
Town of Scarborough 

Planning Board        August 6, 2012 

AGENDA 

1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 

2.  Roll Call 

3.  Approval of Minutes (July 16, 2012) 

4.  The Planning Board will hold a public hearing to receive comments on amendments to the zoning map 
to update the current zoning along Pine Point Road and Holly Street* 

5.  The Planning Board will hold a public hearing to receive comments on amendments to the Zoning 
Ordinance to update the B1 Zone and to establish TVC4 and Industrial Overlay Districts and amend 
standards for the TVC4 and Industrial Overlay Zones and functionally water dependent uses* 

6.  The Planning Board will hold a public hearing to receive comments on amendments to the Zoning 
Map to amend the area between Scottow Hill Road and Whipple Lane to be zoned the R2 District* 
 
7.  Consent Item 
 
     NKS Properties LLC requests final subdivision review for property located at 693 U.  S. Route One 
 
8.  Wegman Company requests site plan and subdivision review for 81 unit senior housing facility near 
the corner of Black Point Road and U. S. Route One* 
 
9.  Administrative Amendment Report 
 
10. Town Planner’s Report 
 
11. Correspondence 
 
12. Planning Board Comments 
 
13. Adjournment 
 
 
*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        August 6, 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. Bray, Traffic Engineer 
Mr. Mazer      Mr. Tubbs, Civil Engineer 
Mr. Paul 
 
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; Mr. Thomas was absent.  Mr. Paul authorized Mr. Bouffard to 
vote. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (July 16, 2012) 

Ms. Corthell noted that the first sentence in the fourth paragraph on page 4 should read, “Ms. Corthell 
stated that she had some of the same concerns but many of the issues had nothing to do with the park or 
the parking; she stated that this area was a great place for a park but not for large scale organized sports.”  
Ms. Corthell questioned, on page 6, whether she said that “…this project would be a good addition to this 
area of Town.”  

With those amendments, Mr. Paul moved to approve the minutes of July 16, 2012; Mr. Mazer seconded. 

Voted 5-0 

4.  The Planning Board will hold a public hearing to receive comments on amendments to the zoning map 
to update the current zoning along Pine Point Road and Holly Street* 

Mr. Paul noted that Mr. Bacon would explain these Items 4 and 5 together but the Board would hold sep-
arate public hearings on them.  Mr. Bacon explained that the Long Range Planning Committee worked on 
these amendments as part of the implementation of the Comprehensive Plan for the Pine Point area. He 
stated that these changes would allow the area to continue to look and feel as it does now as a mixed use 
area of Town and maintain the cottages and year round businesses and homes.  He stated that the Com-
mittee had revised the proposal as a result of the neighborhood meeting process.   

Mr. Bacon showed the current B-1 zoning along Jones Creek Drive up to the Town pier, the   B-2 Zone 
along Pine Point Road and the Industrial Zone at the old Snow’s Canning site and Holly Street.  He 
showed the proposed changes in the B-2 and Industrial areas and stated that the TVC4 Zone had been 
tailored for these areas to allow existing commercial uses and some residential uses along Pine Point 
Road and Holly Street.  Mr. Bacon noted that the Committee did not want to make the three existing 
industrial properties nonconforming therefore an Industrial Zone overlay is proposed to allow the existing 
uses but when the time was right the owners could change to the TVC4 uses if desired.  Mr. Bacon noted 
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other minor zoning map modifications including a home in the B-2 Zone that would be changed to the   
R-4A and a lot owned by the State that would be changed from RF to the Resource Protection Zone, as 
well as a home that would be zoned R-4A as the abutting properties are now.   

Mr. Bacon stated that the Ordinance changes would continue to allow residences and many of the com-
mercial uses but would establish a maximum size for businesses; he stated that bed and breakfast facil-
ities and existing food processing facilities would be allowed and any new processing facility would be 
allowed at a smaller scale with Zoning Board of Appeals approval on property with water access.  Mr. 
Bacon stated that front yard building setbacks would be reduced in the B-1 Zone. 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the TVC4 was a new zone which would allow nonresidential uses now allowed in 
the B-2 Zone and would add uses specific to Pine Point, such as seafood processing and marine related 
equipment businesses.  He stated that this would be a mixed use zone with townhouses and residential 
uses as part of a mixed use on Pine Point Road.  Residential development on Holly Street would be 
allowed in keeping with the existing Holly Street housing.  He stated that this would enhance Pine Point 
walkability. 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the Industrial Overlay could be repealed at the owner’s request if redevelopment 
was proposed for one of the properties in the Industrial Zone.  He stated that the other change was that the 
Shoreland Zone would enable redevelopment of the properties but would require better protection of the 
marsh.  He stated the changes provided lot coverage flexibility but an increase in the buffer would have to 
be made for redevelopment to occur; he stated that this was an important tool to enable redevelopment but 
also protect the marsh. 
 
