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SHORELAND ZONING REPORT TO THE 120" LEGISLATURE

Prepared by the Department of Environmental Protection’s
Shordland Zoning Unit

Introduction

This report is submitted to the Maine Legidature pursuant to Title 38
M.R.S.A. section 449. Section 449 requires the Commissioner of
Environmenta Protection to biennially report on the implementation and
impact of local shoreland zoning ordinances. The report must include:

1. adescription of the assistance and supervision that the commissioner has
provided to the municipalities in carrying out their shoreland zoning
responsibilities;

2. asummary of the shoreland zoning violations investigated by municipal
code enforcement officers; and

3. any recommendations for legidation relating to shoreland zoning.

Program Description

The Mandatory Shoreland Zoning Act, commonly referred to as the
shoreland zoning law, was implemented in the early 1970's. The Act, as
amended, requires all organized municipalities to enact ordinances relating
to land use activities in the shoreland zone. The shoreland zone consists of
land areas within 250 feet, horizontal distance, of the normal high-water line
of great ponds, rivers and tidal waters; within 250 feet, horizontal distance,
of the upland edge of freshwater and coastal wetlands; and within 75 feet,
horizontal distance, of streams.

The Board of Environmenta Protection (BEP) establishes minimum
standards for the municipally adopted shoreland ordinances. Those
minimum standards are contained in the State of Maine Guidelines for
Municipal Shoreland Zoning Ordinances. The Act allows a municipality to
enact adifferent set of standards than those of the Guidelines when it
documents to the Commissioner that special local conditions warrant other
standards.

The Commissioner of Environmental Protection must approve al shoreland
ordinances, and amendments thereto, before they become effective. If a



municipality fails to adopt a suitable shoreland zoning ordinance, the Act
requires the BEP to adopt an ordinance for the municipality. The BEP-
adopted ordinance is referred to as a State-imposed ordinance, and must be
administered and enforced by the municipality just as if the municipality had
adopted it.

The Department’ s shoreland zoning program is presently administered by
three staff members; two in Augusta and one in the Bangor office. One of
the Augusta staff members has recently resigned, leaving avacancy. The
Department plans to move that position to the Southern Maine Regiona
Office to provide a shoreland zoning program that is more accessible to that
region of the state.

The main thrust of the staff of the shoreland zoning unit is that of education
and technical assistance. Enforcement efforts are sometimes necessary, but
the Department believes that, generally, more is gained through education of
town officials and the public than through formal enforcement activities.

Assistanceto Municipalities

Municipal assistance makes up the core of the Department’ s shoreland
zoning efforts and is accomplished in numerous ways. The following are
some of the activities that were undertaken during the past two-year period
to assist municipalities with their shoreland zoning responsibilities.

1. Training. The Department continues to work cooperatively with the
State Planning Office’s Code Enforcement Officer (CEO) Certification
and Training Program. The shoreland zoning unit served as faculty for
five day-long training sessions for code officers throughout the state.
Sessions were held in Blaine, Eddington, Edmunds, Gray and Winthrop.
The morning consisted of classroom presentations, followed by field
exercisesin the afternoon. Approximately 200 code officers attended
these sessions. The new aternative to the 30% expansion limitation for
nonconforming structures was discussed in detail at each of the sessions.

DEP staff participated in eight (8) other training sessions pertaining to
shoreland zoning issues for code enforcement officers. These
workshops, organized by the State Planning Office, consisted of four
advanced sessions for veteran code officers, and four for beginning code



officers. Five additional sessions relating to wetland issues were held for
code officer certification purposes.

In conjunction with the regiona planning commissions, DEP s shoreland
zoning staff conducted numerous classroom training sessions directed at
municipal planning board and appeals board members. Those sessions
were also attended by numerous code enforcement officers, who receive
certification credits for their participation. Staff traveled to Auburn,
Bangor, Bethel, Caribou (3 workshops), Ellsworth, Fairfield (2
workshops), West Bath and Windham to lead these workshops.

Another important component of the Department’ s training program is
realtor training. In the last two years shoreland zoning staff has served as
faculty for the University of Southern Maine Center for Real Estate
Education’s course on Maine' s shoreland zoning law. This three hour,
for-credit, training program was conducted on six occasions. The
Department has developed an informative educational packet for those
attending the training. Additional sessionswill be held in 2001.

. Educationa Materids. The Department has drafted several educational
documents during the past two years. A new leaflet for realtors
describing shoreland zoning and the Natural Resources Protection Act
has been circulated. Town officials have received six issues of the
Shoreland Zoning Newsletter, and an updated |ssue Profile detailing
limitations for nonconforming structures is now available. A copy of the
most recently issued newdletter is attached to this report.

Thousands of copies of the booklet Maine Shoreland Zoning — A
Handbook for Shoreland Owners have been distributed to landowners
and town officials. The Department has received many positive
comments regarding the value of this document to landowners. Itis
easily read and contains many well-drawn illustrations to supplement the
text.

Another notable action of the Department isit’s establishment of a
shoreland zoning web page. This page, found at
http://www.state.me.us/dep/blwg/docstand/szpage.htm includes many of the
shoreland zoning unit’s educational documents, including the State of
Maine Guidelines for Municipal Shoreland Zoning Ordinances, al Issue
Profiles and the Shoreland Zoning Newdl etters.




3. Shoreland Zoning Filming Project. Inthefal of 1999 the Department,
working in cooperation with the code enforcement officer for the town of
Readfield, filmed the shoreline of that portion of Maranacook Lake that
lies within the town of Readfield. The purpose of the project was to
determine if it is feasible to document existing shoreline development
and vegetation without expending significant monies. Documentation of
existing conditions can be crucia toward the establishment of an efficient
and effective enforcement program.

Based on the filming efforts, the Department concluded that shoreline
filming can serve as a valuable tool for code enforcement. Working with
town tax maps, a 14 foot, flat- floored, aluminum boat and motor, and a
standard video camera and tripod, the Department was able to provide a
good quality film of the shoreline, lot by lot. This documentation of
existing conditions will be helpful to the code officer when he or she
Investigates construction and vegetation removal violations.

