Agenda Item #15
Meeting of May 15, 2018

South Portland City Council
Position Paper of the City Manager
Subject:
ORDINANCE #21-17/18 – Amending Ch. 27, “Zoning,” regarding a text amendment
and Zoning map change from Main Street Community Commercial District and
Residential District A zones to Conditional Residential and Limited Commercial Use
District G at 611 Main Street (Map 53, Lot 302E). Passed first reading on May 1,
2018. ROLL CALL VOTE. Passage requires five majority votes.
Position:
On February 13, 2018, the City Council held a workshop discussion on this item at the
request of the South Portland Housing Development Corporation (SPHDC), which is the
development arm of the South Portland Housing Authority (SPHA). SPHDC requested this
workshop to discuss potential redevelopment plans for 611 Main Street (the former St.
John’s Church property), which they have under contract. In order to proceed with their
planned redevelopment, SPHDC needs a zoning change. Although not committing support
to such a zoning change per se, a majority of Council members present at the workshop
indicated that SPHDC should proceed to the Planning Board with their request.
As noted during the workshop, much of the parcel is in the Main Street Community
Commercial district, while the rear portion falls within the Residential A zone. SPHDC is
requesting that the entire lot be given a Conditional Residential and Limited Commercial
Use District designation. This zoning change – which is consistent with our 2012
Comprehensive Plan according to Planning Director Tex Haeuser – will enable SPHDC to
build a 42-unit building for a multi-family housing project. A portion of this project will be
affordable at 60% of the area median income (AMI) and will also include three retail units
on the first floor.
The Planning Board held a public hearing on March 28, 2018. By a vote 7-0, they
recommended approval of the zoning map change for Assessor’s Tax Map 53, Lot 302E
located within the Main Street Community Commercial District and Residential A District.
This amendment is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Attached is a copy of
the Planning Board report. This item also passed a first reading at the May 1, 2018 Council
meeting by a 5-2 vote.
In addition to Director Haeuser, several representatives from SPHA will be present,
including Director Mike Hulsey and Development Director Brooks More, along with several
architects and engineers involved with this project.

Requested Action:
Council passage of ORDINANCE #21-17/18.

_________________________
City Manager

Planning & Development
Department

To:
From:
Cc:

Date:
Re:

Tex Haeuser
Planning Director

Scott Morelli, City Manager
Tex Haeuser, Planning Director
Joshua R. Reny, Assistant City Manager and Economic Development Director
Mary Perry, Executive Assistant
Sally Daggett, Esq., Corporation Counsel
Matt LeConte, Code Enforcement Officer
City Council Meeting of May 1, 2018
Zoning Map Change – South Portland Housing Development Corp. – Conditional Mixed-Use
District G-5 – 611 Main St.

Planning Board Recommendation
At its March 28, 2018 public hearing, the Planning Board made the following recommendation:
K. Gatti motioned to make a favorable recommendation to the City Council in support of the
proposed amendments to the Zoning Ordinance and to the Official Zoning Map to create a
new Conditional Mixed-Use District G-5 zoning district on a parcel land at 611 Main Street,
further identified as Assessor’s Map 53, Lot 302E, based on the amendments’ consistency
with the Comprehensive Plan.
L. Dillon seconded; (7-0).

Overview
The South Portland Housing Development Corporation (SPHDC) is requesting a zoning text
amendment and map change to create a new Conditional Mixed-Use District G-5 zoning
district on a parcel land in which SPHDC has a property interest located at 611 Main Street.
The applicant’s proposal is to develop a 42-unit building for a multi-family housing project in
which a portion would be affordable at 60% of the area median income (AMI). The building
would also include three commercial units. A portion of the land, currently located in the
Residential A zoning district, would include up to three, single-family housing lots. The parcel
is further identified as Assessor’s Map 53, Lot 302E located in the Main Street Community
Commercial District and Residential District A.
The City Council held a workshop on the project on February 13, 2018 and referred it to the
Planning Board for a recommendation following a public hearing. Much of the discussion at
the workshop involved assessing the degree of impact traffic generated by the new
development would have on the surrounding neighborhood. Should the City Council adopt the
proposed conditional zone, the applicant would return to the Planning Board for a preliminary
subdivision public hearing followed in later weeks by a final subdivision/site plan public
hearing. The latter hearing in particular would include a thorough discussion of traffic impacts.
The overriding standard that guided the Planning Board’s March 28 recommendation to the
City Council was the degree of compliance with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Public Notice
Legal ads for this hearing were published in the Portland Press Herald on Wednesday,
March 14, and Monday, March 19, 2018. Written notices were mailed on March 19th to owners
of the 139 properties within 500 feet of the lot proposed for rezoning, to the applicant, and
were sent via email to the Conservation Commission, Planning Board, and City Council. In
addition, a public hearing notice was posted at City Hall on March 19th.
Rationale for the Conditional Zone Approach
The Main Street Community Commercial MSCC zoning district, in which lies the easterly half
of the 611 Main Street lot, is a mixed-use zoning district. The other half of the lot is zoned
Residential A, a single-family dwelling district. There was discussion at the time of the
adoption of the MSCC zone in 2014 of including all of the 611 Main Street parcel in MSCC, but
it ultimately was decided to let the lot be bisected.
The MSCC has a net residential density limit of 24 units per acre. Based on the SPHDC’s
need 1 for up to 45 units (42 apartments and 3 single-family homes), the proposed overall
density for the project is 25 units per acre. This is one reason why the applicants chose to
request a conditional zone instead of a map change to extend the MSCC over the rest of the
lot. Another reason is that conditional zoning enables the City to impose special conditions
that are in the public interest, one of the principal ones in this case being for affordable
housing.
Note that the proposed conditional zone has the same 50-foot height limit as the existing
MSCC zone and that the proposed mixed-use, affordable housing building would be restricted
in its location to the portion of the lot currently zoned MSCC.
Comprehensive Plan
The applicant argues persuasively that the proposed project is consistent with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. The broad vision in the Plan for the Main Street corridor is, “..., that
Main Street becomes the spine of the development of higher-density, mixed-use projects...”
and that, “This vision is a long-term vision that will require significant changes in both the use
of private property and in the City’s approach to the corridor.” [2012 South Portland
Comprehensive Plan Update, p. 6-26]
The Comprehensive Plan recommendation for this particular section of Main Street is as
follows:
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See Brooks More’s summary of the project in the minutes included at the end of this memo.
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•

Main Street Community
Commercial Hub – This
designation includes both sides
of Main Street from the Southwell
Avenue area to the Westbrook
Street intersection. The Main
Street Community Commercial Hub is a destination business district that effectively
balances pedestrian accessibility and safety with the need to maintain vehicular
mobility. The area re-emerges as a mixed-use center providing services to the
surrounding neighborhoods as well as motorists using Main Street rather than as a
highway commercial area. Main Street is reconfigured as a City street (see discussion
below under City Policies and Programs). Allowed uses include retail and service
businesses as well as increased residential and entertainment options. The area’s
character evolves into a more attractive and pedestrian-friendly environment as existing
properties are improved and redevelopment occurs. Area-specific design standards
assure that new buildings and changes to existing buildings are well designed.
Buildings are located closer to the street. The space between the sidewalk and the
building is used for pedestrian amenities or landscaping rather than motor vehicle
facilities or parking. Parking and vehicle service areas are located to the side or rear of
buildings where this is feasible. (See photosimulation below.)

