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PLANNING BOARD 
REVISED AGENDA  

BRUNSWICK TOWN HALL 
85 UNION STREET 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 25, 2016; 7:00 P.M.  

 
1. Case #16-041 - 12 Bunganuc Landing Road Shoreline Stabilization:  The Planning Board will 

review and take action on a combination Sketch/Final Plan Major Development Review application 
submitted by authorized representatives from Walsh Engineering for Benjamin Carey’s shoreline 
stabilization activity that results in excess of 100 cubic yards of filling and earthmoving on a mapped 
highly unstable bluff, and the 100-year floodplain adjacent to tidal waters (coastal wetlands) as 
designated on the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
within the Natural Resource Protection Zone (NRPZ).  The project is located in the Coastal 
Protection Zone (CP1) Zoning District, (Map 29, Lot 35). * 
 

2. Case #16-035 –Cumberland Farms:  The Planning Board will review and take action on a Final 
Plan Major Development Review application submitted by authorized representative Sandra L. Guay 
for a proposed Cumberland Farms retail store with fuel service and associated canopy at 190 Bath 
Road in the Cooks Corner Center (CC) Zoning District; (Map CC1, Lot 28). 

 
3. Case # 16-047, Change of Use: The Planning Board will review and take action on a 

combination Sketch/Final Plan Major Development Review application submitted by 
authorized representatives from Sitelines, P.A. for Allied Composite Center LLC, to change 
the use of a 28,000 square foot building to Service Business, Class 2.  The proposed 
development is located at Lot 4 of the Brunswick Industrial Park at 8 Business Parkway in the 
I2 (Church Road Industrial Park) Zoning District (Map 17, Lot 68). 

4. Other Business 
 

5. Approval of Minutes  
 

 

*Item rescheduled for November 10, 2016 at 7:00 PM 

 

This agenda is mailed to owners of property within 200 feet of proposed development sites. 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. 
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DRAFT FINDINGS OF FACT 
Major Development Review  

Cumberland Farms Redevelopment Project 
Planning Board Review Date:  October 25, 2016 

 
Project Name:  Cumberland Farms  

Address:  190 Bath Road 
   Brunswick, ME  04011 

Case Number:  16-035 

Tax Map:  Assessor’s Map CC1, Lot 28 

Zoning:  Cooks Corner Center (CC) Zoning District 

Applicant:  LHB Enterprises, Inc. 
   3 Battery Wharf, #3411  
   Boston, MA 02109 
    
Authorized 
Representative: Sandra L. Guay, Esq. 
   234 Main Street 
   Biddeford, ME 04005 
 
Staff reviewed the application and has made a determination of completeness. 
 
PROJECT SUMMARY   
 
Staff review is based on the Major Development Review application to redevelop the existing 
Cumberland Farms retail and motor fuel outlet prepared by Sandra Guay as most recently revised 
on October 7, 2016.  The application includes a plan set as follows: 

1. CFG01.0 prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. entitled, “Title Sheet” dated July 
11, 2016 and revised most recently on August 26, 2016; 

2. CFG02.0 prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. entitled, “ALTA/ACSM Land Title 
Survey” dated July 11, 2016 and revised most recently on August 26, 2016; 

3. CFG03.0 prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. entitled, “Demolition Plan” dated 
July 11, 2016 and revised most recently on August 26, 2016; 

4. CFG04.0 prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. entitled, “Site Plan” dated July 11, 
2016 and revised most recently on August 26, 2016; 

5. CFG05.0 prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. entitled, “Grading and Drainage 
Plan” dated July 11, 2016 and revised most recently on August 26, 2016; 

6. CFG06.0 prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. entitled, “Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control Plan” dated July 11, 2016 and revised most recently on August 
26, 2016; 

7. CFG07.0 prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. entitled, “Utility Plan” dated July 
11, 2016 and revised most recently on August 26, 2016; 

8. CFG08.0 prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. entitled, “Landscape Plan” dated 
July 11, 2016 and revised most recently on August 26, 2016; 

9. CFG09.0 prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. entitled, “Detail Sheet” dated July 
11, 2016 and revised most recently on August 26, 2016; 

10. CFG09.1 prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. entitled, “Detail Sheet” dated July 
11, 2016 and revised most recently on August 26, 2016; 
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11. CFG09.2 prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. entitled, “Detail Sheet” dated July 
11, 2016 and revised most recently on August 26, 2016; 

12. CFG09.3 prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. entitled, “Detail Sheet” dated July 
11, 2016 and revised most recently on August 26, 2016;; 

13. CFG10.0 prepared by red leonard associated entitled, “Lighting Plan” dated May 16, 
2016 (Page 1 of 2); 

14. CFG10.1 prepared by red leonard associated entitled, “Fixture Specification Sheet” (Page 
2 of 2); 

15. CFG11.0 prepared by Bohler Engineering entitled, “Fire Suppression Plan” dated May 
16, 2016; 

16. CFG12.0 prepared by Cumberland Farms, Inc. entitled, “Proposed Canopy Plan & 
Elevations” dated March 22, 2016; 

17. CFG13.0 prepared by Cumberland Farms, Inc. entitled, “Sign Plan” dated April 20, 2016 
and revised most recently on August 17, 2016; 

18. CFG16.0 prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. entitled, “Truck Turn Plan” dated 
July 11, 2016 and revised most recently on August 26, 2016; 

19. A1.1 prepared by Harrison French & Associates, Ltd. entitled, “Floor Plan” dated May 
10, 2016; 

20. A3.1 prepared by Harrison French & Associates, Ltd. entitled, “Exterior Elevations” 
dated May 10, 2016; 

21. A3.2 prepared by Harrison French & Associates, Ltd. entitled, “Exterior Elevations” 
dated May 10, 2016; 

22. DS1.1 prepared by Harrison French & Associates, Ltd. entitled, “Downspout Location 
Plan” dated May 10, 2016; 

23. L1.1 prepared by Harrison French & Associates, Ltd. entitled, Exterior Building Lighting 
Plan” dated May 10, 2016. 

 
The proposed Final Plan Major Development Review application was submitted by 
authorized representative, Sandra Guay for LHB Enterprises, Inc., (Cumberland Farms) to 
redevelop an existing parcel with a new Cumberland Farms retail store with gasoline sales at 
190 Bath Road (Map CC1, Lot 28). The project involves demolishing an existing 6,883 
square foot building that contains a Cumberland Farms Convenience Store, AT&T Retail 
shop, and Papa John’s pizza shop; and constructing a new 4,786 square foot Cumberland 
Farms Convenience Store building. The existing gasoline pipes, fueling locations, and 
underground fuel tanks will be removed from the site, and replaced with new underground 
tanks and pumps. The proposed pumps are proposed in a new configuration on-site with five 
(5) fuel dispensers that contain two (2) fueling locations per dispenser. The proposed fueling 
stations will be covered by a new 21-foot wide by 131-foot long canopy structure. The 
proposed parking lot will be reconfigured to contain 19 parking spaces for patrons, and two 
(2) additional parking spaces for employees for a total of 21 parking spaces. The proposed 
project is subject to the requirements of the CC1 Zoning District, including the Cooks Corner 
Design Standards that were adopted by the Brunswick Town Council on May 20, 2002. 
 
The applicant provided the following list of requested waivers from the Cooks Corner Design 
Standards:  Corner Lot Treatment, Corner Buildings, Entrance (Corner Lot), Side Lot 
Parking, Relationship of Building to Thomas Point Road, Relationship of Building to Bath 
Road.  
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Review Standards from Section 411 of the Town of Brunswick Zoning Ordinance 
 
411.1 Ordinance Provisions 
The proposed development complies with all applicable provisions and standards of the Cooks 
Corner Center (CC) Zoning District.  As indicated in the project description, the applicant 
proposes several waivers to the Cooks Corner Design Standards.  The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.1 are satisfied. 
 
411.2 Preservation of Natural Features 
The proposed disturbance will be located within an area of existing development with few natural 
features.  The proposed development maximizes the preservation of natural features of the 
landscape, and does not occur within or cause harm to any land which is not suitable for 
development.  The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.2 are satisfied. 
 
411.3 Surface Waters, Wetlands and Marine Resources 
Surface waters and marine resources were not identified within the proposed project area.  The 
proposed development will not adversely affect the water quality of Casco Bay or its estuaries. 
The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.3 are satisfied.       
 
411.4 Flood Hazard Areas 
The FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map indicates that the project is not located within a FEMA 
flood hazard area; therefore there is minimal risk of flooding.  The Board finds that the provisions 
of Section 411.4 are satisfied.  
 
411.5 Stormwater Management 
The proposed development satisfies the recommended storm water quality standards described in 
Storm Water Management for Maine: Best Management Practices, published by the State of 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection, November, 1995 as amended. The Board finds 
that the provisions of Section 411.5 are satisfied. 
 
411.6 Groundwater  
The Board finds that the development will not alone or in conjunction with existing activities 
adversely affect the quality or quantity of groundwater.   The Board finds that the provisions of 
Section 411.6 are satisfied. 
 
411.7 Erosion and Sedimentation Control  
The proposed development will be constructed in accordance with Best Management Practices 
and will not cause unreasonable soil erosion or a reduction in the land's capacity to hold water so 
that a dangerous or unhealthy situation results. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 
411.7 are satisfied. 
 
411.8 Sewage Disposal 
The existing development is served by municipal sewer, and the proposed redevelopment project 
intends to reconnect to municipal sewer. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.8 are 
satisfied. 
  
411.9 Water Supply 
The existing development utilizes public water sources; and intends to have a water source that is 
adequate to serve the proposed development, and that will have no adverse impact on existing 
water supplies by reconnecting to public water upon project completion. The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.9 are satisfied. 
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411.10 Aesthetic, Cultural and Natural Values 
The proposed project is within an existing developed site and will not disturb any natural areas.  
The proposed development will have no undue adverse effect on the scenic or natural beauty of 
the area, historic sites, significant wildlife habitats identified by the Maine Department of 
Environmental Protection or by the Town Of Brunswick, or rare and irreplaceable natural areas or 
any public rights for physical or visual access to a shoreline. The Board finds that the provisions 
of Section 411.10 are satisfied. 
 
411.11 Community Impact 
With the exception of a possible traffic impact discussed further at Section 411.12, no new 
impacts to traffic, the public school system, recreation, public safety, and public works resources 
have been identified.  The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.11 are satisfied.   
 
411.12 Traffic  
The Town Engineer expressed concern for potential traffic congestion, and safety from the 
proposed introduction of two-way access at the current one-way driveway entrance from Bath 
Road.  At the request of the town, a third party traffic engineer from Sebago Technics reviewed 
the application to address concerns for traffic congestion, and safety.  A copy of the review is 
provided in a memorandum to James Seymour from Stephen Sawyer entitled, “Traffic Peer 
Review – Cumberland Farms, Brunswick” and dated September 22, 2016.   
 
As indicated in the review, the third party engineer advised against allowing right turns from the 
current site entrance at Bath Road as proposed.  The applicant provided a response to the third 
party review with notable findings including observations that the existing driveway at Bath Road 
currently accommodates two-way traffic, and crash history within the project vicinity indicates no 
cause for concern.  On October 19, 2016, the applicant’s representatives met with staff and the 
third party review consultants for the town to discuss alternatives to the proposed development to 
minimize the probability of public road congestion and unsafe conditions.  During the meeting, 
the representatives for the applicant maintained their analysis indicates no concern is warranted; 
however, they agreed to site plan modifications to mitigate concerns for traffic congestion at the 
proposed two-way entrance including an approximately 25-foot long, three-inch tall raised and 
textured island at the driveway entrance to provide separation between lanes and serve as a 
deterrent to cross traffic entering the site from Bath Road.  The applicant further considered 
widening the proposed entrance to accommodate the new island, and provide additional traffic 
safety at the Bath Road entrance.  The applicant was advised to consider reorienting the dumpster 
enclosure at the west side of the proposed building to a smaller footprint in order to allow the 
building and pump stations to be shifted slightly to the west for added isle width, and safety 
improvements.  Provided the applicant mitigates the Bath Road entrance to the satisfaction of the 
Town Engineer, the proposed project is not anticipated to cause unreasonable public road 
congestion or unsafe conditions.  The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.12 are 
satisfied provided the Bath Road entrance is designed to the satisfaction of the Town Engineer. 
 
411.13 Pedestrian and Bicycle Access and Safety 
As required by ordinance, the applicant is required to provide sidewalks along public road 
frontage.  The Bicycle and Pedestiran Advisory Committee (BBPAC) reviewed the proposed 
development and determined the proposed bicycle access and accommodations were acceptable 
and pedestrian access is a priority at the project location, specifically, through the Zoning 
Ordinance requirement for sidewalks along public streets.  The staff provided review and advice 
to the applicant regarding preferred methods for establishing safe public access to the site, and 
encouraging interconnectedness between locations within the project vicinity.  The staff requested 
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the applicant consider providing a public sidewalk along the rear property boundary between 
Gurnet Road (Route 24), and Thomas Point Road as a preferred alternative to a sidewalk along 
public road frontage (i.e. Thomas Point Road, Bath Road, and Gurnet Road).   
 
As a result, the applicant provided a memorandum of understanding for the Town of Brunswick 
to accept $10,000 for use in the Cooks Corner Zoning District, and a public sidewalk easement 
along the rear property line from State Route 24 to Thomas Point Road.  As drafted, the sidewalk 
easement would be provided to the town at the time the town is ready to construct sidewalks but 
only within 10 years from the date of Planning Board approval.  If the sidewalk is not ready to be 
constructed by the Town of Brunswick within the 10 year period the sidewalk easement would 
expire.  In conversations with the applicant’s representative, the staff understands that the town 
would be allowed to request an extension on the 10 year expiration period should the town’s 
construction schedule for sidewalks reach the termination of the agreement.  As drafted, the town 
would have the right to install and maintain sidewalks and all associated infrastructure such as 
lighting, landscaping, and stormwater management systems.  The proposal is designed to 
accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians, and addresses issues of bicycle and pedestrian access, 
safety and circulation both within the site and to points outside of the site.  The Board finds that 
the provisions of Section 411.13 are satisfied provided a final draft of the proposed easement 
deed, and associated site plan that depicts the proposed easement known as “Exhibit A” is 
provided to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Development.   
 
411.14 Development Patterns 
The proposed development will be located at an existing developed site within the growth area.   
The proposed development is respectful of Brunswick's historic development patterns and will 
have no adverse impact on areas which are primarily residential. The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.14 are satisfied. 
 
411.15  Architectural Compatibility 
The proposed project is the redevelopment of an existing structure, gasoline dispensing station, 
and associated canopy.  The proposed development is compatible with its surroundings, and 
conforms to the Cooks Corner Design Standards. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 
411.15 are satisfied. 
 
