Town of Brunswick, Maine
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE STEERING COMMITTEE
85 UNION STREET, BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE STEERING COMMITTEE
AGENDA BRUNSWICK TOWN HALL
85 UNION STREET
COUNCIL
CHAMBERS
TUESDAY, JUNE, 2021
SUBCOMMITTEE B: 6:30 PM – 7:30 PM / SUBCOMMITTEE A: 7:30 PM – 8:30 PM
MEETING IN-PERSON & VIA ELECTRONIC DEVICES
THIS MEETING IS BEING CONDUCTED BOTH IN-PERSON AND VIA ELECTRONIC DEVICES.
THERE IS A LIMITED OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PUBLIC TO ATTEND THIS MEETING IN PERSON. ON-SITE
ATTENDANCE WILL BE LIMITED TO 20 PUBLIC PARTICIPANTS. UNVACCINATED PARTICIPANTS ARE
STRONGLY ENCOURAGED TO VIEW THE MEETING VIA TV3, LIVESTREAM, OR THE ZOOM PLATFORM.
THE PUBLIC CAN VIEW OR LISTEN TO THE MEETING ON TV3 (Channel 3 on Comcast) or streaming at
http://tv3hd.brunswickme.org/CablecastPublicSite/watch/1?channel=1
Or by Zoom

THE PUBLIC CAN VIEW OR LISTEN TO THE MEETING BY JOINING THE ZOOM MEETING
Join from a PC, Mac, iPad, iPhone, or Android device: Please click this URL to join.
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82473325727?pwd=WGhQMXJXUjFKS2NNVzBBQnBiZzRRdz09
Passcode: 2qfdt7
Public Comments must be submitted through the Zoom Platform by “Raising your hand” and being
acknowledged by the host or by entering questions in the Q&A chat.
Or by Phone

Alternatively, members of the public who do not have the ability to connect via an electronic device can
participate by dialing +1 646 876 9923 and entering the Meeting ID number 824 7332 5727 and the
passcode 422654 when prompted. Please be advised message and data rates may apply. The Meeting Host
will make an announcement when it is time for public comment.
Press *9 to Raise your hand and Press *6 to unmute your phone when called upon.
All Votes to be Taken Via Roll Call

1. Roll Call of Members
2. Public Comment
3. Subcommittee B Discussion (6:30 – 7:30 PM)

a. Housing:
(1) Review 2008 Report Key Objectives and Key Actions, and Inventories
(2) Discuss which Objectives should be pulled forward to new Plan
(3) Finalize list of Organization Stakeholders to invite for further comment in July
4. Subcommittee A Discussion (7:30 – 8:30 PM)
a. Natural Resource:
(1) 2008 Report Key Objectives and Key Actions, and Inventories
(2) Discuss which Objectives should be pulled forward to new Plan
(3) Finalize list of Organization Stakeholders to invite for further comment in July.
5. Future Meeting Dates
a. Second June Meeting?
b. July 6, 2021
6. Other Business
7. Adjourn

POLICY AREA 5

EN COURAG E A D IV ER SIT Y OF H OUSIN G T YP ES I N TH E
D ESIG NAT ED GR OWT H AR EA AND FACI LI TAT E T HE
PR ESERV ATION AND DEV ELOP MENT OF AFFORD ABLE AND
WORKFOR CE HOUSING
Key Objective 1:

Key Action 1:

Support the transition of BNAS associated housing to meet the workforce
and affordable housing needs of the community.
Research federal regulations relating to affordable housing of decommissioned Navy
housing and position Town to ensure the availability and affordability of those units.

Federal Regulations Relating to Affordable Housing and Decommissioned United States Navy Housing:
Title V of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, enacted by Congress in 1987, made serving the
homeless the top priority for use of all surplus federal properties, including military installations. The
subsequent Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Act of 1990 established the first BRAC Commission to
recommend military installation realignments and closures. In the early 1990s, it was determined that Title
V of the McKinney Act did not adequately address the multiple interests related to large surplus properties
such as military installations. Therefore, several federal departments and agencies as well as homeless
assistance providers and other community groups recommended changes to the McKinney Act that led to
the Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994 (also known as “the
Redevelopment Act”).
The Redevelopment Act exempted BRAC Commission installations from the provisions of Title V of the
McKinney Act and replaced them with a process where representatives of the homeless and other
community groups participate in base reuse planning. Consistent with the Redevelopment Act, the
Brunswick Local Redevelopment Authority (BLRA) (see page 2-1), working with local area homeless service
providers and State organizations, contracted with Planning Decisions, Inc. to identify the unmet needs of
the homeless in the vicinity of Brunswick Naval Air Station (BNAS, now known as Brunswick Landing),
including Brunswick, Durham, Freeport, Harpswell, and all of the communities within Sagadahoc County.
Planning Decisions, Inc.’s Report on the Homeless in Midcoast Maine, published on January 8, 2007, was
written based on information provided from area homeless service providers and the Maine State Housing
Authority. The report identified an estimated need for four (4) to fourteen (14) additional supportive units
by 2011. The report also identified access to supportive services as the major component of the unmet needs
of the area’s homeless.
BLRA subsequently issued a Notice of Interest (NOI) request to approximately 30 area homeless service
providers and other interested parties requesting proposals for provision of homeless assistance services.
On June 7, 2007, the BLRA Board authorized the Homeless and Housing Committee and staff to negotiate
a Legally Binding Agreement (LBA) with Tedford Housing of Brunswick to implement the Homeless Services
Provision component of the BNAS Reuse Master Plan. The LBA generated funding for Tedford Housing to
provide housing and services through the establishment of a trust fund, to be managed by Midcoast
Regional Redevelopment Authority (MRRA), that is capitalized with per acre assessments (approximately
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$560 - $600 per acre) on the initial transfer of developable property from the United States Navy (“the
Navy”). As of December 2020, the homeless assistance fund has a balance of approximately $700,000.
Efforts to Ensure Availability and Affordability of Decommissioned Navy Housing (see pages 3-7 to 3-8):
In 2004, prior to BRAC’s announcement of the BNAS closure, the Navy entered into an agreement with
GMH, the military housing division of GMG Communities Trust, to privatize all of their family housing units
in the northeast United States. The agreement included approximately 7,000 units on six (6) bases,
including 702 associated with BNAS (573 located in Brunswick and 129 units in Topsham). These assets were
later acquired by Balfour Beatty and resold in a single large block.
In August 2009, MRRA, in collaboration with Development Synergies, LLC, completed the BNAS Housing
Disposition and Redevelopment Plan, which provided recommendations as to how the housing units could
be best incorporated into the regional housing market and their affordability promoted.
The BNAS Housing Disposition and Redevelopment Plan defined affordability for home ownership using
Maine State Housing Authority’s Homeownership Affordability Index (HAI), which is defined as the ratio of
home price affordable at the area’s median household income to the area’s median home price. A HAI of
one (1) or greater represents affordable homes in the area. When the BNAS Housing Disposition and
Redevelopment Plan was written the Town’s HAI was 0.60, indicating an overall lack of affordable housing.
Similarly, to determine rental affordability Maine State Housing Authority has a Rental Affordability Index
(RAI), defined as the ratio of a two-bedroom rent affordable at median renter income for the area to the
median two-bedroom rent for the area. Like the HAI, a RAI of one (1) or greater represents affordable
rentals in the area. When the BNAS Housing and Disposition and Redevelopment Plan was written, the Town’s
RAI was 0.91, indicating an overall lack of affordable rentals.
In 2010, Affordable Midcoast Housing (AMH) acquired the housing units and subsequently sold over 50% of
the 231 units within the McKeen Street neighborhood to low- and moderate-income households. The
remaining units at the BNAS site were then sold to Brunswick Landing Venture, who converted many of the
units to condominiums. Some of these units are still available for purchase and many have been acquired
through Maine State Housing Authority’s First-Time Homebuyer Program.
Key Action 2:

Create zoning for BNAS property that allows for increased density and flexibility to
promote private development of affordable and workforce housing.

Upon BNAS closing, the initial zoning for Brunswick Landing was a combination of BNAS Reuse District
(BRU), BNAS Conservation District (BCN), and College Use / Town Conservation District (CU/TC). The
maximum density for each district, and the subsequent new zoning district and maximum density resulting
from the 2017 Zoning Ordinance Rewrite and Zoning Map Update project are as follows:
Initial Zoning
BCN, R-R&OS
BRU, R-CMU
BRU, R-R
CU/TC

Initial Max. Density (DUs/acre)
N/A
24
8
24

2017 Zoning
GN, GO, RN
GM7
GR1
GC4

2017 Max. Density (DUs/acre)
N/A
24
8
24

Change
No Change
No Change
No Change
No Change

A density of 24 dwelling units per acre is consistent with closely placed row houses/townhouses and/or
three-story apartment/condo complexes and is a density that is capable of supporting a wide variety of
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commercial uses and public transportation. However, to date, no development on Brunswick Landing has
approached this maximum density.
In regard to flexibility, multi-family housing was a permitted use in the Zoning Ordinance in place at the time
and remains a permitted use after the 2017 Zoning Ordinance Rewrite and Zoning Map Update project.
Finally, in 2019 different types of homeless shelters were established as conditional uses within the Town in
several of the zoning districts. Homeless shelters were regulated within the zoning districts in Brunswick
landing as follows:
Zoning District in Brunswick Landing
GA
GC4
GI
GM7
GN
GO
GR1
RN

Key Objective 2:

Homeless Shelter Permitted as Conditional Use? If so, Type of Shelter
Not Allowed
Not Allowed
Yes, All Types Allowed
Yes, All Types Allowed
Not Allowed
Not Allowed
Yes, Apartment-Style Homeless Shelters Only
Not Allowed

Preserve the current stock of affordable and rental housing.

Associated Performance Target(s):

Key Action 1:

6. The number of affordable and rental housing units
available will not decrease below the number available in
2005.

Actively pursue state and federal housing subsidy programs, such as Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) housing rehabilitation funds, Federal Home Loan Bank
subsidies, and Maine State Housing Authority Home Rehabilitation program funds.
Explore reuse of no-longer needed municipal and school facilities as sites for
redevelopment.

The 2017 Zoning Ordinance Rewrite and Zoning Map Update project updated Section 4.2.5.D – Affordable
Housing Developments to be consistent with state and federal housing programs.
The Department of Economic Development pursues funding for projects as opportunities arise. For
example, the 2020-2021 redevelopment of the Lemont Block building (146 Maine Street) to include five (5)
residential dwelling units involved an application for CDBG funds and the Department of Economic
Development assisted in obtaining said funding.
The reuse of no-longer needed municipal and school facilities as a location for affordable or rental housing
was not implemented. Due to the influx of residential dwelling units entering the market during the closure
of BNAS (see pages 3-7 to 3-8), municipal and school facilities were either repurposed for a different
municipal use, adapted to a commercial use, or demolished. For example:
1.

The Hawthorne School became the Brunswick School Department’s (“School Department”)
administrative offices in 2009.

2. The former School Department building at 35 Union Street was repurposed for use by People Plus
and the Teen Center in 2010 (see page 2-8).
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3. The former Brunswick High School (BHS) building was demolished in 2009 and replaced by the
Harriet Beecher Stowe (HBS) Elementary School in 2011 (see page 1-1).
4. Longfellow School became the Bowdoin College’s Robert H. and Blythe Bickel Edwards Center for
Art and Dance in 2012 (see page 1-1).
5. The former Time Record building was demolished in 2012 (see page 2-7).
6. The former Recreation Center on Federal Street was demolished in 2013 and replaced by a new
office building for Coastal Enterprises, Inc. in 2015 (see pages 2-3 through 2-4 and 2-7).
7. The Jordan Acres Elementary School was closed in 2011 and replaced by the Kate Furbish Elementary
School in 2020 (see pages 1-1 to 1-2).
Finally, housing is yet to be considered as a potential reuse for Coffin School, scheduled to close in the near
future (see page 1-2).
Action 2:

Partner with funders where possible to encourage owner-occupied multi-unit housing.

