Minutes

Zoning Advisory Committee

January 3, 2006

Hancock Training Building

6:00 PM

Members Present: Dale Doughty, Pam Edwards - Chairperson, Dave Fowler, Alec Jarvis*, Susannah Swihart, Elwin Thorpe, Trevor Tidd and Ed Wade  

Staff Present: Doug Webster - Planning Consultant, Sandy Fredricks, Secretary

6:02 PM

Call to order by Doug Webster, who has been appointed Acting chair for the evening. 

Motion to approve the minutes of December meeting.
Dave moves to approve the minutes with a correction to list Wayne Ward in the Guests Present.

Ed seconds

All in favor?
6 yes – 0 no – 1 abstain (Dale)

*Alec had not arrived as yet accounting for the difference in vote count

Doug begins asking if all Committee members have the prior Charts regarding Lot Sizes.  They do not.  Dave leaves the room to make copies for the group.

Doug raises the frontage issue and goes to the board to draw an example.  Discussions about how frontage is calculated and ways that frontage can be created, such as adding a Right-of-Way.  

Discussions move on to lot width requirements and if it is necessary.  The group discusses the frontage/width matter for some time including if width can just be covered through side set backs.

Discussions move into frontage requirements on cul-de-sacs and not wanting to allow further cul-de-sacs for public roads.  Discussions go back to width and non-conforming, existing lots that will be requesting Right-of-Ways and how wide those should be.

The Committee next discusses back-lot development and how that affects setbacks, and requests to Zoning Board of Appeals for reductions in the dimensional standards and the impact that has on lots and development.  This goes back to why the lot width is important regarding individually created lots as well as subdivisions.

Discussions continued regarding Right-of-Ways to create frontage for back lot development and why these Right-of-Ways run so much further than where the building lots are.

Discussions move to include possible creation of conflict in the ordinance, as DOT is not permitting additional curb cuts onto State roads.

The Committee goes back to the discussion of if both lot width and frontage are necessary requirements and if both are imposed must both always be met.  This takes the discussion into the matter of these requirements would only pertain to a newly created lot.  Discussions continue amongst the group if they feel both minimum frontage and minimum widths are required.

Discussions go on in length regarding the minimum frontage with the minimum lot sizes and what type of lots will be created and if there is enough room to build a house and garage of average size. 

Discussions continue at length about results of 100’ of frontage with 40,000 s.f. minimum lots and what type of lots that will create.

Trevor moves to accept the number proposed as written for minimum frontage requirements in non-subdivision situation.

Trevor withdraws the motion.

The Committee discusses Clustered Subdivisions as they pertain to frontage requirements, lot sizes, issue of public water and sewage or “engineered” septic systems.  Discussion continues in depth regarding the engineered septic systems.

Discussions regarding the minimum lot size for Cluster Subdivisions and possibly changing them to 30,000 s.f. in Village and Residential Districts and 40,000 s.f. in Rural Residential and Rural Districts.

Discussion goes on regarding 100’ frontage and 25’ setbacks with 20’ side setbacks.  It is brought up that the Fire Department may take issue with those numbers.  Discussion takes place about the fire standpoint.  The option of sprinkler systems being required and discussions continue of what would be satisfactory from a fire standpoint for combating fire (space issues, holding tanks, ponds etc).

Discussions go on at length regarding the minimum lot sizes for Cluster Subdivisions and which districts would, most likely, attract Cluster Subdivisions.

Alec moves to accept the numbers in the chart on the board** regarding cluster subdivisions.

Dave seconds.

Any discussion?  None

All in favor?

7 yes – 1 no (Trevor)

Trevor moves to accept the numbers for minimum frontage requirements as shown on the board**.

Dale seconds.

Any discussion?  Yes.

Pam and Elwin discuss the frontage proposals and address concerns.  Elwin states his concerns are with the side setbacks not frontage.

All in favor?
7 yes – 0 no

** Figures attached hereto and incorporated by reference
Discussions go back to the sprinkler system issue and if perhaps we should have a motion to require them in major and cluster subdivisions.

Pam moves that sprinkler systems be required in all major subdivisions and cluster subdivisions.

Dale seconds.

Any discussion?  Yes.

Elwin states that perhaps we should wait on this until we have an opportunity to speak with the Fire Chief.  Discussion about this and if sprinklers ought to be considered a requirement in multi-family housing units as well.  Elwin states he feels we could wait on this until we address multi-family housing.

All in favor?
8 yes – 0 no

Doug calls for a break @ 7:51 p.m.

Doug calls meeting back to order @ 7:58 p.m.

Discussion begins with current side setbacks and possibly not changing those figures in non-subdivision situations.  After discussing side setback figures, the group addresses side buffers as well for clustered developments.

The Committee discusses treating traditional subdivisions and non-subdivision situations the same.  Regarding the front setback figure of 40’ in the Village District, there is concern if that is too much and if this number is from a sidewalk or road.  Discussion moves into placement of wells and concerns that if wells are in the front they can be damaged by road salt if they are too close to the road and this bring liability to the Town.

The Committee discusses in detail the possibility of having Village and Residential setbacks the same.  During this discussion they touch on the subject of Eminent Domain.

Elwin moves that the front setback in the Village remain at 40’.

Dave seconds.

Any Discussion?  No.

All in favor?
6 yes – 2 no (Alec/Pam)

Dale moves that all traditional lots and subdivisions have setbacks as follows:

Front:
40’ in Village District, 50’ in Residential, Rural Residential and Rural Districts 

Side:
15’ in Village District, 25’ in Residential, Rural Residential and Rural Districts

Rear:
15’ in Village District, 25’in Residential, Rural Residential and Rural Districts.

Trevor seconds

Any Discussion?  Yes.

Ed notes that from an Appeals Board point, accessory buildings have had lower setbacks would this still be true.  Discussion among the members regarding this issue with decision that it will remain unchanged.

All in favor?
7 yes – 1 no (Pam)

Dale moves that the Cluster Subdivision setback requirements be:

Front:
40’ in Village District, 50’ in Residential, Rural Residential and Rural Districts

Side:
15’ in Village District, 25’ in Residential, Rural Residential and Rural Districts

Rear:
15’ in Village District, 25’in Residential, Rural Residential and Rural Districts

No second.

Pam moves that Cluster Subdivisions have a front setback of 25’ in all Districts.

Trevor seconds.

Any Discussion?  Yes.

It is suggested to go with 25’ in Village and Residential Districts and 50’ in Rural Residential and Rural Districts.  It is pointed out that there may be a need to have different numbers on public roads than private roads.  Cluster Subdivisions will all be private roads; there will be no allowed access from public roads.  The members discuss the 25’ front setback if it is enough or not and how parking is affected not just on street parking, but on-site parking as well.  Discussion on distance created between front of homes across from each other if there is a 40’ front setback and that 140’ across is a lot.

Pam retracts the motion.

Pam informs the Committee that she has spoken with Dave Morton and Barbara York to see if they would be available to attend our meeting next Tuesday (January 10) to discuss the building cap issue and asks if the Committee feels it is necessary to have them attend to discuss this.

The Committee feels that it would be premature to do this at this time, as they have not fully addressed the building cap issue.

Dale moves to adjourn.

Trevor seconds.

All in favor?

8 yes – 0 no

Adjourned 8:38 p.m.
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