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Introduction to the Community Development Plan Program

On January 21, 2000, then Governor Paul Cellucci issued Executive Order 418, a
measure designed to help communities plan for new opportunities while balancing
economic development, transportation infrastructure improvements, and open
space preservation.

Technical assistance and grants of up to $30,000 were made available to assist
communities in producing Community Development Plans. Community
Development Plans are intended to provide guidance as cities and towns consider
options and avenues for future development. The plans will focus on housing,
economic and community development, transportation, and open space. The plan
must also include strategies for how the community will develop housing that is
affordable to families and individuals across a broad range of incomes.

Richmond began the process of undertaking a Community Development Plan in
2001 after it conducted a town survey as a means of determining community need
and interest. The results of the Town survey were tabulated and a forum was then
held to discuss important issues relevant to the town and the community’s vision
for the future. After the forum, interested volunteers and Town Officials, which met
several times in 2002 and 2003 to offer community input to guide the development
of a Community Development Plan for the Town.

Executive Order 418 required that the Community Development Plan cover the
following four areas: affordable housing; open space and environmental
resources protection; economic development and transportation. The Community
Development Plan addresses how the community will accomplish its development
objectives for each of the four areas.

Richmond is a unigue community facing its own set of challenges, and the Plan
documents these challenges. The Plan also contains recommendations from
members of the community as to how to address the challenges in a manner
consistent with maintaining the desired character of the community. The
Community Development Plan is based on the most accurate and detailed
information available by Federal, State, local and private resources, and is based
on a vision set forth through community consensus. Community involvement
plays a key role in developing such a comprehensive plan and public meetings are
an integral part of the Community Development Plan process. Three pre-planning
meetings and at least five element specific planning meetings were held in order to
attain the highest level of community involvement. An outline of all meeting
agendas, each specific meeting agenda and their minutes can be referred to in
Appendix 4, “Notes from the Richmond Community Development Meetings.”



Executive Summary

The Community Development Plan outlines the Town of Richmond’s concerns for
growth and development into the future. The process of developing the Plan
began with a survey sent to town residents, which contained a number of
questions related to the residents’ views on the community, natural resource
protection, protection of agricultural land, affordable housing, economic
development, transportation, and town services. The survey was followed by a
public forum, which was held to discuss the results of the survey and gain greater
detail on the overall concerns that residents have for the future of the Town. After
the public forum, the Selectboard designated the Planning Board to act as an
advisory committee to further discuss the issues and guide the development of the
Town’s Community Development Plan. Throughout each stage of this process,
through the town survey, the public forum, and several advisory committee
meetings, there was a strong focus on protection of Richmond Pond and water
quality issues related to the dense housing development around the Pond. A
primary task of the Community Development Plan was to assist the Town in
examining options to develop a sanitary sewer system to prevent water quality
degradation in Richmond Pond. In conjunction with the CDP plan, the town has
also been proactive in adopting numerous regulations to protect its natural
resources and open space. A number of the recently adopted regulations are
discussed in the Introduction to the Open Space Element. The following is a
summary of the results of the four elements of the Community Development Plan:

Open Space and Recreation Element

The Town of Richmond'’s residents highly value the Town’s rural atmosphere and
view Richmond Pond as a valuable natural and recreational asset. Residents wish
to protect Richmond Pond by improving its water quality. The strategy for natural
resource protection efforts in Richmond is summarized as follows:

To restore and protect the recreational uses and habitat values of
Richmond Pond.

Implement watershed and in-lake Best Management Practices to mtigate
existing sources of nonpoint source pollution.

Implement the recommendations from the 1997 DEP Water Quality
Assessment Report to eliminate invasive aquatics from Richmond Pond,
and prevent further spread of Eurasian milfoil and European Naiad.
Implement the recommendations from the 1990 Diagnostic and Feasibility
study and the stormwater assessment report to address sources of
stormwater and erosion around the lake.

Preserve and protect drinking water sources

Preserve and protect the Town’s rural atmosphere and the use of land for
agriculture

Work toward implementing a sanitary sewer system for the Richmond
shores area.



Housing Element
Residents of Richmond wish to maintain and improve the town’s social and
economic infrastructure by providing quality affordable housing opportunities.
Recent data shows that there is a lack of affordable housing for median income
earners, as well as seniors in Richmond. Due to the rising cost of homes in
Richmond, there is a growing need for year-round rental housing. This need
encouraged the town to recently adopt an accessory use apartment by-law. In
order to maintain the Town’s goals for affordable housing, the following actions are
available to the town:

Support ongoing market-driven efforts to produce affordable homes each

year.

Provide additional housing opportunities for seniors.

Continued involvement in developing affordable homeownership options

and publicizing current programs available from MassHousing and Lee

Bank.

Promote Accessory Use Apartments through the creation and distribution of

outreach information.

Secure Executive Order 418 Housing Certification

Develop Housing Data Profile

Economic Development Element
Economic Development in the Town of Richmond is closely linked with that of the
surrounding region. In order to maintain and improve Richmond’'s economic
infrastructure, the town is encouraging future economic development through its
newly adopted home-based business by-law. The following actions are available
to the town pursuant to Richmond’s economic goals:

Promote home-based businesses through the creation and distribution of

outreach information.

Develop Economic Data Profile

Transportation Element
The Town of Richmond wishes to address ownership, maintenance
responsibilities, suitability for development, eligibility for public road improvement
funds, and related transportation issues that influence the efficient flow of
individuals as well as goods and services throughout town. An official map of the
Town of Richmond has been created to identify and classify the ownership status
and functional classification. In addition to the map, Clough, Harbour and
Associates LLP conducted a Traffic Corridor Study to address issues of volume,
speed, and factors affecting motor vehicle accidents. The following actions
relating to transportation are recommended to the town:
- Work to improve road conditions, signage, and other traffic safety devices

to reduce number of accidents in identified areas.

Adopt Official Map to clarify ownership, location, and maintenance

responsibilities of local public and private ways.

Reduce traffic, especially truck traffic on Route 295, State Road (Route 41),

Swamp and Summit Roads.
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Community Setting

The town of Richmond is a pleasant rural community located in west central
Berkshire County. It is bordered by Hancock and Pittsfield on the north; Lenox on
the east; Stockbridge and West Stockbridge on the south; and Canaan, New York,
on the west. Richmond exemplifies the pastoral beauty that the Berkshires are
known for. Its rural charm and scenic beauty make Richmond a very desirable
place to live. The town is primarily residential in nature with a few small retail
establishments, two commercial orchards and a few small farms. Nearly 20% of
the homes are seasonal. Richmond has a population of approximately 1,604,
which ranks it 15" out of 32 communities in Berkshire County. The town has
experienced a slow and steady population increase over the last 50 years. From
1980 to 1998, the number of new residential units increased by approximately
29% (US Census). During the 1990’s the town issued an average of five new
residential building permits per year. The rate of development in the 1990’s was
far below that of the building boom of the 1980’s, which resulted in 140 new
residences during the decade. Recent BRPC population projections suggest that
the population could grow by 33% over the next twenty years. Most of the
development in the town has been single -family homes on large lots along existing
roadways.

Approximately 970 acres, or 8% of the total area of the town, is permanently
protected open space, ranking it third from last out of all Berkshire County
communities. Richmond has a Town Plan that was adopted in 1998, but does not
have an Open Space and Recreation Plan. It has its own regulations for
development in wetlands and flood prone areas.



Community Vision Statement

Thoughtfully guide and manage growth to ensure Richmond preserves its present
combination of exceptional natural assets, traditional rural atmosphere, and small
town character that makes it a desirable place to live and work.

Maintain and improve its capital infrastructure by reasonably developing and
cultivating and investing in public utilities, transportation networks, schools and
other public assets.

Maintain and improve its economic infrastructure by proactively identifying and
cultivating appropriate commercial opportunities that are consistent with the
character of the community.

Maintain and improve its social infrastructure by providing seniors, persons with
disabilities and citizens of all incomes with quality affordable housing opportunities
and access to quality education for their children.

Maintain and improve its civic infrastructure by providing its residents with quality
municipal and emergency services.

Foster public participation in its local planning and decision-making processes.
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Introduction to the Open Space Element

This section examines the need to address public water and sewer issues in and
around Richmond Pond. The Town of Richmond conducted two surveys in 1992
and 2001 and when the results were tabulated and compared, they showed similar
interests and concerns regarding Open Space and Recreation in Town especially
in and around Richmond Pond. The primary concern focused on water pollution
and public health concerns related to Richmond Pond.

In March 2003, the Richmond Pond Sewer Study Committee was formed in order
to identify the existing problems with sewer disposal around Richmond Pond.
Through careful technical analysis and community discussion, the development of
a sanitary sewer system in the Richmond Pond project area was determined to be
the most comprehensive and effective means of resolving the ongoing problems of
on-site sewage disposal.

This need resulted in an application to the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection Clean Water State Revolving Fund for funding
associated with the implementation of a Richmond Pond Area Sanitary Sewer
System. At a special town meeting, on September 24, 2003, the town voted,
overwhelmingly, to appropriate and borrow $3,727,000 for this project.

In addition to water protection, Richmond has taken numerous steps to protect its
other natural assets. These steps include: Accepting the Berkshire Scenic
Mountains Act and administering it fully; Accepting the Scenic Roads Act;
Adopting a comprehensive local wetland bylaw (note: Richmond is the only
Berkshire community to achieve this), which includes a 200 ft. buffer zone
surrounding Richmond’s side of the pond; Amending zoning bylaws to specifically
include open space protection as a “purpose” of the bylaw; and Referring to a very
active Land Trust, by the Selectmen, on all refusals regarding Chapter 61, 61A
and 61B properties that are being converted.



Richmond Pond Sewer Project
Excerpt from the Town of Richmond Clean Water State Revolving Fund Application
Project Evaluation Form

Description and Objective

The Town of Richmond is proposing to construct a sanitary sewer collection
system in the existing residential areas and a summer camp located on the
southern shores of Richmond Pond. The purpose of the project is to address water
pollution and public health concerns by eliminating onsite subsurface sewage
disposal problems that are contributing factors to the degradation of Richmond
Pond. Through -careful technical analysis and community discussion, the
development of a sanitary sewer system in the Richmond Pond project area has
been determined to be the most comprehensive and effective means of resolving
the ongoing problems of on-site sewage disposal.

Project Area, Scope and Facilities Proposed

The Town of Richmond is in South Central Berkshire County and has a year
around population of approximately 1,680 people. Richmond Pond is a 226 acre
“great pond” and is a raised, natural pond that is located at the northern edge of
the Town bordering with the City of Pittsfield. The Pond is bisected by the
Richmond/Pittsfield municipal boundary and about one third of the Pond is actually
in Pittsfield. The proposed project area consists primarily of the densely developed
southern shorelines of Richmond Pond that have been built up over the past
decades. The area includes 120 existing dwelling units with the developable land
capacity for approximately 11 additional units. The project area also includes a
recreational camp which serves an average of 250 children and staff daily each
season. A topographic map delineating the project area is found in Section Il to of
“Attachment A” - Project Evaluation Report (PER). The project area is further
divided into 5 sub-areas that represent geographic areas that could be addressed
individually as separate and distinct phases of construction. Orthophotographic
maps detailing the project sub-areas are also included in Appendix C in the PER.

The entire Town of Richmond is currently served by private water supply wells and
on-site subsurface disposal facilities. Originally, nearly all of the living units
around Richmond Pond were for seasonal use, but increasingly these units are
being used as permanent year round residences. For example in Richmond
Shores, the most densely developed area surrounding the Pond, approximately 40
percent of the homes are occupied year round. This substantial change in use has
resulted in the private wells and septic systems being overtaxed as evidenced by a
92 percent failure rate of Title V inspections since 1995. This dramatic failure rate
Is amplified by the fact that 49 homes, which equates to one-third of the homes in
the project area, have been inspected since 1995. Additionally, a combination of
other adverse factors including small lot sizes, proximity to drinking water supplies,
poor soils, steep slopes, and high water tables make conventional septic system
repairs extremely difficult, costly and in many cases virtually impossible.



A Diagnostic Feasibility Study (DFS) was conducted for the Pond in 1990 by Bay
State Environmental Consultants, Inc (“Attachment B”). Since that time other
technical studies, surveys, reports and assessments of Richmond Pond have been
conducted. Nearly all of the documents indicate that the patchwork of individually
owned septic systems coupled with the adverse factors mentioned above pose a
threat to public health via the potential for contamination of local water supply
wells. The studies also indicated that these conditions are a potential contributor to
the degradation of water quality in Richmond Pond by introducing dissolved
nutrients and bacteria into the groundwater reaching the Pond and aiding in the
proliferation of nuisance aquatic plants. The DFS and subsequent documents
identified the development of a community owned/operated sanitary sewer system
as an effective means of eliminating the numerous problems associated with
deficient septic systems located in immediate proximity to a regional ecological
and recreational resource as well as private water supplies. The DFS and
subsequent studies also identified a number of lowto-moderate cost management
options to improve public health and the water quality of Richmond Pond. A
number of these options, have been, or are being implemented, and some of the
options were determined not viable by other reviewing agencies such as the Mass.
Division of Fisheries and Wildlife.

The development of a sanitary sewer system for the Richmond Pond area has
been a subject of serious local consideration since prior to the findings of the DFS
in 1990. However, this option was not given top priority for implementation at the
time, partly due to cost considerations. Current circumstances present the Town of
Richmond with an excellent opportunity to cost-effectively develop a sanitary
sewer system in the Richmond Pond area. The City of Pittsfield is extending their
existing sewer system to an industrial property which is just across the
Pittsfield/Richmond boundary and directly to the northwest of the Pond at a
location that is less than 3000 ft from the project area. The proximity of this
extension, which will also include a pumping station, to the project area
dramatically reduces the potential costs of developing a sewer system.

In January of 2002, the Town of Richmond entered an arrangement with Tighe
and Bond Engineering firm to prepare a Project Evaluation Report (PER) to
evaluate the feasibility of constructing a sanitary sewer system in the Richmond
Pond area. The study evaluated the existing conditions and developed three
conceptual design alternatives with estimated costs. The concepts were
presented, reviewed and discussed at two (2) well attended public informational
meetings. Section 4 of the attached (PER) prepared by Tighe and Bond, provides
a detailed description and evaluation of the selected sewerage system being
proposed for the project area.

The selected alternative includes the construction of four (4) small pumping
stations, 7170 linear feet of gravity sewer, and 2950 linear feet of 3" and 4” force
main piping. In some portions of the project area low pressure sewers and
individual grinder pump stations will be necessary. The selected alternative
provides for 74 grinder pumps and 7180 linear feet of low pressure sewers. The
specific locations of the various facilities are identified on an orthographic map in
Appendix C of the PER. The proposed system will convey the sewage to the new



pumping station located near the Alnasco/Interprint industrial site in the City of
Pittsfield (this is the facility mentioned above) for ultimate conveyance,
disposal and treatment at the Pittsfield Waste Treatment Facility.

Details and considerations of the project’s design flow capacity is provided in
Section 2.2 of the attached PER. A map of the project identifying lots occupied
prior to 1995 with an overlay of sewer locations is attached as “Attachment C”.
Current zoning regulations in the Shore Residence District (SR) require a
minimum lot size of 2.5 acres and 250 feet of frontage for a single family
residence, multi-family dwellings are not allowed. The lots also do fall under the
provisions of Chapter 40a Section 6 for nonconforming lots. This zoning
effectively precludes most new housing development in the project area, . A build-
out analysis for the Town of Richmond conducted by Berkshire Regional Planning
Commission in June of 2000 calculated that the SR District could accommodate
an additional 11 dwelling units including partial constraints and based on current
zoning by-laws (see “Attachment D” titled Residential Build-out for Richmond).

A detailed project breakdown by street is provided below in Table I.

Table |
Detailed Project Breakdown By Street
Gravity Sewers | Force Main (If) | Pump LPS (If) Grinder
(If) Station Pumps
Location <or= > 3. 1 Yinch
1000dee | 100dee | . 4-inch through 3-
inch ;
p p inch
AREA 1
Town Beach 650 300 1,850 1
Road
Shore Road 860 260
Spruce Road 500
Chestnut Road 600 200
Birch Road 120
Bridge Street 270
AREA 2
Shore Road 360 500 1
Cherry Road 760 6
Oak Road 1150 7
Maple Road 420 4
Hemlock Road 650 4
Beech Road 100 2
AREA 3
Shore Road 550 300




Detailed Project Breakdown By Street

Table |

Gravity Sewers | Force Main (If) | Pump LPS (If) Grinder
(If) Station Pumps
Location <or= > 3. 1 %inch
1000dee | 100ldee | . 4-inch through 3-
inch ;
p p inch
Boat Lane . 300 4
Willow Rd. 300 1 560 6
Pine Rd. 360 6
Elm Rd. 100 3
East Beach Rd. 600
AREA 4
Camp Russell 900 300 1
Branch Farm 700 5
AREA 5
Swamp Rd 480 6
Lake Rd 820 3
Lake Rd 700 11
Extension
Lake Rd 2 500 5
Truran Rd 280 3
TOTALS 6,160 1060 1,100 | 1,850 4 7180 75
Section B Public Health Criteria

. What is the cause of the public health problem or nuisance that the
project will address?

Item No. 1 — Contaminated Stormwater

The DFS cited high concentrations of suspended solids, nitrogen, phosphorous
and fecal bacteria as the major problems associated with the existing stormwater
drainage system at Richmond Pond. The study further noted that surface breakout
of septic system effluents and incorporation into stormwater run-off was definitely
a possible source of contamination. It was also noted that well defined stream
channels and steep slopes speed pollutants to the Pond. The findings of the DFS
were reiterated in the year 2000 in DEP sponsored study titled Stormwater
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Assessment in the Hoosic and Housatonic Watersheds. The Town has exercised
diligence in taking steps to mitigate stormwater contamination from other sources
including; adopting a Wetlands Protection By-law and updating other stream and
pond protection provisions, and the Town was recently (July of 2002) awarded a
s.319 grant (“Attachment E”) to implement a number of recommendations from
the stormwater assessment report .

ltem No. 4  Widespread Septic System Failure

The Town of Richmond’s Board of Health (BOH) has prepared a detailed report

(see “Attachment F’) documenting an acute, and pervasive pattern of Title V
failures in the project area dating from 1995 to the present. As noted in the Project
Summary, 92% of the systems inspected were considered failures. It should be
reiterated that these inspections do not represent a small sampling of homes
within the project area, they represent fully one-third of all the homes in the project
area. This data corroborates an earlier survey conducted in 1990 in which
coincidentally indicated that 92% Pond residents responding to the survey
indicated that they had experienced problems with their septic and well systems.

The inspection category that had the most failures was “wells less than 100’ from
soil absorption system (SAS)”. This was the cause of 47% of the failures. Many
wells that failed the setback guidelines were tested for nitrogens, VOCS and
coliform bacteria. Total coliform bacteria levels above the acceptable level have
been found in some cases and these wells required disinfectant treatments to
bring them back to safe levels. The BOH report asserts that “Because of the close
proximity of the residences around Richmond Pond,....... , the potential for failed
septic systems to contaminate numerous wells in a connected aquifer exists, and
should be considered a potential threat to public health.”

Another 32% of the failures were due to the SAS breaching groundwater or
outright failure of the SAS often indicating surface breakout of effluent. There are
57 properties in the project area that have leaching facilities that are near or below
seasonal high groundwater elevation at least for a portion of the year. The
permeability of the soils in the developed areas surrounding the pond is listed as
“moderate to poor”, and limitations to use for absorption fields are designated
“severe” due to slow percolation rates.

In addition to these failures, there are 14 tight (holding) tanks serving residences
and a summer camp. This represents about 10 percent of the systems within the
project area that are failed, with no remedy other than replacement with a sanitary
sewer system.

The conclusions of the BOH report indicate that a number of key factors contribute
to widespread septic system failures in the project area. These factors include;
inadequate lot sizes, proximity of leaching facilities to drinking water wells, poor
soils and high groundwater tables. To address the issues of continuing septic
system failure in the project area, the report by the qualified local authorities
further concludes that the construction of a sanitary sewer system is warranted
and desirable as an alternative to continued costly repair of existing on site
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disposal systems and to protect public health and the water quality of Richmond
Pond.

II. What is the nature of the resource(s) affected?
Item No. 12 Private Drinking Water Supply

The BOH report indicates that of the 45 failed initial inspections conducted from
1995 to the present, 16 were related to failed soil absorption systems (SAS) that
were either inadequate, breaching or in groundwater. In the course of follow-up
testing of these systems, unacceptable levels of total coliform bacteria levels were
discovered in one documented case and there is anecdotal evidence of additional
cases. The specific location of the contaminated well is noted in “Attachment F”.

The 1990 DFS also conducted groundwater and well water sampling in the project
area and discovered elevated nitrogen and phosphorus conductivity values that
were indicative of septic system influence. The locations and results of the
groundwater sampling and well tests are found in Figures 15 and 16 of the DFS.
An alternate water supply is only available to sub-area 5 of the project area, sub-
areas 1-4 only have access to their private wells.

Item No. 15 Swimming Beaches

There are three swimming beaches within the project area. The Town of
Richmond swimming beach is publicly owned and operated by the municipality.
The Town Beach is located on the western shore of the Pond in close proximity to
the State Boat Launch area. The other two beaches are located on the Pond’s
southern shores and are privately owned and maintained, Richmond Shores Civic
Association beach and Camp Russell. The Richmond BOH monitors these
beaches at weekly intervals during the months that they are in use, typically June
through Labor Day. Testing has indicated trace quantities of adverse bacteria, but
these have all been within acceptable levels for recreational functions.

The 1990 DFS of Richmond Pond focused on concerns of growth of aquatic
weeds and nutrient loading. High levels of suspended solids, nitrogen and
phosphorus were noted and attributed partially to the density of housing within the
project area. The study further indicated that the pollutant loads were deposited in
areas of high recreational use. The DFS indicated that the extent and density of
rooted aquatic plants (macrophytes) posed a danger to swimmers and was not
optimal for recreational purposes. A biological survey and subsequent report
prepared by Lycott Environmental, Inc. in 2001 (Attachment G”) validated the
previous DFS analysis and noted that the plants had proliferated over the last
decade to the point where they are interfering with recreational activities.

Based on recommendations from the studies mentioned above, the Town has, and
is implementing, a number of pollution mitigation measures that will slow pond
eutrophication through aquatic weed management and abatement. For example,
the Town recently applied for and was awarded a DEM Lake and Pond Grant to
analyze inlake management options and was subsequently awarded a s. 319
grant to implement some of the management options. Some of the work being
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done includes installing vegetated buffers along the shoreline to protect public
swimming areas. The town conducted one spot herbicide treatment in June and
will also be conducting additional spot herbicide and algaecide applications, which
will result in brief closures of the beaches during and immediately after application.

Item 16. Boating Areas

Richmond Pond has one concrete boat ramp that is within the project area that is
located on western shore. The ramp is maintained by the State’s Public Access
Board. The public access is suitable for car top and shallow draft trailer boats, and
the parking area can hold up to 30 vehicles. There is also an informal county
access on the southwestern shore. Light watercraft are also launched from the
shores of three summer camps located around the Pond.

The Pond’s recreational use for boating is adversely affected by the same issues
discussed in Item 15 above. The boat ramp will also be affected by closure during
the brief period for herbicide and algaecide application and the boat ramp was
historically (prior to 1995) inaccessible during off season months when lake
drawdowns were occurring as means of nuisance plant mitigation.

ltem 17. Sensitive Population affected

There is only one recreational camp that is within the project area, but there are 2
other camps that abut the Pond and use it for recreational purposes. Camp
Russell is a seasonal facility that serves approximately 250 children and staff
during the summer months. Richmond Pond is integral to the Camp’s recreational
and educational activities which include swimming, boating and fishing. As
previously mentioned, evidence of pollutants being deposited in areas of high
recreational use and the occasional incidence of bacteria in drinking water
sources poses a potential public health risk , particularly to children attending the
camp.

Item 18. Population affected

The estimated population in the project area (excluding the transient camp
population noted above) is 424 inhabitants based on the fact that there about 121
existing homes with an average occupancy of 3.5 people. As noted in Project
summary, it is estimated that the amount of developable land within the project
area will accommodate an additional 11 housing units. Based on these factors the
project area is currently 92 % developed.

Section C___Environmental Criteria
l. What is the nature of the environmental problem encountered?

Item No. 22. Nutrients

The 1990 DFS of Richmond Pond identifies elevated values for ammonium
nitrogen at mid-depth and deepwater, pronounced build-up of phosphorus in
bottom waters ( page 19 of “Attachment B”). The study further noted that the pond
was not in immediate danger of eutrophication, but the sediment loads do carry
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many pollutants, notably phosphorus (page 31, ibid). Groundwater sampling
conducted as part of the DFS identified elevated nitrogen, phosphorus and
conductivity values indicative of septic system influence (page 43, ibid). In
describing the Pond’s Nutrient Budget the study concludes that estimated
phosphorus loads exceed the critical limit, suggesting extreme potential for water
guality deterioration and associated use impairment and habitat degradation

(page 71,ibid).

ltem No. 25 Bacteria

The 1990 DFS noted that the only engineered stormwater drainage systems near
the Pond are in proximity to the most densely developed portions of the project
area ( known as Richmond Shores). Sampling at this location identified poor
water quality attributable to high concentrations of suspended solids and fecal
bacteria among other pollutants ( page 32,ibid). The study noted that soil
conditions were not extremely conducive to interaction between the pond and
groundwater, but surface breakout of septic system effluents and incorporation
into stormwater runoff is a distinct possibility ( page 43, ibid ). The high number of
documented septic systems failures related to SAS failure (7 systems) and SAS
ground water breach (9 systems) seem to substantiate the assertions of the DFS (
see page 3, “Attachment F”). Routine testing of wells within the project area that
fail to meet the appropriate setback from septic systems has documented total
coliform bacteria levels above the acceptable levels ( see page 4 of “Attachment
F’ and related table of inspections) The BOH report also concludes that the
potential for failed septic systems to contaminate numerous wells in a connected
aquifer exists, and should be considered a potential threat to public health.

Item No. 28 Noxious Aquatic Plants

The presence of nuisance aquatic plants is pervasive in Richmond Pond and is
well documented in the 1990 DFS and in a recent biological survey conducted in
2001 by Lycott Environmental, Inc. The DFS notes that the proliferation of aquatic
plants makes swimming dangerous and boating with motorized craft extremely
difficult (page 50 of “Attachment B”). The study indicates that the conditions are
detrimental to the quality of habitat for fish and waterfowl as well as for human
recreational activities (ibid). The Lycott study reiterated these issues and noted
that the vegetation had proliferated even further and the initial problems identified
had been exacerbated ( page 1 and 2 of “Attachment G”). Lycott , Inc was
retained by the Richmond Pond Association to prepare an aquatic vegetation
Management Program Review for the Pond. This document ( see “Attachment G”)
provided a menu of management options. As noted earlier, through various grants
and the assistance of environmental consultants, the Town is implementing a
number of measures that were suggested by the DFS and the recent Lycott Plan.
Some measures were implemented, or near implementation, but were ineffective
or invalidated for various reasons. For example, the use of pond drawdowns was
ceased and the proposed application of herbicides and algaecides were scaled
back due to adverse impacts on rare species as identified by the Division of
Fisheries and Wildlife.
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The principal plants that are being targeted for reduction are Eurasian Milfoil and
Curlyleaf Pondweed. For an exhaustive list of the principal plant species in
Richmond Pond see page 2 of “Attachment G”.

As earlier discussed, the pond has high levels of phosphorus which is a prime
catalyst for aquatic weed growth. The DFS indicates that septic systems are likely
contributors to the Pond’s elevated phosphorus levels, the BOH's report of septic
system failures in the project area seems to corroborate this assumption. The
proposed project will eliminate this potential source of pollutants.

Item No. 29 Aesthetics

Members of the Richmond Conservation Commission (ConCom) and the
Richmond Pond Association (RPA) have received a number of complaints of
floating algae, pond scum, and strong odors in areas of high recreational use
within the project area. A member of the Con Com tas visually verified these

assertions and these complaints were the subject of a recent meeting of the RPA.
Photos of the Pond taken on August 13, 2002 are included as “Attachment H”.

The RPA has recently procured an individual to monitor water quality in lake and
in surrounding inlets and tributaries. The monitoring just began in July 2002 and
written results of the monitoring are forthcoming, but not currently available.

1. What environmental resource is affected?
Item No. 38 Endangered Species Habitat
In developing the Project Evaluation Report, a map of the project area was
submitted to the Division of Fisheries and Wildlife for review. Their review
indicated that the project area is a Priority/Estimated Habitat for several protected
species that include fish, turtle, birds and plants. The species and protective
designations are provided in the table below.