411.16  Municipal Solid Waste Disposal   
The Solid Waste Impact Fee is based on 1-ton of solid waste per year, with an associated impact 
fee of $258.56.  The proposed development is not a substantial change and therefore a solid waste 
impact fee is not required.  The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.16 are satisfied.   
 
411.17  Recreation Needs 
A recreation impact fee is not required for the proposed commercial use. The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.17 are not applicable. 
 
411.18  Access for Persons with Disabilities 
The application indicates that the proposed development will accommodate ADA requirements.  
The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.18 are satisfied. 
 
411.19  Financial Capacity and Maintenance 
The applicant is an established business at the proposed development site that has demonstrated 
financial capacity and ability to maintain itself.  The developer has adequate financial and 
technical capacity to complete the project, and once it is completed, the project is expected to 
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have adequate resources to maintain itself.  The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.19 
are satisfied. 
 
411.20 Noise and Dust  
During construction, work must be done in consideration of reasonable times and decibel levels, 
and in accordance with Section 524.1 of the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance.   Best Management 
Practices will be used in order to prevent dust migration during demolition and construction.  
Upon project completion the proposed development is not anticipated to generate unreasonable 
noise or dust.  The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.20 are satisfied. 
 
411.21 Right, Title and Interest 
The applicant has sufficient right, title and interest to develop the land. The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.21 are satisfied. 
 
411.22 Payment of Application Fees 
The applicant has paid all applicable development review application fees. The Board finds that 
the provisions of Section 411.22 are satisfied. 
 

 
DRAFT MOTIONS 

Cumberland Farms Redevelopment Project 
PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL DATE:  October 25, 2016 

CASE NUMBER: 16-035 
 
Motion 1: That the Major Development Review Final Site Plan application is deemed 

complete. 
 
Motion 2: That the Board approves the following requested waivers: 
 

1. Corner Lot Treatment;  
2. Corner Buildings;  
3. Entrance (Corner Lot); 
4. Side Lot Parking;  
5. Relationship of Building to Thomas Point Road;  
6. Relationship of Building to Bath Road. 

 
Motion 3: That the Major Development Review Final Site 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, its 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. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a final draft of the proposed 
sidewalk easement deed, and associated site plan that depicts the proposed 
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easement area known as “Exhibit A” is provided to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Planning and Development.   

3. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Bath Road entrance is designed to 
the satisfaction of the Town Engineer and the approved design is depicted 
site plans are provide to the Director of Planning and Development. 

 

 

 

* Please note that Development Review Site Plan approvals by the Planning Board or Staff 
Review Committee shall expire at the end of two years after the date of final approval unless all 
construction has been completed by that date (Section 407.4.B of the Brunswick Zoning 
Ordinance). 



July 27, 2016 
STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE NOTES 

Staff present: 
Anna Breinich (Director of Planning and Development), John Foster (Public Works Director/Town 
Engineer), Clinton Swett (Assistant Assessor), Jeff Hutchinson (CEO), Ken Brillant (Fire Chief), Nolan 
Robbins (Brunswick Sewer Department), Amanda Perkins (Bowdoin Fellow)  Non-voting staff:  Jared 
Woolston (Planner), Applicants Present:  Chris Tymula (MHF Design Consultants, Inc., Project 
Engineer), Dalina Boryszewski (Cumberland Farms, Design Specialist),  Sandra Guay (Project Attorney),  
Heather Monticup (Greenman-Pederson, Traffic Engineer) Public present: Will Wilkoff (Chair, Bicycle 
& Pedestrian Advisory Committee) 
 

1. Case #16-035 –Cumberland Farms:  The Staff Review Committee will review and provide 
a recommendation to the Planning Board on a Sketch Plan Major Development Review 
application submitted by authorized representative Sandra L. Guay for a proposed 
Cumberland Farms retail store with fuel service at 190 Bath Road in the Cooks Corner 
Center (CC) Zoning District; Assessors Map CC1, Lot 28.   

 
Chris Tymula (MHF Design Consultants, Inc., Project Engineer):  Mr. Tymula brought plans and 
boards with photo simulation overlays showing different views of the current site and the proposed future 
conversion.  He made a brief presentation, including mention of a sewer easement along the back and side 
of the property that connects to Thomas Point Road.  Basically, everything currently at the site will be 
razed; the existing store will be removed, all the pavement will be removed, the parking and the canopy.  
As part of the project, 3 (three) 8,000 gallon underground storage tanks will be removed and replaced 
with 2 (two) 20,000 gallon storage tanks.  There will be a new canopy with 5 (five) dispensing units and 
10 (ten) fueling positions.  They are maintaining the existing curb cut with a slight modification to allow 
easy entry and exit.  There is a total of 19 (nineteen) striped parking spaces plus 2 (two) employee parking 
spaces.  The existing impervious coverage of the site is about 46,500 sq. ft.  With the redevelopment, they 
will actually reduce impervious to 35,000 sq. ft.  For signage, based on the frontage of the site, they are 
allowed 2 (two) signs, both of which are 31.5 sq. ft. in size, along with the canopy signs and signs on the 
building.  There is a fenced-in dumpster closure on the site and a bike rack, which was discussed at the 
Bike/Ped meeting the week before.  They propose an outside seating/patio area, site lighting, and snow 
storage throughout the site.  They believe the appearance is a marked improvement from the current site.  
They are proposing a variety of catch basins and 2 (two) hydrodynamic separators on the site for 
stormwater management, which will connect into the drain systems currently there along both Bath and 
Thomas Point Roads.  Roof drainage for the canopy and the store will connect to that same system.  They 
have a plan for construction, including sediment and erosion control and fencing.  They will maintain 
connections into existing gas, water line and sewer lines.  A new power pole will be installed offsite that 
will connect to an existing pole that straddles the line between the Cumberland Farms and the 
MacDonald’s properties.  They have created a substantial landscaping plan, with a variety of low-growth 
plantings along the front to maintain visibility for sight distance, and other trees and shrubs to surround 
the site.  Their lighting plans shows a variety of lighting throughout the site, including down-facing can 
lights for the convenience store and flush-mounted canopy lights, to provide safety and prevent spillage to 
neighboring properties.   
 
John Foster: 

 John sent Chris the town survey of Thomas Point Road and doesn’t see that it’s been 
addressed 

o Chris:  Talked to their survey manager, who felt that the information John 
provided was consistent with what they had done for their survey 



 You’re depicting the right-of-way a few feet behind the curb in front of the CMP power 
line – DOT clearly shows the right-of-way behind the pole.  Although you don’t utilize it 
in your site development, you are not depicting the right-of-way as we understand it. 

o Chris:  He provided the information to their survey manager, but he will speak to 
him again 

 We had given you the survey report, the reference and the DOT plan.  He didn’t get a 
chance to look up your plan book and references to see the ones he has looked at, but it’s 
again, it’s not consistent with the way we see the right-of-way on Thomas Point Road. 

o Chris:  Either way he doesn’t see this as causing a significant change to the plans 
 It’s not impacting it, per se, but the town has looked at modifications to that intersection.  

If your plan holds true, there’s nothing that could be done there.  The laundromat guy 
across the street thinks he owns halfway out in the road, and you’re showing you’re 
halfway out in the road; there’s barely room for a car to travel.  It’s inconsistent with the 
information John had sent them.   

 He noticed an “entrance only” off  Bath Road and now you want an entrance/exit.  It’s 
right near the intersection.  You are also reconfiguring the pumps – before they were 
parallel with Bath Road, and now they’re vertical.  He’s concerned that cars will be 
pulling in from Bath Road and starting to queue up.  You have no throat to your 
driveway.  There’s no setback, there is no time for cars to stack onsite if they want to wait 
for a pump or someones’s starting to jockey.  The pump islands are much closer now to 
your entrance.  He has no idea why an exit is needed there, because all they can do is turn 
right, and you’re dumping them right out in the middle of Cook’s Corner intersection – a 
7-lane approach on all sides.  He would prefer that to be closed and just go with the 
Thomas Point Road.  Now it’s pretty wide open at the entrance, but moving that pump 
island over and reorienting the ways the cars stack causes him concern. 

o Chris:  They will look at that. 
o Heather Monticup, traffic engineer:  It is restricted to a right in, right out on Bath 

Road.  No one could try to make a left turn there.  Because they are reorienting 
the pumps, this type of pump works a lot better for onsite circulation.  When they 
are all stacked up like they are today, you run into potentially having back up on 
the site.  They need the 2 (two) driveways to get the fuel delivery trucks in and 
out.  They have to drop fuel on the right side, so the trucks would have to almost 
do a 180.  The driveway on Bath Road is important to the site.  The reason for 
opening it is because now that it is starting gate you’re going to have people all 
different ways, and allowing the right out, which would be restricted to a right 
out, will help promote circulation instead of everyone having to go to that one 
driveway.  They reviewed collisions at this driveway; there were only 3 (three) 
rear ends in the 3 (three) years they looked at.  It doesn’t appear that collisions at 
the driveway today are a problem.   

 Believes that changing the traffic pattern will have traffic coming out there more often, 
and with the way the pump islands are oriented, they are going to have a difficult time 
making a right turn out of that driveway, and are just going to impede traffic trying to 
come in from a busy road at a major intersection.  He wouldn’t recommend the plan. 

o Clint:  Could we add another entrance point off Gurnet Road? 
o Heather:  Doesn’t think that would work 
o Chris:  Gas station developments are purely predicated on how the trucks can get 

in and out of the site.  That drove the design.   If they eliminate that driveway 
altogether, at the very least they would need to have an “enter only” purely for 
the tanker trucks, as it is today.  If they’re looking for a driveway entrance on Rt. 
24, it’s becoming too close to the striped stop bar and there wouldn’t be enough 



queue because they have a right turn only and then thru lanes and left turn only.  
It would be more of an issue getting a driveway along Rt. 24 than it would be 
worth. 

 On the pump islands, is there one dispensing per side? 
o Chris:  Yes. There are 5 (five) islands and 10 (ten) fuel locations, so there’s one 

per side. 
Anna Breinich: 

 What is your typical size lot for an installation like this? 
o Chris:  An acre to an acre and a half – they aren’t usually very large lots 

 She likes the façade treatments and the canopy itself.  What happens if you’re driving 
from the front, you can’t even see the building.  She doesn’t know if there’s a way of 
reconfiguring the pumps where you can see the building.  Right now, all you see is 
canopy straight on, and we need to be able to see the front as well.  It would be great to 
be welcoming to the entire corner. 

o Chris:  The cashiers at the counter need to be able to see, for safety reasons, and 
the canopy has to have a minimum height for vehicles to get under.  Those 2 
(two) things dictate where the canopy goes.   

 There’s a good example of a canopy in the back in Topsham, and it’s working fine. 
John Foster: 

 Storm drains – I know you connect to the storm drain system now, but you connect to the 
one structure on Bath Road in the front, and now you’re indicating 2 (two) drainage 
quadrants and it’s connecting to a catch basin on Thomas Point Road.  Basically, you’re 
showing your floats coming in almost opposite, at almost 160 degrees, the outlet flow.  I 
don’t care for that, but could possibly connect into the line rather than go through a catch 
basin lateral that goes down into the structure.  That’s a new connection or new load on 
that particular reach of the drainage system, which is separate, because the one that 
you’ve connected to in front goes towards Cook’s Corner and across it, and discharges 
into the drainageway by the pawn shop. 

o Chris:  We could reorient that – we could add an inline structure or add another 
structure 

 The bottom line is we need to talk about how it connects – the best way – and we need to 
double check the capacity of that stretch.  The other option is to connect to your other one 
that connects to the one in front.  Right now everything’s draining to that one in the front 
from what I see of your existing plans.  A peer review of the site circulation might be 
appropriate. 

o Chris:  They are also reducing ¼ acre of pavement 
Will Wilkoff: 

 When Cumberland Farms presented to the Brunswick Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee (BBPAC) recently, the committee was happy with the bike parking, but were 
unsure about the pedestrian access.  They all agreed that the whole area is a pedestrian  
nightmare.  At that meeting, he thinks they gave the impression that they didn’t see the 
need for sidewalks, and that was based on their mistaken thought that there weren’t any 
sidewalks near the area.  It turns out that Coastal Orthopedics, down Thomas Point Road, 
has sidewalks which are part of a new development, and that would be a logical thing to 
continue.  That would be an area that should at least consider pedestrian access.  There is 
also sidewalk along the Bath Road and stops at Johnson’s Sporting Goods.  They would 
like to have a chance to rethink the 24 side, but there’s a good argument for having 
sidewalks on the Thomas Point side, and some continuity among the stores on 24 might 
be helpful. 

Anna Breinich: 



 The whole idea is to get sidewalks throughout the Cook’s Corner area – there are some 
major projects going on in the next year.  She explained to them the commitments she has 
gotten from other businesses to put in sidewalks when reconstruction is done in their 
area.  John Foster would need to be involved. 

o Chris:  Right now, there wouldn’t be enough room to run sidewalks.  If the town 
is going to push for sidewalks, they may need to get some easements because 
they would be partially on Cumberland Farms property and partially on the 
town’s, and they would lose a significant amount of landscaping on the frontage. 

 Could you push the building back slightly? 
o Chris:  Right now there’s a sewer easement there, and they can only push back a 

maximum of 2 (two) feet. 
 Do you know where it’s located versus the easement? 

o Chris:  Yes, he had spoken to the Sewer Department because they had looked 
into encroaching into the easement and readjusting things, and it was his 
understanding that there is no possible way they can put the building in that 
easement. 

Will Wilkoff: 
 On the Rt. 24 side, is there room south of that vegetation there? 

o Chris:  This is all off their property and within the right-of-way.  This is proposed 
to be green space, so there is the potential for a sidewalk somewhere in that area.  
He watched the video from the meeting last week and his take was that it wasn’t 
going to be an issue, and they didn’t need sidewalks. 

