MINUTES

ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

MARCH 14, 2006

HANCOCK TRAINING CENTER

4:30 PM

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Dale Doughty, Pam Edwards – Chairperson, Alec Jarvis, Susannah Swihart, Elwin Thorpe and Trevor Tidd

MEMBERS ABSENT:  Dave Fowler (previously informed Committee)

STAFF PRESENT:  Doug Webster – Planning Consultant, Sandy Fredricks, Secretary

Pam calls the meeting to Order @ 4:31 p.m.

Pam states that she would like to begin with the District Standards, however, we will not be taking the items in the order listed.  Pam directs everyone to Page 5 of the papers entitled “Article 4”  “Zoning Districts”.  Page 5 begins with Article 4.5.3 Space Standards:  Pam states these are the figures the Committee previously decided would be the space required.

4.5.4 District Performance Standards.  Pam reminds the Committee that these standards apply to any use while 4.5.5 Additional Space and Use standards for Nonresidential development apply only to non-residential uses.

Addressing the Articles under 4.5.4 begins with Noise Regulations - The Committee discusses a chart previously viewed by some members regarding decibel levels of common items to most people so they have a general working knowledge of how loud something is.  Alec begins to research this on the internet.

Discussions move on to #2 and if it should be specified as to whom shall take the samples of the decibels during hours of operation.  Consensus is no need to do this as these items all fall under the categories of enforcement by the CEO.

Discussion moves on to #3 with the Committee discussing if daytime hours of 7:00 a.m. – 8:00 p.m. are reasonable.  The group discusses these hours at length.  Doug informs that if this is put under town-wide standards, we would have to address if this is applicable to Contract Zoning.  The members discuss this issue.  The decision of the Committee is hours for daytime are adequate.  

Alec provides the following guidelines found on the internet regarding decibel levels of common items:  

Decibels


Item
10 Normal Breathing

20 Whispering @ 5’

30 Soft Whispering

50



Rainfall

60 Normal Conversation

85 Hand Saw

90 Tractor

105 Snow blower

110 Shouting in someone’s ear

110 Power Saw

120 Chain Saw

120 Thunder

Next up is Hours of Operation -  Trevor states that he feels there should be a window available for change of hours, such as deer hunting season, Casco Days, etc. when the hours could be more flexible.  He proposes 5 a.m. – 9 p.m in the summer and 5 a.m. – 8 p.m. in the winter.  These times are discussed at length with the option of allowing the issue of hours to go before the Planning Board with Site plan review to set it up.  Doug suggests that if a use does not go to Planning Board the above hours will be the default hours.  The Committee discusses this in depth.  The Committee discusses tightening up the default hours a bit by having them be 6 a.m. – 10 p.m. in the summer and 6 a.m. – 9 p.m. in the winter as well as allowing them to be open for an additional 4 hours 4 times per calendar year unless specifically approved otherwise by the Planning Board.

Trevor moves to accept Noise Regulations, numbers 1 through 4.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  The group discusses if these figures are adequate and discuss lower numbers.

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Elwin moves to accept the default hours of operation as 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. during the summer and 6 a.m. to 9 p.m. during the winter.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  Pam asks if we are not going to allow the additional hours 4 times per year, and are we not going to allow the Planning Board to fix different hours if they deem fit?

Elwin amends his motion and moves to accept the default hours of operation as 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. during the summer and 6 a.m. to 9 p.m. during the winter, allowing businesses to be open 4 additional hours 4 times per calendar year and allow the Planning Board to fix hours of operation other than these default hours should they deem it appropriate.

Susannah seconds.

Any further discussion?
All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Pam next directs the Committee to page 10, Non-Residential Uses in the Village District.  Letter K.  Outdoor Storage.  Pam states this is for accessory storage for a non-residential use.  Item K, #2 Pam suggests taking out “including storage associated with allowed uses” as this is redundant.  Pam asks if the Committee wants to set limits on the storage.  Dale states it does not seem necessary as these will be going to Planning Board for Site Plan Review.  The Committee discusses this and believes it needs to set some standards for this.  Doug suggests the limits need to be to the Planning Board’s Site Plan Review Standards.