__ Species [ Special Concern | Threatened | Endangered

Bridled Shiner X

American Bittern X

Common Moorhen X

Wood Turtle X

Slender X
Cottongrass

Foxtail Sedge X

Creeping Sedge X

Both the DFS and the Lycott report suggest that improvement of water quality will
be of general benefit to all wildlife in the watershed. The studies specifically cite
the existing conditions of aquatic vegetation as detrimental to the habitat of fish
and waterfowl! ( see page 50 of “Attachment B” and page 1 of “Attachment G”).
The proposed project when completed will improve water quality at the pond and
the surrounding watershed and it is anticipated that improved water quality will
subsequently benefit these species through habitat protection and enhancement.
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Item No. 41 Recreational Fishery

Richmond Pond is identified as a recreational fishery by the Division of Fish and
Wildlife (MDFW). A survey conducted in 1989 found 13 species inhabiting the
Pond including; rainbow and brown trout, yellow perch, chain pickerel, largemouth
bass, golden shiner, pumpkinseed, rock bass, brown bullhead, black crappie,
bluegill, white sucker and bridled shiner. The survey was conducted as part of the
DFS and the findings noted that smelt were rare to extinct in the Pond and that a
predominance of large white suckers and the small mean size of other captured
fish suggest that community structure is suboptimal for fishing and promotion of
clear water ( see page 59 of Attachment “B”. The Pond is stocked with trout every
spring and this is the primary draw for anglers.

One of the species of fish inhabiting the pond , the Bridled Shiner, is species of
special concern designated for protection by the MDFW. Accessing fishing areas
by watercraft and angling in general has been somewhat compromised by the
current water quality of the pond, particularly the overgrowth of water plants
making fishing more difficult. Once again both studies note that improving water
quality will contribute to the general improvement of habitat necessary for existing
species to flourish.

Item No. 42 Wetlands

The Pond itself and the southern tributary which bisects the most densely
populated portion ( Richmond Shores) of the project area are designated wetlands
protection areas, in accordance with the Wetlands Protection Act and local
Wetland bylaws. The local bylaw expands the 100 foot state buffer zone to 200
feet. The designation is identified on both USGS Topo maps and on MassGIS
resource protection area maps. The proposed project will benefit the interests of
the Wetlands Act by aiding in the restoration of fisheries and wildlife habitat which
Is being adversely affected by degraded water quality and proliferating vegetative
growth.

Section D  Project Effectiveness
. How and to what extent will the project eliminate or mitigate the problem?

In the absence of this project the threat to public health and the water quality of
Richmond Pond will continue to escalate over time, resulting in the contamination
of additional wells and the eventual degradation of one of the region’s prime water
resources. The densely populated regions surrounding the Pond, which constitute
the project area, are currently served by private wells and on-site sewage
disposal systems which are documented to be inadequate. The trends of the last
five years, documented by local health authorities, indicate an imminent threat of
further contamination of private groundwater supply wells. In addition to the public
health threat, the ecological integrity of Richmond Pond itself is at risk from the
introduction of undesirable dissolved nutrients and harmful bacteria that has been
identified in the pond and proximate groundwater. These factors contribute to the
eutrophication of the pond as well as adversely impacting public health and the
recreational value of the resource. The nexus between these factors and the
density of inadequate on-site wastewater disposal systems can be clearly made
and is documented in the 1990 DFS, the Project Evaluation Report (PER) and the
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recent report of the local BOH. These studies and reports conclude that the
construction of sanitary sewer system is a necessary and effective means of
substantially eliminating public health and water quality problems associated with
on-site disposal systems. Thereby, helping to protect sensitive environmental
resources in and around the pond and protecting and enhancing the pond’s many
recreational uses.

The Town of Richmond Board of Selectman has jurisdictional authority to
implement this project. Town officials and various other key stakeholders such as
the Richmond Pond Association have carefully reviewed the technical data
supporting this project and understand that there are other sources contributing to
the pollution of the Pond, and that while the project will result in vast improvements
related to public health and water quality in the project area, there are other
sources to be considered and managed. For example, storm water runoff was
cited in the DFS as a major carrier of pollutants to the pond. As mentioned earlier,
the Town has been diligent in taking actions to mitigate these other identified
problems through studies, grants and implementation of mitigation measures. For
example the Town has just been awarded a s.319 grant that will allow them to
install vegetative buffers along the shoreline and tributary corridors, install
detention basins at tributary inlets , and install structural and non-structural dirt
road BMP’s.  This infrastructure development project will serve as a central
element of a more comprehensive Pond management effort that will restore water
quality and protect public health in the populated areas of the Pond’s surrounding
environs.

Section E. Program and Implementation Criteria
Consistency with EOEA/DEP Watershed Management Plans or priorities

Item No. 46 Implements a recommendation within:

The new Housatonic Watershed Action Plan (HWAP) is near completion, but is
currently in draft form (see Attachment I). The second goal articulated in the draft
HWAP is to “Work to improve Water Quality and Mitigate Accelerated
Eutrophication of Lakes and Ponds” (see page 1 of Attachment I). One of the
prime objectives within this goal is to “Support efforts to bring lake and watershed
onsite wastewater systems up to current performance standards and/or the
sewering of existing lake watershed properties’(ibid). The proposed project
specifically implements this Plan objective. In fact, the HWAP expressly
addresses, and supports the improvement efforts that are underway at Richmond
Pond, which include this project ( see page 16,ibid).

In addition, this project also implements a recommendation within the 1990
Diagnostic Feasibility Study performed by Bay State Environmental Consultants,
Inc. ( see page 78-79) and recommendation within the Project Evaluation Report
prepared by Tighe and Bond, Inc. in 2002 ( see Section 4 of Attachment A).

Iltem No. 48 Rehabilitation and revitalization of existing infrastructure

As noted in the Project Summary, most of the housing units in the project area
were originally built as seasonal dwellings but many of the homes have been
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rehabilitated and upgraded for year round use. The proposed project will support
these rehabilitation efforts and eliminate a potential barrier, i.e. inadequacy of the
existing on-site waste water disposal systems. The project will also provide limited
additional capacity to allow for an additional 11 units within the project area.

Item No. 49 Multi-Community or Regional Solution

Richmond Pond is bisected by the Richmond/Pittsfield Boundary with about one
third of the pond located in Pittsfield. Part of the impetus for this project was that
the City of Pittsfield is extending their sewer system to an industrial park located
directly to the west of the Pond and only a few thousand feet from the project area.
This project dramatically increases the economic viability of the proposed sewer
project for the Richmond Pond area. The Town of Richmond and the City of
Pittsfield have had preliminary discussions regarding this project and it is
Richmond’s intent to enter an inter-municipal agreement with Pittsfield to facilitate
this project. As noted, Richmond Pond is considered a regional, aquatic
recreational resource and is frequent destination of residents throughout Berkshire
County and is even used by people from the neighboring state of New York.

Item No. 50 Innovative/Alternative Technologies

The selected alternative for this project is a hybrid system that will include gravity
fed components, force main components, and low pressure components coupled
with individual grinder pump stations. The low pressure sewer and grinder pump
elements of the system are described in detail in the attached Project Evaluation
Report (see Section 4 of “Attachment A”).

Item No. 52 System Duplication

The proposed project does not duplicate existing treatment or disposal capacity in
the region.

Item No. 53 Environmental Impacts

Construction activities associated with the project will create minor negative
impacts which will be of a temporary nature. Section 4.8 and 4.9 of the attached
PER provides a detailed explanation of the environmental issues, concerns and
permitting processes required for this project. The public health and water quality
benefits of the project, significantly outweigh the minimal, temporary impacts of
the system’s construction.

Note: Project Attachments have been excluded. The attachments may be found
in the complete Project Evaluation Form available at the Richmond Town Hall.
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Introduction to the Housing Element

This section examines the socio-economic trends in Richmond and in the
surrounding area of Berkshire County, which affect housing supply and demand.
Planning to maintain an adequate supply of affordable housing while balancing
concerns related to open space, natural resources, transportation, infrastructure,
and community services is a challenging task. Planning for affordable housing
begins with analysis of detailed information on the local demographics and
housing stock (see Appendix A.1, Richmond 2003 Housing Profile) in order to
identify specific needs and develop potential strategies. Several factors may
indicate a potential need for affordable housing and contribute to a town’s ability to
maintain housing that is affordable to residents of a wide range of incomes. Some
of these factors are:

Low supply of existing housing relative to the population.

High costs of housing that are beyond the affordability of local residents.

Lack of housing production

Relative scarcity of land available for residential development

High cost of land

Higher production costs associated with marginal development sites

Lack of available infrastructure

Restricting housing production, i.e. local zoning, subdivision controls, local

permitting and regulatory barriers.

This section presents a strategy based on information and analysis on potential
factors that may indicate areas of need and demand for affordable housing in
town. The section concludes with a list of several actions that may address the
town’s specific concerns for housing that have been identified.
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2003 Housing Development Element
Richmond, Massachusetts

Current Housing Stock

The town of Richmond is a rural community of 1,604 residents* (643 households)
located in western Berkshire County. Most of the development in town is rural
residential, and 98 percent of the town’s housing units are single-family homes,
located mainly on large lots. The town is located in a largely rural setting with
farms, orchards, and a few retail establishments. It epitomizes the pastoral beauty
that is typical of Berkshire County.

According to the 2000 US Census, the total number of housing units in Richmond
has increased 6 percent from 1990 to 2000 rising from 785 to 833 units. (See
Table 1) Approximately two-thirds of housing units in town are owner-occupied,
while many are seasonal homes (14 percent), and a smaller amount (8 percent)
are rental units. Trends show the number of seasonal units has decreased by 13
percent since 1990, while the number of rental units has decreased significantly by
22 percent. Though they have decreased in number, rental units have increased
in demand, as the vacancy rate of rental units fell from 5.81 percent to 4.50
percent in the last ten years. Vacancy rates for homeowner units increased
slightly from 1.9 percent to 3.1 percent.

Over the past five years, Richmond has seen an increase in the annual number of
building permits issued for construction of new residences (See Table 2). Issuance
of permits for new single-family residences has moderately increased from an
annual average of 4 from 1997-1999, to an average of 6 in 2000 and 2001. The
last 5 years have also seen a marked increase in value of new construction. In
2001, and two of the nine homes constructed were assessed at a value below
$205,000, which was considered affordable by EO 418 guidelines.

Table 1: Housing Occupancy

2000 1990 % Change 1990-2000

Seasonal 115 (14%) 133 (17%) -13.5%
Owner-Occupied 580 (69%) 537 (65%) +8 %
Rental 63 (8%) 81 (15%) -22 %
Vacant Units 190 (9%) 167 ( 4%) +13.8 %
Total Housing Stock 833 785 +6.1 %

% Vacant

Homeowner Units 2.80% 2.36% +1.2%

% Vacant

Rental Units 4.50% 5.81% -1.31%

Source: US Census Bureau, 2000 Census

1u.s. census Bureau, 2000 Census
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Table 2: Building Permits Issued for Construction of New Single Family Residences

Year # of Permits Issued
1997 2
1998 6
1999 6
2000 8
2001 9

Source: Richmond Building Inspector

Constraints to Development

Approximately 5,693 acres, or 47 percent of the total area of Richmond is of
potentially developable land® Only 970 acres, or 8 percent of the town is
permanently protected open space, which is the third lowest protected acreage
total of all Berkshire County municipalities. Approximately 5,693 acres, 47 percent
of the town, is potentially developable land that is currently undeveloped. There
are also several physical factors limiting future development in town such as the
hilliness of the terrain and limitations on septic systems near wetlands. Floodplains
and wetlands, with a mandated 100 foot buffer zone are also constraints for
development. Richmond has no municipal utilities such as water and sewer,
making development more expensive than other less remote areas with such
utilities.

The combination of zoning rules and market expectations in southern and central
Berkshire County promote new development that consists almost exclusively of
large, single-family homes with average lot sizes significantly exceeding average
lot sizes of older residences.” Richmond’s RA-C residential district, which covers
97% of town, promotes such large lot development in prohibiting development on
lots smaller than 2.5 acres. A lower minimum lot size of .25 acres occurs in the
small commercial and RA-A districts along Route 41 in the town center and in
southern sections of town to match historical development patterns. Amended in
2001, accessory apartments and two family dwellings are now allowed throughout
the town by special permit.

Population & Income

The 2000 US Census shows signs that population growth of Richmond is slowing.
The population of 1,604 is less than the 1990 count of 1,677 residents, and even
less then the 1,659 residents counted in 1980. Twenty two percent, or 345
residents of the town are under age 18, and sixteen percent, or 252 of the town’s
residents are over 65.

The 2000 median household income in Richmond is $60,917, the highest in the
Berkshires. The Berkshire County household income is $39,047. This elevated
status parallels the increase in local employment and average annual wage

% South Berkshire Housing Study, Community Opportunities Group, 2002
® Buildout Analysis, Berkshire Regional Planning Commission, 2000



offered in town. The total number of jobs located in town increased from 1990 to
2000 by 33 percent, while the 2000 average annual wage of $23,078 was an
increase of 55 percent from 1990. Approximately 40 percent of the town’s
households were considered low or moderate-income households, earning 80
percent of the median household income ($48,734) or less. 9 of the town’s 472
families sampled in the 2000 Census (1.9 percent) were below the poverty level as
defined in 2000.

Local Housing Needs

Richmond's housing needs are tied to the needs of the surrounding region of
Berkshire County. The town shares a specific need for housing that is affordable
for low, moderate, and median income households. A household earning the 2000
median town income could afford to spend approximately $205,000 on a new
home, which was lower then the median sales price of $244,789 for the 19 single
family homes sold in 2001. Therefore, the median income family living in
Richmond could not afford the typical house being sold. Moderate-income
households in Richmond, those earning up to $48,734 per year, could only afford
to spend $163,000. Only 4 of the 19 homes sold in town in 2001 were priced
below this level.

There is a need for year-round rental housing that is affordable to low and
moderate-income households who work locally but cannot afford to buy homes in
town. From 1990 to 2000, the total number of rental units in town decreased by 22
percent, and the vacancy rate for rental units decreased a little more then a
percentage point from 5.81 percent to 4.50 percent. The region has a limited
supply of rental housing and a high overall housing demand that keeps both
homes and apartments from being on the market long. As a summer destination
for tourists, the seasonal residential market also increases pressure on year-round
renters in the area. Richmond has zero units that would qualify as affordable under
Chapter 40B regulations, while 98 households currently Iivin% in town would be
gualified to apply for assistance under 40B-related subsidies. There are also 2
families in Richmond waiting for units to rent with Section 8 subsidy vouchers.

Richmond shares in a regional need for preserving the quality of the existing
affordable housing stock. In an area of rising housing prices, increasing
homeownership costs, and an aging housing stock (23 percent built pre-1940?),
the Richmond Community Development Plan Housing Profile determined several
local homeowners may be in a position where they are unable to afford necessary
renovations to their homes.

There is a need to maintain affordable housing for the increasing number of elderly
residents in Richmond. The number of residents aged 65 and older increased
from 212 to 252 in the last 10 years (a 19 percent increase). The median
household income for this age group of 65 and up ($42,185) was considered a
moderate income for the town and was well above the age-group average for
Berkshire County ($25,002). The rise in the number of older residents increased
the town’s median age from 38.2 in 1990 to 44.3 in 2000, a level well above the

? South Berkshire Housing Study, Community Opportunities Group, 2002
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statewide median age of 36.5. 31.3 percent of residents 65 and over have a
disability. Having an increased rate of disabilities and a slightly lower income for
the town’s elderly residents demonstrates a potential need for funding assistance
in order to convert homes for more accessible use by disabled and newly disabled
elderly residents.

Housing Goals and Objectives

The town of Richmond supports the creation of additional housing units affordable
to households on low, noderate, and middle incomes. Three of the nine new
homes constructed in 2001 were considered affordable by EO 418 guidelines.
Based on these numbers, the local housing market could produce two affordable
units per year. The town has adopted the Berkshire Regional Planning
Commission’s Regional Plan for the Berkshires (May 2000), which also contains a
section on housing and housing needs, and supports the development and
preservation of affordable housing throughout Berkshire County. The following is
a list of goals and objectives designed to meet the specific needs of the
community while supporting regional efforts for affordable housing:

Support Berkshire Regional Planning Commission in developing a
comprehensive housing assessment and regional housing strategy.

Completion ofthe Community Development Plan Program

Allow marketbased forces to produce housing for a broad range of incomes
Consider involvement in developing affordable homeownership options and
publicizing current programs available from MassHousing and Lee Bank.
Continued support of market-based rental housing development for households
across a broad range of incomes, e.g accessory use apartment by -law.
Consider participation in rehabilitation programs offered by regional housing
development corporations such as Berkshire Housing Development
Corporation.

Consider the adoption of the Community Preservation Act to finance future
affordable homeownership options in Richmond

Ongoing Efforts

Richmond supports affordable housing to meet the needs of the community and is
considering defining an affordable housing strategy. The town is currently
participating in the Community Development Plan program to develop a town-wide
housing profile. The town may also want to consider some regional programs
such as the Five-Town Regional Housing Rehabilitation Program, which is an
assistance program developed for neighboring towns in southern Berkshire
County administered by Berkshire Housing Development Corporation that is
consistent with the approaches and policies outlined in the Regional Plan for the
Berkshires to enhance the quality and quantity of affordable housing in the south
Berkshire region.
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consistent with the approaches and policies outlined in the Regional Plan for the
Berkshires to enhance the quality and quantity of affordable housing in the south
Berkshire region.

Other recent efforts to support housing construction that makes building affordable
housing more attractive, the town has been attempting to secure private funds for
the extension of the municipal sewer system. The extended sewer system will
provide several residences and developable residential lots with a more affordable
means of water and waste removal. The town continues to maintain an active
presence in regional discussions on housing policy and the development of a
regional housing needs strategy, with two members serving on the committee,
working towards these goals. The town endorses MassHousing’s assistance
programs, and 2 households have taken advantage of first-time homebuyers
mortgages issued in the past 5 fiscal years, and 3 agency sponsored projects (see
Al-Housing Programs). Town officials intend to facilitate the process of affordable
housing development by working with regional and sub-regional housing entities
and community development corporations to address specific local needs.
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Richmond has recently passed a by-law that encourages accessory apartments, which is defined as a self-
contained living unit, which is built into or attached to an existing single family dwelling. The apartment is pri-
vate and generally smaller than the primary unit and usually contains one or two bedrooms, a bathroom, sitting
room, and kitchen. However, the two units may share an entrance, yard, parking spaces, and/or utilities. Acces
sory apartments can be located in any part of a house depending on the availahility of usable space. Spaces that
could have the potential for conversion into an accessory unit include attics, a basement portion of a split-foyer
house, a walk-out basement area, attached garages, and any finished living area in any portion of the house that
could physically and aesthetically accommodate a small room addition.

HOW AN INDIVIDUAL
BENEFITS:

- Accessory units can provide extraincome to
help homeowners meet their mortgage pay-
ments and other housing costs.

- Older singles or couples living in a large
home with unused space who might want to
share the space and help offset costs.

- Middle aged couples or “empty -nesters’
whose children have grown up and moved
out of the household leaving empty bed
rooms.

- Middle aged children who desire private
living quarters while maintaining a place for
elderly parents who can aso have privacy,
but live within a close proximity.

- Young singles or couples who need addi-
tional income to help pay the mortgage.

- People who spend a significant amount of
time traveling or who maintain a second
home in ancther region of the country, but
who do not want to leave their primary
home unattended.

- Single working parents who can have ten+
ants help with the maintenance of resi-
dences and who are available to provide
babysitting.

- Accessory apartments allow the elderly
companionship and other family members
to be close to the elderly person if an
accident were to occur.

- Accesory gpartments can aso provide a
means for alult children to give care and
support to a parent in a semkindependent
living arrangement. This can reduce the
costs of medica care for the elderly who
can receive less expensive, in-home care
services while living in an accessory apart-
ment, rather than having to move to a more
costly nursing home or long term health
care facility.

HOW A COMMUNITY

BENEFITS:

- Provides a cost-effective way to serve
development needs through the use of
existing infrastructure, rather than requir-
ing the construction of new infrastruc-
ture.

- They increase the supply of affordable
housing in a community without the use
of government subsidies.

- Integrate affordable housing more uni-
formly in the community.

- Foster better housing maintenance and
neighborhood stability.

- Accessory apartments protect property
vaues and the single-family residential
character of a neighborhood.

- Encourage amore balanced and diverse population and in come mix.

- They can fit into residentia neighborhoods without a significant negative impacts because these
aress are typically designed for households with more persons than are presently occupying these
aress.

- Enhance job opportunities for individuals by providing housing nearer to employment centers
and public transportation.

- Help to meet goals of protecting farmland and environmental resources by creating more housing
opportunities within existing developed aress.

- Add to the loca property tax base

- By keeping more residents within the concentrated developed areas, accessory apartments can
reduce capital costs for the provision of municipal services and ultimately reduce sprawl.

The Accessory Apartment hy-law was created to ensure that the creation of an accessory unit in a
house should not compromise the visual integrity of the single-family home and neighborhood. The
by-law provides guidelines for the types of accessory apartmerts that are permissible and imposes
some limitations. Accessory apartments do require a special permit. Copies of the Richmond's Zon-
ing By-Law are available at town hall and should be consulted for detail.

There are important local resources available for those who would like create an accessory apartment.
For moreinformation, please contact: Planning Board Chair, John Hanson (698-3140). Town Admin-
istrator Bruce Garlow (698-3882) can help you network with town boards and departments when spe-
cial permits, certificates, or building inspections are required. of information.
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Introduction to the Economic Element

This section examines an economic strategy that incorporates the socio-economic
trends in Richmond and in the surrounding area of Berkshire County that affect
economic development. Planning to maintain an adequate supply of businesses
while balancing concerns related to open space, natural resources, housing,
transportation, infrastructure, and community services is a challenging task.
Planning for economic development begins with analysis of detailed information on
the local economy in order to identify specific concerns and potential areas in
which the town may encourage business and employment. Several factors may
indicate the community’s economic stability, strengths and potential areas in which
to guide business development that emulates the character of the community.
Some of these factors are:

Supply and diversity of local employment opportunities

Size, education, and skill level of the Local Labor Force

Supply of affordable housing and transportation available for local workers.
Condition of existing businesses, buildings, infrastructure

Developable land for new businesses/industries.

Local commercial tax rates, regulations and permitting processes that are
conducive to business.

Economic trends and characteristics of the regional economy
Financial, educational, and developmental resources available.



Community Development Plan
2003 Economic Development Profile
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Demographics and Population Characteristics

Historical Population Counts

The population of Richmond has decreased by over 10% since 1970, but has
decreased slightly since reaching a peak of 1,677 residents in 1990. The
population of the surrounding area of Berkshire County has been decreasing
steadily since 1970 by an average of approximately 3% every 10 years.

Table E-1 Historical Population Counts

Richmond, MA Berkshire County
1970 1,461 149,402
1980 1,659 145,110
1990 1,677 139,352
2000 1,604 134,953

Source: U.S Census Figures from BRPC Data Book, 2001

Population By Age

The last ten years have seen a 27% increase in the town population aged 55 or
older. This demographic now represents less than 31% of the total population of
the town, increasing the median age to 45.3 — which is older than the county-wide
median age of 40.5. The working-age population aged 25-54 years decreased by
12% from 771 to 676, and the number of residents aged 24 and under decreased

by 17%.

Chart H-5: Population by Age 1990, 2000
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Population 1990 Population 2000
Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Labor Force Characteristics

Employment

According to the Massachusetts Dept. of Employment and Training, the Town’s
Total Labor force as of April 2002 was 800. As businesses in Town employ a total
of 191 employees, the large majority of the labor force is employed outside of
town. From 1985 to 2000, the number of jobs in town has increased from 142 to
191. Richmond residents experienced a 1.8% unemployment rate in April 2002,
which was lower than the statewide unemployment rate of 4.4%.

Chart E-2: Municipal vs. State Unemployment
1995-April 2002
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Table E-2: Municipal Unemployment vs. State Unemployment
Year Local Local Local State
Labor |Unemployed |Unemployment{Unemployment
Force Rate Rate
1995 816 32 3.9 5.4
1996 812 21 2.6 4.3
1997 829 24 2.9 4
1998 831 23 2.8 3.2
1999 829 18 2.2 3.2
2000 797 12 15 2.6
2001 796 14 1.8 3.7
April 2002 800 14 1.8 4.4

Source: http://www.detma.org
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Local Household Income Levels

Source: U.S Census Bureau, 2000

In the US Census of 2000, the Town had a median household income of $60,917. Twenty
percent (20%) of the Town’s households were considered low income by EO418
guidelines (earning from zero to 50% of the Town’s median income), 9% of households
were considered impoverished (earning less than 30% of the median income), and 20% of
the town was considered moderate income (earning 50-80% of the median income).

Chart E-3; 2000 Household Income Levels
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Municipal Taxes & Property Values
Total Assessed Value of all property 2002: $246,718,439

Educational Attainment

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

According to the 2000 census, 92.7% of the Town'’s residents aged 25 years or older had
at least a high school degree, while 38.6% had at least a bachelor’'s degree. Throughout
Berkshire County, 85.1% of this demographic have high school diplomas and 26% have
bachelor’s degree.

Local Educational Opportunities

Residents in Town have access to higher education (Associate’s Level) and technical
training programs at Berkshire Community College in Pittsfield. The Massachusetts
College of Liberal Arts in North Adams also offers undergraduate and graduate level
programs accessible to both day and evening students. Two other residential private
colleges serve the region: Williams College and Simon’s Rock. Simon’s Rock offers high
school age students the opportunity to enroll in college programs. The University of
Massachusetts also offers a MBA program in Pittsfield. Additional opportunities for
technical training or skill-building are viewed as critical to workforce development in the
region.
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Workforce Development Programs

Residents in Town have access to a number of workforce development programs and
economic development organizations offering workforce development activities, access to
training grants, youth employment and training opportunities, strategic planning resources,
and much more. Appendix A lists these economic development programs and
organizations with a description of the activities and resources in which they are involved.

Local Business Inventory

Source: MA Department of Employment & Training

From 1985 to 2000, the number of employers in town has increased from 20 to 35 while
the number of jobs in town has also increased, from 142 to 191. The DET currently lists
67 employers in Town, and ALMIS lists 58 non-governmental employers in Richmond in
2001.

The Town has a history as a manufacturing area. Most of these were in the iron and
guarry industries, but today they no longer exist. The local economy is greatly influenced
by recreation, and many of the jobs in Town are in both the goods and service sectors,
with an almost even split between the two. According to figures from the Massachusetts
Department of Employment and Training (DET), town businesses employ 121 people with
an average wage of $497.56 a week. Approximately 55% of the Town’s employers and
over 57% of Town jobs are in service producing Industries. 45% of Town employers and
43% of jobs are in goods producing industries. Average weekly wage of service producing
jobs is $574.28 a week, while the average weekly wage of goods producing jobs is
$439.75.

Table E-4: Employment and Wages

Employers Jobs AVG weekly
wage
Total for Goods Producing 17 69 439.75
Industries: )
Total for Service Producin
Industrie 59: 14 52 574.28
Total For All Industries: 31 121 497.56

Source: MA Dept of Employment and Training
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Regional Business Overview

According to an analysis of employment in the Berkshires by the Berkshire County
Regional Employment Board (“Blueprint”) 9 industry segments (Table E-5) are defined as
“critical” to the region since these 9 provide the preponderance of employment
opportunities, or about 78% of the jobs — in the region.

TABLE E-5 — Critical Industries in Berkshire County

Industry (% Workforce)
Health & Human Services 16.1%
Travel & Tourism 14.0%
Retail 13.6%
Education 11.2%
Paper/Plastics 8.7%
Construction 5.3%
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate 4.1%
Business Services 2.8%
Applied Technology 2.5%
Total: 78.3%

Source: Berkshire County Regional Employment Board, 2001

Current Local Growth Trends

Recently, major growth has been seen in the number of employers located in Richmond,
but this has not greatly affected the total number of jobs in town. DET figures show that
since 1985 the total number of jobs in Town has decreased. Total annual payroll of the
Town’s employers has increased an average of approximately 15% a year since 1985.
Average annual wages have been increasing slightly at approximately 10% a year since
1985.

Table E-6: Employment and Wages by Industry

Total Avi . vern
Year A?w?ual Angr]mal ;Setr?tt;“Sh Total -GO ° ﬁj?:rt}zt;] Trade | Services

Payroll Wage ment
1985| $1,338,200 $9,424 20| 142 74 35| Conf Conf
1986 $1,562,000| $11,482 21| 136 62 33 0 Conf
1987 $1,980,600| $12,302 29| 161 72 45 4 23
1988| $2,336,900| $13,055 31| 179 83 49 7 22
1989 $2,336,900| $14,817 31| 162 Conf 48| Conf 22
1990| $2,400,393| $14,882 33| 143 Conf 38| Conf 18
1991| $2,204,081| $18,838 32| 117 60 33| Conf 13
1992 $2,155,760| $16,583 29| 130 71 25 0 18
1993| $2,545,812| $17,557 33| 145 72 27 0 25
1994| $2,662,975| $17,180 341 155 77 26| Conf 31
1995| $3,046,682| $17,311 34| 176 85 28| Conf 31
1996| $3,619,350| $18,188 40| 199 93 31| Conf 34
1997| $3,855,318| $19,181 421 201 86 34 2 37
1998| $3,776,217| $19,072 36| 198 91 36 2 34
1999| $4,202,617| $21,442 38| 196 85 36 2 34
2000| $4,407,829| $23,078 35| 191 93 32| Conf 26

Conf.- Information withheld due to confidentiality
Source: MA Dept of Employment and Training




Factors Influencing Future Economic Development
Local Factors

Housing availability for a Future Work Force

Housing information provided by town officials and the 2000 census show evidence
that both the size and makeup of the housing stock is inadequate for the future
workforce. One indication of this was the dramatic 69.2% increase in median
contract rent from 1990 to 2000, climbing from $458 to $775. Approximately 14%
of the town’s housing stock is seasonal. Although the year-round population
decreased from 1,677 to 1,604 from 1990 to 2000, the 2000 population is over 10%
higher than the population in 1970. The 2000 vacancy rate for housing units in
Town increased from 4.3% to 9%.