Mr. Paul opened the public hearing for Item 4. and asked that speakers limit their comments to five 
minutes.  Mr. Henry Pelletier, owner of the Snow’s Canning site, stated that he thought the Long Range 
Planning Committee and the staff came up with a good idea and he had no complaints.  Mr. Jim Conroy, 
of Conroy’s Garage at 3 East Grand Avenue, stated that he would like to have his property become a 
conforming business to be in line with everything else as it had been there for 70 years. 
 
Ms. Mo Erikson, of 288 Pine Point Road, stated that she did not know about any of the neighborhood 
meetings; she stated that she liked Pine Point the way it is and did not want to see townhouses and 
businesses built up.  She stated that it would not be a little town that one could walk around in; she stated 
that enough trucks drove by now.  She stated that she wished the proposal language was put in common 
English and that people were better informed so they could attend meetings; she stated that the business 
owners went to the meetings but she lived there. 
 
Ms. Susan Hammill, of Bay Street, stated that she knew nothing of the Committee’s meetings and would 
expect the meetings to be publicized.  She stated that the other end of Pine Point was notified but she 
drove through and interacted with that area of Town and wished they had been notified.  She agreed that 
the proposal language should be clearer.  She asked whether people could actually build condos on the 
pavement at Snow’s Canning; she stated that she had a feeling that this was business as usual for someone 
who had a plan ready for this zoning. 
 
Ms. Noreen Flanagan, of Avenue Four, asked about the new setback requirements for homes. Mr. 
Richard, of Avenue Four, stated that he was concerned about the traffic that was intense and thought there 
was not a lot of room for new residential use, and business would bring in more trucks.  He stated that he, 
too, would like to see more notification of the meetings. 
 
Mr. Paul closed the public hearing. 
 



3 
 

Mr. Bacon stated that the Long Range Planning Committee neighborhood meeting process notified the 
property owners of the proposed zone changes and the abutters of those properties; he stated that notices 
are also posted on the Town website.  He stated that Jones Creek owners were notified but the entire Pine 
Point area, where no changes are proposed, was not notified.  To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Bacon 
replied that the attendance at the meetings was about 35 at the first meeting, about 30 at the second meet-
ing and about 12 at the meeting in December.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Bacon replied 
that the owners of the B-1 Zone and the owners across the street were notified, as well as Holly Street and 
Bickford Street and their abutters.  Ms. Corthell noted that the Pine Point Resident’s Association adver-
tised the meetings so the word was getting out. 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the proposed zoning refined businesses activities and the B-1 Zone would allow 
only smaller commercial buildings consistent with existing development patterns; he stated that drive-
through restaurants would not be allowed, though they are now.   Mr. Bacon stated that the TVC4 Zone 
was more restrictive than the B2 Zone and would allow uses Planned Development review by the 
Planning Board and would limit the size of businesses.  He stated that the TVC4 would allow residential 
use and there would be height limits.   
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the setbacks in the B-1 Zone would allow new buildings or renovation to be closer 
to the street than the present 30 foot front setback so they would be in keeping with the older cottages; he 
stated that a 10 foot setback would be allowed depending on the height of the building.  He stated that this 
was tailored to Pine Point and would enable people to add on to their homes without going to the Zoning 
Board. 
 
Ms. Corthell stated that she was at the first meeting and had followed the changes and thought the Com-
mittee did an excellent job in reacting to the property owners with the ability to allow current uses, look-
ing toward the future and keeping the nature of the area.  She stated that it was a good plan and the 
changes made sense for now and the future.  Mr. Bouffard stated that this was a good move for the Pine 
Point area.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Bacon replied that there was notification for all 
three meetings. Mr. Chamberlain stated that with three meetings, the Town was going in a good direction, 
but it would not have been difficult to notify the rest of the abutters. 
 
