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Iintroduction

The Brookings Institution in its report
Charting Maine's Future: An Action
Plan for Promoting Sustainable Pros-
perity and Quality Places (released in
2006) declares that Maine has livable
communities, stunning scenery, and
great recreational opportunities. Bur,
they say, sprawl and suburbanization are
damaging its scenic beauty, the feel of its
towns, and its quality of place. Indeed,
in 2006 the State Planning Office
estimated that 70% of growth in Maine
occurs in rural areas, places residents say
they want to protect, This growth is not
just in southern Maine: Brookings found
that every county had a net gain of peo-
ple from out-ofstate between 2000-2004.

Today, according to Brookings, we are

on the point of “sustainable prosperity.”
QOur land use choices and the tools used
to manage growth are an important part

of meeting the challenge ahead.

This
program  evaluation required in the
Growth Management Act (30-A MRSA
§4331). It looks ar public input received,

report  provides the fouryear

evaluation criteria, and program
resources. It also summarizes the recom-
mendations that arose from the State
Planning Office’s 2006 review (PL 2004,
Resolve 73) of comprehensive planning

and the steps to implement them.

The first report under this law, in 1999,

laid the foundation for the state’s smart

growth initiative. The 2003 evaluation
called for additional reforms to prevent
sprawl, including addressing growth on a
regional basis and making public invest-
ments to  support carefully planned
growth. As we prepare this report, the
State Planning Office is again calling for
regional approaches to land use planning
and for more efficient investiment in state

and local infrastrucrure.

Machias Lodge Lighthouse

History of Program

1988

Growth Management

1992

Act hailed as a major
reform to land use laws;
state grants & technical

assistance as incentives

Act now largely volun-
tary; reduced state grants

and assistance

1995
Program moved to State
Planning Office with a
new focus on smart

grawth

2006-2007
State Planning Office
overhautls program;

streamlines and refocuses

What's next/
Brookings hails Maine's
quality of place and the

need to preserve it

comprehensive planning

process

In the 1988 Growrh Management Act, the
Legislarure envisioned a broad strategy for
protecting Maine's natural resources with an
emphasis on orderly growth and development.
It created a framework for land use planning
to protect Maine’s tural character, make
efficient use ol public services, and prevent
sprawl. Land use planning was and continues
to be voluntary in Maine. So, the Legislature
also created a local assistance program at the
state level to help communities develop
comprehensive plans and land use ordinances
and to review these plans and ordinances for

consistency with the Act.

In 1995, the program was transferred to the
State Planning Office to administer. SPQO’s

focus was on preventing sprawl, with some
notable successes such as characterizing and
building stare support for service center
communities and working with the Legisla-
ture to create the Community Preservation
Advisory Committee and enact Maine’s smarr
growth legislation. Key pieces of that legisla-
tion direct state growth-related capital invest-
ments into locally-designated growth arcas and
require state agencies to establish preferences
in grant and investment programs to help
prevent sprawl.

Another program emphasis was emboldening
local comprehensive plans to direct growth
into locallydesignated growth areas. However,

questions about the achievability of this

approach led, in part, to the office's current
efforts to revise the way it reviews local plans,

Today, as a result of a legislarively-directed
review, the office is overhauling the way ir
reviews local comprehensive plans for consis
tency with state law with an eye mwarcl, aver
time, getting out of the review of local com-
prehensive plans and approaching land use
planning on a regional scale.

The State Planning Office is
overhauling the state compre-

hensive plan review process.
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State Goals
A.To encourage orderly growth and development in appropriate areas of each community The G LM Ac
and region while protecting the Srate's rural character, making efficient use of public ser- AR CTOWTR VBB HEEINETLAACT
vices, and preventing development sprawl; includes ten state goals “to provide
B. To plan for, finance, and develop an efficient system of public facilities and services to overall direction and consistency to

accommaodate anticipated growth and economic development; ‘ ]
the planning and regulatory actions of

C. To promote an economic climate which increases job opportunities and overall economic all state and municipal agencies affect-

well-being;
ing natural resource management,

D. To encourage and promote affordable, decent housing opportunities for all Maine citizens;

land use, and development,” (30-A

E, To protect the quality and manage the quantity of the State's water resources, including MRSA §4312)
lakes, aquifers, great ponds, estuaries, rivers, and coastal areas;

