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VILLAGE REVIEW BOARD 
AGENDA  

ROOM 206, 85 UNION STREET 
TUESDAY, APRIL 26, 2016, 5:00 PM 

 
1. Tabled Case # VRB 16-003 – 14 Maine Street (Fort Andross) – The Board will remove from the table, 

discuss and take action on a Certificate of Appropriateness for the tower placement of a broadband antenna 
and related equipment at 14 Maine Street (Map U14, Lot 148). 
  

2. Case # VRB 16-001– 15 Jordan Avenue – At the request of the applicant, the Board will reconsider their 
action on a Certificate of Appropriateness for the construction of a replacement structure at 15 Jordan 
Avenue (Map U08, Lot 41).  
 

3. Case # VRB 16-012 – 1 Dunning Street/44 Union Street  – The Board will discuss and take action on a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the construction of a new second story dormer, remove a chimney and 
replace roof shingles at 1 Dunning Street (Map U14, Lot 002).  
 

4. Case # VRB 16-013 – 14 Maine Street (Fort Andross) - The Board will discuss and take action on a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the rooftop installation of 160 solar panels at 14 Maine Street (Map 
U14, Lot 148). 
 

5. Case # VRB 16-014 – 17 Bow Street  – The Board will discuss and take action on a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for the demolition of a non-contributing structure and expanding an existing parking lot at 
17 Bow Street. (Map U14, Lot 133).  
 

6. Case # VRB 16-015 – 34 School Street  – The Board will discuss and take action on a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for the structural alteration of a structure located at 34 School Street (Map U08, Lot 028).  
 

7. Other Business 
 

8. Approval of Minutes 
 

9. Next Meeting Date – 5/17/16 
 

 
Staff Approvals: 
 

o 55 Cushing Street – Signage (Atlantic Regional Federal Credit Union) 
o 149 Maine Street – Signage (Wild Oats) 

 
This agenda is being mailed to all abutters within 200 feet of the above referenced locations for Certificate of 
Appropriateness requests and serves as public notice for said meeting. Village Review Board meetings are open to the 
public. Please call the Brunswick Department of Planning and Development (725-6660) with questions or comments.  
This meeting will be recorded to be televised at a later date. 
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Draft Findings of Fact 
Certificate of Appropriateness 

Village Review Board Review Date: February 23, 2016 
 

Project Name: 14 Maine Street (Fort Andross Mill) Rooftop Wireless Antenna 
Installation 

Case Number:  VRB – 16-003 
Tax Map:  Map U14, Lot 148  
Applicant:  Redzone Wireless 
   41 Mechanic Street, Suite 219 
   Camden, ME  04843 
   (207) 593-7277 
Property Owner: Waterfront Maine, Brunswick, LLC 
   14 Maine Street 
   Brunswick, ME  04011 
   (207) 729-7970 
Authorized  
Representative: Tilson Technology Management, Inc. 
   245 Commercial Street, Suite 203 
   Portland, ME  04101 
   (207) 358-7454 
 
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
The applicant, Redzone Wireless, on behalf of the property owner, Waterfront Maine, LLC, is 
requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness to install a wireless antenna in the back corner of the 
west tower of Fort Andross, located at 14 Maine Street.  As proposed the antenna would not be of 
a stealth-type installation and would be visible from all sides of the historic mill structure.    
   
The project site is located within the Town Center 2 (TC2) Zoning District and the Village 
Review Overlay Zone.  Although not a listed property on the National Register of Historic Places, 
Fort Andross is a contributing structure to the Village Review Zone and likely eligible for listing.   
A copy of the Pejepscot Historic Site Survey is included with the application noting historical 
characteristics of the building.  In addition, a description and history of the mill structure from the 
property owner’s website is attached.  
 
The proposed installation will require building and electrical permits.  Per local ordinances, no 
additional reviews and approvals by the Brunswick Planning Board or Zoning Board of Appeals 
are required.   
 
Staff requested the Maine Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC) to determine if any 
additional reviews are required under the Nationwide Programmatic Agreement for the 
Collocation of Wireless Antennas between the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), the 
National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers and the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation.  The MHPC staff has stated that “it appears this new undertaking should be subject 
to Section 106 review” with their office since the Cabot Mill (Fort Andross) was previously 
determined as eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places in 2010.  The MHPC 
survey form is attached.  The FCC is available to the applicant for further guidance.  
 
