
Town of Scarborough 
 

Planning Board         January 30, 2012 
AGENDA 

 
1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (January 9, 2012) 
 
4.  The Planning Board will hold a public hearing to receive comments on amendments to Chapter 405, 
the Town of Scarborough Zoning Ordinance, to amend the performance standards, definition and review 
process for Accessory Units* 
 
5.  The Scarborough School Department requests sketch plan review for proposed new Wentworth 
Intermediate School 
 
6.  The Lighthouse Inn, Peter and Nicholas Truman request site plan review for 8 condominium units at 
366 Pine Point Road* 
 
7.  Wegman Company requests site plan review for 81 unit senior housing facility near the corner of 
Black Point Road and U. S. Route One* 
 
8.  Burnham Village Apartments, Burnham Village LLC requests review of Site Inventory and Analysis 
Plan as part of a Planned Development at 5 North Street* 
 
9.  Administrative Amendment Report 
 
10. Town Planner’s Report 
 
11. Correspondence 
 
12. Planning Board Comments 
 
13. 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         January 30, 2012 
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 7:00 P. M. 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
The Recording Secretary called the roll; all members were present. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (January 9, 2012) 
 
Mr. Fellows moved to approve the minutes of January 9, 2012 as written; Mr. Thomas seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0-1 – Mr. Paul abstained. 
 
4.  The Planning Board will hold a public hearing to receive comments on amendments to Chapter 405, 
the Town of Scarborough Zoning Ordinance, to amend the performance standards, definition and review 
process for Accessory Units* 
 
Mr. Chace explained that in 2003, the Town adopted an Accessory Unit Ordinance, with stringent rules; 
he stated that these units had to be approved by the Zoning Board as Special Exception uses.  He stated 
that the proposal was to change the Special Exception use to a permitted use so the Zoning Board process 
would not be necessary and it would no longer be necessary to register the units at the Registry of Deeds.  
He stated that the living space would operate on a sliding scale according to the size of the existing home.  
Mr. Chace stated that Accessory Units would be allowed in detached structures in keeping with the scale 
of the principal structure.  He noted that there were two administrative changes, including the fact that the 
State required that septic systems be upgraded, if necessary, and not just show the ability to build it and a 
sentence was inadvertently struck out on the previous copy.   
 
Mr. Paul opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the amendment; Mr. Paul closed the 
public hearing. 
 
Mr. Fellows suggested that Section K be clarified to indicated that stairs to a second story unit be less 
visible from the more prominent street on a corner lot.  Mr. Mazer agreed.  Ms. Corthell stated that it was 
a great thing when more people could use their properties.  Mr. Bouffard stated that he was opposed to 
changing the distance for a detached unit to 100 feet from the existing 75 feet because it made the new 
structure look more like a main dwelling unit.  Ms. Corthell noted that the last paragraph in Mr. Bacon’s 
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memo of January 12, 2012 alluded to that issue.  Mr. Chamberlain confirmed that there was no ADA 
requirement for handicap accessible stairs in a residential dwelling.  Mr. Paul agreed that an outside 
stairway should not be visible from the prominent street.  Mr. Chace stated that the classification of 
streets could determine the prominent street. 
 
5.  The Scarborough School Department requests sketch plan review for proposed new Wentworth 
Intermediate School 
 
Mr. Chace noted that the Town had voted to construct a new intermediate school and the committee had 
brought their plans to the Planning Board for sketch plan review; he noted that municipal uses got an 
advisory opinion from the Planning Board and they would return for site plan review.   He stated that 
there were staff comments regarding the intersection at Municipal Drive and the bus loop which needed 
work.  Mr. Chace stated that the Oak Hill Pedestrian Study identified improvements that may fit in well 
for the new traffic patterns for the school; he noted that there was a town-wide signage study with an 
interest in campus signage. 
 
Mr. Tim Ouelette, Chairman of the Building Committee, introduced the consultants.  Mr. Dan Cecil, of 
Harriman Associates, stated that they would submit their DEP application in March, and hoped to go out 
to bid in June; he stated that construction would start in early September and should be completed in June 
of 2014, at which time the existing school would be demolished and the new parking lot built in its place.  
Mr. John Kuchinski, of Harriman Associates, stated that the fire lane would be built first then the demol-
ition of the Bessworth building and a new driveway with access to the parking lot would be built.  He 
stated that there would be a new bus loop separated from the other traffic that would accommodate 18 
buses; he stated that there would be a parent dropoff area, a parking lot for 248 cars as well as spaces for 
125 cars in Wentworth Drive and 9 other spaces as well as handicap parking.   
 