The Director of Planning and Development meets regularly with the Southern Midcoast Housing
Collaborative formed in 2020. The Department of Economic Development looks to partner with private
funders when possible and occasionally meets with developers interested in building owner-occupied multiunit affordable housing in Town. However, the Growth Area’s lack of available land, particularly in the
desirable Downtown area, makes site selection difficult.
In response to Key Objective 2’s goal of preserving the current stock of affordable and rental housing and
Performance Target 6’s goal of no reduction in the number of affordable and rental housing units, the
American Community Survey’s (ACS) Five-Year Estimate data indicates that there was a 674 unit decease in
the total number of rental units and that the percent of renter-occupied dwelling units as a share of the
total number of dwelling units declined from 35.2% in 2009 (data from 2005 to 2008 is not publicly available)
to 29.4% in 2018. Conclusions that can be drawn from this data are limited by the fact that it is unclear how
BNAS dwelling units were categorized prior to and after the base closure in 2011 (see pages 3-7 to 3-8).
Furthermore, Maine State Housing Authority data shows that the RAI (see page 5-2) in Town has recently
increased from 0.91 in 2009 to 1.22 in 2017, meaning rental units became more affordable. Due to 2017 being
the most recent year for RAI data, the impacts to the RAI due to an increased supply of 144 multi-unit
dwelling units that were approved since 2018 and an increase in Maine home sales and sales prices that has
occurred during the COVID-19 pandemic are not yet known.

--- continued on next page ---
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Please note that the most recent RAI data for individual municipalities is 2017 and there is no available data for the year
2015.

Maine State Housing Authority data shows that the HAI (see page 5-2) has consistently been below one (1),
meaning unaffordable, since 2005. The data depicts a gradual increase toward affordability from 2005 to
2012, the period of a construction boom followed by the Great Recession, but since has become less
affordable during the recession recovery.
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Key Objective 3:

Create an environment that supports the development of new affordable
housing by both the public and private sectors.

Associated Performance Target(s):

1.

At least 5% of new housing units constructed in each fiveyear period (2010-2015, 2015-2020, etc.) will be affordable
to lower income households with incomes of less than 80%
of the median area-wide household income.

2. At least 10% of new housing units constructed in each fiveyear period (2010-2015, 2015-2020, etc.) will be affordable
to moderate income households with incomes of less than
150% of the median area-wide household income.
3. The ratio of the median single-family home sales price to
the median household income (or affordability index) will
be lower in 2015 than it is today and will continue to
decrease.
4. Not more than 80% of new housing units constructed in
each five-year period (2010-2015, 2015-2020, etc.) will be
single-family homes.
5. At least 20% of new housing units constructed in each fiveyear period (2010-2015, 2015-2020, etc.) will be rental
housing.
Key Action 1:

Allow denser development in the Growth Area by drafting and adopting
zoning ordinance revisions to permit increased housing density at all
price levels. This same action appears in Policy 3, Objective 2, Action 1,
serving both objectives.

As referenced on pages 3-4 and 3-5, the 2017 Zoning Ordinance Rewrite and Zoning Map Update project
eliminated minimal residential lot sizes in all Growth Area zoning districts and altered the density in the
following Growth Area zoning districts:
Current
Zoning
District
GR1
GR2
GR3

Current Max.
Density
(DUs/acre)
8
4
6

GR4

6

GR5
GR6
GR7

7
10
5

GR8

6

GR9

6

Pre-ZORC
Zoning
District
R-R
R1
R2
R3
R4
R5
R61
R7
TR1
TR2
TR3
TR4
TR5

Pre-ZORC Max.
Density
(DUs/acre)
8
3
5
5
5
5
8
7
10
4
5
5
5

% Change
No Change
+25.0%
+16.7%
+16.7%
+16.7%
+16.7%
-25.0%
No Change
No Change
+25.0%
+20.0%
+20.0%
+20.0%
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GR10
GM1
GM2
GM3
GM4
GM5
GM6
GM7
GM8
GC1
GC2
GC3
GC4
GC5
GA
GI
GO
GN
RN
RF
RR

RP1

RP2
RM
1
2
3
4
5
6

4
6

R8
MU2
MU3
MU6
MU4
I1
I4
MU1
CC
HC1
HC2
TC1
TC2
TC3
R-CMU
MUOZ
CU1
CU3
CU5
CU62
CU4
CU74
CU/TC
CU2
R-AR
I2
I3
R-B & TI
R-R & OS
BCN
BCN
FF1
CR1
CR2
MU1

3
4.5
7
10
10
12
12
1 DU per 1.5 ac
15
5
5
n/a
n/a
7
24
n/a
12
10
24
8
5
10
24
10
n/a
12
12
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
1 DU per 2 ac
1 DU per 1.5 ac
1 DU per 1.5 ac
1 DU per 1.5 ac
1 DU per 4 ac4
1 DU per 5 ac5

+20.0%
+33.3%
+42.9%
10
No Change
No Change
10
-16.7%
-16.7%
+1,900%
15
No Change
+16.7%
6
+16.7%
--n/a
----24
No Change
6
--No Change
12
+20.0%
No Change
24
No Change
No Change
103
No Change
24
No Change
10
No Change
n/a
------n/a
--n/a
--n/a
--n/a
--No Change
1 DU per 2 ac
-25.0%
No Change
1 DU per 1.5 ac
No Change
No Change
CP1
1 DU per 4 ac5
No Change
+100.0%
1 DU per 5 ac6
FF3
1 DU per 2 ac
+150.0%
CP2
1 DU per 3.5 ac
No Change
1 DU per 3.5 ac
FF3
1 DU per 2 ac
+75.0%
1 DU per 2 ac
MU5
1 DU per 2 ac
No Change
The former R6, now GR4, Zoning District includes an area along Thomas Point Road that is not
generally served by the Sewer District or BTWD.
Except that lands north of Bath Road shall be limited to 8 du/ac.
The parcel between South Street and Longfellow Avenue maintained its maximum allowable
density of ten (10) DUs per acre that was previously allowed in the CU7 District, but all other GC3
properties’ maximum allowable densities were reduced to five (5) DUs per acre.
Single-parcel zoning district.
Developments subject to Development Review.
Developments not subject to Development Review.
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The only instance where the maximum allowable density was decreased within a Growth Area zoning
district was in the former Residential 6 (R6) district (combined into the GR4 Zoning District after the 2017
Zoning Ordinance Rewrite and Zoning Map Update project) that does not have sanitary sewer or water
service.
The five (5) Performance Targets that are referenced for Key Objective 3 are problematic in that some of
the data needed for analysis is not readily available. For Performance Targets 1 and 2 the median sales price
of only newly constructed units is not publicly available. The median sales price for just single-family homes
is similarly unavailable to analyze Performance Target 3 as is specific occupancy data (owner or renter) of
residential dwelling units for Performance Target 5. Finally, the referenced Performance Targets imply that
the Town has some level of control over the residential real estate market, at least in terms of sales price
and type of occupancy.
Instead, the use of the Town’s five-year median house values estimates of owner-occupied units available
through the ACS provide some insight into the Town’s overall affordability for households earning 80% of
the median household income. The chart below depicts the gap between what households earning 80% and
150% of the median household income can afford versus the median value of a home. The maximum value
for home purchase includes the effective tax rate for each year, the average 30-year fixed mortgage rate
for each year for an average credit score, estimated home insurance, estimated private mortgage insurance,
$0.00 down payment, and $150.00 per month utility costs.
Affordable Housing Availability for Households Earning 80% and 150% of the
Median Household Income
$350,000.00
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Based on the chart, households earning 150% of the local median household income have been able to easily
afford a median value home throughout the subject time period. However, for households earning 80% of
the local median household income, 2017 was the only year in which a median value home was affordable.
Recent State-level real estate sales data, especially since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020,
suggests that the gap between household home median home values and median household income may
be widening.
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Although median single-family home sales prices are not available, median home value data for all owneroccupied units (condominium, duplex, single-family, etc.) can be examined. The Homeownership
Affordability Index (HAI) data on page 5-5 demonstrates that housing was more affordable in 2015 (0.91
HAI) than when the 2008 Plan was written (0.60 HAI). However, the HAI data also demonstrates that there
has been an overall decrease in affordability since 2015.
In response to Performance Target 4’s goal of keeping single-family homes to less than 80% of all new
residential dwelling units, building permit data shows that the goal was not met (when including mobile
homes in the single-family category) between 2008 and 2019.
Year
# SF
% SF
# MH
% MH
# MF
% MF

2008
19
70.4%
5
18.5%
3
11.1%

2009
23
79.3%
6
20.7%
0
0.0%

SF: Single-Family

2010
17
89.5%
2
10.5%
0
0.0%

MH: Mobile Home

Additional Objective 4:
Action 1:

2011
7
70.0%
3
30%
0
0.0%

2012
8
61.5%
4
30.8%
1
7.7%

2013
14
93.3%
1
6.7%
0
0.0%

2014
19
76.0%
4
16.0%
2
8.0%

2015
20
95.2%
1
4.8%
0
0.0%

2016
11
73.3%
3
20.0%
1
6.7%

2017
31
77.5%
8
20.0%
1
2.5%

2018
32
88.9%
4
11.1%
0
0.0%

2019
29
90.6%
3
9.4%
0
0.0%

2020
37
97.4%
1
2.6%
0
0.0%

Total
267
83.4%
45
14.1%
8
2.5%

MF: Multi-Family

Facilitate the development of affordable housing.

Use the new Affordable Housing Tax Increment Financing (TIF) program to encourage
suitable projects.

Although the Town has four (4) active Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Districts (see pages 2-13 through 2-16),
it has not implemented an Affordable Housing Tax Increment Financing (AHTIF) program to date.
Action 2:

Identify partners to work collaboratively with the Town on housing projects that are
focused on rental apartments, moderately priced workforce housing, and low to
moderate income elderly housing.

The Department of Economic Development looks to work collaboratively on housing projects that are
focused on rental apartments, moderately priced workforce housing, and low to moderate income elderly
housing, but a lack of buildable lots, construction costs, and parking standards often hinder potential
redevelopment. The recently constructed Brunswick Station Apartments and the recently approved but
not yet constructed 16 apartments at Tontine Mall and nine (9) apartments at the southeast corner of the
intersection of Mill and Union Streets provide rental apartments for elderly residents in the Downtown area,
but they are not considered moderately priced workforce housing and therefore are not accessible to low
to moderate income residents.
Action 3:

Support development of workforce housing for Town employees.

The Town continues to encourage the development of a variety of housing types, but there is not
demonstrable success in the development of workforce housing in general.
Additional Objective 5:
Action 1:

Educate the public about housing issues.

Support informational and educational efforts of the Mid Coast Community Housing
Coalition.
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There has not been any Town collaboration with the Mid Coast Community Housing Coalition. However, as
stated on page 5-4, the Director of Planning and Development meets regularly with the Southern Midcoast
Housing Collaborative.
Action 2:

Prepare education materials and programs that help residents visualize denser
development patterns.

No known effort was made to complete this action.
Action 3:

Distribute education and program materials with property tax bills.

A one-page informational document is included with each property tax bill.
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Chapter 13 – Housing:
I.

EXISTING CONDITIONS AND TRENDS
Policy Area 5 of the 2008 Comprehensive Plan Update is dedicated to encouraging, “a diversity of housing types
in the designated growth area and facilitate the preservation and development of affordable and workforce
housing.” The 2008 Plan’s objectives, action items, and performance targets are summarized in the 2008
Comprehensive Plan Update Report, pages XX – XX. Using primarily the United Census Bureau’s American
Community Survey (ACS) five-year estimate data (Census Tracts 111, 112.01, 112.02, and 113) released
between 2009 to 2018, Department of Planning and Development permits, and Town assessor records, the
following information demonstrates how changes in the housing market and Town policy over the last ten years
have affected the Town’s housing stock and the Town’s efforts to further the State’s goal, “to encourage and
promote affordable, decent housing opportunities for all Maine citizens.”

A. Housing Units – Quantity and Typology:
As of 2018, there were 9,341 housing units within the Town. Chart 13.1 – Total Housing Units by Type depicts
the distribution of the various housing types.
Chart 13.1 – Total Housing by Type (2018):

10-19 Unit: 70

Total: 9,341

The majority, 63%, of the Town’s existing housing units are single-family dwelling units. Of those single-family
dwelling units, detached homes comprise 85.40% of the single-family units and attached single-family homes
make up the remaining 14.60%.
Multi-family dwelling units, accounting for 17.73% of all housing units, are the second most common type of
housing in the Town. The distribution of multi-family dwelling units is unique in that 36.41% of these units are in
smaller, 3- to 4-unit structures and 23.85% of the multi-family dwelling units are in large structures with 50 or
more units. Combined, structures with between five (5) to 49 units account for 39.74% of all multi-family units.
Comprising 12.75% of the total housing units in Town, mobile homes also have a significant presence in the
Town.
Finally, two-family dwelling units are the least common, accounting for only 6.52% of the Town’s total housing
units.
In comparison to 2009, the total number of housing units in 2018 decreased by 3.96% (-385 units). The
decrease in housing units is perplexing in consideration that Department of Planning and Development
demolition and new construction data for the same time period shows that there were 320 new units
constructed and only ten (10) residential demolition permits issued that had no associated replacement
structure.
In order to better understand this trend an analysis of what types housing of units were lost, when units were
lost, and where they were lost is necessary.