 
 



 2

216.9 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.  In meeting the standards of this Ordinance the applicant may 
obtain additional guidance from the U.S. Secretary of Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings and the Village Review Zone Design 
Guidelines.  The proposed exterior alteration is the installation a wireless antenna in 
the back corner of the west tower of Fort Andross.  No stealth-type concealment is 
being considered.  As stated above, additional review by the State Historic 
Preservation Officer appears to be required.  The Village Review Zone Design 
Guidelines do not provide guidance relative to the placement of wireless antennas.   
 

B. New Construction, Additions and Alterations to Existing Structures.  
 

1. In approving applications for a Certificate of Appropriateness for new 
construction, additions or 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 the historic integrity of the contributing resource.  As stated 
in the application, the chosen location is considered to be the least visually 
intrusive.  Staff questions the applicant’s decision to not replace the existing 
flagpole with one to conceal the wireless antenna on the east tower or install a 
new concealing flagpole on the west tower, perhaps to display the Maine Flag.  It 
is further noted that a request (attached) was made by Omnipoint 
Communications in 2000 and approved by staff to replace the existing flagpole 
with one to conceal a wireless communication antenna but never implemented.  
Staff recommends a similar approach be used to conceal the proposed wireless 
antenna in order to minimize the overall effect on the historic integrity of this 
contributing resource.   

b. Alterations shall remain visually compatible with the existing streetscape.  As 
proposed the wireless antenna is not 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 features 
with in-kind replacement and/or accurate reproductions.  No character-
defining features will be concealed or replaced. 

d. New construction or additions shall be visually compatible with existing mass, 
scale and materials of the surrounding contributing resources.  Not 
applicable. 

e. When constructing additions, the applicant shall maintain the structural 
integrity of existing structures.  Not applicable. 

f. 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.  Not applicable. 

2) Site plans shall identify pedestrian ways and connections from parking 
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areas to public rights-of-way.  Not applicable. 
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.  Not applicable. 

4) Roof-top-mounted heating, ventilation, air conditioning and energy 
producing equipment shall be screened from the view of any public right-
of-way or incorporated into the structural design to the extent that either 
method does not impede functionality.  Parapets, projecting cornices, 
awnings or decorative roof hangs are encouraged.  Flat roofs without 
cornices are prohibited.  Not applicable. 

5) 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.  Not applicable. 

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.  Not applicable. 

c) Buildings with advertising icon images built into their design 
("trademark buildings") are prohibited.  Not applicable. 

6) No building on Maine Street shall have a horizontal expanse of more than 
40 feet without a pedestrian entry.  Not applicable. 

7) No building on Maine Street shall have more than 15 feet horizontally of 
windowless wall.  Not applicable. 

8) 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.  Subsections a., b. and c. above are not applicable. 

9) Proposed additions or alterations to noncontributing resources shall be 
designed to enhance or improve the structure’s compatibility with nearby 
contributing resources as compared to the existing noncontributing 
resources.  Not applicable. 

  
C.  Signs 

 
Signs shall comply with the requirements of Chapter 6 (Sign Regulations) with 
consideration given to the Village Review Zone Design Guidelines.  Not applicable. 
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DRAFT MOTIONS 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 

14 MAINE STREET (FORT ANDROSS) ROOFTOP WIRELESS ANTENNA 
INSTALLATION 

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

vestry chimney with the following conditions: 
 

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

2. That the applicant consult with the Maine Historic Preservation Commission 
regarding the completion of a Section 106 project review and proceed 
accordingly. 
 

3. That the proposed wireless antenna be concealed as a flagpole or other 
appropriate concealment. 
 
 



























































































Photo Simulation Locations Map 
 
 
 

 



View from Cabot St. in Brunswick 
 

 



View from Main St. and Green St. intersection in Topsham 
 

 



View from Maine St. in Brunswick 
 

 



View from Sea Dog Brewing Company parking lot in Topsham 
 

 



View from Water St. Bridge over Rt. 1 in Brunswick 
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VILLAGE REVIEW BOARD 

FEBRUARY 3, 2016 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Chair Emily Swan, Karen Topp, Gary Massanek, Connie 
Lundquist, and Sande Updegraph 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Vice Chair Brooks Stoddard and Laura Lienert 
 
STAFF PRESENT:  Director of Planning and Development, Anna Breinich  
 
A meeting of the Village Review Board was held on Wednesday, February 3, 2016 at the 
Municipal Meeting Facility at 85 Union Street, Council Chambers. Chair Emily Swan 
called the meeting to order at 5:00 P.M. 
 
