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STATE -OF MAINE
Inter-Departmental Memorandum paee_July 5, 1977

seph E. Brennan, Attorney General Dept Attorney Geperal

rah Redfield, Assjistant Depe.__Attorney General

ster plan

1 have reviewed the master plan w1th much 1nterest and enthusiasm.
certainly well—organlzed thoughtful and a commendable start,thout
jeve many of the major issues llkely to confront _the Authority are

ecided. - 4.. - o

a Tee

1 would note that I have had the opportunity to review Lloyd Irlanc
nts .dated June 13, 1977. I am basically in agreement-with many of
s he raises, particularly in paragraphs 4 and .5. There appears to
dency to avoid difficult issues. For example, I don‘'t think the lc
value of the lease of Kidney Pond Camps is addressed. Similarly, t
ion of closing (or opening) of roads is not explored fully. Nor is
any discussion of future acquisition of additional lands for the
or for related purposes. Also, the impact on the Park of possib’e
ent uses is not discussed; for example, the Bureau of Public Lands
wns the townships on the northern boundary, ‘is this relevant?

One of my major-éoncerns centers around the concept.of carrying
ity. It is not clear to me in each instance where this term is

etic capacity, or just the current capacity. This seems to me to
vital issue for the Park and I would suggest that the discussion of

ble, 1'd suggest a diécussion of alternatives, including increased,
decreased levels- for park as a whole, for, each zone, for different
ns, for spec1f1ed periods of time, etc.

A second major concern arises in relationvto that part of the plan
deals with "scientific forestry.® Although I am aware that we wil!
vally have a separate plan for this part of the Park, I think that
ster plan should set the tone for what is to come. The current
seems to be saying that this part of the Park will be managed the
her forest lands of the State are. "I do not believe this was Baxt«
. It seems that this section should state explicitly that the goa.
short term economic gain, but rather long term exemplary managemd
ot feel that the fact Baxter mentioned revenues derived from the s:
mber is to be construed as the major goal of.this area. In this
1, I would, however, suggest that the Authority consider whether it
that monies derived from these forestry operations should be used
e Park as a whole or for further development of the forestry concej

n addition to these overall éomments, I have various speCific
Ons and comments which are 1lsted here in order of thelr appearancd
'draft

whether it refers to camping qapacity,.biological/écological’capaci

nt and potential use levels be more open and explicit. To -the exte




.

page 3, 92. The Park was completed in 1962 insofar as direct gifts
. governor Baxter; however, there is still the continuing possibility
fuxther acqulsltlon pursuant to the applicable trust instruments.
page 4, ¥2. Aalthough he approved of the Adthority, Governor Baxter
not provide for the Park's administracion by the Authority. The
hority is a creation ‘of the leglslature. not of the trust. )

page 5. q1l. There is at least some question as to whether the 1955
rument is a "revised deed of trust.*®

page 6. 93. The trust also provides the potentlal for additional
Lases, Ssee above. LT :

. . -
page 6. Perhaps it would be appropriate for this section to bring
reader up to date, e.g. a very brief review of the park's history
e Baxter's death. It might be a good place to mention some of the
roversial issues in which the park has been 1nvolved e.g. budworm
ying, blowdown restoration, snowmobiles, Indians. N
Page 7. Objective #3. I find myself . wondering about fire as part
cological succession. BAlso, the concept of land use zones appears
almost out of nowhere. It might be easier for the reader if this
ion simply referred to "different areas of the Park" and the zones
explained more fully later. :

-

Page 7. Objective #4. ﬁhat‘isﬂ'unnecessary"?h

age 8. 2nd §. I think it would be helpful to explain "unfeasible"
ore detail since its apparently the basis for the entire "zoning" idea

Page 8. 3£ﬁ i. It would be easier to follow if there were a summary
ption here of each of the zones. ’