Mr. Tom Gorrill, of Gorrill Palmer, stated that they proposed Wentworth Drive as a right in and right out 
intersection at Gorham Road because of its separation from Hannaford Drive; he stated that there would 
be an island to promote those right hand turns.  He displayed the circulation of the parking lot from 
Quentin Drive and noted that no traffic signal was warranted at Quentin Drive and Gorham Road.   
 
Mr. Kuchinski, stated that there would be a future playing field with a storage shed in the rear, a garden, 
and a courtyard as well as a service entrance for the cafeteria, landscaping, and shallow stormwater basins 
with best management practices.  Mr. Kuchinski stated that the land total was six acres with 2.5 acres of 
new impervious area; he stated that they would try to take as much runoff to the west and away from 
Green Needle Avenue.   Mr. Frank Crabtree, of Harriman Associates, stated that they would disturb about   
one and a third acres of wetland near the building and service drive; he stated that the wetland would be 
mitigated with a plan developed with the DEP. 
 
To questions from Mr. Chamberlain; Mr. Gorrill replied that the raised island in Gorham Road would be 
six inches high and buses and other vehicles could use Municipal Drive.  Mr. Chamberlain asked whether 
there had been discussion about a one way road; Mr. Gorrill stated that the right in and right out would 
sort that out, and a speed bump could be installed and some of the traffic would move to Quinten Drive 
and lessen some of the congestion.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Kuchinski replied that the 
requirement was for 126 parking spaces but because of events held at the schools they needed more and 
there would not be as many cars parked on the sides of the road because of the main parking lot.  Mr. 
Gorrill stated that the sidewalks were shown on the plan and there were several crosswalks and they could 
reconsider the crosswalk that led directly into the fence around the existing field. 
 
Mr. Bouffard stated that he thought the parking lot was excessive with a complete loop road around it and 
it seemed as if it could be simplified.  Mr. Gorrill stated that they did not want the parent dropoff area in 
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the parking lot and wanted them on the school side to minimize crossings; he stated that the parking lot’s 
perimeter road would connect to the other roads and they wanted that on the outside which led to a loop 
road that should work well by segregating all the functions.   To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Cecil 
replied that there was consideration of cutting off Municipal Drive but the Police Department thought that 
would make the traffic worse at the Route One/Gorham Road intersection; he stated that they were trying 
to use the building to block the road noise and make the area safer.   
 
To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Gorrill replied that the raised island in Gorham Road and signage 
would deter left turns; he stated that all the school buses could use Quentin Drive.  Ms. Corthell asked 
about the traffic pattern for the two schools; Mr. Cecil replied that the current cross-campus driveway 
would be two-way not one-way as it is now.  Mr. Kuchinski stated that the stormwater basins would be 
shallow grassed, low impact treatment swales with landscaping around them.  Mr. Cecil explained that 
Bessworth and the storage building would be demolished this summer.  To a question from Ms. Corthell, 
Ms. Joanne Sizemore, Assistant Superintendent, replied that the before and after care program would be 
inside the existing Wentworth building and then in the new building, but she did not know what would 
happen with the full time daycare program.  She stated that Community Services would have their own 
space in the new school.  To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Chace replied that the schools should 
consider coordinated campus signage with the Town’s way-finding initiative.  Mr. Chamberlain stated 
that the plan would look a lot more appealing without the expansive fire lane and  asked whether there 
was any flexibility with the Fire Department; Mr. Cecil replied that the fire lane would look like a 
walkway and would be against the edge of the woods. 
 
To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Cecil replied that the playing field would be permitted and ready to 
build if there were money left over or donated.  He stated that the area was level and the field could be 
built in the future; he stated that the maintenance building and walkway were for the future wish list.  To 
a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Kuchinski replied that porous pavement was expensive.  Mr. Mazer 
asked how the 163,000 square foot building would compare with other schools; Mr. Cecil replied that this 
school had a lot of community uses and the large gym would accommodate competitive sports. Mr. Mazer 
stated that the high school had many facilities and he wanted to make sure the structure was not a Taj 
Mahal as far as necessity was concerned.  Mr. Mazer asked whether there was enough parking for all the 
demands; Mr. Cecil replied that he believed the parking was enough and it would be a significant im-
provement for events at the other schools. 
 