F. To protect the State's other critical natural resources, including without limitation, wetlands, wildlife and fisheries habirat, sand dunes, shore-
lands, scenic vistas, and unique natural areas;

G. To protect the State's marine resources industry, ports, and harbors from incompatible development and to promote access to the shore for
commercial fishermen and the public;

H. To safeguard the Stare's agricultural and forest resources from development which threatens those resources;
1. To preserve the State's historic and archeclogical resources; and

1. Ta promote and protect the availability of outdoor recreation opportuniries for all Maine citizens, including access to surface waters.

State Coastal Policies

. g i i l( i i 3 S ; 2 2
1. To promote the mainrenance, development, and revitalization of the Srate's ports Inmddition to the siate goals, it

and harbors for fishing, rransportation, and recreation; 3 )
coastal policies are legislated to guide

2. To manage the marine environment and its related resources to preserve and improve the | development in coastal communities.
ecological integrity and diversity of marine communities and habirats, to expand our un- (38 MRSA §1801)

derstanding of the productivity of the Gulf of Maine and coastal waters, and to enhance

the economic value of the State's renewable marine resources;

3. Ta support shoreline development that gives preference to waterdependent uses over other uses, that promotes public access to the shoreline,

and that considers the cumulative effects of development on coastal resources;

4. To discourage growth and new development in coastal areas where, because aof coastal storms, flooding, landslides, or sea-level rise, it is hazard-

ous to human health and safery;
5. To encourage and support cooperative state and municipal management of constal resources;

6, To protect and manage critical habitats and natural areas of state and national significance, and to maintain the scenic beauty and character of

the coast, even in areas where development oceurs;
7. To expand the opportunities for outdoor recreation, and to encourage appropriate coastal tourist activities and development;

8. To restore and maintain the quality of our fresh, marine, and estuarine warters to allow far the broadest possible diversity of public and private

uses; and

9. To restore and maintain coastal air quality to protect the health of citizens and visitors, and ro protect enjoyment of the natural beauty and
maritime characrer of the Maine coast.
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2003 Program Evaluation

The previous program evaluation was sub-
mitted to the Legislature in February 2003

and contained four “key findings":

1. No one entity can achieve the state
goals expressed in the Act.

2. Sprawl fs not linear, but requires a

systems-approach ro address.
3. We lack data to measure success.

4. Resources are stretched lor state agen-
cies, regional planning organizations,

and stare grants and rechnical assistance.

Since 2003...

There have been a number of successes on
the 2003
including  the

evaluation recommendations

legislative enactment of
Municipal Revenue Sharing 11 that provides
resources to service centers; Gateway 1, a
MaineDOT project that links transportation
investment to local comprehensive plans in
21 rowns; and a process put in place that

gives priority to in-town school locations.

Other have challenging
because of fiscal and/or political constraints,

Berween 2003 and 2005, development
growth continued, demanding municipal

items proven

[t also identified nine action items:

1. Support smart growth forums such as
the Community Preservation Advisory
Committee and others;

Evaluate tax reform options to relieve
service centers;

3. Coordinate planning and investment to
make service centers attractive;

4. Work with MaineDOT to plan transpor-
tation infrastructure investment in a way
that minimizes sprawl;

5. Optimize school construction funds in a
way that supports community preserva-

services and putting pressure on property
taxes. Communities were dissatisfied with
the state review of comprehensive plans.
Our rownbytown approach to managing
growth has not been effective.

In recognition of the challenges facing the
program, Resolve 2004, Chapter 73 directed
SPO to review the Growth Management Act
and related procedures and to report to the
Joint  Standing Committee on  Natural

Re- sources .

The Resolve asked SPO to:

Doumtown Bath

“We have to figure out how to make the
comprehensive planning process work more
effectively, bring people together, and have

it be meaningful when implemented.”

—Selectman, focus group participant, 2005

tion;

6. Focus environmental regulation so that it
does not have the unintended result of
driving development ourward;

7. Provide traditional, compact housing
choices;

8. Build capacity to measure outcomes of
smart growth effores; and

9. Ser priorities for SPO's limited resources,

These action items were intended ro guide
SPO for the fouryear periad leading up to
2007.

