


























AGENDA TOPIC 10. 
TO:  Mayor & City Council  

FROM: Wayne Marshall, City Planner 

DATE:  June 2, 2016 

RE:  First Reading - Proposed Ordinance Amendments - Downtown Commercial  
  Zoning District 

REQUESTED ACTIONS 
 
The Belfast Planning Board is recommending that the City Council adopt the following 
amendments to the City Code of Ordinances that mostly affect the Downtown Commercial 
zoning district.  I am requesting three actions from the Council at your June 7 meeting.  
 
Action #1.  Conduct the First Reading of each of the amendments outlined below.  The First 
Reading is your opportunity to ask any questions and to identify potential revisions that you may 
like to make to the proposals.  
 
Action #2.  Schedule the Second Reading and public hearing for the Council meeting of June 21.   
 
Action #3.  Provide direction to staff regarding how you would like to provide public notice of 
the hearings.  The City will publish notice of the June 21 hearing in the Republican Journal and 
on the City website.  In addition, do you want to send letters to the property owners who are 
most affected by the proposals?  I note that the Planning Board sent letters to all property owners 
in the Downtown Commercial zoning district for the hearings that it conducted on either May 7 
or 21, and only two property owners attended any of the hearings.  We are prepared to send 
letters to property owners if you would like.  
 
OVERALL BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS   
 
The City Council, as recommended by the Belfast Planning Board, in October 2014, adopted 
amendments that affected all zoning districts located in the Inside the Bypass area, including the 
Downtown Commercial zoning district.  The amendments made changes to the type of uses 
allowed, the dimensional standards that apply to the respective zoning districts,  the boundaries 
of the zoning districts, and similar concerns. The Planning Board and Code and Planning 
Department staff, in working with the adopted amendments, has identified several additional fine 
tuning that we believe is appropriate.  In addition, we have had a new request that has come 
forward that does not comply with current zoning requirements.  
 
The Planning Board and Code and Planning Department staff have been working on these and 
other Ordinance amendments over the past 4 - 6 months. The Board conducted public hearings 
on the proposals at its meeting of May 7 or May 21.  Overall, there was little to no public 



comment regarding the respective proposals.    I have provided a synopsis of each of the 
proposed amendments below and identified why it is being proposed.  The complete text of each 
of the Ordinance amendments accompanies this memorandum. 
 
CHANGE TO CHAPTER 102, ZONING, USE TABLE --- WHO REVIEWS PERMITS  
 
In October 2014, the City adopted a new common Table of Uses that identifies the Uses that are 
permitted or prohibited in each zoning district located in the Inside the Bypass area and who is 
responsible for review and issuance of the permit, the Code Enforcement Officer (CEO) or the 
Planning Board.  When the new Table of Uses was adopted in October 2014, the Table identified 
that the Planning Board, rather than the CEO would be responsible for the review and approval 
of most permits in the Downtown Commercial zoning district.  In retrospect, this likely is 
unnecessary for many uses in the Downtown Commercial zoning district.  For example, the 
Planning Board, pursuant to the Table of Uses, was required to review the proposed Use Permit 
for Camden Bagel to establish a small restaurant in the Phoenix Row block building next to the 
Colonial Theater, even though the Code does not require any on-site parking and there were no 
changes to the building that would cause any adverse impacts.  
 
The Planning Board is recommending revisions to the Table of Uses that would authorize the 
CEO, rather than the Board, to review and approve Use Permits for nearly all nonresidential uses 
located in the section of the Downtown Commercial zoning district that is exempt from the 
requirement to provide on-site parking.  I note that only the Planning Board has the authority to 
consider an alternative parking option for a property/use located outside the exempt area, thus, 
the Board determined that it is appropriate to continue to have the Board review such requests.  
That said, I note that there is a companion Ordinance (see below) that would allow the CEO 
rather than the Board to review certain uses in the non-exempt area that create the demand for 
less than 3 parking spaces. 
 
No comment was offered at the Planning Board public hearing.  The Board recommended 
adoption of these Ordinance amendments by a vote of 5-0-2 (two absent).  
 
