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A Voice in the Wilderness by Jonathan Carter

SAVING MAINE

This is FEN’s 20th year. It is hard to believe we have
been working to protect the Maine Woods for over two
decades. As I reflect back, I am tremendously proud

of all that we have stood for and accomplished, but as
I examine the present and look toward the future I am
disheartened by how successful the “corporate eco-
terrorists” have been in spreading false propaganda and
continuing their incremental destruction of the forests.
They have greenwashed almost every issue and at the
same time offered “bribes” to the politicians and those
large mainstream environmental groups who will often
sell out or look the other way if “charitable donations”
are offered.

As I'look at the changes around my farm in the moun-
tains of western Maine, I almost think these eco-
terrorists are exacting revenge for FEN’s outspoken
opposition. While my farm itself looks much the same
after 30 years, the two thousand acres to the east, cur-

scores of 500 foot turbines - turbines that will not reduce
carbon or force the closure of a coal fired power plant,
turbines that have a marginal efficiency of maybe 15%,
turbines that require a significant input of electrical
energy to operate, turbines that contain a vast amount

of toxic materials that will have to be disposed of in 20
years, turbines that will kill many thousands of birds and
bats, turbines that will eliminate the quiet of this rural
community and shower it with infrasound and other
noise-related health problems.

When I think how I am fenced in on three sides by
blatant ecocidal activities and that my situation is not
atypical, I have to ask how can this happen? The other
day, a journalist asked me to describe the Irving Corpo-
ration. I responded by saying, “Irving is the quintessen-
tial corporate eco-terrorist - it destroys the forest using
unsustainable forest practices, applies toxic pesticides
that kill wildlife and poison the waterways, they have
no qualms about blowing up
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rently owned by Yale University (dba Bayroot) and John
Malone (telecommunications tycoon and largest private
landowner in US), has been systematically destroyed in
the last two decades. When Boise Cascade started the
process by building a road into this mature forest, I was
told that they would be in and out and that no “clearcut-
ting” was planned, no herbicides — just selective cutting.
I can only say they were lying - and now after over two
decades of continual abuse, there is little left of the once
pristine forest. They did leave a beauty strip along the
road!

As I'look to the west on Gilman Pond Mt., I see a large
clearcut on its eastern flank - no, excuse me, by defini-
tion it is not a clearcut, a small patch of trees was left in
the center of the cut in order to meet basal requirements
above clearcut levels. When the stats for clearcutting in
Maine are examined, it appears that the practice has de-
clined dramatically. However, a five to ten year clearcut
with multiple entries, now called a shelterwood harvest,
has surpassed the old record highs of annual clearcut
acreage. The corporate strategy has been to accept that
they cannot win the battle over clearcuts, so just change
the name and tell the public they have seen the light and
have been reborn green! Such rubbish.

To the north of my farm, the industrial wind folks have
been plotting to blow up the mountaintops and erect
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mountains in order to retrieve
gold while dispersing lots of
arsenic in the process, they scam
the system in order to build
industrial wind facilities which
don’t reduce greenhouse gases
and cost the tax payers billions -
and they do all this because they
have bribed the corrupt politi-
cians and the “for sale to highest
bidder” mainstream environmen-
tal groups.

In the court of the natural world,
Irving and all the other corporate
eco-terrorists would be con-
victed of high crimes against the
planet!

photo by Rick Hesslein

Quiet a rant, but fundamentally
true. However, this still begs the
question as to why these corpo-
rations, with many intelligent and smart people, continue
to pursue abusive ecological activities?

Corporate charters require companies to maximize profit
for shareholders. Anything that increases costs - whether
environmental safeguards, worker health and safety,
sustainable resource usage, etc. - are to be avoided. The
corporate lobbyist and front people shower local, state,
and federal governments with gifts of money and state-
ments of their commitment to a green agenda. The oil
and gas industry spends an average of $400,000 a DAY
in D.C. — all 365 days a year! If you examine The Nature
Conservancy and Audubon’s corporate contributors, the
list is basically a who’s who of the worst environmental
corporations in Maine.

In most countries around the world they call influence
peddling involving money exchange, bribery — in the
U.S. we call it political donations or charitable contribu-
tions, and we have legalized it.