Mr. Fellows stated that this was a good piece of planning and he understood it might be difficult to read 
the proposed zoning language but this hearing allowed people to get answers and make comments.  
Regarding the changes to the Shoreland Zone, he stated that it was critical to keep in mind that what the 
existing conditions were and that the parcels were completely paved with no buffering and that any 
redevelopment meeting the stand-ards would be a significant improvement.  Mr. Fellows stated that the 
Committee and the staff had done   a good job of looking forward as well as accommodating the existing 
businesses.  He stated that it was a challenge to have a working waterfront with homes but these proposals 
did a reasonable job of addressing that.  He stated that there was no conspiracy in the wings and nothing 
would go through in the dark and the Town followed a deliberate process. 
 
Mr. Mazer agreed with his colleagues and that the staff and the Committee had great foresight.  He stated 
that Scarborough was known as a difficult place to do business in the past but this plan was another 
example of how the Town was making it easier for homeowners and businesses. He stated that the Town 
could not be left the way it is and something had to be done about rising taxes.  He stated that traffic was 
a fact of life as the Town grew; he stated that he was pleased with the progress made and this was great 
foresight and would benefit the people of the Town.  Mr. Mazer stated that the staff was always open for 
interaction with the public. 
 
Mr. Paul stated that this proposal was a direct result of the 2006 Comprehensive Plan which was being 
implemented area by area to address the changes suggested by the Plan and the process had been effec-
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tive.  He stated that the Committee considered what zoning needed to be changed under the Plan and 
started neighborhood meetings to get the neighbors involved.  He stated that this was a unique resolution 
in terms of the creativity to meet the needs of the people and the businesses and the Comprehensive Plan.  
He stated that they tried to make as many businesses in compliance and changes to the businesses would 
have to meet the new standards to improve the overall look and feel of the area.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that, based on the Board members’ responses, the Board would send a favorable opinion 
to the Town Council for the changes.  He stated that the public could express its comments to the Town 
Council at their meeting on Wednesday, August 15, 2012. 
 
5.  The Planning Board will hold a public hearing to receive comments on amendments to the Zoning 
Ordinance to update the B1 Zone and to establish TVC4 and Industrial Overlay Districts and amend 
standards for the TVC4 and Industrial Overlay Zones and functionally water dependent uses* 

Mr. Paul stated that these were changes to the Ordinance as explained above and opened the public hear-
ing.  Ms. Carol Rancourt, of 23 Black Point Road, stated that she would like to see impervious pavement  
included for the marsh areas.  Mr. Paul closed the public hearing. 
 
There were no further comments from the Board; Mr. Paul stated that the Board would send a positive 
opinion to the Council. 
 
6.  The Planning Board will hold a public hearing to receive comments on amendments to the Zoning 
Map to amend the area between Scottow Hill Road and Whipple Lane to be zoned the R2 District* 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the Comprehensive Plan recommended that both sides of Two Rod Road between 
Scottow Hill Road and Whipple Lane be rezoned from the RF to the R-2 Zone.  He stated that the Long 
Range Planning Committee started the process for this change because a request from a property owner 
on Whipple Lane who wanted to be in the R-2 Zone.  He stated that the Committee put together a pro-
posal and notified the property owners and abutters.  He stated that at the first neighborhood meeting 
people had concerns with the change to R-2 and felt there was not a lot of developable land and did not 
want to change the character of the neighborhood with an increase in development, density and other 
impacts.  Mr. Bacon stated that the Committee returned to a second neighborhood meeting with a modest 
zone change to extend the R-2 Zone to the other side of Whipple Lane so it was on both sides of the street 
in keeping with the area and proposed that the property lines be followed.  He stated that the second meet-
ing was lightly attended and half of the people were in favor of the changes and wanted the R-2 Zone for 
their properties.  Mr. Bacon stated that the Town Council had their first reading and there was discussion 
about whether to include some lots on Two Rod Road in the R-2 Zone.  He stated that there was no 
perfect compromise but the Committee was comfortable with this proposal. 
 
