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Town of Scarborough 
 

Planning Board         July 11, 2011 
 

AGENDA 
 

1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (June 20, 2011) 
.  
4.  Mitchell Hill Heights and Fengler Woodlands, Michael Martell requests subdivision amendment 
review for lots 50 and 51* 
 
5.  Scarborough Gallery, LLC requests sketch plan review for 6,000 square foot retail/restaurant building 
on Lot 9 at Gallery Boulevard 
 
6.  Administrative Amendment Report 
 
7.  Town Planner’s Report 
 
8.  Correspondence 
 
9.  Planning Board Comments 
 
10. Adjournment 
 
 
 
*Public comments will be allowed on this item. 
 
 

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

Planning Board         July 11, 2011 
 

MINUTES 
 

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

 
1.  Call to Order 
 
Mr. Paul called the meeting to order at 7:00 P. M. 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
Mr. Chace called the roll; all members were present. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (June 20, 2011) 
. 
Mr. Fellows moved to approve the minutes of June 20, 2011 as written; Mr. Thomas seconded. 
 

Voted  5-0; 
Messrs. Chamberlain and Paul abstained; Mr. Bouffard and Ms. Corthell voted on the minutes only. 
  
4.  Mitchell Hill Heights and Fengler Woodlands, Michael Martell requests subdivision amendment 
review for lots 50 and 51* 
 
This item was tabled at the request of the applicant.   
 
5.  Scarborough Gallery, LLC requests sketch plan review for 6,000 square foot retail/restaurant building 
on Lot 9 at Gallery Boulevard 
 
Mr. Chace explained that there were staff comments.  He stated that the applicant was asking for direction 
from the Board regarding whether they should develop under the standard design concept meeting all the 
space and bulk standards in the B-2 Zone or through the Planned Development process which would al-
low flexible space and bulk standards.  He stated that in this application that would specifically focus on 
the setbacks from the road.  He stated that this site was approved two or three years ago for a McDonald’s 
Restaurant where the design was very similar to Concept 1 shown for this new proposal.  He stated that 
the lot was approved as part of the entire Scarborough Gallery Subdivision when the Economic Develop-
ment Overlay District was in place and was a precursor to the Planned Development standards.  The 
overall site layout was coordinated with all the other sites with regard to stormwate and access manage-
ment and the Board tried to coordinate lighting, architecture, etc.   
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Mr. Chace stated that if the Board agreed that the Planned Development process was preferred, the staff 
would work with the applicant to create an efficient flow of the process; he noted that a lot of the Planned 
Development issues were already covered as part of the subdivision review so a lot of waivers of the 
process may be requested. 
 
Mr. Al Palmer, of Gorrill Palmer Associates, showed the existing conditions and location of Lot 9 on the 
corner of Spring Street and Gallery Boulevard.  He stated that in Concept 1 one of the major drivers was 
that the current zoning required 50 foot setbacks from both street property lines which dictated where the 
building could go; he stated that this would put the parking and driveways between the building and the 
roadways.  He stated that they showed counterclockwise drive aisles and parking along Gallery Boulevard 
in Concept 1.  Mr. Palmer stated that it was very difficult to do anything other than push the building 
away from the roads because of the required setbacks, though this was an improvement because the 
setbacks were 80 feet when the subdivision was approved.  He stated that they needed to align their 
access with the Wal-Mart entrance so there were no new curbcuts proposed along either street. 
 
Mr. Palmer stated that the building would be 6,000 square feet, 4,000 square feet of retail space and 2,000 
square feet of sit-down restaurant space with no drive-through window.  He stated that the circulation 
worked here but needed to work with angle parking so they decided to pursue the Planned Development 
process after talking with staff.   
 
Mr. Palmer stated that with Concept 2 there was latitude as to how a project was laid out.  He stated that a 
lot of the information was covered with the original subdivision approval; he stated that the lot had been 
approved for a certain amount of impervious surface and parking.  He stated that the flexibility of the 
Planned Development allowed them to bring the building closer to the roadway and close to the landscap-
ing with no specific setback requirements.  Mr. Palmer stated that part of the entire subdivision’s storm-
water infrastructure was on this lot and it was important that it be retained.  .He stated that the base items, 
including stormwater and traffic, had been addressed.  He stated that there would be no parking between 
either street and the building and all parking would be located to the rear of the building and there would 
be two way drive aisles. 
 