Compatibility with Existing Land Use & Regional Plans

The Town currently has business/residential zoning and a few larger existing
commercial buildings for larger businesses to inhabit. The town also has lenient
bylaws permitting home occupancies, making home businesses and small-scale
enterprise a viable option for current and future residents and possibly an important
part of the town’s future economy.

Infrastructure, Service Demands & Available Utilities

Richmond does not have a municipal water and sewer system. According to the
BRPC 2001 Data Book, 100% of Town’s housing units are served by on-site waste
disposal. Western Massachusetts Electric Company provides electricity service for
the Town, but no gas service is provided. Weekly curbside solid waste collection is
provided to each resident.

Current Regional Growth Trends & Emerging Industries

The 2001 Regional Employment Board Workforce Development Blueprint has identified
business services atop 5 other industry sectors with growth rates in employment in excess
of 10%, represent the region’s “emerging” industries (Table E-7).

TABLE E-7: Emerging Industries in Berkshire County
Industry: Growth Rate (%): % of Workforce
Employed:
Business Services 25 2.8%
Misc. Retailing 18 4.5%
Spec. Trades Contractors 18 2.6%
Gen’l. Building Contractors 18 1.0%
Amusement & Recreation 15 2.3%
Personal Services 12 1.2%
Source: Berkshire County Regional Employment Board, 2001

Another recently recognized growth area in Berkshire County is in the Technology
Enterprise sector, which is comprised of four major types of activity: Software and
Systems Design; Design and Art; Content and Publishing; and Information
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Technology (IT) Business Consulting. The University of Massachusetts Donahue
Institute recently completed the first major study of the growth of technology
enterprise sector in Berkshire Country. The study, Technology Enterprise in
Berkshire County: Economic Analysis, Feb 2002, reports that since 1993, the
Technology Enterprise sector has grown at a higher rate than every major division
of the Berkshire economy in terms of firm growth, employment growth, and real
annual payroll growth. The study shows that payroll for Technology Enterprise
firms increased by 190% from 1993-2002, while total payroll in the region
increased by only 13.5%.

Future Growth Areas Regionally

Berkshire County’s future base is very much tied to its strong past manufacturing
base industries — though with substantially fewer employees, but unprecedented
output value as measured by Gross Regional Product

Economic forecasts provided by the Berkshire Regional Planning Commission
using the REMI model indicate that while the service sector will continue its
upward trajectory in numbers of employees, high technology and high productivity
manufacturing will continue to be the structural and economic base of the region’s
economy.

Job growth within the major sectors of the regional economy is slated to continue
and remain roughly the same proportionally out to 2025.

Services are expected to continue to climb in employment to almost 50% of total
employment by 2025, with healthcare services being the leading employer
regionally within this sector. Increasing numbers of service jobs can be expected
to affect overall wages and income in this region.

Technology Enterprise is also expected to continue to increase its substantial
impact on Berkshire County’s economy. According to an anonymous survey by
the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute, companies associated with this
sector reported a positive business outlook, with 75% expecting increased
revenues over the next three years and 96% reporting they are likely to remain in
Berkshire County for the next 5 years.

Employment Outlook

Concerns have been raised both by the Berkshire County Regional Employment
Board and the Massachusetts Department of Employment and Training’s
publication on regional workforce trends that much of the job growth taking place in
the Berkshires is in low wage segments of the service and retail sectors. At the
same time, businesses throughout the region have experienced a difficulty in
recruiting qualified employees with job skills and technical abilities matching
employer needs.

The number of higher paying small, or “micro” businesses has been growing in the
area. The role of small or “micro” businesses is of interest in Town and in the
surrounding region for its importance in economic development — especially
because of changes in where and how people work. Advances in
telecommunications technology and the growth of personal computers in the home
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have meant many more people can — and do — work at home as self-employed
contractors and consultants. Results of the Donahue Institute study on Technology
Enterprise found that Berkshire County was home to 1,500 Technology Enterprise
sole proprietorships, as well as 154 employer firms with an average of eight
employees. This contrasts with the 39 per firm average in manufacturing
businesses, and the 15 per firm in the average services industry business in
Berkshire County.

Self-employment has been increasing at a faster rate than wage and salary
employment both regionally and on a national level. Data from the Bureau of
Economic Analysis for 1998 for the Berkshire region indicate that proprietorships
(both farm and non-farm) represent about 18% of total regional employment, and
have increased in number about 2.8% from 1994.

Financial Resources in the Berkshires

At this point there is no central “clearinghouse” for information on community
development or economic development funds sought or granted for projects or
initiatives undertaken in this region. Funding for these purposes in the past has
been sought by multiple agencies and organizations, and separate communities
with minimal coordination of efforts or region-wide prioritization. As a result, a
priority regional goal was established with the intent of improving communication
and collaboration on economic development planning and activities for a better,
targeted use of resources and a clearer vision of the desired future economy of the
region. Establishing a central source for information about funding opportunities
available, and tracking both applications for funding and resulting awards will
enable the Berkshire region to develop needed expertise in seeking funding.

Workforce Availability

Companies in emerging sectors of the economy, especially Technology
Enterprises, are highly dependent on the attraction and retention of a well-
educated and professional workforce. A variety of creative and intellectual skills
are in demand along with specific technical expertise.

APPENDIX A = WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Listed below are key organizations — both public and private — and a brief summary
of recent activities in support of regional economic development and/or recent
assessments or studies, which have fostered understanding of regional economic
issues:

Berkshire Council for Growth

Leading the coalition-building effort has been the Council for Growth, established in
1998 as a regional outgrowth of the Cellucci Administration’s Berkshire Jobs Task
Force. The Council and its committees, in partnership with volunteers from many
private businesses and support from the Berkshire County Regional Employment
Board and the Berkshire Regional Planning Commission, have
coordinated/spearheaded a number of important regional initiatives including a
regional jobs website, www.berkshirejobs.com.
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Berkshire Applied Technology Council

Formed in 1997/1998 as a partnership of businesses and government, local
schools, Berkshire Community College, and regional 4 year colleges, the Council’s
mission is to establish the Berkshire region as a technology center of excellence.
The Council’s goal is to address the workforce needs of manufacturing companies
and industries in the region through a long-range strategy of technology-focused
educational initiatives. Providing state of the art educational programs, financial
assistance, training, and professional support targeting students and incumbent
workers, the Berkshire Applied Technology Council addresses a key factor in
attracting and retaining technology-based industries and firms — the need for
technically trained employees. Berkshire Applied Technology Council has
sponsored the following:

TECHPATH

This workforce/educational program was developed in 1997 as a 2+2+2 sequence
to link high school to associate to baccalaureate degrees with a high technology
curriculum specifically integrating local industry applications. The TECHPATH
program is designed to be accessible to incumbent workers, as well as a seamless
link in motivating and developing future high tech workers. Over 50 students are
currently enrolled in the program.

WOMEN ON TECH PATH PROGRAM

A collaboration with Berkshire Community College, this project will offer after-
school training to 22 young women (from the 11 regional public schools) in
engineering, graphics/animation, and information technology. A follow-up summer
program — the Internet Academy — will also provide job shadowing and electronic
networking components.

Berkshire Connect

A regional initiative cited by the Federal Communications Commission in 2000 as a
national model for efforts to improve telecommunications access in rural or under-
served areas with a cost-effective solution to help drive regional economic activity.
The partnership agreement with Global Crossing/Equal Access Networks has
resulted in building sufficient telecommunications infrastructure and services to
support the needs of businesses and industry in this region at a competitive and
affordable price.

Berkshire County Regional Employment Board (BCREB)

The BCREB is the local organization responsible for assisting employers with
workforce development activities, access to training grants, youth opportunities,
and strategic planning & oversight. It helps access the following programs: Career
Center, Workforce Training Fund, Department of Employment and Training,
Berkshire Training and Employment Program, Massachusetts Rehabilitation
Commission, Advantage Employee Network and Full Employment Program. It also
promotes the School-to-Work Initiative, Summer of Work and Learning and
Welfare-to-Work Initiative. Two key documents published by the BCREB are its
Workforce Development Blueprint (1998, 2000 & 2001 draft) and Workforce Needs
Assessment (May, 2000).

37



Economic Development Organizations
There are a number of regional and local economic development organizations,
each with defined geographic service areas and unique missions. These include:

- Berkshire Enterprises

- Berkshire Housing Development Corporation

- Berkshire Regional Planning Commission

- Berkshire Training and Employment Program

- Berkshire Visitors Bureau

- Community Development Corporation of Southern Berkshire
- Division of Employment and Training

- Lee Community Development Corporation

- Massachusetts Office of Business Development

- Northern Berkshire Community Development Corporation

- Northern Berkshire Industrial Park and Development Corporation
- Pittsfield Economic Development Authority

- Pittsfield Economic Revitalization Corporation

State Funded Economic development Grants for communities

There are also seven program co-ordinates of the Mass. CDBG Program. These
seven components serve different purposes or types of clienteles, each with
different requirements, awards, cycle periods of grant awarding, and functions.

Community Development Fund (CDF) |

Communities are eligible for this grant depending on a scale that determines the
level of needs based upon an assessment formula. These applicable communities
would be considered of high needs.

Community Development Fund (CDF) Il

Communities are eligible for this grant depending on a scale that determines the
level of needs based upon an assessment formula. These would be considered
communities of moderate needs.

Housing Development Support Program
This grant is limited to communities building smaller housing developments. It
provides partial support to such projects.

Ready resource Fund
Communities that are creating small to medium size economic development
projects are eligible for this grant.

Massachusetts Community Capital Fund

Depending on eligibility, this can provide grants to communities for assisting
businesses. Industrial, commercial and real estate, including mixed -use
development projects may be eligible.

38



Mini Entitlement Program

This is a program designed for the communities with the highest needs as
designated by the DHCD.

Section 108 Loan Guarantee Program

A loan guarantee of HUD loan for communities to use to assist businesses.
Industrial, commercial and real estate, including mixed use developments may be
eligible.

For additional information, see the website: www.state.ma.us/dhcd

References
Technology Enterprise in Berkshire County: Economic Analysis, University of
Massachusetts Donahue Institute, February 2002.
Workforce Development Blueprint, Berkshire County Regional Employment Board,
Inc., July 2002.
America’s Labor Market Information System Employer Database, 2™ edition.
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Richmond has recently passed a by-law that encourages home-based businesses, which have become a trend of

the future. The latest data from the 2000 Census reports that 4.18 million people are now working from home in

the United States. In fact, from 1990 to 2000 Massachusetts alone saw an increase of 23% in the number of peo-
ple opting to work from home, and Berkshire County is experiencing similar growth in the area of home-based
businesses. The Berkshire Chamber of Commerce estimates that there are over 2,300 home based businesses in
the county (Berkshire Connect Assessment and Recommendations Report 1998). Entrepreneurs are rediscovering
the benefits of working from home as technologica advances have helped to make this a feasible option. Work-
ing from home encourages people to take a more proactive part in combining careers with families.

HERE ARE SOME OTHER BENEFITS OF WORKING FROM HOME:

PERSONAL BENEFITS

- Personal Freedom — The opportunity to
gain control over your own life allows one
to rediscover their personal goals in an

environment suitable to one's own lif e-
style.

- Financial Benefits — There are many
attractive financial rewards associated with
working from home. Having an office
right in your own home saves transporta-
tion expenses. Working from home also
significantly cuts down on overhead costs
and lowered operating expenses can enable
you to be more competitive in your busi-
ness prices as well as the quality of service
your provide.

- Tax Advantages — Having a home based
business offers a number of tax advan
tages. It alows you to deduct some of

your operating costs as well as deprecia-
tion expenses on your home. So, a pe-
centage of your rent or mortgage payment,
depreciation, property taxes, insurance,
utilities, household maintenance and re-
pairs can be deductible. It isagood ideato
consult your accountant to determine what
can and cannot be deducted from having a
home office.

- Reduced Stress — Working at home can
greatly reduce the stress associated with
the demands of juggling work and family.

- Increased Productivity and Job En-
richment — As a homebased business
owner you are not given any one role to
abide by and are free to learn and work on
many levels of a given business so to gain
a better insight and understanding of all

aspects of your business.

COMMUNITY BENEFITS

The role of small or “micro” busi-
nesses is of interest in the region for its
importance in economic development —
especially because of changes in where
and how people work. Advances in tele-
communications and the growth of per-
sonal computers in the home have meant
many more people can — and do — work
from home as self-employed contractors
and consultants.

Many small, or single person busi-
nesses are part-time; others are or become
full-time businesses. Both play arolein afamily or household’s total income, and have the
potential to grow into substantial business activity in terms of receipts and employment.
- Small businesses or self-employment can add job opportunities, supplement retirement or
other household/family income, and occasionally turn into a dynamic source of employ-
ment for a region. Identifying and responding to the needs of micro and small business
enterprises—a growing segment of overall business activity can have valuable economic
development implications to local tax revenues.
(Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy for Berkshire County, MA 2001)

The Home Occupation and the Indoor Home-Based Business by-laws were created to ensure busi-
ness was distributed with minimal external evidence, avoiding a pronounced “down town” business
district. The by-law provides guidelines for the types of business operations that are permissible and
imposes some limitations. Generally, under the Home Occupation provisions, a business or profession
may be operated within a home by the person who lives therg i nvolving no unduetréfic or noise and
employing no more than one person from outside of the household. Indoor Home-Based Businesses
may be operated within ahome or accessory structure by a person who lives there, involving no undue
traffic or noise, employing no more than five persons outside of the household. Indoor Home-Based
Businesses do require a special permit. Copies of the Richmond's Zoning By-Law are available at
town hall and should be consulted for detail.

There are important local resources available for those who would like to start a home-based business.
For moreinformation, please contact: Planning Board Chair, John Hanson (698-3140). Town Admin-
istrator Bruce Garlow (698-3882) can help you network with town boards and departments when spe-
cial permits, certificates, or building inspections are required. Berkshire Enterprises located in Pitts-
field helps start-up business owners construct a plan and they offer public workshops bringing together
key agenciesto assist your understanding of taxes and other business obligations. Y ou may also find it
useful to visit the Small Business Administration’s website (SBA.com); a “home-based business’

search will connect you with awealth of information.
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Introduction to the Transportation Element

Transportation in Richmond is tied to issues of economic development, housing,
land use, and community development. As in many small towns, Richmond
depends largely upon a small number of local roads for local and regional access.
The Community Development Plan Transportation Element addresses two areas
of study regarding the roadways in Richmond. Clough Harbor & Associates, LLP
developed a Corridor Study that addresses concerns regarding traffic and roadway
needs, while an Official Map was created in order to address ownership,
maintenance responsibilities, suitability for development, eligibility for public road
improvement funds. Several factors are considered when recommending such
improvements and include the following:

Roadway characteristics such as ownership, pavement and shoulder width,
speed limit and sidewalks

Land Use

Traffic volumes and vehicle classification
Speed limits, travel speed, and crash history
Parking conditions

Measurement of bicycle compatibility
Comprehensive study of existing roads
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1. INTRODUCTION

A corridor study was conducted for the Town of Richmond, Massachusetts under the auspices of the
State’s Community Redevelopment Plan administered by the Berkshire Regional Planning Commission.
The roadways included in this study are State Route 41, State Route 295, Summit Road, Swamp Road
and Lenox Road. This study was conducted to document existing characteristics of the transportation
system within the Town and included the following information.

Traffic Volumes and Classification
Speed Limits and Travel Speeds
Roadway Features

Crash History

Access Conditions

The Town’s Bylaws and Zoning Bylaws were also reviewed for regulations governing access to public
streets and land-use regulations to identify locations of potential future truck generation within the Town.
This Technical Memorandum documents the data collected for this study and provides recommendations
for access management improvements. Roadway system conditions for consideration of truck exclusion
on Route 41 were also evaluated.

2. TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Traffic volume and classification data was collected for a one-week period on each of the study area
roadways in April 2002 using Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) machines. The locations of the ATR
installations are shown on Figure 1. The existing volume characteristics on the study area roadways are
summarized in Table 1. The output data is provided in Appendix A.

Table 1

Route 41

Route 295

Lenox Rd

Summit Road

Swamp Road

Town of Richmond, MA Corridor Study Page 2
Clough, Harbour & Associates LLP




The hourly distributions of Weekday Average Traffic Volumes on each of the study area roadways are
illustrated on Figures 2-1 through 2-5. These figures also show the proportion of trucks within the hourly
traffic flow.

It is noted that the ATR station for Route 41 was located on the section between Lenox Road and Route
295. The section of Route 41 between US Route 20 and Route 295 completes a transportation connection
between New York State and the City of Pittsfield. A review of the volume characteristics of these
roadways indicates that the north section of Route 41, between Route 295 and US Route 20, would likely
have volume and truck characteristics similar to Route 295.

3. SPEED LIMITS & TRAVEL SPEEDS

Field surveys were conducted to document the posted speed limit conditions on each of the study
roadways. These speed limits are summarized in Table 2. The ATR machines installed to collect volume
information also recorded vehicle travel speed data on these roadways. Statistical summaries of this data
are also included in Table 2.

Table 2
peed Limits & Travel Speed

e d Speed Limi
Route 41® varies 35-45 mph

Route 295 40 mph

Lenox Road 40 mph

Summit Road 40 mph

Swamp Road ® varies 30-40 mph

Notes
(a) speed data collected within a 45 mph zone
(b) speed data collected within a 40 mph zone

As these data indicate, average travel speeds on the study roadways exceed the posted speed by
approximately 5 mph. The 85™ percentile speeds, which represent the speed that 85% of the recorded
traffic travel below, range from 8 mph to 14 mph above the posted speed.

4. ROADWAY FEATURES

Field surveys also documented the general physical characteristics of the roadways, including pavement
widths, shoulder width and notable alignment features. This data is summarized in Table 3.
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Table 3
Roadway Characteristics

Fé?f@res .

2 horizontal curves with posted

Route 41 State Highway . varies 2-4 ft. speeds of 25 mph and 30 mph

Route 295 State Highway . varies 2-4 ft.

Intersection warning sign at
Lenox Road Major Local Road . 1 ft. Swamp Road with 25 mph
posted speed

Summit Road Major Local Road . 1 ft.

Intersection warning sign at
Swamp Road Major Local Road . varies 1-2 ft. Lenox Road with 25 mph
posted speed

As shown in this table, the State Highways have travel lanes that are 12 ft. wide, with shoulders varying
between 2 and 4 feet. The travel lane widths on the local roadways are generally 10 feet with little or no
shoulder. Intersections along the Route 41 corridor are controlled with STOP signs; there are no traffic
signals within the study area.

5. CRASH HISTORY

Accident records were reviewed from data compiled by the Berkshire Regional Planning Commission.
This data provided crash information for the years 1995, 1996 and 1997. This data shows that there were
a total of 95 crashes recorded on the study roadways during this 3-year period. Nearly 65 percent of these
crashes occurred at intersections. Classification of these crashes by severity shows that 2 percent were
fatal, 32 percent involved other personal injury and 66 percent were property damage only. This crash
history is summarized in Table 4.

Table 4
Crash Summary: 1995-1997

Route 41

Route 295

Lenox Road

Summit Road

Swamp Road
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The accident data was also reviewed to determine locations of accident clusters that may be indicative of
a safety problem or potential need for corrective measures. This review indicates that there is one
intersection within the project area that has a significant concentration of crashes. The intersection of
Lenox Road and Swamp Road has been the site of 11 crashes over the 3-year period, which is equivalent
to an accident rate of 3.6 accidents per million entering vehicles.

This intersection is currently signed
with various warning signs,
including “INTERSECTION
AHEAD”, “DANGEROUS
INTERSECTION” and “STOP
AHEAD” warning signs. A
flashing beacon has also been
installed at this intersection. These
existing conditions are shown in the
photograph at left. Another
potential solution for control at this
intersection could be to create an
All-Way Stop sign control so that
all vehicles would be required to
stop before proceeding into the
intersection.

6. ACCESS CONDITIONS

Access conditions on the study area roadways were reviewed by means of a windshield survey. The
purpose of this survey was to identify locations where access conditions could be improved, consistent
with the access management initiatives of the region. Based on this review of the access conditions,
several locations have been identified where improvements are recommended. These are discussed below.

6.1. State Route 41 and Summit Road Intersection

This intersection is a “T” intersection which is controlled by a STOP sign on the Summit Road approach.
The travel lanes on Summit Road are separated by a small grass island at the intersection. The
configuration and size of this island have a low target value for traffic approaching the intersection, which
could contribute to errant vehicle maneuvers. The existing conditions at this intersection are shown in the
photograph below.

Town of Richmond, MA Corridor Study Page 5
Clough, Harbour & Associates LLP




Recommended
alternatives to
improve conditions at
this intersection
include either removal
of the island and
utility pole located in
it, or construction of a
larger median area to
increase the visibility
of the median.

View of Summit Road & Route 41 intersection from Summit Road approach.

6.2.  Richmond Post Office/Richmond Store Access

The Richmond Post
Office and Richmond
Store is located north of
the intersection of Route
4] and Lenox Road. The
driveway access to these
uses features a 60-foot
wide pavement. This
wide pavement area
contributes to an
unorganized pattern of
vehicle movements
entering and exiting the
site, which increases the
potential for crashes. The
existing conditions at this
location are shown at
right.

It is recommended that the driveway be reconstructed to narrow the access opening to improve the overall
definition of the driveway and of the entering and exiting lanes so as to reduce the number of potential
conflict points of traffic moving through the intersection.

Town of Richmond, MA Corridor Study Page 6
Clough, Harbour & Associates LLP




6.3. Meadow View Lane & Route 41

Meadow View Lane intersects Route 41 opposite the Post Office. The autobody shop that is located
adjacent to Meadow View Lane has the entire property frontage paved to the highway boundary. This
condition blends the pavement area of the public street intersection with the autobody shop property. This
characteristic creates a condition similar to that noted above for the Post Office, where multiple points of
conflict potential exists for
traffic entering and exiting
the public streets and the
private commercial use.
The open frontage of the
autobody shop also induces
vehicles to be parked
perpendicular to the
building which results in
vehicles backing into the
State highway (Route 41)
to exit the site. It is also
noted that Meadow View
Lane provides access to the
Town Fire Station. These
existing conditions are
shown at right.

It is recommended that the delineation of the intersection of Meadow View Lane and Route 41 be
improved by providing a physical separation between it and the access to the autobody shop property.
Other recommended improvements are to reduce the access opening to the auto body shop along Route 41
to provide one well-defined access, with a secondary defined access to Meadow View Lane.

6.4.  Richmond Public Library

The Public Library is
located in the southern
segment of Route 41. The
access condition for
parking at this facility is a
continuous paved surface
along the property
frontage. Vehicles park
perpendicular to the
building (and to Route 41),
which cause vehicles
leaving the site to back into
Route 41. The existing
conditions are shown at
right.

As shown in the photo,
utilization of the parking

Town of Richmond, MA Corridor Study Page 7
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supply is high at this facility. However, parking maneuvers directly to the State Highway should be
discouraged as this contributes to a greater risk of accidents and also reduces the efficiency of operations
of the roadway system. It is recommended that improvements be considered at this location to define the
entering and exiting access points and to modify the parking and circulation configuration to contain these
vehicle movements on-site.

7. TOWN BYLAWS

The Town’s Zoning Bylaws were reviewed to identify areas where potential future generators of truck
traffic might be located. The Zoning Map of the Town of Richmond indicates two zoned commercial
districts within the Town. Both of these districts are along State Route 41. One of these districts is in the
area of the Lenox Road intersection, and includes the area occupied by the Post Office, the Fire Station
and the autobody shop. The other commercial district is located along the east side of Route 41 between
Furnace Road and West Road. The Public Library is located within this district. The Town’s Zoning By-
Laws, amended through May 23, 2001, indicate that permitted principal commercial uses within the
commercial districts require a Special Permit from the Board of Selectmen. The criteria for the
commercial uses in this district also limit the volume of traffic generated by future uses. From this review,
it is concluded that future development within the Town will not induce a significant amount of new truck
travel without the oversight and consent of the Town Selectmen.

8. TRUCK EXCLUSION

The existing roadway and traffic volume conditions within the study area were compared to guidelines of
the Massachusetts Highway Department for exclusion of trucks. The primary criterion for considering a
truck restriction is the availability of a suitable alternative route. Secondary criteria include considerations
of the adjacent land uses, pavement condition and the percentage of heavy vehicles in the traffic flow.

A primary consideration for alternative truck routes is the general origin/destination of trips through the
corridor. As evidenced by the traffic volume data, a major route used by trucks in the area is Route 295 to
Route 41 to Route 20. These are all State or Federal roadways that provide for interstate commerce
between western Massachusetts and eastern New York State. The alternative connection for truck traffic
between Route 295 and the City of Pittsfield is to use Summit Road to Swamp Road, which then changes
to Barker Road in the city.

Another factor in considering alternative routes is the pavement characteristics. As noted in Section 4, the
major local roads have pavement widths of 20 feet, providing a 10-ft. travel lane for each direction.
Shoulder widths on these roads are 1-foot or less. This pavement cross section is less than recommended
to service a designated truck route. Although record information was not obtained within this scope to
identify the pavement composition of each roadway, it is probable that the pavement structure (materials
and depth) of the local roadways are not equivalent to that provided on State Routes 41 and 295. Based on
these factors, it does not appear that the major local road network offers a suitable alternative to Route 41
as a designated truck route.

Vehicle classification data described in Section 2 shows that the weekday volume of truck traffic on
Route 295 is 11 percent of the total daily traffic. This equates to approximately 140 heavy truck trips in
each direction per day. The data collected on Route 41 south of Route 295 shows that the weekday

Town of Richmond, MA Corridor Study Page 8
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volume of heavy trucks is 7 percent, or 75 trips in each direction. This data indicates that the section of
Route 41 from Route 295 north to US Route 20 is likely to carry between 150 and 200 truck trips in each
direction per day. The daily proportion of trucks to total volume on this section of Route 41 is estimated
to be approximately 10 percent.

Based on this information it is concluded that there is a substantial presence of heavy vehicles using
Routes 41 and 295. However, it is not evident from this analysis that there is a suitable alternative route
that would provide the diversion of truck traffic without producing a similar negative effect on the
alternative route as a result.

Town of Richmond, MA Corridor Study Page 9
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Official Map Report

Town of Richmond
2003

Prepared By

Berkshire Regional
Planning Commission

This document was prepared with funding from the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental

Affairs, Executive Office of Transportation and Construction/MHD, Department of Housing and
Community Development, and Department of Economic Development.

59



Objective

The purpose of this report is to document the development of an Official Map for the Town of
Richmond that identifies and classifies the status of roadways within the Town with respect to
ownership, maintenance responsibilities, suitability for development, and eligibility for public
road improvement funds. Inactive, “abandoned” and discontinued roads are also identified and
evaluated. A large-scale Official Map, with a chart of all accepted roads and their distances, is
included with this report. That Official Map, adopted by Town Meeting majority vote May 28,
2003, serves as the legally authoritative document concerning the names, locations, distances
and accepted status of all roads and parks in the Town of Richmond. Copies of Richmond’s
Official map are on file with the Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community
Development (DHCD), the Berkshire Regional Planning Commission (BRPC), the Town Clerk of
Richmond, and with Richmond’s Town counsel, Sally Bell, Esq.