CHANGE TO CHAPTER 98, TECHNICAL STANDARDS - EXEMPT PARKING AREA    
 
The Chapter 98, Technical Standards, identify City parking requirements. Many properties on 
Main Street, High Street and Church Street that are located in the Downtown Commercial zoning 
district are located in an area which in which a Use is exempt from the requirement to provide 
on-site parking.  The Planning Board is proposing amendments that would increase the number 
of properties located in the exempt parking area.  As shown on the map that accompanies the text 
of the Ordinance amendments, properties along lower Main Street, such as Consumer Fuels and 
Dockside, would be included in the exempt area, as would the Post Office, Vincents and the 
Unitarian Universalist Church.  In addition, the First Church, which is in the Residential 1 zoning 
district, would be exempt from on-site parking.    
 
The Planning Board, in its discussions, clearly recognized that which properties are or are not 
required to provide on-site parking is a significant potential development cost for a property 
owner, as well as a significant public policy issue.  The amount of publicly owned parking in 



parking lots and on-street and its general accessibility to a property was one of the issues the 
Board considered in looking at current Ordinances. In general, the core of the downtown (Main 
Street) was viewed as being appropriate to be in the exempt area, but as you move to the edges of 
the downtown (e.g. Redman Hall, Spring Street and such) that it likely is appropriate to continue 
the current policy of requiring on-site parking, while granting the Planning Board flexibility to 
determine if it is appropriate to allow an alternative parking option (lesser number of on-site 
parking spaces than required by City Ordinance).  The Board also noted that these amendments 
can and should ultimately be part of a grander and subsequent discussion of public parking vs. 
private parking.  In short, these amendments are viewed as a first step.  
 
The second element of this proposal is to allow the CEO, rather than the Planning Board, to 
review a proposal to allow a use that requires 3 or less new parking spaces in the portion of the 
Downtown Commercial zoning district that is located in the non-exempt on-site parking area.  In 
short, if a property owner proposes a new use or amended use that generates little to no new 
parking demand, the CEO can consider the use and not require additional on-site parking.   
 
The Planning Board voted 4 (favor) -1 (opposed) -2 (absent) to recommend these amendments to 
the Council.  Two property owners attended the hearing to ask questions about the proposal.  
 
CHANGE TO CHAPTER 102, ZONING - CONTRACT REZONING - DOWNTOWN 
COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICT.   
 
The current minimum lot size and minimum street frontage requirement for the Downtown 
Commercial zoning district is 2,000 square feet and 20 feet of street frontage.  The owner of the 
Phoenix Row block property is looking to divide the existing building into 2 or 3 properties, 
however, one or more of the lots (building division) proposed to be created would be less than 
the required minimum lot size or minimum frontage requirement.   The Planning Board, 
Department staff and City Attorney debated how best to address this issue.  Ultimately, we chose 
to recommend the City allow the use of contract rezoning to allow the division of properties in 
which one or more lots that would be created do not satisfy the minimum lot size requirement, 
provided the lot includes a building that was constructed prior to 1985, as the most appropriate 
tool to consider such an application.   
 
The contract rezoning process would be similar to that which is now in effect for the waterfront 
area and for other specific properties in the Residential 1 and Residential 2 zoning districts.  The 
Planning Board voted 7-0 to support this amendment.  While no public comment was offered at 
the May 21 meeting, I note that the owners of the Phoenix Row block are hopeful that the City 
will adopt this proposal   
 
I would be happy to answer any questions on the amendments.  
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CITY CODE OF ORDINANCES 
CITY OF BELFAST CITY COUNCIL  

FIRST READING    JUNE 7, 2016 
CHAPTER 98, TECHNICAL STANDARDS  

ON-SITE PARKING REQUIREMENTS - DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL & 
RESIDENTIAL 1 ZONING DISTRICTS 

 
Notes to Reader: 
 
1) The Chapter 98, Technical Standards identify City construction and performance standards 

which an applicant must satisfy to obtain a permit.  The standards address but are not limited 
to issues such as stormwater management, traffic management, utility construction and the 
amount and location of parking improvements. 

 
2) The City adopted the Chapter 98, Technical Standard Ordinance in 1998.  Article VIII, 

Parking and Loading Facilities, Section 98-245, Areas Exempt from Parking Requirements, 
identifies portions of the Downtown Commercial zoning district in which properties and 
proposed uses are currently exempt from the requirement to provide on-site parking.  The 
Belfast City Council, as recommended by the Belfast Planning Board, is considering two 
amendments to this standard, including: 
• To increase the size of the  area and number of properties which would be included in the 

portion of the Downtown Commercial zoning district that is exempt from the requirement 
to provide on-site parking, and to include one property in the Residential 1 zoning 
district, the First Church, in this same exempt area. 