To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Cecil replied that they had not applied for a L.E.E.D. Standard 
Certifi-cation because of the expense but would follow their guidelines as well as CHIPS standards for 
high performing buildings.  Mr. Cecil stated that they would install solar hot water panels; he stated that 
there would be a geothermal heating and cooling system and natural gas was available.  Mr. Thomas 
asked how the playground area compared to the State standards; Mr. Cecil replied that there was one acre 
of land in that area.  Mr. Thomas stated that he liked what had been done for this plan. 
 
Mr. Fellows asked whether so much parking was necessary; he stated that he recognized the activities at 
the schools but it seemed that the volume of parking was driving the layout of the site and the impervious 
surface.  He asked whether there was a calculation that led to the parking.   Mr. Fellows stated that he 
would abandon Wentworth Drive and move the main access away from Hannaford Drive to Quentin 
Drive because of all the conflicts.  He stated that there were often empty spaces in the high school parking 
lot during events; he stated that he would like to see more thought go into the level of parking.   Mr. Cecil 
stated that this amount of parking was a compromise from the original plan presented a few years ago 
when they proposed 100 more spaces; he stated that the right turns only at Gorham Road would help the 
congestion.  Mr. Fellows suggested parking spaces on only one side of Wentworth Drive.  He stated that 
the playground area looked tight and asked whether there were standards for size; Mr. Cecil replied that 
they were hemmed in by the wetlands but he would look into the standards. 
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Mr. Paul stated that safety might be improved if the flow in and out of the parking lot were one way all 
the way to the crossroad.   He noted that there was no sidewalk from the field south until one got out of 
the parking lot so pedestrians had to go through traffic and the parking lot.  Mr. Gorrill stated that they 
would look at the best location for the sidewalk.  Mr. Paul stated that he saw no crosswalk to the library; 
Mr. Gorrill stated that they would create one.  Mr. Paul asked whether the fire lane could be grassed 
instead of paved to lessen the impervious surface; Mr. Cecil replied that the future fire lane would be used 
by the trucks during construction; he stated that it would be difficult to plow if it were not paved.   Mr. 
Paul stated that there could be an X-type traffic pattern to force traffic to stop.  To questions from Mr. 
Paul, Mr. Cecil replied that snow would be plowed to the left at the crossroad and some parking spaces 
would be lost; he stated that there would be an enclosure at the end of the building near the parking lot    
to hide the dumpster and buffer the service door.  Mr. Paul asked that the heating and cooling equipment 
all be inside and not on the roof and that the crosswalks be textured rather than painted. 
 
Mr. Paul called a recess at 8:45 P. M.; the meeting resumed at 8:55 P. M. 
 
6.  The Lighthouse Inn, Peter and Nicholas Truman request site plan review for 8 condominium units at 
366 Pine Point Road* 
 
This item was tabled at the request of the applicant. 
 
7.  Wegman Company requests site plan review for 81 unit senior housing facility near the corner of 
Black Point Road and U. S. Route One* 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the Board had seen the orientation of the building and traffic at sketch plan review; 
he stated that the applicant had been through peer review and had responded to those and the staff’s com-
ments.  He noted that senior housing was an allowed use but the dementia care wing needed to be ap-
proved as a Special Exception by the Zoning Board of Appeals following preliminary approval by the 
Planning Board.  He stated that following approval by the State agencies, they would return to this Board 
for final approval.  Mr. Chace stated that the Oak Hill Pedestrian Study wanted a pedestrian corridor 
across this property to make sure there was a full connection to Route One and there should be an access 
easement for traffic management with the abutting Widow’s Walk property.  He stated that there were 
comments regarding tree saving and a photometrics plan as well as the architecture which encouraged a 
dialogue for a brick façade rather than cultured stone.  He stated that the staff asked that the actual traffic 
counts be considered as well as the information from ITE.   
 