1. Case # VRB 16-001 – 15 Jordan Avenue – The Board will discuss and take action 
regarding a Certificate of Appropriateness for the demolition of a portion of an existing 
commercial structure and construction of replacement structure at 15 Jordan Avenue 
(Map U08, Lot 41).    
 
Anna Breinich introduced the application and pointed out that a floral business has been 
in at this location since the 1850’s.  Per the applicant, the greenhouse that is currently on-
site is not the original greenhouse that was mentioned in the Pejepscot Historical Survey; 
this was a 1920’s version.  Anna said that the applicants, Monica and Leo Theberge have 
been the owners of 15 Jordan Ave since the late 1990’s and had received Village Review 
Board approval back in 1997 to demolish 80 feet of the original 100 foot greenhouse.  
Anna said that the applicants wish to demolish the remaining 20 feet of the greenhouse as 
well as the remaining buildings on this site and rebuild all new.  Emily Swan clarified 
that the applicant is seeking a Certificate of Appropriateness for demolition and a COA 
for the proposed new construction.  
 
The applicant, Leo Theberge, reiterated that he and his wife Monica purchased the 
property in the 1990’s with the plan to rebuild. However, due to the economy, they have 
waited until now.  Leo said that the building is deteriorating and if they do not do 
something soon, it will fall down around them.  Sande Updegraph thanked the applicant 
for all the pictures included in the packet, but asked for more clarification on where the 
new building will be located.  Leo clarified that the proposed building will go 15 feet 
from the right sideline.  Emily Swan clarified that nothing will be up against the house on 
Jordan Ave.  Leo replied that their biggest concern is that if the building were to collapse 
right now, it will take out 3 or 4 other buildings around it.  Emily asked if they are 
proposing the Craftsman windows that were included in the packet.  Leo replied that they 
will be similar in size.  Anna Breinich noted that what is missing from the final 
application is whether or not the grids will be simulated.  Leo replied that they will be 
between the glass.  Emily said that the Board tries to stay away from this look because 
they don’t divide the light; the Board prefers the ones with muntins outside.  Connie 
Lundquist replied that they have, almost without exception, required the actual divided 
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windows.  Leo replied that they are nice, but given all the other improvements, and the 
fact that they are located almost out of the Village Review Zone, he is not sure about the 
divided windows.  Emily said that she feels as though there is a lot of material 
information missing from the packet. 
 
Chair Emily Swan opened the meeting to public comment.  No comments were made and 
the public comment period was closed. 
 
Emily Swan said that she is comfortable with the demolition, but feels that due to other 
worthy buildings in the area and the fact that they are still in the VRB Zone, there are 
other types of material information that she would like to see.  Examples include siding, 
windows, and porch materials.  Leo Theberge replied that the siding would be vinyl 
clapboard on the bottom half and shingle style vinyl on the upper half.  Leo said that they 
plan on using the wider style corner trims and windows that have a wide trim.  Connie 
Lundquist clarified that they propose to use two-over-tow prairie style windows on the 
upper half.  Emily said she would like to see a little more about the siding and what it will 
look like.  Leo replied that 13 Jordan Ave has vinyl with wood trim; Anna noted that 
there is a picture of this included in the meeting materials.  Leo said that the only house 
near them that is wood is on the corner of Stetson Street; all others are vinyl.  Emily 
asked Gary Massanek about other alternatives.  Gary replied that there is clapboard or 
shingle.  Anna added hardy plank.  Connie asked what the railing material would be and 
Leo replied that it would be composite.  Emily asked if the Board could approve the basic 
footprint of the house, but asked the applicant to come back with further review 
materials.  Anna replied that would be acceptable.  Leo added that they do not plan to 
demolish the old building until the new building is constructed as they cannot close the 
business down for 5 months.  Anna pointed out that the Board will be meeting on 
2/23/16.  Leo said that he did not understand what the Board needed from him in terms of 
materials.  Emily replied that what is most compatible with the neighborhood is vinyl 
clapboard with wood trim as seen in the adjacent building, but that she would like to see 
an example of what the vinyl shingles looks like that the applicant is proposing to use.  
Leo said that he is still in talks with the construction manager about costs.  Connie added 
that it is also helpful to see what the materials look like on a project already built and 
noted that the contractor may be able to assist with this.  Gary said that he would like to 
see an example of the material that they propose to use on the gable end.  Leo said that 
the Walnut Street cul-de-sac in Meadowbrook has 2 houses with the vinyl and shingle 
siding.   
 
