Town of Brunswick, Maine
STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE
85 Union Street
Brunswick, ME 04011

- AGENDA BRUNSWICK TOWN HALL
85 UNION STREET
ROOM 206
WEDNESDAY, January 2, 2019, 10:00 A.M.
1. WORKSHOP: The Staff Review Committee will hold a workshop at the request of
Site Design Associates on behalf of David and Lisa Insley to discuss the proposed
construction four (4) single-family dwelling units and an agricultural barn at 83
Meadow Road. The subject lot (Map 43, Lot 1) is within the Rural Protection 1
(RP1) Zoning District.
2. Other Business
3. Adjourn

This agenda is mailed to owners of property within 200 feet of proposed development sites. In cases where
Committee action is pending this agenda serves as notice of same. In cases where the Committee's role is to
advise the Planning Board, this agenda is mailed as a courtesy along with notice of the Planning Board
meeting. The Staff Review Committee meeting is open to the public. All are invited to attend and
participate. For further information call the Brunswick Department of Planning and Development (7256660).
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10/3/18
STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE NOTES
Staff present: Jeff Hutchinson, Codes Enforcement Officer; Ryan Barnes, Town Engineer; Jay Astle, Town
Arborist; Matt Panfil, Director of Planning and Development; Angela Bradstreet, Assistant Assessor. Non-voting
staff: Jared Woolston, Planner
Applicants Present: Richard Insley and Ann Ray; David Maines, Landscape Architect, Richardson and
Associates
Public Present: Dave Wilson
1. Case #18-038 – 83 Meadow Road Major Development: The Staff Review Committee will review and
provide a recommendation to the Planning Board on a Sketch Plan Major Development Review application
submitted by Richardson and Associates, on behalf of David and Lisa Insley to construct four (4) singlefamily dwelling units, an agricultural barn, and solar facility located at 83 Meadow Road. The subject lot
(Map 43, Lot 1) is within the Rural Protection 1 (RP1) Zoning District.