Preliminary Survey of Roads

The BRPC presented Town of Richmond officials, namely Planning Board chair John Hanson
and Town Administrator Bruce Garlow, along with other members of the planning board, with a
Town orthomap, a high-quality aerial photograph of the Town of Richmond depicting a GIS
overlay of roads listed in the 2002 MassHighway Road Inventory File (RIF). The roads were
color-coded according to jurisdiction (e.g. MassHighway, State Forest, Town, Unaccepted or
Unknown). The BRPC then compared the roads shown on the orthomap with roads shown on
the 1988 County Engineer’'s map (the last revision; see Map 2) and those shown in the 1998
Official Arrow Street Atlas of Western Massachusetts (see Map 3). All inconsistencies in
location, distance, naming and status were cataloged, and BRPC verified any roads shown on
the County Engineering map as “discontinued by vote” or “abandoned for use” by checking the
book and page citations listed on the map from the County Commissioner’s records at the
Registry of Deeds in Pittsfield, MA. BRPC also checked all road status changes against
Richmond Town records. (See Appendix B for County Commissioners records. Town records
were received from Richmond Town Administrator Bruce Garlow. They are available at the
Town Hall)

Inventory of Ways

As the second step in building an Official Map, the BRPC prepared the comparative inventory of
all documented roads and ways within the Town of Richmond shown in Table 1 (below). The
table gives a comprehensive overview of the status of all Richmond roads known or identified
on any of the maps noted above. It is easy to identify roads in question by reading across each
row of the Table: any road missing information or with parenthetical information requires
clarification or action. Mileages shown are derived from MassHighway RIF data or from Town of
Richmond records. Some characteristics were indeterminable from information available to
BRPC. Roads in such cases require clarification, whether by simply refining the data available
for a given road (e.g. spelling of name) or by fixing particular questions of legal status (e.g.
administration, mileage, maintenance responsibilities) by action of the select board or Town
Meeting vote.
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Table 1. Summary of Road Status

Street Name Miles Mass Official County
Engineer’s
Highway Arrow Map

RIF Road
Atlas

Shown along
v v . unqamed
Anthony Road Town 0.114 discontinued way
Baker Street Extension Private 0.15 v v
Beech Road Private 0.02 v v
Birch Lane Private 0.143 v v
Shown as v
Birch Road Private 0.077 Unknown
Boat Lane Private 0.035 v v v
Boys Club Road Town 0.175 v v v
Branch Farm Road Private 0.588 v v v
Shown as v
Bridge Street Private 0.344 Unknown
Canaan Road
(Route 295) State 1.81 v v v
Cemetery Road Town 0.071 v v v
Cheever Road Town 0.364 v v v
Cherry Road Private 0.135 v v v
v v
Chestnut Road Private 0.332 (Chestnut Street)
Church Lane Town 0.301 v v v
Cone Hill Road Town 1.27 v v v
Cross Road Town 0.083 v v v
Cunningham Hill Road Town 0.28 v v
Dean Hill Road Town 1.31 v v v
v v v
Deerhill Road Town 0.231 (Deer Hill Road)
Dublin Road Town 4.23 v v v
Shown as
Dus Road Private ??7? unknown
East Beach Road Private 0.077 v v v
East Road Town 2.27 v v v
Shown as v v
East Slope Road Town 0.585 Unknown
Elm Road Private 0.116 v v
v
v (Fire House v
Firehouse Lane Private 0.151 Lane)
Shown as
Foster Drive Town 0.13 unknown
Furnace Lane Town 0.097 v v
Furnace Road Town 0.972 v v v
Grist Mill Road Town 0.276 v v




Table 1. Summary of Road Status

Street Name Mass Official County

Engineer’s
Map

Highway Arrow

RIF Road

Atlas

Hemlock Road Private 0.153 v v
v v Shown without
Jolindy Road Town 0.217 name
Lake Road Private 0.057 v v
Lake Road Extension Private 0.422 v v
v v Shown without
Lenox Branch Road Town 0.260 name
Lenox Road Town 34 v v v
Maple Road Private 0.131 4 v
v v Shown without
March Hare Road Town 0.518 name
Shown as v
Meadow View Lane Unknown ??7? unknown
Monument Circle Town 0.091 v v
Oak Road Private 0.193 v v
v v Shown without
Old Post Road Town 0.187 name
v v Shown without
Orchard Circle Town 0.470 name
Osceola Notch Road Town 0.365 v v
Osceola Road Town 1.52 v v v
v v Shown along
Osceola Road unnamed
Extension Town 0.175 discontinued way
v v Shown as
Pattons Road Town 0.309 (Patton Road) Patton Road
v
v (Perry’s Peak v
Perrys Peak Road Town 0.465 Road)
Pilgrim Street Town 0.048 v v
v v Shown without
Pine Grove Drive Town 0.327 name
Pine Road Private 0.129 v v
Shown as v
Pinewood Road Unknown ?7?7? unknown
Res ervoir Road Town 0.393 v v v
v Shown as part of [ Shown as part of
Richmond Shores Road Town 0.496 Boys Club Road | Boys Club Road
Rossiter Road Town 1.74 v v v
v v Shown without
Scace Brook Road Town 0.202 name
Shore Road Private 0.969 v v
Sleepy Hollow Road Town 1.82 v v v




Street Name

Table 1.

\WERES

Summary of Road Status

Official

Highway Arrow

RIF

Road
Atlas

County
Engineer’s
Map

Spruce Road Private 0.337 v v
State Road (Route 41) State 6.42 v v v
Shown as
v Stevens Glen SIZ?]WRT ozsd
Steven Glen Road Town 0.991 Road
Summit Road Town 1.94 v v v
Swamp Road Town 5.24 v v v
v v Shown without
Top of Dean Hill Road Town 0.132 name
Town Beach Road Town 0.856 v v
v Shown as
Truran Road Private 0.063 Truran Lane
Turkey Trot Road Town 0.306 v v v
v v Shown without
View Drive Town 0.570 name
Walnut Road Private 0.021 v v
West Road Town 2.14 v v v
Willow Road Private 0.129 v v
Wood Lot Road Town 0.174 v v
Yokun Road Town 0.765 v v v
Unnamed Road (from
Richmond, following
line from Old Post Road Shown as Shown as
to Anthony Road unknown discontinued
to Osceola Road
Extension) Unknown ?2?7?

63



Roads Requiring Clarification/Action

Table 2 details the clarifications or actions needed for all roads in question. The right-hand
column lists, where possible, conclusions drawn by Richmond’s CDP committee or Planning
Board, or BRPC recommendations where simple conclusions were not possible.

Table 2. Roads Requiring Clarification/Action

Road
Anthony Road

Clarification
Confirm distance from State Road
(Route 41) to accepted endpoint

Recommendation/Conclusion

Conclusion:
Name Anthony Road
Adminsystem | Town
Distance 0.114 miles

Consider voting at Town Meeting to
discontinue the portion between the
accepted endpoint and Osceola Road
Extension along Unnamed Road.

Birch Road

Potential “paper road”: Confirm whether
this Richmond Shores subdivision road
was ever built or if any residences rely
on it

If road is built and two or more residences
rely on Birch Road, leave it as shown in
approved subdivision plan. If road is not
built, consider asking planning board to
rescind the approved subdivision plan and
approve the same plan minus Birch Road.
In this case, Birch Road will not appear on
Official Map.

CDP committee and Planning Board
concluded that road was not built as shown
in the approved subdivision plan, but
instead of rescinding the plan and re-
approving it minus Birch Road, decided to
remove the road from the Official Map.

Bridge Street

Potential “paper road”: Confirm whether
this Richmond Shores subdivision road
was ever built or if any residences rely
on it

CDP committee and Planning Board
concluded that road was built more or less
as shown in the approved subdivision plan,
and decided to leave the road on the Official
Map.

Chestnut Road Confirm official name: Chestnut Road |Conclusion:
vs. Chestnut Street Name Chestnut Road
Admin system | Private
Distance 0.332miles
Deerhill Road Confirm official name: Deerhill Road vs. |Conclusion:
Deer Hill Road Name Deerhill Road
Adminsystem | Town
Distance 0.231 miles
Dus Road Confirm name, location, administration, |Conclusion:
distance Name Not an accepted road
Adminsystem | Deemed a driveway
Distance Way not shown on
Official Map
Firehouse Lane Confirm official name: Firehouse Lane |Conclusion:
vs. Fire House Lane Name Firehouse Lane
Adminsystem | Private
Distance 0.151 miles
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Table 2. Roads Requiring Clarification/Action

Foster Drive

Clarification

Confirm name, administration, location,
distance

Recommendation/Conclusion

Conclusion:
Name Not an accepted road
Adminsystem | Driveway to former
landfill
Distance Way not shown on
Official Map

CDP committee and Planning board
decided to ask for a vote at Town Meeting to
discontinue Foster Drive.

Meadow View Lane Confirm name, administration, location, |Conclusion:
distance Name Not an accepted road
Adminsystem | Deemed a driveway
Distance Way not shown on
Official Map
Old Post Road Confirm accepted endpoints and Conclusion:
distance Name Old Post Road
Adminsystem | Town
Distance 0.187 miles

Consider voting at Town Meeting to
discontinue the portion between the
accepted northern endpoint and Dublin
Road and the accepted southern endpoint
and State Road (Route 41) along Unnamed
Road.

Osceola Road Extension

Confirm distance from State Road
(Route 41) to accepted endpoint

Conclusion:
Name Osceola Road
Extension
Adminsystem | Town
Distance 0.175 miles

Consider voting at Town Meeting to
discontinue the portion between the
accepted endpoint and Anthony Road along
Unnamed Road.

Pattons Road Confirm official name: Pattons Road vs. |Conclusion:
Patton Road Name Pattons Road
Adminsystem | Town
Distance 0.309 miles
Perrys Peak Road Confirm official name: Perrys Peak Conclusion:
Road vs. Perry's Peak Road Name Perrys Peak Road
Adminsystem | Town
Distance 0.465 miles
Pinewood Road Confirm name, administration, location, |Conclusion:
distance Name Not an accepted road
Admin system | Deemed a driveway
Distance ??? miles
Richmond Shores Road Confirm where Richmond Shores Road |Conclusion:
begins and Boys Club Road ends Name Richmond Shores Road
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Table 2. Roads Requiring Clarification/Action

Clarification Recommendation/Conclusion
Adminsystem | Town
Distance 0.496 miles (from
intersection of Boys
Club Road and Shore
Road to entrance of
Richmond Shores
subdivision)
Steven Glen Road Confirm official name: Steven Glen Conclusion:
Road vs. Stevens Glen Road Name Steven Glen Road
Adminsystem | Town
Distance 0.991 miles
Truran Road Confirm official name: Truran Road vs. |Conclusion:
Truran Lane Name Truran Road
Admin system | Town
Distance 0.063 miles
Unnamed Road Confirm distances and endpoints of The CDP committee and Planning Board
discontinued right of way as shown on |decided to ask for vote at Town Meeting to
County Engineer’s map. Relates to discontinue portions of right of way that are
clarifications for Old Post Road, no longer used.
Anthony Road, and Osceola Road
Extension

In the cases where Richmond’s CDP committee and Planning Board could resolve questions
about the roads above, the Official Map simply applied the conclusions shown in Table 2. For
the most part, these cases included determining the accepted names for roads in question or
declaring them driveways rather than private roads. ***Driveways are conventionally considered
part of the property to which they serve access; that is, unlike private statutory ways, they are
private property with no automatic right of public access. Generally, driveway can be construed
this way as long as they serve access to no more than two or three properties. Driveways are
not shown on Official maps, whereas private statutory ways are.

Roads of Unknown Status, “ Paper Roads’ and Richmond Shores

The MassHighway RIF and the orthomap shown to Town officials included many ways listed as
“unknown” or “unaccepted.” Most of these turned out to be private driveways leading to
individual homes. Others, however, were private roads that were never built, but were
nonetheless approved by the planning board as part of a subdivision plan and drawn onto
assessors’ maps. Such private ways, often called “paper roads,” are planning perplexities. In
Richmond, the problem of paper roads appears in the Richmond Shores subdivision. The
MassHighway RIF lists both Birch Road and Bridge Street as private roads in the Richmond
Shores subdivision, but the CDP committee and Planning Board could not be sure that either of
them existed on the ground. After on-site inspection, the Planning Board concluded that Bridge
Street was in fact built according to the layout in the approved subdivision plan, but Birch Road
was not. Birch Road is a classic paper road, drawn into the approved subdivision plan and then
never actually built. Because Birch Road was laid out as a private subdivision way and not as a
Town accepted way, the Town could not simply vote at Town Meeting to discontinue it. BRPC
recommended to the Planning Board that the most legally sound way to remove Birch Road
would be to rescind the approved subdivision plan and then re-approve it without Birch Road
laid out. The Planning Board preferred simply to leave Birch Road off the Official Map and put
its faith in the legal prevalence of that document over all others in determining the legal
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responsibilities and liabilities for roads. In effect, the property under the way shown on the
subdivision plan as Birch Road reverts to the abutters to the centerline; or, if no abutter exists
on one side of the way, the property under the way, as BRPC understands, reverts entirely to
the sole abutter. BRPC recommended that, after the adoption of an Official Map without Birch
Road, the Richmond assessors’ maps be amended to show the road’s removal as well.

As far as the BRPC knew, the Richmond Planning Board was not aware of any stakeholders or
property owners abutting the way shown as Birch Road who would be adversely affected by the
road’s removal from the Town’s Official Map, or any other map. No person came forward at the
May 28, 2003, Town Meeting to challenge the removal of Birch Road.

Discontinued or Abandoned Roads

NOTE: In Massachusetts, the terms “discontinue,” “close,” and “abandon” do not mean the
same thing legally. Discontinuance ends the public right of access along a road; the road
ceases to exist legally and all land uses requiring public access along that discontinued portion
of the road, such as Approval Not Required (ANR) subdivision development, disappear. In
cases where the term “close” is used, it is assumed that the term was intended to mean more or
less the same thing as “discontinue”—that is, the cessation of legal public right of access. But it
must be stipulated that “close” is not defined by Massachusetts General Laws as “discontinue”
is and therefore may be subject to legal challenge. Abandonment likewise has no official
definition in Massachusetts General Laws. Though the Town of Richmond may have voted at
Town Meeting to “abandon” roads, the Town has, according to current Massachusetts statutes,
in fact taken no legal position on the status of the roads. In most cases, the intent of the
abandonment was most likely to either cease the Town’s responsibility for maintenance along a
road or part of it or discontinue the right of way altogether. For ceasing maintenance,
Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 82, Section 32A requires that the Town vote to
“discontinue maintenance” for roads that the board of selectmen has deemed “abandoned and
unused for ordinary travel....” Where the Town intended to cease both maintenance and the
public right of passage, Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 82, Section 21 requires that the
Town vote to “discontinue” a Town way.

The road listed as Unnamed Road in Tables 1 and 2 is shown as “discontinued by vote” on the
County Engineer’'s map. It was located at the northeastern end of Richmond, leading southeast
from what is now Route 20 in Hancock along the line from Old Post Road to Anthony Road to
Osceola Road Extension. Officials in Richmond believe the entire length may once have been
known as the Old Post Road. BRPC has procured documentation of this discontinuance from
County Commissioner’s minutes (see Appendix B), found at the Registry of Deeds in Pittsfield,
MA. At Richmond’s annual Town Meeting May 28, 2003, the Town voted to discontinue the
unused portions of the Old Post Road right-of-way to eliminate any possibility of confusion as to
its status from that day forward. As part of the discontinuance process, the Town of Richmond
was required to notify the Town of Hancock of the intent to discontinue and to have a public
hearing, which took place April 14, 2003, because one portion of the road to be discontinued lay
within 500 yards of the towns’ border. As required by Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 82,
Section 1, the Selectmen of Hancock gave the Town of Richmond written approval of this
discontinuance. BRPC advised the Richmond Planning Board that tere is no foul or risk in
voting to discontinue a road that has already been discontinued. According to Witteveld v. City
of Haverhill, 12 Mass. App. 877 (1981), the act of discontinuing a road does not conclusively
establish that it ever was a public road.

The Richmond CDP Committee and Planning Board also decided to call for a Town Meeting
vote to discontinue a road known as Foster Drive, which at one time served as the driveway to
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the Town landfill. The landfill has since closed, and the way is no longer used, maintained or
even passable. On May 28, 2003, Town Meeting voters discontinued the way. Foster Way thus
does not appear on the adopted Official Map.

Table 3 summarizes significant County Commissioners and municipal records showing
historical votes to “abandon,” “close,” discontinue maintenance or discontinue ways in the Town
of Richmond. A more comprehensive collection of such records is available upon request from
Richmond Town Administrator, Bruce Garlow, who provided the Town records to BRPC. The
records refer often to landmarks that may or may not be applicable to this day, such as
particular residents’ driveways or former farms. The Official Map accompanying this report
attempts to reflect as accurately as possible the actions specified in Table 3 and in all of the
Town and County Commissioners records. Copies of most of the road status documentation the
County Commissioners records can be found in Appendix B of this report. Records from the
Town of Richmond are available at the Town Hall.

Table 3. Roads Documented as Discontinued, Abandoned or Accepted by Town
Road \ Action Date of Action

Book 12, page 439 County
Commissioners records:

Unnamed Road (following discontinuance of the road “leading
line from OIld Post Road Southeasterly from the State-road, January 7, 1903
to Anthony Road near the summit of New Lebanon '
to Osceola Road Extension) Mountain, to a point near the so-

called Dewey farm, belonging to the
Hancock Shakers.”

Book 24, page 228 County
Commissioners records:
discontinuance of “portion of a
highway...known as old Dean Hill
Road located between the Boston
and Albany Railroad and Route 41 a
short distance North of the
Richmond Town Line.”

“old “ Dean Hill Road March 12, 1974

Book 13, page 228 County
Commissioners records:
discontinuance of the “road
extending from the Southerly line of
the Richmond and Canaan Road, so
called, to the Northerly line of West
Stockbridge and Richmond Road, so
called, passing near the railroad
station in that part of...Richmond
called Richmond Furnace.”

county road in Richmond Furnace December 6, 1910

*Town records of additional discontinuances are available at the Town Clerk’s office in the Town Hall.

In cases where the documentation for road discontinuance was not entirely precise—whether
because the language cited out-of-date landmarks, or called for “closing” or “abandoning,” or
otherwise was not clear—Town of Richmond planning board members agreed to let statuses
shown on the adopted Official Map prevail over statuses shown in any other documentation.
This is one of the more useful, though delicate, planning features of adopting an Official Map:
according to Massachusetts General Laws Chap 41, Sections 81E-I, the roads laid out on an
adopted Official Map are the only ones deemed to allow public right of access, and are therefore
the only ones subject to legal liabilities in accordance with each road’s classification (State,



Town, Private, etc.). Any road not shown on an Official Map is deemed not approved by the
Town—and thus not a public right of access—and therefore is not entitled to any legal status of
any kind.

BRPC generally recommends that Towns adopting Official Maps do their utmost to actually vote
on specific actions that may alter the status of a road, if for no other reason than to avoid
confusion. But Massachusetts General Laws does not require this before adopting an Official
Map, and the Town of Richmond felt that such action in every case was unnecessary. The Town
put its faith in the legal prevalence of the Official Map. BRPC advised the Town of Richmond
that with the adoption of an Official Map comes the responsibility to amend the Official Map as
changes in road statuses require.

Of Note...

Concerning “abandoned” roads: a July 2003 Massachusetts Appeals Court decision regarding
the rebuilding of an abandoned public road in the Town of Leverett for the purpose of
developing abutting land. According to the “Around the Commonwealth” column in the
September 2003 Beacon, the court ruled that a public road must be passable by emergency
vehicles at the time of the development application. The court decision makes accessibility by
emergency vehicles at the time of application the determining factor in denying an “approval not
required” (ANR) endorsement, as outlined in the Subdivision Control Law (Massachusetts
General Laws Chapter 81, Sections K-GG). Development of the land in Leverett would have
required the Town to rebuild a road no longer in use, a cost the Town did not want to bear.

It should be noted also that The Boston Globe has reported cases in other Massachusetts
towns, notably Marshfield, where developers are actively seeking roadways that may be
unused, or “abandoned,” but that were never legally discontinued. Developers have claimed that
such roads provide legitimate access for “approval not required” subdivisions, which a planning
board must endorse so long as certain criteria are met, as laid out in the Subdivision Control
Law. “Abandoned” roads in Richmond may therefore have presented land use quandaries if
their status had not been clarified legally before a developer approaches the planning board
with an ANR subdivision plan.

Appendices

Appendix A contains the article language BRPC provided for the Richmond Town Meeting
warrant for both road discontinuance and Official Map adoption. Included are several example
articles from other Town Meeting warrants where Official Maps or road discontinuances were
adopted. Appendix B contains all of the documentation about discontinuance gathered from
County Commissioners records.
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Warrant for the Annual Town Meeting
Town of Richmond, MA

M ay 28, 2003 Article 18: Road Discontinuance
Article 19: Official Map Adoption
159
Hoting there Wad s quonam, he hMod W, D I the Eag ar T:31 Fh

omd ihe Town Clerk, Edmcmmzudmwm Thnhudtlblnwuun\pﬂmeﬂﬂ LT
the Town Counmel, Sally Bell, Ingtreciion: as o the procedore for the mesting wae given and the
Moderator msked all non regiatered volers 1o ldentify (hemsclves.

Toml wiers present: 167
Total voters - agtlve 1070
inactive A2

WARRANT FOR THE ANNUAL TOWN MEETING

Commonwealth of Mideackuseiis
Berkshire, ss

To any of the Conamables of the Town of Richmopd in said Counly, Grectings:

In the name of said Commonwealih, you ore hereby directsd oo potily and warn the inhabions of
the Town of Richmond gualified @ vwoie o Tewn afTaice © mect in the Congolidated School of
sai Richmond oo Moy 28, 2003, at 7:30 PM, aod then and there 1o aot upen the following:

Articke 1- To hear and por wpon e offts of gwn Officers and Comoniliess and give
suthority amxl instruction in relabiograio. The worers appegyed this article af 737 P,

Article 2. To ses IF the TeBean will vwde 18 authorise the Selectmen Irdetermine the matner of
the highpe®s and caring for the cemersries for the yesr. (CApprsged by the Finmnce
Ciosnumines} _gdpfroved by vorers ar 7:38 Pid.

» 2 3~ To soc if the Town will voie o raise and approprisre sech muns of moncy as s be
------ meceisary for the wpkeep axd repair of the bulldings, squipment,
mrhammrulmrmmunﬂe:pemaarmc?mm«u:m-umnumem

and compensation of all slected officers of the Toem as provided by Section 108 of Chapier 41

of e General Laws, (Approved by the Finance Commitics) ‘

Article 18- To see if the Town will vote te discontinue the following roads:
ROAD # ROAD NAME/DESCRIPTION
i Foster Drive, so called, located at the old landfill.

2 Unpamed road exiending 0.617 miles between the
northwest end of Osccola Rd. Exiension- and the
southeast end of Anthony Rd.

Unnamed road extending 0.280 miles between the
northwest end of Anthony Rd. and the oortheast
quarter of Orchard Circle.

Unnamed road extending 0.312 miles berween the
northern end of Orchard Circle and the northern end
of Dublin Rd.

Approved by vorers at 2:03 PM.

Article 19- To see if the Town will vote toadopt an Official Map in accordance with the
provisions of Section 81E of Chapter 41 of the General Laws. The map, dated May 28, 2003,
approved by the Planning Board, entitled “Official Map, Town of Richmond, Massachusetts™ by
Mark Maloy and Melissa Jette of the Berkshire Regional Planning Commission, reflects the
action taken under Article 18 {above) and is on file with the Town ClerkIhe volers approved
this article at 9:16 FM.,

5
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Appendix A

Reference Town Warrant for Official Map Adoption
Warrant for the Annual Town Meeting
Town of Sudbury, MA

1970

Article 36: Official Map Adoption

CONTEOL COMMITIEE OF THE TOWM 10 CO-
ORDIMATE, INTTLAIE AND STMULATE ACTION
ON PROGRAMS 10 PREVENT DRUG ABUSE
AMD BE T FLRTHER

RESOLVED THAT JUCH COMMITTEE KEEP [MFORMED OMH
THE FROGRAMG OF ALL DRUG ACTION COM-
MITTEES, DEPARTMENTS AMD GROUPS WINdH
THE TO'WHN AMD REPORT OM PROGRESS AT
EEGULAR INIEEVALS THROUGH THE TOWN
FATHERS AMND MEWSPAPERS DISTRIBUTED N
THE TOWM.

Al M To sea W thi Tows will vol# lo accepl the pro-
vidons of Guesaral lown, Chogler 404, SecHon B, ond off
grandments Fierabe, which provide, In susscs, Hol no
peopossd ordlnance er by-dew mailsg o chenge In ony e
g roaing ardirences o by-bow which has basn enloverohly
wcted wpan by o Town Mesing shall be conudered on 2
nadlls by the Town Mesling wilin two years oter the dote
of sech uniovormsbls scton walen the odeprion of wech pre-
pursd ordironcs or by-low i recommanced In e finad regeart
o he “hn'q Board required by Chopter 404, Sachon &,
or oct on onyiking relotive therste.

Submitted by e Flonsdng Boord ond Commilttew on Toren
A nksiva o,

W, Richard Davisen maved for tha Plonning Board ihet e
Tows occmpl B provisiors of Generol Lows, Chapher dla,

Section § ond 6ll emendmesi beraio.

%ﬂﬂ% [, Riehard Daviliga) Fellowing the
g an Fabruwsry 23, 1990, the Posning

Board ogresd ke cons dr of i

erticle, Me. Davises added thot the rapcrt of e Commitis
o4 Town Admislibrotion ap priwted |n the worrand concissly
dmvary the reason bor this orticle.

i ou Town Solwindiirotes K b By sccepting Gen-
%mﬁrmmi'ﬁhmﬂww

Tualf From being bo coniider praviously defeated voning by
lrw cmandeens witin ten yeon obr Burie delest unless the
Horaing Board submits o repe f ding fusir odop-
Boa. As b molers et mest be considarsd by the Town el
I Aamcl Masicg Increate in quostity and complesity, the
Cowsm|#en on Town Admintiadon fesh thal W Iy sdvonie:

13 provide for wome Bmikiion on recomidaring tesing

omendmasts which Ra Plonping Beard — which 1 the
dacive body menl concerned with the soaing by-kow - dom
B i gt

A divumaion, the Plorning Board's mosion wei defested
My hirflir ocian was ickan usdar this arikls.

1% To suw § the Tewn will vﬁhmﬁlpﬂ

.'“Iﬂl Cusarel Lorws, Chopter 404, Sechon 10, ord of

Smendmants barets, 30 thel ne oppesl of pastion for g
Terionte ond na appilentien for o ipeciol sempton which hat
boan wolonorobly seted upon by e Boud of Appeal tholl
e recoeuidurad on [ mariis within b yean ofer e dete
o ook wndervorobie sction wcepd with tha conssat of sll bt
=t ol e mambins of the Plasning Board, or act en ony-
Hing ralative arero.

Subimitied by the Planming Board.

::'.' Mﬁh—h mirvad for ths Plonning Board thal the
ociepl hhe previsions of Ganarsl Lews, Chapier 404,
Eagion 2 ond olf amendmants Seraic.

rd e, Richard Broohu) The Planning

e on ol hin aride Ar B public

. Ing na oppeaMan wis voted. The purpaie of Wis artide

.”': - trbverioge of the sk ancbiing legilation which
Insifkinnt repefitive appeal o 1 boord o

m"*hmw“. 2 -

Mhar discunion, the Flannisg Boord's mation = deteaied.

Ko burtsr aoion =iz bk wnder this artics.

|

Aricle 3 To vas ¥ the Town will vebw b odopt on official
map I aom with the proviiess of Secien BIE of
Choptar 41 of the Guanaral lowe 0 copy of which, doted:
Jonuary 1570, aporaved the Plannieg Board, anfisied: “Of-
felal Map o the Town of Sudbury”, by George D, Whit,
Town Esgimaar, is on lile In e Town Clart's offios, or oot
oA onyi PG rélass harata,

Swbimimed by the Boord of Salecmen arsd Monning Baard.

Boaed of & [uis, Martis Dayle) The bewn map
L Section BIE sntiles any cily or bown to record 0 map
wrwing the public woyy, pars and ey other privote weyn
which thay ore eatified lo. & lown mop may wem o ba o
il legomieguanital thing, Hewevar, I meons hal when
wa reghter @ read or @ wey wilkin the Town, wa olis hove
e bave o demil regliared with B Town Clerk which thews
whare the [oyout of drole, vewsry, gos moine ond sleceic
maiing ars within Bt public way. It ealil o cersdn omaunt
of werk en tha part of the Town Englnasr. As you sre ewore,
i boren Enginsat reparts ka #w Board of Salectman,

This year we have spproprisied the wem of 35,000 owards -

i Tewn Englneac’s occounl lor smring this work, Ovar the
remd Diva bo ben years IF will oot the Tewn that omount alie.
Heowavar, sevaral years ogs when 'Willh Esod Becama on
wvds for oeflon by B Leewn Mealing o io whether i seuld
b sdlopted by the Town, B cosl the Town o carsain omount
of money lo delermine whether Wil Rood o1 o town woy
oF pal

The intwsl of Bis ertide B o sere that own ways are
propediy dellnseted, thet we de nal ener inde Brgumenis
with hufiders omd devalegars in the hiurs an fo wheihar ar
not o resd i o lewnwoy, ond tho! wa hove @ propar recond
of what ki loid within the bewn way ko prevenl confuslen.

Thers ore of present 9 shrwal |n Sedbury. M.l.lhur
eppear en e Ofikial Town Mop, Tee 299 streets Inclide
frme In propoisd sbdivlsions, However, sven In o somer
of sesynting for 200 srwaty Barw B roem lor coshuilon ard
wa should havs o propsr reomd H‘lm.\'{!ru‘mﬂ
| you vl for Hhis articls.

Booel Teres olos e o i el whh il e for o
tea of thin artiche which will ratla b ol
tims which ore o are ot o be comidersd public ways n
B Town of Sudbery.

W fhe Firamce Commiies ogres
) is arfide, thal en officiol map of Sud:
bury, with waill delistnd sivest boundarien, Is nacensary. The
Tewn Englawer’s budgel hos #5000 included for subeaniraa
wervwy servicn, the major porbon of which is Bar this preject

Hi Commissian [Mer. Richard Duggan| The High:
way isslon s ales bn fuver of s arficls, Buf pessibdy
fer o dighly difarent reasen. The wadk thet =il be dene on
s Oficial Town Map wiil halp the Highwoy Departmant gt
shead In the enginesting B nesds ko boy cwt He roods el
havw e ba rebulll, 'Wa =il sst run o ﬁ-pmhl-rnmrir
of baving jusl one read ko work on, We showld obeays bave
two or hies ohead of .