MOTION BY CONNIE LUNDQUIST TO TABLE THE APPLICATION TO THE 
2/23/16 MEETING.  MOTION SECONDED BY GARY MASSANEK, APPROVED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
2. Pre-Application Consultation – 9 Cleaveland Street - The Board will discuss and 
provide guidance to applicant, First Parish Church Brunswick, regarding proposed 
renovations to Pilgrim House at 9 Cleaveland Street (Map U08, Lot 112).   
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The applicant representative, Austin Smith, noted that the information that he is sharing 
with the Board tonight has not gone before the congregation as the committee did not 
want any members to become attached to anything before it was approved by the VRB.  
Austin presented a PowerPoint presentation and reviewed the site and handicap and 
entrance / exit limitations, the layout to the current Pilgrim house, fellowship hall and 
daycare, and the proposed new entry that would also allow all levels to be handicapped 
accessible.  Austin reviewed the reasons why the committee chose not to locate the 
elevator in the back and emphasized that it is really important to the committee that all 
parishioners use the same entrance.  Austin said they propose to encase the elevator in a 
glass shaft.  Board members discussed the location and look of the elevator.  Austin 
reviewed other elevator locations and reasons why they chose to put the elevator on the 
front in the end.  Gary Massanek suggested using the current door to the sanctuary and 
moving it down to grade level.  Emily noted that she is happy that they are attempting to 
make the building more accessible and agrees that it will be nice to have an entrance that 
functions well and ties everything together.   
 
3. Other Business:   

 Emily Swan suggested postponing a workshop to review guidelines and the VRB 
role until after the completion of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 Emily Swan noted that election of members will be held at the next meeting.   
 
4. Approval of Minutes   
 
MOTION BY EMILY SWAN TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 3 
1, 2015 AS AMENDED. MOTION SECONDED BY KAREN TOPP, APPROVED 
UNANIMOUSLY AMONG THOSE PRESENT.   
 
MOTION BY GARY MASSANEK TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF 
NOVEMBER 17, 2015 AS AMENDED. MOTION SECONDED BY CONNIE 
LUNDQUIST, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY AMONG THOSE PRESENT.  
 
5. Next Meeting Date:      

 February 23, 2016 
 
Staff Approvals:   
 

 92 Maine Street – Signage  
 50 Maine Street – Signage  
 29 School Street – Solar Panels 

 
Adjourn 
This meeting was adjourned at 6:18 P.M. 
 
Respectfully Submitted 
 
Tonya Jenusaitis, 
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Recording Secretary 
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VILLAGE REVIEW BOARD 

FEBRUARY 23, 2016 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Chair Emily Swan, Karen Topp, Vice Chair Brooks Stoddard 
Gary Massanek, Laura Lienert, Connie Lundquist, and Sande Updegraph 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT: No members were absent. 
 
STAFF PRESENT:  Director of Planning and Development, Anna Breinich  
 
A meeting of the Village Review Board was held on Wednesday, February 23, 2016 at 
the Municipal Meeting Facility at 85 Union Street, Council Chambers. Chair Emily Swan 
called the meeting to order at 5:00 P.M. 
 
Adjustment in the agenda to move item 1 to the bottom of the agenda. 
   
2. Tabled Case # VRB 16-001 – 15 Jordan Avenue – The Board will remove from the 
table, discuss and take action regarding  two Certificates of Appropriateness for the 
demolition of a portion of an existing commercial structure and the construction of 
replacement structure at 15 Jordan Avenue (Map U08, Lot 41).    
 
Anna Breinich said that staff has received additional material examples and information 
as requested at the February 2, 2016 meeting. 
 