In spite of the “bribery corruption”, I think there is a
fundamental flaw in our capitalistic system that places
all the emphasis on growth. In order to maintain growth
it is necessary to constantly increase consumption.
Consumption (demand) can be increased by runaway
population growth and by greater consumer materialism
- something the U.S. has exported all around the globe.
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Think about it, Gross Domestic Product or GDP is how
economists evaluate the health of economy. I like the
Bhutanese way of using Gross Domestic Happiness or
GDH as a measure of societal health.

Western civilization - and I fully recognize I am as much
to blame as the next - needs to abandon the notion of
growth at all cost. We need to endorse a truly conserva-
tion-based culture that enshrines reduced consumption
as a guiding principle. This does not mean that economic
prosperity will end; indeed prosperity would continue,
but in a different way. When I think that a hundred mil-
lion trees are cut each year to supply the junk mail binge
of consumption promotion - and that these trees if left
standing could absorb millions of tons of carbon dioxide,
provide tons of oxygen, clean the air and the water, pro-
vide habitat for wildlife, as well as many other services,
I realize how insane and bogus the notion is that Adam
Smith’s “invisible hand” is guiding the marketplace to
do the right thing.

After 20 years of FEN activism, I realize that unless
there are some basic changes in societal values around
consumption and economic health, there is little hope
that we will be able to do anything but slow the demise
of the Maine Woods, which is really just a microcosm of
the bigger planetary picture.

With climate change scenarios dire - although Maine, ex-
cept for some coastal flooding, appears to be geographi-
cally in better shape than most - the world is going to

be a vastly different place in fifty years. As we adapt to
what Western consumerism has wrought, we can make
changes that will mitigate the impact on our children,
grandchildren and great grandchildren. Greenlining the
Maine Woods - drawing a line around the unorganized
territories and saying no to industrial development with-
out voter approval - would be a great first step in build-
ing a sustainable future. Indeed, if we do not protect the
Maine Woods from the likes of a Cianbro E-W Corridor,
Plum Creek’s Moosehead Development, Irving’s Bald
Mt. Mining Agenda, and the Industrial Wind Mountain
Slayers, etc., our ability to adapt will be greatly dimin-
ished.

FEN is committed to promoting - no, demanding - eco-
logical thinking. I have often wondered why FEN has
never had a strong connection with mainstream enviro
groups in Maine. Aside from the fact that they sabotaged
the clearcutting referenda, offered compromises for the
destruction of Moosehead, and have accepted money
from industrial wind mountain slayers in exchange for
non-opposition, FEN has never over the last twenty
years felt the need to be a part of the environmental
tribe.

Tribalism is a fact of life. People and groups want to feel
they are part of the system. As a result when the system
isn’t working, they have a hard time breaking away from
old ways of thinking.

I hope that FEN never succumbs to the pitfalls of tribal-
ism. The changes we desperately need to save the Maine
Woods will come from thinking outside the box and fol-
lowing Einstein’s statement that “the problems that exist
in the world today cannot be solved by the same level of
thinking that created them.”

I hope that in the decades to come FEN or some out-
growth of FEN will still confront the status quo with
the same level of leadership, truth, and passion FEN has
exhibited in the last twenty years.
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Is No Place Sacred?
Big Wind is Coming to Thoreau Country

First Wind (now Sun Edison) has applied for meteo-
rological (wind testing) towers for Misery Ridge in
Somerset County, just a few miles from the shore of
Moosehead Lake. Maine’s Department of Environmental
Protection has to approve the “met towers”.

paddled there 160 years ago.
But wait. Who the heck moved LaGuardia airport up

here to the North Woods??? The red lights flashing
across the black Moosehead horizon make it look more
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Misery Ridge is marked by a red teardrop to the left of center,

What does this mean? They want to build a wind project
there. They’ll have to measure and analyze the wind data
for at least a year before they apply for a wind project

permit, but you need to mobilize now.

Moosehead: Pristine. North Woods. Gorgeous. Black
at night. Thoreau.

Where Winnepesaukee and Sebago folks won’t go. Too
many bugs. Too far to drive. No WalMarts.

A few years ago most of us were OK violating Maine to
save the planet. But now we know how this wind energy
fad doesn’t move the needle and it costs taxpayers and
ratepayers billions.

Look at the map again. It’s straight across Moosehead
Lake from Lily Bay.