Mr. Jerry Watkins, of Wegman Company, explained that they would like to build a 59,000 square foot 
structure with studio apartments, one-bedroom units and the dementia wing.  He stated that they would 
provide three meals per day, a large dining room, a family dining room, an activities director and call 
buttons in the rooms.  He stated that the residents were usually in their early 80s and only about four of 
them would be driving.  Mr. Watkins stated that there would be nurses on staff  and there would be 
cleaning and laundry services.  He showed a brick façade and stated that they had no problem developing 
with brick.  Mr. Watkins showed the floor plan and stated that there would be an exercise and activities 
room and they would provide their own bus service. 
 
Mr. Andrew Johnston, of SMRT, showed the location of the site and stated that they were in the TVC2 
Zone which was a transition zone between the commercial and the residential uses and allowed residential 
uses as intended by the Comprehensive Plan.  He stated that these facilities created very little traffic and 
parking which, based on other facilities the applicant operates, would likely never be full with visitors.  
Mr. Johnston stated that they put the entrance as far from the Oak Hill intersection as possible because of 
the existing queuing traffic.  He stated that there would be a 20 foot fire lane to support emergency traffic 
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and an unloading area in the rear.  He stated that they showed 12 additional parking spaces which could 
be built and were included in the stormwater plan.  
 
Mr. Johnston stated that they tried different orientations for the building but present a building of this size 
on the street would be too massive and the orientation shown would give a residential look and would use 
the existing screening.  He stated that the staff encouraged landscaping and a berm between Black Point 
Road and their driveway; he stated that all utilities would come from Black Point Road where they were 
existing.  He stated that the site dropped off and they would have a pump station to the sewer stub; he 
stated that there would be a hydrant on their road and one on the other side of the building.  Mr. Johnston 
stated that, after meeting with the Fire Department, they showed the fire lane closer to the building; he 
stated that there would be one wet pond at the bottom of the site with shallow areas next to the building 
for stormwater treatment.  He stated that they realized this was a sensitive location and they were giving 
some land to the Town for the traffic lane which would address some of the problems at Oak Hill. 
 
Mr. Paul opened the meeting to public comment.  Mr. Chace noted a letter from Anthony Attardo, Sr.  
Ms. Carol Rancourt, of 23 Black Point Road, stated that she lived across from the house on a portion of 
the property and was very concerned about the traffic issue.  She stated that the new driveway would not 
line up with Thornton Road and she was amazed to see no egress on Route One and this would be a huge 
strain on the already overburdened Black Point Road.  Ms. Rancourt stated that she supported the idea of 
assisted living but there would be additional traffic from visitors to this facility.  She stated that she had 
concerns about the parking in front of the building because the design standards indicated that the build-
ing should be closer to the road to not overpower the existing neighborhood.  She stated that a lot of clay 
was brought in to this lot for fill which made the land steep and she was concerned about the water run-
off; she stated that she would like to see pervious paving or no paving. 
 
Mr. Bud Hanson, of 22 Stoney Creek Drive, stated that he hoped there would be no left turns allowed out 
of the site; he stated that there were many senior citizens in the area and crossing the street was very 
dangerous because drivers did not heed the walk lights.  He stated that he agreed there should be shrubs in 
the front to screen the inner road and the parking; he asked that the Board consider no left turns.  Ms. Lisa 
Ronco, of 17 Black Point Road, stated that she, too, was concerned about the traffic which grew over the 
years.  She stated that she would like to see this site remain a green area with a different use; she stated 
that this use would create a lot of extra traffic with deliveries, visitors and employees.  Ms. Ronco stated 
that there were already four other similar facilities in the area and this was not a location for it. 
 
Ms. Betsy Byer, of 19 Cammock Road, stated that she purchased her condominium because of the nice 
buffer of woods and was disappointed with this proposal because she was a NIMBY and would see the 
construction from her home.  She stated that the Board should think about the cumulative effect of all the 
developments.  Mr. John Phelps, of 15 Black Point Road, stated that this was not an appropriate location 
for a project of this stature.  He stated that he had children and he could not walk to Hannaford with them 
because of the traffic.  He stated that even during the off-season he could not get out of his driveway.  He 
stated that he was not concerned about the nature of the project but its precarious location and adding any 
more strain on the traffic would be irresponsible.   
 
