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Comprehensive Plan Implementation 
Growth Area Recommendations – Year 1 

LPAC - February 2015 
Draft: February 10, 2015 

 
In February 2014 the Town Council adopted the 2013 Comprehensive Plan. From a land use perspective, 
this plan presented the concept of growth and rural areas for Falmouth.  The draft land use map below 
shows two “Commercial Growth Areas” (in red) surrounded by “Residential Growth Areas” (in blue).  
The remainder of the community is designated as a “Rural Area” (in green).  

 
Several considerations drove this important growth-rural distinction: 

 Falmouth’s tradition of fiscal and management prudence. Our community’s resources are 
limited and should be used the best we can.  

 Most all Town facilities and utility infrastructure are located inside the growth area.  Future 
growth should occur where density and services are already present. 

 Falmouth has a long passion and commitment to open space and activity. The rural character of 
our community is an important aspect that should be protected. 

 Falmouth’s demographics are changing with the “graying of America.” There is desire for a 
walkable community where one can age- in-place.  

 
This led to the Plan’s major adopted policies, which include: 

 increasing the share of residential growth in the growth area to  a significant majority of all new 
growth, 

 making more of the growth area accessible for public sewer service, and  

 continuing to allocate most of any new municipal infrastructure capital investments into the 
designated growth areas. 
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Two committees – CDC and LPAC – were charged by the Council with developing recommendations with 
regard to:  

 maintaining the character of, and limiting growth in, the rural area and  

 stimulating residential growth in growth areas, with the goal to achieve the majority of new 
homes in designated growth areas over the next 10 years.   

  
The committees have been tackling two core questions: 

 How can the Town best encourage new housing to locate in growth areas, in a manner that is 
compatible with existing neighborhoods? 

 How can the Town best maintain rural character, but still allow some new homes to be built in 
the rural part of town? 

 
The Council made the following specific assignment of Comprehensive Plan tasks: 
 
44A Review the existing Future Land Use Plan and finalize the boundaries 

between the rural and growth areas on the Future Land Use Plan map. 

2014/15 

In process 

CDC 

44B Review the Areas for Potential Zoning Review map and confirm or 

amend the recommendations for areas to be reviewed for zoning 

changes including protection of natural resources and recommend 

zoning changes for Areas 1-9. 

2014/15 

In process 

CDC 

41/50 Review the current growth permit provisions in the ordinance and 

develop amendments that will result in the significant majority of new 

residential units to be constructed in the growth areas and limit the 

number of residential units in the rural areas over the next ten years. 

This includes looking at a variety of regulatory tools that help to 

manage/plan growth. 

2014/15 

In process 

CDC  

21A Study the growth areas to determine the historic growth patterns in 

established neighborhoods, such as The Flats, Foreside, Pleasant Hill, 

and Brookside, including density (lot size), dimensional requirements 

and pattern of development and compare the results to existing zoning 

requirements in these areas. Amend the Land Use Ordinance to reduce 

most of the non-conformities found. 

2014/15 

In process 

LPAC 

21B Use the results to evaluate underdeveloped, undeveloped and currently 

developed parcels in the growth area and recommend new regulatory 

standards and incentives to promote compact, walkable neighborhood 

design and increase the development potential of growth areas, while 

respecting unique characteristics of neighborhoods 

2014/15 

In process 

LPAC 
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31 Proactively plan for sewer, water, and other utility extensions in the 

designated growth area.  Assess the options and means of participating 

in collaborative efforts with agencies and regional groups to better 

serve residents and businesses. (a) Assess the implications of increased 

emphasis on smaller, clustered lots as they pertain to reliability of 

wells and septic in closer proximity to each other, and if/how this 

should affect proactive extensions of public water and/or sewer 

service. (b) Establish a plan for additional public water service in the 

designated growth area in cooperation with the Portland Water District 

(PWD). (c) Establish a plan for targeted sewer service in the 

designated growth area. The Council authorized a sewer master plan 

for the area west of Interstate 295. 

2014/15 

In process 

Council, 

CDC, 

LPAC 

 
LPAC translated its assignments into three related work components.  It saw its task to recommend 
ordinance amendment concepts for the growth area to: 

1. Re-align zoning requirements with existing building patterns in established neighborhoods,  
2. Increase development potential of growth area, while respecting neighborhood character, and 
3. Promote compact, walkable neighborhoods. 

 
The overall goal of LPAC’s work is to recommend methods that will allow a significant majority of new 
residential development to be located in the growth area of Falmouth. 