• In the portion of the Downtown Commercial zoning district that is not included in the 
exempt parking area (on-site parking required), proposal authorizes the Code 
Enforcement Officer, rather than the Planning Board, to review and approve an 
application for an existing or new use that would be required pursuant to the Technical 
Standards to provide three or less new on-site parking spaces.   

 
3) The Belfast City Council is conducting the First Reading of this proposal at its meeting of 

June 7, 2016, and anticipates conducting the Second Reading and public hearing at its 
meeting of June 21, 2016.  The Belfast Planning Board conducted a public hearing regarding 
this proposal at its meeting of May 11, 2016, and voted 4 - 1 to recommend approval of the 
proposed amendments.  The City Council has the authority to adopt the proposed 
amendments following the Second Reading.    

 
4) Language that is proposed to be added to the Ordinance is identified in Red Font.  Language 

proposed to be deleted from the Ordinance is identified in Blue Strike-Through Font.  
Language that is in Black Font is existing language that is not proposed to be amended. 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS 
 
Chapter 98.  Technical Standards. 
 
Article VIII.  Parking and Loading Facilities.  
 
Sec. 98-245. Areas and Uses exempt from parking requirement.  
 
[Ord. No. 39-1998, § 8.2.4, 12-1-1998; Ord. of 1-5-2010(1)] 
 
A.  Notwithstanding the provisions of section 98-242, in the Downtown Commercial zoning 

district, there shall be no on-site or off-street parking required for existing uses or uses 
proposed to be permitted on any property in the areas identified on the map entitled; Areas 
Exempt from On-site Parking, Section 98-245. The two three areas in the Downtown 
Commercial zoning district which are exempt from on-site parking requirements, as such 
are shown on the above referenced map, are described below. Parcels identified by map and 
lot numbers in this section are based on the map and lot that were in effect in May 2008, as 
such may have been revised through April 1, 2016. 

 
NOTE OT READER: REFER TO MAP FOR PROPERTIES NOW PROPOSED TO 

BE INCLUDED IN THE EXEMPT PARKING AREA. 
 

B. In the portion of the Downtown Commercial zoning district that is not identified on the 
map entitled, Areas Exempt from On-site Parking, Section 98-245, meaning that a use 
in this area is required to provide on-site parking, a new use or expansion of an existing 
use that requires an applicant to provide three or fewer parking spaces, reference table 
in Section 98-242, is exempt from the requirement to provide additional on-site parking.  
In all cases, this is a one-time exception for a specific property.  Further, this exception 
shall not require the Planning Board to approve an alternative parking option pursuant 
to Section 98-246, however, nothing in this provision shall prohibit an applicant from 
requesting approval of an alternative parking option from the Planning Board.   In 
addition, the Code Enforcement Officer, rather than the Planning Board, is authorized 
to grant a Use Permit for a new use or expansion of an existing use that satisfies the 
requirements of this provision.     

 
C.  Notwithstanding the provisions of section 98-242, in the Residential 1 zoning district, 

there shall be no on-site or off-street parking required for existing uses or uses 
proposed to be permitted on the property identified as Map 11, Lot 168, The First 
Church, as such is identified on the map entitled; Areas Exempt from On-site Parking, 
Section 98-245.  
 
 

NOTE - CODE AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT WILL WRITE SPECIFIC 
AMENDMENTS TO THE FOLLWING BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION TO REFLECT 
THE ABOVE CHANGES to CLAUSE A ABOVE ONCE SPECIFIC BOUNDARIES 

ARE RECOMMENDED BY THE PLANNING BOARD. 