1. Review and make recommendations that
would improve the planning process;

and

2

Review the Growth Management Act and
make recommendations thar would lead

to more effecrive land use.

In 20006, the Legislature's Natural Resources
Committee accepted SPO's recommenda-
tions that envision a new approach to land
use planning in Maine and directed SPO to
move forward on their implementation.
Following on page 5 is an update on the
status of the review recommendations; many
of these recommendations are related to this
fouryear program evaluarion as well,




Maine's historic development patterns are
anticipated to change in the 21* century.

Expansion of
Development
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2006 Review—Status of Recommendations

The primary emphasis in Resolve 73 was to improve the process of planning and the
way growth and development occur in Maine. The review resulted in specific
recommendations to improve the administration of the program in two main areas:
enhancing local planning, and shifting state focus to issues of regional and statewide

significance.

Enhance local planning

=> Focus consistency review on Future Land Use Plan chapters, and provide clear
state policy guidelines for Future Land Use Plans. Accomplish through rule-
making. Status: Underway, and anticipated to be completed spring 2007.

=> Provide towns and regional agencies with better tools, data, and assistance.
Accomplish through ramping up planning tools for communities; working with
state agencies to provide data to communities, and fostering regional data
collection. Status: Underway; some of these elements ave incorporated in the rulemaking

process, Anticipate enhanced effort once rulemaking is complete.

= Track growth and monitor progress. Accomplish through pilot study of
implementation of local comprehensive plans, and through using utility dara to
track growth patterns. Status: Undemway; pilot study has begun and mechanisms for
reviewing utility data ave being exploved.

Shift State Focus to Issues of Regional and Statewide Significance

= Improve state level planning and coordination of state investments. Accomplish
through working with state agencies to create strategies for coordination of invest-
ments. Status: Various efforts underway, such as coordinating with MaineDOT on
revisions to Sensible Transportation Policy Act, and tesearch into state grant and loan

prefevences for towns with consistent comprehensive plans.

=> Engage the public in two pilot regional development projects. Accomplish
through selection of appropriate regions and implementing projects. Status: Under-
way; exploving funding sowrces for pilots; conference on regionalization proposed for fall
2007.

=> Address how state reviews large capital projects with regional impacts.
Accomplish by working with DEP on site review laws in context of regional im-
pacts and Growth Management Act. Status: Undenvay by DEP; interagency working
gioup, bill submitted to 123" Legislature.

=» Create an affordable housing study group. Accomplish through convening group
to develop proposal. Status: Underway; MSHA has developed proposal to enconrage
affordable housing in service center communities. Three other affordable housing groups are

working on additional proposals.

The Natural Resources Committee accepted the 2006 review rec-
ommendations and directed the State Planning Office to move
forward on their implementation.
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Ofigos Fic., Inc

Bethel Kltchen Designs

Bethel

2007 Evaluation

The Growth Management Act requires an evaluation every four years to
determine how well state, regional, and local efforts are achieving the
purposes and goals of the Act (30-A MRSA §4331). It requires public
inpur opportunities and, unlike the recent comprehensive planning
review, the program evaluation calls specifically for objective, quantifi-
able criteria to evaluate the program. [t also requires that the evaluation
analyze the state’s financial commitment to growth management. Three
criteria are used in this evaluation:

1. Development tracking;
2. Loeal planning activity; and
3. State financial commitment for the growth management program.

The Legislature also directs SPO to compare land use development
trends and patterns in a sample of towns that have participated in the
program with a matched sample that have not. In 2005, SPO success-
fully competed nationally for a 2year federally-funded coastal fellow

who will, for the first time, be able to provide this comparison.

As discussed in the following sections, these criteria provide an evalua-

tion of the growth management program.

Public Participation

30-A MRSA §4331, the law under which

this report is prepared, requires SPO to

seek public input in its evaluation of the

growth management program. Over the

course of the last two and a half years,

SPO has:

=2

Hosted a 2-lay public summit at the
University of Maine for 100 people
Conducred five focus groups repre-
senting different sectors (developers,
environmental advocates, municipal
officials of differing size towns)

Conducted 20 in<epth interviews of

professional planners

Met with interested groups includ-
ing: Maine Municipal Association,
[ntergovernmental Advisory

Commission, regional planning coun-
cils, and the state's natural resource

agencies.