1. Housing Units Over Time: 2009 – 2018
Chart 13.2 – Total Housing Units by Year, depicts the primary trend in the decrease of total housing units. There
are also two noticeable (2) sub-trends, 1a from 2009 to 2012 and 1b continuing from 2012 to 2018.
Chart 13.2 – Total Housing Units by Year
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The slope of the Primary Trend depicts a housing loss rate of 38.50 units per year. Although there was a drastic
275-unit decrease between 2009 and 2010, the subsequent rebound in Trend 1a resulted in a housing loss rate
of 12.25 units per year. Trend 1b’s steeper slope depicts a housing loss rate of 48.00 units per year. Finally, a
106-unit increase from 2017 to 2018 and a 43-unit increase in 2019 may be an indication of a new upward trend,
but it is too early to confirm.

2. Housing Units by Type: 2009 – 2018
The Primary Trend in Chart 13.2 shows that the decrease in housing units was not evenly distributed among
housing types. Chart 13.3 – Housing Units by Type Over Time: 2009 – 2018 below demonstrates the total
composition of housing by type and the percent of which each housing type accounted for in the overall number
of housing units in 2009 and 2018 respectively.
Chart 13.3 – Housing Units by Type Over Time: 2009 – 2018
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Chart 13.4 – Net Changes in Housing Units by Type: 2009 – 2018 below illustrates the net changes that occurred
and the percent increase or decrease during the 2009 to 2018 time period.
Chart 13.4 – Net Changes in Housing Units by Type: 2009 – 2018
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Although there was an increase (10.95% / 496) in detached single-family dwelling units this growth was more
than offset by noticeable decreases in the total number of multi-family dwelling units (-27.84% / -639 units), twofamily homes (-13.62% / -96 units), and mobile homes (-9.43% / -124 units). Within the multi-family housing
category, the most significant losses occurred in the 3- to 4-unit (-35.80% / -336 units), 5- to 9-unit (-47.4% / 294 units), and 10- to 19-unit (-7.30% / -94 unit) subcategories.
Table 3.1 – Overall Growth / Contraction by Housing Type illustrates how the changes in the number of housing
units over time contributed to the overall decrease in the total number of housing units.
Table 13.1 – Overall Growth / Contraction by Housing Type
Housing Type

2009

Single-Family

2018

Change

% of All Housing

5,411

5,885

474

4.87%

Single-Family (Detached)

4,530

5,026

496

5.10%

Single-Family (Attached)

881

859

-22

-0.23%

Two-Family

705

609

-96

-0.99%

Multi-Family

2,295

1,656

-639

-6.57%

3-4 Unit Multi-Family

939

603

-336

-3.45%

5-9 Unit Multi-Family

620

326

-294

-3.02%

10-19 Unit Multi-Family

164

70

-94

-0.97%

20-49 Unit Multi-Family

252

262

10

0.10%

50+ Unit Multi-Family

320

395

75

0.77%

1,315

1,191

-124

1.27%

9,726

9,341

-385

-3.96%

Mobile Homes
TOTAL:

Within the Primary Trend, the u-shaped curve (1a in Chart 13.1) that forms in the time period between 2009
and 2012 is unique in that it depicts a decrease (3.04% / -296 units) in housing units from 2009 to 2011 followed
by an immediate increase (2.62% / 247 units) in the number of units from 2011 to 2012. Ultimately, the u-curve
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results in a net 0.50% decrease (-49 units) in the number of housing units. Although the net decrease is minimal
in Trend 1a, a closer analysis reveals there were noticeable shifts in the quantities of housing types.
Table 13.2 - Change in Housing Unit Type (2009-2012)
Housing Type

2009

Single-Family

2012

Change

Change %

5,411

5,519

108

2.00%

Single-Family (Attached)

4,530

4,529

-1

-0.02%

Single-Family (Detached)

881

990

109

12.37%

Two-Family

705

563

-142

-20.14%

Multi-Family

2,295

2,131

-164

-7.15%

3-4 Unit Multi-Family

939

977

38

4.05%

5-9 Unit Multi-Family

620

478

-142

-22.90%

10-19 Unit Multi-Family

164

143

-21

-12.80%

20-49 Unit Multi-Family

252

161

-91

-36.11%

50+ Unit Multi-Family

320

372

52

16.25%

1,315

1,408

93

7.07%

0

56

56

9,726

9,677

-49

Mobile Homes
Boat, RV, Van, etc.
TOTAL:

---0.50%

By percentage, the largest decrease in housing units occurred in 20-49-unit multi-family housing, 5-9-unit multifamily housing, and two-family housing. The largest percentage increase occurred in 50+ unit multi-family
housing, single-family detached housing, and mobile homes. In general, the u-shaped curve in housing supply
between 2009 to 2012 indicates a shift away from moderate-density housing in favor of either of the two
extremes of low-density or high-density housing.
Due to the time period in which this occurred, the Great Recession is a possible explanation for the housing
unit decrease from 2009 to 2011 and subsequent increase as a start of a recovery in 2012. However, the
Census data for housing unit type includes both occupied and vacant housing units, meaning any foreclosures
that occurred due to the recession should still be counted as housing units. Furthermore, the Department of
Planning and Development’s building and demolition permit data does not support the initial loss of 296 housing
units from 2009 to 2011 nor does it support the subsequent 247-unit increase from 2011 to 2012.
Another potential cause of the u-shaped curve from 2009 to 2012 is the closure of the Brunswick Naval Air
Station (BNAS), announced in 2005 and completed in 2011. As a result of the closure, 573 housing units in
Brunswick were at least temporarily vacated. A total of 239 housing units were also identified for demolition
between 2010 and 2011 in Brunswick and neighboring Topsham. However, the number of units demolished as
well as the specific number of units demolished in Brunswick versus the number of units demolished in Topsham
is unavailable. It is possible that the 296 unit decrease in housing units from 2009 to 2011 is a result of a
combination of demolishment, conversion to other uses, and/or vacated units that may have been omitted due
to their uncertain future.
The second sub-trend, a gradual decrease (-3.47 % / -336 units) in the number of housing units between 2012
and 2018, shows that noticeable increases in the detached single-family (10.97% / 497 units) and two-family
(8.17% / 46 units categories were offset by noticeable decreases in the multi-family (-22.29% / -475 units) and
mobile home (-15.41% / -217 units) categories. Within the multi-family category there was a substantial increase
(62.73% / 101) in the 20- to 49-unit subcategory. However, there were decreases in the 3- to 4-unit (-38.28% /
-374), 5- to 9-unit (-31.80% / -152) subcategories.
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Table 13.3 - Change in Housing Unit Type (2013-2018)
Housing Type

2012

Single-Family

2018

Change

Change %

5,519

5,885

366

6.63%

Single-Family (Detached)

4,529

5,026

497

10.97%

Single-Family (Attached)

990

859

-131

-13.23%

Two-Family

563

609

46

8.17%

Multi-Family

2,131

1,656

-475

-22.29%

3-4 Unit Multi-Family

977

603

-374

-38.28%

5-9 Unit Multi-Family

478

326

-152

-31.80%

10-19 Unit Multi-Family

143

70

-73

-51.05%

20-49 Unit Multi-Family

161

262

101

62.73%

50+ Unit Multi-Family

372

395

23

6.18%

1,408

1,191

-217

-15.41%

56

0

-56

-100.00%

9,677

9,341

336

-3.47%

Mobile Homes
Boat, RV, Van, etc.
TOTAL:

Although the decrease in these units is perplexing, it is possible that some of these units were lost to
conversions to other types of dwelling units and/or demolition due to substandard housing conditions. The
growth of single-family detached housing in the Town is evident in the construction of several new single-family
subdivisions such as… The construction of new two-family dwelling units, such as those in the Botany Place
subdivision, and the gradual absorption of vacated units by the general public starting in 2012 may explain the
increase from a low of 399 two-family units in 2011 to a total of 609 two-family units in 2018.
It is hopeful that the 2020 Census, once completed, may bring more clarity to the Town’s existing housing stock.

3. Housing Unit Growth / Contraction by Location: 2009 – 2018
Insert Map.

B. Housing Tenure & Occupancy Status
As seen in Chart 13.5 – Change in Housing Tenure Over Time, in 2018 the Town’s owner-occupied to renteroccupied housing ratio was approximately 2:1 in favor of owner-occupied housing units. Based on the data,
between 2009 and 2018 there was an overall 5.79% shift in the total number of occupied housing units away
from renter- to owner-occupied units. The number of vacant units in 2018 grew 19.77% in comparison to the
number of vacant units in 2009. However, based on the total number of housing units, the 138 additional
vacancies account for only a 1.42% growth in the number of vacant units from 2009 to 2018.
Chart 13.5 – Change in Housing Tenure Over Time
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Of the vacant housing units, the percent share of each housing tenure type, owner or renter, and the changes
that occurred between 2009 and 2018 are illustrated in Chart 13.6 – Change in Residential Vacancies by Type Over
Time.
Chart 13.6 – Change in Residential Vacancies by Type Over Time
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The combination of increased demand for rental housing and a decreased supply of both vacant- and occupiedrental units suggests an imbalance in the available housing choices for existing and prospective residents. The
dramatic increase in the amount of “other” vacancies is concerning, especially due to the lack of specific
information regarding what types of residential units comprise this broad category. According to the definition
of the Census Bureau, the other category, “includes units held for occupancy by a caretaker or janitor, and units
held for personal reasons of the owner.” Additional research may be necessary to determine if seasonal rentals
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and/or short-term rentals are being included within this category. If so, regulatory action may be necessary to
encourage or require short-term rentals to return to long-term rental status.

C. Housing Stock Age & Condition:
The range of the age of the Town’s housing stock is vast, ranging from pre-Revolution Colonial-style homes to
recently constructed homes with sustainable elements such as energy-efficient passive house design. Although
the 1980s saw the largest number of new housing construction (1,544 units / 18.15% of total), the pre-WorldWar II era, 1939 or earlier, is second (1,425 units / 16.75%) of total. The decades that experienced the least
amount of new residential construction were 2010 or later (273 units / 3.21% of total) and the 1940s (366 units
/ 4.30% of total). It should be noted that the data regarding the age of vacant housing units is unavailable and
that the 2010 or later time period data is incomplete until the 2020 Census is completed.
The broad distribution of housing age is reflected in the 57-year median age of the Town’s housing stock. Chart
13.7 – Occupied Housing Stock by Year Built further depicts this wide distribution of housing construction
throughout the decades.
Chart 13.7 – Occupied Housing Stock by Year Built
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Chart 13.8 – Increase in Housing Units Over Time depicts a relatively linear progression of housing construction for
the second half of the twentieth century. In combination with previously referenced housing data demonstrating
a net loss of housing between 2009 and 2018, there is a preliminary indication that this growth in the number of
residential units is plateauing.
Chart 13.8 – Increase in Housing Units Over Time
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The amount of substandard housing, as defined by the Census Bureau as, “the lack of complete kitchen or
bathroom facilities,” has increased since 2009, but remains a low percentage of the Town’s total housing units
Chart 13.9 – Change in Substandard Housing Units Over Time
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D. Community Survey Results:
The Comprehensive Plan Update’s public participation process included a community survey. Some of the
questions included in the survey were repeated from the last community survey conducted in 2005 and
incorporated into the 2008 Comprehensive Plan Update. A comparison of data for both 2005 and 2020 will be
provided when available. The following questions and results pertain to the Town’s existing housing stock:
Chart 13.10 – Community Survey, Housing Type (2020)
Question:

What type of housing do you live in?
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In comparison of the random distribution of surveys by housing type, the responses to this basic question
reveals that residents in single-family (detached and attached/townhouse) housing made up a larger percentage
of respondents than the percentage of surveys distributed to said housing types. The condo response rate was
nearly the same as the condo survey distribution. The response rate for mobile homes and apartments was
lower than the percent of surveys distributed to said housing types.
Table 13.5 – Community Survey – Housing Type Distribution vs. Response Rate
Distribution
Responses
% Change
Apartment
Condo
Mobile Home
Single-Family Home (Detached)
Townhouse (Attached Single-Family)
I Prefer Not to Answer
Other

3.13%
9.93%
17.13%
67.47%
2.33%
-----

1.82%
9.11%
8.30%
71.46%
3.24%
0.81%
0.61%

-1.29%
-0.82%
-8.83%
3.99%
0.91%
-----

Chart 13.11 – Community Survey, Multi-Generational Housing (2020)
Question:

Do you live in a multi-generational household (ex: children / parents / grandparents)?
I Prefer Not to
Answer
1.21%

No Response
3.85%
Yes
23.28%

No
71.66%

There is no local data by which to compare the responses of this question, but a 2018 Pew Research Center
concluded that as of 2016 (the most recent available data at the time) that 20% of all households in the country
were multi-generational. The community survey depicts the Town as having slightly more (3.28%) multigenerational households than the national average. The overall number of multi-generational households
nationwide has been steadily increasing since an all-time low of 12% in 1980. This trend indicates that careful
attention is necessary to ensure new housing types and designs adequately accommodate residents of all ages.