Too many Mainers have waited too long to act. Too
many communities have sat back while Big Wind’s
advance-people infiltrate the locals. The wind weasels
put on their shiny Bean Boots and starched barn jackets.
They leave their BMWs in Portland and they drive their
rented Ford F-150s to the North Country to make deals
with landowners and selectmen eager to enhance munici-
pal revenues.

This is not fiction. It’s real drama. And it’s tragedy.
Look at this map and imagine sitting on the beach at
Lily Bay State Park. Beaver Cove. Blair Hill, Spencer

Bay. Norheast Carry. Kineo, Brassua...

Black flies, waves lapping the shore, black water and
starry sky looking exactly like it did when Henry and Joe

like Canobie Lake State Park than Lily Bay State Park.

You get the (ugly) picture. If industrial wind energy was
capable of putting a dent in fossil fuel use...if it could
actually do something to get us off oil...if wind could
reduce our electricity costs...we might tolerate and even
welcome its Prudential Tower-sized intrusion on Maine’s
Quality of Place, on our North Woods. So that Massa-
chusetts can feel good about its profligate energy usage.

But Big Wind is unnecessary, unaffordable, unsustain-
able, and useless.

So ask your self this:
Will you allow Moosehead to be violated by a massive
industrial complex that adds a tiny fraction of 1%

new electricity to the grid? Which we don’t need!

If you love the North Woods, it you love Moosehead, if
you love Maine

BE A NIMBY.

What is YOUR message to Big Wind?




Promoting Sensible Development by Strengthening Democracy -

Using Democracy to Protect Maine’s North Woods

by Phil Worden
The Need is Urgent

All of us bear witness to the transformation of Maine’s
North Woods from an exploitive but integrated “Paper
Plantation” to a fragmented, developed, sprawling
wasteland. As the paper companies abandon Maine
for more lucrative global pastures, new dangers - such
as mountaintop mining, industrial wind, a divisive
East-West Highway/Corridor, sprawling resorts, and
fragmented private “kingdom lots” - all seek to fill the
vacuum.

lots every five years without prior Commission
review) has exacerbated the haphazard development
pattern.

On the next page LURC continues:

There is no question in our minds that in the
absence of a plan for development, subdivision and
development will continue. It will continue in a more
haphazard and unplanned way, relying on individual
kingdom lot sales which could close off large areas

Nothing documents the threat to Maine’s North Woods
quite as clearly as Maine’s Land Use Regulation Com-
mission’s (LURC, now Land Use Planning Commis-
sion) 2009 written decision approving Plum Creek’s
massive development. LURC repeatedly argues in that
decision that the zoning it created and oversees for the
North Woods will result in development that is so bad
that Plum Creek’s “concept plan” with its huge resorts
and sprawling residential development is actually bet-
ter than what LURC’s own zoning allows. I count 36
times where LURC refers to its own zoning as promot-
ing “haphazard incremental,” “haphazard unplanned”,
or “haphazard sprawling” development throughout the
North Woods. For example, on page 70 of the Plum
Creek decision LURC, referring to itself as “the Com-
mission,” says:

... the Commission finds that LURC's reactive system
of rezoning that largely relies on the adjacency
criterion is and will be insufficient to protect the
Moosehead Lake region from haphazard, sprawling
development, and that the statutory exemption from
LURC subdivision review (whereby a landowner is
allowed to subdivide any parcel into two additional
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Mt. Katahdin over Whidden Pond. Photo by Paul Donahue

of the [affected] area to public access, as well as
adjacency and other subdivision options open to the
landowner ... Outside of a few well respected family
ownerships, the nature of Maine’s large landowners
has changed dramatically in the last ten years. Where
once the forest products industry was the largest
owner of forest land in Maine, now they are a small
minority in the ownership pie. Investment owners
now predominate, and they operate on a much
shorter time horizon - usually ten years or less -
before they turn land over again.

Kingdom lots are large single lots (usually in the thou-
sands of acres) owned by wealthy out-of-staters who
want a private natural spot where they can get away
from the shallowness of their urban moneyed lives. Un-
fortunately, they tend to bring it all with them, and end
up ruining the refuge they seek. As one expert testified
in the Plum Creek hearings, they tend to be afraid of the
dark and so the first thing they do is put in lights.

All this paints a poor prognosis for the North Woods.
This transition, which seems inevitable given current
circumstances, speeds us toward the death of the North
Woods. Once the North Woods is gone, it will be gone

forever.

