
 

Future Development  

and Housing Suitability 

in Southern Maine  
 

 

 

 

 

Southern Maine Planning and 

Development Commission  

Funded by the Maine DECD Housing 

Opportunity Program 

6/30/25 



Page 2 of 68 

 

Acknowledgements 

This project was made possible through funding from the Housing Opportunity Program, 

Service Provider Grant, administered by the Maine Department of Community and 

Economic Development, and with the valued participation of the following municipalities, 

who provided essential local data and insights: 

 

¶ Town of Arundel, Keith Trefethen ï Town Manager 

¶ City of Biddeford, David Galbraith - Deputy Director of Planning and Development 

¶ Town of Denmark, Betty LeGoff ï Town Manager 

¶ Town of Fryeburg, Katie Haley ï Town Manager 

¶ Town of Kennebunk, Chris Osterrieder ï Director of Community Development 

¶ Town of Kennebunkport, Galen Weibley ï Director of Planning and Development 

¶ City of Saco, Emily Cole-Prescott ï Director of Planning 

 

 

 

Project Team 

This project was completed by: 

¶ Malia Cordero, Community Planner and GIS Specialist 

¶ Mikala Jordan, Senior Planner 

¶ Raegan Young, Special Projects and Communications Manager 

With assistance from: 

¶ Jamel Torres, Community Planning Division Director 

¶ Stephanie Carver, Executive Director  



Page 3 of 68 

 

Table of Contents 

EǂĲĦƨƣŔƻĲШÉƨůůċƖǃ ................................ ................................ ................................ ....... Π 

fŰƣƖŸĬƨĦƣŔŸŰ ................................ ................................ ................................ .................  Ρ 

ÂƖŸŢĲĦƣШ ĲĲĬШċŰĬШ§ƻĲƖƻŔĲƽ ................................ ................................ ........................  Ρ 

9ŸőŸƖƣƚ ................................ ................................ ................................ ....................  Σ 

~ĲƣőŸĬŸũŸŊǃ ................................ ................................ ................................ ................  Φ 

?ĲƻĲũŸƓċĤũĲШxċŰĬШ ŰċũǃƚŔƚ ................................ ................................ ........................  Φ 

7ƨŔũĬƨƣШÉĦĲŰċƖŔŸ ................................ ................................ ................................ ...... ΝΞ 

cŸƨƚŔŰŊШÉƨŔƣċĤŔũŔƣǃШ ŰċũǃƚŔƚ ................................ ................................ .....................  ΝΠ 

§ƨƣĦŸůĲƚ ................................ ................................ ................................ ..................  ΝΤ 

uĲǃШÑċťĲċƽċǃƚ ................................ ................................ ................................ ........ ΝΤ 

9ƖŸƚƚр9ŸőŸƖƣШÅĲƚƨũƣƚ ................................ ................................ ..............................  ΝΤ 

9ŸċƚƣċũШ9ŸőŸƖƣ ................................ ................................ ................................ ........ ΝΦ 

fŰũċŰĬШ9ŸőŸƖƣ ................................ ................................ ................................ ..........  ΞΦ 

fůƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰƚШċŰĬШ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰƚ ................................ ................................ ..................  ΟΤ 

ƓƓĲŰĬŔǂаШ9ŸůůƨŰŔƣǃШÉƓĲĦŔǯĦШÅĲƚƨũƣƚ ................................ ................................ ........ ΠΜ 

ƖƨŰĬĲũ ................................ ................................ ................................ ...................  ΠΝ 

7ŔĬĬĲŉŸƖĬ ................................ ................................ ................................ ................  ΠΡ 

uĲŰŰĲĤƨŰť ................................ ................................ ................................ ..............  ΠΦ 

uĲŰŰĲĤƨŰťƓŸƖƣ................................ ................................ ................................ ........ ΡΟ 

ÉċĦŸ ................................ ................................ ................................ .......................  ΡΤ 

?ĲŰůċƖť ................................ ................................ ................................ .................  ΣΝ 

[ƖǃĲĤƨƖŊ ................................ ................................ ................................ .................  ΣΡ 

 

 

 

  



Page 4 of 68 

 

Executive Summary 

REGIONAL CONTEXT  

Over the last decade, an undersupply in housing production, rising costs in materials, and labor 

shortages coincided with an increasing population, relatively stagnant wages, and outdated land 

use regulations. Consequently, housing affordability, availability, and accessibility have decreased 

significantly in southern Maine, especially since the global Covid-19 pandemic. In 2021, in an 

effort to combat the housing crisis, the State of Maine legislature passed LD 2003. That bill 

required municipalities to adopt certain zoning standards to support additional housing units and 

increased housing density. While LD 2003 promotes the development of new housing across the 

state, individual communities need technical assistance to determine areas where this 

development is best suited. Additionally, other zoning standard changes can pair with LD 2003 to 

better facilitate the production of affordable and missing middle housing development.   

PROJECT G OALS & O VERVIEW  

The project creates a series of spatial analyses tools to better understand housing growth and 

development patterns. It produces three analyses: developable lands, buildout, and housing 

suitability. The results as well as the methodology of the analyses help fill the data and information 

gap around housing and land use, enabling communities to make informed decisions around 

housing growth and development patterns. Municipalities can use the results of the analyses to 

determine the effectiveness of current ordinances, the communitiesô preparedness for future 

development, and priority locations for future affordable or missing middle housing development. 

The project also allows regional planners to test a spatial analysis methodology that can be 

replicated in other communities.  

PROJECT O UTCOMES  

¶ The developable lands analysis and buildout scenario showed that even in highly 

regulated areas, significant potential exists to accommodate additional housing units, 

especially where minimum lot sizes and density restrictions allow. 

¶ The Housing suitability analysis identified areas of high suitability for new housing 

development, generally concentrated around town centers and downtowns where 

amenities, infrastructure, and services are most accessible. 

¶ The analysis revealed mismatches between zoning and suitability in some communities, 

where high buildout potential exists in low-suitability areas. This could lead to sprawled 

development patterns if zoning remains unchanged. 

¶ The results highlight opportunities for targeted zoning reforms or infrastructure 

investments in high-suitability and high-buildout areas to align growth with community 

goals. 

¶ The analysis provides a foundation for future municipal planning, comprehensive plan 

updates, and prioritization of affordable and mixed-income housing development in 

southern Maine. 
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Introduction 

Read this chapter to understand the motivation to conduct this project, the local and national 

housing contexts, the projectôs goals, and the makeup of the selected project cohorts. 

PROJECT N EED AND O VERVIEW  

National ,  State,  and Regional Context  

Over the last decade, an undersupply in housing production, rising costs in materials, and labor 

shortages coincided with an increasing population, relatively stagnant wages, and outdated land 

use regulations. Consequently, housing affordability, availability, and accessibility have decreased 

significantly in southern Maine, especially since the global Covid-19 pandemic. In York County, 

the median sale price of a single-family home increased 12.7 percent year-over-year between 

2020 and 2024, resulting in a median sale price of $498,500 in October 2024 (Redfin). In 2023, 

despite median household income reaching $86,430, 87 percent of York County households could 

not afford the median sale price of a house on the market (American Community Survey, Table 

S1901). Communities of all population sizes and development patterns are experiencing this 

housing crisis.  

In 2021, in an effort to reduce the housing crisis, the State of Maine legislature passed LD 2003. 