Leo Theberge pointed out that, per his application, they wish to demolish only a portion 
of the existing structure to make way for the new building and then demolish the 
remaining building.  Leo is concerned by the way the agenda item is written. Anna 
Breinich confirmed that the motion is written for a full demolition.  Connie Lundquist 
asked what color they plan on using.  Leo replied that they plan on using soft green on 
the bottom and a cream yellow in the top.  Laura Lienert asked what manufacturer they 
are using.  The contractor replied that they would be using pressured cedar. Brooks 
Stoddard suggested to avoid using the big shakes in this area. Connie Lundquist pointed 
out that the applicant has asked for leeway in deciding which shakes to use, but said that 
she prefers to see what the project will look like before approving it.  Connie further 
clarified this by saying she does want to approve the project and have the applicant go 
with a style half the cost that looks nothing like the examples presented.  The contractor 
replied that he included a picture with cedar planks and said that they are thinking about 
the straight edge 5 inch, yellow.  Emily asked if the applicant was still preferring to go 
with the windows with the muntins between the glass.  Leo replied that they were 
planning to go with the muntins between the glass, but if this is an issue, they can go with 
plain glass, no muntin.  The contractor referenced two pictures regarding the difference in 
the muntins in the windows. 
 
Chair Emily Swan opened the meeting to the public comment period.  No comments 
were made and the comment period was closed. 
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Gary Massanek asked Emily Swan if she was still concerned with the corner trim.  Emily 
asked if the corner trim would be similar to the trim on Baribeau Drive.  Leo Theberge 
replied that it would be.  The contractor added that the corner board material is 
composite.  Brooks Stoddard asked if the cedar shingles will butt the end board or rabbit 
the end board.  The contractor replied that it would be rabbited.  Connie Lundquist said 
that she is not comfortable with either of the choices the applicant has presented for 
windows and said that going with the option of no division is not consistent; the internal 
muntins are not acceptable.  Leo replied that there are a few houses on both Jordan Ave 
and Federal Street that have internal grids.  Emily agreed, but said that a house without 
grids does not fit into the historic character of the neighborhood.  Laura Lienert said that 
she concurs with Connie regarding the windows.  Emily asked that board if they would 
be comfortable with no muntins; Gary and Laura both replied “no”. Emily asked Board 
members what they wanted for windows, 6 over 6 or 4 over 4 or 6 over 1.  Connie asked 
if the applicant planned on going with the Craftsman style window included in the packet 
and Leo replied “yes”.  Laura pointed out that in following with new construction in the 
VRB Guidelines, number 4, they need to match historic window configuration.  Emily 
asked Laura how she wanted the windows matched and Laura replied with muntins and 
mullions; Craftsman is not consistent.  Laura suggested 6 over6 or 4 over 4.  Gary agreed 
with Laura; true divided or exterior muntins.  Laura asked if there was any discussion 
regarding the dumpsters in the February 2nd meeting and Emily referenced the draft 
condition pertaining to dumpsters that stated that they will be adequately screened.  Laura 
asked if this meets the required 25 feet away and Anna Breinich replied that this should 
be adequate; Emily added that by placing the dumpsters in the rear this should not be an 
issue.   
 
Emily Swan reviewed the conditions proposed and asked Laura Lienert if she had any 
suggested language regarding the windows.  Laura replied that she did not, but pointed 
out that she does not like the Craftsman windows.  Laura reviewed the guideline criteria 
and Gary replied that he would go with 2 over 2 or 4 over 4, but that he agrees that the 
craftsman style does not go with the neighborhood.  Gary proposed that the 3rd condition 
be that the windows be 2 over 2 or 4 over 4 with divided light or external muntins.  Laura 
agreed with Gary’s configuration.  Leo replied that a majority of the windows in the 
neighborhood are 2 over 2 or 1 over 1.   
 
In terms of the clapboard, Brooks Stoddard said that he prefer that it butts the corner and 
is grouted, not rabbited.  The contractor replied that the proposed materials would go in 
and behind the corner boards.  Gary referenced page 65 of the brochure provided by the 
applicant and said that the corner is fluted but there is a corner that you can see a section.   
Emily said that if the look is similar to the look the applicant referred to on Baribeau 
Drive she is comfortable.  Gary Massanek agreed with Emily.   
 
