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TOWN OF BRUNSWICK

PLANNING BOARD
28 FEDERAL STREET, BRUNSWICK, ME 04011-1583

TOWN OF BRUNSWICK
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA
BRUNSWICK STATION
16 STATION AVENUE, BRUNSWICK, ME
ROOM 217
TUESDAY, May 21, 2013
7:30 P.M.

1. Public Hearing: The Board will hold a public hearing to hear public comment and take
action regarding the following:

a. A proposed zoning amendment to revise in its entirety Section 216, Village
Review Zone (VRZ Overlay District) of the Town of Brunswick Zoning
Ordinance. Proposed revisions include:

i. General reformatting and revisions to the entire Section 216;
ii. Establishing a classification-based review system for contributing and
noncontributing resources within the VRZ; and
iii. Establishing the basis for a minor and major activity and their applicable
review processes for new construction, additions, alterations, relocation
and demolition of existing structures.

b. A proposed amendment to the Town of Brunswick Zoning Map, expanding the
geographic boundaries of the Village Review Zone as recommended in the
Town’s adopted 2008 Comprehensive Plan Update, map attached.

3. Other Business

4 Minutes

It is the practice of the Planning Board to allow public comment and all are invited to attend and participate. Copies
of the proposed zoning amendment and map change are available at the Town of Brunswick Department of Planning
and Development, 28 Federal Street, Brunswick, ME 04011.

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.



216

216.1

216.2

216.3

Village Review Zone (VRZ)

Purpose

The purpose of the Village Review Zone is to protect and preserve the architectural context
and historical integrity of downtown neighborhoods in the Town of Brunswick by:

A

Applying Ordinance standards and design guidelines in a reasonable and flexible
manner to maintain Brunswick's traditional character and to ensure compatible
construction and rehabilitation of existing structures in the Village Review Zone
without stifling change or forcing modern recreations of historic styles.

Developing administrative processes and objective standards that identify and
encourage the preservation and enhancement of neighborhood character, sites, and
structures having historic or architectural significance.

Promoting economic development by enhancing the attractiveness of the Town to
businesses and their patrons, residents, and visitors to Brunswick.

Fostering civic pride in the Town's history and development patterns as represented
in distinctive sites, structures, and objects.

Promoting and protecting significant features of the historic patterns of development,
including traditional landscaping, densities, structural mass and scale. .

Duties of the Village Review Board

The duties of the Village Review Board are to:

A

Review new construction, additions, alterations, relocations and demolitions within
the Village Review Zone, and issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for applications
satisfying the requirements of this Section.

Develop, regularly update, and consult the Village Review Zone Design Guidelines
in review of applications for Certificates of Appropriateness.

Act in an advisory capacity to the Town Council, Planning Board and other Town
entities regarding the protection of historic sites, structures, and artifacts.

Review and comment upon proposed National Register of Historic Places
nominations for properties within the Town.

Maintain and update the existing historic building/structure survey using forms and
guidelines established by the Maine Historic Preservation Commission.

Provide educational and informational opportunities for Brunswick residents and
businesses regarding historic preservation.

Village Review Board Membership
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A The Village Review Board shall consist of seven members.

B. The membership of the Village Review Board shall include a resident of the Village
Review Zone and a Brunswick resident who is a representative of the Pejepscot
Historical Society. To the extent possible, the remaining members shall include
Brunswick residents with expertise or experience in the fields of architecture,
historic preservation and construction engineering.

C. All members shall be appointed by the Town Council for a three-year term.

D. Annually, on or about February 22, the Village Review Board shall choose a Chair
and Vice-Chair from its membership.

E. A quorum shall consist of four members.

F. The Village Review Board may adopt its own rules of procedure and shall establish
appropriate meeting times.

216.4 Classifications

A Contributing resources shall include:

1. Properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

2. Properties eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, as
determined by the Maine Historic Preservation Commission.

3. Contributing resources located within a National Register Historic District, as
determined by the Maine Historic Preservation Commission.

4. Other contributing resources over 50 years of age and having identifiable
regional or local architectural, cultural, and historic significance as listed by the
Town.

B. Noncontributing resources as defined herein, are all remaining resources not
considered to be contributing.

216.5 Certificate of Appropriateness

A A Certificate of Appropriateness is required for any of the following activities
involving contributing resources or, if visible from a public right-of-way,
noncontributing resources in the Village Review Zone:

1. Construction of a new structure.

2. Addition to an existing structure.

3. Alteration to the exterior appearance of any structure with the exception of in-
kind replacement of windows, facades and building ornamentation, normal
maintenance and painting. This includes, but is not limited to, any construction
requiring a building permit, the construction of fences, changes in windows or
fagcade materials, or the elimination or addition of any ornamentation.

4. Relocation of any structure, or portions thereof.

5. Demolition of any structure or portions thereof.

6. Construction, installation or alteration of any sign, with the exception of
directional signage less than three square feet in size.

B. The power to grant a Certificate of Appropriateness for new construction, additions,

alterations, relocations and demolitions under this Section is vested in the Village
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216.6

216.7

Review Board; however that power is hereby delegated in accordance with the
following provisions:

1. The Director of Planning and Development shall have the power to grant a
Certificate of Appropriateness in cases where, in her/his judgment, the impact of
the proposed activities will be minor, as described in Section 216.8(B)(1)
herein,, and in keeping with the review standards of the Ordinance.

2. The Director of Planning and Development shall regularly apprise the Village
Review Board of Certificates of Appropriateness granted in accordance with
subparagraph 1.

3. Notwithstanding the authority delegated to the Director of Planning and
Development, the applicant and the Village Review Board Chair each has the
right to require review of an application by the Village Review Board.

4. The Director of Planning and Development may find proposed changes to an
approved Certificate of Appropriateness to be a minor modification, in which
case approval by the Village Review Board shall not be required.

C. If a structure or property has been damaged by fire, flood, storm or other disaster,
and emergency temporary repairs or demolition are required in order to protect
health or safety, or to prevent further damage to the structure or property, the Codes
Enforcement Officer may waive temporarily the requirements of this Section for a
Certificate of Appropriateness and issue a building permit for such emergency
temporary repairs, including demolition or partial demolition. No later than 30 days
after the issuance of the permit, the permit applicant must apply for a Certificate of
Appropriateness for the repairs or demolition already made and/or any planned
permanent repairs or additional demolition work that requires a Certificate of
Appropriateness under Section 216.5. A.

Limitation on Granting of Other Permits

No building permit or final development review approval may be issued until a Certificate of
Appropriateness is granted. Where an application requires both a Certificate of
Appropriateness and Development Review, the applications may be concurrently reviewed.
However, the Final Development Review application shall not be acted on until a decision
regarding the Certificate of Appropriateness is rendered. If the application for a Certificate of
Appropriateness is denied, the application for a building permit or for Development Review
shall be denied. If the Certificate of Appropriateness is granted with conditions, those
conditions shall be added to the Development Review approval.

Application for Certificate of Appropriateness
Application forms for a Certificate of Appropriateness shall be made available in hard copy or

online by the Department of Planning and Development, Completed applications shall be
submitted to the Department staff with the following information provided:

A Name, address and interest in the property.
B. Location and nature of the proposed activity.
C. A brief description of the proposed construction, reconstruction, alteration,

relocation or demolition and proposed reuse.. The description shall include the
reason for the request, and must demonstrate how the proposal is in compliance with
Section 216.9.
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216.8

Drawings illustrating the design, texture, and location of any construction, alteration,
or demolition/relocation for which a certificate is required. The drawings shall
include plans and exterior elevations drawn to scale, with sufficient detail to show
their relation to exterior appearances and the architectural design of the building.
Proposed materials and textures shall be described, including samples where
appropriate. Drawings need not be prepared by an architect or engineer, but shall be
clear, complete, and specific.

Photographs of the building(s) involved and of immediately adjacent properties.
Staff shall provide completed historic building/structure survey forms if available for
the structure. For demolition or relocation applications, interior and exterior
photographs shall be provided clearly indicating the existing condition of the
structure and, if available, the structural condition at the time of purchase by the
applicant.

A site plan showing the relationship of proposed changes to walks, driveways, signs,
lighting, landscaping, and adjacent properties, if applicable. For relocation or
demolition applications, provide post-demolition plans, including a site plan for the
property specifying site improvements and a timetable for completion.

The reviewing entity may grant a waiver of submission requirements if it finds the
submission of that information is not relevant to a determination.

Application fee.

Application Review Process

A

All applicants are encouraged to consult with Department of Planning and
Development staff prior to submitting an application for a Certificate of
Appropriateness at which time a determination can be made as to the level of review
required. During consultation, Department staff shall provide appropriate guidance
and available resources, including the Village Review Zone Design Guidelines, to
the applicant.

Within four days of an application being submitted to the Department of Planning
and Development, staff shall make a determination regarding completeness. If
incomplete, staff will notify the applicant of deficiencies. If complete, staff will
process the application as either a minor or major application as follows:

1. Minor Activities (staff-level review)
a. Activities shall include:

1) Any alterations or additions not visible from a public right-of-way;

2) Replacement of existing exterior siding or other materials, windows or
doors which do not alter architectural or historic character;

3) Repair, replacement or re-pointing of exterior masonry walls which do
not alter architectural or historic character;

4) Placement of sheds or other outbuildings, fences or dumpsters located
in rear yards not visible from a public right-of-way;

5) Any demolitions, partial demolitions or relocations of honcontributing
resources not visible from a public right-of-way.