UMNANSAQUSLY WOTED: THAT THE TO'WM ADOPT A5 THE
OFFICIAL MAP OF THE TOWH OF SUDBURY IM AC
CORDAMCE WITH THE FLOWVISIONS OF SECTRON ME
OF CHAPTER 41 OF THE GEMERAL LAWS THE MAP
DATED JANUARY 1970 APPROVED BY THE PLANNING
BOARD, ENTTED "OFFICIAL MAP OF THE TOWHN OF
SUDAUSTY," BY GEQRGE D, WHITE, TOWM ENGIMEER,
A COPY OF WHICH IS OM FILE [N THE TOWM CLERE’S
OFFICE WITH 541D MAP INCORPORATED HEREIN BY
REFERENCE.

Article X To sex § tha Town will vela ke amend |8 soning
Gy Tew i chongs from residantial 1aas B3 b o Lissined Bk
nmis Db, tha Fpllowing dewriad prapery:

Begimisg &1 o paint an the jeeth 1ide of the Boston Pest
Reod of the jencnen o e westerly iide of Rovmord Basd.
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Reference Town Warrant for Road Discontinuance
Warrant for the Annual Town Meeting

Town of Warwick, MA
May 9, 1988

Article 17: Road Discontinuance

31*

ARTICLE 12: To see if the Town will vote to authorize the Froaklim

County Technical School District to accept an Equal Educational Qpportwnity
Gramt (EEQE) from the Commonwealth of Massachusetts im the amount of
$13,929.00, in additional educational aid for fiscal year 1089,

ARTICLE 13: To see if the Town will wote to raise and appropriate,
appropriate from free cash, transfer, borrow or otherwise provide the sum
of $10,000.00 for the purpose of wideming, excavating, imstalling drainage
and gravel, and cmstmct!ngua cul=do=gac turnaround on Hastings Pond Road,
a dizstance of .35miles, to fund improvements to the road accepted by the
Town under Article #3 of the November %, 1987 Special Town Meeting.

ARTICLE 4: To see if the Town will wote to accept the provisions of
Massachusetts General Law Chapter 40;48G, which raises the limit of
axpondituras not requiring public bidding from $2,000.00 t0 $4.000.00.

ARTICLE 15: To see i the Town will wote to rescind Article #9 of the
May 11, 1987 Annual Town Meeting, thereby retaining $20,000.00 in the
Capital 5tabilization Fund.

ARTICLE 16; To see if the Tewn will vote to ralse and appropriate,
appropriate from free cash, tramsfer, borrow or otherwise provide the sun
of $6,475.00 (§3,145.00 tuition, %3,330.00 transportation) for the Fiscal
Year 1388 Warwick School Budget to cover the unanticipated costs of a
special needs student.

7
ARTICLE #£+: To see if the Town will vote to discontinue all public roads
in Warwick except those on the attached list of Public MWays

ARTICLE 18: To see If the Selectmen will petition the Franklim County
Commissioners regarding the following County roads;

1. to accept a section of Aoute 78 between Hotal Road and Athol
Road.

2, for dizcontinuance of 1820 layout of Highway #11 [5th Massa-
chusetts Tumpll:nj westerly from the HWhite Road to end '[thull.l.g’hi to be the
southwest corner of the Spooner house; a distance of about 3,000 feet,
more or less).

a. for discontinuance of Highway #1. laid out in 1761, Record
Book O, Page 44, from the Morthfield Tewn Line, perhaps along & portion of
the White Road, past Balancing Rock and the 0ld Fort to its end. and
retainimg as 2 town road ANY portions of the Hhite Road, or other town
roads with the same layout.

4. for disconlinuance of a portion of Highway B2, laid owt in 1774,
Book 0, Page 106 (part of which may De known as Round the Mountain Trail
or as Old Northfield Road) from its intersection with the present Korth-
field Road at Wendell Road to the Morthfield Town Lime, retaining any
portion of Flower Hill Road which has the same layout, a5 a town road.

- for discontinuance of Mighway #6, laid out in 1822, Gook [,
Page 194, from the last discomtinuance of Spooner Boad, easterly to the
White Road, a distance of sbout 2,000 feet, more or less; also, the portlon
from Northfield Read westerly and northerly across Leland Hill Road io
the 1774 layout of the Horthfield Road.

B. for discontinuance of & portion of Highway &2, laid out in 1774,
Book 0, Page 106, westerly From Gale Rosd to the present Athol Road, alse
known as Pedeman Hill.

7. for discontinuance of Brush ¥alley Road (known on County records
ad Dubovik Road) from Orange Road to its end.

8.  for a map of County roads in Warwick, color coded, with County
nimber and layout dale, overlayed on USG5 Topographical sheets, and a second
map showing dizcontinued County rosds in the same form as the first map,
but adding the date of discontinuance.
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Reference Town Warrant for Road Discontinuance
Warrant for the Annual Town Meeting
Town of Warwick, MA

May 9, 1988

ARTICLE 19:
Bl # Hime
1 Hettings Melghts
3 foyalston
r Wendell

9 Stare

10 Sederman
(k] Shaw Flace
1 Wilson

1%  Flagg

17 Shepardion

1] Shepardion Place
12 White

Fr] Mt. Grace Avenos

) Leland HilL
26 Hastings

B Tully Brook
32 Smith Aoed
3 Wuipple Place
| Rabblns

» Fum Brook

36 Seyent Place
40 Heech Hill

To zee |f the Town will take sction regerding the following
Town roRds, with sach rosd & SAparate Action:

Action Reguested
change milesge from 1.55 to 1.84 miles

discontinue Trom Tully Brook Rosd to
Aeils drivesay.

change description from “to Orangs Road" to
“to interseciton of Revere Hill Rosd". Add

a new oAl nased “Revere WEELY: “Fron Orangs
Aoad to intersection of Wendel| ®oad and
Berthfield Rosd. 0,25 mile® and chesge

mileage of Wendell Road from 5.6 ©0 5.35 mjles.

thange mame to Morthfield RBoad and edd 0.55 mile.
discontine

thange milsage from 9,15 ©o 2,92 mile.
discontinue the ceater portion. from 1,000

feat southeasterly of the intersection of
Flagg and Chastnut Hill at pole #I0-F33/%
nbowt B0 Feet pastRiver's drivesay, to the
sfmatheast sMI- of Wilsen Brook ( ich % about
1,100 feet mortiwesterly of imtersectios with
Hendel | Roed), and the name of East
Hilson Road amd West Wilson Rosd.

disomtinue

discontipue portion north of White Road (which
I5 also known s Spooner Road), change mileage
frpm 2.45 to 1.8% niles end change description
from “to orchfield Road" to "to White Rosd".
change description from "o 1o "todard®.
change milgage fron 2,35 to 2.8 miles

description from “from Store Rosd"

rom Ora Road across Morihfield
Road” ismmTuad] an change milesge Lo 0.15 mile.
chasge mlileage From 015 o 0.1% nllas
change none from “Hestings" to “Hastings Pond™
diseont s
chenge wileage from 0.1% to 0.16 mlles
dizcontinue
change mileage from 0,80 to 0.55 miles
dlscomtinue the center portion, starting
1,000 feet westerly from Richrond Road af the

top oF & knoll just west of Black Brook
& poimt 1,400 fest sasterly fron Old Hinchester

Boad, rlcarrl t.n:!be the west bank of Aus
BFik, uu:. M the nems to East Aum
Brook Bosd and :t Rur Brock Rosd, respectively.

change descriptiom Trom “to® to “toward".

change Description from “Thosson's® to
“Coubledey's”.

317

Article 19: Road Discontinuance/Alteration

348

Road # Aome
4} South Molden Roed

Aciion Requested

discentines portion Trom 10 Teet east of
Sammy Lane to end and I:‘Mrlgt unscrlptlm
from "tn Holden place® to “to Sanmy Lame®
a distance of 9.22 mllg.

43 Rorth Holden Road cfange mileage from 0.5 to 9.12 mile.

4 Whesler discontinue 0.06 mila and chinge Trom
“westerly loop off Orange Road® to mrl:he'
off Drange Bnad to Dead End”.

45 Paiil change description From "1o" (o “Lowded"

8 Plne change description from “Teom Shepardson
Road to Wilson Road® to *from Wendell
Road ©o dead ond”.

ARTECLE 20: To see §f the Town will wote to estabilsh & rewclving Turd

for salf-supparting servicas of the Town Forastry Comdttes, as authorlog)
by Massachusetts Ganeral Laws Chapter 44;530, and further, to rsise amd
appropriate, appropriate fron free cashk, tranafes or otferalfe provide
the sum of $500.00 Lo establish this Mend,

ARTICLE 20: To &9 IT the Town will woto to accopt the provisions of
Massachusatbs Gemeral Laws Chepter 8467, allowing the Treaswrer, on
behalf of the Toen 2 contract with an espleyes to dSafer a portion of
that esployes™s compeagation,

ARTICLE 22: To sem if the Town will vote to resppropriste $21,008.08
of wused Revenu= Sharing Funds to design sed comstrect & fire escapes
for the Town Hall.

And you are directed to eerve this Warrant, by gosting sp attestes
copies therpaf 4% the Town Hall and the Commendty SEore i sEid Towm, 7
at glast Befare the time of holding sald meeting.

HEREDF FAIL MOT, and make dug returm of this Warrant. with your
dolngs thereon, to the Town Clerk, &t the time and place of mestlng, a8
aforesald.

Gliven under o hamds this Ind day of May In the year of cur Lord
are thousand nire humdred and elghty-eloht.

Jon M. Cooke ]
Jd. Davld Young )
Mickay WI1ILamecn)

Selectues of Marwick

A True copy Attest: Rodney F. Whipple, Cosntable

Frarklin, $5.

PUREUWNT TO THE WITHEH WARAANT, 1 have nolifled and warsed tho
inhebitants of the Town of Wardick May 2, 1933 by posting up sttasted
coples of the stawe at tha Town Hall and the Comsusitly Store 7 days befory
tha date of the #eeting. &% within directed.

Badrey F. Hhipple, Constabla of Warwlck
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Reference Town Warrant for Road Discontinuance
Warrant for the Annual Town Meeting
Town of Warwick, MA
May 9, 1988

3M

FUBLIC ROMDS--{as refaranced in Article #17, Areual Town Meeting May %, 1288

Hastimgs Helghts Road: Frem Athal Road to Orenge Tows Ling 1.55 miles

Athol Road: from Orange Road to Orange Tome Line 3.55 miles
Royalstan Road: from Athol Rosd to 1200 fest east of Chase Poad
0.55 mile. Alsa, essterly from Tully Brock Bpad to Reil's deivewar 0.40 mile.

Winchester R d (Foute 7B): from the end of Orange Foad at Warwick
Center to State Line (HH) 3.15 niles

Drange Road (Rewate 78):  from end of Winchester Hoad at Marwlck Coater
to Orange Town Line 5.00 niles

Hotkanum Road: from Orangs Road to Wendall Reed 0.80 @ile
Mendell Road:  From Orange Town Ling to Orange Road 5.60 miles

Northfield Rosd: from Rorthfield Town Lime to Jumction of Wendell
Roed 4,00 miles

List of Roads Referred to in Article 17

Stare Rgad: From Hendell Boad to junction of Oramoe &nd Winchester
Rosds at Marwick Center 0.45 mile

Soderman Ropd: from Waite ®oad to Scderman place 0,25 mile
Quarry Rpad; from Wendell Rood to Rorkhfield Tows Line 1.55 miles
Omitred

Shaw Flace Road: from Wendell Ropd westerly to Shew place 0.15 mile

Hilsom Boad: from Mendell Road to junction of Flagg and Chestout
Hill Roads 0.85 mile

Flagg Rosd: from junction of Chestout Hill sod Wilson Rosds westarly
and goutherly to end at woods 0.35 mile

Chestrmt Hill Rosd: from junction of Flagg and Wilson Roads to
Wesdel] Road 1.05 miles

Epepardson Roak  from Wondell Road to Northfield Roaf Z.45 miles
Skepardson Place Road: from Shepardson Rodd westerly to old houss
0.25 mila

Mhite Road:  from Morthdield Road by sowtherly loop back to North-
Tiald Poad I.35 miles

Wirk Apad: from {range Road sasterly to Kirk place 0.05 mile
Omiteed

Mount Grace Avenue: from Store Road to old Cook howse 0.08 mile
Leland HiLl ®oad:  from Mortkfield Road to Flower Hill Road 0.15 mile
Flower HELD Road: from Morthfleld Road to Winchester Rowd 2.35 miles

Burzell Plece Road: from Flowsr HLLL Bosd westerly to Buzzall
house .05 nile

Hastings Road: fTrom Oramge Road to Cadwell's drivesay 1.10 mile

Hotel Road: from JencLion of Orange and Winchester Roads to Athol
Road 0.05 mile

Tully Beodk Road:
dmltted
Chase Road:

from Athol Road to Royalston Rosd 1.00 mile

from Revalsban Road to Athol Road 0.55 nile

384

3. Richeond Rosd; From Athal Azad te Stayte Llam (HE] 2,80 mlew

¥, stk Road: {re-cpersd 1701775) 1,300 feet from Alcheond Goad
0.19 =mide

. Wwipple Place ®oad;  from Ricksord foad sesterly to Whipple plesce
1.05 mile

M, phbins Bpad:  Trom Old Blachestes Road to MEncheater Ragd 0.80 alle
35, O1d WinchesterSped: froa Athel Road m Stwte Line [WH) 2.08 wiles

36, Stevesg Plece Readz from ©ld Winchester Snsd #sdterly o Stewrs
Place 0.15 alle

. Bm Brosk Road:
38. Gale Foad:
. Dadttad

40,  Boecw KILL Roadi Trom Gale Resd seiberdy to Thempsos place 1,03 wilgh

From REchacad Foad to OL¢ Winchester Bosl 0.75 mlle

from Achel Fosd Lo Dreege Pown Line 2,65 niles

8).  Brusn Wallep Hosd: from Beech Hill Road to Orange Rosd 1,25 miles

&2,  Biiss Wbl Gned: Feom Oranga Toen Llee to Bopalsten Tem Lise
.26 wile

al, South Holden Goad: Trom Wardell Azad eesterly to #alden place 035
mlle = Worth Folden Reat: fra Drenge Rosd westerly o house 4.0 ot

a4, whasler Foad:  westerly loop of f Orasge Roed 0.20 mils

45, Fasl boad:  From Orasge Roed sasterly to bouse and bulldings 410 =il

46, Plas Streatr from Stegpandson Rosd to Wilsoe Aeed 0.13 mila
&7. Garsg Road: from Winchesier Bned to Town Garage 0L81 mils

8. Rocowood Epad:  from Hestings nad ©n Drange Road 0058 mile

FEFRT OF THE ALTIDM TAKEM OH THE ARTILLES 1M THE WAREANT
FIR THE AMWIAL TOwWH MEETING Mazy %, 1938

Frior bo the commgacenent oF the Asteal Tewn Heating, & briaf curemeny was
conductad by the Madaratee, Helen . Waippls, comenreating the Tiest toa
meatlzg held in Warwick m s sae date 25 years ego, May 5. TRG3. The
Brual Tows Mesting for May 3, 1938 was celled S0 orger by the Hoderator
The o) bowing actbon was tzken on the Artickes in the werraat by the 37
woters prasmt:

FRTICLE 1=

PATICLE 2@ WOTED: &o sythorige the Toam Troasurer with ihe spgrawsll of
the Seleciman, 0 borred money from Lhee 1o Lise 11 scticipatins of the
revenue of tha flscal year Begimnipg Julp 8, V638, in accordance with' the
Geraral Laws Chepter &34, and 18 thdue & note or sotes therafore, payable
within one year. and 10 rence any nela ar notes is may b glem far @

HWITED: To accept the reports of Tows OFficers and Committess.

Erl-m of less then one jear, In accordanca with the Geserd] Livs
apter 84,07,
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County Commissioner s Records Book 12, Page 439

Registry of Deeds, Pittsfield, MA

Discontinuance of Unnamed Road (possibly known as“Old Post Road”)
Town of Richmond, MA .92 439
January 7, 1903

(See Map 2: County
Engineers Map,
1988 edition)

Jemy Tth And mew on Jamuary Tl 1903, baing the Tirst Wedneadey im anid sonth, Wil
1 Salicks &

1iom P.Wood E3g.,laving heen elscted Gounty Commisaionsr [or the tarn of thres ¥esrs

tram thia date, snd hawing duly qualified, talea hia plare on the Deard, and the

PBsard procesded to organize Tar the emsuing yéoad, . Upon binllot Weing La-en Tar

Chairman of the Board, Williom P Wood sna duly alactad.

trdared: ™That the County Treawursr e authsrizod to transior
from any menay resaining in the County Treasury,tte Tellewing ecounts, to the Tol-

lowing ascmmnta=

Ouloriss and Expenses of Tlstcict % Follce GCourta, 324754
Truant Sehoal, TR
9. AT Seglectnen of Hanoook % Richmend Proitlears
Silecican
o Ter wmw digcontiruenca of n liigtwy in sald tomne.
Cichmond Pitusfisld Mass.,0ot. 14,1890 To the County Commizsigners of Perfehire
i Coumtit = The Selactmen of Hencock % Rickmend petition your lioncrot:le Dody; that
enoook,

Petry, Lbe discontiruance of the rosd leading Southemvterly fron the State-rond,near the

at: srmit of Tes Lactenon Mountain,to a point near the ao called Rewey fars, belonging

Timearntinu” e
of Mghmay Lo the llancock Shatwrs 198 desired by the bLomns repressnted by your petdticters.

n ad toms. BT TWhitman, WL Sherill, Selectmen af Mancesk 3 Fichmond.

Tris patitien may ontered in the Clerk”s office at Mittsfield mitiin and
Tfor our apild Coimty of Berkshire, Lotober 14th 1899,at mhich tims C.3.Dorr of Rick-
nond appesced as principsl,snd C.H.Wells of Hancock, appesred ns surety,snd recog=-
pized to the County in the aum of $2C0.,vfor ths Costs which wight acerus wupon 3d’
Patitign, &a gn Tile.

ind st the meeting of the County Coemissicners holdesn at Pittafisld within

and for sald Coumty,on the Cirst Tussday of Cotober A.D.L18%%;and by adjourTment on
Tadneaday Wovesber Oth A.D. 1800, Pnon the patition aforesaid, 1t was then and

thare detarmined Gy said Commissicners ta visw the premizes and hear all pereens

wnd sarporations intsrested therein,and to msst for that purposs at the Ttare of

rhe Manceck Shakers,in Hancook in said County,on Friday ti'a Eighth day of December
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Town of Richmond Official Map Report
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County Commissioners Records Book 12, Page 440-441
Registry of Deeds, Pittsfield, MA
Discontinuance of Unnamed Road (possibly known as“Old Post Road”)
Town of Richmond, MA
January 7, 1903

44U

PR EH

Tmay ok paxt &t Fesive ofclork nosn, dod 1% mms orSend, Ebat the BIAFLIET of said Gowity ar

IELe Depuly give molded WEEssl by sirving & bres mand sbiestad oepy of maid petdtdon
and sofmr Rbavson, opon W Tlerks of the Fema of Seroeck ano BIorme Ln seid
Faunky, bhivty dags @t Lesst befooe ibe duy eppainted far ssid view s=d hascdng.
and wlia by sweaing = capy treragl Lo e poulisked 05 the Brendds Esgle & resspepe
printad at Divtalleld in sedd Dqunsrtiaee soakd aecomes fvely; e lavk puclication
ta  fowteen deay? b Leest Defocw 9 duy appaintesd far sald vien snd teorieg; and
T pealdng up copléd af SALd paidtisn mmd prdor Bhaewes, in bes pUBLIe pLRsed LA &
barma of ilencock mrd ElekSand En amid Osunby, fourtesn deys befors Ge day af d8id
Tiew and besrisg; and smdd LGeriff §w e wabe rebwm of his Scdage Mmrwin o Wile
Linz D.Magd Beg., Cteizoen of sald Comdisfoecw.on ar efors tam duy sppolnted Tar
amid wiaw and Fancing.

#nd this petdtdcn whs Shemod JeRGLeSd Do Weting, t e weetiag af
b Coonty Osamdasigrare taldem st sald PEvvalield, on the Firat Tuesday of Jesuary
FaZul®l, 4% SELGE LS, LA Comlisicsers Clled Gbelt Tapoch on “igw, sEICK Sed
ramal amil earEphal, and 18 w8 Todloww

£ L 8 e Esricahive .5

In preustes of 8 GPME of leldte,on Um peidifon of the Solsciesn of Hancook
ind LIGTRoHd, Veprs=snLing el e public commemlence ard neceawiiy requice thad
the read lasding Ssutheastarly fron whe Blae voad neer the suselt &f Pes Lebansn
Bewriads b o polnt neaws bLhe so culled Dewsy Fws eelosging o the cencoch Shekers
a4 In Zore od large seh focth In sald pablidon;s copr Tiacsaf i3 bereto amecwd)
WLLED GFOOF WaE passed &L & Beilsg of L0 County Ooealssicrdcs holdan st Pitds —

Tiskd ¥ithin el Tor sedd Sowndy, on tio fi-wt Toesdsy of HSovenber LéFS: Thow Doscd

Tat §t s hare of Lhs Yook Bhabers in “mncook in sald Doavis,on tre sighh
day of fececnar 18P0, et 13 Cfalecd M., Sbe tioe and plese appolmied fn teld acder,
for the purposs of VISELNG I FOWLS, THEFING The pATLESN, AN Sstarmining waat
stould ba doms in the prestess. L e sppearing to the Doacd, that the Tems of

Denceeh and Biohmosd sodl &ll parmons and corporatlons inGArested In sald pelitdsn

Imd bemn Gy mnd Lapelly RobiTied,in sil respedbe &8 PeguiTed by Lew,asd U0 es-

(See Map 2: County Engineers
Map, 1988 edition)

441

Tary TER  carierem Tith wdd order of said eRLELDE & STHIT 6 Sare o7 TR SUEN U aitie

L, T i Kby L REGE R A VPR PRI L, A diers chbwr oibde
1 T anld Terrs Bping presssl,asd ke sujerticons mads Lo 09 Pedid pRessdnng 13
vpaw ine promdssas  The Doard A4, e U Eeesnce ot andd poll UondTd afd aiias,
e L vies ibs Terie Sndiowtsd dn safd FALILLES, Rrd Lo Sser LB pariled e
e geraniem of gealic correrdemcs and peessslLY, AL the aloas of which resting. Ve
rads was aaaNThsd ta ts decinion of ke Dostdeed He Beard adjeerred for e
FartreT cemnideration and dstecmiration of b6 RALLEr e LIedr A regalec EaEe-
1o &L Pligafisld en tha first Tosaday of Tarumcy LS00, 60 ET9S KNSR UALIE UNLE

FAHLLAT-  Afed BET 40 SALE firet Tossdary of Joruary USJL, We Besard Ievls | eueaielly

conaidéond Us Tkeld ELLEE,da RiTuke Gl - UsNk pailic L
recoaniily reguine Slod S sccorderce ofF sald pekillon, 8sd bklEsEn U W-le]
crmed therwin, sald rosd e dizcemtdmasd.

¥u FWeod
Wul.Faloall
Trunk 5. Tdchardion

ot Gosaipniawry.

‘et APl AL U FEeLIRA T84l Aleewsald, o SL Dw Seeears sl LU LWL, 4R

™
sad arferedi Tal rofdos e fiven to oll pirom EE coTorTtionn intarsatsd CaTe=
DL ] i
Initet mid ommiasicrery rill ssen At the Dot et i TILIATIRIG 18 adlS Gewse

W, a0 Tekbdar 408 TIOHR dap of Tebruecy nashoad Tleeen of slesk in the feversen, Par
Lis it oF dlessrAirben dald romd ar bdghowo, e publlikine & zopy of  amid

i el ikl wrd Lein ordér Shiwegsdn ihe Jeriohire Bvening Bagls; & pobiie ries-
papar pririad si Tivhafisld dn wsid Oomviy, UITed =861 MHISIIIVELS, U Liak -
LESaRIon Lo We Tourbosn Sars 84 lassk bedors andd PLfth diy af Fetocary sesw od
2% mRa Furtiar ardered by e ey Geeed teloners Ut the BaTiff af mid Cemnty,
e i Doguty sares tha Slewios of the Lesss of [LEsedel asd Flchmend, with & cmy of
anid adjudieasin ol Uils oeder MUF days ol Lenst,and poat up AN sCaswisd SEpy

Admreaf in teo puslic plasss in sedd towan of ek AR Tlsimed, Doartass i

AL ldkal lpre Vs said Fifeh day of Tobromry rect, BT WiBh LUSE LW G850 Di-

Bifdlanars SEL] prpsasd L Mesonbives sald road; end FLlL MeAr ALD peresss aed
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Registry of Deeds, Pittsfield, MA

Discontinuance of Unnamed Road (possibly known as“ Old Post Road”)

Town of Richmond, MA
January 7, 1903

A

wiy Tk
1 3

AEPEIHLLERS LETAMSIRAE LGHHIA who may than snd thees deirirs to Ta heerd, ocnd aa-
aran such Gommqms w3 in their spinbon way e Sust mxd proper Up sweson of 1as fis
oontdzuance of sadd vosd,nd Bt peler e mede by maid Sheriff of Ll deingy
Liereln S Willism T leod Ban. . Cedrsen of sadd ComivsionsTws,on or imfaro e
Fald Piftl: day o' Péotuiesy semri.

And Gils peldtics wma thands osdkinmd: to tw ediouTed "oeting of toe
County CommdandoeeTs haiden B CTUTEeld aforeaiid, e Tueddsy el ik AT, LROR
mi Tich BSelin W COMELsa1seers, [lled Ehadr Jotlew of Disgontipuasod, shies
wae cvnd and arcepied, ard ii &8 Tllows, %o mii;
Jiciaa

Comormmalil af Hesaschusstis, SerEanees 8,4,

v:;mm_ AL & Bemling of Wre Courty Ocomissiansry of G Geusty of Deruahies, i=i4
BL FitEsfield Ln anis Ceavty, s Sbs Tirct Tomsday of Samumry in i gmas of our
Lerd anm thomamd nime lsdoed and oos,end By edioomesmh oo Tosssny Sarck SRR A,
0. 19G1, ¥herdas coan WEE [eLildon of the Selectoen af chscaocl scd Nlclasrd= Teps
TEISALENE Wikl WA piblid oWVl ahd Potmily Cegulirs AL e fodd Leadleg
Boutramastariy from izs Stata h-dnl-!'thl wmmit of Hem Leoenon Housdiadn S s
FaLnt mees tba 4o callsd Isey T belongdng G the dancecE Foalmre b ddssens
Tisusds  Arer dus prossadlegs bed, 10 wes by U Seonty Ceomjssisrars wdjodzed
and dwtsrmired tiei commgs comvenisace and necedrity megodre hmi amio road oe
BLI0MEIRME, &F (A0 TAF LN 3814 peillen, as BS0d Dolly ASPSARS TTOS LIF T
marL o view filed dn sedd cose.  And shereas, st & mswtiemg of s Jowrty doomdses
Bosars fmld &t Fittsfisid in and Tor aklo Counny,os 5 TIXst fuesius of luwars
Lac], s orar of THLicE AN parssd apeelELIng & tiTe end placs for s westing of
s Board for ths purpowos af ddscontizuing said romd, or sa much itsrsaf s ids
B Pai g Judlgsd mesehsary, of bearing all perwome ard ocrporsiiony intecseisd
LiwEein, md asesanleg dermges to mll perasss who might surtain desage Ehareby. ™
Goaxrd mat in parssncs of sald coter,wb tha Cowrt fouse dn’ Piitarield Sn sadd

Gousiy, on Teswiay the Fifth fer of Felsiesy 1900, &% Eleven o'eloed bs Us ©

Toom, Les LiSe arl pitas sgPeinted In sald coder,and L R3eO SRPSACLRe AL ¥

(See Map 2: County Engineers
Map, 1988 edition)

443

Bamy P Twena SC Serassck sl Tlchmors srd all plRer ARl wnd coparabiers irtsrevied

i charedn bud tean duly nollflid of A&ll RICLTLIY Bnd ihe VIET A6 LU dALIEE L=

pronsd of L Liws plass and pEyeasn of seid Seaking bS8 SITET i wy
16 6 RArdEE TLAS N PeRirTTImAs of sabi arder s fees theread.and of e efe
Ticer” s rriem Vbsress, fa sa TLLE IR LA rene, md bhe peddUlersrs smd o Lvers aclar
citinenn BEimy Eresawi,and ss falestle lag SRS L Rey protesdier ol L B

-, the Basd B ] L SALD TAd AT

wirew Lea wha =i
carding ta thetr prowicos sifedeakion, &l Said Tedd L4, ard L EErer seslered
ta i dlseseiipeei. O pECIGE ERESANLAE W ClAd® femspes i TeRaps of WE dbekantle-

o 4f TRdd roads v fo neh aesmen oy dsfAged LiaRelar.

Da P Tondl
LN WEL R :
Bk Parhe

[ Eourriy
ool Lawer s,
dmparimis Comwi walsmer.