Mr. Paul opened the public hearing.  Mr. David Pino, of 1 Two Rod Road, noted that the Committee 
heard the neighbors and decided to change their original proposal; he stated that the new proposal would 
preserve the rural character of the neighborhood.  He stated that a request was made at the Council meet-
ing to enlarge the R-2 Zone on Two Rod Road by converting three lots from the RF Zone.  He stated that 
this would split Two Rod Road into two different zones for a split zone.  He stated that as an R-2 Zone 
those lots could be subdivided at the corner of Scottow Hill Road and possibly double the density.  He 
stated that Two Rod Road was narrow and he questioned whether the road would be upgraded to meet the 
density.  He stated that someone could return to the Town to ask that more lots be rezoned.  He stated that 
the neighbors had expressed their desire to not have further density and he saw no pressing need to further 
erode the RF Zone and increase the density. 
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Mr. Peter Atherton, of 1 Lillian Way, stated that he lived adjacent to the zoning change and was the 
person who brought the request to the Committee because it was recommended in the Comprehensive 
Plan.  He stated that he was in favor of this change as proposed and if Whipple Lane were to be rezoned 
only two additional lots would be affected and would be only fill-in lots and would meet the character of 
the neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Geraldine Clough, on behalf of the Stroud property at 42 Two Rod Road, asked why Mr. Stroud’s 
property was split by the RF and the R-2 Zones; she stated that the property consisted of a home, a kennel 
and a pool.  She stated that if there were changes, she would be concerned about the need to remove trees 
to make way for homes because they take poison out of the air.  She stated that taking trees away would 
cause more problems for humans and take away nature for the animals.  Mr. Paul stated that the property 
was split now but the proposed change would make the entire property all R-2 Zone. 
 
Ms. Rusty Morrison, of 28 Whipple Lane, asked whether there would be a buffer between other homes 
and her property.  She stated that she was not served by public water and was concerned about new septic 
systems affecting her well.  Mr. Paul stated that it was not the Board’s purview to determine buffers on 
homes; he stated that the Code Enforcement Officers would be responsible to ensure that septic systems 
met all the requirements.  Mr. Bacon noted that creation of two new house lots may trigger subdivision 
review that would consider how drainage and stormwater were handled.  Mr. Paul closed the public 
hearing. 
 
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Bacon showed the area served by public water; he stated that 
there was no public sewer in this area.  Mr. Chamberlain noted that this was brought to the Committee by 
one person and he wondered whether it was worth making the change because the majority of the 
neighbors did not want higher density.  He stated that he was torn from even making the change because 
of the limited public water and sewer and the neighbors who did not want it. Mr. Fellows stated that this 
was a narrowly defined area and he had a hard time grasping the impetus considering the infrastructure 
limitations. 
 
Mr. Paul stated that the Long Range Planning Committee addressed this area because the Plan recom-
mended the change to the R-2 Zone and it moved up on the work list because of the request from a prop-
erty owner; he stated that part of the area was unbuildable.  He stated that because of the strong resistance 
from the neighbors, the Committee felt that it was not pressing to make all the changes proposed in the 
Comprehensive Plan, but they could clean up the fringes of the area where there were split lots.  He stated 
that they aligned the zoning to match the lot lines and they aligned the zones on both sides of the street.  
Mr. Paul stated that the Committee felt it cleaned up the area and did not do a broad brush change.  To a 
question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Bacon replied that he had not done calculations to determine how many 
lots could be created but Mr. Atherton thought there could be three lots on his property  
 
Mr. Mazer stated that this was a good compromise to leave the RF Zone on Two Rod Road and he was in 
agreement with the proposal.  Mr. Paul noted that the lower area of Scottow Way did not have public 
water so the lack of utilities was the reason for leaving the RF Zone.  Ms. Corthell stated that these were 
logical and appropriate changes.  Mr. Bouffard agreed with the majority of the neighbors in rejecting the 
original plan for the R-2 Zone and the new plan was more agreeable; he stated that he agreed with the 
change on the triangle of land.  To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Bacon replied that there was public 
water on Whipple Lane. Mr. Bacon stated that a developer would not have to extend water past his own 
property.  Mr. Bouffard stated that this seemed reasonable. 
 
Mr. Paul stated that he was in favor, but the entire Board was not and the recommendation to the Council 
was that the Board was primarily in favor but not entirely.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that he would rather 
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leave the property as is because of the lack of sewer and water and the neighbors did not want higher 
density. 
 
