
Town of Scarborough 
 

Planning Board           March 28, 2011  
AGENDA 

 
The Planning Board will hold a training workshop in Council Chamber B at 5:00 P. M. prior to the 
meeting.   
 
The regular meeting will begin at 7:00 P. M. 
 
1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (March 7, 2011) 
 
4.  New England Expedition – Scarborough, LLC requests site plan amendment review for new signage at 
the Gateway Shoppes at the Gateway at Payne Road and Haigis Parkway* 
 
5.  Sea Ridge at Blue Point, Sea Ridge Development, LLC requests subdivision amendment review for 
Lots 36 and 37 at previously approved subdivision off Jasper Street* 
 
6.  Administrative Amendment Report 
 
7.  Town Planner’s Report 
 
8.  Correspondence 
 
9.  Planning Board Comments 
 
10. Adjournment 
 
 
*Public comments will be allowed on these items. 
 
 
 

NO NEW ITEMS SHALL BE TAKEN UP AFTER 10:30 P. M. 
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Town of Scarborough 
 

Planning Board           March 28, 2011  
MINUTES 

 
Members Present     Staff 
 
Mr. Bouffard      Mr. Chace, Assistant Town Planner 
Mr. Chamberlain     Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
Ms. Corthell 
Mr. Fellows 
Mr. Mazer 
Mr. Paul 
Mr. Thomas 

 
1.  Call to Order  
 
Mr. Paul called the meeting to order at 7:05 P. M. 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
The Recording Secretary called the roll; all members were present.  Mr. Paul welcomed new member, 
Kerry Corthell. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (March 7, 2011) 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the minutes of March 7, 2011 as written; Mr. Thomas seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
4.  New England Expedition – Scarborough, LLC requests site plan amendment review for new signage at 
the Gateway Shoppes at the Gateway at Payne Road and Haigis Parkway* 
 
Mr. Chace explained that this site was subject to Contract Zone approval; he stated that there were recent 
Contract Zone amendments approved for a freestanding sign in the general location shown.  He stated that 
there was a question about the sign meeting the design standards for landscaping and internal lighting.   
 
Attorney Richard Shinay, who represented the applicant, stated that the two recent amendments to the 
Contract Zone approved the general location of a new sign and the dimensions of that sign.  He stated that 
they were aware of the standard for an opaque, dark background with light colored letters that would 
create less glow.  He stated that they had distributed a drawing of the sign showing a light colored back-
ground which had been changed from the previously shown white background.  Mr. Shinay stated that 
they would like to have darker letters to match the tenants’ signs on the banding of the building.  He 
stated that he thought the Board had the ability to modify the design so long as the intent was not violated.   
 
Mr. Gary Collette, of AMEC Engineering, stated they showed the relocated plants on the plan; he stated 
that the proposed junipers and annuals would be consistent with the plants at the existing signs.  He stated 
that their preference would be for the cream color background shown which would match the sign bands 
on the retail building so the sign architecture would tie in with the buildings. 
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To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Collette replied that the light glow would be very minimal.  Mr. 
Chace stated that the Contract Zone amendment approved the 16 foot height of the sign which would 
otherwise not be allowed in the HP Zone; he noted that the other business zones allow 16 foot high signs.  
Mr. Thomas stated that he had no issues with the sign color or with the fonts or logos of the ten-ants. To  
a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Collette replied that he believed this would be the extent of the signs at 
the shops but there may be more signs at Gateway Square.  Mr. Thomas stated that any new signs should 
match the existing signs.  Mr. Fellows agreed that the proposed color and lettering were satisfactory. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that the staff comments had been addressed and he had no concerns.  Ms. Corthell 
stated that her questions had been answered by the new drawings and she thought it was a good idea to 
have the same logos on the sign and the building.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Collette replied that 
they felt the cream color offered more flexibility to the tenants for their logos than a dark color would 
provide.  Mr. Paul stated that the issue for him had been the white background proposed earlier.   
 
Mr. Chace stated that the note on the revised plan needed to be changed.   
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the site plan amendment for new signage with the following conditions: 
 
1.  That the landscaping around the sign be consistent with the plantings around the existing freestanding 
signs in accordance with the landscaping plan dated March 28, 2011; 
 
2.  That the background of the freestanding sign be consistent with the sign bands on the buildings; 
 
3.  That the applicant submit a revised sign drawing to the staff indicating the background color and a 
revised date; 
 
Mr Mazer seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 

5.  Sea Ridge at Blue Point, Sea Ridge Development, LLC requests subdivision amendment review for 
Lots 36 and 37 at previously approved subdivision off Jasper Street* 
 
Mr. Chamberlain recused himself from this item.  Mr. Paul authorized Mr. Bouffard to vote. 
 