 We were working without all of the information, it turns out. 
o Chris:  We can discuss it more.  I can’t commit to anything at this point.  Would 

it be possible to run a sidewalk within this right-of-way and then a sidewalk to 
the building? 
 Will:  Yes 
 Anna:  That would be great 

o Chris:  Worries about a “sidewalk to nowhere” 
 Anna:  Like anything else, you’ve got to start 

Jeff Hutchinson: 
 Where is the sidewalk going to go after coming down Thomas Point Road when it hits 

Bath Road? 
o Anna:  We need Bath Road as well 

 Could a sidewalk be installed from the Thomas Point Road between Cumberland Farms 
and Prompto and then along the easement out back to get to Rt. 24, so that pedestrians 
aren’t out in the middle of that nasty intersection? 

o Chris:  He would need to talk to Cumberland Farms more because he’s talking 
providing pedestrian access through their site, connecting 24 to Thomas Point 
Road. 
 Anna:  That would leave you what you have designed 
 Jeff:  It would remove pedestrians from near that nasty intersection 

o Cumberland Farms always has concerns about liability, not that it can’t be 
worked out, would need an easement or something 
 Jeff:  There’s a 30-foot wide sewer easement there now 
 Heather:  It would just have to be modified to allow pedestrians 

o Chris:  It certainly would eliminate the need to reduce the landscaping on the 
front, which is for beautification 

o Anna: ? pedestrian-activated signal in that area?  Need to talk to John Foster 
about where would be a good location 



Ken Brillant (Fire Chief): 
 No questions at this time 

Jeff Hutchinson: 
 Currently out back it is all paved 

o Chris:  For their stormwater management plan  they decided to eliminate the 
pavement to stop circulation behind the building 

Anna Breinich: 
 Will you be working with DEP for environmental permitting? 

o Chris:  Yes 
 Where are the dumpsters located? 

o Chris:  In this fenced-in area, fully screened, unlike the current dumpsters 
 She does like Jeff’s suggestion of a rear sidewalk and it could solve a lot of problems 

Jeff Hutchinson: 
 AT&T, Papa John’s – where are they headed? 

o Lease is month-to-month; they have been approached about this project 
 What is the construction date? 

o Chris:  Typically it’s a 16-week time frame, and they would like to get started as 
soon as possible 

 New signs are monument signs, but by looking at the sketches they are actually pole 
signs 

o Chris – apologizes if he misspoke – they are freestanding signs 
 Jeff:  You are limited to 25 sq. ft. for freestanding pole signs – you could 

have the same effect by creating monument signs – the sign face would 
need to either be sitting on a true monument or appear to be sitting on a 
base, similar to a gravestone 

Clint Swett: 
 No questions or comments 

Jared Woolston: 
 Wondering about interconnectivity with other businesses, even before they were 

discussing a sidewalk out back – wondered if they could work with these other 2 (two) 
businesses to put a little spur path between parking lots for passive egress, if possible 

Anna Breinich: 
 Coastal Ortho is not just orthopedics; it’s also PT and a sports venue.  It’s used heavily. 

Jared Woolston: 
 Likes the reduction in impervious, but the proposed plantings are fairly small – wonders 

if they’ve looked at getting larger deciduous trees, like some oaks that would grow tall 
o It’s for visibility – they don’t want to block the canopy 
o Heather – trunks small and canopy high – doesn’t want to impede site view 

 Here and there he thinks site distance might be mitigated by placement, and you might be 
able to get away with a few large trees 

o Jeff:  the trees might get decimated by CMP if they’re by the power poles 
 If the power lines are 20 feet, then the trees that they have proposed will be an issue 

anyway at 30 feet – might as well get some native oak – possibly along Thomas Point 
Road, as Jeff pointed out 

o Chris:  We will talk with our landscaper 
 Waivers – administratively, it makes sense to get this in front of the Planning Board for 

their consideration, but only to take action at final plan – not at sketch plan.  Ms. Breinich 
agreed. 
 
 



Chris Tymula: 
 They can sit down to talk about access on Bath Road, the easement/right-of-way and 

options for drainage connection 
 Doesn’t believe the minor items will be an issue 
 Any other issues or concerns with the general layout? 

o Jared:  Nice proposal for a sketch plan – flush out the minor things discussed for 
final plan 

o Anna:  John Foster suggested a peer review on traffic 
o  

The meeting was adjourned. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

 

TO: The Planning Board 

FROM: Jared Woolston, Planner 

DATE:  July 29, 2016 

RE:  Sketch Plan Review of Cumberland Farms Redevelopment (Case #16-035)  

 

 

 

PROJECT SUMMARY 

 

Staff has reviewed the Sketch Plan application and determined that it is complete.    

 

The proposed Sketch Plan Major Development Review application was submitted by authorized 

representative, Sandra Guay for LHB Enterprises, Inc., (Cumberland Farms) to redevelop an 

existing parcel with a new Cumberland Farms retail store with gasoline sales at 190 Bath Road 

(Map CC1, Lot 28).  The project involves demolishing an existing 6,883 square foot building 

that contains a Cumberland Farms Convenience Store, AT&T Retail shop, and Papa John’s pizza 

shop; and constructing a new 4,786 square foot Cumberland Farms Convenience Store building.  

The existing gasoline pipes, fueling locations, and underground fuel tanks will be removed from 

the site, and replaced with new underground tanks and pumps.  The proposed pumps are 

proposed in a new configuration on-site with five (5) fuel dispensers that contain two (2) fueling 

locations per dispenser.  The proposed fueling stations will be covered by a new 21-foot wide by 

131-foot long canopy structure.  The proposed parking lot will be reconfigured to contain 19 

parking spaces for patrons, and two (2) additional parking spaces for employees for a total of 21 

parking spaces.  The proposed project is subject to the requirements of the CC1 Zoning District, 

including the Cooks Corner Design Standards that were adopted by the Brunswick Town 

Council on May 20, 2002.   

 

The BBPAC reviewed the proposed Sketch Plan at their meeting on July 21, 2016.  During the 

meeting, the applicant requested consideration for the advising the Planning Board to waive the 

sidewalk requirement within the Cooks Corner Design Standards.  The BBPAC indicated that if 

no other sidewalks were within the project vicinity it would be practical to advise in favor of 



waiving sidewalks.  Staff advised that the BBPAC would be allowed to consider the project at 

the time of Final Plan review.   

 

The Staff Review Committee (SRC) reviewed the Sketch Plan application on July 27, 2016.  

During the SRC meeting, the applicant indicated that the proposed Cumberland Farms 

Convenience Store would be a standalone facility that no longer contains the existing Papa 

John’s Pizza shop, and AT&T Retail shop.  The applicant described the plans that were 

submitted within the application for the SRC.   

 

During the SRC meeting, the Director of Planning and Development asked the applicant to 

consider reconfiguring the proposed building, and fueling stations by moving the proposed fuel 

pumps to the rear of the parcel, and the building towards the front of the parcel.  A representative 

for the applicant, Chris Tymula indicated that the proposed orientation was considered the most 

attractive for patrons.  The applicant’s representatives indicated that a 30-foot wide sewer 

easement at the rear of the parcel renders the area within the sewer easement unbuildable as 

indicated by the Brunswick Sewer District.  The Town Engineer expressed concerns for access to 

the site from the Bath Road entrance and recommended that a third party engineer review traffic 

circulation unless the entrance to Bath Road was deleted or the proposed fueling stations were 

reoriented to avoid congestion within Bath Road should vehicles on-site block the Bath Road 

entrance as they wait for an unoccupied fuel pump.  The traffic engineer for the applicant, 

Heather Monticup, P.E. responded that the two (2) proposed entrance driveways (Bath Road and 

Thomas Point Road) are required for delivery trucks entering and exiting the site; and the 

proposed layout was determined to be acceptable for traffic circulation.  Director of Planning and 

Development, Anna Breinich advised that the Planning Board may consider conditioning a third 

party review of traffic circulation to satisfy the concerns of the Town Engineer.  The Town 

Engineer noted that the storm drain capacity may be limited at the location where stormwater is 

proposed to be directed.   The applicant indicated that the proposed reduction in impervious area 

was found to reduce the volume of runoff.  The Town Engineer advised that stormwater may 

need to be redirected to ensure adequate capacity within the public stormwater system at peak 

flows.  The Co-Chair of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BBPAC), Will 

Wilkoff attended the SRC meeting to address the requirement for sidewalks within the Cooks 

Corner Design Standards.  The Co-Chair indicated that due to a lack of information about the 

project site, the BBPAC was remiss in advising the applicant that sidewalks would likely be 

waived by the Planning Board at the time of Final Plan review.  Mr. Wilkoff indicated that recent 

findings that sidewalks exist within the project vicinity, and that a nearby business agreed to 

contribute funds to the Town of Brunswick for sidewalks would likely yield an opinion from the 

BBPAC that sidewalks should be required by the Planning Board in accordance with the Cooks 

Corner Design Standards.  The applicant indicated that a portion of the frontage on Route 24 is 

not owned by the applicant and if sidewalks were required by the Planning Board an easement 

may be required.  The SRC requested consideration for providing a sidewalk from the property 

boundary at Thomas Point Road to the boundary at Route 24 along the abutting properties to the 

east (Prompto 10 Minute Oil Change, and McDonalds) rather than the frontage to public streets 

to avoid possible safety issues, and maintain the proposed landscaped areas.  The Town Planner 

advised the applicant to consider providing pedestrian interconnectivity with neighboring 

businesses (Prompto 10 Minute Oil Change, and McDonalds) with a pedestrian access easement 

to neighboring lots if allowed by the abutting businesses.   The Planner further advised that the 



proposed landscaping plan may be enhanced with some strategically placed native deciduous 

trees to provide tree canopy within an area of town that is primarily unvegetated pavement.  The 

applicant’s representatives indicated that consideration would be made for providing large trees 

within the landscaping plan but any new tree would need to avoid blocking a vehicle operator’s 

line of site to oncoming traffic.  The CEO advised that any proposed plantings should be placed 

in areas that avoid power lines at mature heights since future maintenance would require the 

removal of hazardous limbs.   

 

The applicant provided a list of waiver requests that would be considered at the time of Final 

Plan Review as follows:  Corner Lot Treatment, Corner Buildings, Entrance (Corner Lot), Side 

Lot Parking, Relationship of Building to Thomas Point Road, Relationship of Building to Bath 

Road. Reference is made to the Cooks Corner Design Standards for the above described waivers. 

    

A Sketch Plan of the proposed development was prepared by MHF Design Consultants, Inc. 

entitled, “Site Plan” dated July 11, 2016.   

 

 

APPROVED MOTIONS 

SKETCH PLAN MAJOR REVIEW – CUMBERLAND FARMS 

Case # 16-035 

 

Motion 1. That the Board deems the Sketch Plan to be complete. 

 

Motion 2. That the Board approves the Sketch Plan.  

 



EXHIBIT A 
Space above for recording information 
 
 

QUITCLAIM EASEMENT DEED 
(with Covenant) 

 
 KNOW ALL PERSONS BY THESE PRESENTS that L. H. B. ENTERPRISES, INC., a 
Massachusetts corporation with an address of 3 Battery Wharf, Unit 3411, Boston, MA 02109 
(“Grantor”),  grants to THE TOWN BRUNSWICK, a municipal corporation, with a principal address 
of 28 Federal Street, Brunswick, Cumberland County, Maine 04011 (“Grantee”), with Quitclaim 
Covenants, a certain easement over and across property of the Grantor herein, situated in Brunswick, 
Cumberland County, Maine, said easement area being more particularly described in Exhibit A, attached 
hereto and incorporated herein by reference.    
 

Grantor hereby grants a perpetual easement to Grantee for that area of Grantor’s property that 
lies over and above the area marked as “Sidewalk Easement Area” as depicted on said Exhibit A, said 
easement area being 20 feet in width at all points. Said easement is for the limited purpose of use as a 
public sidewalk. Said easement includes all statutory rights and obligations incident to ownership and 
use of a public sidewalk, including the obligation of Grantee to construct, maintain, and repair said 
sidewalk, any lighting, landscaping, or other appurtenant fixtures related to the public sidewalk, and to 
remove snow and/or place sand or salt within the easement area.  
 

Neither Grantor nor its successors, lessees or assigns shall take any action to block or otherwise 
impede public access to the Sidewalk Easement Area without reasonable advance notice to and approval 
of the Town of Brunswick. 
 
 The property of the Grantor which is subject to the aforesaid easement are those premises 
conveyed to Grantor by Lily H. Bentas, by deed dated April 29, 1997, and recorded in the Cumberland 
County Registry of Deeds in Book 13060, Page 174. 
 
 The said L. H. B. Enterprises, Inc. has caused this instrument to be signed in its corporate name 
by Lily H. Bentas, its President, duly authorized, this ___ day of ___________, 20__. 
       
 L. H. B. ENTERPRISES, INC.  
 
_________________________ ____________________________________ 
 Name: Lily H. Bentas  
 Title: President 
STATE OF_____________       
______________, ss,       __________________, 20__ 
 
 Then personally appeared the above-named, Lily H. Bentas,  President of said L. H. B. 
Enterprises, Inc., duly authorized, and acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be her free act and 
deed in her said capacity and the free act and deed of said L. H. B. Enterprises, Inc. 
 
      Before me, 
      ______________________________________ 
      Notary Public 
      Print Name: 
      Commission Expires:  
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Julie Erdman

From: Christopher Tymula <cmt@mhfdesign.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 07, 2016 4:42 PM
To: Lucy Burnell; Jared Woolston
Cc: Julie Erdman; Sandra Guay; Frank C. Monteiro; Dawn Johnson; Dalina Z. Boryszewski; 

Kathleen Sousa; Robert C. Schuler
Subject: RE: Cumberland Farms Final Plan Application
Attachments: 3751-Drainage Memo--Rev1.pdf

Attached is the PDF of the Site Plan Set as requested, via drop box link due to file size.  Also attached is the revised 
drainage memo. 
 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/r24z5x2oi63yod7/CFG%20Brunswick%20ME%20Site%20Plan%20Set%20dated%208‐26‐
16.pdf?dl=0 
 

 

Chris M. Tymula| Project Manager | cmt@mhfdesign.com 
MHF Design Consultants, Inc. 
44 Stiles Road, Suite One | Salem, NH 03079 
p: 603‐893‐0720 | f: 603‐893‐0733 | www.mhfdesign.com 

 
 

From: Lucy Burnell [mailto:lburnell@woodedlaw.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 07, 2016 3:52 PM 
To: jwoolston@brunswickme.org 
Cc: jerdman@brunswickme.org; Sandra Guay; Christopher Tymula 
Subject: Re: Cumberland Farms Final Plan Application 
 
Good afternoon Mr. Woolston, 
 
Attached please find a pdf copy of the Cumberland Farms Final Plan Application submitted on September 2nd. Chris 
Tymula from MHF Design Consultants will be sending you the plans in digital form, if he has not done so already (he may 
have included a CD with the final plan submission last week). 
 
Please contact me if you need anything further. Thank you, 
 
Lucy Burnell 
Legal Assistant to Sandra L. Guay  
Woodman Edmands Danylik Austin Smith & Jacques, P.A. 
234 Main Street 
P.O. Box 468 
Biddeford, ME 04005 
Telephone: 207‐284‐4581 
Fax: 207‐284‐2078 
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Julie Erdman

From: Jared Woolston
Sent: Friday, September 23, 2016 11:52 AM
To: 'Sandra Guay'
Subject: FW: 16382.Traffic Peer Review Comments. -Cumberland Farm re-development
Attachments: 16382.Traffic Peer Review Comments.pdf

Sandra:  Here is the traffic review from Sebago.  There are substantive concerns with two‐way traffic that require 
additional information, and perhaps revisions to the site plan.  As I understand it from our conversation today, your 
client will continue to work with our staff, and seek Planning Board approval at the October 11, 2016 meeting instead of 
this Tuesday.  The agenda is in the process of being updated this morning.  When the 10/11 meeting agenda is prepared 
I will email you a copy. 
 
