrireinhart@yahoo.com>
Mon, Apr 11, 2022 at 4:53 PM
To: "acapra@southhadleyma.gov" <acapra@southhadleyma.gov>, "ccanning@southhadleyma.gov"
<ccanning@southhadleyma.gov>
Dear Ms. Capra and Ms. Canning,
I live in South Hadley Falls on Walnut Street. Just yesterday I learned of the E Ink expansion and their request to store
chemicals on their property. I wanted to get the best information I could about these issues without getting any "scare
tactics" in response. I sent all the information I could find to my brother, who has worked as a chemical engineer in charge
of safety for Conoco/Phillips and for Lyondell Plastics. I knew that any questions he had would be well thought out and be
fair to the corporation, too.
I am including his response with this email. I hope these questions can be answered to the satisfaction of the neighbors. I
cannot attend the meeting tonight, but wanted to offer this, if it can help. It's very fair and does not resort to any scare
tactics.
Thank you,
Terri Reinhart
***
Hi Terri
I’ll look at it it in more detail but a couple of initial thoughts
1. Toluene and the other solvent are not extremely higher risk chemicals. Most of the risk is for fire or for worker
exposure. Based on what I was able to read, as long as the facility operated it’s controls and has a good leak detection
and repair plan, off-site risk should be very low. I would be curious if they will have an LDAR program. Leak detection
and repair.
2. It looks like they use the material in blending type operations, versus reactive chemistry, which lowers the risk. But I
wasn’t able to find anything specific about HOW they use the materials. That could make a difference. Storage and
blending is one thing, but if they use the material in reactive chemistry it could change the hazard.
3. Probably the highest risk of a spill or a release would be during loading and off loading (trucks or rail car to tank).
They mention hose transfers. This is probably an area to get more detail. Stuff sitting in a controlled tank isn’t too bad,
but it’s when they start moving it around and using it.
4. The volumes sound high but aren’t really too bad. It’s about 2-3 rail cars - that helps me visualize the quantity. But
what wasn’t there is how much they use and how many trucks per day get unloaded. 1, 2, 10? That would make a big
difference on the transfer risk and the traffic road risk.
5. For me, if I was a neighbor, I would be most concerned about their emergency plans and community notification
protocols. What happens if something goes wrong. In normal operations very low risk. What if a hose breaks and they
can’t stop it? What if they have a fire? What if the thermal oxidizer breaks down or needs maintenance (they do)? What
happens if they lose nitrogen purge pressure? Or can’t get nitrogen supply in a storm?
6. I would want to learn more about what they do, and would want to see a risk assessment. The storm water
assessment is a specific aspect of risk. I would ask about safety risks (worker and community), contingency plans and
emergency response. While these materials can be managed safely, and many operators can and do, the community is
close by, and I would want some very strong assurance about their practices.
7. Last, for now, I would also ask about hydrocarbon detection monitoring. How do they detect and again respond to a
leak or an emergency.

In summary, it’s probably not that much higher risk than some other facilities all around us, especially if you have a rail
line close by. But is very close to the neighborhood. Learn more if you can especially about what they do when things go
wrong.
Hope this helps.
Tom

Terri Reinhart
http://studiofoxhoven.com/

April 11, 2022 Planning Board Public Hearing Continuance - 7
Gaylord Street
This form is to allow for submission of written comments regarding the scheduled public hearing
continuance to consider the Special Permit and Stormwater Management Permit applications filed by Eink
for demolition of an industrial building and redevelopment on same site located at 7 Gaylord Street.
You can review the application here: https://www.southhadley.org/1164/11004/Gaylord-Street-7--Redevelopment-2022?activeLiveTab=widgets

Please note the Planning Board's Virtual Hearing Guidelines/Protocols - they also apply to
participating in meetings - posted at https://www.southhadley.org/1043/Virtual-PublicHearing-Guidelines *
Check an acknowledgement that this was noted

Please State Your First and Last Name *
Thomas N. Hazen

Please State Your Street Address including City/State *
20 Bayon, South Hadley MA 01075