6.  Consent Item 
  
NKS Properties LLC requests final subdivision review for property located at 693 U.  S. Route One 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the Board had given preliminary approval at the previous meeting and requested a 
few adjustments to the plan; he stated that there were no significant changes with only a couple of adjust-
ments to the notes.  He stated that the staff was comfortable with the revised plan. 
 
There were no comments from the Board. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the final subdivision plan with the following conditions: 
 
1.  Prior to the issuance of any further Certificates of Occupancy the applicant shall execute and record at 
the Cumberland County Registry of Deeds the following documentation: 
     a.  a declaration of unified ownership; 
     b.  an access easement across the outparcel for the benefit of the Blue Point Commons property. 
 
Mr. Mazer seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
Mr. Paul called a recess at 8:50 P. M.; the meeting resumed at 9:00 P. M. 
 
8.  Wegman Company requests site plan and subdivision review for 81 unit senior housing facility near 
the corner of Black Point Road and U. S. Route One* 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that this project required site plan and subdivision review and the preliminary subdiv-
ision plan had been approved by the Board, and the Zoning Board had approved the dementia care portion 
of the facility.  He stated that the staff walked the site with the DEP and civil engineers to look at the 
stormwater aspects and the staff  coordinated offsite road  improvements such as the left turn lane into the 
site.  Mr. Bacon stated there was a letter from S. W. Cole regarding groundwater impacts.  He stated that 
because the DEP permit had not been received, this meeting would be an update on the plan only and 
there would be no vote.  He stated that Mr. Bray and Mr. Tubbs were present to answer any questions. 
 
Mr. Andrew Johnston, of SMRT, summarized the project and showed its location.  He stated that this was 
an allowed use in the TVC2 Zone and the dementia facility had been approved by the Zoning Board.  He 
stated that they tried different building orientations as well as the feasibility of an entrance from Route 
One. Mr. Johnston stated that the project would generate very little traffic with only two or three residents 
driving. He stated that there would be low impact treatment for stormwater with two bio-retention cells 
and a rooftop drip strip that would take most of the roof drainage into the wet pond.  He stated that the 
wet pond would be toward Stratton Woods where the water naturally flows and discharges into the wet-
lands.  Mr. Johnston stated that the offsite improvements would include a sidewalk on Black Point Road 
and an easement to the Town along the property behind the Citgo station as well as extensive improve-
ments to Black Point Road.   
 
Mr. Johnston stated that the technical review was complete and the DEP permit from the previously 
proposed project would be amended.  He noted that there was an easement shown for the Widow’s Walk 
for possible future access; he stated that their proposed signage had not been changed but the name of the 
facility had not been decided.  He stated that they had met with the Fire Department regarding the fire 



7 
 

lanes and hydrant location.  Mr. Johnston showed the drainage and stated that the detention basin would 
avoid wetland impacts and water would be pushed toward the stream and would not impact Stratton 
Woods.  He stated that the DEP and the engineers thought this was the best and safest place to put the 
outlet.  Mr. Johnston stated that the surface stormwater would run into the depression near the future 
pond; he stated that a lot of the water would be diverted into the wetpond and there would be a 50% 
reduction of drainage in that direction.  Mr. Johnston stated that there was a memo from S. W. Cole 
indicating that there would be no rise in the groundwater levels.   
 
Mr. Tom Gorrill, of Gorrill Palmer, stated that they looked at the trip generation book and the actual 
traffic counts at other facilities operated by this developer and averaged the two and came up with 12 AM 
peak hour trip ends, six of which would be left turns in; and 16 PM trip ends between 4:30 and 5:30 P. M. 
with two left turns out, 6 left turns in and the rest right in and out turns.  He stated that there would be 
significant widening of Black Point Road to extend the existing left turn lane to Route One.  He reiterated 
that the facility would create very little traffic.  He stated that they would turn some land over to the Town 
as a right of way to enable the road to be widened and would pay an impact fee of $22,800.00. Mr. Gorrill 
stated that Mr. Bray had reviewed the traffic study and the DOT was in the process of doing so.  He noted 
that this project did not require a DOT traffic movement permit.  Mr. Johnston noted that the Town would 
have the benefit of this being paid for by the developer and it would be done before the schedule of Town 
improvements. 
 
Mr. Paul asked whether a left turn lane would be installed for turning into the site; Mr. Gorrill replied that 
they were proposing to install a separate short left turn lane into the site.  
 
