Town of Brunswick, Maine
PLANNING BOARD
85 UNION STREET, BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

PLANNING BOARD AGENDA
BRUNSWICK TOWN HALL
85 UNION STREET
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 2020, 7:00 P.M.

1. Case #19-039 Bowdoin College Barry Mills Hall & The Center for Arctic Studies: The Planning
Board will hold a PUBLIC HEARING and take action on a Final Plan Major Development
Review application submitted by Sebago Technics on behalf of Bowdoin College to construct two
(2) new academic buildings with 44,515 square feet of floor area and reconfigure the adjacent
parking lot. The subject lot (Map U35, Lot A) is within the GC1 (Growth College 1) Zoning
District and the APO3 (Aquifer Protection Overlay 3) District.

2. Case #20-004 Hinton Recreational Dock, 98 Toads Landing: The Planning Board will review and
take action on a Sketch/Final Plan Major Development Review application submitted by Atlantic
Environmental on behalf of Gregory and Sally Hinton to install a permanent pier and seasonal ramp
and float to access coastal wetlands at 98 Toads Landing Rd. The subject lot (Map 36, Lot 28) is
within the RP1 (Rural Protection 1) Zoning District and contains the following overlays: RPSMO
(Rural Protection Stormwater Management Overlay); SPO-RP (Shoreland Protection Overlay
 Resource Protection Subdistrict); and the FPO (Flood Protection Overlay).

3. Case #20-008 Marijuana Store, 4 Business Parkway: The Planning Board will review and take
action on a Sketch Plan Major Development Review application submitted by Sitelines, PA on
behalf of GJoris LLC to construct a 3,100 square foot Marijuana Store at 4 Business Parkway. The
subject lot (Map 17, Lot 66) is within the GI (Growth Industrial) Zoning District.

4. Case #20-009 Marijuana Cultivation Facility, 43 Bibber Parkway: The Planning Board will
review and take action on a Sketch Plan Major Development Review application submitted by
Sitelines, PA on behalf of Bibber Properties LLC for a Marijuana Cultivation Facility. The subject
lot (Map 17, Lot 59) is within the GI (Growth Industrial) Zoning District and contains the
following overlays: SPO-SP (Shoreland Protection Overlay  Stream Protection Subdistrict and
the SPO-RP (Shoreland Protection Overlay  Resource Protection Subdistrict).
Over

This agenda is mailed to owners of property within 200 feet of proposed development sites and 300 feet for Conditional Use or
Special Use Permits. 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.

5. Case #20-010 Zoning Map Amendment, Old Portland Rd: The Planning Board will hold a PUBLIC
HEARING and make a recommendation to the Town Council on a Zoning Map Amendment request by
Sitelines, PA on behalf of Russell and Janet Douglas Survivors Trust to modify the Shoreland
Protection Overlay (SPO) boundaries. The portion of the SPO is centered within Map 17, Lot 1; and Map
U34, Lots 15 and 19; and is located within the GM3 (Growth Mixed Use 3) Zoning District and the
SPO-SP (Shoreland Protection Overlay  Stream Protection) Subdistrict.

6. Other Business
7. Approval of Minutes
8. Adjourn

PLANNING BOARD
Major Development Review
DRAFT Findings of Fact
Review Date: February 25, 2020
Project Name:
Project Location:
Tax Map:
Zoning District:
Overlay Zoning:
Case Number:
Applicant / Owner:

Authorized
Representative:

Bowdoin College Arctic Center
Coffin Street
Map U35, Lot A
GC1
APO3
19-039
Bowdoin College
3800 College Station
Brunswick, ME 04011
Sebago Technics, Inc.
75 John Roberts Road, Suite 4A
South Portland, ME 04106

Staff reviewed the application and has determined it is complete.
DRAFT Motion 1:

That the Final Site Plan application is deemed complete.

PROJECT SUMMARY
Barry Mills
Hall & The Center for Arctic Studies dated January 2020. The proposed activity is
the construction of two (2) new academic buildings and associated parking area,
landscaping, and pedestrian access ways. The proposed buildings are 11,845 square
feet for Barry Mills Hall and 4,368 square feet the Center for Arctic Studies. The
proposed activity is within the GC1 Zoning District and the subject parcel contains
the APO3 Overlay Zoning District. The subject parcel is predominantly parking area
with forested areas and lawn.
proposal on February 12, 2020. The SRC meeting notes are included in the Planning
Board packet. The Planning Board visited the subject lot on February 18, 2020.
Review Standards from Section 4.2 of the Town of Brunswick Zoning Ordinance
4.1 Applicability of Property Development Standards
The subject property is located within the GC1 Zoning District and contains the
APO3 Overlay Zoning District. Based on the proposed dimensions depicted (and
described) on plan sheet C3.1 entitled, Overall Site Plan and dated February 18,
2020, the proposed development complies with all applicable property development
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standards set forth in Chapter 4 of the Zoning Ordinance. The Board finds that the
provisions of Section 4.1 are satisfied.
4.2 Dimensional and Density Standards
The proposed development complies with all dimensional standards within GC1.
Density is not applicable to the proposed development. The Board finds that the
provisions of Section 4.2 are satisfied.
4.3 Natural and Historic Areas
4.3.1 Mapping of Natural and Historic Areas Requirements. The proposed
development is primarily a parking lot with some forested and lawn areas on
the Bowdoin College campus. Based on the information provided in the
application, the applicant avoided the associated features important to the
natural, scenic, and historic character of the Town or that add to the visual
quality of the development to the greatest extent practicable.
4.3.2 Pollution. The proposed development will require stormwater treatment plans
that comply with the Stormwater Management Law as part of an amendment
. The
stormwater plans will be evaluated by the Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) as part of the Site Law permit review to
ensure no undue water pollution results from the development. The Town
Engineer reviewed the plans and advised the long term maintenance plans
include removing solids from porous asphalt that could clog and result in
flooding to public land. As proposed, the porous asphalt maintenance plans
will adequately mitigate any undue impact to the public storm drain system.
No undue air pollution is anticipated. Based on the information provided, the
proposed development will not result in undue water or air pollution.
4.3.3 Protection of Natural Vegetation. The proposed development is located partly
in existing developed land but will result in some removal of mature trees as
shown on the plan. Based on the information in the application and
observations of staff, the proposed development was not found to occur within
or cause harm to land not suitable for development and will not have an undue
4.3.4

4.3.5
4.3.6

Protection of Significant Plant and Animal Habitat. The proposed
development is not within the Wildlife Habitat Overlay, and no other mapped
significant plant and animal habitats were identified during review.
Therefore, the proposed development will not have an undue adverse effect on
important plant and animal habitats identified by the Maine Department of
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife or Town of Brunswick, or on rare and
irreplaceable natural areas, such as rare and exemplary natural communities
and rare plant habitat as identified by the Maine Natural Areas Program.
Steep Slopes: No steep slopes were identified on the subject parcel.
Erosion and Sedimentation. The proposed development is designed in
Management Practices (BMPs) to avoid causing unreasonable soil erosion or a
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r so that a dangerous or unhealthy
situation results. An erosion and sedimentation control plan is provided.
4.3.7 Groundwater. The stormwater management plan is designed to meet the
nimize impacts to
groundwater. Provided the stormwater management plans are approved by
the Maine DEP as conditioned at subsection 4.5.4, the development will not,
alone or in conjunction with existing activities, have an undue adverse effect
on the quality or quantity of groundwater.
4.3.8 Surface waters, Wetlands, and Marine Resources. The plans and reports for
stormwater management that were evaluated during review were prepared by
qualified professionals. Based on the information provided, the proposed
development will have no undue adverse effect on wetlands, waterbodies, and
their shorelines within the watershed of the development site.
4.3.9 Historic and Archeological Resources. The proposed development will have
no undue adverse effect on any historic or archeological resources.
The Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.3 are conditionally satisfied upon
receipt of the Maine DEP approved Site Law permit and associated stormwater
management plan.
4.4 Flood Hazard Areas
The proposed development is not located in a Flood Protection Overlay (FPO)
District or Flood Hazard Area. The Board finds flood hazard area standard at
Section 4.4 is not applicable.
4.5 Basic Municipal Services
4.5.1. Sewage Disposal. The applicant provided review correspondence from the
Brunswick Sewer District that indicates the proposed development will provide for
adequate sewage waste disposal and will not cause an unreasonable burden on
municipal services.
4.5.2. Water Supply and Quality. The applicant provided review correspondence
from the Brunswick-Topsham Water District that indicates the proposed development
will have sufficient water available for the reasonably foreseeable needs of the
development, and will have no undue adverse impact on existing water supplies.
4.5.3 Solid Waste Disposal. Based on the justification provided in the application,
solid waste disposal fees will not be required by the Public Works Department for the
proposed project.
4.5.4. Stormwater Management. The proposed development is designed to
minimize the total area of impervious surface within the development site while
. The applicant
provided all technical stormwater management plans for staff review. The applicant
must meet the Stormwater Management Law standards as part of a Site Law
Amendment. Staff note stormwater management plans are provided for the record
packet. The plans are
comprehensive and voluminous but the technical aspects and compliance with
Stormwater Management Law standards were not evaluated by a third party engineer.
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However, the Town Engineer has reviewed the plans in consultation with Maine DEP
staff.
The Town Engineer advised that unless long term maintenance plans for the porous
asphalt are provided, the proposed stormwater management plan for the proposed
development will increase peak runoff that must be mitigated to avoid unreasonably
burdening the public stormwater management system. In accordance with the
Stormwater Management Law Rule, Chapter 500, the DEP must have town approval
for any increased runoff to the town system. Further, Section 16-145 of the
he Public Works Department may deny
or restrict the size of a new connection to the storm drainage system when it
determines the town storm drainage system lacks adequate capacity to serve the
proposed connection. In accordance with the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance at
supersede the provisions of a more restrictive local, state, or federal law, rule,
Town staff received a maintenance agreement from Bowdoin College that satisfied
the Town Engineer s concerns for overburdening the capacity of the public
stormwater system. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.5 are
conditionally satisfied provided evidence of DEP approval of the stormwater
management plans are provided to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and
Development.
4.6 Landscaping Requirements
Existing tree stands that buffer the site will be maintained and/or limbed to the extent
shown on the site plan. Trees that must be removed for construction will be replaced
at a higher replanting ratio than what was removed. Vegetated buffering on Coffin
Street will be enhanced as shown on the landscape plans; however, the applicant
requests administrative adjustment / alternative equivalent for parking and buffering
requirements as depicted on the landscaping plans. Provided the administrative
adjustment / alternative equivalent request for landscaping and buffering is approved,
the proposed development enhances the proposed development and associated site
improvements, and minimizes the developments effect on abutting properties.
Existing vegetation and grades (topography) are maintained wherever practicable.
However, the proposed landscaping plan is consistent with the existing development
but does not comply with all of the specific standards of 4.6. The Board finds that the
provisions of Section 4.6 are satisfied
approval of the proposed alternative landscaping plans for 4.6 in accordance with
subsection 4.17.
4.7 Residential Recreation Requirements
The proposed development does not contain new dwelling units. Therefore,
residential recreation requirements are not applicable. The Board finds that the
provisions of Section 4.7 is not applicable.
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4.8 Circulation and Access
The proposed development will contain pedestrian sidewalk connections to connect
the proposed development existing access ways on campus and to points on College
Street and Sills Drive. The proposed vehicle and pedestrian access is consistent with
the standards at subsection 4.8. Based on the information provided, the development
will not cause unreasonable congestion or unsafe conditions on highways or public
roads, either existing or proposed, and the traffic associated with the development
shall maintain the existing Level of Service on any public road within 200 feet of any
existing or proposed curb cut. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.8 are
satisfied.
4.9 Parking and Loading
Parking for vehicles and bicycles will satisfy subsection 4.9 standards. The proposed
parking stall dimensions and aisle width are smaller than the ordinance standard. The
Town Engineer advised the proposed parking dimensions are consistent with other
accepted practices. The Fire Chief advised the aisle width is acceptable for access but
advised the project should be reviewed by the Deputy Fire Chief when possible. The
Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.9 is satisfied provided the parking
dimensions are approved in accordance with Subsection 4.17.
4.10 Lighting
The proposed lighting plan was reviewed by the SRC. The photometric plans and
analysis indicate no light trespass beyond the property boundary. Further, the
temperatures below 3,000 kelvin. Based on the available information, outdoor
lighting will not adversely impact road safety or adjacent properties and uses. The
Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.10 are satisfied.
4.11 Architectural Compatibility
The proposed development is compatible with its architectural surroundings in terms
of its size, mass, and design and no additional design standards or guidelines apply to
the zoning district in which it is located. The Board finds that the provisions of
Section 4.11 are note applicable.
4.12 Neighborhood Protection Standards
Neighborhood Protection Standards apply to the GC1 Zoning District. However, no
residences are close enough to the proposed development to require the standards at
subsection 4.12. The Board finds that the development satisfies the neighborhood
protections standards at Section 4.12.
4.13 Signs
No signs are proposed at this time. Therefore, the sign standards for compatibility in
design and scale with surroundings and not unreasonably interfering with the safe
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operation of adjoining roads, sidewalks, parking areas, or uses are not
applicable. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.13 are not applicable.
4.14 Performance Standards
The proposed development will not exceed Section 4.14 standards. The Board finds
that the provisions of Section 4.14 are satisfied.
4.15 Site Feature Maintenance
The proposed development contains new site features such as landscaping, pedestrian
walkways, a stormwater management system, and outdoor lighting. In accordance
with Section 4.15 standards, this finding serves to advise the applicant that site
features constructed or installed as required by this development approval must be
maintained in good repair, and replaced if damaged or destroyed, or in the case of
living materials, if they die or are effectively destroyed after installation. The Board
finds that the provisions of Section 4.15 are satisfied.
4.16 Financial and Technical Capacity
Bowdoin College hired a qualified firm to design the technical aspects of the
proposed roadway and intends to fund the project with existing funds. The Board
finds that the applicant has adequate financial and technical capacity to meet this
standard of the property development.
4.17 Administrative Adjustments / Alternative Equivalent Compliance
Administrative adjustment / alternative equivalent compliance is proposed by the
applicant at this time for buffering and parking standards. Staff advise the proposed
landscaping is robust and may be an acceptable landscaping plan without additional
buffering. Staff advise the applicant s parking stall and aisle width dimensions are
acceptable. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.17 are satisfied.
DRAFT MOTIONS
CASE #19-039
Motion 2:
1.

That the Final Plan is approved with the following conditions:

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. Prior to starting construction, stormwater management plans shall be approved
by the Maine DEP and the approved permit shall be provided to the Director
of Planning and Development.
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Town of Brunswick, Maine
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Brunswick Planning Board

FROM:

Matt Panfil, AICP CUD, LEED AP BD+C, Director of Planning & Development

DATE:

October 8, 2019

SUBJECT:

Sketch Plan – Major Development Review – Barry Mills Hall and The Center for
Arctic Studies

DRAFT MOTIONS
SKETCH PLAN – MAJOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
BOWDOIN COLLEGE – BARRY MILLS HALL AND THE CENTER FOR ARCTIC STUDIES
CASE #19-039
Staff has reviewed the Sketch Plan application and determined that it is complete.
DRAFT MOTION 1:

That the Planning Board deems the Sketch Plan to be complete.

The proposed development, located at the northwest corner of the intersection of College Street
and Sills Drive (Map U35, Lot A) and within the Growth College 1 (GC1) Zoning District and the
Aquifer Protection Overlay 3 (APO3) District, includes the following:
Demolition of the Coe Health Infirmary Building
The construction of two (2) new academic buildings totaling 44,515 square feet of floor
area.
o

Mills Hall:

One (1) 60-person cinema classroom; four (4) 24- to 60-seat flexible
Classrooms; twelve (12) faculty offices; huddle spaces for faculty and
student collaboration; and a catering prep and a 300-person capacity
meeting room.

o

The Center for Arctic Studies: New Peary-MacMillan Arctic Museum (relocated
from Hubbard Hall); archaeology research lab;
archaeology teaching lab; one (1) classroom; and
offices for museum staff.

Redevelopment of the existing parking lot resulting in a 9,300 square foot increase of
impervious surface.
Relocation of the existing Sills Drive access point slightly north.
The Staff Review Committee (SRC) reviewed the proposed Sketch Plan on September 25, 2019.
Notes from the SRC meeting are attached.

Waivers:
Based on the submitted Sketch Plan documents, the applicant will be requesting waivers from:
Table 4.8.2.A.(1): Minimum Parking Space Dimensional Standards to reduce the parking aisle
width from 26 feet to 24 feet and parking space depth from 18 feet 5 inches to 18 feet.
Solid Waste Impact Fee: The new buildings will house existing programs and there is no
proposed increase in student enrollment or faculty population. The Town Engineer has
stated that they will waive the Solid Waste Impact Fee for this project.
Landscaping Requirements: Specific waiver requests will be determined as the final
Landscape Plan is prepared.
Aquifer Protection Overlay 3 (APO3) District:
The proposed development is located within the Aquifer Protection Overlay 3 (APO3) District. The
APO3 District is the area within which leachable materials disposed of or applied into or onto land
or water bodies can travel to the public water supply wells in more than 200 days. The proposed
development is permissible within the APO3 District.
Density and Dimensional Standards:
The proposed development complies with the GC1 Zoning District’s dimensional and density
standards established in Table 4.2.3: Dimensional and Density Standards for Growth Area Zoning
Districts of the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance.
Landscaping:
As indicated above, the applicant anticipates requesting landscape waivers as part of Final Plan
Review. As proposed, the development will require the removal of 63 existing trees and the
planting of 94 new trees.
Lighting:
Lighting specifications have been included in the application. The application indicates that lighting
will be LED Color 3K.
Parking, Access, and Vehicular Circulation:
According to the applicant, the proposed development will not result in an increase in the overall
student enrollment or faculty population. Although there is a reduction in on-site parking from 138
to 59 spaces (net -79 parking spaces) the loss will be offset by expansion of the Coffin Street
Parking Lot (Case No. 19-009), which has 82 new parking spaces. Additional parking demand
required by the new floor area is accommodated by the surplus parking spaces that are available on
the Bowdoin campus. The proposed development includes a minimal shifting north of the existing
Sills Drive access point. A Traffic Impact Statement is included with the application.
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Pedestrian Improvements:
The SRC recommended additional sidewalks on the north side of the Sills Drive entrance to the area
of the chiller pad in order to better connect the proposed development with buildings to the north.
Stormwater Management
The applicant has submitted an application to the Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP).
A Sketch Plan and associated documents, prepared by HGA of Minneapolis, MN, are included with
the application. Although the documents are dated October 18, 2019, they were received by the
Planning and Development Department on September 16, 2019.
DRAFT MOTION 2:

That the Planning Board approves the Sketch Plan.
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Development Review
Application
to the

Town of Brunswick
for

Barry Mills Hall & The Center for Arctic Studies
Brunswick, Maine
on behalf of

Bowdoin College
Maine Street
Brunswick, Maine 04011
January 2020

75 John Roberts Road – Suite 4A, South Portland, ME 04106-6963 207-200-2100 Fax: 207-856-2206

January 20, 2020
11001-12
Department of Planning and Development
Town of Brunswick
85 Union Street
Brunswick, ME 04011
Request for Development Review Submittal
Barry Mills Hall & The Center for Arctic Studies, Bowdoin College; Brunswick, ME
Dear Mr. Woolston;
On behalf of Bowdoin College, Sebago Technics, Inc. is requesting a Development Review with
the Planning Board. Enclosed are schematic drawings and supporting materials for the
proposed buildings and site improvements associated with the Barry Mills Hall and the Center
for Arctic Studies facilities.
Project Description: The development site is a portion of the Bowdoin campus located near the
intersection of Sills Drive and College Street on Lot U-35A (Brunswick Tax Map) and is currently
developed as a parking lot. The site has frontage along Sills Drive and College Street with the
main site access being proposed from the general vicinity of the existing lot access on Sills
Drive. The existing access will be moved slightly north to accommodate the proposed site
design. The project proposes the construction of two new academic buildings and associated
parking. As part of the redevelopment of the site, the existing parking lot will be redesigned to
accommodate the proposed two buildings. The buildings will be connected via a shared
basement. Mills Hall is planned to include one 60-person cinema classroom, four 24 – 60 seat
flexible classrooms, twelve faculty offices, huddle spaces for faculty and student collaboration,
and a catering prep and large meeting space with a 300-person seating capacity. The Center for
Arctic Studies building will include: a new home for the Peary-MacMillan Arctic Museum, which
will be relocated from its existing location in Hubbard Hall; an archeology research lab; an
archeology teaching lab; a classroom; and offices for museum staff. The two buildings will be a
total of approximately 44,515 s.f. with Mill’s Hall having an approximate 11,845 s.f. footprint
and the Center for Arctic Studies a 4,368 s.f. footprint. The proposed buildings will fully
conform to all town zoning height, size, and setback requirements. Please see the table on the
accompanying site plan for more detailed dimensional standards.
Traffic/Parking: The site is already developed as a parking lot and the proposed development
will not result in an increase in the overall student or faculty population. Therefore, the
proposed project is not expected to cause an increase in vehicular traffic to the area or a
change in traffic patterns. The total number of parking spaces at the site will be reduced from
75 John Roberts Road, Suite 4A, South Portland, ME 04106

207.200.2100 100% Employee-Owned sebagotechnics.com

Mr. Woolston
11001-12

-2-

January 20, 2020

136 spaces to 57 spaces, which is a net reduction of 79 parking spaces. As a result, it is
anticipated that there will be a decrease in traffic volumes entering and exiting the site. The
loss of the 79 spaces in the Dayton lot will be off-set by the expansion of the Coffin Street Lot
(82 new spaces). Any required additional parking associated with the increase in building area
can be accommodated by other parking lots on campus that have excess capacity. The parking
table provided on the site plan identifies the record surplus of parking inventory. We have
included a traffic impact statement memo with this submittal.
As discussed in our sketch plan meeting, we are requesting a waiver in regards to the size of the
proposed parking aisle and parking spaces. We are requesting a reduction in the standard
parking aisle space from 26’ to 24’ and a reduction of the standard parking space size of 18’5”
to 18’. Additionally, the applicant wishes to request a waiver of the opaque landscape buffer
standard.
Lighting: Lighting for the project will be Town preferred LED Color 3K and will not adversely
impact road safety or adjacent properties. Lighting has been designed to not encroach on
surrounding properties. Light placement along pathways and within the parking area has been
designed to be sufficient for safety without being invasive and resulting in disabling glare.
Please see the lighting information included with this submittal for additional information.
Solid waste: As discussed in our sketch plan meeting, we are requesting a waiver from the
ordinance provisions regarding the solid waste impact fee. The proposed redevelopment of this
site is not anticipated to generate a significant increase in solid waste. While the new academic
buildings will create some new space on campus, that space will be utilized to house existing
programs. There is no proposed increase in the student or faculty population utilizing the
spaces. All solid waste generated at the buildings will be hauled and disposed of by a private
contractor, at no burden to Town services.
Landscaping: The proposed project has been designed to preserve existing vegetation in as
much as is practical. Tree preservation areas have been provided along College Street and Sills
Drive. Additional plantings are proposed within the parking area, around the generator, and
throughout the site. Bike racks have been placed at the College Street entrance of the Mills
Hall and along the northwest side of the Center for Arctic Studies facing Smith Union. The
applicant is sensitive to the tree removal in the area and has proposed to replace trees
removed at a ratio of 1:1.25, a table depicting the trees anticipated to be removed and the
number of proposed replanted trees has been added to the site plan. We believe this will allow
for greater diversity in the future wooded buffer area and will provide better screening and
understory development for this site.
As discussed in our sketch plan meeting, we are requesting waivers for opaque screening for
the parking lot. The project will provide landscaping to buffer the parking area, however as the
project does not face residential properties and for safety and visibility considerations, we are
requesting flexibility to provide aesthetically pleasing landscape buffering without the height or
opacity requirements. Please see the landscaping plans included with this submittal.

75 John Roberts Road, Suite 4A, South Portland, ME 04106

207.200.2100 100% Employee-Owned sebagotechnics.com

Mr. Woolston
11001-12
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January 20, 2020

We look forward to meeting with the Town to present the project for Development Review.
We have attached the following documentation in support of the Development Review request:
Ten copies of the Development Review Application and associated submittal materials
Five copies of the Stormwater Report
One full size set and eight 11 x 17 sets of the project plans.
Application fee $5,341.80 & Public Hearing fee $250.00
CD of submittal materials
We appreciate your attention to this project and we look forward to its successful completion.
Please contact me if you have any questions or require additional information.
Sincerely,
SEBAGO TECHNICS, INC.

Kylie S. Mason, RLA, LEED-AP
Maine Licensed Landscape Architect
Vice President, Project Delivery

75 John Roberts Road, Suite 4A, South Portland, ME 04106

207.200.2100 100% Employee-Owned sebagotechnics.com
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Site Development
Mills Hall & Arctic Studies

11001-12

1. Development Review application type (refer to

):

Major Development Review:
Major Development Review:
Major Development Review:
2. Project Name:____________________________________________________
3. Project Applicant
Name:
Address:

________________________________________
________________________________________
________________________________________
Phone Number: ________________________________________
Email:
________________________________________

4. Project Owner (if different than applicant)
Name:
________________________________________
Address:
________________________________________
________________________________________
Phone Number: ________________________________________
Email:
________________________________________
5. Authorized Representative
Name:
________________________________________
Address:
________________________________________
________________________________________
Phone Number: ________________________________________
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:
1. ___________________________________________________________
2. ___________________________________________________________
3. ___________________________________________________________
7. Physical location of property: ________________________________________
8. Lot Size: _________________________________________________________
9. Zoning District: ____________________________________________________

Aquifer Protection 3

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?
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
U35

A

12. Assessors Tax Map ____________ Lot Number _________________ of subject property.
Construction of two new buildings: the Barry

13. Brief description of proposed use/subdivision: _____________________________________
Mills Hall (class room, faculty offices, and large event space) and the Center for Arctic Studies
______________________________________________________________________________________
(new location for the Peary-MacMillan Arctic Museum).
______________________________________________________________________________________
Construction of two new buildings

14. Describe specific physical improvements to be done: ________________________________
and the redesign of the existing parking lot on site.

______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
Owner Signature:
____________________________________________________________________
Applicant Signature (if different):
____________________________________________________________________

The submission requirements contained in
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

Survey,
Topography,
& Existing
Conditions

Application form and fee
Name of development
Existing zoning district and overlay designations
Location map
Names of current owner(s) of subject parcel and abutting parcels
Names of engineer and surveyor; and professional registration numbers of those
who prepared the plan
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
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 common
areas will be owned, maintained, and protected
Draft performance guarantee or conditional agreement
Scale, date, north point, and area
A survey submitted (stamped for final plan submittal) by a professional surveyor
with a current license by the State of Maine Board of Licensure for Professional
Surveyors
Boundaries of all lots and tracts with accurate distances and bearings, locations of
all permanent monuments property identified as existing or proposed
Existing easements associated with the development
Location of existing utilities; water, sewer, electrical lines, and profiles of
underground facilities
Existing 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 contour intervals of not more than two (2) feet
A Medium Intensity Soil Survey, available from the Cumberland County Soil and
water Conservation District,. The Planning Board may require a Class A (high
intensity) Soil Survey, prepared in accordance with the standards of the Maine
Association of Professional Soil Scientists, if issues of water quality, wetlands or
other natural constraints are noted.
Existing locations of sidewalks
A delineation of wetlands, floodplains, important habitats, and other
environmentally sensitive areas
Approximate locations of dedicated public open space, areas protected by
conservation easements and recreation areas

Minor

Streamlined

Final Plan

REQUIREMENTS FOR FINAL PLAN, STREAMLINED REVIEW &
MINOR REVIEW APPLICATION SUBMITTAL

Infrastructure
Proposed

Infrastructure
Proposed

Proposed
Development
Plan

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 one (1) inch = 50 feet and vertical scale of
one (1) = five (5) feet, with all evaluations referred to in U.S.G.S. datum
Proposed easements associated with the development
Kind, location, profile and cross section of all proposed drainage facilities, both
within and connections to the proposed development, and a storm water
management plan in accordance with Section
Location of proposed utilities; water, sewer, electrical lines, and profiles of
underground facilities. Tentative locations of private wells.
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
Proposed locations, widths and profiles of sidewalks
Locations and dimensions of proposed vehicular and bicycle parking areas,
including proposed shared parking arrangement if applicable.
Grading, erosion control, and landscaping plan; proposed finished grades, slopes,
swells, and ground cover or other means of stabilization
Storm water management plan for the proposed project prepared by a
professional engineer
The size and proposed location of water supply and sewage disposal systems
Where a septic system is to be used, evidence of soil suitability
A statement from the General Manager of the Brunswick Sewer District as to
conditions under which the Sewer District will provide public sewer and approval of
the proposed sanitary sewer infrastructure
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 General Manager of the Brunswick and Topsham Water
District as to conditions under which public water will be provided and approval of
the proposed water distribution infrastructure
Lighting plan showing details of all proposed lighting and the location of that
lighting in relation to the site
Reference to special conditions stipulated by the Review Authority
Proposed ownership and approximate location and dimensions of open spaces for
conservation and recreation. Dedicated public open specs, areas protected by
conservation easements, and existing and proposed open spaces or recreation
areas and potential connectivity to adjoining open space.
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

Minor

Streamlined

Final Plan

REQUIREMENTS FOR FINAL PLAN, STREAMLINED REVIEW &
MINOR REVIEW APPLICATION SUBMITTAL

Proposed
Development
Plan

Disclosure of any required permits or, if a permit has already been granted, a copy
of that permit
A statement from the General Manager of the Brunswick and Topsham Water
District regarding the proposed development if located within an Aquifer
Protection Zone
A plan of all new construction, expansion and/or redevelopment of existing
facilities, including type, size, 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, signage and other features as may be required by specific
design standards
A circulation plan describing all pedestrian and vehicle traffic flow on surrounding
road 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, locations and
purpose and type of vegetation
Number of lots if a subdivision
A plan showing all ten (10) inch caliper trees to be removed as a result of the
development proposal
All applicable materials necessary for the Review Authority to review the proposal
in accordance with the criteria of Chapter 5.
Any additional studies required by the Review Authority

Minor

Streamlined

Final Plan

REQUIREMENTS FOR FINAL PLAN, STREAMLINED REVIEW &
MINOR REVIEW APPLICATION SUBMITTAL

Exhibit 1
Location Map

Development Review
Mills Hall & Arctic Studies

11001-12

Exhibit 2
Abutters

Development Review
Mills Hall & Arctic Studies

11001-12

BARTLETT, FREDERICK S
10 HARPSWELL PL
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

HERRERA, GUILLERMO & JERA
45 HARPSWELL RD
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

PETERSON, BIRGITTA
8 HARPSWELL PL
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

PINE GROVE CEMETERY
PINE STREET
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

POLAR BEAR PROPERTIES LLC
12 CHESTER ROAD
MONTCLAIR, NJ 07043

BOWDOIN COLLEGE
5600 COLLEGE STATION
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011
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Exhibit 3 - Title, Right or Interest
The subject site is within the 34-acre main campus area of Bowdoin College and is owned by Bowdoin
College. The subject site area is part of a parcel that is described in a deed found in the Cumberland
County Registry of Deed in book 181, page 455. It is also part of a parcel shown in the Town Assessor’s
database as parcel U35-A. Please see this Exhibit for a copy of the deed.

