
 
Town of Scarborough 

 
Planning Board         September 17, 2012 

AGENDA 
 

1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (August 6, 2012) 
 
4.  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 
 
5.  Hoglund’s Countryside Butchers, Mike Hoglund requests site plan amendment review for deck 
upgrades at 89 County Road* 
 
6. Woodfield Estates II, Eric and Cameron Johnson and John Morin request amended subdivision review 
for Lots 16 and 17*  
  
7.  Gosnell Memorial Hospice House requests site plan amendment review for the addition of 28 parking 
spaces at their existing site on Hunnewell Road* 
 
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         September 17, 2012 
MINUTES 

 
Members Present     Staff 
 
Ms. Corthell      Mr. Chace, Assistant Town Planner 
Mr. Fellows      Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
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; Messrs. Bouffard and Chamberlain were absent.  Mr. Paul 
authorized Ms. Corthell to vote. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (August 6, 2012) 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the minutes of August 6, 2012; Mr. Mazer seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
4.  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. Chace noted that the nursing home portion of this project had received a six month extension from 
the Zoning Board and public comments had been heard at two previous Planning Board meetings; he 
stated that peer review had been completed for many of the site plan review elements.  Mr. Chace stated 
that the staff recommended enhanced landscaping on Black Point Road to supplement the existing trees 
which would block the parking lot.  He stated that the staff had prepared the findings and conditions for 
both the site plan and the subdivision plan. 
 
Mr. Andrew Johnston, of SMRT, stated that they had received their DEP and DOT approvals as well as 
the Zoning Board extension; he stated that they would discuss the lighting and landscaping.  He stated 
that the lighting would be full cutoff architectural fixtures on 24 foot high poles for safety.  He stated that 
they had reduced the height of the poles at the building to 15 feet and there would be some wallpacks on 
the building as well as directable 10 watt spotlights at the sign. Mr. Johnston displayed the lighting plan 
and the levels of lighting and stated that there were no high levels and the light would taper off at the 
property lines.  He stated that they had the ability to put the outside lights on a different switch and turn 
some of them off after the last staff change at night.  Mr. Johnston stated that the goal of the landscaping 
was for attractiveness and for screening near the gas station, the pond, the parking and around the build-
ing; he stated that they tried to screen the parking for the winter months with added trees.  
 
Mr. Paul stated that the Board had received and read several letters from the public. 
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Ms. Corthell asked about the additional landscaping for year round screening; Mr. Peter Biegel, of Land 
Design Solutions, stated that they showed evergreen trees of two different sizes in groups, staggered 12 
feet on center, and would leave the tree-save area alone and recommended small trees in that area if they 
were needed.  To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Biegel replied that six to eight foot spruce and balsam 
trees would be planted and would grow to be much larger so he hesitated to plant them closer together.  
He noted that there were overhead wires near the road toward Route One so the screening could not be 
too tall.  Mr. Chace noted that there were lilacs and balsams, which would become an eight foot hedge,   
as the street turned.  Ms. Corthell stated that she appreciated the willingness of the applicant to make 
changes at the Board’s request and believed the stormwater management and traffic would be adequate 
and may improve the downstream area of this project.  She stated that she agreed that a town-wide 
stormwater management program would be helpful; she stated that she was unaware of anything that 
would keep her from voting for this project as she read the findings. 
 
Mr. Mazer stated that he had read all the information and agreed with Ms. Corthell.  He asked how the 
work on Black Point Road would be managed; Mr. Johnston replied that there would be discussions with 
the Town and DOT, and construction would not coincide with summer traffic or with school traffic.  Mr. 
Chace noted that a preconstruction meeting would be held to ensure that timing was appropriate.  Mr. 
Mazer stated that it needed to be impressed upon the construction company that the flaggers knew what 
they were doing.  Mr. Johnston stated that the DOT would require a traffic management plan.  To a ques-
tion from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Chace replied that the Fire Department was satisfied with the location of the 
bollards.  Mr. Mazer stated that this would be a positive addition to the Town and the neighbor-hood and 
he was very much in favor of the project. 
 
