RICHMOND PLANNING BOARD

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 2008

TOWN OFFICE MEETING ROOM

6:00P.M.

MINUTES

1.0 CALL TO ORDER

Steve Fowler, Diane Moribito, Mike Connor, Steve Roberge, Pam Weisenburg, Ed Mackenzie, Russ Hughes, Randy Mushrow and Katherine Seigars, Keith Edwards, Mike Lane, Tom Nugent, Brad Moll, Janet Clement, Linda Lebel.
Mike Lane opened the meeting up at 6:04 p.m.
2.0 UNFINISHED BUSINESS

2.1 Randall Mushrow-Auto Shop Development Review/Public Hearing

Kathy Seigars stated Doug Marble went over what would be an acceptable buffer, 6ft high and 8ft apart, at a stagger (11) trees in the row and (2) more outback, covers parking area and garage door.  A letter to all the abutters explaining what the business would be and explained what would be in the shop.  Work predominantly done inside the shop.  Pin striping only done by stickers.

Russ Hughes made a motion to move into public hearing, seconded by Ed Mackenzie, motion passed (5-0).

Resident-Trees far from adequate, trees (years to grow), most neighbors against the business, would like to think the neighbors have a say in what remains residential.

Resident-The current lighting is an impact, it is a residential area, concerned it is becoming a business strip, amount of traffic.

Resident-A residential area, business strip concern.
Resident-Does not believe an auto detailing shop would cause to much noise.

Resident-More significant buffering.
Noise within the business hours (day-time hours) most neighbors will not be home.

Russ Hughes made a motion to move out of public hearing, Ed seconded, motion passed (4-0).

The Board moved into Article 8 Section C.

1.
Compliance with State Law and Richmond Ordinances.  The Planning Board shall determine that the application meets each of the following criteria. In all instances the burden of proof shall be on the applicant and such burden shall include the project evidence sufficient to support a find that the proposed development.


Finding:

A 2’x3’ sign is permitted but not to be exceeded and shall be attached to the existing posts, no activity after 5:00p.m. except customer pick-up, no painting or use of chemical coatings, the proposal generally complies with ordinances.


Conclusion:


With exceptions noted project complies with State and Richmond Land Use Ordinances. 

 
2.
Shoreland District and Resource Protection District Permit Standards



FINDINGS:


N/A

CONCLUSION:

N/A

3.  
Special Exception Standards in the Resource Protection District



FINDINGS:



N/A



CONCLUSION:



N/A

4. 
Utilization of the Site



FINDINGS:



The applicant has supplied photos of the existing building and site. 

CONCLUSION:



The board concludes that the proposed site reflects natural capabilities for use of the site.  No environmentally sensitive areas were identified. 

5.
Access to the Site  



FINDINGS:

Existing gravel drive, no threat of high traffic counts, large enough to support the business of the facility, virtue of existing drive and access facilities.



CONCLUSION:


The project will not have a substantial adverse impact on traffic infrastructure.  There is sufficient access to the site to support the development. 


6.
Access into the Site



FINDINGS:

Existing gravel drive, no threat of high traffic counts, large enough to support the business of the facility, virtue of existing drive and access facilities.

CONCLUSION:



Access into the site will be safe and convenient. 


7.
Access Design



FINDINGS:

Existing gravel drive, no threat of high traffic counts, large enough to support the business of the facility, virtue of existing drive and access facilities.

CONCLUSION:



The board concludes that the access design is safe and convenient. 


8.
Accessway Location and Spacing



FINDINGS:

Existing gravel drive, no threat of high traffic counts, large enough to support the business of the facility, virtue of existing drive and access facilities.

CONCLUSION:



Accessway location and spacing will provide safe and convenient access and exit to the development. 

9.
Construction Materials/Paving



FINDINGS:

Existing gravel drive, no threat of high traffic counts, large enough to support the business of the facility, virtue of existing drive and access facilities.


CONCLUSION:



Existing  materials are sufficient. 


10. 
Internal Vehicular Circulation



FINDINGS:

Existing gravel drive, no threat of high traffic counts, large enough to support the business of the facility, virtue of existing drive and access facilities.


CONCLUSION:



Internal parking is safe and convenient. 


11.
Pedestrian Circulation



FINDINGS:

Existing gravel drive, no threat of high traffic counts, large enough to support the business of the facility, virtue of existing drive and access facilities.

CONCLUSION:



The project does not change existing pedestrian circulation or traffic pattern. 


12.
Stormwater Management  



FINDINGS:



No change to impervious surface.

CONCLUSION:



The project will not have a significant impact on stormwater drainage. 

 
13. 
Erosion Control  



FINDINGS:




No change to the impervious surface.



CONCLUSION:



The board concludes the project will not have a significant impact on erosion. 

14.
Water Supply  



FINDINGS:

Hydrants depicted as part of application, no water in garage, given the lack of water use, it’s not an issue.