Exhibit 4
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Exhibit 4 – Financial Capacity/Draft Performance Guarantees

Please see this Exhibit for a letter dated August 20, 2019 from Matthew Orlando, Senior Vice President
for Finance and Administration & Treasurer which illustrates the applicant’s financial capacity.

Draft performance guarantees will be forwarded under separate cover.

Exhibit 5
Disclosure of Required Permits
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Exhibit 5 – Disclosure of Required Permits
A Site Location of Development application has been submitted to the Maine Department of
Environmental Protection for their review.
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Stormwater Management
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Exhibit 7
Water & Sewer
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Exhibit 6 – Stormwater
The stormwater report has been submitted under separate cover.

BRUNSWICK SEWER DISTRICT
10 PINE TREE ROAD
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

brunswicksewer.org
facebook.com/brunswicksewer
info@brunswicksewer.org
(207) 729-0148

July 10, 2019
Matthew Orr, EI
Sebago Technics
75 John Roberts Road, Suite 4A
South Portland, ME 04106
RE: Bowdoin College Barry Mills Hall and Center for Artic Studies, Brunswick, ME
Dear Matthew,
This letter is in response to your request for a willingness and capacity to serve letter regarding
the construction of Barry Mills Hall and Center for Artic Studies at Bowdoin College in
Brunswick, Maine. I have reviewed the material provided and conclude that the Brunswick
Sewer District (BSD) has both the willingness and capacity to serve the proposed project.
The project
Prior to connecting to the
sewer system, an entrance permit must be secured, and the entrance charge paid. Based on
the information you provided and the past flow of similar facility, the proposed construction will
have an average daily flow (ADF) of 1,911 gallons. The entrance charge (fee) for the connection
of the project will be $22,331.40 (1,911/175x$2,045). For more information on the entrance
charge program, visit http://www.brunswicksewer.org/ecp.html. The online entrance permit is
available at http://www.brunswicksewer.org/iwt.html.
The following conditions apply to construction:
1. All sewer-related construction will be performed to District standards.
2. All sewer construction will comply with provisions of the Maine Plumbing Code.
3. Design and construction of project sanitary sewers will exclude all non-sanitary ground,
surface, foundation drain, floor drain, sump pump, and roof drain waters.
4. Horizontal clearance between utility infrastructures will be sufficient to allow future
utility maintenance operations without disturbance to adjacent utility infrastructure.
If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,

Robert A. Pontau Jr., PE
Assistant General Manager

Exhibit 8
Statement from Fire Chief
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Exhibit 8 – Statement from the Fire Chief
The applicant is in contact with the Fire Chief. All correspondence with the Fire Chief will be forward
under separate cover.

Exhibit 9
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Exhibit 9 – Property Development Standards
Chapter 4 – Property Development Standards
4.1 Applicability of Property Development Standards
The proposed development is in compliance with the applicable standards set forth in Chapter 4
of the Town of Brunswick Zoning Ordinance.
4.2 Dimensional and Density Standards
The proposed project site is located in the Growth College 1 (GC1) Zone. Dimensional information
demonstrating compliance with the district standards is provided in the table on the Overall Site
Plan, Sheet C3.1 of the attached plan set.
4.3 Natural and Historic Areas
4.3.1 Mapping of Natural and Historic Areas Requirements
There are no designated natural areas on the subject site. Initial review of the site by the Maine
Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC) found no historic properties (Exhibit 10). Additional
review by MHPC found that there is one building, the Dudley Coe Building, located within the
project area that is listed on the National Registry of Historic Places as part of the Federal Street
Historic District. This building is to be removed as part of the project. Per the request of the
MHPC, STI is in the process of documenting the interior and exterior of the building as per the
MHPC requirements of documentation.
The proposed project site does not include any active farmland and there are no wetlands on site.
4.3.2 Pollution
The proposed project will not result in the generation of undue water or air pollution. As detailed
in the attached Stormwater Management report (Exhibit 6), the project meets the criteria of
Chapter 500 for stormwater management. The project will be served by the public sewer system.
4.3.3 Protection of Natural Vegetation
The proposed project involves redevelopment of a previously developed site. The preservation
of natural features has been maintained to the greatest extent possible within the proposed site
design. The existing trees along College Road and Sills Drive have been incorporated into the
landscape design when possible. Those trees that needed to be removed are proposed to be
replaced in such a way to either meet or exceed the town requirements. Please see the Landscape
plan (sheet L2.1) for more detailed information on the proposed improvements to the parcel.
4.3.4 Protection of Significant Plant and Animal Habitat
The proposed development will not have an undue adverse effect on important plant and animal
habitats. No significant plant or animal habitats were identified on the subject site. The proposed
project involves the redevelopment of a previously developed site. The project is not in a Wildlife

Protection Overlay District. Please see Exhibit 10 for correspondence with the Maine Natural
Areas Program.
4.3.5 Steep Slopes
The proposed development site does not contain 5000 or more contiguous feet of slopes
exceeding 25 percent. Topographical Site plans are included on sheets C.1 and C1.2 of the
attached plan set.
4.3.6 Erosion and Sedimentation
The proposed development and site improvements will be constructed in accordance with the
Maine Department of Environmental Protection’s Best Management Practices. Please see the
plan set for the Erosion Control plan (sheet C6.1).
4.3.7 Groundwater
The proposed project will not result in an adverse effect to the quality or quantity of ground water.
There is no proposed groundwater extraction associated with this project. Please see Exhibit 6
and the plan set for the Stormwater Management plan.
4.3.8 Surface Waters, Wetlands, and Marine Resources
The proposed project will not result in an adverse impact to surface waters, wetlands, and marine
resources. Please see Exhibit 6 and the plan set for the Stormwater Management plan.
4.3.9 Historic and Archeological Resources
A review request was submitted to the Maine Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC) on
August 28, 2019 detailing the proposed project and removal of the Dudley Coe building as part of
the project. Initial review of the site by the MHPC found no historic or archeological resources
within the project area (Exhibit 10). While the project was in the process of being reviewed by
the Maine Department of Environmental protection, MHPC requested, given the Coe building is
listed on the National Registry of Historic Places as part of the Federal Street Historic District, that
the building be documented. Per this request, Bowdoin is in the process of having the interior and
exterior of the building documented as per the Commission’s outlined requirements of
documentation.
4.4 Flood Hazard Areas
The proposed project is not in a Flood Hazard Zone. Please see Exhibit 11 for a copy of the FEMA
Flood Insurance Rate Map.
4.5 Basic and Municipal Services
4.5.1 Sewage Disposal
The proposed project will utilize public sewer. It is estimated that the proposed
facilities will generate wastewater as follows:
The Center for Arctic Studies (calculated as a visitor center) – 411 gpd
(75 visitors x 5 gpd per visitor) + (3 employees x 12 gpd per employee) = 411 gpd

Barry Mills Hall (calculated as an auditorium) – 1500 gpd
300 seats x 5 gpd per seat = 1500 gpd
Total approximate usage: 1911 gpd
Please see Exhibit 7 for a letter dated July 10, 2019 confirming sewer capacity from the
Brunswick Sewer District.
4.5.2 Water Supply and Quality
The proposed project will utilize public water. It is estimated that the proposed facilities will
require approximately 1911 gpd of water, as follows:
The Center for Arctic Studies (calculated as a visitor center) – 411 gpd
(75 visitors x 5 gpd per visitor) + (3 employees x 12 gpd per employee) = 411 gpd
Barry Mills Hall (calculated as an auditorium) – 1500 gpd
300 seats x 5 gpd per seat = 1500 gpd
Total approximate usage: 1911 gpd
Please see Exhibit 7 for a letter dated October 23, 2019 confirming that The Brunswick & Topsham
Water District has the ability to serve the site.

4.5.3 Solid Waste Disposal
As discussed at the Sketch Plan review, the applicant requests a waiver from the ordinance
provisions regarding the solid waste impact fee. The proposed redevelopment of this site is not
anticipated to generate a significant increase in solid waste. While the new academic buildings
will create some new space on campus, that space will be utilized to house existing programs.
There is no proposed increase in the student or faculty population utilizing the spaces. All solid
waste generated at the buildings will be hauled and disposed of by a private contractor at no
burden to Town services.
4.5.4 Stormwater Management
A Stormwater Management report has been prepared and provided to the Town (under separate
cover) to address the potential impacts associated with the proposed modification in stormwater
runoff characteristics associated with this project.
4.6 Landscaping Requirements
4.6.1 General Standard
The proposed project involves redevelopment of a previously developed site. The preservation
of natural features has been maintained to the greatest extent possible within the proposed site

design. Please see the Landscape plans (Sheets L1.0 – L8.0) for more detailed information on the
proposed improvements to the parcel.

4.6.2 Landscaping
Detailed information on landscaping and planting plans, including numbers and varieties of
species, is included on the Landscape and Planting plans (Sheets L2.1, L5.0, L5.1, and L5.2) of the
attached plan set.
4.6.3 Street Trees
Existing trees have been preserved in the proposed design to the greatest extent possible. Please
see the Tree Protection and Landscape plan (Sheets L1.0, L2.0, and L2.1) for more detailed
information.
4.6.4 Buffers
Tree preservation areas along College Road Sills Drive and have been incorporated into the
landscape design. Please see the Tree Protection plan (Sheet L1.0) for more detailed information
on the proposed improvements to the parcel.
4.6.5 Parking Lot and Entrance Landscaping
Please see the Landscape and Planting plans (Sheets L2.1 and L5.0) for detailed information on
the parking lot and entrance landscaping. Additional information regarding parking lot
landscaping is included in Section 4.9.3.
4.6.6 Landscaping Maintenance
The proposed landscaping will be maintained by Bowdoin College and will be in compliance to
Subsection 4.15.2
4.7 Residential Recreation Requirements
Not applicable – no new dwelling units are proposed with this project.
4.8 Circulation and Access
The proposed project will not result in unreasonable congestion or unsafe conditions on highways
or public roads. The project involves the redevelopment of a site with an existing parking lot and
access drive on Sills Drive. The existing access driveway will be modified but there are no new
access points or new streets proposed for the project. The proposed development will not result
in an increase in the overall student or faculty population and therefore, is not expected to cause
an increase in vehicular traffic to the area or a change in traffic patterns. As there will be a net
decrease of parking spaces at the site it is anticipated that there will be a decrease in traffic
volumes entering and exiting the site. Please see The Traffic Impact Statement included as part of
Exhibit 12.

4.9 Parking and Loading
4.9.1 Minimum and Maximum Vehicle Parking Requirements
The proposed redevelopment will result in the total number of parking spaces at the site being
reduced from 136 spaces to 57 spaces, which is a net reduction of 79 parking spaces. The loss of
the 79 spaces in the proposed development area will be off-set by the expansion of the Coffin
Street Lot (82 new spaces). Any required additional parking associated with the increase in
building area can be accommodated by other parking lots on campus that have excess capacity.
Location and layout of the parking areas are illustrated on the Site Plan (Sheet C3.2). Please note
that the 57 spaces include 41 newly configured parking stalls and 16 spaces that will remain
unchanged near Druckenmiller Hall. A table which identifies the record surplus of parking
inventory is also included on the Site Plan, Sheet C3.2.
4.1.1 Minimum Bicycle Parking Requirements
Thirty-five Swerve bicycle racks, which accommodate 70 bicycles, are included as part of the
site plan. The bike racks are located near the buildings as illustrated on the Site Plan (Sheet
C3.2).
4.1.2 Design, Construction and Maintenance of Parking Areas
In accordance with Section 4.9.3.D. and as requested and discussed during Sketch Plan review,
the College has asked for certain modifications/waivers of the parking area and landscaping
design requirements. The design modifications include reduction of the parking stall depth by
six inches from the standard of 18 feet 5 inches and a reduction of the aisle width by 2 feet, from
the standard of 26 feet to 24 feet. The landscaping modification would be to allow perimeter
landscaping along the street to be less than completely opaque. We believe the landscape plan
adequately addresses the streetscape while allowing Bowdoin security to have visual access to
the lot from the street.
4.10 Lighting
Outdoor lighting will not adversely impact road safety or the adjacent properties. Lighting has
been designed to not encroach on the surrounding properties. Light placement along pathways
and in parking areas have been designed to be sufficient for safety without being invasive and
resulting in disabling glare. Please see Exhibit 14 for additional lighting information.
4.11 Architectural Compatibility
The proposed buildings have been designed to be compatible with the surrounding area and
are in compliance with the American with Disabilities Act and the design standards of the
zoning district. Please see the Site Plan (Sheet C3.2) and Exhibit 13 for architectural renderings
and elevations.

4.12 Neighborhood Protection Standards
The proposed project area is surrounded by Bowdoin College property and there are no single or
two-family dwellings located within the buffering distances noted in the Compatibility Standards
of the Brunswick Ordinance.
4.13 Signs
There is minimal signage proposed for this project. All proposed signage will be compatible in
design scale with the area and will be in conformance with the standards outline in the Town
Zoning Ordinance.
4.14 Performance Standards
A. General Standards
The proposed development has been designed in accordance to the standards outlined in the
Town Ordinance. Please see the plan set.
B. Specific Standard: General
All construction will occur during the hours of 7:00 am and 7:00 pm as outlined in the Town
Ordinance.
C. Specific Standard: Noise
The proposed development will not result in noise levels greater than 60 dBA daytime or 50 dBA
nighttime beyond the lot line of the property. Please see the plan set for additional information
on the site layout.
D. Specific Standard: Smoke and Particulate Matter
The proposed development will not result in the generation of any smoke or particulate matter.
E. Specific Standard: Dust and Fumes
The proposed development will not result in the emission of dust, dirt, fly ash, fumes, vapors, or
gasses that could cause injury to human health, animals, vegetation, or property. Please see the
erosion control plan for more detailed information.
F. Specific Standard: Odor
The proposed project will not result in the generation of any offensive or harmful odors.
G. Specific Standard: Vibrations
The proposed development will not result in the generation of any perceptible vibrations.
H. Specific Standard: Unlicensed Motor Vehicles
No unlicensed motor vehicles will be kept at the site.

I.

Specific Standard: Motor Vehicle and Watercraft Parking in Required Setbacks
No motor vehicles or watercraft will be parked on site.

J.

Specific Standard: Lighting and Glare
The proposed lighting is in compliance with Section 4.10. Please see Exhibit 11 and the plan set
for additional information.

4.15 Site Feature Maintenance
Bowdoin College will maintain all improvements proposed by this project.
4.16 Financial and Technical Capacity
The applicant has adequate financial and technical capacity to meet the standards of the
proposed development. Please see Exhibit 4 for proof of financial capacity.

The proposed project site is located within the Aquifer Protection Overlay 3 (APO3) District. The
performance standards for this overlay district are, as outlined in Section 2.3 F of the Brunswick Zoning
Ordinance, as follows:

F (1) General Standards for Uses and Activities Subject to Development Review
a. Management of Stormwater Runoff
Please see Exhibit 6 for the Stormwater Management Plan.
b. Groundwater Contaminants
Please see Exhibit 6 for the Stormwater Management Plan.
F (2) Timber Harvesting
Not applicable. No timber harvesting is proposed.
F (3) Application of Fertilizers and Manure
Not applicable
F (4) Manure Storage
Not applicable
F (5) Animal Husbandry
Not applicable
F (6) Use of Pesticides
Not applicable

F (7) Subsurface Waste Disposal Systems
Not applicable. There is no proposed subsurface waste disposal system proposed for this
project.
F (8) Storage Tanks
Not applicable. The proposed project does not involve either aboveground or underground
storage tanks.
F (9) Application of Compost, Sludge Products, or Organic Fertilizer
Not applicable.
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JANET T. MILLS

STATE OF MAINE
DEPARTMENT OF
INLAND FISHERIES & WILDLIFE
284 STATE STREET
41 STATE HOUSE STATION
AUGUSTA ME 04333-0041

JUDITH CAMUSO

GOVERNOR

COMMISSIONER

July 29, 2019
Paul Ostrowski
Sebago Technics
75 John Roberts Road
Suite 1A
South Portland, ME 04106
RE: Information Request - Barry Mills Hall and Center for Arctic Studies, Brunswick
Dear Paul:
Per your request received July 10, 2019, we have reviewed current Maine Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) information for known locations of Endangered, Threatened, and
Special Concern species; designated Essential and Significant Wildlife Habitats; and fisheries habitat
concerns within the vicinity of the Barry Mills Hall and Center for Arctic Studies Project in Brunswick.
Our information indicates no locations of Endangered, Threatened, or Special Concern species within
the project area that would be affected by your project. Additionally, our Department has not mapped
any Essential or Significant Wildlife Habitats or fisheries habitats that would be directly affected by
your project.
This consultation review has been conducted specifically for known MDIFW jurisdictional features and
should not be interpreted as a comprehensive review for the presence of other regulated features that
may occur in this area. Prior to the start of any future site disturbance we recommend additional
consultation with the municipality, and other state resource agencies including the Maine Natural Areas
Program and Maine Department of Environmental Protection in order to avoid unintended protected
resource disturbance.
Please feel free to contact my office if you have any questions regarding this information, or if I can be
of any further assistance.
Best regards,

Becca Settele
Wildlife Biologist

PHONE: (207) 287-5254

FISH AND WILDLIFE ON THE WEB:
www.maine.gov/ifw

EMAIL ADDRESS:
John.Perry@maine.gov
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August 28, 2019
11001-12
Mr. Kirk Mohney, State Historic Preservation Officer
Maine Historic Preservation Commission
65 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Maine Historic Preservation Commission Project Review Request
Bowdoin College, Brunswick, ME
Barry Mills Hall and Center for Artic Studies
Applicant: Bowdoin College
Dear Mr. Mohney,
On behalf of Bowdoin College, Sebago Technics respectfully requests a project review of a 2.4 ± acre
developed site located on the main campus. Bowdoin College is proposing a new academic center and
home for the Peary-MacMillan Arctic Museum in the southeastern corner of the main campus, bounded
by College Street and Sills Drive. The site of the proposed facility was the former Dayton Ice Arena
which was built in 1956 and later demolished in 2009, as a new ice arena was built. The site of the
former Dayton Arena was paved to allow for additional vehicular parking.
The proposed site design consists of the construction of a 4,368 square-feet, three-story museum and
an 11,771 square-feet, two-story academic center. Additionally, improvements will be made to the site
entrance, parking, pedestrian walkways, and utilities. As a part of the project, the Dudley Coe Building
will be demolished. Timing for this work has not been finalized, but would need to be completed within
five years of issuance of a SLDA permit from Maine DEP.
The proposed project is adjacent to and bordering 14 buildings which are 50 years of age or older. The
only listed historic property located in the vicinity of the project location is Massachusetts Hall which is
located within the main campus, and is not within a view shed of this project.
For your reference, I have enclosed a
f all
buildings which are over fifty years of age with a reference map. If you have any questions about the
proposed development, please do not hesitate to contact me. I look forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,
SEBAGO TECHNICS, INC.

Paul Ostrowski, P.E.
Senior Project Engineer
PDO/llg
Enc.
75 John Roberts Road, Suite 4A, South Portland, ME 04106

207.200.2100 100% Employee-Owned sebagotechnics.com
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Exhibit 12 – Traffic and Parking

The proposed project will not increase the student body or number of faculty on campus and therefore
will not result in an increase of traffic on to or within the campus. Please see the Traffic Impact Statement
memo from STI dated September 11, 2019 included as part of this Exhibit. Please see the site plan for the
proposed parking layout.

Memorandum
11001-012
To:

Kylie Mason, RLA, LEED A.P.

From:

Derek Caldwell, P.E., PTOE

Date:

September 11, 2019

Subject: Traffic Impact Statement
Barry Mills Hall and Center for Arctic Studies

Proposed Development
Bowdoin College is proposing the construction of a new 11,771 square foot two-story academic center,
to be known as Barry Mills Hall, and a 4,368 square foot three-story building to house the relocated
Peary-MacMillan Arctic Museum from its prior location in Hubbard Hall on Bowdoin s campus. The site
is bordered by Sills Drive to the east and College Street to the south. Presently the site consists primarily
of a paved parking lot, known as the Dayton Lot, with a driveway to Sills Drive.
As part of the project the existing parking lot and driveway would be demolished. A new driveway is to
be constructed slightly to the north of the existing driveway. A new parking lot will also be constructed
on the northern side of the development area. The number of parking spaces in total will be reduced
from the current 138 spaces to 59 spaces, resulting in a net reduction of 79 parking spaces.
Traffic Impact
In general, the proposed development is not expected to cause an increase in vehicular traffic to the
area or significantly change traffic patterns around the campus due to the fact that the proposed
development will serve primarily students/faculty who would already be on campus, either parking in
other areas or walking to the proposed buildings. The development is not to intended to increase
student population or faculty levels. The Peary-MacMillan Museum/Arctic Studies Center is being
relocated from its existing location within Hubbard Hall. Visitors to the museum are likely to park in
designated areas and also walk to the museum as they currently do.
The net reduction in parking spaces would also result in a reduction in traffic volumes entering/exiting
the driveway to Sills Drive. The loss in parking with the removal of the Dayton Lot is to be absorbed by
other parking areas on campus which currently have excess capacity.
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ENCLOSURES

C18 SOUND
ATTENUATED
ENCLOSURES
Griffin 50 Hz/60 Hz

Picture shown may not reflect actual package

These sound attenuated, factory installed
enclosures incorporate internally mounted
super critical level silencers, designed for
safety and aesthetic value on fabricated
steel skid bases. Optional UL listed tanks are
available. These enclosures are of extremely
rugged construction to withstand exposure
to the elements of weather, and provide
weather protection.

FEATURES
ROBUST/HIGHLY CORROSION
RESISTANT CONSTRUCTION
Approved for use with UL 2200 listed
generator set packages
Environmentally friendly, polyester powder
baked paint
14 gauge steel
Zinc plated or stainless steel fasteners
Internally mounted super critical exhaust
silencing system
Factory installed

SECURITY AND SAFETY
Lockable access doors with standard key
utilization
Cooling fan and battery charging alternator
fully guarded
Fuel fill, oil fill, coolant and battery can only be
reached via lockable access
Stub-up cover sheets for rodent proofing
Externally mounted emergency stop button
Insulation has UL 94-HFI flame rating
Designed for spreader-bar lifting to ensure safety
Control panel viewing window

EXCELLENT ACCESS
Large cable entry area for installation ease
Accommodates optional rear-mounted breaker
Double doors on both sides
Vertically hinged doors allow 180° opening
rotation
Lube oil and coolant drains piped to exterior
Radiator fill cover

OPTIONS
Yellow, white, beige or ASA 61 gray paint
Interior lighting system
Skid base with dragging and fork pockets
UL listed integral fuel tank
UL listed sub-base fuel tank
Dual breakers (60 Hz only) (second breaker
mounted right hand side
Seismic Certification per Applicable Building Codes:
IBC 2000, IBC 2003, IBC 2006, IBC 2009, CBC 2007
Tested and Analyzed in Accordance With:
ASCE 7-98, ASCE 7-02, ASCE 7-05, ICC-ES AC-156
Special Seismic Certification
OSHPD Pre-Approval OSP-0084-10
IBC certifiable for 90 mph wind loading
Anchoring details are site specific, and are
dependent on many factors such as generator
set size, weight, and concrete strength.
IBC Certification requires that the anchoring
system used is reviewed and approved by a
Professional Engineer

LEHE4763-08

ENCLOSURES
ENCLOSURE OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS
60 Hz
SA Enclosure 1 Breaker
ekW
kVA
PP/SB
600
750
SB
545
681
PP
550
688
SB
500
625
PP

Ambient
Capability*
°C
°F
46
114
51
124
50
123
55
132

60 Hz
SA Enclosure 2 Breaker
ekW
kVA
PP/SB
600
750
SB
545
681
PP
550
688
SB
500
625
PP

Ambient
Capability*
°C
°F
45
113
50
123
49
122
54
131

50 Hz
SA Enclosure
kVA
PP/SB
700
SB
635
PP
650
SB
591
PP
600
SB
545
PP
550
SB
500
PP

Ambient
Capability*
°C
°F
52
126
52
126
56
133
55
131
59
138
58
136
62
144
61
142

ekW
560
508
520
473
480
436
440
400

Airflow
Rate
3

m /s
9.8
9.8
9.8
9.8

cfm
20,765
20,765
20,765
20,765

Airflow
Rate
3

m /s
9.6
9.6
9.6
9.6

cfm
20,341
20,341
20,341
20,341

Airflow
Rate
3

m /s
7.1
7.1
7.1
7.1
7.1
7.1
7.1
7.1

cfm
15,044
15,044
15,044
15,044
15,044
15,044
15,044
15,044

Sound Pressure Levels
dBA @ Full Load
1m
7m
15 m
85.7
76.6
70.6
85.2
76.1
70.1
85.2
76.1
70.1
84.8
75.7
69.7

Exhaust Back
Pressure
in/H20
kPa
12.45
3.10
6.02
1.50
6.22
1.55
5.30
1.32

Sound Pressure Levels
dBA @ Full Load
1m
7m
15 m
85.7
76.6
70.6
85.2
76.1
70.1
85.2
76.1
70.1
84.8
75.7
69.7

Exhaust Back
Pressure
in/H20
kPa
12.45
3.10
6.02
1.50
6.22
1.55
5.30
1.32

Sound Pressure Levels
dBA @ Full Load
1m
7m
15 m
84.7
76.4
70.4
84.5
76.5
70.5
84.6
76.5
70.5
84.4
76.5
70.5
84.4
76.5
70.5
84.3
76.5
70.5
84.3
76.5
70.5
84.1
76.4
70.4

Exhaust Back
Pressure
in/H20
kPa
4.82
1.20
3.68
0.92
3.90
0.97
3.08
0.77
3.19
0.80
2.56
0.64
2.61
0.65
2.14
0.53

®
* Ambient measured with Cat Extended Life Coolant

Approximate weight of enclosure package: 6,082 kg (13,380 lbs)
Enclosure weight includes: Sound attenuated enclosure, exhaust system, extended base, and generator set.
Exact weight is dependent upon options.
Caterpillar is pleased to offer these additional generator set enclosure colors: white, bright beige,
and ASA 61 gray. (Caterpillar yellow is standard color.)
Information contained in this publication may be considered confidential. Discretion is recommended when distributing.
Materials and specifications are subject to change without notice.
CAT, CATERPILLAR, their respective logos, Caterpillar Yellow, the Power Edge trade dress as well as
corporate and product identity used herein, are trademarks of Caterpillar and may not be used without permission.
www.Cat-ElectricPower.com
LEHE4763-08 (09-11)
©2011 Caterpillar
All rights reserved.
Printed in U.S.A.
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19-0483 S
December 16, 2019
Bowdoin College
Attn: Don Borkowski
3800 College Station
Brunswick, Maine 04011
Subject:

Explorations and Geotechnical Engineering Services
Proposed Center for Arctic Studies and Mills Hall
Bowdoin College
College Street and Harpswell Road
Brunswick, Maine