The Department presented the details of its filming project in areport
made available to local code enforcement officers. The project was also
summarized in the Department’ s shoreland zoning newsl etter.

4. Municipal Program Evauations. In 1999 the Department began
“auditing” various municipalities administration and enforcement of
thelr respective ordinances. Five municipalities were the subjects of the
review process in the fall of 1999 and the winter of 2000. Five more are
being completed during the winter months of 2001.

The first five towns to be selected were the coastal communities of
Biddeford, Bremen, Kittery, Penobscot and Rocque Bluffs. The review
consisted of an evening with the chairpersons of the planning board,
appeals board, and the selectpersons or councilors. The code officers
were also involved in the discussions of how the town administered and
enforced their respective ordinances. The second half of the audits
consisted of afield review of recently permitted projects.

The Department believes that the audits are valuable to both the
municipalities and this agency. Department staff is able to provide
advice to the administering officials, while learning first- hand how well
the particular town is performing its administrative and enforcement



duties. Some of the more significant deficiencies learned from the visits
are asfollows.

a) Town officiastend to forget to forward ordinance amendments to
the DEP for approval as required by law.

b) Along coastal waters, setbacks are not always measured from the
upland edge of the wetland (maximum spring tide). Some towns,
wrongly, continue to measure setbacks from the mean tidal level.

c) Some town permit applications do not reference the 30%
expansion limitation for nonconforming structures. Thus,
applicants may not be aware of the rule before submitting their
application.

d) Some towns do not adequately track permitted expansions of non-
conforming structures. This leads to expansions, over time, which
do not conform to the 30% expansion limitation.

e) Few towns require written erosion control plans when significant
soil disturbance is proposed.

It is noteworthy that officials from severa of the smaller towns expressed
frustration over the process by which shoreland zoning is administered.
Those officials are unhappy that the State requires the municipal
governments to administer and enforce shoreland zoning ordinances, but
provides little direct financial assistance to carry-out their duties. One
town officia noted a case in which the town undertook an enforcement
action and was granted a favorable judgement. However, the town did
not received court costs and the amount of the fine did not make up for
the costs expended by the town. This matter has left a sour taste in the
mouths of that town’s officials. Consequently, the town officials have
recommended that the state provide a pool of money to assist
municipalities with enforcement actions in the shoreland zone.

The municipalities of Ellsworth, Lyman, Machias, Monmouth and
Westmanland are the next five municipalities that will visited as part of
the evaluation process.

. Ordinance Reviews. All newly adopted ordinances and amendments to
those ordinances must be approved by the Commissioner of DEP before
they become effective. During the past two years the Department has
reviewed 148 ordinances and amendments. Two state-imposed shoreland
zoning ordinances (Harrington and Lovell) were repealed during this
time. There are now only 56 fully state-imposed ordinancesin place.




The list of municipalities with state-imposed ordinancesis found in
Appendix A of this report.

6. Miscellaneous Technical Assistance The greatest amount of staff’stime
IS spent responding, either through site visits, written correspondence, or
by telephone, to requests and inquiries from town officials and the public.
Hundreds of site visits were conducted, and hundreds of responsesto
inquiries were written.  Phone calls numbered in the thousands.

Evening meetings with local planning boards and boards of appedals are
regular events for the shoreland zoning staff, averaging about one per
week per staff person.

Other Initiativesand Activities

The shoreland zoning unit has participated in a stakeholders group,
commonly referred to as the Beach Task Force. The result of that work
group is that several communities are jointly working on “beach
management plans’ for their respective areas.

Staff have also been active participants in the legidatively required,
Department of Conservation led, stakeholders group that is working to create
aset of state-wide timber harvesting standards. The shoreland zoning
program has a keen interest in the results of that effort. In a separate report,
the Department of Conservation will present the results of that group’s
efforts to the Legidature.

Ancther initiative of the Department during the past two years sought to
reduce the number of municipalities that did not employ certified code
enforcement officers. We are pleased that the number of towns that do not
have certified code officers has been reduced from 34 to lessthan 20. The
Department will continue its efforts to reduce this number even further.

In 2001 the Department plans to hire an independent contractor to evaluate
the effectiveness of the current shoreland zoning program. Although the
Department recognizes shoreland zoning administration and enforcement
has improved significantly in the past ten years, we remain concerned about
its overall effectivenessin meeting the goals and purposes of the law. We
believe an independent review of the law and the effectiveness of its



administration, including any recommendations for change, is currently
warranted.

Enforcement and Permit Related Activities

1. Reports from Municipal Code Enforcement Officers Relating to Permits.
Municipal code enforcement officers are required, on a biennia basis, to
report to the Commissioner on their permitting and enforcement activities
in the shoreland zone. The Department provides a standard form to the
code officers for their use. That form was simplified prior to the most
recent reporting period.

The percentage of town code officers who submitted the reports
increased from 45% in 1998 to 57% in 2000. Although the rate of return
increased by 12% over the previous reporting period, still 43% of the
municipa code officers did not return the required reporting information.
Appendix B lists the municipalities that filed reports and includes a
significant portion of the reported permit and enforcement information.

Like the last reporting period, the percentage of reports indicating that no
permitting activities took place over the two-year reporting period is
approximately 20%. The Department questions the accuracy of this
figure. It seems unlikely that 20% of the municipalities did not have
shoreland zoning activities over atwo-year period that required local

permitting.

The 261 reporting municipalities indicated that 994 new principal
structures were built in the shoreland zone. This averages out to 3.8 new
structures per municipality, nearly the same as the past reporting period
in which the average was 3.6 new structures per town.