Ms. Joan Jagolinzer, of Cedarbrook Drive, stated that water ran down from this property and would go 
through their condominium site.  She asked who would pay for their culverts when they washed out if   
the water was not handled correctly.  Mr. Michael Mirik, of Cedarbrook Drive, agreed that water did run 
toward them; he stated that he heard no mention of a buffer zone on the outside edge and there were no 
sidewalks and he could not get across Route One.   
 
Ms. Mary Ann Rodrigue, of the Atlantic House, stated that she and her neighbors were quite surprised 
when they read about this proposal because of the beach project traffic discussion; she stated that this was 
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unsettling and she would like to know the Town’s plan for Black Point Road.  She stated that they were 
now talking about the same dangerous intersection with more traffic and it would be helpful to hear about 
other plans in the works for Black Point Road.  She stated that this would destroy the beauty of the area. 
 
Mr. Michael Grenier, of 22 Black Point Road, stated that it was very frustrating for the older citizens to 
try to get to the pharmacy or Hannafords and he would like to see this property developed in a way that 
would not affect the elders from getting out of their properties.  Ms. Rancourt noted that part of the Oak 
Hill Pedestrial Study indicated that there was to be sidewalks and this would be a chance to get them in.   
 
Mr. Mazer stated that he lived on Winnocks Neck Road and used Black Point Road several times a day; 
he stated that he got the impression that people did not want any development in Scarborough but the 
Town had to get new business to add to the tax base.  He stated that there were parts of Black Point Road 
that were developable and it was not feasible to not put anything else on Black Point Road.  He stated that 
there was a major problem with traffic without this project and something had to be done about that.  He 
stated that the Board had recommended to this applicant that the entrance be on Route One and he still 
felt that way and he agreed that the structure should be in front of the parking.  He stated that he had a 
concern about water runoff and that it would not impact the neighborhood; he stated that there needed to 
be a buffer zone.   
 
Mr. Gorrill explained that this type of use generated the least amount of traffic one could have from any 
business.  He stated that they estimated that AM peak traffic would be 14 trip ends and the PM to be 18 
trip ends.  He stated that Mr. Bray had reviewed the study and requested a count at another Wegman 
facility which showed 8 and 10 AM trips and 6 and 5 PM trips on two different days which was less than 
the ITE data.  He stated that traffic was an issue at Oak Hill but this project would mitigate their impact.  
Mr. Gorrill stated that there was a sidewalk along the length of the site and this project would give an 
easement across the property for future construction of a sidewalk to Route One.  He stated that the 
storage lanes were not long enough and this project would give their frontage for another full lane so 
traffic could get into the lanes which would more than mitigate their impact and the intersection would 
operate better than it does now.  He stated that the extra lane would be paid for by the applicant. 
 
To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Johnston replied that they had the ability to construct a sidewalk to 
Route One with a pedestrian easement behind the gas station.  Mr. Chace stated that the easement should 
not interfere with the landscaping.  Mr. Thomas asked what the impacts would be if the layout of the 
building were reversed; Mr. Johnston replied that the primary view from the dining room would be lost 
and the loading area would be next to the road.  Mr. Johnston stated that the grading of the parking would 
be put in the wetlands if the building were turned and the detention ponds would not be as effective.  He 
stated that screening was shown so the building would not stand out.   To a question from Mr. Thomas re-
garding the gap in the trees near the sidewalk, Mr. Johnston replied that the staff recommended a berm 
with plants; he noted that the site dropped down.  Mr. Thomas noted that the traffic issues would not be 
solved and anyone wanting to turn left would do so.   Mr. Johnston noted the shift changes.  Mr. Thomas 
noted that the PM shift change would impact the traffic.  He stated that there would be more traffic on the 
road but it would be a small amount for a facility that would be beneficial to the community.  He stated 
that he liked the brick façade.  Mr. Thomas asked that the building be hidden as much as possible; he 
noted that the turn lane was needed. 
 
Mr. Fellows noted that the Planning Board did not expect a new project to solve all the existing problems; 
he stated that the incremental amount of turns from this site would be very small and mitigation was 
shown.  To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Johnston replied that an earlier exit had been proposed from 
Route One but the DEP indicated that it would not be allowed through the wetlands; he stated that left 
turns from Route One would be an issue.  Mr. Fellows stated that he would not be in favor of a right turn 
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only out because it would put more cars into the Oak Hill intersection; he stated that he did not object to 
the stone façade. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that the Town had created an impact fee which new projects contributed and the 
Town made the road repairs.  He stated that it was frustrating along the way but many infrastructure  
issues had been corrected over the last five to ten years.  He stated that it was good planning that was 
working.  He noted that the applicant was not only giving the land for the lengthened traffic lane but was 
also doing the work, as well as providing a sidewalk.  Mr. Chamberlain noted that this site could have a 
lot of housing or a retail use in this zone and there was no other use for this site that would generate as 
little traffic.   He suggested a canopy over the front door area to keep the area ice-free during the winter. 
 