Dear Don:
In accordance with our Agreement, dated May 23, 2019, we have performed subsurface
explorations for the subject project. This report summarizes our findings and
geotechnical recommendations and its contents are subject to the limitations set forth in
Appendix A.
1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Scope and Purpose
The purpose of our services was to obtain subsurface information at the site in order to
develop geotechnical recommendations relative to foundations, earthwork and
pavement associated with the proposed construction. Our scope of services included
test boring explorations, seismic piezocone penetrometer testing, soils laboratory
testing, a geotechnical analysis of the subsurface findings and preparation of this report.
1.2 Site and Proposed Construction
The site is located on the southeast corner of the intersection of College Street and
Harpswell Road in Brunswick, Maine. Based on the information provided, we
understand development plans call for demolition of existing site improvements for
construction of two new buildings with a connecting tunnel over the site of the previously
demolished Dayton (Ice Hockey) Arena. The proposed buildings include:
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Center for Artic Studies (CAS): a 2-story, mass timber or steel framed building
with partial basement
Mills Hall: a 3-story, mass timber or steel framed building with full basement
Connecting Tunnel: a basement level, cast-in-place concrete, tunnel connecting
the CAS and Mills Hall buildings
We understand structural loading may approach 250 kips for columns, 7.5 kips/ft for ongrade foundation walls and 14.5 kips/ft for basement foundation walls.
Proposed and existing site features are shown on the “Exploration Location Plan”
attached as Sheet 1.
2.0 EXPLORATION AND TESTING
2.1 Explorations
Seven test borings (B-19-01 through B-19-07) were made at the site on June 5 and 6,
2019 by S. W. Cole Explorations, LLC. The exploration locations were selected and
established in the field by S. W. Cole Engineering, Inc. (S.W.COLE). The approximate
exploration locations are shown on the “Exploration Location Plan” attached in Appendix
B. Logs of the test borings, with key to the notes and symbols used on the logs, are
attached in Appendix C. The elevations shown on the logs were estimated based on
topographic information shown on the “Exploration Location Plan”.
One seismic piezocone penetration test (SCPT 19-01) was made at the site on June 11,
2019 by ConeTec, Inc. under subcontract to S.W.COLE. The SCPT report provided by
ConeTec, including testing procedures, exploration location and evaluation, is attached
in Appendix D.
2.2 Testing
The test borings were drilled using a combination of hollow-stem auger and cased
wash-boring methods. The soils were sampled at 2 to 5 foot intervals using a split
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spoon sampler and Standard Penetration Testing (SPT) methods. SPT blow counts are
shown on the logs.
The SCPT performed by ConeTec included shear wave velocity testing at 3 meter
intervals. The results of shear wave velocity testing are included in the ConeTec report
attached in Appendix D.
3.0 SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS
3.1 Soil and Bedrock
Underlying topsoil or asphalt paving, the explorations encountered a soils profile generally
consisting of uncontrolled fill overlying glaciomarine sands and clays overlying a refusal
surface at a depth of about 104 feet below the ground surface. The principal strata
encountered are summarized below. Not all the strata were encountered at each
exploration; refer to the attached logs for more detailed subsurface information.
Uncontrolled Fill: The borings encountered uncontrolled fill consisting of loose to medium
dense sand with varying portions of silt and gravel extending to depths of about 2.5 feet.
Glaciomarine Sand: Underlying the uncontrolled fill, the borings encountered loose to
medium dense stratified glaciomarine sand with occasional silt seams. The borings were
terminated in the glaciomarine sand at depths of 37 feet.
Glaciomarine Clay: A deposit of glaciomarine clay was encountered between a depth
interval of about 79 to 99 feet in SCPT19-01.
Refusal: SCPT19-01 was terminated on a refusal surface (probable glacial till) at a depth
of about 104 feet.
3.2 Groundwater
Saturated soils and free groundwater were observed in the explorations at depths ranging
from 18 to 20 feet below the existing ground surface. Long term groundwater information
is not available. It should be anticipated that groundwater levels will fluctuate, particularly
in response to periods of snowmelt and precipitation, as well as changes in site use.
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4.0 EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
4.1 General Findings
Based on the subsurface findings, the proposed construction appears feasible from a
geotechnical standpoint. The principle geotechnical considerations are:
The existing fills, as well as any existing or relic foundations and utilities, are
unsuitable for support of the proposed building and entrance slabs. These
unsuitable materials must be completely removed and replaced with compacted
Granular Borrow below the footprints of the proposed buildings and tunnel.
Spread footing foundations, slab-on-grade floors, basement slabs and tunnel
foundation bearing on properly prepared subgrades, as described herein, appear
suitable for the proposed building.
Existing uncontrolled fills and native sands below paved areas should be proofrolled and densified. Areas that rut, pump or become soft should be removed and
replaced with compacted Granular Borrow or Subbase Gravel.
Subgrades across the site are anticipated to consist of uncontrolled granular fill
and native sands. Excavation of bearing surfaces should be completed with a
smooth-edged bucket to lessen subgrade disturbance. A thin layer of Crushed
Stone should be placed over footing subgrades to help protect the native sands
from drying and disturbance.
Granular Borrow, Structural Fill, Crushed Stone, and pavement gravels will be
required for construction.
4.2 Liquefaction
Liquefaction is typically observed in saturated deposits of loose sands and non-plastic silts
subjected to ground shaking most commonly from earthquakes. The soils below the site
contain zones of potentially liquefiable loose sands; as such, we performed an
assessment of the liquefaction potential. Based on our assessment, we estimate a factor
of safety against liquefaction of at least 1.3 for the design earthquake of magnitude (M) of
5.0, as reported by the U.S. Geologic Survey (http://geohazards.usgs.gov). A factor of
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safety of 1.0 or less is required for the site soils to liquefy; therefore, it is our opinion that
liquefaction mitigation is not required for the proposed construction considering the design
earthquake.
4.3 Site and Subgrade Preparation
We recommend that site preparation begin with the construction of an erosion control
system to protect adjacent drainage ways and areas outside the construction limits.
Surficial organics, roots and topsoil, as well as existing pavements, utilities and relic
foundations should be completely removed from areas of proposed fill and construction.
As much vegetation as possible should remain outside the construction areas to lessen
the potential for erosion and site disturbance.
Building Pad and Footings: Existing uncontrolled fills, relic foundations and utilities must
be completely removed from beneath the proposed building footprint until undisturbed
native sands are encountered. The extent of removal should extend 1 foot laterally
outward from outside edge of perimeter footings for every 1-foot of excavation depth
(1H:1V bearing splay). The overexcavated area should be backfilled with compacted
Granular Borrow.
Footings should bear on at least 3-inches of compacted Crushed Stone to help protect the
native sands from drying and disturbance. Basement floor slabs should be underlain by at
least 6-inches of compacted Crushed Stone overlying a non-woven geotextile filter fabric;
this layer of Crushed Stone should be hydraulically connected to the Crushed Stone
provided below basement footings. Slab-on-grade floors should be underlain by at least
12-inches of compacted Structural Fill.
Paved Areas: Existing granular fills and native sands should be proof-rolled and densified
below proposed paved areas with 3 passes of a vibratory roller with a static weight of at
least 10 tons. Areas that become soft or continue to yield after proof-rolling should be
removed and replaced with compacted Granular Borrow.
4.4 Excavation and Dewatering
Excavation work will generally encounter uncontrolled fills and native sands. Care must be
exercised during construction to limit disturbance of the bearing soils. Final cuts to
subgrade should be performed with a smooth-edged bucket to reduce soil disturbance.
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Native sands which become disturbed during construction should be re-compacted.
Earthwork and grading activities should occur during drier, non-freezing weather of Spring,
Summer and Fall.
Sumping and pumping dewatering techniques should be adequate to control groundwater
in excavations. Controlling the water levels to at least one foot below planned excavation
depths will help stabilize subgrades during construction.
Excavations must be properly shored or sloped in accordance with OSHA Regulations to
prevent sloughing and caving of the sidewalls during construction. Care must be taken to
preclude undermining adjacent utilities, paved areas and structures. The design and
planning of excavations, excavation support systems, and dewatering is the responsibility
of the contractor.
4.5 Foundations
We recommend the proposed buildings be supported on spread footings founded on
properly prepared subgrades as discussed herein. For foundations bearing on properly
prepared subgrades, we recommend the following geotechnical parameters for design:
Geotechnical Parameters for Spread Footings and Foundation Walls
Design Frost Depth
4.5 feet
Net Allowable Soil Bearing Pressure
2.0 ksf
Ultimate Modulus of Subgrade Reaction (Mat / Combined Footing)
42 pci
Base Friction Factor
0.35
Total Unit Weight of Backfill
125 pcf
At-Rest Lateral Earth Pressure Coefficient
0.5
Surcharge Lateral Earth Pressure Coefficient
0.5
Internal Friction Angle of Backfill
30°
Seismic Soil Site Class (IBC 2015 – Shear Wave Velocity Method)
D
We recommend design consider total post-construction settlement of 1-inch with
differential settlement of ½-inch over 40 feet or between adjacent columns.
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4.6 Foundation Drainage
We recommend an underdrain system be installed on the outside edge of perimeter and
basement footings. For basements, the underdrain pipe should consist of 4-inch diameter,
perforated SDR-35 foundation drain pipe bedded in Crushed Stone and wrapped in nonwoven geotextile fabric. For the on-grade areas, the underdrain pipe should consist of 4inch diameter, slotted HDPE foundation drain pipe bedded in Underdrain Sand. The
underdrain pipe must have a positive gravity outlet protected from freezing, clogging and
backflow. Surface grades should be sloped away from the building for positive surface
water drainage. General underdrain details are illustrated in Appendix B.
4.7 Slab-On-Grade
On-grade floor slabs in heated areas may be designed using a subgrade reaction
modulus of 100 pci (pounds per cubic inch) provided the slab is underlain by at least 12inches of compacted Structural Fill for on-grade slabs or 6-inches of compacted
Crushed Stone overlying non-woven geotextile for basement slabs, both placed over
properly prepared subgrades. The structural engineer or concrete consultant must
design steel reinforcing and joint spacing appropriate to slab thickness and function.
We recommend a sub-slab vapor retarder particularly in areas of the building where the
concrete slab will be covered with an impermeable surface treatment or floor covering
that may be sensitive to moisture vapors. The vapor retarder must have a permeance
that is less than the floor cover or surface treatment that is applied to the slab. The
vapor retarder must have sufficient durability to withstand direct contact with the subslab base material and construction activity. The vapor retarder material should be
placed according to the manufacturer’s recommended method, including the taping and
lapping of all joints and wall connections. The architect and/or flooring consultant should
select the vapor retarder products compatible with flooring and adhesive materials.
The floor slab should be appropriately cured using moisture retention methods after
casting. Typical floor slab curing methods should be used for at least 7 days. The
architect or flooring consultant should assign curing methods consistent with current
applicable American Concrete Institute (ACI) procedures with consideration of curing
method compatibility to proposed surface treatments, flooring and adhesive materials.
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4.8 Entrance Slabs and Sidewalks
Entrance slabs and sidewalks adjacent to the building must be designed to reduce the
effects of differential frost action between adjacent pavement, doorways, and entrances.
We recommend that non-frost susceptible Structural Fill be provided to a depth of at
least 4.5 feet below the top of entrance slabs. This thickness of Structural Fill should
extend the full width of the entrance slab and outward at least 4.5 feet, thereafter
transitioning up to the bottom of the adjacent sidewalk or pavement gravels at a 3H:1V
or flatter slope. General details of this frost transition zone are attached in Appendix B.
For plaza slabs extending beyond immediate building entrances, we recommend
extending the thickness of Structural Fill beneath the entire plaza slab thereafter
transitioning up to the bottom of the adjacent sidewalk or pavement gravels at a 3H:1V
or flatter slope. Alternatively, the entrance slab and plaza slab may be heated or
insulated for frost protection. General details of this frost transition zone are shown on
the “Foundation Detail Sketch” attached in Appendix B.
4.9 Site Retaining Wall
For proposed site retaining walls, we recommend wet-cast segmental retaining walls.
We recommend the facing blocks be founded on a minimum 6-inch thick leveling course
of compacted Crushed Stone overlying properly prepared subgrades. For design of
Segmental Retaining Walls (SRW), such as Redi-Scapes or Redi-Rock, we recommend
the following geotechnical parameters for design:
Geotechnical Parameters for Segmental Retaining Wall
Wall Zone
Unit Weight (pcf) Friction Angle
Reinforced Soil
130
34
Retained Soil
125
30
Foundation Soil
125
30
Design of the retaining wall and evaluation of base sliding, overturning and internal
stability of the wall are the responsibility of the wall design engineer. The wall designer
must account for construction surcharge loads and future live load conditions. We
recommend SRW walls meet the requirements of current AASHTO LRFD design
methodologies and material requirements.
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4.10 Backfill and Compaction
We recommend the following fill and backfill materials: recycled products must also be
tested in accordance with applicable environmental regulations and approved by a
qualified environmental consultant.
Granular Borrow: Backfill for overexcavations and fill to raise grades in building and
paved areas should be sand or silty sand meeting the requirements for MaineDOT
703.19 Granular Borrow.
Structural Fill: Fill to repair of soft areas, backfill for foundations, on-grade slab base
material and material below exterior entrances and sidewalks should be clean, non-frost
susceptible sand and gravel meeting the gradation requirements for Structural Fill as
given below:
Structural Fill
Sieve Size
4 inch
3 inch
¼ inch
#40
#200

Percent Finer by Weight
100
90 to 100
25 to 90
0 to 30
0 to 6

Crushed Stone: Crushed Stone, used beneath foundations, for basement underdrain
aggregate and basement slab base should be washed ¾-inch crushed stone meeting
the requirements of 2014 MaineDOT Standard Specification 703.22 Underdrain Backfill
Material Type C.
Underdrain Sand: Sand used for on-grade underdrain aggregate should be clean, freedraining sand meeting the requirements of 2014 MaineDOT Standard Specification 703.22
Underdrain Backfill Material Type B.
Reuse of Site Soils: The native sands appear suitable for reuse as Granular Borrow. The
uncontrolled fills may be reused in landscape areas.
Placement and Compaction: Fill should be placed in horizontal lifts and compacted
such that the desired density is achieved throughout the lift thickness with 3 to 5 passes
of the compaction equipment. Loose lift thicknesses for grading, fill and backfill
9
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activities should not exceed 12 inches. We recommend that fill and backfill in building
and paved areas be compacted to at least 95 percent of its maximum dry density as
determined by ASTM D-1557. Crushed Stone should be compacted with 3 to 5 passes
of a vibratory plate compactor having a static weight of at least 500 pounds.
4.11 Weather Considerations
Construction activity should be limited during freezing weather and the site soils may
require thawing before construction activities may continue. The contractor should
anticipate the need for water to temper fills in order to facilitate compaction. If construction
takes place during cold weather, subgrades, foundations and floor slabs must be protected
during freezing conditions. Concrete and fill must not be placed on frozen soil; and once
placed, the concrete and soil beneath the structure must be protected from freezing.
4.12 Paved Areas
We anticipate paved areas will be subjected primarily to passenger vehicle and light
delivery truck traffic with occasional heavy delivery truck traffic. Considering the site
soils, and proposed usage, we offer the following pavement section for consideration.
Materials are based on 2014 Maine Department of Transportation Standard
Specifications.
Recommended Pavement Section
Layer
9.5 mm Hot Mix Asphalt (50 Gyration Design)
19.0 mm Hot Mix Asphalt (50 Gyration Design)
MaineDOT 703.06 Type A, Crushed Aggregate Base
MaineDOT 703.06 Type D, Crushed Aggregate Subbase

Thickness
1 ¼”
2 ¼”
3”
15”

The base and subbase materials should be compacted to at least 95 percent of their
maximum dry density as determined by ASTM D-1557. Hot mix asphalt pavement
should be compacted to 92 to 97 percent of its theoretical maximum density as
determined by ASTM D-2041. A tack coat should be used between successive lifts of
bituminous pavement.
It should be understood that frost penetration can approach 4.5 feet in this area. In the
absence of full depth excavation of frost susceptible soils below paved areas and
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subsequent replacement with non-frost susceptible compacted fill, frost penetration into
the subgrade will occur and some heaving and distress of pavement must be
anticipated.
4.13 Design Review and Construction Testing
S.W.COLE should be retained to review the construction documents prior to bidding to
determine that our earthwork, foundation and pavement recommendations have been
properly interpreted and implemented.
A soils and concrete testing program should be implemented during construction to
observe compliance with the design concepts, plans, and specifications. S.W.COLE is
available to observe earthwork activities, preparation of foundation and pavement
subgrades, as well as testing and special inspection services for soils, concrete, asphalt,
steel and spray-applied fireproofing construction materials.
5.0 CLOSURE
It has been a pleasure to be of assistance to you with this phase of your project. We
look forward to working with you during the construction phase of the project.
Sincerely,
S. W. Cole Engineering, Inc.

Timothy J. Boyce, P.E.
Senior Geotechnical Engineer
TJB:pfk
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Appendix A
Limitations
This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of Bowdoin College for specific
application to the proposed Center for Arctic Studies and Mill Hall buildings located at
College Street and Harpswell Road on the Bowdoin College campus in Brunswick,
Maine. S. W. Cole Engineering, Inc. (S.W.COLE) has endeavored to conduct our
services in accordance with generally accepted soil and foundation engineering
practices. No warranty, expressed or implied, is made.
The soil profiles described in the report are intended to convey general trends in
subsurface conditions. The boundaries between strata are approximate and are based
upon interpretation of exploration data and samples.
The analyses performed during this investigation and recommendations presented in
this report are based in part upon the data obtained from subsurface explorations made
at the site. Variations in subsurface conditions may occur between explorations and
may not become evident until construction. If variations in subsurface conditions
become evident after submission of this report, it will be necessary to evaluate their
nature and to review the recommendations of this report.
Observations have been made during exploration work to assess site groundwater
levels. Fluctuations in water levels will occur due to variations in rainfall, temperature,
and other factors.
S.W.COLE’s scope of services has not included the investigation, detection, or prevention
of any Biological Pollutants at the project site or in any existing or proposed structure at the
site. The term “Biological Pollutants” includes, but is not limited to, molds, fungi, spores,
bacteria, and viruses, and the byproducts of any such biological organisms.
Recommendations contained in this report are based substantially upon information
provided by others regarding the proposed project. In the event that any changes are
made in the design, nature, or location of the proposed project, S.W.COLE should
review such changes as they relate to analyses associated with this report.
Recommendations contained in this report shall not be considered valid unless the
changes are reviewed by S.W.COLE.

APPENDIX B
Figures

APPENDIX C
Exploration Logs and Key

KEY TO NOTES & SYMBOLS
Test Boring and Test Pit Explorations
All stratification lines represent the approximate boundary between soil types and the transition
may be gradual.
Key to Symbols Used:
w
qu
Sv
Lv
qp
O
WL
WP
WOH
WOM
WOR
HYD
RQD
T
B

-

water content, percent (dry weight basis)
unconfined compressive strength, kips/sq. ft. - laboratory test
field vane shear strength, kips/sq. ft.
lab vane shear strength, kips/sq. ft.
unconfined compressive strength, kips/sq. ft. – pocket penetrometer test
organic content, percent (dry weight basis)
liquid limit - Atterberg test
plastic limit - Atterberg test
advance by weight of hammer
advance by weight of man
advance by weight of rods
advance by force of hydraulic piston on drill
Rock Quality Designator - an index of the quality of a rock mass.
total soil weight
buoyant soil weight

Description of Proportions:

Description of Stratified Soils

Trace:
Some:
“Y”
And
With

Parting:
Seam:
Layer:
Varved:
Occasional:
Frequent:

0 to 5%
5 to 12%
12 to 35%
35+%
Undifferentiated

0 to 1/16” thickness
1/16” to 1/2” thickness
½” to 12” thickness
Alternating seams or layers
one or less per foot of thickness
more than one per foot of thickness

REFUSAL: Test Boring Explorations - Refusal depth indicates that depth at which, in the drill
foreman's opinion, sufficient resistance to the advance of the casing, auger, probe rod or sampler
was encountered to render further advance impossible or impracticable by the procedures and
equipment being used.
REFUSAL: Test Pit Explorations - Refusal depth indicates that depth at which sufficient
resistance to the advance of the backhoe bucket was encountered to render further advance
impossible or impracticable by the procedures and equipment being used.
Although refusal may indicate the encountering of the bedrock surface, it may indicate the striking
of large cobbles, boulders, very dense or cemented soil, or other buried natural or man-made
objects or it may indicate the encountering of a harder zone after penetrating a considerable
depth through a weathered or disintegrated zone of the bedrock.
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6150 College Street, Brunswick, ME
Introduction
The enclosed report presents the results of a seismic piezocone penetration testing (SCPTu or SCPT)
program carried out at the 6150 College Street site located in Brunswick, Maine. The site investigation
program was conducted by ConeTec Inc. (ConeTec), under contract to S.W. Cole Engineering (S.W. Cole)
of Gray, Maine.
A total of 1 seismic cone penetration test was completed at 1 location. The SCPT program was performed
to evaluate the subsurface soil conditions. SCPT sounding locations were selected and numbered under
supervision of S.W. Cole personnel (Mr. Patrick Otto).
Project Information
Project
Client

S.W. Cole Engineering

Project

6150 College Street, Brunswick, ME

ConeTec project number

19-53070

A map from CESIUM including the CPT test locations is presented below.

6150 College Street, Brunswick, ME
Rig Description

Deployment System

Test Type

CPT Truck Rig

25 ton truck mounted (twin cylinders)

SCPT

Coordinates
Test Type

Collection Method

EPSG Number

SCPT

GPS (GlobalSat MR-350)

32619 (WGS 84 / UTM North)

Cone Penetration Test (CPT)
Depth reference

Ground surface at the time of the investigation.

Tip and sleeve data offset

0.1 meter. This has been accounted for in the CPT data files.
Three pore pressure dissipation tests were completed primarily
to determine the phreatic surface.
Shear wave velocity tests were conducted at one meter depth
intervals at one location.
Advanced, seismic and Soil Behavior Type (SBT) scatter plots are
included in the data release package.

Pore pressure dissipation (PPD) tests
Additional Comments
Additional plots

Cone Description

Cone
Number

Cross
Sectional Area
(cm2)

542:T1500F15U500

542

15

Sleeve
Area
(cm2)

Tip
Capacity
(bar)

Sleeve
Capacity
(bar)

Pore
Pressure
Capacity
(psi)

225

1500

15

500

CPT Calculated Parameters

Additional information

The Normalized Soil Behavior Type Chart based on Q tn (SBT Qtn) (Robertson,
2009) was used to classify the soil for this project. A detailed set of
calculated CPT parameters have been generated and are provided in Excel
format files in the release folder. The CPT parameter calculations are based
on values of corrected tip resistance (qt) sleeve friction (fs) and pore pressure
(u2). Effective stresses are calculated based on unit weights that have been
assigned to the individual soil behavior type zones and the assumed
equilibrium pore pressure profile.
Soils were classified as either drained or undrained based on the Q tn
Normalized Soil Behavior Type Chart (Robertson, 2009). Calculations for
both drained and undrained parameters were included for materials that
classified as silt mixtures clayey silt to silty clay (zone 4).

6150 College Street, Brunswick, ME
Limitations
This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of S.W. Cole Engineering (Client) for the project titled
6150 College Street, Brunswick, ME
ts may not be relied upon by any other party
without the express written permission of ConeTec. ConeTec has provided site investigation services,
prepared the factual data reporting, and provided geotechnical parameter calculations consistent with
current best practices. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.
The information presented in the report document and the accompanying data set pertain to the specific
project, site conditions and objectives described to ConeTec by the Client. In order to properly understand
the factual data, assumptions and calculations, reference must be made to the documents provided and
their accompanying data sets, in their entirety.

CONE PENETRATION TEST
The cone penetration tests (CPTu) are conducted using an integrated electronic piezocone penetrometer
and data acquisition system manufactured by Adara Systems Ltd. of Richmond, British Columbia, Canada.
ConeTecs piezocone penetrometers are compression type designs in which the tip and friction sleeve
load cells are independent and have separate load capacities. The piezocones use strain gauged load cells
for tip and sleeve friction and a strain gauged diaphragm type transducer for recording pore pressure.
The piezocones also have a platinum resistive temperature device (RTD) for monitoring the temperature
of the sensors, an accelerometer type dual axis inclinometer and a geophone sensor for recording seismic
signals. All signals are amplified down hole within the cone body and the analog signals are sent to the
surface through a shielded cable.
ConeTec penetrometers are manufactured with various tip, friction and pore pressure capacities in both
10 cm2 and 15 cm2 tip base area configurations in order to maximize signal resolution for various soil
conditions. The 15 cm2 penetrometers do not require friction reducers as they have a diameter larger
than the deployment rods. The 10 cm 2 piezocones use a friction reducer consisting of a rod adapter
extension behind the main cone body with an enlarged cross sectional area (typically 44 mm diameter
over a length of 32 mm with tapered leading and trailing edges) located at a distance of 585 mm above
the cone tip.
The penetrometers are designed with equal end area friction sleeves, a net end area ratio of 0.8 and cone
tips with a 60 degree apex angle.
All ConeTec piezocones can record pore pressure at various locations. Unless otherwise noted, the pore
pressure filter is located directly behind the cone tip in the u2 position (ASTM Type 2). The filter is 6 mm
thick, made of porous plastic (polyethylene) having an average pore size of 125 microns (90 160 microns).
The function of the filter is to allow rapid movements of extremely small volumes of water needed to
activate the pressure transducer while preventing soil ingress or blockage.
The piezocone penetrometers are manufactured with dimensions, tolerances and sensor characteristics
that are in general accordance with the current ASTM D5778 standard. ConeTecs calibration criteria also
meet or exceed those of the current ASTM D5778 standard. An illustration of the piezocone penetrometer
is presented in Figure CPTu.
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Figure CPTu. Piezocone Penetrometer (15 cm2)

The ConeTec data acquisition systems consist of a Windows based computer and a signal conditioner and
power supply interface box with a 16 bit (or greater) analog to digital (A/D) converter. The data is
recorded at fixed depth increments using a depth wheel attached to the push cylinders or by using a spring
loaded rubber depth wheel that is held against the cone rods. The typical recording intervals are either
2.5 cm or 5.0 cm depending on project requirements; custom recording intervals are possible. The system
displays the CPTu data in real time and records the following parameters to a storage media during
penetration:
Depth
Uncorrected tip resistance (qc)
Sleeve friction (fs)
Dynamic pore pressure (u)
Additional sensors such as resistivity, passive gamma, ultra violet induced fluorescence, if
applicable
All testing is performed in accordance to ConeTecs CPT operating procedures which are in general
accordance with the current ASTM D5778 standard.

CONE PENETRATION TEST
Prior to the start of a CPTu sounding a suitable cone is selected, the cone and data acquisition system are
powered on, the pore pressure system is saturated with either glycerin or silicone oil and the baseline
readings are recorded with the cone hanging freely in a vertical position.
The CPTu is conducted at a steady rate of 2 cm/s, within acceptable tolerances. Typically one meter length
rods with an outer diameter of 1.5 inches are added to advance the cone to the sounding termination
depth. After cone retraction final baselines are recorded.
Additional information pertaining to ConeTecs cone penetration testing procedures:
Each filter is saturated in silicone oil or glycerin under vacuum pressure prior to use
Recorded baselines are checked with an independent multi meter
Baseline readings are compared to previous readings
Soundings are terminated at the clients target depth or at a depth where an obstruction is
encountered, excessive rod flex occurs, excessive inclination occurs, equipment damage is likely
to take place, or a dangerous working environment arises
Differences between initial and final baselines are calculated to ensure zero load offsets have not
occurred and to ensure compliance with ASTM standards
The interpretation of piezocone data for this report is based on the corrected tip resistance (q t), sleeve
friction (fs) and pore water pressure (u). The interpretation of soil type is based on the correlations
developed by Robertson (1990) and Robertson (2009). It should be noted that it is not always possible to
accurately identify a soil type based on these parameters. In these situations, experience, judgment and
an assessment of other parameters may be used to infer soil behavior type.
The recorded tip resistance (qc) is the total force acting on the piezocone tip divided by its base area. The
tip resistance is corrected for pore pressure effects and termed corrected tip resistance (q t) according to
the following expression presented in Robertson et al, 1986:
qt = qc + (1 a)  u2
where: qt is the corrected tip resistance
qc is the recorded tip resistance
u2 is the recorded dynamic pore pressure behind the tip (u2 position)
a is the Net Area Ratio for the piezocone (0.8 for ConeTec probes)
The sleeve friction (fs) is the frictional force on the sleeve divided by its surface area. As all ConeTec
piezocones have equal end area friction sleeves, pore pressure corrections to the sleeve data are not
required.
The dynamic pore pressure (u) is a measure of the pore pressures generated during cone penetration. To
record equilibrium pore pressure, the penetration must be stopped to allow the dynamic pore pressures
to stabilize. The rate at which this occurs is predominantly a function of the permeability of the soil and
the diameter of the cone.
The friction ratio (Rf) is a calculated parameter. It is defined as the ratio of sleeve friction to the tip
resistance expressed as a percentage. Generally, saturated cohesive soils have low tip resistance, high
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friction ratios and generate large excess pore water pressures. Cohesionless soils have higher tip
resistances, lower friction ratios and do not generate significant excess pore water pressure.
A summary of the CPTu soundings along with test details and individual plots are provided in the
appendices. A set of interpretation files were generated for each sounding based on published
correlations and are provided in Excel format in the data release folder. Information regarding the
interpretation methods used is included in an appendix.
For additional information on CPTu interpretations, refer to Robertson et al. (1986), Lunne et al. (1997),
Robertson (2009), Mayne (2013, 2014) and Mayne and Peuchen (2012).
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SEISMIC CONE PENETRATION TEST
Shear wave velocity testing is performed in conjunction with the piezocone penetration test (SCPTu) in
order to collect interval velocities. For some projects seismic compression wave (Vp) velocity is also
determined.
ConeTecs piezocone penetrometers are manufactured with a horizontally active geophone (28 hertz) that
is rigidly mounted in the body of the cone penetrometer, 0.2 meters behind the cone tip.
Shear waves are typically generated by using an impact hammer horizontally striking a beam that is held
in place by a normal load. In some instances an auger source or an imbedded impulsive source maybe
used for both shear waves and compression waves. The hammer and beam act as a contact trigger that
triggers the recording of the seismic wave traces. For impulsive devices an accelerometer trigger may be
used. The traces are recorded using an up hole integrated digital oscilloscope which is part of the SCPTu
data acquisition system. An illustration of the shear wave testing configuration is presented in Figure
SCPTu 1.