Both in the previous reporting period and the current period, the number
of expansions of structuresis approximately twice the number of new
structures. This figure indicates that there is a significant demand for
enlargement of structures, many of which are nonconforming and, thus,
are subject to the 30% floor area and volume expansion limitation. Itis
believed that much of the demand for larger structuresis fueled by
owners desiresto convert traditionally seasonal camps to year-round
homes.



Approximately 1250 accessory structures were permitted in the most
recent two-year period. 360 permits were issued for piers and docks, of
which most were granted in coastal aress.

. Reports from Code Enforcement Officers Relating to Variances.
Information relating to variances is also required from the code
enforcement officer, athough the board of appealsisresponsible for the
granting of variances and administrative appeals. In this 1998-1999
reporting period, 48% of the number of variance applications heard were
granted. Thisfigureis up from 38% granted during the previous two
years. The Department is discouraged by what may be atrend toward the
further relaxation of the requirements for obtaining a variance by the
boards of appeals. We believe that the increased percentage of variance
applications being approved supports the Department’ s request of the
Legidature (LD 919) to require municipalities to submit variance
applications to the Department before acting on them.

. Reports from Code Enforcement Officers Relating to Enforcement. The
261 reporting code enforcement officers investigated 1267 complaints.
Of those complaints, 521 involved activities that were confirmed to be
violations of the local shoreland zoning ordinance.

The vast mgjority of the confirmed violations were settled through
informal enforcement action. Only 60 of the violations were resolved
through more formal administrative consent agreements, while direct
court actions were limited to only fifteen instances. It is clear that
informal enforcement action is the preferred choice of the code
enforcement officers.

Asin past years, the most common types of violations relate to excessive
clearing of vegetation, expansions of nonconforming structures beyond
the 30% expansion limitation, and new construction within the required
setback area.

Regarding violations of the clearing of vegetation standards, the
Department has found that few relate to the creation of new cleared
openings to the water. Most shorefront property owners now know that
they can not create cleared openings in the buffer/setback area. However,
there is atendency for owners to reduce the width of the buffer, and cut
more trees than permitted within that remaining buffer. Adjacent to lakes



many violations involve the removal of ground cover and other lower
vegetation within the buffer area.

4. Enforcement Action Initiated by the Department of Environmental
Protection. The Department has been involved in one formal
enforcement action in the past two years. This action is one that was
included in the most recent shoreland zoning report to the legidature, and
involves the town of Damariscotta and Lake Pemaquid Camping, Inc.
The Department, through the Attorney Genera’s Office, filed suit in
Kennebec County Superior Court in an effort to require removal of
numerous cabins from the snore of Lake Pemaquid. The matter has gone
to trial, but the Judge' s decision is still pending.

Recommendations and Related | ssues

1. Department of Environmental Protection Notification of Variance
Applications. The Department remains concerned over a Maine Supreme
Judicia Court ruling that the Department has no legal standing to appeal
adecision of the local board of appealsif it did not participate in the
hearing before the board. The mgority of local boards of appeals grant
variances more freely than would be permitted if they adhered to the
“undue hardship” criteria that must be met to issue a proper variance.
The courts have ruled that variances should be the exception rather than
therule. Although the Department has been successful in reducing to
percentage of variances granted to less than 50% of those applied for, the
number is still too high.

The Department recommends that the Legidature re-enact arepealed
provision of the Mandatory Shoreland Zoning Act, requiring local boards
of appeals to send copies of variance applications to the Department at
least 21 days before the board acts on the variance request. Thiswill
enable the Department to respond to the application in writing, or to
attend the actual hearing.

The Department believes that the passage of this requested legidation
will enable it to reduce the number of improperly granted variances,
particularly, those relating to water setback issues. (L egidlativeaction
needed)



2. Need for Assessment of Effectiveness of the Shoreland Zoning Law. The
shoreland zoning law has been in effect for more than 25 years. While it
IS clear that the law has been beneficial for shoreland areas, including
protection of water quality and wildlife habitat and the protection of
natural beauty, it is not clear that al municipalities are effectively
administering and enforcing their respective ordinances. It is not
uncommon for the Department to receive complaints that municipalities
are not administering their ordinances properly.

The Department suggests that the time is right for a comprehensive
assessment of the implementation of the shoreland zoning program. If an
assessment is undertaken, the Department recommends that it be
conducted by an independent agency or firm. The assessment should
address the Department’ s effectiveness in oversight of the law, the
municipalities administration of local shoreland zoning ordinances,
coordination with the comprehensive planning program, and any
recommendations for change in the administration of the law. As noted
earlier in this report, the Department plans to move forward with this
study if monies are available. (Legidative action not required.
Department is currently seeking grant moniesto fund the project)

3. Review of Town Administration of the Alternative to the 30% Expansion
Limitation for Nonconforming Structures. It has been more than two
years since municipalities have had the ability to replace the 30%
expansion rule for structures that do not meet the water setback
requirement, with an alternative provided by the Legidature. The
optional alternative limits expansions based on building height and floor
areain relationship to the structure’ s water setback distance. The
dternative also alows for greater expansions than normally permitted if
certain steps, including buffer plantings, are taken at the time of
construction.

Twenty-five municipalities have now adopted the aternative expansion
limitation provisions. A review of the administration and enforcement of
the alternative limitation for those towns would be appropriate at this
time. It isbest to determine if the aternative is being properly
administered early, rather than after a significant number of projects have
been built. (Legidative action not required)
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4. Moniesfor Municipal Enforcement Assistance The shoreland zoning
law was adopted to protect the state’ s water resources, wildlife habitat
and the natural beauty of its shoreland areas. The primary burden for
administration and enforcement of the law rests with the municipalities.
Municipa officials, however, are reluctant to spend monies on
enforcement of state-mandated environmental rules. Therefore,
enforcement of shoreland zoning ordinances is not a priority for many
towns. If the state were to provide moniesto assist towns with
investigative and legal codts, towns may be more willing to enforce their
shoreland zoning ordinances. The recent series of community audits
confirmed that there is a demand for such funding. The Department
recommends that the Legislature consider establishing a fund that could
be tapped by municipal officias for activities pertaining to formal
enforcement actions such as attorney fees and court costs. (L egidative
action required)

5. Amendments to Sate of Maine Guidelines for Municipal Shoreland
Zoning Ordinances. The Department plans to amend the Guidelines
document to establish standards for public trails in the shoreland zone.
Numerous communities are now constructing such trails for the public
good. However, there are currently no construction standards for such
trails, leading to permitting difficulties in some towns.

