
Planning Board         April 23, 2012 
AGENDA 

1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (April 2, 2012) 
 
4.  The Planning Board will conduct a public hearing to receive input regarding amendments to the Haigis 
Parkway District* 
 
5.  Haigis Parkway Office Park, TBA, LLC requests sketch plan review for 15,300 square foot office/ 
warehouse on Lot 12 Haigis Parkway 
 
6.  Meineke Car Care requests sketch plan review for 5,645 square foot office, retail and service area at 
237 Gorham Road 
 
7.  Marshview Subdivision, Aaron Bateman requests final subdivision review for 9 single family lots off 
Old Blue Point Road 
 
8.  Martin Avenue Subdivision, SRB, LLC requests final subdivision plan review for a 4 lot subdivision 
at 36 Martin Avenue 
 
9.  Burnham Village Apartments, Harold Burnham request site plan review for Building 3 for the pro-
posed Planned Development at 5 North Street* 
 
10. Settlers Green Estates II, Normand Berube Builders requests preliminary subdivision review for 31 
lots off Tenney Lane* 
 
11. Sea Ridge at Blue Point, Surf Cap, LLC requests amended subdivision review for previously 
approved site off Jasper Street* 
 
12. Kennebago Subdivision, Risbara Bros. Construction Co., Inc. requests preliminary subdivision review 
for 14 residential lots at 170 Two Rod Road in the R-F Zone* 
 
13. Administrative Amendment Report 
 
14. Town Planner’s Report 
 
15. Correspondence 
 
16.  Planning Board Comments 
 
17. 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         April 23, 2012 
MINUTES 

 
Members Present     Staff 
 
Mr. Bouffard      Mr. Bacon, Town Planner 
Mr. Chamberlain     Mr. Chace, Assistant Town Planner 
Ms. Corthell      Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
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 (April 2, 2012) 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the minutes of April 2, 2012; Mr. Fellows seconded. 
 

Voted 3-0-2 -  Messrs. Mazer and Thomas abstained. 
 

4.  The Planning Board will conduct a public hearing to receive input regarding amendments to the Haigis 
Parkway District* 
 
Mr. Bacon explained that these amendments were brought forward by the Long Range Planning Com-
mittee and had to do with setbacks and parking locations.  He stated that the current HP Zone required 
100 feet of building setback from residential zones and 50 feet to other infrastructure.  He stated that the 
change would be to allow a building setback of 50 like that for parking and other infrastructure.  Mr. 
Bacon stated that the HP Zone did not allow parking in front of the buildings so structures would stand 
out but that did not work on every property because of lot shape, topography, etc.  He stated that the pro-
posal was to allow more flexibility for off-street parking but still encourage it at the side or rear with 
some front yard parking spaces in certain cases.  Mr. Bacon noted that this would also allow shared 
parking for two different buildings or sites. 
 
Mr. Paul opened the public hearing; no one spoke; Mr. Paul closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that he supported the 50 foot setback but would encourage parking to remain in 
the rear whenever possible.  Mr. Mazer stated that he had no objections.  To a question from Ms. Corthell, 
Mr. Bacon replied that the Committee was comfortable with the smaller setback to the residential area 
because there was a big change in topography at the edge of the zone so commercial development would 
be lower than the residences and there was not a lot of residential use on the boundary; he stated that the 
best developable land was closer to the Parkway and the property was very wet and it was unlikely that it 
would be developed.   
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Mr. Thomas agreed and would also encourage parking in the rear.  Mr. Fellows stated that he supported 
the changes but would adjust the location of off-street parking as indicated in Section F. 2. of the amend-
ments but deleting the words “ building design or orientation” because this amendment should accommo-
date situation that are out of the applicants’ control, but not to work around where they wanted the build-
ings.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that the Board would send a favorable recommendation to the Town Council. 
 