Figure SCPTu 1. Illustration of the SCPTu system

All testing is performed in accordance to ConeTecs SCPTu operating procedures.
Prior to the start of a SCPTu sounding, the procedures described in the Cone Penetration Test section are
followed. In addition, the active axis of the geophone is aligned parallel to the beam (or source) and the
horizontal offset between the cone and the source is measured and recorded.
Prior to recording seismic waves at each test depth, cone penetration is stopped and the rods are
decoupled from the rig to avoid transmission of rig energy down the rods. Multiple wave traces are
recorded for quality control purposes. After reviewing wave traces for consistency the cone is pushed to
the next test depth (typically one meter intervals or as requested by the client). Figure SCPTu 2 presents
an illustration of a SCPTu test.

SEISMIC CONE PENETRATION TEST
For additional information on seismic cone penetration testing refer to Robertson et.al. (1986).

Figure SCPTu 2. Illustration of a seismic cone penetration test

Calculation of the interval velocities are performed by visually picking a common feature (e.g. the first
characteristic peak, trough, or crossover) on all of the recorded wave sets and taking the difference in ray
path divided by the time difference between subsequent features. Ray path is defined as the straight line
distance from the seismic source to the geophone, accounting for beam offset, source depth and
geophone offset from the cone tip.
The average shear wave velocity to a depth of 100 feet (30 meters) ( ) has been calculated and provided
for all applicable soundings using the following equation presented in ASCE, 2010.

where:

= average shear wave velocity ft/s (m/s)
= the thickness of any layer between 0 and 100 ft (30 m)
= the shear wave velocity in ft/s (m/s)
= 100 ft (30 m)

Average shear wave velocity,

is also referenced to Vs100 or Vs30.

The layer travel times refers to the travel times propagating in the vertical direction, not the measured
travel times from an offset source.
Tabular results and SCPTu plots are presented in the relevant appendix.
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PORE PRESSURE DISSIPATION TEST
The cone penetration test is halted at specific depths to carry out pore pressure dissipation (PPD) tests,
shown in Figure PPD 1. For each dissipation test the cone and rods are decoupled from the rig and the
data acquisition system measures and records the variation of the pore pressure (u) with time (t).

Figure PPD 1. Pore pressure dissipation test setup

Pore pressure dissipation data can be interpreted to provide estimates of ground water conditions,
permeability, consolidation characteristics and soil behavior.
The typical shapes of dissipation curves shown in Figure PPD 2 are very useful in assessing soil type,
drainage, in situ pore pressure and soil properties. A flat curve that stabilizes quickly is typical of a freely
draining sand. Undrained soils such as clays will typically show positive excess pore pressure and have
long dissipation times. Dilative soils will often exhibit dynamic pore pressures below equilibrium that then
rise over time. Overconsolidated fine grained soils will often exhibit an initial dilatory response where
there is an initial rise in pore pressure before reaching a peak and dissipating.

Figure PPD 2. Pore pressure dissipation curve examples

PORE PRESSURE DISSIPATION TEST
In order to interpret the equilibrium pore pressure (u eq) and the apparent phreatic surface, the pore
pressure should be monitored until such time as there is no variation in pore pressure with time as shown
for each curve of Figure PPD 2.
In fine grained deposits the point at which 100% of the excess pore pressure has dissipated is known as
t100. In some cases this can take an excessive amount of time and it may be impractical to take the
dissipation to t100. A theoretical analysis of pore pressure dissipations by Teh and Houlsby (1991) showed
that a single curve relating degree of dissipation versus theoretical time factor (T*) may be used to
calculate the coefficient of consolidation (ch) at various degrees of dissipation resulting in the expression
for ch shown below.
T* ·a2 · Ir
ch =
t
Where:
T*
a
Ir
t

is the dimensionless time factor (Table Time Factor)
is the radius of the cone
is the rigidity index
is the time at the degree of consolidation
Table Time Factor. T* versus degree of dissipation (Teh and Houlsby, 1991)
Degree of
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
Dissipation (%)
T* (u2)

0.038

0.078

0.142

0.245

0.439

0.804

1.60

The coefficient of consolidation is typically analyzed using the time (t 50) corresponding to a degree of
dissipation of 50% (u50). In order to determine t50, dissipation tests must be taken to a pressure less than
u50. The u50 value is half way between the initial maximum pore pressure and the equilibrium pore
pressure value, known as u100. To estimate u50, both the initial maximum pore pressure and u100 must be
known or estimated. Other degrees of dissipations may be considered, particularly for extremely long
dissipations.
At any specific degree of dissipation the equilibrium pore pressure (u at t 100) must be estimated at the
depth of interest. The equilibrium value may be determined from one or more sources such as measuring
the value directly (u100), estimating it from other dissipations in the same profile, estimating the phreatic
surface and assuming hydrostatic conditions, from nearby soundings, from client provided information,
from site observations and/or past experience, or from other site instrumentation.
For calculations of ch (Teh and Houlsby, 1991), t50 values are estimated from the corresponding pore
pressure dissipation curve and a rigidity index (Ir) is assumed. For curves having an initial dilatory response
in which an initial rise in pore pressure occurs before reaching a peak, the relative time from the peak
value is used in determining t50. In cases where the time to peak is excessive, t50 values are not calculated.
Due to possible inherent uncertainties in estimating Ir, the equilibrium pore pressure and the effect of an
initial dilatory response on calculating t50, other methods should be applied to confirm the results for c h.

PORE PRESSURE DISSIPATION TEST
Additional published methods for estimating the coefficient of consolidation from a piezocone test are
described in Burns and Mayne (1998, 2002), Jones and Van Zyl (1981), Robertson et al. (1992) and Sully
et al. (1999).
A summary of the pore pressure dissipation tests and dissipation plots are presented in the relevant
appendix.
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Standard Cone Penetration Test Plots
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1. Assumed phreatic surface depths were determined from the pore pressure data unless otherwise noted. Hydrostatic data were used for calculated parameters.
2. Coordinates are WGS 84 / UTM Zone 19 and were collected using a MR-350 GlobalSat GPS Receiver.
3. Assumed phreatic surface estimated from the dynamic pore pressure response.
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Seismic Cone Penetration Test Tabular Results (Vs)

Job No:
Client:
Project:
Sounding ID:
Date:

19-53070
S.W. Cole Engineering
6150 College St, Brunswick, ME
SCPT19-01
11-Jun-2019

Seismic Source:
Source Offset (ft):
Source Depth (ft):
Geophone Offset (ft):

Beam
1.97
0.00
0.66

SCPTu SHEAR WAVE VELOCITY TEST RESULTS - Vs
Tip
Depth
(ft)
9.35
12.63
15.91
19.19
22.47
25.75
29.04
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42.16
45.44
48.72
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Depth
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STATE OF MAINE

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
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PAUL MERCER

GOVERNOR

COMMISSIONER

February 2, 2017
Derek Berg
Filterra Bioretention Systems
Contech Engineered Solutions LLC
71 US Route 1, Suite F
Scarborough, ME 04074
Dear Mr. Berg:
This letter replaces the April 19, 2016 approval from the Department of Environmental
Protection (Department) that authorized the use of the Filterra Bioretention System.
The Filterra Bioretention System (FBS) was permitted for use by the Department of
Environmental Protection (Department) on November 12, 2009, as part of a stormwater
treatment train that included the use a StormTech Isolator Row following the structure
as an approved alternative to the General Standards (Section 4.C) of the Stormwater
Management Rules (Chapter 500). Based on new testing data, the installation of FBS
structures without the StormTech Isolator Row was approved on an interim use by the
Department on January 21, 2015.
The FBS structures sizing criteria must be revised based on data you provided of an
appropriate rainfall intensity rate that would allow for the full treatment of 90% of an
average annual runoff volume. Therefore, the Department will review and approve, on a
case-by-case basis, the use of the FBS when the system is sized, installed and
maintained in accordance with the following provisions:
1. The structure may be a standard concrete box or a soft shell system that is filled with
the Filterra engineered filter media, provided it is sized to meet the requirements of the
General Standards (Section 4.C) and is installed, operated and maintained in
accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications.
2. The FBS must be sized in accordance with the manufacturer’s standard New
England testing results and revised sizing guidelines outlined in the following table to
treat 90% of the annual runoff volume:

AUGUSTA
17 STATE HOUSE STATION
AUGUSTA, MAINE 04333-0017

BANGOR
106 HOGAN ROAD, SUITE 6
BANGOR, MAINE 04401

(207) 287-7688 FAX: (207) 287-7826

(207) 941-4570 FAX: (207) 941-4584

website: www.maine.gov/dep

PORTLAND
312 CANCO ROAD
PORTLAND, MAINE 04103
(207) 822-6300 FAX: (207) 822-6303

PRESQUE ISLE
1235 CENTRAL DRIVE, SKYWAY PARK
PRESQUE ISLE, MAINE 04769
(207) 764-0477 FAX: (207) 760-3143
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Filterra
Model
Number
4x4
4x6
4x8
6x6
6x8 / 4x12
6x10
6x12
7x13

Area in Acres
0.100
0.151
0.202
0.227
0.301
0.378
0.454
0.573

Treatment
Flow Rate at
140”/hr (cfs)
0.05
0.08
0.10
0.12
0.16
0.19
0.23
0.29

Outlet
Pipe Size
4”
4”
4”
4”
4”
6”
6”
6”

Alternatively, the runoff from the entire contributing drainage area, including all pervious
areas, may be modelled to provide treatment of the 0.95” storm at the approved
hydraulic loading rate of 140” per hour.
3. When designed with the standard curb inlet design, the FBS must be configured “offline” with the surface elevation at the FBS unit being up gradient of an overflow inlet.
When designed with the grated inlet design, the FBS must incorporate an internal
bypass and will not require an overflow inlet. The applicant must demonstrate that the
proposed design meets all the manufacturer’s specifications prior to submission for
Department approval. Review and approval of the proposed design by the manufacturer
will be sufficient to demonstrate conformance with the manufacturer’s specifications.
4. The treated flow and bypass flow must be combined and directed to a detention
system/structure that will store the water quality/channel protection volume (WQv)
consisting of the first 1.0 inch of runoff from impervious areas and 0.4 inch of runoff from
lawns and landscaped areas. An external outlet control structure must control the flow
out of the system and the WQv must be detained between 24 hours and 48 hours.
5. When a boxed structure is proposed, the FBS must be delivered to the site with the
engineered filter media and plumbing fully installed. The concrete box must be sealed to
prevent debris and sediment from entering the system during construction. The
activation of the FBS and opening of the protective mesh cover, installation of plant(s)
and mulch layers as necessary, can be performed only by the supplier (Contech or its
authorized dealer). The activation process must not commence until the project site is
fully stabilized and cleaned (i.e., full landscaping, grass cover, final paving and street
sweeping completed), minimizing the risk of construction materials contaminating the
FBS system.
6. When a soft shell structure is proposed, the FBS(s) must be built on site and must
include all the components of a boxed structure. The FBS must be designed per the
manufacturer’s specifications and must be installed on-site by the manufacturer’s
representative.
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7. Prior to construction, a five-year binding inspection and maintenance contract must
be provided for review and approval by the Department, and must be renewed before
contract expiration. The contract will be with a professional with knowledge of erosion
and stormwater control, including a detailed working knowledge of the proposed
system. The first year’s maintenance must be provided by the manufacturer to ensure
that the system is operating according to the established specifications.
8. The overall stormwater management design must meet all Department criteria and
sizing specifications and shall be reviewed and approved by the Department prior to
use.
9. Each project must be reviewed and approved by the manufacturer for proposed use,
layout and sizing of the system and for conformance with their design specifications.
The system must be installed under the manufacturer’s representative supervision.
10. This approval is conditional to on-the-ground experience confirming that the FBS’s
pollutant removal efficiency and sizing are appropriate. The “permit shield” provision
(Section 14) of the Chapter 500 rules will apply, and the Department will not require the
replacement of the system if, with proper maintenance, pollutant removals do not satisfy
the General Standard Best Management Practices.
We look forward to working with you as these stormwater management structures are
installed on new projects. Questions concerning this decision should be directed to Jeff
Dennis at (207) 215-6376.
Sincerely,

Mark Bergeron, P.E.
Director
Bureau of Land Resources
cc: Don Witherill, Maine DEP
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PLANNING BOARD
Major Development Review
DRAFT Findings of Fact
Review Date: February 21, 2020
Project Name:
Project Location:
Tax Map:
Zoning District:
Overlay Zoning:
Case Number:
Applicant / Owner:

Authorized
Representative:

Hinton Recreation Dock
98 Toads Landing
Map 36, 28
RP1
SPO, FPO, and RPSMO
20-004
Greg and Salli Hinton
1633 SE 39th Terrace
Cape Coral, FL 33094
Tim Forrester
135 River Road
Woolwich, ME 04579

Staff reviewed the application and has determined it is complete.
DRAFT Motion 1:

That the Final Site Plan application is deemed complete.

PROJECT SUMMARY
Staff
Hinton
Recreational Dock dated January 23, 2020. The proposed activity is the construction
of a residential pier, and seasonal ramp and float system. The proposed activity is
within the RP1 Zoning District and the subject parcel contains the Shoreland
Protection Overlay Resource Protection (SPO-RP) Zoning District, the Flood
Protection Overlay (FPO) Special Flood Hazard Area, and the Rural Protection
Stormwater Management Overlay (RPSMO). The subject parcel is developed with a
residence and an existing staircase access way to the ocean. The proposed residential
pier will be constructed at the end of the existing ocean-side staircase.
proposal on February 12, 2020. The SRC meeting notes are included in the Planning
Board packet.
The applicant proposes waivers for the following Appendix D standard submissions:
1. Fiscal Capacity. The applicant indicates funds are available for the proposed pier
system. Based on the relatively small scale of the project and existing development
on-site and adjacent properties, staff advise the proposed waiver is acceptable in
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accordance with Subsection 5.2.9.M.3, specifically, that granting of the waiver or
modification would not adversely affect properties in the locality.
2. Medium Intensity Soil Survey. The applicant provided an assessment of existing
conditions including areas that contain similar development (stairs and concrete)
and undeveloped areas that will be developed within coastal wetlands. Based on the
available information, staff advise the proposed waiver is acceptable in accordance
with Subsection 5.2.9.M.2, specifically, that the application of the standards is not
requisite to public health, safety, and general welfare.
3. Stormwater Management Plan. The applicant provided an erosion control plan which
satisfies standard construction best management practices to prevent runoff pollution
from construction activities. No additional stormwater treatment is required by
ordinance within the RPSMO or Stormwater Management standards (i.e. more than .25 acres of new development). Based on the available information, staff advise the
proposed waiver is acceptable in accordance with Subsection 5.2.9.M.2, specifically,
that the application of the standards is not requisite to public health, safety, and
general welfare.

Review Standards from Chapter 4 of the Town of Brunswick Zoning Ordinance
4.1 Applicability of Property Development Standards
The subject property is located within the RP1 Zoning District and contains the
Shoreland Protection Overlay (SPO) and mapped subdistricts and the Rural
Protection Stormwater Management Overlay (RPSMO). The applicant provided an
assessment of right, title, and interest to construct the pier system for the proposed
project. The Town Attorney concurred that the applicant provided sufficient evidence
for the Planning Board to approve the pier system.
Rural Protection Stormwater Management Overlay
The applicant provided plans that indicated the proposed developed area is below the
treatment thresholds for the RPSMO. Based on the proposed development at this
time only an erosion and sedimentation plan is required. The applicant provided an
acceptable E&S plan for construction of the pier.
Flood Protection Overlay (FPO) District
The applicant indicates that a FPO permit (Special Flood Hazard Area) will be
obtained from the Town of Brunswick for the construction of the dock system
pursuant to subsection 2.3.4.C which states, All development within the FPO
District shall require a Flood Hazard Development Permit obtained in accordance
with Section 5.2.4 (Special Permits for Nonconforming Building Footprint
Expansions).
Shoreland Protection Permit (Subsection 5.2.6)
In accordance with subsection 5.2.6, all development or other land use activity within
the Shoreland Protection Overlay District shall require a Shoreland Protection Permit
from the applicable Review Authority. In addition to the review criteria in Chapter 4,
the below finding satisfies the zoning ordinance requirement for additional SPO
review.
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Based on the information in the application and the SRC advice, the Board finds the
SPO permit review criteria at subsection 5.2.6.B.1(a-h) are satisfied as follows:
a. The development or other land use activity will maintain safe and healthful
conditions;
b. The development or other land use activity will not result in water pollution,
erosion, or sedimentation to surface waters;
c. The development or other land use activity will adequately provide for the disposal
of all wastewater;
d. The development or other land use activity will not have an adverse impact on
spawning grounds, fish, aquatic life, bird or other wildlife habitat;
e. The development or other land use activity will conserve shore cover and visual, as
well as actual, points of access to inland and coastal waters;
f. The development or other land use activity will protect archaeological and historic
resources as designated in the 2008 Comprehensive Plan, as amended;
g. The development or other land use activity will avoid problems associated with
floodplain development and use; and
h. The development or other land use activity is in conformance with standards set
forth in Section 2.3 (Shoreland Protection Overlay District) and Chapter 4 (Property
Development Standards), as applicable.
The Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.1 are satisfied.
4.2 Dimensional and Density Standards
Based on the site plan the proposed development complies with the applicable
dimensional standards of the RP1 Zoning District. Density is not applicable to the
proposed development. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.2 are
satisfied.
4.3 Natural and Historic Areas
4.3.1 Mapping of Natural and Historic Areas Requirements. Based on the available
information, no features were identified that are important to the natural,
scenic, and historic character of the Town or that add to the visual quality of
the development.
4.3.2 Pollution. The applicant referenced the FEMA flood insurance rate maps in
determining a portion of the dock system is within the 100-year flood plain
and an FPO permit is required prior to construction. No undue air or water
pollution is proposed.
4.3.3 Protection of Natural Vegetation. No upland vegetation will be disturbed by
construction. The applicant received a permit from the Maine DEP and the
Army Corps of Engineers for any natural vegetation impacts (if any) within
coastal wetlands. The development maximizes the preservation of natural
landscape features, does not occur within or cause harm to land not suitable
for
scenic or natural beauty.
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4.3.4

4.3.5

4.3.6

4.3.7
4.3.8

4.3.9

Protection of Significant Plant and Animal Habitat. Significant wildlife
habitat is mapped within coastal wetlands at the subject parcel by the Maine
Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW). The Town Harbor
Master provided a memorandum indicating the dock development poses no
concern to commercial shellfish. Based on the information provided no
habitat concerns with the proposed project. The proposed development is not
within the Wildlife Habitat Overlay, and no other mapped significant plant
and animal habitats were identified during review. Therefore, the proposed
development will not have an undue adverse effect on important plant and
animal habitats identified by the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and
Wildlife or Town of Brunswick, or on rare and irreplaceable natural areas,
such as rare and exemplary natural communities and rare plant habitat as
identified by the Maine Natural Areas Program.
Steep Slopes: The application indicates the development site contains more
than 5,000 square feet of contiguous slopes exceeding 25 percent. However,
the proposed development is a pier system that will have minimal effect on
the steep slopes.
Erosion and Sedimentation. The proposed development is designed in
accordance with the Maine Department of Environmental Protecti
Management Practices (BMPs) to avoid causing unreasonable soil erosion or a
situation results.
Groundwater. The application indicates the proposed activity will not extract
groundwater for operations. No undue adverse effect to the quantity or
quality of groundwater is proposed.
Surface waters, Wetlands, and Marine Resources. Direct impacts to surface
waters, wetlands, and marine resources are proposed. These activities were
approved by the Maine DEP and Army Corps of Engineers to ensure the
avoidance and minimization of any undue nonpoint source pollution impacts.
Based on the information provided, the proposed development will have no
undue adverse effect on wetlands, waterbodies, and their shorelines within the
watershed of the development site.
Historic and Archeological Resources. No historic or archeological resources
were identified within the proposed development area. Therefore, the
proposed development will have no undue adverse effect on any historic or
archeological resources. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.3
are approved.

4.4 Flood Hazard Areas
The proposed development is located in a Flood Protection Overlay (FPO) District s
Flood Hazard Area. The application indicates the applicant will obtain an FPO
permit for the pier system. The Board finds subsection 4.4 is satisfied upon approval
of the FPO permit.
4.5 Basic Municipal Services
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4.5.1. Sewage Disposal. The proposed development does not require sewage
disposal.
4.5.2. Water Supply and Quality. The proposed development does not require water
supply.
4.5.3 Solid Waste Disposal. The applicant is not required to pay solid waste impact
fees for the proposed development.
4.5.4. Stormwater Management. The applicant requests a waiver from 4.5.4. The
Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.5 are satisfied provided the waiver for
stormwater management is approved.
4.6 Landscaping Requirements
No landscaping is proposed for the proposed dock system. The proposed dock is
consistent with other piers in the vicinity and the associated land disturbance from
landscaping is not advised to minimize impacts to existing natural areas for
consistency with section 4.3.3. Therefore, subsection 4.6 is satisfied as proposed.
The Board finds the provisions of Section 4.7 are satisfied.
4.7 Residential Recreation Requirements
The proposed development does not include a new dwelling unit. Therefore
recreation impact fees are not applicable. The Board finds that the provisions of
Section 4.6 is not applicable.
4.8 Circulation and Access
The proposed development is will be constructed with the use of a barge and over
land. The Harbor Master reviewed the proposal and advised no undue impact to
navigable waters is proposed. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.8 are
satisfied.
4.9 Parking and Loading
The existing parking area for the residence is suitable without additional parking area.
No loading areas are proposed. The existing parking for the residence provides
adequate off street parking and loading/unloading areas for motor vehicles and
bicycles. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.9 are satisfied.
4.10 Lighting
Exterior lights are not proposed for the pier system. The Board finds that the
provisions of Section 4.10 are not applicable to the proposed development.
4.11 Architectural Compatibility
The applicant provided site plans and renderings of the proposed pier system. The
proposed pier system is consistent with development in the area. Therefore, the
proposed development is compatible with its architectural surroundings in terms of its
size, mass, and design. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.11 are
satisfied.
4.12

Neighborhood Protection Standards
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The proposed development is not within a Growth Mixed-Use District or Growth
Special Purpose District and is therefore not required to comply with subsection 4.12.
Therefore, subsection 4.12 is not applicable to the proposed development. The Board
finds that the neighborhood protection standards at Section 4.12 are not applicable.
4.13 Signs
No signs are not applicable to the proposed project. The Board finds that the
provisions of Section 4.13 are not applicable.
4.14 Performance Standards
The proposed development will operate in accordance with the performance standards
listed at Section 4.14. No additional operating hours are proposed. No exceedance in
Section 4.14 standards is proposed. The application indicates the development will
comply with the Site Law permit standards applicable to smoke and particulate
matter. The Board finds that the provisions of Section 4.14 are satisfied.
4.15 Site Feature Maintenance
All site features constructed or installed as required by this development approval will
be maintained in good repair, and replaced if damaged or destroyed. As proposed, no
landscaped areas are proposed. In the event that the Board requires new landscaped
areas, all living materials, if they die or are effectively destroyed after installation
shall be replaced in accordance with subsection 4.15. The Board finds that the
provisions of Section 4.15 are satisfied.
4.16 Financial and Technical Capacity
The applicant hired qualified professionals to design the technical aspects of the
proposed activity. The applicant requests a waiver for proof of financial capacity.
The Board finds that the applicant has adequate technical capacity to meet subsection
4.16; and a waiver is granted for proof of financial capacity.
4.17 Administrative Adjustments / Alternative Equivalent Compliance
No administrative adjustments / alternative equivalent compliance is requested for the
proposed development. The Board finds that administrative adjustments / alternative
equivalent compliance pursuant to Section 4.17 is not applicable.

DRAFT MOTIONS
CASE #20-004
Motion 2:

That the requested waivers are approved.

Motion 3:

That the Final Plan is approved with the following conditions:
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1. That the
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.
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Woolwich, ME 04579
tim@atlanticenviromaine.com 207-837-2199
www.atlanticenviromaine.com

Mr. Matt Panfil, Director
Planning & Development
Town of Brunswick
85 Union Street
Brunswick, ME 04011
Re:

February 6, 2020

Response to review comments from Jared Woolston, Brunswick Town Planner concerning the
Hinton proposed dock application.

Dear Mr. Panfil,
Review comments for the proposed Hinton dock project were received on February 4, 2020 from Town
Planner, Mr. Woolston. Below are my responses to those comments.
1.

Was a seasonal dock considered? If so, why is a seasonal dock not feasible here?
Yes the applicant did consider a seasonal dock. However, the distance from the proposed start of the pier to
the outside edge of the float is approximately 60 feet. A seasonal dock of that distance, in this location
would require substantial bracing in order to be stable. Additionally, the substrates below the majority of
the dock consist of ledge and rockweed covered ledge. A seasonal pier would still require permanent
mounts in the ledge in order to build a stable pier structure. The applicant has reduced impacts to the
intertidal zone by limiting the length of the permanent pier and installing a longer seasonal ramp.

2.

Please provide a copy of the Corps and DEP permits for this project.
As requested, copies of the Corps and DEP permits are attached.

3.

Are the existing stairs or the concrete pad at the base of the stairs getting reconstructed?
I confirmed with the applicant and the contractor that the existing steps will remain and will be incorporated
into the proposed pier as shown on the plans. The concrete pad will remain in place.

4.

This project is in the Rural Protection Stormwater Management Overlay (RPSMO). If that chunk of
concrete is coming out the E&S plan should address that work. Otherwise, I think the E&S narrative you
provided is sufficient to meet the RPSMO standards.
The small section of concrete at the base of the steps will remain. Therefore, no changes to the E& S plan are
proposed.
Sincerely,
Atlantic Environmental LLC.

Timothy A. Forrester, Owner

Expert Witness

Kristin M. Collins

kcollins@preti.com
207.791.3292

February 17, 2020

Jared Woolston
Town Planner
Town of Brunswick
85 Union Street
Brunswick, ME 04011
RE:

Hinton Dock Permit

Dear Jared:
I have reviewed the letter of opinion provided by Attorney Federle stating that Gregory
and Salli Hinton have adequate right, title and interest in the intertidal zone adjoining their
property such that they may apply for a permit to construct a dock and float. I agree with
Attorney Federle’s analysis and conclusions. As he mentions, there is a strong presumption that
a grant of shorefront property intends to convey both the uplands and lowlands. That is bolstered
here by the fact that the Hinton’s current deed does not appear to convey any different property
than was conveyed in their chain of title from Leet to Coffin, which referenced the line running
“along the waters.” Attorney Federle’s analysis fairly quotes and applies the Hermansen treatise,
which is often quoted by the courts.
Understanding that the Town needs only to find that the applicant has sufficient evidence
to claim title, not to prove it, I do believe the deed demonstrates sufficient standing to apply for
the dock permit. Please keep in mind that this opinion is based solely on the materials provided
with Attorney Federle’s letter.
Sincerely

Kristin M. Collins

KMC:

15231920.1

Town of Brunswick, Maine
INCORPORATED 1739

Coastal Resource Office

Daniel Devereaux

85 UNION STREET

Coastal Resource

BRUNSWICK, MAINE 04011

Manager

TELEPHONE 207-721-4027 FAX 207-725-6627
Email – ddevereaux@brunswickme.org

OFFICE MEMO
February 13, 2020

TO:

Jared Woolston, Town Planner

FROM:

Daniel Devereaux, Harbormaster/Coastal Resource Manager

RE:

Hinton Dock Application

Jared,

I have reviewed the above titled dock application and have made the following
comments.
1. The above titled application will not unreasonably interfere with existing uses or
navigation in this part of the Gurnet Straits/Long Reach.
2. The proposed dock will not unreasonably impact existing flora and fauna. There may be
some shading of existing rockweed vegetation; however the pier and gangway are
elevated above the vegetation which will allow significant light penetration.
3. Commercial shellfish resources will not be unreasonably impacted. There are existing
oyster and mussel populations along the shoreline in the immediate area, however there
was nothing noted at this specific location (89 Toad Landing) in the Town’s 2019
shellfish inventories conducted by this office.
If you have any questions please feel free to contact me.

www.brunswickme.org/departments

STATE OF MAINE

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
17 STATE HOUSE STATION

AUGUSTA, MAINE 04333-0017

DEPARTMENT ORDER

IN THE MATTER OF
GREG and SALLI HINTON
Brunswick, Cumberland County
RESIDENTIAL PIER SYSTEM
L-28323-4P-A-N (approval)

) NATURAL RESOURCES PROTECTION ACT
) COASTAL WETLAND ALTERATION
) WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION
) FINDINGS OF FACT AND ORDER

Pursuant to the provisions of 38 M.R.S. §§ 480-A 480-JJ, Section 401 of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. § 1341), and Chapters 310 and 315 of Department rules, the
Department of Environmental Protection has considered the application of GREG and SALLI
HINTON with the supportive data and other related materials on file and FINDS THE
FOLLOWING FACTS:
1.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
A.
Summary: The applicants propose to construct a pier system to include a pilesupported permanent pier with an associated seasonal ramp and float. The proposed
permanent pier will be affixed to, and lead from, an existing two-foot wide by 16-foot
long set of access stairs which leads to the resource, will measure six feet wide by 16 feet
long, and will be supported by four pilings. The proposed system also includes a threefoot wide by 36-foot long seasonal ramp and a 10-foot wide by 16-foot long seasonal
float. The proposed project can be seen on plan ti
Plan View
Atlantic
Environmental, LLC and dated May 14, 2019. The project site is located off Toads
Landing in the Town of Brunswick.
B.
Current Use of the Site: The site of the proposed project is located on a 0.94-acre
parcel of land and contains an existing residence in an upland location and an existing set
of access stairs. The project site is identified as Lot #28 on Map #36 on the Town of
Brunswick

2.

