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Maine Land Use Regulation Commission
Prospective Zoning Plan for the Rangeley Region

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

This Prospective Zoning Plan is the Land Use Regulation Commission’s first
land use plan developed for a subregion of the jurisdiction. Together with
rule changes and new zoning maps developed specifically for the Rangeley
Region, it incorporates a:

e Long-term vision of what people want the region to be like
generations from now; and

e  Strategy for guiding the desired types of future development to
designated areas in the subregion over the next twenty years in a
manner that reinforces the vision.

The planning area encompasses five plantations including Dallas, Sandy
River, Rangeley, Lincoln, and Magalloway; and five outlying townships
including Adamstown, Richardsontown, C, D, and E. The Commission
prospectively zoned this region first in the jurisdiction because of the high
development rate and extraordinary natural features found there.

The Commission held an unprecedented 30+ meetings with communities,
landowners, and organizations in the region. Agreement was generally strong
about the location and kind of development that should occur over the next
twenty years, with the exception of the appropriate development intensity for
Lower Richardson and Aziscohos Lakes, an issue that the Commission agreed
to monitor.

The Commission believes that this Plan will go a long way toward reinforcing
the region’s traditional settlement pattern and protecting its special character -
- even as the development permitting process becomes more predictable,
easier, and accommodating for those who live and make a living there.

The Region

The rate and kind of development activity, rather than excessive population
growth, is the reason for this Plan. Year-round population in the ten
townships -- as well as the Town of Rangeley — actually declined slightly
between 1990 and 1997. This decline was not evenly distributed, however,
because Dallas and Rangeley Plantations, along with the Town of Rangeley,
gained a quarter more residents over the period. Even so, for each year-round
resident that was added the last decade in Rangeley, Dallas, and Sandy River
Plantations, 23 new homes or camps were permitted. Three quarters of the
permits were for new homes or camps of a construction type that will
accommodate year-round use.

This amount and type of development — particularly the trend away from
rustic camps -- departs from historical trends and is likely to change the face
of the region. It is very likely to increase demand for public services, too.

Most of the land is still owned in large tracts managed for commercial timber
and accommodating public use for outdoor recreation. And a sizeable
amount, compared with the state average, has been conserved through
easements or public or non-profit ownership. But unplanned growth has the
potential of changing the region’s unique character forever.

The Vision

Local people agree that the region’s outdoor heritage and character are too
important to squander through sprawl and inappropriate development.
Generations from now, they still want the region to:
v" Be a four-season recreational gateway to the working woods for
recreation and forestry;
v Rely upon the Town of Rangeley as the economic center;
v Focus most year-round development primarily in three adjacent
plantations including Dallas, Rangeley, and Sandy River;
v Retain the working woods in all but discrete locations in outlying
townships; and
¥v" Maintain a diversity of lake experiential qualities in the region from
remote to rural and developed settings.
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New Zones and Maps

The Commission has adopted six new zoning subdistricts to shape future
development patterns consistent with this vision. All are variations of
existing zones, but provide greater specificity about the kind of development
that can be accommodated. These new zones are being applied only in the
Rangeley Region at this time. They include:

For Outlying Areas
Rural Settlement Development
Semi-Remote Lake Protection

For Adjacent Plantations

Community Center Development
Extended Settlement Development
Community Residential Development
Recreational Residential Development

Four of the zones allow more latitude for people to make a living in
settlement areas. Two, Residential Recreation and Semi-Remote Lake ensure
that new development fits with outstanding resource values on lakes and other
places. Applying the zones, the Commission adopted new zoning maps for
each of the ten plantations and townships. The size of new development
areas was determined through discussion with local people and landowners,
but generally provides about as much room for development as has occurred
over the past twenty years. The maps are available from the Commission
upon request.

New Standards

Repeatedly, people told the Commission that they are willing to accept more
mixed-use development in the region providing that it is concentrated in
discrete areas and respectful of neighboring properties and the region’s
special character, such as its dark night sky. Local people requested, and the
Commission developed, standards for new development that relate to:
Building height, setbacks, and road frontage,

Outdoor lighting,

Buffering,

Building layout,

Parking and circulation, and

Home occupations.

ANENENENENEN

New Zoning Criteria

Planning can be a waste of time and resources unless it translates into
decisions on the ground. For this reason, the Commission has adopted three
criteria, in addition to two jurisdiction-wide criteria, to use in determining
whether to approve rezoning requests, including:

JURISDICTION-WIDE
v" Consistency with the Comprehensive Land Use Plan
v' Community Need and No Adverse Impact

ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR PROSPECTIVELY ZONED AREAS
v" Unforeseen Circumstances
v Contiguous Development Districts
v" More Effective Approach

Plan Implementation

The Commission will monitor how well the Plan works so that it may make
refinements as necessary and consider whether to apply the new approach and
zones elsewhere in the jurisdiction. Staff will track development trends and
issues, report to the Commission annually on progress, and propose a plan
update, if needed, at five-year intervals. In response to public comments, the
Commission will also pay particular attention to (1) permits for home
occupations in the General Management Subdistrict and (2) new development
on Lower Richardson Lake.

The Commission has identified some priority areas for conservation attention
based upon public comments. The Commission will work with landowners,
Rangeley Lakes Heritage Trust, and Land For Maine’s Future Board, and
others to determine whether opportunities exist for private or public
conservation on Lower Richardson Lake, Aziscohos Lake, and the remaining
undeveloped shore of Beaver Mountain Lake. Finally, the Commission will
consider three more regulatory changes to implement the plan in response to
public comments. These include:

v" Elimination of the 40-acre subdivision exemption,

v" Refinements to the Planned Development districting process, and

v' Addition of a provision enabling “mother in law” apartments in the

Residential Recreation subdistrict.
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INTRODUCTION
Rangeley Region First

The Maine Land Use Regulation Commission’s Comprehensive Land Use
Plan (1997 Revision) calls for establishing zoning districts that
prospectively guide development in regions where heavy development
pressure may compromise high resource values. The plan recognizes that
formulating a coherent future vision for these areas is best done as part of a
regional planning process that identifies areas most appropriate for
development and conservation."  The Rangeley area is the number one
priority established for attention in the plan, followed by the Moosehead
Lake, Carrabasset Valley, and Millinocket areas.

Prospective Zones Are Different

Prospective Zoning is different from the Commission’s usual approach. It
establishes districts large enough to accommodate all anticipated growth in
a region within a certain time period rather than designating districts on a
case-hy-case basis to make room for particular development projects.

With some exceptions?, the current process works like this -- when a
landowner wants a permit for anything more intensive than a single-family
home or home occupation within a Management or Protection Subdistrict,
he or she must first file a petition to rezone the property to a Development
Subdistrict. Under this project-by-project approach, development zones are
dispersed somewhat randomly. While new zones must be located within a
mile of a similar zone, what the Commission calls “adjacency,”
development can leapfrog and spread ever outward. In contrast, prospective
zoning provides explicit and reasonable boundaries to meet the
development needs of a region within the next 20 years.

! page 134.
2 Exceptions include Lake Concept Plans, Resource Plans, and zoning for
Greenfield and Madrid.

ANOTHER BIG DIFFERENCE:

Prospective zoning enables local and seasonal residents, landowners, and
citizens of Maine, in general, to have a say in establishing development
patterns based upon:

¢ along term VisioN for the kind of place they want the region to be
generations from now;

¢ a REGIONAL PLAN that conceptually guides development within the
framework of that vision, including the desired rate, kind, and location
of development; and

¢ ZONING DisTRICTS that provide enough room for reasonable
development within the next twenty years; and PERFORMANCE
STANDARDS that reinforce the desired character of the region and its
special values.

Benefits

Prospective planning and zoning has sound benefits; it:

« INvOLVES PEOPLE - landowners, local officials, the public, and
organizations - in shaping a region’s future;

% GUIDES DEVELOPMENT to the most appropriate and publicly supported
locations, thus:

e reinforcing a widely-held regional vision;

e preventing resource degradation,

o facilitating economic development and

¢ limiting sprawl and public service costs; and
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development and unplanned sprawl into outlying townships and
backcountry areas. Because this issue would require a statutory change, the
Commission may seek legislation in 2001 as part of the Administration’s
Smart Growth initiative.

Two other changes to the Commission’s Rules will be pursued through
working with interested parties to improve the Planned Development
Subdistrict Rezoning process and enabling the development of “mother-in-
law apartments” in the Residential Recreation Subdistrict (D-RS3).

22

The region’ heritag is tied to its lakes and woods.
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Map 7. General Location of New Development Areas

. Rural Settlement

Seasonal Recreation

® Community Center

O Expanded Residential

? Patential Development
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CONCEPTUAL DESCRIPTION OF ZONES

Community Center (D-GN2)

What is the essential character of this zone?

Livable community centers

These areas currently serve, or are planned to serve, as focal points for
community life. They are characterized by a mix of compatible residential,
commercial, and civic uses that foster social interaction, provide access to
local goods and services, and are of a scale and type that reinforce the
jurisdiction’s rural character. This zone is not for isolated uses along
highways or other locations outside of traditional or planned community
centers or nodes of activity such as crossroads.

Why do we need this new zone?

The existing General Development Zone (D-GN) is too
restrictive and the Commercial-Industrial Zone (D-CI) is too

permissive.

The new zone allows slightly larger-sized commercial uses than is currently
the case in the General Development Zone (D-GN). But it does not open
the door to unlimited square footage and a broader range of uses than are
compatible with residential uses, as does the existing Commercial-Industrial
Zone.

24

How is the D-GN2 different from the
existing D-GN?

It sets a firm limit on the size of commercial structures and specifies the

types of uses permitted in community centers.

¢ Expands gross floor area of commercial uses from 2500 ft* to 4000 ft*
for permitted uses and caps at 8000 ft?>, accompanied by specific
conditions for special exceptions

+ Specifies uses that are compatible with community centers and foot
traffic, i.e. retails shops, restaurants, bed and breakfasts, professional
and financial services, trades such as cabinetry or shoe repair, artisan
shops and galleries

¢ Allows retail sale of gas (up to 2 pumps) as permitted use vs. special
exception

¢ For use only in places appropriate for mixed community development

Where will this zone be applied?

D-GN2 is envisioned for plantations where growth is deemed most
appropriate according to the regional vision developed for the Rangeley
prospective planning area. These include Dallas, Sandy River, and
Rangeley Plantations.
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Rural Settlement (D-GN3)

What is the essential character of this zone?

Small isolated settlements that work.

These areas are focal points for community life in isolated areas. They are
generally small historical settlements with homes, home businesses, and a
few civic buildings and commercial businesses. They may serve as
gateways to the working forest and backcountry recreation areas.

Why do we need this new zone?

Residents in established settlements zoned M-GN want more ways to make
a living without stimulating development.

Settlement areas in Lincoln and Magalloway Plantations are primarily
zoned General Management (M-GN). This is because the structures were
not close enough together to meet the criteria for the General Development
(D-GN) or Residential (D-RS). Residents like being in the M-GN because
the zone limits the threat of subdivisions and other development that,
individually or collectively, could rapidly change the size, remote character,
and public service needs of the community. They want, however, more
flexibility for making a living in the settlement area than the M-GN allows.