Asdl LA feblLISH WA CPERES SETLIAAEs] fToW eNLIng tE weeting to &nin
erllag, wed mor B Uhile Stied. o FEN Vb Py BRELISE A-T-THCE, Fh DS
FrocesiieT bedng rewuleed dn the oaw, G s L
-1 3F NS -

PeAad ¥ #hSvcda Teitbiorery Tom e Tee

H Froras I

. .
Lyoaciom of Sacesi in Sbeshire.
1—9‘:}\.![-.
wa
Tor selocm-
LeA &F & af BETERREEE -

o A lenaratils B of Crssis Sremiemloeers whiEin el for the Somip
W ki il el favbe, Logrl voders il Sax-pagers of nie
wiwes in .
dom of Jhatkdre in amld Cowey. RESESTrally Mesessels  Thal Ghe homdarise of
S re-
W MUgEERE TVGS & pRERL IR MR TR 80 CEL1eAin waid CtenREre, oppeasts o
redidines «f Frask joHertdnrendsy sererlr do the iy lesdisg fres PEilas
Flead e Sisss, hawe becoms chiitareted mnd wesctaing that tos Secatdon ef the
daAm Ly LAASTERNS AR TES0N DEWIEIEN DA LWL LAIE RESEELLY R GOVSWSLERIE T¥-
wice ke adtarntdons sizadd br ey D ik oo anel midil of the sees wmd Ueh

1L Sl e AR FRARATIN M BEFLESSN LY A SALd RIgRLY 1adiey TTON

Pl k] L Adeies sad Le US LAaTesille oF U RIgheay Leadleg Fies Slasllie
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Richmond Official Map Report

Appendix B

County Commissioners Records Book 13, Page 228-229
Registry of Deeds, Pittsfield, MA
Discontinuance of Road in Richmond Furnace

Town

of Richmond, MA

December 6, 1910

Belaatsan of fornad Bd4nheand Pulfl

disortiresnos of highmey in Flebsend.

thors wos Ln sald tosm & peuniy rood exterding froo tie escthacly 11;

moed & Cansan fosd, so ¢slisd, to the oortierly 3ize of She Tant SN

1 FHIbRent Boad, mo aslled prasing naer the Bailroet Statiem in thet E )

tows af Elshasnd salled Rickssnd Furouaos; tiet &k the dies of the lﬁ
grads areewing st Richsood Farsecs oo suck of saild highwmy -nmi’l

tise &f the Boiben & Albary ER1lreed Goppasy wes discoptimned; Tkl
Beid disonztizeance that partioz of the highesy sxtezding froo ‘h!’
of the lomtiom of snid reilrosd ocapany to the sowtlerly line of ﬂ
bk CansaR Fosd asnd that partles lyleg bebwess the southsrly lins IH'.'
tion mnd n lins draws I.M..'«ull wnid pead, paraliiel with and limﬂu
muthesstarly frog thn seutherly lime of said locatlen beosme nd."’

for publio oocvenimneas énd an ussecessaty and weeless burdom 'I'I'l’
said town. TWaemfom Feor petiticsers nray thit sald rosd lﬁ-”
frem the weutberly Lise of sail Bleboond & Camsan Bowd to the HH’
maid NMailread locatien, szd Lhat part of snld rosd extendizg fooa w
Lins of sald railrosd location te a 1ise drswz sorese mald road '“'F
dlptent plyty-pix (56) feat southenstarly frem the coufherly nﬂg

Lasatlon say be dilmcontinosd, spd that you will fals mmsh IH‘HMI';_'

ina yeucigRll

ter repressnt that Frodesick Bitlesssn, Jerssisk Callshan, Jeos -

ae ip reguired by the ststutss of this Cooporeealth.

Bichmond Trom Works, 011 of anid Bichmend, are +im enly persens S0
diposntinusnos, Asd as your pelitiosers exderstand, do nod G\}Il‘-
e

laf thia petities. Rishmond, Mams. Bovecher I, 1510.
|

9. B. Derr, W. L. Eishols, Balsctosn of Hiohsond.

The Selsatmen of th tovm of Elekosed in said county respastfully n’

(See Map 2: County Engineers
Map, 1988 edition)

To ile Honomble the County Cosmiceionsse of the ook

2

thmﬂur of Berkehire an Bewsabor Boh, 1¥lo a5 whish fise the petiSdiccers
B br oo o movtars Baguire, ané £. I. BibMer an prineipal ssi s sty
Bt for osete In ti0 gEm of 390 e ob filo, amnd moGles lesusd, publicstisn
n.l'.'ﬁ Eventey Eagie.mts, rerorealle at the Cowrt Hedms fa Fittafiald ca h.plp
-nr Bth mame, @i elavam a“slesk A. N., B on Fila. I
dnd Bow BT BE1S Blse, o Wit: o Desesber 6th, 1910 the fllaeisp :
EEjite Comsiaismare in erdared apd anterad, Ad rosd orieved dlssontizoed |
W ree
=P B CREE =
At & sasting 4F the Soonty Comsiss ispars of the Coonty of Barkexirs,
EFTafisld In §814 S4ENTF OB £3s iret Tossday of Decscter 4. D. 1918:

-ha it petitian of the Oslsotmen of the town af I!n‘h‘nﬂ! rapasanilng

EFEn astraniencs apd Tacessiby requice Shat e Fosd EElenling frea U

-:H.H 4F the Blabsopd & Capearn Bead, eo aslled, = Bas lqi.l\lrﬂf limm &f
mm“'*l & Bidleopd Aosd, Bo asiled, jassizg remc S5 rallrodd slatlos |
'ﬂ af snid towm ¢f Riphmond called Filobmomd Firrmes be dlicenllnoed. The
Bt mai bwari the pacties nd the Oouct Bouse fn PITEAFLEL ob Tiesdsy 1R |
iy ot Deasater k. D. 1710 &b eleves #'closk dn the foresoss, the Siee wnd |
Wipointal for maid meacing, apd 1t appsaring that sll partiss iz izterest badl
Wiy =otified of sedd hosfing 1% sosardsnee witl the offisec's felura ge fils,
Rty mppeasipg &sl pbjssting therstn, it wma JEDENED, ADJIGED ssd IEIER-

§ s3E84n Secessity smd conmendszas required thet ssil resd W Msconbirol

far i3 sl patitics ant sall rael 1s lereby dissontizmd. o peredn

ErE e sluiw dsmmpges by reancn of the disomtiseenes of il rosd, so deseges

el ,
Arytar W. Flosh

Gen, 0. Ldaos
fra, M. G Chered

Qarziy Commdealarmrs

— Thas Pebitlce wen T32ed in the Clerr'a offiee nt Mttafield within mes |
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County C

ommissioner s Records Book 24, Page 228

Registry of Deeds, Pittsfield, MA

Discontin

uance of “old” Dean Hill Road

Town of Richmond, MA

March 12

, 1974

o mat

a4 W gt
Y
e u--'\?:h.
' e AR PEE
Ao Mg Xt
Al

reind

__March L. At & ragular searing of Che county commissionsts begun sndERSmer
LIch., and for tha County of Berkshire on Tueadsy, Ehe twency-minch day 'W
[ERET Peasant, James A. Boves, Chalesan

Jaln J. Pilgnetalll

larry W. Vincent, JE. Barkahlire Counfwme

On che petitdon of the Donrd of Seleccmen of che Town of I,.'l.:'h_
a poeelon of a4 highway in pold Towvn of Richeond known as old Dean HilliRdeses
Noston and Albany Railroad and Reute 41 & ahort distance Horth of chelE{IEEEEF

Town Line.

Am Order of Hobtlce was adoptod on Januwary 29, 1934 lppn-lu:iui_
where cthe county comaissioners wvould proceed oo view the presfses refocoidim
azpediane, asd would hesr all persons Loteceated thereio, mnd take suchBERems
a8 by law they might be sucthorized or required opo doj and

WHEREAS, James A. Doves, Chalrman, and Jobho J. Pignscelld, o P
pursusnce of sald order on Tuesday,

the fifth day of March &. D,, 19745500

noon in the Selectmen’'s OFFfice in the Towo Hell of ssid Rich=ond and hespdTeel

(See Map 2:

County Engineers
noclfied of aald peeirion and of che tine, place and purposa of ssid sescifFEEE Map 1988 witlon)

cthe reguiresencs of sald order] and viewed che preplses; and

{it appeacring that the Salegtmen of said Richmond and all othar persoos{intamm

HHEREAS, st the tioe of sald heariog as aforesaid po pecsons objecliEF
ADLJUDICATED, that coomon convenlence and mecesaity no lonpges requirsill
of ald Dess Hill Rosd &5 a4 public way]

HoW THENEFORE, ca this cwslfeh day of Hareh A. Do, 19746, at 4 regulam

county commissioners ic is hereby ORDERED, ADSUDCED and DECREED, that old DedflEe

Town of Richsond be and im hereby disconcinueed as & public way and be and Lalbhill

Jamea A. Bowed)

John J. ?1;%’
Berkshire Coun
O Harch 10, 1974, cercified copy of order was wailed to Town Cleck Ia tll‘_hla
|Tranmportation Company, chalrman of Rlchmond Board of Selectmen, Desn Aaidem,
|engineer and abutters Kellogg, Siebel, Baldwin, Bedell and Kisple.

|l:|=|. June 13, 19745, & certified copy of order was recorded Lo che Berkshire ill-'“-‘-
laf Deeds at Piceafield im Book 930, Page 10IS,

A trus record.

heteae: " Viggaen G et

Clerk

#The followviog wots wes pmiktted &8 tha Harch 12, 1974 ssacing. m
Votsd Torequest tha directer of acesunts to approve a transfsr

eo Icem 18, Tail and House of Correction, Cods 264, in the sua of §2,202.00, BN
this reguest baing "Dus to the difficulty im cbeaising fusl to heat Ehe Jail axdiE
he vas felt advisable to install mecessary sguipsssac and facilities that would SEQ

of grade & or bumksr oil in ordar o broadsn our potaatlal scurcas of supply fopmy
r_lul'.- esunry bulldiag.™
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Appendix C: Legal Status of Roads and Official Maps

What is a Legal Status of Roads Map? What is an Official Map?

A map showing the accepted names,
locations, distances, maintenance and liability
responsibilities, and legal status or ownership
of all roads and parks in a Town. This is a
formal document, accepted by Town Meeting
vote, with legal authority under Massachusetts
General Laws Chap 41, Sec. 81E-I.

A map showing the names, locations,
distances, maintenance and liability
responsibilities, and legal status or ownership
of all roads in a Town. This is an unofficial,
advisory document with no legal authority
under Massachusetts General Laws.

The procedures for creating a Legal Status of Roads Map and an Official
Map are very similar, except that Official Maps require legislative action,
namely adoption of the map by Town Meeting vote. The research process
for either kind of map can be involved, requiring investigation of Town and
County records as well as extensive public input and feedback. In the end,
one thing will distinguish the two kinds of maps: a Legal Status of Roads
map is, despite its name, not a legal document under Massachusetts
General Laws, whereas an adopted Official Map is.

Why Pursue Status of Roads or Official Maps?

Legal Status of Roads Maps can help a municipality identify and understand the potential
problems or inconsistencies in legal, geographical or historical records regarding its roads. The
map will display all roads and attempt to specify the legal status or possible statuses of roads in
guestion. It will, however, do nothing to officially establish legal road status or resolve
inconsistent records. A Legal Status of Roads Map is thus not as powerful a document as an
Official Map. Official Maps do establish legal road statuses and resolve inconsistent records.
While Official Maps have yet to be extensively tested in the Massachusetts courts, they can
provide a critical tool in a municipality’s land use control and legal planning arsenal. In the one
case where an Official Map was challenged in a Massachusetts court over an issue of land
development (Warwick v. Rivers, 1994), the court ruled in favor of the municipality based on its
Official Map.

The municipalities in Massachusetts with Official Maps on file with the Department of Housing
and Community Development are: Burlington, Georgetown, Northboro, Sudbury, Warwick,
Weston, Wilmington and Worcester. The BRPC has obtained copies of a number of these
Official Maps for use as models. As of May 2003, the Town of Richmond became the first
Berkshire municipality to adopt an Official Map, pending Town Meeting vote later this month.
The Towns of Alford, Florida, Peru and Tyringham have Official Maps as transportation items in
their CDP scopes of work, with Hinsdale also expressing an interest in pursuing an Official Map.
The Towns of Dalton, Hancock and New Ashford have requested Status of Roads maps as part
of their CDP transportation elements. The BRPC is in the process of producing these
documents.
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Pros and Cons

The following is a chart of advantages and disadvantages for municipalities considering a Legal

Status of Roads Map.

Legal Status of Roads Map

ADVANTAGES

DISADVANTAGES

Provides a single visual display of legal
status or questions of legal status
(ownership, maintenance and liability
responsibilities) of roads.

A significant amount of effort and research
are required to develop an accurate and
meaningful Legal Status of Roads Map.

Does not require legislative action, public
hearings, or Town Meeting adoption

Not a formal legal document with authority
in cases of land use control or legal liability

Deals only with roads

Does not deal with parks

Shows road distances, road layouts or
locations, functional classes, other road
characteristics

Records may not agree on road
characteristics; map will not settle disputes

Official Map

The following is a chart of advantages and disadvantages for municipalities considering an Official Map.

ADVANTAGES

DISADVANTAGES

Provides a tool for local land use control,
particularly as related to ANR, subdivision
and strip development.

A significant amount of effort and research
are required to develop an accurate and
meaningful Official Map.

Provides a formal graphic depiction of
locally recognized ways and parks.

The map must be amended & updated
each time a new way is added,
discontinued or modified.

Identifies ownership of all ways within a
municipality.

To be most effective, an Official Map needs
to be followed up with corollary actions
such as the discontinuance of roads and
local zoning by-laws.

Establishes official road distances and
functional classes, road and park layouts or
locations, other characteristics

Requires updating if road and park
characteristics change
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BRPC Process for CDP Legal Status of Roads/Official Map Projects
1. Ask Town for its own official list of roads and ways and any relevant documentation.

2. Print out an orthomap (a large-scale aerial photo) of the Town, with a GIS overlay of roads and
ways cataloged by administrative status (e.g. MassHighway, Town, Private, Unknown) in
MassHighway’s 2001 Road Inventory File (RIF). Provide a draft of this orthomap to the Town
planning or select board for feedback on status of roads and parks shown and not shown.

3. Digitally scan the 1988 County Engineering Map (the last available revision) to make a blown-up
version of the Town, and then identify and research the map’s Book and Page citations from the
County Commissioners’ records (available at the Registry of Deeds in Pittsfield, MA) for roads
marked as “abandoned for use,” “discontinued by vote,” or otherwise altered in any way.

4. Draft a status of roads or Official Map report, documenting Town, MassHighway RIF, County
Engineering, County Commissioner and road atlas (1998 Official Arrow Street Atlas for Western
Massachusetts) records of roads and ways, identifying any inconsistencies in road names,
distances, locations and legal status.

5. Meet with Town’s Community Development Advisory Committee to discuss the BRPC Official
Map draft report, orthomap questions and County Commissioners’ records (if any)

6. Decide with the Town whether any roads or ways require discontinuance by Town
Meeting vote (under M.G.L. Chap 82, Sec. 21), discontinuance of maintenance by Select
Board (M.G.L. Chap 82, Sec. 32A), a change of status from public way to “private
statutory way” by Select Board and Town Meeting vote (M.G.L. Chap 82, Sec. 21), or
alteration or addition by Select Board. Note that each of these actions is a separate local
action, independent of the adoption of an Official Map (Chap 41, Sec. 81 E-I).

Pursuing these actions is by BRPC recommendation only. In theory, Official Map adoption will
establish the legal status of ways as shown, without separate actions on roads in guestion.
These following actions will make certain that the status of roads in question is clarified and on
record before Official Map adoption.

Discontinuance by Town Meeting vote under M.G.L. Chap. 82, Sec. 21 completely ends the
public right of passage along a road or way: the Town ends all legal responsibility for the
road’s maintenance and its liability for use. In most cases, the discontinued road can no
longer serve as frontage or access for development of land abutting the discontinued
road, including strip or frontage development and Approval Not Required (ANR)
development under the Subdivision Control Law (Chap Chap 41, Sec 81 K-81GG).
Depending on the Town’s zoning by-laws and subdivision regulations, new development
can only occur along land abutting a discontinued road via the full subdivision approval
process, which can often be lengthy and expensive. Discontinuance is thus an important
tool in 1) legal responsibility and liability and 2) growth management.

Discontinuance of maintenance under M.G.L. Chap 82, Sec. 32A is a relatively new law
(approved May 27, 1983) and has yet to be extensively interpreted by the courts. BRPC'’s
present understanding is that this action results in the cessation of the Town'’s responsibility for
maintenance and liability for use of the road (so long as the road is adequately posted as not
maintained), but the road remains a public way with a public right of passage, and with the



10.

11.

potential for strip and ANR development. Discontinuance of maintenance in Section 32A is a
Select Board action intended for roads that have become “abandoned and unused for ordinary
travel and that the common convenience and necessity no longer requires said town way ...to
be maintained in a condition reasonably safe and convenient for travel....”

Statutory private ways are actually public roads, with public right of passage, but no
responsibility by the Town for maintenance. Maintenance is provided by the abutters. This is a
good option for the Board of Selectmen if it is unclear that the road in question meets the
“unused for ordinary travel” requirements of Sec. 32A but the Town wants to end maintenance
and legal liability obligations for the road. Towns can re-institute maintenance along a statutory
private way, or along part of one, by town ballot vote or by town meeting by-law. In practice, the
Select Board can recommend discontinuing the road in question by Town Meeting vote, and
then lay it out as a statutory private way and vote to accept it as such at the same Town
Meeting. According to a Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court ruling (Casagrande v. Town of
Harvard, 1979), statutory private ways are not considered sufficient for public access under the
Subdivision Control Act, and therefore cannot be used as frontage for ANR lots or strip
development. It is up to local interpretation of Town zoning and subdivision regulations whether
statutory private ways meet the public access requirements for the full subdivision approval
process. In some cases, statutory private ways may have to be laid out again and accepted at
Town Meeting as full-fledged Town roads, with public right of passage and maintenance.

NOTE: Towns can re-establish maintenance of a statutory private way or a portion of one
by town ballot vote (M.G.L. Chap 40, Sec. 6D) or by a Town-wide by-law (M.G.L. Chap 40,
Sec. 6N).

Laying out or altering ways is prescribed by M.G.L. Chap 82, Sec. 21. A Select Board can
add or alter roads, either public with maintenance or private without, that may not appear
on any map or that may have been discontinued or discontinued for maintenance but
that the Town now requires for “ordinary travel.”

Draw up a draft Official Map showing all accepted public and private ways and parks, with a key
and table of roads as well as a chart of official road distances on the back of the map.

Draft official map article language for Town Meeting warrant and schedule, announce and hold
all necessary public hearings or comment periods for alterations to road status (where
applicable).

Vote at Town Meeting to alter any roads in question and then, in a separate action, vote on the
Official Map, showing all accepted parks and road locations, distances and names. Official Map
adoption and amendments pass by simple majority vote.

Submit the final Official Map to the Registry of Deeds and to the Massachusetts Department of
Housing and Community Development (DHCD), as stipulated in M.G.L. Chap. 41, Sec. 81E-I.
The state requests that, for the sake of accuracy and ease of updating, official maps be
provided in Geographic Information Systems (GIS) format.

SUBSEQUENT CHANGES to the Official Map (M.G.L. Chap 41, Sec. 81F), except plans
approved under the Subdivision Control Law, must be adopted by Town Meeting with two
additional requirements:

o The select board must hold a public hearing, after at least 10 days official advertisement
and notice to abutters, prior to any vote on the action. The planning board may modify or
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remove any way, “which is not a public way,” without a Town Meeting vote, so long as
the amendment is uncontested at the public hearing. In the event the amendment is
contested, special procedures are required as outlined in M.G.L. Chap 41, Sec. 81F.

o A majority vote at Town Meeting is required for amendment of public ways or parks
shown on the map or for addition of ways or parks to the map. Variances to plans
approved by the Planning Board require a 2/3 vote at Town Meeting.

An approved subdivision plan is to be added to an Official Map as soon as the plan’s certificate
of approval is recorded. No Town Meeting vote is required to add the roads or ways in the plan
to the Official Map. (M.G.L. Chap 41, Sec. 81E)
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Map of Richmond, MA

Orthomap: Aerial Photograph with GIS Overlay of MassHighway 2002 Road
Inventory File (RIF) Roads and Classifications
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Town of Richmond Official Map Report

Map 1

Map of Richmond, MA

County Engineer’'s Map, 1988 Edition (last revision)
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Town of Richmond Official Map Report

Map 3

Map of Richmond, MA

Official Arrow Street Atlas of Western Massachusetts, 1998 Second Edition.
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Town of Richmond Official Map Report

Map 4

Map of Richmond, MA

Richmond Shores Schematic, January 1999 (provided by the Richmond Planning

Board)
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GIS Maps and Data

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) are quickly becoming a staple of our times.
Defined broadly, GIS is a computer-based system “for capture, retrieval, analysis, and
display of spatial (locationally defined) data.” The essential elements in this definition for
local governments are “spatial” and “analysis”: where are things, why do we want to
know about them, and how can our community use this information to make better
decisions?

GIS is a system of computer software, hardware, data, and personnel to help
manipulate, analyze and present information that is tied to a specific location on the
earth. Aspects of GIS include:

spatial location — usually a geographic location
information — visualization of analysis of data
system — linking software, hardware, data
personnel —the key to the power of GIS

GIS applies modern computer graphics and database technology to the efficient, cost-
effective management and planning of the local government's assets. It provides
enhanced capabilities for data storage, retrieval, and analysis. GIS does this by linking
(1) maps and (2) databases. This marriage lets us easily explore the relationship
between (1) location and (2) information.

The real key for small city governments is that GIS quickly integrates information with
location. Through its use of computer technology, GIS provides a better, faster, easier
way for local officials to find answers to questions and carry out analyses based on
spatial relationships.

Berkshire Regional Planning Commission uses GIS in projects covering almost all
aspects of planning. This includes environmental, land use, community development,
transportation, economic and housing projects. BRPC uses our GIS for map creation,
data development and spatial analysis.

Throughout the Community Development Plan, GIS has been used to create a series of
base maps illustrating what is in each community and has allowed community officials
to determine where the most suitable locations are for various types of development /
preservation. Some communities also used suitability maps to assist them in
determine where the best locations for development / preservation were.  These
suitability maps were created by evaluating the importance of various environmental,
housing, economic, and transportation items and plotting the best and worst locations
based on the combination of all these factors. The final maps presented throughout the
report show the decisions that were arrived at by the community. In this section, the
base maps are presented as reference to show what is currently in the town. The
descriptions of the mapped items that you will find within these base maps are listed
below.
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Description of Map Attributes

Environmental Resources
Drinking Water

Aquifers — shows medium and high yield aquifers as delineated by USGS Water
Resource Division. The original data is from the USGS 1:48,000 hydrologic atlas
series on groundwater favorability.

Interim Wellhead Protection areas — shows the primary, protected area for PWS
groundwater sources in the absence of an approved Zone Il. The radius around the
well is determined by the pumping rate in GPM of the well. Wellhead protection areas
are important for protecting the recharge area around public water supply (PWS) wells.

Lakes/Ponds Resource Area — shows a 100 ft. buffer around the lakes and ponds that
are on the USGS topographical maps.  This buffer shows the area that has an
immediate impact of the lakes and ponds.

Outstanding Resource Water — shows waters which constitute an outstanding resource
as determined by their outstanding socioeconomic, recreational, ecological, and / or
aesthetic values and which shall be protected and maintained as determined under
Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards of 1995

Wellhead Protection Zone | — shows a 400 ft. buffer around public water supply points.

Wellhead Protection Area Zone Il — shows the primary, protected area for PWS
groundwater sources based upon the area of an aquifer which contributes to a well
under the most severe pumping and recharge conditions that can realistically be
anticipated. Wellhead protection areas are important for protecting the recharge area
around public water supply (PWS) wells.

Water Bodies and Protection Areas

FEMA 100yr. Floodplain — shows areas of possible risk associated with flooding. This
layer was created by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) from the
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM)

Lakes / Ponds Resource Areas — 100 ft - shows a 100-foot buffer around lakes and
ponds that defines the resource area that contributes to the lake/pond. The lakes and
ponds are derived from USGS topo maps.

River Protection Area — 200 ft. — Shows a 200-foot buffer delineating the resource area
of perennial streams. These areas were created as an addition to the long-standing
Wetlands Protection Act. The law establishes protected riverfront areas that extend
200 feet from the mean annual high-water line.
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Surface Water Protection Area Zone A — shows land between the surface water source
and the upper boundary of the bank, the land within a 400 foot lateral distance from the
upper boundary of the bank of a Class A surface water source and the land within a 200
foot lateral distance from the upper boundary of the bank of a tributary or associated
surface water body. These areas are included in the Massachusetts Drinking Water
Regulations as Surface Water Supply Protection Zones.

Surface Water Protection Area Zone B — shows the land within one-half mile of the
upper boundary of the bank of a Class A surface water source or the edge of the
watershed, whichever is less. Zone B always included the land area within a 400 ft
lateral distance from the upper boundary of the bank of the Class A surface water
source. These areas are included in the Massachusetts Drinking Water Regulations as
Surface Water Supply Protection Zones.

Wetland Resource Areas — shows a 100-foot buffer around wetlands that defines the
resource area that contributes to the wetland. The wetlands are derived from USGS
topographical maps.

Wetlands — shows wetlands derived from USGS topographical maps.

Soils / Geology

Excessively Drained Soils— shows soils that have too much or too rapid loss of water,
either by percolation or by surface flow. The occurrence of internal free water is very
rare or very deep. This layer was derived from the US Department of Agriculture
(USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Surwey Geographic
(SSURGO) database.

Highly Erodible Soils — shows soils that are highly susceptible to erosion from wind
and/or water. This layer was derived from the US Department of Agriculture (USDA)
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO)
database.

Hydric Soils — Soils that are wet long enough to periodically produce anaerobic
conditions, thereby influencing the growth of plants. This layer was derived from the
US Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS)
Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) database.

Poorly Drained soils— shows soils that do not lose water very rapidly. The occurrence
of free water is common. This layer was derived from the US Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey
Geographic (SSURGO) database.

Scenic Landscapes — shows areas identified as having distinctive or noteworthy scenic
landscapes as part of the Massachusetts Landscape Inventory Project, Department of
Environmental Management, 1981.
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Slopes Greater then 15% - shows slopes that are greater then 15% based on slope
information derived from either 3 or 10-meter contours generated by MassGIS

Biological

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern — shows the location of areas that have been
designated ACECs by the Secretary of Environmental Affairs. This designation
requires greater environmental review of certain kinds of proposed development under
state agency jurisdiction with the boundary.

Contiguous Natural Lands — shows large, contiguous tracts of natural land.
“Contiguous” lands are defined to be at least 250 contiguous acres and “Natural” lands
are defined based on the land use codes for water, forest, shrubland, pasture and
wetland. The data is part of the Massachusetts Resource lIdentification Project
(MRIP).

Natural Land Riparian Corridors — shows contiguous natural lands within a 100-meter
corridor encompassing perennial streams and river features. These areas within the
riparian corridor remain in a “natural state”, potentially functioning as a corridor for
select species movement, as well as additional ecological purposes. These data is part
of the Massachusetts Resource Identification Project (MRIP).

NHESP BioMap Core Habitat - Depicts the most viable habitat for rare species and
natural communities. The polygons may consist of many individual species or natural
communities.

NHESP BioMap Supporting Natural Landscapes — buffers and connects the Core
Habitat polygons and identifies large, naturally vegetated blocks that are relatively free
from the impact of roads and other development. The quality of undeveloped land
considered in the landscape analysis was evaluated based on four major components:
natural vegetation patch characteristics, size of relatively road less areas, sub
watershed integrity, and contribution to buffering Bore Habitat for plants and exemplary
communities.

NHESP Estimated Habitats of Rare Wildlife — shows estimations of the habitats of state-
protected rare wildlife populations that occur in Resource areas. These habitats are
based on rare species records maintained in the Natural Heritage & Endangered
Species Program’s (NHESP) database.

NHESP Priority Habitats of Rare Species — shows areas that represent estimations of
important state-listed rare species habitats in Massachusetts.  These habitats are
based in rare species population records maintained in the Natural Heritage &
Endangered Species Program’s (NHESP) database.
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Riparian Corridors — shows a 100-meter corridor, which encompasses perennial
streams and river features. The 100 meter buffer distance is a subjective value derived
from existing conservation plans, as well as current literature. The data is part of the
Massachusetts Resource Identification Project (MRIP).

Vernal Pools — shows a 100-foot buffer around NHESP Certified Vernal Pools.
Certified Vernal Pools are protected if they fall under the jurisdiction of the
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act Regulations. They also are afforded protection
under the state Water Quality Certification regulations, the state Title 5 regulations, and
the Forest Cutting Practices Act regulations.

Community

Developed

Commercial Land — shows land that is classified as commercial in the most recent land
use update.

Gravel Pits / Mining - shows land that is classified as Gravel / Mining in the most recent
land use update.

Industrial Land — shows land that is classified as industrial in the most recent land use
update. Industrial land is defined as Industrial, Mining, and Waste Disposal.

Multi-Family Residential - shows land that is classified as Multi-Family residential in the
most recent land use update.

Residential Land — shows land that is classified as residential in the most recent land
use update. Residential land is defined as lots smaller then Yacre lots, ¥%to “2acre
lots, lots larger then ¥acre, and multi-family lots.

State Registered Historic Resources — shows land that is listed with the State Register
of Historic Places as being of historical interest.

Village / Commercial Centers — an area defined by the community as representing the
village or community center.

Non-Developed Land

Agriculture Land — shows land classified as agriculture in the most recent land use
update. Land that is defined as agriculture is composed of cropland, pasture, and
woody perennial.