Please state your email address - if any
t.hazen@comcast.net

Do you wish to speak at the public hearing?
Yes
No

You can include written comments below
I would like to note my concern about the proposed storage and processing of Toluene at E-Ink. While I am
confident E-Ink is a stand-up company, accidents do happen and are very prevalent in times like these were
supply chain demands are strict and eyes are often elsewhere based on staff demands.
You may recall back in 2008 Presstek also had a major toxic incident right here in South Hadley stemming
from improper chemical storage. The entire town was required to evacuate due to public health concerns as
a visible plume left the facility.
Accidents happen, let’s safeguard against this disaster considering the location is in a densely packed
residential community near various water sources.
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April 11, 2022 Planning Board Public Hearing Continuance - 7
Gaylord Street
This form is to allow for submission of written comments regarding the scheduled public hearing
continuance to consider the Special Permit and Stormwater Management Permit applications filed by Eink
for demolition of an industrial building and redevelopment on same site located at 7 Gaylord Street.
You can review the application here: https://www.southhadley.org/1164/11004/Gaylord-Street-7--Redevelopment-2022?activeLiveTab=widgets

Please note the Planning Board's Virtual Hearing Guidelines/Protocols - they also apply to
participating in meetings - posted at https://www.southhadley.org/1043/Virtual-PublicHearing-Guidelines *
Check an acknowledgement that this was noted

Please State Your First and Last Name *
John H. Hazen

Please State Your Street Address including City/State *
25 Cedar Ridge, South Hadley MA

Please state your email address - if any
jhh@hazen.com

Do you wish to speak at the public hearing?
Yes
No

You can include written comments below
The proposal for a large Toluene Tank farm and the industrial processing of Toluene in our South Hadley
residential community is shocking. It is like going backwards. I have spent the last 35 years in the coating
and lamination business at Hazen Paper in Holyoke. Toluene is classified as a "Hazardous Air Pollutant" by
the EPA. Coaters like to use toluene because it is extremely effective for dissolving plastics and other
materials. Hazen Paper stopped using Toluene more than 30 years ago because we believed it presented
too great a risk for accidental exposure to our employees and to the community. In the last 30 years Hazen
has moved heavily into water-based coating systems. The transition to water based systems required
tremendous investment in development and machinery. On a very short sighted basis one could conclude
that it would have been much more lucrative to continue using Toluene. But the owners and managers of
Hazen Paper could not have done that in good conscience. It should be noted that Hazen does not compete
with eInk. We sell into much different markets and to different customers. South Hadley is a beautiful
bedroom community with wonderful homes, parks, schools, golf courses, libraries, woodlands, farms,
streams (like Buttery Brook), wetlands and wildlife. The development of an industry fueled by Toluene is
absolutely incongruous with the South Hadley we all know and love. Make no mistake......Toluene is poison.
The economy is very strong. Commercial real estate is in extremely high demand. South Hadley has much
cleaner and better options. Vote no on Toluene.
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Colleen Canning <ccanning@southhadleyma.gov>

E Ink
Robert Murphy <captbob500@comcast.net>
To: acapra@southhadleyma.gov
Cc: ccanning@southhadleyma.gov, LWong@southhadleyma.gov

Fri, Apr 22, 2022 at 1:09 PM

 nne,
A
I understand there is a planning board public meeting this coming Monday at 6:30.
While I certainly appreciate and am grateful for the hard work and effort by all board members, I was deeply disappointed in the 4/11
meeting. I joined the zoom meeting and in spite of “raising my hand” numerous times I was never allowed to speak. Seems to defeat
the meaning of calling it public. Eink dominated and greatly exceeded the ENTIRE time scheduled with a PowerPoint presentation
Intentional on their part ?
Very poor meeting management and very disrespectful to those residents who took the time to join in.
Needless to say, this is a topic I am keenly interested in voicing my concerns about.
It is my deep concern that nothing any resident can say will prevent the board from granting approval of this project.
It would seem to me that a topic of this potential long term impact on the town should go to town vote.
Admittedly, I don’t fully understand the town process for handling such matters. I do however have a strong grasp of the potential risk
to our town should the project be approved.
I have many many concerns and questions. One very simple example is a question which must be posed to Eink. What is the
company/ corporate position on aggressively pursuing green chemistry alternatives to toluene. Alternatives do exist though these tend
to be costly. The health and safety of residents must take priority over the financial impact to Eink.
Yes they will argue they are “meeting “ requirements however a complex and high risk project must EXCEED and not simply meet
requirements. From a technical viewpoint this is referred to the difference between “Best Available Control Technology “(BACT) and
Maximum Available Control Technology (MACT). These are terms EPA and MassDEP are very familiar with and logic frequently
applied when reviewing programs of this scope.
I could not find email addresses to the other planning board members. Kindly forward my email along to them. Please also copy the
fire chief and fire inspector.
Thank you for hearing my concerns.
Robert Murphy

Sent from my iPhone

April 25, 2022 Planning Board Regular Meeting
This form is to allow for submission of written comments for items on the April 25, 2022 Meeting Agenda. We have a
separate form for the scheduled Public Hearing. Links are on the meeting agenda.

