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PLANNING BOARD 
 

BRUNSWICK STATION  
16 STATION AVENUE, BRUNSWICK, ME  04011 

ROOM 217 
 

 

 
 

 
PLANNING BOARD 
REVISED* AGENDA  

 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 

7:00 P.M. 
 

 
1. Case #13-009 – Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick – The Planning Board 

will review and take action on a Certificate of Appropriateness for a Demolition 
Application for the 1,660 SF Pennell House located at 5 Middle Street and Major Review 
Application submitted by Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick to construct a 
8,652 square foot church to be located at 15 Pleasant Street and 5 Middle Street (Tax 
Map U13, Lots 73 & 74), in the Town Center 1 (TC1) Zoning District. 

 
2. Other Business 

 
3. Minutes  

 
 
 

*Per the applicant’s request, Case #13-011 – Great Island Boat Yard was removed from the 
agenda. 

 
 
 

 
 

It is the practice of the Planning Board to allow public comment on development review applications and 
all are invited to attend and participate. 
 
Please call the Brunswick Department of Planning and Development (725-6660) with questions or 
comments. Individuals needing auxiliary aids for effective communications please call 725-6659 or TDD 
725-5521. This meeting will be televised.  





































































































































 

       April 11, 2012 
 

1958-7 
 
Kris Hultgren, Town Planner 
Town of Brunswick 
28 Federal Street 
Brunswick, Maine 04011 
 
Re: Anticipated Parking Requirements 

Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick Reconstruction  
Tax Map U-13, Lots 73 & 74 

 
Dear Kris: 
 
On behalf of the Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick, Sitelines, PA is submitting 
this letter to discuss the anticipated parking requirements for the proposed reconstruction of 
the church building at 15 Pleasant Street. Based on recent discussions with yourself and 
Town staff, it is understood that there is concern that with the proposed larger footprint  
church building, additional parking may be warranted. This letter is intended to address 
those concerns and clarify why additional parking is not warranted for this project. 
 
The previous two-story church building, which was recently demolished due to a fire that 
compromised its structural integrity, had a footprint of 2,374 s.f. The applicant is proposing 
to construct a single-story 6,235 s.f. footprint church, which will connect to the existing 
1,660 s.f. building located on the site. 
 
The table below compares the sanctuary/narthex, meeting room, kitchen, office and other 
room areas for the old and new church buildings. Areas such as bathrooms, kitchens, 
storage rooms, and hallways were not included in the calculations.  The old building is 
based on best available information and taken to be a good representation.  The areas have 
been rounded off to the nearest 5 s.f.   
 

Summary of Usable Building Area (s.f.) 
 Old Building New Building Difference 

Sanctuary/Narthex  2,060 2,050 -10 
Meeting Room  1,255 675 -580 

Office/Multi-Use  670 425 -245 
Kitchen 265 330 65 
Storage 245 560 315 
Other 220 345 -245 

Total Usable Area  4,715 4,340 -245 
 



Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick Reconstruction 
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Page 2 of 2 

Exhibits indicating what areas were used for the tabulations above have been enclosed with 
this letter. As shown in the table above, the proposed church reconstruction will result in a 
decrease in the individual room areas, as well as the overall net usable area. As the church 
reconstruction will result in less usable building area and no parking issue for the old 
church was known to exist, additional parking for the building will be not necessary.  
Parking for the church will be provided from street parking along Pleasant and Middle 
Streets and public parking located in the vicinity.  Accessible parking will be available 
from those across the street at the Curtis Memorial Library.   
 
We request the information presented be reviewed by town staff and a determination made 
regarding the parking assessment for the new church facilities.  We hope you will concure 
with the analysis and conclude the previous parking arrangement will meet the needs of the 
new church.  We look forward to discussing the project further with you in the future.  
Should you have any questions, please call or contact me via cneufeld@sitelinespa.com. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
Curtis Y. Neufeld, P.E.  
Vice President 
  
Enclosures 
 
cc: Michael Heath, Unitarian Universalist Church 
 Noel Smith, Smith Reuter Lull Architects  
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Approved Findings of Fact 
 Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick Reconstruction 

Certificate of Appropriateness  
Village Review Board  

Review Date: March 14, 2013 
 
 

Project Name: Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick Reconstruction 
 
Case Number: VRB -13-003 
 
Tax Map:  Map U13 Lot 73 and 74 
 
Applicant:  Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick 
   15 Pleasant St 
   Brunswick, Maine  
 

 
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
The Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick submitted a new application for a 
Certificate of Appropriateness to construct a church at 15 Pleasant Street.   A Certificate 
of Appropriateness for the original design of the Church was approved by the Board on 
May 15, 2012.  Since that time, it became clear that costs associated with the approved 
design, incorporating the Pennell House at 5 Middle Street, exceeded original estimates.   
The applicant has extensively revised the approved design which now includes 
demolition of Pennell House.   
 
Per the interim demolition procedures and standards for a Certificate of Appropriateness 
adopted by Town Council on December 17, 2012, The Village Review Board shall 
provide a recommendation to the Planning Board on applications for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for Demolition.   This recommendation shall be provided to Planning 
Board separate from these findings of fact.   
 
The property is located in the Town Center 1 (TC1) District and Village Review Overlay 
Zone.  
 
Planning Board will review the Major Review Site Plan application and application for a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition upon receipt of the Village Review Board 
findings of fact and recommendations.   
 
Review Standards from Section 216.9 of the Town of Brunswick Zoning Ordinance  
 
216.9.A. Buildings and Other Structures  

1.a) To the greatest practical extent, structures that contribute to the 
character of the Village Review Zone shall remain unaltered. New 
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construction is proposed for the parcel at 15 Pleasant St and 5 
Middle Street is proposed for demolition.  A separate review and 
recommendation is provided regarding demolition.  The Board 
finds the provisions of Section 216.9.A.1.a. are not applicable. 

 
1.b) Any alteration of existing properties shall be compatible with their 

historic character, as well as with any surrounding properties. The 
design of the new replacement church represents a somewhat 
compatible alteration of the existing properties surrounding 15 
Pleasant Street/5 Middle Street.  The proposed design is a one-
story structure with interesting roof lines creating a second story 
feel facing Pleasant Street, which is important to the historic 
streetscape.  The new building will complement the existing 
historic character of the area. The Board finds the provision of 
Section 216.9.A.1.b. is satisfied. 

 
1.c) New construction shall be compatible with surrounding historic 

properties. The design of the new church is somewhat visually 
compatible with surrounding properties including the library to the 
west and the post office to the northwest.   The Board finds the 
provision of Section 216.9.A.1.c. is satisfied. 

 
1.d) All Certificates of Appropriateness for new construction, 

alterations or demolition shall be in accordance with applicable 
requirements of both this ordinance and the US Secretary of 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation of Historic Buildings. The 
design of the new church is in accordance with applicable 
requirements of both this ordinance and the US Secretary of 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation of Historic Buildings with 
the exception of adequate screening of raised solar panels visible 
from the Middle Street elevation (Section 216.9.C.7).  The Board 
finds the provision of Section 216.9.A.1.d. is satisfied conditioned 
upon adequate screening of the solar panels is provided to the 
extent that such screening does not interfere with solar gain. 

 
1.e) The Village Review Board’s application of the US Secretary of 

Interior’s Standards will be in accordance with the Board’s 
Design Guidelines. The Village Review Board’s application of the 
US Secretary of Interior’s Standards is in accordance with the 
Board’s Design Guidelines. The Board finds the provision of 
Section 216.9.A.1.e. is satisfied. 
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VILLAGE REVIEW BOARD 
MARCH 14, 2013 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Chair Emily Swan, Jane Crichton, Betsy Marr, and Brooks Stoddard 
 
STAFF PRESENT:  Anna Breinich 
 
A meeting of the Village Review Board was held on Tuesday February 21, 2013 at the 
Municipal Meeting Facility at Brunswick Station, 16 Station Ave. Chair Emily Swan called the 
meeting to order at 7:20 P.M. 
 