6) Roof-top appurtenances not visible from a public-right-of-way; and,
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7)

Removal of non-historic elements concealing original architectural
character-defining features.

b.  Minor Applications for Certificate of Appropriateness shall be submitted to
the Department of Planning and Development staff.

1)

2)

3)

Staff shall review and either render a decision to the applicant or
forward to the Village Review Board for their consideration within ten
days of determining the application complete.

The Village Review Board may conduct a review of a minor
application at the recommendation of either the Director of Planning
and Development or Board Chair.

A person of standing may appeal the decision by staff to the Village
Review Board by submitting an appeal application to the Director of
Planning and Development within 30 days of the date of the action.
The Village Review Board may hold a public hearing and shall render
its decision following the review procedure set forth in Section
216.8.B.2.h.

2. Major Activities (Village Review Board-level review)

a. Activities shall include:

1)

2)
3)

4)

5)

Any alterations or additions to existing structures or new construction
visible from a public right-of-way;

Any roof-top appurtenances visible from a public right-of-way;
Exterior renovations, alterations or modifications to the structure or site
not determined to be minor in nature;

Any alterations or new placement of walks or driveways associated
with a major activity; and,

Any demolitions, partial demolitions or relocations of contributing
resources, as well as noncontributing resources visible from a public
right-of-way. The independent demolition of incidental
noncontributing structures accessory to a contributing resource are
exempt from review.

b. Major Applications for Certificate of Appropriateness shall be submitted to
the Department of Planning and Development staff no less than fourteen
days from the date of the Village Review Board’s meeting in which it will
be discussed.

1)

2)

The Town shall provide notification to all property owners within a
200-foot radius of the boundaries of the property under review in the
proposed application, giving a general description of the activity and
specifying its location. Notifications shall be distributed by first class
mail at least 10 days prior to a scheduled review, stipulating the time
and place of the Board's meeting. The Board may also schedule a
publicly noticed site visit of the subject property prior to their meeting.
Within 30 days of the Town’s receipt of a complete application, the
Village Review Board shall hold a public meeting and make a
determination as to the completeness of the application. Once the Board
determine that the application is complete, it shall review the
application. After completing its review, the Board shall vote to deny,
approve or approve the application with conditions. The Village
Review Board shall set forth the reason or reasons for its decision and
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C.

3)

4)

make findings of fact, in writing, sufficient to apprise the applicant and
any interested member of the public of the basis for the decision. The
date of approval, denial, or approval with conditions shall be the date
that the Board votes on an application for a Certificate of Approval.

A written notice of the determination of the Village Review Board,
including findings of fact and Certificate of Appropriateness, shall be
sent by regular mail to the applicant and to the Planning Board within
10 days of the Village Review Board's determination.

The Village Review Board, by a majority vote, may request an
independent peer review of the application or portion thereof at their
discretion. All costs associated with the peer review shall be borne by
the applicant. Peer review shall not be undertaken unless it is necessary
for an informed review of the submitted materials and at a reasonable
cost. Estimated costs for the peer review shall be disclosed to the
applicant prior to undertaking such review. The Town shall require an
applicant to deposit funds into an escrow account to be held for the
purpose of reimbursing peer review costs. The applicant shall be
entitled to an accounting of the use of all funds, as well as to a refund
of all funds not expended upon final approval, denial or withdrawal of
an application.

Additional Processing Requirements for Relocation or Demolition
Activities:

1)

In addition to the above, additional processing requirements for
Certificate of Appropriateness applications for demolition or relocation
of a contributing, as well as noncontributing resources visible from
public right-of-way shall be as follows:

a) General

i Demolition or relocation of contributing resources within the
Village Review Zone should be avoided whenever possible.

ii. A permit for demolition or relocation of a contributing
resource, a noncontributing resource visible from a public
right-of-way or portions thereof, within the Village Review
Zone shall not be issued unless a Certificate of
Appropriateness has been approved. All exterior demolition
work and interior demolition work rendering the structure
uninhabitable, or relocation of the resource shall not
commence until the expiration of the 30-day decision appeal
period.

a) Review Process

i.  Applications to demolish or relocate contributing resources
individually listed on the National Register of Historic Places
or deemed eligible by the Maine Historic Preservation
Commission, and contributing resources located within a
National Register-listed Historic District must adhere to a 90-
day delay period. The Village Review Board may impose a
90-day delay period for other contributing resources.

ii. During the 90-day delay period, the applicant shall:
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216.9

Consult with Village Review Board and Maine
Preservation and other civic and preservation
organization(s) in seeking alternatives to demolition,
including the reuse and/or relocation of the resource.
Document “good faith” efforts in seeking an alternative,
including relocation and/or reuse, resulting in the
preservation of the resource. Such efforts shall include
posting a visible sign on the property, listing the property
for sale and/or relocation, and publishing a notice of
availability in a general circulation local newspaper. The
notice of the proposed demolition shall be forwarded to
the Pejepscot Historical Society, the Town Council, the
Planning Board and other civic organizations.
Thoroughly photo or video document the resource and
provide photo/video and written documentation to the
Town and Pejepscot Historical Society. Any significant
architectural features shall be salvaged, reused and/or
preserved as appropriate.

Provide post-demolition plans, including a site plan for
the property specifying site improvements and a timetable
for completion.

If at the end of the 90-day period, no satisfactory alternative
has been found, the Village Review Board shall either grant or
deny a Certificate of Appropriateness to demolish the
resource, applying the criteria set forth in Section 216.9(D).

2) Noncontributing Resources.

No Certificate of Appropriateness is required if the proposed
demolition is not visible from the public right-of-way.

Review Standards

A

General Standard.

1. All Certificates of Appropriateness for new construction, additions, alterations,
relocations or demolition shall be in accordance with applicable requirements of
this Ordinance, with additional guidance available in the U.S. Secretary of
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings and the Village Review
Zone Design Guidelines.

New Construction, Additions and Alterations to EXxisting Structures.

1. Inapproving applications for a Certificate of Appropriateness for new
construction, or additions and alterations to contributing resources, the
reviewing entity shall make findings that the following standards have been

satisfied:

a. Any additions or alterations shall be designed in a manner to minimize the
overall effect on its historic integrity.
. Alterations shall remain visually compatible with the existing streetscape.
c. Concealing of distinctive historic or architectural character-defining
features is prohibited. If needed, the applicant may replace any significant
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features with in-kind replacement and/or accurate reproductions.

New construction or additions shall be visually compatible with existing
mass, scale and materials of the surrounding contributing resources.

When constructing additions, the applicant shall maintain the structural
integrity of existing structures.

For new construction of or additions to commercial, multi-family and other
non-residential uses the following additional standards shall apply:

1) Parking lots shall be prohibited in side and front yards, except if the
application involves the renovation of existing structures where such a
configuration currently exists. In cases where such parking
configurations exist, the parking area shall be screened from the public
right-of-way with landscaping or fencing.

2) Site plans shall identify pedestrian ways and connections from parking
areas to public rights-of-way.

3) All dumpsters and mechanical equipment shall be located no less than
25 feet away from a public right-of-way and shall be screened from
public view.

4) Roof-top-mounted conventional heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning equipment shall be screened from the view of any public
right-of-way. Alternative energy devices, including solar collectors
and wind turbines shall be incorporated into the structural design or
screened, whichever is preferred by the applicant.

5) Parapets, projecting cornices, awnings or decorative roof hangs are
encouraged. Flat roofs without cornices are prohibited.

6) Building Materials:

a) The use of cinder-block, concrete and concrete block is prohibited
on any portion of a structure that is visible from the building's
exterior, with the exception of use in the building's foundation.

b) The use of vinyl, aluminum or other non-wood siding is permitted
as illustrated in the Village Review Board Design Guidelines.
Asphalt and asbestos siding are prohibited.

c) Buildings with advertising icon images built into their design
("trademark buildings™) are prohibited.

7) No building on Maine Street shall have a horizontal expanse of more
than 40 feet without a pedestrian entry.

8) No building on Maine Street shall have more than 15 feet horizontally
of windowless wall.

9) All new buildings and additions on Maine Street:

a) Must be built to the front property line. This may be waived if at
least 60% of the building's front facade is on the property line, and
the area in front of the setback is developed as a pedestrian space.

b) If adding more than 50% new floor area to a structure, the addition
shall be at least two stories high and not less than 20 feet tall at the
front property line.

c) The first floor facade of any portion of a building that is visible
from Maine Street shall include a minimum of 50% glass. Upper
floors shall have a higher percentage of solid wall, between 15%
and 40% glass.
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2. Proposed additions or alterations to noncontributing resources shall be designed
to enhance the structure’s compatibility with nearby contributing resources.

C. Signs

Signs shall comply with the requirements of Chapter 6 (Sign Regulations) with
consideration given to the Village Review Zone Design Guidelines.

D. Demolition and Relocation

1. Demolition or partial demolition or relocation of a contributing or, if visible
from a public right-of-way, a noncontributing resource, excluding incidental or
noncontributing accessory buildings and structures located on the same property,
shall be prohibited unless the application satisfies at least one of the following
criteria:

a. The structure poses an imminent threat to public health or safety. An
application must be accompanied by a report from a qualified structural
engineer for review by the Town Code Enforcement Officer and
photographs depicting the current condition of the building.

b. The condition of the structure is such that it cannot be adapted for any other
permitted use, whether by the current owner or by a purchaser, resulting in a
reasonable economic return, regardless of whether that return represents the
most profitable return possible, provided that the applicant can document
he/she has not contributed significantly to the deterioration of the structure.
An opinion shall be provided from a professional experienced in historic
rehabilitation, as to the economic feasibility for restoration, renovation, or
rehabilitation of the contributing resource versus demolition or relocation of
same.

c. The proposed replacement structure or reuse of the property is deemed to be
as appropriate and compatible with the existing streetscape and surrounding
contributing resources.