David Maines: I’m part of a larger design team that's made up of an architect, Whitten Architects out of Portland.
We've also been working with Albert Frick Associates on some of the site resources that have been identified; soil
types, wastewater treatment areas that are appropriate. I'm finalizing some additional team members, namely Tom
Saucier, from Site Design Associates to help with some of the engineering for the final plan submission. We are
finalizing a contract for a formal survey of the entire 34 acre parcel with Owen Haskell. I'm hoping that will begin
in the next couple of weeks. So we should have a lot more information coming forward to really get down to the
technical aspects. This will be a family development for Dave and Lisa, Dave’s parents – who are here today - and
potentially another set of parents. It will have a homesteading kind of feel and be utilized year round. The
property is sizeable and it's been a pasture for years; the applicants don’t want to change the property much, just
work small scale residential parcels into the fabric of the site. There are significant challenges associated with
resource setbacks and as a result of these there is a really specific area that any sort of development can take
place. It is serendipitous that the developable area is actually the upland area of the site and it has really well
drained soils and is probably the most appropriate place to do anything anyway. We are working to develop a
final iteration of the parcel breakout as well as the footprints of the buildings. For the record, these footprints are
generic footprints for now; they are probably a little more robust than they ultimately may end up. We hope to
show how development on a very challenging site such as this can be done in a really responsible and sensitive,
integrated way. We're looking forward to diving into those more technical aspects that really define what that
means. That's our guiding principle as we navigate through the rest of the project and its development. Both Dave
and Lisa are really enthused about bringing back a little bit of the agricultural aspect of the site – nothing major
that is going to bring a lot of noise and nutrient loading but maybe a little farm stand at the top of the road.
Jared Woolston: I would like to point out that we had some discussions prior to seeing this plan that I think
were beneficial. There was sort of a different layout that used more space than what's shown here and you've
isolated some upland, better drained spots for development and actually deleted one or two potential house lots
for this sketch plan submission. I appreciate you coming in and having those discussions and I would echo that
this is a very challenging site because of the massive upland wetland system and several streams. We have a 75
foot setback from streams and then 125 foot setback from coastal wetlands with a 250 foot Shoreland Zone – it is
a very challenging site. When you get to final plan, there are a number of standards in the Ordinance for which I
will need some technical feedback to give to the Planning Board. A particular concern for this project is storm
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water management and I think we've had some good discussions about that. There are some standards in the
ordinance about steep slopes and minimizing your impact on clay, steep slopes. Also there are some standards
about infiltration and storm water management when it comes to causing erosion or minimizing that erosion. I
know that Albert Frick Associates has already given you a good indication of where soils are probably most
suitable for wastewater treatment, but we'd want to look at that at final plan review. At that point, we’d want to
have a lot more specifics on the buildings and obviously the volume and the capacity that is necessary based on
the bedroom count.
David Maines: I was on site a month or two ago with Chris Coppi, a soils scientist from our office and he was
amazed at the soils from the test pit we dug - it’s incredibly well drained super sandy soils. We have this kind of
strange, a wet meadow condition on one portion of the lot with really poorly drained soils, and then there's this
upland area here that's really great.
Jared Woolston: Section 4.3.8 of the Ordinance is another place to look at with regard the wastewater treatment
and storm water management and those impacts on wetlands, fresh water, surface water, streams and coastal
wetlands. As far as the storm water management requirements, the real focus should be on volume and velocity of
water and what happens once this site gets developed. We'll want to get a good handle on both pre and post
development. I wondered about the steep slopes and the 75 foot setback - is that on this plan?
David Maines: This dashed orange line represents that slope setback.
Jared Woolston: As far as any tributary streams that didn't necessarily meet the definition of stream, are all those
identified? It looks like most all channels would be considered streams anyway.
David Maines: Yeah, I think that's right. There is no drainage here that is not observable, but I'm sure there's
going to be a point where the Planning Board or staff is onsite. Is that part of the process?
Jared Woolston: The Planning Board has no rights to have a public meeting on private land without the
permission of the landowner. It's advised though, particularly for a complicated site like this, to get that
