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Trescott Township zoning

372 Dixie Road
Trescott Township, Maine 04652
Ms. Stacie R. Beyer
22 State House Station
18 Elkins Lane, Harlow Bldg.
Augusta, Maine. 04333‐0022
October 23, 2017
Dear Ms. Beyer,
We strongly oppose the planned zoning changes concerning Trescott Township, especially the "Bold Coast Highway"
portion of Route 191 between Cutler and Lubec, that are now being considered in the Draft Rule: Proposed Chapter 10
revisions extending eligibility for rural business development subdistrict to Washington County.
As one of the last undeveloped stretches of coastal Maine, this area deserves to be preserved and protected. We
believe that the single category 1D‐RB floating zone for Route 191, that being a "natural resource based fun‐recreational
usage" zone would be the better choice for our area, if zoning regulations need to be revised.
Please do the right thing and reconsider the zoning plans for Trescott Township. Industrial development does not have
a place here and would have a detrimental and permanently negative effect on the overall image and character of this
wild stretch of the "down east" Maine coast that locals love and tourists return for, year after year to experience and
enjoy. Once it is gone, it is gone.
Respectfully,
Kim and Carl Zils
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October 28th, 2017
Dear Ms. Beyer:
I am a property owner and part-time resident of Trescott Township who, for more than a year, had
been actively participating in the Commission’s Community Guided Planning and Zoning
Program. In writing this letter, it is my hope that I can convince the Commission to reject the
WCCOG proposal designating Rt. 191 (“Dixie Road”) as a transportation corridor along which
“floating” D-RB zones of category 1, 2, or 3 can be established.
Upon first learning of this recommendation, I was quite upset and somewhat perplexed. Working
with Judy East of the WCCOG, a small (but diverse and representative) number of Trescott
residents regularly met to understand the intent and impact of proposed zoning changes and
provide the planners with some sense of the attitudes and desires of local residents. In our
discussions, all but one participant agreed that the kinds of development encouraged by the
WCCOG in their final report (specifically, category 2 and 3 businesses) were inappropriate for
that section of Rt. 191 passing through the township. Most were satisfied with current zoning
regulations and did not support any adjacency rule change. Ultimately, a compromise was
achieved, recommending the establishment of a single D-RB “floating zone” limited to a
“Category 1” enterprise for the purpose of enhancing the recreational use of the area. Ms. East
observed, “This is really no change at all.” I could not agree more.
Our group understood that their output would represent only a very small part of the data relied on
by planners to develop a regional plan. Too, we never doubted the sincerity of the planners to
fulfill the Commission’s mandate to consider the opinions of local residents in recommending
revisions, yet the final recommendations were so very different from those considered acceptable
to participants at our meetings, even to include considerations that were specifically rejected by
them, that I wondered what the data was that supported those revisions. I learned at a commission
hearing in Calais this summer that planners could not provide data specifically from Trescott
supporting the planners’ recommendations, but that an analysis of responses from throughout the
county had. This would suggest that the decision to identify Rt. 191 as a road available for category
1, 2, or 3 D-RB development was made to satisfy another of the Commission’s mandates, the
promotion of consistency throughout the county.
I am not opposed to consistency in zoning and accept that it should be the “default” policy, but
provisions must be made to allow exceptions for special circumstances and, I believe, Rt. 191 is
such a case.
Rt. 191 (Dixie Road) travels along what has been described as the least-developed, privately
owned coastline in the eastern United States and it is for that lack of development that this road is
so very special. The section of road traversing Trescott represents the only open ocean coast
included within the LUPC’s jurisdiction. It is a small segment of road, only four miles, but within
that distance one encounters spruce, fir, and birch forests, marshland, fields, beaver ponds, ocean

bay views, a working waterfront, public hiking trails, and one of the very few sand beaches in the
state. I believe that concessions made by the planners to limit “floating zone” numbers and reduce
the allowable height of structures along the road speak to their appreciation that this road is unlike
others in the UT.
Tourism and recreation represent the fastest growing and most likely
opportunities for development in this township, and it is for roads like Rt. 191 that visitors arrive.
Each year, the number of bicyclists and hikers grows, and it is unlikely that the addition of any
commercial activity along this road, especially of the scale allowed by categories 2 and 3 D-RB
designations, would improve its appeal. Those who participated in our Trescott meetings
appreciated this fact, which was why they deemed it acceptable to allow for only one category 1
D-RB recreational business to be permitted along the route.
As said, we are considering a road of only 4 miles. Give the vast distances available in the county
where development is appreciated and appropriate, it is hardly likely that restricting commercial
development on this short stretch of road would significantly impact development opportunities in
the region. However, commercial development along Rt. 191 could adversely affect the region’s
value as a tourist destination.
Not so very long ago, the LURC saw value in maintaining the rural nature of the UT and sought
to control “sprawl” and development, in part, through the adherence to adjacency rules. These
restrictions are now considered impediments to growth, but this should not negate the possibility
that for some situations, the “old rules” may still be appropriate. I do not have access to the data
that may suggest otherwise, but I am unaware of any compelling reason that Rt. 191 must be
considered among those roads to be opened for commercial development.
It is largely through the efforts of the LURC, now the LUPC that Rt. 191 (“Dixie Road) has
remained the natural treasure that it is and it is my wish that the Commission continues to protect
the township as it had in the past. I ask that the Commission deny the recommendation by the
Washington County Commissioners that Rt. 191 be rezoned to allow for the establishment of DRB “floating zones” that include categories 1, 2, and 3.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,

Michael Smith
91 Havenhurst Road
Trescott Township, ME
(207) 733-2917
msmith4697@gmail.com
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Judy East <jceast@wccog.net>
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Rebuttal comment for Rural Business Development SubDistrict in Washington County

Hi Stacie,
I have read the public comments submitted to date as part of the Public Comment process for the adoption of a Rural
Business Development SubDistrict in Washington County and offer the following comment.
If the Commission was to consider limiting the Rural Business Development Subdistrict to only allow Category 1
businesses along Route 191 in Trescott ‐ as proposed in several comments ‐ I would like to propose that the definition of
Category 1 Rural Business be revised to include commercial fishing. This use was not specifically included when the
Category 1 Natural Resource‐based business definition was developed in Aroostook County, for obvious reasons.
However in coastal Washington County, and in a community like Trescott in particular, commercial fishing is an integral
part of the Natural Resourced‐based economy. This seems like a good opportunity to address this limitation on the
existing definition.
Thank you for all of your help with this process. It is a pleasure working with you and all of the LUPC staff.
Judy

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Judith Cooper East, AICP
Executive Director
Washington County Council of Governments PO Box 631 Calais ME 04619
207‐454‐0465 office
207‐214‐8403 cell
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