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However, these standards must clearly protect the expectations of visitors in more remote 

areas.  A portable canoe-rental business or food truck may be acceptable at a heavily used 

public water access point, but one should not encounter a hot dog cart while paddling the 

Allagash or at woods road crossing along the Appalachian Trail.  

 Regarding principle (d):  We believe these opportunities are already available under 

existing LUPC rules, including the additional flexibility provided by lake concept plans.  

Nearly 20% of the shoreline of lakes within LUPC’s jurisdiction are in Management 

Class 3, 4 and 5.  We oppose any change that would allow for additional development in 

remote or undeveloped areas based on impact-based standards. 

 Some adjustments to the lake management class system may be warranted.  However, 

any changes should not increase the overall amount of development that could be allowed 

under current rules, but should be used to guide development to more appropriate and 

less sensitive locations.  For example, lower-value Management Class 7 lakes in 

relatively close proximity to public highways or organized towns (but which do not 

currently meet the adjacency rule) could be considered for a higher level of development.  

However, this would have to be balanced by a comparable reduction in allowable 

development on higher value, relatively undeveloped or remote Management Class 7 

lakes. 

 We recognize that landowner rights and equity are a consideration in these deliberations.  

However, this must be balanced against the public values involved, particularly the public 

ownership of Great Ponds.  Any lakeshore development represents a privatization of 

these public values (such as scenery and remoteness). 

 It is also important to recognize that large areas are now owned by private commercial 

investment companies.  These owners are relatively recent arrivals and were fully aware 

of the existing rules when they purchased the land.  For this ownership class investment 

horizons are short and ownership turnover is high.  Changes that would adversely impact 

the core values of the CLUP should not be made because these owners desire a higher 

short-term return on their investment. 



  

As with any zoning ordinance, periodic reexamination and adjustment in response to changing 

circumstances and opportunities are warranted.  The LUPC zoning rules are not perfect and can 

always be improved.  However, these changes should be targeted at promoting smarter 

development, not more development.  The core principles of promoting development in 

proximity to existing development and infrastructure while protecting the undeveloped and 

remote nature of the core areas of the jurisdiction must be strengthened, not weakened. 

We thank you for the opportunity comment at the August 9
th
 meeting and to submit written comments 

on this process. Please do not hesitate to contact me (kbernard@outdoors.org) or Senior Staff Scientist 

David Publicover (dpublicover@outdoors.org) if you have any additional questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

Kaitlyn Bernard 

Kaitlyn Bernard 

Maine Policy Manager 
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Gwendolyn Hilton Community Planning Consultant 
4 Heald Street  Phone: 207-399-9866 
Madison, Maine 04950  E-mail: gwenhilton88@gmail.com 

August 30, 2017 
RE: Comments on Adjacency 

Dear LUPC Commissioners: 

A proposal to dramatically change the “adjacency principal” which has guided growth within the LUPC 
jurisdiction over the past 45 years would be the most significant change since the agency’s inception. 
As Commissioners, this may be the most important decision you make in your service on the LUPC. I 
urge you to proceed very cautiously by first considering tweaks to the adjacency principal as it exists to 
improve regulation of new uses and other identified issues instead of totally revamping the system. A 
slightly modified system of adjacency might work very well for most of the jurisdiction. 

The results of the public opinion survey do not support a total revamp of the adjacency principal. The 
majority of residents, property owners and recreationalists like the jurisdiction the way that it is and do 
not want to see much change. Yes, there are new uses, and interest in improving the economic 
opportunities, but I am not convinced this requires drastic jurisdiction-wide changes to the regulations. 

Supporting growth in service centers, as opposed to the UT makes sense as a change consistent with 
the public opinion survey results. As a state agency, the LUPC should take a broader approach to 
planning for the UT to include consideration for the impacts of its policies on neighboring service 
centers and small service areas. LUPC Statute §681. Purpose and scope supports this “The Legislature 
declares it to be in the public interest, for the public benefit, for the good order of the people of this 
State and for the benefit of the property owners and residents of the unorganized and deorganized 
townships of the State, to encourage the well-planned and well-managed multiple use, including 
conservation, of land and resources and to encourage and facilitate regional economic viability.” 