 

1. Re-align zoning requirements with existing building patterns in established neighborhoods 

 
REDUCE NON-CONFORMITIES 
 
It has been suspected that the current minimum lot size requirements in the R-A, R-B, and R-C districts 
in many cases are considerably larger than the lots in those areas that have existing homes on them. 
This results in so-called “non-conforming” lots and/or structures.  

 
In many cases, this means that building construction is requires Board of Zoning Appeals approval. 
Besides adding time and expense for BZA applicants and a busy BZA review schedule, the current rules 
discourage improvements or expansions to be made to existing homes. This has led some homeowners 
to relocate to other locations in Falmouth or elsewhere. Not being able to build on certain vacant lots 
limits the capacity of the growth area to absorb new residential infill development.   

 
LPAC believes that if existing non-conformities in the growth area can be reduced, building in 
this area will be made easier, which will help encourage appropriate growth. 

 
To this end LPAC investigated the extent of non-conformities in the R-A, R-B, and R-C districts. As there 
are lot variations within these areas, it identified a number of “sample” neighborhoods and selected 
several of them to study in more detail. The selected neighborhoods are highlighted in yellow below. 

 
Sample Neighborhood 

Zoning 
District 

   1 The Flats RA 

2 Foreside Common (Condos) RA 

3 Carroll Street RA 
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4 Providence Avenue RA 

5 Foreside Estates (Condos) RB 

6 Colonial Village (Condos) RA 

7 Waites Landing/Thornhurst RC 

8 Depot Road/Edgewater Street RA 

9 Tidewater Village TMPD 

10 Depot Road/Lunt Road RA 

11 Preservation Drive  RA 

12 Modokawando Road RA 

13 Applegate (Condos) RA 

14 Town Landing/Amerescoggin Road RA 

15 Johnson Road RA 

16 Underwood Road RA 

17 Hedgerow Drive RA 

18 Middle Road/Johnson Road RBm 

19 Cornerstone OSRD 

20 Middle Road/Falmouth Road RB 

21 Ridgewood OSRD 

22 Merrill Road RB 

23 Pleasant Hill/Ledgewood Drive RA 
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LPAC found that in some of these neighborhoods in the R-A district non-conformities on lot size reached 
79 to 94%. Lot width non-conformities ranged between 52 and 74%. Lot coverage non-conformities 
ranged from 39 to 97%. Non-conformities due to setbacks ranged from 86 to 100% of existing homes in 
the sample neighborhoods. Lot non-conformity in the R-B district reached 43% and 45% in some areas. 
As lot non-conformity in the R-C district reached only 31% it was deleted from further study.  See 
appendix A for the complete data and appendix B for illustrations of various existing neighborhoods.  

 
LPAC examined possible, compatible reductions in minimum lot size requirements on a neighborhood-
by-neighborhood basis. It initially had as a goal to limit non-conformities on lot sizes to a maximum of 
25% in each sample neighborhood. Due to the great variety of lot sizes, this proved to be quite 
complicated as the chart in appendix C shows. 

 
LPAC subsequently arrived at the goal to reduce overall lot non-conformity in the R-A and R-B districts 
from 42% and 36% respectively to approximately 25% by reducing minimum lot size requirements on a 
district-wide basis.  
 
An examination of setback non-conformity found very high levels. In some neighborhoods this was as 
much as 100%. See appendix D for the data on setback non-conformity. Reducing setback requirements 
to allow for suitable building envelopes, while ensuring adequate privacy, was deemed essential. The 
sketch below explored some possibilities. 
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The lot coverage requirement of 20% in R-A and R-B districts is proposed to remain as it is as a measure 
that can help to prevent overbuilding on lots. 
 

LPAC recommends reducing the dwelling unit density  in the R-A district from the current 
minimum of 20,000 square feet to 10,000 square feet per unit, and in the R-B district from the 
current minimum of 40,000 square feet to 30,000 square feet.  Lot sizes in the R-A district are 
proposed to be as small as 5,000 square feet. Lot sizes in the R-B district are proposed to be as 
small as 15,000 square feet. 

 

2. Increase development potential of growth area, while respecting neighborhood character 

 
ENCOURAGE ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 
 
Accessory dwelling units (ADU) are additional living quarters on single-family lots that are independent 
of the primary dwelling unit.1 Separate living spaces are equipped with kitchen and bathroom facilities, 
and can be either attached or detached from the main residence. Two types of ADU’s exist in Falmouth: 
apartments and cottages. Each property is allowed to have one ADU regardless of lot size. ADU’s are 
typically quite small and must be subordinate in size to the main dwelling. Conditional use permits are 
required for all accessory dwelling units, requiring approval from the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA). 
Such approval is routinely granted. 

