
 
Town of Scarborough 

 
Planning Board        TUESDAY, February 21, 2012 

AGENDA 
 

1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (January 30, 2012) 
 
4.  Burnham Village Apartments, Burnham Village LLC requests review of Site Inventory and Analysis 
Plan as part of a Planned Development at 5 North Street* 
 
5.  The Ram Companies requests sketch plan for 16,000 square foot office building at existing site at 200 
U. S. Route One 
 
6.  Old Blue Point Road Subdivision, Aaron Bateman requests sketch plan review for 9 single family lots 
on site on Old Blue Point Road 
 
7.  Eastern Village, Kerry Anderson requests amended subdivision review for 9 additional lots in 
previously approved Eastern Village Subdivision* 
 
8.  Administrative Amendment Report 
 
9. Town Planner’s Report 
 
10. Correspondence 
 
11. Planning Board Comments 
 
12. 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        TUESDAY, February 21, 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. Thomas 
 
1.  Call to Order  
 
Mr. Fellows called the meeting to order at 7:00 P. M. 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
The Recording Secretary called the roll; Mr. Paul was absent.  Mr. Fellows authorized Mr. Bouffard to 
vote. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (January 30, 2011) 
 
Mr. Thomas moved to approve the minutes of January 30, 2012; Mr. Mazer seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
4.  Burnham Village Apartments, Burnham Village LLC requests review of Site Inventory and Analysis 
Plan as part of a Planned Development at 5 North Street* 
 
Mr. Chace explained that the TVC Zone required any redevelopment project of five acres or more to be 
reviewed as a Planned Development, which required three phases, the Site Inventory and Analysis Plan,  
a Master Plan and Subdivision or Site Plan Review.  He stated that this first phase would show the oppor-
tunities and restraints for development and the applicant had provided a restraint map; he noted that 
Philips Brook ran through the property and should be discussed during the review.  Mr. Chace stated that 
staff felt this was a complete application and set the groundwork for the Master Plan. 
 
Mr. Shawn Frank, of Sebago Technics, showed the site location and noted that there were 15 apartment 
units and parking currently on the site.  He stated that traffic was a constraint with the deadend roads and 
they had identified limiting development that would access North Street and would look for additional 
access to Broadturn Road.  Mr. Frank displayed the site analysis plan with the existing drainage and the 
brook; he stated that there were uplands which contained trees that provided a buffer between this site and 
the nearby single family homes.  He stated that they would treat this project as two phases with no vehic-
ular access between the two areas.  He stated that they would use the existing Sanitary District pump 
station off Broadturn Road and would eliminate the small pump station at Ardora Circle and they would 
access water from either North Street or Ardora Circle.  Mr. Frank stated that they would minimize the 
impact on the wetlands.  He stated that the proposed single bedroom apartments would be best for the 
current market. 
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Mr. Fellows opened the meeting to public comment.  Mr. Tom Snow, of Dunstan Avenue, stated that 
when the existing apartments were built, the Town did not allow the developer to use Broadturn Road or 
the area near the power lines for access because it was too dangerous.  He stated that the developer prom-
ised that there would be no further development on that parcel.  Mr. Snow stated that there was a problem 
getting out onto Route One and the streets were not wide enough for emergency or other large vehicles; 
he stated that if this site were to use North Street there would be the need for traffic controls and for 
widening the road.  He stated that turning left in or out of North Street was nearly impossible and very 
dangerous and the roads would not handle any more traffic. 
 
Mr. Neil Paulsen, of 4 Dunstan Avenue, stated that he hoped North Street and Dunstan Avenue would be 
widened and that a traffic signal be installed.  He stated that he understood there was a business going in 
at the corner of Dunstan Avenue and Route One which was a dangerous intersection.  He reiterated that 
the original developer said there would be no more development on this parcel but, since then, a house 
had been moved to the site with another entrance onto North Street.  Mr. Paulsen stated that he heard that 
the applicant gave a rear entrance easement to the Fire Department.  He asked how they could keep 
expanding without expanding the roads. 
 
Mr. Fellows read an e-mail from Adelaide Scribner, of 1 North Street, who had issues regarding traffic 
and drainage.  Mr. Fellows closed the public comment section. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked about the potential outlet at the Rock ‘n Roll Diner driveway; Mr. Frank replied 
that there was a grade change and any connection would have to be lower; he stated that they could think 
about the connection at Martin Avenue which had good sight distance.  Mr. Frank stated that they were 
pursuing other possibilities with the diner but were not optimistic.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, 
Mr. Frank replied that North Street was a public road.  Mr. Frank stated that the zoning had changed since 
1989 so the net residential density had changed and they had the right to ask for what the zoning allowed. 
 