5.  Haigis Parkway Office Park, TBA, LLC requests sketch plan review for 15,300 square foot office/ 
warehouse on Lot 12 Haigis Parkway 
 
Mr. Chace explained that the lot had been part of a previous preliminary subdivision plan but the original 
approval had lapsed.  He stated that most of the parking could be in the rear but some was proposed for 
the front of the building; he stated that there were review comments from the staff. 
 
Mr. Lee Allen, of Northeast Civil Solutions, stated that this parcel was approximately 8.5 acres and they 
were working with a site that had been split into two.  He stated that this abutted the RF Zone and they 
showed the 50 foot buffer and the 100 foot building setback but would resubmit with a 50 foot land-scape 
buffer for the building if the amendment to the HP Zone was adopted.  Mr. Allen stated that there is a 
current DOT permit for the access point with an easement to Lot 11.  He stated that a third of the 15,300 
square foot building would be warehouse; he stated that parking was shown to the rear of the building.  
He stated that the lot was covered by a DEP Site Location Permit for the whole subdivision and they were 
working to amend the DOT permit. 
 
Mr. Gary Dayharsh, of Delta Building Corp., explained that the use of the facility would be for technical 
training and the parking in the front would facilitate their entry to the training area in the building but the 
employees would park in the rear.  He stated that the building would be pre-engineered with plank siding 
and cultured stone in the front with a high pitched metal roof and residential style windows.  He stated 
that the colors would be gray and black.   
 
To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Dayharsh replied that the flat roof in the rear would be hidden by   
a pitched roof on the side and the front; he stated that the rear of the building would be more basic.  He 
stated that there was the possibility of expansion of the building to the rear and that was why they placed 
parking in the front.   Ms. Corthell confirmed that this would serve one company for distribution.  Mr. 
Allen noted the loading docks and circulation for truck delivery with no parking near the dock access.  He 
stated that they showed 50 parking spaces.  Mr. Allen stated that the future expansion would be for ware-
house space but the office could grow into the existing warehouse.  To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. 
Allen replied that initially they put the parking in the rear but did not want the loading docks in the front 
and there could be no expansion to the rear if that was the location of the parking. 
 
To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Bacon replied that the stormwater review would be done during peer 
review.  To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Bacon replied that the HP Zone amendments would be be-
fore the Town Council in May.  Mr. Thomas stated that it was good to encourage business to this area and 
he liked the concept of the building with the pleasant view in the front.  Mr. Thomas note that this devel-
opment would use 2.5 acres of the 8.5 parcel and he would not want to look at the back of this big box 
building from another business. 
 
To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Dayharsh replied that, of the 30 employees, some of them would be 
on the road, and there would be about 20 people at training sessions.  Mr. Fellows stated that he did not 
like all the parking in the front but it was the lesser of two evils given the nature of the use, and he would 
not want the loading docks facing the Parkway.  He encouraged lessening the amount of parking in the 
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front.  Mr. Chamberlain confirmed that there would be one access with an easement to Lot 11 which 
would not be paved until that lot was developed.  Mr. Dayharsh stated that there would be one tractor 
trailer per day as well as a box truck which did not remain at the site.  To a question from Mr. Chamber-
lain, Mr. Allen replied that the land went uphill to this property from the ditch and there was a lot of 
natural vegetation.  Mr. Chamberlain suggested a nice buffer to hide the pavement; he stated that he liked 
the proposal.  Mr. Paul noted that there would be a big difference if the building were moved toward the 
road and the Ordinance change would be necessary to expand the building.  He asked that the applicant 
try to reorganize the parking field if the building were moved toward the street which would allow more 
parking to the rear and the side.   Mr. Paul noted that 40 spaces were required for the office and one space 
per person for the warehouse. 
 
6.  Meineke Car Care requests sketch plan review for 5,645 square foot office, retail and service area at 
237 Gorham Road 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the B-2 Zone required pedestrian connection but there was no pedestrian infrastruc-
ture in this stretch of Gorham Road so the staff suggested an easement for any future sidewalk.   
 