That bill required municipalities to adopt certain zoning standards to support additional housing 

units and housing density. While LD 2003 promotes the development of new housing across the 

state, individual communities need technical assistance to determine areas where this 

development is best suited. Additionally, other zoning standard changes can pair with LD 2003 to 

better facilitate the production of affordable and missing middle housing development.   

Local Governmentõs Role and Chal lenges  

While local government cannot control every contributing factor involved in exacerbating these 

housing challenges, local government has autonomy over land use regulations. Despite the 

historic precedence in New England villages for a mixture of housing types, todayôs land use 

ordinances tend to favor large lot single-family developments. Local government can revisit and 

revise these land use regulations to support a variety of housing types not as common in the 

modern market.  

However, several barriers prevent communities in the region from doing so. Challenges include 

funding planning efforts, staffing planners, data and information gaps, combating misinformation, 

educating the public, variable political will, and public fear around the effects of ordinance 

changes. Insufficient data and information, as well as misinformation, exacerbate every other 

challenge. 

Approaching the Chal lenges  

This project aims to support local government by providing data and information tools around 

these municipal housing challenges. The project creates a series of spatial analyses to better 

understand housing growth and development patterns. It produces three analyses: developable 
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lands, buildout, and housing suitability. The results as well as the methodology of the analyses 

help fill the data and information gap, enabling communities to make informed decisions around 

housing growth and development patterns.  

Each analysis also produces uniquely helpful outcomes. The developable lands analysis reveals 

where developable, partially developable, and non-developable lands exist as well as identifying 

how much land falls into each category. The buildout scenario estimates the maximum number of 

housing units that a community could absorb given their existing land use ordinances and their 

developable lands. Finally, the housing suitability analysis compares the suitability of locations for 

a variety of housing types based upon factors like transportation access, distance to services, 

and availability of utilities. 

COHORTS  

As a regional planning organization covering 39 cities and towns from the Atlantic coastline to the 

foothills of the White Mountains, the Southern Maine Planning and Development Commission 

(SMPDC) serves a range of community types. This diversity of communities prompted our 

approach to the case studies used in this project. We wanted to ensure our methodology and 

outcomes could apply to different communities within our region. We created two cohorts: a 

coastal group characterized by adjacency to the Atlantic Ocean, more urban and suburban 

development patterns, and more municipal staff, services, and resources; and an inland group 

characterized by its in-tact forests among rolling foothills, more rural development patterns, and 

smaller municipal governments. 

Coastal  Cohort  

The coastal cohort includes five communities in the southeastern part of York County: Arundel, 

Biddeford, Saco, Kennebunk, and Kennebunkport. All five include coastline along the Atlantic 

Ocean. The major roadways of I-95 and State Route 1 pass through all but Kennebunkport. 

Residents of all communities can commute to major urban centers Portland, Maine or Portsmouth, 

New Hampshire within 25 to 40 minutes. All five communities are located within a Metropolitan 

Planning Organization: Saco and Biddeford sit within the Portland Area Comprehensive 

Transportation System while Arundel, Kennebunk, and Kennebunkport lie within the Kittery Area 

Comprehensive Transportation System.  

The coastal cohort communities share staffing and regulatory similarities as well. All have full-time 

planning support. Arundel contracts out planning services at a full-time level, and the other four 

communities employ municipal planners. All five have developed zoning ordinances that address 

housing density and type to some degree. They each employ a town manager.  

The communities within the coastal cohort display some strong differences as well. They range 

in population from 3,666 (Kennebunkport) to 22,367 (Biddeford) and in size from 12,612 acres 

(Kennebunkport) to 23,277 acres (Saco) (Table 1). 



Page 7 of 68 

 

Table 1: Population and Land Area of Coastal Cohort Communities 

COMMUNITY POPULATION  

(2023) 

LAND AREA  

(Acres) 

POPULATION DENSITY  

(People/acre) 

Arundel 4,369 14,573 0.30 

Biddeford 22,367 18,118 1.23 

Kennebunk 11,915 20,957 0.57 

Kennebunkport 3,666 12,612 0.29 

Saco 20,960 23,277 0.90 

Cohort Total 63,277 89,538 0.71 

 

I n land Cohort   

The inland cohort includes two communities: Denmark and Fryeburg. Located in the southwestern 

portion of Oxford County, Denmark borders Fryeburg, while Fryeburg borders the Maine-New 

Hampshire state line. They are an hourôs drive from Lewiston and Portland, Maine. The towns sit 

in the foothills of New Hampshireôs White Mountains. Freshwater wetlands, ponds, lakes, the 

Saco River, and forests dominate the landscape. Neither lies within the borders of a Metropolitan 

Planning Organization. Both towns employ a town manager, but neither have planning staff. Both 

have zoning; Denmarkôs zones are in broader categories than what is seen in Fryeburg or the 

Coastal Cohort communities. At under 5,000 people combined, these towns are small in 

population, but their land area is significant (Table 2).   

Table 2: Population and Land Area of Inland Cohort Communities 

COMMUNITY POPULATION  

(2023) 

LAND AREA  

(Acres) 

POPULATION DENSITY  

(People/acre) 

Denmark 1,149 24,383 0.05 

Fryeburg 3,444 31,620 0.11 

Cohort Total 4,593 56,003 0.08 
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Map 1: Case Study Cohorts 
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Methodology 

This chapter explains the decision-making process behind the analyses, data availability, 

assumptions made, and calculations performed. 

Table 3: Needs for Analysis 

TYPE DESCRIPTION 

Software GIS software, such as ArcGISPro, ArcGIS Online, QGIS, or others 

Software Spreadsheet tool software, such as Excel, Google Sheets, or others 

Skill 
Using spatial analysis tools: clip, merge, dissolve, erase, spatial join, buffer, 

calculate geometry, create attribute, select by attribute, and delete features 

Skill Interfacing spreadsheet and G.I.S. software: exporting and uploading 

Skill Creating and executing basic mathematical equations 

Skill Creating well-designed maps with all necessary information 

Skill 
Interpreting local land use ordinances for allowed uses, unit counts, and 

dimensional standards 

Skill Understanding relevant State regulations that influence development potential 

Spatial Data 

Municipal boundaries, zone boundaries, unit locations, parcel boundaries, 

conserved land locations, slopes, floodplains, sewer systems, and 

environmental data specific to crafting municipal shoreland zoning boundaries 

Other Data 

Municipal land use ordinances, especially allowed uses, conditional uses, 

minimum lot sizes, and units allowed per minimum lot size, and State 

regulations, especially Shoreland Zoning and LD2003 

 

D EVELOPABLE L AND A NALYSIS  

The developable lands analysis reveals where developable, partially developable, and non-

developable lands exist as well as identifies how much land falls into each category. For this 

analysis, developable lands are those without physical constraints and with residential 

development potential based upon local land use ordinances and assessing land use codes. This 

analysis was performed using municipal, state, and federal geospatial data, Geographic 

Information Systems (G.I.S.) technology, spatial data manipulations, and basic mathematics 

(Table 3).  

Physical  Constraints to D evelopment  

First, we determined the location and extent of physical constraints to development. We aimed to 

eliminate lands in which development in the near future is impossible due to the physical condition 

of the land. We designated the following five variables as physical constraints:  

¶ Permanently conserved lands; 

¶ Steep slopes (greater than 20 percent incline); 

¶ Land in current use taxation; 

¶ Floodplains (per the Federal Emergency Management Association, FEMA); and, 
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¶ Land zoned as resource protection (shoreland zoning). 

¶ Parcels with land use codes indicating they are not readily available for residential 

development.  