Mr. Chace noted that there were no notes on the original subdivision plan indicating that there would be 
no further division of the property. 
 
Mr. Bouffard stated that North Street was very narrow.  To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Frank 
replied that the net residential density allowed 20 additional apartments but one bedroom units counted as 
half so 40 one bedroom apartments were allowed; he stated that they were considering five buildings with 
eight units each.  He stated that there would be one building on the higher area and the remainder on the 
lower ground with separate driveway entrances.  Mr. Frank stated that if they could not use North Street, 
another option would be to go nearer to Martin Avenue and leave a buffer between the residences on 
Broadturn Road. 
 
To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Frank replied that there had been conversations with the owner of 
the diner but there was no resolution for access.  To questions from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Frank replied that 
the architecture of the new buildings would be similar to the existing; he stated that during the second 
phase they would change the pump station and other utilities.  Mr. Frank stated that they had not finalized 
the master plan but would buffer the existing homes. Ms. Corthell stated that she hoped this would be 
worked out be-cause there was a need for one bedroom apartments; she stated that the sewer and access 
were her issues.   
Mr. Thomas agreed and stated that there were good rows of trees buffering the Broadturn Road and 
Martin Avenue sides and asked what would be lost.  Mr. Frank replied that they would leave most trees 
along the back but would lose some in the middle.  Mr. Thomas stated that the placement of the buildings 
looked practical; he stated that if most of the traffic went toward Broadturn Road it would be helpful but 
as many of the trees as possible should be saved for the buffer. 
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To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Frank replied that the applicant would run the sewer system to Broad-
turn Road at his own expense and then an association would take care of maintenance.  Mr. Mazer stated 
that he agreed the existing homes should be buffered.  To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Chace re-plied 
that the Board approved a fish market on the corner of Route One and Dunstan Avenue.  Mr. Chace noted 
that North Street appeared to be 24 feet wide according to the plans. 
 
To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Frank replied that they would have discussions with the Sanitary 
District prior to submitting the master plan; he stated that the Fire Department was satisfied and the build-
ings would be sprinklered.  Mr. Fellows stated that he agreed with a connection to Martin Avenue if the 
diner’s driveway could not be used.   
 
Mr. Harold Burnham stated that he understood the concerns about the dangerous traffic but that the issue 
expanded beyond this one area and the new sidewalks made Route One narrower; he stated that he 
believed it would help to break up the access to this site. 
 
5.  The Ram Companies requests sketch plan for 16,000 square foot office building at existing site at 200 
U. S. Route One 
 
Mr. Chace noted that there were staff comments regarding access management to Route One and trying to 
use a shared access to the south when that site was developed.  He stated that a buffer would be needed at 
the south where this property, in the TVC Zone, abutted the R-4 Zone, and consideration should be given 
to the Oak Hill Pedestrian Study for sidewalks.  He stated that because this site was more than five acres a 
Planned Development review was necessary.  
 
Mr. Howard Goldenfarb, of the Ram Companies, stated that they had moved their offices to this location 
and had modified the building and the parking; he stated that they had always considered expansion and 
wanted to build another office building on the site.  He stated that they would carry the same farmhouse/ 
barn design of the existing building for the office building and proposed no retail space. 
 
Mr. Mazer asked whether the applicant had tried to get access through at the traffic light at Hannaford 
Drive; Mr. Goldenfarb replied that they would continue to talk with the abutter but they had shown what 
could be done for access at this point.  Mr. Mazer stated that the area was a mess for pedestrians and he 
hoped an easement would be given to the Town for a future sidewalk.  To a question from Mr. Mazer 
regarding the wetlands, Mr. Goldenfarb replied that a wetlands survey had been done and there were no 
vernal pools.  Mr. Mazer stated that he concurred with the theme of the buildings. 
 
Mr. Thomas asked about the setbacks; Mr. Chace explained that the TVC Zone required 15 feet for side 
and rear setbacks but a 25 foot setback was required between the TVC Zone and any residential zone 
because the TVC was a higher density zone.   Mr. Goldenfarb noted that this plan was not as final as it 
looked and he was looking for input from the Board.  Mr. Thomas stated that the overall concept was 
great.  Ms. Corthell asked whether wetland mitigation was needed; Mr. Chace replied that the DEP would 
address the wetlands.   
 