 
ADU’s, although currently relatively few in number in Falmouth, are a form of housing that may allow 
more people to age-in-place, or have family members live nearby, may help to increase the community’s 
affordable and convenient housing supply, can blend in with surrounding architecture and be 
compatible with established neighborhoods, and is efficient by utilizing existing utilities. See appendix E 
for some ADU examples in Falmouth. 
 
LPAC reviewed the current rules for ADU’s and found that they were relatively restrictive, somewhat 
inconsistent, and not always clear to applicants. The BZA approval process seems to add a sometimes 
unnecessary additional step in the process. Research was also done on ADU studies and rules in other 
communities.  
 

LPAC believes that accessory dwelling units should be encouraged in an appropriate, stream-
lined  manner as it allows another housing option that may fit people’s needs and is an 
efficient and compatible way to use land in the growth area. 

 
LPAC recommends simplifying ADU rules and distinguishing between “large” and “small” 
ADU’s. Small ADU’s – defined in the recommendations chart - on conforming lots are 
recommended to require only Code Enforcement Officer (CEO) approval. Larger ones will still 
be required to obtain BZA approval. Regardless of size, ADU’s on non-conforming lots in 
Water View Overlay District will still be required to obtain BZA approval. 

 
ENCOURAGE COMPATIBLE MULTIPLEX HOUSING 
 
Multiplex units (2 or more units in a single building) are permitted in the R-A and R-B district, however 
lot size and other dimensional requirements make it difficult to implement. In addition, all multiplexes 
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require Board of Zoning Appeal as well as Planning Board approval. See Appendix F for some examples 
of multiplex units in Falmouth. 
 

LPAC believes that appropriately sized and designed multiplexes – especially duplex units - are 
another housing option that may fit people’s needs and is an efficient and compatible way to 
use land in the growth area. 

  
LPAC recommends that standards for, and review of, multiplex units, especially duplex units, 
be made more flexible. 

 
GROWTH POTENTIAL ESTIMATE 

To get an idea of the development capacity of the growth area, LPAC used GIS analysis and applied the 
current zoning rules, as well as possible new densities. Various assumptions were made: Not all vacant 
land in the growth area is suitable or cost-effective for development, nor do all owners of developable 
land have the inclination to do so. Neither will all available and suitable land all be developed at once to 
its maximum ability. The idea behind doing the GIS exercise was not to arrive at an absolute growth 
potential (or “build out”) figure, but to have a comparable sense of its potential magnitude.  
 
The categories in the charts below were arrived at as follows: 
 
Area Studied 

- Current R-A and R-B districts were included.  
- Those portions of the F districts that are to be incorporated in Growth Area were not included 

and will have additional development capacity. 
 
Vacant Lots 

- These lots are those lots which are at least five (5) times the minimum lot size.  
- All lots that are less than five (5) times the minimum lot size are excluded.  
- This is to account, in some measure, for the fact that a certain number of lots will be 

unaccessible, unbuildable (for a variety of reasons), or unavailable for development.  
- For example, lots in R-A that are less than 100,000 sf in current zoning are excluded. Lots in R-A 

that are less than 50,000 sf in proposed zoning are excluded. 
 
Partially-Developed Lots 

- These lots are those lots which already have an existing structure and which are at least three 
(3) times the minimum lot size.  

- All lots in that category that are less than three (3) times the minimum lot size are excluded.  
- This is to account, in some measure, for the fact that a certain number of lots will be 

unbuildable (for a variety of reasons) or unavailable for development.  
- However, in some cases, it may be possible to add new units on those lots, for example, through 

a private way. 
- Already built lots in R-A that are less than 60,000 sf in current zoning are excluded. Already built 

Lots in R-A that are less than 30,000 sf in proposed zoning are excluded. 
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Built-Out Lots 
- These lots are all vacant lots that are less than five (5) times the minimum lot size as well as lots 

which already have an existing structure and which are less than three (3) times the minimum 
lot size.  

 
Unbuildable Lots 

- These lots are lots in public or land trust ownership, lots with existing uses that prevent 
residential development (such as cemeteries, churches, etc.), and lots with known conservation 
easements. 

 
Gross Acres 

- This is the total acreage of the lots that are counted in a particular category. 
 