http://www.ecode360.com/print/BE3520?guid=28413489#28413489
http://www.ecode360.com/print/28413475#28413475
http://www.ecode360.com/print/28413489#28413489
http://www.ecode360.com/print/28413475#28413475
http://www.ecode360.com/print/28413489#28413489
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Area 1: Beginning at a point which is the centerline of the intersection of Main Street and 
Market Street; thence proceeding easterly along the centerline of Main Street until said 
centerline intersects with the centerline of Church Street; thence southeasterly along the 
centerline of Church Street until said centerline intersects with the centerline of Spring 
Street; thence northeasterly along the centerline of Spring Street until said centerline 
intersects with a projection of the rear (northerly) lot line for a parcel identified as Map 11, 
Lot 26; thence continue northwesterly along the rear lot line of Map 11, Lot 26, until said 
line intersects with the centerline of Beaver Street; thence northeasterly along the centerline 
of Beaver Street until said centerline intersects with the centerline of High Street; thence 
westerly along the centerline of High Street until said centerline intersects with the centerline 
of Pendelton Lane; thence northerly along the centerline of Pendelton Lane until said 
centerline intersects with the centerline of Cross Street; thence westerly along the centerline 
of Cross Street until said centerline intersects with the centerline of Main Street; thence 
northerly along the centerline of Main Street for a distance of 40 feet until said centerline 
intersects with a projection of the northerly side lot line for a parcel identified as Map 11, Lot 
26; thence northwesterly along the side lot line for the parcel identified as Map 11, Lot 26 for 
a distance of about 50 feet to the northwesterly rear corner of this parcel; thence southerly 
along the rear boundaries of parcels identified as Map 11, Lots 123A, 123, 122, 121, 121A, 
117, and after crossing Washington Street, the boundaries of parcels identified as Map 11, 
Lot 76, 75 and 74, to the southeasterly (rear) corner of a parcel identified as Map 11, Lot 90; 
thence westerly along the rear boundaries of parcels identified as Map 11, Lots 90, 89, 88, 
87, 86, and 84, until said line intersects with the centerline of Bridge Street; thence southerly 
along the centerline of Bridge Street until said centerline intersects with the centerline of 
High Street; thence easterly along the centerline of High Street until said centerline intersects 
with the centerline of Market Street; and thence southeasterly along Market Street to the 
point of beginning.  Expand to include Post Office and all of lower Main Street. 
 
Area 2: This area includes the parcels identified as Map 11, Lot 37, which is an apartment 
complex, and Map 11, Lot 35, which is the City Library, both of which have street frontage 
on High Street.  Expand to include Unitarian Universalist Church. 
 
Area 3:  Former Vincents Restaurant 
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AGENDA TOPIC 10. 
TO:  Mayor & City Council  

FROM: Wayne Marshall, City Planner 

DATE:  June 2, 2016 

RE:  First Reading - Proposed Ordinance Amendments - Residential 1, 2 and 3 zoning  
  districts 

REQUESTED ACTIONS 
 
The Belfast Planning Board is recommending that the City Council adopt the following 
amendments to the City Code of Ordinances that apply to the Residential 1, Residential 2 and 
Residential 3 zoning districts.  I am requesting three actions from the Council at your June 7 
meeting.  
 
Action #1.  Conduct the First Reading of each of the amendments outlined below.  The First 
Reading is your opportunity to ask any questions and to identify potential revisions that you may 
like to make to the proposals.  
 
Action #2.  Schedule the Second Reading and public hearing for the Council meeting of June 21.   
 
Action #3.  Provide direction to staff regarding how you would like to provide public notice of 
the hearings.  The City will publish notice of the June 21 hearing in the Republican Journal and 
on the City website.  In addition, do you want to send letters to the property owners who are 
affected by the establishment of the traditional neighborhood setback?  I note that several 
property owners from Cottage and North Ocean Street attended the Planning Board hearing to 
ask questions and I believe the Board responded to their questions.   Also, I would recommend 
not sending notice of the proposed front yard parking restriction change since this affects all 
property owners in this zone and the amendments mostly constitute a clarification of the exising 
prohibition.   Our Department will use whichever approach you prefer.  
 