Mr. Paul opened the meeting to public comment and asked that people limit their comments to five min-
utes; he noted that there were 12 letters presented to the Board.  Ms. Carol Rancourt, of 23 Black Point 
Road, stated that she appreciated the opportunity for public comment and the left turn lane.  She stated 
that she supported the project but had reservations about the site.  Ms. Rancourt stated that she suggested 
the building be turned 180 degrees and not have parking facing Black Point Road, and still felt that some 
accommodation could be made to not have a parking lot facing the residential homes and suggested that 
the parking face the Widow’s Walk or Route One.  She stated the Route One entrance would make the 
most long term sense for Scarborough. Ms. Rancourt read a letter from Rebecca Buyers, of 16 Cammock 
Road, stating that there was information from the Department of Fish and Wildlife and the DEP indicat-
ing that this parcel was a likely habitat for the New England Cottontail rabbit.   
 
Mr. John Phelps, of 15 Black Point Road, brought a bottle of water that had come from his basement 
under drought conditions and stated that putting a building the size of Hannaford Bros. in this location 
seemed absurd.  He stated that he had heard no contingencies if this project did not work out and had 
heard nothing about water drainage to the adjacent properties such as escrow funds.  He stated that Black 
Point Road was a mess with 80,000 cars going through in five days.  He stated that this was a great 
project but there were other places for it; he stated that the politics had gotten very harsh and contentious 
and it was discouraging.  He stated that his concerns were the ground water and what the Town would do 
if this project backfired.  He stated that it was clear that the water pushed through all over the property 
and the environmental issues had been shoved away.  Mr. Phelps stated that he would appreciate it if the 
developer had a plan in place to deal with water issues. 
 
Ms. Lisa Ronco, of 17 Black Point Road, stated that her concerns were the Cottontail rabbit, drainage 
erosion and the entrance issue.  She asked why the entrance could not be on Route One; she stated that 
most cars sped down Black Point Road at much more than the 35 mile speed limit and there would be 
accidents because there was not enough sight distance for higher speeds and there was not enough time   
to stop.  She stated that the area was considered a high crash location with left turn collisions and putting 
more traffic on the street did not make sense.  Ms. Ronco stated that there was the need for emergency 
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vehicles to use this road.  She stated that she was in stringent opposition to the location of the entrance 
and the traffic and the developer could pursue other locations for the access. 
 
Ms. Stephanie Ruel, of 21 Fairfield Road, stated that the impact of traffic was already intolerable and she 
encouraged the Board to look at the concerns regarding traffic and mandate the developer to obtain the 
land to get the entrance opposite Hannaford Drive.  She stated that placing this facility 300 feet from the 
existing businesses did not make sense and she felt the Planning Board was failing the residents of the 
Town if this were approved with the entrance on Black Point Road.  She stated that there were many 
places in Scarborough where this project would be better suited.  Ms. Ruel stated that they were con-
cerned about the scale of the project on the scenic character and the traffic.  She urged the Board to con-
sider the existing traffic pattern with cars from Eastern Village.  She stated that the Board should think 
about safety and put the Oak Hill impact fees to work; she asked that this project be tabled and that it not 
be allowed back until they had all their permits and their applications were consistently in the same name. 
 
Ms. Joan Jagolinzer, of 12 Cedarbrook Drive, stated that she had presented a petition with 75 names and 
she had 45 more names regarding traffic, safety and water issues.  She stated that there was no compre-
hensive Town management plan for water; she stated that the soils were poor in this area and several 
homes had water in their cellars.  She stated that two of the nearby condominium projects had water 
problems since Camperdown Elm was built; she noted several existing problems with erosion and 
drainage.  She stated that with this project water would simply take longer to leave its site and there 
would be impacts; she requested that the erosion and drainage be considered. 
 
Ms. Deborah Hendrick, of 9 Whistler Landing, stated that she was very concerned about the traffic and 
did not understand why the access could not be from Route One; she stated that the Oak Hill intersection 
was very busy and the traffic count was done in May but traffic was busiest in July and August.  Mr. 
Craig Marston, of Woodrock Road, stated that Black Point Road was a zoo and his concern was also the 
access.  He asked why there needed to be so much parking if there were only a few cars going there.  Mr. 
Justin Park, of 32 Black Point Road, stated that he would like a clear rationale for the entrance; he asked 
whether Route One was not used for the access because it was being saved for a future investment oppor-
tunity.  He asked who was legally responsible for future water problems. 
 