Mr. Bouffard stated that his biggest issue was the placement of the new building; he stated that the trend 
was to put buildings close to the road but this one was to the rear.  Mr. Goldenfarb stated that they could 
not attach the buildings because of the layout of the existing building; he stated that there was a nicely 
landscaped area near the road that would have to be removed to accommodate a building closer to the 
road.  Mr. Goldenfarb stated that the building would be visible from Route One; he noted that there was a 
sharp grade toward the front of the site. 
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Mr. Chamberlain suggested turning the building.  Mr. Goldenfarb stated that they would then lose some 
of the parking; he stated that this was not the back end of the site but was surrounded by landscaping and 
people would see the building as they drove in.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that if the traffic light could be 
used there could be a travel lane in the rear. Mr. Goldenfarb reiterated that there was a steep slope; he 
asked whether the Town required lots to connect in the rear; Mr. Chace replied that it was at the Board’s 
discretion.  To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Goldenfarb replied that their sign would be redone to 
accommodate the new building.  Mr. Fellows asked that the applicant think about the siting of the build-
ing and the circulation of traffic, as well as lighting and that the Sanitary District be consulted about the 
location of the sewer lines. 
 
6.  Old Blue Point Road Subdivision, Aaron Bateman requests sketch plan review for 9 single family lots 
on site on Old Blue Point Road 
 
Mr. Chace stated that this project would need a Conservation Subdivision Design which was aimed at 
preserving the wetlands and the standards seek to eliminate any wetland filling as much as possible.  He 
stated that the net residential density calculations showed that the nine proposed lots would fit; he stated 
that Lots 2 and 9 were not consistent.  He stated that Lot 9 might reduce some of the open space and Lot 2 
was surrounded by pockets of wetlands and could be reconfigured to expand the open space and maintain 
the area and the wetlands.  Mr. Chace stated that a waiver was requested for the road width from 24 feet 
to 20 feet. 
 
Mr. Michael Tadema-Wielandt, of DeLuca Hoffman, explained that this was a 36 acre parcel on Old Blue 
Point Road surrounded by undeveloped land, residential uses and the marsh; he stated that it was in the 
RF Zone and the Resource Protection Zone at the southern border.  He stated that there was a 1.8 acre lot 
with a home and a private driveway in the northeast corner that was not part of this site.  He stated that 
there was a CMP easement on the eastern boundary and six acres of wetlands and a stream.  He stated that 
the site drained from northwest to southeast to the streams and the marsh.  Mr. Tadema-Wielandt stated 
that the net residential density showed nine lots and they had provided a conventional layout and the 
sketch plan for a conservation subdivision layout which featured a 1,650 foot deadend road.  He stated 
that they were asking for a 20 foot wide road with five foot shoulders; he stated that there would be about 
19.7 acres of open space.  He stated that the road would be offered to the Town and there would be a 
homeowners association; he stated that there would be public water, septic systems and underground 
electric service.  Mr. Tadema-Wielandt stated that they had considered moving Lot 9 to the road where 
there was an upland area but the soils were poorly drained in that area so there could be no septic system. 
He stated that they felt they were creating two clusters of lots 3 through 7 and 1 and 9 and they did not 
think the open space near the CMP easement would be as valuable as the other. 
 
Ms. Corthell stated that her concern was for the septic systems so close to the marsh and would want 
strict adherence to the requirements.  Mr. Chace stated that a nitrate plume analysis would be required as 
well as peer review and review by the Code Enforcement Office.  Ms. Corthell agreed that Lot 2 should 
be moved.  Mr. Tadema-Wielandt noted that the soils near the marsh were better than the rest of the site 
and they showed wetland impacts from the road.  Ms. Corthell noted that the Board’s Chairman would 
want a physical delineation of the wetlands especially for Lots 2 and 3.  Mr. Tadema-Wielandt stated that 
they would pull those lots out of the wetlands.  Ms. Corthell stated that if the staff was satisfied, she did 
not have a problem with the 20 foot wide street; she stated that she would like adherence to the technical 
level to mitigate any interaction with the marsh. 
 
