
 

Town of Scarborough 
 
Planning Board        November 19, 2012 
 

AGENDA 
 
1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (October 9, 2012) 
 
4.  Scarborough Fish and Game requests site plan amendment for the development of additional accessory 
storage buildings* 
 
5.  Hoglund’s Countryside Butchers, Mike Hoglund requests site plan amendment review for deck 
upgrades at 89 County Road* 
 
6. Eric and Cameron Johnson request approval of the Termination Agreement of the Second Amended 
Subdivision Plan of Woodfield Estates – Phase II, Lots 16 and 17* 
 
7.  David Parker requests commercial subdivision amendment review for a subdivision at 560 U. S. Route 
One* 
 
8.  Maureen Cyr request advisory opinion to the Zoning Board of Appeals to reconstruct and expand a 
home in the flood zone at 4 White Sands Lane* 
 
9.  Settlers Green Estates II, Normand Berube Builders requests final subdivision review for 30 lots off 
Tenney Lane 
 
10.  Mercedes Benz Auto Dealership, Prime Motor Group requests site plan amendment review for 2,734 
square foot addition and site improvements at 137 U. S. Route One* 
 
11. Quantum Clean, MacDermot, LLC requests site plan amendment review for 750 square foot addition 
to their structure at 3 Washington Avenue* 
 
12. Dunstan Crossing, Chamberlain Construction requests third amended subdivision review for 
modification of phasing on McCann Way within Phase II * 
 
13.  George and Carrie Bell request an advisory opinion to the Zoning Board of Appeals to demolish and 
rebuild and relocate a home in the flood zone at 34 Saccarappa Lane* 
 
14.  Patrick and Tamika Donahue request an advisory opinion to the Zoning Board of Appeals to 
demolish and rebuild a home within the 75 foot setback of the wetland at 25 Vesper Street* 
 
15 .  CASA-ICF requests sketch plan review for a new intermediate care facility at 148 Gorham Road* 
 
16.  Daily Double Enterprises requests subdivision amendment review for Sea Ridge at Blue Point off 
Jasper Street 
 
17. Administrative Amendment Report 



 

 
18. Town Planner’s Report 
 
19. Correspondence 
 
20. Planning Board Comments 
 
21. Adjournment 
 
 
*Public comment will be allowed on these items. 
 

 
 

NO NEW ITEMS SHALL BE TAKEN UP AFTER 10:30 P. M. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Town of Scarborough 
 
Planning Board        November 19, 2012 

MINUTES 
 

Members Present      Staff 
 
Mr. Bouffard       Mr. Chace, Assistant Town Planner 
Mr. Chamberlain      Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
Ms. Corthell 
Mr. Fellows 
Mr. Mazer 
Mr. Paul 
Mr. Thomas 
 
1.  Call to Order  
 
Mr. Paul called the meeting to order at 7:00 P. M. 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
The Recording Secretary called the roll; all members were present. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (October 9, 2012) 
 
Mr. Thomas moved to approve the minutes of October 9, 2012; Mr. Fellows seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
4.  Scarborough Fish and Game requests site plan amendment for the development of additional accessory 
storage buildings* 
 
Mr. Bouffard recused himself from this item. 
 
Mr. Chace explained that the applicant wanted to add five storage sheds, a covered pavilion and office 
space expansion; he stated that the staff felt these were fairly de minimis additions but there was a 
question about the office space. 
 
Mr. Fred Wiegleb, President of Scarborough Fish and Game, explained that they had a year round 
program on 177 acres where they had a lot of activities and training facilities for different agencies.  He 
stated that they needed storage facilities for those activities.  He stated that the office building was also 
used for serving meals when they had competitions onsite. 
 
Mr. Paul noted that the Board had no questions.  Paul moved to approve the request as presented; Mr. 
Chamberlain seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
5.  Eric and Cameron Johnson request approval of the Termination Agreement of the Second Amended 
Subdivision Plan of Woodfield Estates – Phase II, Lots 16 and 17* 
 



 

Mr. Chace noted that the Board had approved a land swap for these two lots but Mr. Will Conway, of 
Sebago Technics explained that the shed on one of the lots had been moved away from the property line 
and no longer needed land for the setback.  Mr. Chace stated that the mylar was recorded and needed to 
be terminated; he stated that he had a document for the Chairman to sign. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the request as presented; Mr. Fellows seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 

6.  David Parker requests commercial subdivision amendment review for a subdivision at 560 U. S. Route 
One* 
 
Mr. Chace noted that the Board had approved three lots near Dunstan with a private septic system in the 
rear with easements.  He stated that the Town and the DOT was in the process of upgrading Route One 
and this site would be served by public sewer and no longer needed the private system and the easements 
which would be more in line with the Sanitary District and Town expectations. 
 