Mr. John Coen, of the Jarvis Group, current owner of the site, stated that one question from the Traffic 
Study Group was about a bypass study with a road through the Jarvis property.  He stated that it was not 
economically feasible to fill the wetlands and the DEP would have allowed only one acre to be developed 
because of the wetlands.  He stated that the Jarvis Group thought this project would have the least impact 
and the Comprehensive Plan would be followed.  He stated that the Jarvis Group had the right to develop 
the property and had paid taxes and the Wegman Company would do the same.   
 
Ms. Katherine Park, of 32 Black Point Road, stated that she had a bigger vision for Scarborough to be 
more walkable and homey; she stated that there were a lot of pedestrians and bicycles and the vision 
should be for people’s safety. 
 
Mr. Paul thanked the public for their comments and closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Johnston stated that the Dept. of Inland Fish and Wildlife had found that there was no effect on the 
Cottontail rabbits from this project.  He stated that the IF&W and the DEP felt that there was no habitat 
on the site and were not concerned.  Mr. Johnston stated that none of the plans submitted showed any 
connection between Black Point Road and Route One at Hannaford Drive; he stated that for the pre-
viously proposed project the DEP would have allowed only a right turn in and out access at Route One.  
Mr. Johnston stated that they were designing the stormwater management to minimize the velocity of 
flow for channel erosion issues for the DEP.  He stated that they conducted a 100 year flood study as well 



9 
 

as the lesser floods.  He stated that the DEP would require a third party stormwater maintenance inspec-
tions and the system would have to receive recertification.  He stated that the Town would oversee the 
stormwater and the developer would have to follow best management practices. Mr. Johnston stated that 
they had shown easements and sidewalks in accordance with the Oak Hill Pedestrian Plan to make the 
area more walkable. 
 
Mr. Gorrill stated that the speed on Black Point Road was measured at 31.53 mph going toward Oak Hill 
and 37.64 mph going south so the sight line distances of 500 feet were appropriate and the new driveway 
would be 675 feet from the intersection of Route One.   
 
Mr. Mazer stated that he always respected what people said but drew the line when someone indicted the 
integrity of the Board and implied that this deal was done behind doors with personal interests in mind.  
He stated that he lived off Winnocks Neck Road and knew there was a problem with traffic; he stated that 
he would prefer the entrance on Route One but it was explained that it could not be done.  He stated that 
he had no problem with the left turn lane into the site but would like to see no left turn out of the site or 
out of the Citgo station.  Mr. Mazer stated that there was an existing problem with stormwater runoff but 
the experts had agreed that this project would not make the runoff worse for the condominiums.  To a 
question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Tubbs replied that the Phelps house was uphill from this project and would 
not be affected by the facility and the current problems may be due to the ledge. 
 
Mr. Mazer stated that he wanted to make sure there were ample walkways for pedestrians and a safe 
access to the businesses at Oak Hill.  Mr. Mazer stated that he would like to see the lighting, landscaping 
and buffering plans.  To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Johnston replied that they tried different orient-
ations for the building and tried to minimize the mass from Black Point Road and also considered the  
access around the building as a walking path; he stated that this configuration of the facility created the 
least wetland impact.  He stated that this configuration would be the most attractive and would minimize 
the wetland impact; he stated that the building footprint and layout had to fit the needs of its residents.   
 
Ms. Corthell stated that it appeared that the stormwater management for this facility would have a posi-
tive impact on the area in general.  She asked whether the Town’s engineers agreed; Mr. Tubbs stated  
that SMRT had done a good job assessing the stormwater for both pre-runoff and post-runoff develop-
ment. He stated that the water would run through a sand filter which would hold the rate of runoff.  Mr. 
Tubbs stated that when they walked the site it was noted that the outfall went into the wetland and ran to 
the channel and away from the condominiums.  Ms. Corthell stated that it would be better for pedestrians 
with the sidewalk; she stated that she did not think the traffic from this site would be a problem in this 
already bad traffic area.  She stated that the problems were caused by left turns out of the existing busi-
nesses and suggested that part of the solution was to have right turns only.  She stated that her questions 
had been answered on traffic and stormwater issues.   
 