Mr. Lee Allen, of Northeast Civil Solutions, noted the site is across from the Shogun Restaurant and 
behind Marden’s on a 1.6 acre lot.  He stated that the building would be about 5,700 square feet with 
4,500 feet for office and service area and a 1,200 square foot unspecified retail space.  Mr. Allen stated 
that the utilities would be underground; he stated that a left turn lane was not necessary but a bypass lane 
with six feet of new pavement may be required.  He stated that they did not need DEP or DOT permits. 
 
Mr. Mark Senglemen, architect, stated that the structure would be slab on grade with a pitched roof, 
siding and shingles and the rear of the building would have vinyl siding.  He stated that there would be 
three doors on each side for car repair, with a nice façade facing Gorham Road. 
 
To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Allen replied that the landscaping would include a stockade fence 
and a landscaping screen along the border with the daycare center; he stated that the other side of the site 
was forested.  Mr. Allen stated that there would be a 15 foot buffer at the street and they were amenable 
to a sidewalk easement; he stated that there would be no outside display.  He stated that on occasion there 
would be cars outside overnight.  Mr. Bacon noted that parking was allowed in the front in the B-2 Zone.   
To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Chace replied that the definition of fully enclosed indicated that all 
activity would be indoors and he would determine whether parking at night would be allowed.  Ms. 
Corthell stated that she would like details on the fencing and landscaping. 
 
To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Allen replied that they would use an infiltration system for storm-
water because the land was good.  Mr. Mazer stated that he would like to see a detailed material plan.  
Mr. Thomas confirmed that there would be about eight employees at a time and wondered whether there 
was enough parking.  He stated that he thought this was a good project.  Mr. Fellows stated that he would 
like to know about acoustical buffering and the landscaping.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. 
Allen replied that employees would park to the side; Mr. Singleton stated that there was an 18 inch over-
hang for coverage at the building entrance. 
 
Mr. Bouffard asked that the dumpster be moved to the rear of the building; he asked what would happen 
to discarded car parts.  Mr. Senglemen replied that there would be a low volume of refuse which would be 
put in the dumpster and a lot would be recycled.  To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Allen replied that 
they were working on the landscaping at the sides of the entrance.  Mr. Paul asked that the distance 
between the curbcuts and the parking calculations be shown.  He stated that he liked the one-way traffic 
pattern and some signage would help.   
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7.  Marshview Subdivision, Aaron Bateman requests final subdivision review for 9 single family lots off 
Old Blue Point Road 
 
This item was tabled at the request of the applicant. 
 
8.  Martin Avenue Subdivision, SRB, LLC requests final subdivision plan review for a 4 lot subdivision 
at 36 Martin Avenue 
 
Mr. Chace stated that this project had preliminary approval and the applicant had done a nitrate plume 
analysis and provided details of the driveway access to Lots 3 and 4 under the design standards for a fire 
lane.  He stated that the Fire Department and the Town Engineer were now comfortable with the plan for  
two foot wide shoulders and a slope no greater than 3 to 1.   
 
Mr. Shawn Frank, of Sebago Technics, stated that he had added the nitrate plume analysis to the plan; he 
stated that the driveway would be paved with two foot shoulders for a total of 22 feet in width.  He noted 
that the culvert across the stream was existing.   
 
To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Frank replied that the Town Engineer had the documents for the 
driveway easement.  To a question from Mr. Bacon, Mr. Frank replied that Lot 2 had an existing house 
and did not need a nitrate analysis.   
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the subdivision with the following conditions: 
 
1.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall provide a maintenance declaration that 
identifies all rights and responsibilities of the property owners, to the Planning Department for review and 
approval. 
2.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit an impact fee of $2,804.00 shall be paid for impacts the 
Dunstan Corner intersection. 
 
Mr. Mazer seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
9.  Burnham Village Apartments, Harold Burnham request site plan review for Building 3 for the pro-
posed Planned Development at 5 North Street* 
 
Mr. Chace noted that this was part of a master plan development for Phase 1 of this project; he stated that 
peer review had been done and the applicant had removed the garage from the plan and showed eight one-
bedroom apartments.  He stated that the Board had staff comments. 
 