The immediateness of this poor prognosis for
Maine’s greatest asset creates a sense of urgency
among all those who love Maine and its North
Woods.

But What is to be Done?

Yet this very urgency only raises the age old question:
What is to be Done? The purpose of this paper is to share
the results of some research I did for Charles Fitzgerald,
Jonathan Carter and others concerned about the pros-
pects of turning the North Woods into an industrial zone.
They wanted ideas on how to create a statute to save

the North Woods by “greenlining” it from the multiple
threats of industrialization - whether wind turbines, pipe-
lines, E-W highways, metallic mining projects, or large
scale resort development, etc. The greenline around the
North Woods would preclude industrialization without
voter approval.

First, I will describe three minimum requirements to
achieve this, the existing tools we already have in Maine
and some models from other states. Then I will present
a concrete sample statute so people can see how my ap-
proach might work. The underlying goal is to promote
sensible development by strengthening democracy.

Three Requirements

It seems obvious that whatever we decide to do, it must
meet the following three requirements.

1) What we do must be effective at stopping inappropri-
ate development in the North Woods, such as an East
West Corridor, mountaintop mining, unsustainable
forestry, resorts, etc.

2) What we do must be sufficiently popular to win either
legislative approval or a state-wide vote.

3) What we do must be able to survive judicial review.
If we are effective and popular, wealthy developers will
certainly challenge us in court.

I set out to explore experiences in other states to find a
proposal that we could adopt for Maine that meets the
above three critical requirements. My bias is that I be-
lieve we must rely upon popular power to save the North
Woods. If we cannot rely upon Maine people to protect
the North Woods, everything else we try to do must fail.

Existing Maine Tools

Before exploring experiences in other states, I reviewed
the legal tools we already have in Maine. We don’t want
to invent a new wheel unless it is necessary. Therefore

we should look first at what we already have.

Here is a brief summary of tools for popular power that
already exist in Maine:

Peoples’ Veto. Maine Constitution Art IV Part 11T § 17.
This provision allows the people of Maine to over-rule
(veto) a statute adopted by the Legislature.

Popular Initiative. Maine Constitution Art IV Part IIT §
18. This provision allows the people of Maine to adopt
legislation that the Legislature refuses to adopt.

Mupnicipal equivalents. Maine Constitution Art IV Part
III § 21. Cities may adopt both popular initiatives and

PAGE 4



vetoes for municipal affairs.

Rulemaking by Popular Petition. Maine’s Adminis-
trative Procedures Act says that a state agency must
engage in rulemaking if 150 people petition it to adopt or
modify a certain rule. 5 MRS § 8055.

Municipal-LUPC ordinances. Municipalities zone for
their towns; LUPC zones for the Unorganized Territo-
ries. However, municipal zoning ordinances are only
applicable to a state project if made pursuant to a Com-
prehensive Plan and even then the governor may waive
the local ordinance upon making certain findings. See
30-A MRS § 4352 (6).

The following statutes also affect attempts to regulate
development:

Public-Private Partnerships. The “3P” or “PPP” stat-
ute, 23 MRS §4251, provides a method for the Maine
Department of Transportation (MDOT) to seek private
financing for projects it wants but the Legislature won’t
fund. The version at the time I write this also allows
private developers to propose 3P projects to MDOT. If
MDOT approves the 3P project, MDOT submits it to
the Legislature for final approval. If the Legislature
approves it, the new legislation is subject to the peoples’
veto. The 3P statute is not the exclusive way to propose
a 3P; a private developer can go straight to the Legis-
lature without going through MDOT. Even when the
developer decides to use the 3P statute, MDOT review is
not rigorous and presents only a low hurdle.

As T write this, the Legislature is considering an
amendment to the 3P statute that removes the section
allowing private developers to propose a 3P project

to MDOT so only MDOT will be able to initiate 3P
proposals. Under the amendment, a private developer
who wants to initiate a 3P project through MDOT will
have to informally persuade MDOT to propose the
project as its own rather than transparently reveal the
real source of the proposal. The amendment, if passed,
might have the unintended consequence of encouraging
private developers to go straight to the Legislature and
bypass MDOT review altogether. Under the current
version, a cowardly legislator who wants to avoid taking
a position on a controversial 3P, such as an East-West
Highway, can hide behind the 3P statute if the developer
goes straight to the Legislature. Such a Legislator can
avoid taking a stand on the project by insisting that the
developer start with MDOT review under the 3P statute.
The amendment would remove that cop-out and fortify
the position of those developers who want to go straight
to the Legislature without prior MDOT review.