Agricultural Preservation Restriction Land — shows land that is permanently protected
as agricultural land due to an APR designation

Buildable Land — shows land that was determined to be buildable based upon existing
development, protection, and restricted land during the 1999/2000 Buildout Analysis
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Forested Land — shows land that is classified as forest in the most recent land use
update.

Non-Protected Open Space — shows land that is classified as open space, but is not
permanently protected.

Partial Constraints — shows land that is buildable but is limited based on land
characteristics, such as slope, wetlands, and proximity to water.

Protected Open Space — shows land that is classified as open space and is
permanently protected.

Recreational Resources — shows land that is classified as recreational in the most
recent land use update. Recreational land is defined as Participation Recreation,
Spectator Recreation and Water based Recreation.

Housing and Population Densities

Owner Housing Density — The percentage of housing that is owned by the resident on a
per acre basis. The values are derived from the Census 2000 data.

Population Density - The population of the ensus block on a per acre basis. The
values are derived from the Census 2000 data.

Rental Housing Density - The percentage of housing that is rented by the resident on a
per acre basis. The values are derived from the Census 2000 data.

Seasonal Housing Density - The percentage of housing that is seasonal on a per acre
basis. The values are derived from the Census 2000 data.

Infrastructure
Roads

Dirt / Unpaved Roads — roads that are considered dirt or unpaved based on the latest
MassHighway inventory.

Local Roads — roads that are considered local roads based on the latest MassHighway
inventory.

Minor Roads — roads that are considered collectors based on the latest MassHighway
inventory.

Major Roads / Highway Access — roads that are considered arterials or interstate on the
latest MassHighway inventory.
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Other Transportation

Para Transit — This data layer is only useful for regional analysis. A town that is a
member of BRTA receives para transit

Transit access —Roads that have existing BRTA bus service.
Rail Access — Existing rail lines that are currently used.

Air Access — The area surrounding the airports that are considered part of the airport
complex.

Bike Trails —The Ashuwillticook bike trail from Lanesborough/Pittsfield line to downtown
Adams.

Utilities

Public Water — a line approximating the location of the public water lines. This data
was verified by DPW staff during summer of 2001.

Sewer — a line approximating the location of the sewer lines. This data was verified by
DPW staff during summer of 2001.

Solid Waste Facilities — Compiled by DEP to track the locations of landfills, transfer
stations, and combustion facilities.

Bureau of Waste Prevention - Major Facilities — facilities that are regulated by the DEP.
These are considered to have the greatest environmental significance.  Facilities
included are:

Large Quantity Generators of Hazardous Waste

Large Quantity Toxic Users

Hazardous Waste Recyclers

Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage and / or Disposal Facilities

Facilities with Air Operating Permits

Facilities with Groundwater Discharge Permits
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Town of Richmond —Housing Profile 2003

|.INTRODUCTION

This section examines the socio-economic trends in Richmond and in the
surrounding area of Berkshire County, which affect housing supply and
demand.

Il. Housing Profile - Supply
A. Current Housing Stock Statistics

Current Housing Stock

Table H-1: Current Housing Stock:
Single Family Homes 862
Condominium Units
Multi-Family Units
Mobile Home Units (In Parks)
Mobile Home Units (On Lots)
Single Room Occupancy Units
Other Units

Total Housing Stock: 882

Source: Town Assessor Data

O|O|O(O|| =

Housing Tenure

Table H-2: Occupancy in 2000 vs. 1990
Housing Occupancy: Numbe | % of | Number | % change
rin total, |in1990 | 1990-2000
2000 2000
Seasonal 115| 14% 133 -14%
Owner-Occupied 580 | 70% 537 + 8%
Rental 63 8% 81 - 22%
Vacant Units 75 9% 34 + 120%
Total Housing Stock: 833 785 + 6%

Source: US Census Bureau, 2000 Census

Chapter 40B Subsidized Housing I nventory
Source: Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Devel opment

According to the Massachusetts DHCD Inventory of CH40B Subsidized Housing Inventory
through April 27, 2002, none of Richmond's 718 year-round Housing Units were considered
Chapter 40B Units. “Chapter 40B Units’ are units considered affordable by low- and moderate-



income households with long-term restrictions that ensure that it will continue to be affordable.
Chapter 40B authorizes a housing agency or developer to obtain a single comprehensive permit
for the construction of subsidized low- or moderate-income housing. If a community in which
less than 10% of its tota year-round housing stock is subsidized low- or moderate-income
housing, denies a comprehensive permit, or imposes conditions that make the project un
economic, the developer may appeal to the state Housing Appeals Committee for review of the
local action.

Property Values

Sources; MA DOR 2002 Sngle Family Tax Bill
And MA DOR 1988-2001 AVG Single Family Tax Bill

The Massachusetts Department of Revenue lists 731 taxable single-family parcelsin
Richmond for Fiscal Y ear 2002.

The total assessed value of these 731 parcels was $188,343,800, with an average value of
$257,652.

The tax rate for all residentia property in Richmond was $10.94 in 2002. The rate was less
than the average rate of $12.67 for Berkshire County Towns.

The average single-family tax bill in 2002 was $2,819, ranking the town 137 out of the 334
towns reporting data. In comparison, the statewide median average single-family tax bill for
2002 was $2,583.

Chart H-1: Property Tax Rates
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Richmond Average Family Tax Bill

Average Single Family Tax

Y ear Bill

1991 $1,820
1992 $1,843
1993 $2,059
1994 $2,096
1995 $2,164
1996 $2,192
1997 $2,322
1998 $2,449
1999 $2,447
2000 $2,739
2001 $2,755

Source. MASS Department of Revenue

Property Valuevs. Market Value

Table H-3: Annual Single Family Home Statistics

Average Total

Assessed Average | Median | Number
Y ear Value SalesPrice|Sales Price| of Sales
1994 $161,127 $185,281 | $127,500 12
1995 $160,875 $180,638 | $160,000 15
1996 $161,161 $205,560 | $232,500 16
1997 $163,325 $197,223 | $165,000 22
1998 $164,595 $173,130 | $162,000 25
1999 $188,805 $197,508 | $183,500 12
2000 $190,472 $265,940 | $280,000 20
2001 $190,015 $275,789 | $244,750 19

Sources; Sales Data: http://rers.thewarrengroup.com/townstats/search.asp
Assessed Property Vaues DataMA DOR 1988-2001 AVG Single Family Tax Bill




Chart H-3: Single Family Home Statistics 1994-2001
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O L N WM Ol OV ©

$99,000

Less than $99,000 to $163,000 to
$163,000

$310,000

over

$310,000

2001 Richmond Single Family Sales by Price

@2001 Richmond Single
Family Sales by Price

Source: Warren
Information Services




Local Educational Expenditures
Sources: MADOR 86-99 Educational Spending
MADOR 00Educational Spending

Each year, the Department of Education reports community educational expenditures. The Net
Average Membership Pupils is the number of students residing in Town, averaged over the
entire year. The number includes pupils from the Town enrolled in local and regional schools,
and those being tuitioned to out-of-town schools. The number does not include non-residents.
Cost per pupil is based on the DOE integrated operating costs. The DOE integrated operating
cost is one of the most widely accepted measures for comparing educational spending among
communities. It reflects the community’s share of regional school spending as well as that of its
own local schools. The figure does not include capital outlay and construction costs.  The
following chart shows the total number of membership pupils, and calculated operational costs
per pupil for the Town from 1995-2000. It also includes school expenditures as a percentage of
all town expenditures from the general fund on government operational costs excluding capital
outlay and construction costs.

Table H-4: Educational Expenditures 1995-
2000

Year | Net Avg. Education | Cost Per
Membership | spending as Pupil
Pupils % of all
Town
expenditures
1995 303 65.21 5,298
1996 292| 6351 5,901
1997 275  60.77 6,348
1998 276| 59.64 6,859
1999 272| 63.18 7,094
2000 259 68.47% 8,211

The number of pupils in Richmond has declined by over 14% from 1995 to 2000, while total
educational spending increased by 68% in this time. In 2000, the educational spending per pupil
was $8,211, which was only slightly higher than the Berkshire County average of $7,831. In
2000, 68.47% of town expenditures were for educational purposes, which was higher than the
countywide average of 54% educational spending. The DOR lists the Town’s 2000 per-capita
spending on education to be $1,422.



B. Current Development Practices and Available Land

Construction Trends & New Construction 1996-2001

Table H-5: New Construction 96-01
Total Single-Family|Avg New
Y ear Units Built Home Value
1996 8
1997 2
1998 6
1999 6
2000 8
2001 9
2002 12

*Data from Town Building I nspector

Development Patternsand Constraints

The Town of Richmond has a history as a rural area. Development in town has been primarily
residential with a few small retail establishments, two commercial orchards, and a few small farms.
Approximately 970 acres, or 8% of the town is permanently protected open space. The BRPC 2000
Buildout Analysis concluded that Richmond has 5,693 acres of potentially developable land, which is
47% of the town. Current development trends in town have been for larger, expensive homes on
relatively large parcels along rural roads. Also, much of the undeveloped land identified is without
buildable frontage and would need to be subdivided, with new roads put in place in order for residential
development to occur. Subdivisions have not been a major factor of development for Richmond, but
the Town has regulated subdivisions in the past and has extensive Subdivision Control Regulations
within Town Land Use Ordinances.

Source: BRPC 2000 Buildout Analysis

Utilities

Town has no municipal water and sewer system, and 100% of Town residences have on-site
waste disposal systems. Western Massachusetts Electric Company provides electricity service
for the Town. Richmond Telephone Company provides the town with telephone service. Trash
pickup is provided as a town service.

Source: BRPC Data Book 2001

Local Zoning Provisions

Richmond has four types of zoning districts and two types of overlay areas. The main districts
are Residential Agricultural A (RA-A), Residential/Agricultural C (RA-C), Shore / Residence
(SR), and Commercia (Comm) and the overlay areas are FWL (Flood-prone areas and wetlands)
and WTOD (wireless telecommunications overlay district) Most of the town lies under RA-C,
which covers 11,969 acres, Shore/Residence is the next larges zone which covers 285 acres,
Comm has 45 acres, and 30 acres lies under RA-A. Development requirements and allowed uses
are outlined in the chart below.

Richmond town bylaws alow for common driveways serving up to a maximum of three lots.



Table H-6: Summary of Richmond Zoning By-Laws

Didtrict Minimu | Minimu | Maximu | Residential Uses | Residentia Uses
m Lot m m By-Right by Special Permit
Size Frontage | Building
(sg.ft.)* Height
RA-A 10,890 | 100 40 Single-Family Two Family
(Residential/ Dwellings Dwellings
Agricultural A) Assisted
Living
Facilities
Accessory
Apartments
RA-C 108,900 | 250 40 Single-family Two Family
(Residential/ dwellings Assisted
Agricultura C) Living
Facilities
Accessory
Apartments
SR (Shore/ 108,900 | 250 40 Single-family Assisted
Residence) dwellings Living
Facilities
Accessory
Apartments
Comm 10,890 | 100 40
(Commercial)

Source: Richmond Town Land Use Ordinances, 2002




C. Current Housing Conditions
Age of Housing Stock

Chart H-5: Housing Unit Construction — Year Built
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Assessment of the Housing Stock

Structural Violations

Source: Town Building Inspector or Building Inspector’'s Annual Report
Questions:

Violations per year

Common types of violations

Recent Trends

Percent of housing stock with some type of violation.

Health Violations

Source: Town Health Inspector or Health Inspector’s Annual Report
Questions:

Violations per year

Common types of violations

Recent Trends

Percent of housing stock with some type of violation



l1l. Housing Profile — Demand

A. Population Statistics

Table H-7: Household Growth

Total Households, 2000 643
Total Households, 1990 618
Total Household Growth 1990-2000 + 4%

Source: US Census Bureau

Historical Population Counts

Table H-8: Historical Population Counts

Berkshire County
Town
1970 1,461 149,402
1980 1,659 145,110
1990 1,677 139,352
2000 1,604 134,953

Source: BRPC 2001 Data Book US Census Figures
Population by Age

Census data shows that the demographics of Richmond are changing and the Town is becoming an
older community. The population aged 0-24 dropped by 20% from 1990 to 2000, while the population
aged 55 and older increased by over 22%. This change resulted in a dramatic increase in the Town’s
median age, which was raised by over 6 years, going from 39.1 in 1990 to 45.3 in 2000.

Chart H-6: Population by Age 1990, 2000.
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Local Employment

Source: MA DET “Employment and Wages” Figures from community profiles
http://www.state.ma.us/cc/

Table H-7: Employment and Wages in Richmond
Total Avg Agriculture
Annua | Annual | Establish Forestry | Govern Con;t- Man.ufac-
Year | Payroll Wage ments | Total | Fishing ment |ruction | turing | TCPU |Trade |FIRE | Services
1985 | $1,338,200 | $9,424 20| 142 conf 74 35 0| conf| conf 0 conf
1986 | $1,562,000 | $11,482 21| 136 conf 62 33 0 17 0 0 conf
1987 | $1,980,600 | $12,302 29| 161 0 72 45 0 18 4 0 23
1988 | $2,336,900 | $13,055 31| 179 conf 83 49 0 18 7| conf 22
1989 | $2,400,393 | $14,817 31| 162 conf conf 48 conf | conf| conf 0 22
1990 | $2,128,143 | $14,882 33| 143 conf conf 38 conf | conf | conf 0 18
1991 | $2,204,081 | $18,838 32| 117 conf 60 33 0| conf | conf 0 13
1992 | $2,155,760 | $16,583 29| 130 conf 71 25 0| conf 0| conf 18
1993 | $2,545,812 | $17,557 33| 145 conf 72 27 0| conf 0| conf 25
1994 | $2,662,975 | $17,180 34| 155 conf 77 26 0| conf| conf| conf 31
1995 | $3,046,682 | $17,311 34| 176 conf 85 28 conf | conf| conf 0 31
1996 | $3,619,350 | $18,188 40 | 199 19 93 31 conf | conf| conf 0 34
1997 | $3,855,318 | $19,181 42| 201 19 86 34 conf | conf 2 0 37
1998 | $3,776,217 | $19,072 36| 198 24 91 36 conf | conf 2 0 34
1999 | $4,202,617 | $21,442 38| 196 25 85 36 conf |  conf 2 0 34
2000 | $4,407,829 | $23,078 35| 191 24 93 32 0| Conf| Conf 0 26




B. Market Trends for Housing

In recent interviews with the Berkshire Eagle, Housing Demand Up, Supply
Down June 11,2002), real estate agents have seen an increase in demand and a
reduction of supply throughout Berkshire County. (See appendix) Realtors from
Great Barrington, West Stockbridge, Lenox and Pittsfield commented that prices
are higher than last year and “the top end of the market is very strong.” In the
short term, there appears a combination of factors increasing real estate
investment, such as alow interest rate and a lack of confidence in investing in the
stock market. Longer-term factors influencing the Richmond real estate market
is a marked trend for high demand and higher real estate prices for higher-end
homes - most notably high-end second homes - currently being experienced in
South County. Realtors noted a strong desire of their clientsto live in areas close
to Lenox, Tanglewood, and Great Barrington for their cultura attractions and
restaurants. The national association of Realtors currently (August 2, 2002) lists
26 houses for sale in Richmond with an average sales price of $665,000. The
lowest priced property was listed at $189,000, the highest priced was $2 million,
and the median listed price was $610,000.

Waiting Listsfor affordable unitsin Town from BHDC

According to Berkshire Housing, there are 2 familiesin line to receive section 8 housing
vouchers for Town. Currently, no families are leased under section 8 within the Town.

Fair Market Value Rents for Richmond
0 Bedroom | 1 Bedroom | 2 Bedroom 3 bedroom | 4 bedroom
338 480 591 742 919

Rental Housing — Supply Down, Rents Up

Census 2000 shows a 22% decrease in year round rental units from 1990-2000.
Census 2000 also shows a dramatic, 68% increase in median contract rent within
Richmond from 1990 to 2000 increasing $458 in 1990 to $775 per month in 2000.
This combination has limited the ability of Richmond to offer rental housing as an
affordable option for residing in Richmond. Richmond has recently passes an
accessory apartment by-law, which could help to aleviate the lack of rental units
in town, however there have not yet been any applications for adding an accessory
apartment to any house in Town.



IV. Gap Analysis

Table H-8: 2001 Affordability Matrix

Number of 0% 2001
2001 28% of |Calculated [2001 Sales Sales
Householdmonthl [Maximum  fin Number of [% of total  [affordable
Income |Income |y Affordable |affordability [Households fhouseholds |by these Affordability
Level Limits Income |Sales Price [range in 2000 in 2000 households |Gap
Low
income up
to 50% of
Median $30,459 | $711 | $99,000 2 125 20% 11% 9%
Moderate
income —
up to 80%
of Median| $48,734 [$1,137| $163,000 4 129 20% 21% -1%
Middle
Income —
up to
150% of
Median $91,376 |$2,132| $310,000 6 165 26% 32% -6%
High
Income-
up to/over
150% of over
median + | $91,376 [$2,132| $310,000 7 216 34% 37% -3%
Median $60,917 [$1,421| $205,000 7 317 50% 37% 13%
Sour ces.

Median Income: US Census Bureau, 2000 Census
Median Sales Price of 2001 Single Family Residence Sales: $244,750 as reported by Warren Information Services

Affordability Calculator: http://www.legacybanks.com/site/cal culators.html
Mortgage Rate: LegacyBanks, LeeBank, & Berkshire Bank Websites
2001 Sales within Affordability Range: WIS:
http://rers.thewarrengroup.com/sor/start search.asp

2000 Household Income level Numbers : Census 2000




Housing Affordability Methodology

The housing affordability study was conducted to determine whether or not the
“typical” family in Town could actually afford to buy a home in Town at current
market values. According to HUD guidelines housing is considered to be
affordable when monthly mortgage payments comprise no more than twenty-eight
percert (28%) of a household's total monthly income.

The typical family was defined as a household with an income equal to the
median estimated income of the Town. The Town’'s median housing price was
presented as determined from sales data provided by Warren Information
Services, while an estimate of the Town's median income for 2000 was given by
the US Bureau of Census, 2000 Census.

Maximum price affordability levels were determined by an average of mortgage
loan qualification calculations provided by local mortgage lenders. The analysis
was based on a 10% down payment with no points. Calculations incorporate a
mortgage interest rate of  6.75 %, compiled as an average of current rates
offered by local lending institutions at the time of the report. A current localized
basic homeowners insurance quote for the Town was provided by local
insurance brokers. The results estimate a maximum housing price with monthly
payments that are no more than 28% of the household income with an assumed
maximum of 8% in other debts or obligations forming a combined personal debt
payments of no more than 36% of monthly income

Affordability Findings

The affordability analysis demonstrates a substantial affordability gap in housing
available for households in Richmond earning less than $61,000 a year. The
affordability analysis shows that half (50%) of Richmond’s households earn up to
$61,000 a year. Affordability calculators show that these households could afford
to pay up to $205,000 for a house. However, only 7 of the 19 houses, or 37% of
houses sold in 2001 were sold for $205,000 or less. Since only 37% of the
houses sold were considered affordable to 50% of the population, there is an
affordability gap of 13% [50% - 37%] for median income residents of Richmond.
The gap was similar for low-income households in Richmond. Twenty percent
(20%) of Richmond’s households earned up to $30,459. It is estimated these
households may afford to buy a house priced $99,000 or less. However, only 2
houses, or 11% of the houses sold in 2001 were sold for less than $99,000. In
should be noted that a sale price affordable to low-income residents does not
guarantee that a house was sold to a lower-income resident.

The lack of inexpensive homes being sold in town, the decrease in rental units
and rise in rents demonstrate a lack of options for affordable residences in
Richmond. It is possible that these factors are changing the demographics of the
town, and Census 2000 figures show that thirty-seven percent (37%), or over one
third of all homeowners in Richmond moved into their homes sometime after
1990. The recent survey conducted in Richmond, the majority of residents with
children did not expect their children to live in Richmond, and increased housing
costs was mentioned by 29 of the 101 residents that answered no on this
guestion. (56 mentioned lack of job opportunities).



V1. Existing Publicly and Privately Financed Housing

A. Affordable Homeowner ship Assistance Programs

Good Samaritan Homeowner ship Program

Berkshire County Towns patrticipate with Berkshire Housing Development Corporation,
Berkshire Fund, Inc., and nine local lenders with the Good Samaritan Homeownership
program described below. The participating lenders include Berkshire Bank, Legacy
Banks, Pittsfield Cooperative Bank, Lee Bank, Lenox Savings Bank, Adams Co-
operative Bank, So. Adams Savings Bank, Hoosic Bank and Greylock Federal Credit
Union.

The Good Samaritan Homeownership program, which received a Federal Home
Loan Bank Affordable Housing Program Grant for $96,000 in 1999 to assist low-
income households with down payment and closing cost assistance. This
program is available to income eligible residents throughout the County and more
than 175 families have bought homes through the program in the past 10 years.
Participating lenders provide a first mortgage equal to 80% of the purchase price,
Berkshire Fund provides a second mortgage equal to 15% of the purchase price,
and the buyers provide a 5% down payment. The banks also purchased more
than $1.6 million of low interest bonds to fund the down payment pool.

USDA Rural Housing Service Loan Guaranty Program

This program is afederally funded program from the Department of Agriculture
(USDA)/Rural Housing Service. This program is available to all borrowers
seeking mortgages throughout Berkshire County, with the exception of the City of
Pittsfield. Through the Guaranteed Rural Housing L.oan Program, moderate-
income earners can qualify for existing single-family mortgages without a down
payment. This program is currently available at Lee Bank.

M assHousing General Lending Program — 15 Time Homebuyers
MassHousing partners with Lee Bank, Berkshire Bank, and Legacy Banks to
assist credit-worthy, low and moderate income, first time home buyers whose
income and home purchase price fall within federally-set guidelines with
financing and educational assistance.

In the 5 fiscal years from 1997-2001, Town residents have received loans totaling
$386,400.

Source: MassHousing Stats




As of March 6, 2002, eligibility requirements for MassHousing programs in Richmond are:
Source: http://mhfadata.com/limits results.asp

Table H-9: Income Limits For MassHousing Programs In New Ashford
Income Limits Acquisition Cost Limits

1- 2 Persons $66,000 | New Construction Existing Housing

3 or More $ Single Family $277,100 | Single Family $198,400

75,900

2 Family n/a 2 Family $223,300

3 Family $270,400
4 Family $314,400

B. Housing Rehabilitation Assistance Programs
Source: MassHousing Use Figures for FY96-01 — and
Additional MassHousing Programs

MassHousing Septic Repair Loan Program

The Septic Repair Loan Program is a state-wide program established under
Chapter 708 of the acts of 1966 of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts that is
funded by MassHousing and available locally at Lee Bank. The MassHousing
program offers reduced interest rate loans of $1,000 - $25,000 to cover costs
associated with the upgrade of a failed sewage disposal system within the
meaning of Title 5. Homeowners may qualify for 0%, 3% or 5% interest rates
based on household income (see chart H10). Repairs are for owner-occupied
primary-residences only, not for second homes. The program is popular and
several such loans are given out every year throughout the county. Few local
applicants have failed to qualify. The Average Loan amount for a Septic Repair
Loan has been relatively high, as the program’s closing cost requirements have
discouraged smaller value loans. The program began with a $13 million State
grant; it is considered successful; and is expected to continue with self-sufficient
funds from loan payments.

No residents of Richmond have applied for Septic Repair Loan Funds in the past five
fiscal years.

Chart H-10: Income Limits for Septic Repair Loans in Berkshire County

Loan Rate 1-2 person family 3 or more persons
0% $23,000 $26,000

3% $46,000 $52,000

5% $92,000 $104,000

Source: MassHousing Use Figures for FY96-01

MassHousing Home I mprovement L oan Program

Local residents are also eligible for participation in the Home Improvement Loan
Program a MassHousing. This program is available through Lee Bank, and
residents of other towns in Berkshire County have participated. The program
offers financing for income-eligible homeowners to repair their homes. Eligible



properties are one-to-four family properties and residential condominiums, and
the residence must be the borrower's principal residence for minimum of one year.
The maximum loan amount is $5,000 - $25,000 for loan terms of 5 to 15 years.

No residents of Richmond have applied for Home Improvement Loan Funds has
been given to qualified homeowners in Town.

For more information on this program, contact MassHousing or Lee Bank.

MassHousing Get the Lead Out Loan Program

MassHousing's Get The Lead Out Program provides low cost financing to owners
of 1-4 family properties to remove lead paint and reduce the possibilities of |ead
poisoning among children/

In the past five fiscal years, one Get the Lead out loan has been given to a
Richmond resident for over $10,000 in funding. Owner-occupants who meet the
income requirements (see Chart H-9) are eligible for a 0% deferred payment loan
not due until the sale or refinancing of the property. Non-profit organizations are
eligible for 0% fully amortizing loans on properties that are being rented to
income €ligible households. Investor owners are dligible for 3% fully amortizing
loans on properties that are being rented to income eligible households.

For more information on this program, contact MassHousing or Lee Bank.

DHCD Community Development Funds for Housing Rehabilitation
If Applicable, contact Berkshire Housing Development Corporation (BHDC) for figures.
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Town of Richmond Survey Results Report
November, 2001

Background/Methodology

The Berkshire Regiona Planning Commission (BRPC) has conducted the
following survey as a means of determining community need and interest in
developing plans for a Comprehensive Plan in the Town of Richmond.

The survey consisted of 32 questions and was mailed to a target audience of 833
households. The survey response was very strong. Thirty-four percent (281) of the
surveys were completed and returned and input into a database. BRPC staff has
tabulated and analyzed the survey data, and a discussion of the results is the
subject of this report. Attachment “A” of this Report provides a comparison
between this survey and the results of an earlier Town Survey conducted in 1992.

This report will be presented to the Town of Richmond Planning Board and will
also be included in the Town of Richmond's Scope of Services for the Community
Development Plan.

Survey Results

1. Areyou?
Ninety-eight percent of the respondents indicated that they were property owners.
Two percent indicated they were renters.

Number of Respondents Percent
A Property Owner 274 98%
A Renter 6 2%

2. Doyou residein Richmond?
Seventy-three percent of the respondents live in Richmond full time. Twenty-six
percent of Richmond consists of part time residents (see table below).
Number of Respondents Per cent
Full time 206 73%
Part time 73 26%



Percentage of year
In Richmond (part time residents):

0-25% 32 11%
26 — 50% 17 6%
51 -75% 1 0%
76 — 100% 1 0%

3. How long have you resided in Richmond?
The largest percentage of respondents have resided in Richmond for over 26 years.

Number of Respondents Per cent
0-—1year 15 5%
2—-5years 40 14%
6 — 10 years 30 14%
11 -25years 87 31%
26+ years 99 35%
4, If you own, how long have you owned property in Richmond?

A similar percentage of respondents who have resided in Richmond for over 10
years have also owned property for over 10 years.

Number of Respondents Per cent
0—1year 15 4%
2—-5years 43 15%
6 — 10 years 30 11%
11 - 25 years 94 33%
26+ years 93 33%
5. Which of the following best describes your current living situation?

Senior family, family with children, and couples, with no children are the largest
respondent groups.

Number of Respondents Per cent
Single adult, living alone 26 9%
Senior family 69 25%
Family with children 72 26%
Single adult with children 8 3%
Couple, no children 73 26%

Senior living alone 24 9%



6. If you own land in Richmond, how much?
The mgjority of residents in Richmond own between 1.5 and 5 acres of land. The
remainder of land is evenly dispersed among the parcel sizes.

Number of Respondents Per cent
Lessthan 1.5 acres 35 12%
1.5-5acres 130 46%
6 — 10 acres 41 15%
11- 25 acres 36 13%
26+ acres 28 10%
7. Asalandowner, how do you use your property and indicate how many

acresare used for the following?
The largest percentage of acreage is used for residences, with the remaining
acreage equally divided among the different categories.

Acresused for: Number of Respondents  Percent
Residence 259 92%

Farming 27 10%

Business 6 2%

Forestry 31 11%

Other 29 10%
Acresused for: Acres Per cent
Residence 211 75%

Farming 25 9%
Business 4 1%

Forestry 29 10%

Other 20 7%

8. What do you see as the advantages or disadvantages of living in
Richmond?*

The top items in each category are:

Advantages Disadvantages

Rural Nature 55% High Taxes 9%
Schools 20% Lack of Public

Privacy, Peace & Transportation 3%
Quiet 17% Lack of Affordable
Convenience/ Land/Housing 3%
Location 17% Inconvenient/

Proximity to Remote L ocation 2%
Cultura &

Recreational

Resources 11%

' The figures are based on a sample group of 150 surveys, time did not allow for all responses to be

tabulated.



9. Over the past 10 years the number of houses in Richmond has
increased (on average) by almost 5 houses per year. Do you feel this level
of growth is:

The majority of residents, by almost two to one, believe that the level of home
building in the Town of Richmond is Appropriate.

Number of Respondents Percent
Appropriate 159 57%
Too much 92 33%
Not Enough 7 2%
Other 15 5%
10. Richmond is a small “country” town, with a rural atmosphere. Which

statement best describes your feelings about the town?

The Majority of residents, by more than two to one, want to protect the rural
atmosphere of Richmond.