Wetland Acres 

- This is the acreage of mapped wetlands on the lots that are counted as wetlands are an 
important limiting factor for development.  

 
Net Acres 

- This is the total net acreage of the lots that are counted. 
- No determination was made if a specific lot has, or does not have, any development potential 

due to the presence of wetlands. 
 
Potential SFDs 

- This is the net acreage divided by the minimum lot size. 
- One unit per lot of the partially developed lots was deducted as that accounts for the unit that 

currently exists. 
- No allowance is made for road development or other factors that may limit actual development 

on a specific lot. 
- No allowance is made for the potential development of accessory dwelling units or multiplex 

developments. 
- The potential for new units was calculated on a lot by lot basis and resulting fractions of a unit 

were rounded down. 
 

 
Existing Conditions 

      

RA (20,000 sf) Lots 
Gross 
Acres 

Wetland 
Acres 

Net  
Acres 

Potential 
SFDs 

Vacant land over 
100,000 sf 17 104 16 88 185 

Partially 
Developed land 
over 60,000 sf 223 642 12 630 1047 

Built Out land 1400 701     0 

Unbuildable land 329 501     0 

 
1969 1948 

  
1232 
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RB (40,000 sf) Lots 
Gross 
Acres 

Wetland 
Acres 

Net  
Acres 

Potential 
SFDs 

Vacant land over 
200,000 sf 5 56 2 54 57 

Partially 
Developed land 
over 120,000 sf 52 311 3 308 258 

Built Out land 569 598     0 

Unbuildable land 34 161     0 

 
660 1127 

  
315 

 

 
 
The white areas on the map above indicate zoning districts for which no recommendations have been 

made (such as R-C, VMU, etc.) and areas that are proposed to be included in the Designated Growth 

Area (and which require rezoning from Farm and Forest district to another district – see discussion 

below). These areas would presumably add to the potential development capacities of the calculations 

below. 
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Proposed Conditions 

      

RA (10,000 sf) Lots 
Gross 
Acres 

Wetland 
Acres 

Net  
Acres 

Potential 
SFDs 

Vacant land over 
50,000 sf 25 117 19 99 420 

Partially 
Developed land 
over 30,000 sf 568 973 16 957 3338 

Built Out land 1047 357     0 

Unbuildable land 329 501     0 

 
1969 1948 

  
3758 

      

RB (30,000 sf) Lots Acres 
  

Potential 
SFDs 

Vacant land over 
150,000 sf 8 68 2 66 92 

Partially 
Developed land 
over 90,000 sf 89 399 5 395 444 

Built Out land 529 499     0 

Unbuildable land 34 161     0 

 
660 1127 

  
536 
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The map above shows additional areas that have development potential. These have been 
quantified in the charts above. Again, the white areas may have additional development capacity. 
The GIS capacity analysis showed that the capacity in existing R-A and R-B areas created by 
proposed densities may potentially be three times as great as the capacity of the same areas with 
current densities.  

 

3. Promote compact, walkable neighborhoods 

 
Constructing good infill development in established neighborhoods requires that is compatible with 
what exists around it and acceptable to neighborhood residents. Besides appropriate densities and 
setbacks, new developments may need to include certain neighborhood features that will allow them to 
be embraced, rather than resisted. LPAC started to investigate good neighborhood design characteristics 
by examining existing developments in Falmouth and the region, as well as researching “best practices” 
literature on the subject.  
 
LPAC applied the recommended zoning concepts to some sample pilot sites to get a sense how 
hypothetical developments could relate to, and be compatible with,  existing neighborhood character.  
 
The former Brown property, located adjacent to Underwood Park on Route 88, was acquired by the 
Town a few years ago and the existing residence was removed. A 2.84-acre portion of the property is 
hypothetically available for development. Current zoning is R-A. With some allowance for wetlands and 
road right-of-way, four 20,000 sf lots could be developed on this site with current zoning. The sketch 
below shows 8 lots of 5,000 s.f. each (each approximately 56 by 90 feet) that could be developed with 
the proposed zoning. Access would be created by a 450 feet long road. About half of the property would 
be preserved as permanent open space. Alternatively, eight 10,000 s.f. lots can be developed, with a 
longer road and less preserved open space. 
 

 
 



 

12 | P a g e  

 

There is a possible second pilot site located near the former Brown property on Foreside Road. 
Permission needs to be secured from the owner before this site should be included in this report. 