To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Johnston replied that work this fall would be preparatory and con-
struction would start in the spring and they would work from the road into the site.  Mr. Chace stated that 
when construction began there would be more trips than when the facility was operational; he stated that 
the road improvements would be best done before the onsite construction traffic began.  Mr. Thomas 
stated that he hoped the site work would improve the runoff in neighboring projects; he stated that this 
was a good project and phasing would not create too much of a traffic disturbance; he stated that working 
with the neighbors would help. 
 
To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Johnston replied that the elevation change from the road to the major 
piece of the parking lot was about four feet.  Mr. Paul stated that he pictured the parking below the road 
grade and people would see over the top of the parking to the building.  Mr. Paul noted that the Board saw 
several conceptual building locations and made the choice to leave the parking in the proposed location; 
he stated that he felt confident that the ground water runoff was taken care of and put his faith in the 
engineers that there would be better post-construction than it is pre-construction.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that the Planning Board has reviewed the Site Plan application of Wegman Companies, 
LLC utilizing the performance and design standards contained in the Town of Scarborough Site Plan 
Review Ordinance and, in addition to the findings contained in the record of the Planning Board’s 
proceedings, I hereby move that the Board adopts, by reference, the findings of fact established in the 
staff document, dated September 12, 2012, and approves the application with the following conditions:  

1. The site shall be constructed in accordance with the plan set entitled: “Wegman Companies, Inc. 
Assisted Living Facility, Scarborough, Maine, Issued for final review 7-20-12”, prepared by 
SMRT, dated 7-20-12, with revisions, plus any subsequent revisions approved by Planning Staff 
at the direction of the Planning Board. 

 
2. The building shall be constructed in accordance with the architectural plans entitled: “Wegman’s 

Scarborough”, prepared by Young and Wright Architectural, plus any subsequent revisions 
approved by Planning Staff at the direction of the Planning Board. 
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3. The off-site transportation improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the plans 
entitled: “Black Point Road Widening, Elderly Housing/Assisted Living Facility, Scarborough 
Maine”, prepared by Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc., dated May 2012, revised 6-20-
12, plus any subsequent revisions approved by Planning Staff at the direction of the Planning 
Board.  Due to traffic generated through the construction process these offsite improvements shall 

       be substantially completed prior to the issuance of a building permit. . 
 

4. Prior to the issuance of certificate of occupancy the applicant shall finalize and record 
documentation for the following easements as depicted on the subdivision approved plan: 
“Proposed Access Easement to Benefit Town of Scarborough” on remaining “Parcel #1”; 
“Proposed 10’ wide sidewalk easement to benefit the Town of Scarborough” 
“Proposed access easement to benefit Tax Map U043, Lot 11” 

 
5. The freestanding sign shall require a sign permit to be reviewed and issued by the Code 

Enforcement Officer in consultation with the Assistant Town Planner, prior to installation. 
 

6. Prior to the issuance of the building permit the applicant shall execute the Maintenance 
Agreement as required by the Post-Construction Stormwater Infrastructure Management 
Ordinance.   

 
7. Prior to the issuance of a building permit the applicant shall pay all requisite traffic impact fees: 

i. Haigis Parkway: $3,960  ii. Dunstan Corner: $5,608 
iii. Payne Rd.: $3,517    (Zone 1- $298.86, Zone 2- $1,169.68, Zone5- $2,049.04) 
iv. Oak Hill: Off-site improvements being made to Black Point Rd. are accepted in-lieu 

of Oak Hill mititgation payment  
 

8. In accordance with Peter Tubbs memo of August 1, 2012, the final location and orientation of the 
wet pond level spreader pipe outlets shall be reviewed and inspected in the field by the design 
engineer and in consultation with Planning Staff prior to construction of the outlets. 