Number of Respondents Percent
Would oppose Richmond
losing this rural atmosphere. 200 71%
Like things the way they are
now, but would not oppose
some additional development. 86 31%
Would prefer more development. 4 1%

11. The town recently passed a home based business bylaw, which allows
for small business enterprises to be pursued as an accessory use in
residential areas. Please choose the statement that best expresses your
views about the town’s home based business bylaw:

Forty-four percent of residents are not familiar with the home based business
bylaw. An equal number of residents are familiar and satisfied or interested in
learning more about the bylaw.

Number of Respondents Percent
| am not interested in the
Home based business bylaw. 28 10%

| am interested in learning more
about the home based business
bylaw. 67 24%

| am familiar with the bylaw and
| am satisfied with it in its present
Form. 55 20%

| am familiar with the bylaw and
feel that it needs to be amended
To better reflect local needs. 11 4%



I am not familiar with the home
based business bylaw. 124 44%

12. In June, 1998, the town passed an accessory use bylaw (allows for
homes with apartments, apartments above garages, etc.), do you feel that
this bylaw has had a positive effect on the town?

A large percentage (60%) of residents is unsure of whether the bylaw has had a
positive effect on the Town.

Number of Respondents Percent
Yes 77 27%
No 27 10%
Not sure 168 60%

13. If you have children, do you think it is likely that they will decide to
live here in the future?

The majority of residents, thirty-six percent, do not think it is likely that their
children will live in Richmond in the future. The two main reasons for this are due
to the increase in housing costs and lack of job opportunities.

Number of Respondents Percent
Yes 21 %
No 101 36%
Not sure 72 26%

If no, which reason describes the reason why?

Number of Respondents Percent
Increase in housing costs. 29 10%
Lack of job opportunities. 56 20%
Quality of life. 4 1%
Other 21 7%

14. Do you believe that seniors living on a fixed income will be able to
remain in Richmond in years to come?

A larger percentage of residents (47%) are unsure if seniors living on a fixed
income will be able to afford to live in Richmond in the years to come.

Number of Respondents Percent
Yes 63 22%
No 79 28%

Not sure 132 47%



15. Do you have any suggestions on how we can keep housing
affordable for future generations and seniors?’

It should be noted that the largest percentage of sample group (55%) did not
respond to this question. The other responses with the significant percentages are
as follows:

Property Tax Abatement
Or Subsidy for Seniors 15%

Lower or Freeze Property
Taxes 14%

16. Do you think the town should have more areas designated for
commercial or non-residential use?

A slightly higher percentage of residents are not in favor of designating more
areas for commercial or non-residential uses. The two most popular facilities
residents chose who are in favor were a town common and restaurant.

Number of Respondents Percent
Yes 126 45%
No 150 53%
If yes, would you like to see any of the following:

Number of Respondents Percent
Town common 69 25%
Retail facilities 43 15%
Cultural facilities 57 20%
Industrial facilities 21 7%
Restaurant 72 26%
Community center 63 22%
17. Do you think the town should have more areas designated for open

space and, if so, please check any of the following you would do to
accomplish this:

The majority of residents would like to see a town-supported land acquisition fund
created to purchase and protect more open spaces.

2 The figures are based on a sample group of 150 surveys, time did not allow for all responses to be
tabulated.



Number of Respondents  Percent
Contribute some land to the town. 13 5%

Sell some land to the town at marketprice. 14 5%
Sell or contribute a “conservation

restriction” to protect your land from

future development. 46 16%

Sell land to the town at bargain prices. 5 2%

Vote for a town-supported land acquisition

fund. 124 44%
Donate money to buy land. 53 19%
None of the above. 49 17%
May we contact you to discuss this. 4 4%

18. If you own building lots, do you expect them to be developed:

There are a close percentage of residents who plan to never develop their lots or
are unsure whether they will develop their lots.

Number of Respondents Percent
Within one year 1 0%
1-5years 3 1%
6 — 10 years 3 1%
Never 37 13%
Not sure 30 11%
19. If you own building lots, wh at zoning classification is it in?

The majority of zoning among those surveyed is residential/agriculture.

Number of Respondents Percent
Residential/Agriculture 51 18%
Shore residential 2 1%
Commercial District 5 2%

Not sure 13 5%



20. Please check any of the following that you believe Richmond should
make more of an effort to protect:

A large majority of residents feel strongly about protecting all the categories listed.
The item receiving the least amount of votes were wetlands (48%), while
outstanding views and scenic areas received the most votes (69%).

Number of Respondents Percent
Ponds 184 65%
Wetlands 136 48%
Outstanding views & scenic areas 195 69%
Historical and/or archeological sites 141 50%
Mountain sides and ridges 180 64%
Streams 168 60%
Drinking water sources 189 67%
Woodland habitat 170 60%
Agriculture 157 56%
Other 12 4%
21. Please check those recreational activities that you enjoy doing in

Richmond.

Hiking, walking, and jogging received a significantly higher percentage of votes
over all the activities listed with an 82% response. Off-road vehicles.
snowmobiling, and camping are the least favorable activites among the
respondents.

Number of Respondents Percent
Fishing 56 20%
Off-road vehicles 9 3%
Horse back riding 30 11%
Camping 11 4%
Boating 69 25%
Nature Activities 130 46%
XC skiing 105 37%
Hunting 25 9%
Snowmobiling 10 4%
Swimming 141 52%
Hiking, walking, jogging 231 82%
Snowshoeing 88 31%
Bird watching 130 46%

Other 39 14%



22. What types of cultural events would you like to see more of in
Richmond?

The two most popular responses the esidents of Richmond would like to see
more of are concerts, with thirty-five percent of the respondents voting for this.

Number of Respondents Percent
Performing arts 83 30%
Concerts 99 35%
Dances 29 10%
Plays 79 28%
Art exhibits 80 28%
Other 35 12%

23. Please check those recreational facilities you would like to see
developed or improved:

The two most popular recreational facilities the residents would like to see
developed or improved are swimming/picnic area and ice skating, with thirty-three
and twenty-seven percent of the respondents voting for these two facilities
respectively.

Number of Respondents Percent
Tennis courts 46 16%
Bocce ball courts 14 5%
Ice skating 75 27%
Volleyball 6 2%

Number of Respondents Percent
Soccer/football field 22 8%
Swimming/picnic area 92 33%
Shuffleboard 3 1%
Playground 24 9%
Baseball field 22 8%
Basketball court 17 6%
Golf course 46 16%
Other 24 9%

24. Do you support the construction of a new town library?

Most respondents would support construction of a new library, with forty-four
percent supporting.

Number of Respondents Percent
Yes 124 44%
No 69 25%

Not sure 82 29%



25. Do you support the construction of a new town hall?

Most respondents would favor construction of a new town hall, with forty-one
percent supporting.

Number of Respondents Percent
Yes 114 41%
No 76 27%
Not sure 85 30%

26. Do you or your family use any of the following facilities or services?

The majority of residents who responded use the Richmond Pond Town Beach;
fifty-seven percent of the respondents use the beach.

Number of Respondents Percent
Richmond Pond Town Beach 159 57%
Tennis court 57 20%
Community Health Program 54 19%
Richmond pond boat ramp 64 23%
Library 99 35%
Recreation Committee Programs 16 6%
Other 6 2%
27. If you live on a dirt road, would you favor having it paved in the

future?

A significantly higher percentage of residents who responded to this question are
not in favor of having dirt roads paved; forty-three percent of respondents do not
favor this.

Number of Respondents Percent
Yes 38 14%
No 111 43%
Not sure 9 3%

28. Do you feel that truck traffic is a problem in Richmond?

Forty-three percent of the respondents believe truck traffic is not a problem, while
thirty-three percent believe truck traffic is a problem.

Number of Respondents Percent
Yes 92 33%
No 122 43%

Not sure 50 18%



29. Do you feel that traffic congestion is a problem in Richmond?

A large majority of respondents (83%) believe that traffic congestion is not a
problem in Richmond.

Number of Respondents Percent
Yes 22 8%
No 232 83%
Not sure 11 4%

30. Are you aware of any of the following programs designed to protect
and enhance agriculture, forestry, and recreation? (Check where
appropriate)

Number of Respondents Percent

Agricultural Preservation
Restriction Program 45 16%

Mass. General Law, Chapter 61
(forest tax classification) 57 20%

Mass. General Law Chapter 61A
(agricultural tax classification) 56 20%

Mass. General Law Chapter 61B
(recreational tax classification) 37 13%

Mass. Community Preservation Act

(up to a 3% local property tax surcharge

to fund open space, historic preservation

and moderate income housing) 38 14%

31. Do you think the Town of Richmond provides adequate services in
the following areas?

Overall, the residents of Richmond seem to be satisfied with the services that the
Town provides. All Town services received good approval ratings.

Number of Respondents Percent

Adequate Inadequate Adequate Inadequate
Police 155 43 55% 15%
Fire 188 11 67% 4%
Ambulance 184 6 65% 2%

Emergency Preparedness 142 17 51% 6%



Number of Respondents Percent

Adequate Inadequate Adequate Inadequate
Road Maintenance 171 31 61% 11%
Recreation 155 13 55% 13%
Elder services 127 9 45% 9%
Transportation 101 23 39% 8%
Handicapped Services 111 11 40% 4%
Education 171 3 63% 1%

Number of Respondents Percent

Adequate Inadequate Adequate Inadequate

Zoning/code enforcement 142 23 51% 8%
Environmental protection/

Enforcement 141 14 50% 5%
Health services 147 2 52% 1%
Trash pickup 197 6 70% 2%
Cemetery 154 3 55% 1%

32. Are there any other important areas or issues that the Town should
be planning for?°

It should be noted that the largest percentage of sample group (71%) did not
respond to this question. There were several issues mentioned by the sample
group but no single issue had a significant response. The largest single issue was
concerned with a public sewer system for the Richmond Shores area. However,
only 3% of the sample group mentioned this item.

% The figures are based on a sample group of 150 surveys, time did not allow for all responses to be
tabulated.
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Summary of the Town of Richmond’'s 1992 Survey Responses
Compar ed to the 2001 Survey Responses

Background/Methodology

The following summary compares the survey that was completed for the Town of
Richmond in May of 1992 to the Survey that was completed in October of 2001.
Sixteen questions from the 1992 survey were used again in the 2001 survey to
compare any significant percentage difference in the respondent’s answers. Any
percentage difference, in the 1992 and the 2001 survey, greater than five percent
(5%) are summarized in this report.

1992/2001 Survey Comparisons

Do you residein Richmond?

Of the respondents, the number of full-time residents has risen
from sixty-four percent (64%) in 1992 to seventy-three percent
(73%) in 2001.

How long have you resided in Richmond?

The number of respondents living in Richmond for over 26 years
has risen in comparison with the earlier survey. In 1992, twenty-
seven percent (27%) resided in Richmond for over 26 years. In
2001, thirty-five percent (35%) of the respondents have resided
in Richmond for over 26 years.

If you own, how long have you owned property in Richmond?

A larger number of respondents have owned property in
Richmond for over 25 years. In 1992, twenty-six percent (26%)
of the respondents owned property in Richmond for over 26
years. In 2001, thirty-three percent (33%) have owned property
in Richmond for over 26 years. The number of respondents
owning property in Richmond for 6 — 10 years has decreased.
In 1992, nineteen percent (19%) of respondents owned property



in Richmond for 6 — 10 years. In 2001, eleven percent (11%)
has owned property in Richmond for 6 — 10 years.

Which of the following best describes your current living situation?

The number of families with children has decreased from 1992
to 2001. In 1992, thirty-three percent (33%) of the respondents
were families with children. In 2001, twenty-six percent (26%)
of the respondents were families with children.

If you own land in Richmond, how much?

The number of respondents owning fewer than 1.5 acres has
decreased. In 1992, eighteen percent (18%) of the respondents
owned less than 1.5 acres. In 2001, twelve percent (12%) of the
respondents owned less than 1.5 acres.

Richmond is a small “country” town, with a rural atmosphere. Which statement
best describes your feelings about the town?

An increased number of respondents would oppose Richmond
losing its rural atmosphere. In 1992, fifty-seven percent (57%)
of the respondents would oppose losing the rural atmosphere.
In 2001, seventy-one percent (71%) would oppose losing the
rural atmosphere. A decreased number of respondents would
not oppose some additional development. In 1992, forty percent
(40%) of the respondents would not oppose some additional
development. In 2001, thirty-one percent (31%) of the
respondents would not oppose some additional development.

Do you think the town should have more areas designated for commercial or non-
residential uses?

The number of respondents answering “yes” to this question
increased from 1992 to 2001, from thirty-four percent (34%) in
1992, to forty-five percent (45%) in 2001. The facilities the
respondents would like to see most did not change from 1992 to
2001. The respondents would like to see a town common, retail
facilities, restaurant, and a community center developed.



Do you think the town should have more areas designated
for open space and, if so, please check any of the following
you would do to accomplish this:

In 1992, forty-two percent (42%) of the respondents would sell
or contribute a “conservation restriction” to protect land from
future development. In 2001, this number decreased to sixteen
percent (16%) of the respondents willing to do this. In 1992,
thirty-five percent (35%) of the respondents would \ote for a
town-supported land acquisition fund. In 2001, this increased to
forty-four percent (44%) of the respondents willing to vote for
this fund. In 1992, sixty-five percent (65%) of the respondents
would be willing to donate money to buy land. In 201, the
number decreased to only nineteen percent (19%) of the
respondents willing to donate money to buy land.

Please check any of the following that you believe
Richmond should make more of an effort to protect:

In 1992, sixty-two percent (62%) of the respondents believe
outstanding views and scenic areas should be protected. In
2001, this increased to sixty-nine percent (69%) believing the
outstanding views and scenic areas should be protected.

Please check those recreational activities that you enjoy
doing in Richmond.

In 1992, thirty-one percent (31%) of the respondents enjoyed
fishing, while, in 2001, twenty percent (20%) enjoyed fishing. In
1992, sixty percent (60%) of the respondents enjoyed nature
activities while, in 2001, forty-six percent (46%) enjoyed nature
activities. In 1992, sixteen percent (16%) enjoyed snowshoeing
while, in 2001, thirty-one percent (31%) enjoy snowshoeing.

Please check those recreational facilities you would like to
see developed or improved:

In 1992, twenty-three percent (23%) of the respondents would
like to see tennis courts while, in 2001, sixteen percent (16%)
want tennis courts. In 1992, eight percent (8%) of the



respondents would like to see volleyball while, in 2001, two
percent (2%) would like to see volleyball. In 1992, sixteen
percent (16%) of the respondents would like to see a
playground while, in 2001, nine percent (9%) would like to see a
playground. In 1992, twelve percent (12%) of the respondents
would like to see a basketball court while, in 2001, six percent
(6%) would like to see a basketball court.

Do you or your family use any of the following facilities or
services?

In 1992, fifty percent (50%) of the respondents used the
Richmond Pond Town Beach while, in 2001, fifty-seven percent
(57%) used the beach. In 1992, thirty percent (30%) of the
respondents used the Community Health Program while, in
2001, nineteen percent (19%) used this program.

If you live on a dirt road, would you favor having it paved in
the future?

Fewer respondents are not in favor of having their roads paved.
In 1992, sixty-two percent (62%) of the respondents would not
favor having their road paved while, in 2001; forty-three percent
(43%) would not favor having their road paved. In 1992,
nineteen percent (19%) of the respondents were unsure
whether they wanted their road paved while, in 2001 three
percent (3%) were unsure.

Are you aware of any of the following programs designed to
protect and enhance agriculture, forestry, and recreation?

Those responding to the survey are more aware of the
programs designed to protect agriculture, forestry, and
recreation. In 1992, thirteen percent (13%) of the respondents
were aware of Mass. General Law, Chapter 61 (forest tax
classification) while, in 2001 twenty percent (20%) were aware
of Chapter 61. In 1992, twelve percent (12%) of the
respondents were aware of Mass. General Law, Chapter 61A
(agricultural tax classification) while, in 2001, twenty percent
were aware of Chapter 61A.



Do you think the Town of Richmond provides adequate
services in the following areas?

Overall, in 2001, the majority of respondents feel the Town of
Richmond provides adequate services, with an overall fifty-four
percent (54%) approval rating. This percentage is up from the
1992 survey, in which the respondents gave the Town of
Richmond a forty-eight percent (48%) approval rating. In 1992,
“Recreation” received a forty-eight percent (48%) approval
rating while, in 2001, it received fifty-five percent (55%)
approval. In 1992, “Elder Services” received a thirty percent
(30%) approval rating while, in 2001, it received a rating of forty-
five percent (45%) approval. In 1992, “Transportation” received
an approval rating of eighteen percent (18%) while, in 2001, it
received an approval rating of thirty-nine percent (39%)
approval. In 1992, “Handicapped Services” received an
approval rating of twenty-two percent (22%) while, in 2001, it
received an approval rating of forty percent (40%) approval. In
1992, “Education” received an approval rating of fifty-five
percent (55%) while, in 2001 it received a rating of sixty-three
percent (63%) approval. In 1992, the “Cemetery” received an
approval rating of forty-six percent (46%) while, in 2001, it
received a rating of fifty-five percent (55%) approval.



V.

Notes From Community Development Meetings

July 16, 2002
Richmond Sewer Extension
Planning Project Meeting
Discussion of Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) Loan
- SRF loan can be used to fund advanced planning and system design and
construction.  This initia application would be submitted for advanced
planning and system design.
- Interest rate for SRF loan is 2%. The anticipated funding availability is
approximately $200 million for the entire Commonwealth.
- Town can borrow up to 9% of total estimated building cost for advanced
planning and design. For example if the total project is $2.3 million, the town
can request a loan of up to approximately $207,000 for planning and design.

Application Process

- Town must submit a Project Evaluation Form (PEF) for review by the Dept.
of Environmental Protection (DEP) — Division of Municipal Services.

- DEP will then prioritize projects for inclusion on the DEP Intended Use Plan
Project Listing. Only projects that are on this list are eligible to submit a SRF
Loan Application.

- Once aproject is on the Intended Use Plan, the Town can prepare and submit
the CWSRF Loan Application package to request funding.

Rating Criteria

- In general, DEP reviews the PEF to determine a community’s
motivation for undertaking a project. The primary criterion is that a
project is motivated by the intent to mitigate existing pollution and
water quality problems. DEP is opposed to projects that create
extra capacity that will encourage sprawl.

- In addition to the general criteria, DEP also carefully considers the
following:  Public Health Criteria, Environmental Criteria, Project
Effectiveness and Program and Implementation Criteria

- The Rating is most heavily weighted toward the last two criteria (i.e.
effectiveness and implementation). Projects that are most likely to
solve a community’s water quality problems and are consistent with
existing plans and priorities are given the highest ratings.

Application Timeline
-The following list provides critical deadlines in the application process:
Project Evaluation Form (PEF) due to DEP : August 15, 2002
Local Appropriation of Project Cost : June 30, 2003
Final Plans and Specifications
and Submit Completed Loan Application: October 15, 2003



July 22, 2002
Richmond Pond Association

Attending: Katherine Levitan, President; Carl Foote, VP, Mark Watkins,
Secretary; Linda Kay, Treasurer; Ed Sawyer; James Mooney; Holly Stover; Alex
Nardacci; Leonard Levitan; Lenore Lapin; Ron Lapin;, Matt Méelillo; Teese
Mélillo; Heloine Strauss

Sewer Update: The Tighe and Bond study showed that the Richmond Pond area
would tie into the pumping station being built by Pittsfield. The pipe would
extend into Richmond Shores, Branch Farm, and Whitewood. 150 dwelling units
will be handled. 65 will be handled by a gravity system. The remaining 85 will
be on low-pressure sewer, with each home on an individual pump. Estimated cost
- $3 million. Low pressure grinder pumps are $5,000 each, plus an additional

$1,000 to tie in. Funding through BRPC. The town must submit project

evaluation form for review to the DEP. When approve, the town can borrow 9%
of cost at 2% interest. Initia project submitted by BRPC next month. Final

funding app due by 06/30/2003.

March 5, 2003

Board of Selectmen

Attending:  Alan Hanson, Chairman; Marguerite Rawson; Roger
Manzolini; Bruce Garlow, Town Administrator

Others: Rick Baehr and Diane Pero, Board of Health; John Olander,
Health Agent; Ted Potter, Richmond Shores; Craig Swinson, Dublin Rd.; Helen
Kingsley, Finance Committee

Mr. Garlow gave an update on the sewer proposal. He explained that the town
did not get on the funding list for a low interest state loan for this calendar year,
but that the town could apply again for the next round in August. He said he had
checked with the Federal Rural Development Office and that loans with an
interest rate of 4.875% are available for the Richmond project. He said that the
best way to go would be to form a committee to organize the new application and
to look at various options.

Mr. Manzolini said that the sewer committee needed a “champion,” someone who
had a direct interest in the sewer and who could push the proposal along. Mr.
Baehr asked if a member of the BOH could be the champion and Mr. Manzolini
replied that a member of the BOH could perform that role. Mr. Manzolini said
the Selectmen should give a charge to the new committee and said that the
charges for the Town Hall/ Library Study committee and Retired Municipal
Employee Hedth Insurance Committee should be made available to Mr. Bagethr,
who Mr. Manzolini suggested should write the charge. Mr. Garlow said that he
would help write the charge.



Mr. Baehr said that his “assistant,” AJ Cole, lives at Richmond Shores and has
said she would gladly pay the estimated annual fee of $1,500, in order to operate a
dishwasher and washing machine, and Mrs. Rawson said that more Richmond
Shores people should be involved and that word would go out to encourage
volunteers for the committee.

Mr. Baehr noted there was mixed opinion among people he has spoken with about
the funding mechanism, with some saying it should be entirely up to the pond-
Side residents to pay for the system and others who say there should be some
contribution from the town. Mr. Garlow explained the situation in West
Stockbridge, where from the first year the town meeting has annually voted to pay
the capital costs of its sewer system, while requiring the users to pay only for
operating costs. He said he has heard discussion on both sides of this issue and
that it will be up to the committee and town meeting to decide the issue.

In response to a question from Mr. Potter, Mr. Manzolini described the types of
proposed sewer lines and discussed the possibility of extending the sewer lines
across Swamp Rd. to serve the properties above Bartlett’s Orchard. Mr. Garlow
added that this proposal was not part of the options formally studied. Mr. Garlow
discussed whether or not there should be an article on this year’s town meeting
warrant to authorize pursuing the sewer loan and Mrs. Rawson suggested and
everyone agreed that two non-binding articles should be offered, one calling for
the users to repay the loan entirely and one where the town participates in paying
off the loan.

March 19, 2003
Board of Selectmen

Attending: Alan Hanson, Chairman; Marguerite Rawson; Roger
Manzolini; Bruce Garlow, Town Administrator

Mr. Hanson reviewed the proposed charge to the new Richmond Pond Sewer
Study Committee. He discussed the annual town meeting warrant in May will
have two non-binding questions- one asking voters if they approve of the town
borrowing money to design and build the system using only fees from the sewer
users to pay the debt, and the second will ask if the town favors paying part of the
capital costs, with a recommended annual contribution of $50,000. A binding
question would probably not appear on the warrant until the 2004 annua town
meeting.

Mr. Garlow said that nothing can be done now to help residents with septic
system failures that are not located in the proposed sewer area.

The portion of the sewer loan, which the town would cover, would be for 20
years.

All homeowners within the proposed area would likely be made to hook up.



Richmond, Massachusetts

Areas of Concern:

Vision for Future Open Space and Resource Protection:

Recommended Actions:

Areas of Concern:

Areas of Safety

Excessive heavy truck traffic in residential areas.
Need to develop an Official Map

Vision for Future Transportation:
Maintain and improve the safety and utility of Richmond’s transportation
networks capital infrastructure by reasonable development and investment.

Recommended Actions:
- Work to improve road conditions, signage, and other traffic
safety devices to reduce number of accidents in identified areas.
Adopt Official Map to clarify ownership, location, and
maintenance responsibilities of local public and private ways.
Reduce traffic, especially truck traffic on Route 295, State Road
(Route 41), Swamp and Summit Roads.

Economic Development

Areas of Concern:
e Few Jobs available locally

Vision for Future Economic Development:

Maintain and improve Richmond’s economic infrastructure by proactively
Identifying and cultivating appropriate commercial opportunities that are
consistent with the character of the community.

Recommended Actions:

e Promote home-based businesses through the creation and distribution of
outreach information

e Develop Economic Profile

Housing

Areas of Concern: i
e Lack of affordable housing for median income earners and seniors =
e Lack of year-round rental housing

Vision for Future Housing:

Maintain and improve Richmond’s social and economic infrastructure by providing quality
affordable housing opportunities

Recommended Actions:
- Support ongoing market-driven efforts to produce affordable homes each year.

Provide additional housing opportunities for seniors.
Continued involvement in developing affordable homeownership options and
publicizing current programs available from MassHousing and Lee Bank.
Promote Accessory Use Apartments through the creation and distribution of
outreach information.
Secure Executive Order 418 Housing Certification
Develop Housing Data Profile
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Proposed Sanitary Sewer Upgrade

(1) Home Based Business Target Area
(2) Accessory Use Apartment Area
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Street Name Grid Code Street Name Grid Code
Anthony Road B4| |March Hare Road D4
Baker Street Extension F2| [Monument Circle C5 5
Beech Road Richmond Shores| |Oak Road Richmond Shores 3
Birch Lane E1l| |Old Post Road A4 95. Y 748 8
Boat Lane Richmond Shores| |Orchard Circle B4 é} . -
Boys Club Road B5[ |Osceola Notch Road C5 3
Branch Farm Road B5| [Osceola Road C5 n?,l _
Bridge Street Richmond Shores| |Osceola Road Extension B4 % Richmond Shores / ;
Canaan Road C2| [Pattons Road C3 a
Cemetery Road B5| |Perrys Peak Road B3| | E
Cheever Road E4| |Pilgrim Street F2 :
Cherry Road Richmond Shores| |Pine Grove Drive E3 Richmond Pond
Chestnut Road Richmond Shores Pine Road Richmond Shore
Church Lane C3| [Resenwir Road E4 s
Cone Hill Road F3| |Richmond Shores Road B4 g
Cross Road F2| |Rossiter Road D2 ﬁl
Cunningham Hill Road Cl| |[Scace Brook Road A3 g,'
Dean Hill Road E1| [Shore Road Richmond Shore [
Deerhill Road c2| [Sleepy Hollow Road C4 '
Dublin Road E3| |Spruce Road Richmond Shores \
East Beach Road Richmond Shores| |State Road* B3 F
East Road E4| |Steven Glen Road E4
East Slope Road A3| [Summit Road C3
Elm Road Richmond Shore§ |Swamp Road E3
Firehouse Lane D3| |Top Of Dean Hill Road E1l
Furnace Lane F2| |Town Beach Road Richmond Shores
Furnace Road F2| |Truran Road B5
Grist Mill Road B4| |Turkey Trot Road F4 1 2 3 4 5 6
Hemlock Road Richmond Shores View Drive C5
Jolindy Road E3| |Walnut Road Richmond Shores
Lake Road B5| [West Road E2 !EE
Lake Road Extension B5| |Willow Road Richmond Shore /‘-Z’
Lenox Branch Road F4| |Wood Lot Road El f.‘kb-
Lenox Road E4| |Yokun Road C5 ."g‘ll
Maple Road Richmond Shores ...‘

*includes roads formerly known as Richmond Road and West Stockbridge Road



Street Acceptance Feet
Anthony Road Town 602
Baker Street Extension Private 793
Beech Road Private 106
Birch Lane Private 756
Birch Road Private 404
Boat Lane Private 183
Boys Club Road Town 925
Branch Farm Road Private 3107
Bridge Street Private 1818
Canaan Road State 9558
Cemetery Road Town 375
Cheever Road Town 1923
Cherry Road Private 713
Chestnut Road Private 1753
Church Lane Town 1591
Cone Hill Road Town 6694
Cross Road Town 436
Cunningham Hill Road Town 1481
Dean Hill Road Town 6917
Deerhill Road Town 1222
Dublin Road Town 22318
East Beach Road Private 408
East Road Town 12005
East Slope Road Town 3090
ElIm Road Private 611
Firehouse Lane Private 799
Furnace Lane Town 513
Furnace Road Town 5136
Grist Mill Road Town 1457
Hemlock Road Private 806
Jolindy Road Town 1144
Lake Road Private 302
Lake Road Extension Private 2229
Lenox Branch Road Town 1375
Lenox Road Town 17928

Street Acceptance Feet
Maple Road Private 692
March Hare Road Town 2737
Monument Circle Town 482
Oak Road Private 1018
Old Post Road Town 088
Orchard Circle Town 2484
Osceola Notch Road Town 1929
Osceola Road Town 8014
Osceola Road Extension Town 923
Pattons Road Town 1633
Perrys Peak Road Town 2455
Pilgrim Street Town 253
Pine Grove Drive Town 1728
Pine Road Private 683
Reservoir Road Town 2074
Richmond Shores Road Town 2619
Rossiter Road Town 9184
Scace Brook Road Town 1066
Shore Road Private 5117
Sleepy Hollow Road Town 9618
Spruce Road Private 1781
State Road State 33920
Steven Glen Road Town 5235
Summit Road Town 10219
Swamp Road Town 27658
Top Of Dean Hill Road Town 696
Town Beach Road Town 4513
Truran Road Private 333
Turkey Trot Road Town 1618
View Drive Town 3009
Walnut Road Private 109
West Road Town 11318
Willow Road Private 683
Wood Lot Road Town 921
Yokun Road Town 4038
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