Regarding your client’s proposed easement, I received comments from the town’s legal Counsel this morning and I will 
work with them, and our Public Works Director to make sure the language is acceptable and send you any requested 
changes.  At this time, the language changes only require minor adjustments regarding allowed work in the easement; 
and a mechanism for accepting the proposed funds ($10,000) is being considered.   
 
Jared Woolston 
Planner 
Town of Brunswick 
85 Union Street 
Brunswick, ME  04011 
  
(207) 725-6660, ext. 4022 (v) 
(207) 725-6663 (f) 
jwoolston@brunswickme.org  
www.brunswickme.org  
 

From: James Seymour [mailto:jseymour@sebagotechnics.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 23, 2016 10:48 AM 
To: Jared Woolston 
Cc: 16382 
Subject: FW: 16382.Traffic Peer Review Comments. -Cumberland Farm re-development 
 
Jared, 
Here is Steve’s comments. 
 
Looks like he Ok with the numbers but not the Right exit out onto Bath Road. 
 
Let us know if more is needed. 
Thanks 
 

Jim Seymour, P.E.  Senior Project Manager 
Office: 207.200.2100 | Direct: 207.200.2083 | Cell: 207.632.1199 
75 John Roberts Rd., Suite 1A, South Portland, ME 04106  
jseymour@sebagotechnics.com | www.sebagotechnics.com  
An Employee-Owned Company 
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This notice and disclaimer regards the transmittal and use of electronic files generated and forwarded by Sebago Technics, Inc.  This message contains confidential 
information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee, you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this email.  Please 
notify the sender immediately by email if you have received this email by mistake and delete this email from your system.  Email transmission cannot be guaranteed 
to be secure or error‐free, as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses.  The sender, therefore, does 
not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message which arise as a result of email transmission. If verification is required, please request a 
hard‐copy version.  The information contained in these electronic files is privileged and confidential and is intended only for the use of the individual or entity stated 
in the address above.  Any dissemination, distribution or copying of these electronic files is strictly prohibited.  The recipient of the electronic file acknowledges and 
consents to the fact that the sender, Sebago Technics, Inc. makes no claim that electronic files are current, accurate or correct.   Any use or reuse of the electronic file 
in any manner whatsoever is at the user’s sole risk and the user agrees, to the fullest extent permitted by law, to hold Sebago Technics, Inc. harmless and to 
indemnify it from all claims, losses, damages, expenses and costs including all reasonable attorneys fees that may arise from its use or reuse. 

 
 
 

From: Steve Sawyer  
Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2016 6:02 PM 
To: James Seymour <jseymour@sebagotechnics.com> 
Subject: FW: 16382.Traffic Peer Review Comments.pdf ‐ Adobe Acrobat Standard 
 
Here you go! 
 
 

 

Stephen S. Sawyer, Jr., PE  Vice President, Transportation 
Office: 207.200.2100 | Direct: 207.200.2082 | Mobile: 207.232.1281
75 John Roberts Rd., Suite 1A, South Portland, ME 04106  
ssawyer@sebagotechnics.com | www.sebagotechnics.com  
An Employee-Owned Company 
 

 
 

             

 
This notice and disclaimer regards the transmittal and use of electronic files generated and forwarded by Sebago Technics, Inc.  This message contains confidential 
information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee, you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this email.  Please 
notify the sender immediately by email if you have received this email by mistake and delete this email from your system.  Email transmission cannot be guaranteed 
to be secure or error‐free, as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses.  The sender, therefore, does 
not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message which arise as a result of email transmission. If verification is required, please request a 
hard‐copy version.  The information contained in these electronic files is privileged and confidential and is intended only for the use of the individual or entity stated 
in the address above.  Any dissemination, distribution or copying of these electronic files is strictly prohibited.  The recipient of the electronic file acknowledges and 
consents to the fact that the sender, Sebago Technics, Inc. makes no claim that electronic files are current, accurate or correct.   Any use or reuse of the electronic file 
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in any manner whatsoever is at the user’s sole risk and the user agrees, to the fullest extent permitted by law, to hold Sebago Technics, Inc. harmless and to 
indemnify it from all claims, losses, damages, expenses and costs including all reasonable attorneys fees that may arise from its use or reuse. 

 
 

From: Julie Gordon  
Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2016 2:29 PM 
To: Steve Sawyer <ssawyer@sebagotechnics.com> 
Subject: 16382.Traffic Peer Review Comments.pdf ‐ Adobe Acrobat Standard 
 
 



 
 

 

Project:  16382 

To:  James Seymour 

From:  Stephen Sawyer  

Date:  September 22, 2016 

Subject: Traffic Peer Review – Cumberland Farms, 

Brunswick 

 
Per your request, I have reviewed the proposed site plan and Planning Board application by LHB 
Enterprises, Inc. for a new Cumberland Farms at the intersection of Old Bath Road and Route 24 at 
Cooks Corner in Brunswick.  My review focused solely on the traffic elements of the application – Part 7 
in the application.  You also provided me with a set of Plans produced by MFH Design Consultants and 
stamped on 8/31/16 by Frank C. Monterio, Maine PE 7201.  My findings are as follows: 
 

1. The updated Collision Summary Letter by the Traffic Engineer from Greenman-Pederson, Inc. 
(GPI) dated August 30, 2016 provides data from MaineDOT’s files but neglects to indicate the 
significance of this information in traditional MaineDOT fashion.  What is missing is that our 
information suggests that MaineDOT categorizes both intersections on Old Bath Road (Thomas 
Point Road and Route 24) as High Crash Locations.  There is a minor discrepancy in the number 
of crashes at the Thomas Point Road intersection (7 vs. 8), but nevertheless this is an area of 
heightened concern for safety.  Given this information, we do not believe that introducing a new 
point of potential conflict onto Old Bath Road by allowing right turns out of the site entrance 
onto Old Bath Road (which is not permitted today) is wise. 
 

2. The trip generation provided by GPI dated July 7, 2016 was found to be in order. 
 

3. You mentioned that the Town may have some concerns with queue spillback onto Old Bath 
Road from gas pump operations.  I don’t see this as a major issue given the 10 pump positions 
that are proposed.  However, if the right turn out access onto Old Bath Road is allowed by the 
Town, then it is more likely that queued vehicles exiting the site could impede smooth traffic 
flow entering the site as their free movement to the pumps would be compromised.  

 
This is the extent of my comments and let me know if you have any follow up questions or concerns. 
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Julie Erdman

From: John Foster
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2016 4:16 PM
To: Jared Woolston
Subject: RE: Cumberland Farms

Jared, 
 
For the record and to confirm our phone conversation, I don’t believe a performance guarantee is required for 
this project as they are not constructing any required public infrastructure improvements.  FYI, thanks, John 
 
John Foster, Town Engineer/Public Works Director 
Town of Brunswick 
207.725.6654 
 
 
 

From: Jared Woolston  
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2016 3:49 PM 
To: John Foster 
Subject: FW: Cumberland Farms 
 
John:  Can you provide some feedback on the question below (re: performance guarantee)?  I will have the town 
attorney look this over and please send me any questions or concerns you may have.   
 
Jared Woolston 
Planner 
Town of Brunswick 
85 Union Street 
Brunswick, ME  04011 
  
(207) 725-6660, ext. 4022 (v) 
(207) 725-6663 (f) 
jwoolston@brunswickme.org  
www.brunswickme.org  
 

From: Sandra Guay [mailto:slg@woodedlaw.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2016 3:46 PM 
To: Jared Woolston 
Subject: RE: Cumberland Farms 
 
Hi Jared: 
 
The digital copy that you have is the most recent version. 
 
Attached is a draft MOU. The easement deed is attached ‐ note that we have included landscaping in the list of 
improvements.  Cumberland Farms is still reviewing this, but I am anticipating that there will be no changes on our end. 
Kindly let me know if the Town’s attorney has any comments. 
 
I am still waiting to hear back on the traffic review. I believe that GPI has had a conversation with Sebago, and is in the 
process of preparing a response letter. As soon as it is ready, I will get a copy to you. 
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Do you have any information on what is required for a draft performance guarantee (and if you want it coming from the 
engineer or Cumberland Farms)? 
 
Thank you – Sandra 
 
 
SANDRA L. GUAY, ESQUIRE 
Partner 
 
WOODMAN EDMANDS DANYLIK 
AUSTIN SMITH & JACQUES, P.A.  
234 MAIN ST., P. O. BOX 468 
BIDDEFORD, ME 04005 
T: (207) 284‐4581 F: (207)284‐2078 
slg@woodedlaw.com 
www.woodedlaw.com  

	

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents in this message and any attachments are legally privileged and confidential and are intended only for the 
use of the designated recipient(s) stated above. If you are not the intended recipient, you may not review, copy or distribute either this message or 
any attachments. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by telephone or reply e‐mail and delete the 
entire message and any attachments. Thank you for your cooperation. 

 

From: Jared Woolston [mailto:jwoolston@brunswickme.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2016 3:15 PM 
To: Sandra Guay 
Subject: RE: Cumberland Farms 
 
Sandra:  I received the package of application materials today.  Do I have the most current digital application for posting 
online (Friday) or do I need an updated version?  How is the draft agreement / traffic review going? 
 
Jared Woolston 
Planner 
Town of Brunswick 
85 Union Street 
Brunswick, ME  04011 
  
(207) 725-6660, ext. 4022 (v) 
(207) 725-6663 (f) 
jwoolston@brunswickme.org  
www.brunswickme.org  
 

From: Sandra Guay [mailto:slg@woodedlaw.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2016 3:21 PM 
To: Jared Woolston 
Subject: Cumberland Farms 
 
Hi Jared: 
 
I just want to confirm that other than comments to traffic peer review and finalizing the sidewalk agreement, you have 
everything you need for planning board. I believe that we are all up to date on submittals, but would appreciate 
confirmation. 
 
Thank you – Sandra 
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SANDRA L. GUAY, ESQUIRE 
Partner 
 
WOODMAN EDMANDS DANYLIK 
AUSTIN SMITH & JACQUES, P.A.  
234 MAIN ST., P. O. BOX 468 
BIDDEFORD, ME 04005 
T: (207) 284‐4581 F: (207)284‐2078 
slg@woodedlaw.com 
www.woodedlaw.com  

	

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents in this message and any attachments are legally privileged and confidential and are intended only for the 
use of the designated recipient(s) stated above. If you are not the intended recipient, you may not review, copy or distribute either this message or 
any attachments. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by telephone or reply e‐mail and delete the 
entire message and any attachments. Thank you for your cooperation. 

 



 
 

Minutes of July 21, 2016 
 

Council Chambers 
85 Union Street 

 
Present: Will Wilkoff (chair), Jared Woolston (Town Planner), Josh Katz, Kathy Wilson 
(Town Councilor), Josh Katz, Blaine Moore, Ben Walsh 
 
Call to Order:  6:02 PM 
 
New Member – Blaine Moore was introduced as our newest member.  His presence at 
most of our meetings over the last two years had been appreciated and the Committee is 
eager to have him officially on board. 
 
 
June 16, 2016 Minutes:  Approved without correction 
 
 
Communications: Rich has three communications two regarding Brunswick Landing 
from Larry Kline and Alicia Heyburn.  One included information that the gate on 
Brunswick Landing perimeter road just before the Bowdoin Solar Farm has been 
unlocked.  The third was regarding a pedestrian crossing of Bath Rd. at Sunnybrook 
Farm.  Details of these communications will wait until Rich returns at the next meeting. 
 
Development Review: 
 
Case # 16-035 – Cumberland Farms at Cooks Corner – Representatives from the 
company and the development presented their initial plan.  The issues regarding 
pedestrian and bicycle access were discussed.  The bicycle parking seems adequate and 
the entrance and exist will remain similar.  The question of whether sidewalks should be 
included as is required by the current Cooks Corner plan was discussed.  The initial 
impression of the Committee was that with no existing sidewalks near the development 
that it might be reasonable to have this requirement waived.  However, there was concern 
that although there was no comprehensive plan for Cooks Corner that requiring sidewalks 
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might be a place to start.  The Committee will have another opportunity to review the 
plans as they develop. 
 
Case # 16-026 Tau Yuan – Green House and expansion.  The Committee felt that the 
plan included adequate bicycle parking and presented no new pedestrian problems.  The 
Committee did recommend that the parking under the building also include some bicycle 
parking if feasible. 
 
Case # 16-018 Hair Salon – The Committee felt that bicycle parking planned was 
adequate and that no new pedestrian issues were anticipated. 
 
Case # 16-030 All Saints Parish – The bicycle parking planned appeared adequate there 
was some discussion about pedestrian flow through the site and a question of whether the 
sidewalks on Union St should be coordinated with further rehab of Union St. 
 
Case # 16-028 Hancock Lumber- This is an addition of warehouse that according to 
current code would trigger more parking and a sidewalk requirement.  While the 
Committee could see the need for some bicycle is warehouse.  Given the expected future 
development (or lack thereof) in the area the Committee felt that sidewalks did not appear 
to be necessary. 
 
Crossing Flashers State Grant – Jared reported that the money from the State has not 
been released. 
 
Letters to Savalink and Wayfair:  Jared reported that these are still being worked on. 
 
 
Projects: 
 
 
BBPAC Project List and Recommendations – Will reported that once the Complete 
Streets issue is resolved he intends to work on this project that Steve Cohen began. 
 
 
Bike Friendly Downtown – Ben reported informally prior to the meeting the sticker 
program was to be launched on July 25. 
 
 
Bike Friendly Community Application – Josh reported that the application is moving 
forward with help from Rich.  It remains to be worked out on how to include the 
supporting photos. 
 
Frank Wood Bridge – Josh reported that he and Rich have been involved in the “106” 
process of evaluation that is mandated because it will have some Federal funding. 
 
 



Union Street – Will reported that he and Rich will work with Jared to work on scheduling 
a workshop to develop our recommendation. 
 
 
Complete Streets – Will presented the draft of the plan that he and the Town Manager 
have worked on.  It clarifies the role of BBPAC, the Town Engineer and the Town 
Manager.  The Committee supported this draft but would like a phrase added that 
expressed the need for BBPAC to be informed in a timely fashion of any project not 
included in the CIP.  With this wording in place the Town Manager will present it to the 
Town Council next month. 
 