 
9. The property within the site may be developed and used only as depicted on the approved site 

plan.  All elements and features of the plan and all representations made by the applicant 
concerning the development and use of the property which appear on the record of the Planning 
Board proceedings are conditions of approval.  No change from the conditions of approval is 
permitted unless an amended site plan is first submitted to and approved by the Planning Board.   

 
Mr. Mazer seconded the motions and conditions. 

        Voted 5-0 
 
Mr. Paul stated that the Planning Board has reviewed the Subdivision application of Wegman Companies, 
LLC utilizing the review criteria of the Scarborough Subdivision Ordinance and the state Subdivision 
Law (30-A M.R.S.A. § 4401-4407) and, in addition to the findings contained in the record of the Planning 
Board’s proceedings, I hereby move that the Board adopts, by reference, the findings of fact established 
in the staff document, dated September 12, 2012, and approves the application with the following 
conditions:  

1. The subdivision shall be constructed in accordance with the subdivision plans entitled: 
“Subdivision Plan, Wegman Companies, LLC, Assisted Living Facility”, prepared by 
SMRT at a scale of 1”=100’, with a revised date of 8-09-12, plus any subsequent 
revisions approved by Planning Staff at the direction of the Planning Board. 
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2. The off-site transportation improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the 
plans entitled: “Black Point Road Widening, Elderly Housing/Assisted Living Facility, 
Scarborough Maine”, prepared by Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc., dated May 
2012, revised 6-20-12, plus any subsequent revisions approved by Planning Staff at the 
direction of the Planning Board. 

3. Prior to the release of the mylar the applicant shall secure the following easements as 
depicted on the approved plan: 
“Proposed Access Easement to Benefit Town of Scarborough” on remaining “Parcel #1”; 
“Proposed 10’ wide sidewalk easement to benefit the Town of Scarborough” 
“Proposed access easement to benefit Tax Map U043, Lot 11” 
 

4. The property within the subdivision may be developed and used only as depicted on the 
approved subdivision plan.  All elements and features of the plan and all representations 
made by the applicant concerning the development and use of the property which appear 
on the record of the Planning Board proceedings are conditions of approval.  No change 
from the conditions of approval is permitted unless an amended subdivision plan is first 
submitted to and approved by the Planning Board.   

5. This subdivision is subject to the requirements of the Town of Scarborough Post-
Construction Stormwater Infrastructure Management Ordinance, and compliance with a 
post-construction stormwater management plan is a condition of approval.  Any person 
owning, operating, leasing or having control over stormwater management facilities 
required by the post-construction stormwater management plan must annually engage the 
services of a qualified post-construction stormwater inspector who must certify 
compliance with the post-construction stormwater management plan on or by June 1st of 
each year. 

Ms. Corthell seconded the motion and conditions. 
           Voted 5-0 

 
5.  Hoglund’s Countryside Butchers, Mike Hoglund requests site plan amendment review for deck 
upgrades at 89 County Road* 
 
This item was tabled as no one was available to represent the applicant. 
 
6. Woodfield Estates II, Eric and Cameron Johnson and John Morin request amended subdivision review 
for Lots 16 and 17*  
  
Mr. Chace stated that this was a straightforward request to modify lot lines; he stated that in 2009 the 
Johnsons were given a five foot variance from the Zoning Board to build a garage. He stated that this 
amendment would give the Johnsons the full 15 foot setback to their garage.  Mr. Chace stated that some 
of the technical items that were needed to clean up the plan had been done.   
 
Mr. Charles Marchese, who represented the Johnsons, stated that this was simply a land swap between the 
landowners. 
 