Case #13-003 – Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick – The Board will review and 
provide a recommendation regarding an application to demolish a 2-story office building located 
at 5 Middle Street and review and take action on the proposed design of a new church, to be 
located at 15 Pleasant Street and 5 Middle Street (Tax Map U13, Lots 73 & 74). 
 
Anna Breinich introduced the application for the Unitarian Universalist Church which and stated 
that the first case the Board will review would be for the demolition of the Pennell House located 
at 5 Middle Street and stated that after the Board has reached its recommendation, they will then 
review and take action on the design plan for the proposed design of the new church to be 
located at 15 Pleasant Street. Anna reminded the Board that the UUC had come before the Board 
roughly one year ago with a different design that included keeping the Pennell House which the 
Board approved.  However, after cost estimates came in, it was determined that the church would 
no longer be able to accomplish what they wished for and have come back with a new design 
which eliminates the Pennell House. 
 
Applicant, Noel Smith with Smith Reuter Lull Architects, began by stating that the church did 
not expect to be before the Board a second time but due to unforeseen circumstances in funding 
they have had to make changes.  Noel stated that this process has been difficult and has had some 
disappointing moments. Noel reminded the Board that when the original UUC burned, the 
church had to decide whether to stay at 15 Pleasant Street or to move to another location; they 
ultimately decided to stay in Downtown Brunswick. Noel stated that when the original design 
was reviewed, the church did not know at that time what amount the insurance claim would be or 
what the potential for fundraising would be, but that they did want to build back to the Pennell 
House. Noel stated that the original proposed design that they brought to the Board which 
connected to the Pennell House seemed well received and at that time fundraising was going 
well.  However, when the final insurance estimate came in just under two million and cost 
estimates started arriving they were five to six hundred thousand over budget; after speaking 
with several contractors over a few weeks, they were able to bring the numbers down. During 
this process, Noel stated that they realized that they would need to hire a Construction Manager 
to obtain better numbers and that they would need to start the design process over again.  Noel 
said that when they asked the contractors why the estimates were so high, the contractors all 
replied that it was due to the potential risk of the Pennell House; the contractors could not 
calculate exactly how long or how much money it would take to do what the church wanted 
without having to spend too much money while keeping the church happy.  The contractors also 
stated that there would be no logical movement in the construction process.  Noel stated that the 
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church hired a Construction Manager and asked the contractors if the $1.8 million was even 
obtainable without the Pennell House in a facility big enough to replicate what was there before 
with the Pennell House.  Noel stated that the new design fits, provides better space then with the 
Pennell House and brings in what the church community wants.  Noel stated that they tried to 
save the Pennell House, but it is not financially possible.  He noted that if the Pennell House was 
going to cost $500,000 to renovate then the church would need to be constructed for $1.3 
million.  Emily Swan clarified that if the Pennell House was going to cost $500,000 then the 
church would not have enough to do the project; Noel replied that the lowest bidder came in at 
$2.5 million and the others were slightly higher but noted again that the contractors were anxious 
because the proposed design was a little unusual and because of the uncertainty and risk involved 
with the Pennell House.  Noel stated that the proposed building is more straight forward and 
similar to what was there before; they have been able to increase the size of the sanctuary a little 
bit.  Noel stated that the golden lining to being at the meeting is that the proposed design works 
better.   
 
Emily stated that one condition that the Board must satisfy is that the applicant did not contribute 
significantly to the deterioration of the building being demolished and asked about the study in 
2005.  Noel Smith replied that the study was a cursory study and not an in depth study. Noel 
stated that the building for its age, looks like what you would expect; doesn’t look like it is 
falling down, it has been reasonably maintained and it was an old two-family building that has 
been used for children’s religious education and does not meet any code for that use but can be 
used as such because no work has been done on it.  Noel stated that when the study was 
conducted it was when the church was trying to get a handle on what the general condition of the 
church that was still in existence and the Pennell House. Studies were done on that site with the 
existing church and even after doing quite a bit of interior renovation to modify and expand and 
demolishing Pennell House, the church still would not be able to meet their needs. Noel stated 
that the Pennell House does not meet any code and once you start spending money to upgrade 
and incorporate it with a new facility all the codes must be met.  Noel stated that a Structural 
Engineer measured all of the components of the Pennell House, ran the numbers, and it was 
determined that they would need to strengthen existing members, the basement would need new 
beams, the roof structure would need to be reframed and noted that this is done before anything 
is torn up where you may find other problems.  Noel again stated that this was a cursory study 
and also done to see what kind of money would be needed to keep the building going as is.   
Noel stated that at this time the church was deciding whether to stay at their current location or to 
move off site; if they moved off site they would have sold the Pennell House. Michael Heath, 
Board Chair of the UUC, replied that in the process of the congregation making a decision to 
keep Pennell House or not originally, they had spent a lot of money and effort in past five to six 
year trying to upgrade Pennell by putting new windows in, roofing, some siding and a new 
heating system and now with plans for renovation, so much would need to be done to get the 
house up to code. 
 
Chair Emily Swan opened the public hearing.  No public comments, Emily closed the public 
hearing. 
 
The factors that need to be considered in the Demolition Standards are: 

1. The significance of the structure proposed for demolition as evidenced by the 
status as listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 
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2. The condition of the structure provided that the applicant has not contributed 
significantly to the deterioration of the structure. 
3. The availability of permitted alternative uses of the structure that would 
maintain its economic viability 

 
Emily noted that the only architectural feature was the banister but she did not see anything that would 
warrant protection; Board members agreed.  Emily stated that codes comparison was helpful; the building 
is not falling apart but the condition is such that it will require a great deal of maintenance and money to 
keep it up.   
 
MOTION BY JANE CRICHTON TO GRANT A CERTIFICATE OF 
APPROPRIATENESS FOR DEMOLITON. SECONDED BY BROOKS STODDARD. 
 
Brooks Stoddard commended the due diligence done by the UUC members in trying to keep the Pennell 
House. 
 
Design Review 
Noel Smith presented sketches of the proposed design and reviewed the design features. Noel 
noted that the light element would be visible from inside the church; the light monitor in back of 
the church in the sanctuary will let southern light in. He stated that there will be light monitors 
on the roof, the building would be mostly shingles, it will have some metal on the roof and spine 
and will relate better to the library across the street.  Noel stated that they have discussed solar 
panels on the roof and will screen them appropriately if they are able to get them.  Noel stated 
that the proposed church will take its place on the street and looks like it belong there and 
pointed out that the new entrance ramp is under cover and is a little more open and welcoming.  
 
Jane Crichton clarified that the solar panels would not be going up at this time but possibly go up 
at a later point; Noel reiterated that if it is possible to install solar panels at this point they will 
but it is not likely due to the cost associated with the panels.  Emily Swan asked if they had 
looked into a grid buyback; Noel replied that at this time, Central Maine Power is not 
participating in a buyback.  Brooks Stoddard replied that this is a great opportunity for the 
church to think about how green the proposed building can be; a church trying to be as efficient 
as it can be is commendable. Noel replied that this design is much more energy efficient than the 
original proposal. Emily asked about the angle of the panels; Noel replied that the angles of the 
panels are determined by the angle of the roof.  Emily stated that she wouldn’t mind seeing the 
solar panels as they could be part of the aesthetic and the Board should help along those 
buildings that promote alternative energy and various things.  Jane asked if the screening will go 
up initially; Noel replied that it would.   
 