TRADITIONAL FRONT SETBACK REQUIREMENT   
 
In October 2014, the City implemented using Traditional Neighborhood setbacks to determine 
the minimum amount of front setback requirement for structures located in the Residential 1, 
Residential 2 and Residential 3 zoning districts.  As you may recall, these setback vary from 
street to street and are generally based on the amount of setback for existing structures.  The 
amount of setback falls into one of seven standards: 5 feet, 10 feet, 15 feet, 20 feet, 25 feet, 30 
feet, 40 feet or 60 feet. The City has a map that identifies all the front setback requirements that 
were adopted.  This method of determining front setback replaced the former universal standard 
of  25 feet that previously applied to these zoning districts.     
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Inadvertently, when the Department prepared the front setback map, we omitted identifying the 
amount of front setback requirement for about 25 properties located inside the bypass.  The 
purpose of the proposed amendments is to now identify the amount of setback for properties 
which were previously missed.  The streets that are affected are: Birch Street, Pearl Street 
(section southwesterly of Congress Street), Wildwood Lane, Cottage Street (easterly side of 
street), and Ocean Street (westerly side of street that is located between Race Street and Condon 
Street).  The proposed amount of setback is shown on the attached maps.   The front setback 
requirement for other properties and streets located in the Residential 1, Residential 2 or 
Residential 3 zoning districts are not affected by the proposed amendments. 
 
Several property owners from the Cottage Street and Ocean Street area attended the May 11 
Planning Board public hearing mostly to ask questions about the proposal.  No specific comment 
was offered in support or opposition to the proposal.   I view the proposed amendments largely 
as a house-keeping matter; meaning that the revisions are needed so that the setback map is 
complete.  
 
FRONT YARD PARKING RESTRICTION - CHAPTER 98, TECHNICAL STANDARDS   
 
The Chapter 98, Technical Standards, address parking requirements for the City.  One of the 
provisions in the Standards applied to the former Residential I and Residential II zoning districts, 
and generally prohibited a property owner from locating parking in the area between the street 
and the house/business, unless the parking was located in front of a garage.  The City, in October 
2014, adopted new zoning district designations for the Inside the Bypass area.  The new 
designations eliminated the former Residential I and II districts and generally replaced such with 
the Residential 1, 2 and 3 zoning districts.  Thus, the City needs to consider revising its 
Technical Standard requirements to ensure that they apply to the newly established districts.   
 
The Planning Board, in discussing this issue, debated the value of the Ordinance provision.  The 
Board generally believes that the front yard parking restriction in these urban areas makes sense 
and that the former provisions should be continued, subject to several changes.  
 
The changes clarify when and how the front yard parking restriction applies, and also establishes 
a clear process through which a property owner could request that the Board consider granting a 
waiver to potentially allow parking in the front yard, and the standards/issues which the Board 
must consider.  I would encourage the Council to read through the proposal to get a better sense 
of how it would apply to properties located in most of the area located inside the bypass.  Again, 
this is not a real change from past Ordinance policy, but we believe it more clearly defines when 
and how the policy is applied.  
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CITY CODE OF ORDINANCES 
CITY OF BELFAST CITY COUNCIL 

FIRST READING   TUESDAY, JUNE 7, 2016 
CHAPTER 102, ZONING 

TRADITIONAL FRONT SETBACK REQUIREMENT 
RESIDENTIAL 1 ZONING DISTRICT 

 
Notes to Reader: 
 
1) The Belfast City Council, as recommended by the Belfast Planning Board, in October 2014, 

adopted amendments to Chapter 102, Zoning, Article V, District Regulations, to change the 
approach the City uses to determine the minimum front setback requirement for structures 
located in the Residential 1, Residential 2 and Residential 3 zoning districts.  These 
amendments were part of a comprehensive package of amendments to Chapter 102, Zoning, 
for the area located Inside the Bypass.    

 
 Prior to October 2014, the front setback requirement for any structure located in a residential 

zoning district in the Inside the Bypass area was 25 feet from the front lot line.  The 2014 
amendments resulted in the City using 'traditional neighborhood setbacks' to determine the 
front setback requirement, meaning that the amount of setback is based on existing 
development patterns on a particular street.  As such, the amount of setback may vary from 
street to street, and is one of eight setback standards; 5 feet, 10 feet, 15 feet, 20 feet, 25 feet, 
30 feet, 40 feet or 60 feet.  The amount of setback required is identified on the City front 
setback map that is part of Chapter 102, Zoning, Article V, District Regulations, Division 31, 
Dimensional Standards.   

