MINUTES
ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

FEBRUARY 6, 2008

CASCO LIBRARY

4:00 PM

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

MEMBERS ABSENT:  Dave Fowler

STAFF PRESENT:  Doug Webster – Planning Consultant and

Sandy Fredricks - Secretary

Dale calls the meeting to order at 4:15 p.m.

Beginning with Page 53, Residential District, Susannah states §4.6.1 Intent, should read, “This district emphasizes residential uses.”  The Committee concurs to correct this grammatical item.

Page 54 – Conforming Lot under Permitted Uses:  the only one from the Village to Residential to eliminate the CL is #37, Professional Office Building.

Elwin states on Page 54, #18, Recycling Collection Center makes him think of Bulky Waste.  Trevor states we need to look at the definitions.  Trevor further states it is a 500 s.f. maximum.  Doug informs this was based on the recycling center on Route 85 by the Fire Station at the Egypt Road where there are two dumpsters and a small structure.  Dale states it also requires Site Plan Review.

Elwin also questions #12, Day Care.  Usually someone wanting to open a Day Care just comes to him for this and now we are asking for Site Plan Review.  Dale looks at the definitions to determine the difference between #12 and #23 (Day Care Home).  Trevor states he believes there are requirements for the number of employees per so many children, which are set by the State. Dale states that he believes there probably are distinctions in the State regulations as there are different levels in the Tax Code relative to the different numbers of children in the type of facility.

#32 – Health Clubs – Elwin states he thinks of Health Clubs as a reasonably sized building.  He continues that he knows it fits in the Village District, but he is not sure it belongs in Residential Districts.  Dale states most of them are large buildings and he feels they are big operations.  Doug looks at the Comp Plan and informs that it is on the fence in Residential Districts.  He continues that he believes there were some on-point discussions on this with this Committee and he believed it was to be permitted; however, if the Committee wants to revisit this they can.  Dale states that construction of a new building would require a conforming lot.  Doug and Elwin state it would not.  Elwin states he feels it should be taken out of the Residential District completely.  Doug states it would be cleaner from the Comp Plan perspective.  Dale states that he doesn’t see why someone couldn’t convert a barn to this type use.  Elwin states his objection would be the added traffic issue.  The consensus of the Committee is to eliminate #32.

Page 55 – Trevor states he still has issues with the 20,000 s.f. minimum for a duplex or multiplex.  He feels residential should all be treated the same.  Elwin states that you need 60,000 s.f. for the base lot and 20,000 s.f for each additional unit.  Discussions continue on this for some time.  Trevor states if they are trying to make him happy, perhaps it could be increased from 20,000 to 30,000 s.f. in Residential, 40,000 s.f. in Rural Residential and 50,000 s.f. in Rural and it would still be less than current requirements.  Dale states it is all one structure so you are creating a lot of empty space.  Discussions on multiplex dwellings continue at length.

Page 56 – Trevor states he has a question on §4.6.5 D, Maximum Square Footage not to exceed 150% of the maximum allowed building footprint.  Doug explains C and D using the AG @ 50 x 75 so D states the footprint couldn’t exceed 5625 s.f.  He continues, if you want a taller building you can do that but if you want a shorter building the 2nd floor or part of the basement could be utilized.  Trevor states he now understands that it is the square footage utilized.  If it is a 50 x 60 building, it allows ½ of a second story.

Elwin states he can’t help thinking about Mitchell Hill Estates subdivision and there is not one thing in the non-residential uses that you would want coming in if you owned a $300,000 - $400,000 home.  He continues that of course, they can control what is allowed in their By-Laws and such.  Doug states the Comp Plan would agree with Elwin that we should be clearing the residential areas, and the only way to get around these non-residential uses is to eliminate non-residential uses in Residential Districts.  Since Residential is primarily targeted for new dwelling units, and we put a large chunk of the Town into this District, everything would be the same as in the other Residential Districts except for the allowed uses.  After lengthy discussions the Committee determines to eliminate allowed uses beginning on Page 54, D, #27 on down the list.

Reviewing the list, Trevor states he believes Cemeteries can be left in.

Next question is Elderly Housing.  Doug states that the Comp Plan may feel Elderly Housing is an acceptable use, as they would need services.  

Emergency Services – in.

Golf Course – out

Health Care Facility – out

Home Retail Sales gets discussed at some length, as it is an accessory use to a home occupation.  Doug reads the definition of Home Retail Sales and it is very limited.  This stays in.

Horticulture – in.

Susannah wants to go back to #18, Recycling Collection Center.  Doug states maybe this should be pulled from here.  The group discusses this and decides to scrap it.

Trevor states #35 through #44 can be eliminated.  Susannah states she doesn’t feel they belong.

Museums – out.

Places of Worship – out

Professional Office Building – out.

Post Office – out.

Public Assembly – out.

Recreation Facility, Public, Indoor – stays in.

Recreation Facility, Public, Outdoor – stays in.

Public Offices and Services – stay in.

Research Facility – out.

Schools – stays in but change to Public Schools.

Residential Care Facility (Nursing Home) – stays in.

Page 56 – Noise regulations and some of the other regulations seem to be the same for the Town, so do we need it listed in each section?  Doug states he believes there are some slight differences, but he will check and perhaps it can be a Town-Wide Standard.

Dale moves on to the impervious cover issue stating it ties in with the definitions.  He continues that there are a lot of things in here that don’t fall under impervious cover.  We need standards that state impervious cover is driveways, patios, etc.  Doug states that would be hard to administer because of Shoreland impervious definitions.   Dale states that on his property the water rushed down and eroded the land.  He created impervious by creating terraces and laying bricks on the ground so it allows the water to percolate.  Dale states he feels we need to put in a percolation standard.  Doug states that administratively it is difficult.

Page 57, G – Susannah asks why it states Noise is required to be muffled so as not to be objectionable due to intermittence, beat frequency or shrillness.  Dale states we should just state the decibel levels.  The Committee discusses this at length and the consensus is to eliminate this item.

Page 57, H – okay.

Page 58, K, 1 – Outdoor Storage – okay.

Susannah asks if a dumpster can be on a property indefinitely.  Elwin states that he doesn’t think so.  Dale states that the CEO can put a time frame on it.  Doug states that the Zoning Ordinance allows the CEO to permit one dumpster for some of the uses.  Discussions take place about the size of dumpsters and capping the capacity of dumpsters at 4 yards.

Susannah moves to adjourn.

Trevor seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

PAGE  
1