perspective. We would work with you to set a date for that. It would be a public meeting so if the neighbors
wanted to attend they could. Typically a site visit is done between the sketch plan and the final. The last question I
had was - you said something about augmenting. Was that for agricultural uses or was that augmenting the bluff?
David Maines: I was really speaking to more of an agrarian context with the clients. I think that part of the
agricultural heritage of the site is something that really intrigued the owners initially. I don't even know if the
client's, particularly Dave and Lisa, have really thought about whether they’ll be keeping goats or growing
zucchinis, but it is something that they really want to have as part of their life.
Jared Woolston: Is there a geologist on your team?
David Maines: We did have some bluff assessment done by Baker Design Associates and if there's a need for
additional geo tech, we probably engage Barney Baker on that front. His bluff assessment was very thorough. It
provided recommendations and we will likely weave those into our technical development of the site as a method
for not only maintaining the current bluff but improving it in some areas, particularly the southern shore. There
are recommendations for how to mitigate and minimize any continued bank erosion there. We would see that as
an opportunity, not necessarily a challenge, and we would try to weave some of our storm water management into
some of these agricultural goals of the site. For instance, swale managed surface runoff, why can't you produce
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perennial crops within that planted swale? You're boosting vegetation, which stabilizes the soil. You're managing
storm water, you're getting hydraulic capacity out of the vegetation to uptake that water before it continues to
migrate downhill to the shore. We are trying for a holistic process in how we design the site.
Jared Woolston: The only reason I asked about a geologist is that there's a standard in the Ordinance pertaining
to clay bluffs and the desire to have a certified geologist to weigh in on that. I’ve worked a lot with the Maine
Geological Survey in the past and they've done a lot of work on coastal bluffs. It would be interesting to hear what
they had to say about this, maybe with some consult from Barney if he's your bluff guy.
David Maines: Barney has already done a full assessment and so he's very, very knowledgeable about this
particular site and the bluff condition there on both the north side and the south side of the parcel. If there is a real
benefit to engaging Maine Geological we can definitely do that as well.
Jared Woolston: I think there would be some benefit to the Planning Board and I would include that in my
comments to the Planning Board - just to consult with those guys. Again, I’ve worked with them a bunch on
coastal bluffs - Steve Dixon and Pete Slovenski are my contacts.
Ryan Barnes: Is this shaded are a “no disturb” area?
David Maines: That's exactly what that is. There's a setback here that defines this little blob of developable area.
Ryan Barnes: I think would be helpful if that were called out on the plans. If you have areas that Barney is
saying you need to stabilize, those areas should be called out as well just so it's clear which areas can you should
and shouldn't be working because obviously disturbance is the worst enemy of any bluff. There was a comment
that we could see the stabilization report from Baker Associates. I think we should have a copy of that just for our
records. Also, I'm not sure if Barney would look at it or somebody else, but with the significant wetland area that
you have and the long roadway section and also the crossing you're doing for some of the subsurface; it looks like
the plan should speak to what methods or means are going to be used so there is no undue soil erosion around
those areas. My concern is you're going to have services coming from these parcels to some of these future
potential wastewater areas. If you end up disturbing through the trenchless method, you might actually get piping
around the pipe, blowing it, and then you can end up with some stabilization issues that crop up in other places.
Especially with this stream or potential stream bed here, if you punch through that with a trenchless or digging
with an open cut, you could create a situation of water fracking out in other locations. Those sorts of methods
should be discussed so that they're at least known before construction begins.
David Maines: In the process that we've gone through to date, we've determined that this northerly test pit
location is just not really an ideal spot for a lot of reasons. These test pits, while they're on the plan, I don't think
they're relevant to any great extent now. In meetings with Jared, he conveyed a lot of concern about this
developable blob and the crossing of this channelized storm water currently on the site. I don't know if it's
necessarily a stream, but it's definitely an area of concern in terms of all this wetland essentially draining right to
that point right there. Circling back, we wouldn't see any development on the other side of parcel D whatsoever.
Ryan Barnes: Is everything sloping down from Meadow Road?
David Maines: It's really deceptive because when you're there, particularly if you're standing, say somewhere in