Mr. Lou Allevato, architect, stated that this building would be similar to the architecture of the retail 
building on Lot 1 and the building described for Concept 1 would be adaptable to the larger size.  He 
stated that the building would be clapboards and bricks with trim, architectural lighting and the difference 
from the Lot 1 building would be in the color; he stated that the roof would be asphalt shingles and there 
would be no obvious rooftop equipment other than some flues in the middle of the roof.  Mr. Allevato 
stated that the highest part of the building would be 24 feet and the middle of the roof would be flat to ac-
commodate the flues.  He showed the elevations with building heights and stated that they tried to design 
a four sided building with glass on all sides with the front having the primary signage along a sign board. 
 
Mr. Palmer stated that with the enlarged building rotated 90 degrees so the Gallery Boulevard elevation 
shown would become the Spring Street elevation and vice versa.  He stated that they would like the 
Board’s direction on which concept was preferred.  He stated that the abutting site was a vacant residen-
tial property and it was their opinion that the site would not remain residential and Lot 9 would work 
better if they could interact for access with Concept 2 for Planned Development. 
 
To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Palmer replied that the only prospective tenant was U. S. Cellular for 
the large retail space.  Mr. Mazer stated that he liked Concept 2 and would expect to see more architect-
tural details.  Mr. Thomas stated that he liked the Planned Development concept and the fact that the roof 
flues would not show at the roof line as well as the architecture similar to that on Lot 1.  He stated that the 
traffic aisles looked tight with Concept 2 but there was space for plowed snow.   
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Mr. Fellows stated that he also favored the Planned Development concept and the efforts to avoid a back 
view of the building toward the streets but, because this was a corner lot, he would like more of a strong 
vertical presence toward the corner which would also screen any roof equipment.  Mr. Palmer stated that  
this was an outparcel along the WalMart frontage and one of the conditions imposed by WalMart allowed 
only a 24 foot 6 inch building; he stated that they could highlight the corner with architectural treatments.  
Mr. Fellows suggested that the applicant return to the Board with a perspective that looked toward the 
corner; he stated that it would be nice to have some perimeter buffering without blocking the view of 
Spring Street.   
 
Mr. Chace noted that there were a lot of street and pedestrian issues under Concept 2 and the proposed 
patio could be positioned toward the Scarborough Gallery side or the intersection behind the landscaped 
area similar to the Sebago Brewing patio to give some life to that side.  Mr. Palmer stated that one re-
quirement of their tenant was to have the corner space; he stated that he would work with the architect to 
enhance the patio so it felt like it was focused toward Gallery Boulevard rather than the parking lot. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain agreed to the Planned Development concept.  He asked the maximum square footage 
allowed by the B-2 Zone; Mr. Palmer replied that 6,000 square feet was not the requirement of the zone 
but that size building was dictated by the parking and setbacks and was below the zoning limitations.  Mr. 
Chamber-lain asked whether frontage on Spring Street and Gallery Boulevard had been considered with a 
center-piece so everyone could have good exposure and parking that would be truly behind the building.  
He stated that the parking spaces on Spring Street could be eliminated and more elaborated landscaping 
could be planted to break up the parking.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that the Gallery Boulevard side needed 
to be spruced up to look like the front because it was an access point to the whole area.   
 
Mr. Bouffard also liked the Planned Development design; he stated that he thought the 10 foot landscap-
ing buffer was too thin.  He suggested putting the dumpster on the other side of the parking to leave space 
for the patio which might draw restaurants.  Ms. Corthell agreed with the Planned Development concept; 
she stated that if possible a change to the rear corner would be good to make the rear of the building look 
like the front.  She stated that she liked the gray, black and white building materials.  Mr. Paul agreed that 
the Planned Development design was preferred.  He stated that he appreciated the design for intercom-
nectivity with the abutting lot and suggested a more circular interconnectivity of the parking for the two 
sites. 
 
6.  Administrative Amendment Report 
 
There was no report. 
 
7.  Town Planner’s Report 
 
There was no report. 
 
8.  Correspondence 
 
There was no correspondence. 
 
9.  Planning Board Comments 
 
Mr. Mazer noted that there was a followup meeting of Oak Hill Pedestrian Committee and a final report 
would be ready for the Town Council’s August meeting. 
 
10. Adjournment - The meeting was adjourned at 8:00 P. M. 
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