To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Chace replied that the maximum deadend road length was 2,000 
feet.  Mr. Bouffard stated that he had issues with a conservation subdivision with a 1,650 foot road so 
much so that he thought a conventional subdivision would be better for this parcel.  He asked why they 
did not go to a 2,000 foot road and further divide the large Lot 7; he stated that this seemed more scattered 
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than a cluster development.  He stated that there was enough land at the end of the road for two or three 
lots and Lots 1 and 9 could be eliminated.  Mr. Tadema-Wielandt stated that reducing a road length was a 
goal because of the impacts on the wetlands and the expense; he stated that they analyzed the streams, the 
wetlands and the Resource Protection Zone that should be protected.  He stated that they picked the good 
soils areas to be developed and tried to create two clusters.  He stated that there was enough road frontage 
for two lots with a long driveway where Lot 1 was shown.  Mr. Bouffard stated that he was not crazy 
about waiving the road width and would want to keep the Town specs.  Mr. Tadema-Wielandt stated that 
narrower roads   minimized cost and were common for a development of this size.  Mr. Chace stated that 
the Public Safety staff were satisfied as long as their equipment could maneuver the road and the Planning 
staff preferred the narrower streets which reduced impact and calmed the speed of the traffic.  He stated 
that 24 feet was the standard for all street levels and the staff was considering the issue.  Mr. Bouffard 
stated that he could be convinced since it was a deadend street. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that his issue was the private drive for the existing driveway and thought it would 
be safer if there was a 90° angle for access with an exchange of land with the abutter.  To a question from 
Mr. Thomas, Mr. Tadema-Wielandt replied that there was about 20 feet for a driveway to pass through on 
Lot 9.  Mr. Thomas stated that if Public Safety was satisfied he was not concerned about the waiver but it 
would be easier for all if the standard were changed; he stated that he would like to hear about runoff. 
 
Mr. Mazer stated that he wanted to make sure there would be a homeowners’ association.  Mr. Chace 
stated that the Town’s Ordinance required a maintenance agreement and yearly inspections of the storm-
water facilitieswhich would be coordinated by the staff.  Mr. Mazer stated that he had no issues with the 
waiver.  He asked what the buffer would be for the Burnham house; Mr. Tadema-Wielandt replied that 
there was an existing buffer but he was not sure a buffer was required between houses.   
 
Mr. Fellows asked whether a line of trees would be maintained along Lots 7 and 9 abutting the CMP 
ease-ment; Mr. Tadema-Wielandt replied that it would make nicer lots and they would consider a buffer; 
he stated that there were no trails but there was a woods road on the northern property line.  Mr. Fellows 
stated that he agreed with the previous comments and was in favor of the waiver. 
 
7.  Eastern Village, Kerry Anderson requests amended subdivision review for 9 additional lots in 
previously approved Eastern Village Subdivision* 
 
Mr. Chace explained that the applicant wanted to add nine lots to the existing subdivision; the second 
request was to create a construction road between Ward Street and the development site because Phase 1 
was almost complete and Mr. Anderson wanted to deed the road to the Town which would not allow 
paving the existing road if it were still to be used for construction traffic.  He stated that the third request 
was to amend the phasing lines.  Mr. Chace stated that the TND Zone required affordable housing units 
but Mr. Anderson had not been able to sell the proposed unit in Phase 1and wanted to amend the re-
quirement for when those units would be developed.  He stated that the Ordinance required that they be 
dispersed throughout the project as shown.  Mr. Chace stated that the staff recommended a matrix be put 
on the subdivision plan to make the units easier to track.  He stated that this request had been through peer 
review with responses and the reviewers were satisfied.  He stated that the DEP had not yet issued its 
approval and the Sanitary District had concerns about the design on Lots 129 through 132. 
 
Mr. Joe Laverriere, of DeLuca Hoffman, noted that the net residential density allowed 195 units and there 
were future lots reserved that the nine lots would be taken from.  He stated that they proposed to extend 
Phase 2 with an extension of the existing road to create Phase 2A and complete the loop to create the first 
neighborhood core.  He stated that Phase 1 was mostly completed other than the final paving and they 
wanted to create a temporary construction road so the existing road could be paved.  Mr. Laverriere stated 
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that the road would be gated and not used by car traffic but could be used for pedestrian access and their 
vision was to complete the neighborhood plan with sidewalks.  He stated that the Sanitary District wanted 
them to connect to the existing sewer, which they would do, but it would mean they would have to take 
up the road rather than going into the private sewer system.  Mr. Laverriere stated that the DEP was re-
viewing their application and they had comments and expected their permit to be issued in early March.   
 