II.

Affordable Housing
A. Cost-Burdened Households
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A residential dwelling unit is considered affordable by the United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) if it can be obtained for 30% or less of the household income. If a household pays more
than 30% of their income to housing costs, the household is considered, “cost-burdened.” Based on this
definition, the number of cost-burdened residential units, both rental- and owner-occupied has decreased since
2009. In 2018, 71.03% of owner-occupied residential units, and 53.30% of renter-occupied residential units
spent less than 30% of their household income on housing costs.
Chart 13.12 – Cost-Burdened Households Over Time: (2009 – 2018)
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Chart 13.13 – Cost-Burdened Households Regional Comparison: (2018)
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For the percentage of owner-occupied households that are defined as cost-burdened, the Town, Cumberland
County, and the State of Maine varies by less than 2%. For renter-occupied units the Town has between 4.3% 6.7% less cost-burdened households than the County and State. Although it is tempting to conclude that
housing affordability in Town has improved since 2009 and that housing is slightly more affordable than the
surrounding area, further analysis is required.
The percentages above indicate that within the Town there are 1,034 renter-households and 1,003 ownerhouseholds that are cost-burdened. In order to reduce the number of cost-burdened households and thereby
achieve the State goal, “to encourage and promote affordable, decent housing opportunities for all Maine
citizens” and meet the legislative requirement to achieve a level of at least 10% of new residential development,
based on a 5-year historical average, that meets the definition of affordable housing a review of household
income and housing costs are warranted.

B. The Housing Cost and Household Income Connection
HUD establishes different levels of an area’s average median income (AMI – the income level where one-half of
households earn more and the other half of households earn less) to address affordable housing needs. These
incomes levels are:
Table 13.6 – HUD Income Levels
AMI
HUD Income Levels
Extremely Low Income
30% or Less
Very Low Income*
31% to 50% of AMI
Low Income*
51% to 80% of AMI
Moderate Income*
81% to 120% of AMI
Middle Income
121% or More of AMI
* In conducting an affordable housing inventory, only very low income,
low income, and moderate-income levels are suggested for analysis.
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Based on the 2018 American Community Survey, the AMI for the Town is $60,226. This represents a 9.05%
increase in the AMI since 2009. Applying the 2018 AMI to the above referenced income levels results in:
Table 13.7 – AMI Levels in Brunswick
2009*
HUD Income Levels
≤ $27,614.50
Very Low Income
$27,614.51 - $44,183.20
Low Income
$44,183.21 - $66,274.80
Moderate Income
* Adjusted for Inflation to 2018

2018
≤ $30,113.00
$30,114.00 to $48,180.80
$48,180.81 to $72,271.20

Although the HUD-defined income ranges for the above three (3) income levels do not match Census-defined
income levels it is possible to demonstrate, by income level, what percentage of households pay more than 30%
of their income toward housing costs.
Table 13.8 - Cost-Burdened Households by Income Level
Rental (% Cost-Burdened)
Household Income
2009
2018
% Change
< $20,000
21.31% 19.22%
-2.09%
$20,000 to $34,999.99
16.05% 11.78%
-4.27%
$35,000 to $49,999.99
7.98%
4.51%
-3.47%
$50,000 to $74,999.99
1.94%
2.34%
0.40%
> $75,000
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

Owner (% Cost-Burdened)
2009
2018
% Change
13.52% 11.08%
-2.44%
11.59%
8.34%
-3.25%
6.29%
4.93%
-1.36%
4.88%
4.08%
-0.80%
1.89%
0.56%
-1.33%

The data in Table 13.9 – Cost-Burdened Households by Income Level demonstrates:
1. The lower the household income, the higher percentage of it is dedicated to housing costs.
2. Except for renter-occupied households earning $50,000 to $74,999.99, there was an overall decrease
between 2009 and 2018 in both rental-occupied and owner-occupied housing units that were costburdened.
3. Owner-occupied households are less likely to be cost-burdened than rental-occupied households for those
with an income less than $35,000 per year; and
4. Conversely, owner-occupied households are more likely to be cost-burdened (albeit slightly) than rentaloccupied households for those with an income greater than $35,000 per year.
In comparison to Cumberland County and the State, the Town has less cost-burdened renter-occupied
households than both the County and State. In comparison to owner-occupied cost-burdened households, the
Town falls within 1.5% of the County and is nearly identical to the State:
Table 13.9 - Cost-Burdened Households by Income Level by Region (2018)
Rental
Owner
Household Income
Town County
State
Town County
< $20,000
19.22%
19.17%
24.03%
11.08%
9.67%
$20,000 to $34,999.99
11.78%
12.78%
13.31%
8.34%
7.53%
$35,000 to $49,999.99
4.51%
8.16%
4.69%
4.93%
5.48%
$50,000 to $74,999.99
2.34%
3.71%
1.60%
4.08%
4.83%

State
11.99%
7.89%
4.30%
3.23%
14

> $75,000
TOTALS:

0.00%
37.70%

0.59%
44.41%

0.26%
43.89%

0.56%
28.99%

2.94%
30.45%

1.54%
28.95%

--- ADDITIONAL INFORMATION STAFF WOULD LIKE TO ADD, BUT NOT REQUIRED BY STATE --

C.
D.
E.
F.

The Housing Cost and Transportation Cost Connection
Housing Affordability and Town Employees
Mobile Home Analysis
Tiny Homes
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POLICY AREA 6

PR OT ECT SI GNI FI CAN T OP EN SP ACE AND NAT UR AL
R ESOURCES AN D PR OVID E OUTD OOR R ECREATI ONAL
OPP ORT UNI TI ES
Key Objective 1:

Ensure that the reuse of BNAS is consistent with Brunswick’s overall natural resource
values.

Key Action 1:

Work with Redevelopment Authority and Navy-hired environmental consultants to
identify and inventory natural resources on BNAS property to coordinate the protection
of significant local and regional natural resources.
---- Similar terminology as Policy Area 3, Key Objective 1, Key Action 2 (pages 3-1 to 3-2) ---

As part of the development of the Land Use Program within the Brunswick Naval Air Station (BNAS, now
known as Brunswick Landing) Reuse Master Plan, the locations and characteristics of the following
resources were reviewed:
1.

Deer wintering areas (as identified by the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife,
MDIFW).

2. Maine Natural Areas Program (MNAP) Rare Communities, including Pitch Pine – Heath Barren and
Little Bluestem Blueberry Sandplain Grassland. An MNAP Rare Community is one that is listed as
S1 on the State’s rarity rankings, meaning that it is critically imperiled in the State because of
extreme rarity (five or fewer occurrences or there are very few remaining individuals or acres) or
because some aspect of its biology makes it extremely vulnerable to local extinction.
3. State of Maine Threatened or Endangered Species and Rare Plant Communities, including:
Mountain Honeysuckle, Acadian Swordgrass Moth, Clothed Sedge, Dry Land Sedge, and Vesper
Sparrow (as identified by MDIFW and MNAP).
4. Unfragmented forested blocks (as identified by MNAP).
5. Vernal pools (as identified by the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MDEP) and the
Town of Brunswick (“Town”)).
6. Wetland conditions (as identified by MNAP, MDEP, and the United States Navy (“the Navy”)).
7. Wildlife Corridors (as identified by MNAP).
Of the approximately 3,200 acres within the BNAS Reuse Planning Area, The BNAS Reuse Master Plan
Proposed Land Use Program designated 510 acres as “Recreation/Open Space” and 1,060 acres as
“Natural Areas.”

6 -1

The intent of the “Recreation and Open Space” land use district is, “to provide suitable areas for a variety
of commercial and public outdoor active and passive recreational opportunities for the community.
Recreational uses could include public parks, sports fields, golf courses, public gardens, bicycle trails, and
equestrian facilities.”
The intent of the “Natural Areas” land use district is:
to preserve, maintain and enhance existing natural areas for the long-term benefit of area residents and
the surrounding community; as such, only those uses that will not significantly alter the environment
and/or will provide opportunities to experience the environment will be considered. Pedestrian trails,
nature and interpretive centers, environmental education, and other non-intrusive outdoor passive
recreation and educational uses could also be included.
In 2009, these designations were incorporated into the Town’s Zoning Ordinance. Planning Areas were
established for the BNAS Reuse District, which included a land use district for recreation and open space
and the BNAS Conservation District. The 2017 Zoning Ordinance Rewrite used similar language in
establishing the intent of the Growth Natural Resources (GN) District and the Rural Natural Resources
(RN) District:
2.1.3.I

The Growth Natural Resources (GN) District is intended to preserve, maintain, and enhance
existing natural areas in Growth Areas and includes:
(1) Natural Areas designated in the Brunswick Naval Air Station (BNAS) Reuse Master Plan, as
amended, providing for the long-term benefit of the natural environment, including S1ranked natural communities, and area residents; and
(2) Town Commons and the Greater Town Commons Area.

2.2.1

The Rural Natural Resources (RN) District is intended to preserve, maintain, and enhance existing
natural areas in Rural Areas that are designated as Natural Areas on the Reuse Master Plan for
Brunswick Naval Area Station (BNAS) to provide for the long‐term benefit of the natural
environment, including S1‐ranked natural communities, and area residents. As such,
development is restricted to only those primary and accessory uses, as well as associated
buildings, structures or improvements that would not significantly alter the environment and/or
would provide opportunities to protect and experience the environment, including uses such as
pedestrian trails, nature and interpretive centers, and other passive outdoor recreation and
educational uses, forest and wildlife management activities, soil and water conservation
activities and nonstructural stormwater management facilities.

Key Objective 2:

Limit growth outside the growth boundary relative to growth inside the boundary.

Associated Performance Target(s):

3. Not more than one-third of new residential dwelling units
shall be built outside the Growth Boundary by 2015 and not
more than one-quarter of the total between 2015 and
2020.
--- Same language as Policy Area 3, Performance Target 3
(page 3-7) --6 -2

Key Action 1:

Limit the number of residential building permits issued for new dwelling units in the Rural
Area to one-third of total permits issued town-wide.
--- Same terminology as Policy 3, Key Objective 2, Key Action 2 (pages 3-6 to 3-8) ---

On an annual basis, the closest the Town came to a maximum one-third of new dwelling units in the Rural
Area was in 2014 when approximately 46.3% of new dwelling units were located in the Rural Area.
Cumulatively, approximately 60% of new dwelling units built between 2009 to 2019 were located in the Rural
Area.
2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

Total

Growth

10

13

4

11

10

22

8

11

30

10

20

149

Rural

25

17

8

10

15

19

21

12

32

33

31

223

Total

35

30

12

21

25

41

29

23

62

43

51

372

% Rural

71.4%

56.6%

66.7%

47.6%

60.0%

46.3%

72.4%

52.2%

51.6%

76.7%

60.8%

60.0%

Distribution of New Dwelling Units
70
60
50
32
40
30
20

31

19
25

33
17
10

10
10

13

2009

2010

8
4

0

2011

21

15

12

22
11

10

2012

2013

2014

Growth

30
20

8

11

2015

2016

10
2017

2018

2019

Rural

In response to Performance Target 3, approximately 60% of new dwelling units were constructed in the
Rural Area, nearly twice the recommended maximum, between 2009 and 2015. Between 2016 and 2019 the
percentage of new dwelling units constructed in the Rural Area was also approximately 60%. Similarly,
approximately 60% of new residential dwelling units were built outside the Growth Boundary after 2015,
more than doubling the recommended limit of one-quarter. See pages 3-7 to 3-8 for more information
pertaining to the impact of the closure of BNAS on the local real estate market.
--- continued on next page --6 -3

Key Objective 3:

Improve mechanisms for protecting high value open space and natural resources.