parcel B or C, you can see that the plane tips down gradually toward the meadow, which makes sense because
that's why there's a confluence there. The potential house sites are slightly elevated.
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Ryan Barnes: Again, I just want to make sure that appropriate design measures taken so that groundwater from
here doesn't follow those more granular soils causing a new stream to form.
David Maines: Chris Coppi has had DEP out there to look at crossing this little bump of a wetland and the DEP
official didn't see a huge problem with it in terms of the permitting. So Chris has actually expediting that, a permit
for this crossing right here.
Ryan Barnes: Do you know what crossing that's going to be?
David Maines: I do not; I'd have to get that information from Chris. It's been on our radar because we’re kind of
threading the needle right there.
Ryan Barnes: You are kind of following with the natural stream they created down here was so you do run the
risk of creating a new stream point there. The water decides to go that way instead.
David Maines: You’ll notice there's already an existing access road coming down right along this edge right here
so to some degree we are formalizing what's always been there for the tractor.
Jay Astle: I think you hit the nail on the head earlier when you said that it was very fortuitous that most of the
buildable land has that well drained soil that coincidentally has no trees. I guess that is probably based on the
historical use of that land. It looks like, based on your rough sketch of where the houses will be located, you don't
have a lot of real estate to work with within those buildable envelopes; but it looks like you did a pretty good job,
at least in parcel D, of trying to hug that northerly line away from the existing trees. I am somewhat familiar with
that property and I was going to ask if the existing tractor road is where you're going to put the road in but you’ve
answered that. I assume you are going to have underground utilities?
David Maines: That's currently the assumption, but it's still to be worked out.
Jay Astle: There's not a lot of woodland on that northerly aside, but that was just a consideration. It looks like
there's actually going to be five parcels. You've got the four A,B,C,D and then the remaining parcel, is that right?
David Maines: That parcel would be under a conservation easement and it would probably be owned jointly by
the four homeowners.
Jay Astle: How flushed out is the plan for a solar farm?
David Maines: Not very. That was a relatively brief conversation with Dave saying, I'd like to at least have it on
there so someday we could look at that in a much more technical way.
Richard Insley: We were very much like the idea of using some of that land to farm the sunlight.
Jeff Hutchinson: There is a section in the ordinance that does restrict all structures from being in the
conservation area. If you do propose any structures then it needs to specifically say that in your conservation
bylaws that certain things are allowed.
Jay Astle: The reason I was asking is the solar farm’s proximity to the four houses and whether there was thought
of using that power for those houses or whether you're going to have power from CMP and then get those offset
credits for the power being generated. If you are planning to be self-sufficient down there, my question was going
to be how are you going to get that power from up there down to the houses?
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Ryan Barnes: There’s a solar farm close to where I live. They're tied back to the closest utility pole so it doesn't
connect back to any of the houses. You put a meter there that measures the backflow and then that gets offset with
the other properties you own.
David Maines: In that spirit, that location is probably best. It's also probably larger than it needs to be too.
Matt Panfil: I had a similar question about the conservation area. I didn't know if it was this whole area just south
of the road or the whole shaded area.
David Maines: The whole shaded area.
Matt Panfil: Who is going to be the owner of that? The homeowners?
David Maines: That is the idea. Jared and I had a discussion about whether or not the town is even accepting
more conservation land.
Jared Woolston: They're looking at them very critically. The town was accepting conservation easements left
and right for many years and they're so fragmented all over town now. Unless it's connecting to another piece of
conservation land and has some real public value they're not entertaining it.
Matt Panfil: My only other comment was that there seems to be still some uncertainty about the solar farm and
the agricultural barn. I know this is only sketch plan, but I just want to make sure that in planning for those you
don't do anything that will prevent those from happening later. I'm just thinking about either size or setbacks or
location. I don't know how much thought was put into those. Amending a conservation easement is quite a
difficult task. So don't do anything you might regret later.
Jared Woolston: There's a 20 percent, a non-vegetated surface limit in the Shoreland zone now, it wasn't in our
ordinance before, we recently amended it to conform to the state standards.
David Maines: That's per parcel or for the whole 250 foot setback within the development?