2. Demolition, partial demolition or relocation of a noncontributing resource
visible from a public right-of-way, shall be approved by the Village Review
Board if it is determined that the proposed replacement structure or reuse of the
property is deemed more appropriate and compatible with the surrounding
contributing resources than the resource proposed for demolition.

216.10 Appeal to Zoning Board of Appeals

A A person of standing may appeal the decision by the Village Review Board, within
30 days of such decision, to the Zoning Board of Appeals pursuant to Sections 703.4
and 703.5 herein.

216.11 Expiration of Certificate of Appropriateness

If two years after issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness, the approved work is
not found to be complete by the Codes Enforcement Officer, the approval shall lapse.
The applicant may, at any time before the date of approval expiration, make a written
request to the Village Review Board for an approval time extension. This request
shall explain the reasons why the improvements have not been completed and
indicate how the applicant expects to complete the project if the Board grants an
extension. The Board may consider any changes to the Zoning Ordinance or any
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216.12

other new information relevant to the application when considering an extension
request.

Definitions
Definitions specific to this Section are as follows:

Character-Defining Feature: The form, material and detail of those architectural features
important in defining a building’s historic character and whose retention will preserve that
character. Such features include, but not limited to, facades, roofs, porches, windows, doors,
trim, massing, scale, orientation and landscape features, such as fences, walls, posts and
walkways.

Compatibility: Possessing characteristics that are predominant in nature to character-
defining features of structures within a neighborhood as described in the Village Review Zone
Design Guidelines. Compatibility does not mean “the same as.” Rather, compatibility refers
to the sensitivity of alterations or development proposals in maintaining the character of the
existing neighborhood.

Contributing Resource: A building, structure, or object that adds to the historic association,
historic architectural quality, or cultural values because it was present during the period of
significance, relates to the documented significance of the property, and possesses historic
integrity, or is capable of yielding important information about the period.

Contributing Resource of Local or Regional Significance: A building, structure, or object
identified as having local or regional significance based on Town-established criteria as
follows:

1. Its value as a significant example of the cultural, historic, architectural,
archeological, or related aspect of local or regional heritage;

2. Its location as a site of significant historic or prehistoric event or activity which
may have taken place within or which involved the use of any existing structure
on the property.

3. Its identification with a person or persons who significantly contributed to the

cultural, historic, architectural, archeological, or related aspect to local or
regional heritage.

4, Its exemplification of a significant architectural type, style, or design
distinguished by innovation, rarity, uniqueness, or overall quality of design,
detail, materials and artisanship.

5. Its identification as the work of an architect, designer, engineer, or builder
whose individual work is significant in local or regional history or development.
6. Its representation of a significant cultural, historic, architectural, archeological,

or theme expressed through distinctive areas, sites, structures, objects, or
artifacts that may or may not be contiguous.

Historic District: A geographic area federally designated as an historic district and listed on
the National Register of Historic Places.

Historic Integrity: The authenticity of a property’s historic identity as evidenced by the
survival of physical characteristics (location, design, setting, materials, workmanship and
association) that existed during the property’s prehistoric or historic period.

In-Kind Replacement: Replacement of a feature with new materials that identically matches
the original with respect to design, size, configuration, texture and other visual qualities.

Noncontributing Resource: A building, structure, or object that does not add to the historic
sense of time and place or historic development; or one where the location, design, setting,
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materials, workmanship or association have been so altered or have so deteriorated that the
overall integrity has been irretrievably lost.

Project of Special Public Merit: A redevelopment project that has significant public
benefits to the Town or community by virtue of social, civic, public health, safety, or other
benefits that clearly serve the public interest, to a greater extent than the retention of the
existing building(s).

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards: The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, restoring
and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (36 CFR Part 68 in the July 12, 1995 Federal Register
or most recent edition), are the national standards to guide work undertaken on historic
properties. The intent of the Standards is to assist in the long-term preservation of historic
structures and features. The Standards are used to evaluate rehabilitation projects on certified
historic structures for federal tax credits.

Streetscape: The public setting in which a structure, site or landmark is located. It is the

immediate visible neighborhood of the public right-of-way or public land associated with
such a structure, including such features as fences, sidewalks and lights.
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D VRZ Expansion Area
I:l Village Review Zone

Village Review Zone
Expansion as Recommended by the
2008 Comprehensive Plan




Draft 2

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

“Prior to submitting finat application for development of any of the lots 2, 7, 10, 11, or 31, the applicant
shall submit to the planning board a report from a qualified wetland scientist and botanist that includes
1) results of on-site wetland delineation per USACE approved delineation methodology; 2) field
determined extent of the Natural Resources Protection Zone where applicable; 3) location of any
Significant Wildlife Habitat; and 4} results of an on-site rare plant and rare natural community survey.

The applicant shall submit evidence that findings from on-site investigations on Lots 2, 7, 10, 11, and 31
have been used to determine final locations for future development on the parcels in a manner that
most effectively avoids impacts to significant wildlife habitats or rare or irreplaceable natural areas in
accordance with 411.2 and 411.10 of the Brunswick Land Use Ordinance .”

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 up 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. 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 | 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
remaining lots, set building envelopes 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 can 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 | and orange/red as Phase Il and if it becomes
Alternative A or B, provide guidance on what they will need to bring to the Board, Phase Il 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 | and conduct them
ahead of time in Phase 1. 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 look at 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 | and the red/orange would come back to

the Board in Phase 11

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
Il 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
e 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 defined, it 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 Keene, 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 1% 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 Chair 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 FRIZZL E, 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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BRUNSWICK PLANNING BOARD
FEBRUARY 26, 2013

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Charlie Frizzle, Vice Chair Margaret Wilson, Dann Lewis, 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 26, 2013 at the
Municipal Meeting Facility at Brunswick Station, 16 Station Ave. Chair Charlie Frizzle called
the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M.

Case Number: 12-031 - Brunswick Landing Subdivision: After tabling deliberations at the
February 12th meeting, the Planning Board will review and take action on a Final Subdivision
Plan submitted by the Midcoast Regional Redevelopment Authority (Assessor’s Map 40, Lot 2)
in the BNAS Reuse District.

Anna Breinich introduced the Final Subdivision Plan submitted by the Midcoast Regional
Redevelopment Authority (MRRA) and stated that the revised plans are in response to the
January 14, 2013, February 5, 2013 meeting as well as consultations with Planning staff.

Steve Levesque, Executive Director of MRRA, stated that the revised plans consist of 225 acres,
44 lots with 4.9 miles of roadways. Steve stated that the lots are guided by existing development
and Finding for Suitability for Transfer (FOST) boundaries. Steve reviewed the FOST overlay
and parcels that may be transferred to MRRA in the next 12 months. Steve pointed out and
explained Subdivision Plan Notes 6, 12 and 13. Steve noted that they have identified the
building envelopes as requested on the plans. Steve Walker said that he did not see the building
envelope on drawing 2 of 7; Jan Weigman of Wright Pierce, replied that the drawings are dated
February 14 and in subsequent exchanges with staff, research showed that what is called the
wildlife habitat line on the drawing as obtained from IF&W as a boundary line came from a
boundary line that was 250 feet from the wildlife habitat line. They have offset the building
envelope by 250 feet and created a buffer and they have revised the plans to reflect this change;
Anna Breinich replied that staff received the revised plans on Friday February 22, 2013 and after
review felt that additional analysis was still needed on lots 1 and 2. Margaret Wilson asked if
Mere Brook and Jordan Avenue impaired streams were in Phase 1 and their location; Jan replied
that the locations were shown in a previous application packet watershed plan and stated that the
bulk of the lower lots are in the Mere Brook watershed.

Chairman Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment.

Suzanne Johnson, Brunswick resident representative to the Restoration Advisory Board, and
author of a letter included in the packet dated February 21, 2013 stated that much of the FOST
work has been done by the Restoration Advisory Board, the regulators at DEP and EPA and
Navy contractors and has been a huge effort to move these parcels. She stated that groundwater
contamination at the site is multi-factored with an array of contaminates of concern, not all of
which have been identified. She stated that 1,4 Dioxane has been one of the largest discussed
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and stated that it was a solvent frequently used by the Navy; the EPA states that any inhalation
exposure can cause vertigo, drowsiness, headache, anorexia and irritation of the eyes, nose,
throat, and lungs and has been identified as a probable carcinogen. Suzanne stated that there are
serious concerns with the contamination and it was because of this that the Navy has restricted
access to groundwater. Suzanne stated that the access to groundwater is not limited to the drilling
of wells and can be many things; you don’t want to transfer the water or add to much water as it
can change the hydrology. Suzanne stated that the groundwater is located shallowly beneath the
soil at this site and anyone doing an activity such as landscaping may come in contact with the
groundwater. Suzanne stated that when the parcels were transferred with the FOST’s and the
restriction back in 2009, there was an understanding that there would be a plan set forth by
MRRA to address these concerns. Suzanne stated that she is frustrated because MRRA has yet
to create a comprehensive plan to manage the risk of exposure to date. She believes that as part
of the subdivision plan and as part of a guide for future landowners, MRRA create a plan that
sets forth the understanding of the risk of the groundwater and how it can be successfully
managed because it is currently being treated by the Navy when it hits the extraction wells which
have been installed. Suzanne pointed out that there are no overlays that show the locations of the
monitoring wells in the application and noted that the Navy requires that MRRA or the new
owners preserve these wells; if they are damaged they have to be replaced by the Navy but at the
cost of the landowner. Suzanne stated that as a condition of the subdivision, a mapping of the
wells should be included in the plans. Suzanne stated that in addition to the monitoring wells, it
is critically important to keep water management running at peak efficiency which may be
impacted by stormwater and should be maintained in one plan and not by 44 different lot owners.
Suzanne believes that the materials management plan should also be part of the subdivision plan.