How is it different from the existing
General Development Zone (D-GN)?

It is smaller in scale than a community center and doesn’t allow

subdivision.

+ Allows exempt divisions of property but not subdivisions

¢ Limits gross floor area of general commercial uses to 2500 ft* for
permitted uses and caps at 4000 ft2, accompanied by specific conditions
for special exceptions

¢ Allows commercial recreation up to 8,000 ft* and sporting camps up to
15,000 ft* by special exception.
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¢ Includes permitted uses such as home businesses, general stores, post
office, elementary school, and small lodging facilities or restaurants.

How is the D-GN3 similar to the existing
Management Zone (M-GN)?

It promotes natural resource-based uses.
¢ Allows exempt divisions of property but not subdivisions
¢ Allows forestry without a LURC permit

How is the D-GN3 different from the
existing Management Zone (M-GN)?

It allows more options for making a living.

e Inaddition to commercial farming and forestry uses permitted in the
management zone, the D-GN3 allows commercial recreation and
general commercial uses that meet specified size limitations

e The D-GN3 also allows more space to be used for home occupations
(50% rather than 25% of a dwelling)

e The D-GN3 provides standards for vegetation buffers, lighting,
parking, and building layout and flexible building setbacks and lot
frontage to ensure good neighbors

Where will this zone be applied?

D-GN3 is envisioned for plantations or townships that are some distance
from regional centers and organized communities, where undeveloped
character is valued and public services are minimal. These include Lincoln
and Magalloway Plantations.
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Extended Settlement (D-ES)

What is the essential character of this zone?

Concentrations of high impact uses.

This zone is designed for uses that are generally incompatible with areas
where people live or congregate for social interaction, shopping, and other
services. Uses that generate heavy traffic, have an unsightly appearance, or
other adverse impacts will be concentrated in locations near settlement areas
but close to transportation links; and will be appropriately designed so they
are screened from public places and neighboring uses.

Why do we need this zone?

It will rationally locate high impact uses.

The new zone will provide specific guidance on appropriate locations for
concentrating high impact uses characterized by heavy traffic, hours of
operation, and unsightly appearance. It will separate such uses from
residential uses but limit their dispersal and sprawl.

How is the D-ES different from the existing
D-CI?

It provides specific locations and standards for uses that are necessary for

a community but may conflict with residential uses.

¢ The D-ES includes uses not in the current D-Cl, such as auto body
repair and large scale retail gas sales, in addition to some uses that are
in D-CI, such as light manufacturing and transfer stations

¢ The new zone specifies performance standards, such as screening,
lighting, and highway access appropriate for such uses
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+ Specifies appropriate locations adjacent to or near existing settlement
areas and transportation links, but not in a manner that will create strip
development or sprawl.

Where will this zone be applied?

This zone will be used in plantations where growth is deemed most
appropriate according to the regional vision developed for the Rangeley
prospective planning area. These include Dallas, Sandy River, and
Rangeley Plantations.
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Community Residential (D-RS2)

What is the essential character of the zone?

Limited mixed use
This zone is designed to better integrate a mix of home-based occupations,
residential dwelling types, and public uses that occur in a residential zone.

Why do we need this zone?

People in rural areas live where they work and work where they live.
There is a need for a primarily residential zone where an appropriate range
of residential and other uses are allowed. Residential zones in rural areas
are not simply bedroom communities of single-family homes. People work
from their home and create businesses, such as bed and breakfasts,
professional offices, firewood businesses, or golf courses that can fit in well
with residential development.

How is the D-RS2 different from the existing
D-RS?

¢ The D-RS2 specifies a range of appropriate home occupations that are
compatible with residential areas rather than relying entirely upon the
amount of interior space to define what is acceptable

¢ The zone allows certain commercial uses such as bed and breakfasts
and golf courses in keeping with residential character; rather than
placing such uses on a more intensive zone where less benign uses
could be proposed later

¢ D-RS2 allows multi-family dwellings and community living facilities
without having to rezone to D-GN2

¢ The zone includes standards for lighting and screening

27

Where will this zone be applied?

This zone is for use in plantations where growth is deemed most appropriate
according to the regional vision developed for the Rangeley prospective
planning area.  These include Dallas, Sandy River, and Rangeley
Plantations.
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Residential Recreation (D-RS3)

What is the essential character of the zone?

Residential

The purpose of the Residential Recreation subdistrict is to allow seasonal
and year-round recreational development in high value resource areas
without compromising scenic and other aesthetic values. This district has a
more restricted range of allowed uses than other districts in order to limit
impacts such as noise and visual impacts.

Why do we need this zone?

It conserves the tranquility of high value resource areas.
Residents of residential areas located along shorelines and their backlands
are interested in creating a zone that will be dedicated principally to
seasonal and year-round, single-family detached homes. These property
owners maintain that the restricted range of uses in this subdistrict promotes
the character and values they came to the jurisdiction to experience. This
zone would be similar to the Limited Residential Zone in the organized part
of state.

How is the D-RS3 different from the existing
D-RS?

¢ It does not allow public & institutional uses aside from local parks or
carry-in boat access facilities; and limits private launches to one
common facility per subdivision

¢ The D-RS3 zone limits home occupations to those with negligible
impacts and provides explicit standards for them

& The zone includes standards for lighting and screening
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Where will this zone be applied?

Plantations where growth is deemed most appropriate according to the
regional vision developed for the Rangeley prospective planning area.
These include Dallas, Sandy River, and Rangeley Plantations.
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Semi-Remote Lakes (P-GP2)

What is essential character of the zone?

Semi-remote, low impact recreation

Development along Management Class 3 lakes in the Rangeley area will be
for seasonal and recreational uses and constructed to be in harmony with the
undeveloped shoreline of these lakes and with other values such as fisheries
and solitude. Development shall be designed and sited to conserve large
expanses of undeveloped shoreline and protect traditional uses and values
such as sporting camps and beaches.

Why do we need this zone?

To determine what we mean by “potentially suitable for development™
Four lakes in the Rangeley Region were classified Management Class 7
pending completion of this regional plan. Two of these — Aziscohos and
Lower Richardson Lakes — will now be reclassified as Management Class 3
because they are high value, accessible, and potentially suitable for
development. This zone will specify the kind, amount, and rate of
development that will be allowed in keeping with their semi-remote
character. The other two -- Upper Richardson and Mooselookmeguntic
Lakes — will remain as Class 7.
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How is the zone different from the existing
P-GP?

It limits development to seasonal recreational uses and allows subdivision.

+ Permits subdivision as a permitted use without need to rezone

¢ Limits subdivision rate to no more than 20 units in 10 years

¢ Specifies development density at a permitted maximum of 13 units per
mile of developable shoreline

¢ Permanently conserves at least 50% of shoreline in large contiguous
blocks that protect sensitive resources, semi-remote character, and
traditional uses

¢ Increases depth of zone to 500 ft to allow for creative development
design

¢ Allows sporting camps and campgrounds as a permitted use rather than
special exception

¢ Requires a %-mile radius buffer around commercial sporting camps,
campgrounds, and groups of cabins

+ Does not permit retail stores and restaurants

+ Discourages year-round residency through prohibition of public utilities
and permanent foundations.

Where will this zone be applied?

Aziscohos Lake within Lincoln Plantation and Lower Richardson Lake in
Township C.
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Why do we need these
standards?

To limit impacts that jeopardize jurisdiction values

Currently, LURC has few standards to guide the design of development.
This can lead to inconsistency in processing similar applications. In
addition, certain qualities that people value highly, such as dark night skies,
are not safeguarded. At many Rangeley meetings, people consistently told
staff that they don’t want to see or hear development. Further, if an
acceptable way to accomplish this objective can be developed, many would
like the visual appearance of new development to fit the traditional
character of the Rangeley area, much as we now do with sign regulations.

What will the standards
accomplish?

Screening — revised standards to provide a more effective vegetative buffer
width for development in rural areas

Non-residential parking — new standards to ensure that parking areas are
located and designed to minimize their visibility and environmental impacts
and function safely

Lighting — new standards to ensure that exterior lighting sources are
shielded

30

Height/dimensional standards - revised standards to reinforce local
settlement patterns and make height appropriate for fire fighting equipment

Generalized design review — new standards to ensure that the scale, mass,
and rooflines of new commercial and institutional development complement
existing historical architectural styles
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CRITERIA FOR REZONING

Why do we need these criteria?

So we can “stick to the Plan.”

This Plan and proposed regulations are a departure from how the
Commission has done its business the last twenty-five years. When the
jurisdiction was zoned in the 1970s, subdistricts were established to include
only existing development. Then when change was proposed, the
Commission would react to individual proposals for rezoning and
development. That was the best way to work at the time.

Now that we have closely looked at a whole region and determined where
the growth should occur for the next twenty years, the Commission needs to
operate differently. In short, there’s plenty of room in which to work, so
let’s be careful about changing the layout.

31

What will the criteria
accomplish?

No person, plan, or organization can exactly foresee the future so there are
criteria that guide proposals for change. This plan isn’t perfect, times
change, and new ideas emerge. Two general criteria and three specific to
prospectively planned areas will guide the Commission in determining the
acceptability of rezoning changes under the plan. These criteria are as
follows:

JURISDICTION-WIDE
Consistency with the Plan — A proposed change must be consistent with
the general provisions of the Plan, statutes, and rules.

Community Need and No Adverse Impact — The applicant must
demonstrate a need for the change in the community and that it will have no
adverse impact on existing resources or uses.

ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR PROSPECTIVELY ZONED AREAS
Unforeseen Circumstances — The Commission will rezone areas if a
landowner can demonstrate that the Commission did not foresee the
amount, type, or character of development needed in the area.

Contiguous Development Districts — If new development areas are
needed, they should be adjacent to existing development. A haphazard
growth pattern can increase costs over the long term and contribute to
sprawl.

More Effective Approach — A zoning change may provide a better
approach to achieving the goals of this plan and the Commission’s
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.
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Appendix A: Summary of
Meetings
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Rangeley Region
Prospective Planning and Zoning Project
HIGHLIGHTS OF RANGELEY MEETINGS

Lincoln and Magalloway Plantations

June 9, 1999 (21 year round residents)

1.

4.

Growth. Growth isn’t appropriate in this part of the region where remote
character is a primary value. Local residents and others especially value
the remote character of Aziscohos Lake and Magalloway River. Change

the title on the maps from Future Growth Plan to Future Land Use Plan.

Don’t fuel speculative development. Want to make sure that local
people still can use sites on lakes that are traditionally frequented, if
more campsites/development must occur.

Subdivisions. LURC shouldn’t allow subdivisions in Lincoln and
Magalloway. Residents were angry that they had to fight LURC a
couple of years ago when an applicant proposed rezoning for a
subdivision that would have doubled the population. Development
should be much more gradual and fit remote character and limited
services.

Public Services. Services are limited in remote areas. Visitors in the
backcountry expect plantation EMT’s to arrive quickly in emergencies —
but it takes at least an hour to get in there, even if the unit is readily
available. Impacts from remote campsites/development also include
noise and other nuisances. Landowners should oversee public use sites
full time not just weekdays.