‘age 8. 4th §: Why 1/8th -of a mile? Are there some areas where
ess mlght be appropr1ate9 ' e

age 8. ¢g7. This paragraph, if my numbers are correct, seems to
plate doubling the amount of roads (from 1.5 to 3%). 1Is this what
thority plans to do? The whole issue seems to be-inadequately
sed; the problem is not so much the land area occupied or to be

ed by roads, as it is with the uses that roads connote. Also, is
irable from a planning standpoint to have more day use facilities,
arking lots, more administrative facilities, or do we get to this
Also, "flexibility" in management is fine, but. the plan should .
ressing these management decisions so as to prov1de guidance for
hd future Authorities.
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page Q#l 1'd suggest “"so as not to disturb the natural wild state.
mample” and "reasonable" mean more/less turnouts, wider/narrower r

iage 9.#2. What improvements are contemplated? Does this mean no
roadS? - V | |

page 9. #3. *“small park areas" brings me back £q the basic philo-
cal question about roads discussed earlier. I think the plan shoul
ss the possible alternatives re: roads in a general sense and react
jsion as to their advisability, increase, etc.

page 9. #4. There is too much jumbled in together here. ‘Certain

ant to P. & S. L. 1955, c.2. The State is authorized to clean;

ct and restore areas of the park damaged because of acts of nafure.
not clear to me that this contemplates chemical spraying to mainta:
;jde visibility. This paragraph refers to many of the most controve
ts of the Park; these deserve more careful analysis and attention.

page 9. #4, 24 4. This paragraph is confusing. If its notAan ;bﬁe
o it? o - T

T ™
- : it §

page 9. #5. What are the contemplated unusual circumstances ?

Page 10, § 1. This is very hard to understand. Why were these sizc

Page 10. #1. What doés modéfn@iatiog-hean here?

age 10. #3. This is important. 1Is-it a policy that belongs in
ing? what might these "exceptional®™ circumstances be? Who.will do
tensive" study? When? ~ .
age 10. #5. No matter what the "zone” we are still bound by the

I have some questions as to how "small dams" and modest "communic
ures" relate to this and to the earlier statement of the priorily of
ness. : :

-

age 11. #9. How does this relate to #3? s,

age 11. g3. I have a problem with the joint~use of the terms manac

age 11. #1 How many campsites? How many people?

age 1ll. #2. 1Is it “appearances'.v. "reality"?

age 11, #3. 1Is there anything else that is “absolutely necessary?!
une this paragraph precludes budworm suppression.




-

page 11. #4. Protected from what?

_page 12. #5a: What emergency 1nvolves resource protection? Fire?

o, why not say so? - .

page 12. #5b: I think there should be some-discussion of the
rnative of no structures, no communications facilities. If the
ority WlShES to reject the alternatlve, fine; but Ithink it should

onsldered ) . L.

Page,12;‘#10. This seems to be self—coﬁtradiétofy-' .

Page 12. #13. 1Is this consistent with the coneepts expressed in

- -
P . .« - - R
- o .

_page 12. #14. The idea of individual @nit master plans seems to ha
ared here for the first time. When are these to be done? What will
them that cannot be in this? Again, these are major dec151ons re:
tations on use and alternatlves should be discussed.

pPage 12. #16. This is consistent with P. ‘& s. L 1955. c.2; howeve
nk since it is discretionary with the Authorlty there should be ‘mor
led discussion of when “"control™ w111 occur.. -:

Page 13. Zone IV: See general eommentS‘above:

Page.;4; Zone V ¢3.° ThlS paragraph 1sn't clear.‘ I'm confused by
verlapping (?) of zones? - C
Page 14. {2 and #4. why? what is the Park's goal here? .

- -
.

Page 17, 2nd §. See general comments above re: carrying capacity.
is the meaning or significance of the last sentence of this paragra

Page 17. Natural Resources #l. who will do the inventorY? When?
Page 17. Air and Water #l. Where will state and federallaw be

priate? Shouldn't there simply be an explicit policy of nondegrada
ill a pond be reclaimed? This is a -significant issue in relation t

Page 18. Geology #2. This implies more such fac111t1es. I'm not s
ever said this before. . : .

Page 18. #4. See #2 above. How rare? 1Is the natural geologic con
ation enough reason not to locate a road or whatever there?