Mr. Lee Allen, of Northeast Civil Solutions, stated that the plan had shown a private pump station and 
gravity feed but the Dunstan road improvements spurred a discussion for a force main along Route One.  
He stated that the applicant would deed a 250 foot length of property to the DOT to create an even right 
of way. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the amended subdivision plan as presented; Mr. Mazer seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
7.  Quantum Clean, MacDermot, LLC requests site plan amendment review for 750 square foot addition 
to their structure at 3 Washington Avenue* 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the applicant had responded to staff comments and provided a revised stormwater 
plan to the staff’s satisfaction.  He stated that there was shared parking proposed with the abutting lot, 
which was under the same ownership, and staff recommended that the Board consider the amount of 
parking for both sites and there could be a condition and the plan notes could indicate that if the use 
changed the parking should be addressed. 
 
Mr. Robert Woodman, of DeLuca-Hoffman, explained that they proposed adding a 750 square foot addi-
tion to the existing 21,000 square foot building.  He stated that this would be a new tenant moving from a 
smaller space on Gibson Road where they would clean semiconductors. He stated that the 25 by 30 foot 
addition would be at the south side with a new driveway and a sidewalk.  He stated that some of the exist-
ing 61 parking spaces were used by the abutting site.  Mr. Woodman stated that 42 of the spaces were 
used by Direct Mail of Maine, the abutter, and 19 spaces were sufficient for Quantum Clean.  He stated 
that the site benefited from the detention pond and there was only minor impervious surface change.  He 
stated that the shift changes were staggered and did not affect the parking.   
 
To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Walt Werner, of Quantum Clean, replied that he had one 12 hour 
shift on Monday and Tuesday, and another crew on Wednesday and Thursday, and the first crew came 
back for the weekend and the two teams never saw each other.  He stated that the parking was never full 
because a lot of the employees carpooled; he stated that there was no effect from the other business.   
 
To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Chace replied that the existing structure needed two spaces per 
thousand square feet which would require 47 spaces and there were 61; he stated that the abutting 



 

property required 75 spaces and had 36 so they were missing 39 spaces.  He stated that Quantum Clean 
used 15 to 20 spaces which would leave 41 spaces so the numbers met the uses of both tenants.  Ms. 
Corthell asked about further growth; Mr. Werner replied that a growth of five people would not require 
more parking spaces because he used only seven or eight spaces at his present site.   
 
Mr. Paul asked whether there were wetlands at the buffering at the west corner; Mr. Chace replied that it 
appeared to be just trees.  Mr. Paul stated that parking could be expanded in that area.  Mr. Chace noted 
that Direct Mail was built out.   
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the request with the condition that a note be placed on the plan to indicate that 
any change of use would require further review of the parking; Mr. Chamberlain seconded. 
 

Voted 5 - 0 
 
Mr. Chace confirmed that the Board was comfortable with staff review of the note. 
 
8.  Hoglund’s Countryside Butchers, Mike Hoglund requests site plan amendment review for deck 
upgrades at 89 County Road* 
 
Mr. Chace stated that this is an after-the-fact request for the deck; he stated that there were questions 
about the use of the deck area and the applicant had provided a revised cover letter indicating that the use 
of the deck was a waiting area for seats in the restaurant.  He stated that the Fire Department had dealt 
with the sprinklers and were now satisfied. 
 
Mr. John Toothaker, who represented the applicant, stated that there had been improvements done inside 
the restaurant and the applicant agreed to have no restaurant seating on the deck.   
 
To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Chace replied that the applicant had discussed this with the staff and 
the Code Office was prepared to issue a certificate of occupancy for the deck with the condition that it not 
be used for seating. Ms. Corthell stated that the deck was way too narrow for anything other than standing 
and waiting because of safety issues and she would be interested in a stringent condition on the certificate. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the request with the condition that the deck shall be used only for waiting 
purposes and no additional seats will be added to the restaurant; any expansion of the restaurant seating or 
alternate uses of the deck shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Board.  Mr. Mazer seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 

9.  Settlers Green Estates II, Normand Berube Builders requests final subdivision review for 30 lots off 
Tenney Lane 
 
Mr. Chace stated that this item was reviewed extensively for preliminary approval for a Conservation  
Subdivision design at which time there were conditions which had been completed and the staff was 
comfortable.  He stated that there were memos from Mr. Tubbs and Mr. Wendel and engineering details 
were reviewed internally.  He stated that the DEP permit had been received and there had been two 
rounds of public comment. 
 
