MINUTES
ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

JANUARY 30, 2008

CASCO LIBRARY

4:00 PM

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Dale Doughty - Chair, Dave Fowler, Susannah Swihart, Elwin Thorpe and Trevor Tidd 

STAFF PRESENT:  Doug Webster – Planning Consultant and

Sandy Fredricks - Secretary

Dale calls the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m.

Elwin hands out an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance to add a new §5.2.31 regarding well setback requirements.  Dave asks if salt leaching into wells is a big problem.  Elwin and Doug state it is increasing in numbers.  Elwin explains that the Town has already had to replace one well and we need to look at cutting down on this problem happening.  The Committee discusses this issue at length.  Doug states it is his recommendation that the Town come up with a set foot requirement from the front property line.  Elwin feels there should be a fixed number as well.  Dave asks because of the contamination problem, how receptive would the Town be to grant a variance?  Doug states that one way to handle this would be to set a separate set of standards, but the Zoning Board of Appeals would require something recorded in the Cumberland County Registry of Deeds stating it is closer than set forth in the Town standards and the Town will not be liable for any contamination issues.  Doug continues we need to make sure it is taken care of in Subdivisions as well.

Elwin states there is also a problem with the standard for masonry chimneys for solid burning fuels.  There are non-masonry chimneys that meet the requirements for solid fuels now and that standard should be changed.  Elwin continues that the Board of Selectmen may take care of this issue.

The Committee returns to the well issue and determines the setback should remain fixed at 50’, however, it also should have the language discussed earlier regarding variances.  Discussions turn to how these figures would work in an Open Space Subdivision and state there is always the option of putting the septic in the front and well in the rear.

Doug asks Dale if it is possible for them to sit down and go over the definitions issue.  Dale agrees it would be a good idea to do that.

Picking up from last week, the Committee begins on Page 46.

Page 46, Conforming Lots for some uses and not others.  Many of the uses will be taken care of by the Performance Standards.

Commercial Recreation, Outdoor – On pg. 22 the definition includes “may provide limited services and sales directly related to the recreational use . . .”.

Dale asks if there are any Performance Standards for these types of uses.  Doug states there are not at this point, but we can add Performance Standards for these uses.  He continues there are some Non-residential Use Standards in the ordinance.  Trevor questions the inclusion of bowling alleys and outdoor driving ranges stating he believes those uses should require a conforming lot.  Doug and Trevor discuss this using the example of a ball field.  Doug states that it would go to Site Plan Review and requirements would have to be met.  Dave states that Non-residential Use Standards and Site plan take care of a lot of concerns for a non-conforming lot.  Elwin states he believes something like a ball field would fall under #56.  He continues he feels the Village Districts are nothing more than country residential areas with little country stores in them.

Trevor states he still has an issue with a restaurant needing a conforming lot.  Dave states he doesn’t see why we even allow these uses in Casco Village since there are no conforming lots.  He continues that he feels it should be allowed on a non-conforming lot with Performance Standards.  Doug states we can’t have any more Performance Standards, there are already too many.  He further states that we could require conforming lots in Village Districts but not the others.

Dale states he doesn’t recall discussions on conforming lots for Professional Office Buildings.  He states there are many properties in Town that could be converted to Professional Office Buildings but they are not on conforming lots.  Trevor states he agrees that we need to look at the conforming lot issue on all these uses.

Dale asks why a Funeral Home needs a conforming lot.  He feels it should be up to the Planning Board to determine if the lot is too small.  Doug explains that you can’t legally do it this way:  it either has to be an allowed use or not allowed.  Dave states it could be limited only by frontage and that would make it a non-conforming lot.  Doug informs we take care of that in the Village Districts in that a conforming lot has to be 40,0000 s.f, but it can be considered conforming as long as there is 100’ of frontage.  Dale states there are some uses, i.e. Professional Office Building, that should not require a conforming lot and there may be other instances where we may want to eliminate it.  Dave agrees that change of use to a Professional Office Building doesn’t need a conforming lot.  Dave states he doesn’t believe #62, Retail Business, requires a conforming lot either.  The Committee agrees.

Susannah asks what a “Repair Services” would be.  Doug states it is in the definitions.  “Repair Services” are discussed by the Committee members and it is determined that a conforming lot is not necessary for this use.

Dave asks again about restaurants.  The group discusses this in depth, agreeing to remove the conforming lot requirement for restaurants.

The Committee next addresses the issue of Minimum Lot Width as required by the Comp Plan.  It is agreed that this standard be included.

Page 48 – Doug explains the additional language to B Hours of Operation.  Dale and Elwin agree that the language is acceptable.  Dave concurs.

Page 49 – Dave asks how we came up with the 7.5% for 3 (a).  Doug explains his recollection of this.  Dave accepts the figure.

Page 50 accepted by the Committee.

Page 51 accepted by the Committee.

Page 52 – Dave asks about the Buffer Standards stating he is just verifying this is in the non-conforming uses in the Village District.  This is verified and accepted.

The Committee addresses the sidewalk issue again and explains to Dale the discussions from last week.  Elwin states he is concerned about this:  If you have a large parcel and you put in a road and build one house down in the back, then 5 years later you build another house and you do this; over time you end up with a subdivision without sidewalks.  Doug states the only way to eliminate that is to have a separate Street Ordinance and that if you do that you have all your road standards in there; you need to require a wide enough Right-of-Way and you tie the sidewalks to your road construction.  The Committee discusses this at length.  Doug points out that this issue should be tied to dwelling units not lot as you could have a multiplex.  Dave feels the Committee may want to re-examine the definition of “driveway” so you don’t end up having someone having to put in a sidewalk because the driveway is too long.  Doug explains there are many things that need to be looked at in interfacing of the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances.   Back lot development is an issue that needs to be addressed, as it is a key factor to utilizing lots that are already developed.  Doug states he would like the Committee to review Page 117.1 regarding back lot development.

The Committee agrees to meet on February 6, 2008 and February 20, 2008 from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. at the Library.

Susannah moves to adjourn.

Trevor seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no
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