Minutes

Zoning Advisory Committee

February 7, 2006

Hancock Training Building

4:30 p.m.

Members Present: Dale Doughty, Pam Edwards - Chairperson, Alec Jarvis, Susannah Swihart, Elwin Thorpe and Trevor Tidd

Members Absent: Dave Fowler(c.i.)and Ed Wade (away)  

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

4:37 PM

Call to order by Pam Edwards. 

Trevor moves to accept both sets of Minutes for January.

Elwin seconds.

Discussion:  Dale states that having missed one of the Meetings, he would like to act on the Minutes separately.

Trevor amends his Motion and moves to accept the Minutes of January 3, 2006 as written.

Elwin seconds.

All in favor? 6 yes – 0 no 

Trevor moves to accept the Minutes of January 10, 2006.

Elwin seconds.

All in favor? 5 yes – 0 no – 1 abstain (Dale) 

Dale asks if the Right-of-Way in the Village districts take into consideration on-site parking, as this has not been addressed.

Pam questions if he is referring to residential or commercial.

Dale clarifies that it is expected that Village districts are mixed uses and on-site parking is part of that.

Doug addresses this issue and that whenever you are talking about State roads you need to be in contact with DOT and get guidelines from them.  After you have their input, you can work out the details of who can use the parking and how to regulate it.

The Committee continues discussions on the parking issues and how to regulate them with a general consensus that it should be addressed for some areas of the Village districts depending on the use requested.

The Committee moves its discussions to width requirements of the Right-of-Ways.  Many of these issues will be discussed among Dave Morton, John Small, Elwin and Doug at an upcoming meeting.  Their input and recommendations will be presented to this Committee.

Next issue raised is Uses needing additional lot area.  The Committee begins reviewing the chart Pam has provided.

Accessory Apartments have additional performance standards with no additional lot area required, however, 75% for conforming lot size.  The standards of not requiring additional lot area is set forth in the Comp Plan.

Discussion on accessory apartments begins with Elwin stating that a few people have asked him as to why this has been limited to such a small size.  Pam informs they can go to a duplex if the accessory apartment is too restrictive.  Doug states that perhaps the Committee should discuss duplexes and then see if the same concerns exist.

Discussions continue on this with the Committee looking at the issue from all different lot sizes and scenarios.  During this discussion, Pam explains the percentage information on the chart.

Discussion moves back to the size limitation of accessory apartments.  Elwin informs that the 600 s.f. size translates to a 20’ x 30’ structure. Alec states he agrees with Elwin on this believing the Committee should look at these size limits and how to approach it as a whole.  Discussion amongst the Committee continues with varying views of the members.

As discussion of the accessory apartment issues continue, it is brought out that one of the parties questioning the restriction is located in a shoreland district and as the Committee is not addressing the shoreland districts at this time, the issue would not apply to that party at this time.  Doug states that the Committee does have to try to incorporate a reference to shoreland districts for the accessory apartments in the table.

Elwin points out that 600 s.f. is not large enough for anyone in a wheelchair.  The Committee discusses the handicapped issue at length.

Trevor moves that the accessory apartment size be amended to 800 s.f.

Susannah seconds.

All in favor? 6 yes – 0 no

The next issue raised is that a duplex requires two times the property in the current zoning.  The Committee has proposed changing this to only require an additional 20,000 s.f.  Discussion moves to if additional frontage is required for a duplex in addition to the added s.f. lot size.

Dale moves for the standards to be an additional 20,000 s.f. of property, with no additional frontage required in Village, Residential, Rural Residential and Rural districts.

Trevor seconds.

Discussion:  Trevor asks for clarification that a duplex is one building with a common wall.  Pam confirms this.  Doug states that it could also be a 3-car garage and the owner converts one of the bays.  The Committee says no to this.

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Item next addressed is a multiplex.  Trevor asks if the Committee can keep this to a smaller number of units.  Discussion amongst the group if they should limit this to 6 units per building but not limit the number of buildings permitted provided there is enough lot area.

The Committee tries this out using various numbers and scenarios.  Elwin points out that they are allowing a lot more land than is necessary for this and suggests the Committee require less land for building and some land for green space.