 
Figure 1: Stepping Stones property, 267 Foreside Road 

INSERT SKETCH FOR STEPPING STONES SITE HERE 
 
IDENTIFY 3RD SITE AND INSERT SKECTH FOR THAT SITE HERE 
 
OUTREACH  
 
LPAC’s recommendations was guided by feedback obtained from the Board of Zoning Appeals, Code 
Enforcement Officer, Planning staff, and two community conversations – one with Town board and 
committee members, the other with Falmouth-area real estate development professionals.  
  
NEXT STEPS FOR PART 1 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

1. Review of recommendations with CDC (January 26) 
2. Conduct joint CDC-LPAC meeting with property owners and general public to review proposed 

Growth and Rural Concepts (conversation #3, TBD). 
3. Revise recommendations as needed.  
4. Submit to CDC and Council. 

 
PART 2 GROWTH AREA WORK BY LPAC 
 

A. Make concept recommendations for residential growth to increase vibrancy in 
commercial/mixed use growth area. 

B. Make concept recommendations for other issues that could encourage residential growth in 
growth area, such as:  

i. sewer policy 
ii. amount of required open space in RCZO in growth area 

iii. reward development with a residential density bonus for projects that exceed ordinance 
requirements for quality open space, public access to open space, and 
bicycle/pedestrian connectivity 
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RECOMMENDED GROWTH AREA CONCEPTS  
 

 CURRENT REGULATION PROPOSED CONCEPT BY LPAC 

DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS IN GROWTH AREA 
1 Minimum single family lot 

size in R-A District 
20,000 s.f. 5,000 s.f. 

2 Minimum net residential area 
1
 per dwelling unit in R-A 

District  

Not stipulated 10,000 s.f. 

3 Minimum Net Residential 
Area Per Lot in R-A district 
(see section 5.31.2) 

15,000 s.f. 5,000 s.f. 

4 Minimum single family lot 
size in R-B District 

40,000 s.f. 15,000 s.f. 

5 Minimum net residential area 
per dwelling unit in R-B 
District 

Not stipulated 30,000 s.f. 

6 Minimum Net Residential 
Area Per Lot in R-B district 
(see section 5.31.2) 

20,000 sf 15,000 sf 

7 Minimum single family lot 
size in R-C District 

60,000 s.f. Keep as is 

8 Single family lot width in R-A 
District 

125 feet 50 feet 

9 Single family lot width in R-B 
District 

150 feet 100 feet 

10 Single-family, detached 
setbacks in R-A District 

Front: 25 feet 
Side: 20 feet 
Rear: 40 feet 

Front: 10 feet 
Side: 10 feet 
Rear: 30 feet 

11 Single-family, detached 
setbacks in R-B District 

Front: 25 feet 
Side: 20 feet 
Rear: 40 feet 

Front: 15 feet 
Side: 15 feet 
Rear: 30 feet 

                                                 
1 Net residential area shall be determined by subtracting from the gross acreage the following:  

a. 10% for roads and parking.  

b. Land which is cut off from the main parcel by a road, existing land uses, or where no means of access 
has been provided, so that it is isolated and unavailable for building purposes or for common use.  

c. Land shown to be in the flood way or coastal high hazard area on the Flood Boundary of Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps of the Town of Falmouth.  

d. Other land which is unsuitable for development in its natural state because of topography, drainage, or 
subsoil conditions. Specific conditions include but are not limited to:  

(1) Areas having sustained slopes in excess of twenty-five (25%) percent or unstable soils subject 
to slumping, mass movement, or accelerated erosion.  
(2) Areas classified as wetlands by state or federal law. [Amended, 8/26/96]  
(3) Areas characterized predominately by "coastal wetlands" as that term is defined in 38 
M.R.S.A. subsection 472(2). [Amended 12/22/86.]  

e. Land in rights-of-way or easements.  

f. Land in Resource Protection Districts.  
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 CURRENT REGULATION PROPOSED CONCEPT BY LPAC 
12 Front setback encroachment 

for front porches and front 
steps 

No allowance made Allow 5 feet encroachment 

 
 

 CURRENT REGULATION PROPOSED CONCEPT BY LPAC 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS (ADU) STANDARDS 
1 Standards for ADU 

apartments versus ADU 
cottages 

Different standards for ADU 
apartments versus ADU cottages. 

Have same standards for ADU 
apartments and ADU cottages. 