Please note the Planning Board's Virtual Hearing Guidelines/Protocols - they also apply to participating in
meetings - posted at https://www.southhadley.org/1043/Virtual-Public-Hearing-Guidelines *
Check an acknowledgement that this was noted

Please State Your First and Last Name *
Carol Constant

Please State Your Street Address including City/State *
100 Morgan Street, South Hadley

Please state your email address - if any
cconstant@southhadleyma.gov

Do you wish to speak at the Planning Board meeting?
Yes
No

Please list the agenda items to which you wish to speak
E Ink hearing

You can include written comments below
Planning Board Members, I deeply appreciate the investment e Ink has made by locating their business in SH, providing
jobs, property taxes, and generous financial contributions to town non-profits and projects. I am impressed with their
responsiveness to safety concerns expressed through the peer review. At the same time, I am worried about the
volatility and toxicity of the chemicals they use in the production. I am concerned about safety in handling of the
products for their employees, as well as for the residents in the neighborhood and the town's first responders should a
spill or accident occur. Is it possible to have 100% protection from this possibility? Are there alternative processes that
might be applied? I would guess that any community where they want might plan this kind of production would be
asking these questions. It would be wonderful to find a win/win for e Ink and the community. Thank you to all of the
Planning Board for your hard work. Best, Carol
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April 25, 2022 Planning Board Public Hearing Continuance - 7 Gaylord
Street
This form is to allow for submission of written comments regarding the scheduled public hearing continuance to
consider the Special Permit and Stormwater Management Permit applications filed by Eink for demolition of an
industrial building and redevelopment on same site located at 7 Gaylord Street.
You can review the application here: https://www.southhadley.org/1164/11004/Gaylord-Street-7---Redevelopment2022?activeLiveTab=widgets

Please note the Planning Board's Virtual Hearing Guidelines/Protocols - they also apply to participating in
meetings - posted at https://www.southhadley.org/1043/Virtual-Public-Hearing-Guidelines *
Check an acknowledgement that this was noted

Please State Your First and Last Name *
Robert Pleasure

Please State Your Street Address including City/State *
10 Jewett Lane, South Hadley, Massachusetts 01075