Ed Benedikt, Brunswick Area Citizens for a Safe Environment President, stated that he has been
involved in the project in some way since 1991 and is frustrated and doesn’t understand how you
can be against a project that can bring the Town of Brunswick 14million dollars in revenue. Ed
stated that the transfer of the property has been difficult and pointed out that the Navy will
transfer property for which there is no personal risk for contact for people who are on the
property; the contamination that is below the surface is considered safe and not of immediate
concern. Ed noted that once the property is transferred, the soil contamination becomes the
responsibility of the different landowners. Ed stated that the issue of groundwater contamination
is difficult and the idea was that with time a dilution of the chemicals would occur. Ed stated
that this has not happened and the chemicals have been trapped in the unique soil/sand/clay. Ed
stated that one site that the Navy remediated took more than a year to finish because the
contaminates had migrated over the limits it had mapped. Ed stated that risks associated with
remediation will increase with the addition of lot owners and stated that MRRA needs to create
an operational management plan with infrastructure to implement the plan if we don’t want to
incur risks of contamination of streams and abutting water bodies and towns.

Jacqueline Sartoris, resident of Bowdoin Street and Town Councilor, stated that she was at the
meeting on behalf of John Lemont resident of Maple Street and a Brunswick Shellfish Harvester,
who has concerns that the plan does not fully illustrate streams, setbacks and wetlands and is also
concerned about the toxics in the soil and groundwater. As a shellfish harvester, John is
concerned about the health of Harpswell Cove. John is aware of the plume and would like to see
that the ordinance is followed and that a comprehensive stormwater plan is approved and not a
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lot by lot analysis. Jackie stated that as a Town Councilor she supports economic development
strongly but she also wants to make sure that the values in the Comprehensive Plan and the
standards expected in any subdivision proposal are being met. Jackie stated that there are still
lots included in the subdivision that she feels should not be included. Jackie stated that she is
also here on behalf of David Lovitch of Freeport Wild Bird Supply, author and birding tour
guide with an interest of guiding tours on the former base in the future. Jackie also noted that the
next item on the agenda is a zoning amendment and reminded the Board that in March of 2009,
MRRA promised that they would use the results of the EIS to request rezoning if they found a
greater expanse of the critically imperiled natural community and pointed out that the EIS map
shows that the area is much more expansive then what was considered when the zoning was
created; she sees that there is a request for rezoning but the promise that was made in 2009 has
not come back to the Board for rezoning.

Jim Truziano, Topsham Board of Selectmen, stated that he was part of BRAC and LRA and
stated that he was not for or against the proposed plan. Jim stated that he understands the
environmental concerns but he knows the rules and regulations of the subdivision which has to
meet the Town Standards and DEP stormwater standards. Jim stated that as part of a subdivision
it is hard to say what it will be when you don’t know your landowners, building elevations, type
of building, whether they will have a cellar. Jim stated that this is a step forward so long as
MRRA follows the rules and regulations.

Chairman Charlie Frizzle closed the public comment.

Steve Levesque replied to the public comments by stating that there is not groundwater
contamination site wide, there are pockets and mostly off site. Steve stated that the plume which
has been discussed is not part of the subdivision but may be sometime down the line as
remediation continues. Steve stated that the groundwater at the plume site is actively being
pumped and sent through a treatment facility. Steve stated that in reference to having their own
utility system is simply because the Water and Sewer districts won’t take them until MRRA can
bring the lines up to a standard and the Town has stated that they won’t absorb the roadways.
Steve stated that as part of the plan they have made road maintenance agreement that property
owners will need to be part of. Steve noted that in the deeds that come to MRRA as part of the
FOST, the monitoring wells are listed along with protective conveyance. Steve stated that
MRRA does have a stormwater management plan that is the same as the Navy’s and noted that
DEP has certified it.

Steve Levesque replied to the rezoning that Jackie Sartoris referenced and stated that that there is
an area that is in transition where there is bird habitat and some previous development activity.
Steve stated that t as part of the Airports wildlife management plan they are doing some
additional studies and will be looking at the habitat in this area in conjunction with the airport; if
the property is not developable then MRRA would consider rezoning that property. Steve stated
that they are in the process of creating a wildlife management plan and the transition property is
included in the plan.

Charlie Frizzle asked Steve Levesque if there was a comprehensive plan of all the monitoring
wells at least for the lots in Phase | and if MRRA would have any issues with including the map



Draft 1

as part of the Subdivision package; Steve Levesque replied that they would not have a problem.
Margaret Wilson asked if they had a rough idea of the number of wells in Phase I; Steve
Levesque replied that there are roughly 100. Steve Walker asked what the deed restriction states
in terms of the wells; Steve Levesque stated that they have to be protected and if moved they
have to be replaced. Steve Walker asked if as individual lot owners put in their own stormwater
system, will the overall plan need to be resubmitted; Steve Levesque replied not unless it causes
a great change. Steve Walker asked if a lot-by-lot management approach is manageable; Steve
Levesque replied that roughly 80% of Phase | already has existing structures that already
addresses stormwater with the remaining under light development and will need to be managed
and will be a long term project. Steve Walker asked how the Planning Board will know the
cumulative effect or contamination movement as developers come in; Steve Levesque replied
that it would need to be dealt with as it is dealt with in the community. Steve Walker asked if
they notice a shift in contamination within the wells during development, what will that mean;
Steve Levesque replied that DEP would have to deal with the issue. Margaret Wilson asked how
this would affect developers particularly if DEP felt that there has been an aggravation or
movement of the contaminants and stops the developer from doing anything further. Steve
Levesque replied that this could happen anywhere, but pointed out that the Navy hasn’t
transferred any property that has known groundwater contamination.

Charlie Frizzle reopened the public comment period.

Ed Benedikt stated that although he spoke about groundwater contamination on the former Base
site, Ed pointed out that this was not his opinion but the Navy’s opinion that every place besides
the golf course requires land use controls because the groundwater could be contaminated.

Chairman Charlie Frizzle closed the public comment.

Steve Walker stated that the transition site has been proven to be an impaired natural habitat and
has been found as such by many consultants; Steve would like to see this area as part of the
conservation area.

Steve Walker feels that there are still changes that can be made to the proposed project; ones he
hopes would also be more defensible. Steve Walker stated that the applicant has requested four
waivers but feels that there are still items incomplete that waivers have not been requested for.
Steve Walker stated that attempts have been made to show the NRPZ which was done so off of
the Town Tax maps but suggested that the applicant request a waiver and place the delineation
back onto the future lot buyers. Steve Walker clarified that a comprehensive stormwater
management plan is not being submitted and suggested a waiver be requested. Steve Walker
stated that wetland delineation, as required, has not yet been conducted and recommends that a
waiver be requested for this as well. In addition, Steve Walker suggested a waiver for location
of trees over 10” in diameter, Class A Soil Survey and Topography with contour intervals not
more than two feet.

Steve Walker suggested the following changes in the notes on the plans:
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¢ Note 6 at locations of wetlands, should mention that “these are approximate and should
be considered for planning purposes only and field determinations of wetlands and
vernal pools are required prior to any development activity”.

¢ Note 6 second paragraph should have a statement that “these are approximate and IF&W
and now Agriculture Conservation and Forestry (was DOC) should be contacted of any
development proposed”.

o Steve Walker suggested that in the legend where it has wetlands, wildlife habitat and
vernal pools and that they all state “approximate” location.

Steve Walker stated that he would be comfortable waiving the building envelopes in a few of the
lots where wetland setbacks are approximate if a request is made.

Steve Walker suggested removing condition # 3 as it is a little misleading and possibly waiving
building envelopes in lots 1 & 2 until field work is completed. Steve Walker suggested
specifying in lots 2, 3 and 11 that they be inventoried by an ecologist for rare natural
communities and rare natural plants for condition #4. Steve Walker said that he does not believe
that all the lots need to come back to the Board, but noted that he would like to see lots 1-4, 8,
11, 35 and 44.

Charlie Frizzle asked staff if they felt that the application needed the waivers that Steve Walker
had suggested. Jeremy Doxsee replied that he would want to review Steve Walkers list but that
they sounded like reasonable suggestions.

Charlie Frizzle, with respect to stormwater management, stated that MRRA has a comprehensive
plan and it is clear in the Findings of Fact that new development has to come back to the Board,;
Margaret Wilson and Dann Lewis agreed.

Charlie Frizzle asked the applicant if they had any issues with modifying the plan notes as Steve
Walker suggested. Steve Levesque replied that they do not have any issues.

Charlie Frizzle asked Steve Walker to reread the changes he was suggesting for changes to the
Conditions of Approval. Anna Breinich stated that Steve Walker did a great job in covering the
natural resource issues and noted that one reason why the additional lots were listed was because
they directly abut contaminated sites. Margaret Wilson suggested additional conditions of
approval.

MOTION BY DANN LEWIS THAT THE MAJOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
APPLICATION IS DEEMED COMPLETE. SECONDED BY CHARLIE FRIZZLE
APPROVED BY DANN LEWIS, CHARLIE FRIZZLE AND MARGARET WILSON.
OPPOSED BY STEVE WALKER; MOTION PASSES.