Mr. Shawn Frank, of Sebago Technics, showed the driveway from North Street and stated that another 
concept did not work as well as this driveway because of existing landscaping and an abutting home.  He 
stated that the building would have white vinyl siding with a green peaked roof.  He stated that there 
would be one new light pole that would fit with the existing development and there would be light packs 
on the building.  He stated that they were comfort-ble with the peer review comments. 
 
Mr. Paul opened the meeting to public comment; no one spoke, Mr. Paul closed the public comment. 
 
Mr. Fellows stated that he would be comfortable leaving the decision about the light pole to staff.  To 
aquestions from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Frank replied that the existing light poles would be shown on the 
new plan and the only dumpster would be the existing dumpster which would be enclosed.  Mr. Bouffard 
stated that he was still not crazy about the building location.  Mr. Frank stated that the pine trees and the 
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understory were existing and there was a home and a waterline easement in the area preferred by Mr. 
Bouffard.  Mr. Corthell stated that she would defer the lighting issue to the staff.   
 
To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Frank replied that they would return in the future with architecture 
and landscaping for an amended site plan for a garage structure.  Mr. Paul stated that they did a great job 
landscaping around the propane tank but there was no access to it.  Mr. Frank stated that the access was at 
the rear. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the site plan for eight apartment units with the following conditions: 
 
1.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit revised plans addressing Planning 
staff’s comments regarding site lighting and stockade fencing. 
2.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit the applicant shall pay impact fees in accordance with the 
following calculation:  Dunstan Corner - $4,206.00 and Haigis Parkway - $990.00 
 
Mr. Fellows seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
10. Settlers Green Estates II, Normand Berube Builders requests preliminary subdivision review for 31 
lots off Tenney Lane* 
 
Mr. Chace explained that the applicant had responded to peer review comments; he stated that the net 
residential density calculations and accessibility of the upland areas through the stream were discussed 
and the Board should consider those calculations.   Mr. Chace stated that there was a 25 foot wide paved 
area with a four foot painted lane for a walkway which he did not think met the standards for pedestrian 
access; he stated that Mr. Tubbs had concerns about the design of the road.  He stated that the Town 
Engineer thought there should be modification of the plans prior to preliminary approval.   
 
Mr. William Thompson, of BH2M, stated that they proposed a 31 lot conservation subdivision; he stated 
that the Sanitary District had no issues and Mr. Bray was in general agreement with the traffic study.  He 
stated that for interconnection to the ballpark they would rather use the proposed sidewalk.  He stated that 
Weathervane Way would be 1,500 feet long and pass through a forested wetland with a permit from the 
DEP; he stated that they proposed a 20 foot wide road with a five foot wide walking area which would be 
a sidewalk to nowhere at Highland Avenue where there was no sidewalk.  Mr. Thompson showed a con-
ventional subdivision layout to prove that 31 80,000 square foot lots could be created and seven of those 
lots could be developed with wetland crossings for the driveways.  He showed the 82 acres of open land 
with the cluster development and two points of access. 
 
Mr. Paul opened the public comment segment.  Mr. Wayne Tanguay, of 40 Tenney Lane, distributed and 
read his letter and stated that he would like to see: 1. An environmental study done to determine the 
boundaries of the forested wetlands and mapping of all the vernal pools; 2. Lots 10 and 14 through 18 not 
developed and left as open space; and 3. What wetland mitigation is to be done to compensate for the loss 
of wetlands when Weathervane Way was constructed.   
 
Mr. Rick Mahoney, of 34 Tenney Lane, stated that his concerns involved the impact to traffic on Tenney 
Lane which had been an issue and this would increase that traffic.  He stated that Weathervane Way had 
been mentioned as a secondary access but he thought Highland Avenue should be the primary access to 
relieve the impact on Tenney Lane.  He asked how this area could not be considered a wetland when a 
very large piece of equipment sank into the ground when the area was being worked on a few years ago.  
Mr. Mahoney stated that if this project were to be attached to the existing subdivision, the same covenants 
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should apply and this project should not impact the land values of the existing properties.  He stated that 
he would like the Board to readdress the land that may not be developable. 
 