In terms of affordable housing, the Comprehensive Plan says that, “To assure that as new
housing is built in the City, there continues to be a supply of affordable housing available to
meet the needs of lower- and moderate-income households.” [p. 5-14]
Achieving the Comprehensive Plan Vision
In order to achieve the Comprehensive Plan vision of making Rt. 1 in Thornton Heights less of
a highway and more of a main street serving a revitalized neighborhood, the City has both
adopted new zoning and made significant financial investments in improving the corridor’s
streetscape appearance. The latter includes the addition of medians, curb extensions,
pedestrian crossing flashers, bike lanes, landscaping (including bioswales), and a major
investment in new ornamental street light poles and fixtures. (Not to mention the improved
sewer system and repaved roadway.) Nevertheless, little redevelopment in the area has
occurred, there still is a lack of some of the types of popular stores and cafes enjoyed by other
neighborhoods, and there continues to be significant neighborhood anxiety over various types
of lawbreaking associated with some of the area’s lodging establishments.
The proposed mixed-use development has the potential to act as a catalyst for achieving the
Comprehensive Plan’s vision and for meeting some of the objectives of the neighborhood. It
would provide the ground floor retail space that could be rented to desirable neighborhoodserving businesses, and it is leaving a wide sidewalk along Main Street that would be
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conducive to a few outdoor dining tables and other pedestrian-scale activity. It also would
make it easier in the future for other Main Street land owners, including those with lodging
facilities, to consider transforming their properties into other kinds of uses.
Staff Comments
Corporation Counsel Sally Daggett reviewed the proposed conditional zone and apart from
some minor edits did not see a need for any substantive changes.
Police Chief Ed Googins had no comments.
Assistant City Manager Joshua Reny said, “Although this proposal has been met with some
opposition from the abutters, it nonetheless conforms with the vision laid out in the
comprehensive plan. It has been the desire of the City to encourage higher-density mixed-use
development within the neighborhood activity centers, particularly multi-story buildings with
ground floor retail and upper-floor residential. What is being proposed would add to
neighborhood revitalization and could be a catalyst for follow-on development along the Main
Street corridor. It would also address a significant issue that is the lack of housing affordability,
especially for families.”
Minutes of the Planning Board Public Hearing
Item #5. PUBLIC HEARING – Zoning Map Change – South Portland Housing Development
Corp. – Conditional Mixed-Use District G-5 – 611 Main St.
South Portland Housing Development Corporation is requesting a zoning text amendment and
map change to create a new Conditional Residential and Limited Commercial Use District G-5
from the Main Street Community Commercial District and Residential District A zones of a
parcel land in which they have a property interest located at 611 Main Street. The applicant’s
proposal is to establish a 42-unit building for a multi-family housing project in which a portion
will be affordable at 60% of the area median income (AMI) and that includes three retail units.
A portion of the land, currently located in the Residential A zoning district, will include up to
three, single-family housing lots fronting Aspen Street. The parcel is further identified as
Assessor’s Map 53, Lots 302E located in the Residential District A.
Legal ads for this hearing were published in the Portland Press Herald on Wednesday,
March 14, and Monday, March 19, 2018. Written notices were mailed on March 19th to owners
of the 139 properties within 500 feet of the lot proposed for rezoning, to the applicant, and
were sent via email to the Conservation Commission, Planning Board, and City Council. In
addition, a public hearing notice was posted at City Hall on March 19th.
T. Haeuser introduced the item and showed the location on the map. He explained that this is
the site of the former St. John’s Church, offices, and parking area. City Council held a
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workshop in February and referred it to the Planning Board for a recommendation following a
public hearing. Much of the discussion was about the degree of traffic impact generated by the
new development and the affect it would have on the neighborhood. If the Council adopts the
proposed conditional zone, the applicant then comes back to the Planning Board for a site plan
review public hearing. At that time, a discussion of traffic impacts would happen. For this
meeting, the overriding standard is degree of compliance with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
He explained the rationale for the conditional zone approach. The Main Street Community
Commercial (MSCC) zoning district, which the easterly half of the 611 Main Street lot lies in, is
a mixed-use zoning district. The other half of the lot is Residential A, a single-family dwelling
district. There was discussion at the time of the adoption of the MSCC zone of including all of
the 611 Main Street parcel in MSCC, but it ultimately was decided to bisect the lot. One reason
the applicant requests a conditional zone instead of a map zone change to extend MSCC is
while the MSCC has a net residential density of 24 units per acre, the SPHA needs up to 45
units (42 apartments and three single-family homes) at 25 units per acre. Another reason is
that conditional zoning enables the City to impose special conditions that are in the public
interest, including affordable housing in this case. To get to 60% of AMI for affordability is
difficult unless you can get various credits. The proposed conditional zone has the same 50foot height limit as the existing MSCC zone and that the proposed mixed-use, affordable
housing building would be restricted in its location to the portion of the lot currently zoned
MSCC. One more unique feature of the proposed G-5 is the inclusion of Exhibit A. It is needed
because there are different space and bulk standards for different parts of the lot. Because the
Board may be interested in seeing how Exhibit A lays out on the ground, he brought it into the
City’s GIS and showed this on the screen. The mixed-use is the only part of the lot in which the
50-foot tall building would be allowed. It goes up to the existing zone line that forms the
division between MSCC and the Residential A zone. He showed the parking area and the back
section designated as the single-family residential lot area. Up to three single-family lots would
be created.
The applicant argues persuasively that the proposed project is consistent with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. The broad vision in the Plan for the Main Street corridor is, “..., that Main
Street becomes the spine of the development of higher-density, mixed-use projects...” and
that, “This vision is a long-term vision that will require significant changes in both the use of
private property and in the City’s approach to the corridor.” [2012 South Portland
Comprehensive Plan Update, p. 6-26] The same reasons that the MSCC zone was found to be
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan are the same reasons this project is arguing to be
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. The G-5 zone created is essentially based on the
MSCC—some of the larger uses have been taken out but otherwise it’s very similar, with the
ability to have single- family lots in the back.
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He read from the Main Street Community Commercial Hub section of the Comprehensive
Plan, stating that “the area re-emerges as a mixed-used center” and that “allowed uses include
retail and service businesses and increased residential and entertainment options” (p. 6-27).
Buildings would be located closer to the street and the space between the sidewalk and
building would be used for pedestrians and landscaping. In the housing section of the Plan, he
noted that there is a policy to support more affordable housing in the City. He reviewed staff
comments, stating that many were that it seems as if this proposed project has the ability to be
a catalyst for achieving some revitalization envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan. It goes
along with the streetscape improvements the City has made and there hasn’t been a lot of
revitalization yet despite the rezoning and money put in the streetscape improvements. This
may be the project to get things going. Corporation Counsel had edits that were made by the
applicant and no substantive changes. There were no police comments. Assistant City
Manager Joshua Reny had the catalyst comment.
In terms of the zone, this is a conditional zone and what’s different from regular zones is that it
has conditions. He read Section 27-1072 Conditions to Zone Change to Conditional
Residential & Limited Commercial Use District G-5. He questioned if (a) should state
“…incomes at or below eighty percent or the area median income…” or if it should be sixty.
This project will be sixty percent and that will need to be straightened out. He read briefly about
permitted uses, special exceptions, and prohibited uses from Sections 27-1073 through
Section 27-1075.
He also read the figures from Section 27-1076 Space and Bulk Regulations (G-5), along with
requirements for signs and off-street parking in Sections 27-1077 and 27-1078. He noted that
up to 20% of the required parking in their lot could be “compact” spaces to allow for smaller
and/or energy efficient cars. Bicycle spaces are also required. Lastly, he read about buffering
from Section 27-1079.
Brooks More, Director of Development for the South Portland Housing Authority
(SPHA), introduced himself and read their mission: to provide quality housing for low and
moderate income, elderly, individuals with disabilities, and families in need. He outlined the
benefits of affordable housing, including providing stables housing and affordable rents. The
South Portland Housing Authority is also a member of the community and long-term steward of
its properties. They have a number of properties in the community and have heard they do a
good job of managing them and ensuring they’re a benefit to the community. He reviewed
housing need. The SPHA currently has 60 two-bedroom family units with 97 people on the wait
list. They currently have 15 three-bedroom family units with 34 on the waiting list, and eight
four-bedroom family units with nine on the waiting list. Their housing portfolio is 100%
occupied and turnover is low.