Emily Swan again asked for suggested language for a condition regarding the windows.  
Gary Massanek said he would be comfortable with 2 over 1, simple cottage style, divided 
lights.  Laura Lienert said a 2 over 2 or 4 over 4 would be fine as well. Leo Theberge 
replied that if the Board does not like the idea of internal grids, he would be willing to go 
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1 over 1 and again pointed out that these are found in the neighborhood.  Leo said that he 
was under the belief that the Board was not supposed to go with a monochrome design 
for the neighborhood and if the Board does not want to see internal grids, he will not use 
grids at all.  Emily replied that she understands, but pointed out that there are things 
which have happened that were not before the VRB from different periods.  Anna 
Breinich reviewed the proposed language for the addition of condition number 3. 

MOTION BY GARY MASSANEK THAT THE CERTIFICATES OF 
APPROPRIATENESS JOINT APPLICATION IS DEEMED COMPLETE.  
MOTION SECONDED BY CONNIE LUNDQUIST, APPROVED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 

MOTION BY GARY MASSANEK THAT THE BOARD APPROVES THE 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS FOR DEMOLITION OF 
STRUCTURES LOCATED AT 15 JORDAN AVENUE AS OUTLINED IN THE 
APPLICATION WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITION:  

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

MOTION SECONDED BY KAREN TOPP, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY. 

MOTION BY CONNIE LUNDQUIST THAT THE BOARD APPROVES THE 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 
COMMERCIAL STRUCTURE AT 15 JORDAN AVENUE AS OUTLINED IN 
THE APPLICATION WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:  

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

2. That the windows have exterior grilles or divided lights of two over two, two over 
one, or four over four.  

3. That any mechanical equipment and dumpsters be located to the rear of the 
property with adequate screening to be determined during development review.    
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MOTION SECONED BY LAURA LIENERT, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 
Leo Theberge reiterated that he did not want external grids and again said that internal 
grids are found in the neighborhood.  Emily Swan replied that he will need to discuss this 
with his contractor and that the Board has voted on what they want to see.  Leo expressed 
that this decision is encouraging a mono-culture.  Leo added that there are 2 houses, 
closer to Federal Street that were both just resided with cheap vinyl.  Connie Lundquist 
replied that if the houses are within the VRB Zone, they should have been before the 
Board and that staff will look into this and appropriate action will need to be taken if they 
did not come before the Board.   
 
3. Case # VRB 16-003 – 14 Maine Street (Fort Andross) - The Board will discuss and 
take action on a Certificate of Appropriateness for the tower placement of a broadband 
antenna and related equipment at 14 Maine Street (Map U14, Lot 148).   
 
Anna Breinich introduced the application for the installation of a broadband antenna on 
top of Fort Andros. Anna said that this is similar to what was proposed in the early 
2000’s that was going to be camouflaged by the flagpole. 
 
Gary Massanek stated that he understands the use of the tower, but asked the applicant 
representative why they haven’t chosen a back corner instead of placing it front and 
center.  Cam Kilton of Redzone Wireless replied that there would be no way to 
camouflage and that elevation is key.  Benjamin Madden, of Tilson added that there is 
also an attachment issue and the antenna would have to sit on the roof.  Emily Swan 
asked if the antenna would be attached to the parapet and Benjamin replied “yes”. Emily 
asked what the issue is with the previously approved application.  Cam replied that there 
were two types of mounts that they could use. He said that the sled mount may not be 
structurally sound given the age of the building as the type of antenna they would be 
using would require more weight. The mount they have chosen, a single mass mount, 
would require less weight to be placed on the mount and would be able to handle the 
wind load.  Emily clarified this by saying that this mount would be the less intrusive of 
the two mounts.  Cam added that they can also better camouflage the single mass mount. 
Connie Lundqiust asked how they would camouflage the antenna.  Cam replied that they 
have vinyl brick that can go over it, it can be painted or they place a white dome over the 
antennas.  Cam said that each antenna is about 18 inches wide by 5 feet that are vertical. 
Laura Lienert asked if they have had a structural survey done and Cam replied that the 
company, Omnipoint, has stated based on the wind load and the age of the building, the 
single mass mount would be a better choice.  Cam said that they can go with either 
mount, they are just trying to be cautious.  Karen Topp asked if from you would see the 
top of the antenna if you were looking up from the parking lot depending the angle. Ben 
replied “probably not, but definitely from Maine Street”.  Karen asked if the extra 10 feet 
was that important and why they couldn’t shrink the antenna down to fit on the tower 
with similar reception.  Cam replied that the higher you go the less you run into other 
obstructions: the height is key, but ideally 10 feet is the typical standard pole.   
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Emily Swan asked what the status is with regards to MHPC procedure.  Anna Breinich 
replied that the applicant needs to consult with MHPC under Section 106 rule and that it 
isn’t very clear as to whether this consultation needs to occur before or after VRB 
approval.  Anna added that there was another application that MHPC did approve of 
aside from the previously approved sled antenna.  Anna said she does not know if this 
would be the same response, and noted that in 2000 there was an internal Staff Review of 
the flag pole and Waterfront Maine was involved in this process.  Gary Massanek again 
asked how big the dome would be compared to the flag pole.  Laura Lienert replied that 
the previously approved flag pole antenna was roughly 6 inches in diameter and 4 feet 
tall; much smaller.  Cam Kilton replied that the previously approved size would be too 
small.  In reply to Gary’s question, the dome would be roughly 2 feet to 32 inches.  
Sandy Updegraph clarified that the applicant plans to camouflage the proposed antenna.  
Emily said that she sympathizes with the applicant, but she wonders whether they need to 
worry so much about the camouflaging of the support given the area that it will be 
located on the building.  Laura Lienert replied that she does not agree with Emily, but 
would like to know how much flexibility they have with height and depth.  Gary agrees 
with Laura and said he would like to see a rendering of what the pole and dome would 
look like.  Connie Lundquist said she too would like to see what the dome would look 
like and any other pictures of similar projects.  Cam replied that he can provide some 
pictures, but noted that there may not be many example within driving distance from 
Maine.  Karen asked if they have looked into internal routers.  Cam replied that they are 
not only providing Fort Andros with internet, but the Town of Brunswick and some of 
Topsham as well.   
 