Brooks stated that in the proposed church design they have created a little bit of the late 19th 
century shingle style and wonders what the massing would be if the shingles went all the way up 
to the light tower. Brooks pointed out that in the design they created a rhythm going down 
Middle Street and wonders why they put the windows off the side on the bays; Noel replied that 
they were trying to do something that used traditional items in a non-traditional way. Betsy Marr 
stated that the façade faces Pleasant Street and asked if there was any way not to make it so 
blank; Noel Smith replied that the original design had a round window which cost too much; 
Noel stated that they are trying to keep the wall blank for projection or hanging of art and 
pointed out that no one wanted windows put in to see the traffic on Pleasant Street. Emily Swan 
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replied that she too was concerned that the Pleasant Street side would be too blank.  Emily noted 
that the front door is not too obvious and seems un-dramatic; Noel replied that it may not be so 
dramatic but that it is friendlier; people can linger undercover a little bit and flow into the 
building.  Emily replied that one thought on the Pleasant Street side might be may be a tree or 
some natural growth.  Anna Breinich replied that there is a landscaping plan that will be 
reviewed by the Planning Board as part of the site plan application; the plan has already been 
reviewed by the Town Arborist, Peter Baecher and is similar to the landscaping on the original 
plan.  Noel noted that on the Pleasant Street side and the Middle Street facade, there will be two 
Unitarian sayings on the wall at eye level.  Jane replied that she likes that idea and stated that she 
thinks this is the best handicapped entrance she has seen.  Emily asked what the materials will be 
on the windows and what they will be divided by; Noel replied that the details have not been 
determined yet hoping to get Marvin quality and will not be vinyl.  Emily replied that she hopes 
that the Planning staff will look to avoid the fake divided light that goes inside the glass; Noel 
replied that they are trying to keep the design simple so that they can afford quality materials.    
 
Betsy Marr asked how the flat roof will drain; Noel replied that the roof will drain internally. 
Betsy suggested green and not white windows.  Emily asked if the bell is still going to be there; 
Noel replied that the bell will be relocated to the tower.  Betsy asked if the bell will ring; Michael 
Heath replied that the bell is in the process of being repaired. 
 
Brooks Stoddard stated that he liked the rendering which showed the library as well as it was 
very helpful. 
 
Chair Emily Swan opened the meeting to public hearing. 
 
Sylvia Stalker, UUC Minister stated that a year ago the church celebrated their 200th anniversary 
but are very proud of their history and the proposed design does incorporate parts of their history 
like the bell, they are building the pulpit out of some of the old pews, some of the mantels from 
the Pennell House will be incorporated and the Longfellow Bible will have a prominent location 
within the church.  Sylvia stated that it is really important to the congregation that they have a 
building that is as green as possible and they do understand that having a solid envelope is one of 
the best things that they can do, in addition to that, after being members of the community for 
over 200 years, they are leaders within the community and she would rather the solar panels be 
visible to the public as a model to where they should be going. Sylvia reiterated that the project 
budget projection may not be able to support solar panels at this time, but they are pursing them 
and there may be people in the congregation who may contribute extra just for that project; if 
they can put them up now they will and again, she would prefer that they not be screened. Betsy 
Marr replied that screening the panels will almost look like a movie house and that there may be 
more of a flow without screening; Emily Swan agreed.  Anna Breinich replied that there is 
screening already on the design as mentioned and noted that standard that requires screening 
heating, ventilation and rooftop units and solar panels would fall under that.  Anna reviewed 
Section 216.9 of the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance, part C.     
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Kurt Neufeld with Sitelines PA and member of the UUC, pointed out that regarding the 
screening, for most of the part that would have the solar panels the view will be blocked by 
buildings and vegetation.  He stated that there will be places where the panels will be visible and 
appreciates that the Board has noticed the work that has gone into this project.  
 
Chair Emily Swan closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION BY BROOKS STODDARD THAT THE CERTIFICATE OF 
APPROPRIATENESS APPLICATION IS DEEMED COMPLETE. SECONDED BY 
JANE CRICHTON, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MOTION BY BETSY MARR THAT THE BOARD APPROVES THE CERTIFICATE OF 
APPROPRIATENESS FOR A NEW CHURCH AT 15 PLEASANT STREET AS 
OUTLINED IN THE APPLICATION WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS: 
 

1. That the Board’s review and approval does hereby refer to these findings of fact, the 
plans and materials submitted by the applicant and the written and oral comments of 
the applicant, his representatives, reviewing officials, and members of the public as 
reflected in the public record.  Any changes to the approved plan not called for in 
these conditions of approval or otherwise approved by the Director of Planning and 
Development as a minor modification, shall require further review and approval in 
accordance with the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance.  

 
2. That the rooftop mechanical units and raised roofline solar panels are adequately 

screened from the view of any public street to the extent that such screening does not 
interfere with solar gain. 

 
Discussion regarding National Historic Preservation Month activities. 
Emily Swan reviewed that the focus of National Historic Preservation Month had been decided 
and that it would be a focus on Maine Street since the Maine Street Historic District is being 
proposed.  Emily stated that she had spoken with Sandy Updegraph who is working with the 
BDA on a redesign of the interior space of the Visitors Center and asked if she would be willing 
to work with the Board and about having the photos hang there; Sandy and Emily identified a 
space and they discussed the amount of traffic that goes through there now.  Emily stated that 
this location seems like a good place to go with.   Anna Breinich stated that she spoke with one 
of the volunteers and was told that the larger historic photos will be coming down and will lend 
its self well.  Emily replied that she has emailed Sandy today to confirm the plans and has 
communicated with the high school art teacher.   

 Emily to update the entry form with the theme Focus on Maine Street. 
 Emily to follow-up with Jennifer Blanchard about possible tour. 
 Emily to ask BDA if they would assist in getting Downtown business to display old 

photographs. 
 Emily to speak with Bernie at People Plus about possible involvement. 
 Emily to ask the Times Record to run old photos. 
 Betsy Marr to ask her sister to assist in photographs. 
 Preservation event May 11 with a possible tour at 1:00 P.M. 
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Staff Approvals  
None since last meeting. 
 
Minutes 
No minutes were reviewed at this meeting. 
 
Other Business 

 April meeting date discussed, possibly April 4th or April 8th. 
 
Adjourned 
This meeting was adjourned at 8:55 P.M. 
 
Attest 
 
Tonya D. Jenusaitis 
Recording Secretary 
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APPROVED MOTIONS 

UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST CHURCH OF BRUNSWICK 
RECONSTRUCTION 

                                    15 PLEASANT ST/5 MIDDLE STREET 
CASE NUMBER 13-003 

 
Motion 1: That the Certificate of Appropriateness application is deemed complete.  
 
Motion 2: That the Board approves the Certificate of Appropriateness for a new 

church at 15 Pleasant Street as outlined in the application with the 
following condition: 

 
1. That the Board’s review and approval does hereby refer to these 

findings of fact, the plans and materials submitted by the applicant and 
the written and oral comments of the applicant, his representatives, 
reviewing officials, and members of the public as reflected in the 
public record.  Any changes to the approved plan not called for in 
these conditions of approval or otherwise approved by the Director of 
Planning and Development as a minor modification, shall require 
further review and approval in accordance with the Brunswick Zoning 
Ordinance.  
 

2. That the rooftop mechanical units and raised roofline solar panels are 
adequately screened from the view of any public street to the extent 
that such screening does not interfere with solar gain. 
 

   
 

 
 
 

   



 1

Draft Findings of Fact 
Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick Reconstruction 

Certificate of Appropriateness of Demolition of Pennell House 
Planning Board  

Review Date: March 26, 2013 
 
 

Project Name: Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick/Demolition of Pennell 
House 

 
Case Number: 13-009 
 
Tax Map:  Map U13 Lot 73 and 74 
 
Applicant:  Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick 
   15 Pleasant St 
   Brunswick, Maine  
 
Motion #1 – That the Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition 
application is deemed complete. 
 
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
The Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick (UUCB) submitted a new application for a 
Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) and site plan to construct a church at 15 Pleasant Street.   A 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the original design of the Church was approved by the Village 
Review Board on May 15, 2012; followed by Planning Board site plan approval on May 22, 
2012.  Since that time, it became clear that costs associated with the approved design, 
incorporating the Pennell House at 5 Middle Street, exceeded original estimates.   The applicant 
has extensively revised the approved design which now includes demolition of Pennell House.   

 
The property is located in the Town Center 1 (TC1) District and Village Review Overlay Zone, 
Map U13, Lots 73 and 74.  The Pennell House is presently vacant but had been by the church for 
administrative offices and classrooms. 

 
Per the interim demolition procedures and standards for a Certificate of Appropriateness adopted 
by Town Council on December 17, 2012, the Village Review Board shall provide a 
recommendation to the Planning Board on applications for a Certificate of Appropriateness for 
Demolition.   This recommendation shall then be provided to Planning Board for their 
consideration when taking action on the COA.   