 
2) The Code and Planning Department, in reviewing the map that it adopted to implement the 

'traditional neighborhood setback' requirement, determined that several streets or portions of 
streets were inadvertently omitted from the map, meaning that the new front setback standard 
was not adopted for all properties in the Residential 1 zoning district.  The affected streets 
include: Birch Street, Pearl Street (section southwesterly of Congress Street), Wildwood 
Lane, Cottage Street (easterly side of street), and Ocean Street (westerly side of street that is 
located between Race Street and Condon Street).  The Planning Board is now proposing to 
establish the front setback requirement for these streets; reference attached maps.  The front 
setback requirement for other properties and streets located in the Residential 1, Residential 2 
or Residential 3 zoning districts are not affected by the proposed amendments 

 
3) The Planning Board conducted a public hearing regarding this proposal at its meeting of May 

11, 2016.  Two persons attended the public hearing and the Board addressed the questions 
that were raised.  Following the public hearing, the Board voted 5-0-2 (two absent) to 
recommend that the Council adopt the proposed amendments.       

 
4) The Council is scheduled to conduct the First Reading of the proposed amendments at its 

meeting of June 7, 2016, and to conduct the Second Reading and public hearing regarding 
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the proposal at its meeting of June 21, 2016.  The Council, following the public hearing, has 
the authority to adopt, adopt with revisions, or to reject the Ordinance amendments.  

 
5) Language that is proposed to be added to the Ordinance is identified in Red Font.  Language 

proposed to be deleted from the Ordinance is identified in Blue Strike-Through Font.  
Language that is in Black Font is existing language that is not proposed to be amended. 

 
 

TEXT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
 

CHAPTER 102, ZONING 
 
ARTICLE V, DISTRICT REGULATIONS 
 
DIVISION 31, DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS 
 
Minimum Front Setback for Structures 
 
The minimum front setback requirement for properties located on the streets or portions 
of said streets identified below that are in the Residential 1 zoning district are established 
pursuant to the attached maps.  The City will use these maps to revise the traditional 
neighborhood setback map for the Residential 1, Residential 2 and Residential 3 zoning 
districts that the City adopted in October 2014.  The streets affected by this amendment 
include: Birch Street, Pearl Street (section southwesterly of Congress Street), Wildwood 
Lane, Cottage Street (easterly side of street), and Ocean Street (westerly side of street that 
is located between Race Street and Condon Street). 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CITY CODE OF ORDINANCES 
CITY OF BELFAST CITY COUNCIL  

FIRST READING   TUESDAY, JUNE 7, 2016 
CHAPTER 98, TECHNICAL STANDARDS  
FRONT YARD PARKING RESTRICTION 

 
Notes to Reader: 
 
1) The Chapter 98, Technical Standards identify construction and performance standards which 

the City applies to development proposals and permits.  The standards address but are not 
limited to issues such as: stormwater management, traffic management, utility construction, 
and the amount and location of parking improvements. 

 
2) The City adopted the Chapter 98, Technical Standard Ordinance in 1998.  Article VIII, 

Parking and Loading Facilities, Section 98-247, Front Yard Parking Restricted in Certain 
Districts, established certain restrictions regarding where parking can occur in the Residential 
I, Urban District and the Residential II District.  The Planning Board is now proposing 
several revisions to this requirement, partly because Ordinance provisions adopted by the 
City in October 2014 eliminated or amended the above zoning districts and changed the 
boundaries of these zoning districts to become the newly established Residential 1, 
Residential 2 and Residential 3 zoning districts.  

 
3) The Planning Board conducted a public hearing regarding this proposal at its meeting of May 

11, 2016.  No public comment was offered at the public hearing.   The Board, following the 
public hearing, voted 5-0-2 (two absent) to support Council adoption of the proposed 
amendments. 

 
4) The Council is scheduled to conduct the First Reading of the proposed amendments at its 

meeting of June 7, 2016, and to conduct the Second Reading and public hearing regarding 
the proposal at its meeting of June 21, 2016.  The Council, following the public hearing, has 
the authority to adopt, adopt with revisions, or to reject the Ordinance amendments.  

 
5) Language that is proposed to be added to the Ordinance is identified in Red Font.  Language 

proposed to be deleted from the Ordinance is identified in Blue Strike-Through Font.  
Language that is in Black Font is existing language that is not proposed to be amended. 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS 

Chapter 98.  Technical Standards. 
 
Article VIII.  Parking and Loading Facilities.  
 