 

Data identifying land in current use taxation is not available for the inland cohort communities. 

Additionally, permanently conserved lands data for the inland cohort communities does not align 

with boundary data, necessitating a spatial workaround in which parcels whose centroid lies within 

a conserved land polygon become the ñconserved landsò layer. 

Land zoned as Resource Protection (RP Zone) acts as a two-fold proxy for known development 

constraints: wetlands, and great ponds and rivers. Readily available wetland data does not 

distinguish between forested and non-forested wetlands, which pose different development 

potential according to Maine State Shoreland Zoning Law. Additionally, including RP Zones as 

non-developable lands addresses limitations to development within 250 feet of great ponds or 

rivers. However, using RP Zones requires data cleaning tailored to each communityôs specific 

ordinances (Table 4). Once assessed, we combined all data layers into one ñphysical constraintsò 

layer. 

Table 4: Resource Protection Data Cleaning Processes 

COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT 

Arundel 

No comprehensive RP Zone layer was found. Layer was created to 

encompass ordinanceôs definition of RP Zone using one feature noted as RP 

in the municipal zoning layer, one section of Natural Resource Conservation 

District as it encompasses the single great pond, and the Kennebunk River 

Flood Zone. 

Biddeford Municipal zoning layer includes RP Zone matching the ordinanceôs definition. 

Kennebunk 

No comprehensive RP Zone layer was found. Five layersðstate 

moderate/highly rated inland waterfowl and wading bird habitat, 100-year 

floodplain, portions of Priority 1 wetlands, 250 feet around portions of Priority 

1 wetlands, and slopes over 20 percent in the shoreland zoneðwere merged 

to encompass the ordinanceôs definition of RP Zone. 

Kennebunkport 

No comprehensive RP Zone layer was found. Four layersðislands, tidal and 

riverine 100-year floodplains, inland waterfowl/wading bird habitat 250-foot 

buffers, and National Wetland Inventory wetlands above two acres in the 

shoreland zonesðwere merged to encompass the ordinanceôs definition of 

RP Zone. 

Saco Municipal zoning layer includes RP Zone matching the ordinanceôs definition. 

Denmark 

No comprehensive RP Zone layer was found. Three layersðresource 

protection indicator, floodplain, and inland waterfowl/wading bird habitatð

were merged to encompass the ordinanceôs definition of RP Zone. 

Fryeburg 
Municipal zoning layer includes an RP Zone attribute matching the 

ordinanceôs definition. 

Undevelopable  L ands 
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Second, we assessed the developability of lands according to the Assessorôs existing land use 

designations and the municipalityôs land use ordinances. We aimed to eliminate lands in which 

new or additional residential development on a parcel is unlikely in the near future due to the 

existing uses on the land, the permitted uses allowed per ordinance, and/or the additional units 

allowed per ordinance. Land use data varied between the two cohorts.  

Coasta l  Cohor t   

For these communities, Assessorsô datasets included fine-grained land use codes. Each code 

was reviewed and deemed ñdevelopableò or ñundevelopableò as well as ñdevelopedò or 

ñundeveloped.ò Aerial imagery and land use codes were cross-referenced to ensure consistency 

across communities. The list below summarizes lands deemed ñundevelopableò:  

¶ Publicly owned land, 

¶ Lots with existing commercial or industrial-only facilities,  

¶ Lots with existing condominiums or mobile homes, 

¶ Roads, rights-of-way, rail lines, utility easements, and similar, 

¶ Vacant lots smaller than the minimum lot size per residential unit, and 

In land Cohort   

For the inland cohort, assessing datasets do not include fine-grained land use codes. For these 

towns, the presence of a building, ascertained using the statewide E-911 Addressing dataset, 

prompted a determination of ñdeveloped.ò Since all zones in these communities allow residential 

development, we assumed ñundevelopedò lands are ñdevelopableò and ñdevelopedò lands are ñnot 

developable.ò   

ĬĬŔƣŔŸŰċũũǃЯШǍŸŰŔŰŊШdistricts and parcel boundaries are not aligned. Over 500 parcels fall into 

two or more zones. Since both towns allow for a development to follow the standards of the 
zone ñwhere the development occurs,ò and some parcels span over 100 acres, development 
potential could vary significantly depending upon the zone chosen for analysis. To work around 
this dilemma in a time-efficient, replicable way, we selected all parcels that intersect a village 
district, have a developable area greater than 50 acres, and have at least two acres in another 
zone. For these parcels, we split the parcels at the zoning boundary(ies) and calculated the 
parcels separately according to the different zoning standards. All other parcels were assigned 
to the zone in which their centroid lies. 

Developable Lands  

Once each parcel was categorized as developable or not, we calculated the developable land 

area. After excluding undevelopable parcels, we subtracted all physical constraints from the 

developable parcels, leaving only land that can accept residential development.    
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BUILDUT SCENARIO  

The buildout scenario estimates the maximum number of housing units that a community could 

absorb given their existing land use ordinances and their developable lands. The buildout 

scenario represents a hypothetical situation in which 1) all land that could be developed 

residentially is developed residentially and 2) todayôs zoning regulations persist into the future. 

While reaching true buildout is highly unlikely, the exercise highlights the residential development 

patterns that each municipality creates via its ordinances and thus reveals where changes may 

be needed if the desired residential development pattern differs from the displayed outcome. 

There are also many assumptions made in order to simplify a very complex question, and in doing 

so, it is recommended that these numbers are not accepted as exact predictions, but instead 

indicators of what level of growth could occur in different zones and communities.  

Z oning A ssumptions  

After establishing the developability of the land, the next step is understanding the landôs 

underlying zoning. Each communityôs zoning standards are unique, requiring us to make several 

zoning assumptions to calculate a unit count per developable parcel. We made the following 

assumptions:  

¶ All communities provide the minimum lot size for each zone, but a handful of zones have 

ñno minimum lot size.ò When this is the case, a ñ1ò was entered, as ñ0ò would cause 

incorrect calculations. Some communities provide a minimum lot size for each zone 

depending upon if the area is sewered or not sewered. If a community did not distinguish 

between sewered and not sewered and provided one value, that value is entered into 

both the Minimum Lot Size Sewered and Minimum Lot Size Not Sewered categories.  

¶ Some communities provide an additional value of ñminimum lot size per dwelling unit.ò 

For zones where minimum lot size per dwelling unit varied according to the type of 

residential development, the most dense overall option was utilized; i.e., choosing 

ñ20000 square feet for 3 unitsò over ñ15000 square feet for 2 units.ò For zones where the 

community did not provide a minimum lot size per dwelling unit but did provide clear 

maximum usage, such as two-family dwellings allowed but not three-family, those 

numbers were used to calculate the minimum lot size per dwelling unit. 

¶ Some communities identify maximum units per lot. If the ordinance only allows single 

family houses and duplexes, then the value for MU is two. If the ordinance allows eight 

units per parcel, then the value for MU is eight. If the ordinance broadly states, ñmulti-

family,ò then we assigned the MU value to be 1,000, a value high enough to be unlikely to 

artificially limit development on a parcel within the study area. 

Sewer A ssumpt ions  

All coastal cohort communities have sewer systems while inland cohort communities do not. For 

communities with sewer, ordinances often create two minimum lot sizes, one for sewered 

properties and another for unsewered properties. This makes capturing the location of sewered 

and unsewered properties important for the buildout scenario. To establish the location of sewered 
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properties, we created a generous 500-foot buffer around sewer mains and selected all parcels 

that intersected the buffer.  