Jared Woolston: That is a good question. You’ll want to calculate the coverage for the buildings, including the
barn, and the road. If it’s 20% overall, we’ll look at that. Then the other thing is for net site area, there is supposed
to be a right of way reduction. Is this a private road right of way?
David Maines: I don't know - that's a good question. We have just thought about it as an access to parcels and if
that's defined as a road… We didn't submit any waivers on this round, but we would see a sidewalk and
streetlights and the things that typical subdivisions would have less likely for this particular project.
Jared Woolston: If it's a road right of way, then you'd show that on the plan and delete it from your net site area
calculations. If it's just a sort of a common driveway, I guess we can look at it that way.
David Maines: What would be the difference between the common drive and a right of way?
Jared Woolston: Driveway, as we define it, is that portion of a lot set aside for vehicular access between the
public or private road and the portions of the lot used for building structures, parking, and other uses to which the
lot is devoted. And then for SPO purposes, a driveway only includes a vehicular access way up to 500 feet in
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length serving no more than two single family dwelling units or one two-family dwelling unit. That tells me that
for SPO purposes it can't be a driveway. I don't know if this is a significant change for your calculation but the
square footage of a road right of way should be removed from your total density calculation. You’ll want to make
sure that that's on the Planning Board's a sketch plan.
Jeff Hutchinson: I don’t think it has to be 50 feet wide; I think it can be 40 feet for a private road right of way.
David Maines: We were envisioning about 12 feet for the access.
Jeff Hutchinson: Yes, but that would be for the driveway itself.
Jared Woolston: These things are typically done in consultation with the fire department and town engineer. So
for private road access, serving x amount of dwelling units there, there are some standards that apply and I'm just
not familiar with them. Unfortunately the fire chief isn't here, but we can follow up with you on that.
Jeff Hutchinson: You mentioned the Fire Department, they require that water supply for the purpose of fire
protection be provided in accordance with all applicable standards. Generally what they look for is homes to be
sprinkled. There are other ways of handling fire protection through cisterns and that sort of thing. Do you have the
total acreage for the conservation land?
David Maines: I believe it is about 28 acres, it should be on the plan someplace.
Jeff Hutchinson: These dark green areas – they’re not proposed to be in the conservation area?
David Maines: No, sorry. Pretty much everything that's not parcel A, B, C or D is in the conservation easement.
Jeff Hutchinson: The lighter green is actually overlapping the darker, so it's hard to read that. Where are you
looking to stabilize the slope? Is it near the home sites?
David Maines: The Baker assessment identifies the southern shore.You can really see the vegetation’s influence
on the sloughing of the bank. It's pretty unstable.
Jeff Hutchinson: So there is no stabilization proposed near the home sites?
David Maines: He has addressed those areas well in his assessment, but the northern areas are much more stable
than the southern areas.
Jeff Hutchinson: What's the intent of stabilizing this bank?
David Maines: The top of bank from receding overtime and there's existing trees that the owners would like to
maintain, some large oaks. There are the beginnings of where there's a pretty robust bayberry. We would love to
see that just continue and stabilize that bank.
Jeff Hutchinson: The Planning Board needs to be convinced of that from what I've seen. Usually when banks
are stabilized, it's to protect the home sites. Elsewhere, it's just Mother Nature running its course.
David Maines: Sure. There are areas where Baker is recommending tree removal to actually protect the bluff, the
top of bank as well. So there are specific recommendations for specific trees.
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Jeff Hutchinson: Certainly an onsite with the Planning Board would be beneficial. Have you looked at a
common septic system maybe by the barn to serve all the house lots? Consolidating septic systems would make it
easier to site the buildings and the wells. That's fairly common nowadays.
Richard Insley: We were considering a common septic system for the first two houses on one of the two house
lots.
David Maines: Early on we looked at that to see if there were any immediate “oh no” moments. Luckily the size
of the system for each parcel, based on what we know right now for bedroom count and usage, allows it to be
pretty small. Hopefully these are box cut systems and not perched based on the soil types that we're finding.
Jeff Hutchinson: I know this is just sketch plan review, but currently you are showing the footprint of the homes
right up to 125 foot setback line. Construction itself needs to be beyond the 125 foot - the movement with
equipment around the digging of the foundation, all that has to be beyond the 125 foot setback too. Just keep that
in mind. If you do get close to the 125 foot setback you should have it surveyed and marked for construction
purposes.
David Maines: Of course. There will be an erosion control plan and all those sorts of things. That will be part of
a final design package; and as I mentioned before a formal survey is in process.
Jeff Hutchinson: I assume that survey is going to better define the normal high water line because typically those
lines don't come to a point like this.
Jared Woolston: They went with the Highest Annual Tide and the edge of the marsh not just the normal high
water. Chris went a little higher. I’m comfortable with that.
Angela Bradstreet: I have passed on paperwork to the applicant on naming the right of way. That is all I have.
Jared Woolston: We will now open it up to public comment. Does anybody have anything to ask the applicant?
Dave Wilson: Dave Wilson, 84 Meadow Road. With the access road, it looks like you're going to come up here to
where my driveway is. Is that the case?
David Maines: We're currently looking at that. The sight lines are a lot better there. We thought it would be
better to have migrated up and we're out of this resource area where the current entry is.
Dave Wilson: I have no issue with it, just curious.
Jeff Hutchinson: I'm looking at the private street standards and it looks like it would be considered a minor
street serving less than 25 units with a minimum right of way of 40 feet.
Ryan Barnes: I believe it's 20 foot surface.
Matt Panfil: Does the 1500 foot maximum length of dead end street apply in this case?
Jeff Hutchinson: Yes.
Ryan Barnes: They are at 1400 feet currently.
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Jared Woolston: Our zoning ordinance is not always consistent with the Fire Department standards. You have to
meet our Ordinance standard but if the Fire Department standard is higher than you'd have to meet theirs. Usually
Jeff Emerson, Deputy Fire Chief, is present here at Staff Review to offer his insight but he was unable to be here
today. I think the difference with the Fire Department would lie in travel lane width and not ROW width. For
sketch plan purposes, I would use what we've got in our ordinance 40 feet.
Ryan Barnes: That is an expensive paving project so you’ll definitely want to research it first. You might not
even have to pave it.
Jeff Hutchinson: That is a good question. The Ordinance refers to pavement but what is considered pavement?
Jared Woolston: I think the Fire Department and Town Engineer have some latitude there.
David Maines: A 40 foot right of way is probably as such to accommodate sidewalks and other amenities along
the street. Is there any way to propose a narrower right away given that we are really trying to minimize the
impact on the site?
Jared Woolston: I'm going to have to look at it. I know that in the new ordinance there's a 10 percent
administrative adjustment that the Planning Board can grant. That doesn't get you a lot. There is also some
accommodation for a common development plan which could also bring the numbers a little bit higher. If this
going to be a problem for density purposes let me know and we will look at it. You are on the agenda for next
Tuesday evening, October 9th. Abutters have been notified. I need to get the Planning Board copies of the
application no later than Friday.
Richard Insley: I just wanted to thank everybody. Really appreciate the opportunity to be here and to get the
feedback that we got.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jeff Emerson
Jared Woolston
Ryan Barnes
RE: 83 Meadow
Friday, October 05, 2018 1:30:09 PM