2 Min. size for ADU 360 s.f. No minimum ADU size requirement  

3 Min. size requirement for 
main dwelling unit with ADU 
apartment 

1,260 s.f. No minimum size requirement for 
main dwelling unit 

4 Max. ADU size For ADU apartments: Reverse 
proportional to single family dwelling 
floor area. 

2
 

For ADU cottages:  Not to exceed 
100% of main dwelling floor area or 
850 s.f., whichever is less. 

Maximum ADU size is 100% of main 
dwelling unit.  
 
No absolute floor area maximum 
for ADU. 

5 ADU Review All ADU’s are conditional uses and 
are sent to Board of Zoning Appeals 
(BZA). 

ADU’s that are 75% or less of the 
main dwelling and less than 1,000 sf 
should be reviewed by the CEO as 
permitted by right. 
 
ADU’s that are more than 75% of 
the main dwelling or more than 
1,000 sf should continue to be 
reviewed by Board of Zoning 
Appeals as conditional uses. 
 
Regardless of size, all ADU’s on 
nonconforming lots in Water View 
Overlay District shall continue to be 
reviewed by Board of Zoning 
Appeals as conditional uses. 

                                                 
2
 Current limits are as follows: 

 

If the floor area of the single family dwelling 

unit is: 
 

The floor area of the accessory apartment 

shall not exceed: 

Under 2,000 square feet 40% 

2,000 sq. ft. or more, but less than 3,000 sq. ft. 35% or 800 sq. ft., whichever is greater 

3,000 sq. ft. or more, but less than 5,000 sq. ft. 30% or 1,050 sq. ft., whichever is greater 

Over 5,000 sq. ft. 20% or 1,500 sq. ft., whichever is greater 
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6 ADU appearance There are general requirements for 
all exterior modifications of ADU. 

Keep as is 

7 ADU residency  No on-site owner residency 
requirement for ADU. Can be rental 
or for in-laws. 
 

Keep as is 

8 ADU parking  1 off-street space for ADU. (Single 
family requirement is 2 spaces per 
unit.) 

1 off-street space for ADU 1,000 s.f. 
or less. 2 off-street spaces for ADU’s 
greater than 1,000 s.f.  

 
 

 CURRENT REGULATION PROPOSED CONCEPT BY LPAC 

MULTIPLEX STANDARDS 
1 Definition of multiplex A group of attached dwellings 

containing dwelling units arranged 
side by side or back to back or in 
other configurations. 

3
 

Keep as is  

2 Minimum multiplex site size 
in R-A District 

2 acres 20,000 s.f. for 2 units 
30,000 s.f. for 3 units 
1 acre for 4 or more units 

3 Minimum multiplex site size 
in R-B District 

2 acres 1 acre for 2 or more units 

4 Min. net residential area per 
dwelling unit for multiplex in 
R-A District 

15,000 s.f. 7,500 s.f. 

5 Min. net residential area per 
dwelling unit for multiplex in 
R-B District 

30,000 s.f. 20,000 s.f. 

6 Distance between multiplex 
buildings 

Multiplex buildings shall be located 
at least 200 feet apart 

Delete this requirement 

7 Multiplex lot width 200 feet 150 feet 

8 Multiplex set backs Front: 50 feet 
Side: 50 feet 
Rear: 50 feet 

For duplex units – 
Front: 20 feet 
Side: 20  feet 
Rear: 30 feet 
 
For 3+ units – Keep as is 

9 Multiplex permission Conditional use in R-A and R-B For duplex units – allow as 
permitted by right 
 
For 3+ units – Keep as is 

                                                 
3
 The Zoning Ordinance includes an inconsistent definition of “Dwelling, Multiplex” as “A building designed or 

intended to be used, or used exclusively for residential occupancy by three (3) or more families living 
independently of one another and containing three (3) or more dwelling units, including apartment buildings and 
condominiums, but excluding single-family dwellings with an accessory apartment permitted under Section 5.22.” 
Staff is intent on rectifying this inconsistency  and has applied a “2 or more unit” standard for multiplexes.  
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10 Multiplex review Site plan review by Planning Board For duplex units – building permit 
review by CEO 
 
For 3+ units – Keep as is 

11 Multiplex design guidelines No design guidelines Add design guidelines for 3+ units 

 
 
ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS 
 
Various areas currently have a “rural” zoning district designation (such as F, Farm and Forest), but are 
proposed to be placed in the Town’s designated growth area. These areas have been shown on the map 
and are listed below with the proposed new zoning district designation. As these areas abut current R-B 
districts, it is recommended that most of them should be placed in R-B district. 
 