Zones. Residents are happy living in the Management Zone because it
doesn’t encourage growth, but wish they had more flexibility in the
kinds of uses permitted. Want home businesses and small businesses
that allow local people to make a living and that fit local character.

Permitting. Some expressed frustration with LURC permitting. Cited
inconsistency in how LURC approves building lots. A local family
owned a lot for some time and was told that the lot was too small and
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unbuildable. Someone else bought it and got LURC approval. Local
people believe that the answer should be the same no matter who
applies.

June 23, 1999 (14 residents)

1.

Preferred Uses. The group discussed the kind of businesses that fit local

character and needs. The following uses were preferred:

» gift and bait shops

« small restaurants, but no drive throughs

e convenience stores w/ gas

« commercial housekeeping cabins

» small motels (not more than 10 to 20 units like the one in Errol)

*  bed and breakfasts

»  fly casting schools but not children’s camps unless they have their
own medical services

« home occupations

One person stated that the plantations need to move toward a recreation-
based economy, citing Bethel as a community to watch. Attendees
generally agreed that they don’t want this area to become like “The
Forks” with a proliferation of commercial outfitters. They don’t want to
lose the area’s unspoiled character. Already they have people in their
backyards on the Magalloway River. Would rather encourage light,
informal uses, truly dispersed, slow-paced, non-commercialized, such as
forestry, touring cabins, seasonal camps. Sarah Medina from Seven
Islands attended and explained the Pingree Heir’s interest in
development options, noting that the company may not do anything, at
least in the near future. People expressed general support for low impact
use.

Standards. Make sure that remote and local character is conserved
through standards. The group favored limiting noise and night lighting,
and ensuring that architecture, materials, and setbacks fit in. Keep
businesses relatively small.

Services. Attendees liked the “code of the woods” idea, commented that
self reliance is an important part of being in remote areas.
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4. Land Stewardship. Litter and refuse are a problem with campers in
remote campsites. Don’t permit them unless landowners/managers
accept responsibility for oversight. Want land managers to retain public
shore access in remote areas, especially places traditionally used by local
people.

5. Minimum Lot Size. Want a minimum lot size that fits local character.
Many people favored 5 acres per unit but some felt this would make lots
too expensive for local young people to afford. Three acres seemed
more reasonable to most, though one person thought it should be one.

6. Zones. Like “rural settlement” and “remote recreation” districts, but
don’t see the need for a “rural highway” district locally because of the
extensive shoreland zone along Rte 16 between Wilson’s Mills and
Magalloway.

Sandy River Plantation

August 23 1999 (27, mostly year round residents)
Process. Inform all landowners of next meeting. Hold public hearing at
a time when seasonal residents can attend -- if not summer, then on a
weekend.

2. Zones. Need an alternative to existing “general development” zone that
allows slightly larger structures than currently is the case. Don’t need
convenience stores in “community settlement” district (current
residential zone) if are allowed in two other zones, i.e. “community
center” (current general development) and “rural settlement” (new
zone). Gas stations belong in either “rural settlement” or “rural
highway” (new zones). Residential zone on shore of Long Pond should
be stricter, limited to primarily single family homes and camps.

3. Locations. Consensus was reached on limiting commercial development
to a particular part of the plantation. General support expressed for such
a zone at the intersection of Route 4 and South Shore Road, though
some attendees had reservations about wetlands and the lake. One
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person suggested putting the land at the transfer station in an industrial
zone.

Standards. Strong support for standards limiting noise, night lighting,
traffic impacts, air and water quality impacts, environmental harm in
general, and making sure new development fits with the appearance of
traditional development in the area.

Other Issues. Make sure zoning changes do not cause property taxes to
bear the impact of speculative land values. Assessors now assess based
on current use. Make sure that prospective zones will be flexible enough
to respond to new ideas or needs, though attendees generally agreed that
zoning petitions should not be easily approved after prospective zoning
occurs. One attendee asked for information on the number of zoning
permits over the last several years.

September 13, 1999 (21 year round and seasonal residents)

1.

Regional Issues. Don’t permit development that will sap the vitality of
existing development, i.e. Rangeley Downtown and Oquossic.

Shoreland Residential Zone. When asked whether the group had a
collective opinion about whether a new residential shoreland zone
should be created, one person said she worried about making the zone
too restrictive. Her children may want to create a bed and breakfast at
some time, for instance. Another asked if LURC makes a distinction
between camp rentals and bed and breakfasts, and was told that LURC
does not get involved in whether people rent their camps to the public,
but regulates B & Bs currently as a home occupation, and is considering
changes. The group decided it wanted more time to think about whether
another residential zone should be created.

Favored Uses. The group reviewed the responses of the first 14 people
from Sandy River PIt who had completed the checklist concerning
preferred uses for the zone changes. It was noted that people seem to be
filling the checklist out based upon what they want locally not what the
jurisdiction should allow in general in each zone. One person noted the
apparent lack of interest in a “rural highway” zone based upon the kinds
of uses that people had checked. One person asked if produce stands
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mean only site-grown produce; and noted one could probably not make a
go of such an operation without bringing in produce.

Small Group Discussions. People attending the meeting broke into 4
groups to review a draft zoning map that Leslie Ferguson, the assessors’
representative on this issue, had put together after talking with
landowners about their ideas. The group reports follow:

Group 1.
Instead of “community center” (current general development), make
the stretch along Route 4 from Greenvale Cove to Socher Drive
residential because of its environmental sensitivity. Why not put
the two potential campground areas in a “remote recreation” district
(new zone). Make sure that all commercial uses are well buffered.
Consider not including the Beauregard property (So Shore and
Route 4) in a community center zone because of its sensitivity.
LURC staff noted that the zoning change to D-GN has already
occurred, but only for a portion of the land.

Group 11
Members of this group think that there should be no change in
character for Beaver Mountain Lake zoning. It should stay
residential.

Group IlI.
This group generally agreed with Leslie’s map. But they would
allow more types of business to occur in residential areas along
Route 4 from the Ellis to Webber properties, provided that on-site
parking and time of operation limitations apply. Businesses such as
art galleries should be allowed. Prefer larger lot sizes for remaining
developable land on Long Pond (Beaver Mountain Lake) so that
undeveloped character is conserved.

Group V.
This group also generally agreed with Leslie’s map, but are
concerned that homes in commercial areas would be taxed at the
commercial value. LURC staff noted that this is one reason for
calling the development zones “settlement” and “community
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center”rather than “commercial” because the jurisdiction is
primarily residential settlement areas with compatible businesses.
One person in this group mentioned to staff also the idea of
indexing lot sizes to the size and impact of businesses, rather than
having an arbitrary minimum.

Rangeley Plantation

August 16, 1999 (39, mostly year round residents)

1.

2.

3.

General discussion. Several attendees voiced their displeasure with
government in general, LURC, and the Town of Rangeley. Many stated
that they feel that only year-round residents should have a say about
zoning districts. Some were displeased that LURC had not sent notices
to residents about the meeting. This meeting was the first time many
had heard that LURC was considering changes of a larger scale than
former LURC staff member Will Johnston had mentioned. The group
requested that meeting notices be sent ahead of the next meeting to all
landowners. In response to the staff’s request for ideas about the kinds
of uses and zones that Rangeley Plt people desire, the group agreed that
LURC should put descriptions of the proposed new zones in writing.

Regional Vision. One person spoke against the draft regional vision that
proposes that commercial business serving regional needs are best
concentrated in the Town of Rangeley downtown and Oquossic. He
believes that the Town of R. has run out of room for such business.
Competition is good. Wants a grocery store in Rangeley Plt. The
speaker’s ideas were not generally supported. One person spoke of the
conflict between development and his desire that the plantation’s
“wilderness” character endure. Others are more concerned about
making sure the place is a “living, breathing community.”

Issues. People generally agreed that regulations and enforcement should
be fairly applied; and that new uses should not drive up property taxes
(examples cited include: cemeteries, private schools demanding special
education assistance).
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4. Zones. People generally agreed that commercial development should be
concentrated in the vicinity of Route 17 and Herbie Welch Road,
though not strung along Route 17 because of its status as a scenic
highway.

August 30, 1999 (56+, about half and half year round and seasonal residents,
1-2 from other communities)

1. Enforcement. While many supported the general direction that LURC is
headed with zoning changes, they do not feel LURC should move ahead
unless changes are accompanied by stronger enforcement. What good is
planning without enforcement? They cited loopholes in subdivision law
that a landowner on Cupsuptic Lake has used to create a subdivision that
LURC had turned down.

2. Process. One speaker believes that the 20-year planning timeframe is
too short; and that more townships belong in the study area. Urged staff
to be as precise and specific as possible without being inflexible in
detailing allowed uses. The context for planning should be the region
not just a single plantation.

3. Zoning changes. Perhaps as many as half of those who attended agreed
that the system should stay the same -- existing standards offer enough
protection, such as prohibiting gravel extraction in residential districts
and requiring shoreland buffers. Suggested that noise should be handled
through nuisance laws. Asked whether the plantation has the option to
keep system as is. Staff replied that revisions to development district
regulations will probably change because people at other meetings
generally agree that some changes are essential. Zone locations don’t
necessarily need to change in R. PIt. but people need to understand that
criteria for approving rezoning petitions will be more difficult to meet in
future if this planning effort is to be worthwhile.

About half (or so) agreed that residential zone should be more restrictive
in shoreland areas to maintain the non-commercial, ‘get away from it
all’ character of these areas. Many favored allowing only single family
homes/camps in such areas, excluding home occupations and other
businesses. Supporters of changes in the regulations cited performance
standards that would be helpful, including: noise, odor, water quality,
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and traffic.

One person spoke in favor of allowing child and elderly day care in
residential areas, (making no distinction between shore and upland
residential areas). Beauty parlors and home offices were cited as
acceptable home occupations by some.

Local input. People appreciated the opportunity to share their opinions
with LURC, the community having asked for some time to do so.

Townships: C, D, E, Adamstown, and Richardsontown

August 24, 1999 (11 landowners, including 1 year round and 8 seasonal

1.

residents)

Utilities. One person questioned whether restrictions on utilities should
be mandatory, but could see appropriateness of limiting them at South
Arm Campground.

Locations for development. The group generally agreed that they want
the lakes to stay the same. Some questioned why Lower Richardson has
to accept more development when Upper Richardson will get little more.
Why shouldn’t development, if any has to occur, be distributed between
both, still conserving their remote character?

If development has to occur on Lower Richardson Lake, the group
preferred remote campsites to additional camp lease sites, but want
campsites restricted to places without archeological or historical values
(e.g. avoid Whitney Point, Richardson Farm). If camps are developed,
existing camp owners would prefer them to be located in pockets, but
not so close together that they detract from remote experience. Would
like to see a schematic drawing of how camps can be sited; Seven
Islands subdivision on Aziscohos Lake was cited as a model. Prefer
camps to sporting camp development and housekeeping cabins. A
certain type of housekeeping cabin operation may be appealing, e.g.
rental camps like Macannamak camps on Haymock Lake.
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Management. If remote areas are developed, LURC needs to ensure
strong landowner oversight of users to avoid behaviors that are out of
keeping with the remote experience.