Mr. Bill Thompson, of BH2M, explained that there were some issues at the last meeting including net 
residential density and they had elected to keep the walking trail as open space leading to the larger open 
area and there would be access at Highland Avenue.  He stated that there was a waiver for a portion of the  
road network to have22 foot wide pavement and all the streets would have sidewalks.  Mr. Thompson 



 

stated that they would install granite monuments on Lots 1, 3 and 5 to delineate the open space and there 
would be a 15 foot building setback from the no-disturb buffers.  He stated that they agreed there would 
be no construction traffic on Tenney Lane and Sheet 25 showed the phase limits.  Mr. Thompson stated 
that the Scarborough Sanitary District and Portland Water District had given their approval and they had 
worked with Mr. Wendel and Mr. Tubbs and the DEP had approved the stormwater; he stated that the 
existing pond would be improved and would be Town property.  He explained that there may be cottontail 
rabbits on the site and the IF&W could access the property to improve their habitat for which there was a 
100 foot easement.  Mr. Thompson stated that only one acre of wetland would be impacted and mitigation 
would be done as required by the DEP.   
 
To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Chace replied that the Town Engineer had discussed the engineering 
details which were minor; he stated that the plan that needed to be signed was not yet ready but the staff 
was comfortable with all the main elements of the plan.  He stated that the staff would be okay with 
moving this to a consent item for the next meeting so changes could be made to the plan and there would 
not be the need for further discussion.   
 
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Thompson replied that the utilities access would serve Lot 9.  
To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Thompson replied that the pedestrian trail between Lots 11 and 12 
would be a six foot wide wood chip surface and the homeowners association would take over the main-
tenance; he stated that there would be no fence.  Ms. Corthell stated that she appreciated the changes and 
the effort, and thought the project was a tremendous improvement since the first plan was shown; Mr. 
Paul agreed. 
 
Mr. Paul stated that he wanted to make sure that the minor items were cleaned up and the plat was ready 
to be signed at the next meeting.  He stated that he appreciated the granite monuments.  He stated that 
there was a lot of discussion regarding the use of Weathervane Way for construction traffic; he asked 
whether there had been thought given to trying to restrict traffic from Tenney Lane during construction 
once Farmhouse Road was opened.  Mr. Thompson stated that he felt if the road was under construction 
there would be barriers and it would not be convenient to use the road.  Mr. Paul stated that his concern 
was liability on the developer.  Mr. Thompson stated that the road would be complete before homes were 
built and they could install signage against using the road. 
 
10.  Mercedes Benz Auto Dealership, Prime Motor Group requests site plan amendment review for 2,734 
square foot addition and site improvements at 137 U. S. Route One* 
 
Mr. Chace explained that the applicant wanted to build a 2,700 square foot addition to their dealership. He 
stated that the unique characteristic was that this project was under a Contract Zone which did not allow 
the building to exceed 25,200 square feet and this addition would bring the size to 23,000 square so this 
request required site plan approval only. Mr. Chace stated that the staff was interested in the compatibility 
of the architecture and the lighting fixtures with the existing building.  He stated that the applicant had 
responded to Mr. Tubb’s comments but the runoff sheeting on the main walkway should be addressed. 
 
Mr. Will Conway, of Sebago Technics, displayed the site with the landscaping and pavement; he stated 
that this was a small addition which would fit into the ell of the existing building for new showroom 
space.  He stated that there would be a new entrance with landscaping where they would install an area 
drain to convey runoff into the storm drain.  Mr. David Richards, of Gawron-Turgeon Architects, stated 
that the building would be oriented toward the street so it could be seen but would not be intrusive; he 
stated that the materials for the addition would be the same as the existing building and it would look like 
an extension of the building.  He stated that there would be storefront windows and the building would be 
synthetic stucco with an aluminum band. 
 



 

Ms. Corthell asked why a flat roof was chosen rather than the style of the existing roof; Mr. Richards 
replied that they were trying not to touch the existing roof so that it will not leak; he stated that it would 
look very busy to put a pitched roof next to the existing.  Ms. Corthell asked about a façade; Mr. Richards 
stated that there was a band on the building that brought the eye around it; he stated that the roof would be 
sloped and interval drained.  Ms. Corthell sonfirmed that the handicap spaces would not be affected by 
the drainage.   
 