6

He explained the proposed workforce housing. It is mainly funded through the Maine Low
Income Tax Credit through Maine Housing. A significant portion is funded by mortgage debt
and for that reason, rents are charged. People must be able to afford rent so they can afford
debt payments for construction and the permanent loan. For a two-bedroom, someone would
need to make under $32,000 per year for 50% AMI and $39,000 for 60% AMI. Rents translate
to $923 and $1,108. This means that people need a steady income to afford rent in order for
the Housing Authority to build the building and deliver tax credits to investors. Once in service,
the tax credit units would have to stay affordable for 45 years. SPHA has to maintain these
properties because they are highly regulated by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Maine Housing, and their investors.
Their vision for the development is to further the SPHA’s mission and contribute to the
community. They want to provide one- to three-bedroom units for families with a mix of
workforce and market-rate units. They would be managed by the SPHA and incorporate
features such as rooftop solar and community space. There would be ground-floor commercial
on Main Street to increase activity and deter crime. They hope to build on the City’s work to
catalyze investment and redevelopment on Main Street. He briefly reviewed the
Comprehensive Plan.
He showed three initial concepts presented at a January neighborhood meeting. They
understood that it was important to build around the church in these concepts. All concepts
were based on 44 or 45 units with church, residential, and commercial uses. The reason for
the number of units was because they apply to Maine Housing for tax credits, which makes up
60% of their funding. This is a $9 million project with $5-6 million from Maine Housing. They
put forward proposals scored against other tax-credit housing applications in Maine. They
typically receive 10-15 a year and the highest 4-5 receive funding. He explained the scoring
matrix; it’s a competitive process. They have to be cognizant of every point in scoring for a
project to be feasible. One of the most significant scoring criteria is cost per unit. Based on the
most recent round, the cost per unit points they would need to achieve are six points. He
showed Maine Housing’s benchmarks, stating that the benchmark they use for family units is
between $200,000 and $210,000 per unit. With a three-story with 28 apartments, they would
come it at $205,000 per unit. This the reason they show 42 units; this relays to a cost per unit
of $189,000, just under the range of $184,000-$190,000. This gives them a score of six and
this is the lowest they can go while still being competitive.
He reviewed a summary of comments based on initial designs, which included not enough
parking between all uses, concerns about traffic and quality of life, too dense/big, noise
concerns, and design comments including a mixed response to keeping the building and
question if a new parish could maintain the building. There were also comments on the positive
affect of stable family housing on neighborhood schools and the desire for the types of retail
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found in other parts of the City. He then showed the three revised concepts that did not include
the church and had 40-42 apartments and three single-family lots on Aspen Ave.
Marilyn Levian, PDT Architects, introduced herself. The building itself was developed as a
classic mixed-use urban block. It is 45’ tall. The first floor is retail along Main Street and
incorporates durable materials and large open glazing for the retail space. There is an
architectural profile in the awnings between the first and second floors to help define retail from
residential. Floors 2, 3, and 4 incorporate more traditional residential materials. There is a
cornice between the third and fourth floors and contrasting complimentary colors. She wanted
to be clear that this is just a concept design to study things like bulk and mass. She showed
the early concept site plan looking at site coverage and impact of required parking, along with
the three back lots. Carroll Associates has developed this further.
Pat Carroll, Carroll Associates, introduced himself. The initial plan had 85 parking spaces.
The area in the back is where the three residential lots would be. Connected by a buffer is a
narrow open space envisioned with community gardens or stormwater systems. He showed
the revised plan. They studied parking requirements and concluded that if the existing parking
requirements were met, they had 70 spaces that included 45 for residential and 25 for retail.
This does not include shared used between them. They felt comfortable that 70 met the
parking demand. As it moves through site plan review, there will be a traffic study with data. He
showed where the building should fall; the proposed building sits on Main. They have set it
back from the property line 10’. The sidewalk gives a wide streetscape along Main Street for
the businesses and outdoor seating. There are two driveways, one coming in off of Aspen
through to Thirlmere that’s been shifted to the Main Street intersection to keep vehicular
intrusion out of the neighborhood. He showed parking, noting handicapped and compact
spaces. The main entrance for residential would be in the lower left hand corner on Aspen.
The rear of site shows three residential lots; two on Aspen and one on Thirlmere. He explained
the buffering and showed the community space. The rear of the site provides a buffer to the
neighborhood; they tried to minimize pavement and asphalt to provide open space. The next
slide showed site plan faded out below the existing buildings onsite and he explained how the
existing buildings intrude into the neighborhood and how the new ones provide separation and
push towards Main Street. Based on calculations, the existing buildings take up 22% of the site
and the proposed buildings take up 15% of the site. This is an almost 50% reduction in the
amount of building footprint on the site as a result of the project. He showed a sketch of the
parking lot screening—solid privacy fencing with some landscape screening. He also showed a
sketch of the ground floor retail.
B. More reviewed vehicular traffic, which is a large concern. They hired a traffic engineer for
preliminary trip generation numbers and found that the PM peak hour is 67 trips, 70% from the
retail space. The residential portion produces fewer car trips than retail. He noted that a
different use of commercial only would generate a similar amount of traffic. There were no
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high-crash locations in the immediate area. The site plan review will conduct traffic counts and
explore mitigation and control.
He gave a summary of comments and revised concepts, including not enough parking,
increased traffic and noise, the residential building being too far into the neighborhood, stable
family housing’s effect on schools, a want for services found in other areas of the City, and the
building being too dense/does not fit with the neighborhood. He reviewed zoning, stating that
they have tried to be cognizant of their location. He compared this proposal to the Westbrook
Street proposal—this site is almost two acres with 45 units whereas Westbrook Street is less
than one acre with 64 apartments. Residential density instead of 71 apartments per acre is 25.
The height of Westbrook Street is about 70 feet whereas this is under 50. Westbrook Street
has 36 parking spaces whereas they have 70. He knows they aren’t able to address all
concerns but they have tried to be as cognizant as they can.
He briefly reviewed the project timeline. The next step is to go back to City Council. If
approved, site plan review with the Planning Board would happen sometime after this. There
are many financing steps but if all worked out, construction would commence in fall 2018 and
be completed in summer 2020. In closing, he believes this project provides housing need and
will be a catalyst for the area.
PUBLIC HEARING OPEN
Devin Deane, 87 Thirlmere Ave., said that they hear a lot about affordable housing and this is
a chance to do something about it. What has stuck with him through this process is the school
turnover piece and the SPHA waiting list. He commended the Housing Authority for coming to
the neighborhood first. There are teachers and kids in the neighborhood and he looks forward
to them being able to walk to school. He is excited about families being able to come here and
that 2-3 bedrooms are a focus. There is turnover in schools due to families not being able to
find affordable housing. Change is hard and the parcel sat dormant for almost four years.
They’ve learned the buildings aren’t in great shape and the proposal is to demolish them. He
thinks the SPHA has constraints; they need Maine State Housing Authority funding. The sweet
spot is price per unit and that’s where the 40 number comes up. He understands it’s a lot of
units but it’s what they can do and they’ve done a good job and try to reform financially to pull
this off. The landscape revisions are new to him—the last round had only two buildable lots.
He thinks they should have as many single-family homes as you can between the parking lot
and existing homes. The big benefit he sees is the commercial space. He’d like something nice
on Main Street. He spoke about SWAT teams at the Maine Motel across the street. Anything
that puts wholesome families here will help deal with this and get police attention to deal with
the issues. The drawback is traffic and keeping the flow out of the neighborhood. Some
neighbors have looked into who else may be interested in this parcel. The cost of building is