Densities. The group questioned the wisdom of having smaller
minimum lot sizes in the proposed “remote recreation” district than in
the “rural settlement” district.

Performance standards. Don’t want to hear or see development!!
Believe that relaxed clearing standards for sporting camps or rental
camps would be unfair.

Enforcement. Want effective enforcement citing Cupsuptic Lake
development as an example. Want adherence to standards, too, by state
agencies. One attendee gave the example of MDOT road improvements
where a stream has gradually been obliterated on Route 16.

Union Water Power Co. Zoning revisions may penalize UWP because
company has already given up easements and agreed to development
densities through FERC relicensing process. To avoid problems, UWP
may proceed with development applications under existing rules before
any zoning changes are made.

Dallas Plantation

August 31, 1999 (8 residents, 2 corporate landowners, 2 Madrid residents)

1.

Problems with existing system. Rezoning takes a long time to go
through. The uncertainty/lack of specificity about what is allowed is
difficult.

Capital improvement planning. One assessor asked who would pay for
capital improvement planning. Cited the Saddleback Road as a problem
for the plantation because Sandy River gets the tax revenues while
Dallas has to maintain the road.

Process. One person asked how much local opinion would count in the
Commission’s deliberations. Staff replied that the Commission takes a
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particular interest in local opinions and wants to hear them first, but
welcomes and must take into account all opinions.

4. Zoning Locations. Assessors had talked to Dallas Company about
putting some of the company’s land into commercial use on Route 16.
A company representative reported that the company is now thinking
about housing that is affordably priced in that location. One person
suggested that any new development should locate as close to the Town
of Rangeley as possible. Another advised against permitting backland
development around lake shores, i.e. Loon Lake.

5. Issues. Don’t make changes that will increase property values and make
things less affordable. Consider centralizing septic systems and green
space in developments. Make lots large enough to anticipate septic
system failures. Don’t impact how people make a living in their homes.

August 31, 1999 (special committee meeting: 4 residents, 1 corporate
landowner)

1. Zoning locations. The committee came up with options for the
application of new zones throughout the community. LURC staff will
put the zones on a map for the committee to review at its next meeting.

October 6, 1999 (special committee meeting: residents, 1 corporate
landowner)

1. Planned development zone. Existing zone is too cumbersome. Requires
too much up front investment before rezoning determination. Why can’t
a landowner prepare a conceptual master plan with phases, and do more
detailed studies as development permits are sought for each phase?
Apply the General Development zone instead, but with the master plan
caveat. Saddleback is permitted for about 540 homes now. Allow some
flexibility in siting some of these in Dallas Plantation instead of in the
existing Planned Development area.

2. Connector road. In the long term, the community wants a connector
road between Saddleback Road/Dallas Hill Road and Route 16. Plan
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5.

future growth areas so that landowners are encouraged to work toward
this goal as development occurs.

Growth area priorities. Priority areas for growth include: the area south
of Dallas Hill Rd. adjacent to the Town of Rangeley and Sandy River
Plt.; the area between Saddleback Lake and Route 16 (where connector
road would be located); and the area closest to Saddleback Ski Area.
The committee proposed other areas as well.

Public facilities. Plan ahead for a post office, in the vicinity of the Town
Office, in case the community grows substantially as well as for more
public works.

Golf courses. Should be allowed in residential zones.

DI1SCUSSIONS WITH INDIVIDUAL LARGE LANDOWNERS/MANAGERS IN
RANGELEY AREA

(Seven Islands, IP, Mead, Dallas Co., Franklin Timber Co., S.C. Noyes and
Co., Cuisineau)

The representatives of one or more companies brought up the following

points:

Flexibility. Provide incentives/options so landowners can hang on to
their lands without subdividing. Allow more flexibility for uses in the
existing management zone that are compatible with forestry
management, i.e. enough dispersed, low impact recreation density to be
more attractive than creating 2 in 5 year subdivisions. Cite having to
subdivide if want to establish and lease a system of remote rental yurts
or cabins for touring cross-country skiers or snowmobilers. Give
landowners the option of defining density in exchange for enhancement
of public values. Consider allowing large landowners the ability to sell
or trade development rights for application in places where growth is
deemed appropriate. Consider allowing more intensive development
(such as condos) than currently is allowed in appropriate areas in
exchange for money for public purchase of an area with higher resource
value.
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Backcountry/shoreland recreation. Define the limits of backcountry
capacity based upon available research. Keep development well back
from water and ensure common land on the shore, i.e. don’t load up
backland density with only a small amount of common land. Cluster to
increase density. Allow landowners who own land on more than one
body to trade off densities among the properties to concentrate on those
where development is most appropriate and allowed.

High Mountain Areas. Consider an approach like NH’s which allows
companies to put low impact rental cabins/yurts for hikers above 2700’
following state guidelines and through a review process rather than
having an outright prohibition.

To sell or lease. Landowners face the dilemma of what to do with high
value lands. If they lease, they get requests to allow electrification. If
they try to sell large tracts, they have difficulty finding a buyer because
of the uncertainty of LURC permitting. If they sell off lots or lease lots
to camp owners, they come under pressure to make the road public and
sell off more land. They must also respond to requests from
communities to set aside land for public facilities and community
expansion.

Traffic/Highway Access. Landowners are encountering more problems
for trucks from highway development in difficult places such as Route 4
in Sandy River. Increased conflicts also arise from sharing highway
with more motorists, e.g. need a truck route around Height of Land but
can’t afford to build one — irony: paper company built the original route.

Other problems. Favor going to an organized community when locating
a major forest-processing facility because they don’t have to contend
with public outcry against the project and they frequently garner local
support. Find permitting process to be faster in New Hampshire than in
Maine communities or LURC.

Public Use Accommodation Zone. Create a zone where landowners can
accommodate dispersed recreational development such as lease camps,
sporting camps, remote rental camps, and campgrounds/campsites.
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10.

11.

12.

Because landowners cannot determine which specific parts of their lands
along a lake, for instance, are the right places for such a zone, consider
zoning the whole shore or assigning density allocations to each lake
management class.

Resource Processing Zone. Create a zone where primary and secondary
resource processing enterprises, along with support housing and
services, can be developed by a company. Current planned development
district has too many problems for such use, but it, or another zone,
could be revised for this purpose.

Incentives rather than penalties. Landowners who have kept their lands
in forestry use have been penalized as restrictions have tightened over
the years. Those who have already developed have benefited while
those who have thus far conserved their lands are penalized. Densities
should be prorated among landowners to offset unfairness. Protect
against the shadow effect of conserved or public lands, i.e. the argument
that a place should be protected since it is next to lands that have been
conserved.

Subdivision. Avoid fragmentation by putting an upper limit on the size
of lots subdivided for development use, rather than establishing only
minimum lot sizes.

Permit by rule. The Commission directed the staff to pursue more
opportunities for permit by rule. Staff has not done so. Want permit by
rule for projects that do not have permanent footprints and for small
accessory structures such as woodsheds.

Development locations. The locations under discussion for prospective
zoning changes include:

o Dallas PIt: east side of Rte 16 in Dallas Plantation — Dallas Co.;
Saddleback access road vicinity — Franklin Timber Co.
(Saddleback)

e Sandy River PIt.: south east shore of Long Pond — Cuisineau

e Lincoln PIt: shore of Aziscohos Lake — Pingree Family/Seven
Islands
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Richardson Twp: Upper Dam — Union Water Power Company
Twp C: Middle Dam — Union Water Power Company; shore of
Lower Richardson — Pingree Family/Seven Islands
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Appendix B: Survey Highlights
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Summary of Selected Questions From Public Opinion Surveys
Compiled by H. Dominie, Maine Land Use Regulation Commission

12/18/00

Residents

Seasonal Residents

Visitors

Most valued attributes
(in order of importance
and with response rates)

Maine Audubon*

(that make Rangeley attractive place to live)

g

Lifestyle/quiet living (92%)
Natural beauty (83%)
Remoteness (22%)
Community (20%)
Outdoor activities (12%)

Town of Rangeley

(attractive features that are important)

agpwdE

Lakes and ponds (100%)
Mountains (98%)
Wildlife (87%)

Forests (86%)

Rural scenes (76%)

Maine Audubon*

(that make Rangeley attractive place to live)
Peace & quiet (51%)

Outdoor recreation (48%)

Natural beauty (44%)

Winter activities (30%)

Lakes (15%)

agrwbdE

Town of Rangeley

(attractive features that are important)
Lakes and ponds (98%)
Mountains (94%)

Forests (89%)

Wildlife (82%)

Rural scenes (74%)

arwbdE

Union Water Power Co.

(reasons for campowner purchase of property)
1. Clean water lakes/river (87%)

2. Attractive scenery (77%)

3. Little to no development (69%)

Maine Audubon*
(that make Rangeley attractive for tourism)
1. Town character & location
2. Natural beauty of area
3. Lakes (summer);
Outdoor recreation (fall)
4. Wildlife

Rangeley Chamber

(single most outstanding impression)
Scenery (55%)

Wildlife (13%)

Peace & quiet (12%)

Lakes (9%)

Friendliness (8%)

akrowbdPE

Union Water Power Company

(factors important to decision to visit)
Clean water (88%)

Light to no development (72%)
Attractive scenery (66%)

Enjoying company of group (53%)
Good wildlife viewing & fishing (52%)

arwdE

JAWPFILES\PLANNING\Regional_municipaNRANGELEY\Rangeley opinions.doc

List of Surveys

Page 41

1. Rangeley Lakes Region Chamber of Commerce, 1990-91, Number of summer responses: about 734; number of winter responses: about 300
2. Union Water Power Co., Upper and Middle Dams Storage Project, 1998, Number of returned mail surveys: 471
3. Maine Audubon Society, Conservation Works Survey, 1998, Return rates: residents 22% (out of 1,100 mailed), seasonal residents 32% (out of 200 mailed),

tourists: 318 sampled

4. Town of Rangeley, Comprehensive Plan Survey, 1986, Return rates: residents 33%, seasonal residents 25%

IN MOST CASES, ONLY THE TOP FIVE RESPONSES ARE INCLUDED. Open-ended questions, where respondents filled in their own responses, are
signified with an asterisk. Responses are noted where they differed by season during which group was polled.




Summary of Selected Questions From Public Opinion Surveys
Compiled by H. Dominie, Maine Land Use Regulation Commission

12/18/00

Residents

Seasonal Residents

Visitors

Attributes that are
undesirable

Maine Audubon* (for lifestyle)
Access to facilities (51%)

Local economy/low wages (50%)
Weather (18%)

High cost of living (17%)

Taxes (13%)

A o

Maine Audubon* (for lifestyle)
1. Weather (47%)
2. High Cost of Living (36%)
3. Crowds (27%)
4. Traffic/Noise (16%)
Needs Amenities/Services (16%)

Union Water Power Co.*
Campowners who felt recreation activities of
others detract from their experience (62% of
total):
1. Vehicular traffic, i.e. dust (44%)
2. Jet skis (22%)
3. Motor boat noise (5%)
Seaplanes practicing (5%)
4. Other

Maine Audubon* (for tourism)

1.