To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Bray replied that the applicant was conservative with their trip 
generation figures; he stated that there would be very few trips during peak hours because the elderly 
would not be driving at that time and these facilities had very low trip generation.  Mr. Bray stated that 
the 16,000 cars per day were probably on Black Point Road but may be as high as 20,000 cars during the 
summer.  Mr. Bouffard stated that an additional 28 cars per day would not be noticed; he stated that he 
did not think the traffic was a major issue or reason not to approve this project.  To a question from Mr. 
Bouffard, Mr. Johnston replied that it did not seem likely that a road would ever be built to the inter-
section with Hannaford Drive so he had not done a cost estimate; he stated that the Army Corps of 
Engineers required the least damaging road impact.  Mr. Bouffard asked whether other locations had been 
considered for the detention pond; Mr. Johnston replied that they considered other areas but the lowest 
point on the site was the logical place to put a detention pond and the water flowed in that direction. 
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To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Gorrill replied that the left turn lane in would be striped and would 
accommodate three to five cars, but there was no room for a left turn lane in both directions.  Mr. 
Chamberlain stated that he was not sure there was another project that would generate less traffic; he 
stated that it took time but roads did get improved.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Gorrill 
replied that the level of service of the intersection at peak hour was an E rating and the impact from this 
project would not be noticeable.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that the issues had been addressed and he liked 
the design and the landscaping and thought this would be a desirable project for the Town. 
 
To a question from Mr. Fellows; Mr. Bray replied that he was in agreement with the Black Point Road 
widening and would like to see a couple of changes but the layout was adequate.  Mr. Fellows stated that, 
though existing traffic was a problem, one applicant could not be expected to solve all the problems and 
this developer was going beyond what the Board could expect them to do with the sidewalk and the 
turning lanes.  He stated that the Board could not force them to purchase alternatives sites to put in an 
access. 
 
To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Bacon replied that proposed pedestrian improvements had been made 
into a plan for Oak Hill which envisions Oak Hill as a more walkable area with fill-in sidewalks and 
crosswalks.  He stated that the Town had applied for grant money to pay for those improvements which 
would include the area near the new school and crosswalks throughout Oak Hill and a sidewalk along the 
Citgo property to connect to this site.  Mr. Bacon stated that in 2006 there was a comprehensive design 
process for intersection improvements at Oak Hill which did not move forward because the Town Council 
did not approve the project.  Mr. Bacon noted that impact fees or improvements were imposed on devel-
opers; he stated that the new Transportation Committee would be meeting soon and would be addressing 
Town-wide issues including the 2006 Oak Hill intersection study and would provide recommendations 
for consensus.  
 
Mr. Paul noted that the common themes were traffic, safety of the entrance, groundwater impacts and 
surface water impacts.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Johnston replied that he felt the groundwater  
runoff following construction of the project would be improved by adding granular material and would 
not negatively impact anyone upstream or downstream.  Mr. Tubbs agreed.  To a question from Mr. Paul, 
Mr. Gorrill replied that the traffic flow from this project would not negatively impact the Oak Hill inter-
section.  Mr. Bray agreed.  Mr. Paul stated that the Board had to value the opinions of the applicant and 
the peer review engineers; he stated that there were problems with left turns from the businesses at the 
corners.  He stated that he knew of no project that would have less traffic and if the Board did not approve 
this project, no other project could be approved until the intersection was improved.  He stated that the 
applicant was doing more than what they had to do to improve the traffic and it would help alleviate some 
of the issues at the intersection; he stated that they were not only paying impact fees but were also making 
improvements.   
 
9.  Administrative Amendment Report 
 
There was no report. 
 
10. Town Planner’s Report 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the Dunstan intersection improvements were going out to bid and would be 
awarded in September with a construction start in late September or October for a two season project;    
he stated that the right of way acquisition was nearly finished.  Mr. Bacon stated that the Ordinance 
Committee was working on the Flood Plain Ordinance and noted that there would be a change to the 
lowest floor elevation from one foot to three feet based FEMA mapping.  
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11. Correspondence 
 
There was no correspondence. 
 
12. Planning Board Comments 
 
Ms. Corthell stated that Scarborough was the only town in Maine that was part of the Recycle Bank 
Project and there was the opportunity to win $100,000.00 for a green project.  She stated that there were 
details on their website and on the Town’s website.  She stated that Mike Shaw, at the Public Works 
Department, also knew the details. 
 
13. Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:20 P. M. 
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