MOTION BY DANN LEWIS THAT THE BOARD WAIVES THE FOLLOWING
REQUIREMENTS WITH THE CONDITION THAT THEY BE SUBMITTED AS PART
OF AN APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW OF ANY PROPOSED NEW
DEVELOPMENT IN THE SUBDIVISION:
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1. Section 412.2.B.3 — Lot Monumentation: boundaries of all lots and tracts with accurate
distances and bearings, locations of all permanent monuments properly identified as existing or
proposed.

2. Section 412.2.B.5 - Existing zoning district and overlay zone designation.
3. Section 412.2.B.8. — Profile, cross-section dimensions, and curve radii of all existing streets.

4. Section 412.2.B.12. — Location of features, natural and artificial, affecting the development,
such as water bodies, wetlands, streams, vegetation, rail-roads, ditches and buildings.

5. Section 412.2.B.14. — Profile and cross-section of existing sewers.

6. Section 412.2.B.16. — A Class A (high intensity) Soil Survey prepared in accordance with the
standards of the Maine Association of Professional Soil Scientists.

7. Section 412.2.B.17. — Location of all existing trees over 10 inches in diameter, and locations
of tree stands.

8. Section 412.2.B.25 — A wetlands map drawn by a specialist delineating wetland boundaries in
accordance with the methods prescribed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers at the time of the
application.

9. Section 412.2.B.28. — Building envelopes showing acceptable locations for principal and
accessory structures.

SECONDED BY CHARLIE FRIZZLE APPROVED BY DANN LEWIS, CHARLIE
FRIZZLE AND MARGARET WILSON. OPPOSED BY STEVE WALKER; MOTION
PASSES.

MOTION BY DANN LEWIS THAT THE FINAL SUBDIVISION 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 a fully executed Common Area Maintenance Agreement, as described in Note # 8
of Drawing 1 of 7.

3. Lot 13 is excluded from the final, approved subdivision plan and is combined with the
remaining Lands of MRRA.
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4. As part of the development review process for any future development, a qualified ecologist
shall fully document and delineate rare natural communities and rare plant occurrences for Lots
2,3, &11.

5. Development review approval by the Planning Board is required for all future development of
lots 1-7, 10-12, 35 and 44, in order to demonstrate compliance with the provisions of Section
411.2 of the Town of Brunswick Zoning Ordinance “Preservation of Natural Features”.

6. Development review approval by the Planning Board is required for all future development of
lots 1-7, 10-12, 35 and 44, in order to demonstrate compliance with the provisions of Section
411.3 of the Town of Brunswick Zoning Ordinance “Surface Waters, Wetlands and Marine
Resources”.

7. Depict locations of all groundwater monitor wells within the Phase | subdivision plan.

8. Stormwater Management Plans will be required for all future development and, to the greatest
practical extent, site-specific, Low Impact Development stormwater management strategies and
practices are required for all new development, in accordance with Section 504 of the Town’s
Zoning Ordinance and the Brunswick Landing Design Guidelines and BNAS Reuse Plan.

9. Plan notes and legends shall be amended to reference “approximate” locations of wetlands,
vernal pools, NRPZ boundaries, and all other natural resources that require further delineation, as
part of the development review process.

10. In accordance with Section 411.24, Environmental Compliance in the BNAS Reuse and
Conservation Districts, the applicant must provide evidence of compliance on a site-specific
basis at time of future development.

SECONDED BY DANN LEWIS APPROVED BY, CHARLIE FRIZZLE, DANN LEWIS
AND MARGARET WILSON. OPPOSED BY STEVE WALKER; MOTION PASSES.

Case Number: 13-002 - Zoning Amendment Request : The Planning Board will hold a
workshop to consider an application by the Midcoast Regional Redevelopment Authority to
amend the language for the R-AR (Aviation Related) Zoning District in BNAS Reuse District to
allow additional non-aviation-related professional office uses.

Jeremy Doxsee introduced the amendment request and stated that the R-AR Land Use District
currently permits Professional Office uses only in conjunction with “aviation-related activities or
uses”. Jeremy stated that the applicant believes that they found potential business that may be
interested in locating some of the existing facilities but the current zoning is too restrictive and
does not allow them to lease these facilities to office type uses. Jeremy stated that the applicant
is asking that the Town change the zoning so that the zone is not aviation dependent and general
office use be permitted.
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Charlie Frizzle stated that the zone was originally created and restricted any non-aviation under
the understanding that the FAA required that designation and asked what has changed? Dave
Markovchick, Economic Development Manager for MRRA, stated that they have frequently
gone to the FAA for alternative uses and have gotten the permission that non-aviation uses may
be permitted with the stipulation that all revenue generated by such uses must be allocated to
general operations of the Brunswick Executive Airport.

Chairman Charlie Frizzle opened the public comment.

Ed Benedikt, Brunswick Area Citizens for a Safe Environment President, stated he was very
involved in the reuse plan and assumed the designation was done at the behest of the FAA.

Chairman Charlie Frizzle closed the public comment period.
MOTION BY MARGARET WILSON TO SCHEDULE A PUBLIC HEARING.

SECONDED BY DANN LEWIS, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY AMONG THOSE
PRESENT.

Case Number: 13-005 - Zoning Amendment Request : The Planning Board will hold a
workshop to consider an application by Bowdoin College to amend the MU3 (Mixed Use/Upper
Harpswell Road) Zoning District to include “Residence Hall” as a permitted use.

Anna Breinich stated that residence halls are not permitted in the MU3 District, but there are
similar uses within the district. Anna stated that Bowdoin College has a purchase and sales
agreement for the Stevens Home that was formerly used as a congregate care facility that they
would like to reuse as a residence hall; there would be no demolition. Anna noted that
congregate care as well as boarding home are permitted uses within the MU3 District.

Katie Longley, Bowdoin College, reiterated that Bowdoin College is seeking to add residence
halls to the MU3 Zone and noted that the zone itself is small with only 7 properties including the
Smith House which is a college residence that was grandfathered. Katie stated that the college
plans to renovate with no expansion and reviewed the property. Katie stated that the college has
held a neighborhood meeting and are willing to work with the neighbors to make the facility
blend in as much as possible. Margaret Wilson asked how many students would be housed in the
facility if zoning were approved; Katie replied roughly 15. Margaret asked which way students
would travel to get to campus; Katie replied that they would probably go down Longfellow.

Chairman Charlie Frizzle opened to public comment.

Reed Bartlett, resident of Harpswell Place, stated that the neighborhood has gone through a lot of
Bowdoin College expansion, zoning issues and zoning amendments over the past 20 years. Reed
stated that in the 1980’s the college only owned 4 properties in his neighborhood but in the
1990’s the college expanded their acquisition of properties and noted that there were several
zoning issues. Reed provided an overview of the neighborhood and the history of the struggles
that the neighborhood has gone through with the encroachment of Bowdoin College. Reed
stated that what he does not like is that every time Bowdoin College purchases a property they
seek zoning amendments to meet their needs.
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MOTION BY TO SCHEDULE A PUBLIC HEARING. SECONDED BY MARGARET
WILSON, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY AMONG THOSE PRESENT.

Minutes
No minutes were approved at this meeting.

Adjourned
This meeting was adjourned at 9:42 P.M.

Attest

Tonya D. Jenusaitis
Recording Secretary
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BRUNSWICK PLANNING BOARD
MARCH 5, 2013

MEMBERS PRESENT PLANNING BOARD: Chair Charlie Frizzle, Vice Chair Margaret
Wilson, Dann Lewis and Richard Visser

STAFF PRESENT: Anna Breinich and Jeremy Doxsee

A meeting of the Brunswick Planning Board was held on Tuesday, March 5, 2013 at the
Municipal Meeting Facility at Brunswick Station, 16 Station Ave. Chair Charlie Frizzle called
the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M.

Case Number: 13-004 — Duck Cove Subdivision: The Planning Board will review and take
action on a Major Review Application regarding a request to merge 2 lots into 1 lot of record. An
application to subdivide was approved in 2011 by the previous owner; located at 138 Coombs
Road (Assessor’s Map 38, Lot 149) in the FF3 (Farm Forest / New Meadows River Area)
Zoning District.

Jeremey Doxsee stated that the original Duck Pond Subdivision was created in 1977 and
amended in 2055, 2008 and in 2011. Jeremy stated that unbeknownst to the current owners, the
2011 subdivision was approved while they were under contract to purchase the property and it
was not until the closing that they realized the property had been subdivided; the applicant wish
to merge the lots for privacy and to lower their property tax bill.

Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment; hearing none the public comment period
was closed.

MOTION BY MARGARET WILSON THAT THE FINAL PLAN BE DEEMED
COMPLETE. SECONDED BY CHARLIE FRIZZLE, UNANIMOUS AMONG THOSE
PRESENT.

MOTION BY DANN LEWIS THAT THE PLANNING BOARD WAIVES THE
FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:

1. 412.2.B.15 - Topography with 2 foot contour intervals

2.412.2.B.16 — Class A Soil Survey

3.412.2.B.17 — Location of trees over 10 inches in diameter

SECONDED BY RICHARD VISSER, APPROVE UNANIMOUS AMONG THOSE
PRESENT.

MOTION BY DANN LEWIS THAT THE PLANNING BOARD GRANTS FINAL PLAN
APPROVAL 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
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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. Label the building envelope on the plan and include the building envelope symbol in the
Legend.

SECONDED BY MARGARET WILSON, UNAIMOUS AMONG THOSE PRESENT.