 
Village Review Board Recommendation:  
The Village Review Board conducted a site visit of the Pennell House on March 8 with the 
applicant.  In accordance with Section 216.10. F. of the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance the Board 
reviewed the demolition request on March 14, 2013, for 5 Middle Street (Pennell House) and 
unanimously acted to recommend approval of the request.  Their basis for their recommendation 
is as follows: 
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1. The structure is not considered to be historically significant. 
2.   The applicant has not significantly contributed to the deterioration of the structure. 
3.   The structure is not compliant with existing building codes, requiring substantial 

upgrades for any reuse thereby eliminating any economic viability for the applicant.   
 

The Board also commented the applicant for attempting to incorporate the structure into the 
previously approved design of the reconstructed church.   

 
The Village Review Board also approved the new design of the structure in accordance with 
Section 216.9.  The approved findings of fact/COA are attached and are included in this draft 
Findings of Fact.  A draft copy of the meeting minutes is also included for informational 
purposes. 
 
Review Standards from Section 216.10.F. of the Town of Brunswick Zoning 
Ordinance  
As per Section 216.10.F. (Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition and Relocation) of the 
Brunswick Zoning Ordinance, any grant or denial of a COA for demolition shall be based upon 
the findings the Village Review Board has made for the design of the reconstructed church (based 
on Section 216.9 and attached), as well as 3 criteria considering the significance of the structure, 
structural condition and economic viability if reused.   
 
1. The significance of the structure proposed for demolition, as evidenced by its status as 

listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places:  The structure 
known as the “Pennell House” was built in 1880.  According to the 1980 Pejepscot 
Historical Survey, the building has no historical significance.  Any historic character of 
the structure has been diminished by the removal of original double-hung windows and 
replacement with smaller incompatible casement windows.  The exterior of the structure 
lacks any character-defining historic features and the west side has been resided with 
vinyl siding.  The structure is not listed on the National Register for Historic Places and is 
highly unlikely to be eligible for listing.   The Board finds that the structure is not 
considered historically significant. 

 
2. The condition of the structure provided that the applicant has not contributed 

significantly to the deterioration of the structure.  The UUCB purchased the “Pennell 
House” in 1988.  No documentation is available to the applicant to establish the structural 
condition prior to the purchase.  A building evaluation for the original church (destroyed 
by fire in 2011) and Pennell House was completed in 2005.  At that time a number of 
structural deficiencies/recommendations for improvements to Pennell were noted: 

 Deterioration of roof sheathing boards and their replacement was recommended at the 
time of roof resurfacing; 

 The dismantling of two inactive chimneys noted as being in poor condition; 
 Undersized floor framing with recommendation to upgrade to accommodate current 

design loads; and 
 Need for a water mitigation system in the basement and concrete slab-on-grade installed 

as well as completion of other foundation repairs. 
 
As stated during the meeting by the Church’s Board of Trustees Chair and later confirmed by 
staff, substantial improvements have been completed including the replacements of roofing 
material, windows, siding on south side of structure and boiler.  The Board finds that the 
applicant has not contributed significantly to the deterioration of the structure. 
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3.  The availability of permitted alternative uses of the structure that would maintain its economic 
viability.  As stated in the application, the Pennell House was originally proposed to be incorporate into 
the design of the reconstructed church.  It was noted by the applicant and observed by the Board and staff 
during the March 8, 2013 Site Walk, that the structure is not fully compliant with existing building or life 
safety codes which would be required if the building were to be incorporated into the new structure as 
previously proposed (bids attached) or used for an alternative permitted use.  Additional structural 
analysis by Taylor Engineering indicates that if the original design, including Pennell House, had moved 
forward, framing failures would be found in the roof and floor.  It is obvious that substantial work would 
be needed.  It is also obvious that the UUCB prefers a more workable floor plan than what now exists in 
the structure.  At the request of staff, the UUCB has placed the structure on the market, free to whoever 
wants to relocate it.  It is staff’s understanding that no serious interest has been shown.  The Board finds 
that no permitted alternative uses of the structure are available to the applicant that would maintain its 
economic viability. 
 

. 
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DRAFT MOTIONS 

UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST CHURCH OF BRUNSWICK 
RECONSTRUCTION 

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS OF DEMOLITION OF PENNELL 
HOUSE 

5 MIDDLE STREET 
CASE NUMBER 13-009 

 
Motion 1: That the Certificate of Appropriateness application is deemed complete.  
 
Motion 2: That the Board approves the Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition 

of Pennell House, 5 Middle Street, as part of the reconstruction of the 
Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick at 15 Pleasant Street as 
outlined in the application with the following condition: 

 
1. That the Board’s review and approval does hereby refer to these 

findings of fact, the plans and materials submitted by the applicant and 
the written and oral comments of the applicant, his representatives, 
reviewing officials, and members of the public as reflected in the 
public record.  Any changes to the approved plan not called for in 
these conditions of approval or otherwise approved by the Director of 
Planning and Development as a minor modification, shall require 
further review and approval in accordance with the Brunswick Zoning 
Ordinance.  
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   Draft Findings of Fact 
Unitarian Universalist Church 

Major Development Final Review 
Review Date: March 20, 2013 

 
 

Project Name: Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick 
 
Case Number: 13-009 
 
Tax Map:  Map U13, Lots 73 & 74 
 
Zoning:  Town Center, Maine Street (TC1) Zone 
 
Applicant:  Unitarian Universalist Church of Brunswick 
   15 Pleasant St 
   Brunswick, Maine 04011 

  
 
 
PROJECT SUMMARY   
 
The Planning Board granted Major Development Review Approval to the Unitarian 
Universalist Church of Brunswick (UUCB) in September of 2012 for construction of a 
new church on 15 Pleasant Street.  The new church was to be integrated with the existing 
continuing education building (Pennell House) located at 5 Middle Street.  However, due 
to escalating costs and logistical constraints, the decision was made to not to proceed 
with the integration of the Pennell House; the project was redesigned for full build-out of 
15 Pleasant Street and 5 Middle Street, with the Pennell House either being moved or 
demolished.  After attempts to relocate the Pennell House were unsuccessful, the UUCB 
initiated an application for demolition.  The Demolition Application for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness (COA) to the Planning Board is under separate cover.    Staff notes that 
the UUCB was granted a COA from the Village Review Board on March 14th in 
accordance with §216.    
 
In addition to the above, the UUCB is concurrently seeking Final Major Development 
Review approval for construction of a 8,652 SF building on 15 Pleasant Street and 5 
Middle Street (12,064 SF 0.28 acres), which would include the church, office and 
continuing education space.   The applicant has submitted a narrative and accompanying 
supporting materials, which are attached hereto.  
 
The following waivers have been requested by the applicant: 

1. Class A Soil Survey.  The project is located on soils suitable for the proposed use.  
The site is served by municipal water and sewer, so no wells or subsurface 
disposal systems will be required, which may necessitate a soils survey. 



 2

2. Profile, cross-section dimensions, curve radii of existing streets.  No changes 
proposed to Pleasant or Middle Streets. 

3. Profile of water and sewer service lines.  Only service connections are proposed 
to existing water and sewer mains.   

    
Staff recommends approval of the requested waiver. 
 
Review Standards from Section 411 of the Town of Brunswick Zoning Ordinance  
 
411.1 Ordinance Provisions 
The property is located in the Town Center (TC1) Zoning District. A religious institution 
is a permitted use within this district. All dimensional and lot configuration requirements 
are met. The proposed development complies with all applicable standards of the Town 
Center 1 Zoning District. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.1 are 
satisfied. 
 
411.2 Preservation of Natural Features 
There are no existing features on the site that would be considered of natural, scenic, or 
historic character to the Town.  Due to the proximity of the existing trees to the location 
of the previous building, all of the trees located on the site were removed as part of the 
church building demolition.  Landscaping for the site will consist mostly of perennials 
and shrubs to be planted around the building foundation and walkways.  The existing 
street tree will be replaced by trees that can grow without interference with the overhead 
utilities. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.2 are satisfied. 
 
411.3 Surface Waters, Wetlands and Marine Resources 
No water bodies, streams, wetlands or vernal pools are identified on the site. The 
development will not adversely affect the Mare Brook watershed or the water quality of 
Casco Bay or its estuaries. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.3 are 
satisfied.  

