MINUTES

ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

APRIL 4, 2006

HANCOCK TRAINING CENTER

4:30 PM

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Dale Doughty, Pam Edwards – Chairperson, Dave Fowler (6:18 pm), Susannah Swihart, Elwin Thorpe and Trevor Tidd. 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  Alec Jarvis, Ed Wade (previously informed Committee)

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

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

Pam informed she met with Matt Hancock last Wednesday and spoke about the Timber Harvesting.  Pam continued that she received the information she was waiting for from the Maine Forest Service and briefly reviewed it.  She and Doug feel this should be sent to legal, DEP and the SPO for their input to be sure it can be accomplished without amendment to the Comprehensive Plan.

Pam continued that she printed a few copies of the differences in our proposed map and the proposed map from Hancock.  It is her feeling that this does seem like a substantial enough change to require amendment to the Comp Plan.  There is a process for doing this and we need to include the Board of Selectmen in this as well.

Trevor asks where that puts ZAC if the Comp Plan is revised.  Pam states that she is under the assumption that the amendment or amendments would only address the Timber Harvesting, the Map and the changes to the Building Permit Allocation System.

Susannah states that some things, such as the definitions, could be considered complete.  The Committee discusses this situation.

Elwin brings up the issue of if there is a time-frame from the SPO regarding amendments.  Pam states she believes it is 60 days.

The Committee moves their discussions to the Building Permit Allocation System issues.

The next issue brought up is that some of the proposed changes to what the Committee has been working on are fairly substantial and haven’t been addressed by the Committee as a whole.

The Committee begins discussing meetings and it is stated that ZAC is planning to meet in Workshop with the Planning Board on Monday, April 10th at 7:00 p.m.  Pam informs that Doug is working on a Memo to the Planning Board regarding this.  Pam continues that tonight she is going to the Board of Selectmen to ask if they need more background or other information and answer any questions they may have before she meets with them next Tuesday.

The new Village District Standards are discussed next.  Elwin brings up a question he was asked regarding Section 4.5.3, Additional Standards for Nonresidential Uses.  “A” states “minimum lot size 40,000 square feet” and “B” states “minimum additional land area per dwelling unit (for duplex and multiplex):  20,000 sq. ft.”  The question is, does this mean 40,000 s.f. for the first in each building in a multiplex or 40,000 s.f. in for only the first building of a multiplex?  The Committee discusses this at length.

Pam informed that next on the list is Open Space Subdivisions.  Pam continued that the list passed out last week is how we are going to address things unless someone has an objection.

Elwin brings up that he spoke with Dave Morton earlier and regarding the setbacks in OSS and Dave would like to see language included that Zoning Board of Appeals cannot grant any variances to the front setbacks.  The Committee discusses this in depth.  

Susannah moves to have no changes permitted to the front setback in Open Space Subdivisions.

Dale seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Trevor moves that the Open Space Subdivision standards cannot be changed by any entity.

Dale seconds.

Any discussion?  The Committee discusses, at length, if any of the standards in an Open Space Subdivision should be allowed to be adjusted either by Planning Board at time of approval of the OSS or by the Zoning Board of Appeals in the form of a variance.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

The Committee addressed Open Space Subdivision Provisions beginning on Page 1.

Purpose:

Pam asks if 1 A through E are acceptable to the Committee.

The group discusses the terms of “Open Space Subdivision” versus  “Clustered Subdivision” in detail with everyone giving their interpretation of what each term depicts in their mind.

Trevor moves to have the name of these subdivisions be “Open Space Subdivision” as printed on Page 1.

Elwin seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

The Committee moves on and discusses if there is minimum Right-of-Way width for the Rural Residential District.  Pam informs that ZAC is waiting the outcome of Doug’s meeting with Dave Morton, John Small and Elwin to see what their recommendations may be.

Trevor moves to accept #1, Purpose; A, B, C, D, and E as written.

Elwin seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Pam addresses the Storage Building set back reduction asking the group if they want to allow this in the Open Space Subdivisions.  If a storage building is under 100 s.f., Elwin can approve it.  The Committee discusses if this is acceptable in the OSS at length.

Trevor moves to allow a Storage Building set back reduction in an Open Space Subdivision providing the storage building is under 100 s.f.