I apologize for my absence at the Wednesday Staff Review Meeting. I have the following 2
comments regarding the proposed project.
1) The road into the site is by definition a “Fire Access Road”. This access road will need to
maintain a 20’ wide drivable surface of like material with a turnaround that meets the Town
Engineer’s approval.
2) The sub-division will need to provide water for fire suppression, this is currently a
requirement of the adopted code. This can be accomplished by a previously existing
compliant fire pond, a cistern that meets current standard, or individual residential sprinkler
systems in each dwelling on the property.
As always, feel free to reach out with questions or concerns.

Jeff Emerson
Deputy Chief
Fire Prevention Division
Brunswick Fire Department
21 Town Hall Place
Brunswick, ME 04011
207-725-5541 Ext # 2
207-725-6638 Fax
jemerson@brunswickme.org

With limited exceptions, e-mails sent to and from the Town of Brunswick are considered public records under Maine's Freedom of Access
Act (FOAA). Public records are open to inspection and may be copied and distributed to others, including members of the media. Unless
the e-mail meets one of the exceptions to the public records provisions, there should be no expectation of privacy or confidentiality.

From: Jared Woolston
Sent: Friday, October 05, 2018 10:04 AM
To: Jeff Emerson <jemerson@brunswickme.org>

Subject: RE: 83 Meadow
Hey - Anything to add? I am drafting a memo for PB consideration now.
Jared Woolston, AICP
Town 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: Jared Woolston
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 11:48 AM
To: Jeff Emerson <jemerson@brunswickme.org>
Cc: Matt Panfil <mpanfil@brunswickme.org>; Ryan Barnes <rbarnes@brunswickme.org>
Subject: 83 Meadow
Hey Jeff –
Missed you at SRC today! Can you review the sketch plan for 83 Meadow Road and determine
appropriate private road standards (paving requirement, travel width, turnaround / hammerhead
requirement)? The zoning ordinance would require ‘minor’ private road standards noted at
Appendix B. The hope in asking for this review is to flag any fire code standards that are inconsistent
prior to final plan. Please consult with Ryan Barnes on this.
http://www.brunswickme.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Brunswick.ZO_.TC_.ADOPTED-1.pdf  
Appendix B is on Page B-1
Jared Woolston, AICP
Town 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

TOWN OF BRUNSWICK, MAINE
INCORPORATED 1739

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
85 UNION STREET
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011
MATT PANFIL, AICP CUD
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT

PHONE: 207-725-6660
FAX: 207-725-6663

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

The Planning Board
Jared Woolston, AICP
October 5, 2018
Sketch Plan Review: 83 Meadow Road (Case #18-038)

DRAFT MOTIONS
SKETCH PLAN – MAJOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
83 MEADOW ROAD OPEN SPACE SUBDIVISION
CASE # 18-038
Staff has reviewed the Sketch Plan application and determined that it is complete.
APPROVED Motion 1.

That the Board deems the Sketch Plan to be complete.

The proposed development is the creation of a five (5) lot open space subdivision comprised of a
1,397 linear foot access road and associated 40-foot wide right-of-way, an agriculture barn, and
solar array on common land (open space), and four (4) dwelling units on four (4) individual lots
at (Map 43, Lot 1). The subject lots are within the RP1 (Rural Protection 1) Zoning District.
The applicant depicted all 15 percent sustained slopes and associated 75-foot setback per
subsection 4.2.5.B.4.e.
The subject parcel contains the Shoreland Protection Overlay (SPO) associated with coastal
wetlands and tributary streams; the Shoreland Protection Overlay – Stream Protection Subdistrict
(SPO-SP) associated with streams; and the Shoreland Protection Overlay – Resource Protection
Subdistrict (SPO-RP) associated with 25 percent or steeper sustained steep slopes in excess of
two (2) acres and areas within the FEMA flood insurance mapped 100-year flood zone (primarily
associated with coastal wetlands). The Maine Geological Service (MGS) has not mapped
unstable or highly unstable bluffs within the project area; however, the applicant noted coastal
shorelines on the south side of the parcel exhibits bluff erosion. Prior to Final Site Plan review,
staff recommend consulting with MGS and the Town Engineer regarding any anticipated safety