Section 98-247.   Front Yard Parking Restrictionsed in Residential 1, Residential 2 and 
Residential 3 Certain Districts 
 [Ord. of 1-5-2010(1)] 
 
A. In the Residential I 1, and Residential II 2, and Residential 3 Districts, no off-street parking 

shall be located in the front yard, subject to the following exceptions:   The Planning 
Board may grant relief from this front yard parking provision provided that: 

 
a. (1)  Parking is for a single-family or two-family residence,/single-family occupancy only 

provided the parking area is located in front of a private garage. 
 
(2) Parking is for a home occupation that occurs in a single family residence, the 

amount of parking required for the home occupation is 2 vehicles or less, and the 
parking area is located in front of a private garage.   

 
b. (3)  In the case of a or b identified above, a A plan shall be submitted to the Code 

Enforcement Officer showing the location of existing and/or proposed structures, 
location of the existing and proposed driveways and dimensions of the driveways, 
and location of the existing and/or proposed parking areas and dimensions of the 
parking areas and the construction standard for the driveways and parking areas. 

 
c.  On the plan, the front yard parking area shall not be more than 400 square feet in 

area and the driveway shall not exceed 20 feet in width. 
 
d.  There shall be no front yard parking for a home occupation or any use other than a 

single-family house. 
 
(4) The parking area is located on Map 33, Lot 21, which is owned by Waldo County 

General Hospital, and is in located in an area approved by the City of Belfast 
Planning Board.  

 
This provision in no way prohibits parking in front of a private garage for a single-
family residence or a two-family residence.  
 

B.  Planning Board authority to waive parking restrictions.   
 

(1) The Belfast Planning Board, consistent with the authority granted to the Board 
pursuant to Division 2 of this Chapter, shall have the authority to waive the front 
yard parking restrictions for any use identified in A above in the Residential 1, 
Residential 2 or Residential 3 districts, provided the applicant can demonstrate to 
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the Board that at least two of the following conditions exist on the property:  
 

a.  The configuration of the property and existing or proposed structures on the 
property make it impractical, unfeasible and uneconomical to locate some or all 
of the parking in an area other than the front yard;  

b.  There are environmental constraints on the property, such as but not limited to 
floodplains, wetlands, and steep slopes, that make it impractical, unfeasible and 
uneconomical  to locate some or all of the parking in an area other than the front 
yard;  

c.  The existing parking on the property is located in the front yard, and the most 
appropriate and practical location for additional parking is adjacent to the 
existing parking area; 

d.  The location of the driveway, either existing or proposed, makes it impractical, 
unfeasible and uneconomical to locate the parking in an area other than in the 
front yard; 

e.  Other properties located on the same street and in the same vicinity of the 
property which is requesting a waiver have front yard parking that is not located 
in front of a garage; and   

f.   Circumstances similar to the above which the Board finds appropriate. 
 

(2) The Belfast Planning Board may consider a waiver of the front yard parking 
restriction for a use that is not identified in paragraph A above, provided that the 
Board finds that an application satisfies the requirements identified in both 
paragraph B (1) and Division 2 of this Chapter.       

 
 
 
 



AGENDA TOPIC 10. 
TO:  Mayor & City Council  

FROM: Wayne Marshall, City Planner 

DATE:  June 2, 2016 

RE:  First Reading - Proposed Ordinance Amendments - Definitions 

REQUESTED ACTIONS 
 
The Belfast Planning Board is recommending that the City Council adopt amendments to two 
definitions identified in Chapter 66, General Provisions.  I am requesting two actions from the 
Council at your June 7 meeting.  
 
Action #1.  Conduct the First Reading of the amendments.  The First Reading is your 
opportunity to ask any questions and to identify potential revisions that you may like to make to 
the proposals.  
 
Action #2.  Schedule the Second Reading and public hearing for the Council meeting of June 21.   
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION   
 
This proposal involves two amendments to the current Ordinance definitions identified in 
Chapter 66, General Provisions.  The two definitions involve the issue of lot frontage. 
 
The Belfast Code allows back lots (lots with no street frontage) and the City has been adopting 
Ordinance provisions to encourage the creation and development of back lots.  Thus, the 
Planning Board is recommending a specific definition so it is clear what is considered a back lot.  
And, with the adoption of the above definition, the City needs to revise its current definition of 
lot frontage.   
 