Ms. Karen Tanguay, of 40 Tenney Lane, reiterated that there were traffic problems on Tenney Lane and 
Haystack Road with the nearby park used for games and practices when there were 700 to 1,700 vehicles 
from April to October on this residential street.  Ms. Tanguay stated that it would be preferable to use 
Highland Avenue and the area between the two developments should be a walking lane only.  She stated 
that there was a lot of wildlife that would lose its habitat and fewer homes would help that. 
 
Mr. Matthew Tice, of 25 Tenney Lane, stated that his home would be at the intersection of the new road 
and he was concerned about traffic; he stated that Tenney Lane was already stressed and adding 31 homes 
would be irresponsible and not fair to the people who live there now.  He stated that the Pleasant Hill 
Road intersection was very congested and access to Highland Road would relieve traffic going to South 
Portland from the new development.  Ms. Ann Dunn, of 10 Woodgate Road, stated that she abutted this 
project and agreed with the previous comments; she asked whether there had been thought for buffering 
the abutting properties. 
 
Mr. Brad Manter, of 26 Tenney Lane, stated that traffic was key since he lived at the proposed intersec-
tion; he stated that other vehicles may use this access as a shortcut to Highland Avenue.  He stated that 
deed restrictions would be high on the neighbors’ list of requests because this was tied to their develop-
ment; he stated that 31 seemed like a lot of houses.  He stated that if the address used was 301 Highland 
Avenue, they should start treating it like a Highland Avenue project.  Ms. Jennifer Gibbon, of 28 Tenney 
Lane, reiterated the traffic issues; she stated that 62 plus vehicles would add to those already going 
through the stop sign and people would use Weathervane Way to cut through to Highland Avenue and 
further impact the wetlands. 
 
Mr. Paul closed the public comment segment. 
 
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Thompson replied that the entrance at Highland Avenue would 
be a full entrance and the size of the project needed both accesses; he stated that it would not be a sub-
standard access and would have rights for all vehicles.  Mr. Thompson stated that the road would be too 
long for a dead end road; he stated that the entrance was not created by this developer but was part of the 
existing subdivision approval.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that every road in the subdivisions had a sidewalk 
and he thought there should be a sidewalk on Red Barn Lane for consistency.   He stated that the previous 
developer gave the land to the Town for a park as well as the trail system through the woods and that is 
critical to the park.  He stated that the Weathervane Way sidewalk should be a raised sidewalk built to 
Mr. Bray’s specifications.  He stated that the access from Tenney Lane had always been there and it was 
just a matter of time before it would be developed.  Mr. Chamberlain confirmed that a wetland study had 
been done.  Mr. Thompson noted that there would be a public meeting required by the DEP and they 
would also meet with the Army Corps of Engineers; he stated that a vernal pool study was also required 
by the DEP. 
 
Mr. Paul called a recess at 9:15 P. M.; the meeting resumed at 9:20 P. M.  Mr. Thomas left the meeting. 
 
Mr. Bouffard stated that his main issue was traffic; he noted that Farmhouse Road was to be the main 
access and Weathervane Way was to be gated and graveled.  Mr. Thompson stated that the staff indicated 
that that would not be feasible and they would like to see a waiver for a 20 foot width with a 5 foot side-
walk and that could be a choice for an access road; he stated that he did not think it would be used as a 
shortcut because of the turns and intersections.  Mr. Bouffard asked why Weathervane Way could not be 
built to Town standards; Mr. Chace replied that the department heads would be comfortable with 20 feet 
with separation for the sidewalk; he stated that Farmhouse Road would be 24 feet wide.  Mr. Bouffard 
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noted that reversing those widths would encourage Farmhouse Road to be used.   Mr. Bouffard asked 
about the entrance at Tenney Lane remaining gravel; Mr. Thompson replied that it would detract from the 
quality of the area.  Mr. Chace stated that there would be a dead end street issue and access issues for 
Town vehicles for maintenance and emergencies.  Mr. Bacon stated that the origins and distances would 
dictate who used the road; he stated that the traffic engineer could estimate the likely use of the different 
streets. 
 