 
 

 CURRENT DISTRICT PROPOSED DISTRICT BY LPAC 

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS 

1 North of Longwoods Road Fm R-B 

2 South of Longwoods Road F R-B 

3 Cornerstone OSRD OSRD 

4 Southeast of Cornerstone Fm R-B 

5 East of Cornerstone F R-B 

6 North of Turnpike Spur MUC R-B 
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 CURRENT DISTRICT PROPOSED DISTRICT BY LPAC 

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS 

7 Ridgewood OSRD OSRD 

8 Along Falmouth Road + 
School Campus 

F R-B 

9 East of Winn Road F R-B 

10 West of Winn Road Fm R-B 

11 Along Mountain Road F R-B 

12 West of Brook Road F R-B 

13 West of Brookside Drive F R-B 

14 East of Brookfield Road F R-B 
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Appendix A: Non-Conformity Data in Sample Neighborhoods 
 

       
Non-conforming Lots % Non-conforming lots 

 
Neighborhood 

Zoning 
District 

Total 
Area 

(acres) 
Total 
lots 

Built 
lots 

Density 
(units/acre) 

Lots < Min 
Lot Lot Width 

Lots > 20% 
Coverage 

Lots 
Overlap 
Any Set 

Back Lot size Lot width 
Lot 

coverage Setbacks 

               1 The Flats RA 85 287 268 3.14 245 203 59 245 85% 71% 22% 91% 

2 Foreside Common (Condos) RA 13 63 62 4.74 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

3 Carroll Street RA 45 32 30 0.66 0 0 0 
Not 

Analyzed 0% 0% 0% 
 4 Providence Avenue RA 27 75 65 2.42 59 46 3 61 79% 61% 5% 94% 

6 Colonial Village (Condos) RA 11 73 72 6.58 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

8 Depot Road/Edgewater Street RA 48 82 74 1.55 58 43 72 74 71% 52% 97% 100% 

10 Depot Road/Lunt Road RA 39 39 37 0.95 6 0 9 
Not 

Analyzed 15% 0% 24% 
 

11 Preservation Drive  RA 24 16 13 0.54 0 0 0 
Not 

Analyzed 0% 0% 0% 
 12 Modokawando Road RA 6 20 18 3.25 18 7 7 18 90% 35% 39% 100% 

13 Applegate (Condos) RA 23 76 75 3.22 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

14 
Town Landing/Amerescoggin 
Road RA 57 186 164 2.90 152 93 68 162 82% 50% 41% 99% 

15 Johnson Road RA 37 60 57 1.53 28 27 4 50 47% 45% 7% 88% 

16 Underwood Road RA 12 47 42 3.58 44 35 11 36 94% 74% 26% 86% 

17 Hedgerow Drive RA 23 24 24 1.03 0 0 0 
Not 

Analyzed 0% 0% 0% 
 

23 Pleasant Hill/Ledgewood Drive RA 691 526 454 0.66 110 0 6 
Not 

Analyzed 21% 0% 1% 
 

 
TOTAL R-A OVERALL 

 
1940 1964 1758 0.91 832 

Not 
Analyzed 168 

Not 
Analyzed 42% 

 
9% 

 

               5 Foreside Estates (Condos) RB 50 1 ? 
    

NA NA 
   20 Middle Road/Falmouth Road RB 183 141 131 0.72 60 73 3 81 43% 56% 2% 62% 

22 Merrill Road RB 68 55 48 0.71 25 20 0 23 45% 42% 0% 48% 

18 Middle Road/Johnson Road RBm 300 113 104 0.35 15 22 0 
Not 

Analyzed 13% 21% 0% 
 

 

TOTAL R-B SELECTED AREAS 
ONLY 

 
1120 659 602 0.54 134 

Not 
Analyzed 3 

Not 
Analyzed 20% 

 
0% 

 

               
7 Waites Landing/Thornhurst RC 202 83 76 0.38 26 

 
1 

Not 
Analyzed 31% 

 
1% 

 

 
TOTAL R-C OVERALL 
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APPENDIX B: ILLUSTRATIONS OF DENSITY IN EXISTING NEIGHBORHOODS 

 
Figure 2: Underwood Road 

 

 
32 Underwood Road: 0.40 acres 
50 Seaside Way: 0.40 acres 
50 Seaside Way: 0.42 acres 
Average: 17,714 sf 
 
Lot non-conformity in the neighborhood is 82% 
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Figure 3: Applegate 

3.22 units/acre (= 13,527 sf per unit incl. roads, 11,176 sf +/- net) 
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Figure 4: Underwood Road 

 