Discussion moves to #3 and Trevor suggests adding a 12’ height maximum to the figures shown.

Elwin brings up the issue of businesses not requiring Site Plan Review and the way this language is, it would require them to get Site Plan Review for the Outdoor Storage in order to have their dumpster.  The Committee discusses this and believes there can be an exception clause permitting each business to have one dumpster without having to go to the Planning Board.

Pam suggests that #2 should begin with the wording that “One dumpster is permitted without Site Plan Review.  All other outdoor storage requires Site Plan Review by the Planning Board.”

Pam asks if in #3, the Committee wants to add the height limit.  The group discusses what the height limit should be.  The Committee agrees on a 10’ height limit unless specifically approved otherwise by the Planning Board.

Moving on to #4, Pam asks Doug if he meant always “fenced” or otherwise buffered.  Doug states that if we eliminate the fencing sentence, the remainder leaves it open so they can do whatever they want.  Doug continues that we need it to say “fenced or screened” for businesses that the CEO can approve.  Trevor suggests adding “or the adjacent properties” to the end of #4.

Trevor moves to accept K, #1 through 5 as adjusted by our discussions.

Elwin seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

The Committee addresses letter J. Buffer Standards.  Doug explains to the Committee that the Commercial District Standards get applied to commercial uses in the Village District currently and we have just taken those standards and added them into the Village District information so that an applicant can see what is required without having to look at the Commercial District Standards in the Commercial section of the Zoning Ordinance.

Dale states that he doesn’t believe a front vegetated buffer in the Village District is in keeping with the Village ideal.  The Committee discusses this issue at length.  This discussion leads into parking issues for commercial uses in a Village District and the concept of mandating all parking to be on one side or in the rear of these businesses.  This gets discussed in depth as well as making the buffer a lesser number than 20’.  Trevor suggests a 10’ buffer.  The Committee discusses the possibility of changing the buffer wording from “vegetated buffer” to “landscaped buffer”.  Doug brings up that this Committee should also draw some guidelines as to what the Planning Board may or may not grant waivers.  The Committee discusses this issue.

Pam asks if anyone has any other suggestions for changes in the front buffering language.  There are none.

The Committee moves to #2, side and rear buffers.  Dale suggest this be changed to require they screen in the property lines because the 15’ buffer will be needed for the driveway to get to the back for the parking.  Pam states that is where we want the word “screening” rather than “buffer”.  Doug suggests that it require either a stockade fence or a landscaped buffer so there are guidelines for the Planning Board.  Trevor suggests changing the buffers to 5’.  Discussion among the group turns to kinds of fencing and the aesthetics of wood vs. chain link.  Pam suggests that perhaps the words “aesthetically pleasing” should be added to the language in the last sentence.  Trevor states the wording there is fine once we change the buffer from 15’ to 5’.

The next issue discussed is #3 and Doug explains the reasoning for the 25’ requirement.  Elwin states he agrees with this figure.  The Committee discusses this in depth, and agrees #3 is fine.

The Committee reviews #4 and #5 and agree they are fine as written.

Trevor moves to accept J, 1 through 5 with the changes we spoke about.

Elwin seconds.

Any further discussion?  Alec asks if this is only for a commercial use in these zones.  Pam explains that everything they are addressing here are for non-residential uses in the Village Districts.  The Committee discusses this for clarification.

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Pam calls for a break @ 6:05 p.m.

Pam calls the meeting back to Order @ 6:12 p.m.

Pam states we left off by completing letter J, and we will now look at letter I which relates to curb cuts.  Discussion about this article by the group and that it addresses the second curb cut issue.

Susannah moves to accept I as written.

Trevor seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Next item reviewed is letter H.   This exempts buildings such as Town Offices and schools for impervious cover and building footprints.  The Committee discusses this article at length.