Mr. Mazer stated that it looked as if the staff was satisfied.  There were no other comments. 
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Mr. Paul moved to approve the subdivision amendment plan titled “Second amended subdivision plan of 
Woodfield Estates, Phase II, Lots 16 and 17” as prepared by Sebago Technics and dated September 12, 
2012; Mr. Fellows seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
7.  Gosnell Memorial Hospice House requests site plan amendment review for the addition of 28 parking 
spaces at their existing site on Hunnewell Road* 
 
Mr. Chace stated that this was a request for the addition of 28 parking spaces to the site approved in 2006, 
at which time there was discussion about the amount of onsite parking.  He stated that, at that time, it was 
determined to construct 44 spaces based on a similar facility, but the applicant feels that that amount does 
not meet their needs.  Mr. Chace stated that the Ordinance required one space per three beds and one 
space per employee as well as ADA spaces.  He stated that the location of the larger parking area would 
require the removal of some vegetation which would be relocated; he stated that there should be addi-
tional screening, such as a fence, to buffer the neighbors visually and from noise.  Mr. Chace asked that 
the applicant explain how the phased lighting worked and whether the poles could be lower than 20 feet.  
He stated that Mr. Tubbs found the existing stormwater plan would suffice but there were a few technical 
items to address.  
 
Ms. Mary Pinto, of Hospice of Southern Maine, explained that they had a need for more parking because 
of the growing frequency of patients and people were parking on the grass or the nearby streets; she stated 
that many patients had elderly visitors and parking could be a challenge for them.  She stated that they 
had 18 beds now and about 13 patients, and expected to be full within a few years.  Ms. Pinto stated that 
they worked with the landscape architect and were careful to protect the neighbors. 
 
Mr. Robert Woodman, of DeLuca-Hoffman, showed an aerial photo of the neighborhood and the existing 
conditions.  He stated that some of the fire lane would be converted for the new parking and they tried to 
minimize the impact on the neighborhood.  He stated that there were four ADA spaces which was more 
than required and would be sufficient with the new parking.  He stated that they were adding 0.17 acres of 
impervious area and met all the requirements.  Mr. Woodman stated that they had worked with Gawron-
Turgeon Architects for screening and buffering of the northwest corner; he stated that they would not 
impact the Bamford property and would fill in the tree line.  He stated that they would relocate some of 
the white pines and fill the area for new parking.  He stated that lighting was a challenge in a residential 
area and they had balanced that by giving enough lighting for safety with no light trespass over the 
property lines.   
 
Mr. Woodman stated that the existing stormwater management wet pond was oversized and only   a few 
minor improvements would be needed.  He stated that the original parking was based on a similar facility 
in New Hampshire but the demand had increased even without using all the beds.  He stated that one 
space per three beds would require six spaces with 14 spaces for employees for a total of 20 spaces as 
required by the Ordinance.  Mr. Woodman stated that they were confident there would be enough buffer-
ing with the existing vegetation and what they would add.  He stated that reducing the pole height would 
create dark spots and would not be adequate lighting for people leaving at night.  
 
Mr. Paul opened the public comment segment of the meeting and asked people to keep their comments to 
a maximum of five minutes. 
 
Mr.  Leo Salvato, of 7 Hunnewell Road, asked why a 64% increase was needed when the parking they 
have was enough in 2006; he stated that they monitored the parking and there was a maximum of 37 and   
a minimum of 9 spaces available.  He asked why the grid could not be used for overflow parking.  Ms. 
Helen Salvato, of 7 Hunnewell Road, stated that 28 new spaces were too many and 17 of them would be 
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too close to their property; she stated that many of the existing spaces were not used at any time of day.  
She stated that they heard all the noise and saw smokers and the headlights would be shining in their 
bedrooms and they would hear noise from the snow removal vehicles. Ms. Salvato stated that there 
should be no more than 11 new spaces. 
  
Ms. Stacey  Hughes, of 4 Hunnewell Road, stated that in 2006 the application was for 44 spaces and she 
felt that the approval may not have been given if 72 spaces had been requested at that time so he thought 
this request should go back to the Zoning Board because the impact was significant.  She stated that there 
was constant noise from engines and trucks and a huge traffic impact.  Ms. Hughes stated that visitors 
were surprised to find this business in a residential neighborhood.  She recommended another traffic 
study, another appeal to the Zoning Board and a condition that there be no meetings onsite. 
 
Mr. Paul closed the public comment segment. 
 