 
411.4 Flood Hazard Areas 
The project area is located in Zone C (Areas of Minimal Flooding) of the Flood Insurance 
Rate Maps (FIRMs) for Cumberland County, Maine. The project area is located on Panel 
15 of 35 (Community Panel 2300420015B, Effective June 3, 1986). The proposed 
building will be constructed within the approximate limits of the previous building and at 
grades similar to or higher than previous grades. The Board finds that the provisions of 
Section 411.4 are satisfied.  

 
411.5 Stormwater Management 
The project is located within the Water Street tributary which is classified as an Urban 
Impaired Stream; however, no additional state permitting is required because the project 
does not include more than 20,000 sf of new impervious surface or more than an acre of 
disturbed area. The project will connect to the town’s existing stormwater system from 
Middle Street instead of Pleasant Street due to capacity issues with the Pleasant Street 
system. The new building will have similar stormwater impacts as the previous building. 
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The project satisfies the recommended stormwater quality standards described in the 
Storm Water Management for Maine: Best Management Practices, published by the State 
of Maine Department of Environmental Protection, as amended.  
 
As part of the project, a storm drain catch basin will be installed on the abutting parcel to 
the east to provide drainage of the gravel parking area behind the building.  This work 
will be provided, in part, as consideration for parking being allowed by the abutter for 
church staff during the weekdays.   A drainage easement with the abutting property 
owner is required.   The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.5 are satisfied. 
 
411.6 Groundwater  
The project will be serviced by public sewer and water.  No activities are proposed or 
anticipated that will extract groundwater for commercial purposes.  The proposed 
building will be constructed with a shallow foundation including an underdrain to 
dewater the areas immediately adjacent to the exterior footing.  There are no adverse 
impacts to groundwater anticipated from this development.  The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.6 are satisfied. 
 
 
411.7 Erosion and Sedimentation Control  
The disturbed areas of the site will be isolated through the use of silt fencing and other 
measures to minimize the transport of sediment from the site.  The project has been 
designed to incorporate Best Management Practices as outlined in the Maine Erosion and 
Sediment Control BMPs as published by the Maine Department of Environmental 
Control, current edition.  Specific provisions for permanent and temporary erosion 
control features have been provided in the construction drawings.  The contractor will be 
bound to meet the performance standards of the BMPs including erosion control, 
stabilization, maintenance, and inspection requirements.  The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.7 are satisfied. 

 
411.8 Sewage Disposal 
The project will be served by the town’s sewer system. A letter from the Brunswick 
Sewer District confirming capacity to serve the project was submitted. The Board finds 
that the provisions of Section 411.8 are satisfied. 
 
411.9 Water Supply 
The project will be served by the town’s municipal water system. A letter from the 
Brunswick-Topsham Water District confirming capacity to serve the project was 
submitted. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.9 are satisfied.  

 
411.10 Aesthetic, Cultural and Natural Values 
The proposed project will not have any undue adverse effect on the scenic or natural 
beauty of the area, historic sites, or significant wildlife habitat identified by the Maine 
Department of Environmental Protection and Inland Fisheries & Wildlife or by the Town 
of Brunswick, or rare and irreplaceable natural areas or any public rights for physical or 
visual access to the shoreline. The Village Review Board issued a COA for the 
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architectural elevations on March 14, 2013.  The Board finds that the provisions of 
Section 411.10 are satisfied. 
 
411.11 Community Impact 
The project is a reconstruction of a church and the impacts on community services is 
anticipated to be similar to the previous church. The Brunswick Sewer District and 
Brunswick-Topsham Water District have confirmed their capacity to serve the project. 
The Public Works Director confirmed that no solid waste impact fee is required due to 
the same use as the previous building. The town’s emergency services are able to 
adequately serve the location and no significant impact on school enrollment is 
anticipated as a result of the project. Overall, municipal resources are available to service 
the project. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.11 are satisfied.  
  
411.12 Traffic 
Impacts are anticipated to be the same as the previous church use, with peak traffic 
volumes taking place on Sundays, when most of the other nearby businesses are closed.  
Given that this is an established use and location, and given the off-peak traffic times, the 
proposed development is not expected to result in unreasonable public road congestion or 
unsafe conditions.  Proposed on-street parking was eliminated from the plan pursuant to a 
letter from the Director of Public Works dated March 13, 2013, and attached hereto. Two 
loading and unload spaces are now shown on the plan.  The church will utilize on-street 
parking along Pleasant Street and nearby public parking lots, consistent with the past 
practices, which the Town has indicated are grandfathered.    The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.12 are satisfied. 
 
411.13 Pedestrian and Bicycle Access and Safety 
The Board finds that the development will accommodate bicyclists and addresses 
pedestrian access, safety and circulation within the site.  The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.13 are satisfied conditioned upon the provision of bicycle 
parking, to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning.  
 
411.14 Development Patterns 
The use of the property will be a church and is located in the town’s Growth Area. The 
surrounding properties are commercial, residential and civic. The project will utilize 
public water and sewer service. The development is consistent with the surrounding 
properties on Pleasant St and consistent with the previous use of the lot. As proposed, the 
development is respectful of Brunswick’s historic development pattern and will have no 
adverse impact on adjacent residential areas. The Board finds that the provisions of 
Section 411.14 are satisfied. 
 
411.15 Architectural Compatibility 
The applicant received a COA from the Village Review Board on March 14, 2013.  The 
Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.15 are satisfied. 
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411.16 Municipal Solid Waste Disposal   
This project is for the replacement of an existing church; accordingly the Director of 
Public Works is not requiring a solid waste impact fee. The development will not cause 
an unreasonable burden on the municipality’s ability to dispose of solid waste. The Board 
finds that the provisions of Section 411.16 are satisfied.   
 
411.17 Recreation Needs 
The development will not cause an unreasonable burden on the municipality’s ability to 
provide recreational services. No recreation impact fee is required for this nonresidential 
use. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.17 are not applicable. 
 
411.18 Access for Persons with Disabilities 
The development shall comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act as applicable, 
which will be reviewed as part of the building permit application. The Board finds that 
the provisions of Section 411.18 are satisfied. 
 
411.19 Financial Capacity and Maintenance 
The project will be financed in part by payments obtained from the insurance company, 
with the remaining amount covered through a capital campaign. The church has 
demonstrated adequate financial and technical capacity to complete and maintain the 
project.  The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.19 are satisfied. 
 
411.20 Noise and Dust  
Best Management Practices as outlined in the Maine Erosion and Sediment Control 
BMP’s published by the Maine Department of Environmental Control, will be utilized to 
control dust during construction.  Noise will be limited through the compliance of the site 
contractor with the standard hours of construction per Section 524.1. Upon construction 
completion, there are no anticipated impacts with regard to noise or dust.  The Board 
finds that the provisions of Section 411.20 are satisfied. 
 
411.21 Right, Title and Interest 
The Unitarian Universalist Church owns the subject properties giving them sufficient 
right, title and interest to develop the land. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 
411.21 are satisfied. 
 
411.22 Payment of Application Fees 
The applicant has paid all applicable development review application fees. The Board 
finds that the provisions of Section 411.22 are satisfied. 
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DRAFT MOTIONS 

UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST CHURCH 
CASE NUMBER 

12-015 
 

Motion 1: That the major development review application is deemed complete. 
 
Motion 2: That the Board waives the following requirements: 
 

1. Section 412.2.B.8 –   Name, location and width of paving for proposed roads 
2. Section 412.2.B.14 – Location of proposed cross section of sanitary sewers 
3. Section 412.2.B.16 – Class A Soil Survey 

 
Motion 3: That the Sketch and Final Plan is approved with the following conditions: 
 

1. That the Board’s review and approval does hereby refer to these findings of fact, 
the plans and materials submitted by the applicant and the written and oral 
comments of the applicant, his representatives, reviewing officials, and members 
of the public as reflected in the public record. Any changes to the approved plan 
not called for in these conditions of approval or otherwise approved by the 
Director of Planning and Development as a minor modification shall require a 
review and approval in accordance with the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance. 