It is aso advisable for the Department to amend its agricultural standards
within the shoreland zone, particularly those relating to manure handling.
The current standards in the Department’ s Guidelines are out of date. In
fact, the Department of Agriculture has indicated that some of the current
standards in the Guidelines may permit levels of manure application that
violate that Department’srules. (L egisative action not requir ed)
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TABLE 1:
Municipalities with
State Imposed Shoreland Zoning Ordinances 4/10/01

TOWN Chapter Town Chapter
ACTON (deleted) 6/13/97 LIMINGTON (deleted) 3/9/99
AMITY 1267|LOVELL (deleted) 4/9/99
ATHENS 1245 LUBEC* 1339
AURORA 1288 LUDLOW 1277
BANCROFT 1268 MECHANIC FALLS (deleted) 12/21/98
BOWDOINHAM (deleted) 10/7/98 MEDFORD 1279
BOWERBANK 1289 MERRILL 1281
BRADFORD 1247 MILO 1301
BRIDGTON (deleted) 6/26/97 MOOSE RIVER 1257
BROWNVILLE (deleted) 7/2/97 NEWCASTLE (deleted) 10/24/97
CARTHAGE 1292 NORTH HAVEN 1304
CENTERVILLE 1235 ORIENT 1282
CHARLOTTE 1249 PARIS 1260
CHESTER 1250 PARSONSFIELD 1306
CHESTERVILLE (deleted) 4/8/98 PASSADUMKEAG 1264
COLUMBIA 1251 PENOBSCOT 1307
COLUMBIA FALLS* 1334 PLYMOUTH 1308
COOPER 1270 POLAND (deleted) 6/9/97
CORINTH 1271/ROCKLAND (deleted) 4/2/01
CRYSTAL 1320|SHIRLEY (deleted) 12/7/95
DANFORTH* 1335 SO.THOMASTON 1338
DURHAM 1321 SPRINGFIELD 1261
EDINBURG 1253 STACYVILLE 1283
ETNA 1322 |STEUBEN 1262
EXETER 1293/ STOCKTON SPRINGS (deleted) 11/9/97
FARMINGDALE 1294|STONINGTON (deleted) 3/19/98
FRANKFORT 1295 STOW 1326
FREEDOM 321.1 SWANVILLE* 1333
GREENE 1237 TALMADGE 1263
GUILFORD 1296 TROY 1243
HANOVER 1254 VANCEBORO 1285
HARRINGTON (deleted) 5/8/2000 WADE 1286
HERSEY 1272 WAITE 1265
HIRAM 1273 WALDO 1312
ISLE AU HAUT 1323 WELLINGTON 1337
KNOX 1255 WHITEFIELD 1244
LAGRANGE 1275 WOODVILLE 1266
LIMERICK 1256

TOTAL:61 (56 full ordinances / 5 supplemental*)

SIOLIST.XLS




1998/1999 Code Enforcement Officer Summary Reports

TOWN PRINC. | REPLAC | RELOCA |EXPANSI ACC. TIMBER | PIERS AND | GRAVEL | PERMITS | # OF VAR. | VARIANCES CONSENT A%?'LIJCI)?I\-II—S COMPLAINT | CONFIRMED FEES
STRUCT. [ EMENTS | TIONS ONS STRUCT. | HARV. DOCKS MINING | REVOKED APPLIC. GRANTED AGREEMENTS TAKEN INVEST. VIOLATIONS COLLECTED

ABBOT 4 0 O 3 4 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $210.00
ACTON 14 6 6 53] 25 2 0 0 2 6 3 0 2 107, 69 $9,157.62
ADDISON 8 1 0 6 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $140.00
ALFRED 3 0 0 7 9 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 5 0 $1,174.00
ALTON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
AMITY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $0.00
ANDOVER 7 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 $644.55
ANSON 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
APPLETON 1 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 6 0 $62.00
ARUNDEL 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $31.00
ATHENS 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 $0.00
AUGUSTA 8 4 0 8 14 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 0 15 7

AVON 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 $0.00
BAILEYVILLE 4 0 1 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $140.00
BALDWIN 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $280.00
BANCROFT 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
BANGOR 0 0 0 4 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

BATH 5 2 0 5 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 $1,439.00
BEALS 8 1 1 3 8 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 $575.00
BEDDINGTON 5 1 0 1 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 $205.00
BELGRADE 8 13 0 24 20 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 0 35 25 $2,175.00
BELMONT 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $20.00
BENTON 1 0 0 0 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 1 $400.00
BERWICK 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $50.00
BIDDEFORD 17 0 0 68 15 0 2 0 1 12 6 0 0 7 2 $10,846.06
BLUE HILL 9 0 0 5 9 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 5 $2,200.00
BOOTHBAY HBR 2 0 1 4 0 1 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 $625.00
BOWERBANK 21 0 0 4 11 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 2 $0.00
BRADFORD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 2 $0.00
BRADLEY 3 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 $0.00
BRIDGEWATER 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
BRIDGTON 17 1 2 24 18 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 12 $10,006.00
BRISTOL 25 3 2 38 28 5 18 1 0 12 11 0 0 12 12 $3,525.00
BROWNFIELD 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $175.00
BUCKFIELD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
BUCKSPORT 7 0 0 17 8 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 $0.00
BURLINGTON 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $125.00
BURNHAM 1 3 1 7 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 12 8 $560.00
BUXTON 0 4 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 $596.00
CALAIS 1 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $385.00
CAMDEN 15 3 1 21 7 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 6 $23,950.00
CAPE ELIZABETH 13 3 1 25 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 6 $53,040.00
CARATUNK 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $300.00
CARIBOU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
CARRAB VALLEY 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $250.00
CASTLE HILL 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 $0.00
CASWELL 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
CHAPMAN 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
CHELSEA 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
CHERRYFIELD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
CHESTER 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $100.00
CHESTERVILLE 2 0 1 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 1 $270.00
CLIFTON 0 1 1 10 6 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 4 $1,062.00
CLINTON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
CORINNA 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 $56.62
CORINTH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
CRAWFORD 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
CRYSTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $0.00
CUSHING 10 0 0 22 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 $0.00
DAMARISCOTTA 10 1 3 3 5 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $495.00
DANFORTH 1 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 3 $569.00
DAYTON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
DEER ISLE 26 4 0 23 30 5 8 0 1 3 1 4 0 34 6 $6,270.16
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1998/1999 Code Enforcement Officer Summary Reports