Discussion moves to the issue of additional frontage requirements for multiplex housing.  Doug suggests that minimum frontage be required on existing Town roads to try to cut down on the impact on the neighboring properties.  Discussion continues amongst the Committee on this issue.  Dale suggests requiring a buffer on either side of the road; for example, 50’ road frontage with 25’ buffer on either side would give 100’.  Discussion continues on these matters with the Committee comparing a multiplex to a subdivision.  Pam proposes this issue wait until the meeting that Doug and Elwin will be having this week with Dave Morton and John Small.  Perhaps input from that meeting will be of assistance to this Committee in this respect.  Doug states they are going to be addressing more of the technical information at that meeting.

Discussion goes back to how the Committee will address the multiplex requirements to protect neighboring properties.

Elwin states he agrees with Dale’s suggestion of the 25’ buffers on each side with the additional 50’ of frontage required.  Dale asks if this would be a dimensional standard that the Zoning Board of Appeals could not waive.  Doug states it is his belief this standard could be waived by the Zoning Board of Appeals.  Dale states that he is of the belief this should be a dimensional standard that the Zoning Board of Appeals may waive.  Doug states he would like the Committee to have a conditional use standard for this so the Board of Appeals does not have to prove the hardship criteria.

Dale moves that the Committee adopt the standards of Multiplex Housing requiring an additional 20,000 s.f. of land per unit with an additional minimum road frontage of 100’ on an existing publicly maintained road.

Elwin seconds.

Discussion:  Alec states that in subdivisions you have 50’ or 60’ required and 25’ side setbacks so there is your 100’.  Doug recaps this and the Committee discusses the numbers at length.

The purpose for the buffer is to relieve an undue impact on the neighbors.  Maybe the Committee needs to have this as a sliding scale as it relates to the parcel in question.  The Committee discusses this aspect at length.

Pam calls for break at 6:10 p.m.

Pam calls meeting back to order 6:22 p.m.

Discussions resume regarding multiplexes and requirements for them.  Discussion brings up the idea of requiring minimum frontage on publicly maintained roadways at 50’ for multiplex developments of 9 or less and 100’ for 10 or more.

Dale amends his motion and moves that the Committee exclude everything relative to Multiplex Housing except frontage requirements of 50’ for developments of 9 or less and 100’ for developments of 10 or more.

Trevor seconds.

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Trevor moves that the square foot requirements for a multiplex housing development in each district mirror those required for clustered subdivisions.

Discussion amongst the Committee members as to what constitutes a realistic size for each of the multiplex units.  Dale points out that there is a difference between clustered subdivisions and multiplex sizes.  The Committee runs through all the districts and does comparisons of the numbers.

Alec moves that multiplex housing be as set forth on the chart for Additional Lot Area dated 02/01/06 (annexed hereto and incorporated by reference).

Elwin seconds.

All in favor?  5 yes – 1 no (Trevor)

Next item is Residential Care Facility/Nursing Home.  Residence Room requires 5,000 s.f. additional space; Residence Apartment requires 10,000 s.f. additional space.  The Committee needs to first determine the number of units the base lot is allocated.  The group discusses this to determine a reasonable number of rooms/apartments.  Pam addresses the Bed & Breakfast figures to see if they would help the Committee in determining a reasonable figure.

Dale moves the Committee adopt the standards on the chart for Bed & Breakfast for 1 – 2 Bedrooms and 3-5 Bedrooms with conforming lot being 100% of the minimum required for the district.

Susannah seconds.

Discussions continue on the conforming lot size portion of this for 1 & 2 bedrooms.

All in favor?  5 yes – 1 no (Trevor)

The Committee goes back to the Residential Care Facility/Nursing Homes classification.  Discussions among the members regarding the number of base rooms to be permitted.  The Committee agrees that 5 is a reasonable number of base Residence Rooms.  Discussion moves on to a base number of Residence Apartments

allowed on the base lot and it is agreed this should be fixed at 2 units.  The additional s.f. per room or apartment is added, as the case may be, after your base numbers.

Elwin moves that Residential Care Facilities/Nursing Homes require 100% of the minimum lot size in the underlying district and that base lot size allows 5 residence rooms or two residence apartments and each additional residence room requires an additional 5,000 s.f. and each additional residence apartment requires an additional 10,000 s.f.

Dale seconds.

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Dale moves to adjourn.

Trevor seconds.

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Adjourned at 7:16 p.m.

