Minutes

Zoning Advisory Committee

January 10, 2006

Hancock Training Building

6:00 PM

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

Members Absent:  Dale Doughty, c.i.  

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

6:08 PM

Pam calls the meeting to order. 

Pam begins by informing the Committee needs to discuss road widths and inquires if they would like to begin with that or begin by continue working on the setbacks in Cluster Subdivision.  Discussion regarding types of roads Casco has to deal with which are currently minor or major roads and the Planning Board is always being asked for waivers for the roads.

The Committee asks Trevor if he had an opportunity to measure his front setback as discussed last week.  Trevor states from the middle white line of Route 121 to the edge of the pavement is 13’; his lot line is about 10’ from there and then 18’ to the steps of his porch and 9’ to the house giving an approximation of 37’.  This brings the question of what a normal ROW is on a 26’ wide road.  Discussion that it is probably 50’ ROW in the Village and a wider ROW than 50’ would be more than wanted or needed.  It is possible to have a narrower paved section of road, either 20’ or possibly even 18’.  

Discussion moves along to the standards of the roads for construction purposes, extra room needed if you are contemplating sidewalks or plan for sidewalks in the future.  ROW should not be made smaller than 50’ as current requirements take up at least 30’ and that does not include drainage.  Many of the recent subdivisions are requiring drainage and fill easements and that information has to be part of the Deeds for each parcel.  A 60’ ROW is likely to become the standard and if we use that figure now we can cut the size of the paved width of the road and then we can go with lesser setbacks.  Discussion continues on 50’ ROW versus 60’ ROW and that shoulders come into play if you are going to have a narrower road.

Pam passes around a paper from GrowSmart and the SPO setting out what makes a neighborhood feel “homey” and look like a neighborhood.

Discussion turns to minimum front setbacks and that in a Cluster Subdivision you really need a maximum front setback.    

Discussion moves to the 4’ of green space in road construction being more costly to put in and maintain.  This moves discussion to sidewalks versus drainage as far as Cluster Subdivisions.

Trevor moves that we use the 60’ ROW with 25’ front setback for Cluster Subdivision.

Discussion?  Yes.  The group discusses if this would be sufficient space or make it too tight.  Discussion regarding slope issues for driveways.  Discussion turns to the possibility of proposing road setbacks relative to slopes.  Doug proposes to leave this issue to the Planning Board and allowing them the authority to increase the front setback if the final slope grades are to steep.

Dave seconds.

All in favor? 7 yes – 0 no

Discussion regarding side and rear setbacks at 15’ across the board or perhaps 15’ in Village, Residential and Rural Residential and 25’ in Rural.  Doug suggests 15’ in Village and Residential, 20’ in Rural Residential and 25’ in Rural.

Elwin moves the front and side setbacks in Cluster Subdivisions be 15’ in Village and Residential, 20’ in Rural Residential and 25’ in Rural.

Trevor seconds.

Discussion?  None.

All in favor?  7 yes – 0 no

The next issue discussed is placement of building envelopes and if that should be set out.  This moves into discussion of DEP becoming involved when Site Location is triggered.  Discussion moves to the concept of tackling the Impervious versus Building issue.  Pam and Doug discuss this.  Doug explains the Impervious issue to the Committee and that he just wants to be sure the numbers pass the straight face test and that the smallest lot in a Cluster Subdivision allows enough space to build an average home.  The group discusses if this needs to be addressed specifically or not.

Pam directs the Committee’s attention to the headings on the latest copy of the “List of Uses” chart and explains the differences between Town-wide standards, district-specific standards and use-specific standards.  Discussion amongst the members of what the abbreviations represent and how the standards will be applied.  Town-wide standards should apply to the bulk of the standards if at all possible, and then we can get more use specific if necessary.

Pam moves on to Conforming Lot and Additional Lot Area and hands the meeting over to Doug at this juncture.  Doug explains that a Conforming Lot is if there is a “y” (yes) in the Conforming Lot Column, then based on discussions if it is appropriate to have that use, then you need a certain minimum lot size different from the overall district minimum lot size, for example 80% to 100% of the current minimum lot size. For example, perhaps a specific use like Retail should require a 20,000 s.f. lot in the Village District for existing grandfathered lots. Other uses might require a higher percentage of the lot size for that use to occur. Discussion turns to Momentum’s use on their lot as a good example and this comes back to impervious may be the appropriate way to go. Discussions move into using a ratio factor to determine the appropriate figures.  Discussion moves on to the issue of parking, which is always a big factor regarding uses being appropriate for an area.