COURT
TOWN PRINC. | REPLAC | RELOCA |EXPANSI ACC. TIMBER | PIERS AND | GRAVEL | PERMITS | # OF VAR. | VARIANCES CONSENT ACTIONS COMPLAINT | CONFIRMED FEES
STRUCT. [ EMENTS | TIONS ONS STRUCT. | HARV. DOCKS MINING [ REVOKED | APPLIC. GRANTED AGREEMENTS TAKEN INVEST. VIOLATIONS COLLECTED

DENMARK 6 5 1 16 2 2 0 0 0 8 5 1 0 3 3 $2,586.00
DETROIT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
DIXFIELD 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 $6.00
DIXMONT 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $150.00
DOVER FOXCROFT 2 0 1 10 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 10 3 $0.00
DRESDEN 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $174.60
DYER BROOK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
EAGLE LAKE 0 0 0 4 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $200.00
EAST MACHIAS 3 0 0 3 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $160.00
E. MILLINOCKET 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $0.00
EASTON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 $0.00
EASTPORT 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $316.00
EDDINGTON 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
EDINBURG 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $50.00
ELIOT 15 2 0 5 5 0 6 0 0 3 0 0 0 4 1 $7,316.00
ELLSWORTH 16 0 0 21 30 0 6 0 0 7 0 0 1 1 1|?
ENFIELD 6 5 4 15 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 2 $500.00
ETNA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
EUSTIS 6 3 1 4 6 6 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 2 $1,005.45
EXETER 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 $0.00
FALMOUTH 4 0 0 8 1 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 $2,630.00
FARMINGTON 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
FAYETTE 10 0 0 8 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $1,860.00
FORT FAIRFIELD 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 $100.00
FORT KENT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
FRANKFORT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
FREEDOM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 $15.00
FREEPORT 6 5 0 9 4 0 0 0 0 6 4 0 0 1 1 $8,265.00
FRENCHVILLE 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $6.00
FRYEBURG 2 1 2 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $1,454.00
FRYE ISLAND 3 0 0 16 10 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 15 10 $2,445.00
GARDINER 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 $572.00
GILEAD 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $50.00
GLENBURN 4 2 0 20 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $440.00
GORHAM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
GRAND ISLE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
GRAY 0 0 5 11 7 3 0 0 0 30(?
GREAT POND 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $0.00
GREENBUSH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 $0.00
GREENVILLE 9 1 0 7 16 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 $2,978.00
HALLOWELL 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 3 $250.00
HAMPDEN 0 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $230.00
HANCOCK 11 0 0 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 $575.00
HARMONY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 $0.00
HARTFORD 3 0 0 11 7 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 4 1 $600.00
HEBRON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
HERSEY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
HIRAM 1 1 0 4 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 $552.00
HOLDEN 0 0 0 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $435.00
HOLLIS 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $683.00
HOPE 3 1 2 13 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 3 $745.00
HOULTON 0 2 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 $152.00
HOWLAND 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 2 2 $300.00
HUDSON 0 1 4 11 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 $320.00
ISLAND FALLS 4 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
ISLESBORO 21 0 0 17 52 12 5 0 0 1 0 1 0 4 4 $5,492.00
JACKSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
JAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
JEFFERSON 5 0 1 13 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 5 $860.00
JONESBORO 2 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 $60.00
JONESPORT 20 0 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 50 4 $925.00
KINGFIELD 2 0 0 3 2 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 $260.00
KITTERY 8 2 0 20 7 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $42,848.00
LAGRANGE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $0.00
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TOWN PRINC. | REPLAC | RELOCA |EXPANSI ACC. TIMBER | PIERS AND | GRAVEL | PERMITS | # OF VAR. | VARIANCES CONSENT A%?'LIJCI)?I\-II—S COMPLAINT | CONFIRMED FEES
STRUCT. [ EMENTS | TIONS ONS STRUCT. | HARV. DOCKS MINING | REVOKED APPLIC. GRANTED AGREEMENTS TAKEN INVEST. VIOLATIONS COLLECTED