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Richards replied that there would be three surface-mounted, 
cutoff lights at the entry area much like the existing.  Mr. Mazer noted that this was one of the nicer 
buildings on Route One and this architecture would be the same.  Mr. Fellows stated that he had no issues 
with the architecture or the flat roof. 
 
Mr. Paul noted that shrubs and trees would be removed; Mr. Conway stated that there would be shrubs 
and ground cover in the rear with foundation plantings at the entrance.  Mr. Paul asked whether there 
would be significant curb cutting to get the stormwater from the new roof; Mr. Conway replied that they 
would have to cut the pavement to install the drainage.  Mr. Conway stated that the pavers in front of the 
entryway would handle the runoff.  Mr. Paul asked whether the applicant would consider LID-type storm-
water management in the shrubbery at the rear rather than digging up the parking lot; Mr. Conway replied 
that they would landscape near the building foundation and he did not think there was sufficient area for 
LID management.  He stated that there would be roof drainage and similar pavement removal on the other 
side.   
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the amendment with the condition that, prior to issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy, the site plan shall be revised to address the concerns of SYTDesign’s memo of November 13, 
2012 and the details of the wall-mounted light fixtures shall be provided to staff for review and approval.   
Mr. Thomas seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
11. Dunstan Crossing, Chamberlain Construction requests third amended subdivision review for 
modification of phasing on McCann Way within Phase II * 
 
Mr. Chamberlain recused himself from this item.   
 
Mr. Chace explained that this was a modest lot line amendment for Lot D that would reduce the size of 
Lot E.  He stated that there would be the same number of units on Lot D but they would be different on 
Lot E.  Mr. Chace stated that there was a standing condition on Phase II regarding affordable housing but 
there was time for that condition to be completed because Phase II was only half constructed.   
 
Mr. Elliott Chamberlain stated that the change was simply an extension of McCann Way by 100 feet 
which would shrink Phase III; he stated that the infrastructure would be the same but this would allow a 
difference in the design of the buildings which took up a little more space than when previously designed. 
 
Ms. Corthell stated that she wanted to be sure there was nothing that would affect the compliance with the 
affordable housing condition.  Mr. Chamberlain explained that they had found it extremely difficult to get 
a deal together under the affordable housing guidelines.  He stated that they had not found one interested 
party in two years.  He stated that they could build affordable rentals, rather than homes, and would meet 
with the Town Manager and staff to determine whether that would be acceptable.  To a question from Ms. 
Corthell, Mr. Chace replied that the density bonus was not being used as of yet.  Mr. Chamberlain stated 
that they had reduced the number of units by six and knew that they were capped at 240 units if affordable 
housing was not done.  He stated that he thought the rentals might be more helpful. 



 

To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Chace replied that he believed there was room for affordable rentals 
within the provisions but there needed to be a discussion with the Town Manager and Housing Alliance. 
Mr. Mazer confirmed that there were no changes to the DEP permit.  Mr. Fellows noted that another 
project in Town had an outstanding condition for affordable housing.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that it was 
almost impossible to make affordable housing work. 
 
Mr. Chace noted that Lot E had 7 duplex units rather than 9; he asked whether the net residential calcula-
tions had changed.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that they were not placeholders but were to show that there 
would be buildings along the road and possibly only five if they became larger but it could be 9 if reduced 
elsewhere; he reiterated that he knew he was capped at 240 units. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the amended plan; Mr. Thomas seconded.   
 

Voted 5-0 with Mr. Bouffard voting on this item. 
 
12.  George and Carrie Bell request an advisory opinion to the Zoning Board of Appeals to rebuild and 
relocate a home in the flood zone at 34 Saccarappa Lane* 
 
Mr. Chace explained that the appellants were before the Board for an advisory opinion because they 
wanted to move their home outside the 75 foot setback, but the structure would remain nonconforming to 
the side yard setbacks, and the Board should assure that the impacts would not be greater than the impacts 
of the existing house.  He noted that the appellant would also have to contact the Sanitary District because 
of disturbance to the sewer line when the house was moved.  He stated that there was a side yard setback 
that the Zoning Board would address. 
 
Mr. Lee Allen, of Northeast Civil Solutions, stated that they would jack up the house and move it back 
seven feet where it would be behind the 75 foot setback line; he stated that they had been granted a sand 
dune permit.  Mr. Allen stated that the house would be put on piles so it would not be prone to flooding.   
 