It is brought up that other Village areas have different concerns than those of Casco Village and those issues also should be addressed.

Pam explains that “ALA” represents “Additional Lot Area” is in addition to the Conforming Lot and how much land area is needed especially for duplex, multi-family, hotels or any attached units of more than two sleeping units.  

Discussions of if there is a difference between Conforming Lot and Minimum Lot.  Doug explains how Conforming Lot requirements came into play.

Pam calls for break at 7:29 p.m.

Pam calls meeting back to order at 7:34 p.m.

Discussion begins with question of if the Committee will next address the Uses requiring Additional Lot Area or the available acreage in Residential Growth Areas.  Decision that the Committee would like to address the available acreage issue.

Discussion begins regarding available acreage by referencing the figures in the Comprehensive Plan on Page 69 that there were 470 new homes projected to be built in the next ten years when the Comprehensive Plan was put together, not including Point Sebago, but the Point Sebago development was added in further down at 350 units.  Elwin informs the Committee that he has heard discussions about the seasonals in Point Sebago trying to control Town Meeting and making their residences year-round.

Pam takes discussion to the next matter of Future Land Use Plan on page 191 of the Comp Plan showing we need to direct 55% (of the 470 home figure) to the growth area (258 units) then we want to multiply that by 1.5 acres because most is in the Residential District (60,000 s.f is the non-subdivision minimum lot size in that district).  Pam informs there is 1100 acres of available land.  Discussions about directing the growth and that we can’t be so specific about where it will be.

Doug asks if everyone agrees on what they are trying to accomplish.  Discussions amongst the group as to the purpose they are trying to achieve.  Discussions continue regarding available space for growth and the building cap issue being the way to control it.  Discussion amongst the group that the Comp Plan was passed and even if 2/3 of the people didn’t understand what they were voting for, it was adopted and now this Committee needs to get the zoning into place and present it to Town Meeting to see if it passes and if not, the Committee then knows where it stands.

Discussions about the allocation system and then if people won’t go to the growth areas, then we need to re-address the designations of growth areas.  Discussion goes back to the 1100 available acres and the need to fit that into the Future Land Use Map as closely as possible.  The available areas that Pam has come up with includes the Village, Residential and Mobile Home Park districts.  The goal is to have no more than 30% growth in Rural Residential and less than 20% in Rural.

The Committee discusses how to break down by an annual basis for the growth and how not to be subject to the building cap.  This moves discussion into previously approved subdivisions being exempt from the changes in the Comp Plan and that subdivisions approved after the adoption of the Comp Plan are in a gray area as well as those items approved after the adoption of this zoning that were before the Planning Board prior to the adoption of this zoning are also in a gray area in terms of what is in the Plan.  

Discussions regarding that those items can not be gray areas when the Zoning is passed in June, as it will open the Town to numerous lawsuits.

Discussion reverts back to the Building Cap issue and that it is required in the Comp Plan.  Discussion regarding how to remedy issues with the Comp Plan if necessary and if the Town has to have the Comp Plan.  There is always the option to amend the Comp Plan and how this would be accomplished.

The Committee discusses the possibility of expanding the proposed districts to decrease the size of the Rural district.

Discussion goes on to how to make Cluster Subdivisions attractive enough to build them that it will take the Building Cap out of the picture.

Pam asks for meeting dates for February and suggests the first, second and fourth Tuesday of the month.

Ed informs the Committee that he will be unavailable for the months of February and March and therefore will not give input to dates nor vote on them.  

Trevor moves that the Committee meet on the first and second Tuesday of February from 4:30 p.m. to 7:00 pm.

Pam seconds.

Discussion?  None.

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

Doug states that regardless of how this matter turns out at Town Meeting he wants to commend the Committee for the work they have done and reassure them that a substantial part of what has been accomplished will not be lost.  This Committee has made a lot of progress toward getting the zoning to go along with the Comp Plan and they should not forget that.

Elwin moves to adjourn.

Ed seconds.

All in favor?

7 yes – 0 no

Adjourned 8:25 p.m.
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