Associated Performance Target(s):

2. All new subdivisions in the Rural Area are Open Space or
Rural Smart Growth Developments or use some other
mechanism that protects important open space or habitat
by 2012.
7. The Land for Brunswick’s Future Board will have secured
acreage and/or easements to protect resources.

Key Action 1:

Provide assistance to the newly established Land for Brunswick’s Future Board to oversee
identification and prioritization of high value open space and natural resources to be
protected.

Although the Town Council established it as a standing advisory committee in May 2007, the Land for
Brunswick’s Future Board is not active and, to date, has not been funded by the Town Council. An item for
Land for Brunswick’s Future Board remains in the 2021-2025 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) with an
annual expenditure of $50,000, but the item is designated as “proposed, but not recommended.”
Other mechanisms that have been used to protect high value open space and natural resources include:
1.

Money collected from the Recreation Facilities Impact Fee can be used for the acquisition of land or
easements and environmental mitigation costs. For more information on impact fees see pages 215 through 2-16).

2. The BNAS Reuse Master Plan designated 510 acres for “Recreation and Open Space” and 1,060 acres
as “Natural Areas” (see page 3-2).
3. Various zoning ordinance text amendments as referenced below in Key Objective 3, Key Action 3
(see pages 6-5 to 6-7).
In response to Performance Target 7, the goal was not met as the Land for Brunswick’s Futures Board is not
active. However, the Town and other organizations such as Brunswick-Topsham Land Trust (BTLT) and
Maine Coast Heritage Trust (MCHT) have made efforts to protect high value open space and natural
resources. Key Actions 2 and 4 below summarize the land conserved through such outside efforts.
Key Action 2:

Promote ways to protect important open space and habitats in the Rural Area through
Open Space Developments, Rural Brunswick Smart Growth developments or other
mechanisms that protect important open space and habitat.
--- Same as Policy Area 3, Key Objective 3, Key Action 3 (see pages 3-12 to 3-14) ---

Although Town staff advocates for the advantages, such as the density bonus, and encourages the use of
Open Space and Rural Brunswick Smart Growth Overlay (RBSGO)/Wildlife Protection Overlay (WPO) District
development developers are not required to comply with either.
In response to Performance Target 2, the goal of an increase in the amount of acreage that is developed as
RBSGO District Development or Open Space Development was widely met as only four (4) of thirteen (13)
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subdivisions that were approved in the Rural Area since the 2008 Plan were not designated as RBSGO/WPO
District or Open Space Development.
Subdivision Name
Subdivision Type
Year
Moody Road, Phase II RBSGO1
2008
Oak Hill
Traditional
2010
Hawkins Lane
Traditional
2014
Meadow Rose Farm
RBSGO
2015
Rose Douglas Village Open Space
2015
3
Spruce Meadow
Open Space
2015
Douglas Ridge4
Open Space
2017
Franchetti
Traditional
2017
Ridgewood Estates
Open Space
2017
Rolling Meadow5
Open Space
2017
Rosewood Estates
Traditional
2017
Insley Meadows
Open Space
2019
1
The RBSGO District became the WPO District in 2017
2
The master parcel is 49.99 acres.
3
Received 15% density bonus.
4
Received 8.5% density bonus.
5
The master parcel is 51.00 acres.

Key Action 3:

# of Lots
6
2
3
12
14
32
15
3
13
6
10
5: now 4

Development Acreage
14.72 (12.35 net)
6.45
10.10
71.41 (60.28 net)
47.56 (42.00 net)
76.10 (30.80 net)
44.84 (31.36 net)
4.56
35.67 (27.63 net)
18.52 (14.35 net)
26.85
32.80 (net unavailable)

Conservation Acreage
15.71 (106.7% of total)2
N/A
N/A
37.66 (52.7% of total)
23.80 (50.0% of total)
38.62 (50.7% of total)
22.63 (50.5% of total)
N/A
19.62 (55.0% of total)
11.61 (62.7% of total)
N/A: Sketch Plan Only
26.5

Revise the zoning ordinance to ensure that land with high resource value is preserved in
development process.

Between the adoption of the 2008 Plan and the 2017 Zoning Ordinance Rewrite and Zoning Map Update
project, the Zoning Ordinance was amended twice to further protect land with high resource value:
1.

June 2009: Several amendments were approved, at the recommendation of MDEP, to ensure that
the Town’s Natural Resource Protection Zone (NRPZ) complied with the State’s Shoreland Zoning
Requirements.

2. June 2016: The Zoning Ordinance was amended to be consistent with State’s requirement that the
Town review activities involving filling and earthmoving within the NRPZ.
The 2017 Zoning Ordinance Rewrite and Zoning Map Update project established additional protections for
land with high resource value through the following:
1.

The Open Space Density Bonus in the Rural Area was increased from 15% to 25% (Section 4.2.5.E and
Table 4.2.5.E) (see page 3-10).

2. An applicant proposing development in the WPO District (see page 3-8) is required to show the
history of fragmentation before any disturbance is permitted in order to better track prior
development of the parcel (Table 2.3.5.E) (see pages 3-8 to 3-10).
3. Stronger standards pertaining to pollution (Section 4.3.2), protection of natural vegetation (Section
4.3.3), protection of significant plant and animal habitat (Section 4.3.4), and protection of surface
waters, wetlands, and marine resources (Section 4.3.8) were established.
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4. The protective standards contained in the Coastal Protection 1 (CP1) and Coastal Protection 2 (CP2)
Zoning Districts (now Rural Protection 1 (RP1) and Rural Protection 2 (RP2)) were extended along
the New Meadows River shoreline.
5. Shoreland Protection Overlay (SPO) District (Section2.3.3) standards were updated to comply with
the most recent State language that allows for the enforcement of resource protection
requirements.
6. Significant vernal pool habitats are now excluded from the calculation of net site area for the
purpose of determining density (Section 4.2.5.(7).c), reducing the incentive to develop in these
sensitive areas.
7. Similar language to the BNAS Reuse Master Plan’s “Recreation and Open Space” and “Natural Area”
land use districts was used in the creation of the Growth Natural Resources (GN), Growth Outdoor
Recreation (GO), and Rural Natural Resources (RN) Zoning Districts (Sections 2.1.3.H and I, and
Section 2.2.1) (see pages 3-1 to 3-2).
After completion of the 2017 Zoning Ordinance Rewrite and Zoning Map Update project, two (2) other
amendments were adopted to further protect lands with high resource value:
1.

August 2018: Upon recognizing errors in the Aquifer Protection Overlay (APO) (Section 2.3.2) and
SPO (Section 2.3.3) standards that were not identified by MDEP, Town staff prepared an
amendment to fix the following:
a. Errors regarding restricted activities in the APO2 District.
b. The effective date for non-conforming lot standards within the SPO.
c. Change non-conforming building expansions from percent volume increase to percent building
footprint increase.
d. Limit non-vegetated lot surfaces within the SPO to 20%.
e. Adopt the State’s definition of “tributary stream.”

2. October 2019: A new Rural Protection Stormwater Management Overlay (RPSMO) District was
established to replace previous regulations prohibiting development within 75 feet of slopes
exceeding 15%. The RPSMO District allows for a various range of mitigation measures to be
implemented for development within 200 feet of inland streams and 250 feet of coastal wetlands
(see pages 4-16 through 4-19).
Action 4:

Obtain funding for the Land for Brunswick’s Future Board to protect priority high value
parcels.

See Key Objective 3, Key Action 1 on page 6-4. Although the Land for Brunswick’s Future Board is inactive,
the various mechanisms to allow for the protection of open space and natural resources throughout this
document have resulted in the following estimate of approximately 1,388 acres acquired since the 2008 Plan
was adopted:
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Location / Name of Subdivision

Type/Origin of Space

Area 3b and a part of Area 9b (see pages 2-2 and 6-13)
Captain Fitzgerald Recreation and Conservation Area
Coombs Property Along Androscoggin River
Douglas Ridge
Gravel Services, Inc. Lot Donation (see page 6-14)
Insley Meadows
Kate Furbish Preserve
Maquoit Bay Conservation Land
Meadow Rose Farm
Moody Road Phase II
Neptune Hall (New Parks and Recreation Center)
Ridgewood Estates
Rolling Meadow
Rose Douglas
Spruce Meadow
Western Sawtooth
Woodward Cove
Woodward Point

Acres

Recreation
Conservation
Conservation
Open Space Development
Recreation
Open Space Development
Conservation
Conservation
RBSGO
RBSGO
Recreation
Open Space Development
Open Space Development
Open Space Development
Open Space Development
Conservation
Conservation
Conservation
TOTAL:

Action 5:

32.00
66.00
23.80
22.63
163.40
26.50
591.00
124.60
37.66
15.71
18.00
19.62
11.61
23.80
38.62
68.00
18.00
87.50
1,388.45

Enact an open space impact fee that reflects the impact of new development and the
associated need for protected open space.

As recently as January 2014, the idea of an open space impact fee was still under consideration in the Town’s
Harbor Management Plan and was listed as a short-term goal at a Conservation Commission workshop in
February 2015. For general information on impact fees see pages 2-15 to 2-16.
Action 6:

Plan for open space and parks in both the Growth and Rural areas.

See Additional Objective 5, Action 2 on pages 6-12 to 6-13 below and pages 2-2 to 2-4 for open space and
parks planned within Brunswick Landing. Although there are multiple facilities and general areas such as
east Brunswick identified for improvements in the 2002 Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan, site specific
locations for new open space areas or parks in either the Growth or Rural Areas are not identified.
Key Objective 4:

Protect natural resources from harmful development activities.

Associated Performance Target(s):
Key Action 1:

6. Water quality in streams, rivers, and coastal waters will
remain the same or improve.

Continue to monitor the quality of waters – rivers, streams, coastal, and aquifers.
Consider adding additional water quality monitoring as necessary to assess the drinking
water and marine resource condition of these waters and adopt policies to ensure their
protection.

When the 2008 Plan was adopted the Town’s Natural Resources Planner position was responsible for
maintaining natural resource assessments, including vernal pool and stream identifications. The Natural
Resources Planner also assisted with marine resource management projects such as water quality sampling,
shellfish surveying, shoreline surveys, and abatement of point and non-point source pollution to coastal
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waters. The Natural Resources Planner position was eliminated in 2010 and the position’s responsibilities
were to be split among Town staff, the Conservation Commission, and outside consultants.
According to the Town’s Harbor Management Plan, adopted in 2014, many of the Natural Resources
Planner’s responsibilities pertaining to water quality monitoring were taken up by the Marine Resource
Officer (now referred to as the Coastal Resource Manager). The Harbor Management Plan includes a water
quality analysis of coastal areas, but the information is at least seven (7) years old as of December 2020.
Other recommendations included within the Harbor Management Plan include participation in Casco Bay
water quality monitoring initiatives and consideration of adding staff to assist with the duties of the Marine
Resource Officer and Marine Resource Committee (MRC).
The Town’s Coastal Resources Officer currently collects water quality samples for State testing on a monthly
basis. However, the water quality testing is specific to shellfish growing conditions. The data from the
samples collected has demonstrated an overall improvement for shellfish growing conditions since 2008
that has allowed the MRC to reopen some of the previously closed clam flats such as Woodward Cove in
2011. In regard to monitoring the overall water quality in streams, rivers, and coastal waters, it is not clear
who was to be responsible for such testing upon the elimination of the Natural Resources Planner position.
Water quality testing specific to the Mare Brook Watershed occurred in 2016 as part of the Mare Brook
Watershed Assessment and Community Engagement Project which was funded in part through MDR’s Coastal
Communities Planning Grant program. Mare Brook is an urban impaired stream on the federal 303(d) list of
impaired waters for not providing for aquatic life use due to an insufficient presence of benthic
macroinvertebrates. Examples of benthic macroinvertebrates include aquatic earth worms, flatworms,
leeches, mayflies and mayfly larva, and snails. The presence and amount of various benthic
macroinvertebrates are useful indicators of water quality.
Due to its status on the 303(d) list, monitoring Mare Brook’s water quality was an important element of the
watershed assessment. The project’s water quality monitoring program included:
1.