Mr. Fellows opened the public comment segment; no one spoke. 
 
To questions from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Laverriere replied that they would create the construction road with 
Phase 2A before they could pave Phase 1; he stated that they planned to move on to Phase 3 following 
Phase 2A.  Ms. Corthell asked what kind of marketing was done to sell the affordable unit; Mr. Chace 
replied that Mr. Anderson had talked with the Housing Alliance which was pleased to get a matrix put on 
the plan.  Ms. Corthell stated that Mr. Anderson received a density benefit and she had a problem with no 
unit in this phase and she had her doubts about how much effort had gone into the affordable housing 
issue and would have a hard time voting in favor of another phase before the affordable house was built.  
She stated that there could be temporary pedestrian access. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked about three vacant lots; Mr. Laverriere replied that the corner lot was a wetland 
area where there could be a bus stop in the future and the other two were easements where there could be 
future road accesses.  Mr. Chamberlain noted that the two potential accesses were off-center of the road 
connection; Mr. Chace stated that Mr. Bray was comfortable with the locations because one of them was 
to the left of the alley and that would provide safe traffic movements but he would not be comfortable if it 
were on the right of the existing access.  Mr. Chamberlain confirmed that the net residential density in-
cluded all of Phase 9 which had not been laid out; he stated that his biggest concern was that all the trees 
in Phase 9 were cut down and that would affect the wetlands and he was troubled by the nine lots when 
there was a potential impact on those wetlands.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that he would rather see the full 
phase layout because it was starting to be piecemealed, which he did not like.  Mr. Laverriere stated that 
they were adding the nine lots now, because of economics, and the goal was to build on both sides of the 
road where all the utilities were.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that he was not a big proponent of the nine lots 
not knowing what would go in the rest of the phase. 
 
Mr. Mazer asked why the applicant wanted to create nine more lots when he could not sell the affordable 
lot.  Mr. Laverriere stated that there were lots under construction and the only one not built was the af-
fordable lot in Phase 1.  He stated that Phase 2 was also being sold and developed and the nine additional 
lots were on an existing road with utilities and the road should be loaded on both sides before another 
road was built.  To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Chace replied that there was affordable housing pro-
posed for Phase 2.  Mr. Fellows stated that it was clear that the requirements were not well under-stood 
and he would like those requirements clarified and information on what marketing strategies had been 
done.  Mr. Mazer stated that if the affordable unit could not be sold, the benefit to the developer should be 
given back.  He stated that he would want to see the temporary road built before the existing road was 
paved and pedestrian safety should be taken into consideration on the construction road.  He agreed that 
there should be a complete plan of Phase 9. 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that affordable housing was an important part of the original approval but he 
understood it could not be sold because of market reasons; he stated that as long as it was built 
somewhere else in the project he did not have an issue.  He stated that he also had no issue with the 
proposed nine lots.  He asked that the affordable housing guidelines be made available to the Board. 
 
There was lengthy discussion regarding the affordable housing issue.  Mr. Fellows stated that he had no 
doubt the lot had been marketed but it was incumbent on the Board to get evidence on what efforts had 
been made.  Mr. Laverriere noted that the applicant had not yet received a benefit because of the afford-
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able housing.  Mr. Fellows stated that it made sense to look at a complete plan of Phase 9; the Board 
agreed to a detailed rendering with the layout of the buildings but without all the subsurface information.  
Mr. Chamberlain stated that he needed to know how every phase would fit together.  Mr. Bouffard noted 
that it had been common practice to get initial approval and then return for additional phases; Mr. Fellows 
stated that this was a unique project and the applicant wanted approval of part of the last phase.  Mr. 
Bouffard stated that the Board was trying to pin down a specific plan that may not be completed for ten 
years.   
 
8.  Administrative Amendment Report 
 
There was no report. 
 
9. Town Planner’s Report 
 
There was no report. 
 
10. Correspondence 
 
Mr. Fellows noted that memo from Mary Levy, of 43 Kirkwood Road, thanking the Board for its time 
spent on the Sprague Corporation’s proposal. 
 
11. Planning Board Comments 
 
There were no comments. 
 
12. Adjournment 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 P. M. 
 
 


