MINUTES
ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

JANUARY 16, 2007

HANCOCK TRAINING CENTER

4:30 PM

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Dale Doughty - Chair, Alec Jarvis, Elwin Thorpe, Trevor Tidd and Ed Wade

MEMBERS ABSENT:  Dave Fowler, Susannah Swihart (c.i.)

STAFF PRESENT:  Doug Webster – Planning Consultant and

Sandy Fredricks - Secretary

Dale calls the meeting to order at 4:32.

Dale states the next item on our Agenda is Overview of Comprehensive Plan Committee status and timeline and asks Doug for this information.

Doug provides an update to ZAC members of where CPC stands on the issues referred back to them for review.  The final outcome from CPC has not been determined as yet although they are looking at various options to direct the growth areas without utilizing the BPAS.  The CPC review of the proposed new Zoning Map is almost completed and may be wrapped up this week.

Doug informs ZAC that CPC seems to be endorsing an amendment to the Comp Plan and explains, at length, the various ideas that CPC has discussed.  He stresses, however, that they have not made any final decisions on these issues.  Committee members discuss how amending the Comp Plan will affect the work ZAC has already done.  Doug informs the Committee he does not feel much of what has been accomplished by ZAC will be affected.
The group discusses how the new zoning and an amended Comp Plan can be adopted at the same Town Meeting so that everyone understands the process.

Doug continues that there are six (6) big categories that need to be done to implement the new zoning.  They are:  Open Space Subdivisions, Definitions, Districts, Map, Performance Standards and a few legal questions which need to be answered.

Doug continues that Open Space Subdivisions may change some because of the elimination of the BPAS.  It needs to be determined for each district what the absolute bare minimum individually owned portion of a lot would be allowed.  The Committee discusses these sizes at great length.

Dale asks Doug how close he is to being able to present a working draft of the changes to be implemented to this Committee.  Doug states he could do it almost any time, except that there will be “holes” in it.  He would like to see the Committee finish up with Performance Standards before putting together a “working draft” as Dale referred to it.  The Committee discusses their individual feelings on this issue and that most members believe they would have a better grasp on where things truly stand if they saw a package rather than all these little disjointed bits and pieces.

After much discussion, the Committee and Doug agree that Doug will present the Performance Standards to ZAC for review, although there may be some Performance Standards that are missing and that he will pull the completed information together as a package as quickly as possible.  It is Doug’s intention to present a draft package to Planning Board and the Board of Selectmen in March for their review to see if there are any glaring errors, omissions or inconsistencies.   Once Planning Board and Board of Selectmen reviews are complete, the public hearings can be scheduled in preparation for June Town Meeting.  Doug states that he feels in the letters to PB and BOS, it should be made clear that any requested changes to the proposed new Zoning Ordinance, by either Board, would require a majority vote of that Board.

Discussion moves on to the Uses requiring Additional Land Area.  The Committee needs to determine what should be allowed within the base lot size and at what point do you need additional lot sizes.  Trevor and Dale both believe this information has been reviewed and voted on previously.  Discussion among the members regarding this situation continues with the consensus that some of these items may have been discussed, however, others were not.

Ed asks why you would need additional land size for a Bed & Breakfast; is it because of parking?  Doug states it is to protect adversity to the neighboring properties.

Addressing the Additional Lot Area chart from the top:

Accessory Apartment – no additional land area per unit; if larger than 800 sq. ft. treat as duplex.  Committee agrees this is okay.

Duplex Residential Dwelling – Trevor states his argument for this is that the effects are the same for two (2) families if they are sharing a wall or are in separate dwellings.  He continues that he feels the lot should be double as it is now.  Alec states that with the double lot size, you are contributing to sprawl.  Doug states that the requirements can vary by district if the Committee so desires.  Dale states it seems the number of buildings for a multiplex has to be considered.  How would it be different than a hotel or motel with six (6) units if you had a building with six (6) dwelling units.  The Committee discusses the possibilities in detail.

Trevor moves that Duplex and Multiplex require 100% additional lot size as it is in our current ordinance.

No seconds.

Dale calls for another motion that a Duplex require the minimum lot size plus an additional 20,000 sq. ft.

Alec moves to accept the proposal for an additional 20,000 sq. ft. for a Duplex in all districts where they are permitted.

Elwin seconds.

Any discussion?  Trevor states this will be a hang-up for him throughout.

All in favor?  4 yes – 1 no (Trevor)

Multiplex, 3 or more units  
Alec moves to have Multiplex, 3 or more units, as proposed with additional land area of 20,000 sq. ft. in all districts where they are permitted.

Elwin seconds.

Any discussion?  Elwin questions if the definition about allowing six (6) units per building or a limit of one building with eight (8) units allowed will still be a part of the ordinance.  Doug states that has not been discussed, but he recommends it remain.  Dale states we can set additional standards that Multiplex housing cannot exceed six (6) units.

All in favor?  4 yes – 1 no (Trevor)

Boarding House
Elwin moves to accept the proposed space standards for Boarding House.
Ed seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Residential Care Facility/Nursing Home – Residence Room provides for five (5) rooms to be included in the base lot with an additional 5,000 sq. ft. required for each residence room over five (5).  Residence Apartment provides for two (2) apartments to be included in the base lot with an additional 10,000 sq. ft. required for each residence apartment over two (2).

Trevor asks what happens when they get to fifty (50) or so rooms.  The Committee discusses putting a cap on the number of units permitted.  Also discussed by the Committee is that it must be made clear that a Residential Care Facility/Nursing Home can consist of either rooms or apartments, not both.
Alec moves to accept Residential Care Facility/Nursing Home as proposed without capping the number of units permitted as it will be taken care of through district-wide standards.

Trevor seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Bed & Breakfast 1 – 2 bedrooms
Trevor moves to accept this as proposed.

Ed seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no – Elwin out of room

Bed & Breakfast 3 – 5 bedrooms
Trevor moves to accept this as proposed.

Alec seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no 
Inn (up to 10 rooms)
Ed moves to accept this as proposed.

Elwin seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Motel – Trevor asks if there is any reason we have proposed the additional lot size to be less than that for a B & B?  This is discussed among the group briefly.

Elwin moves to accept this as proposed.

Ed seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Hotel -  Ed states it seems awkward, couldn’t it be by  square feet per room?  Doug states this it how it is usually done.  Elwin states that there are a lot of things Planning Board would look at with hotels.

Elwin moves to accept Hotel as proposed.

Alec seconds.
Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

The Committee discusses dates for the next meetings agreeing on Tuesday, February 6th, 2007 and Tuesday, February 13th, 2007 at 4:30 p.m. in Hancock Land Training Center.

Trevor moves to adjourn,

Elwin seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Adjourned 7:05 p.m.
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