Calculat ions  

Each zoning code establishes residential density in different ways, so providing the buildout 

scenario required eight variables about lot size and dwelling units: 

¶ Minimum Lot Size, Sewered 

¶ Minimum Lot Size, Not Sewered 

¶ Minimum Lot Size per Dwelling Unit, Sewered 

¶ Minimum Lot Size per Dwelling Unit, Not Sewered 

¶ Units Allowed per Minimum Lot Size, Sewered 

¶ Units Allowed per Minimum Lot Size, Not Sewered 

¶ Maximum Units Allowed, Sewered 

¶ Maximum Units Allowed, Not Sewered 

These variables, together with the developable land area, form the equations to calculate buildout, 

or the maximum number of residential units that could exist on each parcel. First is ñLot Potential 

(LP),ò the number of minimum lot sizes a parcel can hold. The second equation is ñUnit Potenial 

(UP),ò the number of residential units possible on a parcel given the minimum lot size. Finally, UP 

and Maximum Units (MU), or the maximum number of units after limiting UP by the Townôs density 

standards, are compared since UP cannot exceed MU. The calculations are two-dimensional and 

do not take into account height limitations. 

¶ LP = Developable Land Area / Minimum Lot Size (MLS) 

¶ UP = LP * Units Allowed per MLS 

¶ Buildout Potential = UP if UP < MU 

¶ Buildout Potential = MU if UP > MU 

Using Potent ial  Uni ts  and  Maximum Uni ts  

UP and MU are both important to calculate. UP provides an estimate of the buildout potential 

based upon the lot size of developable parcels: it includes minimum lot size in the calculation. 

This helps evaluate potential buildout regardless of municipal density regulations, which is useful 

because density regulations can change. MU, however, adds municipal density regulations into 

the calculation. It limits the UP value per lot to the number of units a municipality allows per lot. 

Comparing UP and MU reveals how much density regulations impact development potential. We 

hope to see a smaller impact in growth areas and a greater impact in rural areas, as that means 

regulations generally direct development to where it is desired.  



Page 14 of 68 

 

H OUSING SUITABILITY A NALYSIS  

The housing suitability analysis compares the suitability of locations for new housing development 

based upon factors like transportation access, distance to services and amenities, availability of 

utilities, and the regulatory environment. The analysis intends to reveal the best and worst places 

to direct new residential growth, especially a mix of unit types and sizes. 

Purpose 

The housing suitability analysis was designed to assess optimal areas for future housing 

development within the region. The process utilized a scoring and weighting method where each 

data layer was scored on a standardized scale from 0 (least suitable) to 5 (most suitable), and 

then combined to generate a composite suitability score for individual parcels and selected case 

study areas. This methodology is designed to be sharable and transferable to other regions 

throughout the State. 

Data Preparat ion  

Each data layer included in the suitability analysis was carefully selected based on its relevance 

to residential development, data quality, and geographic coverage. The process involved input 

from SMPDC planning staff and GIS specialists, and built on data developed during the buildout 

analysis.  

Data layers were compiled from a wide range of sources to ensure both diversity and accuracy in 

the analysis. Where applicable, data from local municipalities were used to supplement or improve 

upon broader statewide datasets. The analysis relied on geospatial data including: transportation 

infrastructure, utility services, public amenities, environmental constraints, and local land use 

regulations. This analysis was performed in ArcGIS Pro using vector-based overlays. Layer 

geographies varied depending on the source, (parcels, zones, points, lines) but in all cases a 

polygon layer representation of the locations, or distances to the locations, was created so areas 

within each polygon could be scored.  

Data sources included: 

¶ Maine Dept. of Environmental 

Protection 

¶ Maine Dept. of Marine Resources 

¶ Maine Dept. of Transportation 

¶ KACTS Metropolitan Planning 

Organization 

¶ Maine Water Company 

¶ SMPDC Buildout Analysis 

¶ Individual Municipalities (e.g. Zoning 

Ordinances and Comprehensive 

Plans) 

Scoring and Weight ing  

A scoring field was added to each data layer, with values ranging from 0 (least suitable) to 5 (most 

suitable) based on existing spatial conditions and regional development priorities.   

Scoring Examples: 

¶ Distance-Based Layers (e.g., roads, services): Used buffer zones to assign scaled 

scores as distance from the feature increased. 
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¶ Binary Layers (e.g., water/sewer availability): Scored as 5 (present) or 0 (absent). 

¶ Point-Based Layers (e.g., amenities)1: Received a score based on number of features 

within a 1 mi. buffer. 

¶ Land Use Layers: Parcels in zoning districts that do not permit housing or were flagged 

as constrained were assigned lower scores. Parcels in density bonus areas and in 

planned growth areas were assigned higher scores. 

¶ Environmental Constraint Layers: Scored with a default of 0 and allowed negative values 

(e.g., ï1, ï2) to reflect sensitive or constrained* areas (e.g., endangered species 

habitat). 

Then, each layer was assigned a weight to reflect its importance relative to housing suitability. 

The weights were assigned so that the cumulative weighting across all layers totaled to 100, 

distributed as: Infrastructure - 45%, Land Use - 25%, and Socioeconomic Factors - 30%. Natural 

Resource constraints were treated as modifiers and not included in the 100% weighting. 

After scoring and weighting, all layers were joined using the Union tool into a master layer which 

overlaid all scores, to calculate the final composite score for any given area. The following formula 

was used: 

Final Composite Score = [(Factor 1 Score Ĭ Weight 1) + (Factor 2 Score Ĭ Weight 2) + 

... + (Factor N Score Ĭ Weight N)] ï Constraint Penalties 

This approach preserves the cumulative nature of positive development factors while still 

accounting for critical environmental limitations. 

Mapping the Results  

The final composite scores were visualized as a regional heat map using a color gradient to 
show areas from more to less suitable for housing development. In addition to the regional map, 
separate maps were created for each town and cohort area (See Appendix: Community Specific 
Results). While the underlying scores remained the same, the color gradient was adjusted to 
reflect the range of scores within each area, making it easier to compare relative suitability at a 
local scale. These maps support planners and officials in identifying priority areas for future 
housing efforts and investment. 

Model Limitat ions  

The model provides a high-level screening tool but is not a substitute for local zoning, permitting, 

or engineering review. Local-level review is necessary to determine the actual viability of 

development in any given location. Some limitations of this model include: 

¶ Data Resolution: Some data is more accurate at a regional scale than at a parcel scale. 

¶ Lack of Field Surveys: No fieldwork was conducted to verify on-the-ground conditions. 

¶ Feasibility Not Guaranteed: Suitability does not guarantee that development is feasible, 

as zoning, landowner willingness, and market factors also matter. 