2. Provision of bicycle parking, to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning. 
3. Label on the plan that the two on-street parking spaces are for vehicle loading and 

unloading only.    
4. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, provision of fully executed construction 

and sidewalk easements. 
5. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, provision of a Street Opening Permit from 

the Department of Public Works. 
 
 

 
 
 

* Please note that site plan approvals by the Planning Board shall expire at the end of two 
years after the date of Final Plan approval unless all construction has been completed by 
that date (Section 407.4.B of the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance).  
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Jeremy, 
 
I have reviewed the information provided in the application packet for the UUCB final 
plan application.  I offer the following comments: 
 

a. The proposed plan is for two to three on-street parking stalls for public use near 
the relocated church main entrance on Middle Street.  The church redesign has 
basically expanded the building footprint to eliminate any on-site parking that had 
been there and to the put the building façade right at the edge of the sidewalk 
proposed recess parking area. 

b. The plan proposes an 8 new foot wide parking lane and relocated 5.0 foot wide 
sidewalk measured from face of the new asphalt curb to the property line/building 
edge (see rendering for a better idea of what this looks like).  I also say face of 
curb as I had asked Sitelines that the sidewalk to be 5.0 feet wide from back of 
curb. 

c. The 8 foot takes 1 foot of the existing travel lane as the new curb has been pushed 
out from the existing curb line to narrow the roadway from 21 feet to 20.0 feet in 
this recessed area (measuring from the face of curb on the opposite side by the 
library).  In measuring the plan the library only has a 6.0 foot recessed parking 
lane opposite the church (east) side so if we subtract 8 foot from the overall road 
width at the two parking lanes on both sides we are left with a 18 foot wide travel 
lane area or two 9.0 foot lanes for two-way traffic.  I find that to be too narrow for 
two-way traffic and not acceptable.  I would note when the library was approved 
back in 1998 and the recessed parking lane and curb was installed on the west 
side of Middle Street it was then a one-way street. 

d. The public sidewalk has to be shifted for the recessed lane and the relocated walk 
is only 5.0 feet wide from curb face to the building façade.  We would request a 
wider sidewalk if this proposed relocation is required as we have an existing 
narrow road and this area will serve as the main access route to the building.  It is 
going to be problematic for the town to maintain this area, especially in the 
winter. 

e. My recommendation is either to not have the recessed parking area and rebuild 
what we have or that the UUCB reduce the recessed lane set back on the church 
side to 6.0 feet, leave the property line/building face where it is shown now so we 
have a 7.0 foot wide sidewalk along the entrance area and the recessed lane will 
be signed for pick-up and drop-off only of passengers, no parking will be 
allowed.  This would provide the UUCB with a needed area to drop off and pick 
up mobility challenged visitors while only temporarily impacting traffic flow on 
Middle Street since there would be no parking permitted in the recessed area. 

f. I spoke with Curt Neufeld, Sitelines this afternoon about the above and he was 
going to consult with his client about how they would like to proceed as regards 
having only a recessed drop off area and wider sidewalk but my impression was 
Curt felt it was a viable alternative for them to consider. 

g. On other issues I reviewed with Curt the need for the following: 
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1. A proposed new catch basin is shown in Middle Street and we require a 
standard construction detail of this structure to be provided for our review 
and approval. 

2. If the recessed lane is to be provided then I believe it should provide ADA 
accessibility from the roadway to the sidewalk area.  Curt said he had 
meant to provide that information and we discussed design parameters for 
the ramp and he said he would submit a plan showing a disabled access 
route to the new ramp in this area while still maintaining accessibility for 
the public walking along the sidewalk area.  We will need to review and 
approve this revised curb/sidewalk plan. 

3. All work to take place with the public street will require a Street Opening 
Permit application be filed with our department for our review and 
approval prior to the start of any such work. 

 
Please consider the above in the final review findings and requirements.  Thank you, John 
 
 
John A. Foster, Town Engineer/Public Works Director 
Brunswick Public Works 
207.725.6654 
jfoster@brunswickme.org 
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BRUNSWICK PLANNING BOARD 
FEBRUARY 5, 2013 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Charlie Frizzle, Vice Chair Margaret Wilson, Dann Lewis, Jeff 
Peters, Dana Totman, Richard Visser and Steve Walker 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Anna Breinich, Jeremy Doxsee and Town Attorney Pat Scully 
 
A meeting of the Brunswick Planning Board was held on Tuesday, February 5, 2013 at the 
Municipal Meeting Facility at Brunswick Station, 16 Station Ave. Vice Chair Margaret Wilson 
called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 
 
WORKSHOP - Case Number: 12-031 Brunswick Landing Subdivision: Applicant 
has requested a workshop to receive further guidance from the Board so that they may 
adequately prepare their revised Final Plan submission (Assessor’s Map 40, Lot 2 in the 
BNAS Reuse Zoning District). 
 
Steve Levesque, Executive Director for Maine Regional Redevelopment Authority (MRRA) 
introduced the project and the history by reviewing his letter to Charles Frizzle, Chair of the 
Brunswick Planning Board dated February 5, 2013. Steve Levesque stated that since the last 
Planning Board meeting they have scaled down the number of lots to lots that have or had 
buildings on them. Margaret Wilson asked if what was in red on the Comparative Plan (Plan B) 
would still become lots; Pat Scully replied that “to the extent that you approve a plan that 
recognizes or creates the lots” in blue, you are dividing out the other tracks; by approving the 
plan it recognizes the lots in orange.  Margaret Wilson noted that public roads define lots and Pat 
Scully reiterated that by approving those in blue, you have separated out the red/orange lots but 
noted that it does not prevent the red/orange lots from coming back to the Planning Board for 
subsequent review of development or further subdivision of the red/orange areas.  Margaret 
asked if there was any difference between the original plan and Plan B; Pat replied that the only 
difference is that the original plan subdivides the orange lots. 
 
Steve Walker, in reference to the letter submitted by Steven Levesque, dated 2/5/13, stated that 
he is fully behind the comprehensiveness of the EIS, the work that has gone into the Brunswick 
Master Plan, all the public meetings and other voluntary meetings that they have conducted to do 
the design the of the project but it is still an EIS and not intended as data for a development 
review project at this level of detail.  Steve Walker apologized if the items he brought forth at the 
last meeting were surprising and stated that during sketch plan review he did raise issues about 
the need to field identify streams, the need to identify significant wildlife habitats and address 
wetland issues. Steve Walker stated that there are still issues which need to be addressed and 
noted that they are basic requirements per the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance.  Steve Walker said 
that he prefers Plan B as it reflects what was discussed at the last meeting and focuses on the 
parcels that already have development on them and have limited or no natural resources; the plan 
allows MRRA the opportunity to move ahead with development.  Steve Walker stated that 
wetlands, streams and basic natural resources still need to be addressed and believes that MRRA 
could accomplish meeting the requirements of the zoning ordinance by requesting waivers, lot-
by-lot development as suggested by the letter by Wright Pierce dated 1/30/13, or adding a 
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conditioning that when MRRA submits Plan B MRRA address the building envelope concern in 
those developed lots by showing the front and side setbacks. Steve Walker stated that on lots 2, 
7, 10 & 31 there are existing wetlands and NRPZ issues but that MRRA can move forward with 
Plan B via the following condition  

 
Steve stated that if MRRA is confident that the delineations have been completed, per response 
from Wright Pierce, and acceding to the Town’s requirements, then a letter be submitted with the 
proposed subdivision plan that states that wetland delineations have been completed on these lots 
per USACE; if they can’t do that then MRRA will need to come back at time of development 
and show how the development is going to avoid or minimize such that the Board can rule on 
411.2 and 411.10.  Steve Walker said that Mike Mullen’s email dated 1/28/13, states that DEP is 
comfortable with the Town having the capacity to take this on through their ordinance, but in 
other correspondence it stated that DEP will address these concerns of not having this 
information at front.  Steve Walker stated that when the second phase is presented to the Board, 
the work should be done up front.  Charlie Frizzle replied that he does not believe that anything 
that has been discussed in any of the meetings indicates that anyone is talking about waiving or 
neglecting what the Town and State require in terms of environmental reviews and that what the 
Board is talking about is “when” they will be done; the Town loses nothing if they do what is 
suggested by the State and reaffirmed in Mike Mullen’s letter.  Charlie stated that this is not 
unlike how they handle other individual lot applications and handled the Moore Development in 
similar fashion.  Steve replied that in the Moore subdivision the Board required each resource 
investigation up front and the building envelopes were drawn to avoid wetlands and proper 
setbacks from streams based on the investigations; he disagrees with Charlie and the subdivision 
process that is being presented.  Charlie responded that Steve Walker is correct when it comes to 
environmental concerns on the Moore property but noted that the Board allowed other concerns 
to be addressed at a later time.  
 