EXISTING SCENIC, AESTHETIC, RECREATIONAL OR NAVIGATIONAL USES:
The Natural Resources Protection Act (NRPA), in 38 M.R.S. §480-D(1), requires the
applicant to demonstrate that the proposed project will not unreasonably interfere with
existing scenic, aesthetic, recreational and navigational uses.
In accordance with Chapter 315, Assessing and Mitigating Impacts to Scenic and
Aesthetic Uses (06-096 C.M.R. ch. 315, effective June 29, 2003), the applicants
submitted a copy of the Department's Visual Evaluation Field Survey Checklist as
Appendix A to the application along with a description of the property and the proposed
project. The applicants also submitted several photographs of the proposed project site
and surroundings. Department staff visited the project site on July 1, 2019.
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The proposed project is located in Buttermilk Cove, which is a scenic resource visited by
the general public, in part, for the use, observation, enjoyment and appreciation of its
natural and cultural visual qualities. Nearby properties contain similar residential
structures and pier systems. The proposed project will be constructed with similar
dimensions and features as surrounding pier systems. The applicants do not propose to
remove vegetation along the shoreline to construct the project.
The Department staff utilized
in its
evaluation of the proposed project and the Matrix showed an acceptable potential visual
impact rating for the proposed project. Based on the information submitted in the
application, the visual impact rating and the site visit, the Department determined that the
location and scale of the proposed activity is compatible with the existing visual quality
and landscape characteristics found within the viewshed of the scenic resource in the
project area.
The Department finds that the proposed activity will not unreasonably interfere with
existing scenic, aesthetic, recreational or navigational uses of the coastal wetland.
3.

SOIL EROSION:
The NRPA, in 38 M.R.S. §480-D(2), requires the applicant to demonstrate that the
proposed project will not cause unreasonable erosion of soil or sediment nor
unreasonably inhibit the natural transfer of soil from the terrestrial to the marine or
freshwater environment.
The proposed pier will be constructed from the applicants property. Pilings for the
proposed pier will be pinned to ledge. The proposed ramp and float will be constructed
at an off-site location and towed to the project site for installation. Based upon these
construction methods, the applicants anticipate that soil disturbance associated with
project construction will be minimal.
The Department finds that the activity will not cause unreasonable erosion of soil or
sediment nor unreasonably inhibit the natural transfer of soil from the terrestrial to the
marine or freshwater environment.

4.

HABITAT CONSIDERATIONS:
The NRPA, in 38 M.R.S. §480-D(3), requires the applicant to demonstrate that the
proposed project will not unreasonably harm significant wildlife habitat, freshwater
wetland plant habitat, threatened or endangered plant habitat, aquatic or adjacent upland
habitat, travel corridor, freshwater, estuarine or marine fisheries or other aquatic life.
The intertidal substrate at the proposed project site consists of ledge and mixed coarse
and fine sediment. The shoreline is a vegetated, steep slope and contains an existing set
of stairs that provides access to the upper intertidal area.
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, there are
no mapped Essential or Significant Wildlife Habitats located at the site.
The Department finds that the activity will not unreasonably harm any significant wildlife
habitat, freshwater wetland plant habitat, threatened or endangered plant habitat, aquatic
or adjacent upland habitat, travel corridor, freshwater, estuarine or marine fisheries or
other aquatic life.
5.

WATER QUALITY CONSIDERATIONS:
The applicants propose to use lumber treated with chromated copper arsenate (CCA) to
construct the proposed project. To protect water quality, all CCA-treated lumber must be
cured on dry land in a manner that exposes all surfaces to the air for 21 days prior to the
start of construction.
Provided that CCA-treated lumber is cured as described above, the Department finds that
the proposed project will not violate any state water quality law, including those

6.

WETLANDS AND WATERBODIES PROTECTION RULES:
In order to construct the proposed project, the applicants propose to directly alter
approximately four square feet of coastal wetland as a result of pile installation to support
the pier. The proposed pier system will indirectly alter 330 square feet of coastal wetland
as a result of shading over the resource.
The Wetlands and Waterbodies Protection Rules, 06-096 C.M.R. ch. 310 (last amended
January 26, 2009), interpret and elaborate on the Natural Resources Protection Act
(NRPA) criteria for obtaining a permit. The rules guide the Department in its
determinat
would generally be found to be unreasonable if it would cause a loss in wetland area,
functions and values and there is a practicable alternative to the project that would be less
damaging to the environment. Each application for a NRPA permit that involves a
coastal wetland alteration must provide an analysis of alternatives in order to demonstrate
that a practicable alternative does not exist.
A.
Avoidance. An applicant must submit an analysis of whether there is a
practicable alternative to the project that would be less damaging to the environment and
this analysis is considered by the Department in its assessment of the reasonableness of
any impacts. The applicants submitted an alternatives analysis for the proposed project
completed by Atlantic Environmental, LLC and dated May 14, 2019. The purpose of the
proposed project is to provide the applicants with all-tide recreational access to the
resource. As alternative options to the proposed project, the applicant considered the use
of the nearest public boat ramp and marina located in the Towns of Brunswick and
Harpswell, which are approximately 1.2 miles and 2.6 miles, respectively, from the
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project site. The applicants determined that these facilities do not meet their needs as the
facilities are consistently congested with boat traffic or have an extensive waiting list for
a slip or mooring. The applicants also considered other on-site locations, layouts, and a
temporary system to gain access to the coastal wetland. The applicants stated that other
locations and layouts on the property would require upland vegetation removal or a
longer pier system to access navigable water, resulting in a greater impact to the coastal
wetland. In light of these considerations, the applicants stated that there is no other
practicable alternative to the proposed project that avoids impact to the resource.
B.
Minimal Alteration. In support of an application and to address the analysis of
the reasonableness of any impacts of a proposed project, an applicant must demonstrate
that the amount of coastal wetland to be altered will be kept to the minimum amount
necessary for meeting the overall purpose of the project. The applicants designed the
proposed project such that disturbance to the resource is minimal and navigation within
the resource remains unobstructed. The applicants intend to construct the project on the
point of frontage that contains an existing access towards the resource. This strategy
minimizes the amount of disturbance adjacent to the coastal wetland. The applicants
stated that the proposed project minimizes impacts to the coastal wetland to the greatest
extent practicable.
C.
Compensation. In accordance with Chapter 310 Section 5(C)(6)(b),
compensation is not required to achieve the goal of no net loss of coastal wetland
functions and values since the project will not result in over 500 square feet of fill in the
resource, which is the threshold over which compensation is generally required. Further,
the proposed project will not have an adverse impact on marine resources or wildlife
habitat as determined by the Department. For this reason, the Department determined
that compensation is not required.
The Department finds that the applicants have avoided and minimized coastal wetland
impacts to the greatest extent practicable, and that the proposed project represents the
least environmentally damaging alternative that meets the overall purpose of the project.
7.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:
The Department finds, based on the design, proposed construction methods, and location,
the proposed project will not inhibit the natural transfer of soil from the terrestrial to the
marine environment, will not interfere with the natural flow of any surface or subsurface
waters, and will not cause or increase flooding. The proposed project is not located in a
coastal sand dune system, is not a crossing of an outstanding river segment, and does not
involve dredge spoils disposal or the transport of dredge spoils by water.

BASED on the above findings of fact, and subject to the conditions listed below, the Department
makes the following conclusions pursuant to 38 M.R.S. §§ 480-A 480-JJ and Section 401 of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act:
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A.

The proposed activity will not unreasonably interfere with existing scenic, aesthetic,
recreational, or navigational uses.

B.

The proposed activity will not cause unreasonable erosion of soil or sediment.

C.

The proposed activity will not unreasonably inhibit the natural transfer of soil from the
terrestrial to the marine or freshwater environment.

D.

The proposed activity will not unreasonably harm any significant wildlife habitat,
freshwater wetland plant habitat, threatened or endangered plant habitat, aquatic or
adjacent upland habitat, travel corridor, freshwater, estuarine, or marine fisheries or other
aquatic life.

E.

The proposed activity will not unreasonably interfere with the natural flow of any surface
or subsurface waters.

F.

The proposed activity will not violate any state water quality law including those
governing the classifications of the State's waters provided that CCA-treated lumber is
cured as described in Finding 5.

G.

The proposed activity will not unreasonably cause or increase the flooding of the
alteration area or adjacent properties.

H.

The proposed activity is not on or adjacent to a sand dune.

I.

The proposed activity is not on an outstanding river segment as noted in 38 M.R.S. §
480-P.

THEREFORE, the Department APPROVES the above noted application of GREG and SALLI
HINTON to construct a residential pier system as described in Finding 1, SUBJECT TO THE
ATTACHED CONDITIONS, and all applicable standards and regulations:
1.

Standard Conditions of Approval, a copy attached.

2.

The applicants shall take all necessary measures to ensure that their activities or those of
their agent do not result in measurable erosion of soil on the site during the construction
of the project covered by this approval.

3.

Severability. The invalidity or unenforceability of any provision, or part thereof, of this
License shall not affect the remainder of the provision or any other provisions. This
License shall be construed and enforced in all respects as if such invalid or unenforceable
provision or part thereof had been omitted.
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Natural Resources Protection Act (NRPA)
Standard Conditions
THE FOLLOWING STANDARD CONDITIONS SHALL APPLY TO ALL PERMITS GRANTED
UNDER THE NATURAL RESOURCES PROTECTION ACT, 38 M.R.S. § 480-A ET SEQ., UNLESS
OTHERWISE SPECIFICALLY STATED IN THE PERMIT.
A.

Approval of Variations From Plans. The granting of this permit is dependent upon and limited to
the proposals and plans contained in the application and supporting documents submitted and
affirmed to by the applicant. Any variation from these plans, proposals, and supporting documents
is subject to review and approval prior to implementation.

B.

Compliance With All Applicable Laws. The applicant shall secure and comply with all applicable
federal, state, and local licenses, permits, authorizations, conditions, agreements, and orders prior
to or during construction and operation, as appropriate.

C.

Erosion Control. The applicant shall take all necessary measures to ensure that his activities or
those of his agents do not result in measurable erosion of soils on the site during the construction
and operation of the project covered by this Approval.

D.

Compliance With Conditions. Should the project be found, at any time, not to be in compliance
with any of the Conditions of this Approval, or should the applicant construct or operate this
development in any way other the specified in the Application or Supporting Documents, as
modified by the Conditions of this Approval, then the terms of this Approval shall be considered to
have been violated.

E.

Time frame for approvals. If construction or operation of the activity is not begun within four years,
this permit shall lapse and the applicant shall reapply to the Board for a new permit. The applicant
may not begin construction or operation of the activity until a new permit is granted. Reapplications
for permits may include information submitted in the initial application by reference. This approval,
if construction is begun within the four-year time frame, is valid for seven years. If construction is
not completed within the seven-year time frame, the applicant must reapply for, and receive,
approval prior to continuing construction.

F.

No Construction Equipment Below High Water. No construction equipment used in the
undertaking of an approved activity is allowed below the mean high water line unless otherwise
specified by this permit.

G.

Permit Included In Contract Bids. A copy of this permit must be included in or attached to all
contract bid specifications for the approved activity.

H.

Permit Shown To Contractor. Work done by a contractor pursuant to this permit shall not begin
before the contractor has been shown by the applicant a copy of this permit.

Revised September 2016

DEP INFORMATION SHEET
Appealing a Department Licensing Decision
Dated: November 2018

Contact: (207) 287-2452

SUMMARY
There are two methods available to an aggrieved person seeking to appeal a licensing decision made by the
Board
person seeking review of a licensing decision over which the Board had original jurisdiction may seek judicial
t.
A judicial appeal of final action by the Commissioner or the Board regarding an application for an expedited
wind energy development (35-A M.R.S. § 3451(4)) or a general permit for an offshore wind energy
demonstration project (38 M.R.S. § 480-HH(1)) or a general permit for a tidal energy demonstration project (38
M.R.S. § 636-A) must be taken to the Supreme Judicial Court sitting as the Law Court.
This information sheet, in conjunction with a review of the statutory and regulatory provisions referred to
herein, can help a person to understand his or her rights and obligations in filing an administrative or judicial
appeal.
I. ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS TO THE BOARD
LEGAL REFERENCES
Organization and Powers, 38 M.R.S. §§ 341-D(4) & 346; the Maine
Administrative Procedure Act
Rules Concerning the Processing of
Applications and Other Administrative Matters
-096 C.M.R. ch. 2.
DEADLINE TO SUBMIT AN APPEAL TO THE BOARD
The Board must receive a written appeal within 30 days of the date on which the Commissioner's decision
was filed with the Board. Appeals filed more than 30 calendar days after the date on which the
Commissioner's decision was filed with the Board
license decision was required to be given to the person filing an appeal (appellant) and the notice was not
given as required.
HOW TO SUBMIT AN APPEAL TO THE BOARD
Signed original appeal documents must be sent to: Chair, Board of Environmental Protection, 17 State
House Station, Augusta, ME 04333-0017. An appeal may be submitted by fax or e-mail if it contains a
scanned original signature. It is recommended that a faxed or e-mailed appeal be followed by the submittal
of mailed original paper documents. The complete appeal, including any attachments, must be received at
considered received until the following day. The risk of material not being received in a timely manner is
on the sender, regardless of the method used. The appellant must also send a copy of the appeal documents
to the Commissioner of the DEP; the applicant (if the appellant is not the applicant in the license proceeding
at issue); and if a hearing was held on the application, any intervenor in that hearing process. All of the
information listed in the next section of this information sheet must be submitted at the time the appeal is
filed.
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INFORMATION APPEAL PAPERWORK MUST CONTAIN
Appeal materials must contain the following information at the time the appeal is submitted:
1. Aggrieved Status. The appeal must explain how the appellant has standing to maintain an appeal. This
requires an explanation of how the appellant may suffer a particularized injury as a result of the
2. The findings, conclusions, or conditions objected to or believed to be in error. The appeal must identify
the specific findings of fact, conclusions regarding compliance with the law, license conditions, or other
aspects of the written license decision or of the license review process that the appellant objects to or
believes to be in error.
3. The basis of the objections or challenge. For the objections identified in Item #2, the appeal must state
why the appellant believes that the license decision is incorrect and should be modified or reversed. If
possible, the appeal should cite specific evidence in the record or specific licensing requirements that
the appellant believes were not properly considered or fully addressed.
4. The remedy sought. This can range from reversal of the Commissioner's decision on the license or
permit to changes in specific permit conditions.
5. All the matters to be contested. The Board will limit its consideration to those matters specifically
raised in the written notice of appeal.
6. Request for hearing. If the appellant wishes the Board to hold a public hearing on the appeal, a request
for public hearing must be filed as part of the notice of appeal, and must include an offer of proof in
accordance with Chapter 2. The Board will hear the arguments in favor of and in opposition to a hearing
on the appeal and the presentations on the merits of an appeal at a regularly scheduled meeting. If the
Board decides to hold a public hearing on an appeal, that hearing will then be scheduled for a later date.
7. New or additional evidence to be offered. If an appellant wants to provide evidence not previously
evidence must be submitted with the appeal. The Board may allow new or additional evidence, referred
to as supplemental evidence, to be considered in an appeal only under very limited circumstances. The
proposed evidence must be relevant and material, and (a) the person seeking to add information to the
time in the licensing process; or (b) the evidence itself must be newly discovered and therefore unable to
have been presented earlier in the process. Specific requirements for supplemental evidence are found
in Chapter 2 § 24.
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS IN APPEALING A DECISION TO THE BOARD
1. Be familiar with all relevant material in the DEP record. A license application file is public
information, subject to any applicable statutory exceptions, and is made easily accessible by the DEP.
Upon request, the DEP will make application materials available during normal working hours, provide
space to review the file, and provide an opportunity for photocopying materials. There is a charge for
copies or copying services.
2. Be familiar with the regulations and laws under which the application was processed, and the
procedural rules governing your appeal. DEP staff will provide this information on request and answer
general questions regarding the appeal process.
3. The filing of an appeal does not operate as a stay to any decision. If a license has been granted and it
has been appealed, the license normally remains in effect pending the processing of the appeal. Unless
a stay of the decision is requested and granted, a license holder may proceed with a project pending the
outcome of an appeal, but the license holder runs the risk of the decision being reversed or modified as a
result of the appeal.
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WHAT TO EXPECT ONCE YOU FILE A TIMELY APPEAL WITH THE BOARD
The Board will formally acknowledge receipt of an appeal, and will provide the name of the DEP project
manager assigned to the specific appeal. The notice of appeal, any materials accepted by the Board Chair as
supplementary evidence, any materials submitted in response to the appeal, and relevant excerpts from the
The appellant, the license holder if different from the appellant, and any interested persons are notified in
advance of the date set for Board consideration of an appeal or request for public hearing. The appellant
and the license holder will have an opportunity to address the Board at the Board meeting. With or without
holding a public hearing, the Board may affirm, amend, or reverse a Commissioner decision or remand the
matter to the Commissioner for further proceedings. The Board will notify the appellant, the license holder,
and interested persons of its decision.
II. JUDICIAL APPEALS
Maine law generally allows aggrieved persons to appeal final Commissioner or Board licensing decisions to
see 38 M.R.S. § 346(1); 06-096 C.M.R. ch. 2; 5 M.R.S. § 11001; and M.R. Civ. P.
80C).
the date the decision was rendered. An appeal to court of a license decision regarding an expedited wind
energy development, a general permit for an offshore wind energy demonstration project, or a general
permit for a tidal energy demonstration project may only be taken directly to the Maine Supreme Judicial
Court. See 38 M.R.S. § 346(4).
particular matter, and the Maine Rules of
Civil Procedure must be consulted for the substantive and procedural details applicable to judicial appeals.
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
If you have questions or need additional information on the appeal process, for administrative appeals contact
your appeal will be filed.
Note: The DEP provides this INFORMATION SHEET for general guidance only; it is not intended for
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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
February 21, 2020 (meeting date February 24, 2020)
Sketch Plan Review Marijuana Store, 4 Business Parkway (Case #20-008)
DRAFT MOTIONS
SKETCH PLAN MAJOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
MARIJUANA STORE, 4 BUSINESS PARKWAY
CASE # 20-008

Staff has reviewed the Sketch Plan application and determined that it is complete.
DRAFT Motion 1.

That the Board deems the Sketch Plan to be complete.

The proposed development is the construction of a new 3,100 square foot marijuana store on 4
Business Parkway. The subject lot (Map 17, Lot 66) is within the GI (Growth Industrial) Zoning
District. The Staff Review Committee (SRC) reviewed the project on February 12, 2020. The
notes for the SRC meeting are included in the packet. Based on the available material and the
scope of sketch plan review for dimensional and density standards, staff advise the proposed
development meets the applicable zoning district and overlay zoning district dimensional
standards.
A Sketch Plan of the proposed development was prepared by Sitelines for GJoris LLC on Plan
Sheet 1
Site Layout Plan
February 4, 2020. Staff advised the
applicant to review the applicable development review standards that may require modifications
to the dimensions of the parking lot, pedestrian access ways, and orientation of the development
for the final plan review. Further, the applicant was advised to reduce the parking lot dimensions
where possible and review vehicular traffic generation for any significant increases near the
proposed use.

The proposed use will require a Conditional Use Permit. While the Conditional Use Permit
standards are not applicable to sketch plan review, staff
discuss
any anticipated issues with the Conditional Use Permit standards with the Planning Board.
The following is an excerpt from page 5-9 of the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance:
The following Criteria shall be applied, by the Planning Board when considering an application
for a Conditional Use Permit. The burden of proof of compliance with these standards rests with
the applicant.
(1) The proposed structure and site design comply with all standards of this Ordinance
applicable to the zoning district and any overlay district within which the property is
located.
(2) The proposed use will not create significantly more vehicular traffic by patrons,
residents, or suppliers than the uses and structure currently within 300 feet of the
proposed use or structure that generates the most vehicular traffic;
(3) The proposed use will not operate or require deliveries earlier in the morning, or later
(4) at night, than the uses and structures currently within 300 feet of the proposed use or
structure that operate earliest in the morning and latest at night.
(5) The proposed use shall not create any more adverse impacts on any current use or
structure within 300 feet of the lot on which the proposed use or structure would be
located.
(6) The application shall further the planning goals of the adopted Town of Brunswick 2008
(7) Comprehensive Plan, as amended, including but not limited to the planning goals for the
Planning Area (Appendix A Planning Areas) in which the property is located.
Motion 2.

That the Board approves the Sketch Plan.

State of Maine

Department of the Secretary of State
I, the Secretary of State of Maine, certify that according to the provisions of the
Constitution and Laws of the State of Maine, the Department of the Secretary of State is the legal
custodian of the Great Seal of the State of Maine which is hereunto affixed and that the paper to which
this is attached is a true copy from the records of this Department.

In testimony whereof, I have caused the Great
Seal of the State of Maine to be hereunto affixed.
Given under my hand at Augusta, Maine, this
twenty-ninth day of January 2020.

Additional Addresses
Legal Name
GJORIS LLC

Title
Name
Registered DREW A. ANDERSON
Agent
Home Office Address (of foreign entity ) Other Mailing Address
75 PEARL STREET
PORTLAND, ME 04101

Authentication: 6622-383

-1-

Charter #
Status
20192995DC GOOD STANDING

Wed Jan 29 2020 12:01:16

SITELINES
CIVIL ENGINEERS

LAND SURVEYORS

75 foot Abutters List Report
Brunswick, ME
January 29, 2020

Subject Property:
Parcel Number:
17-66
CAMA Number:
17-66
Property Address: 4 BUSINESS PKWY

Mailing Address: GJORIS LLC
135 MAINE ST SUITE 129
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

Abutters:
Parcel Number:
17-39
CAMA Number:
17-39
Property Address: 76 GREENWOOD RD

Mailing Address: JOHNSON, HANNAH
1655 WILLOW LN
VENICE, FL 34293

Parcel Number:
17-45
CAMA Number:
17-45-1
Property Address: 9 INDUSTRIAL PKWY

Mailing Address: BRINKS ALLIED HOLDINGS LLC
2 MAIN ST
TOPSHAM, ME 04086

Parcel Number:
17-45
CAMA Number:
17-45-2
Property Address: 0 BUSINESS PKWY

Mailing Address: NAVIGATOR PROPERTIES LLC
PO BOX 1160
KENNEBUNKPORT, ME 04046

Parcel Number:
17-46
CAMA Number:
17-46
Property Address: 11 INDUSTRIAL PKWY

Mailing Address: LEBOURDAIS, PETER
183 HIGH HEAD RD
HARPSWELL, ME 04079

Parcel Number:
17-61
CAMA Number:
17-61
Property Address: 0 GREENWOOD RD

Mailing Address: CENTRAL MAINE POWER CO
ONE CITY CENTER - 5TH FLR
PORTLAND, ME 04101

Parcel Number:
17-65
CAMA Number:
17-65
Property Address: 3 BUSINESS PKWY

Mailing Address: 3 BUSINESS PARKWAY LLC
10 DANA ST SUITE 400
PORTLAND, ME 04101

Parcel Number:
17-67
CAMA Number:
17-67
Property Address: 6 BUSINESS PKWY

Mailing Address: ALLIED COMPOSITE CENTER LLC
2 MAIN ST
TOPSHAM, ME 04086

1/29/2020
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Data shown on this report is provided for planning and informational purposes only. The municipality and CAI Technologies
are not responsible for any use for other purposes or misuse or misrepresentation of this report.
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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
February 21, 2020 (meeting date February 24, 2020)
Sketch Plan Review Marijuana Cultivation, 43 Bibber Parkway (Case #20-009)
DRAFT MOTIONS
SKETCH PLAN MAJOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
MARIJUANA CULTIVATION, 43 BIBBER PARKWAY
CASE # 20-009

Staff has reviewed the Sketch Plan application and determined that it is complete.
DRAFT Motion 1.

That the Board deems the Sketch Plan to be complete.

The proposed development is the use of an existing building at 43 Bibber Parkway. The subject
lot (Map 17, Lot 59) is within the GI (Growth Industrial) Zoning District. The Staff Review
Committee (SRC) reviewed the project on February 12, 2020. The notes for the SRC meeting
are included in the packet. Based on the available material and the scope of sketch plan review
for dimensional and density standards, staff advise the proposed development meets the
applicable zoning district and overlay zoning district dimensional standards. While no exterior
changes are proposed, the change of use over 10,000 square feet will require major development
review. Additionally, the proposed use will require a conditional use permit.
A Sketch Plan of the proposed development was prepared by Sitelines for Bibber Properties,
LLC on Plan Sheet 1
Site Development Plan most recently revised on February 4,
2020. The proposed use will require a Conditional Use Permit. While the Conditional Use
Permit standards are not applicable to sketch plan review, staff advised the applicant s agent to
discuss any anticipated issues with the Conditional Use Permit standards with the Planning
Board.
The following is an excerpt from page 5-9 of the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance:

The following Criteria shall be applied, by the Planning Board when considering an application
for a Conditional Use Permit. The burden of proof of compliance with these standards rests with
the applicant.
(1) The proposed structure and site design comply with all standards of this Ordinance
applicable to the zoning district and any overlay district within which the property is
located.
(2) The proposed use will not create significantly more vehicular traffic by patrons,
residents, or suppliers than the uses and structure currently within 300 feet of the
proposed use or structure that generates the most vehicular traffic;
(3) The proposed use will not operate or require deliveries earlier in the morning, or later
(4) at night, than the uses and structures currently within 300 feet of the proposed use or
structure that operate earliest in the morning and latest at night.
(5) The proposed use shall not create any more adverse impacts on any current use or
structure within 300 feet of the lot on which the proposed use or structure would be
located.
(6) The application shall further the planning goals of the adopted Town of Brunswick 2008
(7) Comprehensive Plan, as amended, including but not limited to the planning goals for the
Planning Area (Appendix A Planning Areas) in which the property is located.
Motion 2.

That the Board approves the Sketch Plan.

State of Maine

Department of the Secretary of State
I, the Secretary of State of Maine, certify that according to the provisions of the
Constitution and Laws of the State of Maine, the Department of the Secretary of State is the legal
custodian of the Great Seal of the State of Maine which is hereunto affixed and that the paper to which
this is attached is a true copy from the records of this Department.

In testimony whereof, I have caused the Great
Seal of the State of Maine to be hereunto affixed.
Given under my hand at Augusta, Maine, this
twenty-ninth day of January 2020.
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75 foot Abutters List Report
Brunswick, ME
January 29, 2020

Subject Property:
Parcel Number:
17-59
CAMA Number:
17-59
Property Address: 43 BIBBER PARKWAY

Mailing Address: BIBBER PROPERTIES LLC
ATTN: COMMERCIAL PROP MGMT 4
MILK ST SUITE 103
PORTLAND, ME 04101

Abutters:
Parcel Number:
17-14
CAMA Number:
17-14
Property Address: 25 GREENWOOD RD

Mailing Address: MAINE OIL DEALERS ASSOCIATION
25 GREENWOOD RD
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

Parcel Number:
17-17
CAMA Number:
17-17
Property Address: 35 GREENWOOD RD

Mailing Address: CORON, ALEX B
35 GREENWOOD RD
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

Parcel Number:
17-19
CAMA Number:
17-19
Property Address: 47 GREENWOOD RD

Mailing Address: COULOMBE, PIERRE
47 GREENWOOD RD
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

Parcel Number:
17-56
CAMA Number:
17-56
Property Address: 22 BIBBER PARKWAY

Mailing Address: GARREC, JEAN M & LAURIE L JT
12 SANDY BEACH RD
FREEPORT, ME 04032

Parcel Number:
17-58
CAMA Number:
17-58
Property Address: 56 BIBBER PARKWAY

Mailing Address: COASTAL REALTY GROUP LLC
56 BIBBER PARKWAY
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

Parcel Number:
17-6
CAMA Number:
17-6
Property Address: 34 CHURCH RD

Mailing Address: MAINE CENTRAL RR CO
IRON HORSE PK
N BILLERICA, MA 01862

Parcel Number:
17-60
CAMA Number:
17-60
Property Address: 41 GREENWOOD RD

Mailing Address: GREENWOOD TRADES BUILDING LLC
41 GREENWOOD RD SUITE 3
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011-7336

Parcel Number:
U34-3
CAMA Number:
U34-3-2
Property Address: 3 OLD PORTLAND RD

Mailing Address: LINNCO INC
ONE OFFICE PL
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

Parcel Number:
U34-3
CAMA Number:
U34-3-4
Property Address: 0 LINNHAVEN SALES

Mailing Address: STANLEY, ROB & RHIANNON
118 MAGNOLIA AVE
SEFFNER, FL 33584

Parcel Number:
U34-3
CAMA Number:
U34-3-5
Property Address: 0 LINNHAVEN SALES

Mailing Address: SANDERS, NANCY
14 SOUTH ST
FREEPORT, ME 04032

1/29/2020
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Data shown on this report is provided for planning and informational purposes only. The municipality and CAI Technologies
are not responsible for any use for other purposes or misuse or misrepresentation of this report.

Abutters List Report - Brunswick, ME

Page 1 of 2

75 foot Abutters List Report
Brunswick, ME
January 29, 2020

Parcel Number:
U34-8
CAMA Number:
U34-8
Property Address: 67 OLD PORTLAND RD

Mailing Address: BOUCHER, DOMINIC E
P O BOX 897
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

Parcel Number:
U34-9
CAMA Number:
U34-9
Property Address: 73 OLD PORTLAND RD

Mailing Address: HADLEY, JOHN R & KAREN E JT
73 OLD PORTLAND RD
BRUNSWICK, ME 04011
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CIVIL ENGINEERS

LAND SURVEYORS

119 PURINTON ROAD, SUITE A
BRUNSWICK, MAINE 04011
207.725.1200

PLANNERS

SITELINES

Town of Brunswick, Maine
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

MEMORANDUM

I.