LAMOINE 4 0 0 3 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $750.00
LEEDS 2 0 0 1 1 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 $203.00
LEWISTON 3 0 5 1 6 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 $4,404.00
LIMESTONE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
LINCOLN 15 2 16 20 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 4 $866,200.00
LINNEUS 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 $515.00
LISBON 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $250.00
LITCHFIELD 3 1 2 27 7 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 6 6 $2,400.00
LITTLETON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
LIVERMORE 3 0 0 9 3 1 0 0 0 4 2 1 0 9 5 $330.00
LIVERMORE FALLS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
LORING COM. CTR. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
LUBEC 25 0 1 19 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 $1,020.00
LUDLOW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
LYMAN 5 0 0 19 17 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 16 $3,450.00
MACHIAS 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $60.00
MACHIASPORT 1 3 0 0 11 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $245.00
MADAWASKA 5 6 0 6 10 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $560.00
MADISON 0 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 $220.00
MANCHESTER 1 0 0 5 5 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 10 6 $1,601.81
MAPLETON 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $44.00
MECHANIC FALLS 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 $25.00
MEDFORD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
MEXICO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
MILBRIDGE 8 4 0 10 8 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 1 37 5 $2,850.00
MILO 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $35.00
MINOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
MONSON 4 0 0 3 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 $495.00
MONTICELLO 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
MOUNT VERNON 13 1 1 16 10 1 5 0 0 3 2 2 1 6 4 $1,575.00
NEWCASTLE 6 2 1 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 $525.00
NEWPORT 11 2 0 9 11 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 10 4 $1,020.00
NEW GLOUCESTER 1 0 0 0 6 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 11 3 $543.00
NEW LIMERICK 4 1 0 6 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 2 $320.00
NEW VINEYARD 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 2 $25.00
NOBLEBORO 7 0 0 15 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 $790.00
NORTH BERWICK 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $354.00
NORTHFIELD 1 0 0 8 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $155.00
NO. YARMOUTH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
NORWAY 4 1 0 20 3 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 2 $1,322.00
OAKLAND 11 2 0 15 12 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 $1,115.00
OGUNQUIT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 5 1 $110.00
ORIENT 0 1 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 $145.00
ORRINGTON 2 2 0 6 5 3 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 8 3 $646.00
oTIS 7 1 4 23 11 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 19 12 $1,000.00
OTISFIELD 11 2 0 0 6 0 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 11 7 $600.00
OWLS HEAD 15 2 0 15 10 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $3,217.20
OXFORD 3 0 4 12 5 0 3 0 0 5 4 1 0 20 9 $750.00
PALERMO 7 1 0 13 11 1 0 0 1 4 2 7 1 17 11 $175.00
PARKMAN 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
PARSONSFIELD 3 0 0 0 7 0 3 0 0 2 2 0 0 3 0 $1,506.00
PASSADUMKEAG 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $0.00
PATTEN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
PENOBSCOT 11 0 2 5 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $1,023.52
PITTSFIELD 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 3 $2,000.00
PITTSTON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
PLYMOUTH 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 $40.00
POLAND 6 1 6 17 6 5 9 1 1 5 0 0 0 9 5 $7,780.00
PORTER 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $150.00
PORTLAND 5 0 0 13 18 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 17

POWNAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 $0.00
PRESQUE ISLE 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 1 $284.00
PROSPECT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
RANDOLPH 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
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TOWN PRINC. | REPLAC | RELOCA |EXPANSI ACC. TIMBER | PIERS AND | GRAVEL | PERMITS | # OF VAR. | VARIANCES CONSENT A%?'LIJCI)?I\-II—S COMPLAINT | CONFIRMED FEES
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RANGELEY 4 45 32 2 31 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 4 $9,862.47
READFIELD 1 2 1 17 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 3 0]? 3 $1,665.80
RICHMOND 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 $0.00
RIPLEY 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $100.00
ROCKPORT 6 0 0 7 3 1 5 0 0 3 3 0 1 1 1 $8,136.00
ROQUE BLUFFS 3 0 0 3 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 3 $170.00
ROXBURYO 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 $12.00
RUMFORD 2 0 0 6 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 $400.00
SABATTUS 1 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 2 $350.00
SACO 4 26 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 6 3 $0.00
SAINT AGATHA 3 0 1 1 13 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 $1,301.00
SAINT GEORGE 12 0 0 65 20 0 17 0 0 5 0 0 0 20 3 $6,655.00
SANFORD 6 2 2 4 10 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 $3,161.90
SANGERVILLE 2 1 1 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 $220.00
SCARBORO 0 1 0 26 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 7 0 $3,662.65
SEARSMONT 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 $500.00
SEARSPORT 8 0 0 6 3 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 1 $0.00
SEBAGO 2 0 0 10 14 0 8 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 1 $2,083.50
SEDGWICK 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
SHAPLEIGH 4 10 11 28 14 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 $7,325.50
SHIRLEY MILLS 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
SIDNEY 2 3 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $300.00
SKOWHEGAN 1 0 5 4 5 7 5 1 0 1 0 2 0 30 10 $0.00
SOLON 0 0 0 4 2 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $70.00
SOUTHPORT 10 0 1 23 17 0 6 0 0 4 3 1 0 6 2 $6,117.50
SOUTH BRISTOL 13 0 0 24 22 0 9 9 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 $2,125.00
SOUTH PORTLAND 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 $0.00
S. THOMASTON 9 0 0 11 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $1,423.00
SOUTHWEST HBR. 3 1 2 6 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 17 6 $1,275.00
SPRINGFIELD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 $0.00
STANDISH 13 4 2 52 26 0 4 0 0 18 10 0 0 $3,423,000.00
STOCKHOLM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
STOCKTON SPRGS. 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 10 3 $178.00
STONEHAM 1 3 1 3 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $226.00
STONINGTON 7 4 0 14 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 4 0 86 18 $5,012.00
STRONG 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 3 $0.00
SULLIVAN 10 2 0 6 10 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 $1,331.00
SURRY 10 1 0 24 8 1 2 0 0 2 0 2 1 15 8 $2,276.86
SWANS ISLAND 7 0 0 5 14 1 4 0 1 1 0 0 0 8 4 $2,795.00
SWEDEN 1 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 1 $942.00
THOMASTON 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 $324.00
THORNDIKE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
TOPSHAM 1 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 6 5 0 0 0 0 $0.00
TREMONT 11 9 1 26 12 1 6 0 0 1 1 1 1 10 3 $4,989.00
TROY 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 $0.00
TURNER 1 2 3 4 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 30 4