extraordinary and they’ve talked to developers—it is impossible to pull it off. This is the first
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real institution that has the funding to pull something off that is a net positive. He is in favor but
gives more weight to neighbors closer to it. He hopes the SPHA will continue to work to make
this neighborhood-friendly. He asked about ways to get more money into the project.
Russ Lunt, Brigham St., agrees with Mr. Deane. He is in favor of this and thinks it will be a
catalyst. He understands the traffic issues. SPHA has bent over backwards with different
plans. Three house lots is a major plus. He doesn’t see much wrong; nothing has been here
for four years.
Meg Johnson, 54 Pennsylvania Ave., agrees with the two speakers before her. She added
that this neighborhood used to deal with traffic from Dunkin Donuts. This was a pain for
everyone and now that is moved, there is no problem. The difference is a single traffic light.
They haven’t had a traffic control and have to fight onto Main Street or go around. Another
factor is prostitution in the neighborhood. She would like to see that go away so that people
can walk on the sidewalks.
Millie Pelletier, Gerry Ave., sees some good things in this. She is concerned about traffic and
spoke about children dangerously crossing the street and how the new bump-outs can be
difficult to negotiate. She is also concerned about the current drug activity and asked if there
will there be private security. She wonders if summer and school traffic is considered in the
traffic study. She hopes it can be cleaned up if families and children are coming in.
Scott McKeen, 29 Thirlmere Ave., thinks they are putting the cart before the horse—clean up
the neighborhood and then put this it in. He’s not sure about quality of life with the small
apartments. He spoke about traffic—this is where Route 1 goes to two lanes. He spoke about
the accesses and cars for the retail space coming into the neighborhood. During the
neighborhood meetings, the viability of the church was discussed. He doesn’t think the
neighborhood feels this is something they threw out—if it could stay it would be wonderful. It is
going from a church being used a few times a week to a building used 24 hours a day. He
asked the Board to leave the zoning as-is.
Victoria Morales, 98 Thirlmere Ave., said that the history of the lot is interesting. The
neighborhood was concerned when the church was sold. Since then, she has thought about
the lot for four years. She is a land use attorney and has reached out to contacts with no
success; what Mr. Deane said is true. She has three kids in the schools and has lived here for
14 years. She walks the neighborhood all the time and used to play in the lot where the trees
are before the church left. They don’t go beyond that wooded lot, it’s just not safe. She
appreciates the City investing in the infrastructure and that they are slowing things down.
There are concerns about traffic and parking. She has never seen an applicant do as much
community involvement as they have. Looking at the plans and the house lots speaks to a lot
of concerns. She is hopeful they can find middle ground as they move forward. She is
enthusiastic about creating a neighborhood center, which is something they don’t have.
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Creating a safe space and then building is not how it works. She supports having more kids in
the schools; housing and security is a major issue kids are facing. She is fully supportive of
having stable housing within walking distance of a school. She hopes all traffic and parking
concerns are taken into consideration, including people living on the other side.
Joyce Mendoza, 13 Thirlmere Ave., said the most disappointing thing to her despite three
neighborhood meetings and a Council meeting is that the neighborhood has consolidated
around a consensus about a simple fact: this project is too dense with too much impact on the
area. SPHA has presented this project before in Knightville and Sunset and heard identical
issues. What seems to matter is what was heard tonight. Scoring was emphasized; their real
goal is to win a competition and that is not the reason to develop a neighborhood. This is a
neighborhood of single-family homes that has existed since the 1920s. It is low density with
narrow streets. Once it’s there, it’s permanent. They are looking into alternatives as a
neighborhood. Habitat is very interested in the back part of the lot with single-family homes,
which lines up with the concept the neighborhood is looking for. The development in the front
end is within the limits of existing zoning so that would not change. They keep getting the
same concepts from SPHA because they have to meet a goal to win a contract. She supports
keeping the zoning that exists, which exists because the Council instituted the two zoning
areas to protect the neighborhood. She urges the Board to keep the current zoning. Their
neighborhood has been through a lot—they fought the gas tanks at Rigby Yard, Dunkin
Donuts, and now they face this. She reiterated that they have a consensus in the
neighborhood that they’re looking for: low density, low impact. They have Habitat very
interested in exploring the back part and want more time to explore that option.
Bethany McKeen, 29 Thirlmere Ave., said it’s a quiet, walkable neighborhood. They have
had issues they’ve had to deal with but they do it because they love their neighborhood. Her
mission is to keep the neighborhood walkable, livable, and family-oriented. She spoke about
traffic; at the first meeting, the proposal was 20-30 units and to keep church. The next thing,
the church is gone with a 40+ unit building that looks like a warehouse. She said in the
summer, 900 cars an hour go by the end of their street. When the traffic study is done, will they
consider the time of the year? She doesn’t think another traffic light could be put in. She said
she is not against affordable housing, but 45 units will have more than 70-80 cars. She thinks
the project has gotten out of hand. She urges that the zoning be kept and they would like to
look at alternatives. It’s a nice neighborhood but people will move if this happens. This project
will be unsafe and the zoning needs to stay. Any way they talk about traffic, it will not work.
Cindy Rubinoff Myers, 10 Gerry Ave., was angry when she first got here. But she heard Mr.
Deane talk and she calmed down. She thinks there are good parts to this. They have been
through this before when they wanted to build housing by the trains. The Board walked the
neighborhood and agreed it was not the neighborhood for so many apartments. They are not
against affordable housing. The reality is this neighborhood is saturated with traffic and people.
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They would like to have shops here like Knightville and she hopes they could still have this
type of thing. It’s not that they don’t want the people there but it’s a congested area. Traffic is
bad on Main Street especially at rush hour and during the summer. She appreciates that they
want more families but they cannot support 45 more apartments. These are families and will
not have one car and they will be in and out all day long. She requests the Board think about
where they’re talking about putting all of the people and traffic because this is a tight
neighborhood. You can’t compare; the footprint doesn’t matter, it’s the capacity of the
neighborhood.
Cara O’Claire, Latham St., is a renter living in South Portland. She and her husband love
living in the City and are hoping to start their family here but it’s difficult to think about when
they aren’t sure if they can stay where they’re living. When she heard about this project, she
was excited. They drive through Main Street a lot but don’t stop because there aren’t a lot of
places for them to spend time. To her it seems that the SPHA’s mission is to increase housing
and that is something that would allow her family to prosper here. They would be happy to live
in this building and appreciate the work that’s been done.
Martha Martenson, 26 Thirlmere Ave., said this is not about NIMBY and they are not against
affordable housing. They want to keep their peace and quiet. Many of them worked on the
current zoning, which made sense for the protection of their neighborhood. Their first meeting
was 26 units; the next was 42-45 units. Her house abuts the church parking lot and she
doesn’t believe the streets can absorb the level of traffic. They should be building units and
structures that make sense to neighborhood. This is a neighborhood where kids play in the
street and people walk and this proposal would change that. She enjoys gardening and the
added traffic and noise of car doors would change the relaxed way of life. She spoke about the
inability to park with added cars. She would like the proposal carefully reviewed and for zoning
to be preserved.
Micah Engber, 117 Sunset Ave., was surprised to hear Mr. Haeuser be an advocate for the
project at the opening of the meeting as opposed to presenting it neutrally. He isn’t sure that’s
the role of a city planner. The Press Herald reported that there would be over 500 apartments
created near the Maine Mall and depending on the short term rentals, another 282 singlefamily homes could open up. South Portland is mainly single-family and low density. There are
some higher-density complexes, some recently built, that were previously empty spaces. It
makes sense to do that there, where there was nothing before and it doesn’t encroach on
people living nearby. There was comparison with the Avesta project, which is a moot point