Chair Emily Swan noted that there were no members of the public present. 
 
Karen Topp asked if this antenna was not just for the building, but a data tower.  Cam 
Kilton replied that she was correct.  Brooks Stoddard said that other Towns have been 
dealing with similar issues and asked the applicant if they have looked into hiding the 
antennas in the steeples of churches or tower.  Cam replied that the antenna would not 
penetrate or receive through brick if placed in a steeple.  Bryan Cobb, IT Manager for the 
Town of Brunswick, said that he does get request frequently from residents for other 
competitive broadband providers and has met the owner of Red Zone and is very excited 
for the opportunity to have them serve Brunswick.  Bryan’s concern is that if they reduce 
the tower in height that it won’t serve as many potential customers / residents.  Laura 
Lienert asked where the other towers are in Brunswick and Bryan replied that this would 
be the only wireless broadband in Town; there are no other propositions.  In terms of the 
MHPC, Emily pointed out that the Board could approve one type and then MHPC could 
not agree.  Emily asked Anna for direction and Anna replied that MHPC has 30 days to 
render a decision and that the applicant still needs to submit a proposal to them.  
 
MOTION BY CONNIE LUNDQUIST TO TABLE THE APPLICATION 
PENDING MORE VISUAL EXAMPLES OF THE CONTAINMENT 
STRUCTURE AND MATERIALS OF SIMILAR STRUCTURES BY THE 
APPLICANT. MOTION SECONDED BY GARY MASSANEK, MOVED 
UNANIMOUSLY.      
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Adjustment:  1. Election of Chair and Vice-Chair 
 
MOTION BY EMILY SWAN TO NOMINATE GARY MASSANEK TO CHAIR 
OF THE VILLAGE REVIEW BOARD. MOTION SECONDED BY KAREN 
TOPP, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MOTION BY GARY MASSANEK TO NOMINATE CONNIE LUNDQUIST TO 
VICE CHAIR OF THE VILLAGE REVIEW BOARD. MOTION SECONDED BY 
SANDY UPDEGRAPH, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
4. Other Business: no other business.   
 
5. Approval of Minutes  
 
MOTION BY CONNIE LUNDQUIST TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF 
DECEMBER 15, 2015. MOTION SECONDED BY KAREN TOPP, APPROVED 
UNANIMOUSLY AMONG THOSE PRESENT.   
 
6. Next Meeting Date – time to be determined.  
 
Staff Approvals:   

 16 Union Street – Solar Panels 
 
Adjourn 
This meeting was adjourned at 6:24 P.M. 
 
Respectfully Submitted 
 
Tonya Jenusaitis, 
Recording Secretary 
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