Mr. Chace explained that this was a request to relax the 25 foot no-disturb buffer to 15 feet from the edge 
of the wetland.  He stated that this buffer was not a zoning requirement so no variance was necessary and 
this would be a waiver of the Board’s policy.  He stated that this buffer would not affect the building 
setback but would allow work to be done 15 feet from the edge of the wetland.   
 
Mr. Elliott Chamberlain, who represented himself and Mr. Koch, of Sea Ridge, explained that he had a 
contract on Lot 37, but the lot is almost unbuildable because the 25 foot no-disturb buffer does not allow 
construction of a foundation but for a very small structure.  He stated that they were also asking for the 
same waiver on Lot 36 which would have the same issue when it was developed; he noted that he was not 
involved with this Lot 36 which still owned by Sea Ridge.   
 
To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Chamberlain replied that they were holding the lot until this amend-
ment went through because without the change there would be no garage and they would not purchase the 
lot; he stated that any builder would need a solution to this issue. To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. 
Chamberlain replied that Phase 2 of Sea Ridge had not been started so it was not known whether there 
were similar issues in those areas; he stated that there were no other similar lots in Phase 1.  Mr. Fellows 
asked about the net impact; Mr. Chace replied that the building setback would remain were it is now so 
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the building would be no closer to the wetland.  Mr. Chace stated that the difference was that the no-
disturb line would be 15 feet from the edge of the wetland instead of the 25 feet required by the Board 
during subdivision approval.   Mr. Chace stated that this would simply allow clearing, the use of equip-
ment or planting in this area. Mr. Chamberlain stated that there was a slight dropoff so there would 
probably be daylight basements and a good backyard to the edge of the no-disturb buffer.  He stated that 
the home would be very small and without this waiver would be even smaller and inconsistent with the 
rest of the homes in the neighborhood. 
 
To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Chamberlain replied that they would put up silt fences and loam and 
seed to the edge of the new no-disturb line.  Mr. Thomas stated that he saw this request as a good faith 
effort and had no problem with it; he stated that the homeowners should be notified that they could not 
disturb any more of the area.  Mr. Chace noted that with approved wetland buffers there is a requirement 
that survey markers be installed to identify the buffer area and, if approved, the pins would be moved.   
 
To a question from Mr. Mazer. Mr. Chamberlain replied that Lot 36 had a slightly tighter setback than 
Lot 37.  Ms. Corthell stated that she was concerned about disturbing wetlands.  Mr. Chamberlain stated 
that this was simply a buffer to the wetlands and there would be no filling of the wetlands; he stated that 
this buffer was not a DEP or Army Corps of Engineers mandated setback.   To a question from Mr. 
Bouffard, Mr. Chamberlain replied that the house would be 24 by 34 feet with a 22 by 22 foot garage and 
there would be a six inch leeway between the foundation and the setback.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that he was satisfied but was troubled with the note on the drawing.  Mr. Chace stated that 
notes had been changed to be clearer.  Mr. Paul stated that he, too, appreciated the fact that the applicant 
came to the Board before the buffer was violated.  He stated that he did not think the environment would 
be harmed; he noted that the applicant was willing to work with the Board to get the wetlands off the 
private lots.   
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the amended subdivision plan per the revised plan dated March 28, 2011; Mr. 
Thomas seconded. 

Voted 5-0 – Mr. Bouffard voted. 
 
6.  Administrative Amendment Report 
 
There was no report. 
 
7.  Town Planner’s Report 
 
Mr. Chace stated that if the Board members had any questions related to tonight’s workshop they should 
feel free to call him. 
 
8.  Correspondence 
 
There was no correspondence. 
 
9.  Planning Board Comments 
 
Mr. Mazer noted that the first meeting of the Oak Hill Pedestrian Committee had taken place and the con-
sultant had given an overview of his past work.  Mr. Chace stated that there would be opportunities for 
public comment and a website would be set up; he noted that there would be a public hearing in early 
June.   
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Mr. Thomas noted that there were some students observing the Board tonight.   
 
Mr. Paul asked Mr. Chace to thank the Town Attorney and the two peer reviewers for taking the time to 
help educate the Board on how to be a more productive Board; he also thanked the Board for coming in 
early. 
 
10. Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:00 P. M. 

 
 
 
 