because it’s a different neighborhood with different housing types and zoning meant for higher
density. Current zoning allows for 22 units and SPHA wants to double it in this area that was
carefully zoned. He thinks it’s unrealistic and unacceptable to the community that worked with
the Board on this zoning. It seems that the SPHA persists on bringing high-density projects to
single-family home, lower density areas. They continue to ask the City for zoning changes in
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order to change carefully crafted rules, but it doesn’t benefit current residents who chose to live
here based on current regulations. He thinks the SPHA is asking for spot zoning, which is
changing it at the whim at those who request it and should only be done under extraordinary
circumstances. He respects the SPHA and thinks they did a great job with Landry Village,
where they had some meetings. However, once they grab something, it comes off the tax rolls
and the City can’t afford this. The property is a former church and school that were not highdensity complexes. Driving up Route 1, the only green space is this area. City Council talked
about how if the SPHA doesn’t develop here, the Planning Board and Council may not have a
say in how it’s developed because someone would go in and develop based on the zoning. He
said that is exactly right—they wouldn’t need a change. He spoke about needing more money
to add more people to the school system, and taking the property off of the tax roll means
there isn’t money for the schools. He doesn’t think a tight housing market is necessarily a bad
thing; the fact that it’s tight makes us stronger and more valuable. A housing shortage is
somewhat of a good problem because it keeps housing values up. Long term plans for this
part of the City have been in the works, but he thinks they should have a chance to grow like
Knightville. At one point there were businesses on Main Street such as restaurants and
drugstores and gas stations, but since the motels have developed it has disappeared. To get
people to Main Street and increase values, these need to go. 44 is not 22 and that is what they
need to remember when they make this decision. Everyone worked hard for the current zoning
and he asks them to not unseat it.
L. Boudreau asked someone to react to the 22 units in the ordinance. She asked if this is net
residential or if 22 was really proposed. T. Haeuser assumes Mr. Engber calculated the part of
the parcel that’s in the 24 units per acre portion of zoning and the 4 acres per unit in the back.
He hasn’t made the calculation but it’s probably right.
Gloria Carter, 12 Aspen Ave., said they are the first house on Aspen and are highly impacted
by the proposed project. She appreciates the Board listening to feedback. One concern has
been that the neighborhood has been characterized as NIMBYs and it’s disturbing to be
characterized that way by people who presume and criticize their motives. They are not
opposed to affordable housing; they appreciate it and see the importance. They are opposed
to the affordable housing across Main Street in the motels. They are not opposed to legitimate,
well maintained, safe affordable housing. They have met with Mr. More to express their
concerns and hear his perspective. They feel conflicted; they see the need for affordable
housing but deep down there is a struggle. At the last City Council workshop, Councilor Claude
Morgan provided words for the struggle and she suggests reviewing what he said. She noted it
was repeated that in the prior item, the home must fit into the existing neighborhood
characteristics and she thought it was ironic. This project does not fit into the existing character
of the neighborhood. She does not believe the project is to scale and showed a one inch to
seven-foot scale diagram she made.
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Jane Croston, 425 Broadway, said the word that reverberates in her head is “catalyst.” Main
Street terrifies her but she sees the possibility of a new vision with this project. She looked at
housing statistics online and reviewed them. South Portland needs to look at the big picture
and reasonable growth seems vital. She stated that Maine is in the top ten least affordable
states to live in. The City needs to address the need for workforce housing, which is what this
project is about. The City needs safe and affordable places for young people so they don’t
need to move out of South Portland. There isn’t the kind of job market for young, struggling
people to afford rentals here. She thinks the project is an example of housing that is needed
and hopes that the vision is here to look ahead and not be short sighted. It’s growing and
there’s nothing to stop it from growing. She thinks this is a wonderful way to start this growth.
Rosemarie De Angelis, Pleasantdale, chairs the Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee and they
had a primary role in the infrastructure on Main Street. Part of the goal was about safety and
slowing things down, which is the intent of the bump outs. She commended the SPHA on their
detailed presentation. She appreciated the comparison with Westbrook Street because it
looked at the issue of density. It helped to understand the impact of comparing the two and
seeing what SPHA has done to answer neighbors’ concerns. She has watched the site for
years and it reminded her of the Armory—she wasn’t thrilled about that project at first but is
impressed with it now. There were a lot of failures in the Armory and finally something came in
that she wasn’t in favor of, but she’s impressed with how the project was developed, how the
Board ensured the components of adding it to the neighborhood would be workable, and it’s a
great addition. She thinks Mr. Deane is who they want coming to the City—young families. Mr.
Deane mentioned concerns about the hotels and she thinks this is an opportunity to get the
SPHA into the neighborhood and possibly part of a solution to the problem. She was interested
in Mr. Engber’s comments. In regard to the one about Mr. Haeuser, she thinks he should have
an opinion and tell us what it is. This is why they have staff and they’re paid to have opinions,
not remain neutral. She wants a Planning Director to tell us what fits the Comprehensive Plan
and what appears to be good for the City. She lives off of Broadway and chooses which way
she turns in the morning based on traffic. This is a growing City that’s becoming denser. There
are pros and cons to every project and she thinks this project is a good fit. Pros are for more
families to have affordable housing, to address housing security, to affect SPHA’s waiting list,
and to have safe and well-maintained affordable housing. She doesn’t believe there’s a
consensus in the neighborhood because not everyone agrees. There is a goal to increase
density in the City; two acres of single-family homes isn’t likely because it’s not affordable to do
this. The church is not a taxpayer so nothing is being taken off the rolls. The cons are about
traffic and that can be resolved. There will be more traffic with whatever is developed. Main
Street has a different scale—this project faces Main and the scale is different. There are no
single-family homes on either side of the church. She urges the Board to give strong
consideration to this project.
T. Haeuser read two emails into the record:
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Gabrielle and Lee Royal, Keswick Rd., have been in the neighborhood for nine years are
pleased to see the work the City has done. They express support of the proposal. They would
love to see that kind of growth for the stability and enrichment of families.
Jenny Lunt, Keswick Rd., is in support of the proposal so they can bring more families and
continue revitalization. Since they’ve purchased their home they have been impressed with this
side of South Portland. She feels lucky to be able to walk to school and be surrounded by
fantastic neighbors. They are thrilled to think that more families with children would be able to
live in this spot. Skillin is a great school and she feels fortunate her sons attend a school with
cultural and linguistic diversity. Main Street continues to need revitalization; there’s no better
way to lower crime rates and entice businesses than by creating housing full of families. The
proposal creates commercial space for a coffee/grocer/restaurant; with this, they will finally
have an anchor for additional business development. Her husband was impressed by the
SPHA’s responsiveness to residents and hopefully the proposal will be approved. She is proud
that the City is taking proactive steps to make it possible for more children to attend Skillin.
She urges the Board to support the proposal.
Matt Lunt, 60 Keswick Rd., thanked Mr. More and the speakers who spoke their minds and
hearts. The SPHA has responded to many concerns. He thinks the last concept does an
excellent job of pushing things towards Route 1. Part of the difficulty is that they’re changing
the neighborhood that people live in; he liked seeing the single-family home locations and the
entrance pushed more towards the glass store. He teaches at Memorial and they do lose
students. He values having 20-30 more kids attending neighborhood schools. The ability to
walk to school was one of the reasons they moved here. This does a nice job allowing families
to benefit from a neighborhood school. He thinks it does a nice job balancing this with Route 1;
it would be wonderful for Habitat to help with the single-family lots but they can’t touch the
Route 1 side. He wouldn’t be surprised if housing prices went up after this not being an
abandoned lot. There are people who love the neighborhood and don’t want it to change