UNION 10 0 0 8 7 3 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 7 6

UNITY 6 0 0 3 5 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 8 2 $210.00
UPTON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
VAN BUREN 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $85.00
VEAZIE 11 0 0 8 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $22,955.93
VINALHAVEN 13 0 6 43 25 0 16 0 0 2 0 0 0 11 8 $6,216.80
WALDOBORO 12 0 0 11 19 0 6 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 $630.00
WALLAGRASS 1 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $75.00
WALTHAM 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $85.00
WARREN 5 1 0 3 9 1 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 8 2 $1,581.20
WELLS 12 23 0 51 11 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 $13,200.00
WESLEY 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $400.00
WESTBROOK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 $0.00
WESTMANLAND 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $20.00
WEST PARIS 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 $0.00
WHITING 2 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 $270.00
WILLIMANTIC 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 6 0 $266.60
WILTON 4 3 0 6 3 7 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 3 $515.00
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COURT

TOWN PRINC. | REPLAC | RELOCA |EXPANSI ACC. TIMBER | PIERS AND | GRAVEL | PERMITS | # OF VAR. | VARIANCES CONSENT ACTIONS COMPLAINT | CONFIRMED FEES

STRUCT. [ EMENTS | TIONS ONS STRUCT. | HARV. DOCKS MINING | REVOKED APPLIC. GRANTED AGREEMENTS TAKEN INVEST. VIOLATIONS COLLECTED
WINDHAM 4 1 2 62 17 0 0 0 0 4 2 1 0 35 $9,131.06
WINDSOR 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 $100.00
WINSLOW 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 5 $400.00
WINTER PORT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0.00
WISCASSET 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $483.00
YORK 51 9 9 49 64 8 8 2 0 21 14 3 0 49 21 24,275
TOTALS 994 235 143 1750 1246 149

360

1267

521

$4,712,393.36
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Shoreland Zoning Unit, Augusta (207) 287-2111, Bangor (207) 941-4570

IN THIS ISSUE
Wooded Buffers, and
Public Outreach
Questions and Answers

What seems to be missing is an effort to directly
reach shore property owners with information be-
fore the fact. While the DEP publishes a number of

Erosion Control Plans .................. Page p 9eneralized shoreland zoning information sheets
E . f Lak P h that are widely distributed to town officials, real es-
conomics of Lakes ..................... age tate offices, lake associations, and other groups, we

Reminders have no way of getting this information directly to

individual shorefront property owners.

Since each town maintains mailing lists for all the

WOODED BUFFERS and
PUBLIC OUTREACH property owners in town, it is possible to directly
send useful ordinance and permitting information

Nearly twelve years have passed since the shoidirectly to those owners who need to know the
land zoning law prohibited new clearing to the rules, or at least to know where to find an answer.
shoreline, and required existing wooded buffers tA few communities are already doing this, and it

be maintained. Town officials are still faced with S€€ms to be paying off with a better understanding
too many tree cutting complaints and unsatisfactor Of the rules and fewer violations.

resolutions. Stiff penalties and extensive replantin . o

may ‘“resolve” the immediate problem and provide Direct mailings do not need to be a significant ex-
some deterrent for those willing to break the law Pe€nse. A number of communities already have a
However, such actions fail to reach those who aifown newsletter, and simply include informational

simply unaware of the rules and don‘t think tc flyers with that malllng._ At Igast one town has de-

check at the town office. Once the trees are ciVveloped a separate mailing list for shorefront prop-
you can't glue the trees back on the stump. Even erties, and the shoreland zoning information is sent

the area is replanted, it will be many years befor Only to those property owners. These communities
the buffer is re-established. are taking steps to reach folks that are not being

reached through other means. More communities
should follow their lead.

CLEARING FOR DEVELOPMENT

Limited to 40% tree cutting / 25% lot clearing

PASS IT ON

Please share your copy of tBaoreland Zoning Neys
with other town officials. We keep our costs and npail-

~

Use Point
System

ing lists manageable by sending four copies to

locally designated contact person to distribute tq
selectmen, planning board, appeals board, and

officer.

If you are the contact person, please T

sure the newsletters reach the other town officials.

one
the

code
nake




Got a shoreland zoning question or iss
. you'd like to share with others? The Questi
Question #1: and Answer section of th8horeland Zoning
Newsis a good forum for spreading the word.
Our Planning Board is considering the alternativq Jyst drop a note or telephone message to fthe
to the 30% expansion limit for nonconforming| shoreland zoning staff at the DEP, and wdll

structures. If we adopt the new square foot cap g try to include it in an up-coming newsletter.
ternative, can we also keep the standard 30% ca

That way, landowners could use whichever metho
gets them the larger expansion.

e
n

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS :I:

Question #2:

Answer: _

As a new code officer, | have been told on several
No. The new square foot cap is intended as an afccasions that an apparently new deck or other
ternativeto the 30% rule, not a supplement. Thestructure close to the shoreline is a replacement for
purpose of the square foot alternative is to giveone t_hat previousl_y_ existed. Of course, | can pursue
towns another option regarding expansions of nonthe violation of failing to get the necessary permits
conforming structures that is easier to administeirior to construction. However, how can | confirm
and track over time. It also is seen as a more equif there was a prior structure?
table expansion option because it is not based on
the size of the existing structure, but rather the setAnswer:
back distance from the shoreline.

There are several possibilities.  First, look under

If your town does decide to adopt the squarg foothe structure for any evidence that there was a pre-
cap alternative, make sure to delete oy 30% o5 structure on the site. You can also check the
rule from your ordinance (Section 13,C,(1)(a) in

oH roperty cards at the town office to see if the struc-
the DEP guidelines). We have seen a number o{? perty

communitios this nast vear mistakenly delete th ure was identified during the last assessment. In
past y y Gelele e ddition to floor plan sketches, these cards often

remaining nonconforming structure sections of the -
ordinance. These sections concerning Foundatio'rrlICIUOIe photos of the property. Many communities

enlargement, Relocation, Reconstruction, anoalso have aerial photos on file that were used to de-

Change in Use of Nonconforming Structures mustve'OIO the property tax maps. Evidence of a prior

be kept as part of the ordinance under the squar'?etruCture may show on th_ese photos. - Another
foot expansion cap option. photo sources are the regional Natural Resource

Conservation Service office, or the internet, which
has a number of web sites that let you view aerial
photos for your area.