TO:

Planning Board

FROM:

Jared Woolston, AICP

DATE:

February 21, 2020

SUBJECT:

SPO Zoning Map Amendment

ZONING MAP REQUEST SUMMARY
Staff review is based on the material provided in the Town of Brunswick Zoning Amendment
icial Shoreland Protection
Overlay (SPO) Map to indicate stream(s) with no jurisdictional non-forested freshwater wetland at
the subject parcel (Map 17/U34, Lots 1/15, and 19).

II.

MANDATORY SHORELAND ZONING ACT & BRUNSWICK ZONING CONTEXT
Streams
-foot boundary and freshwater
wetlands with a 250-foot boundary to reflect the jurisdictional shoreland area for these shoreland
areas. Most of the larger Shoreland Protection Overlay - Stream Protection Subdistrict (SPO-SP)
boundaries that appear on Brunswick s Official Zoning map indicate areas that may have wetlands
and streams or simply a vast network of braided streams. Without a field determination, staff must
rely on the mapped SPO.
From town records, the Official Brunswick Shoreland Zoning Map was created with the best
Geographic Information System (GIS) data and field reports from staff and citizen scientists
available at the time of adoption. Nevertheless, the mapped SPO is occasionally determined to be
land areas that are not protected by the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance pursuant to the applicable
text of the SPO (i.e. definitions and standards). Staff evaluate such land areas within the mapped
SPO on a case-by-case basis and are usually able to continue reviewing development proposals
based on field reports despite map discrepancies.
The stream definition and the tributary stream1 definition require a field evaluation within the SPO
Tributary Stream: For purposes of the Shoreland Protection Overlays (SPO), a channel between
defined banks created by the action of surface water, which is characterized by the lack of terrestrial
vegetation or by the presence of a bed, devoid of topsoil, containing waterborne deposits or
exposed soil, parent material or bedrock; and which is connected hydrologically with other water
ated erosion in
disturbed soils where the natural vegetation cover has been removed by human activity (amended
8/6/18).
1

applies to that portion of the tributary stream located within the SPO of the receiving water body or
wetland

1

to determine jurisdictional areas.
areas
of SPO-SP that contain freshwater wetlands, streams, and tributary streams. Such field evaluations
could result in no freshwater wetlands identified within the SPO. However, caution is advised from
staff discussions with Maine DEP that the Maine
technical support for a Shoreland Zoning map that contains an extensive discrepancy between
mapped and actual SPO conditions (i.e. the presence, absence, or true location of shoreland areas).
Maine Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) Rule Chapter 1000 notes,
Municipalities are encouraged to incorporate specific written descriptions of district
boundaries into the Ordinance so that disputes over district boundaries are minimized. The
Maine Supreme Judicial Court has held that the Official Shoreland Zoning Map is the
primary tool to which to refer in determining district boundaries under ordinances that are
not more explicit in their district descriptions than the language of the Guidelines, and that
where there is inconsistency between the Map and these general text descriptions of the
shoreland districts as provided in the minimum guidelines, the Map prevails.
stream2 definition is as follows:
Stream:
within the Shoreland Protection
Overlay (SPO) District, a stream shall include a channel between defined banks. A channel is created
by the action of surface water and has two (2) or more of the following characteristics.
(A) It contains or is known to contain flowing water continuously for a period of at least six (6)
months of the year under normal seasonal rainfall conditions.
(B) The channel bed is primarily composed of mineral material such as sand, scoured silt, gravel,
clay, or other parent material that has been deposited or scoured by water.
(C) The channel contains aquatic animals such as fish, aquatic insects, or mollusks in the water or,
if no surface water is present, within the stream bed.
(D) The channel contains aquatic vegetation and is essentially devoid of upland vegetation.
Bordering freshwater wetlands that are not separated from the stream channel by a distinct
change in elevation (such as hillside groundwater seeps) or barrier, and wetlands that are
subject to periodic flooding or soil saturation as a result of high stream flows are considered
part of the stream. Where these wetlands are present, the normal high water line of the stream
is measured from the upland/wetland transition of bordering wetlands subject to periodic
stream water flooding or saturation, or where changes in wetland vegetation, soil
characteristics, or topography clearly demonstrate wetland hydrology not associated with
periodic flood flows.
Natural and artificial impoundments at the source and along the course of the stream are considered
to be part of the stream.
A stream does not mean a ditch or other drainageway constructed, or constructed and maintained,
solely for the purpose of draining storm water or a grassy swale.
Within the Rural Protection Stormwater Management Overlay (RPSMO) District, the edge of the
2

Brunswick Zoning Ordinance, p. 1-35

2

stream is at the bankfull stage of the upper level high water flows. The bankfull stage shall be
identified at the break in slope of the stream bank at which water starts to flow over the depositional
surface of the floodplain. (Amended 10/7/19)
This definition is based on physical characteristics that require field verification.
freshwater wetland3 definition is as follows:
Wetland, Freshwater: A freshwater swamp, marsh, bog, or similar area other than a forested
wetland which is:
(1) Of ten (10) or more contiguous acres; or of less than ten (10) contiguous acres and adjacent to a
surface water body, excluding any river or stream, such that in a natural state, the combined surface
area is in excess of ten (10) acres; and
(2) Inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and for a duration sufficient to
support, and that under normal circumstances does support, a prevalence of wetland vegetation
typically adapted for life in saturated soils. Freshwater wetlands may contain small stream channels
or inclusions of land that do not conform to the criteria of this definition.
III.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Based on the information provided in the report prepared by Atlantic Environmental on June 14,
2019 and revised most recently on December 11, 2019 the subject parcel contains a small stream
and less than 10 acres of non-forested freshwater wetlands. While field adjustments could be
considered by the review authority, amending the Official Zoning map to reflect the true field
conditions is advised for consistency with the text of the zoning ordinance.
DRAFT MOTION
That the Planning Board recommends the Town Council amend the Official SPO map to depict the
Sitelines and dated September 15, 2019.

3

Brunswick Zoning Ordinance, p. 1-39
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Woolwich, ME 04579
tim@atlanticenviromaine.com 207-837-2199
www.atlanticenviromaine.com

June 14, 2019
(Revised) December 11, 2019
Ms. Ann Huffsmith
Old Portland Road
Brunswick, ME 04011
Re:

Wetland Delineation, 0 Portland Road, Brunswick, Maine and follow up site with the Town of
Brunswick.

Dear Ms. Huffsmith,
At your request, Atlantic Environmental, LLC. (AE) completed a wetland delineation of three (3)
parcels that total 30.4 acres and are identified as Lot #1 on Tax Map #17, and Lot #15 and Lot #19 on Tax
Map #U34 in the Town of Brunswick, Maine. The wetland delineation was done in accordance with the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation
Manual: Northcentral and Northeast Regions (Version 2.0). The wetland delineation was performed on
May 22, 2019 and May 31, 2019 and all wetlands were flagged with pink, numbered flagging and located
with a Global Positioning System (GPS) Trimble GEO 7X unit by AE staff. A subsequent site visit with
Town of Brunswick was held on November 20, 2019.
SITE DESCRIPTION
The entire area is approximately thirty (30) acres in size and is located off Portland Road in the
Town of Brunswick. The site is undeveloped and includes forested uplands, forested wetlands and a
stream. According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey of Cumberland and Part of Oxford
County, Maine, there are several soil types mapped within the project areas. They include Belgrade very
fine sandy loam 0 8% slopes (BgB), a moderately well-drained soil, Biddeford mucky peat 0 3%
slopes, a very poorly drained soil, Lamoine silt loam 3 8% slopes (BuB), a somewhat poorly drained
soil, Lyman-Abram complex 8 15% slopes, very rocky (HsC), a somewhat excessively drained soil, and
Scantic silt loam 0 3% slopes (Sn), a poorly drained soil.
SITE VIST WITH JARED WOOLSTON, TOWN PLANNER, TOWN OF BRUNSWICK
At the request of Jared Woolston, Town Planner for the Town of Brunswick, a site visit was
conducted on Wednesday November 20, 2019. The focus of the site visit was to review the location of
the stream channel as depicted on the Town s shoreland zoning map in comparison to the stream
channel shown on AE s wetland delineation map. The subject parcels, as well as, the area between the

Expert Witness

I-295 on/off ramps and the area north of the I-295 on ramp were walked. The Town s map indicated a
stream channel extends from Old Portland Road northwest off the parcel. AE s map indicated a stream
channel begins at Old Portland Road (in the same location as the Town s map) and extends
north/northeast to the I-295 off ramp. As a result of that site visit, AE has revised its map to include an
additional short channel that extends to the west off of the main channel that runs north. Additionally,
the main stem of the channel does not extend all the way to the I-295 off ramp and has been shortened.
This discrepancy is an over estimation of the length of the stream channel based on a review of aerial
imagery. The wetland to the north of the stream channel is dominated by red maple, speckled alder,
winterberry and sensitive fern (see Photograph Nine).
DESCRIPTION OF WETLANDS
AE identified five (5) wetlands and the canopy and shrub layers in each of these wetlands are
dominated by Red Maple (Acer rubrum) and Speckled Alder (Alnus incana). The herbaceous layer
includes Sensitive Fern (Onoclea sensibilis), High Bush Blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), Interrupted
Fern (Osmunda claytoniana), Japanese Honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), Jewelweed (Impatiens
capensis), and Horsetail (Equisetum arvense). The adjacent uplands are dominated by White Pine (Pinus
strobus), Red Oak (Quercus rubra), and Bracken Fern (Pteridium aquilinum). The primary hydrology
indicators are Saturation (A3) and Water Stained Leaves (B10). Soils within the wetland were identified
as hydric within the upper ten (10) inches of the soil profile with a value or three (3) or less and a
chroma of two (2) or less. Wetland One (W1) contains a stream channel.
Potential Vernal Pools
AE looked for potentially significant vernal pools that are regulated under Chapter 335 of the
Natural Resources Protection Act (NRPA) on April 22, May 22, and May 31, 2019. Based on our
assessment, there was an area located off Portland Road in W1 that contained twenty-nine (29) spotted
salamander egg masses and twelve (12) wood frog egg masses. However, this area was part of a
manmade ditch/wetland area and does not meet the definition of a significant vernal pool as defined in
Chapter 335 of the NRPA. Data sheets have been submitted to the Maine Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW). If MDIFW agrees with our assessment, the pool location will be
recorded as non-significant.
MDIFW and the DEP have signed off that the pool is anthropogenic (manmade) and will not be
subject to Significant Vernal Pool regulations.
STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATORY REVIEW All wetlands are regulated by the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) under
the Natural Resources Protection Act (NRPA) and by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) under the
Programmatic General Permit (PGP). The DEP also defines specific types of wetlands as Wetlands of
Special Significance (WOSS) if they meet the specific criteria of Section 4 of Chapter 310 of the NRPA.
nt of the wetlands, the wetlands that are adjacent to the stream meet the
definition of a WOSS. There were no WOSS identified in W2 W5. Under the NRPA, Section 480-Q, a
one-time wetland impact less than 4,300 sq. ft. do not require a permit from the DEP. If the proposed
project alters more than this amount, AE suggests that impacts to these wetlands and/or the associated

buffers should be reviewed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Maine Department of
Environmental Protection before any soil disturbance onsite.
TOWN OF BRUNSWICK Growth Mixed-Use (GM3). In
addition, the majority of the parcels are mapped in the Stream Protection Subdistrict of the Shoreland
Protection Overlay Zone see Figure One. All new principal and accessory structures shall be setback
seventy-five (75) feet from the edge of a stream or tributary stream and one hundred and twenty-five
(125) feet from the upland edge of a freshwater wetland. AE highly recommends that you contact the
Town of Brunswick Planning Department to discuss any proposed development of these parcels.
In addition to the zoning requirements, t
freshwater swamp, marsh, bog, or similar area other than a forested wetland which is:
A. Of ten or more contiguous acres; or of less than ten contiguous acres and adjacent to a
surface water body, excluding any river or stream, such that in a natural state, the combined surface
area is in excess of ten acres; and
B. Inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and for a duration sufficient
to support, and that under normal circumstances does support, a prevalence of wetland vegetation
typically adapted for life in saturated soils. Freshwater wetlands may contain small stream channels or
inclusions of land that do not conform to the criteria of this definition.
All five
definition as a freshwater wetlands.

Figure One. Town of Brunswick Zoning Map for subject parcels. Note blue area delineating Stream Protection Subdistrict of the
Shoreland Zoning Overlay Zone.

The Town also regulates streams and associated wetlands asStream: A channel between defined banks created by the action of surface water and has two (2)
or more of the following characteristics.
A. It contains or is known to contain flowing water continuously for a period of at least 6 months
of the year under normal seasonal rainfall conditions.
B. The channel bed is primarily composed of mineral material such as sand, scoured silt, gravel,
clay, or other parent material that has been deposited or scoured by water.
C. The channel contains aquatic animals such as fish, aquatic insects or mollusks in the water or,
if no surface water is present, within the stream bed.
D. The channel contains aquatic vegetation and is essentially devoid of upland vegetation.
Bordering freshwater wetlands that are not separated from the stream channel by a distinct
change in elevation (such as hillside groundwater seeps) or barrier, and wetlands that are subject to
periodic flooding or soil saturation as a result of high stream flows are considered part of the stream.
Where these wetlands are present, the normal high water line of the stream is measured from the
upland / wetland transition of bordering wetlands subject to periodic stream water flooding or
saturation, or where changes in wetland vegetation, soil characteristics, or topography clearly
demonstrate wetland hydrology not associated with associated with periodic flood flows.
Natural and artificial impoundments at the source and along the course of the stream are
considered to be part of the stream. Stream does not mean a ditch or other drainage way constructed,
or constructed and maintained, solely for the purpose of draining storm water or a grassy swale.
Based on our field assessment, portions of the area mapped in W1 contain a stream as defined
by the DEP and the Town. The Town does require a setback from the edge of the associated wetland of
that stream. AE suggests you contact the Town of Brunswick Planning Department prior to any soil
disturbance onsite.
Thank you for the opportunity to work with you on this project. Should you have any additional
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 207-837-2199 or via email at
tim@atlanticenviromaine.com.

Sincerely,
Atlantic Environmental LLC.

Timothy A. Forrester, Owner
PWS #1933

Photograph One. View of Wetland One showing portion of delineated wetland. Photographer: Lisa Vickers, Atlantic
Environmental, LLC. Date: May 22, 2019.

Photograph Two. Additional View of Wetland One. Photographer: Lisa Vickers, Atlantic Environmental, LLC. Date:
May 22, 2019.

Photograph Three. Partial View of Area containing egg masses
Lisa Vickers, Atlantic Environmental, LLC. Date: May 22, 2019.

note Portland Road in background. Photographer:

Photograph Four. Wetland Area showing egg masses. Photographer: Lisa Vickers, Atlantic Environmental, LLC. Date:
May 22, 2019.

Photograph Five. View of Wetland Two. Photographer: Tim Forrester, Atlantic Environmental, LLC. Date: June 13,
2019.

Photograph Six. View of Wetland Three. Photographer: Tim Forrester, Atlantic Environmental, LLC. Date: June 13,
2019.

Photograph Seven. View of Wetland Four. Photographer: Tim Forrester, Atlantic Environmental, LLC. Date: June 13,
2019.

Photograph Eight. View of Wetland Five. Photographer: Tim Forrester, Atlantic Environmental, LLC. Date: June 13,
2019.

Photograph Nine. View of Wetland One from the end of the stream channel.
Photographer: Tim Forrester, Atlantic Environmental, LLC.
Date: November 20, 2019.
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Julie Erdman
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jared Woolston
Friday, January 10, 2020 2:35 PM
Julie Erdman
Matt Panfil
workshop packet
SKM_C754e20011010060.pdf

Julie,
Please include these two (2) separate items and the attachment pertaining to the forested wetland SPO item in the
workshop packet.
SPO
1.

Attached is a 1953 picture of the farm field that used to be in the shoreland zone from Jeff. This indicates what
is now a forested wetland grew out of a wet meadow over 10 acres in size thus qualifying for shoreland zoning
then but not as it is today (i.e. forested).

Subdivision Recording
2. Our ordinance states in Section 5.2.9.P(2) Recording, If the applicant fails to record the Subdivision plan within
90 days after Subdivision approval by the Planning Board, the approval shall expire. I recall advising to remove
this part of the draft ordinance when we were going through the ZORC process but I cant find my notes to back
up my memory! The way I read it, the town is preempted from requiring a plan to be recorded until day 91 after
planning board approval pursuant to 30 A M.R.S. §4408 http://legislature.maine.gov/statutes/30 A/title30
Asec4408.html Subdivision approval therefore expires in 5 years from the date of approval per subsection
5.2.9.Q.3.b.i
a.

Jeff Hutchinson, CEO advised the following on 1/9/2020:
i. I certainly agree with your interpretation of Subsection 5.2.9.P.(2)
such that it is in direct conflict with State Subdivision Law, of which the Towns ordinance refers
to for local regulation. I also agree that the referenced subsection of the ordinance should be
deleted however; I do believe it would be important to keep/add language to the ordinance
regarding the requirement (as stated in State Law) of Recording an approved subdivision plan
prior to the marketing and sale of lots, and the issuance of Building permits. This would serve as
a reminder to developers to make sure the recording takes place. Perhaps this language could
be incorporated in Subsection Q.3.b.

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
1

1/2/20
STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE NOTES
Staff present: Ryan Barnes, Town Engineer; Matt Panfil, Director of Planning and Development; Dennis Wilson,
Town Arborist. Non-voting Staff: Jared Woolston, Planner; Julie Erdman, Planning Technician; Laurel
Margerum, Administrative Floater.
Applicants Present: Curt Neufeld, Sitelines, PA
Public Present: None
1. Workshop: The Staff Review Committee will hold a workshop at the request of Sitelines, PA to consider
modifying the Shoreland Protection Overlay boundaries on Old Portland Road. The subject lots (Map 17, Lot
1; Map U34, Lots 15 and 19) are located within the GM3 (Growth Mixed Use 3) Zoning District and the
SPO-SP (Shoreland Protection Overlay Stream Protection) Subdistrict.
Curt Neufeld:
parcel of land on the
northerly end of Old Portland Road that is currently undeveloped. At some point in history there was a wetland
delineation done that showed a lot of the parcel encumbered by wetlands. In conjunction with that, the Town had
mapped it with the Shoreland Protection Overlay, which basically rendered the parcel undevelopable under the
current ordinance. The applicant hired Tim Forester with Atlantic Environmental to go out and revisit the
wetlands and he found that while the overall shape was similar, there were definitely some areas that were upland
and not wetland. We met with staff and discussed the idea of changing the Shoreland Overlay based on the new
delineation and the identification that these were all forested wetlands and not coastal wetlands. We walked the
site with Jared and Tim and looked at streams and determined that there were some streams which are now shown
If staff and the Planning Board are agreeable, we are looking to
amend the Shoreland Overlay Zone on that parcel to open up some areas for use.
looking for feedback and
we would like to get Planning Board support to take it to the Town Council to amend the official map.
Jared Woolston: As Curt said, the current SPO boundary makes this land pretty much undevelopable. The
Stream Protection Subdistrict puts a setback on any new buildings - you can do little trails and things, but that's
about it. Almost the entire piece is covered in SPO. What they're talking about doing is basically condensing that
humongous SPO blob into this little Y shape. This is a mixed use zoning district so what would probably come
later if the zone is changed is a lot more traffic and new opportunities for future development if they choose to go
that direction. That maybe something to consider; it would go from not being able to do anything with it to an
opportunity for fairly high density uses. As Curt said, I walked the property with Tim Forester and basically these
lines through here on the map where it's real tight, there's a stream in there; where it Ys off and it's also pretty
tight, there's another stream in there. For the remainder of the property there are no streams. There are some linear
wetlands but that's really all they are. For Shoreland zoning, the map is first adopted by the Town, then goes to the
State; the State approves it and then it's legally enforceable by the Town. We have to enforce what's on the map.
The State gives us some latitude within about 100 feet or so to make some on-the-ground calls; in fact, our
ordinance talks about doing field determinations for streams. Once you start talking about going several hundred
feet away from what's actually on the ground, this beg some other questions about what's on your map and you
tend to lose a little bit of that State support that you rely on if these things ever go in the direction of
noncompliance or enforcement. Staff advice was to try and get a field determination from the applicant that would
help us refine this map and make it so that what's defined in the text of our ordinance is reflected accurately on
1

our Shoreland zoning map. As far as wetlands go, the Town Zoning Ordinance has a couple of definitions for
wetlands. There's one that's reflective of the national standard - the Army Corp standard for wetlands. That would
be jurisdictional for the Corp and for the Maine DEP; also when it gets to development review, there's some
language in our development review standard that talks about minimizing your impacts and that kind of thing.
Shoreland zoning specifically excludes forested wetlands; these are wetlands with a prevalence of trees. If it's a
forested wetland, it could still be protected the way I just described it, but it wouldn't necessarily be Shoreland
zoned. The Shoreland Zone wetlands that we want to get at are your big emergent wetlands, the scrub shrub
wetlands, anything that's got a prevalence of vegetation that's not forested. That was another thing that we asked
Tim Forester to look at - if there are any freshwater wetlands as defined for Shoreland zoning. When we talk
about emergent wetlands, it's not just like a small pond, it has to be a 10 acre pond - a 10 acre emergent wetland.
There are some linear wetlands out here that have some shrubby vegetation but it doesn't add up to 10 acres so
those don't qualify. They would still need to be delineated on a future development plan for others to look at but
not necessarily a Shoreland zoning map. I won't speak for Jeff, he has enforcement authority as the Code Officer,
but this delineation that's on this map looks like what I saw in the field. I do want to point out that we did some
other due diligence things because it's a fairly significant ask to revise the zoning map. I checked the stream
habitat viewer which is a state map. There are no mapped streams out here. The property is in an urban impaired
stream watershed; the unnamed tributary to the Androscoggin River. The national wetlands inventory is usually
painted with a fairly broad brush but it is informative. It does show a small stream just about where Tim has it
mapped. The last thing I looked at was the
public map just to see if there were any culverts or
potential impoundments that are cutting off watershed flow that could help it cut a channel. There are no large
culverts through here and in the field we didn't find any crossing Route 1. There is basically a big old pile of fill
under Route 1. That is the long way of saying we've done the research and, at least from the staff perspective,
we're pretty satisfied with this.
Curt Neufeld: Just to piggyback on what Jared was saying; this only opens the door for potential site plan or
other approvals. Any potential projects would obviously have to come back and get the appropriate permits from
the Town, State, DEP and DOT. Certainly this changes the nature of the land and for the owners. I don't think that
they would be looking to impact the wetlands; they are expensive and tough to get approved through the DEP
under NRPA
close proximity to the interstate and Pleasant Street this change would open up
some opportunities.
Matt Panfil: What's the size of this lot?
Curt Neufeld: We didn't have to fill out a standard application form

offhand.

Jared Woolston: It looks like 18 acres plus another 10.
Matt Panfil: When we get to Planning Board, I think it is important to be able to explain the difference between
the forested wetlands the freshwater wetlands in the Shoreland Protection Overlay. It took me a second to fully
understand what was going on, but once I did I thought that it's a logical request.
Curt Neufeld: With that in mind, if there are any graphics that you think would help at the Planning Board
meeting to step them through it, let me know.
Matt Panfil: Maybe if we included screenshots of some of the maps that Jared has had up during this meeting to
make sure we
missing anything.
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Jared Woolston: I thought the pictures were good. It would have been nice to see some of the non-forested
wetland pieces delineated in these middle pockets, but I don't know that they went through and did that.
Curt Neufeld:

Do you think would be helpful to have Tim at the meeting?

Jared Woolston: For technical stuff, yes. I can help a little bit, but you should be advocating for your clients.
Curt Neufeld: I thought your presentation was fair but since it's all about natural resources...
Jared Woolston: I think he just called them forested wetlands, but they definitely have non-forested inclusions. It
was clearly less than 10 acres so for Shoreland zoning it doesn't matter, but it would be interesting to have that
called out.
Matt Panfil: Are there any vernal pools on site?
Curt Neufeld: He looked at that. There is actually a separate letter regarding that in your packet.
Jared Woolston: I think they said they sent that letter to the State, which is what matters. They got the DEP to
say that it is all right. Once it's is deemed not significant it is a done deal.
Ryan Barnes: Do you know what the total amount of wetland area is?
Curt Neufeld: I do not.
Ryan Barnes: I was just curious. You said it was 19 acres but they're showing a lot more than that upland so I
think the site is bigger than 19.
Curt Neufeld: That is for both of them combined.
Ryan Barnes: Okay.
total area
buildable
potential. There are a lot of small
pocketed wetlands that I think with a tier one or a tier two permit would be somewhat easy to develop.
seeing
21 acres of
. Just for
reference, Old Portland Road is fully DOT jurisdiction.
Dennis Wilson: What was your stream set back again?
Curt Neufeld: 75 feet.
Dennis Wilson:

probably want to have written on your plan too.

Ryan Barnes: I think you would want to show the current SPO versus the proposed so Planning Board can see
the difference, as well as a pre and post wetland map.
Curt Neufeld: Okay. Are you going to try to get any comments back from Jeff?
Jared Woolston: Jeff had done quite a bit of research on the construction of this road and what that did to change
things out there. He'd done a lot of work so I can try to get some comments from him. He didn't raise any red flags
in the office so I don't know if that's enough just to keep it moving, but I'll see if I can get something in writing.
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Curt Neufeld: Sounds good. This is a workshop, but you're still sending it to the Planning Board for the January
14th meeting
Matt Panfil: It looks like the 28th should be the public hearing with the Planning Board. Town Council would
probably be the 18th
Then the Town Council public hearing and vote
nd
would be March 2 hopefully.