Two (2) weeks of continuous monitoring for temperature, dissolved oxygen, and specific
conductance at six (6) sites.

2. One (1) week deployment of macroinvertebrate enclosures at two (2) different sites.
3. Bacteria sampling.
4. Algae reconnaissance.
5. Metals testing.
6. Chloride sampling.
Using this information FB Environmental Associates prepared a Mare Brook Baseline and Best Management
Practices Report (“Baseline Report”) in December 2016. The findings of the Baseline Report supported the
belief that poor habitat and sediment aggradation are the likely primary causes of degraded
macroinvertebrate communities in Mare Brook. The Baseline Report established five (5) different
categories of recommendations, of which water quality monitoring was one.
The Baseline Report provided the Town with the necessary data to identify the existing conditions, or
“baseline,” of Mare Brook so that the process of creating a watershed management plan could begin.
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Starting in October 2019, the Town, in partnership with Cumberland County Soil and Water Conservation
District (CCSWCD), and with funding and support from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)
and MDEP, began work on a Mare Brook Watershed Management Plan that will include specific actions to
address the multiple water quality problems previously identified within the watershed. A stressor analysis,
geomorphic assessment, potential stormwater retrofits and retrofit best management practices (BMPs)
prioritization report, and pollutant load modeling that will identify and describe the most likely pollutant
sources and estimates for the relative pollutant contributions of each source are to be included in the final
document.
Although site specific, the Town acquires some knowledge of existing water quality from proposed
developments subject to Section 4.3.7 – Groundwater of the Zoning Ordinance as applicants may be
required to document existing water conditions and to establish a monitoring system, accessible to the
Town, to measure post-development levels of impact. Furthermore, Section 4.3.8 – Surface Waters,
Wetlands, and Marine Resources of the Zoning Ordinance allows for a review authority to consider and/or
request reports or statements from qualified wetland scientists, hydrogeologists, MDEP, MDMR, or other
agents that evaluate the impact of development on surface waters or wetlands.
In regard to drinking water quality, every spring the Brunswick and Topsham Water District (BTWD)
produces an annual water quality report per U.S. EPA requirements. The most recent available BTWD water
report, including various sampling dates from 2017 to 2019, shows that there were no instances of regulated
substances exceeding the maximum contaminant level (MCL). A comparison between 2008 and the most
recent available data shows that contaminant levels have decreased in tested substances except for
chlorine and haloacetic acids. In both cases, the substances remain safely below the MCL.
Substance

MCL

2008 Amount
Detected

Year Last
Sampled

Amount
Detected

Arsenic (ppb)
10
5.00
2017
3.00
Barium (ppm)
2
0.006
2017
0.00066
Chlorine (ppm)
4
0.68
2019
0.97
Chromium (ppb)
100
2.20
2017
1.40
Combined Uranium (ppb)
30
N/A
2017
1.20
Fluoride (ppm)
4
1.31
2019
0.70
Haloacetic Acids (ppb)
60
31.30
2019
42.00
Nitrate (ppm)
10
1.5
2019
1.03
Total Trihalomethanes (ppb)
80
58.70
2019
56.00
Total Coliform Bacteria
TT
N/A
2019
1.00
(positive samples)
Uranium (ppb)
30
N/A
2017
1.20
Copper (ppm)
1.3
0.57
2018
0.439 (MCLG)
Lead (ppb)
0
1
2018
1.00 (MCLG)
* MCLG: Maximum Contaminant Level Goal: The level of a contaminant in drinking water below
known or expected risk to health. MCLGs allow for a margin of safety.

Action 2:

Change
Reduction
Reduction
Increase
Reduction
N/A
Reduction
Increase
Reduction
Reduction
N/A
Reduction
Reduction
No Change
which there is no

Continue to protect unfragmented forest blocks from development through a
comprehensive effort to work with landowners on a voluntary basis and by adopting
ordinance standards for mitigation as needed.

As part of the 2017 Zoning Ordinance Rewrite and Zoning Map Update project the existing RBSGO/WPO
District protections were maintained but revised to make it easier for the Town to monitor development
within unfragmented forest blocks and corridors (see pages 3-8 through 3-9). Notable regulatory changes
included:
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1.

Making the WPO District applicable to any type of new development, not just new subdivisions as
was the case with the RBSGO District.

2. Exempting only the maintenance of agricultural clearings, not the enlargement of existing or
creation of new agricultural clearings that were previously exempted within the RBSGO District.
3. Requiring an applicant to show the history of fragmentation before any disturbance is permitted to
better track prior development of the parcel.
As referenced on pages 3-12 and 3-13, 3.4% of previously unfragmented forest areas have been fragmented
since 2006.
Action 3:

Consider adopting ordinance provisions stricter than current state regulations to protect
vernal pools and wetlands including provisions that require in-kind or fee-based
mitigation as part of the development process where these resources are harmed.

Vernal pools are natural, temporary to semi-permanent, bodies of water occurring in a shallow depression
that typically fills with water from rain or snowmelt during the spring or fall and may be dry during summer
months. Vernal pools serve as breeding habitat for wood frogs, spotted salamanders, blue-spotted
salamanders, fairy shrimp, and other species of wildlife.
On September 1, 2007, the State’s Natural Resources Protection Act (NRPA) was revised to establish
protection for significant vernal pools. According to the law, a “significant” vernal pool is one that contains
specific threatened or endangered species or that contains high enough numbers of egg masses for specific
amphibians. If a significant vernal pool is determined to exist on a property, the owner must obtain a permit
from MDEP and may not disturb any area within the pool and habitat within 250 feet of the pool’s highwater mark.
In 2008 the Town’s Natural Resources Planner began working on a survey in an attempt to identify all of the
Town’s significant vernal pools. Although there is no longer a Natural Resources Planner (see pages 6-7
through 6-8), the Town has identified more significant vernal pools through the following projects:
1.

The Brunswick Conservation Commission’s Town-Owned Open Space Inventory, conducted between
2010 to 2014 identified several other potential significant vernal pools.

2. The Riparian Habitat Assessment Report completed as part of the 2016 Mare Brook Watershed
Assessment and Community Engagement Project (see page 6-8) identified seven (7) more potential
significant vernal pools within the survey area.
Although the Town has a better understanding of vernal pools now than it did in 2008 when the Plan stated,
“the Town is just beginning to understand the location and importance of vernal pools,” it has not adopted
ordinance provisions to protect vernal pools that are stricter than the State’s current regulations.
Similar to Topsham, the Town may voluntarily request delegated review authority from MDEP to participate
in a Vernal Pool Special Area Management Plan (VP SAMP) that streamlines the NRPA permitting process
for projects in the Growth Area that impact vernal pools. A VP SAMP requires the applicant to pay the Town
a vernal pool impact fee which would then be transferred to a third-party land conservation organization to
conserve high quality vernal pools in rural areas identified in the Comprehensive Plan. Changes to the
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USACE General Permit in October of 2020 streamlined federal permitting of Growth Area vernal pool
impacts for municipalities with a VP SAMP.
Action 4:

Require long-term protection of streams, wetlands and vernal pools, contiguous to new
development, as part of the development process by requiring effective notification of
protected status of these resources to homeowners through deed and covenant
provisions.

Although deed restrictions and covenant provisions may be used to protect streams, wetlands, and vernal
pools contiguous to new development in some instances, it is not a requirement.
Action 5:

Include the cumulative effects of light pollution along with the other factors considered
as part of the development process.

The cumulative effects of light pollution produce artificial skyglow, defined as, “the brightness of the night
sky caused by the cumulative impact of reflected radiation (usually visible light), scattered from the
constituents of the atmosphere in the direction of observation.” The lighting standards within the Town’s
Zoning Ordinance, both at the time of the adoption of the 2008 Plan and after the 2017 Zoning Ordinance
Rewrite and Zoning Map Update project, are only fixture-specific and do not account for a development’s
overall contribution to light pollution. Property owners are not limited to the amount of outdoor lighting
they can install provided any lighting emitting brightness over 2,600 lumens (approximately 150 watts)
conforms to the Illumination Engineering Society (IES) specifications for full cutoff fixtures that avoid
disability glare and are directed away from adjacent properties and streets.
On January 14, 2020, the Planning Board recommended zoning ordinance text amendments pertaining to
exterior lighting to the Town Council. The recommendations included:
1.

The deletion of the previously existing exemption for lighting emitting less than 2,600 lumens.

2. Require full cutoff light shielding for all lighting emitting brightness exceeding 1,800 lumens rather
than the existing 2,600 lumen standard.
3. Added a new standard for light color temperature not to exceed 3,000 Kelvin.
4. Added a quantitative standard by which to measure light trespass at private property lines.
On February 3, 2020, the Town Council tabled the item indefinitely citing discomfort with the broad
application of the first two (2) referenced standards throughout the Town and their potential impact on
property owners. This item may be revisited in the future.
Key Objective 5:

Provide adequate recreational facilities for current and future needs.

Associated Performance Target(s):

1.

A website or publication is available to all Town high value
open space areas by 2009.

4. The number of miles of public, interconnected trails will
increase by 20% by 2015.
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Action 1:

Amend the existing recreation impact fee methodology for new residential development
that reflects the impact of such development and costs associated with providing
additional recreational facilities.

Revised in 2016 and incorporated into the 2017 Zoning Ordinance Rewrite and Zoning Map Update project,
the current Recreation Facilities Impact Fee (see page 3-10) is based on an effort to, at minimum, maintain
the existing level of 0.010 acres of park and recreation land per capita. An estimated cost of $100,000 per
acre was calculated to balance the various cost levels for sports fields, multi-use paths, and other trail
development. The ongoing trend of a decrease in household size was considered and the impact fee was
established at two-thirds of the fee that would apply using the per capita basis and estimated costs, or $650
per capita. For new residential development projects, the impact fee is then calculated based on the
following: the expected population of a project considering its typical occupancy rates, including single- and
two-household dwelling units not part of a subdivision; conversions of non-residential buildings to
residential use; and modifications to existing buildings that increase the number of dwelling units.
Action 2:

Identify and obtain facilities for recreation on BNAS property that can best meet the
needs of the community. Update the 2004 Brunswick Bicycle and Pedestrian
Improvement Plan to incorporate access to BNAS.
--- Similar terminology to Policy Area 2, Key Objective 1, Key Action 3 (pages 2-2 to 2-4) ---

Facilities identified and obtained for recreation on BNAS property on the map below include:

--- continued on next page ---
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Recommended Public Benefit Conveyance (PBC) Location Map, BNAS Reuse Master Plan

Note that the map reflects properties that were of interest to the Town at the time the BNAS Reuse Master Plan was
adopted and does not necessarily reflect existing conditions as various parcels and boundaries have since been adjusted.

1.

Area 5a:
Area 5a is now referred to as the Western Sawtooth Parcel. As of December 2020, the Town
Conservation Commission has substantively completed the Western Sawtooth Parcel Recreation,
Trails, and Open Space Management Plan.

2. Area 6:
Area 6 is now referred to as the Kate Furbish Preserve and its open space management plan was
adopted in 2013.
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3. Area 8:
In 2013, Building 211 and 18 adjacent acres became the new home for the Parks and Recreation
Department.
4. Area 9a: and 9b:
Area 9a remains an undeveloped forest area. The Town owns a portion (32 acres) of Area 9b,
located immediately west of the Mere Creek Golf Course Clubhouse and east of Harpswell Road.
5. Area 10:
Now named the Captain Fitzgerald Recreation and Conservation Area, this 66-acre area was
acquired by the Town in 2011 and a management plan was completed in 2015. The area is listed as
an S1 (critically imperiled) community by MNAP because it is home to a rare natural community
known as Little Bluestem Blueberry Sandplain Grassland (see page 2-4).
As referenced on page 4-14, as of December 2020, the Brunswick Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Committee (BBPAC) is nearing completion of a draft update to the 2004 Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement
Plan. The updated plan will address accessibility and other issues associated with Brunswick Landing.
Action 3:

Implement the specific priority recommendations of the 2002 Parks, Recreation and
Open Space Plan for the expansion of recreational facilities.
--- Similar terminology as Policy Area 2, Key Objective 2, Action 8 (page 2-12 to 2-13) ---

The 2002 Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan Task Force concluded that the outdoor and indoor
recreational facilities were inadequate to meet the Town’s needs and that the development of new indoor
recreation space should be a high community priority. Specific priority recommendations for indoor
recreation facilities are described on pages 2-12 through 2-13. Specific priority recommendations for outdoor
recreation facilities in the 2002 Plan include:
1.