 
57 Underwood Road: 3.920 sf 
55 Underwood Road: 12,197 sf 
53 Underwood Road: 9,640 sf 
51 Underwood Road: 9,640 sf 
Average lot: 8,849 sf 
 
Lot non-conformity in the neighborhood is 94% 
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Figure 5: Madokawando Road 

 

 
4 Madokawando Road: 0.14 acres 
10 Madokawando Road: 0.23 acres 
12 Madokawando Road: 0.11 acres 
Average: 5,227 sf 
 
Lot non-conformity in the neighborhood is 90% 
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Figure 6: Ayers Court 

 
 
11 Ayers Court: 0.07 acres 
9 Ayers Court: 0.07 acres 
5 Ayers Court: 0.15 acres 
23 Town Landing Road: 0.10 acres 
Average: 4,247 sf 
 
Lot non-conformity in the neighborhood is 82%  
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Figure 7: Dale Street 

 

 
 
23 Ramsdell Road: 0.13 acres 
3 Dale Street: 0.11 acres 
27 Ramsdell Road: 0.06 acres 
Average: 3,267 sf 

 
Lot non-conformity in the neighborhood is 82% 
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APPENDIX C: LOT NON-CONFORMITIES WITH VARYING MINIMUM LOT SIZES 
 

  
% Non-Conforming Lots (square feet) 

 
Neighborhood 42,000 40,000 30,000 

20,000 
(current 
min. lot 

size) 12,500 10,000 7,500 5,000 4,500 

  
                  

1 The Flats       85% 67% 45% 27% 3%   

2 Foreside Common (Condos)                   

3 Carroll Street 25% 16% 3%             

4 Providence Avenue       79% 53% 31% 13% 4%   

6 Colonial Village (Condos)                   

8 Depot Road/Edgewater Street       71% 26% 21% 15% 6%   

10 Depot Road/Lunt Road     67% 15% 3% 3% 0%     

11 Preservation Drive 25% 25% 0%             

12 Modokawando Road       90% 65% 60% 25% 10%   

13 Applegate (Condos)                   

14 Town Landing/Amerescoggin Road       82% 67% 60% 47% 30% 24% 

15 Johnson Road       47% 25% 15% 3% 0%   

16 Underwood Road       94% 79% 64% 21% 6%   

17 Hedgerow Drive 58% 50% 21% 0% 0%         

23 Pleasant Hill/Ledgewood Drive     42% 21% 11% 4% 3% 2%   

 
TOTAL R-A OVERALL 

   
42% 29% 23% 16% 10% 10% 

           

  
% Non-Conforming Lots  

   

  
45,000  

40,000 
(current 

minimum 
lot size)  30,000  25,000  20,000  

    5 Foreside Estates           
    20 Middle Road/Falmouth Road 59% 43% 32% 27% 21% 
    22 Merrill Road 64% 45% 33% 25% 20% 
    18 Middle Road/Johnson Road 26% 13% 9% 9% 6% 
    

 
TOTAL R-B SELECTED AREAS ONLY   36% 24% 20% 14% 
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APPENDIX D: SETBACK NON-CONFORMITY IN SAMPLE NEIGHBORHOODS 
 

      

  
% Non-Conforming Lots 

  
Existing 

 
Neighborhood 

Any  
Set 

Backs Side Front Back 

      1 The Flats 91% 68% 60% 82% 

4 Providence Avenue 94% 65% 71% 88% 

8 Depot Road/Edgewater Street 81% 62% 46% 73% 

12 Modokawando Road 100% 89% 89% 100% 

14 Town Landing/Amerescoggin Road 99% 70% 87% 96% 

15 Johnson Road 88% 58% 40% 77% 

16 Underwood Road 86% 64% 50% 74% 

 
TOTAL R-A Selected Areas 

    

      20 Middle Road/Falmouth Road 62% 44% 32% 21% 

22 Merrill Road 48% 38% 25% 15% 

 
TOTAL R-B SELECTED AREAS ONLY 
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APPENDIX E: EXAMPLES OF ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS IN FALMOUTH 
 

 
Figure 8: Town Landing Road 

2 Town Landing Road: 0.53 acres  

ADD SOME ADDITIONAL EXAMPLES OF ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS  
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APPENDIX F: EXAMPLES OF MULTIPLEX DEVELOPMENTS IN FALMOUTH 
 

 
Figure 9: Blueberry Commons, OceanView at Falmouth 

 

 
Figure 10: Applewood Duplex at Ridgewood 

 