EXPANSION OPTION

o Heich Finally, a number of communities are taking the

EXISTING BUILDING relatively easy step of videotaping the shorefront
or development in their communities. This can be

. ecnce,
Rl LEVPPYY Lo Sveee

s00sait Tt Neteaeeee 1001t done by the town officials, lake associations, or any
cARAeE 1500 sq.ft. cap number of volunteers. From our own experience in

assisting a few towns in this effort, we have found

it to be an excellent and inexpensive way to docu-
ment the existing structures and vegetation along
the shoreline. One videotape can cover many miles
of shoreline and takes only a few hours.




QUESTION #3 EROSION CONTROL PLANS

The Planning Board is reviewing a fairly large Activities listed in the Land Use Table as needing a
commercial project located in a Limited Commer-CEO or Planning Board permit, and involving soil
cial District near the river that flows through our disturbance, require a written erosion and sedimen-
town. Because of the extensive building size angation control plan as part of the application. This
parking and storage areas, the project engineer hgfludes all building construction, roads, drive-

included a stormwater detention pond to collect allyays, parking areas, and most other development
the run-off from these areas. It is located downprojects.

slope between the project site and the river. The

proposed building and parking lot are already prettyn discussing this issue with many town officials,
close to the river. Does the detention pond alsehjs ordinance requirement is apparently often over-

have to meet the shoreline setback standard? looked, but it is critically important to preserving
the water quality shoreland zoning is intended to
ANSWER: protect. Some have commented that such plans are

too complicated for many property owners and con-
Yes. Detention ponds are “structures” as defined itractors. They do not have to be.
the shoreland zoning law and must meet the same
setback standards as buildings, roads, and parkirigrosion control plans are simply a description of
lots. In addition, it is important to remember thatthe steps to be followed to keep bare soil from
the law and local ordinance requires that a buffeeroding during construction and the plans for stabi-
strip of trees and other vegetation be maintainedizing the site afterwards. The plans need not be
within 75 feet of the river. So any clearing done asomplicated and the basic elements are described in
part of this project, including the construction ofthe Erosion and Sedimentation Control standards of
the detention pond, must be at least 75 feet from thidae ordinance.
river.

At a minimum, an erosion and sedimentation con-
You should also be aware that larger projects likérol plan should include:
this commercial building, may require a permit
from the DEP under Maine’s Stormwater Manage-1. A site sketch of the property showing the areas to
ment Law. Generally, a permit is required under be cleared and areas to remain wooded or undis-
this law if more than 5 acres of land is being devel- turbed, including the required vegetated buffer
oped by filling, grubbing, or excavation; or if 1 acre  along the shoreline. Most ordinances limit clear-
or more of impervious area is being created ing within the shoreland zone to not more than
(buildings, roads, parking lots, etc.). If the project 25 percent of the lot. This includes buildings,
is located in the watershed of a water body most at lawn areas, driveways, and septic systems.
risk from development, the impervious area limit
without permitting is 20,000 square feet. A copy of2. A schedule for temporary and permanent mulch-
the law and list of water bodies at risk from devel- ing and revegetation consistent with ordinance

opment are available at the DEP offices. standards. At a minimum, all disturbed sites
need to be temporarily mulched within one
week.

CEO REPORT REMINDER _ 3. The location of temporary silt fencing, hay bales,

The Shoreland Zoning Law requires each community o giversion ditches used during construction.
to report its shoreland zoning activity to the DEP eyery

two years. The 1998-1999 report deadline was Mprch The location of permanent structures. such as
15, 2000. If you have not yet completed and retufned™ P !

the summary sheet for those years, please do so ag Soonlandscape walls, terraces, and patios. Remember
as possible. If you have misplaced the form call s at that these features must also meet shoreline set-

287-2111. back standards and be located outside the buffer




THE ECONOMICS OF LAKES
MORE REMINDERS

According to University of Maine studies, clean
lakes maintain lakeshore property values, contribu
to the economic status of the communities, provid
lower cost drinking water, and offer intrinSiC, aes: ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS :
thetic value for recreation. Total recreational use o

lakes statewide exceeds 12 million user days. Lal your community has adopted changes to your
use pumps more than $1.8 billion into the Main¢gpqreiand zoning ordinance or map this past year, ei-
economy and supports over 52,000 jobs. Fifty-fol ¢har ot Town Meeting, Town Council vote, or at the
(54) percent of all these recreation dollars are spe Noyember elections, the amendments must be sent to
in the towns bordering the lakes people visit. For & ha DEP for approval before they are legally in ef-

ample, on four central Maine lakes alone, the I0Citact  Amendments to shoreland zoning ordinances
economic activity was over $1 million and 116 job: require DEP approval

were supported.

_ _ ~ VARIANCE APPROVALS :
Surveys show that water clarity, quality of swim-

ming, and scenic beauty are important to most pe Whenever the Board of Appeals approves a variance
ple when they choose which lake to visit or where t/in the shoreland zone, a copy of the variance must be
buy property. A noticeable gain or loss in wate sent to the DEP within 14 days of the decision.
quality could change state-wide use rates by up

13% (1.6 million user-days) each year. The poter NONCONFORMING STRUCTURE

tial loss in property value if water clarity declines EXPANSION BONUS:

could be as much as $36,000 per property. Th N

not only for shorefront owners but for the whole 1000/1500 square foot expansion cap for noncon-

community. forming structures to replace the 30% rule. If any
projects have been approved under the 500 square

It is clear that economic losses due to declining lak fo0ot “special expansion allowance” provisions, a

water quality have already occurred, are real, ar COPY Of permit must be sent to the DEP within 14

very large. Beyond the revenues and jobs lakes st days of the permit being issued.

port, the quality of Maine life is directly linked to the

beauty of its natural resources, and lakes are a ma
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