LUPC will benefit many more people, businesses, and communities by taking a more comprehensive 
approach. Most people live, work, operate businesses and access services in service centers. 
Additionally, growth in service centers would not detract from those things the public values within UT. 
The Commission should address this issue before moving on to any changes to adjacency, because 
this effort will have the potential for the greatest positive impact and will inform any other changes.   

In my work for service centers, I have heard repeatedly how tight budgets are for providing services, 
including the increasing costs of emergency services, particularly with staffing shortages, the increasing 
cost of maintaining infrastructure – public facilities, roads and bridges – state, county and local level 
impacts. Service centers don’t generally mind providing services through equitable agreements with 
neighboring communities and counties, but it is an ongoing struggle due to funding constraints, 
personnel shortages, and the constant pressure to provide more service to outlying areas.  

Service centers also fight an uphill battle through loss of potential growth because people are locating 
homes and businesses in the UT where property taxes are a lot lower. In contrast, service centers often 
have vacant homes, vacant storefronts and vacant industrial park lots. Service center tax bases need 
new investments to continue to support services for themselves and outlying regions. Population loss, 



aging populations, reductions in investments, workforce losses, etc. are critical issues facing service 
centers and adjacent communities.  At a minimum, LUPC policies should not exacerbate the 
challenges that these communities face. 

The LUPC needs a clearly stated policy to support growth in nearby service centers and smaller service 
areas, and perhaps recreational hubs, as well. Then the Commission should delve into what actions 
could be taken to implement the policy though zoning and rezoning actions that consider impacts. The 
Commission might want to conduct a pilot project with a willing service center partner (perhaps 
Millinocket/East Millinocket/Medway where revitalization activity is underway and the where the 
Commission has not worked on Community Guided Planning and Zoning. 

I applaud the staff’s recent efforts to further research the concerns of service center communities. One 
word of caution though, this approach might require a mindset change on the part of service center 
officials who may have never considered how LUPC policies and regulations might support their 
communities. While some may have figured out how to manage the equitable provision of services 
through agreements with the County and outlying areas, others may be struggling. I would strongly 
suggest that any conversations with service centers not be open ended, but include a preliminary 
identification of the issues and possible options for how LUPC policies might support service centers 
for town officials to consider (likely things they never considered). 

Tourism and outdoor recreation, a growth industry in the UT and adjacent areas, has the potential to 
grow the population and the economy in these areas, which is why it should also be a priority for the 
LUPC.  However, any changes to tourism and outdoor recreation regulations should compliment efforts 
to support service centers, small service areas, and recreational hubs, and not detract from the reasons 
people come here, which are the vast and outstanding natural areas. Tweaks to the adjacency principle 
could address many of the issues associated with tourism and outdoor recreation, or even tying certain 
uses to the existing Recreational Lodging regulations. I wouldn’t invent a new system to address these 
issues, for fear of making the system more complicated than it already is.  

Residential subdivisions: Subdivision changes should compliment and focus on supporting service 
centers. The idea of a broad change such as allowing subdivisions within three townships from a 
service center without any consideration for the existing pattern of development including public 
roads, and how services would be provided efficiently would be irresponsible and negatively impact 
the jurisdiction, adjacent service centers, the jurisdiction’s natural and cultural resources, and property 
tax payers.  

Thank you for your service and I urge you to proceed very cautiously with any changes you make. 

Sincerely, 

Gwen Hilton 



August 30, 2017 
 
Maine Land Use Planning Commission 
Board of Commissioners 
Everett Worcester, Chair 
 
Re: Adjacency Review 
Comments of Alan Michka 
 
As a resident and property owner in the Land Use Planning Commission’s 
jurisdiction, I thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts on the adjacency 
review process at the August 9 Commission meeting. I’m making this submission 
to reinforce those comments and incorporate other considerations based on the 
staff presentation and Commission discussion. 
 