Please state your email address - if any
robertpleasure@comcast.net

Do you wish to speak at the public hearing?
Yes
No

You can include written comments below
E-Ink Corporation Special Permit and Stormwater Management Applications
Applicant proposes in an email to the South Hadley Director of Planning and Conservation that the required OSHA
Process Safety Management (PSM) of Highly Hazardous Chemicals (in this application two Volatile Organic Chemical
solvents) and OSHA Process Hazard Assessment (PHA) would, when completed, be a sufficient response to the
request for a comprehensive risk assessment made at the last hearing day.
Would the OSHA PHA in fact assess the potential risks to the neighborhood?
It is not likely that it would, unless the terms of engagement were to specify that the assessment would go beyond
workforce and workplace hazards, and that an OSHA PHA would consider hazards to the “neighborhood,” as discussed
in the South Hadley Bylaws. See South Hadley Town Bylaws, Section 255-129 A (2) and (3). OSHA’s jurisdiction is
centered on eliminating recognized hazards in the workplace rather than in the neighborhood.
Would the OSHA required PHA consider threats to groundwater? Applicant’s site is in an environmentally sensitive area.
It is also not only in an Industrial B zone; it appears to be in a residential neighborhood, and its currently occupied
facility is located approximately 150 feet from the first of a row of homes. On the other side of E Ink’s premises, FSI
maintains a regional fuel terminal storing heating fuel oil and propane gas for distribution by truck to customers. While
there may well be overlapping of risks to the E Ink workforce on the one hand, and risks to the neighborhood and the
environment on the other, such hazards are not necessarily congruent in all respects.
It should further be determined whether the PSM and PHA which Applicant proposes to prepare would provide a
complete, quantifiable risk assessment, including a review of the likelihood and frequency of the hazards. The process
for analyzing frequency of a harmful outcome event is called “Layer of Protection Analysis.” It may be that Applicant
would agree to include that level of analysis in the PHA, but I do not believe that level of analysis is required by OSHA.
Applicant, in its e-mail submission of April 20, 2022, states it is prepared “…to go above and beyond the stated
requirements with the assistance of a professional third party who specializes in this area.”
In considering that statement, it may be that applicant will voluntarily go beyond the scope of an OSHA PHA. If so, will it
consider neighborhood and environmental risks as well as workforce and workplace hazards? Will it employ Layer of
Protection Analysis to provide quantifiable risk analysis? Will it consider substitution or reduction in quantity of the
hazardous chemicals? Will the integration of surface water management and truck entry with the neighboring heating
fuel terminal be considered as potentially creating risk? Does siting a tank farm consisting of a large quantity of VOCs
on property bordering a heating fuel terminal create additional hazards affecting the Fire Department, the workforces of
E Ink and FSI, and the community?
Will the Applicant, in order to obtain a third-party assessment, work with the Planning Board on both the selection of the
third party and the terms of engagement to assure promote independence?
In any event, it is important to note that the Planning Board has authority to require supplemental submissions by
applicant as a condition of granting a permit. Appendix E, Rules and Regulations, Special Permits, provides at Section
IX as follows: “Supplemental Application Requirements. The Planning Board may require that additional information be
shown on any site plan submitted with an application for a permit. For example, as deemed appropriate by the Planning
Board, a traffic analysis may be required as part of the application review process.”
Conclusions. It is submitted that the Planning Board should have a risk analysis conducted that goes beyond the usual
limits of an OSHA Process Hazard Assessment, in order to consider 1) hazards to the neighborhood; 2) risks to the
environment; 3) potential elimination rather than only mitigation of risk, by replacing VOCs with environmentally friendly
substitutes, and/or reduction in the quantity of on-hand VOCs.
In order to further the purpose of an independent review, it is respectfully proposed that the Planning Board appoint a
committee that is representative of appropriate South Hadley Boards and Commissions to identify a third party to be
appointed by the Planning Board to conduct the independent review and consider the scope of review. Alternatively, the
Planning Board should appoint the third party. It is urged that the terms of engagement of the independent reviewer be
determined by the Planning Board.
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April 25, 2022 Planning Board Public Hearing Continuance - 7 Gaylord
Street
This form is to allow for submission of written comments regarding the scheduled public hearing continuance to
consider the Special Permit and Stormwater Management Permit applications filed by Eink for demolition of an
industrial building and redevelopment on same site located at 7 Gaylord Street.
You can review the application here: https://www.southhadley.org/1164/11004/Gaylord-Street-7---Redevelopment2022?activeLiveTab=widgets

Please note the Planning Board's Virtual Hearing Guidelines/Protocols - they also apply to participating in
meetings - posted at https://www.southhadley.org/1043/Virtual-Public-Hearing-Guidelines *
Check an acknowledgement that this was noted

Please State Your First and Last Name *
John Hazen

Please State Your Street Address including City/State *
25 Cedar Ridge Dr South Hadley

Please state your email address - if any

Do you wish to speak at the public hearing?
Yes
No

You can include written comments below
The Planning Board is in a very unenviable position to decide on (approve or decline) the E-Ink plan to build a Toluene
Tank Farm and Processing plant in the heart of downtown South Hadley.
E-Ink has made an impressive presentation and they appear to be very well financed by their Taiwanese Parent
Company. E-Ink, though relatively new to the Town, has made the right moves to show they are a good corporate citizen.
However, a determination must be made as to whether this expansion would in fact be in the best interests of the
residents of South Hadley. Thar is the key question.
Toluene is targeted by the Massachusetts Toxic Use Reduction Act. (TURA).
Toluene is targeted by the EPA as a Hazardous Air Pollutant.
Toluene is targeted by California Proposition 65.
Objectively this proposed expansion yields zero benefit to any South Hadley residents except those that have a vested
financial interest in E-Ink.
As a longtime resident of South Hadley I would like to know:
Do any E-Ink executives reside in South Hadley?
How many E-Ink employees live in South Hadley?
South Hadley is on the brink of making a long-term commitment to this venture. The E-Ink Executive Team we know
today will likely change through the years. Ownership could change as well. Equipment ages. People move on.
Ultimately South Hadley could be left "holding the bag". And it could be a very expensive and complicated bag.
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