1.

2.

None (summer);

Long trip, too remote (fall)

Motor noise on lakes (summer);

Poor roads, traffic, no major access (fall)
Need more rainy day activities (summer);
None (fall)

No variety in restaurants (summer);

Too crowded (fall)

Long trip, too remote (summer);

Need more rainy day activities (fall)
Decline in environment (summer/fall)

Changes needed for
Rangeley area to be more
desirable:

Maine Audubon* (place to live)
1. Better paying jobs (25%)
2. Improve roads (9%)
3. Nothing (6%)
Improve services (6%)
Lower taxes (6%)

Maine Audubon* (place to live)
Do not overdevelop (17%)
Nothing (14%)

More in-town amenities (10%)
Lower taxes (7%)

Improve Saddleback (5%)

abrwbdE

Maine Audubon*
(recreation destination)

1.
2.

Do not change anything

More rainy day, indoor activities
(summer);

Control growth & commercialism (fall)
Improve dining options (summer);
Advertise more (fall)

Do not allow motorized vehicles on lakes
(summery);

Outdoor recreation (fall)

Create & maintain trails (summer);
Improve dining options (fall)

List of Surveys

Page 42

1. Rangeley Lakes Region Chamber of Commerce, 1990-91, Number of summer responses: about 734; number of winter responses: about 300
2. Union Water Power Co., Upper and Middle Dams Storage Project, 1998, Number of returned mail surveys: 471
3. Maine Audubon Society, Conservation Works Survey, 1998, Return rates: residents 22% (out of 1,100 mailed), seasonal residents 32% (out of 200 mailed),

tourists: 318 sampled

4. Town of Rangeley, Comprehensive Plan Survey, 1986, Return rates: residents 33%, seasonal residents 25%

IN MOST CASES, ONLY THE TOP FIVE RESPONSES ARE INCLUDED. Open-ended questions, where respondents filled in their own responses, are
signified with an asterisk. Responses are noted where they differed by season during which group was polled.




Summary of Selected Questions From Public Opinion Surveys
Compiled by H. Dominie, Maine Land Use Regulation Commission

12/18/00

Residents

Seasonal Residents

Visitors

Recreational qualities

Maine Audubon*

Maine Audubon*

needed to maintain area | 1. Natural beauty (30%) 1. Environmental quality (42%)
as desirable place: 2. Trails (27%) 2. Access to land & lakes (35%)
3. Water quality (26%) 3. Snowmobile trails (23%)
4. Snow sports (22%) Hiking trails (23%)
5. Environmental quality (15%); 4. Stop shore development (13%)
Keep development out (15%)
Recreational activities to | Maine Audubon* Maine Audubon* Maine Audubon*
develop: 1. Indoor activities for adults & children 1. Indoor activities for adults & children 1. Do not change anything
(60%) (24%) 2. More guided tours
2. More trails (33%) 2. Organized games (16%) 3. Create & maintain trails
3. Improve Saddleback Mt. (25%) Nothing (16%) 4. More flat hiking (summer)
4. Nothing (13%) 3. Improve Saddleback (12%) Local environmental guides (fall)
5. Improve tourist accommodations (5%); Create bicycle lanes (12%) 5. Shuttle to AT (summer);

More restaurants (5%)

More equipment rental (fall)

Union Water Power* (changes in kind of
recreation facilities)

Winter:

No change (82%)

1. Trail-related (43%)

2. Keep area same as it is (13%)

Summer:

1. Keep area pristine/no new business (5%)
2. Everything is OK, no changes (4%)

List of Surveys

Page 43

1. Rangeley Lakes Region Chamber of Commerce, 1990-91, Number of summer responses: about 734; number of winter responses: about 300
2. Union Water Power Co., Upper and Middle Dams Storage Project, 1998, Number of returned mail surveys: 471
3. Maine Audubon Society, Conservation Works Survey, 1998, Return rates: residents 22% (out of 1,100 mailed), seasonal residents 32% (out of 200 mailed),

tourists: 318 sampled

4. Town of Rangeley, Comprehensive Plan Survey, 1986, Return rates: residents 33%, seasonal residents 25%

IN MOST CASES, ONLY THE TOP FIVE RESPONSES ARE INCLUDED. Open-ended questions, where respondents filled in their own responses, are
signified with an asterisk. Responses are noted where they differed by season during which group was polled.




Summary of Selected Questions From Public Opinion Surveys
Compiled by H. Dominie, Maine Land Use Regulation Commission

12/18/00

Residents Seasonal Residents Visitors
Does Rangeley need Town of Rangeley Town of Rangeley
additional economic Yes 71% Yes 48%
development?
Type of Economic 1. Recreation & tourism (54%) 1. Recreation & tourism (62%)
Development to 2. Industrial (49) 2. Forest products industry (36%)
Encourage: 3. Commercial/retail (41%) 3. Commercial/retail (31%)

4. Forest products industry (27%) 4. Industrial (28%)

5. Other (9%) 5. Other (14%)
Location of commercial | 1. Appropriate in some areas (64%) 1. Appropriate in some areas (63%)
development 2. Not appropriate in Rangeley (20%) 2. Not appropriate in Rangeley (20%)

3. Appropriate for Rangeley (16%)

3. Appropriate for Rangeley (17%)

Has Rangeley changed in
character during last ten
years?

Town of Rangeley
Yes 90%

for better 52%

for worse 96%

Town of Rangeley
Yes 67%

for better 31%

for worse 25%

Does Rangeley need
stronger land use
regulations to guide
development?

Would it be reasonable
to adopt development
guidelines to maintain
town character?

Town of Rangeley
82% yes

89% yes

Town of Rangeley
77% yes

91% yes

Do you favor restricting
certain activities in areas
important to wildlife?

Town of Rangeley
84% yes

Town of Rangeley
85% yes

List of Surveys

1. Rangeley Lakes Region Chamber of Commerce, 1990-91, Number of summer responses: about 734; number of winter responses: about 300

2. Union Water Power Co., Upper and Middle Dams Storage Project, 1998, Number of returned mail surveys: 471
3. Maine Audubon Society, Conservation Works Survey, 1998, Return rates: residents 22% (out of 1,100 mailed), seasonal residents 32% (out of 200 mailed),

tourists: 318 sampled

4. Town of Rangeley, Comprehensive Plan Survey, 1986, Return rates: residents 33%, seasonal residents 25%
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IN MOST CASES, ONLY THE TOP FIVE RESPONSES ARE INCLUDED. Open-ended questions, where respondents filled in their own responses, are
signified with an asterisk. Responses are noted where they differed by season during which group was polled.




Summary of Selected Questions From Public Opinion Surveys
Compiled by H. Dominie, Maine Land Use Regulation Commission

12/18/00

Residents

Seasonal Residents

Visitors

Are multi-family units or
condominiums
appropriate for
Rangeley?

Town of Rangeley

1. No (46%)

2. Insome areas (46%)
3. Yes (8%)

Town of Rangeley

1. No (54%)

2. Insome areas (37%)
3. Yes (9%)

Attributes that make
Rangeley (visually)
unattractive

Town of Rangeley

Junk (74%)

Run down buildings (70%)
Lakeshore development (64%)
Clear-cuts (53%)

. Signs (25%)

agrwdE

Town of Rangeley

1. Lakeshore development (64%)
2. Junk (58%)

3. Clear-cuts (57%)

4. Run-down buildings (52%)

Should building
appearance, in regard to
economic development,
be regulated?

Town of Rangeley

77% yes. If so, where?
Townwide (67%)
Village areas (48%)
Lakeshore (25%)
Other (8%)

[ @0 P =

Town of Rangeley

78% yes. If so, where?
1. Townwide (59%)
2. Village areas (52%)
3. Lakeshore (28%)
4. Other (7%)

List of Surveys

1. Rangeley Lakes Region Chamber of Commerce, 1990-91, Number of summer responses: about 734; number of winter responses: about 300

2. Union Water Power Co., Upper and Middle Dams Storage Project, 1998, Number of returned mail surveys: 471

3. Maine Audubon Society, Conservation Works Survey, 1998, Return rates: residents 22% (out of 1,100 mailed), seasonal residents 32% (out of 200 mailed),

tourists: 318 sampled

4. Town of Rangeley, Comprehensive Plan Survey, 1986, Return rates: residents 33%, seasonal residents 25%

IN MOST CASES, ONLY THE TOP FIVE RESPONSES ARE INCLUDED. Open-ended questions, where respondents filled in their own responses, are

signified with an asterisk. Responses are noted where they differed by season during which group was polled.
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the former location.

Note: This is the Public Hearing Draft of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan. Underlined and stricken text indicate changes from the 1997
Comprehensive Land Use Plan. Language that has been relocated within a chapter or moved from one chapter to another, is not
shown as underlined or stricken. In the case of text that has been relocated from one chapter to another, [bracketed] notes identify

1982-1995

1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1985 | 1986 | 1987 | 1988 | 1989 | 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995
|BR | 202 | 279 | 273 | 335 | 403 | 585 | 587 | 834 | 900 | 618 | 691 | 621 | 615 | 659
|pR 47 53 | 79 75 84 88 67 | 209 | 95 | 120 | 222 | 98 89 | 102
| sp 7 7 12 9 16 18 19 36 31 33 29 16 15 11
| zr 20 25 | 25 14 20 22 25 33 28 34 39 29 25 13
For | 51 41 | 40 36 24 16 6 8 20 14 9 11 9 8
ler | 20 20 | 20 33 27 43 42 74 50 59 34 37 34 22
lbp | 208 | 16 | 34 56 78 20 20 33 27 21 18 21 19 17
|rP 8 12 | 22 11 6 8 9 13 12 7 5 8 5 7
Bcr 6 19 21 16 7 13 8 10 20 7 5 4 7 4
| 0 0 1 0 0 2 2 3 3 6 9 2 3 6
| sA 7 8 4 3 3 12 8 8 7 7 9 12 12 9
|HP 0 0 2 2 4 8 3 0 2 2 4 3 3 1
[Eat - - - - - - - - - - 3 3 6 7
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Maine _ Forest _Service. Forest Ranger Equipment Caches in the State of Maine. (GIS _layer:
mfs_fire_equipment feb07.shp). February 2007.

Maine Land Use Requlation Commission. Permitting Data. 2007.

Maine Land Use Regulation Commission. Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 1997.

Maine Office of Geographic Information Systems for Maine Public Utilities Commission. Transmission lines of 45,000 volts
or more. (GIS layer: MEGIS.electransArc). November 1,1998.

Maine Public Utilities Commission. Cellular Towers. (GIS layer: MEGIS.Metowers). 2000.

Techni Graphic Systems Inc. for Maine Office of Geographic Information Systems. Emergency Medical Service Stations
and/or Bases in the State of Maine. (GIS layer: MEGIS.Rescue). April 16, 2007.

Techni Graphic Systems Inc. for Maine Office of Geographic Information Systems. Fire Stations and Departments in the
State of Maine. (GIS layer. MEGIS.Fire). April 16, 2007.