=> Held five public meetings around the
state (Houlton, Waterville, Augusta,
and Saco), plus three video confer-
encing sites in Machais, Presque Isle,
and North Berwick

= Developed a web site to post draft
materials for review and comment

= Considered hundreds of public com-
ments.

Along the way, the Community Preserva-
tion Advisory Committee provided guid-

ance and direction.

The Legislature's Natural Resources Com-

mittee has provided oversight throughout.

Public siemmit, Ovono, 2005

“Thanks to the State for providing the
video conferencing format. It makes us

feel part of the decision-making.”

—Participant from Machias

public meeting, 2006
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2007 Evaluation Criterion: Comparison of Sample Communities

In 2006, SPO received funding for a
National Oceanographic and  Artmos-
pheric Administration (NOAA) Fellow
for a two-year position to conduct more
rigorous research on the impact of land
use planning in coastal Maine communi-
ties. The project will study the
implementation of local comprehensive
plans in a sample of Maine communities
via case studies, interviews, and surveys
to determine what impacts land use
planning has had “on the ground.”

The project began in the fall of 2006

and is due for completion in 2008, To
date, research has begun and contacts

with coastal communities have been [3

initiated, Fourteen communities have

been selected for the study:
e Waldoboro
e Wells

e Winter Harbor @ Saco

e Belfast
e Rockport

® Bucksport ® Woolwich
e Roque Bluffs ® Brunswick
® Steuben e Harpswell

® Damariscotta ® Yarmouth

Rackland

2007 Evaluation Criterion: Development Tracking

SPO has moved forward on efforts to
track development, and work is ongoing
to create a more systematic way to meas-

ure growth:

=> Development of “Livable Commu-
nity Indicators” to track on-the-
ground outcomes of growth man-
agement (2002);

= Mapping growth areas using
geographic information systems
(GIS) technology (completed in
Cumberland County and under
way in several other areas);

= Organization of a Development
Tracking Steering Committee,
which piloted the use of utility
connections as a measure of growth
(see sidebar ac right); and

= Incorporating a development track-
ing component into comprehensive
planning to evaluate the effective-
ness of community planning efforts
(proposed January, 2007).

Tracking development

through utility connections

Many GISbased mapping measures
exist to potentially track develop-
ment, but are often expensive and
time-consuming to develop. Locations
of utility connections provide data
that are veadily available, relatively
simple to present, and, combined
with aerial photography as shown in
the images to the right, can be used
to evaluate growth patterns in a com-

nunity,

The Development Tracking Commit-
tee worked with Maine wtilities to
obtain such data on a pilot basis,
and SPQO is considering next steps to
use this data in a more comprehen-

sive fashion.

AUGUSTA  Gommardal 2004 JIF s gguu q
Commercial e!ectncai cnuwmm, 2004
(Source: Rich Sutton, Applied Geographies)
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2007 Evaluation Criterion: Local Planning Activity

Since 1988: Today: However:

=> 379 towns received state planning grants = Maine people highly value less developed, = Comprehensive plans haven’t directed

(see map below). rural landscapes, growth into intended areas.

=> 287 towns have consistent comprehen- =» Communities support comprehensive => Maine's population is growing, a trend
sive plans. planning and strongly desire improved that appears to be accelerating — one

tools and assistance. that brings challenges and benefits.
=» Thousands of volunteer hours have

been dedicated to the development of  =» Many technical assistance publications are  => The State Planning Office is working

local comprehensive plans across Maine. available such as: model ordinances, impact to improve its tools and technical
fees and community vision guides, and assistance including using more web-
= State comprehensive plan development others. The stare's comprehensive planning based rechnology.
and update manuals were developed. manual was revised and improved.