Margaret Wilson asked MRRA to present the FOST overlay map on the proposed subdivision at 
the next meeting.     
  
Steve Walker asked if MRRA could address the concerns presented in the Brunswick Area 
Citizens for a Safe Environment dated 2/1/13; Steve Levesque replied that he did address these 
concerns in his presentation, ie. land use controls, environmental concern location 
documentation, property management transfer, and stormwater management plan. Steve 
Levesque and Steve Walker discussed the stormwater management plan and DEP handling and 
groundwater plumes in the groundwater and the monitoring wells.  Anna Breinich replied that 
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the draft Findings of Fact provided to the Board in January, 411.6, staff did note that the land use 
control imposed restricting any groundwater extraction across Brunswick Landing without any 
approval.   
 
Anna Breinich, stated that, in response to Charlie Frizzles earlier comment, the Board did wait to 
address the 50 foot buffer along the Route 1 Corridor and the Planning Board made a further 
restriction that the Planning Board not only address such concern at the site development phase 
but that every lot being developed along Route 1, regardless of size, must come back to Planning 
Board for review and approval.  Anna agreed with Pat Scully that the red/orange spaces on Plan 
B are lots weather they are developed now or later and that they will need to meet the same 
requirements. 
 
Dana Totman stated that he struggles finding the value debating what a lot is and what is not a 
lot and is focused on what is in blue (Plan B).  Dana asked Steve Walker to explain his lot-by-lot 
suggestion.  Steve Walker replied that if you take what is in blue as Phase I and add a subset of 
4-6 blue lots that prior to building permit or codes, come back to the Board with the information 
showing how they designated the potential building envelope to satisfy the standards and for the 
reaming set building lots when conditions allow for on site visits.  Dana replied that he is unsure 
of how developers will feel with the uncertainty of what they may or may not be allowed to do 
and is taking what is being proposed in blue, with the exception of lot 9, makes sense and what is 
in red/orange come back to the Board when it can be divided.  Margaret Wilson replied that she 
believes that the applicant is proposing that the Board consider anything striped, what is in blue 
is considered Phase I and orange/red as Phase II and if it becomes Alternative A or B, provide 
guidance on what they will need to bring to the Board, Phase II back.   
 
Jeremy Doxsee asked if the 399 acres in the subdivision was part of the 389 acres of wetlands 
referred to in Jan Weigmans letter; Jan replied that the cumulative 389 acres being referred to is 
actual wetlands and not the acreage of what was actually covered.  Margaret Wilson asked Jan if 
the standards met USACE standards for delineations; Jan replied by reviewing the methodology 
and stated that they went back to areas that were previously identified as wetlands.  Steve Walker 
referred to page 136 of the EIS and pointed out that 20% of the 389 acres have been field 
delineated and of those most are over the 5 year threshold, and noted that the EIS states that they 
did not do any more delineations. Steve Walker suggests that MRRA obtain from Ecology and 
Environment a letter stating that they did conduct all the delineations in the proposed subdivision 
or, once weather allows, will conduct the delineations on the six lots in Phase I and conduct them 
ahead of time in Phase II.   Anna Breinich referred Appendix A of the original application, 
methodology.   
 
Charlie Frizzle stated that the applicant needs to leave with some guidance on how to proceed; he 
still sees no substantive difference between the plans since all lots need to come back to the 
Board.  
 
Vice Chair Margate Wilson opened the meeting to public comment, hearing none the public 
comment was closed. 
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Jeff Peters stated that they should view MRRA as a developer and loot what MRRA has 
presented to the Board and apply the standards that they would to anyone else and move forward 
easily.  Margaret Wilson asked Steve Levesque if MRRA would prefer that the Board look at the 
original plan from January of the phased approach; Steve Levesque replied the original plan was 
based on 41 lots and based on the discussions they have removed some of the more sensitive lots 
and only focusing on the lots that were already encumbered or had history. Steve Levesque 
reviewed the plans and gave a history of some of the more sensitive lots.      
 
Richard Visser asked if they could do advantages and disadvantages of each plan.  Jeff Peters 
replied that he wanted to keep things simple and believes that Plan B is the best choice.  
Margaret Wilson replied that she believed that they have 3 plans in front of them: 

A. Original Subdivision Plan 
B. Phased plan where the blue would be Phase I and the red/orange would come back to 

the Board in Phase II 
C. Plan B with further conditions 

Pat Scully replied that the difference between the two plans is that one approach is subject to 
whatever conditions the Board attaches to a certain number of lots and the other approach 
approve a different number of lots; if the Board approves the phased approach then then the lots 
in blue can be marketed immediately and those in red/orange could not be marketed until Phase 
II is approved.   
 
Margaret Wilson asked if members felt that the application for Proposed Plan A was complete; 
Charlie Frizzle, Dann Lewis, Dana Totman believed it is complete.  Margaret Wilson and Steve 
Walker lean towards Plan B.  Charlie stated that the big advantage of Plan A is that it relieves 
any legal restriction from MRRA from marketing any lot and they would still have to come back 
to the Board with any environmental detail as required. Richard Visser replied that he leans 
towards Plan A.  Steve Walker reviewed Section 412.2, Final Submission Plans and 
Requirements and stated that many have not been done or are complete; Charlie replied that they 
could be covered by a condition.    
 
Other 

 Anna Breinich stated that at this time there are three items on the 2/26/13 agenda and a 
workshop with the Village Review Board.   

 
Minutes 
MOTION BY DANN LEWIS TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF OCTOBER 23, 2012.  
SECONDED BY RICHARD VISSER, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Adjourned 
This meeting was adjourned at 8:47 P.M. 
 
Attest 
 
Tonya D. Jenusaitis 
Recording Secretary 
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BRUNSWICK PLANNING BOARD 
FEBRUARY 12, 2013 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT PLANNING BOARD:  Chair Charlie Frizzle, Vice Chair Margaret 
Wilson, Dann Lewis, Dana Totman, and Richard Visser  
 
MEMBER PRESENT VILLAGE REVIEW BOARD: Chair Emily Swan, Jane Crichton, 
Betsy Marr, and Brooks Stoddard (arrived at 7:03) 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Anna Breinich, Jeremy Doxsee and Town Attorney Pat Scully 
 
A meeting of the Brunswick Planning Board was held on Tuesday, February 12, 2013 at the 
Municipal Meeting Facility at Brunswick Station, 16 Station Ave. Vice Chair Margaret Wilson 
called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 
 
WORKSHOP – The Planning Board and the Village Review Board will hold a joint 
workshop session to discuss potential amendments to the Town Zoning Ordinance, 
Chapter 2, Section 216, Village Overlay Zone. This workshop will focus on the issue of 
geographic and substantive jurisdiction of the Village Review Board. 
 
Anna Breinich read her Memo to the Planning and Village Review Boards dated February 7, 
2013 and stated that what they would like for an outcome tonight is direction on what option 
they prefer; staff has a placeholder at the next Town Council meeting to present the same options 
and get their feedback.   
 
Option 1 
Keep Village Review Board jurisdiction as is, both geographic and substantive, including 
jurisdiction of demolitions, with improved review criteria. 
 
Anna clarified that wherever it states review criteria, it pertains to all review criteria not just 
demolitions.  Margaret Wilson agreed and stated that whatever they decide in terms of 
jurisdiction, the standards are going to be written in a clearer way.   
 