because it will be so close to them, and there are people who are excited for a commercial
center and a future for the neighborhood that fits with where they’d like to live. Storefronts
should help monitor the activity across the street better than an abandoned church.
T. Haeuser read a note from Jonathan C. James, 36 Thornton Ave., stating that he opposes
the project.
M. Pelletier gave Mr. Haeuser a list of signatures of people who couldn’t attend the meeting.
Mike Duvernay, 72 Ocean St., is a member of the Affordable Housing Committee. The
Committee is in favor of the project and one of the things they were charged with was finding
more affordable housing or ways to create it. It’s not as easy as it sounds; there is not enough
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land or people willing to invest. They are in need of more affordable housing with so many
market forces working against them. He spoke about the Advisory Committee on Childhood
Lead Poisoning Prevention, which targets homes built prior to 1978 for lead paint. This is a lot
of the rental stock in South Portland. They are now targeting Portland and test children for lead
and require the owner to provide a place for people to live while they abate the building. The
intentions are good but there are unintended consequences and one is that they will start to
deplete the housing stock. Owners will not be able to afford this and sell the properties as
single-family homes, which doesn’t need to meet these requirements. He thinks projects such
as this need to happen to keep pace with what they could be losing.
K. Gatti said in the interest of educating the public, she hopes to clarify the standard and how
they’re reviewing it tonight. She understands if the change is in line with the Comprehensive
Plan, the Board is supposed to recommend it to City Council.
K. Carr said yes. Tonight is about whether or not the proposed zone change is consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan. This is a recommendation. There has been a lot of information
tonight about hypotheticals around site plans.
K. Gatti confirmed that they are strictly looking at the Comprehensive Plan and if the proposal
aligns. She heard people speak about the prior item, a nonconforming lot, and how it fit into the
neighborhood character. This item is a different standard but she appreciates the concerns. It’s
wonderful that everyone feels passionately. She thanked the public for attending. The City has
an affordable housing problem; this is directly in some people’s backyards and they have
heard about other potential projects but they haven’t seen them yet. This is an incredible
opportunity to fix a problem in the community. There’s crime and kids not staying in the
neighborhood. This proposal seems to be in line with the Comprehensive Plan. She heard
concerns about putting the cart before the horse, but no one has been able to fix the
neighborhood yet. To put in a new building with new people, bright lights, commercial space,
and more people in the neighborhood, the hope is that some problems will go away. In terms
of traffic concerns, she thinks if the Board recommends this to City Council and gets to site
plan review, they can talk about addressing those concerns. She is voting in favor.
L. Dillon added that as a resident, she personally finds Main Street to be an oasis from some
surrounding areas. She chooses Main Street over Broadway. Main Street was accommodating
and the least fearful part of a run to Saco; there was a clear sidewalk and pedestrian access.
As a Board member, they are tasked with assessing this project and zone change with its
compliance with the Comprehensive Plan. She believes this falls within the vision within the
Plan. The one not clearly matched component that requires a change to the zone for higher
density is not a question of compliance with the Plan but of compliance with the zone
developed from the Comprehensive Plan. She will also vote in favor. As for density, the entire
City has been impacted by the shortage of housing—nonconforming lots of record
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development is another example. In mixed-use and commercial zones, there are orders from
the Comprehensive Plan for development of more multi-family units. The higher density aspect
is a characteristic of South Portland and the City moving forward. To the developer: She
doesn’t understand the repeated emphasis on separation and protection of the project against
the existing neighborhood. The point of new housing is growing the residential neighborhood
and continuing forward with an isolationist philosophy could be detrimental. To the neighbors:
She hopes they recognize this as unique opportunity to work closely with a long-term landlord
of residential and commercial properties in the neighborhood. This is an opportunity to shape
the project to best fit neighborhood.
L. Boudreau will vote to recommend the zone change. She also feels it is in line with
Comprehensive Plan. As the Comprehensive Plan suggests, this new zoning will bring
improvements to the neighborhood. Back in 1998, Knightville was suffering and there was
serious concern. Now it is thriving; there are many new properties and it’s safe and desirable.
The same thing happened in the Redbank neighborhood. She thinks the same will happen to
Main Street. She is a firm believer that more people present puts pressure on bad behavior.
The City invested with streetscapes and put a new park in the neighborhood close to this
property, which will be utilized more when people are on the sidewalks. She wondered why
they restricted themselves to three single-family lots and didn’t retain the opportunity for four.
B. More said they were looking at the lots in two ways: first, the property is expensive and they
initially had the church to join in some land costs. The second was screening. They’ve tried to
be cognizant of not proposing too much and felt like three was a reasonable number. This also
allows for community space.
L. Boudreau wants to ensure it’s incorporated into the neighborhood. Fortunately, because
children will be living there, it will be. She is pleased to hear the neighborhood is welcoming
children. She loved seeing the younger population here speaking to these issues.
M. DeRose will vote in favor. As probably the only renter on the Board, she pays market rate
rent. Having affordable housing is important. She thinks they could learn from the Avesta
project where they incorporated historic buildings. She thinks the church is beautiful
architecturally. With modern buildings, the architecture is so interesting and well done. She
thinks as they develop final plans they should look at some of those aspects.
W. Laidley said the prior members did an articulate job. Putting children aside, he was thinking
of “aging in place.” He thinks that could be part of this. He will support this; he thanked the
public for coming out. They will have more time to get their points across to the City.
D. Sheehan said as this discussion and decision is based around the Comprehensive Plan, he
has to agree that he would also recommend moving forward.
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K. Carr asked Mr. Haeuser if there were any outstanding questions to answer.
T. Haeuser said there was the question of getting more money into the project. He assumes
they will consider this. It was asked why here if it’s been rejected nearby. They are taking it on
a case-by-case basis and looking at the Comprehensive Plan.
K. Carr thanked everyone. He was conflicted at times; many arguments were compelling. He
is encouraged by the fact that there has been dialog and movement based on feedback from
those in the neighborhood. He’s encouraged by the notion of moving the densest part closer to
Main Street. One issue he had with the Sunset project was that it was a dense development
tucked into a not-dense neighborhood. He wondered if they should not encourage the level of
density along the major routes. In that context, this feels like a better fit. He asked Mr. Haeuser
where 150’ came from in Exhibit A.
T. Haeuser said it came from the previous LB zone. They rezoned from it LB to MSCC.
K. Carr said presuming the density limit of 24 units in the MSCC, if that 150’ extended 300’
from Main Street, what would that do? T. Haeuser asked how big the lot is.
K. Carr said in Exhibit A, the front portion is 200’ by 150’, and they come back 138’ which is
roughly the footprint of the parking lot. They are talking about 57,600 SF within that footprint.
So it would be about 36. T. Haeuser said yes.
K. Carr said he has heard the arguments about density; he’s moved to an extent by the
argument that somehow the MSCC was crafted was brilliantly. Looking at this in a bigger
picture perspective, he comes down to the side of Ms. De Angelis. He thinks they can
overcome the factors that make it difficult. He’s been pulled in both directions but he thinks it’s
something they can support. Their role is advisory, ultimately it is up to the Council. They don’t
always agree. There is no question that this Board will conduct a thorough review of any site
plan.
PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED
K. Gatti motioned to make a favorable recommendation to the City Council in support of
the proposed amendments to the Zoning Ordinance and to the Official Zoning Map to
create a new Conditional Mixed-Use District G-5 zoning district on a parcel land at 611
Main Street, further identified as Assessor’s Map 53, Lot 302E, based on the
amendments’ consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.
L. Dillon seconded; (7-0).
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Attachments
1.
2.
3.
4.