Techni Graphic Systems Inc. for Maine Office of Geographic Information Systems. Hospitals in the State of Maine. (GIS
layer: MEGIS.Hospitals). March 16, 2007.

4.5.E Areas with Special Planning Needs
Land Use Requlation Commission. Permitting Data. 2007.

4.6 Major Issue: Dispersing Development

Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy Program. Charting Maine’s Future: An Action Plan for Promoting Sustainable
Prosperity and Quality Places. 2006.

Land Use Requlation Commission. Data on Large Lot Divisions in LURC Jurisdiction. 2007.

Chapter 5 - Natural and Cultural Resource Values

5.1  Agricultural Resources
American Farmland Trust. Website (www.farmland.org). September 1998.

American Farmland Trust. Website (www.farmland.org). September 2002.

Ervin, Dr. David E. Visions of Agricultural Conservation Policy Beyond 2002: Implications for Partnerships. June 1998.

Harker, John; Gilbert, Stephanie. Maine Department of Agriculture. Personal communications. Spring 2009.

Jacobson, G.L., I.J. Fernandez, P.A. Mayewski, and C.V. Schmitt (editors). 2009. Maine's Climate Future: An Initial
Assessment. Orono, ME: University of Maine.

Maine Department of Agriculture. The Agricultural Creative Economy — Needs, Opportunities, and Market Analysis.
January 2008.

National Agricultural Statistics Service. United States Department of Agriculture. Maple Syrup 2009. June 12, 2009.

National Association of State Departments of Agriculture Research Foundation. State Environmental Laws Affecting Maine
Agriculture. Website (http://www.nasda-hg.org/ under the Research Foundation Section).

Smith, Stewart. Department of Resource Economics & Policy University of Maine. Maine Agriculture: A Natural Resource
Based Industry Constantly Adapting to Change. October 2003.
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5.2 Air and Climate Resources
Apps, M.J.. Forests, the Global Carbon Cycle and Climate Change. 2003.

AMBIO: A Journal of the Human Environment. Volume XXXVI Number 1. February 2007.

Climate Change 2001: Synthesis Report Summary for Policy Makers An Assessment of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change.

Climate Change and Maine - United States Environmental Protection Agency, EPA 236-F-98-007k, September 1998.

Downs, Tom; Johnson, Andy; MacDonald, Kevin; Wright, David. Maine Department of Environmental Protection. Personal
communications. September 2007.

Driscoll, C.T., G.B. Lawrence, A.J. Bulger, T.J. Butler, C.S. Cronon, C. Eagar, K.F. Lambert, G.E. Likens, J.L. Stoddard,
K.C. Weathers. 2001. Acid Rain Revisited: Advances in Scientific Understanding Since the Passage of the 1970 and
1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.

Frumhoff, P.C., J.J. McCarthy, J.M. Melillo, S.C. Moser, and D.J. Wuebbles. 2007. Confronting Climate Change in the U.S.
Northeast: Science, Impacts, and Solutions. Synthesis report of the Northeast Climate Impacts Assessment (NECIA).
Cambridge, MA: Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS).

Hamilton, Michael. Cleaner Air, Stronger Trees, Healthy Lakes. The Maine Woods. Volume Five, Number One, Late
Winter 2001.

Jacobson, G.L., I.J. Fernandez, P.A. Mayewski, and C.V. Schmitt (editors). 2009. Maine's Climate Future: An Initial
Assessment. Orono, ME: University of Maine.

Maine Department of Environmental Protection-US EPA Performance Partnership Agreement for FFY03-05. Web
(http://lwww.maine.gov/dep///pubs/2003-05ppa.pdf). November 5, 2002.

Miller, Eric K. Ecosystems Research Group, LTD. Assessment of Forest Sensitivity to Nitrogen and Sulfur Deposition in
Maine (Conference of New England Governors and Eastern Canadian Premiers Forest Mapping Group). December
15, 2006.

New England Governors and Eastern Canadian Premiers Adopt Mercury and Acid Rain Action Plan. Connecticut
Department of Environmental Protection. Website (http://dep.state.ct.us/whatshap/press/1998/mercury.htm). June 9,
1998.

Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management. Atmospheric Mercury Emissions in the Northeastern United States
- Executive Summary. Web (http://www.nescaum.org/topics/mercury). February 1, 1998.

Protecting our Biosphere: A Comprehensive Response to Climate Change, Environment Northeast

Summary for Policymakers, A report of Working Group | of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Summary for Policymakers, Climate Change 2001: Impacts, Adaptations, and Vulnerability, A Report of Working Group |l of
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

The Committee on the Environment and the Northeast International Committee on Energy of the Conference of New
England Governors and Eastern Canadian Premiers, New England Governors/Eastern Canadian Premiers Climate
Change Action Plan 2001.

United States Environmental Protection Agency. http://Yosemite.epa.gov/OAR/globalwarming.nsf/content/climate.html
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5.3

Coastal Resources
Cutko, Andrew. Ecologist, Maine Natural Areas Program. Forwarded personal communications from Ken Laustsen,

Biometrician, Maine Forest Service. May 4, 2009.

Dominie, H., Inc. for Maine State Planning Office. Exploring Limits: Making Decisions about the Use & Development of
Maine Islands. April 1994.

Dyer, Richard W. and William H. Livingston. Land Use History and Vegetation Composition of Monhegan Island. University
of Maine Department of Forest Ecosystem Science. August 2003.

Frumhoff, P.C., J.J. McCarthy, J.M. Melillo, S.C. Moser, and D.J. Wuebbles. Confronting Climate Change in the U.S.
Northeast: Science, Impacts, and Solutions. Synthesis report of the Northeast Climate Impacts Assessment (NECIA).
Cambridge, MA: Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS). 2007.

FutureMetrics. Report on the Characteristics and Habits of Visitors to Monhegan Island. January 2005.

FutureMetrics. The 2004 Monhegan Island Resident and Business Owner Survey. April 2, 2005.

Gulf of Maine Times, Vol. 10, #2. Climate Change and Sea Level Rise. Summer 2006.

Jacobson, G.L., I.J. Fernandex, P.A. Mayewski, and C.V. Schmitt (editors). Maine’s Climate Future: An Initial Assessment.
Orono, ME: University of Maine. 2009.

Kanoti, Keith. Forester, Region C-1, Maine Forest Service. Personal communications. June 27, 2006.

Kanoti, Keith. Forester, Region C-1, Maine Forest Service. Forwarded personal communications from Morten Moesswilde,
Midcoast District Forester, Maine Forest Service. May 6, 2009.

Land & Water Associates and Maine Tomorrow for Maine Department of Economic and Community Development. Coastal
Management Techniques: A Handbook for Local Officials. October 1988.

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Chapter 10: Significant Wildlife Habitat. Updated September 1, 2005.

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Wildlife Division Research & Management Report. 2005.

Maine Natural Areas Program. Rare, Threatened and Endangered Plant Taxa. January 2008.

Maine State Planning Office_and Maine Department of Marine Resources. Managing Maine's Nearshore Coastal
Resources, Final Report of the Bay Management Study. January 2007.

Maine Tomorrow for Maine Land Use Regulation Commission. An Inventory and Analysis for Monhegan Plantation.
December 1991.

Mansius, Donald J. Director, Forest Policy and Management, Maine Forest Service. Personal communications. June 17,
2006.

St. Hilaire, Lisa. Information Manager, Maine Natural Areas Program. Personal Communications. April 28, 2009.

Slovinsky, Peter A; Stephen M. Dickson. 309-06b: Demonstration Project: Impacts of Future Sea Level Rise on the
Coastal Floodplain. MGS Open-File 06-14.

Ulbrich, Ciona. Project Manager, Maine Coast Heritage Trust. Personal communications. August 30, 2006.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Maine Coastal Island Wildlife Refuge Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan. April 2005.
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5.4

5.5

Wiles, Leslie. Planning and Training Coordinator, Maine Forest Service. Personal communication. August 17, 2006.

Cultural, Archaeological and Historical Resources
Abbe Museum. Website (http:/www.abbemuseum.org/). September 2007.

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Website (http://www.maine.gov/ifw/licenses _permits/quide.htm).
February 2009.

Maine Indian Basketmakers Alliance. Website (http://www.maineindianbaskets.org). September 2007.

Mitchell, Christi. Maine Historic Preservation Commission. Correspondence February 4, 20009.

Native American Tribes of Maine. Website (http://www.native-languages.org/maine.htm). September 2007.

Natural Resource Education Center. Website (http://web.mac.com/mooseheadlake/iWeb/NREC/Welcome%20NREC.html).
September 2007.

Spiess, Arthur. Maine Historic Preservation Commission. Correspondence June 23, 2005.

Spiess, Arthur. Maine Historic Preservation Commission. Proceedings of the Land Use Regulation Commission Meeting.
Discussion: Archaeological Site Location and Protection for LURC. Augusta, ME. January 4, 2006.

Thoreau-Wabanaki Trail. Website (http:/www.thoreauwabanakitrail.org/partners.html). September 2007.

University of Maine at Fort Kent. Website (http://acim.umfk.maine.edu/settling valley.html). February 20009.

Energy Resources
Adams, Kurt. 2007. Proceedings of the Land Use Requlation Commission Meeting. PUC presentation on wind power.
August 1, 2007. (Appendix L to the Wind Power Task Force report)

Audio file. Panel presentation on wind power to the Land Use Requlation Commission. August 1, 2007.

Bornstein, Bruce. Proceedings of the Land Use Regulation Commission Meeting. Discussion: Outlook for the Industry —
Bio Energy. Bangor, ME. January 23, 2006.

Elder, Betsy. State Planning Office. Personal communication. March 2, 2006.
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Energy Advisors, LLC. Maine Energy Policy: Overview and Opportunities for Improvement (prepared by Energy Advisors as
consultant to the Energy Resources Council). 2003.

Giffen, Alec. Personal communication. May 30, 2006.

Giffen, R. Alec and Kathy Eickenberg. “Collaborative Processes Making the Most of FERC'’s Alternative Licensing Option:
Lessons Learned from Four New England Case Studies.” Prepared for HydroVision. 1998.

Governor's Task Force on Wind Power Development in Maine. Report of the Governor's Task Force on Wind Power
Development: Finding Common Ground for a Common Purpose. 2008.

Grace, Bob. 2006. Proceedings of the Land Use Requlation Commission Meeting. Presentation: ‘Wind Power Issues: A
Primer.” April 5, 2006.

Gray, Tom. 2006. Proceedings of the Land Use Requlation Commission Meeting. Panel presentation on wind power.
Brewer, ME. December 7, 2006.

Irvine, Alex. 2005. “Harnessing the Tides: In the eternal search for renewable energy, Maine looks to undersea turbines,”
in The Portland Phoenix. April, 2005.

ISO New England. Website (http://www.iso-ne.com/aboutiso/co_profile/history/index.html). 2006.

ISO-NE. Website (http://www.iso-ne.com/nwsiss/grid_mkis/key facts/me profile.pdf). February 28, 2006.

Littell, David. 2007. Proceedings of the Land Use Regulation Commission Meeting. DEP presentation on wind power.
August 1, 2007. (Appendix L to the Wind Power Task Force report)

Maine Department of Environmental Protection. A Climate Action Plan for Maine. 2004.