Meeting Adjourned
JAE
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BRUNSWICK PLANNING BOARD
MEETING MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 10, 2019
MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Charlie Frizzle, Vice Chair Bill Dana, Jane Arbuckle, Robert
Burgess, Alison Harris, and Sande Updegraph
MEMBERS ABSENT: Kelly Matzen
STAFF PRESENT: Matt Panfil, Director of Planning and Development; Jared Woolston, Town
Planner
A meeting of the Brunswick Planning Board was held on Tuesday, September 10, 2019, in
Council Chambers, 85 Union Street. Chair Charlie Frizzle called the meeting to order at 7:00
P.M.
1. Case #19-032 Kate Furbish Elementary School Discovery Classroom: The Planning Board
will review and take action on a Final Plan Major Development Review application submitted by
Atlantic Resource Consultants on behalf of the Brunswick School Department to construct a
1,150 square foot free-standing classroom on the elementary school campus at 75 Jordan
Avenue. This is an amendment to the site plan Jordan Acres School Redevelopment (Case 17038). The subject lot (Map U06, Lot 5) is within the GR8 (Growth Residential 8) Zoning
District.
Jared Woolston introduced the application and stated that there was no public present for the
staff review meeting. Jared stated that there were no members of the public present at the Staff
Review meeting, but he did receive a call from a member of the public who asked about funding.
Jared explained that this is a policy issue and not part of Planning Board purview. Another
concern from this individual was visibility from the main school building to the students on the
other side of this classroom.
Charlie Frizzle suggested minor clerical changes to the application and noted that the new
classroom is to the west, not the east as indicated in the packet materials.
MOTION BY BILL DANA TO DEEM THE APPLICATION COMPLETE. MOTION
SECONDED BY ROB BURGESS, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
Applicant representative Andrew Johnston reviewed a picture of the site layout and provided a
brief overview of the application materials. Andrew added that there will be two egress lights at
the door. From a landscaping perspective, they are not removing any trees as this was originally
intended to be lawn. Andrew clarified that this discovery building is being funded by Bowdoin
College. In terms of functioning, this building will serve as an additional resource and enables
the school to have visiting presentations or exhibits that may be more noisy, messy, or larger
than what you would find in a normal classroom.
Concerning the visibility of the students, Andrew Johnston replied that students are not allowed
to be outside without supervision. To play in any areas, a teacher needs to be with the children;
line of sight is not an issue.
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Rob Burgess suggested that the applicant use a 3,000-kelvin maximum. Andrew Johnston
replied that he remembers this conversation during the review of the Kate Furbish School
building which they changed to 3,000 kelvins. He is sure they can accommodate this for the new
building as well.
Alison Harris asked if the walkway between the two buildings was covered. Andrew Johnston
replied that it was not. Alison stated that she understands the separation of the main building
from the discovery room but asked why they chose to not cover the connecting walkway.
Andrew replied that this is a question for the architect; he is not sure if this was a code
enforcement issue or a cost issue.
Alison Harris asked if the issues discussed at the Staff Review Committee meeting of August 28,
2019, regarding sewage had been addressed. Jared Woolston replied that he has not spoken to
Rob Pontau. Andrew Johnston stated that he received an email right before the Staff Committee
Meeting stated that the plan looked good. They were asked to put a clean-out on the end of the
forced main which has been added.
Chair Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment. No comments were made and 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.
MOTION BY JANE ARBUCKLE 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.
MOTION SECONDED BY SANDE UPDEGRAPH, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
2. Case #19-020 Zoning Amendment: Rural Steep Slopes: The Planning Board will hold a
PUBLIC HEARING to review and provide a recommendation to the Town Council on
Amendments to the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance and the Official Zoning Map regarding the
replacement of standards for slopes greater than 15% within the Rural Protection 1 (RP1) and
Rural Protection 2 (RP2) Zoning Districts with a new Rural Protection Stormwater Overlay
District. The recommended text and map amendments are associated with the following sections
of the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance as follows:
a.) Section 2.3, Overlay Zoning Districts.:
b.) Subsection 4.1.2, Single- and Two-Family Dwellings Constructed on Lots Separate
From an Approved Subdivision or Site Plan.
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c.) Table 4.2.4, Dimensional and Density Standards Table for Rural Zoning Districts.
d.) Subsection 4.2.5.B.(4)e, Setback from Slopes over 15 Percent for the Rural Protection
(RP1 and RP2) Districts.
e.) Subsection 4.5.4.B.(1), Specific Standards: Applicability.
f.) Table 5.2.9.B, Development Review Threshold Criteria.
Matt Panfil referenced his Memo to the Board dated September 10, 2019, and provided a brief
background. He reviewed the Summary of Text Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance and
described each change.
Charlie Frizzle suggested language changes to the definition of Disturbed Area.
Jared Woolston explained why staff has removed Redeveloped Impervious Area in the most
recent draft and stated that it is difficult to do.
Jared Woolston reviewed the definition of a stream and clarified what it meant by bankfull. Jane
Arbuckle pointed out that the setback is still 75-feet; she had previously suggested a 100-foot
setback. Charlie Frizzle explained that this was discussed again at the Planning Board meeting
of 8/27/2019. It was unanimously agreed among members present to leave the setback at 75-feet
unless someone could prove that there was a substantial benefit to the additional setback. Jared
pointed out that there was an additional setback requirement added in the coastal area and
reviewed Section 2.3.10. Jane noted that these are still state minimums and advocated for greater
protection. She believes that sticking with the state minimum is not the right action. Rob
Burgess replied that adding more complexity here is not necessarily advancing the ball
particularly if there is no scientific evidence that additional 25-feet makes a difference. He stated
that 100-feet is just as arbitrary as 75-feet. Jane disagreed. Jared pointed out that if an applicant
has a little tributary stream in the coastal area, that would have a 75-foot development setback.
What they are attempting to do here is manage the stormwater. This is setting the level of review
and treatment. Jared pointed out that the stream protections in Brunswick are already above and
beyond the state minimum.
Charlie Frizzle suggested changing the longer columns in Table 4.2.4, Dimensional and Density
Standards Table for Rural Zoning Districts, into footnotes as it is difficult to read.
Chair Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment.
Town Councilor Steve Walker suggested that instead of having a sub definition of stream with
bankfull, that they clarify throughout that the 75-foot setback is intended to capture high flow
conditions, the edge of the stream.
Councilor Walker stated that a concern that he has had through discussions is staff time with
regards to maintenance and enforcement. Stormwater treatment when installed and on paper is
easy to review, but as properties change, will the new owners know how to properly maintain
these systems? Who is going to enforce this? He is concerned that staff will become
overwhelmed.
Councilor Walker suggested that they set a 100-foot no cut setback from streams in the inland
areas in RP1 and RP2 Zones to save on paperwork and permits for stormwater treatments in
inland areas. Councilor Walker stated that there is plenty of literature that says a 100-foot
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setback for stormwater is better than a 75-foot setback. In addition, a 100-foot no-cut zone will
allow for habitat connectivity and could be easier to enforce.
With respect to Councilor Walkers comments regarding maintenance, Charlie Frizzle referenced
Section 2.3.10. Jane Arbuckle agreed with Councilor Walkers suggestion regarding setbacks
from a stream and stated that it would make things a lot simpler enforce. Matt Panfil replied that
he would need to review the map to see how much this would change things. Alison Harris
stated that she would also need to see how many properties would be impacted or deemed
undevelopable; how much more development would be prohibited within the RPSMO.
Jared Woolston touched upon the setbacks in the Shoreland Zoning District for thought.
Town Councilor John Perreault stated that he is concerned that they have gone above what was
asked of the Board in terms of review. Councilor Perreault stated that many things were
discussed at this meeting not regarding steep slopes that he had difficulty understanding; nothing
was presented to help the people understand what is going on, what the difference is. Charlie
Frizzle replied that there were several materials that the Board has reviewed at past meetings and
they will make sure that these materials are included in the materials they forward to the Town
Council as part of their submittal. Charlie added that very early in the process staff and Board
members went on a site walk at Maquoit Road and viewed several different slope examples. At
that time, they unanimously came to the conclusion that steep slopes are too difficult to define on
the ground. This makes it very difficult to create an ordinance that relies on the measurement of
the slope so they decided upfront to deal with what protections they are trying to accomplish.
Matt Panfil raised the issue with the non-conformities that would stay if they kept slopes as part
of the equation.
Councilor Perreault does not agree with Councilor Walker's suggestion for increasing the setback
to 100-feet no cut, no build.
Charlie Frizzle stated that he is still opposed to extending the setback to 100-feet. Jane Arbuckle
suggested that if they are going to stay with the 75-foot setback, that they consider more longlasting and natural systems. Jared Woolston asked if there were concerns with the BMPS
provided by Cumberland County Water and Soil. Jane stated that they area great, but the
decision is still up to the homeowner. Bill Dana replied that he spoke with Kevin Clark and Kurt
Neufeld of Sitelines after the last meeting about these and they agreed that the BMPS seem overelaborate. Sande Updegraph stated that her concern is enforcement over. She asked if they can
require long-lasting stormwater systems, can they name them specifically, or is this out of their
purview. What is the mechanism going forward? Charlie replied that the mechanism going
forward is the process that they have been discussing. Over time there is no way for the Codes
Enforcement Officer to go around town making sure all the systems are working properly. Jane
replied that one way to address this issue is to enforce a greater vegetative buffer. Members
discussed the possibility of a deed restriction.
MOTION BY BILL DANA TO FORWARD THIS ORDINANCE CHANGE AS
MODIFIED TO TOWN COUNCIL. MOTION SECONDED BY ALISON HARRIS,
APPROVED BY ROB BURGESS, BILL DANA, CHARLIE FRIZZLE, ALISON
HARRIS, AND SANDE UPDEGRAPH. MOTION OPPOSED BY JANE ARBUCKLE.
MOTION APPROVED 5-1.
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3. Other Business: No other business.
4. Approval of Minutes: No minutes were reviewed at this meeting.
5. Adjourn
This meeting was adjourned at 8:34 P.M.
Respectfully Submitted,

Tonya Jenusaitis
Recording Secretary

5

Draft 1

BRUNSWICK PLANNING BOARD
MEETING MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 30, 2019
MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Charlie Frizzle, Vice Chair Bill Dana, Jane Arbuckle, Robert
Burgess, Alison Harris, and Sande Updegraph
MEMBERS ABSENT: Kelly Matzen
STAFF PRESENT: Jared Woolston, Town Planner
A meeting of the Brunswick Planning Board was held on Monday, September 30, 2019, in
Council Chambers, 85 Union Street. Chair Charlie Frizzle called the meeting to order at 7:00
P.M.
1. Case #19-033 Midcoast Healing Conditional Use: The Planning Board will hold a PUBLIC
HEARING and take action on a Conditional Use Permit application submitted by Midcoast
Healing to convert a portion of the building at 14 Industrial Parkway to a Marijuana Cultivation
Facility. The subject lot (Map 17, Lot 54) is within the GI (Growth Industrial) Zoning District.
Jared Woolston introduced the Conditional Use Permit application. Jared clarified that there is
no LLC set up for this project and the applicant is really Zachariah Dennen and the project is for
Midcoast Healing. Jared pointed out that this use has been in this building for roughly five years
and a project recently approved by the Planning Board is moving in. It was during inspection for
the new tenants that this use was discovered and Zachariah was told he needed to obtain permits.
Motion by Bill Dana to deem the conditional use permit application complete. Motion seconded
by Sande Updegraph, approved unanimously.
Applicant, Zachariah Dennen reiterated that he has been in the location for five years and feels as
though it is a good fit. He stated he is here to get the new permits as required by the Brunswick
Zoning Ordinance. Inspections have been conducted and this is his final step.
Charlie Frizzle asked if there would be any external changes. Zachariah Dennen replied that he
does not do anything external, everything is internal.
Rob Burgess asked for clarification in the security changes. Zachariah Dennen replied that after
discussion with Commander Waltz of the Brunswick Police Department, he has gone out and
purchased and installed what was recommended and referenced in the packet materials.
Chair Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment. No comments were made and the
public comment period was closed.
Members made minor language changes to the Findings of Fact.
MOTION BY JANE UPDEGRAPH THAT THE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT IS
APPROVED WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:
1. That the Boards 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
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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.
MOTION SECONDED BY SANDE UPDEGRAPH, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
Sande Updegraph thanked the applicant for the good neighbor plan submitted in the application.
2. Case #19-038 Wild Oats, Brunswick Landing Conditional Use Permit: The Planning
Board will hold a PUBLIC HEARING and take action on a Conditional Use Permit application
submitted by Wright-Pierce on behalf of the Wild Oats Bakery to construct a 19,064 square foot
restaurant and dining facility on Admiral Fitch Avenue. The subject lot (Map 40, Lot 223) is
within the GI (Growth Industrial) Zoning District.
Jared Woolston introduced the application.
MOTION BY BILL DANA TO DEEM THE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
APPLICATION COMPLETE. MOTION SECONDED BY ALISON HARRIS,
APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
Jan Wiegman of Wright Pierce provided a brief overview of the Conditional Use application. He
stated that Wild Oats will have a similar use as Flight Deck which is also located in this zone.
They see this as a supportive use in the industrial area that would be used by the local industries
and does meet all the other zoning uses. They do not see a major impact with regards to traffic.
Rob Burgess noted that they are requesting 52 additional parking spaces; isnt there an
implication that there is going to be a lot of traffic? Jan Wiegman replied that the new spaces are
primarily for customer parking while the shared parking between the Flight Deck and the Real
School will be for employees and occasionally for overflow parking during busy times. Jan
explained that the prime time for Wild Oats is typically the morning and lunchtime. They may
overlap with Flight Deck during the afternoon, but not in the evening. The traffic patterns of the
neighbors of Wild Oats differs. Rob asked what the determining factor in saying that there will
not be an increase in traffic use. Have they conducted a traffic count? How do they come to the
conclusion that there will be no increase? Jared Woolston reviewed the traffic standard and
stated that the point Jan is trying to make it that this use will not generate more traffic then the
business that are already established. Rob clarified that it is traffic that is consistent with what is
already there.
Bill Dana noted that the applicant was raising the building and asked how much. Jan Wiegman
replied that they area raising it about a foot and a half. They are doing this because it will assist
in some of the draining issues and also because the Navy wanted some level of new soil over the
existing soil.
Chair Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment. Hearing none, the public comment
period was closed.
Members reviewed the Findings of Fact.
MOTION BY ROB BURGESS, THAT THE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT IS
APPROVED WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITION:
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1. That the Boards 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.
MOTION SECONDED BY SANDE UPDEGRAPH, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
3. Case #19-035 Wild Oats, Brunswick Landing: The Planning Board will review and take
action on a Streamlined Final Plan Major Development Review application submitted by WrightPierce on behalf of the Wild Oats Bakery to construct a 19,064 square foot restaurant and dining
facility on Admiral Fitch Avenue. The subject lot (Map 40, Lot 223) is within the GI (Growth
Industrial) Zoning District.
Jared Woolston introduced the application and pointed out that this application is for a Sketch
Plan Final. The reason why this is not a Streamlined Final Major Development is because the
applicant is requesting a waiver for the landscaping plan in the parking area.
MOTION BY JANE ARBUCKLE THAT THE SITE PLAN IS DEEMED COMPLETE.
MOTION SECONDED BY SANDE UPDEGRAPH, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
Jan Wiegman of Wright Pierce provided an overview of the application and reviewed the
building and the site layouts. Jan reviewed the parking layout plan as provided in the packet
materials. Jan stated that the parking will be screened in part by fencing. There is a sidewalk
along Admiral Fitch Ave as well as a sidewalk that comes up to the front entrance and continues
along the parking lot thru to the shared parking in the back. Employees will enter through the
receiving area that will be located in the back; there is a sidewalk along the back as well.
Jan Wiegman stated that the outdoor seating area will be fenced in with a grassy area and will be
contained.
Jan Wiegman stated that the site will be serviced by sewer, water, electricity and natural gas;
they have provided information that these utility services have the capacity to serve this facility.
Jan Wiegman stated that this lot is very flat. In order to get the drainage to work, they will be
adding soil to generate some slopes and treating stormwater runoff with underground soil filters
around the perimeter of the site. In addition, they are collecting stormwater that is not being
treated from the existing paved area to obtain the credits they need for stormwater management.
With regards to landscaping, Jan Wiegman pointed out that there are existing Maple Trees along
Admiral Fitch and one along Gerzofsky Way that they plan to keep. They will be adding more
trees around the perimeter of the site for screening and also to add some vertical elements.
Jan Wiegman stated that they are requesting a waiver for internal islands. The reasoning for this
is that they have trees on the sides which they believe meets the intent of the islands. They also
want to be able to push the snow on either side without having to go around the islands. If they
have to include the islands, it will be a very small area to work in.
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Jan Wiegman stated that they do have site lighting that is LED and all 3,000 kelvins. The shared
parking area already has existing lighting that they are not requesting any changes to.
Jane Arbuckle asked if they will just have trees along the street or all the way around the lot. Jan
Wiegman replied that they go around the entire perimeter of the site.
Allison Harris asked about connectivity between Wild Oats and Flight Deck Brewing. Jan
Wiegman replied that currently Flight Deck Brewing has a rope that keeps their area enclosed
and their entrance is on the east side of their building. Entrance to Wild Oats is on the front of
their building. Although there may be some crossover between the two places, Wild Oats does
not want patrons from Flight Deck parking in their lot during business hours and are encouraging
people to park in the Flight Deck lot located by their entrance. Jan pointed out that there is an
existing walkway that runs along their lot and connects to a sidewalk that goes to the Wild Oats
entrance. Alison replied that this seems to be more of a business issue and not a Planning Board
issue, she just wanted to ask given that there was so much discussion about this at the Staff
Review meeting.
Alison Harris asked if the fencing had been designed yet. Jan Wiegman replied that it is a wood
panel with a square wire mesh and is 4 feet high.
Sande Updegraph noticed that there were no solid waste impact fees and asked for clarification.
Charlie Frizzle replied that they will have a service contract with Pine Tree and construction
debris will be hauled by contract haulers. From the municipal perspective there is no solid waste
impact.
Alison Harris thanked that applicant for adding a second bike rack.
XX stated that their current location has many entrances and it is hard to keep track of what is
going on, so they are trying to have a clearly identifiable entrance and exist. In addition, they
have dedicated parking. They plan on working on more things in the future with Flight Deck, but
at the moment they are trying to fix things that have been problematic.
Rob Burgess asked for clarification on signs. Charlie Frizzle stated that the applicant has no
particular sign design at the moment. At the time they decide on a design, they will have to
submit an application to the Codes Enforcement Officer for approval; this is generally handled
in-house.
Chair Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment.
John Briley, Executive Director of the Brunswick Naval Aviation Museum, is happy that Wild
Oats is coming back to Brunswick Landing. He thinks that the nearness to the Flight Deck
Brewery will be more complementary and will eventually be a more community feel and endorse
this project in its entirety.
Chair Charlie Frizzle closed the public comment period.
Wit regards to the requested waiver, Charlie Frizzle stated that he fully supports this as the
applicant is proposing robust plantings around this area. To add islands does not make sense and
agrees that it will get in the way of snow removal.
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MOTION BY BILL DANA THAT THE REQUESTED WAIVER FOR PARKING LOT
LANDSCAPING IS APPROVED. MOTION SECONDED BY SANDE UPDEGRAPH,
APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
MOTION BY BILL DANA THAT THE FINAL PLAN IS APPROVED WITH THE
FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:
1. That the Boards 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. Prior to starting construction, the applicant shall provide the approved Maine DEP
permit to the Town Engineer and the Director of Planning and Development.
3. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall amend the Brunswick
Landing Subdivision with the subject lot division to the satisfaction of the Planning
Board.
MOTION SECONDED BY ROB BURGESS, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
4. Case #19-037 Zoning Ordinance Amendment  Marijuana Definitions: The Planning Board
will hold a workshop and review a proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment, forwarded by the
Town Council, to amend the following four (4) existing marijuana use definitions to keep the
Brunswick Zoning Ordinance current with State legislation: marijuana cultivation facility,
marijuana products manufacturing facility, marijuana storefront, medical, and marijuana testing
facility.
Charlie Frizzle opened the workshop.
Jane Arbuckle asked if an individual could buy marijuana seeds from a cultivation facility.
Charlie Frizzle replied that they can only sell to another cultivation facility. Jane Arbuckle asked
where individuals can purchase seeds as you are allowed up to three plants. Decision for staff to
look into where individuals can purchase marijuana seeds in Brunswick because none of the
current definitions include it and to discuss this at the Public Hearing.
Chair Charlie Frizzle closed the workshop.
5. SPECIAL MEETING  Zoning Ordinance Amendment  Marijuana Definitions: The
Planning Board will set a PUBLIC HEARING DATE in accordance with Subsection 5.1.3.B of
the Brunswick Zoning Ordinance to review and provide a recommendation to the Town Council
on a Zoning Ordinance Amendment to amend the four (4) existing marijuana use definitions, as
referenced above, in accordance with Chapter 12.2-5 of the Brunswick Code of Ordinances.
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MOTION BY ALISON HARRIS TO SCHEDULE A PUBLIC HEARING ON OCTOBER
22, 2019. MOTION SECONDED BY SANDE UPDEGRAPH, APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY.
6. Other Business: No other business was discussed at this meeting.
7. Approval of Minutes: No minutes were approved at this meeting.
8. Adjourn
This meeting was adjourned at 8:01 P.M.
Respectfully Submitted,

Tonya Jenusaitis
Recording Secretary
*THIS MEETING WAS RESCHEDULED FROM TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 24TH
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BRUNSWICK PLANNING BOARD
MEETING MINUTES
NOVEMBER 12, 2019
MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Charlie Frizzle, Vice Chair Bill Dana, Jane Arbuckle, Rob
Burgess, Alison Harris, Kelly Matzen, and Sande Updegraph
MEMBERS ABSENT: No members were absent at this meeting.
STAFF PRESENT: Matt Panfil, Director of Planning and Development; Jared Woolston,
Town Planner
A meeting of the Brunswick Planning Board was held on Tuesday, November 12, 2019, in
Council Chambers, 85 Union Street. Chair Charlie Frizzle called the meeting to order at 7:00
P.M.
1. Case #19-045 Brunswick Landing Subdivision Lot 6A1; Bank: The Planning Board will
review and take action on a Final Plan Major Development Review application submitted by
Sitelines on behalf of Priority Leasing, LLC to construct a 5,583 square foot financial institution
with a drive-through on Bath Road. The subject lot (Map 40, Lot 98) is located within the GM7
(Growth Mixed Use 7) Zoning District and the mapped SPO-SP (Shoreland Protection Overlay 
Stream Protection) Subdistrict.
Jared Woolston introduced the application.
MOTION BY SANDE UPDEGRAPH TO DEEM THE FINAL PLAN MAJOR
DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION COMPLETE. MOTION SECONDED BY ROB
BURGESS, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
Applicant representative, Curt Neufeld of Sitelines provided a brief background of the project
and presented a video architectural representation of the site that includes the coffee shop (Case
#19-045).
Curt Neufeld gave a PowerPoint presentation and reviewed the development review, project
location, development, site plan layout, staff comments. Concerning staff comments, additional
rhododendrons have been added along Bath Road. Two more lights will be added on the Rusty
Lantern side of the entrance as requested by staff and DOT. The applicant has also agreed to
install a sidewalk connecting to Allagash Drive once pedestrian improvements along Allagash
have been made. The reason why they are waiting is that they were asked to narrow this entrance
until improvements on Allagash have been made hopefully in the next few years.
Curt Neufeld continued with the PowerPoint presentation and reviewed the bank elevations and
the bank renderings.
Chair Charlie Frizzle asked if there was any resolution to Matt Panfils question at the Staff
Review Committee (SRC) meeting of October 30, 2019, regarding a potential break in the fence
along Bath Road for walk-up business. Matt Panfil replied that when he made that comment, he
hadn't realized that there was a break on the bank side. Curt Neufeld added that placing a break
near the coffee shop didnt make sense because it would place pedestrian traffic in the drive-thru
area.
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Charlie Frizzle asked if the ADA requirements have been met by the crosswalk from the medical
office buildings to the proposed parcel. Curt Neufeld replied that they were not able to make this
connection ADA ramp compliant because they had to add two steps; a ramp would be steeper
than ADA would allow. The connection itself is ADA compliant but does not include an ADA
ramp.
Charlie Frizzle asked if the stormwater management landscaping issue had been resolved. Curt
Neufeld replied that at the meeting it was discussed that snow storage there would be
discouraged as the arborist pointed out that the trees may be to close together and cold cause root
intrusion. Rather than provide a stormwater landscaping plan at this time, they have decided to
go back to DEP and discuss the possibility of changing the stormwater landscape that is currently
designated for the Rusty Lantern. Charlie Frizzle asked staff if they were comfortable with
leaving the landscaping buffer to Jim Howard once the stormwater plan has been completed.
Matt Panfil replied that they do not see any problems. Jane Arbuckle stated that she would love
to see the rhododendrons stay, but is cognizant of the weather exposure.
Alison Harris asked for clarification of the bike rack. Curt Neufeld pointed out the location on
the layout.
Alison Harris asked for clarification of the triangular lot that was cut off. Curt Neufeld pointed
out the area on the lot layout; this piece of land is part of Lot 6C which is vacant and includes the
stormwater area for the Rusty Lantern.
Alison Harris asked about the striping to Merrymeeting Plaza. Curt Neufeld explained that there
is not a thru striped lane from here to Merrymeeting Plaza. When the plan was originally
approved for the convenience store, the road was a driveway. As part of the traffic movement
permit with Maine DOT, he belives that they will stripe that differently.
Sande Updegraph referenced sign 5, and a no right-hand prohibition sign on sheet C3, and stated
that it should be a no left turn prohibition. Curt Neufeld replied that sign 5 has been removed and
only the no left-hand sign remains. This is meant so that people do not circulate in the parking
lot.
Bill Dana asked if when the subsequent build out of Allagash Drive happens and the sidewalk is
extended, will it continue along the common access driveway? Curt Neufeld pointed out where
the sidewalk exists and stated that it will pick up at the pedestrian connectivity and continue to
Allagash Drive.
Rob Burgess pointed out that at the SRC meeting Jim Howard stated that he would install
lighting of 3,000 kelvin and asked how they enforce this since there is no standard. Matt Panfil
replied that the minutes of the SRC meeting and the minutes of this Planning Board are on
record, but they could also make this a Condition of Approval (CoA). Charlie Frizzle replied
that adding this as a CoA may be difficult; they will have to rely on the integrity of Jim Howard
to install the lighting that is requested.
Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment. Hearing none, the public comment
period was closed.
Members updated and made changes to the Findings of Fact.
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MOTION BY BILL DANA THAT THE REQUESTED WAIVERS FOR THE
LOCATION AND PROFILES OF EXISTING UTILITIES & THE EXISTING
LOCATION, SIZE, AND PROFILE, AND CROSS SECTION OF SANITARY SEWERS
ARE APPROVED. MOTION SECONDED BY KELLY MATZEN, APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY.
MOTION BY ALISON HARRIS THAT THE FINAL PLAN IS APPROVED WITH THE
FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:
1. That the Boards 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, their 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 a building permit, architectural compatibility of the bank shall
be approved by MRRA and documentation of the approval shall be provided to the
Director of Planning and Development.
3. That prior to issuance of a building permit, the Maine DOT shall approve traffic
movement PERMIT and documentation of the approval shall be provided to the Director
of Planning and Development.
4. That prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall set aside funds in escrow to
construct a five (5) foot wide bituminous sidewalk to connect the subject parcel to nearby
sidewalks. The funds set aside shall be based on an estimate of project costs to be
prepared by the applicant and approved by the Town Engineer.
5. That prior to starting construction, the Stormwater Management Law permit shall be
approved by the Maine DEP and provided to the Director of Planning and Development.
MOTION SECONDED BY SANDE UPDEGRAPH, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
2. Case #19-046 Brunswick Landing Subdivision Lot 6A2; Coffee Shop: The Planning Board
will review and take action on a Final Plan Major Development Review application submitted by
Sitelines on behalf of Priority Leasing, LLC to construct a 2,254 square foot coffee shop with a
drive-through on Bath Road. The subject lot (Map 40, Lot 98) is located within the GM7
(Growth Mixed Use 7) Zoning District.
Jared Woolston introduced the application.
MOTION BY BILL DANA TO DEEM THE FINAL PLAN MAJOR DEVELOPMENT
REVIEW APPLICATION COMPLETE. MOTION SECONDED BY SANDE
UPDEGRAPH, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
Curt Neufeld of Sitelines gave a PowerPoint presentation and reviewed development review,
development, lot layout, staff comments, landscaping, coffee shop updated elevation, and coffee
shop renderings.
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Charlie Frizzle pointed out that the only thing that came up from the Staff Review Committee
(SRC) meeting of October 30, 2019, was the issue of appearance from Bath Road. The building
will look wider and shorter with the addition of the trellis; this is about the best you can do to
hide the HVAC. Sande Updegraph asked if they had given more thought about clear story
windows and asked if they were precluded because of the size. Curt replied that the HVAC
needs lots of air movement that the lattice will allow for; if you were to make it a solid wall it
will reduce air flow. Sande replied that she was refereeing to the area below the Dunkin sign.
Curt replied that this was not discussed with the architect.
Sande Updegraph pointed out that if they were able to bring the pink and orange striping that is
found on the front around to the Bath Road side it might dress up the back more. Curt Neufeld
replied that he is happy to bring back any ideas to the applicant.
Per Alison Harriss request, Curt Neufeld navigated potential pedestrian access to the coffee
shop.
Rob Burgess asked if they were using posts for the trellis similar to the front and as seen on
A2.1. Curt Neufeld replied that the trellis will pop up and be on posts. He agrees that it will add
to the look of the Bath Road side.
Chair Charlie Frizzle opened the meeting to public comment. Hearing none the public comment
period was closed.
Members reviewed and made changes to the Findings of Fact.
MOTION BY BILL DANA THAT THE REQUESTED WAIVERS FOR THE
LOCATION AND PROFILES OF EXISTING UTILITIES & THE EXISTING
LOCATION, SIZE, AND PROFILE, AND CROSS SECTION OF SANITARY SEWERS
ARE APPROVED. MOTION SECONDED BY SANDE UPDEGRAPH, APPROVED
UNANIMOUSLY.
MOTION BY JANE ARBUCKLE THAT THE FINAL PLAN IS APPROVED WITH THE
FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:
1. That the Boards 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, their 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 a building permit, architectural compatibility of the coffee shop
shall be approved by MRRA and documentation of the approval shall be provided to the
Director of Planning and Development.
3. That prior to issuance of a building permit, the Maine DOT shall approve the traffic
movement permit and documentation of the approval shall be provided to the Director of
Planning and Development.
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4. That prior to starting construction, the Stormwater Management Law permit shall be
approved by the Maine DEP and provided to the Director of Planning and Development.
MOTION SECONDED BY KELLY MATZEN, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
Chair Charlie Frizzle adjourned the working meeting and turned the meeting over to Vice Chair
Bill Dana.
Adjustment to the agenda to move Item #4 to proceed before Item #3
4. Workshop: At the request of Tom Wright, the Planning Board will consider allowing Office
use in the GO (Growth Outdoor Recreation) Zoning District.
Jared Woolston stated that Tom Wright did a lot of work on this application and tied it to the
2008 Brunswick Comprehensive Plan very well which is what they always have to do when
making ordinance amendments. They dont usually do much with this use, but it comes before
the Board because it ties in trials and such. In terms of infrastructure in this district, there isn't
much except for the building that Tom owns; this zone does not allow for office space. Jared
explained that Tom is looking to have direct stewardship of some trails that exist in the GO
District. The idea is that if office use is allowed, they would potentially have the Brunswick
Topsham Land Trust as a tenant in the building as well as they are stewards of a large piece of
land also in this district.
Jared Woolston pointed out that also on attendance at this meeting is Steve Levesque, Executive
Director of MRRA who can provide them with some perspective of the BNAS Master Plan.
Jared Woolston explained the zoning change process and stated that they want to avoid spot
zoning.
Charlie Frizzle pointed out that other uses allowed in the zone are golf courses that have
buildings and parking lots; why a provision wasn't made when this was written to allow for
management and maintenance of these uses unknown to him, but he sees no problem with
allowing office use in this district.
Rob Burgess pointed out that office use should be allowed as an accessory use. Jared Woolston
replied that it would be allowed as an accessory use if it was tied directly to a use, but this is on a
separate lot on its own and becomes the principal use on the lot.
Jared Woolston reviewed the definition of office use and office medical.
Matt Panfil explained that in the beginning, they thought they could change the zone for the lot
to be industrial, but the downside is that in the future it could then, in turn, become highly
industrial. Rezoning isn't the optimal strategy because it could be considered spot zoning. Jane
Arbuckle suggested creating a use that is specific to this zone. Matt replied that the rest of the
building would be general office use.
Tom Wright provided a brief overview of his request to allow for office use in the GO District.
Tom stated that the concept is to have a center that is conservation and ecology centered that
could potentially turn into a center for all the public land.
Steve Levesque explained that when they wrote the reuse plan and did the open space, they had
envisioned that this building would serve the open space property. The reason that they didnt
zone this as GM7 was that they didnt want this to become medical or general office space that
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would then dominate that space; they wanted it to support the open space on the landing. Tom
Wright's vision is in line with MRRA.
Lee Cataldo, Director of Programs at BTLT, stated that this building would allow them to not
only oversee the adjacent land and trails that they currently own but the opportunity to work with
MRRA, Tom Wright and other organizations in including the Brunswick Parks and Recreations
building to serve other community needs.
Matt Panfil stated that it sounds like an idea would be that of a definition of office that would
allow maintenance type shed, and be ecologically centered.
Matt Panfil suggested that it may be time to add other use in the zoning use table. Alison Harris
asked if others would go under all the districts and if they would all be conditional. Jane
Arbuckle replied that in some districts other use may not even be allowed.
Staff to draft zoning ordinance change language.
3. Workshop: The Planning Board will review Lighting Standards, Section 4.10 of the
Brunswick Zoning Ordinance.
Matt Panfil passed around additional materials and stated that his goal is to know the scope that
the Board wants.
Matt Panfil noted that he has additional information on dark sky, but noted that when you hear
darky sky city, there is a lot more that goes into it than just an ordinance.
Sande Updegraph asked how any changes they make will affect the Town updating their lights to
LEDs. Matt Panfil replied that the Town does not have any special waivers and will need to
abide by the ordinance standards. When and if they talk about lighting in the right of way, they
will need to bring in Public Works.
Matt Panfil to reach out to Public Work and ask that they provide an overview of the lighting
upgrades that they are planning to make. Bill Dana suggested that they ask the Police Chief his
thoughts on lighting. Rob Burgess suggested that they reach out to Troy Moon, the Suitability
Director of Portland, to see what he has to say regarding the lighting changes that they have
made. Bill suggested that they also reach out to Bowdoin College and its sustainability Director.
Issues to address:
The economic and technological compulsion to install LED lights and then installing the
wrong kind that is around for a very long time.
Light trespass
Brightness
Color
Direction
Matt Panfil reviewed the next steps.
5. Other Business
6. Approval of Minutes 7/9 7/23
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MOTION BY BILL DANA TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF JULY 9, 2019. MOTION
SECONDED BY ALISON HARRIS, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY AMONG THOSE
VOTING.
MOTION BY BILL DANA TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF JULY 23, 2019.
MOTION SECONDED BY KELLY MATZEN, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY AMONG
THOSE VOTING.
7. Adjourn
This meeting was adjourned at 9:21 P.M.
Respectfully Submitted,