Option 2 
Same as Option 1, but expand the Village Review Board jurisdiction geographically as suggested 
in the 2008 Comprehensive Plan (include the west side of Maine Street between Pleasant Street 
and Bath Road/Noble Street). 
 
Anna Breinich stated that the area of Cedar Street will have to be revisited. 
 
Option 3 
Same as Option 1, but alter VRB jurisdiction to apply only to the portion of the existing or 
expanded VRZ that is designated as an historic sub-district. 
 
Anna Breinich stated that there would still be the VRZ either expanded or as is and within that 
VRZ there are currently 2 Nationally Registered Historic Districts with the potential for 
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Brunswick Commercial Historic District; this would not include northwest Brunswick 
neighborhood or Pleasant Street area. 
 
Option 4 
Change the Village Review Board’s jurisdiction to make it more of an Historic Preservation 
Review Board with jurisdiction over all MHPC designated contributing properties within the 
Town's three National Register listed Historic Districts, National Register listed properties, as 
well as professionally designated local historically significant structures outside the listed 
Historic Districts. Demolitions, modifications, alterations, additions and new construction 
involving non-contributing properties within the three Historic Districts would be subject to 
specific design standards administered by the Planning Department or the Planning Board (in the 
case of projects otherwise triggering Planning Board jurisdiction). 
 
The focus would be the Historic Districts and historic landmarks. The three Historic Districts 
include Peneville and possibly 4 if the Commercial District is approved. 
 
Option 5 
Same as Option 4, but limited geographically to the existing or expanded Village Review Zone. 
 
Anna Breinich stated that they would stay with the current VRZ and separate out contributing 
versus non-contributing, historic landmarks, and the most significant 100.  Margaret Wilson 
asked if option 5 included contributing structures not in the VRZ; Pat Scully replied that it does 
not and option 4 is more town wide. 
 
Margaret Wilson asked Dana Totman if he still had questions on what exactly the charge was or 
if he was comfortable; Dana replied that clarification would be helpful.  Anna Breinich replied 
that the original charge had asked them to take a look at demolitions in the context of VRB and 
giving recommendations.  Anna stated that in order to take a look at demolitions they also have 
to look at the type of demolitions which is why they have to also review the issue of jurisdiction. 
Anna stated that staff is advocating for a review of the overlay because it needs to be done.  
Anna stated that the direction she was given at the Council Agenda setting meeting, was that the 
Council Leadership is in support of redoing the entire overlay revision at this time.  Anna read 
from the October 1, 2012 Town Council packet item 103.   

This item seeks recommendations on how to improve the process for reviewing 
demolitions in the Village Review Zone. Chapter 2, Section 216 of the Town Zoning 
Ordinance designates the Village Review Zone, establishes the Village Review Board, 
and vests in the Village Review Board the power to grant Certificates of 
Appropriateness for new construction, additions, alterations, relocations or 
demolitions. The granting or denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness for 
demolition is currently based on the criteria in Section 216.9 as well as findings based 
on factors listed in Section 216.10.C. The Planning Board will be asked to review the 
Ordinance, taking into account the purposes of the Ordinance, the Comprehensive 
Plan update, and the history of implementing the Ordinance. The Board will be 
encouraged to receive comment from the public, the members of the Village Review 
Board, and Town Planning Department staff in developing recommendations to the 
Council. The Planning Board will be requested to make a recommendation to the 
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Town Council no later than November 14. Copies of relative sections of the Zoning 
Ordinance and Comprehensive Plan are included in your packet. 
Suggested Motion: 
Motion to request that the Planning Board review and make recommendations to the 
Council regarding the Town Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 2, Section 216, relating to the 
review of demolitions in the Village Review Overlay Zone. 
 

Emily Swan stated that she feels the last 3 options do not address what the Comprehensive Plan 
or the Downtown Master Plan list.  She stated that the Comprehensive Plan does mention 
expanding the geographic limits of the zone as a short term goal and key objective but the other, 
to explore expanding the authority of the Village Review Board to include the review of 
activities, involving identifying any structures or site anywhere within the community will be 
extremely time consuming and will require a lot of work. Emily stated that the focus should be 
the VRZ. Margaret Wilson, as Comprehensive Plan Chair, replied that the recommendation that 
Emily pointed out is a key action item recommended by the Village Review Board at the time 
the Comprehensive Plan was written. Charlie Frizzle pointed out that his suggestion at the last 
meeting was that however the VRZ is geographically would remain and the Design Guidelines as 
they currently exist would be enforced within the zone by the Planning Board; he is trying to 
give both Boards clear jurisdiction and consistency.  Richard Visser asked who would be 
responsible for demolitions; Charlie replied that demolitions would be the responsibility of the 
Planning Board for non-contributing structures and Village Review Board would be responsible 
for contributing structures.  Pat Scully replied that this is what they were trying to accomplish in 
Option 5.  Margaret Wilson stated that she believes that the Village Review Board does a good 
job with their charge within the VRZ and would like to expand the area to include those 
recommended in the Comprehensive Plan but she does not see the need to split responsibility 
between the two Boards or contributing versus non-contributing; she likes Option 2.  Emily 
Swan stated that at first she was leery of specific standards but she has realized that the problem 
is that people do not know what is expected of the Village Review Board; Emily likes the 
ordinance for Keen, New Hampshire. Dana Totman stated that he agrees with Margaret’s 
comments and does not see any reason why they would not expand the zone per the 
Comprehensive Plan; he prefers Option 2 as it is clearer, cleaner and works well.  Richard Visser 
stated that he prefers Option 2 as well but is worried about the demolition aspect; he suggests 
that for demolitions, the Village Review Board remain advisory to the Planning Board.  Betsy 
Marr stated that she also agrees with Option 2 and hopes that the issues that have risen in the past 
in terms of demolitions will not occur.  Charlie replied that he would support Option 2, but in 
terms of demolition, he did not want to make a recommendation on that until they can see what 
comes out of the standard writing process; members agreed.  Anna Breinich and Emily discussed 
the voluntary landmarks program that has been pushed to the side due to manpower.   
 
Vice chair Margaret Wilson opened the meeting to public comment. 
 
District 4 Town Councilor, John Perrault, stated that both the Planning Board and the Village 
Review Board have always done a stellar job at doing what they are charged with and 
understands that they want to make things smoother, more comprehensive and easier to work 
with especially when it comes to the demolition aspect.  John stated that he would like to see that 
the Village Review Board can report to Codes Enforcement to meet certain standards.   
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Bob Judd, resident of the Lincoln Street Historic District, stated that there is an importance in the 
role of education that the Village Review Board and the Planning Board can and should play; 
there needs to be a serious amount of education about the importance and the value of good 
communities where people and businesses work and live in harmony and also where a sense of 
history is maintained.  Bob asked that the Boards keep this education in mind since there is so 
much that the public doesn’t know.     
 
Town Council Vice Chair, Margo Knight, and resident of Page Street, stated that at the 
Leadership Agenda Setting Meeting, that they were not trying to change what the Town Council 
had decided which was to address the demolition portion of the ordinance as well as meet the 
June 1st deadline, but she has heard and it is reasonable as they address these issues that maybe 
they also want to address other issues.  She stated that if the Boards cannot address anything 
other than the demolitions by the due date then that is OK, but that Council did not want to 
micromanage in a way that would keep more from being done.   
 
District 4 Town Councilor, John Perrault, stated that what he believed the charge was by Town 
Council was to address the demolition portion of the ordinance and not about expanding the 
zone.  
 
Vice Hair Margaret Wilson closed the public comment period. 
 
Jeremy Doxsee discussed the different in architecture in the town and Margaret Wilson replied 
that much of the development was pre-ordinance. 
   
Minutes 
MOTION BY DANN LEWIS APPROVED THE MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 6, 2012.  
SECONDED BY CHARLIE FRIZZLE, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY AMONG THOSE 
PRESENT. 
 
MOTION BY CHARLIE FRIZZLE TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 27, 
2012, SECONDED BY RICHARD VISSER, UNANIMOUSLY AMONG THOSE 
PRESENT. 
 
Adjourned 
This meeting was adjourned at 8:02 P.M. 
 
Attest 
 
Tonya D. Jenusaitis 
Recording Secretary 
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