¶ Dynamic Conditions: Land use regulations and environmental factors may change, 

impacting real-world suitability over time. 
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Table 5.  SMPDC Housing Suitabi l i ty  Scor ing Framework  

CATEGORY DATA LAYER SCORING 
MAX. POINTS 
(WEIGHTING) 

INFRASTRUCTURE  
 
45% 

Bus Service Areas Outside area = 0 
¼ - ½ mi buffer = 3 
Inside ¼ mi buffer = 5 

10 

Road Context 
Classification  

Includes ¼ mi buffer. 
Not within Context Class = 0 
Rural Town = 2  
Suburban = 3 
Village = 4 
Urban = 5 

15 

Sewer Service Areas Outside area = 0 
Inside area (plus 500 ft buffer) = 5 

5 

Sidewalks  Outside buffer = 0 
Within ¼ mi buffer = 5 

5 

Train Service Areas Outside all buffer zones = 0  
½ mi -1 mi buffer = 2 
¼ mi - ½ mi buffer = 3 
Inside ¼ mi buffer = 5 

5 

Water Service Area Outside area = 0 
Inside area = 5 

5 

LAND USE  
 
25% 

Future Land Use 
Growth Areas 

Outside area = 0 
Inside designated growth area = 5 

10 

Housing-Allowed 
Zones and LD2003 
Density Bonus Areas 

Outside both areas = 0  
In Housing-Allowed Zone = 3 
In Density Bonus Area = 5 

15 

SOCIOECONOMIC 
 
30% 

Amenity Services  No amenities = 0 
Low = 2  
Medium = 3 
High = 5 

10 

Essential Services  No services = 0 
Low = 2  
Medium = 3 
High = 5 

20 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Unweighted 

Endangered, 
Threatened, and 
Special Concern 
Species 

Outside area = 0 
Within ¼ mi = т2 
Within area = т5 

0 

Physical Constraints  Not Scored; used as overlay 
layer. 

N/A 
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Outcomes 

K EY T AKEAWAYS  

The Housing Suitability Analysis revealed that most high-suitability parcels are in or near town 

centers, downtowns, or village areasðplaces where the services and infrastructure included in 

the framework are available. However, some parcels with high buildout potential score low on 

housing suitability, often due to environmental constraints or lack of infrastructure, highlighting the 

need for better alignment between zoning and actual development potential. Areas with physical 

barriersðsuch as wetlands, floodplains, or steep slopesðscored low on the suitability scale, 

emphasizing the importance of integrating environmental data into growth strategies. Many 

communities have large, undeveloped parcels with high buildout potential in low-suitability areas, 

which means current zoning could enable sprawling development patterns unless adjustments 

are made. Municipalities can use these findings to refine land use regulations, direct growth to 

areas best suited to accommodate it, and prioritize infrastructure investmentðespecially in high-

suitability, high-buildout parcelsðto support affordable housing development. 

The results are all displayed in static maps attached to this report, but interactive GIS layers can 

also be viewed at the ArcOnline Web Experience here: Future Development and Housing 

Suitability in Southern Maine Web Mapper 

CROSS-COHORT  RESULTS 

Among all case study communities, constraints limited potential residential development to 62 

percent of the land, or about 91,184 acres (Table 5). At maximum buildout, these lands could 

support 108,400 residential units, bringing the overall density to 1.2 residential units per 

developable acre or 0.7 residential units per total acres. 

However, results ranged significantly among different case study communities. Biddeford, the 

most urbanized and populated community with zoning supportive of higher density, stands out for 

its buildout potential of 47,826 residential units and residential density at buildout of 4.8 units per 

developable acre. With Biddefordôs values removed, the other communities have 81,313 acres of 

developable lands and a buildout potential of 60,574 units. This lowers the buildout density to only 

0.7 residential units per developable acre and 0.5 units per total acres.  

The two Cohorts differ in their developable lands and buildout results. Unsurprisingly, the Inland 

Cohort has a much higher amount and percentage of developable lands compared to the Coastal 

Cohort. Conversely, due to zones with higher residential density allowed generally, the Coastal 

Cohort has a higher buildout potential and density at buildout. 

https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/efe2a252717f4600918fc4faf1f9d073
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/efe2a252717f4600918fc4faf1f9d073
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Table 5: Summarized Developable Lands and Buildout Results 

COMMUNITY LAND 

AREA 

(Acres) 

DEVELOPABLE 

LANDS  

(Acres) 

PERCENT 

DEVELOPABLE 

(Developable 

lands over land 

area) 

BUILDOUT 

POTENTIAL 

(Residential 

units) 

BUILDOUT 

DENSITY 

(Residential 

units per 

acre) 

Arundel 14,573 9,825 67% 3,297 0.3 

Biddeford 18,118 9,871 54% 47,826 4.8 

Kennebunk 20,957 8,922 43% 6,835 0.8 

Kennebunkport 12,612 5,836 46% 2,830 0.5 

Saco 23,277 13,002 56% 15,834 1.2 

Coastal Total 89,538 47,456 53% 76,622 3 

Denmark 24,383 20,936 86% 9,991 0.5 

Fryeburg 31,620 22,791 72% 21,787 1.0 

Inland Total 56,003 43,728 78% 31,778 0.8 

Total excluding 

Biddeford 

127,423 81,313 64% 60,574 0.7 

Total of all 145,541 91,184 62% 108,400 1.2 

The suitability analysis results in several clear areas of high suitability for new housing 

development in the two cohorts. Unsurprisingly, these high suitability areas are strongly correlated 

with communitiesô downtowns, centers, and villages. Low suitability areas correlate with rural, 

agricultural, forestry, or low-density residential zones while unsuitable areas correlate with 

physical constraints to development, such as resource protection areas or already conserved 

lands. Five of the seven communities in this cohort have areas of high and very high suitability at 

the regional level. 

Overlapping the suitability analysis and potential buildout maps shows mismatches and 

alignments between suitability and buildout. Where low suitability areas have low buildout 

potential, the municipalityôs existing zoning seems to be successfully keeping development away 

from unsuitable areas like environmentally sensitive ones or places lacking infrastructure access. 

Where low suitability areas have high buildout potential, the municipalityôs current zoning could 

lead to inefficient and sprawled development patterns. Where high suitability areas have high 

buildout potential, the zoning is supporting growth in areas well-suited to absorb it. Finally, in areas 

with high suitability but low buildout potential, zoning may be limiting the areaôs ability to support 

development. 
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COASTAL COHORT  

Developab le Lands  

Physical constraints and minimum lot size had a large impact on development potential in the 

Coastal Cohort communities. About half of the areað47,456 acresðis developable after 

removing physical constraints and considering municipal land use ordinances (Map 2, below; Map 

3, page 20). This leaves 42,082 acres as undevelopable, whether from existing development, 

regulatory barriers to residential development, or physical constraints to new development. 

Overall, existing development, conserved lands, and Resource Protection areas impede 

development the most, while FEMA floodplains limit development along the Atlantic coastline and 

steep slopes limit development in specific areas.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map 2: Physical Constraints to Development in the Coastal Cohort 
A map of the state of georgia

Description automatically generated

Saco 

Biddeford 

Kennebunkport 

Kennebunk 

Arundel 

file://///2019server/GIS/GIS_Library/Housing%20Opportunity%20Program/Town%20Data/Coastal/Analysis%20Maps/Constraints%20to%20Development.pdf
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A map of a state with blue and gray colors

Description automatically generated

Saco 

Biddeford 

Kennebunkport 

Kennebunk 

Arundel 

Map 3: Development Potential in the Coastal Cohort 

file://///2019server/GIS/GIS_Library/Housing%20Opportunity%20Program/Town%20Data/Coastal/Analysis%20Maps/Developable%20Lands.pdf
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Bui ldout Potent ia l  

At full buildout, the Coastal Cohort area could have 76,622 residential units dispersed among its 

ñDeveloped, Partially Developable,ò ñUndeveloped, Developable,ò and ñUnknown, Assumed 

Developableò parcels. Parcels that can absorb the most growth are large in size, allow high 

numbers of units per lot, and/or have a small minimum lot size. While this amount of potential 

development may seem large, buildout density averages three units per developable acre. 