To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Woodman replied that the staff and visitor parking were not design-
nated, but with 14 staff members 30 spaces were available.  Ms. Pinto stated that the number of staff 
would increase with an increase in patients.  To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Woodman replied that  
they had discussed phasing the new parking but it made sense economically to construct it all at once.  
Mr. Thomas confirmed that there was no fence along the Salvato property and asked that the applicant 
consider a fence along with the vegetation.  He asked that a phasing plan for the parking and better buf-
fering at the Salvato property be submitted for the next meeting.  
 
Mr. Fellows stated that he recalled a lot of discussion during the original approval about the appropriate-
ness of this facility in the residential neighborhood and the associated concerns.  He stated that this 
amount of parking seemed like a quantum leap in the number of cars coming to this facility; he stated that 
he did not necessarily agree with returning to the Zoning Board but would like to see some data showing 
the capacity issues.  Mr. Fellows stated that the applicants said the parking was overflowing and the 
neighbors indicated that there were a lot of available spaces.  He stated that it would be appropriate to 
have another traffic study for a 60% increase in cars and he would like to see more analysis of the need; 
he stated that he agreed with the landscaping and buffering comments. 
 
Ms. Corthell stated that something did not add up and asked how the parking needs were grossly under-
estimated when the project was approved.  Ms. Pinto stated that they used another site for their estimates 
and they were not now at capacity and their needs were intermittent; she stated that there was parking 
spillover if there were many patients with many visitors.  Ms. Corthell stated that she was very familiar 
with the site and had never seen the lot full.  Ms. Pinto stated that in-house training was done when shifts 
overlapped which required more parking; she stated that there were no outsiders for the training other 
than a trainer.  Ms. Corthell stated that she would not be in favor of all the new spaces without a privacy 
sound barrier fence.  Ms. Corthell asked whether pervious spaces could be used; Mr. Wood-man replied 
that there was a swale so whatever was built would require a pipe and the benefit of pervious pavement 
was not high.  Ms. Corthell stated that she was in favor of a traffic study for current conditions and asked 
whether there was information on the need for 28 new spaces.  Mr. Woodman stated that they had not 
performed a formal computation. 
 
Mr. Woodman stated that the challenge was when there were patients with many visitors and they did not 
want people parking offsite or on the grass.  Ms. Corthell asked if there were data for when the parking 
had been at capacity.  Mr. Woodman stated that this was about a 40% increase in spaces and the increase 
in beds would be about 27%.  He stated that in 2006 the applicant went beyond the number of spaces 
required by the Town when the site was approved which was a good move.  He stated that they tried to 
put the parking close to what was currently developed.  Ms. Corthell stated that the placement made total 
sense but she would like to see data on current parking.  Ms. Pinto stated that there had been some counts 
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done in the past but she had no specific study at this point.  Ms. Corthell stated that she supported hospice 
and the house was well run but she had some major concerns about this parking without assurances that 
the abutters would be protected. 
 
Mr. Mazer stated that he had heard nothing but praise for this facility and would want the best trained 
staff so had no problem with onsite training.  He stated that he had gone through all the information but 
was not in favor of another study but could not see the need for this big increase and would be in favor   
of fewer spaces.  He stated that he understood the economics of not having to go through two phases of 
parking construction but, based on current circumstances, he could not see the increase.  He stated that he 
agreed that a fence should be erected to further buffer the impact on the abutters.  Mr. Mazer stated that 
he was not satisfied with not using lower light poles and did not know about the stormwater; he stated that 
there were no final details or the DEP permit.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that he did not agree with his colleagues; he stated that the house may not be at capacity 
now but it would be eventually so the growth from 14 to 18 patients was not unrealistic.  He stated that 
subtracting the 14 employee spaces from the 44 total spaces would allow 1.5 visitor spaces per patient.  
He stated that the reality of two vehicles per patient was not unrealistic and more employees would be 
needed for more patients.  Mr. Paul stated that, based on his math, he could not support a lower number of 
parking spaces.  He stated that the abutters should be protected and there should be a fence as a barrier for 
noise and headlights and additional buffering. 
 