Maine Land Use Regulation Commission. Land Use Requlation Commission Regulatory Process for Energy Projects.
Augusta, Maine. 2004.

Maine Public Utilities Commission. Report on the Viability of Wind Power Development in Maine. 2005.

Maine Public Utilities Commission. Annual Report on the Solar Energy Rebate Program. 2005.

Maine Public Utilities Commission. Report and Recommendations on the Promotion of Renewable Resources. 2003.

Maine State Legislature, 1231. LD 2283, An Act to Implement Recommendations of the Governor's Task Force on Wind
Power Development (PL 2008, Chapter 661). 2008.

Murch, Dana. Maine Department of Environmental Protection. Personal communication. May 20, 2009

Nagusky, Beth. Proceedings of the Land Use Requlation Commission Meeting. Panel presentation on wind power. Brewer,
ME. December 7, 2005.

Office of Energy Independence and Security, State Planning Office. Energy Resources Council 2006 Work Plan and Report
to the Legislature. Augusta, Maine. 2006.

State of Maine (SPO, DEP. LURC). Undated. Draft Guidance on Factors Considered During Agency Review of Wind Power
Developments.

State of Maine, Governor's Press Office. Press release: Governor Creates Wind Power Task Force. May 8, 2007.

Tannenbaum, Mitch. Maine Public Utilities Commission. Personal communication. Feb. 6, 2008.

Tannenbaum, Mitch. Maine Public Utilities Commission. Personal communication. May 19, 2009.

Union of Concerned Scientists. “Barriers to the use of renewable energy technologies”; “Environmental impacts of
renewable energy technologies”; “Public benefits of renewable energy use” on www.ucsusa.org/clean _energy. April 4,
2006.

38 MRSA 8576 Law establishing state goals for greenhouse gas reductions.

38 MRSA 8631. Maine Waterway Development and Conservation Act.
35-A MRSA 8§3210. Electric Industry Restructuring.
35-A MRSA §3402. Maine Wind Energy Act.
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5.6 Forest Resources
American Forests. Timberlands in Turmoil. American Forests Magazine. Winter 2006.

Doiron, Robert. Personal communications. Summer 2009

Giffen, R. Alec. Personal communications. Summer 2009

Hagan, J.M., L.C. Irland, and A.A. Whitman. Changing timberland ownership in the Northern Forest and implications for
biodiversity. Manomet Center for Conservation Sciences, Report # MCCS-FCP-2005-1, Brunswick, Maine, 25pp.
2005.

Maine Forest Service. The 2005 Biennial Report on the State of the Forest and Progress Report on Forest Sustainability
Standards, A report to the Joint Standing Committee of the 122nd Legislature. December 2005.

Maine Future Forest Economy Project, Innovative Natural Resource Solutions, LLC., March 2005.

Maine Revenue Service. Property tax records for all unorganized territories. 1991 and 2007.

Planning Decisions Inc. for the Maine Land Use Regulation Commission. Patterns of Change: Three Decades of Change
in LURC's Jurisdiction. January 2006.

USDA Forest Service. Forests of Maine 2003. Published by the USDA Forest Service. January 2005.

5.7 Geologic and-Meuntain-Resources
Hasbrouch, Sherman. Mining in Maine. Land and Water Resources Center, UMO. Orono, Maine. 1982.
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Jorgensen, Neil. A Guide to New England’s Landscape. The Globe Pequot Press. Chester, Connecticut. 1977.

Kendall, David L. Glaciers and Granite: A Guide to Maine’s Landscape and Geology. Down East Books. Camden, Maine.
1987.

Loiselle, Marc and Woodrow B. Thompson. The Geology of Maine In Rocks and Minerals, Nov/Dec. 1987, Vol. 62, Number
6. 1987.

Marvinney, Robert. December 2005. Personal communication. (Department of Conservation, Bureau of Geology and
Natural Areas, Maine Geological Survey).

Marvinney, Robert. Personal communication and Sand and Gravel Aquifer Mapping Program status map. (Department of
Conservation, Bureau of Geology and Natural Areas, Maine Geological Survey.) April 2009.

New England Governors’ Conference, Inc. Construction Aggregates Demand in New England States. 1992.

New England Governors’ Conference, Inc. Construction Aggregates Supply in New England States. 1992.

Rocque, David. (Department of Agriculture, Office of Natural and Rural Resources). Personal communication December

2005.

5.8  Plant and Animal Habitat Wildlife-and Fisheries-Resources
Appalachian Mountain _Club. Website (www.outdoors.org/conservation/landprotection/mapping-roadless.cfm).  May 22,
2006.

Beginning with Habitat: An Approach to Conserving Maine's Natural Landscape for Plants, Animals and People. January,
2003.

Boston Globe. Article entitled: “US expands laws protecting Atlantic salmon.” June 16, 2009.

Boyle, Kevin and Teisl, Mario. The Economic Impacts of Hunting, Inland Fishing and Wildlife-Associated Recreation in
Maine. Department of Resource Economics and Policy, University of Maine. 1999.

Chapin, T.G., J. Harrison, and D.D. Katnik. 1998. Influence of Landscape Pattern on Habitat Use by American Marten in
an Industrial Forest. Cons. Biol. Vol 12, December, pp.1327-1337.

DeGraaf, R.M. M. Yamasaki, W.B. Leak, and J.W. Lanier. New England Wildlife: Management of Forested Habitats.
General Technical Report 144. USDA Forest Service Northeastern Forest Experiment Station, Radnor, Pennsylvania.
1992.

Docherty, Molly. Proceedings of the Land Use Regulation Commission Meeting. Discussion: Natural Areas in LURC's
Jurisdiction. Augusta, ME. January 4, 2006.

Flatebo, G; Foss, C; Pelletier, S. Biodiversity in the Forests of Maine: Guidelines for Land Management. 1999.

Forman, R.T.T. Land Mosaics. The Ecology of Landscapes and Regions. 1995.

Gawler, Susan C. and Cutko, Andrew R.. Natural Landscapes of Maine: A Classification of Vegetated Natural Communities
and Ecosystems. 2004.

Gawler, Susan C., John J. Albright, Peter D. Vickery, and Frances C. Smith. Biological Diversity in Maine: An Assessment
of Status and Trends in the Terrestrial and Freshwater Landscape. 1996.
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Hagan, John, Lloyd C. Irland, Andrew A. Whitman. Changing Timberland Ownership in the Northern Forest and
Implications for Biodiversity. Brunswick, ME: Manomet Center for Conservation Sciences. 2005.

Hepinstall, J.A. and D.J. Harrison. Development of a Statewide Habitat Modeling Tool and an Assessment of Habitat
Supply for Marten in 1993 and 2000. Final Report submitted to Maine Outdoor Heritage Fund, Maine Department of
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, Maine Cooperative Forestry Research Unit, Orono, Maine. 2004

Katnik, Donald. Habitat Group Leader, Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Personal Communication. June
02, 2009.

Maine Audubon Society. Conserving Wildlife in Maine’s Developing Landscape. Spring, 2000.

Maine Audubon Society. Conserving Wildlife On and Around Maine’s Roads. 2007.

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Chapter 8.05 Essential Habitat for Species Designated as Endangered
or Threatened.

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Landscape Planning for Northern and Eastern Maine. June 2, 2008
(draft for discussion).

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Maine's Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy. 2005.

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Recommended Changes to Maine’s List of Endangered and Threatened
Species. 2007

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Wildlife Division Research and Management Report. 2005.

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Website (www.maine.gov/ifw/wildlife/etweb/habitat/ims). April, 2006.

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Website (www.maine.gov/ifw/wildlife/species/endangered species
[state_federal list.htm). April. 2009.

Maine Department of Transportation. Waterway and Wildlife Crossing Policy and Design Guide for Aquatic Organism,
Wildlife Habitat, and Hydrologic Connectivity. 31 edition. July 2008.

Maine Land Use Regulation Commission. St. John River Resource Plan. Renewed 2002.

Maine Natural Areas Program, Department of Conservation. Website (http://www.mainenaturalareas.org/index.php).
February — May, 2006.

Maine  Natural Areas Program, Department of Conservation. Invasive  Plant  FAQs. Website
(http://www.maine.gov/doc/nrimc/mnap/features/invasives.htm). March 2009.

Maine Natural Areas Program, Department of Conservation. Rare plant fact sheet: Lapland Diapensia. April 2004.

Maine Revised Statutes, Title 38, §419-C. Prevention of the spread of invasive aquatic plants. 1999 (NEW). 2001 (AMD).
2003 (AMD).

National Marine Fisheries Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Recovery Plan for the Gulf of Maine Distinct
Population Segment of Atlantic Salmon (Salmo salar). National Marine Fisheries Service, Silver Spring, MD. 2005

New York Times. Article Entitled: “On a Hunt for Fishless Lakes, Teeming with Life". April 28, 2009. Website
(http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/28/science/earth/28Lake.html).

Northern and Eastern Maine Deer Task Force. 2007. L.D., 823 -- Resolve, To Create an Effective Deer Habitat
Enhancement and Coyote Control Program: The Working Group’s Findings, Recommendations and Draft Legislation

Stadler, Mark. Director, Wildlife Division, Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Personal communications.
May 4, 2006: May 22, 2006.

Stadler, Mark. Director, Wildlife Division, Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. Proceedings of the Land Use
Regulation Commission Meeting. Discussion: Natural Areas in LURC's Jurisdiction. Augusta, ME. January 4, 2006.

Teisl, M. F. and K. J. Boyle. The economic impacts of hunting, inland fishing, and wildlife-associated recreation in Maine.
Resource Economics and Policy Staff Paper No. 479. Department of Resource Economics & Policy, Maine Agriculture
and Forest Experiment Station, University of Maine, Orono, ME. 1998.
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5.9

Trout Unlimited (for the Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture). Eastern Brook Trout: Status and Threats. 2006

University of Maine Cooperative Extension. Maine Invasive Plants. Website
(http:/lwww.umext.maine.edu/onlinepubs/htmpubs/2536.htm). March, 2009.

Vaux, Peter D. Freshwater Biodiversity in Maine (pre-printing version; subject to revision). September 2005.
Walker, Steve. 2007. Email to Caroline Eliot, May 16, 2007, re: LURC Comp Plan — review of Habitat draft.
Walker, Steve. 2008. Email to Caroline Eliot, June 20, 2008, re: SGCN.

Walker, Steve. 2008. Email to Caroline Eliot, June 23, 2008, re: SGCN.

Wilkerson, Brooke. Ecologist, Maine Natural Areas Program. Personal communication. May 22, 2006.

Recreational Resources

Cordell, H. Ken, et. al. 2004. “Outdoor Recreation for 215t Century America: A Report to the Nation: The National Survey on
Recreation and the Environment.” Venture Publishing, State College, PA.

Cowperthwaite, Albro. Proceedings of the Land Use Regqulation Commission Meeting. Discussion: The Changing
Character of Nature-Based Recreation in the North Woods. Augusta, ME. January 12, 2005.