 
Jordan Avenue – Will reported on John Foster’s response to our proposal of making 
Jordan Avenue a sharrow from Federal Street to Lishness Field entrance.  John agreed 
with going as far as the railroad bridge, but felt that the road with further east was 
sufficiently wide to not trigger the need for a sharow.  He provided some photos of the 
striping that included generous shoulders that was done after the street’s rehab in 2006.  
Some of the neighbors apparently felt that this striping made the road look more like a 
connectors and it was not repainted in the next cycles.  Unfortunately, we were not able 
to see these photos, but Will felt that this might be a reasonable compromise.  We will 
deal with this at our next meeting. 
 
New Business: 
 
 Kathy voiced her concern about the sandwich boards on the Maine St. sidewalks that 
make for tortuous pedestrian paths.  Jared reported that the Department’s summer intern 
was doing an audit of the Maine St. sidewalks. 
 
Will reported that the US Bicycle Route One/East Coast Greenway signs are up. 
 
Blaine reported that he is working on Runner Friendly Application. 
 
 
Adjournment:  7:23 PM 
 
 
 



 

Present:    Rich Cromwell (Co-Chair), Jared Woolston (Town Planner), Josh Katz, 
Kathy Wilson (Town Councilor), and Blaine Moore 

  

Call to Order: 

Minutes of August 18, 2016:   Approved without correction  

Communications: 

Rich presented on discussions with Larry Kline about bicycling and walking on 
Brunswick Landing. 

         Possible use of the area surrounding the bunkers as a mountain bike 
park; 
         Western boundary perimeter road; 
         Possibility of identifying areas that could currently be developed as multi-
use trails; and 
         Formation of a ‘sub-committee’ of local stakeholders to address 
Brunswick Landing bike/ped issues specifically.  
 

Reference the request for a sub-committee, Jared suggested a sit down meeting 
with Larry.  Josh suggested a preliminary plan should be developed by the 
interested parties as a basis of discussion and that MRRA and other stakeholders 
should be involved early on. 
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Projects and Progress Reports: 

         Rich reported on ‘Open Streets Event’ in Bath and suggested we consider 
doing the same in Brunswick next summer on a Sunday morning or 
afternoon; 
         Blaine reported on ‘Runner Friendly Community’ status and on the 
process of applying.  Kathy will present the idea to Town Council; 
         Josh reported on the Frank J. Wood Bridge Section 106 process.  Kathy 
commented on the recent bridge inspection results.  Josh pointed out that 
MDOT is well aware of bike/ped issues. Rich mentioned that the Design 
Advisory Committee met and Will can report on DAC activity when he returns; 
         Rich reported that John Foster has received the BBPAC’s Jordan Ave. and 
Union Street proposals; and 
         The Pleasant Street walk will be held September 26th at 4:00 PM.  

Staff Report: 
         Kevin reported on All Saints’ Parish sketch plan of the common 
development plan and specifically on the multi-use building proposed on the 
campus.  The plan includes bike racks and multiple marked sidewalks.  Josh 
mentioned covered bike racks, but Kevin said that even covered bike parking 
is complicated by Codes, which could require sprinkling, for example; 
         Jared reported on Cumberland Farms project; 
         Jared reported on Mid Coast Hospital parking lot expansion, which will 
include bike racks; 
         Jared reported on MDOT technical inspection of our proposed pedestrian 
flasher locations.  There is an easement problem at the Longfellow location 
which could hold up the whole project.  Rich will seek clarification from John 
on the easement issue.  

Old Business: 

Discussion of active recruitment for Committee vacancies we know will be 
occurring next year.  

Adjournment: 

Meeting adjourned at 6:55 PM. 

Next meeting on October 20, 2016. 
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DRAFT FINDINGS OF FACT 
Major Development Review  

8 Business Parkway 
Planning Board Review Date:  October 11, 2016 

 
Project Name:  8 Business Parkway (Change of Use) 

Address:  8 Business Parkway 
   Brunswick, ME 04011 
Case Number:  16-047 (formerly Case #01-081) 

Tax Map:  Assessor’s Map 17, Lot 68 

Zoning:  I2 (Church Road Industrial Park) 

Overlay Zone:  Natural Resource Protection Zone (NRPZ) 

Applicant:  Allied Composite Center, LLC 
   2 Main Street 
   Topsham, ME 04086 
 
Authorized 
Representative: Sitelines, PA 
   Kevin Clark, PLS 
   8 Cumberland Street 
   Brunswick, ME 04011 
 
Staff reviewed the application and has made a determination of completeness. 
 
PROJECT SUMMARY   
 
Staff review is based on the Major Development Review application prepared by Sitelines, PA as 
most recently revised on October 13, 2016.  The proposed development area is depicted on a plan 
that is referenced as Sheet 1 of 1 prepared by Sitelines, PA entitled, “Site Plan” dated October 3, 
2016. 

The proposed project consists of the change of use of an existing building consisting of 28,000 
square feet of floor area from Industry, Class 2 to Service Business, Class 2.  The proposed 
change of use requires development review because it affects more than 10,000 square feet of 
gross floor area.  The Brunswick Zoning Ordinance indicates at Section 702.3, if no alterations 
are proposed for the site related to such Change of Use, the applicant may request that a 
significant portion of the plan requirements be waived. Further, such an application should be 
limited to relevant information pertaining to the new use, including but not limited to hours of 
operation, necessary mechanical devices, screening and parking.  The applicant found many of 
the submittals were not applicable but provided information for the proposed use of the site, and 
existing conditions based on the required criteria at Chapter 5 of the Brunswick Zoning 
Ordinance rather than requesting waivers.  
 
Review Standards from Section 411 of the Town of Brunswick Zoning Ordinance 
 
411.1 Ordinance Provisions 
The proposed development complies with all applicable provisions and standards of the I2 
(Church Road Industrial Park) Zoning District.  A portion of the Natural Resource Protection 
Zone (NRPZ) associated with a stream (ponded stream) exists at the southeast edge of the subject 
parcel.  No activities are proposed within the NRPZ.  Further, no exterior changes are proposed at 
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this time and as built, and based on the available information the existing development conforms 
with all applicable ordinance provisions.  Therefore, the proposed development complies with all 
applicable provisions and requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.  The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.1 are satisfied. 
 
411.2 Preservation of Natural Features 
The proposed development avoids all impacts to natural features by utilizing existing site 
conditions and proposing no additional site development.  The proposed development maximizes 
the preservation of natural features of the landscape, and does not occur within or cause harm to 
any land which is not suitable for development.  The Board finds that the provisions of Section 
411.2 are satisfied. 
 
411.3 Surface Waters, Wetlands and Marine Resources 
Surface waters and marine resources are not proposed to be disturbed within the proposed project 
area.  The proposed development will not adversely affect the water quality of Casco Bay or its 
estuaries. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.3 are satisfied.       
 
411.4 Flood Hazard Areas 
The FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map indicates that the project is not located within a FEMA 
flood hazard area; therefore there is minimal risk of flooding.  The Board finds that the provisions 
of Section 411.4 are satisfied.  
 
411.5 Stormwater Management 
The proposed development results in no exterior changes, and therefore the recommended storm 
water quality standards described in Storm Water Management for Maine: Best Management 
Practices, published by the State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection, November, 
1995 as amended are not applicable. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.5 are 
satisfied. 
 
411.6 Groundwater  
The Board finds that the development will not alone or in conjunction with existing activities 
adversely affect the quality or quantity of groundwater.   The Board finds that the provisions of 
Section 411.6 are satisfied. 
 
411.7 Erosion and Sedimentation Control  
The proposed development results in no exterior changes, and therefore Best Management 
Practices that avoid unreasonable soil erosion or a reduction in the land's capacity to hold water 
so that a dangerous or unhealthy situation results are not required. The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.7 are satisfied. 
 
411.8 Sewage Disposal 
The proposed development is eligible to participate in municipal sewer service subject to an 
approved sewer permit.  The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.8 are satisfied. 
  
411.9 Water Supply 
The proposed development has a water source that is adequate to serve the proposed 
development, and that will have no adverse impact on existing water supplies.  The Board finds 
that the provisions of Section 411.9 are satisfied. 
 
411.10 Aesthetic, Cultural and Natural Values 
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The proposed project results in no exterior site modifications.  The proposed development will 
have no undue adverse effect on the scenic or natural beauty of the area, historic sites, significant 
wildlife habitats identified by the Maine Department of Environmental Protection or by the Town 
Of Brunswick, or rare and irreplaceable natural areas or any public rights for physical or visual 
access to a shoreline. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.10 are satisfied. 
 
411.11 Community Impact 
No new impacts to traffic, the public school system, recreation, public safety, and public works 
resources have been identified.  The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.11 are 
satisfied.   
 
411.12 Traffic  
The Code Enforcement Officer (CEO) calculated the required parking for the proposed use and 
indicated the parking requirements are considerably more than the amount of parking that is 
proposed.  In response, the applicant agreed to provide a provisional parking analysis that 
indicates the proposed use intensity supports the proposed parking spaces.  The proposed project 
is not anticipated to cause unreasonable public road congestion or unsafe conditions.  The Board 
finds that the provisions of Section 411.12 are satisfied provided the CEO is satisfied with the 
provisional parking analysis provided by the applicant. 
 
411.13 Pedestrian and Bicycle Access and Safety 
The proposal results in no additional use and results in no exterior site modifications.  The 
development contains sufficient accommodations for bicyclists and pedestrians access, safety and 
circulation both within the site and to points outside of the site.  The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.13 are not applicable.   
 
411.14 Development Patterns 
The proposed development will be located at an existing developed site within the growth area.   
The proposed development is respectful of Brunswick's historic development patterns and will 
have no adverse impact on areas which are primarily residential. The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.14 are satisfied. 
 
411.15  Architectural Compatibility 
The proposed commercial building is typical for its use, and provides visual screening of the 
development site with existing vegetation.  The proposed development is compatible with its 
surroundings. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.15 are satisfied. 
 
411.16  Municipal Solid Waste Disposal   
The proposed reuse of the subject parcel is not expected to result in an increased solid waste 
impact.   Therefore, the Solid Waste Impact Fee is not applicable.  The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.16 are satisfied.   
  
411.17  Recreation Needs 
A recreation impact fee is not required for the proposed commercial use. The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.17 are not applicable. 
 
411.18  Access for Persons with Disabilities 
The application indicates that the proposed development will accommodate ADA requirements.  
The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.18 are satisfied. 
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411.19  Financial Capacity and Maintenance 
The applicant is an established business at the proposed development site that has demonstrated 
financial capacity and ability to maintain itself.  The developer has adequate financial and 
technical capacity to complete the project, and once it is completed, the project is expected to 
have adequate resources to maintain itself.  The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.19 
are satisfied. 
 
411.20 Noise and Dust  
No exterior construction is proposed and therefore the applicant’s consideration of reasonable 
construction times and decibel levels in accordance with Section 524.1 of the Brunswick Zoning 
Ordinance is not required.   The Board finds that the provisions of Section 411.20 are satisfied. 
 
411.21 Right, Title and Interest 
The applicant has sufficient right, title and interest to develop the land. The Board finds that the 
provisions of Section 411.21 are satisfied. 
 
411.22 Payment of Application Fees 
The applicant has paid all applicable development review application fees. The Board finds that 
the provisions of Section 411.22 are satisfied. 
 
 
 
 

DRAFT MOTIONS 
8 Business Parkway (Change of Use) 

PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL DATE:  October 25, 2016 
CASE NUMBER: 16-047 

 
Motion 1: That the Major Development Review Final Site Plan application is deemed 

complete. 
 
Motion 2: That the Major Development Review Final Site 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, its 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. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a provisional parking analysis, and 
parking plan shall be approved by the Code Enforcement Officer (CEO).  

3. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the business operating hours shall be 
approved by the Code Enforcement Officer (CEO). 
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* Please note that Development Review Site Plan approvals by the Planning Board or Staff 
Review Committee shall expire at the end of two years after the date of final approval unless all 
construction has been completed by that date (Section 407.4.B of the Brunswick Zoning 
Ordinance). 



 

October 19, 2016 
STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE NOTES 

Staff present: 
John Foster (Public Works Director, Town Engineer), Rob Pontau, (Brunswick Sewer District), Jeff 
Emerson (Deputy Fire Chief), Jeff Hutchinson (Code Enforcement Officer), Anna Breinich (Planning and 
Development Director) Non-voting staff:  Jared Woolston (Planner), Applicants Present: Kevin Clark 
(Sitelines),  Don Borkowski (Bowdoin College) Public present:  Birgitta Peterson 
 

1. Case # 16-047, Change of Use: The Committee will review and provide a 
 recommendation to the Planning Board on a combination Sketch/Final Plan Major 
 Development Review application submitted by authorized representatives from 
 Sitelines, P.A. for Allied Composite Center LLC, to change the use of a 28,000 
 square foot building to Service Business, Class 2. The proposed development is 
 located at Lot 4 of the Brunswick Industrial Park Expansion at 8 Business Parkway 
 in the I2 (Church Road Industrial Park) Zoning District (Map 17, Lot 68). 
 
Kevin Clark (Sitelines): 

 He is representing Allied Composite Center and Jim Howard.  Based on consultations with staff, 
in order to have potential leases in this building, the approved use needs to be changed from 
Industry Class 2 to Service Business Class 2.  No new exterior construction is proposed.  The 
building is already constructed; the site is already complete and stable.  Any work would be 
inside for potential tenants.  No expected increase in water or sewer use.   

 
Rob Pontau (Sewer District): 

 What is service class? 
o Anna:  Anything that provides a service to a person. 

 Then he’s probably correct in expecting no increase in water or sewer, but if it was to become a 
restaurant, there would be an increase in use – not that the facilities can’t handle it, but you just 
might be eligible to participate in more impact fees.  Can you provide anything on the flows – we 
know the existing, here is the proposed? 

o Kevin:  I don’t really have anything other than the number of employees.  The previous 
business had about 25 employees.  He’s proposed it at 10-20. 

 I’m good with that. There is a change in use permit, but there is no charge for that.  If they’re not 
doing any exterior plumbing – if it’s all interior – they may want to come and look at it just to 
make sure there are no floor drains tied into it. 

John Foster (Town Engineer): 
 Not clear what’s happening.  Is there one tenant and now there will be multiple tenants?  Are 

there changes going on to the interior of the building or reallocation of space? 
o Kevin:  There could be.  He has not been able to lease the property as an industrial use.  It 

is currently vacant.  Harbor Tech got purchased by another composite company and 
moved their operations.  Allied Composite Center owns the lot next door as well.  They 
had an application to build at one time, and have a larger composite campus, but that did 
not come to fruition.   

 If he finds one tenant that will occupy the existing space as is – as far as office/warehouse – 
everything’s good to go – but if he finds a tenant like a call center and they want a bunch more 
cubbies or something, then he comes back? 



o Kevin:  If we had to add more parking.  At this point, the anticipated employees exceed 
the number of parking spaces. 

o Anna:  A call center would not be a service business.  It’s another change of use. 
 No more questions. 