I urge Commissioners to be prudent and prepared to practice restraint in their 
consideration of changes to the adjacency principle. While not perfect, the 
principle is largely responsible for maintaining the natural and rural character of 
the jurisdiction that is so highly valued by so many.  
 
Possibilities for improvements to the adjacency principle surely exist, but the 
Commission shouldn’t feel compelled or obligated to throw away a useful tool in 
order to experiment with a new one.  
 
In your deliberations, please consider the following thoughts. 
 
The jurisdiction’s residents and property owners. 
 

In statute, the State gives special regard to the residents and property owners of 
the Commission’s jurisdiction. Along with a vision to “extend the principles of 
sound planning, zoning, and development”, the Legislature included intent to 
“honor the rights and participation of residents and property owners in the 
unorganized and deorganized areas while recognizing the unique value of these 
lands and waters to the State”. 
 
The good response to the Commission’s adjacency survey illuminated the 
importance of the jurisdiction to the people associated with it. Notably, the 
majority of respondents were UT residents and/or property owners.  
 
The survey clearly illustrates general opposition to more development, 
commercial or residential. Of course, this is not to say that there should be no 
new development. That would be unrealistic. But the Commission should be 
unequivocally aware by this point that drastic changes, which would significantly 
alter current development patterns and restrictions, are not desired by the 
majority of people most closely associated with the jurisdiction - residents, 
property owners, and others. 
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This fact should temper the Commission’s consideration of changes to current 
practice. It should also elevate each Commissioner’s consciousness with regard 
to who will be most served by potential changes.  
 
Several Commissioners have made comments of their concern for the interests 
of UT residents and property owners. However, these citizens are not likely to be 
the loudest voices or most familiar faces the Commissioners will encounter in this 
process.  
 
While we all have a civic duty to participate in our own futures, the realities of 
everyday life, work, and the complexities of regulatory matters, make a robust 
public presence in these proceedings challenging and improbable. This doesn’t 
mean that residents and property owners don’t care; quite the contrary. It simply 
means that the Commissioners will have to make a conscious and concerted 
effort to include the interests of the majority of people – often in their absence - 
who could be adversely affected by the changes under consideration. 
 
On the other hand, there will almost certainly be no shortage of input from those 
most likely to benefit from the changes - developers and commercial landowners. 
They have an obvious interest in seeing changes made in their favor. The 
Commission must consider their input too, but by no means, are they 
representative of the majority of people who live, work, or simply own property in 
the UT. 
 
Predictability. 
 

Any effort to improve the predictability of regulatory matters can be positive if 
undertaken carefully. To the extent that this review leads to more predictable and 
higher quality outcomes, it could be valuable. 
 
However, it will be important for the Commission to remember that all residents 
and property owners had expectations when they made investments within the 
UT. Changes to the adjacency principle that ignore those expectations for the 
majority of UT residents and property owners cannot be viewed as positive.  
 
Any of us who have acquired our UT properties in the last forty years, individual 
or corporate, did so with awareness of how we would be affected by the existing 
restrictions on development, both the limits and the advantages of those 
restrictions. Too much overreach by the Commission in its changes to the 
adjacency principle has the potential to violate a public trust. Caution is 
recommended. 
 
Who’s being served? 
 

The Commission will have to be vigilant that it does not assume a role as a 
backstop for investments and investment strategies of commercial interests, 





































 

 

107 Court Street | PO Box 637 | Bangor, Maine 04402-0637 

207.942.8295 | fax 207.942.1488 | prentissandcarlisle.com 

Prentiss & Carlisle Management Company 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
September 1, 2017 
 
Mr. Ben Godsoe 
Land Use Planning Commission 
18 Elkins Lane 
22 State House Station 
Augusta, ME  04330 
 
RE:  LUPC Adjacency Rule Review 
 

Dear Mr. Godsoe: 

Thank you for the recent opportunity to participate in reviewing the LUPC adjacency rule.  This rule, 
which limits new development to within one road-mile of existing compatible development, has created 
a significant hurdle in the pursuit of new development in the Unorganized Territory.  I am pleased that 
the LUPC is interested in revising how best to manage and locate new development within the 
jurisdiction.  I hope my perspective is helpful to you as you review the adjacency rule. 