Additionally, Biddeford contributes 47,826 of the possible 76,622 units. This is due to zones in 

Biddeford with no minimum lot size and no upper density limit. With Biddefordôs outlying value of 

47,826 units removed, the other four communities combined could support 28,796 units, which 

averages just 0.8 units per acre.  

Bui ldout  By Zone  

Zoning regulations seemed to work as intended and effectively impacted development potential 

and buildout in the Coastal Cohort (Table 6, below; Map 4, page 22). Throughout the Cohort, MU 

exceeds UP in most zones. Among communities within the Cohort, some municipalitiesô 

(Biddeford and Saco) zoning regulations enable very high buildout potential, while othersô 

(Arundel, Kennebunk, and Kennebunkport) regulations lead to more modest buildout numbers.  

Zones fall into four categories: Rural, Farm, Forest; Commercial, Industrial, Institutional; Low to 

Medium Density Residential (one and two units allowed, larger lot sizes); and Downtown, Village, 

Mixed-Use, High Density Residential (multi-family allowed, smaller lot sizes). MU was lower than 

UP in each of the four zone categories, meaning zoning regulations lowered development below 

what the land could physically support in all zone categories.  

Most importantly, the difference between maximum units and potential units varied among the 

zone categories. Overall, the maximum unit buildout in the rural, farm, and forest zones was 

significantly lower than potential units. This demonstrates effective limitations on development in 

those zones intended for low intensity, rural uses. In contrast, the maximum unit buildout was not 

as limited in the low and medium density residential areas. Additionally, the most unit potentials 

by a wide margin are in the downtown, village, high density residential, and mixed-use zones. 

Notably, due to three downtown zones in Biddeford without minimum lot sizes and with 

unrestricted density, both potential and maximum unit values are high for the downtown, village, 

high density residential, and mixed-use zone category. 

Table 6: How Zones in the Coastal Cohort Impact Buildout 

ZONE CATEGORY POTENTIAL 

UNITS 

(UP) 

MAXIMUM 

UNITS 

(MU) 

BUILDOUT IMPACT OF 

ZONES 

(Units: UP minus MU) 

Rural, Farm, Forest 14,252  4,201  10,051  

Low to Medium Density Residential 18,433  11,540  6,893  

Commercial, Industrial, Institutional 1,251  765  486  

Downtown, Village, Mixed-Use, High 

Density Residential 
723,433*  60,116  663,317*  

*Numbers include Biddeford results, resulting in very high totals.  
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Map 4: Buildout Potential (Potential Units and Maximum Buildout) by Zone in the Coastal Cohort 
A map of different areas of land

Description automatically generated

Saco 
Saco 

Biddeford Biddeford 

Arundel Arundel 

Kennebunkport Kennebunkport 

Kennebunk Kennebunk 

file://///2019server/GIS/GIS_Library/Housing%20Opportunity%20Program/Town%20Data/Coastal/Analysis%20Maps/Unit%20Potential%20vs.%20Maximum%20Buildout%20By%20Zone.pdf
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Bui ldout  by Parcel  

Utilizing parcel data provides a fine-grained analysis of buildout potential, revealing that some 

parcels in each Coastal Cohort community have a high or very high buildout potential (Map 5, 

page 24).  The parcels with the highest Unit Potential values (left side of Map 5) are located: 

¶ In Biddeford, Saco, Kennebunk, and Kennebunkport, in dispersed parcels of larger size; 

¶ In Biddeford, in a few very small parcels in the Downtown; 

¶ In Saco, south of Main Street in the townôs northeast; and, 

¶ In Arundel, northwest and southeast of Route 1 as it spans the town. 

The effects of max unit zoning can be seen clearly at the parcel level as well. The map of MU 

shows how zoning regulations lessen the number of units possible on a parcel. When considering 

maximum unit regulations, the highest MU values (right side of Map 5) are located: 

¶ In Biddeford, in a few very small parcels in the Downtown; 

¶ In Saco, south of Main Street in the townôs northeast; 

¶ In Arundel, in one large parcel in the south; 

¶ In Kennebunkport, in two parcels in the south; and, 

¶ In Kennebunk, in dispersed parcels of larger size. 
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Map 5: Buildout Potential (Potential Units and Maximum Buildout) by Parcel in the Coastal Cohort 
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Housing Suitabi l i ty  

Considering the suite of suitability factors, the Coastal Cohort offers many very low suitability or 

unsuitable areas and several key places with high or very high suitability (Table 7, below; Map 6, 

page 26). Because many of the suitability factors are located near each other, and most areas 

have few to no factors, the high percentage of very low suitability areas makes sense. Four of the 

five communities in this cohort have areas of high and very high suitability at the regional level. 

High and very high suitability areas are strongly correlated with communitiesô downtowns, centers, 

and villages. Most of these areas span from I-95 east to a couple blocks west of Route 1. The 

only coastal area scoring highly is the Kennebunk-Kennebunkport village center. The largest area 

of high and very high suitability encompasses the Saco and Biddeford Downtowns. Other highly 

suitable areas include the West Kennebunk Village and the Kennebunk Downtown. Low suitability 

areas correlate with rural, agricultural, forestry, or low-density residential zones. They generally 

occur west of I-95 and along the coast.  

Table 7: Suitability Scores by Area in the Coastal Cohort 

SUITABILITY SCORES AREA (Acres) PERCENT OF LAND  

VERY LOW (LOWEST 20%) 68,401  72.9%  

LOW (20-40%) 8,779  9.3% 

MEDIUM (40-60%) 7,202 7.6%  

HIGH (60-80%) 5,730  6.0% 

VERY HIGH (TOP 20%) 6,010 6.3% 

 

Bui ldout  Potent ial  and Housing Sui tabi l i ty  

Overlapping the suitability analysis and potential buildout maps shows many spatial alignments 

and a few mismatches between high suitability and high buildout (Map 7, page 27). Four of the 

five communities in this cohort only have high buildout parcels in or adjacent to high or very high 

suitability areas. This suggests that these communitiesô zoning regulations strategically direct 

growth to areas well-suited for it and, conversely, successfully limit growth in environmentally 

sensitive or inefficient areas. As an outlier, Arundel has many parcels of high or medium buildout 

potential distributed throughout the community. Sprawled growth may be more likely to occur here 

if zoning regulations remain the same.
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Map 6: Housing Suitability in the Coastal Cohort 
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Map 7: Housing Suitability overlapped with Buildout Potential in the Coastal Cohort 
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High buildout potential parcels in high or very high suitability areas can be measured by total area, 

buildout potential, and parcel counts (Table 8, below). Highly suitable areas with high buildout 

potential could support 21,180 units in the Coastal Cohort. Only 1,912.6 acres (1.3 percent of the 

total land area), dispersed in 117 parcels, fall into the high buildout, highly suitable areas. 

Biddeford has the highest buildout potential in high buildout, highly suitable areas, while Saco has 

the greatest number of parcels and highest acreage. However, one parcel in Biddeford accounts 

for 10,000 potential units; while this parcel has no minimum lot size requirements and no density 

restrictions, physical realities would limit more than a couple hundred units from being possible. 

Without this parcel, Saco also would have the highest buildout potential.    