Jared Woolston: 
 Just to be clear – it’s a change of use and we have no defined tenant?  We don’t know exactly 

what they’re doing, but we have some idea.  A change of use that requires major development 
review – there are none on record.  This is brand new.  They have to be here because it’s a change 
of use in a building of greater than 10,000 square feet. 

Jeff Emerson (Deputy Fire Chief): 
 When they decide what’s going to be done with it, we’ll have some building code issues.  He has 

nothing for this meeting. 
Jeff Hutchinson (CEO): 

 These plantings were in the original development.  You might want to check those – I don’t know 
if they all survived.  They’re supposed to be conifer-type trees, whether they be spruce, fir, pine.  
There is a home there. 

o Kevin:  Okay.  We’ll check those trees. 
 The most recent use for parking was industry, which was 2 spaces per thousand.  Service doubles 

that, so for 28,000 square feet, 4 spaces per thousand turns out to be 112 parking spaces, and you 
have 28.  You need to make a good case to the Planning Board that 28 spaces will be sufficient. 

o Jeff, responding to John Foster’s comment that they don’t comply due to parking spaces:  
There is a provision in the ordinance where they can make a case before the Planning 
Board that the proposed parking will be sufficient for their use. 

Anna Breinich: 
 No further questions. 

Public Comments:   
 None 

 
 

2. Case # 16-050, Environmental Studies Academic Center: The Committee will 
 review and provide a recommendation to the Planning Board on a Sketch Plan 
 Major Development Review application submitted by authorized representative 
 Don Borkowski for Bowdoin College, to construct a new academic building with 
 various site modifications including new landscaping, a bio-swale, and pedestrian 
 walkways. The proposed development is located at 38 Harpswell Road in the CU3 
 (College Street) Zoning District (Map U-09, Lot 47).  
 
The Committee spent a few minutes explaining what needed to be contained in the site plan for their 
review, such as building height, footprint dimensions, actual setbacks, impervious coverage and parking 
spaces – everything that is included in the table.  If they’d like to see what it takes to get a complete 
application, they can look in the zoning ordinance.  It’s not a sketch plan requirement, but it does make 
things clear. 
 
Jeff Hutchinson (CEO): 

 Before you even get to that, I think it’s important for sketch plan to provide a new combined 
deed, because this was 2 separate lots; now we’re into one lot.  I assume that has been combined 
and a new deed has been created and recorded?  The actual copy of the deed is what we usually 
want. 

o Don:  He references the deed, but does not provide it. 



o Jared:  There again, it’s not required, but it does help demonstrate the right title and 
interest. 

o Jeff:  It also helps to know the portions of the lot into each of the zoning districts so they 
can confirm that more than 50% of the lot is in the CU3, because that will be the district 
governing the whole lot. 

o Jared:  So, the CU table, the deed, and show the zoning districts on the site plan/sketch 
plan. 

Anna Breinich: 
 She can’t go any further until she has that. 

Jeff Hutchinson:   
 Parking is existing.  He saw in their letter that the Environmental Studies program will move 

from other buildings to this one, so you’re not increasing the number of students or professors 
because of this.  What is happening with the spaces that they are moving from? 

o Don:  There’s a real need for lab space in Druckenmiller, so a big impetus behind this is 
to get those faculty members out of their offices in Druckenmiller and over to the new 
building, along with some of their activities, so we can then create those labs. 

 Those labs are not going to create more students, so it is just to relieve the density.  Overall 
campus is not going to require new parking because of this. 

o Don:  No, and on the plan the lines for the parking spaces are backwards.  The plan is still 
to enter from the existing driveway that’s adjacent to the building, then there would be 
the angled parking heading in this direction - there’s a small garage here that’s filled with 
lumber for our carpentry shop - and then there will be a one way, 14-16 foot driveway to 
connect to the Coffin lot if there’s any type of overflow.  The Coffin lot is never more 
than half filled.   

Anna Breinich: 
 204.3 Additional Requirements to the Dimensional and Density Tables – they will need to address 

G – Height Restrictions in the CU3 district – height may be increased by an additional 5feet for 
every 10 additional feet of setback from any non-college-owned residential property line, up to a 
maximum of 55 feet.  If you can show the distance between the first non-college-owned property, 
to prove that you meet that requirement. 

o Don:  The building is only 40 feet high. 
 The other questions are more relative to final plan – landscaping, keeping existing trees…. 

o Don:  We’re going to add some additional evergreens to the buffer. 
Jeff Emerson (Deputy Fire Chief): 

 When are you planning on submitting the final plans? 
o Don:  January-February 

 It looks like you’ve used the current adopted versions of the fire code to develop these plans, and 
the last I heard the 2015 version may be adopted in November, so you may want to do a 
comparative analysis in case you need to use the 2015 codes so you won’t run into problems.  
When they submit their plans, the current adopted version will of the fire code will be used, and it 
is likely to be the 2015 version. 

o Don:  We met with Dick Mason (State Fire Marshall’s Office) last week, and he was 
comfortable that we were working under the current code. 

 By statute, they have to adopt it within 2 code cycles, and it’s now 2 code cycles.  If he’s 
comfortable with that, it’s fine.  They’re the ones we’re worried about.  I’m surprised they didn’t 
push you to the 2015. 

Jared Woolston: 
 Would he write that up for you?  That would be good to have on the record. 

o Don: We sent a set of minutes from the meeting to him. 
o Jeff E.:  That could be a real problem if they change their mind at the last minute. 



Rob Pontau (Sewer District): 
 Typical permit process – we’ll be looking at anticipated flows.  For us, we do it by property, so it 

doesn’t matter that you’re vacating other buildings, but you get credited for the buildings that 
were on the site previous – those flows – but we can look that up.  I’ll need that anticipated flow.   

o Don:  Would that include that house that was at 38 Harpswell as well as 42? 
 Yes, both lots that are being combined into one.  You’ll get some credit there, and I’ll have to use 

that to calculate your entrance charge.  The proposed tie-in looks fine to us – you’re going to drop 
a manhole in; no issues.  We’ll want to inspect it.  That’s part of the permit process.    

John Foster: 
 At this point, there’s no connection to storm drainage? 

o Don:  No, everything’s going to be contained on the site.  We’re looking at using gray 
water to flush the toilets in the building.  We tied it to sanitary.  We’re looking at creating 
a bioswale on the Harpswell Road side of the site to collect any additional roof water and 
storm water.  That plan hasn’t been finalized yet, but we’re looking to introduce no 
stormwater into the town storm system.  It goes through a tank in the basement where it’s 
treated and then pumped through the building – separate lines just for the toilets. 

o Rob Pontau:  Going back to the gray water, you’ve got this on one of your other buildings 
– you’ll need another meter because the gray water is unmetered.  It has worked out in 
the past and they can handle it – they won’t stand in the way of Bowdoin’s effort to 
improve the environment, although it is more difficult to do. 

o Jeff H.:  Will there be any laundry facilities? 
o Don:  No. 

 Is this a new manhole on College Street?  You’ve labeled it SMH – 2. 
o Rob:  It looks like it’s sewer and it’s not one that we have now. 

 You’re going to dig up the road that the Town and Bowdoin just paved? 
o Don:  It’s either there or Harpswell. 

 There are special requirements if you’re going to excavate a road, because there’s a moratorium 
for five years after paving. 

o Don:  We can look at coming off of Harpswell. 
 If it’s already stubbed down.  You’re also showing new water. 

o Don:  That’s not accurate. 
 Underground electric – is that correct? 

o Don:  I’m meeting with CMP about this tomorrow, because it impacts Birgitta’s house. 
They’ve got kind of a strange set-up here – they’ve set a pole basically on private 
property.  It shouldn’t really be there.  I’m going to meet with the CMP engineers to see 
what it would mean for the other properties if that pole were removed.  The people on the 
south side of Harpswell Place are fed off a transformer and a pole that goes over one 
structure and feeds the other. 

o Birgitta Peterson:  The other pole that Don’s referring to is right in the middle back 
corner of her and her husband’s (Kevin Cashman) property (8 Harpswell Place), right 
next to the back edge of their house.  They are the most directly impacted by the building 
location. 

o Don:  This pole goes right down to the meter on Bartlett’s house, which is like 6 feet off 
the ground. 

 Our issue would be that Harpswell Road was paved last year 
o Don:  Do you have a preference, whether we go Harpswell or College? 

 Harpswell is a more heavily trafficked road, so we’d prefer not to have cuts in Harpswell Road, 
but it’s also going to make you do a more expensive restoration.   

 You’re reversing the direction of traffic flow in this driveway from what’s there now? 
o Don:  Correct. 



Public Comment: 
 
Birgitta Peterson, 8 Harpswell Place: 

 Doesn’t have anything in particular to add, but wanted to stay engaged in the process.  She was 
invited to a presentation by Bowdoin last week, and the communication has been great during this 
process.  She would like to stay informed. 

Jared Woolston: 
 This will need to come back for a final review; this is just sketch plan. 

 
Anna Breinich: 

 How are you going to be heating?  Any condensers? 
o Don:  They are not sure yet, but have a conference call Friday to discuss options.  There 

is a mechanical well up on the third floor on the west side of the building.  It’s in a well 
with a roof and it is acoustically treated, because there are going to be solar panels on the 
roof.   

o  
The meeting was adjourned. 
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        October 21, 2016 
 
1111-7 
 
Jared Wolston, Town Planner 
Town of Brunswick 
85 Union Street 
Brunswick, Maine 04011 
 
Re: Major Development Review & Change of Use Application 

ALLIED COMPOSITE CENTER, LLC 
8 Business Parkway, Brunswick 
Map 17, Lot 68 

 
Dear Jared, 
 
Enclosed please find copies of the Major Development Review Final Plan Application Form, Site 
Plan, and supporting documentation for proposed Change of Use for 8 Business Parkway, also known 
as Lot 4 of the Brunswick Industrial Park Expansion.  Allied Composite Center, LLC is proposed to 
change the approved use for the exiting 28,000 sq. ft. facility from Industry, Class 2 to Service 
Business, Class 2.  Please note that this change of use in intended for the building and not a specific 
tenant. 
 
The parcel is located at 8 Business Parkway and is shown as Map 17, Lot 68 of the Town of 
Brunswick Tax Maps. The site is located within the I2 (Church Road Industrial Park) Zone and the 
Site Plan was originally approved in October 2004, with an expansion of the office area approved in 
the fall of 2007. The facility consists of a 28,000 sq. ft. commercial building, paved loading areas and 
a paved parking lot with 28 spaces (including 2 handicap accessible spaces). In accordance to MDEP 
Site location permit # L-6773-39-L-A a 50’ buffer to Greenwood Road and a 100’ vegetated buffer to 
the pond have been maintained.  
  
To facilitate your review of our proposal, the following issues are summarized in accordance with 
CHAPTER 5: DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PLAN STANDARDS of the Ordinance. 
 
501 PRESERVATION OF NATURAL FEATURES AND NET SITE AREA: 
A 100-foot setback is being maintained from the upland edge of the wetlands associated with the 
stream and man-made ponds near the southeasterly boundary of the lot.  Additionally, a 50’ buffer to 
Greenwood Road is provided and white pine plantings were added to enhance screening. 
 
The area of the parcel is 2.95 acres, with 0.43 acres of wetlands and pond, resulting in a Net Site Area 
of 2.52 acres. 
 
502 FLOOD HAZARD AREA:  
The property is not located within a FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area. 
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503 STEEP SLOPES AND ENBANKMENTS: 
There are no steep slopes greater than 25% located on the property. 
 
504 STORM WATER MANAGEMENT: 
As part of the MDEP Site Location of Development Application for the Brunswick Industrial Park 
Expansion prepared by Christopher Belanger, PE previously of Sitelines, P.A., an impervious area of 
1.18 acres was accommodated in the stormwater quality and quality treatments and was approved for 
this parcel.  The design proposes 1.00 acres of impervious area after the completion of Phase 3 build-
out. 
 
505 GROUNDWATER: 
The project served by Public Sewer and Water facilities.  No adverse impact to groundwater is 
expected from this development.  
 
506 EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION: 
The Erosion Control Plan & Notes were followed during construction and the completed site is 
vegetated and stable. 
 
507 SEWAGE DISPOSAL: 
The facility is currently connected to the 8" sewer main in Business Parkway. No additional 
discharge of wastewater above the use of the previous tenant is anticipated from the project. 
 
508 WATER SYSTEM: 
The facility is currently connected to the 8" water main in Business Parkway via a 2” domestic 
service line and a 6” fire service line. No additional water demand above the use of the previous 
tenants is anticipated from the project. 
 
509 COMMUNITY FACILITIES IMPACT ANALYSIS: 
The project is appropriately located within an industrial park and the proposed use is an allowed use 
within the I2 Zone.  Schools and recreational services would have no impact from this project. 
 
510 DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES:  
The facility was previously assessed impact fees based on 13 tons per year of solid waste ($3,361.28) 
and 300 GPD for a sewage entrance charge ($2,019.43). No additional impacts above those of the 
previous tenants is anticipated from the project. 
 
511 DEVELOPMENT OF NEW STREETS:  
There are no new streets proposed as part of this project. 
 
512 OFF STREET PARKING: 
The facility provides a total of 26 parking spaces, including 2 handicap accessible spaces. The 
existing building consists of an office area of 2,800 sq. ft. and industrial/warehouse space of 25,200 
sq. ft.  The ordinance requirement of 4 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. for the proposed service business use 
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would indicate that the project would require 112 spaces.  The previous manufacturing use of the 
building require was adequately serviced by this number of spaces based on the number of employees 
needed due to automation and the large size of the product. Potential tenant’s would have fewer than 
20 employees and would not involve the visitation of the public. Therefore, the existing parking is 
adequate. In the future, should additional parking be required, the applicant controls the adjacent 
property and could accommodate a parking expansion, if necessary. The adjacent parcel has been 
approved for up 1.34 acres of impervious area, which would accommodate well over 100 parking 
spaces. 
 
The existing stall dimensions and traffic lanes meet acceptable design standards.   
 
513 CURB CUTS: 
The facility currently utilizes one curb cut on the Business Parkway.  No new curb cuts are proposed. 
 
514 OFF STREET LOADING: 
The facility provides for delivery and loading at two locations on the existing building and the central 
entrance is designed to allow tractor trailer vehicles to back into the building via the central overhead 
doors.   
 
515 APPEARANCE ASSESSMENT:  
There is no new exterior construction proposed as part of this project; therefore this section is not 
applicable. 
 
516 BUILDING CONFIGURATION: 
There is no new exterior construction proposed as part of this project; therefore this section is not 
applicable. 
 