22 Pleasant Street— Expansion of Tao Restaurant: The owners of the Tao Restaurant have
requested a workshop with the Planning Board regarding their potential expansion of the existing
restaurant, including construction of additional apartment units and parking. In accordance with
8405.1.B., the applicant is seeking guidance from the Planning Board on the use of provisional
parking standards.

Jeremy Doxsee introduced the project and stated that the applicant John and Cecelia are in the
process of developing a site plan of Tao with the possibility of expanding and adding residential
units with a structured parking garage below; the applicant would be unable to satisfy the
parking requirement but would be interested in shared parking. Jeremy reminded members that
this was a workshop and that nothing would be approved at this meeting.

Representative for the applicant, Chris Briley, presented a PowerPoint and stated that the
addition would allow for 40-48 sets in the restaurant with the addition of 6 residential units. The
owners plan to place an aqua phonics farm on top of the residential units and there would be a
bridge that would connect the two buildings. Chris reviewed that parking plans and stated that
each residence would have 2 tandem spaces below the addition and they would move the
dumpster to allow for 2 more parallel spaces; total parking spaces that they will need is 22 and
they have 19.

Charlie Frizzle stated that the concept is interesting. Charlie suggested that the applicant seek
shared parking and agreed that there is empty space; possible shared parking with the Postal
Service. Margaret Wilson agreed but stated that even though the restaurant is only open 5 days
per week, the Board has to assume that they will be open 6 days per week and asked where
people will park when the neighboring Business Center is open. Chris replied that they have
approval for parking at the Postal Office, but they are unable to get approval in writing.
Margaret reminded members that there was also parking behind the Firehouse. Anna Breinich
asked how well the parking arrangement will be underground as the area was originally designed
for 6 vehicles; Richard Visser agreed and stated that the spaces are squeezed in tightly. Margaret
suggested that the applicant speak with the business center and possibly the condominiums and
explore the availability of shared parking; if the applicant is under parking by 2-3 spaces then
there won’t be much concern but the applicant does need to provide good faith with the
neighbors. Charlie suggested that the applicant touch base with the Brunswick Downtown
Association and their parking audit and agreed that the board would need to see good faith effort
with the neighbors in respect to parking; Charlie stated that this is a good plan. Jeremy Doxsee
replied that the applicant has reached out with Art Boulay, Manager of the Business Center,
replied that parking during the day is tight but that they have no issues with parking after
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5:00pm. Jeremy stated that in looking at the parking plan, it may still be a little overbuilt and the
applicant will also have to take into consideration any setbacks.

Minutes
MOTION BY RICHARD VISSER TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF JANUARY 14,
2013. SECONDED BY DANN LEWIS, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.

MOTION BY MARGARET WILSON TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF JANUARY 29,
2013. SECONDED BY RICHARD VISSER, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.

Adjourned
This meeting was adjourned at 7:46 P.M.

Attest

Tonya D. Jenusaitis
Recording Secretary
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BRUNSWICK PLANNING BOARD
MARCH 12, 2013

MEMBERS PRESENT PLANNING BOARD: Chair Charlie Frizzle, Vice Chair Margaret
Wilson, Dann Lewis, Richard Visser and Steve Walker

STAFF PRESENT: Anna Breinich, Jeremy Doxsee

A meeting of the Brunswick Planning Board was held on Tuesday, March 12, 2013 at the
Municipal Meeting Facility at Brunswick Station, 16 Station Ave. Chair Charlie Frizzle called
the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M.

Case Number: 13-002 - Zoning Amendment Request : The Planning Board will hold a
public hearing to consider an application by the Midcoast Regional Redevelopment
Authority to amend the language for the R-AR (Aviation Related) Zoning District in
BNAS Reuse District to allow additional non-aviation-related professional office uses.

Jeremy Doxsee stated that the Planning Board reviewed this zoning amendment request at their
workshop held 2/26/13 and stated that the applicant is requesting that Professional Office use be
a permitted use in the R-AR Zoning District and noted that the applicant has already identified
two buildings that could immediately benefit from the amendment.

Dave Markovchick - Economic Development Manager, reiterated what Jeremy Doxsee had
stated and noted that Professional Office use does sync with what the FAA will allow. Charlie
Frizzle reminded members that prior to this application, it was MRRA’s understanding that the
FAA restricted any non-aviation use within their conveyance to the Authority and noted that the
FAA has clarified that non-aviation uses may be allowed. Margaret Wilson asked if they will
need to segregate any funds. Dave replied that all funds have to go to support the aviation
account only (not MRRA). Steve Walker pointed out that this is the second time that the
Planning Board has been asked to tweak this zone and noted that he is worried about the
cumulative effect it may have in the Reuse District. Steve asked what assurances MRRA can
provide to the Board that natural resources will be protected. Dave replied that this change only
focuses on existing buildings per the FAA.

Chairman Charlie Frizzle opened the public hearing; hearing none, the public hearing was
closed.

MOTION BY DANN LEWIS TO RECOMMEND TO THE TOWN COUNCIL TO
AMEND THE LANGUAGE FOR THE R-AR ZONING DISTRICT TO ALLOW
ADDITIONAL NON-AVIATION-RELATED PROFESSIONAL OFFICE USES.
SECONDED BY STEVE WALKER, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.

Case Number: 13-005 - Zoning Amendment Request : The Planning Board will hold a
public hearing to consider an application by Bowdoin College to amend the MU3 (Mixed
Use / Upper Harpswell Road) Zoning District to include “Residence Hall” as a permitted
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use.

Anna Breinich stated that this zoning amendment request is to add “Residence Halls” as a
permitted use in the MU3 Zoning District. This request, forwarded by the Town Council, is
being made as the College has an interest in purchasing, and renovating the former Steven’s
Home. Anna stated that the MU3 district is made up of seven lots with the largest being the
former Stevens Home. Anna pointed out that the MUS3 district already permits bed and breakfast,
boarding house, congregate care/assisted living, community center, multifamily residential, and
small scale commercial uses and noted that the Comprehensive Plan envisioned this area of the
Town to be primarily residential and educational. Anna pointed out that current uses include a
residence hall (Smith House), 2-single-family residences, 2 offices, a convenience store and a
site approved for 4 condominium units; staff feels that this zoning amendment change would be
compatible with the district.

Catherine Longley, from Bowdoin College, reiterated that the district already includes the Smith
House which was grandfathered. Catherine stated that the former Steven’s Home has 19 rooms
several bathrooms and could easily be renovated; the outside will need some work, new roofing
and siding but the renovations and repairs would maintain the current footprint. Catherine
presented slides which depicted views of the main entrance of the site, parking area, area behind
the house, another view of the MU3 Zoning District, and an aerial view of the other locations in
downtown Brunswick where Bowdoin College currently houses students. Catherine stated that if
approved, the Steven’s Home could house roughly 27 students and Bowdoin College would no
longer need to rent property downtown. Catherine stated that Bowdoin held a meeting with the
neighbors on 2/13/13 and at that time concerns were lighting, noise, parking, and use of the
property behind the building. She said that ideas under consideration are appropriate path,
lighting, fencing, possibly converting the large area behind the building into an organic farm and
having this be a quiet facility. If granted, Bowdoin will continue to work with the neighbors.
Steve Walker asked what is meant when they say that they envision the house being a quiet
facility. Catherine replied that they have other housing that is considered chemical free and thus
more quiet; the Smith House is currently considered quiet housing.

Chairman Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public hearing.

Diane Friese, resident of 21 McLellan Street, stated that she has she has spoken with her
neighbors and the ones she has spoken with are in favor of this change and thrilled that Bowdoin
College is considering taking over the Stevens Home and using the footprint as it exists. Diane
stated that the idea of the organic garden is also very exciting. Diane pointed out that the
neighborhood already houses many students.

Robert Burgess, resident of 50 Harpswell Road, stated that if you house 20-30 students
(boys/girls/mixed) under one roof, they will not be quiet. Robert asked how quiet it can really be
and again stated that he does not believe that it will be quiet housing. Robert is also concerned
with students trespassing on his property.
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Kevin Cashman, resident of 8 Harpswell Place, stated that he does not feel strongly one way or
the other but wants to make sure that the neighborhood maintains its integrity of the community
and neighborhood and hopes that Bowdoin College would continue to be a good neighbor.

Allen Moss, resident of 39 Longfellow, stated that he abuts the back side of the Stevens Home
and is happy that Bowdoin College has considered the Stevens Home and that they have reached
out to the neighbors. Allen stated that he would like the concerns from the neighborhood
meeting to be addressed such as the quiet area, low lighting, fencing, protection of property and
the general noise. Allen stated that he has lived at his residence for 14 years and noted that there
has only been 1 incident at the Smith House which was immediately taken care of. Margaret
Wilson asked if the neighbors have expressed what they are looking for in terms of fencing;
Allen replied that fencing currently exists on part of the property and they would like it extended.

Connie Lundquist, resident of 11 Longfellow Ave, stated that there is an established
neighborhood there and noted that she had attended the neighborhood meeting at which there
was a great deal of cooperation. Connie pointed out that what Bowdoin College is asking for is a
zone change and what needs to be discussed are the effects the change will have on the
remaining neighborhood.