Sensible Transportation Policy Act. 23 MRS § 73.
Passed by popular initiative, STPA provides rigorous
review for significant transportation projects funded by
MDOT. Elsewhere I have proposed a series of amend-
ments to STPA that includes applying it to all significant
transportation projects regardless of the source of its
funding or its ownership. At any rate, STPA would
apply only to an East-West Highway and not to a utility
corridor. As our focus shifted away from an East-West
Highway to an East-West Corridor (or a combination of
both), STPA became less important.

Energy Infrastructure Corridors. 35-A MRS § 122.
Generally speaking, utility corridors are administrated by
the Public Utilities Commission (“PUC”) but this statute
also provides for an Interagency Review Panel to over-
see use of statutorily designated utility corridors. The
statute lists the existing corridors. The PUC must go
through rigorous substantive rulemaking before adopt-
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ing a new utility corridor. Subsection 1-C of this statute,
which requires a “Memorandum of Understanding”

with the Maine Turnpike Authority for integration of the
Interstate 95 statutory corridor with the Maine Turnpike,
illustrates how an East-West Highway might integrate
with an East-West utility corridor.

Some Out-Of-State Models

We reviewed three out-of-state models for protection of
the environment in the hope of finding something that
would help us protect the North Woods.

First we reviewed the Adirondack Forest Preserve in
upstate New York because it has the reputation of being
one of the most protected forests in the country. In 1894
the people of New York wrote into their constitution that
the Preserve is to remain “forever wild.” The Preserve is
an almost 2 million acre part of the much larger Adiron-
dack Park, which is managed by the Adirondack Park
Authority somewhat similarly to the way LUPC man-
ages Maine’s Unorganized Territory. While the Preserve
remains “forever wild” by constitutional mandate, the
Authority allows large developments in the rest of the
Adirondack Park. The problem with the Preserve as a

project. The local planning board makes the decision
whether the proposed project should go to the regional
commission. The Massachusetts Supreme Court rejected
an attempt by a town to refer a project in a neighboring
town to the commission. The town claimed the project
would have an adverse impact on it but the court held
that only the local planning board in the town where the
project was proposed could decide whether the project
would have a “regional impact.”

We liked the idea of having a separate, more rigorous set
of standards for development projects that would have a
“regional impact” rather than just a “local impact.” But
we doubted that creating a new bureaucracy such as a
Regional Commission would be popular in Maine.

Strengthening Maine’s Site Location of Development
Act, 38 MRS § 481 et seq, might solve the problem
since that law deals with developments “of state or
regional significance that may substantially affect the
environment”, but its 20 acre trigger is so broad that it
cannot impose sufficiently rigorous standards. 38 MRS
§ 482(2).

Next we reviewed two models from Southern California

T et

Cottle Brook, Phillips. Photo by Paul Donahue

model for Maine is that it exists entirely on state owned
land. It is more analogous to Baxter State Park. Most of
Maine’s North Woods is privately owned. Imposing a
“forever wild” condition on private land would almost
certainly constitute a “taking” that would require just
compensation to the land owner.

Next we reviewed the Martha’s Vineyard Commission.
This is a regional commission that reviews development
projects that have “regional impact” as opposed to just

a “local impact.” If a developer presents an application
for a permit to the local planning board and the board
determines that the proposed project will have a “re-
gional impact”, the application is forwarded to the MVC,
which then takes jurisdiction over all the permits for that

beach towns that require certain development proposals
to be submitted to a popular vote before any permits are
issued for it. The City of Del Mar has an over-lay area
in which a developer must submit a detailed plan for the
proposed development that not only gets reviewed by the
city’s authorities but is also voted on by the residents in
the city. San Diego requires a change of land designa-
tion for certain types of developments and provides that
those land designations cannot be changed unless the
change is approved by a city-wide popular vote.

Although a strategic consensus has yet to emerge in
Maine, I support the California models and want to
explain how we might use direct democracy in Maine to
protect the North Woods.
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Who Votes on What?

Before crafting a specific model of direct democracy for Maine, three basic questions
must be answered: 1) Which developments will require a direct vote?, 2) Who votes?,
and 3) What geographical region will be covered?