517 PRESERVATION OF HISTORIC RESOURCES:   
There is no new exterior construction proposed as part of this project; therefore this section is not 
applicable. 
 
518 ACCESS FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES: 
The facility accommodates the requirements of the ADA in regard to parking and access.   
 
519 RECREATIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS:  
This is not a residential project; therefore this section is not applicable. 
 
520 FISCAL CAPACITY: 
The proposed internal improvements to the facility, estimated at approximately $250,000, will be 
completed by Allied Composite Center, LLC and Priority Real Estate Group, LLC utilizing operating 
capital.  Should a lease be signed with a tenant this fall, work would begin immediately and continue 
throughout the fall and winter.  
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521 PERFORMANCE GUARANTEE: 
There is no new exterior construction proposed as part of this project; therefore a performance 
guarantee is not required. 
 
522 HOME OWNERS/PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION:  
There is no homeowner or property owner association. 
 
523 PROTECTED CONSERVATION LAND:  
This is not a residential project; therefore this section is not applicable. 
 
524 NOISE AND DUST:   
There is no new exterior construction proposed as part of this project.  Any proposed uses will be 
internal to the building.  Noise and traffic associated with the project will be consistent with other 
industrial park uses. 
 
We look forward to meeting with you and the Planning Board at their October 25, 2016 meeting to 
review the project and gain their approval. Should you have any questions, please call. 
 
Very truly yours, 

Kevin P. Clark 
Kevin P. Clark, PLS 
  
Enclosures 
 
cc: Jim Howard 



MAJOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 
FINAL PLAN APPLICATION 

1. Project Name:______________________________________________________________________ 

2. Project Applicant 
  Name:          ________________________________________ 
  Address:      ________________________________________ 
         ________________________________________ 
  Phone Number: ________________________________________ 

3. Authorized Representative 
  Name:  ________________________________________ 
  Address:  ________________________________________ 
    ________________________________________ 
  Phone Number: ________________________________________ 

4. List of Design Consultants.  Indicate the registration number, address and phone number  
        Of any engineer, surveyor, architect, landscape architect or planner used: 

 1. ___________________________________________________________ 
2. ___________________________________________________________ 

 3. ___________________________________________________________ 

5. Physical location of property being affected: ___________________________________ 

6. Lot Size: ____________________ 

7. Zoning District: ____________________ 

8. Indicate the interest of the applicant in the property and abutting property.  For example, is the 
applicant the owner of the property and abutting property?  If not, who owns the property subject to 
this application? _________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

9.  Assessor’s Tax Map ____________  Lot Number _________________ of subject property. 

10.   Brief Description of proposed: _____________________________________________________ 
         _____________________________________________________________________________ 
         _____________________________________________________________________________ 

11.   Describe Specific Physical Improvements to be Done: ___________________________________ 
        ______________________________________________________________________________ 
        ______________________________________________________________________________ 

Owner Signature: ____________________________________________________________________ 

Applicant Signature (if different):  _______________________________________________________

Required Attachments (by Applicant):
� Final Plan Check List 
� Final Plan Requirements for Open Space Developments (if applicable) 
� Request for Waivers (if applicable) 
� Required Copies of Final Plan 

Required Attachment (by Planning and Development Department):
� Listing of all owners of property within 200-foot radius of property under review. 

8 Business Parkway

Allied Composite Center LLC
2 Main Street
Topsham, ME 04086

Sitelines, PA. Attn: Kevin Clark, PLS
8 Cumberland Street
Brunswick, ME 04011
207-725-1200 xt. 18

Surveyor: Kevin P. Clark, PLS #2245, Sitelines, P.A., 207-725-1200 xt. 14
Engineer: Curtis Y. Neufeld, P.E. #9779, Sitelines, P.A., 207-725-1200 xt. 18

8 Business Parkway

2.95 Acres

I-2

Change of Use from Industry, Class 2 to Service Business, Class 2
Please refer to Cover Letter for more details.

17 68

Refer to Cover Letter

Refer to Cover Letter



FINAL PLAN REQUIREMENTS

Key:  “O” = omit;  “S”=submit; “NA”=not applicable; “W” = waiver P=pending 

Item O S NA W P Comments 
Name of Development       
Scale, date, north point, area, number of 
lots (if subdivision) 

      

Boundaries of all lots and tracts with 
accurate distances and bearings, locations 
of all permanent monuments property 
identified as existing or proposed. 

      

Certification by a professional land 
surveyor that the land has been surveyed 
and the boundaries established in 
accordance with the State of Maine Board 
of Licensure for Professional Surveyors 
standards for Category 1 (Standard 
Boundary Survey), conditions 1, 2, or 3. 

      

Existing zoning district and overlay 
designation. 

      

Names of engineer and surveyor; and 
professional registration numbers of those 
who prepared the plan. 

      

Names of current owner(s) of subject 
parcel and abutting parcels. 

      

Name, location, width of paving and 
rights-of-way, profile, cross-section 
dimensions, curve radii of existing and 
proposed streets; profiles of center-lines 
of proposed streets, at a horizontal scale 
of 1” equals 50’ and vertical scale of 1 
inch equals 5 feet, with all elevations 
referred to in U.S.G.S. datum. 

      

A general road plan noting circulation, 
direction, traffic control devices, street 
lighting and type of lighting proposed. 

      

Existing and proposed easements 
associated with the development. 

      

Kind, location, profile and cross-section 
of all proposed drainage facilities, both 
within the development and outside of it, 
and a storm-water management plan 
which includes the submission 
requirements listed in the storm-water 
management checklist available in the 
Planning Department. 

      

Location of features, natural and artificial, 
such as water bodies, wetlands, streams, 
vegetation, railroads, ditches and 
buildings. 

      

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X No new lighting is proposed

X

X



Location of existing and proposed 
utilities; water, sewer, electrical lines, and 
profiles of underground facilities.  
Tentative locations of any private wells. 

      

Existing and proposed location, size, 
profile and cross section of sanitary 
sewers; description, plan and location of 
other means of sewage disposal with 
evidence of soil suitability. 

      

Topography with counter intervals of not 
more than 2 feet. 

      

A Class A (high intensity) Soil Survey 
prepared in accordance with the standards 
of the Maine Association of Professional 
Soil Scientists. 

      

Location of all existing trees over 10 
inches in diameter, locations of tree 
stands, and a plan showing all trees to 
removed as a result of the development 
proposal. 

      

Lighting plan showing details of all 
proposed lighting and the location of that 
lighting in relation to the site. 

      

Existing locations and proposed locations, 
widths and profiles of sidewalks. 

      

Location map.       
Approximate locations and dimensions of 
proposed parking areas. 

      

Proposed ownership and approximate 
location and dimensions of open spaces 
for conservation and recreation. 

      

Grading, erosion control, and landscaping 
plan; proposed finished grades, slopes, 
swells, and ground cover or other means 
of stabilization. 

      

Reference to special conditions stipulated 
by the Planning Board, with conditions 
either set forth in full or on the plan or 
identified as specific documents filed 
with the Board. 

      

A wetlands map drawn by a specialist 
delineating wetland boundaries in 
accordance with the methods prescribed 
by the US Army Corps of Engineers. 

      

Dedicated public open specs, areas 
protected by conservation easements, and 
existing and proposed open spaces or 
recreation areas. 

      

X

X

X

X No new construction proposed

X No new clearing proposed

X No new lighting proposed

X

X

X No new parking proposed

X

X

X

X

X

X



For Open Space Development, a note 
indicating the total permitted lot count of 
the entire land tract based upon the 
destiny standards in this Ordinance, the 
number of lots created by the Plan, and 
the numebr of lots permitted to be 
subdivided in the future, as well as a table 
showing setback requirements and 
impervious surface coverage limits for 
each lot. 

      

Building envelops showing acceptable 
locations for principal and accessory 
structures.

      

FINAL PLAN/SUPPORTING DOCCUMENTS

Key:  “O” = omit;  “S”=submit; “NA”=not applicable; “W” = waiver P=pending 

Item O S NA W P Comments 
Documentation of Ownership or contract.       
Drafts of legal documents appropriate to 
the application, including: deeds, 
easements, conservation easements, deed 
restrictions or covenants, home/property 
owners association declarations and by-
laws, and such other agreements or 
documents as are necessary to show the 
manner in which conservation land will 
be owned, maintained, and protected. 

      

Draft performance guarantee or 
conditional agreement. 

      

Disclosure of any required permits from 
the Department of Environmental 
Protection, Marine Resources, US Army 
Corps of Engineers, Department of Inland 
Fisheries and Wildlife, or other agencies, 
as applicable; or, if a permit has already 
been granted, a copy of that permit. 

      

Any additional studies required by the 
Planning Baord, which are deemed 
necessary in accordance with this 
Ordiancne. 

      

Storm water management program for the 
propsed project prepared by a 
professional engineer. 

      

A storm water management checklist 
prepared by the Cumebrland County Soil 
and Water Conservation District made 
availabel at the Brunswick Department of 
Planning and Development. 

      

X

X

X
X

X

X

X None Anticipated

X

X



An erosion and sedimentation control 
checklist prepared by the Cumberland 
County Soil and Water Conservation 
District.

      

A statement from the Brunswick-
Topsham Water District of conditions 
under which water will be provided. 

      

A statement from the Brunswick-
Topsham Water District of its review and 
comments on the proposed use if the 
project involves development within the 
Aquifer Protection Zone. 

      

A Statement from the Fire Chief 
recommending the number, size, and 
location of hydrants, available pressure 
levels, road layout and street and project 
name, and any other fire protection 
measures to be taken. 

      

A statement from the Superintendent of 
the Brunswick Sewer District of the 
conditions under wich the Sewer Disticit 
wil provide sewerage disposal service and 
approval of the santiary sewers proposed 
within the development. 

      

Where a septic system is to be used, 
evidence of soil suitablity. 

      

All applicable materials necessary for the 
reviewing entity to review the propsoal in 
accordance with the Criteria of Section 
411. 

      

A plan of all buildings with new 
construction or expansion of an existing 
facility, including type, size, and 
footprint, floor layout, setback, elevation 
of first floor slab, storage, and loading 
areas.

      

An elevation view of all sides of each 
building proposed indicating height, 
color, bulk, surface treatment, and 
signage. 

      

A circulation plan describing all 
pedestrian and vehicle traffic flow on 
surrounding road systems. 

      

The size and proposed location of water 
supply and sewage disposal systems. 

      

A site landscaping plan indicating grade 
change, vegetation to be preserved, new 
plantings used to stabilize areas of cut and 
fill, screening, the size, location and 
purpose and type of vegetation. 

      

X

X

X

X No new construction proposed

X

X

X

X

X No New Buildings Proposed

X

X

X





Information Summary

Subscriber activity report

This record contains information from the CEC database and is accurate 
as of: Tue Oct 04 2016 10:41:27. Please print or save for your records.

Legal Name Charter Number Filing Type Status

ALLIED 
COMPOSITE 
CENTER, LLC

20070883DC
LIMITED LIABILITY 
COMPANY 
(DOMESTIC)

GOOD 
STANDING

Filing Date Expiration Date Jurisdiction

10/02/2006 N/A MAINE

Other Names (A=Assumed ; F=Former)

NONE

Clerk/Registered Agent 

JOHN MONCURE 
9 BOWDOIN MILL ISLAND

TOPSHAM, ME 04086 

Back to previous screen New Search

Click on a link to obtain additional information.

List of Filings View list of filings

Obtain additional information:

Additional Addresses Plain Copy Certified copy

Certificate of Existence (more info)
Short Form without 
amendments 
($30.00)

Long Form with 
amendments 
($30.00)

Page 1 of 2Search Corporate Names

10/4/2016https://icrs.informe.org/nei-sos-icrs/ICRS?CorpSumm=20070883DC
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BRUNSWICK PLANNING BOARD 
MEETING MINUTES 

JULY 26, 2016 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Chair Charlie Frizzle, Vice Chair Margaret Wilson, Jane Arbuckle, 
Bill Dana, Jeremy Evans, Sande Updegraph, and Richard Visser  

MEMBERS ABSENT:  No members were absent at this meeting. 

STAFF PRESENT: Anna Breinich, Director of Planning and Development; Jared Woolston, 
Town Planner 

A meeting of the Brunswick Planning Board was held on Tuesday, July 26, 2016, in Town 
Council Chambers, 85 Union Street. Chair Charlie Frizzle called the meeting to order at 7:00 
P.M. 

1. Case #16-025 Crystal Springs Farm Community Solar Farm:  The Planning Board will 
hold a Public Hearing then review and take action on a Special Permit application submitted by 
Revision Energy for a proposed community solar farm which is an omitted use.  The proposed 
use is located in the Coastal Protection 1 (CP1) Zoning District; Natural Resource Protection 
Zone (NRPZ) (Map 21, Lot 16).       

Margaret Wilson recused herself from the meeting and left the room as she is a member of the 
Board for the Brunswick Topsham Land Trust who is the fee owner for Crystal Springs Farm. 

Jared Woolston introduced the application for a solar array in an agricultural portion of Crystal 
Springs Farm and reviewed the project summary dated July 26, 2016.  Jared provided a brief 
background of the project and said that this project has been in the works for a while.  When the 
application was originally submitted, the neighborhood came out with some concerns at the Staff 
Review meeting.  At that time, the applicant withdrew the application. In discussions with the 
neighborhood, the applicant decided to move the site to another location and agreed to buffer 
along the main street. 

Applicant representative, Steve Weemes, said that this project is part of a collaborative effort 
including Crystal Springs Farms, Brunswick Topsham Land Trust and a group of Brunswick 
families who cannot support solar arrays where they live; this application is also part of Solarize 
Brunswick. Steve said that this project will support local agriculture by reducing the energy costs 
for Crystal Springs Farm and provide a model of how a farm can go green.  In addition, this 
project will create electricity security, encourage open space, and demonstrate how individuals 
can band together to solarize.  Steve pointed out that this project is similar to the Freeport solar 
project along the highway.  Steve noted that the environmental impact is near zero and pointed 
out that there will be no access road, traffic, no impervious surface, employees, odor, loss to 
farmland, and no light pollution. Steve said that Seth Kroeck will maintain and install the buffer 
along the Pleasant Hill Road side.  This buffer will consist of various evergreens and greenery to 
give a “natural” look. 
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MOTION BY JEREMY EVANS THAT THE SPECIAL PERMIT APPLICATION IS 
DEEMED COMPLETE.  MOTION SECONDED BY BILL DANA, APPROVED 
UNANIMOUSLY.   

Jane Arbuckle asked what they plan to use for the buffer.  Seth Kroeck replied that the plan is to 
use Western firs for year round buffering with viburnum and dogwood which will add additional 
buffering over the summer months.  Sande Updegraph asked about how they plan to mow and 
how often.  Seth replied that the panels will be set up in rows so that machinery can go between 
the arrays and that they plan to mow as needed; this land will still be used as grazing pasture.   