Build a community park in east Brunswick on a 50+ acre tract of land that is to be acquired. This park
could feature playing fields, basketball, tennis, a playground, and passive recreation.
The 66-acre Captain Fitzgerald Recreation and Conservation Area (see pages 2-4 and Item 5 above)
in east Brunswick currently provides opportunities for passive recreation, but amenities such as
playing fields and playgrounds have yet to be provided.
On December 26, 2019, the Town received a donation from Gravel Services, Inc. of 163 acres of land
adjacent to the Captain Fitzgerald parcel specifically for recreation purposes. Although a master
plan for the area is yet to be completed, the area will offer additional recreation opportunities in
east Brunswick.

2. Install new playgrounds at Lishness Field, Androscoggin River Bicycle and Pedestrian Path, and the Old
High School.
New playground equipment for Lishness Field has been obtained, but not yet installed. It is
anticipated that the equipment will be installed in 2021 with the cooperation of the Brunswick Sewer
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District. New playground equipment for the Androscoggin River Bicycle and Pedestrian Path has
not been installed but remains an item of interest for the Parks and Recreation Department.
3. Build five (5) new in-town tennis courts at location to be determined.
Upon the demolition of the former Brunswick High School (BHS) building and the construction of
the new Harriet Beecher Stowe Elementary School (HBS) several tennis courts were lost. New
tennis courts were provided at the BHS site on Maquoit Road. Additional courts within the Growth
Area remain an item of interest for the Parks and Recreation Department.
4. Create a second community garden for Brunswick citizens.
The Parks and Recreation Department is actively seeking a potential location for a second
community garden.
5. Create a wayfinding system for the parks.
The Parks and Recreation Department created a document titled, A – Z Guide to Parks and Facilities
in Brunswick.
In response to Performance Target 1, the Parks and Recreation Department assists BTLT in
producing the Brunswick Outdoors Points of Interest Map that identifies BTLT-owned, privatelyowned, and Town-owned outdoor recreation and open spaces. The map differentiates between
sites with public access and no public access as well as identifying bicycle routes, birding sites, and
water access sites.
6. Develop an interpretive park on the Androscoggin River at the site of the former Merrymeeting Park.
Although not yet undertaken, this item remains of interest to the Parks and Recreation Department.
7. Create an all-tide access point at Mere Point.
Mere Point Boat Launch, completed in 2008, provides all-tide deep-water access onto Northern
Casco Bay.
8. Develop new water access facilities at several locations throughout the community.
Mere Point Boat Launch (see Item 7 above) was completed in 2008. Although no new water access
facilities have been constructed since this time, the Town continues to invest and make
improvements to its existing water access facilities. Water access locations, ownership, and type
include:
Motorboat:
a. Bay Bridge Landing (Small gravel boat launch, Town-owned).
b. Maquoit Landing / Wharton Point (Shallow water small boat access, Town-owned)
c. Princes Point Landing (Half-tide boat launch and bank fishing, Maine Department of
Transportation- (MDOT) owned).
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d. Sawyer Park (Boat Launch, dock, and picnic tables, Town-owned).
e. Water Street Landings (Small watercraft and trailered boats, Town-owned).
Non-Motorized:
a. Barnes Landing (canoes and kayaks, Town-owned).
b. Mill Street Canoe Portage on the Androscoggin River (Hand-carry watercraft, fishing, and scenic
view, Town-owned).
c. Pejepscot Dam Recreation Area on the Androscoggin River (Hand-carry watercraft, Town- and
Pejepscot Hydropartners-owned).
d. Simpson’s Point (Hand-carry watercraft, Town-owned).
9. Establish a town-wide trail system that connects neighborhoods, schools, parks and open space, and
commercial centers.
Trail development is an ongoing process for the Parks and Recreation Department (see Item 10
below). Existing trails can best be viewed on BTLT’s Brunswick Outdoors Points of Interest Map (see
Item 5 on previous page).
10. Develop a master plan for trails, sidewalks, and bicycles facilities throughout the community.
This item significantly overlaps BBPAC’s 2004 Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Plan, which is
currently being updated (see page 4-14).
The Parks and Recreation Department also has several related projects within the CIP:
a. Androscoggin Brunswick-Topsham Riverwalk
The Androscoggin Brunswick-Topsham Riverwalk will cover a 1.25-mile loop starting in
Brunswick at the corner of Maine and Cabot Streets in front of Fort Andross. The Riverwalk will
run along Cabot Street to Bow Street to Mill Street to the Androscoggin Swinging Bridge. The
Riverwalk will then cross the Androscoggin River into Topsham near the intersection of Union
and Bridge Streets in Topsham. It will then follow Mill Road, a "paper" street along the
riverbank to Summer Street. The Riverwalk will continue along Summer Street to the rear of
the Border Trust Business Center at 2 Main Street. From there it will connect with a semicircular
overlook with stairs located between the Border Trust Business Center parking lot and the river.
Finally, it will then intersect with Maine Street (Route 24) via the Frank Wood Bridge and the
loop will be completed at the intersection of Maine and Cabot streets in front of Fort Andross.
b. Androscoggin River Bike Path Extension
Part of the East Coast Greenway connecting Key West, Florida to Calais, Maine, this project
would extend the bike path approximately 2.6 miles east from its current terminus at Grover
Lane to Petersen Lane.
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c. William Fitzgerald Bike Path Connection
This project is intended to connect the Captain Fitzgerald Recreation and Conservation Area to
the Androscoggin River Bike Path and Androscoggin to the Kennebec Trail (A2K).
11. Establish a volunteer maintenance corps for the trails.
Although there is no centrally managed volunteer maintenance corps for the trails, there is an
informal network of volunteers that assist in trail maintenance.
12. Extend the Androscoggin River Bicycle and Pedestrian Path to Bath to create an Androscoggin to the
Kennebec River link.
With an $11-12 million cost estimate the path extension to Bath requires significant funding for
completion. According to the Parks and Recreation Department, completion of the path through
the rest of Town is a realistic objective but completing the trail through West Bath could prove to
be problematic. See subitem a. on the previous page.
13. Extend the path to Topsham via islands in the Androscoggin River.
Achieving this item requires the acquisition of Merrymeeting Park (see Item 6 on page 6-14).
14. Further develop and improve access to the Brunswick-to-the-Ocean Trail, and other trail linkages
throughout the community.
The Town is working on acquiring additional access rights that would allow for trail improvements.
Action 4:

Support and implement the 2004 Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Plan for a system
of interconnected trails and pathways through public/private partnerships.

Several new trail connections in Neptune Woods, off of Neptune Drive within Brunswick Landing, were built
by BTLT.
Most trail systems in the Town are isolated parcels that do not provide off-road interconnections. Four (4)
public stakeholder meetings were held from January to February 2020 to update the 2004 Bicycle and
Pedestrian Improvement Plan. One draft action item in the 2020 update to address trail fragmentation is to
explore feasibility of a more connected trail and pathway system via paper streets.
In response to Performance Target 4, the Parks and Recreation Department does not have available the
number of miles of public, interconnected trails that existed prior to or created since 2008.
Additional Objective 6:
Key Action 1:

Protect and maintain our cultural and scenic open space resources

Preserve the historic, archaeological and burial sites identified in the 2002 Parks,
Recreation and Open Space Plan as part of development process. Develop process to
identify additional perishable assets impacted by development.

The 2002 Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan did not identify any archaeological sites. Most of the
historically and culturally significant sites listed within the 2002 Plan have not been disturbed. However,
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some farms have decreased in size due to subdivision or are no longer being cultivated. For example,
Granite Farm is substantially subdivided and is no longer a working farm.
Action Plan Item 107 in the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan called for the creation and maintenance
of an ongoing database of cemeteries within the Town. To date, there is no master list, but rather multiple
sources that list cemeteries:
1.

The 2002 Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan

2. The 2002 Open Spaces Report for Cemeteries
3. Department of Planning and Development’s 2014 GIS survey of ten (10) hidden cemeteries and
burying grounds prepared by Barbara Desmarais and Violet Ransom, Bowdoin Fellow.
4. Department of Planning and Development’s 2018 cemetery inventory prepared by Charlotte Hevly,
Bowdoin Fellow, to identify Veterans’ graves to decorate for appropriate holidays.
5. Donald and Mark Cheetham’s cemetery transcriptions
6. Hand-drawn map of the Skolfield-Doyle Cemetery.
7. Town Clerk’s Office List of Cemeteries
The following is a listing of all cemeteries within the Town referenced in all of the known resources:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
Action 2:

Adams-Hinkley (or Adams-Melcher)
First Parish
Getchel
Growstown
Ham’s Hill
Harding
Hartwell-Little
Heuston Burying Ground
Jones
Lunt Memorial
Maquoit

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

Marsh
New Meadows Burying Ground
New Meadows Cemetery
Pennell Burying Ground
Pine Grove
Riverside
Simpson
Skolfield-Doyle
St. John’s
St. Paul’s
Varney

Identify and preserve scenic assets including gateways to Brunswick.

Scenic assets were identified in the 2002 Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan (see pages 3-9 to 3-10).
Specific gateway recommendations were also included in the following planning documents: 2004 Bicycle
and Pedestrian Improvement Plan; 2011 Master Plan for Downtown Brunswick and the Outer Pleasant Street
Corridor; and the 2011-2012 Downtown Walkability Study.
As the concept had been part of an ongoing discussion, the Planning Board brought forth recommendations
for a Gateway Corridor Overlay District based on this action item in late 2008, almost immediately after the
adoption of the 2008 Plan. On November 3, 2008, the Town Council voted to send the item back to the
Planning Board to, "recommend zoning standards and other development parameters for the intersection
of Route 1, Stanwood and Mills Streets in a manner consistent with the recently enacted Gateway Corridor
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District provisions of the Comprehensive Plan." An update on the Planning Board's progress was provided
to the Town Council on February 17, 2009. The discussion regarding the project is not included in the
approved minutes for the meeting and there is no further record of a potential creation of a Gateway
Corridor Overlay District until the completion of the ZORC process in 2017. Appendix A.1.9 - Industrial Areas
of the rewritten Zoning Ordinance states, "supplemental development standards should apply to maintain
or enhance the Old Portland Road and Bath Road corridors as the gateways to Brunswick, including the
development of a Gateway Overlay District."
Action 3:

Maintain existing public water access points and acquire new water access when feasible.

See Item 8 on pages 6-15 to 6-16.
Action 4:

Prepare a concept plan for the Androscoggin River Corridor for recreational purposes.

Although a concept plan has not been prepared, the Town, led by the Parks and Recreation Department,
continues to work on acquiring access rights to accommodate such an amenity prior to the development of
a concept plan.
Additional Objective 7:

Set protection goals for identified significant natural resources.

Associated Performance Target(s):
Action 1:

5. Wildlife surveys will show positive gains or will remain the
same when compared to base-line data.

Continue to inventory these resources so as to be scientifically accurate and appropriate
for long-term planning with appropriate public review.

At the time of the adoption of the 2008 Plan, the Town’s Natural Resources Planner’s responsibilities
included the assessment, maintenance, and updating of information of the Town’s natural resources such
as streams, unfragmented forests, vernal pools, and wildlife habitats. However, the Natural Resource
Planner position was deleted starting with the 2010-2011 budget and much of this planning work was halted
(see pages 6-7 through 6-8). Although there is no longer a Natural Resources Planner, the Town receives
important natural resource inventory updates through MNAP’s Beginning with Habitat program. MNAP
provides the Town with various maps and digital mapping files that identify high value plant and animal
habitats, undeveloped habitat blocks and connectors and conserved lands, water resources and riparian
habitats, and wetlands. This data is then incorporated into the Town’s online interactive map that is
available to the public and utilized as a guide for development review.
Other efforts to inventory and protect the Town’s natural resources include:
1.

Marine areas are evaluated by the Coastal Resource Manager for commercial fishing potential and
the presence or absence of important marine plant communities including eel grass beds and salt
marshes.