Trevor moves to accept letter H as presented.

Elwin seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Addressing Letter G – On the larger lots the maximum footprint shall be limited to 5% of the total lot area.  The group discusses the term “owned in fee interest” in depth.

Trevor moves to accept letter G as written.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  Elwin asks where the 5% limit figure came from.  The Committee members discuss this percentage limitation.

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

The Committee next addresses Letter F.  Elwin questions the wording of “publicly maintained roads”.  Doug and Elwin discuss this.  The Committee discusses this wording and other road possibilities at length.

Elwin moves to accept letter F as proposed.

Trevor seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Letter E is the next item to be reviewed.  Doug informs the Committee about the traffic issues and determining a number so they don’t have to have every Mom & Pop store come to Planning Board and getting traffic engineers which would also mean Planning Board would need a traffic engineer.  Doug explains the two different types of traffic studies and car counts.

Trevor suggests we delete #6 to avoid the issue as it could change depending on how well the business fares or how much the town grows.  Pam suggests we use the current language regarding traffic; meaning delete #6 and replace with “traffic shall not have an adverse impact on your neighbor.”

Trevor questions #3 under letter E and believes it should be eliminated.  Doug suggests adding a provision to #3 that you can have one non-residential and residential use if it is on a parcel of at least 20,000 s.f.  and allow no accessory apartment like in F #2.

Trevor moves to make the changes as stated and accept letter E.
Dale seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Pam asks if letter A on page 6 can just be eliminated.  Doug states it can.

Pam states that under the District-wide Standards, letter B, can be reworded to include the traffic not having an adverse affect on your neighbor.

Elwin moves to eliminate §4.5.5 A.

Trevor seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

The Committee next addresses §4.5.4 B.

Trevor moves to eliminate §4.5.4 B and add language to the Town-wide Standards and Site Plan Review Standards saying there would be no adverse affect to the road or your neighbor for any new business.

Dale seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes - 0 no

The next item addressed is §4.5.5 B.  The Committee discusses this issue for clarification purposes.  Dale asks if a utility building under 100 s.f. is exempt from this calculation.  Doug states he feels the limit should be the limit, it doesn’t matter how you utilize it.  The Committee discusses this at length.

The Committee discusses changing the impervious figures to take care of the footprint on some of the larger lot sizes.  Doug explains why this impervious was set up the way it is.  Pam states she believes it can be taken care of by leaving it as is and adding that a change in use has to be approved by the appropriate authority and must continue to meet the Town-wide Standards of parking and impervious levels.  Pam states she would like to add a “Change of Use” standard to address this.  Doug asks if the Committee is on board to keep the impervious and put a clause in the Ordinance that the Zoning Board of Appeals cannot grant any waivers or exception to this standard.

Trevor moves to accept letters B and C as stated in this meeting and allow Doug to work out the language regarding change of use.

Elwin seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

The Committee addresses letter D.  Doug explains this issue to the Committee.

Trevor moves to accept letter D as is with the date to be the date of adoption of the Ordinance.

Elwin seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Doug informs the Committee that he has researched the issue of Clustered Subdivisions if they must be included in the Zoning Ordinance specifically and has found that it is fine to have it as part of the Subdivision Ordinance and does not need to be included separately in the Zoning Ordinance. However, there should be a statement in the Zoning Ordinance that refers to the different standards for cluster subdivisions in the Subdivision Ordinance.

Pam informs that it is the intention to use these standards just reviewed for the Village Districts as the guidelines for the Residential Districts as well.

Pam also informs the Committee that ZAC will be having a workshop with the Planning Board and Board of Selectmen on April 10th, 2006.  The goal is to have a public meeting on April 27th, 2006 as well as a public hearing in early May.

Pam also strongly urges that this Committee meet March 28th, 2006 as well as April 4th, 2006.

Trevor moves to adjourn.

Dale seconds.

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Adjourned @ 8:00 p.m.
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