Maine Towns with Grants and Adopted Plans

Legend
|:| Municipality with No Plan

___ | Unorganized Territory in LURC jurisdiction
_ Adopted Comprehensive Plan

P
Hoaws
Vo jrasuame by i W Skake Prarvary Ciin. F ety 3008
48 Coomiraty ol P
o rom de P VEIS Aasmcy 40t Toun brudanes Coury bardemt

Pyt Urrerad Trmvens Mackr,
Mot Amercan Db V6, Zore 19 Metens

Municipalities Receiving a Grant
-~ | Municipalilies Receiving No Grants




2007 Evaluation Criterion: State Financial
Commitment to Growth Management

There are a number of measures of the state’s
commitment to growth management, and

financial investment is a main indicator.

Currently, there are six land use planners on
the SPO staff that support the growth
management program, The number of staff
currently funded for comprehensive planning
at the state level has remained relatively stable
for the past 10 years (see graph below).

In addition to staff, SPO provides direct
financial assistance to communities and

regional councils to assist with local planning

efforts. In 2006, the flinancial assistance

programs included:

=> $325,000 to regional councils

= $150,000 grants to municipalities
= $30,000 in regional challenge grants

Grant funding is approximately half of its
peak in 2001, but that is due to a one-time
§1.7 million appropriation for smart growth
(see graph below). Grant funds were cut to
cover state budget revenue shortfalls in 2004,

State Comprehensive Planning Staff Since Program Inceprion

1088

10

O Humber of Staff

State Grant Funding Levels Since 1998

§1,200,000

$1,000,000

11

$600,000 ||

$600,000-

N

$400,000 |

$200,000

1690 1999 2000 2001 2002

0 Annusl Granl Funding

2003 3004 20056 2006
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Lakeside Ovchard, Manchester

“I feel the State should
provide more training or
assistance in developing [the
comprehensive plan]...”

—A focus group
participant, 2005

Other state investments—in schools, roads, wastewater treatment, com-
munity development, land conservation, and other local infrastruc-
ture—have ties to growth and development. Each year, the State invests
nearly $400,000,000 in these growth-related areas.

Traditional Neighborhood, Portland
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The Growth Man-
agement Program
includes a variety of
partners and tasks,
The following
*focus” sections
highlight some of
the current projects
and groups involved

in the program.

Fouryear Growth Management Program Evaluation

Focus: Community Preservation Advisory Committee

The Community Preservation
Advisory Committee (CPAC) was
established in 2002 and charged
with advising the Governor, the
Legislature, and state agencies on
matters relating to community
preservation.  Comumittee  mem-
bers include six legislarors, [ive
representatives of key interests,
the Director of the State Planning

Office, and the Commissioner of

the Maine Historic Preservation

Commission, or their designees.

In its five years, CPAC has pro-
vided valuable oversight and lead-

ership on many issues, including:

= Growth
evaluation

Management  Act

= Downtown redevelopment
= Building codes

=> Rarte of growrh caps

Focus: Regional Planning

A key finding of the 2006 review
was the need ro approach land use
planning on a regional scale, with
four prime opportunities for

regional planning:

=> Economic Development
=> Transportation

= Nartural Resources

= Aflordable Housing

Regional planning and govern-
ance efforts are underway in

Focus: Efficient Use of Grant Resources

Under the Growth Management
Program, SPO provides [ive types
of grants to communities:

1. grants for developing compre-
hensive plans;

2. grants to implement compre-
hensive plans;

3. grants to update plans

4. grants to coastal communities
tor regional land use initiatives;

5. neighborhood grants to help

communities develop tradi-

tional, walkable neighborhoods.

Since 1999, SPO has awarded
over $6.5 million in grant hinds

to over 125 municipalities and

Maine, such as the Gareway 1

rransportation planning for the

Route 1 corridor in mid-coast
Maine and wvarious projects
funded by the Fund for the

Efficient Delivery of State and

Regional Services.

The

enhanced the artention being paid

Brookings Report has
to regional planning in Maine.

Because of fiscal constraints and

regions. A onetime appropriation
S5PO o
aclditional grant resources during
20002002,
funds have declined by over 50%,

allowed dedicate

Since then, grant
from a high of $1.1 million in
2002 to just over $500,000 today.
As funds decline, SPQ has con-
stantly looked for ways to most

efficiently meer community needs.

In considering future funding, 72
communities have never received
tirst-time comprehensive planning
grants as envisioned in 1988. SPO
would like to continue ro offer
grant funds ro assist these commu-
nities in developing comprehen-
sive plans.