Reed Bartlett, resident of 10 Harpswell Place, stated that issues with Bowdoin College
encroachment on the neighborhood has been going on for roughly 15 years. Reed said that in
1996/97 the college wanted to open up property near South Street and Longfellow Avenue to
college use to develop residence halls in that area and that for more than a year a series of
negotiations between the college and the neighborhood zoning task force ensued which resulted
in the Town Council denying Bowdoin. Reed sated that some of the reasons for denial were
convenience zoning and despite the inevitability that the college may eventually own the
neighborhood, it was felt that it would mean the end of the neighborhood. Reed stated that this is
the same feeling today and it is about allowing the college to place residence halls in a residential
neighborhood. Reed pointed out that Harpswell Place is extremely vulnerable because it will be
surrounded by the college. Reed stated that during 1996-1997 a great deal of zoning ordinance
changes were made which he views as a compromise such as the creation of College Use 3,
changes to houses along South Street which the college purchased, establishment of Pickard
Field as a College Use Zone, and establishment of Brunswick Apartments although they had
been owned for a number of years by Bowdoin. Reed stated that a year after the compromises,
Bowdoin College wanted to put a 33 car parking lot immediately in front of his house and they
used rule 303 of the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance which allowed them to side-step any public
hearing and the zoning was attempted to be changed. Reed stated that a concern is that the
zoning could once again be attempted to be changed without a public hearing. Reed stated that
the Town Council voted in his favor and the zoning was not changed. Reed stated that in 2001
Bowdoin renovated the Stowe House for residence Halls and in 2004 a College Master Plan was
presented that noted future development for housing would be located where Brunswick Station
now exists which would have taken the burden off the neighborhood. Reed stated that in 2005
Bowdoin began to renovate the dorms on campus and went from triples to doubles which meant
more need for housing to allow Bowdoin to keep up with similar schools. This was the same
argument made for the parking lot. Reed stated that in 2007 Maine Street Station plans were
revealed and the neighborhood was disappointed that there was no mention of student housing.
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Reed stated that there is hope that Bowdoin can expand on the former Navy Base but he still
believes that this is convenience zoning on behalf of the college.

Michael Kolster, resident of 41 Longfellow Ave and employee of Bowdoin College, stated that
his property abuts the back of the Stevens Home near the shed and that he has lived in his house
for 11/12 years. Michael stated that he would really like for the land behind the Stevens Home to
remain empty and dark but realizes that this may be unrealistic. Michael stated that he
understands that a boarding house is a permitted use and would like to see Bowdoin College
continue to be good citizens and will uphold development, but is concerned that a larger building
be constructed. Michael noted that if neighbors can take Bowdoin’s word that the building
which currently exists will remain and remain for a long period of time with the back part of the
property remaining undeveloped then neighbors may feel better.

Connie Lundquist, resident of 11 Longfellow Ave, stated that if the Town wants to change the
zone as part of a plan for this zone and it is what is stated in the Comprehensive Plan then they
should go forward with this change.

Chairman Charlie Frizzle closed the public hearing.

Charlie Frizzle stated that prior to the meeting he had staff ask the Police to research what the
track record has been for residence halls away from campus and out in the community. They
looked back to 3/7/11 at 5 units on Maine Street, a unit on McKeen Street, a unit on Boody
Street a unit on Belmont Street, 9 Harpswell Road, Pine Street and Cleveland Street; only one
noise complaint for loud music. Steve Walker clarified that Bowdoin is not looking to change
the zoning but to add “Residence Hall” as a permitted use. Steve asked Margaret Wilson what
was the nature or other discussion that might have come up with the Comprehensive Plan
Committee about what they envisioned for this area. Margaret replied that it was hard to answer
because the interface between the college and the residential zones around it is one of the most
difficult problems in the Town. Margaret stated that there was a definite consensus on the
committee that this was an intact residential community but they also recognized the positive
impact that the college has on the Town. Margaret stated that the Comprehensive Plan clearly
views Downtown Brunswick and its core as a mix of business, educational and residential and
they all need to coexist. Margaret noted that if Bowdoin College passed on purchasing the
Stevens Home, something could be placed that may be more intrusive and stated that she does
not believe that the application is not in line with what is in the Comprehensive Plan. Steve
Walker suggested making this request a Special Permit which would allow the Board to be more
sensitive to the neighborhood. Anna Breinich replied that for the size, the Planning Board will
be getting this application back for a Change of Use and noted that they have to be looking at the
use change and not the development of the site at this time. Steve again asked if there was any
value in making this a Special Permit rather than across the board zoning. Charlie replied that
regardless if this triggers a review for development, he would have no problem requiring them to
come back for a reuse permit which would accomplish the same thing as a Special Permit. Steve
asked what the drawback is to just having a Special Permit; Charlie replied that they would need
to go through a public hearing again and essentially start over. Margaret stated that this is a
multi-use zone that already has a dorm on it, is located on a busy road and that it makes logical
sense. Margaret asked what the maximum height and lot coverage’s were; Anna reviewed the
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zoning requirements. Charlie replied that with the current zoning, Bowdoin College wouldn’t be
able to put anything much bigger than what is currently there now and stated that Margaret has
touched on most of his concerns and is happy that this project would maintain the current
building for at least the near future; Richard Visser and Dann Lewis agreed with Charlie. Steve
replied that he still believes that Special Permitting would be a wiser and more sensitive
approach.

MOTION BY MARGARET WILSON TO RECOMMEND THAT TOWN COUNCIL
CHANGE THE ZONING IN THE MUS ZONING DISTRICT TO ALLOW COLLEGE
RESIDENCE HALL AS A PERMITTED USE. SECONDED BY RICHARD VISSER.
APPROVED BY MARGARET WILSON, CHARLIE FRIZZLE, RICHARD VISSER
AND DANN LEWIS. OPPOSED BY STEVE WALKER. MOTION PASSES 4-1.

Workshop: The Planning Board and the Village Review Board will hold a joint
workshop session to discuss substantive amendments to the Town Zoning Ordinance,
Chapter 2, Section 216, Village Overlay Zone.

Anna Breinich referred to the Demolition Concepts outline dated 3/8/13 and stated that this
skeleton outline is not ready for ordinance language insertion and is concepts and ideas; it is
hoped that staff will get feedback from the meeting on the direction to move in. Charlie Frizzle
updated members on the Town Council jurisdiction issue and stated that Town Council choose to
limit the jurisdiction discussion to the existing Village Review Overlay Zone (VRZ) as expanded
as discussed in the Compressive Plan. Anna reviewed the Demolition Concepts outline.

Architectural or historical significance basis of determination

Steve Walker asked what the voluntary basis would look like and if ownership changes hands
what would happen; Anna Breinich replied that it would be a homeowner deciding to participate
and stated that voluntary participation could be an easement for the building such as the
Conservation Easements. Emily Swan replied that most buildings that would fall into this
category would fall into category 2 and already have that level of protection. Anna agreed and
noted the importance of the Pejepscot Historical Society Surveys which are used.

Emily Swan stated that she likes the Keene, NH ordinance that was provided to members for
review as it has a similar breakdown. Emily stated that one component that they have states that
for demolition the applicant must have a plan that improves upon what is being demolished,;
Emily feels this component is missing from the current ordinance. Anna Breinich replied that
this is in the next section and noted that she did use Keene’s example heavily. Emily stated that
she really likes the idea of the 50 year floating concept.

Demolition Standards and Procedural Options

Anna Breinich noted that the most significant change would be the implantation of the 90-day
delay period. Charlie Frizzle stated that he is concerned with the outcome of a significant
building that does not fall into one of the categories listed but the owner does not want it and
wants to demolish it. Anna replied that if the building is most significant and they can’t meet the
criteria, the end game could possibly be that the building is neglected; the Town cannot do
anything about this because they do not have a property maintenance agreement. Emily replied
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that in a case like this, owners may be able to prove 2.a.4. Emily noted the negation period the
Freeport has and feels that it is a broader discussion that could result in a potential buyer or
mover. Brooks Stoddard agrees with Emily that a broader discussion or the idea of a discussion
with the owners could result in a positive outcome. Anna noted that Freeport has 3 tiers and their
most significant is only a handful. Steve Walker asked if they are town wide or just the
downtown; Anna replied that it is for The Village. Betsy Marr stated that it would be helpful for
applicants to be able to demonstrate what would be replacing a demolished building.

Emily Swan asked if an owner had an early 19™ century shed behind a house that was burned
downed and replaced, would it be considered on its own merits; Anna Breinich replied that it
could be if it is noted as a contributing structure and noted that there has to be documentation
that it is a contributing structure.

Anna Breinich noted that staff has identified the following as needing to be defined.
Contributing Structure

Noncontributing Structure

Historic District

Economic Hardship

Charlie Frizzle asked that if you have a significant structure, would an applicant need to beat it in
order to get a demolition permit; Anna Breinich replied that it could possibly be something that
is more appropriate in keeping with character or compatible. Charlie replied that the criteria
states that the structure would need to be more significant than what was there before and asked
who can judge that; he suggested that it be worded as significant or appropriate . Steve Walker
replied that if they decide to go with compatible or appropriate that they define it or have
standalone guidelines. Steve also stated that they should define imminent threat to public safety
and project as special merit.

Other
None

Minutes
None

Adjourned
This meeting was adjourned at 9:05 P.M.

Attest

Tonya D. Jenusaitis
Recording Secretary
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BRUNSWICK PLANNING BOARD
MARCH 26, 2013

MEMBERS PRESENT PLANNING BOARD: Chair Charlie Frizzle, Vice Chair Margaret
Wilson, Dann Lewis, Richard Visser and Steve Walker

STAFF PRESENT: Anna Breinich, Jeremy Doxsee

A meeting of the Brunswick Planning Board was held on Tuesday, March 26, 2013 at the
Municipal Meeting Facility at Brunswick Station, 16 Station Ave. Chair Charlie Frizzle called
the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M.

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.