The new criteria used to evaluate adjacency must be flexible to encourage responsible and thoughtful 
development in the UT.  Simply adjusting the distance allowed under the current rule is unlikely to have 
a positive effect on development efforts.  Instead, I suggest implementing a new method of evaluating 
adjacency that takes into account regions around service centers and recreation hubs and that also 
evaluates impact. 

The large landowner community has suggested using a three township radius around service centers 
and recreation hubs to judge adjacency as having been met for new development.  Coupled with an 
impacts-based system, this will encourage development in areas where it is most likely desired and 
appropriate, and discourage incompatible development in the UT.    

It is important to note that the current adjacency rule applies to permanent residential lots and seasonal 
camp leases the same.  Using an impacts based system to evaluate appropriateness for development 
will assist landowners in offering light-impact seasonal lease lots in areas outside the three town radius.  
It is my experience that the impact to the natural resources and the expectation for public services is 
vastly different when comparing permanent residential lots and seasonal lease lots.   

I appreciate the opportunity to participate in the rule revision process, and I look forward to discussing 
this issue with you further.  As always, I can be reached at our Bangor office at (207) 942-8295, or by 
email at jmkelly@prentissandcarlisle.com. 

Sincerely, 
Prentiss & Carlisle Management Company, Inc. 

 
John M. Kelly 
Director of Real Estate Services 

mailto:jmkelly@prentissandcarlisle.com
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Godsoe, Benjamin

From: Janet Weston <jbweston@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, September 01, 2017 4:24 PM

To: Godsoe, Benjamin

Subject: adjacency

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Ben    At this late hour on 9/1/2017, I am writing to you regarding the adjacency 

principle.   I have lived in Trescott Twp., Maine for 40 years and, in general, have experienced 

benign neglect from the state.    I appreciate this but also appreciate the energy and 

commitment that LUPC staff shows when an issue does arise.   

 

I also participated in the zoning process initiative in Washington County - not as a member of 

the advisory committee  - but as a meeting attender.    I gained a limited knowledge about 

zoning although at times, I felt like I was out of my realm. 

 

I have looked at the adjacency principle and my tendency is to advocate for its maintenance.    I 

do, however, see that the one mile limit can be constraining for development.    I would support 

a limited expansion of the one mile limit, i.e. to two miles, but would not support a larger, i.e. 

large scale, limit. 

 

I am not a rabid person "from away" who does not want any development.    I see the poverty we 

have in Washington County and would like development that is compatible with the maintenance 

of our nature resources.  However, as undeveloped areas become developed and our natural 

beauty is reduced, I support a need to capitalize on our natural beauty as a mechanism for 

economic development.           

 

We have an increasingly rare environment in our unorganized territories which can be developed 

as it is into tourist experiences.   Rather than looking at land as a "blank slate" upon which 

development can happen,  we can look at the attributes of the land we have and build from 

there.  It would be wonderful to have development that is an obvious outgrowth of the 

environment rather than visions laid upon the land from folks with commercial interests 

only.      Ground up development works well......especially in Washington County! 

 

Thanks and have a good weekend. 

 

Janet Weston 

99 Raft Cove Road 

Trescott Twp., ME  04652 
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--  
"When you attach value to giving help, you attach value to needing help.  The danger of tying your self-

worth to being a helper is feeling shame when you have to ask for help.  Offering help is courageous and 

compassionate, but so is asking for help." 
 