Ms. Corthell stated that she would like sidewalks on every road and a trail to the ball fields; she stated 
that she would like to see directional flows of the traffic and noted that if the road were wider it would 
encourage traffic, not discourage it.  Mr. Bacon stated that if the road were quicker to Highland Avenue, 
people would use it.  Ms. Corthell stated that she had no problem with the 20 foot road width but wanted 
the full sidewalk.  To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Chace stated that there were still a number of 
outstanding engineering issues that would be taken care of by final approval.  Ms. Corthell asked about 
the net residential density calculations; Mr. Chace explained the process and noted that the applicant had 
provided two concepts.  Mr. Paul noted that there was a rule of thumb that if a piece of upland could 
support three contiguous house lots it was useable.  Mr. Bacon stated that another criteria was wetland 
impacts that could be permitted for crossing. 
 
Mr. Mazer stated that he had no issues with the 20 foot width but agreed that sidewalks were warranted. 
He stated that he had some concerns with traffic but wondered about alternatives; he would want there to 
be buffers all around.  He stated that he agreed the new subdivision should enhance the existing neighbor-
hood and not devalue it.  Mr. Bacon noted that the Board could make recommendations on the covenants 
but the zoning standards governed how the land was used.  To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Thompson 
replied that the wetland area was light duty so he did not know where the equipment might have sunk.   
Mr. Fellows stated that he agreed to encourage the design and other measures to make Weathervane Way 
the primary access and would like a traffic analysis for the origin of traffic and to see sidewalks on all 
streets. 
 
Mr. Paul asked that the final plan reflect the waiver requested; he stated that the Board would be remiss if 
it did not think about the future and not extend the sidewalks.  Mr. Paul asked Mr. Chace to ask the Con-
servation Commission to weigh in on this item regarding environmental impacts or any protected species. 
Mr. Thompson stated that they could do some traffic counts and indicate what traffic might look like on 
Farmhouse Road and Weathervane Way.  Mr. Paul stated that the road from Tenney Lane to Farmhouse 
Road had to be a real road and he thought a lot of Tenney Lane residents would use Weathervane Way 
and most of the new residents would use the Highland Avenue access. 
 
Mr. Paul made Planning Board Comments, turned the meeting over to Mr. Fellows and left at 10:30 P. M. 
 
11. Sea Ridge at Blue Point, Surf Cap, LLC requests amended subdivision review for previously 
approved site off Jasper Street* 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the applicant was seeking modifications to the construction access and to amend the 
stormwater runoff.  He stated that the original approval called for all Phase 1 construction traffic to access 
through the Turner property on Pine Point Road.  He stated that in 2010 the Board approved the split of 
Phase 2 into Phases 2 and 3 and continue the requirement for Phase 2 construction traffic to utilize the 
Turner property.  Mr. Chace stated that the applicant indicated that the contract with Mr. Turner had 
lapsed but the staff believed it was still viable.  He stated that the Board may find that an additional access 
could be used to access through the old Jasper Street and the applicant should then show details of the 
access, its maintenance and the agreement.  Mr. Chace stated that the Town Engineer explained the 
stormwater and the applicant should discuss that and how it differed from the existing. 
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Mr. Shawn Frank, of Sebago Technics, explained that 56 lots were originally approved, with 18 lots in 
Phase 1 developed with the new section of Jasper Street and Mariners Cove accepted by the Town.   He 
stated that there was an agreement with Mr. Turner for Phases 2 and 3 and the idea was to connect to old 
Jasper Street and extend the water system and reconstruct Jasper Street.  He stated that in 2010 Phase 2 
could only be accessed from Pine Ledge Drive and the Turners were not in agreement with the use of 
their property any longer.  He stated that, therefore, they wanted to make the connection into Jasper Street 
so there would be two access points for construction vehicles.   Mr. Frank explained two lines for runoff 
and stated that a solution would be to allow the water to pond on the nearby Town land.  He noted that 
there would be a common force main for the sewer for six of the lots.  He stated that they hoped this 
proposal would bring the issue of the reconstruction of Jasper Street to the Town’s attention 
 