CONCLUSION:



The project will meet the standards of the State of Maine for drinking water. 

 
15.
Utilities  



FINDINGS:



Existing utilities



CONCLUSION:



The site will be provided with adequate utility service. 

 
16. 
Natural Features  


FINDINGS:



No change to the existing conditions the natural features appear to be protected.


CONCLUSION:



The site is previously developed and contains no natural features.

 
17. 
Groundwater Protection  



FINDINGS:



The scale or scope of the project would not adversely affect ground water protection.



CONCLUSION:



The project makes sufficient provision to protect the groundwater. 


18.
Water and Air Pollution  

 


FINDINGS:



Nothing in the application would suggest water or air adversely effected.

CONCLUSION:



The board concludes that the proposed development will not result in any undue water or air pollution. 

 
19.
Exterior Lighting



FINDINGS:



No change from existing exterior lighting-no additional lighting will be placed.

CONCLUSION:



The project will provide adequate exterior lighting. 

 
20.  
Waste Disposal  


FINDINGS:

Any parts go back with customer, rags laundered, or dumpstered which gets removed every two weeks.


CONCLUSION:



Disposal of solid waste is adequate.


21. 
Landscaping  



FINDINGS:



Dealt with  under Section 24.


CONCLUSION:



The project provides for adequate landscaping. 


22.  
Shoreland Relationship  



FINDINGS:



N/A



CONCLUSION:



N/A


 
23. 
Technical and Financial Capacity  



FINDINGS:

No improvements apart from sign, therefore sufficient and technical capacity are met.


CONCLUSION:



The applicant has sufficient financial and technical capability. 

24. 
Buffering  




FINDINGS:

More buffering down the driveway of adjacent uses sufficient given the following:  Extend an additional 80 ft down the driveway double row with 8ft spaces, 6ft tall, coniferous species along the easterly border.   


CONCLUSION:



Adequate buffering  has been proposed between lots. 


25.  
Off-Street Parking


FINDINGS:



N/A

CONCLUSION:



N/A


26. 
Historic and Archaeological Resource.



FINDINGS:

Given there is no new construction no effect on archeological resources.

CONCLUSION:



There are no historic or archeological resource on site as defined.

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

In addition to the terms and conditions set forth in these findings, the application (as amended) and all attachments hereto, this approval is subject to the following specific conditions.  In the event of a conflict between the above referenced materials, the written findings of fact and conclusions of law shall control conditions of approval.

1. 2’x3’ Sign allowed (not to be exceeded) and attached to the existing posts. 

2. No activity after 5:00p.m., except customer pick-up.

3. No painting or use of chemical coatings.

4. More buffering down the driveway, extend an additional 80 ft down the driveway double row. 8ft spaces, 6ft tall, coniferous species along the easterly border. (30) Days upon approval to complete the buffering.

5. Maximum number of cars outside at anytime is (4) four including owners vehicle only at the place of business.

6.
This approval expires upon discontinuance of the auto detailing business.
2.2 
BRAD MOLL-COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS-DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
Diane Moribito, states there are approximately 213 one way trips in the morning during peak hours, they are waiting for the permit from MDOT, an application has been filed, a scoping meeting will take place Monday September 29th .  After that meeting an outline of any concerns will be submitted to MDOT, then filed with MDOT, and an application will be approved.  Expected application 30 to 60 days from now.   The board not inclined to do a public hearing without the MDOT permit.


Contingent on scoping meeting, will be progressing in the same direction, get through the development review contingent upon traffic permit.

Storm water review: drainage to wetland ends up in ditch, grading drains into culvert and ditches along side the road the right hydrology for this to happen, so flat in the area that the water drains down through and flows away from the site.  Estimated construction period is early December and complete by May 31st.
The board reviewed Article 8 Section B and found the application complete.

The board states that the Public Hearing may tentatively be set for the November meeting but is dependent on reviewing the MDOT Traffic Permit.

2.3
Kevin Smith-Bottle Redemption/Development Review
There will be no paving and no site improvements,  no employees just Kevin Smith and his Wife. 

The board questioned whether he had spoken with any neighbors in regards to the proposed project.  Kevin stated that he has only talked with one neighbor directly across the street and he is 100% behind the project. 
The business would be an approximate three day work week, a small sign on the building, and will use no water or electricity.

After the board reviewed Article 8 Section B Russ Hughes made a motion to find the application complete, Ed Mackenzie seconded, motion passed (4-0), public hearing to be set for October 28th at 6:00p.m.
3.0 NEW BUSINESS

4.0 CORRESPONDENCE

5.0 APPROVE MINUTES OF AUGUST 26, 2008-Members absent cannot approve

6.0 ADJOURN

Tom Nugent made a motion to adjourn at 9:30p.m., Russ Hughes seconded, motion passed (4-0).
Respectfully Submitted By:_____________________________





Laurisa Loon
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