Brene Brown 



From: Kay Michka!
Lexington Township, Maine!
September 1, 2017!!
Adjacency Principle Comments!!!
Through the LUPC Adjacency Principle survey, I was heartened by the attempt to include 
residents, land owners, and the general public in this important discussion. According to the 
report of results, respondents said they valued much that the CLUP embodies - the preservation 
of the natural resources, peace, quiet, scenery, dark skies, and the low population density and 
recreational opportunities that define the area. Working forests and farms were important to 
them, too. Only a minority of respondents favored new development in their location. These 
results will be very useful to the Commission, helping to shape policy which will reflect the 
unified sentiment to retain the current unique character of the UT. These results dutifully raise 
the question whether only a select, powerful few may feel that this decision-making tool needs 
to be excessively adjusted in their favor.!!
As a Somerset Community Guided Planning and Zoning Committee Member, I volunteered time 
and effort reviewing development policies and opportunities in Franklin and Somerset Counties. 
Our group crafted a guidance document, interest plateaued, then people went about their 
business as usual, letting current LUPC policies guide their land use. !!
The 2012 Legislation which mandated the creation of the Community Guided Planning and 
Zoning Committees created the opportunity for communities to consider development options, 
but it did not insist that changes to the current LUPC approach must occur. The proposal to 
create a new overall approach to guide new zones for development questionably defies very 
recent associated community planning decisions. I ask why these jurisdiction-wide changes are 
warranted at the expense of community planning choices?!!
Furthermore, if an impacts-based approach ultimately becomes a tool for developing the 
valuable natural resources in the UT, then it is also the logical tool to use when developing the 
communities that coexist with those natural resources, even if the communities are more heavily 
populated or lie nearest service centers. This will ensure equal assessment and consideration of 
these economically and environmentally intertwined areas.!!
On a last note, whatever changes the Commission makes to the Adjacency Principle, I ask that 
you retain its preservation value. Please retain the natural places preserved by the CLUP, so 
that the adjoining service centers may find opportunities to grow their communities, families, and 
services in tandem with the benefits of that preservation. !!
This is a lesson learned by other communities who benefit from close proximity to unique 
natural resources. As examples, I have provided you with a link and photographs of the 
improved bike paths that reach from the Grand Teton National Forest in Wyoming, through the 
Bridger-Teton National Forest, through the town of Jackson Hole, over the Teton Pass, through 
the first small, rural towns in Idaho, all the way to the Targheee National Forest. I visited the 
area in June, and I could not believe the obvious tourism dollars this well-planned trail system 
poured into the adjacent towns. More locally, I have provided a link to a video found on YouTube 
entitled, “Maineland, A Town Looks to the Past to Save Its Future” and a link to the proposed 



white water rafting opportunities which outline Skowhegan’s active efforts to grow their town 
utilizing surrounding natural resources. !!
As part of our Community Guided Planning and Zoning discussion, a fellow committee member 
and I prepared a small packet to help illustrate just a few of the extensive, creative possibilities 
for supporting low impact recreational based development and cottage industries in the service 
centers and allowable use areas of the UT - while still preserving the jurisdiction’s valuable 
natural resources. Especially with the benefit of current service center infrastructure, it was easy 
to see how each could complement the other and add up to the larger overall economic success 
of these communities. I would be happy to provide the Commission with a copy of that packet 
upon request.!!
Also, as an interested rural Maine citizen, I paid my own fee and chose to attend “A Summit on 
Rural Maine’s Next Economy” last February, which was produced by Envision Maine, Promoting 
Maine’s Next Economy. I have included the link to that organization. I was pleased to see a few 
of our forward-thinking state legislators attend, and I encourage each of you to attend the 
summit next winter, if it becomes available. It provided a wealth of ideas and resources that I 
trust you will find more than beneficial to this LUPC commissioner role you have accepted. My 
favorite memory was from Red River Camps owner and president of the Maine Sporting Camps 
Association, Jen Brophy, who said, “Many guests are emphatic about NO INTERNET,” because 
they prefer an experience disconnected from technology. She told us her thriving business often 
reminds her that one of her high school teachers would often say, “Let there be different places.”!!
Thank you for these commenting opportunities, and thank you for your public service.!
!



(photos, clockwise: hatchetresort.com, travel.nationalgeographic, mountainbiketetons.org, 
mountain getaway.com, wyopath.org )!!!
https://mountainbiketetons.org!!
“Mainland, A Town Looks to the Past to Save Its Future” by Insider!
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WLOgXy3NMbs!!
http://rafting.allaboutrivers.com/Maine_river_towns/Skowhegan_Maine_rafting-
tid5755.html!!
https://www.envisionmaine.org!!!
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