Mr. Fellows opened the meeting to public comment.  Mr. Gary O’Donnell, of 19 Pine Ledge Drive, stated 
that he thought there would be access from both points; he stated that he saw cement truck drivers texting 
and spitting at people from their trucks at this location and they often drove too fast and couldn’t make 
the corner.  He stated that he would like to see that addressed and the Board could ask for a bond from the 
developers for some enforcement. 
 
Mr. Tom Taylor, of 13 Jasper Street, stated that his main concern was construction traffic because old 
Jasper Street was not wide enough and children at the bus stop constituted a huge safety hazard; he stated 
that there were no sidewalks.  He suggested that the developers find another way to access the site and 
build Jasper Street with sidewalks first so the children and elderly would not be competing with 
construction traffic.   
 
Ms. Ev Perreault, of 26 Jasper Street, agreed with the other commenters and noted that she opposed the 
whole project; she asked how the issues could still be for the environment five years after the original 
project was approved.  She stated that she had also seen sump pumps for the water and her house shook 
when the trucks went by and she had not built her addition because she did not know what would happen.  
Ms. Perreault stated that they were losing a lot of birds; she stated that they never got the proposed 
updates on Jasper Street and it was time for the neighbors to speak up and take charge. 
 
Mr. Thomas Eshner, of 11 Pine Ledge Drive, stated that he had no objections to Phase 1 which was nicely 
done, but the main issue was that the easement through the Turner property had lapsed.  He stated that the 
property was still there but the agreement had lapsed and no one else should pay the price for the inability 
to retain that access. He stated that the trucks did not go by his house but he saw the condition of the road.  
He stated that the Board could condition any approval on the means to reduce the actions of the truck 
drivers.  Mr. Eshner urged the Board to consider the people who already lived in the subdivision. 
 
Mr. George Kerr, of Surf Cap, stated he could address some of the concerns because he owned six lots in 
Phase 1 and bought the entire project because he wanted to see it finished.  He stated that he would offer 
predictability with his project and respected the wildlife.  Mr. Kerr stated that he knew he was responsible 
for putting in the eight inch water main by working with the Town; he stated that he would try to capture 
water off Jasper Street.  He stated that if he could get the Town to commit to Jasper Street he would even 
float a bond for the Town to do the work.  He stated that he would do what he could to minimize the 
problems with contractors.  Mr. Kerr stated that this project would be completed and everything would be 
done at once.  He stated that there would be a small retention pond near lots 40 and 43.  Mr. Mazer asked 
what happened to the Turner agreement; Mr. Kerr replied that the previous developer told him it was no 
longer available.   
 
Mr. John Thurlow, of King Street, stated that he owned houses on Jasper Street and Starpine Lane; he 
noted that there was no performance guarantee for this project and the bond to fix the street had not been 
carried forward so the area had to compete with other Town projects and the money was no longer avail-
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able.  He stated that there were three side streets from Jasper Street that suffered from drainage problems 
from the hill.  He stated that Jasper Street was in rough shape and another $50,000 would not help and the 
$400,000 that was now gone was needed.  He stated that it was unimaginable to have traffic go through 
Jasper Street.  Mr. Thurlow stated that there were two Jasper streets and he agreed that the street was very 
unsafe.  He asked why, if the retention pond was a solution, it was not included in the original proposal; 
he stated that this solution was for Mr. Kerr’s project and not for the rest of the area.  Mr. Thurlow stated 
that the Board could not say “no” to this if there could be no construction access.  He stated that the only 
way it should be rebuilt was to complete it so he could go to a bank with a performance guarantee in 
place. 
 
Mr. Fellows closed the public comment segment. 
 