Page 18. #5. The problem is eberywhere - is natural wilderness a
1ty over man made facilities?
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page 134 vegetation #2. Why? 1Is this applicable in all zones, cf,
III #3. What else is to be included by "not limited to."

page 18. #3. what méthods do you contemplate by "least impact"™ v.
possn.bIE?" ~Is there ever a time when fires will be left to burn?
this is a major issue subject to debate and the alternatives shot
s be discussed in greater detail though the 24 paragraph is a goodc
Also #4 seems to be getting at the po:mt

age 18. #4. Prescrlbed bunung is not natural There are two

te 1deas in this section. .

age 18. #53._ ‘This avoids the decision almost entix-'ely.‘

age 18. #6. What is this for?- -
age 20. Chémicals. - Investigation by whom? Health of -people or fo
‘aée 21. All this seems to imply more roads but is that "the plan™
2, #1 doesn't seem to say so, but what.does"in general"mean. See «
ts above. _ - _ - .

age 22. #3. This may be another'controv“érsial issue, the moving o:
g equipment through the Park It merits at least.a discussion of

atives. . . . e e

age 22. {#4. See comments above, . re: capacity . .

age 22. #5. Is this bad?2 - - - - .

- ”

- #7. See comments above re: "management unit’ plans” -

. #9. Restoration of gravel pits should be raﬁuifed.

. #l. This is perhaps the most important poxnt and yet is ve
See comments above re: carrying c:apac;ty.. .

. #2. Doesn't this overlook the idea that good planm.ng migt
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page 23. #B. - Is this a policy, i.e. to have more even use without
slng overall use? If so0, how does it relate to Zone TIII policies.

- - .

page 23. #10. Even use may preclude variety,

3 climbing. Also, are there any criteria for where new trails will «

page 25. See general comments above.

‘paée 28. § 3. I thought you were concerned about a céonflict betwee
and IFW. . = | T o

page 28. I 2." ' The use of the word priority in §b many contexts has
conqued. e e : .

t

N

page 28 #4. Wﬁeréﬂls the authorlty for the judicious alteration of
tatlon? What are the llmlts? _ , }

.

- A . - - -

page 29. #6 But"notfa priority over the sanctuary for the wildlife

page 29. #8. What does this mean?
_page 29. #9. Yes. How does this fit inwith #2? (Also, perhaps #13

page 29. #13. 1Is this the interpretation of maintaining the balanc
ature? It seems to me that the 1955 interpretation talks about
talnlng the balance of nature among wildlife, "not wildlife in relatio
an's huntlng thereof Thls merlts more dlSCUSSIOn.

‘Page 30. #14 See above. Why éhouldn't ponds be allowed to eGolve?
ttedly Baxter allowed fishing, but it was not the priority, was it?

Page 31. This may be a good place to discuss the feasibility of acq
on and/or use of neighboring lands for certain recreational experience
earlier comments as to puhllc lands.and also as to potential for

Page 31. #2. "How will automdblle sightseeing be dlscouraged7 will
routes across Park be eliminated? .

.-

Page 32, capacities. See all previous comments in this regard. I

eer anything. . . :

age 32, #4. what are.special areas ? C.f. "zones "?

Page 33, #10 #2. Do not forget the statutory mandate of 12 MRSA § 9¢
BSPA duties mtheconstrued so "as to permit the collection of a fee f¢
ing the premises of the park by residents of the state."

i
i
¢
i
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33. Perhaps there should be some.detailed discussion here about
what if anythmg is the policy re: buses?

34. #2 "and consistent with natural wild state, etc."™

age 35, Facilities #2. 1Is the use of “facilities" here facilities i
if 50, J'cons:.stent with the plan" should be added.

-

ige 36. It might be helpful to the ge;;eral readex to include a brief
ption of the Ppark administration, i.e. who is the Authority, when
meet, what is the dlrecta:’smle and what 1s the adva.sory comm:.ttee.

- tt % ceiw e

- - . - ——— . -

age 37. Adjaceht land. But what ‘does this:  mean for us? What j_s the
jty-likely to do if a campsn.te is opened 3ust out51de the pa:k, ten
tes? - . ... . .

- . c . - 3 . . \J

What is the plan for improving public

age 37. Use trends. Is there anything we can do? Should we? !
e stop the brochures about Baxter? Stop helping people do stories
t? These alternatives at least merit discussion.’

ge 38. Economics § 2. I don't know what .the point of this is.
Park Authority.going to make its dec131ons on econom:.c 1mpact?
evel pr:LorJ.ty is this? S :

.-

ige 40. I .am very concerned with the’ problems J.nherent in separate
anagement plans®. They will be difficult to assess unless all can
ed together. For example, "carrylng capaclty of a trail in Zone IIX
fluence park:u.ng in zone I and facilities in zone XI, .






