
Readfield Planning Board Minutes

Giles Hall, 7 pm

January 5, 2010

Planning Board Members Present:  Bill Buck, Jay Hyland, Don Witherill, Mary Denison, Paula Clark, Jack Comart, Fred Lavallee

Members Absent:  Doug Horsman

Others Present:  Clif Buuck (CEO), Deborah Nichols (Recording Secretary), Brandon Fike, Anita Buss

7:00 pm:  Public Hearing – The purpose of the Hearing is to review and accept comments regarding the proposed revised Land Use District map for the Town of Readfield, as described and called for in the Comprehensive Plan adopted by the Town on June 11, 2009.

The board took a few minutes to review and discuss minor changes and made comments regarding the proposed map.

Paula Clark opened the public hearing at 7:10 pm.  She gave a brief summary of the changes made on the map as described in the new comprehensive plan and opened up the hearing for questions/comments.  At the June 2009 town meeting there was a package of map changes that were adopted as a result of state changes to the shoreland zoning guidelines—primarily changes to the resource protection district recommended by Inland Fisheries & Wildlife.  The additional changes presented here have to do with the non-shoreland districts in town referenced in the comp plan.  One issue is the rural zone--there is a concept of adopting a portion of this as a rural resource zone having more stringent restrictions.  A lot of comments were received, so this section was pulled out of the comp plan for now and instead, a group of interested parties will be established in order to make recommendations to the planning board for creation of the rural resource areas at a later date.  This committee needs to be appointed; however, nothing on this map now relates to the proposed rural resource zone.  On the current map is rural residential and rural only.  

Paula said in regard to changes that were made on this map, there have been some additional areas included in rural residential zone because some of the newer subdivisions had not been properly re-zoned into rural residential uses.  This now makes the zoning consistent with other subdivisions in town.  Another new change is dark purple in color and is the new academic zone--the land area owned by the schools.  Another change, required on state level, is for the town to establish a growth district to provide for more densely developed neighborhoods.  Village residential was expanded to accommodate this growth.  The comp plan committee also looked at areas where they could accommodate growth for small business by expanding the village district.  This was a difficult task but did expand the village district in both the Corner and Depot areas–-these are the brown areas on the map.  The cream colored areas that are rural districts and are essentially the same as before with the exception of correcting the subdivisions.  One correction to be made to the map--on the Sturtevant Hill Road, and on some stretches of other major roads in town; on either side of the majority of those major roads it should generally be zoned 500 feet back from the road as rural residential.  As the map is portrayed tonight, it does not show the 500 feet in all areas that it should.  This will be fixed.  

Paula explained the difference between rural and rural residential.  In theory, a person could get a permit for a junkyard in rural zone, but could not get one in the rural residential zone.  Also commercial business uses would not be allowed in the rural residential zone.  

Brandon Fike asked about this regarding his own personal property – what is growth area on one side of a street, is not on the other side of the street but is all still all village residential.  He questioned why this is so.  Anita Buss said it seems looking at the map there are random spots regarding the 500 feet, instead of continuing 500 feet down the major roads or highways.  For instance, the Plains Road is a major road; why is it not continuing with these 500 feet on the map.  She said it seems randomly chosen in some areas.   Paula said there was a lot of discussion when the map was developed about what the individual properties are and what they are zoned for.  For instance, on the Gorden Road the water district owns property and there is not 500 feet on either side there because the water district is not rural residential in use.  This is just one example.  There are a lot of other individual examples across the map.  Anita agreed this was explainable.  She also asked about the resource protection zones – a lot of these on the new map seem extremely larger than they were on the older IF & W map.  Clif said IF & W only considers the areas that are over 10 acres and rated high or moderate value for wading bird & waterfowl habitat, or are adjacent to a great pond.  This new map shows the smaller inland wetlands also as resource protection--not zoned by IF&W.  These interior resource protection wetlands with no IF&W ratings include only the wetland itself and carry a 25-foot setback from the upland edge.  All of the wetlands were adopted from the map presented in June 2009.    

MOTION to close the public hearing at 7:55 pm by Bill Buck, SECOND by Fred Lavallee.  VOTE unanimous in favor.  

Paula asked Clif about the selectboard special town meeting.  Clif said possibly in February.  

It was noted it is harder to see the colors on the small map as compared to the larger map.  Clif is planning to obtain a full size map.

Review/Approve Minutes of November 17, 2009:  MOTION by Don Witherill, SECOND by Bill Buck to approve the minutes as written, VOTE 4-0-3 (Jay Hyland, Mary Denison and Jack Comart abstained due to absence).

Administrative Items:

· Planning for the Comprehensive Plan Implementation Committee.  Paula said the committee meets on 2/8/10 and each board/commission was to have their draft implementation plan ready for that meeting.  Paula suggested planning board members each review segments in the comp plan and make specific recommendations for accomplishing this at the next meeting.  She said a lot of the planning board implementations are ordinance changes.  Additionally, many items are already underway and simply need to be maintained.  She asked for agreement to split the work up and proceed with each member taking one of the chapters, grouping the ordinance changes and separating the other tasks.  Give thought as to whether the tasks and/or ordinance changes should be done in the short term or longer term.  For other tasks, what the planning board can provide assistance with.  Time frames should also be considered.  Chapters were then divided up among planning board members to review.

· Alternative meeting dates were reviewed and 1/26/10 was decided on as the next meeting date.

· Continue discussion regarding lateral expansions of non-conforming structures.  Mary Denison said the provisions and definitions regarding the expansions toward the lakes of non-conforming structures must be totally re-drafted as they do not seem to accomplish the intent of the state requirements—particularly in defining the line of non-conformity.  She said floor area is determined easily, as well as the horizontal areas and projection of the exterior steps. There was a discussion about what however, was appropriate when expanding toward the lake.  Mary questioned whether the state mean to sweep in all structures or portions thereof, with non-conformity, or just structures or portions with roofs over them. 

· Other items.  Clif said he wanted to remove the requirement for regular site review notices being placed in the KJ for cost-saving reasons, and instead put the notice on the town website.  This would not pertain to subdivision applications.  In order to do this, the ordinance will have to be amended.  Abutters will still be notified and the notices will continue to be posted at the post offices. 

9:07 pm meeting ADJOURNED. 
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