Mr. Frank noted that Mr. Kerr now owned Phases 2 and 3 and it was always understood that Phase 2 
access would be through Jasper Street; he stated that the Turner agreement was for Phase 2 not Phase 3 
and they could not amend what had happened in the past.  Mr. Frank stated that the reconstructtion of 
Jasper Street is a Town project and the developer’s part was the water main. 
 
Mr. Mazer noted that there were a few conditions from the staff, including the Town Engineer’s storm-
water issues, and he would have to see those conditions met.  Mr. Frank reiterated that they were at this 
meeting because they no longer had access through the Turner property and the whole new project was 
laid out in one phase and there would have to be a complete performance guarantee; he stated that the 
applicant could not do the Town project but could help it along with the water line.  To a question from 
Mr. Mazer, Mr. Chace replied that the old section of Jasper Street was a Town-owned road and there were 
funds for its repair but they have been taken out of the Capital Improvement Project funds.  Mr. Bacon 
stated that the Board could not prohibit the use of Jasper Street but could work with the developer to 
manage how the street was used; he stated that the money had not been withdrawn but the project was on 
hold and the Town Manager could reinitiate the road project.  Mr. Mazer stated that he would like to see 
details of how the Town could work with the applicant as well as the stormwater specifics.   
 
Mr. Fellows noted that Jasper Street was a critical piece when the project was approved and that the 
access agreement being honored was crucial.  He read the agreement and noted that it applied to the 
“heirs and assigns.”  Mr. Fellows strongly encouraged the new owner to work with staff to make the 
access work.  Mr. Frank stated that the access agreement was critical to Phase 1 but it was understood that 
there would be the connection to Jasper Street; he stated that they were back to one phase of development.  
Mr. Bouffard asked what was wrong with continuing the agreement; Mr. Frank replied the landowner 
indicated that it was not valid.   
 
Ms. Corthell noted that she had no evidence that the badly written agreement was not in effect at this time 
and if there were evidence, it needed to be presented to the Board.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, 
Mr. Bacon replied that the Town Manager was aware that the staff had been cooperating on a stormwater 
facility which would require Town Council approval because it was on Town property; he stated that if it 
helped the Jasper Street drainage it was a good idea.  Mr. Mazer stated that if the Turner agreement was 
not valid there still needed to be details of the use of Jasper Street.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, 
Mr. Frank replied that Mr. Kerr would be selling lots, not building the homes.  Mr. Chamberlain stated 
that that meant he would have no control over all the other contractors.     
 
Mr. Fellows stated that he appreciated all the input and was confident that the staff would work with the 
applicant and come up with a construction access plan that would address the concerns.  
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12. Kennebago Subdivision, Risbara Bros. Construction Co., Inc. requests preliminary subdivision review 
for 14 residential lots at 170 Two Rod Road in the R-F Zone* 
 
This item was tabled because of the late hour. 
 
13. Administrative Amendment Report 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the Planning Board Chairman had administratively approved changes to the main-
tenance garage at Frito Lay on Washington Avenue.  He stated that the Chairman had also approved new 
lighting to replace the deteriorating fixtures for the mural at the Christmas Tree Shop. 
 
14. Town Planner’s Report 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the Long Range Planning Committee would be presenting a large package of 
zoning updates for both the Haigis Parkway area and the Pine Point area within a month or so. 
 
15. Correspondence 
 
There was no correspondence. 
 
16.  Planning Board Comments 
 
Mr. Paul thanked the staff for the excellent workshop.  He noted that he had sent a letter to the Town 
Council and Ordinance Committee and they had been very receptive to his request that a Planning Board 
member attend the Ordinance Committee meeting when they were discussing any land use issues.  He 
stated that Ms. Corthell gladly accepted his request to attend those meetings. 
 
Mr. Bouffard thanked the staff for the informational workshop earlier tonight which would help make the 
Board’s job easier.  Ms. Corthell agreed and stated that she was glad she had gotten on the Board before 
the agenda started picking up so she had some time to understand the issues. 
 
17. Adjournment 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:20 P. M. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