FERMATA, Inc. Strategic Plan for Implementing the Maine Nature Tourism Initiative. Hampton, NY. September 2005.

Givens, Rick. Proceedings of the Land Use Regulation Commission Meeting. Discussion: Current and Future Challenges
Facing Nature-Based Recreation Industries. Millinocket, ME. March 2, 2005.

Governor's Task Force Regarding the Management of Public Lands and Publicly-held Easements. Final Report. January
31, 2008.

Jacobson, G.L., I.J. Fernandez, P.A. Mayewski, and C.V. Schmitt (editors). 2009. Maine's Climate Future: An Initial
Assessment. Orono, ME: University of Maine.

Kennebec Journal article from 9/16/2007 titled ‘Trend changes but rafting will survive'.

Maine Department of Conservation, Bureau of Parks and Lands. Maine State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan,
2009-2014. DRAFT June 2009.

Maine Department of Conservation, Bureau of Parks and Lands. Notes from meeting January 25, 2008.

Maine Department of Conservation. Governor's Task Force on Traditional Uses and Public Access to Lands in Maine
presentation by Bruce Kidman. Website (www.maine.gov/doc/publications/traditional _use/
tfmeetings/meeting2/meeting2.html). November 2004.

Maine Department of Conservation, Bureau of Parks and Lands. Integrated Resource Policy for Public Reserved and
Nonreserved Lands, State Parks, and State Historic Sites. December, 2000.

Maine Department of Economic and Community Development, Office of Tourism. Travel and Tourism in Maine: The 2006

Visitor Study Management Report. June 2007.

Morris, Charles E., Robert Roper and Thomas Allen. “The Economic Contributions of Maine State Parks: A Survey of

Visitor Characteristics, Perceptions and Spending.” University of Maine, Margaret Chase Smith Policy Center. 2006.

Morris, Charles E., Thomas Allen, Jonathan Rubin, Brian Bronson and Cynthia Bastey. 2005. “Economic Contributions of

ATV-Related Activities in Maine.” University of Maine and Maine Department of Conservation.

Munding, E. and Daigle, J. “Nature-based Tourism in Maine: The State’s Role in Promoting a Strong Tourism Industry.”

Maine Policy Review 16(1): 66-77. 2007.
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New England Forestry Foundation. Website (www.newenglandforestry.org). April 7, 2006.

New England Forestry Foundation. Pingree Forest Partnership. Website
(www.newenglandforestry.org/projects/pingree.asp) May 13, 2009.

North Maine Woods, Inc. Visitor statistics. 1999 — 2008.

North Maine Woods, Inc.. Website (www.northmainewoods.org). May 19, 2005.

Pidot, Jeff. Reinventing Conservation Easements: A Critical Examination and Ideas for Reform. Lincoln Institute of Land
Policy. Cambridge, MA. 2005.

Planning Decisions, Inc. Patterns of Change: Three Decades of Change in LURC's Jurisdiction. A Report to the Maine
Land Use Requlation Commission. 2006.

Reiling, Stephen. “An _Economic Evaluation of Snowmobiling in Maine: an Update for 1997-1998." University of Maine,
Department of Resource Economics and Policy. Study conducted for the Maine Snowmobile Association.

Soucy, David. Proceedings of the Land Use Regulation Commission Meeting. Discussion: Current and Future Recreational
Resource Issues Facing the Unorganized Territories. Eagle Lake, ME. March 1, 2006.

Spencer, Steve. Proceedings of the Land Use Regulation Commission Meeting. Discussion: The Changing Character of
Nature-Based Recreation in the North Woods. Augusta, ME. January 12, 2005.

Turner, Rex. Maine Department of Conservation, Bureau of Parks and Lands. Personal communication e-mail. May 13,
2009.

United States Department of Fish and Wildlife Service. 2006 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation, Maine. March, 2008.

Vail, David. Sustaining Nature-Based Tourism in “Vacationland”. Presentation for the Blaine House Conference on Natural
Resource-Based Industries. Augusta, ME. November 17, 2003.

5.10 Scenic Resources
Bureau of Land and Water Quality, Division of Land Resource Requlation Licensing Unit. Standards Operating Procedure,
Guidelines for Assessing Impacts to Existing Scenic and Aesthetic Uses under the Natural Resources Protection Act.

Environmental Systems Research Institute  (ESRI).  Zoning methodology for Protecting Viewsheds. Website
(www.esri.com/news/arcuser/0206/belts2o0f2.html). May 2006.

National Park Service. National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Website (www.nps.gov/rivers/about.html). June 2006.

National Scenic Byways Program. Website (www.bywaysonline.org). June 2006.

Northeastern Vermont Development Association. Regional Plan for the Northeast Kingdom, Volume 2: Regional Analysis.
Website (http://nvda.net/TopNavBars/regionalplan.html). February 20009.

NYS Central Pine Barrens Joint Planning and Policy Commission. Central Pine Barrens Comprehensive Plan, Volume 2,
Chapter 8: Scenic Resources. Website (http:/pb.state.ny.us/cpb_plan vol2/vol2 chapter08.htm). February 2009.
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NYS DOS Division of Coastal Resources. Website (http://nyswaterfronts.com/waterfront_developed scenic.asp). May 2006.

Scenic_Michigan. Preserving Scenic Resources in Northern Michigan: Scenic_Michigan’s Resource Guide. Website
(www.scenicmichigan.org/print/resprenomiguide.html). May 2006.

Shepstone Management Company and Community Planning and Management, LLC. Preserving River Valley Character:
Report and Recommendations for Ridgeline Preservation in New York State.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. Scenic Summit Presentation. August 2003.

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management. Visual Resource Contrast Rating. Manual 8431.

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management. Visual Resource Inventory. Manual 8410. Website
(www.blm.gov/nstc/VRM/8410a.html). June 2006.

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management.  Visual Resource Management.  Website
(www.blm.gov/nstc/VRM/index.html). May 2006.

5.11  Water Resources

Bonney, Forrest. 2006. 05/24/2006 email to John Boland et al. re: LURC MGT Plan.

Bowman, Bradford. “Instream Flow Regulation: Plugging the Holes in Maine’s Water Law” in Maine Law Review. 54 Me.
L. Rev. 287. 2002.

Boyle, Kevin, Jennifer Scheutz, and Jeffrey Kahl. “Great Ponds Play an Integral Part in Maine’s Economy.” University of
Maine Water Research Institute Report #473. 1997.

Dennis, Jeff. Personal communication May 5, 2007.

Department of Environmental Protection. Draft Basis Statement: Chapter 587 — In-stream Flow and Water Level Standards.
2006.

Department of Environmental Protection. Chapter 587: In-stream Flow and Pond Water Levels. 2007.
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Department of Environmental Protection. 2005 Maine Stormwater Law Summary of lts New Requirements (Doc. No.
DEPLW0723). 2005.

Department of Environmental Protection. 2004 Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report (Doc. No.
DEPLW0665). 2004.

Hill, Roberta. Presentation to the Land Use Regulation Commission Meeting on Aguatic Invasive Species. Bangor, ME.
April 5, 2006.

Kennebec Soil and Water Conservation District. Map of “Known Locations of Invasive Aquatic Plants in Maine — April 2006.
Data source: MGIS and MDEP (map created 03/09/06). 2006.

Land and Water Associates. New Development in the Wildlands: Where Residential, Commercial, and Industrial
Development Has Occurred in Relation to Roads, Waterbodies, and Mountains. Prepared for the Land Use Requlation
Commission. 1993.

Land & Water Resources Council. Report of the Land & Water Resources Council to the Natural Resources Committee of
the123rd Maine Legislature: Review and Recommendations Regarding Ground Water Requlations. (Prepared by staff
of the Maine Geological Survey.) 2007.

Maine Land Use Regulation Commission. Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Appendix C: Land Use Regulation
Commission’s Lake Management Program. 1997.

Planning Decisions. Patterns of Change: Three Decades of Change in LURC's Jurisdiction. Prepared for the Land Use
Regulation Commission. 2006.

Tolman, Andrew. Personal communication June 29, 2006.

Trout Unlimited for the Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture. 2006. Eastern Brook Trout: Status and Threats.

Wenger, Seth. A Review of the Scientific Literature on Riparian Buffer Width, Extent and Vegetation. Institute of Ecology,
University of Georgia, Athens, GA. 1999.

12 MRSA 8685 et seq.
38 MRSA §464-470

5.12  Wetland Resources

Calhoun, Aram. Maine Citizen’s Guide to Locating and Describing Vernal Pools. Published by Maine Audubon Society and
prepared in association with Maine Vernal Pool Advisory Group. 1997.

Davis, Ronald B., Jacobson, George Jr., Widoff, Lissa, and Zlotsky, Amy. Evaluation of Maine Peatlands for their Unique
and Exemplary Qualities. 1983.

Department of the Army. Programmatic General Permit, State of Maine. 2005.

Gawler, S. and Cutko, A. Natural Landscapes of Maine: A Classification of Ecosystems and Natural Communities. 2003.

Maine Department of Environmental Protection. Website (www.maine.gov/dep/blwg/wetlands/life.htm;
www.maine.gov/dep/blwg/ docstand/ipwetfv2.htm) February, 2006.

Maine Department of Environmental Protection. Website (www.maine.gov/dep/blwag/wetlands/threats.htm) June 2009

Maine Department of Environmental Protection. Issue Profile: Maine's Wetlands: Their Functions and Values. September
1996. Website (www.maine.gov/dep/blwag/docstand/ipwetfv2.htm)

Maine Department of Environmental Protection. 305(b) report: Freshwater Wetlands Assessment. 2004 and prior years.
Website (http://www.maine.gov/dep/blwg/docmonitoring/305b/2004 Final). July 2007.

Maine Department of Environmental Protection. 2008 Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report, Doc.
Number DEPLW0895.

Maine Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. 2005 Wildlife Division Resource and Management Report. Herptile and Invertebrate
Group.
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Maine Inland Fisheries and Wildlife. “Vanishing Vernal Pools, Freshwater Mussels and More.” Website
(http://outdoors.mainetoday.com/naturewatching/060104ifwreports.shtml) January, 2006.

National Water Summary on Wetland Resources, U.S. Geological Survey Water-Supply Paper 2425. Website
(http://water.usgs.gov/nwsum/WSP2425/index.html). Feb 19, 1999.

NOAA Fisheries, NMFS. Habitat Conections: Wetlands, Fisheries and Economics, Part Three: Wetlands, Fisheries, &
Economics in the New England States. Website
(www.nmfs.noaa.gov/habitat/habitatconservation/publications/habitatconections/num3.htm)

State Planning Office. Maine State Wetlands Conservation Plan. 2001.

Tiner, R.W. Maine Wetlands and Waters: Results of the National Wetlands Inventory. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Northeast Region, Hadley, MA. NWI Technical Report. 22 pp. 2007.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service. Status and Trends of Wetlands in the Conterminous United States 1986-1997.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Website (www.fws.gov/nwi/plants.htm). February, 2006.

Widoff, Lissa. Maine Wetlands Conservation Priority Plan. Maine Bureau of Parks and Recreation, Maine State Planning
Office. Augusta, Maine. 1988.
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