Table 8: High and Very High Suitability Parcels with High Buildout Potential, Coastal Cohort

MUNICIPALITY AND ZONE 
TOTAL AREA  

(Acres) 

BUILDOUT POTENTIAL 

(Units) 

PARCELS 

(Count) 

BIDDEFORD 95.9 11,917 24 

General Business Zone 1.6 70 1 

Main Street Revitalization 

District Zone - Commercial 
2.1 10,000 1 

Main Street Revitalization 

District Zone - High Density 
9.0 1,000 10 

Main Street Revitalization 

District Zone - Residential 
5.3 46 1 

Mixed Residential 77.8 801 11 

KENNEBUNK 341.6 1,537 20 

Lower Village Business 6.8 27 1 

Upper Square 2.6 72 1 

Village Residential 314.7 1,288 11 

West Kennebunk Village 

Residential 
154.0 43 5 

York Street Mixed Use 17.5 150 2 

KENNEBUNKPORT 174.7 376 4 

Village Residential 174.7 376 4 

SACO 1,300.4 7,350 69 

High Density Residential 3.4 48 2 

Highway Business 19.0 198 2 

Medium Density Residential 247.1 2,082 30 

Portland Road 1,030.9 5,022 35 

COHORT TOTAL 1,912.6 21,180 117 
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Among the 117 high buildout parcels with high or very high suitability, the vast majority are 

sewered. Only four parcels, or 3 percent, are unsewered (Table 9, below). These unsewered 

parcels have a buildout potential of 172 units, compared to 21,008 units among sewered parcels. 

Table 9: High and Very High Suitability Parcels by Sewer Type, Coastal Cohort 

SEWERED? 
TOTAL AREA  

(Acres) 

BUILDOUT POTENTIAL 

(Units) 

PARCELS 

(Count) 

BIDDEFORD    

YES 95.9 11,917 24 

KENNEBUNK    

YES 320.7 1,479 18 

NO 20.9 58 2 

KENNEBUNKPORT    

YES 139.2 300 3 

NO 35.5 76 1 

SACO    

YES 1,273.8 7,312 68 

NO 26.6 38 1 

 

INLAND COHORT  

Developable Lands  

The Inland Cohort communitiesðDenmark and Fryeburgðpresent unique opportunities and 

challenges for housing development. Both towns are characterized by expansive natural 

landscapes, low-density development patterns, and limited existing infrastructure compared to 

the Coastal Cohort. Physical constraints and minimum lot size had an impact on development 

potential in the Inland Cohort communities. More than two-thirds of the area of these 

communitiesð43,728 acresðis developable after removing physical constraints and considering 

municipal land use ordinances (Map 8, page 32). Overall, conserved lands, and freshwater 

shoreland areas impede development the most, while existing development only prohibits new 

development in a few specific areas.  

Although the large percentage of developable land indicates a theoretical capacity for substantial 

housing growth, the buildout analysis highlights important considerations for local planners. The 

majority of high buildout parcels are concentrated in large, undeveloped tracts in rural zones, 

where  infrastructure is limited, and new development is more likely to fragment tracts of 

environmentally valuable land. This suggests that while land may be physically developable, it 

may not align with community goals for compact, efficient growth. 

Bui ldout Potent ia l  

At full buildout, the Inland Cohort area could have 31,778 residential units dispersed among its 

ñDeveloped, Partially Developable,ò ñUndeveloped, Developable,ò and ñUnknown, Assumed 

Developableò parcels. Parcels that can absorb the most growth are large in size or allow high 
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numbers of units per lot. While this amount of potential development may seem large, buildout 

density averages just 0.8 units per developable acre. Fryeburg contributes 21,787 of the possible 

31,778 units, or 69 percent, while Denmark contributes 9,991 units, or 31 percent. These results 

demonstrate the importance of considering both physical developability and existing zoning when 

assessing housing capacity. 

Bui ldout  By Zone  and Parcel 

Zoning regulations like maximum units allowed did not significantly impact buildout in this 

analysis; minimum lot size and parcel size impacted development much more strongly (Map 10, 

page 33; Map 11, page 34). In zones with large undeveloped parcels, buildout potential scored 

highly. Fryeburgôs rural residential zone has the highest buildout potential at over 10,000 units, 

likely due to the presence of many very large parcels, and Denmarkôs Rural Zone has the second-

highest buildout potential with around 9,500 units.  

Parcel sizes (excepting Fryeburgôs downtown) are large enough to enable several minimum lot 

sizes per parcel, and both towns enable multi-family housing with no cap in all zones, meaning 

that large parcels can theoretically support many units. However, in Denmark, multi-family units 

must meet the dimensional standards of the equivalent number of single-family units, while in 

Fryeburg, units after the first must meet 50 percent of the dimensional standards of the equivalent 

number of single-family units. Additionally, by considering only two-dimensional development 

standards, factors like building height or number of units per multi-family building were not 

included, which would limit development on-the-ground.
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Map 8: Physical Constraints to Development (left) and Map 9: Development Potential (right) in the Inland Cohort 

Fryeburg 
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Fryeburg 

Denmark 
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Map 10: Buildout Potential by Zone in the Inland Cohort 

Fryeburg 

Denmark 
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Map 11: Buildout Potential by Parcel in the Inland Cohort 

Fryeburg 

Denmark 



Page 34 of 68 

 

Housing Suitabi l i ty  

After considering the suite of suitability factors, the Inland Cohort offers many very low suitability 

or unsuitable areas, one core area with high or very high suitability, and several areas with 

medium suitability (Table 10, below; Map 12, page 36). Because many of the suitability factors 

are located near each other, and most areas have few to no factors, the high percentage of very 

low suitability areas makes sense. Compared to the Coastal Cohort, the Inland Cohort has more 

very low suitability areas, which makes sense given the generally more rural nature of this cohort. 

Only one of the two communities in this cohort has an area of high and very high suitability at the 

regional analysis level. 

Medium, high, and very high suitability areas are strongly correlated with communitiesô 

downtowns, centers, and village, specifically Fryeburgôs downtown and Denmarkôs historic village 

center. Physical constraints do not overlap much with this cohortôs more suitable areas. Low 

suitability areas correlate with rural, agricultural, forestry, or low-density residential zones. 

Table 10: Suitability Scores by Area in the Inland Cohort 

SUITABILITY SCORES AREA (Acres) PERCENT OF LAND  

VERY LOW (LOWEST 20%) 69,766  94%  

LOW (20-40%) 2,033  2.7% 

MEDIUM (40-60%) 833  1.1%  

HIGH (60-80%) 632  0.9% 

VERY HIGH (TOP 20%) 849 1.2% 

Bui ldout  Potent ial  and Housing Sui tabi l i ty  

Overlapping the suitability analysis and potential buildout layers shows a few spatial alignments 

and many mismatches between high suitability and high buildout (Map 13, page 37). One of the 

two communities in this cohort has high buildout parcels in or adjacent to high or very high 

suitability areas. Both communities have dozens of high buildout parcels in low or very low 

suitability areas. This suggests that these communitiesô zoning regulations may not be 

successfully limiting growth in environmentally sensitive or inefficient areas nor directing the 

growth to the highly suitable areas. Sprawled growth may be more likely to occur in this Cohort if 

zoning regulations remain the same, especially considering the large size of most undeveloped 

parcels. 
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 Map 12: Housing Suitability in the Inland Cohort 
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Map 13: Housing Suitability overlapped with Buildout Potential in the Inland Cohort 
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IMPLICATIONS  AND A PPLICATIONS  

Each analysis in this study produces uniquely helpful outcomes and showcases the spatial 

implications of development. The developable lands analysis reveals where developable, partially 

developable, and non-developable lands exist as well as compares how much land falls into each 

category. Even in the more developed Coastal Cohort, over 50 percent of the land is developable. 