SPHA Memo regarding the Conditional Zoning Request
Existing MSCC and A zoning district regulations
Proposed Conditional Mixed-Use G-5 zoning district regulations
Proposed Conditional Mixed-Use G-5 zoning map graphics
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ORDINANCE #21-17/18
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THE COUNCIL of the City of South Portland hereby ordains that Chapter
27, “ZONING,” of the "Code of Ordinances of the City of South Portland,
Maine" be and hereby is amended as follows (additions are underlined;
deletions are struck out) and:
THE COUNCIL of the City of South Portland hereby ordains that the
Official Zoning Map of the City of South Portland dated September 8, 2010,
which map is a part of Chapter 27, “Zoning,” of the “Code of Ordinances of
the City of South Portland, Maine,” be and hereby is amended to rezone a
portion of Assessor’s 53, Lot 302E located at 611 Main Street from Main
Street Community Commercial and Residential District A to Conditional
Residential & Limited Commercial Use District G-5 all as more particularly
shown on the attached sketch map. (The attached sketch map is for
general reference purposes only. The Official Zoning Map of the City of
South Portland as amended is available for review and inspection at the
Planning and Development Office and the City Clerk’s Office.)
CHAPTER 27

At Large

ZONING

MAXINE R. BEECHER

●●●
At Large

SUSAN J. HENDERSON

ARTICLE XI. CONDITIONAL RESIDENTIAL & LIMITED COMMERCIAL
USE DISTRICT G-5
Sec. 27-1071. Purpose (G-5).
Pursuant to Sec. 27-117 of the Code, conditional or contract zoning, the
property identified as Assessor’s Map 53, Lot 302E as of the April 1, 2017
assessment date (the “Property”), which adjoins residential areas of the
City, is rezoned from Main Street Community Commercial and Residential
District A to Conditional Residential & Limited Commercial Use District G5, with a number of conditions and restrictions relating to the physical
development and operation of the Property.
The purpose of the Conditional Residential & Limited Commercial Use
District G-5 is to implement the vision and goals of the Comprehensive
Plan’s Main Street Community Commercial Hub. In particular, the District
P.O. Box 9422 • South Portland, ME 04116-9422
Telephone (207) 767-3201 • Fax (207) 767-7620

will promote Main Street as a mixed-use City street that provides services
to the surrounding neighborhoods as well as motorists using Main Street.
Development in the District will include ground- floor retail and service
businesses, along with increased residential options. The Mixed Use
District G-5 is intended to catalyze future redevelopment on Main Street
that will promote the evolution to a more attractive and pedestrian-friendly
environment.
Sec. 27-1072. Conditions to Zone Change to Conditional Residential & Limited
Commercial Use District G-5.
Pursuant to Sec. 27-117 of the Code, the Property described in Sec. 27-1071 shall be
limited as follows:
(a) A minimum of fifty (50) percent of the dwelling units constructed in the zone will
be affordable to and reserved for households with incomes at or below eighty
(80) percent of the area median income, adjusted for family size, as defined by
the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development.
(b) All multi-family and commercial building(s) within the Conditional Mixed Use G-5
zoning district must comply with the Design Standards for Neighborhood Activity
Centers in Sec. 27-1572 et seq.
(c) All multi-family and commercial building(s) shall only be constructed within the
area identified as the “Mixed Use Development Area” on Exhibit A of the
Conditional Residential & Limited Commercial Use District G-5.
(d) If requested by the City’s Transportation Director, the owner of the Property shall
install a bus shelter on the Property along Main Street, at the property owner’s
expense, provided, however, that the property owner may seek grants or other
sources of funding to fund this expense.
(e) The owner of the Property shall provide an adequate outdoor smoking area
on the Property for residents and employees of commercial/retail space.
(f) Commercial deliveries shall only be conducted between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and
6:00 p.m.
(g) Three (3) or fewer single family house lots shall be permitted to be created on
the Property. The house lots shall be located within the area identified as the,
“Single Family Residential Lot Area” on Exhibit A of the Conditional Residential
& Limited Commercial Use District G-5. Any land not occupied by single-family
house lots, structures or required parking for building(s) in the Mixed-Use
Development Area, shall be used for open space, community space, stormwater
management infrastructure, snow storage, or screening and buffering.
Sec. 27-1073. Permitted Uses (G-5).
(a) Residential:

1.