Anna Breinich, in dealing with the Certificate of Appropriateness, pointed out the draft Village
Review Board (VRB) minutes for March 14, 2013 and stated that the COA for demolition was
for the Pennell House. Anna stated that a site walk of Pennell House was completed and noted
that the VRB commended the UUC for attempting to keep the Pennell House as this is the
second time that the plan has been reviewed; the first time the UUC attempted to keep the
Pennell House, but once pricing estimates were submitted costs were well exceeding what they
had to work with. Anna stated that the VRB reviewed the demolition based on the criteria listed
in the ordinance and stated that for all three criteria the VRB voted in favor of the applicant.
Anna stated that the VRB voted unanimously to recommend to the Planning Board that the
demolition be granted.

Kevin Clark, Sitelines design team representative, reiterated Anna Breinich’s comments and
state that after the original May 2012 approval, cost estimates and engineering studies, it was
determined that the Pennell House would need to be demolished.

Chairman Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment, hearing none; the public
comment period was closed.

MOTION BY STEVE WALKER TO APPROVE THE CERTIFICATE OF
APPROPRIATENESS FOR THE DEMOLITION OF PENNELL HOUSE. SECONDED
BY DANN LEWIS, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.

Jeremy Doxsee stated that the Planning Board granted Major Development Review Approval to
the UUC in September of 2012 for construction of a new church on 15 Pleasant Street to be
integrated with the existing continuing education building (Pennell House) located at 5 Middle
Street. Jeremy stated that the UUC is concurrently seeking Final Major Development

Review approval for construction of a 8,652 square foot building on 15 Pleasant Street and 5
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Middle Street, which would include the church, office and continuing education space.

Kevin Clark stated that the revised plan calls for construction of an 8,652 square foot building
with a full lot when construction is complete; similar to previous impervious site and not
significant impact to water and sewer services. Kevin stated that per John Foster’s (Public
Works) suggestion, they have labeled and designated two parking spaces along Middle Street for
loading and unloading and added a bicycle rack. Kevin stated that there are no issues with the
easements and the drainage easement is for a catch basin being installed on the adjacent property
to assist in their drainage in exchange for the use of some parking area. Charlie Frizzle asked if
the recess lane designs had been coordinated with Public Works; Kevin replied that Kurt Neufeld
has been working with John on how to design the tip down in that area. Charlie stated that a
condition that John Foster approve the ADA recess lane be added to the approval. Charlie asked,
in reference to the catch basin, if John has reviewed those plans; Kevin stated that Kurt is
working with John on the plan for the basin as well. Charlie stated that another condition for
approval be that John approve the catch basin design.

Richard Visser stated that he was concerned about the parking around the proposed building and
reviewed the parking requirements in the Zoning Ordinance; Jeremy Doxsee replied that because
the building will be demolished and replaced within two years, the prior non-conforming parking
status is grandfathered. Jeremy stated that he had spoken with the Codes Enforcement Office
about the parking for this project and noted that the previous application was approved with the
understanding that parking was grandfathered and also applies to this project. Jeremy stated that
the parking non-conformance also is grandfathered and Anna Breinich noted that staff has a
letter to this effect dated April 12, 2012 where the determination was made. Richard stated that
he was still concerned about parking; Jeremy replied that understands his concern and noted that
peak usage will be on Sundays when nearby business are closed and parking will be at its lowest.

Charlie Frizzle stated that he had read the article in the Times Record and believes that there was
a misunderstanding and noted that this meeting is for approval of the final design; if the
congregation chooses, because of funding or decides to change the design, the new design would
need to come back for approval.

Charlie Frizzle pointed out that the packet contained the approval from the Water and Sewer
District as well as the parking document which were all dated for a year ago and noted that no
substantive changes were made but that a few comments had been added.

Chairman Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment.

Sylvia Stalker, Minister for the UUC, clarified the correct address for Pennell House is both 5
and 7 Middle Street. Sylvia stated that she was confused about signage and asked if the
additional condition only applied to the parking; Jeremey Doxsee replied that it was regarding
only the loading and unloading spaces. Sylvia stated that she wanted to clarify this and noted
that the church has a sign that they refer to as the Wayside sign. Sylvia stated that the church
went to great lengths a few years ago to assure that it was grandfathered. Charlie Frizzle replied
that if the church wishes to retain that sign and they have paperwork to grandfather it then there
are no issues.



Draft 1

Chairman Charlie Frizzle closed the public comment period.

MOTION BY STEVE WALKER THAT THE COMBINED SKETCH PLAN AND
MAJOR DEVELOPMENT FINAL PLAN APPLICATION IS DEEMED COMPLETE.
SECONDED BY RICHARD VISSER, APPROVED UNANIMOUS AMONG THOSE
PRESENT.

MOTION BY DANN LEWIS 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

SECONDED BY STEVE WALKER, APPROVED UNANIMOUS AMONG THOSE
PRESENT.

MOTION BY STEVE WALKER THAT THE COMBINED SKETCH PLAN AND
MAJOR DEVELOPMENT FINAL PLAN APPLICATION 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.

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.  Signage to be coordinated with the Director of Public Works.

4. Design of the loading and unloading zone, including integration with the sidewalk, shall
be ADA compliant.

5. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, provision of fully executed construction, drainage,
and sidewalk easements.

6. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, provision of a Street Opening Permit from the
Department of Public Works.

7. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the design of the catch basin to the east of the
structure shall be reviewed and approved by the Director of Public Works.

8. Prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, the design of the screening of the
rooftop mechanicals shall be reviewed and approved by the Director of Planning.

no

SECONDED BY DANN LEWIS, APPROVED UNANIMOUS AMONG THOSE
PRESENT.
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Other
e April 9" will be a joint workshop with the Village Review Board.

Minutes
None minutes were reviewed at this meeting.

Adjourned
This meeting was adjourned at 7:36 P.M.

Attest

Tonya D. Jenusaitis
Recording Secretary
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BRUNSWICK PLANNING BOARD
MAY 7, 2013

MEMBERS PRESENT PLANNING BOARD: Chair Charlie Frizzle, Bill Dana, Dale King,
Dann Lewis, and Steve Walker

MEMBERS PRESENT VILLAGE REVIEW BOARD: Chair Emily Swan, Jane Crichton,
and Brooks Stoddard (Arrived at 7:05)

STAFF PRESENT: Anna Breinich, Jeremy Doxsee, Town Attorney Pat Scully

A meeting of the Brunswick Planning Board was held on Tuesday, May 7, 2013 at the Municipal
Meeting Facility at Brunswick Station, 16 Station Ave. Chair Charlie Frizzle 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 the final draft of the proposed changes to the Town Zoning Ordinance, Chapter
2, Section 216, Village Overlay Zone. The goal of this workshop will be to finalize proposed
demolition criteria and standards for the May 21st public hearing.

Anna Breinich introduced the latest draft of the Village Review rewrite and stated that Planning
staff has tried to incorporate all the changes into this revision. Anna stated that this revision is

mainly changes in formatting and less in substantive changes. Anna reviewed the changes staff
made as discussed at the last meeting well as the changes that Town Attorney Pat Scully made.

Pat Scully stated that his concern with Section 216.5.A.4 is that he does not know how to apply
review criteria meant for additions or alterations to an applicant who is only requesting, for
example, to pave a driveway. Emily Swan stated that the Village Review Board does not receive
many applications for this and noted that there isn’t much leeway within the Downtown with the
existing zoning. Discussion on what triggers review. Anna Breinich stated that what triggers
review is the amount of impervious coverage; if an application is over a certain square footage
(2,000sgft for Minor Review and 9,999sqft for Major Review) then it could trigger site plan
review. Pat suggested that if they decide to keep this criterion that they think about what they
want to apply for the threshold for an application to make it have to come before the VRB for
review. Emily suggested that a calculation could be devised by a % of lot calculation. Steve
Walker asked if the calculation is based on the lot % or the increase in impervious coverage;
staff to research further.

Anna Breinich stated that at the March 30, 2013 meeting, Katie Longley of Bowdoin College
suggested clarifying exactly what photographs are required; the clarification was made in the
latest revision.

Anna Breinich discussed demolition appeals language; discussion on the length of appeals.

Discussion on a project that is deemed special public merit, Anna Breinich stated that they have
no experience with it and stated that it came from the Narragansett Ordinance who is also new to



Draft 1

this definition. Emily Swan asked if they need this and if so, will they need to add additional
language; Pat Scully replied that if they add the definition, they will not need to add it to the
criteria. Anna replied that it is a good idea, but that it would need more work and is
uncomfortable that there is no experience with it; unanimous decision to remove Special Public
Merit.

Pat Scully, referencing Section 216.9 is concern about the US Secretary of Interior Standards
being listed and stated that it is not clear whether the applicant must meet these standards to
obtain approval; if it is voluntary and are only guidelines then they must make this clear. Emily
Swan replied that the VRB has never applied that US Secretary of Interior Standards but just
referenced them. Emily agreed that they need to make it clear as to what standards need to be
adhered to. Pat suggested that they be referenced and provided if requested.

Board members discussed return on investment and whether or not the VRB want to designate a
specific objective definition and designate the source of the opinion; Pat Scully replied that it
will be hard to define and list a quantitative basis. Decision to allow the VRB to have a peer
reviewer selected similar to that of the Planning Board in addition to the requirement of a
structural engineer report as currently required.

Chairman Charlie Frizzle noted that there was no public present for comment.

Other
No other business.

Minutes
No minutes were approved at this meeting.

Adjourned
This meeting was adjourned at 8:30 P.M.

Attest

Tonya D. Jenusaitis
Recording Secretary
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