
‭Searsmont Comprehensive Plan Update‬
‭Next Public Meeting:‬

‭Presentation to Gather Feedback on Revised Future‬
‭Land Use Plan‬

‭Saturday, May 3, 2025 10 am – Noon‬
‭Community Building‬

‭Can’t attend? There are more ways to provide feedback!‬

‭Email:‬‭Adi Philson‬‭aphilson@midcoastcog.com‬

‭In person - upcoming committee meetings:‬

‭Thursday, April 17 5:30pm‬
‭Thursday, April 24 5:30 pm‬
‭Thursday, May 8 5:30 pm‬

‭Website‬‭: You may provide feedback via a form linked‬‭on the Comprehensive Plan website‬
‭page:‬‭www.searsmont.com/comp_plan‬

‭Summary of Feedback from Future Land Use Meeting Feb 20, 2025‬

‭Attendance:‬‭60-70 residents‬

‭Residents indicated support for Mixed Use as a part of Village and Commercial District Names‬
‭to indicate that a combination of uses is supported in these districts, not just a single use (ie‬
‭residential, commercial, industrial, etc)‬

‭Commercial Mixed Use District:‬‭Residents are concerned‬‭about potential impact of‬
‭commercial development along Route 3 on Ruffingham Meadows and Bartlett Stream.‬

‭●‬ ‭Support to add Ruffingham Meadow to Natural Resource Protection overlay.‬
‭●‬ ‭Suggestion to either remove parcels from commercial mixed use district that impact‬

‭Barlett Stream or widen shoreland zone around Bartlett Stream‬

‭Village Mixed Use District:‬‭residents supported more‬‭flexibility of lot sizes. Some concern‬
‭about making sure lot sizes allowed for adequate septic and well. The general opinion that the‬
‭extent of this district along Pond Road was too large and residents wanted the more interior‬
‭properties between New England Rd and Pond Rd removed from this district‬

‭Rural District:‬‭there were mixed feelings here although‬‭overall there seemed to be support for‬
‭larger lot sizes, particularly for more interior properties. 3 acres as a minimum lot size was‬
‭favored over 5 acres, but resident suggested trying to find a way to still allow property owners to‬
‭break off small lots, especially for family members – resident proposed 1.5 minimum lot size,‬
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‭with 3 acre minimum lot size for subdivisions. This solution seemed to have the most support,‬
‭although opinions were still mixed.‬

‭Natural Resource Overlay:‬‭residents supported this,‬‭no changes proposed other than to‬
‭potentially include Ruffingham Meadow‬

‭Scenic Overlay:‬‭all but one resident supported the‬‭scenic overlay districts to protect select‬
‭scenic views from commercial develop, however, they wanted the districts to be more expansive‬
‭and to have a more defined way of determining what is included in the district than what was‬
‭proposed. Residents supported including a portion of Lawry Road.‬

‭Other notes:‬‭residents brought up concerns about subdivision‬‭infrastructure not being fully built‬
‭out and how to prevent that going forward.‬

‭Ideas of How to Address Proposed Modifications/Concerns‬

‭Commercial Mixed Use District:‬

‭Remove 2 parcels directly east of Ruffingham Meadow along Route 3, since the point was‬
‭brought up that runoff from these parcels drain directly into Ruffingham Meadow.‬

‭●‬ ‭Does it make sense to add Ruffingham Meadow to Natural Resource Protection overlay‬
‭since there is already a conservation buffer around it?‬

‭●‬ ‭Protecting Barlett Stream in the commercial mixed use district – does it make sense to‬
‭widen shoreland zone around Bartlett Stream or should site plan review address‬
‭concerns? Are there other properties that should be removed from the commercial‬
‭mixed use district abutting Bartlett Stream?‬

‭Village Mixed Use District:‬‭adjust village mixed use‬‭district along New England Rd and Pond‬
‭Road S – school property is northern-most property included in village mixed use district.‬

‭Rural District:‬‭instead of setting different minimum‬‭lot sizes for subdivision properties (which is‬
‭likely not legal), establish a 450 ft buffer along roads in the rural district within in which the‬
‭minimum lot size would be 1.5 acres. Increase rural minimum lot size to 3-5 acres.‬

‭The question here is do we want to have this buffer zone along dirt roads – will this‬
‭encourage development along dirt roads that will increase the cost of maintenance?‬
‭Proposed solutions include:‬

‭1.‬ ‭Don’t include 1.5 minimum lot size zone along dirt roads‬
‭2.‬ ‭Include 1.5 minimum lot size zone along dirt roads with increased road frontage‬

‭requirement‬
‭3.‬ ‭Include 1.5 minimum lot size zone along dirt roads same as for paved roads‬

‭Natural Resource Overlay:‬‭no changes proposed unless‬‭it makes sense to include southern‬
‭portion of Ruffingham Meadow‬

‭Scenic Overlay:‬‭set scenic overlay districts based‬‭on entire lots. Clarify if there may be tax‬
‭implications.‬

‭Subdivisions:‬‭after‬‭reviewing Searsmont’s Land Use Ordinance, the standards it sets‬
‭addresses the issues with previous subdivisions, however, this should be discussed with the‬
‭planning board.‬