Mr. Bouffard stated that he appreciated the efforts to explain the traffic impacts and the land for the third 
lane.  He asked the possibility of putting a road through the wetlands and exiting across from Hannaford 
Drive; Mr. Johnston replied that the DEP and the Army Corps of Engineers had denied that request for a 
project proposed earlier because of the extensive wetlands.  Mr. Bouffard agreed that the traffic was bad 
but he believed this project would have minimal impact on Black Point Road.  He stated that he did not 
think it was the Board’s place to dictate the façade of a building and he thought the stone was fine. 
 
Ms. Corthell stated that she believed this would be a low impact use compared to any other use that 
would be allowed in this zone.  She stated that she hoped there would be more than one or two nurses for 
the dementia care area.  She stated that she thought there would be more resident drivers and hoped there 
would be volunteers coming and going.  Mr. Paul noted that the traffic concerns were for peak hours.  Ms. 
Corthell stated that this was a great use for this property this close to the commercial section of Oak Hill 
and she understood the DEP’s restrictions.  She stated that provision for low income people would be 
helpful. She stated that she had to support the design standards and ask for the New England brick façade. 
She stated that she did not object to the parking in the front but it should be blocked.  She stated that she 
would defer to the engineers to ensure that the water would not drain to the neighborhoods.  Mr. Johnston 
stated that they had compared the pre- and post-runoff and the land sloped below the condominiums and 
into the wetlands and the stream in the center of this property. Ms. Corthell stated that the worst problems 
were caused by people turning left from Amatos or the gas station and she saw no problem requiring right 
turns only.  Mr. Mazer stated that he would not be in favor of right turns only; he agreed that this was the 
right project for the right site.   
 
Mr. Paul noted that the concerns of the public did matter but the Board was restricted by the ordinances 
and the standards and did its best to uphold them.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Chace replied that 
this site would adhere to the post-construction stormwater management ordinance which required annual 
inspections of the stormwater facility.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Gorrill replied that from the gas 
station one turned across multiple lanes but at this site only one lane would be crossed to turn left.  Mr. 
Gorrill stated that there were intersections that had timed left turns and they could talk to their vendors to 
adhere to certain hours for left turning.  Mr. Paul reiterated that this use would have the least traffic 
generation.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that the Town was implementing the 2006 Comprehensive Plan for the zoning and how 
the Town should look in the future; he stated that a lot of work was being done to meet the requirements 
of that Plan.  He stated that it would be great if the driveway could be shared with the lot next door when 
it was developed; Mr. Watkins replied that they would have no problem doing that but had no idea what 
would happen with that lot.  Mr. Paul asked that a driveway stub be shown.  Mr. Paul stated that there 
should be signage for one way traffic around the building. 
 
To a question from Mr. Watkins, the Board agreed that the stone façade was satisfactory.   
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Mr. Paul moved to approve the preliminary subdivision plan; Mr. Mazer seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
8.  Burnham Village Apartments, Burnham Village LLC requests review of Site Inventory and Analysis 
Plan as part of a Planned Development at 5 North Street* 
 
This item was tabled because of the late hour. 
 
9.  Administrative Amendment Report 
 
There was no report. 
 
10. Town Planner’s Report 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the Housing Alliance would have a followup meeting at the Scarborough Library 
regarding the Habitat for Humanity project in Dunstan.  He stated that peer review had been done for the 
Eastern Village third amendment and they would return to the Board soon. 
 
11. Correspondence 
 
12. Planning Board Comments 
 
Ms. Corthell noted that some people thought Scarborough had a lot of money to buy land for green space 
but if residents wanted land to remain undeveloped they should talk to someone with money or raise it 
themselves to preserve what they valued. 
 
Mr. Paul thanked the Board for putting their trust in him as Chairman. 
 
13. Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:15 P. M. 


