MINUTES
ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

MARCH 27, 2007

CENTRAL FIRE STATION

4:30 PM

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Dale Doughty - Chair, Dave Fowler, Susannah Swihart, Elwin Thorpe and Trevor Tidd

MEMBERS ABSENT:  None.

STAFF PRESENT:  Doug Webster – Planning Consultant and

Sandy Fredricks - Secretary

Dale calls the meeting to order at 4:31

Doug hands out a revised Partial List of Outstanding Issues for the Committee to address.

Item 1 – Page 62 of present Ordinance:  Limited Commercial Residential District (LCR).  Presently reads multiplex 9 units or less.  ZAC has capped size of multiplex at 6 per building.  Does the Committee want to reduce this 9 or clarify in this section?

Dave moves to change the language in LCR regarding multiplex to conform to the new Town-wide Standards.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  Elwin brings up the point that commercial and residential subdivisions are allowed as minor (4) lots.  Doug states that is not in an LCR.

All in favor?  4 yes (Dale, Dave, Susannah, Elwin) – 1 no (Trevor)
Trevor states he was concerned about the acreage.  This is explained to him and he states his concern was misplaced and changes his vote to yes.

All in favor of the previous motion?  5 yes – 0 no

Item 2 – Page 63 of present Ordinance:  Watershed district.  Present Ordinance does not allow reduced side and rear setback for sheds <100 sq. ft.  This standard has been moved to Town-wide so, as presently drafted, this reduced side and rear setback would be allowed in the Watershed.  Is that what ZAC intended?  Doug’s notes state he recalls this being set up this way on purpose due to many small lots around Coffee Pond.

The Committee discusses where the Watershed district lines lay.  Watershed is its own district, but the Shoreland standards are applicable within the first 250’.

Dale asks for an explanation of why the Watershed district was created as its own district and why only on Coffee Pond.  Doug explains that it was to try to protect the long-term quality of Coffee Pond, but it backfired.

Elwin moves to allow the reduced side and rear setbacks for small sheds town-wide.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  Trevor asks about the distance from the water.  Doug explains it only applies to the side and rear setbacks, it doesn’t affect lake or water setbacks.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Item 3 – Page 51 of the proposed Ordinance, Village district, 2.b. specifically disallows accessory apartments on lots used for non-residential purposes.  Should this be expanded to cover all accessory residential uses?  If it stays as presently drafted, one lot in the Village could have a residence, other accessory residential uses (i.e. Building Trades II), and a non-residential use.  There is the fall back of maximum impervious cover, but that can be expanded with Planning Board for lots used for non-residential purposes.  Should all accessory residential uses be disallowed on a Village district lot that is used for non-residential purposes?

The Committee discusses what the requirements are for accessory residential uses, non-residential uses and residential uses at length.

Doug informs the Committee that they could say a) no accessory uses, b) limit the accessory uses or c) disallow accessory apartments.  He asks what level of uses is appropriate in the Village district.  Trevor asks about his neighbor’s property where they have a residence, accessory apartments, machining, and purchase and sale of used furniture; would this be the type of situation you are talking about?  Doug states that is not a true parallel to what they should be looking at.  The Committee discusses how to regulate these situations.  After lengthy discussions, Trevor asks Doug what he suggests.  Doug suggests we put a cap on the number of accessory uses that are allowed on a lot in the Village District on lots that have both residential and non-residential uses.

Elwin asks why you couldn’t go to another residential use if you have the acreage.  Dale states it seems to make sense that there should be some restrictions for non-conforming lots, but to restrict the conforming lots does not.  Discussions continue regarding this issue.

Trevor moves to accept the proposal to limit uses to 1 residential, 1 commercial and two accessory residential uses on a lot in the Village district.

Dave seconds.

Any discussion? None.

All in favor?  4 yes (Dave, Susannah, Elwin, Trevor) - 1 no (Dale)
Item 4 - Page 51 of the proposed Ordinance, Village district, 3.b. is the same issue as Item 3 except on lots that are 10,000 sq. ft. to 40,000 sq. ft. and

Item 5 - Page 51 of the proposed Ordinance, Village district, 4.d. is the same except it is lots <10,000 sq. ft.

The Committee discusses Items 4 and 5 in great detail.

Dave moves that any lot of record between 10,000 sq. ft. and 40,000 sq. ft. shall be allowed any combination of two uses and lots of record of <10,000 sq. ft. shall be allowed any one use.

Trevor seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Item 6 – Page 52 of the proposed Ordinance, Village. 5. Should there be a minimum frontage requirement to allow any non-residential uses in the Village district?

The Committee discusses this issue at length and brings it back to the vote for Item 5, above.  Discussions go on at length about allowing only residential uses on <10,000 sq. ft. lots or allowing either residential or non-residential uses on those size lots.  Susannah states she feels the matter of some frontage for these lots is needed.

After much discussion, Dave states we should table this matter until we find out if we even have any lots that are <10,000 sq. ft.

Discussions continue on the one use only on <10,000 sq. ft. not one accessory use.  Dale asks for a consensus of the Committee on this issue.

Dave moves to change his prior motion regarding lots of record that are <10,000 sq. ft. in the Village district to simply allow single-family residences only so it is in conformance with the already proposed new zoning.

Trevor seconds.

Any discussion?   Will placing minimum road frontage on this be worthwhile?

Dave withdraws his second motion.

Elwin states if we are dealing with single-family residences only, then we don’t need to worry about putting anything in about the road frontage.

Discussions go back to the <10,000 sq. ft. uses allowing a small business or residential use only.

Dave asks if Doug feels this ordinance has come to the point of being ineffective.  Discussions take place at length by the Committee.

Dave moves with regard to lots of record that are <10,000 sq. ft. in the Village district to simply allow single-family residences only so it is in conformance with the already proposed new zoning.

Trevor seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

The Committee discusses when and where ZAC’s next meeting will be.  The group decides to meet April 10th and April 24th from 4:30 to 6:30 at the Library.

Trevor moves to adjourn.

Dave seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no
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