Chair Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment. Hearing none, Charlie closed the 
public hearing. 

Charlie Frizzle stated that he understands why they don’t have a fence around the arrays, but 
asked if the applicant had given any thoughts to vandalism.  Seth Kroeck replied that the area is 
grazing pasture with an electric fence that is charged when the animals are there; there is a 
physical barrier. 

MOTION BY BILL DANA THAT THE SPECIAL PERMIT IS APPROVED 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 a review and approval in accordance with the Brunswick 
Zoning Ordinance.  

2. That prior to issuance of an electrical permit, a planting plan detailing the size and type of 
plants shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Development.  

MOTION SECONDED BY SANDE UPDEGRAPH, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY. 

Margaret Wilson returned to the meeting as a voting member. 

2. Case #16-026 Tao Yuan Greenhouse and Café: The Planning Board will review and take 
action on a Major Development Review Amendment application for a new two-story building 
for greenhouse, café and administrative space.  The proposed development is located in the 
Town Center 1 (TC1) Maine Street Zoning District; and Village Review Zone (Map U13, Lots 
52 & 53, and Map U-13, Lot 95).         

Jared Woolston introduced the application for a two-story building and greenhouse and reviewed 
the Site Plan Amendment Memo to the Planning Board dated July 26, 2016.  Jared said that the 
new proposal is to add a retail space / bakery with other minor site changes.   

Kate Holcomb presented a PowerPoint presentation regarding the greenhouse / aquaponics and 
symbiotic work forces as well as the addition of the bakery, layout, lighting, siding and potential 
parking concerns.   
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MOTION BY RICHARD VISSER THAT THE AMENDED SITE PLAN APPLICATION 
IS DEEMED COMPLETE.  SECONDED BY SANDE UPDEGRAPH, APPROVED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 

Richard Visser asked if the applicant had given any more thought to snow removal as this was a 
concern at the last meeting.  Kate Holcomb replied that to combat snow building up on the 
greenhouse, they will have the heat on to melt it.  Cecile Stadler added that they have an 
agreement with Terrace Place to share snow removal costs for the driveway going into the 
garage and the restaurant.  Margaret Wilson asked what times the light will be on in the 
greenhouse.  Kate replied they plan to light similar to summer daylight hours but will not be 
lighting through the night.  Kate added that there is also an automatic blackout curtain.  Margaret 
asked what the life expectancy is for the material the greenhouse is made of.  Kate replied that 
she would have to ask the manufacturer for the specifics, but said that polycarbonate has come 
quite a way in terms of yellowing and clouding up.  Margaret said that she is happy that they 
have decided to install siding all the way up on the side that faces the townhouses.  Anna 
Breinich replied that the life expectancy concern came up during Village Review a year ago and 
the polycarbonate was approved.  Anna said that she does have the polycarbonate information if 
Margaret would like to see it.  Margaret was comfortable knowing that Village Review did 
discuss this issue.  Margaret asked where the collected water from the greenhouse snow runoff 
will go.  Kate replied that Sitelines did do a stormwater management plan and they have 
impervious surface. In addition, they expanded the greenhouse to the edge of the building so that 
they could have a gutter system.  Anna Breinich pointed out that one of the changes from the 
original application is that they removed the deck and changed this to a grated system so that 
there will be no snow buildup; the snow will just melt down.  Anna said that the Town Engineer 
was at the Staff Review meeting and this was not a concern.  Margaret asked where the nearest 
town catch basin was.  Jared Woolston replied that there is one on Pleasant Street, but he does 
not know if there is one on Abbey Lane.  Margaret stated that her concern is that they cannot 
have water from the greenhouse traveling to Pleasant Street for collection.  Jared suggested that 
they add this as a condition to the Conditions for Approval.  Charlie Frizzle said that there is a 
statement from Sitelines that they have found the existing drains are suitable, but that it does not 
address the “what if it freezes on the way down”.  Kate said that they are willing to look into this 
further.  With respects to the amendment, Charlie noted that the café / bakery will be open in the 
morning until six in the evening and that the restaurant will be open at five in the evening; there 
will only be an overlap of an hour and he does not anticipate parking to be a big concern. 

Chair Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment.  Hearing none, the public comment 
period was closed.   

MOTION BY BILL DANA THAT ALL APPLICABLE PRIOR CONDITIONS 
RELATING TO THIS AMENDMENT REMAIN IN EFFECT, IN ADDITION TO ANY 
NEW CONDITIONS CONTAINED HEREIN. MOTION SECONDED BY SANDE 
UPDEGRAPH, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.    
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MOTION BY MARGARET WILSON THAT THE AMENDED SITE PLAN 
APPLICATION IS APPROVED WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS ADDED TO 
PRIOR CONDITIONS CURRENTLY IN PLACE:    

1. That the Board's review and approval does hereby refer to the plans and materials 
submitted by the applicant and the written and oral comments of the applicant's 
representatives, reviewing officials and members of the public as reflected in the public 
record and that 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 review and approval in accordance with the Brunswick Zoning 
Ordinance.  

2. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a photometric plan for the proposed development 
shall be submitted for the review and approval of the Directors of Public Works and 
Planning and Development.  

3. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a winter stormwater plan that addresses winter 
thaw and freeze conditions from the greenhouse roof shall be submitted for the review 
and approval of the Town Engineer.  

MOTION SECONDED BY JEREMY EVANS, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY. 

3. Case # 16-031 – 35-39 Pleasant Street (St. John’s Church) – The Planning Board will 
review and take action on a Common Development Plan for the two (2) phased construction of a 
new 14,685 square foot events center, and a 13,200 square foot two-story school building and 
various site alterations at 35-39 Pleasant Street (Map U16, Lots 47-48).    

Jared Woolston introduced the Common Development Plan for St. John’s All Saints Parish and 
reviewed the project summary dated July 26, 2016.   

The applicant representative, Joe Marden, presented a PowerPoint presentation reviewing the 
process that they must go through for the Common Development Plan, current zoning, project 
overview, phased development, proposed lot layout, proposed uses and floor plan for the multi-
use events center, and different contextual views of the proposed building and abutting buildings.  

MOTION BY BILL DANA THAT THE COMBINED SKETCH/FINAL MAJOR 
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMON DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPLICATION IS 
DEEMED COMPLETE.  MOTION SECONDED BY JEREMY EVANS, APPROVED 
UNANIMOUSLY.  

Bill Dana pointed out that there is a discrepancy over the lot size and asked what the actual lot 
size was.  Joe Marden replied that the lot is 4.68 acres.  Bill asked if the parking lot would 
accommodate a school bus.  Joe replied that the parking lot has to accommodate a fire truck so a 
school bus should have no issues.  Margaret Wilson asked how they plan to heat and cool the 
events center as she does not see any HVAC equipment.  Charlie Wiercinski replied that they do 
not have an answer to this yet as this is still preliminary.  Sande Updegraph asked why the 
architect said that it would be difficult to move the events center over.  Charlie Wiercinski 
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replied that the issue is that they would like to fence off the construction and still be able to pass 
between the convent building and the events center. In addition, they would like to build the 
center along the setback line.  Anna Breinich added that the reason why they were asked to move 
the building back was because of concerns from the neighbors. Anna added that mass and scale 
are concerns of the Village Review Board.  Anna said that the way the two proposed buildings 
are connected may be an issue with the new ordinance as they move forward and said that right 
now they do not allow for a connection of a breezeway / covered walkway between two 
buildings as it is considered a structure and would be part of a single footprint. The center and 
school would then well exceed what is allowed.  Charlie Wiercinski asked if the canopy doesn’t 
touch the building, would it still be considered one structure.  Anna replied “no”.   

Chair Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment.      

Pollyann Melton, resident of 8 Cedar Street, said that she is happy with all the landscaping that 
this project has proposed, but is saddened that nearly all the historic trees will have to be 
removed. Pollyann said that Cedar Street enjoys the very leafy environment respective of the old 
trees and that with nearly all new trees, the environment will feel a little like a suburban mall. 
Pollyann asked how the revised site plan will affect the operation of the fair; will it be closer to 
the Cedar Street homes. Charlie Wiercinski replied that they will not be planting all the same 
types of trees and in terms of the fair, there have been discussions about moving some of the 
booths that are currently located outside, inside the building or possibly moving the fair to 
another location such as Brunswick Landing.   

Stew Russell, Topsham Physician and father of two children who graduated from St. Johns, said 
that the current school has been inadequate for some time and the locations, such as the former 
Knights of Columbus, where events were held, have been sold.  Joe said that while he likes the 
trees, he would choose the education of the young people who would be able to attend the new 
facility over the trees as the children will be the future of this community. 

Pollyann Melton said that they currently have some protection from Pleasant Street by virtue of 
the school and the convent building and the plan will open the four lots abutting the 
neighborhood.  Pollyann asked that heavy evergreen and vegetation buffer be placed along the 
edge of the parking lot so as to mitigate any noise and view from Pleasant Street.  Charlie Frizzle 
pointed out that the applicant has stated that they are willing to work with the neighbors on 
buffers as this application moves forward. Jane Arbuckle asked if there was any way to save the 
trees.  Charlie Weircinski replied that even if they keep the all the trees, they will be impacted to 
the point where they will eventually pass.   

MOTION BILL DANA THAT THE BOARD APPROVES THE FOLLOWING 
WAIVERS AS CONDITIONED:   

1. Sec. 413.3 (D) – showing locations of all signs is waived provided specific sign 
locations shall be addressed at the time of Final Site Plan review.   
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2. Sec. 413.3 (E.2 & 4) – showing photometric site plan of lighting treatment is waived 
provided existing site lighting is maintained until the construction of Phase II is approved 
and the locations of fixtures shall be addressed during Phase II Site Plan review.    

3. Sec. 413.3 (F) – a master landscaping plan with complete plant list and sizes is waived 
provided the final plan includes plans that acceptably demonstrate the theme of accenting 
the buildings, screening parking areas, as well as providing shade, color and interest in 
parking areas through the use of ornamental trees and shrubs.     

MOTION SECONDED BY RICHARD VISSER, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.  

MOTION BY  MARGARET WILSON THAT THE MAJOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 
FINAL COMMON DEVELOPMENT 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, its 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. That the dimensional and density standards as approved shall be placed on the 
common development plan.  

3. That the size and materials for business identification signs shall be determined at the 
time of Final Site Plan review.  

4. That existing site lighting shall be maintained until the construction of Phase II is 
approved and the locations of fixtures shall be addressed during Phase II Site Plan 
review.    

5. That a master landscaping plan with complete plant list and sizes is provided that 
demonstrates the theme of accenting the buildings, screening parking areas, as well as 
providing shade, color and interest in parking areas through the use of native trees and 
shrubs at the time of Final Site Plan review.    

6. That the proposed development is comprehensively reviewed for traffic and access of 
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians at the time of Final Site Plan review.  

 MOTION SECONDED BY SANDE UPDEGRAPH, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.    
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4. 946 Mere Point Road:  At the request of Town Council, the Planning Board will offer input 
and recommendation regarding possible public use of the property.  

Charlie Frizzle pointed out that the Planning Board has been copied on all correspondence 
regarding this parcel and also have the comments made by the Recreation Commission at their 
last meeting and are aware of the former owner’s request that they be allowed to somehow 
restore their ownership of the property.  Charlie said that for discussion tonight, he would like to 
avoid discussing re-ownership as this is outside the PB purview.  Charlie said that the interest of 
the Board are pretty narrow as they pertain to planning and they should look at what the 
Comprehensive Plan offers for guidance. 

Per Jane Arbuckle’s request, Charlie Frizzle provided a summary of what the Recreation 
Commission recommended for this property.  Jane pointed out the key actions of the 
Comprehensive Plan. Margaret Wilson said that although this is a beautiful site for a small 
pocket park, it would be a very passive use. Sande Updegraph agreed that this site is not really 
suitable and would require a major investment to make it suitable.  Richard Visser asked about 
the gravesite.  Anna Breinich said that there are gravesites throughout the Town that are mapped 
and are for the most part protected by easements.   

Chair Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment. 

Steve Walker, District 2 Town Councilor and resident of 14 Bowdoin Street, said that the Board 
is spot on in terms of review. Steve said that if the Town did choose to retain this parcel for 
public use, any design for use would certainly be seen by the Planning Board for their input.  In 
terms of how to approach this, Steve said that the Comprehensive Plan is a key document as is 
the Brunswick Parks and Recreation Open Space Plan which the PB assisted in developing. 
Steve said that in terms of water access, water access shouldn’t be limited to being able to put a 
boat in the water.  Steve said that there are rare species and significant wildlife present on this 
site as well as the historic gravesite and encouraged the Board to think through all the potential 
uses and Comprehensive Plan goals before making a recommendation. 

Heather Osterfeld, resident of Oster Lane, presented a petition for the six abutting neighbors of 
this property and reviewed her letter to the Board that was handed to Anna Breinich for the 
records and distribution. 

Mr Grey, resident of 19 Eider Cove Road and abutter, pointed out that the view shed is limited to 
the cove.  Mr. Grey said that there are an Eider duck community, Eagles and Blue Herron that 
can be found in this area.  Mr. Grey said that anyone owning waterfront property like the quiet 
and any density of recreational activity in the area would drive up sound in this area.  Mr. Grey 
stated that water use is ambiguous and limited to the tide, mud flats and the very steep slope.  In 
terms of a view shed, any activity would be more than a single family residence would generate. 

Richard Knox, resident of Simpsons Point Road, urged the Board to consider the facts.  Richard 
agrees with a number of the points that Steve Walker made and said that there are very few 
access points in Brunswick with access for swimmers.  Rich said that this property is unique and 
from a quiet passive recreation point of view, he does not think that you would see the neighbors 
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or that they would see you.  Rich thinks that there is a real opportunity to create public access 
and public viewing without any negativity to the neighbors.  

Mr. Osterfeld pointed out that 946 Mere Point is 100 feet from his residence and is very easily 
viewable. Mr. Osterfeld reiterated that swimming is ambiguous and that you could only swim at 
this location two to three hours per day two months out of the year.   

Charlie Frizzle provided examples of what the Board would review if the Town decided to retain 
this property such as habitat, entrance to the parcel and etc. Anna Breinich to draft a letter for 
consideration for the Board to review / edit at the next meeting.   

Decision among Board members to table discussion to the next meeting.           

5. Other Business: No other business.   

6. Approval of Minutes  

No minutes were reviewed at this meeting.     

Adjourn 

This meeting was adjourned at 9:18 P.M. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Tonya Jenusaitis 

Recording Secretary 

 

Revised 7/15/16 to add Item #3 
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