Elwin seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?   5 yes – 0 no

Trevor addresses Section 3D and states he feels the lots are small enough and there shouldn’t be any density bonus.  The Committee discusses what constitutes “affordable housing” for Casco.

Trevor moves that 3D be removed from “3.  General Requirements”.

The Committee discusses this in depth.  Dale states that the Committee may only need to delete part of D.  Discussions continue at length.

No second.

Trevor moves to delete the existing 3D.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Section 3, A:

Trevor moves to accept 3A, as is.

Dale seconds.

Any discussion?
All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Section 3, B:

Susannah moves to accept 3B.

Trevor seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Section 3, C:

Elwin moves to accept as written.

Trevor seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Section 3, E:

Pam informs that she and Doug have discussed eliminating this section.

Susannah moves to eliminate E.

Dale seconds.

Any Discussion?
All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Section 3, Fi:

Trevor questions the wording of this provision.

Elwin states it is okay as it is.

Doug explains where the wording came from and the reasons for it.

Elwin moves to accept Section 3, Fi as is.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Section 3, Fii:

Pam states that after discussions, Doug pointed out that it is not usually enforced, but we want to have this to ensure that if they are having a common well, a certain number of conditions may need to be met.  The Committee discusses this at length.

Pam asks if the Committee wants something in the up-front Planning Board review that looks at the adequacy of the water supply.  Sounds like it hasn’t been used in the past.

Doug states what occurs to him is what we are trying to achieve here is if there is going to be a common water supply, that the location of that is contemplated at the time the subdivision is designed and maybe that is what that ought to be focusing on.  We ought to be focusing on is where is the  “well inclusion zone” if there is going to be a common water supply.  Putting the volume aside, it doesn’t seem appropriate for the Planning Board to verify the gallons per minute before the project gets approved, but to look at the location in relation to the septic systems or whatever.

Elwin asks if we need to have different wording if we do this.

Pam and Doug say yes, we do need to reword this if this is what we are going for.

The group discusses this concept in detail.

Trevor moves that a “well inclusion zone” be delineated in the initial applications to the Planning Board to determine the well location in relation to other septic systems and septic fields if there is to be a common water supply.

Dale seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Section 3, G:

Pam states that Doug has brought up that in ii and iii changes are needed.

(Dave arrives at 6:18)

The Committee discusses 3G ii and 3 G iii at length.

Elwin moves to accept G with the addition of the term “engineered systems”.

Trevor seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no – 1 abstain

After discussions, the Committee proposes the addition of Section G, iv: to allow the addition of a shared or common septic system in the open space area.

Dale moves to add the language for Section G, iv.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Section 4, A:

Pam states that she thought this should be deleted as it will come out of the calculations of density.

Dave moves to delete 4A.

Dale seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Section 4B:

Doug is at the Board.  Dale asks what setback we are addressing.  Doug states it would be a lot line.  Should there be, in one or more zoning districts, a minimum front buffer to the Open Space Subdivision or Multiplex.  There is a definition for “arterial road” in the subdivision ordinance, i.e. Quaker Ridge Road, Tenney Hill Road, Route 121, Mayberry Hill Road, Leach Hill Road.  We may need this to be on a sliding scale depending on which district it is in.  The Committee discusses this at length.

Trevor moves 4, B, front setbacks be Village 10’, Residential 25’, Rural Residential 50’ and Rural 75’ and add C, side/rear setbacks be Village 10’, Residential 25’, Rural Residential 25’ and Rural 25’.

Dale seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

The Committee discusses revegetation and retaining the naturally vegetative state in depth.

Section 5:

Trevor asks why spread these Multiplexes out?  Trevor continues that he believes Section 5 should be scratched.  Elwin states that “B” may be needed; it should be at least double the setbacks.  The Committee discusses this at length.  “B” should read two times the setbacks for the underlying district.

Trevor moves to have “A” and “C” reflect front setbacks:  Village 10’, Residential 25’, Rural Residential 50’ and Rural 75’ and add C, side/rear setbacks be Village 10’, Residential 25’, Rural Residential 25’ and Rural 25’ and “B” to read “two times the side setbacks for the underlying district.

Elwin seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Pam recaps the changes made this evening for Dave.

Pam states that tomorrow night we will begin with Section 6.

Trevor moves to adjourn.

Dale seconds.

Any discussion?

All in favor?  6 yes – 0 no

Adjourned 7:04 p.m.
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