2. The Conservation Commission has completed several reviews of Town-owned conservation
easements (see page 6-10). Recent inventory and long-rang planning efforts includes the Western
Sawtooth parcel at the western side of the Brunswick Executive Airport and the Captain Fitzgerald
Recreation and Conservation Area off of Old Bath Road.
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3. A high-level inventory of significant natural resources was completed as part of the BNAS Reuse
Master Plan. The environmental assessment revealed several protected natural resources including
S1 rare plant communities (see page 2-4) and significant wildlife habitats at Brunswick Landing.
However, the natural resource inventory was not comprehensive of the entire former BNAS parcels.
Natural resources for most parcels at Brunswick Landing are typically evaluated for the first-time
during development review. For example, the Parks and Recreation Department prepared a
comprehensive inventory of natural resources at the Kate Furbish Conservation Area for the
creation of a passive trail system to avoid and minimize impacts to natural areas.
4. An evaluation of the Mare Brook urban impaired stream watershed is ongoing (see pages 6-7
through 6-9) and the completion of the Mare Brook Stormwater Management Plan is anticipated in
2021.
5. The New Meadows Watershed Partnership (Bath, Brunswick, Harpswell, Phippsburg, and West
Bath) still exists. However, this partnership seldom meets to consider long-term planning goals to
improve or enhance natural resources (shellfish habitat, eutrophication from poor tidal flushing,
etc.). As of December 2020, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is evaluating the New
Meadows River road crossings for restorative work feasibility.
6. It is anticipated that natural resource inventories will be performed as part of the development of a
management plan for the 163 acres of land adjacent to the Captain Fitzgerald Recreation and
Conservation Area donated by Gravel Services, Inc. (see page 6-14).
Action 2:

Cooperate with adjoining towns to place prioritization process in a regional context.

Although the Town has cooperated with adjacent and nearby towns on other projects (see pages 4-14 to 416), the only recent instance of the Town cooperating with adjacent towns for the purposes of establishing
goals for the protection of identified significant natural resources is the New Meadows Watershed
Partnership referenced in above Item 5.
Serving three (3) communities (Bowdoin, Brunswick, and Topsham), BTLT performs regional land
conservation efforts. BTLT cooperates with municipalities, private businesses, landowners, and other
nonprofit organizations to conserve: natural habitat for wildlife, fish, and plants; watershed areas, such as
those along rivers, streams, and bays; scenic landscapes; and working landscapes, such as farmland, forest
land, and the waterfront. BTLT’s expertise and resources are especially valuable when a local municipality
lacks the resources or will to conserve high value open space and/or natural resources.
Although their efforts cover the entire coast, MCHT is another organization that has, and continues to,
conduct conservation efforts in Town, such as their collaboration with BTLT in the 2019 acquisition of 89
acres at Woodward Point (see page 3-14).
Action 3:

Inform the public about these resources using the Town website and other means.

As referenced on the previous page, MNAP provides the Town with various maps and digital mapping files
that identify high value plant and animal habitats, undeveloped habitat blocks and connectors and
conserved lands, water resources and riparian habitats, and wetlands. This data is incorporated into the
Town’s online interactive map.
BTLT’s well-produced Brunswick Outdoors Points of Interest Map (see page 6-14) identifies BTLT-owned,
privately-owned, and Town-owned outdoor recreation and open spaces. The map differentiates between
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sites with public access and no public access as well as identifying bicycle routes, birding sites, and water
access sites. Except for a scenic inventory included in the 2002 Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan, there
is no publicly accessible Town-produced inventory of high value open space.
As referenced on the previous page, marine areas are routinely surveyed by the Coastal Resource Manager
for commercial shellfish and natural plant communities such as salt marshes and eel grass.
In response to Performance Target 5, the Town’s Natural Resource Planner position previously performed
wildlife surveys for the former RBSGO/WPO District. However, since the Natural Resource Planner position
was eliminated in 2010 no wildlife surveys have been performed by the Town.
Action 4:

Develop management standards for each significant resource.

The 2008 Plan lists unfragmented forest blocks, habitat for endangered and threatened wildlife species,
rivers, streams, coastal waters, wetlands, aquifers, scenic areas, and vernal pools as significant resources.
Management standards for significant resources are primarily located within the Municipal Code of
Ordinances or Zoning Ordinance:
Municipal Code of Ordinances:
1.

Chapter 6.1 – Environment, Article II – Groundwater aims to protect the health and welfare of the
Town residents, conserve and protect the Town’s groundwater and other natural resources and
ensure their preservation and enhancement through the regulation of outdoor pest management
activities on Town-owned properties.

2. Chapter 11 – Marine Activities, Structures and Ways, Article I states that the Town Harbor Master shall
review proposed mooring locations in consideration of any unreasonable adverse impacts on
natural resources such as: the presence of eel grass or other submerged vegetation; the presence
of significant shellfish habitat, or important recreational or commercial fishing ground; if the
proposed location is within mapped significant shorebird feeding or roosting habitat, tidal
waterfowl and wadingbird habitat, or habitat listed as rare, threatened, or endangered species; or
if the proposed location would cause unreasonable adverse impacts to a saltmarsh.
3. Chapter 11 – Marine Activities, Structures and Ways, Article III – Shellfishing establishes the MRC and
its duties, which include, but are not limited to, the following: administration and coordination of
the shellfish conservation program; survey the coastal waters to obtain and maintain current
information on shellfish resources, including the identification of sources of harmful pollution and
the other resource problems; and to cooperate with DMR and others in carrying on experimental
programs. This section of the Municipal Code of Ordinances also grants power to the MRC (with
the consent of the Town Council on an annual basis) to open and close coastal waters to aid in the
recovery of a threatened marine resource.
Zoning Ordinance:
1.

Section 2.3.2 – Aquifer Protection Overlay (APO) Districts aims to protect the quality and quantity of
the Town’s present and future ground water resources by regulating activities and land use
practices that are likely to affect those resources.
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2. Section 2.3.3 – Shoreland Protection Overlay (SPO) District aims to: prevent and control water
pollution; protect fish spawning grounds; aquatic life, bird, and other wildlife habitat; protect
archaeological and historic resources; protect commercial fishing and maritime industrials; protect
freshwater and coastal wetlands; control building sites, placement of structures and land uses;
conserve shore cover; conserve visual and physical points of access to inland and coastal waters;
and conserve natural beauty and open space.
3. Section 2.3.4 – Flood Protection Overlay (FPO) District aims to maintain natural drainage and minimize
the impact of development on the natural and beneficial functions of floodplains.
4. Section 2.3.5 – Wildlife Protection Overlay (WPO) District aims to reduce the continuing loss of habitat
for native species in rural zoning districts by minimizing the removal of woody vegetation that
breaks large unfragmented blocks into smaller patches of forest and to minimize activities that
block or limit species movement between unfragmented forest blocks.
5. Section 2.3.10 – Rural Protections Stormwater Management Overlay (RPSMO) District aims to protect
and preserve coastal watersheds within the Rural Protection (RP) districts from the potential
negative impacts of stormwater runoff associated with development activities.
6. Section 3.4.1.S – Marine Activity requires that all applications for docks and wharves be reviewed by
the Harbor Master and the Rivers and Coastal Waters Commission (RCWC) to ensure that proposed
access from the shoreline will not cause erosion, sedimentation, and/or siltation and will not
adversely affect fisheries, spawning areas or other wildlife.
7. Section 4.2.5.C – Open Space Developments encourages the integration of open space and naturally
occurring features into the siting of buildings and lots and requires a minimum portion of the
development site to be conserved.
8. Section 4.3.1 – Mapping of Natural and Historic Areas Requirements aims to protect all existing
features important to the natural, scenic, and historical character of the Town or that add to the
visual quality of a development and to incorporate said resources into the development site design.
9. Section 4.3.2 – Pollution aims to minimize undue water or air pollution.
10. Section 4.3.3 – Protection of Natural Vegetation aims to maximize the preservation of natural
landscape features, avoid harm to land not suitable for development, and minimize any undue
adverse effect on a site’s scenic or natural beauty.
11. Section 4.3.4 – Protection of Significant Plant and Animal Habitat aims to minimize any undue adverse
effect on important plant and animal habitats identified by MDIFW or rare and exemplary natural
communities and rare plant habitats as identified by MNAP.
12. Section 4.3.5 – Steep Slopes and Section 4.3.6 – Erosion and Sedimentation aim to minimize the
erosion and sedimentation during and after the construction process and limit the cutting of trees,
shrubs, and other vegetation.
13. Section 4.3.7 – Groundwater aims to minimize any undue adverse effect on the quality and quantity
of groundwater.
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14. Section 4.3.8 – Surface Waters, Wetlands, and Marine Resources aims to minimize any undue adverse
on the water quality of the body of water, its shoreline, or the functional integrity of freshwater or
coastal wetlands, water bodies, or shorelines within the watershed of the development site.
15. Section 4.5.1 – Sewage Disposal helps protect significant resources by allowing the Town to require
a hydrogeological study for projects with a density of three (3) or more bedrooms per acre of net
site area. The study must evaluate the proposed development’s impact on wells, ponds, riverine
and ocean resources. Development within the Rural Protection (RP) districts must also include a
project’s projected natural load to the receiving tidal water.
16. Section 4.5.4 – Stormwater Management aims to minimize the total area of impervious surface on a
development site and incorporate stormwater management measures to minimize stormwater
runoff volume, rate, and pollutant and nutrient loads.
Other Significant Natural Resource Management Standards and Programs:
1.

Pursuant to State law, the Conservation Commission monitors Town-owned conservation
easements once every three (3) years. The Conservation Commission also creates management
plans for Town-owned conservation areas such as the Captain Fitzgerald Recreation and
Conservation Area (see page 2-4).

2. The RCWC works toward the implementation of the Harbor Management Plan’s objectives and
priorities. These objectives and priorities are categorized into the following seven (7) areas: Coastal
Waters and River Management, Mooring Management, Waterfront Access, Resources Monitoring
and Mitigation, Respond to Climate Change, Preserve Working Waterfront, and Harbor Ordinance
Updates. Each category has its own specific goals and recommendations to be implemented.
3. The Mare Brook Watershed Stormwater Management Plan and the New Meadows Watershed
Partnership planning efforts are not complete. These areas require further evaluation for
management standards.
Experimental Management Standards:
The Town also participates in experimental programs to help develop more efficient and effective natural
resource management standards. One such effort is the Town’s participation in the Maine Coastal Program
(MCP) and Maine Geological Survey’s (MGS) project, funded through a Coastal Resilience Grant from the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association (NOAA), to design, construct, and monitor living shoreline
projects in Maine. A living shoreline is defined by NOAA as, “a protected, stabilized coastal edge made of
natural materials such as plants, sand, or rock.” The living shoreline project seeks to develop natural BMPs
that sustain geological and ecological systems by restoring or enhancing natural functions and values
through shoreline erosion management as opposed to traditional shoreline erosion measures such as riprap
or structures like retaining walls or bulkheads.
Two (2) Town sites, Wharton Point and the Maquoit Conservation Land, were selected for living shoreline
demonstrations projects. The Wharton Point demonstration project consists of recycled oyster shells
placed in two (2) different types of bags with one bag being biodegradable and the other being a new
synthetic product. The results from the different types of bags will be compared to determine which is
optimal for slowing erosion as well as surviving the harsh climate.
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The Maquoit Conservation Land demonstration project also compares the two (2) different type of oyster
shell bags but includes ten-to-twelve-foot (10 - 12’) hardwood tree trunks that create a ramp for ice to ride
up and over the demonstration project during the winter months. The demonstration projects were
installed in 2020 and will be in place for several years for monitoring.
Action 5:

Continue to monitor populations of indicator wildlife spaces for the significant terrestrial
and aquatic habitats.

The Coastal Resource Manager monitors for the presence of invasive species in conjunction with a BHS
program and receives reports from commercial fisherman but does not specifically monitor for aquatic
indicator wildlife species.
Terrestrial monitoring of indicator wildlife species was previously conducted by the Town’s Natural
Resource Planner but has not been performed since the elimination of the position in 2010 (see pages 6-7
through 6-8).
Action 6:

Continue to actively manage town-owned forest and other natural resources.

The Town Commons Committee oversees some forested areas with support from the Town Arborist. The
Conservation Commission also oversees some natural areas in Town-owned forested areas. However, these
areas are primarily the responsibility of the Recreation Commission and the Parks and Recreation
Department.
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