Tonya Jenusaitis
Recording Secretary

*This agenda was revised on October 30th, 2019 to add item #3.
*This agenda was revised on November 7th, 2019 to add item #4.
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2/12/20
STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE NOTES
Staff present: Ryan Leighton, Acting Town Assessor; Jay Astle, Public Works Director; Ken Brillant, Fire Chief;
Ryan Barnes, Town Engineer; Matt Panfil, Director of Planning and Development; TC Schofield, BrunswickTopsham Water District; Mark Waltz, Brunswick Police Department; Dennis Wilson, Town Arborist. Non-voting
Staff: Jared Woolston, Planner; Laurel Margerum, Administrative Floater; Julie Erdman, Planning Technician.
Applicants Present: Catherine Ferdinand and Don Borkowski, Bowdoin College; Kylie Mason, Rebecca
Gabryszewski and Paul Ostrowski, Sebago Technics; Curt Neufeld and Joe Marden, Sitelines PA; Jim Howard,
Priority One LLC; and Tim Forrester, Atlantic Environmental; Michael Dipersia, GJoris, LLC.
Public Present: Hannah LeClaire, Times Record; Greg Hastings.
1. Case #19-039 Bowdoin College Barry Mills Hall & The Center for Arctic Studies: The Staff Review
Committee will review and make a recommendation to the Planning Board on a Final Plan Major
Development Review application submitted by Sebago Technics on behalf of Bowdoin College to construct
two (2) new academic buildings with 44,515 square feet of floor area and reconfigure the adjacent parking
lot.. The subject lot (Map U35, Lot A) is within the GC1 (Growth College 1) Zoning District and the
APO3 (Aquifer Protection Overlay 3) District.
Kylie Mason: The last time we met on this was earlier in the fall. We took all the comments that we received some circulation questions, some crosswalks - and made changes. We are waiting for our final DEP approval.
Ryan specifically requested a sign off on the storm water maintenance agreement and Don has signed that today.
We are hoping now we can finalize the DEP permit. I think largely everything is the same. All comments were
taken into account from the Planning Board sketch plan meeting. We have provided a ratio for tree clearing which
shows that for every tree removed we'll put 1.25 trees back. That was the feedback from the Planning Board Chair
Charlie Frizzle, and it makes it a little easier if there are additional trees that come down they will be replaced
under this plan. The parking table has been updated. We are doing a small amendment to this that we'd like to
resubmit when we send the documents in for final in that we're creating two additional ADA parking spaces from
three parking spaces shown on the plan, with a crosswalk coming through the drop off aisle. With that we'll
update the parking count. When we did the table, we had broken them out, by individual buildings. Catherine has
made some notes in our narrative to combine them all so that we're still working with one baseline number. We
think that will be easier to maintain in the future as opposed lots of little numbers. The lights are at 3,000 kelvins.
The utilities seem to be well coordinated. We would really like to know what the address is going to be. We have
a specific preference towards Polar Loop as opposed to College Street. We would propose 10 and 12 Polar Loop
for the new buildings and we're hoping we can get E911 and Assessing and everybody on the same page.
Ken Brillant: 911 addressing is really headed up by the Assessing Office. I don't know if you've had any
correspondence with Jeff Emerson at all about this?
Catherine Ferdinand: No. I think we did talk about it at sketch plan
Jared Woolston: I think we could probably resolve this after this meeting just because there's been some
turnover.
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Ryan Barnes: We can check the minutes from the previous meeting but I thought Jeff was concerned about
addressing off of Polar Loop.
Ken Brillant: I'm just making some notes. He's not back until the 24th and I certainly want him in the loop
because I don't know what the discussions have been. So we'll be in touch.
Don Borkowski: There would not be any entrances off of College Street.
Kylie Mason: There is an administrative adjustment for the opaque buffer; to not have it be the opacity at four
feet, but rather planted vegetation. At sketch plan, Chair Frizzle seemed to be in support of that. Then there is a
solid waste waiver. We also had asked for the aisle width and parking stall adjustments.
Jared Woolston: Parking dimensions keep coming up. This is the second time in the last month or so and there
seems to be some acceptance for the smaller dimensions. I just mention that for the record because the Planning
Board reviews these minutes and there may be interest in adjusting the zoning ordinance if we routinely get
requests for this.
Ryan Barnes: I will just say, as I have before, that 9 x 18 x 24 is not an abnormal dimension in most other
communities.
Matt Panfil: It looks like the crosswalk issue we talked about last time has been addressed. Im okay with the
parking dimensions being proposed and I think the elevations look good.
Dennis Wilson: No comments.
Ryan Barnes: We had already talked about how this is replacing your existing facility, so solid waste is fine with
a waiver. As far as parking and circulation, it sounds like the intent was to have the new Coffin expansion take up
the loss of parking spaces - will Coffin be built before this?
Don Borkowski: It is nearing completion right now. We plan to be done by mid-March when this project
hopefully kicks off.
Ryan Barnes: They never came into for a storm water connection permit. Obviously every time there's a project,
contractors take up a lot of spaces so having a loss would make it that much more challenging.
TC Schofield: I just want to make sure the intent is to still connect the two buildings underground.
Paul Ostrowski: Yes.
Mark Waltz: No comments.
Jay Astle: No comments.
Ken Brillant: I'm assuming this is going to the Marshall's office for review and sprinkling and all that so I have
no comments.
Catherine Ferdinand: Has Jeff weighed in on vehicle access and all that stuff?
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Kylie Mason: He didn't have any comments before. Normally if he had something wed hear about it through
Planning. We will bring 9 copies for Planning Board next Wednesday, with two full size. Well see you for the
site walk on Tuesday, the 18th at 4pm at Dayton Lot.
2. Case #20-003 Mechanic Savings Bank: The Staff Review Committee will review and take action on a
Sketch/Final Plan Minor Development Review application submitted by Sitelines, PA on behalf of Priority
One, LLC to construct a 2,965 square foot bank with drive-thru at 21 Gurnet Road. The subject lot (Map
CC1, Lot 30) is within the GM4 (Growth Mixed Use 4) Zoning District.
Jared Woolston: I just want to note that we erroneously had this project listed as being in the Shoreland
Protection Overlay  Resource Protection Subdistrict on the agenda. It is not in the Shoreland Zone.
Curt Neufeld: I represent the project on behalf of Priority One LLC and Jim Howard's with me. This site has
been known as pad #4 of the development done by Stoneybrook in Cooks Corner Plaza, and was previously
permitted through the town. It is part of a project that has a Maine DOT traffic movement permit and DEP
Stormwater Site Law approval. The site is currently undeveloped; it's a paved vacant lot. It was approved with a
5,000 square foot restaurant with a drive through. As proposed, it is a 2,965 square foot bank with a single drive
through lane. The developed area is about 400 square feet less than what was conceived at the time. We plan on
using the same drainage scheme that was approved through the DEP. It will require a condition of compliance
approval which will be submitted pending any comments here. I know that there were some comments regarding
the traffic and the status of those counts. It provides 12 parking spaces, which I think is slightly in excess of what
is required for the building, and one ADA spot. We are showing a connection to the existing sidewalk system
within the Plaza itself that provides a route out to Route 24. Utilities have been stubbed to the site, so we see no
issues there. You received architectural elevations in the packet with the floor plan. There'll be some landscaping
in front of the building which was also included.
Matt Panfil: Did we have financial capacity?
Jared Woolston: They provided a letter from Mechanic Savings Bank which is a little interesting.
Matt Panfil: I didn't notice it in here.
Jim Howard: I've checked their financials. They're in good shape.
Matt Panfil: I just want to make sure that for the record that we have a document somewhere.
Jared Woolston: So we are all on the same page, Priority One is building the project for Mechanic Savings so
my understanding is their letter is sort of saying that you have the financial capacity to do the project.
Jim Howard: We're leasing them the land and we're building the building for them and they're going to own it.
They're paying for the building themselves with their money. We can write the letter however you'd like.
Jared Woolston: It's supposed to be from a third party. I should have caught that at the beginning. Mechanic
Savings Bank saying that they're good for it is not acceptable. We'll just have to do a condition of approval that
we still need financial capacity.

3

Matt Panfil: I think that the bank letter is sufficient. If you write the condition to the satisfaction of the Planning
Director, I will deem it satisfactory.
Jared Woolston: Your narrative says also enclosed is a letter from Mechanic Savings Bank indicating funds
available and their past banking relationship with the applicant, so that's where I got a little bit confused. I
thought they were vouching for you.
Curt Neufeld: I don't know why it's not in there, but obviously it didn't get included in the PDF, so I apologize
for that. I can certainly give you that letter.
Matt Panfil: As far as the Cooks Corner Design Standards go, I would agree it meets them. Although it looks
maybe it belongs a little more in my hometown of Chicago with a Prairie style than in New England, it is an
attractive building.
Dennis Wilson: Along Gurnet Rd, there is a little estuary but you're not showing any landscaping around it on the
landscape plan.
Ryan Barnes: That is a stormwater BMP.
Dennis Wilson: Right, but there's also a tree line going along here.
Jared Woolston: I did point that out in the findings. The existing condition plans don't talk about the shrubs and
the three Pin Oaks that are on the front. They do exist and they were shown on another plan, a landscaping plan
that was done I believe in 2014. Um, and it also showed some other things. I advise the committee to ask for that
additional landscaping.
Dennis Wilson: Id like you to keep the continuity of the street line with the trees.
Jim Howard: Absolutely. We may end up putting healthier ones there. They don't look so good now.
Curt Neufeld: We can revise that plan. I think some of those that are shown are in the right of way and that's
probably why they're not being well maintained. The plantable space outside of the BMP pushes them in within
the right of way.
Jared Woolston: Your landscaping plan has some plantings on the interior, but it doesn't include some of the old
landscaping that was envisioned 2014. Not that that was approved that way, but it was shown that way and I
thought it was a much better landscaping plan.
Jim Howard: We can add some more trees but I don't want to cover the drive through.
Jared Woolston: The 2014 plan had junipers, some street trees and some smaller landscaping beds through here.
Yeah. I also advise maybe doing something along this driveway; the standard for the ordinance only requires
street trees along an actual street so the Staff Review Committee could easily say that this is a drive through dirt
driveway and those standards don't apply.
Curt Neufeld: We talked about that one in house and that piece is just going to be hammered on from both sides
by snow and salt.
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Jim Howard: We can plant something there that we can cut back in the winter like we did at Goodwill. We will
make those changes.
Jared Woolston: In the findings, I basically prescribed what was already designed years ago. I didn't say
anything about this other than that advice I just gave you.
Ryan Barnes: As far as traffic, I'm okay with conditions as Jared wrote them up.
Curt Neufeld: There was an exchange of emails yesterday and the permit is now just over five years old so the
DOT has an opportunity to look at what's been built. We pulled up the original permit and the uses that were in
that versus the uses which have to date. We're over in the PM peak and we're under in the Saturday peak, but
overall I think we're consistent more or less with what was originally approved. Diane says she will take a look at
it and either call it good or ask for a modification, which is basically a new letter with new trips.
Ryan Barnes: Do you know if the offsite roadway improvements that were included in that permit were
completed?
Curt Neufeld: It looks like everything was except for some signs that were reported to be overhead.
Ryan Barnes: DOT will want to make sure all of that has been done.
Jim Howard: It has.
TC Schofield: Curt already mentioned there are domestic and fire stubs already there, so it should be pretty
straight forward.
Mark Waltz: It looked like from the landscape plan there arent any tall hedges planned - we wouldn't want
anything like that because if we have a hold up alarm we like to park at distance away and watch the entrance.
Jim Howard: It will all be low.
Jay Astle: Where did we just end up with those sickly trees along the road? They are Town trees right?
Jim Howard: They are on town property but I'll replace them all for you and we'll maintain them even if they're
yours.
Jay Astle: It would be helpful to know what species you are going to use for replacements based on proximity to
the sidewalk.
Jim Howard: Do you have a preference?
Dennis Wilson: No oaks, no Elm  nothing wide spreading.
Jared Woolston: The old plan showed Japanese Maples and then Lindens across the back. The front was
supposed to be Pin Oaks. The draft condition of approval is prior to issuance of a building permit, landscaping
plans shall be revised to the satisfaction of the Town Arborist and provided to the Director of Planning and
Development. That gives you the chance to talk to these guys and work it out.
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Ken Brillant: You should plan for a KnoxBox on the building. Other than that I have no comments - it's going to
be reviewed by the Fire Marshall's office anyway.
Ryan Leighton: No comments.
Jared Woolston: Seeing there are no comments from the public we'll get right into the findings.
MATT PANFIL MADE A MOTION THAT THE APPLICATION IS COMPLETE. MOTION
SECONDED BY DENNIS WILSON, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
RYAN BARNES MADE A MOTION THAT THE REQUESTED WAIVERS ARE APPROVED.
MOTION SECONDED BY MARK WALTZ, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.
KEN BRILLANT MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE FINAL PLAN WITH THE FOLLOWING
CONDITIONS:
1. That the Committees 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. Prior to issuance of a building permit, written approval from the Maine DOT to demonstrate the proposed
traffic movement is acceptable to the Maine DOT and the Town Engineer and any required changes to the
approved plan for traffic movement shall be provided to the Director of Planning and Development.
3. Prior to issuance of a building permit, written approval from the Maine DEP to demonstrate the
stormwater management plan is in compliance with the Stormwater Management Law and any required
changes to the approved plan for stormwater management shall be provided to the Director of Planning
and Development.
4. Prior to issuance of a building permit, landscaping plans shall be revised to the satisfaction of the Town
Arborist and provided to the Director of Planning and Development.
5. Prior to issuance of a building permit, solid waste impact fees shall be paid to the satisfaction of the
Public Works Department.
MOTION SECONDED BY RYAN BARNES, APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.

2. Case #20-004 Hinton Recreational Dock, 98 Toads Landing: The Staff Review Committee will review and
make a recommendation to the Planning Board on a Sketch/Final Plan Major Development Review
application submitted by Atlantic Environmental on behalf of Gregory and Sally Hinton to install a permanent
pier and seasonal ramp and float to access coastal wetlands at 98 Toads Landing Rd. The subject lot (Map 36,
Lot 28) is within the RP1 (Rural Protection 1) Zoning District and contains the following overlays:
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RPSMO (Rural Protection Stormwater Management Overlay); SPO-RP (Shoreland Protection
Overlay  Resource Protection Subdistrict); and the FPO (Flood Protection Overlay).
Tim Forester: The Hintons have asked me to work with Bob Wattle, a dock builder in Harpswell, to come up
with a design for a float that would land for full tide access in Buttermilk Cove. We came up with a 6 x 16 foot
pier, a 3 x 36 ramp and a 10 x 16 float. We looked at a couple of different locations within the property. They
do have a set of existing stairs that comes down right to the edge of the high tide line. It made sense to work off of
those existing stairs with a short permanent pier. It's all ledge and rockweed covered ledge in the upper intertidal
zone and the float will not ground out at low tide. There's no real navigation issues here; we're hugging the shore
as best we can. The ramp in the off season can be slid up onto the pier and the float will be hauled off site. The
project has been approved by the Corps of Engineers and Maine Department of Environmental Protection. I
understand there's a concern of title, right and interest over whether or not the individual even has the right to
construct such a dock in the intertidal zone and if you look at their deed youll see that they do - it's pretty specific
in how it's written. We did have a title of real estate attorney look into this prior to submitting our DEP
application. Im remiss, I didn't include his opinion letter in this application, but I do have it and I'll forward it to
Jared.
Jared Woolston: I'll put it in the Planning Board's packet.
Tim Forester: His conclusion was that they do have TRI. We did research back to some of the original deeds
where basically it was just a change in the language of how it was written, but the parcel itself has never changed
shape or form.
Mark Waltz: The actual legal just says to the high water line.
Tim Forester: Yes, correct. If you look at the letter that was provided by the attorney under principles of
ownership along the intertidal, there's further description there that says thence running by the high water line.
The attorney didnt feel that was sufficient to slice off the intertidal.
Jared Woolston: Mark, is this something that you'd like to review before it gets to the Planning Board?
Mark Waltz: Yes. Often youll see language conveying whatever interest they may have in the intertidal zone,
which you don't see in this deed.
Tim Forester: Right. The original deed was written to Buttermilk Cove.
Jared Woolston: Your client's not here, but if you could get the message to them that we apologize for putting
them through a little bit of a delay. We had to go through the RPSMO zoning ordinance change, which was a big
deal for the town. We got through it as quick as we could. I know it was a big delay for them, but we did our best.
Matt Panfil: Can we have the Town Attorney look at TRI before Planning Board?
Jared Woolston: Yes.
Ryan Barnes: No comments.
TC Schofield: No comments.
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Mark Waltz: Nothing further.
Jay Astle: No comments.
Ken Brillant: No comments.
Ryan Leighton: No comments.
3. Case #20-008 Marijuana Store, 4 Business Parkway: The Staff Review Committee will review and make a
recommendation to the Planning Board on a Sketch Plan Major Development Review application submitted
by Sitelines, PA on behalf of GJoris LLC to construct a 3,100 square foot Marijuana Store at 4 Business
Parkway. The subject lot (Map 17, Lot 66) is within the GI (Growth Industrial) Zoning District.
Matt Panfil: Is there a Conditional Use Permit already for this?
Jared Woolston: Joe and I went around about this. There's a need to get the use approved before they can get a
final plan review. As far as I can tell, there's no need to get the use approved before sketch plan.
Matt Panfil: My concern is that it can be misrepresented as an acceptance of the site plan, including the use.
Michael Dipersia: With the state, the first process is a conditional from them and there's a period of time where I
can submit any change to the construction. Then it gets to the point that they give me an affidavit that I have to
bring to the Town for them to sign off on.
Joe Marden: What we're proposing is a 3,100 square feet, single story retail building, for adult use marijuana.
This is off of Business Parkway, which is the Industrial Park. Currently it's just a wooded lot. There's a little bit of
meadow area in the open, but it's pretty much undeveloped. We're proposing approximately 65 parking spaces
with the option to expand up to 85 in the future. We'd like to try and get it all permitted at once if possible. There
hasn't been this type of use in the state before but there have been concerns in other States with inadequate
parking, so we kind of like to start with 65 and if the demand requires more, we'd like to be able to add it. There
will be a loading area in the back with an overhead door so the vehicles can drive right into the building. When
Business Parkway was installed sewer and water stubs were extended to the site. We've been in contact with the
Water and Sewer Districts to get those locations and we are still working on getting ability to serve letters from
them. This parcel was part of the expansion of the Brunswick Industrial Park and that was a Site Law
Amendment. Within that amendment there was allocated impervious area and wetland impacts on the property
and within those we pretty much just have to drain this property towards Business Parkway. There's a ditch along
here that drains into a storm water pond. There were some changes to that storm water pond at one point. I still
have to do a little bit of research on what it actually is but I'm fairly confident it is sized for this impervious area.
In terms of traffic we have been in contact with Diane Morabito who's sent a letter to DOT. When Business
Parkway was put in they allocated a certain number of trips as part of the traffic movement permit. Her assertion
is that this project is still within those trips but we're still waiting to hear back from DOT on that.
Jared Woolston: Were there wetland impacts permitted for this lot?
Joe Marden: Yes. They broke it down per lot.
Jared Woolston: Id like to see that Site Law Permit at final plan.
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Joe Marden: Also there was a 50 foot wooded buffer required as part of the Site Law permit so we're
maintaining that.
Matt Panfil: One thing that's missing is the 500 foot radius around the property so that we can verify there are no
schools within that. I hate to see something so over parked, it's about six times what we need. I understand there's
the initial draw. My biggest fear is like a Walmart designed for the day before Christmas.
Michael Dipersia: I actually think it's low to be honest. The way the state is making these retail business operate
is the doors are always locked, so everyone has to line up outside and we have to control the flow of people
coming in. I'd say it's similar to a beer release. Everything I've seen in Massachusetts shows t that we're low on
parking for retail marijuana.
Matt Panfil: How many employees are you going to have at any one time?
Michael Dipersia: Ten. At least two security and the manager as well as six to eight retail employees.
Ryan Barnes: Is there a maximum number that's allowed in the store at one time?
Michael Dipersia: No. They just have to be IDed at the point of entry and point of sale.
Matt Panfil: Everything else seems fine. I just want to go on the record that I would encourage a little less
parking but I understand your concern.
Dennis Wilson: Will have a landscape plan eventually for this too?
Joe Marden: Yes, this is just the sketch. He wants it to really look in a really nice coming in here, even though
it's located with an industrial park, he wants to have a more retail feel to it.
Dennis Wilson: It would be nice to have something low growing around the foundation and along Business
Parkway Id like to see a few trees and something to soften up the large parking lot too.
Ryan Barnes: Im echoing Matt's concern that parking seems high based on what your actual footprint of retail is
going to be from an occupancy standpoint. You're reviewing and planning to coordinate with DEP if necessary on
the stormwater. You are showing dimensional changes for the parking; just remember to ask for a waiver when
you get to the next step. I'm fine with a review from Sewell to DOT as long as I kind of copied on the
correspondence of that. This is new construction so it would require a solid waste impact fee at building permit.
Jared Woolston: Im wondering how why the building is this far back instead of pushed up a little bit more so
that you have a little bit more high ground. It's a small amount of wetland impact but I'm wondering if it could
have been avoided just by shifting at all up to the street a little bit more.
Joe Marden: There was a lot of back and forth on where this was located. Could it be moved forward? We could
look at it. I think no matter what, you're still going to have some wetland impacts. I think one aspect was trying to
just create more of that entry feel into the parking area.
Michael Dipersia: I was trying for a destination retail feel. I want to do some landscaping along the lot line too to
divide it a little bit.
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Jared Woolston: For the sketch plan that you submit to the Planning Board, if you could just tighten up this line you said that you're going to maintain that buffer - this doesn't show where the clearing line is going to be. It
would be good to get a better feel about how it's going to lay out.
TC Schofield: No comments.
Mark Waltz: What will happen inside the security fence area? Is it for safety with the overhead door?
Michael Dipersia: Yes.
Mark Waltz: Just for the record, my preference would be to have the parking there because if it is heavily
patronized, we'd rather that than have people lined up on the main road.
Jay Astle: What's your sense of the movement of vehicles in the parking lot? How long is the average shopping
visits?
Michael Dipersia: I would say it's probably 10 minutes once you get through the door. I think people are going to
spend a lot more time outside the building waiting than inside the building. That's why we have that overhang.
Jared Woolston: At final plan they're probably going to have to do some pedestrian access ways in the parking
lot. That might be something you'd want to consider now anticipating what you want for parking for final plans.
When you do your parking lot layout for parking lots over 30 spaces, it is fairly prescriptive about landscaped
areas and internal pedestrian access. You might want to look at that if it's going to delete some spaces. It might
change your layout.
Ken Brillant: If there is an alarm system a KnoxBox will be required. This will go to the Fire Marshalls office
for review so I have no further comments.
Ryan Leighton: No comments.
Greg Hastings: I'm one of the owners of 3 Business Parkway. Tom Dunham is my partner in that venture and
he's not able to be here today. I just want to go on record to say that we're very happy having a cultivation
operation across the street; there's not a lot of traffic impact on our property, but I think this retail use - putting it
in the industrial park - is a big mistake. I don't think it's the right place to put it. I've been an Industrial Broker for
33 years, specializing in the industrial market. I am seeing in South Portland that retail stores are going in retail
environments. They're not going into industrial parks. I'm even more concerned now that I hear the applicant
talking about 65 parking spaces being inadequate and that they might actually need more. This is a dead end street
that does not have a lot of traffic but there are businesses on it.
Mark Waltz: This was actually a conscious decision. The thought was if a parent wants to raise their kids in
Brunswick they might not want to expose them to cannabis stores so that was why the decision was made to allow
them here as opposed to the normal retail zone.
Joe Marden: How does the Town feel about the phased parking plan - have you done that in the past?
Jared Woolston: I thought that you were just giving us sort of a sneak peek of what you'd hope to do. I didn't
understand that you were asking the Planning Board to consider that as phased. I'd have to check. The size of the
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parking is probably something that the Planning Board will want to take up. Also the pedestrian access is not very
clear, but again, this is a sketch plan.
Matt Panfil: If you really think you need that, show it that way. Since it is sketch plan, maybe have some options
in your back pocket and I think they'll give you some clarity on what they think as well.
Joe Marden: I think from my standpoint, you're not going to build more spaces than you need.
Michael Dipersia: Absolutely not. If people are in the street, I'm building more spaces.
Jared Woolston: How is this done Ryan? Does an engineer or someone go out and do counts?
Ryan Barnes: In this case, I'm really going to lean on the Region One Regional Traffic Engineer. Usually your
parking is close to or sometimes even up to double your trip rate, depending on what your entry and stay time is.
Joe Marden: I believe in Diane's trip generation letter she said that the highest peak hour was on Saturday, which
makes sense for retail shops and is also when the trips for the other businesses are lowest.
4. Case #20-009 Marijuana Cultivation Facility, 43 Bibber Parkway: The Staff Review Committee will
review and make a recommendation to the Planning Board on a Sketch Plan Major Development Review
application submitted by Sitelines, PA on behalf of Bibber Properties LLC for a Marijuana Cultivation
Facility. The subject lot (Map 17, Lot 59) is within the GI (Growth Industrial) Zoning District and contains
the following overlays: SPO-SP (Shoreland Protection Overlay  Stream Protection Subdistrict and the
SPO-RP (Shoreland Protection Overlay  Resource Protection Subdistrict).
Joe Marden: We're back in the Brunswick Industrial Park at the end of Bibber Parkway. There's an existing
warehouse building there, almost a 100,000 square feet. The applicant is proposing to change approximately half
of the building. There is no new pavement proposed. They want do want to convert this loading area to parking
spaces for this use. The way the leases are written up for this building there's not necessarily rights for them to
park here and walk through the building. They need to have spaces on this side so there's access. I am going to get
a handle on utilities, if they anticipate this will increase the demand of the water and sewer. I haven't gotten that
yet but when I do coordinate with the districts.
Jared Woolston: The trigger for this one is change of use over 10,000 square feet. This one is going to have a
Conditional Use Permit as well so you'll have to go through the Conditional Use Permit process and all the
development review standards for this.
Matt Panfil: Again, you will need to show the 500 foot buffer. Did Jeff Hutchinson give you an email or zoning
determination letter before he retired that the HVAC training school is not a school as defined by the zoning
ordinance?
Joe Marden: Yes, it is post-secondary.
Matt Panfil: I would include that in the packet just to clarify.
Dennis Wilson: On the landscape plan, when you create one, please include the existing trees in the right of way.
TC Schofield: No comments.
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Mark Waltz: Is this for medical or retail?
Matt Panfil: For cultivation in the zoning ordinance, we don't distinguish between medical and adult use.
Mark Waltz: I was just curious for the license. It looks like there's a North Carolina address for the LLC. For the
Town license you need to be Maine residents.
Joe Marden: They are still working on tenants; the owner of the building is changing the use. They are aware of
the requirement.
Jay Astle: No comments.
Ken Brillant: You should put the architect in contact with Deputy Chief Emerson to discuss the separation from
the other tenant. That was one whole facility at one point and I know there's security involved with this. The fire
alarm system, I think, covers the entire building and if it's going to be separated out, all those things will need to
be discussed.
Ryan Leighton: No comments.

Meeting Adjourned
JAE
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