Minutes

Zoning Advisory Committee

February 14, 2006

Hancock Training Building

4:30 p.m.

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

Members Absent: Alec Jarvis(c.i.)and Ed Wade (away)  

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

4:52 PM

Call to order by Pam Edwards. 

Pam begins by asking the Committee if anyone would like to make a motion to forward the idea of reviewing and implementing a process for Impact Fees to the Board of Selectmen or does ZAC feel this issue can wait a bit longer before being presented to the Selectmen for an in-depth review.

The Committee discusses how each member feels about this issue.

Dale moves the Committee forward its recommendation to the Board of Selectmen requesting they review this issue and take at least some initial action toward implementing Impact Fees.

Susannah seconds.

All in favor? 6 yes – 0 no 

The Committee discusses concerns of the members regarding the issue of how the Committee will react if at Town Meeting, a member does not feel they can vote in favor of the proposed Zoning plan in the end.  Doug explains the process of how the Planning Board approaches issues and votes on each issue and then again votes on the project as a whole.  This same principle applies to this Committee and the final proposal to be presented to the Town.  The Committee discusses this at length.  Trevor states his real issue is with the density in Multiplex Housing.  Discussions continue on members’ votes on the package to go to Planning Board and then possibly to the Board of Selectmen and Town Warrant.

Next issue is to continue the Dimensional Standards.

Item 3.4.4D, Maximum Impervious Area.  Dale asks if there is a definitive definition of “impervious surface”.  Pam informs that the Committee needs to complete that definition.  Dale informs there is a definition in the Ordinance, but it is not what he has been hearing people refer to as impervious surface.  Discussions among members as to what should and should not be included in the impervious surface definition and calculations.

Addressing Village Districts, 3.4.5 D, Pam reminds the Committee that this is for non-residential uses. This really only applies to Professional Buildings and Convenience Stores that currently have a size cap in the Village Districts.

Dave asks if there are any lots in the Village District that may be an issue in this regard.  Doug and Dave discuss this and bring the Committee to discussion as to the footprint measurements and capping square footage at 10,000.  Discussions of size issues go on at length.

The Committee takes discussion to the issue of what will be allowed for each of the possible uses and how that is impacted by the size restrictions.  Pam reiterates to the Committee that they must remember this only pertains to retail and professional buildings that are currently limited.  Dave explains how this could be accomplished even on a smaller lot and gives figures for a house, garage, deck and driveway even though this discussion is addressing non-residential uses, the sizes still work for those structures.

Discussions turn to storm-water run off and drainage issues, continuing in depth.

Discussions turn to not separating conforming and non-conforming lots and the limitations to be set.  Doug suggests that rather than starting out with non-conforming lots of record, the Committee may want to say lots of so many square feet with a set frontage can have certain uses.  The Committee discusses the possibilities regarding this issue.

Pam asks if the numbers being proposed in the chart feel about right to the Committee.  Discussions among the members brings out the figures may not be adequate.  Trevor suggests that perhaps a non-conforming lot needs to have site plan review as each proposal comes up.  Pam asks if this could work if you just have a percentage of impervious surface requirements plus an overall cap to the size in the Village. Would site plan review take care of it?  Doug says it works in concept, but the weak link in that approach is the applicability of the off-street parking requirements and the access widths necessary.

The Committee continues to discuss the maximum percentage of impervious surface and the footprint size of the building.

Pam calls for a break @ 6:00 p.m.

Pam calls the meeting back to Order @ 6:13 p.m. 


Dave asks why A, B & D all have footprint sizes by C does not.  Pam informs that C is set at a maximum of 5% of the gross lot size.

The Committee discusses the footprints further in depth.

Discussions move to what types of building would look right in which areas of the Village districts and what those sizes should be.  Doug reminds the Committee that this is where the concept of an overlay district could come into play with certain design standards.

Discussion among the Committee about how overlays would work and that overlays are not necessarily more restrictive, sometimes they are more lenient.

Pam states we are moving on to the Building Permit Allocation System issue.  Pam informs the Committee that we have copies of the Building Allocations Systems in place in various towns and states and we will make copies for those wish to review them.  

The first part of Building Permit Allocations to be addressed is the exception issue and that it does not come into play until the number of permits allowed has been reached.

Trevor asks if a Multi-unit dwelling counts per unit or as one unit?  Pam and Doug inform that this has not been determined and has to be addressed by the Committee.

Discussion turns to how the allocation system would work if you are a developer rather than an individual constructing just one dwelling.

The Committee asks Elwin for an approximate number of building permits issued last year.  Reply is 55 – 60, which would mean 10 permits could be issued under the building cap.

Discussion among the Committee whether cluster subdivisions would be counted toward the building cap permits.  Further discussion takes place regarding if there are two types of cluster subdivisions in a Rural District and the way of how to get around the Building Permit Allocation System.

Dave states that it appears this will actually benefit the larger developer and be detrimental to the landowners who only have 5 acres or so.

Discussion by the Committee returns to cluster subdivisions and exempting them from the building cap provided they have additional set-asides by using net residential calculations.  This takes discussions to what percentage of set aside will be required to effectuate this.

The Committee turns its attention to perhaps the Building Permit  Allocation System should be a fixed number of permits rather than a percentage of permits issued in a previous year or years.

Also discussed is the idea of having the Building Permit Allocations based on a lottery type system rather than a first-come/first-served basis.  This idea also brings up the possibility of not penalizing people who have paid taxes on a parcel of land for ten years and they should be able to build on the property and should be included as an exception to the Building Permit Allocation System.  These issues are discussed at length.

Discussion moves to where matters approved by the Planning Board since the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan fall in this zoning.  The Committee talks about this in great depth.

Dave asks if they will be adding the exception for the cluster subdivisions using the net buildable calculations, which takes the discussions back to cluster subdivision exceptions and if they will be calculated in the Building Permit Allocation System.  Susannah brings up the issue of addressing Item 6C of the Building Permit Allocation System relating to the term “significant open space as determined by agreed upon criteria”.

Pam states she is comfortable doing the cluster subdivisions with just a net buildable calculation.

The Committee discusses dates for the March meetings and determine to meet on Tuesday, March 7th; Tuesday, March 14th and Tuesday, March 21st, 2006.  Meetings to be 4:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the Hancock Land Training Center, Meadow Road, Casco.

Elwin moves to adjourn.

Pam seconds.

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Meeting adjourned 7:20 p.m.

