MINUTES
ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

JANUARY 23, 2008

CASCO LIBRARY

4:00 PM

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Dave Fowler, Susannah Swihart, Elwin Thorpe and

Trevor Tidd 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  Dale Doughty - Chair, 

STAFF PRESENT:  Doug Webster – Planning Consultant and

Sandy Fredricks - Secretary

Elwin asks Doug what needs to be done to make the Shoreland Zoning a separate article to comply with the new Shoreland Standards.  Doug states he feels this may have a time extension for adoption.  Discussions take place on this issue among those present.

Doug continues, stating there is a policy question on the Webbs Mills Village that is zoned for the RP District around the Mill Pond.

Doug next informs the Committee that he found some good language for the Open Space Subdivision revisions and he is working on it.

Susannah states she would like to wait on the definitions until we are through with the work on the Ordinance.  She continues that the changes Dale wants to make are understandable, but she is not sure the Committee is ready to do that.  Trevor states he would like to wait on the definitions until Dale is present.  Doug states he was going to contact Dale to see if they can meet to discuss the definitions.

Trevor takes charge of the meeting and calls it to order at 4:15 p.m.

Trevor asks if anyone has any questions on Page 32.  Susannah questions the language in §3.1.1.  Doug states he wants to check this with legal.

Next issue, page 33 §3.1.9 Doug states this may also be able to be deleted, but should also be checked with Natalie.

Page 34 – the notation is a legal question that will also be checked with Natalie.

Dave states he sees where it could be a possible conflict in D, but not in E & F as they are specifically pertaining to buildings or structures.  Doug states he is trying to point out in the Village and Residential Districts that the change of use of a commercial structure is limited if you can’t meet the off-street parking requirements.  Dave states, that being said, should E & F also include the land?  Discussions on this issue continue by the Committee at length.  Trevor states he agrees that it should be including the land and that in some way this should be more inclusive in the definition.  It is stated there is no definition for “change of use”; it would be in the Town-wide Standards.  

§3.2.3 A – this may possibly be deleted as it is included in the definitions.  Doug states he will check this with legal also.  Dave states he knows we are trying to reduce the size of this ordinance, but if it is in an additional location it helps the reader and they don’t have to go back and forth between sections.  Elwin states he doesn’t see a problem with it being in an additional location.  The Committee agrees to leave §3.2.3 A in this section.

Page 35 - §3.2.4 A talks about Planning Board permits for expansion.  Elwin states that this doesn’t go to Planning Board for the 30% expansion.  Doug states we should get rid of reviewing authority reference and cite the correct section of the Zoning Ordinance.  Trevor asks, if you have Shoreland standards for the State, why do we have a reference to Shoreland in this section?  Doug and Elwin explain this comes from the State Shoreland and is incorporated into our Zoning Ordinance.  They continue to explain that our Shoreland Zoning will be pulled out of the Zoning Ordinance at some point and be a separate Ordinance.

Page 40 – Trevor questions the time frame for a Contract Zone.  Doug states this seems to have worked well in the three Contract Zoning Agreements since this was adopted.  Trevor states he is satisfied with this.

Page 41, 8 b – Trevor states he would like to see it be a ballot vote rather than a show of hands.  Elwin states it can be requested at Town Meeting to be a ballot vote, but does not need to state that here.  Discussions take place regarding the issue not typically being mandated by the Zoning Ordinance, but rather by the Board of Selectmen.  Doug states he will ask Natalie if this can be mandated in the Zoning Ordinance.  He continues, he will also ask her, if it is done by ballot, can it be re-addressed at the same Town Meeting.

Page 43 – Trevor asks why we have a Watershed District?  Elwin states there is one section of Town that is zoned as a Watershed and has its own restrictions.   Doug states it is there because it is an existing District and perhaps it should be called Coffee Pond Watershed.  Doug continues, a question comes to mind as to whether there will be different standards that would be Watershed specific.  Elwin states most of the people in Town don’t want to be classified as Watershed Districts.  Dave states he would like to see them be more specific so each Watershed designation can have its own standards for the particular area.

Page 44 – okay

Page 45 – Doug states he was hoping to get Pam’s input on this, as she was the person who wrote this in the Comp Plan.  Elwin asks if we are leaving this, since our Village Districts don’t currently have sidewalks, does this mean we will be requiring sidewalks in new developments.  Dave states he feels it should be required for major subdivisions.  Doug states it should also be a requirement for non-residential uses.  Elwin states he doesn’t feel that the setbacks need to be as deep if sidewalks are part of the Right-of-Way.  The Committee discusses the sidewalk/Right-of-Way/setback issues.  Doug states in Standish they had language stating the owner would be responsible for constructing sidewalks to the Town’s specifications at the Town’s request.  He continues this did not necessarily refer to at the time the project was being completed, but that it reserved the right for sidewalks for all subdivisions and all non-residential developments.

Dave states maybe it should be worded that it is not required on existing roads, but is required on new roads.  He further states that it wouldn’t matter which side they were on.  Trevor agrees.  Dave states that you do have to have design standards for the sidewalks.  The Committee comes to an agreement that the language should include that sidewalks are required on one side of new roads in Village and Residential Districts for Subdivisions, Open Space Subdivisions and Non-Residential uses.  Doug asks if the requirement for sidewalks should be a part of non-residential uses on existing roads?  Trevor states he doesn’t think it should apply on existing roads.  The Committee discusses whether new commercial uses in Village and Residential Districts should be required to put in sidewalks at a later date.  Trevor states he is not in favor of that but he does favor sidewalks with an adequate base 4’ wide on one side of any new road.

Page 46 – Doug states we need to add to #23:  Building Trades II is supposed to have Site Plan Review per the Comp Plan.

Trevor questions why #45 is not designated (CL) for a conforming lot.  It is the Committee’s consensus that it should be a conforming lot.

#53 and #54 – Trevor questions if these are a big deal, as they don’t appear to be being treated as such.  Doug states if you have a non-conforming lot, but it is big enough for recreational use, it should be able to be used for it.  Elwin asks if we are capping the size of all rec facilities.  Doug states we capped the size of the structures for indoor commercial recreation by the building footprint.  Outdoor uses are not limited.  Amusement Parks are only allowed in Commercial Districts.  Trevor feels that paintball courses should be added to the definition of Amusement Park.

Page 47 – Trevor states #61, Restaurant, requires a conforming lot and this would probably remove any houses along this Village area or Webbs Mills from changing the use to a restaurant.  Doug explains the CL requirement is for uses that are fairly intensive.  Trevor also questions why #66 and #68 are not CL.  Dave asks if they are subject to Use Standards that may take care of some of these issues?  Doug explains that those standards mostly take care of hours and noise.  Doug stated he doesn’t feel #68 needs to be CL.  He continues that the difference is the length of time they would be used.  Dave states he feels any small business that can meet the parking in the Village should be allowed to operate.  Doug states that #66 and #68 are both classified as non-conforming uses and have Performance Standards.  Doug also states that parking is addressed because Site Plan Review is required for both of those uses.  Dave states then he believes we can strike (CL) from restaurants as well as Retail Businesses.  Doug states he wouldn’t do that.  Susannah states we also need to address other Village areas, i.e. Pike’s Corner and Webbs Mills.  This is discussed briefly.

Dave moves to adjourn.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no
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