This means that the built environment could change significantly in both cohorts over the long 

term.  

The buildout scenario estimates the maximum number of housing units that a community could 

potentially accommodate given their existing land use ordinances and the amount of developable 

land. While the exact numerical results of the buildout analysis are broad estimates and will likely 

never come to fruition, the range of buildout and the spatial distribution of potential units illustrate 

the intersection of zoning and developable lands. Across both cohorts, while rural zones prescribe 

fewer units per area than urban zones, rural zones also tend to have the largest developable 

parcels and cheaper land prices. Without infill development incentives or other regulatory 

interventions, this indicates the possibility of increasingly sprawled growth patterns in the future. 

However, every municipality in this case study has developable parcels with high buildout in their 

villages, centers, or downtowns.  

Municipalities should simultaneously explore their developable lands and buildout analyses, using 

them to determine if the development patterns implied by their buildout analysis aligns with their 

desired development patterns going forward. Such exploration could guide discussions about the 

effectiveness of existing zoning in meeting community goals and inform the Housing and Land 

Use inventory chapters in a Comprehensive Plan update. Evaluating whether zoning aligns with 

desired development patterns is a critical step toward ensuring that growth is sustainable, 

equitable, and consistent with community visions. 

The housing suitability analysis compares the suitability of locations for a variety of housing types 

based upon factors like transportation access, distance to services, and availability of utilities. 

Overwhelmingly, the suitability analysis shows that villages, centers, and downtowns are highly 

suitable for new residential development. In communities with high buildout parcels in highly 

suitable areas, zoning regulations strategically direct growth to areas well-suited for it and 

successfully limit growth in environmentally sensitive or inefficient areas. In communities with 

parcels of high or medium buildout potential distributed in low suitability areas, sprawled growth 

may be more likely to occur if zoning regulations remain unchanged. Municipalities uninterested 

in sprawled growth patterns could use this information to identify needed ordinance changes and 

make zoning amendments. 

For municipalities interested in service- and cost- efficient growth and maintaining natural areas, 

parcels of high buildout and high or very high suitability should be a focus for additional housing 

development. Regardless of the exact size and scale of a real development, high buildout 

potential in this analysis indicates parcels which could accept development with relative ease, 

making them well-suited to make a difference in the housing supply and housing affordability 

crises. For some communities, this may look like ñmissing middle housingò such as quadplexes, 

townhomes, or cottage-cluster developments, while for others, this could look like apartment 

buildings, condominium complexes, or boarding house style dwellings. As these parcels number 
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no more than two dozen in all but one of the case study communities, this provides a targeted list 

of parcels. Municipalities wanting to add to their housing supply could proactively engage property 

owners of said parcels to explore mutually beneficial development outcomes that align with 

community goals.  

In sum, the analyses provided here equip municipalities with a roadmap for balancing housing 

needs with environmental and infrastructure considerations. By refining zoning regulations, 

prioritizing infrastructure investments, and coordinating with property owners, communities can 

steer development toward areas that are best suited to support sustainable, inclusive, and 

resilient growth. 

FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS  

Other Factors  

This analysis and methodology were naturally limited by time, resources, and data availability. 

First, any buildout scenario calculation is bounded by the known factors and regulations that can 

be measured and estimated on a large scale. In reality, any one development proposal is 

influenced by many factors specific to the individual parcel conditions, as well as many 

immeasurable factors like local decision-makers, public support, and cultural trends. From the 

zoning and code perspective, there are several factors like impervious surface limits, setbacks, 

septic system needs, height restrictions, etc. that are very difficult to estimate across an entire 

community.  

The Housing Suitability methodology focused on major infrastructure, planning and socio-

economic factors that make an area well suited for housing. The scope of this project did not 

consider the many factors that could make an area more unsuitable to housing. Firstly, because 

it can be a very subjective exercise to identify those factors, and secondly because of data 

availability. That said, there are some factors, such as proximity to coastal areas in danger of 

flooding, or proximity to industrial sites unsafe for human health, that should impact community 

housing decisions.  

Geography  

One important aspect of this project was the ability to test these methodologies on a sub-regional 

scale. That meant finding comparable data for every community, which naturally limits what data 

inputs can be used. For instance, if this methodology was used for a single community, potentially 

unique zoning factors could have been included that other towns donôt have. For that reason, both 

the developable lands analysis and the buildout scenario gain very little from having multiple 

communities in the analysis, as all the data inputs are community specific.  

However, the housing suitability analysis does benefit from a regional approach. With all of the 

communities evaluated together, housing suitability in one area of a community may be influenced 

by the amenities or infrastructure across the border. Housing suitability scores can also be 

compared at a regional level, showing that niche areas of more rural or inland communities may 

be as suitable for housing as dense urban centers.  
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Val idat ion and Review  

Future iterations of this analysis should consider the following steps to ensure the model aligns 

with on-the-ground conditions: 

¶ Aerial Imagery Review: Check high-scoring areas against visible development patterns. 

¶ Local Knowledge & Ownership Check: Use parcel data and input from local staff to 

validate and refine results. 

¶ Municipal Feedback: Incorporate insights from town planners and officials to align with 

local goals. 

 

Implementing these steps would help enhance the accuracy and reliability of the model and 

ensure that the analysis truly reflects local development potential. This would also be more 

feasible on a single municipality scale, as opposed to a subregion.  
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Appendix: Community Specific Results 

COMMUNITY SPECIFIC RESULTS  

The following results highlight trends found within each community across all three analyses. 

Developable lands and buildout results are the same in the community specific maps as they are 

in the regional maps. For the housing suitability analysis, the categories of suitability have been 

adjusted to account for the overall suitability of the municipality. The community specific maps are 

scaled to highlight the highest suitability within that municipality, so the distribution will look 

different to the regional maps.  

This community specific scaling gives the municipalities one more tool in the toolbox, allowing 

planners to compare areas of highest suitability for their specific community to what is most 

suitable on a regional scale.  

Arundel 
(pg. 41 - 44) 

Saco  
(pg. 57 - 60) 

Fryeburg 
(pg. 65 ï 68) 

Kennebunk 
(pg. 49 ï 52) Kennebunkport 

(pg. 53 ï 56) 

Biddeford 
(pg. 45- 48) 

Denmark 
(pg. 61 ï 64) 
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A RUNDEL  

Arundel is an outlier in the Coastal Cohort, exhibiting trends more like the two inland Cohort 

communities than the rest of the Coastal Cohort. The town has maximum unit per lot regulations 

in some zones, but notably not in the Rural Conservation zone, which has the highest total 

buildout potential. This area also has low overall housing suitability.  

¶ Unit Potential: 4,071 

¶ Maximum Units: 3,297 

¶ Development potential is most impacted in the Urban Residential and Business Industrial 

districts. 

¶ The highest suitability parcels are along Alfred Road near the Biddeford border and Route 

1 approaching Kennebunk.  

¶ Five parcels are both high suitability and high buildout in the local analysis (none in the 

regional analysis).  

¶ Many parcels are high or medium buildout but low or very low suitability, raising questions 

about development impacts. 

 

Figure 1: Unit Potential versus Max Buildout by Zone in Arundel
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Urban Residential (R1)

Max Buildout Potential Units
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 Map A: Buildout Potential by Parcel in Arundel 
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 Map B: Housing Suitability in Arundel 
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 Map C: High Suitability and High Buildout in Arundel 












