Mr. Fellows stated that he thought the burden should be on the applicant to make the case but Mr. Paul 
made a more compelling and convincing case about the parking numbers.  He stated that he could be 
convinced about the need but the abutters did need to be protected.  To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. 
Woodman replied that they tried to put more spaces along the driveway but the area was narrow at the 
property line and the swale was in that area.  Mr. Paul asked about expansion near the drainage pond 
where there were fewer abutters; Mr. Woodman replied that there were abutters all around the site.  He 
stated that the drive aisle had parking on both sides and would be against the setback.  Mr. Thomas 
challenged the applicant to add some spaces along the loop and he would like to see only 14 spaces built 
now with another phase in the future.  To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Woodman replied that he 
would discuss adding a fence with the applicant. 
 
Ms. Corthell stated that she was familiar with hospice and there would not be an inundation of family and 
friends; she asked why there would be no added handicap spaces if there were a lot of elderly visitors.  
Mr. Woodman replied that employees would use the 14 new spaces so the premium spaces would be 
available for visitors.  Ms. Pinto stated that not everyone had handicap stickers but there were a lot of 
people who would not be able to use the nearby parking if it were marked for handicap only.   
 
Mr. Paul asked about the lighting; Mr. Woodman replied that there were three phases to the illumination 
throughout the night with 13 lights being reduced to 7 and after midnight down to 4 fixtures and two of 
the new fixtures would be turned off after midnight. Mr. Paul asked that the applicant consider shorter 
poles for the new parking.  Mr. Woodman stated that they wanted to use only one new pole but there was 
a lot of pavement and the trouble was trying to cast light across the aisles and spaces.  Mr. Woodman 
noted the photometric analysis and stated that there was not a lot of light trespass at the lot lines; he stated 
that the poles could be lower in height but they were concerned about the dark areas and shields could be 
added.  Regarding phasing of parking, Mr. Woodman stated that the applicant would need to be confident 
that the second phase would be approved.  Mr. Thomas noted that sometimes parking was shown on a 
plan but not created until it was needed.  Mr. Paul suggested a porous paver covered with grass to be used 
only when needed.   
 



8 
 

Ms. Pinto stated that she appreciated the math which would go easily to 72 spaces; she noted that many 
times generations of children and grandchildren stayed for lengthy periods with their elderly relatives and 
hospice could not predict how many visitors they would have. 
 
Mr. Paul allowed Mr. Salvato to speak again.  Mr. Salvato stated that in the last three weeks there had 
been a couple of instances where there were only nine cars onsite.  He asked why the applicants did not 
come up with the 72 spaces in 2006. 
 
8.  Administrative Amendment Report 
 
There was no report. 
 
9.  Town Planner’s Report 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the rezoning of Scottow Hill and Pine Point had been approved by the Town 
Council; he stated that the Dunstan intersection improvements had gone out to bid and a contractor had 
been hired and construction would begin in October.  Mr. Chace noted that the next Board meeting would 
be on Tuesday, October 9, 2012, because of the Monday holiday. 
 
10. Correspondence 
 
There was no correspondence. 
 
11.  Planning Board Comments 
 
Mr. Mazer stated that he had been appointed to the new Transportation Committee which would have its 
organizational meeting on September 26, 2012.  To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Chace replied that if 
the Countryside Butcher item did not come before the Board, the Code Enforcement Officer would issue 
a violation letter and there was the potential for a fine.  To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Chace replied 
that Community Services held a neighborhood meeting regarding the Wiley Recreation Park and the plan 
had been tabled. 
 
Ms. Corthell noted that there would be an Environmental Vision for Scarborough meeting at the library in 
October and more information could be found on their website.  Mr. Paul noted that the three lots on 
Scottow Hill Road had been included in the R-2 Zone as approved by the Town Council. 
 
12. Adjournment 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:20 P. M. 
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