Single-family detached dwellings, exclusive of mobile homes.

2.

Attached single-family, two-family, and multi-family dwellings, exclusive of
mobile homes.

(b) Commercial:
1.

Retail stores and service establishments, provided that such facilities may not
be open to the public between the hours of 12:00 midnight and 6:00 a.m. This
provision does not include outdoor sales and service, gasoline filling stations,
junkyards, salvage operations, warehouse discount stores, pawn shops, and
alternative financial establishments.

2.

Personal and business services.

3.

Restaurants and other places for the serving of food and/or beverages,
provided that such facilities may not be open between the hours of 12:00
midnight and 6:00 a.m.

4.

Combined living/working spaces, including, but not limited to, artist
residences with studio space.

(c) Public assembly, institutional, or community facilities:
1.

Art galleries.

2.

Public and private educational facilities, including child daycare centers.

3.

Municipal uses.

4.

Charitable and philanthropic organizations.

(d) Other:
1.

Accessory uses, including but not limited to roof-mounted solar energy
systems.

2.

Multiple/Mixed uses.

3.

Studios for artists and craftspeople.

Sec. 27-1074. Special Exceptions (G-5).
(a) Residential:
1. Accessory dwelling units subject to the provisions of Sec. 27-1576 et seq.
(b)

Commercial:

1. Outdoor sales, display and services, other than accessory uses as defined in
Sec. 27-201, subject, in addition to other ordinance requirements, to the
following terms and conditions:
(i)

Shall be located within the area identified as the, “Mixed Use
Development Area” on Exhibit A of the Conditional Residential &
Limited Commercial Use District G-5.

(ii)

Shall be located in an area that is within fifteen (15) feet of the Main Street
sidewalk.

Sec. 27-1075. Prohibited Uses (G-5).
(a) Drive-through facilities for stores, shops, banks, offices, and restaurants or
other establishments selling food or beverages.
Sec. 27-1076. Space and Bulk Regulations (G-5).
Conditional Residential & Limited Commercial Use District G-5: Unless otherwise
limited by the standards of the Mixed Use Development Area and/or the Single
Family Residential Lot Area, below, the following standards shall apply to the
Conditional Residential & Limited Commercial Use District G-5.
Minimum lot size:

5,000 sq. ft.

Maximum dwelling units:

Forty-five (45)

Mixed Use Development Area: The following standards apply to uses in the area identified
as the “Mixed Use Development Area” on Exhibit A of the Conditional Residential & Limited
Commercial Use District G-5.

Minimum building height:

Twenty-four (24) feet.

Maximum building height:

Fifty (50) feet.

Maximum number of stories:

Four (4).

Minimum front yard setback:

Three (3) feet, provided the area between a front wall of
the structure and the front property line may not be used
for parking or vehicular access, except for driveways.

Maximum front yard setback:

Fifteen (15) feet.

Minimum side and rear yard
setbacks:

Side setback - none
Rear setback - none

Minimum street frontage:

Twenty-five (25) feet.

Maximum building coverage:

Forty-five (45) percent.

Single Family Residential Lot Area: The following standards apply to uses in the area
identified as the “Single Family Residential Lot Area” on Exhibit A of the Conditional Residential
& Limited Commercial Use District G-5.

Minimum lot size:

5,000 sq. ft.

Minimum street frontage:

Fifty (50) feet.

Minimum front yard, all buildings:

Twenty (20) feet.

Minimum side yards:

Six (6) feet.*

Minimum rear yards:

Principal building: Twenty (20)
feet.* Accessory buildings: Six (6)
feet.*

Maximum building height:

Thirty-five (35) feet.

Maximum building coverage:

Twenty-five (25) percent.

*

Buildings higher than thirty (30) feet shall have side and rear yards not less than
fifty (50) percent of building height.

Sec. 27-1077. Signs (G-5).
Signs shall be regulated in accordance with the requirements of Sec. 27-1561 et seq. of
this Chapter.
Sec. 27-1078. Off-Street Parking (G-5).
Except as set forth in this Sec. 27-1078, off-street parking shall be provided in
accordance with the requirements of Sec. 27-1556 of this Chapter.
(a) Up to twenty (20) percent of the required parking may be “compact” spaces to allow
for smaller and/or energy efficient vehicles. Compact spaces shall be eight (8) feet
wide by sixteen (16) feet long and shall be designated as such on the site plan and
with signage once constructed.
(b) A minimum of 1.0 bicycle spaces per 30 required non-residential off-street parking
spaces, or 3.0 bicycle spaces, whichever is greater, and 0.5 bicycle spaces per
residential dwelling unit must be provided. Bicycle spaces shall be supplied through
bicycle racks or other facilities providing secure storage for individual bicycles.
Bicycle spaces shall be at least 2 feet 6 inches in width and 6 feet in length, with a
minimum overhead vertical clearance of 7 feet. Racks and other fixtures must be
securely affixed to the ground and allow for the bicycle to be locked and chained.
The spaces may be indoors or outdoors and shall be located within 50 feet of the
primary entrance. The spaces shall not be located behind any wall, shrubbery, or
other visual obstruction lying between the principal building and the bicycle spaces.
If required bicycle spaces are not visible from the street, signs must be posted
indicating their location. Areas used for required bicycle parking shall be paved,
drained, and well lit. Spaces within offices and commercial facilities, located on
balconies, or within residential dwelling units shall not be counted toward required
parking.
Sec. 27-1079. Buffering (G-5).
Sec. 5-58(5)(a) and other sections of the Code notwithstanding, any use in the
Conditional Residential & Limited Commercial Use District G-5 that requires Site Plan
approval from the Planning Board and that abuts a residential property in another zone
must provide a buffer strip to physically separate and screen the use from abutting
residential properties. The buffer shall consist of trees, shrubs, fences, walls, berms,
or any combination thereof. It must be a minimum of six (6) feet wide and extend along
the entire length of any property line that is in or adjacent to the other zone,
notwithstanding any portion of the property line necessary for driveways or
ingress/egress to the property. The screening from the buffer must be sufficient to
ameliorate commercial or other non-residential views, as viewed from a vantage point

at ground level up to six (6) feet in height, that otherwise would be detrimental to the
quality of life of the abutting residential occupants and/or to their property values. In all
cases, the Planning Board shall determine whether the quality, function, height, and
other characteristics of any proposed fencing, landscaping, or other buffering meet the
requirements of this section.
Sec. 27-1080. Site plan review (G-5).
Site plan review shall be required in accordance with Article XIV of this Chapter.

Dated: May 1, 2018

Conditional Mixed Use District G-5
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