=> Transfer of development
rights

= Regional planning and gov-
ernance

= Affordable housing

CPAC is authorized through June
2008. The State Planning Office
recommends that (s authoriry be
renewed. A bill to accomplish this
has been submitted to the 123rd

Legislarure,

the regional nature of many issues
sPO

interest in

facing Maine, anticipates

that the regional

planning will only grow.

Drawing on the expertise of the
State’s regional planning agencies,
SPO intends ro foster regional
planning efforis, providing rechni-
cal assistance, piloting regional
approaches, and identifying useful

tools and technigues.

However, during the 2006 review,
it became clear thac it does not
make sense for each community,
one ar a time, to collect compre-
liensive planning data regarding
economic conditons, housing
trends, transportation needs, and
other that are

issues more

elfectively considered regionally.

FY08, SPO

proposes to shift some of its grant

Consequently, in

funds to reglonal planning
agencies, who would collect and
analyze regional data for use in
local planning. This shift also
would help lay the foundation for
regional approaches to land use

planning.




Focus: Rule-making

A key recommendation of the
20006 review was to improve state
review of local comprehensive
plans. To assist in achieving this
goal, and to help local communi-
ties with the planning process,
SPO has been drafting substan-
tial revisions to the rules regard-
ing local planning in Maine. Key
changes include:

=» Streamline data and inven-

tory requirements

=> Focus the state’s review on

the community's future

= Provide

land use plan: where and how

it wants to grow

= Permit SPO to decline to

review a plan thar s
incomplete or does nor meet
minimum requirements
rather than having to find it

inconsistent

clear, minimum
requirements for elements of

the comprehensive plan

= Give towns a checklist to sell-

assess whether they have met

State Planning Office

all the requirements

=» Encourage regional dialogues
about issues that cross mu-

nicipal boundaries

SPO undertook a six-month stake-
holder to  guide s
revisions and intends to undergo

process

rulemaking under the Administra-
spring
2007. Additional public comment
opportunities  will be available

tive Procedures Act in

through the official rule adoption

Process.

Focus: State Investment and Growth Management

The Growth Management Act
envisions orderly growth, in part,
through coordinated state invest-
ment that prevents duplicative
infrastructure  and minimizes
sprawl, Specifically, it directs state
agencies to give preference in
review of grant applications to
consistent

(30-A

communities with

comprehensive plans

MRSA §4349-A),

To examine how well state
agencies consider good planning

when awarding state grants, SPO

contacted the grant managers for
over 50 state grant programs with
links to land use. Results of this

research indicated that:

= In terms of number of
programs, less than half of
the programs give some
consideration to comprehen-

sive plans.

= In terms of dollars available,
aver 80% of potential fund-
ing is awarded with some
level of consideration for

comprehensive plans.

Overall, the state has made
progress toward meeting the goals
of the Growth Management Act
through state investments, bur
there appear to be additional
opportunities, especially in pro-

grams with a direct tie to land use.

One of the recommendations of
the 2006 review is to lmprove
planning and coordination of state
SPO  will

research on grant preferences as a

investments. use its

starting point for that effort.
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For more informa-
tion about SPO’s
proposed rule, or to
obtain a draft ver-
sion of the rule, see

the web site:

http://www.spo-

rules.com/spo/

or contact:

Stacy Benjamin at

stacy.benjamin@mai

ne.gov
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“We are one state
and we share prob-
lems beyond

local boundaries.”
~Interview with local

planner, 2005

Conclusion

The Brookings report finds that
all regions in Maine are experienc-
ing growth, This trend is further
evidence of what many in Maine
comumunities have been saying for
some time: growth is happening,
in some places at neverbefore
seen levels. Responding ro this
growth will continue to be a major
issue for many Maine communi-
ties. New tools, technologies, and
betrer regional cooperation will be

nﬁﬁ‘(lﬂd o meet tl‘:e C]lil"(!l‘lg?.

Looking ahead....

The results of this evaluation and
the 2006 review indicate a clear
need to continue the work of
Maine's growth management
program, [n looking alead to the
next four years, the 2011 evalua-
tion of the Growth Management
Act may well include summary

points such as the following:

=> Continued growth in Maine

led to an increased interest in
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