hazards associated development near steep slopes in accordance with subsection 4.3.5.B.3.
Further, staff recommend a certified geologist review the proposed development plans and
provide recommendations for developing on or near clay embankments and highly erodible
bluffs at the subject parcel at the time of final site plan review per subsection 4.3.5.B.5; and the
standards at subsection 4.3.6. Staff note, any intervention to improve stability in accordance
with subsection 4.3.5 and 4.3.6 must also address standards for protecting natural areas at
subsection 4.3.2, 4.3.3, 4.3.4, and 4.3.8.
Staff reviewed coastal habitat maps for purposes of net site area calculations at subsection
4.2.5.7. On October 9, 2018, staff consulted with the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and
Wildlife (MDIFW) regarding the 2016 Beginning with Habitat (BwH) GIS data provided to the
Town of Brunswick and the online BwH maps. MDIFW advised that current significant wildlife
habitat maps do not contain shorebird habitat within Thomas Bay. However, a Tidal Wading
Bird and Waterfowl Habitat (TWWH) is mapped within coastal wetlands adjacent to the subject
parcel as defined in the Natural Resources Protection Act (NRPA), Chapter 335 Significant
Wildlife Habitat. For density purposes, the mapped TWWH within coastal wetlands was already
removed from the net site area calculation as part of the ‘wetlands’ deduction.
The Staff Review Committee (SRC) reviewed the proposed sketch plan on October 3, 2018.
Notes from the SRC meeting are provided in the packet. Subsequent to the SRC meeting, the
applicant revised the plan with a 40-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and revised net site area
calculations to remove the proposed ROW area from the allowable density. In email
correspondence dated October 5, 2018, the Deputy Fire Chief advised that the drivable surface
for the access road must be made of consistent materials and no less than 20 feet wide (i.e. the
20-foot wide road may be all pavement or all stone material but may not be a 20-foot wide
combination of paved travel surface and stone shoulders). The Fire Chief and Town Engineer
further advised that a turnaround must be provided for the access road. Staff note the turnaround
is not included with the ROW depicted on the sketch plan. The addition of a turnaround to the
ROW may result in further reducing net site area (net density); however, the land associated with
the hammerhead is not anticipated to reduce density below the proposed four (4) dwelling units.
The SPO standards at Table 4.2.5.F(1), require a limit of 20% non-vegetated lot area, 30,000
square feet of minimum lot area, and 150 feet of shore frontage for each proposed dwelling unit.
The 20% standard noted above was recently approved as part of a Town Council, and Maine
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) zoning ordinance amendment. Staff note that lot
area and shore frontage are consistent with the SPO standards. Staff note lot coverage within the
SPO must be provided at the time of final site plan review.
A Sketch Plan of the proposed development was prepared by Richardson & Associates for David
& Lisa Insley on Plan Sheet SD entitled, “Insley Family – OPEN SPACE SUBDIVISION
PARCEL PLAN” and most recently revised on October 5, 2018.
Motion 2.

That the Board approves the Sketch Plan.

Richardson & Associates, Landscape Architects
11 Middle Street
Saco, ME. 04072
(207).286.9291
September 18, 2018
Town of Brunswick, Maine
85 Union Street
Brunswick, ME 04011
ATTN: Matt Panfil, Director – Department of Planning & Development
Good Day Mr. Panfil –
On behalf of David & Lisa Insley, Owners of the property located at 83 Meadow Road in
Brunswick Maine, Richardson & Associates is pleased to offer for your review this letter and
accompanying materials for formal Sketch Plan Submission associated with Major Development
Review of the above noted property.
The Owners, David & Lisa, seek to permanently relocate to the property and raise a growing
family in rural-coastal Maine. In addition, David & Lisa are excited to maintain/augment the
agrarian context and land-use while being good stewards of both the cultural and ecological
landscape.
Plans for site development include:
-

Construction of Family-Owned Dwelling Units and Accessory Buildings On Individual
Parcels and Associated Access, As Noted in the Accompanying Plans
Stabilization of the Shoreland Bluff, where recommended by Baker Design Consultants,
per the Coastal Shoreline Assessment completed on May 24th, 2018 (document
available for Town review, if desired)
Future Construction of an Agricultural Building – supporting current and augmented
farming practices on site.
Solar Farm, conceptual location noted in the accompanying plan

A formal survey is scheduled to be completed in October of this year.
It is the intent of both the Design Team and Owners, to develop the site in ways that align with
both the context of the place (agrarian-coastal), and support the goals of the Town of Brunswick
to minimize development impacts on coastal parcels and abutting shoreland resources.
Please do not hesitate to contact me for additional clarity.
Respectfully,
David Maynes
Project Manager - Richardson & Associates, Landscape Architects

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
APPLICATION

1. Development Review application type (refer to Appendix D):
Minor Development Review

✔

Major Development Review: Sketch Plan
Major Development Review: Final Plan
Major Development Review: Streamlined Final Plan

Insley Family
2. Project Name:____________________________________________________

3. Project Applicant
Name:
Address:

David & Lisa Insley
________________________________________
235 West 22nd Street, Apt. 6G
________________________________________
New York, NY 10011
________________________________________
(401)-464-2073
Phone Number: ________________________________________
david.insley@gmail.com
Email:
________________________________________