The two amendments are largely house-keeping matters.  
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CITY CODE OF ORDINANCES 

CITY OF BELFAST CITY COUNCIL  
FIRST READING - TUESDAY, JUNE 7, 2016 

CHAPTER 66, GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 

Notes to Reader: 
 
1) Chapter 66, General Provisions, identifies most definitions that apply to all sections of 

Subpart B, Land Use Regulations, of the City Code of Ordinances.  The Belfast Planning 
Board is proposing amendments to the current definition of Lot Frontage, and to establish a 
new definitions for a Back Lot.  The amendments are intended to facilitate interpretation of 
current zoning requirements.  

 
2) The Planning Board conducted a public hearing regarding this Ordinance proposal at its 

meeting of May 11, 2016.  No public comment was offered at the hearing.  The Board voted 
5-0-2 (two absent) to recommend that the Council support the Ordinance amendments.  

 
3) The Council is scheduled to conduct the First Reading of the proposed amendments at its 

meeting of June 7, 2016, and to conduct the Second Reading and public hearing regarding 
the proposal at its meeting of June 21, 2016.  The Council, following the public hearing, has 
the authority to adopt, adopt with revisions, or to reject the Ordinance amendments.  

 
4) Language that is proposed to be added to the Ordinance is identified in Red Font.  Language 

proposed to be deleted from the Ordinance is identified in Blue Strike-Through Font.  
Language that is in Black Font is existing language that is not proposed to be amended. 

 

TEXT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

CHAPTER 66, GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 66-1. Definitions.  
 
(a) The purpose of this section is to provide a list of terms and their meanings so as to assist 

applicants and others in understanding the terms used in subpart B, Land Use Regulations. 
Unless incorporated by reference in another chapter or another city ordinance, the definitions 
in this section are not controlling. 

 
Further, definitions that are unique to a specific chapter of subpart B, Land Use Regulations, 
can typically be found in that specific chapter rather than this chapter. For example, 
definitions unique to Chapter 78, Floods, and Chapter 82, Shoreland, can be found in said 
chapters. Applicants and others are encouraged to consult the other chapters of subpart B, 
Land Use Regulations, for a list of terms and their meanings that may apply to a specific 
chapter. 
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(b)  In the interpretation and enforcement of subpart B, all words shall carry their customary 
dictionary meanings. For the purpose of subpart B, certain words and terms are defined as 
follows: 
(1)  City means The City of Belfast. 
(2)  Municipal officers means the City Council. 
(3)  Tense and number. Words used in the present tense include the future tense. Words used 

in the singular include the plural, and words used in the plural include the singular. 
(4)  Shall, may. The word "shall" is always mandatory; the word "may" is permissive. 
(5)  Person. Includes a firm, association, organization, partnership, trust, company, 

corporation, or other legal entity, as well as an individual. 
(6)  Lot. The word "lot" includes the words "plot" and "parcel." 
(7)  Building. The word "building" includes the word "structure." 

 
(c) The following words, terms and phrases shall have the meanings ascribed to them in this 

subsection, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning: 
 
 
LOT   (Note to Reader - Existing Definition) 
 
A registered or recorded parcel of land of at least sufficient size to meet minimum zoning 
requirements for use and dimensions, and to provide such yards and other open spaces as 
required by City ordinances.  An easement shall not be considered a lot.   
 
LOT, BACK (Back Lot)     
 
A back lot is a registered or recorded parcel of land of at least sufficient size to satisfy the 
minimum lot size requirement identified in Chapter 102, Zoning, however, it is a lot that 
does not and is not required to have frontage on a public or private street.  At least one 
dimension of a back lot shall be equal in length to the minimum lot frontage requirement in 
effect for the respective zoning district in which the lot is located, and for a back lot that is 
2 acres or less in size, the length to width ratio of the lot shall not exceed a ratio of 5 to 1.  
Also, a structure located on a back lot does not need to satisfy a front setback requirement 
for structures.  A structure located on a back lot shall be located no less than the minimum 
side setback requirement from any lot line.        
 
LOT FRONTAGE   
 
The linear distance between the sidelines of a lot, measured along the lot line that fronts on 
a road right-of-way.  As described in the standards for each zoning district in the zoning 
regulations (chapter 102),  lot frontage shall mean: 
 

(1)  The frontage of the road right-of-way if the lot fronts on a road; or  
 
(2)   If a lot has no frontage on a road, the shortest dimension of the lot, provided a 

rectangle may be located on the lot which has for its dimensions the shortest 
dimension by the shortest dimension times 1.25.    
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