There are two different approaches to defining which development proposals will
require a popular vote. One approach is to define particular types of developments that
will require a direct vote, such as developments of a certain size, quality or specific
impacts. The other approach is to define developments that provoke a certain amount
of political controversy, such as requiring a vote whenever a certain number of Main-
ers petition for a vote. The importance of this question cannot be over-estimated.
Popular votes can be expensive, cumbersome and even boring. If we require too many
votes on too many projects, we will lose

A Sample Statute Using Democracy to
Protect Maine’s NorthWoods

by Phil Worden

I have drafted a concrete statute providing for direct votes on developments with a
“potential for critical impacts” in the Unorganized Territory. My hope is that an actual
sample statute might help people focus concretely on what they like and don’t like
about the proposal so it can evolve into a proposal that will win broad approval. Here
are some of the highlights of my model statute; the full statute can be found on the
FEN web site.

To get around the problem of cre-

popular enthusiasm. On the other hand,
developers are likely to seek ways to
avoid a popular vote and if our trigger-
ing definitions are not comprehensive
enough, damaging projects may sneak by.

There are three different constituencies
that could vote. One would be those
people in the region that will be affected
by the project, which will vary from
project to project. Another would be
residents in the Unorganized Territories.
The third would be a state-wide vote.

On this question, we need to not only
consider the practical logistics of the vote,
but the likely outcome of the vote as well.
Put bluntly, the question gets down to
whether we can rely upon people in the
southern half of Maine to help protect the
North Woods.

The question about the geographic area
to be covered raises similar concerns.
The vote requirement could apply only
to projects in the North Woods, which would have to be geographically defined. Or, it
could apply only in the Unorganized Territory, which is already defined and managed
by LUPC. Or, it could apply to significant proposals anywhere in the state.

The Separation of Powers Problem

Finally, before presenting a concrete proposal, I want to explain the Separation of
Powers problem with direct democracy. While applying direct democracy to legisla-
tive questions, such as administrative rulemaking, presents no constitutional problem,
applying it to judicial questions, such as administrative adjudications or permit hear-
ings, does present a profound constitutional problem. Legislative adjudications, such
as a Bill of Attainder, are constitutionally prohibited. The doctrine of Separation of
Powers is stricter under the Maine Constitution than it is under the federal constitution.

An example of the problem in the land use arena would arise if we tried to hold a vote
on a specific permit, such as a permit to Cianbro to build an East-West Highway. On
the other hand, we could hold a popular vote on whether an East-West Highway should
be a permitted use. Generally speaking, legislative issues have general impact and are
prospective, such as “Should anyone be allowed to build an East-West Highway in the
future?” Adjudicative issues are specific and retrospective, such as “Has Cianbro met
the existing standards for building an East-West Highway?” We can vote on whether
anyone can engage in a particular activity, but cannot vote to revoke a particular per-
son’s permit.

Conclusion

Allowing the people to vote on developments that have critical impact can be effec-
tive at stopping inappropriate development because the people can vote to deny land
uses that they think are destructive. It can be popular because voting touches on basic
American values and does not require agreement on any particular development. It
has survived judicial review in California for decades. Thus it satisfies all three es-
sential requirements listed at the beginning of this article.

The North Woods is in crisis and needs our help. I hope this article plays a construc-
tive role in the process of arriving at a broad consensus that we can all unite behind.
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A beaver pond in Phillips, Maine. Photo by Paul Donahue

ating a new bureaucracy, I placed
my statute in the LUPC statute
since LUPC already exists. Sec-
tion 685-D was repealed effective
in 2009 so I decided to put my
sample statute in that empty part of
the LUPC statute.

My first subsection sets the policy
of protecting the North Woods

and includes declaring that the
“people reserve to themselves the
right to give final approval through
a state-wide popular vote on
developments that have a potential
for critical impact on the North
Woods.” This “purpose” section
will guide courts in interpreting the
rest of the statute.

The second section declares that
all “[d]evelopments with a poten-
tial for critical impact are prohibit-
ed uses unless developed pursuant
to a concept plan approved by the commission and the plan is approved by the voters
of the State of Maine.” The commission has been using concept plans for decades but
only when both initiated and approved by the landowner. I turn this on its head by
mandating concept plans in subsection 2 and p