4. Project Owner (if different than applicant)
Name:
________________________________________
Address:
________________________________________
________________________________________
Phone Number: ________________________________________
Email:
________________________________________
5. Authorized Representative
Richardson & Associates, Landscape Architects
Name:
________________________________________
11 Middle Street
Address:
________________________________________
Saca, ME 04072
________________________________________
207-286-9291
Phone Number: ________________________________________
dm@richardsonassociates.com
Email:
________________________________________
6. List of Design Consultants. Indicate the registration number, address and phone number,
email for any additional project engineers, surveyors, architects, landscape architects or
planners:
Albert Frick Associates, Inc. - Environmental Consultants (see cover for contact info)
1. ___________________________________________________________
Whitten Architects (see cover for contact info)
2. ___________________________________________________________

Site Design Associates - Consulting Engineer (see cover for contact info)
3. ___________________________________________________________
83 Meadow Road, Brunswick Maine
7. Physical location of property: ________________________________________

34.7 acres
8. Lot Size: _________________________________________________________

Rural Protection 1
9. Zoning District: ____________________________________________________

Shoreland Protection Overlay

10. Overlay Zoning District(s): ___________________________________________
11. 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?
Property is Co-Owned by David & Lisa Insley AND Richard Insley & Ann Rea.
___________________________________________________________________________
The Owners seek to develop the property for family and friend usage, and agriculture.

___________________________________________________________________________
David & Lisa will be year-round residents

___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
43

1

12. Assessor’s Tax Map ____________ Lot Number _________________ of subject property.
Open Space Development

13. Brief description of proposed use/subdivision: _____________________________________
Owner seeks to create 4 parcels, each totaling approximately 2 acres or less in size.
______________________________________________________________________________________

Owner will be placing majority of land in conservation easement. Agricultural land use will continue and be augmented
______________________________________________________________________________________

14. Describe specific physical improvements to be done: ________________________________
Small Footprint Dwelling Units, Bluff Stabilization (Per Baker Design Consultants Assessment),

______________________________________________________________________________
Contexually Sensitive / Low Impact Site Design, Progressive Small-Scale Agricultural and Solar Farming

______________________________________________________________________________

Owner Signature:
____________________________________________________________________

Applicant Signature (if different):
____________________________________________________________________

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS
The submission requirements contained in Appendix D of the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance
(attached in checklist format for each application category) shall apply to all Minor
Development, Major Development, and Streamlined Major Development Review unless a
waiver is granted. Proposed development applications shall be submitted to the Director of
Planning and Development.
For each item listed in Appendix D the applicant shall either submit the requested information
or request a waiver from the information requirement pursuant to Subsection 5.2.9.M of the
Zoning Ordinance.

General

Survey,
Topography,
& Existing
Conditions

Proposed
Development
Plan

Application form and fee
Name of development
Existing zoning district and overlay designations
Location map
Location of features, natural and artificial, such as water bodies, wetlands, streams,
important habitats, vegetation, railroads, ditches and buildings
Documentation of Right, Title and Interest
Draft performance guarantee or conditional agreement
Scale, date, north point, and area
Existing easements associated with the development
Existing locations of sidewalks
Approximate locations of dedicated public open space, areas protected by conservation
easements and recreation areas
When applicable, a table indicating the maximum number of lots permitted based upon
the applicable dimensional requirements, the number of lots proposed, and the number
of lots permitted to be further subdivided.
Building envelopes showing acceptable locations for principal and accessory structures,
setbacks and impervious coverage
Number of lots if a subdivision

Sketch Plan

REQUIREMENTS FOR SKETCH PLAN APPLICATION SUBMITTAL

INSLEY FAMILY PROPERTY
83 MEADOW ROAD - BRUNSWICK, MAINE
ZONING DISTRICT: RURAL PROTECTION 1 (RP1)
& SHORELAND PROTECTION OVERLAY

New M

eadows

River

Thomas Bay

Richardson & Associates, Landscape Architects
11 Middle Street
Saco, Maine 04072
ph: 207.286.9291

Albert Frick Associates, Inc
Environmental Consultants
380B Main Street
Gorham, ME 04038
(207) 839-5563

Site Design Associates
Tom Saucier, P.E.
23 Whitney Way
Topsham, Maine 04086
207-449-4275

Whitten Architects
37 Silver Street
Portland, Maine 04101
207.774.0111

Issued For Town Review: September 18, 2018

MAJOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW - SKETCH PLAN SUBMISSION
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Insley Family- OPEN SPACE SUBDIVISION PARCEL PLAN
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