To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Chace replied that the appeal was required because the nonconform-
ance was changing and any Miscellaneous Appeal needed an advisory opinion.  Mr. Chamberlain con-
firmed that the structure would remain within the height requirement.  Mr. Allen noted that they would be 
eliminating the front setback nonconformance.  Mr. Bouffard asked about moving the structure to either 
side; Mr. Allen replied that moving to either side would create more of an infraction on the other side set-
back so they proposed to move the house straight back.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that the Board agreed that this proposal would make the home less nonconforming. 
 
13.  Patrick and Tamika Donahue request an advisory opinion to the Zoning Board of Appeals to 
demolish and rebuild a home within the 75 foot setback of the wetland at 25 Vesper Street* 
 
Mr. Chace explained that the appellant was staying within the 75 foot setback to build a new home which 
would fall to this Board under Section 12 of the Shoreland Zoning Ordinance, which stated that the Plan-
ning Board was to determine whether the setbacks were met to the greatest practical extent.  He stated 
that the staff had questioned the proposed location of the outside steps and that had been addressed by the 
appellant.  He stated that it was the Board’s task to make an advisory opinion for the side setbacks.  Mr. 
Chace stated that the appellant would need to talk with the Sanitary District. 
 
Mr. Walter Wilson, of the Design Company, explained that the stairway in the northeast corner was re-
duced to 3.4 feet from five feet so it would not be closer to the wetland and the grading at the base was 
raised 10 inches.  Mr. Wilson stated that the proposed building would be set back two feet further from 



 

the wetland than the existing and only the bay window would be equal to the present setback.  He stated 
that the building would require Zoning Board approval for the front and rear setbacks and the proposed 
would be the best location for it without impacting the wetlands further.  Mr. Wilson stated that the 30% 
expansion limit would be met.  He stated that the structure could not be lifted up because it sat on a slab 
so they proposed to demolish the building and rebuild it in such a way that it met the requirements of 
Section 12 of the Ordinance.  Mr. Wilson noted an e-mail from Tony and Terese Heyman, of 27 Vesper 
Street, who felt this would be a more suitable home on this site. 
 
Mr. Mazer stated that this was a straightforward proposal that would enhance the property and there was  
a positive letter from the neighbor.  To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Wilson replied that they had 
received their Permit by Rule from the DEP.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Chace replied 
that because the entire building was being demolished every setback had to be met to the greatest extent 
possible as determined by the two boards.   
 
Mr. Bouffard noted that the building would be almost three feet closer to the front property line than the 
existing and would become more nonconforming.  Mr. Wilson stated that they would address that issue 
with the Zoning Board and this met the setbacks to the greatest practical extent.  Mr. Chace explained that 
the Planning Board’s role was to make a decision on the setback from the wetland and give an advisory 
opinion for a variance to create the nonconformance to the Zoning Board.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that the ordinance indicated that the appellant had the right to redo their existing structure 
up to 30% coverage and asked whether a change could be made to the foundation; Mr. Chace replied that 
the Ordinance language stated that the impacts should not be substantially different from the impacts of 
the existing house.  Mr. Wilson noted that the sheds would be removed so the rear of the site would be 
more conforming.  
  
Mr. Mazer stated that the Donahues wanted to build a better house and were not changing anything and it 
was up to the Zoning Board to approve the 3.5 foot change in the setback.   
 
Mr. Bouffard stated that his issue with this project was that the appellants were expanding the size within 
the 30% expansion allowed  but making the new building less conforming than the original in a 
neighborhood where there had been a lot of expansion abuses and he questioned the extra 
nonconformance.  
 
 Mr. Paul stated that this board should not do the job of the Zoning Board but give an opinion about the 
75 foot wetland setback; he stated that the Board did agree that it was more conforming but that would be 
in the hands of the Zoning Board; he stated that the use was not a major change.  Ms. Corthell agreed that 
the use was not a major change.   
 
Mr. Thomas stated that the applicant was taking advantage of the ordinances by taking the building down 
and they had the right to expand within the ordinance, and asked why the Board was penalizing them 
when they had the ability to take advantage of the current ordinance based on Zoning Board approval.  
Mr. Paul stated that if the Zoning Board approved it that was fine, but that piece was in the Zoning 
Board’s hands not this Board’s.  Mr. Thomas stated that he wanted to poll the Board of the opinion on 
whether we believe it is noncom-forming or not.  Mr. Fellows stated that the Board agreed that it was 
nonconforming but the opinion was whether we think that is of concern.  Mr. Wilson reiterated that this 
would be more conforming because they would remove some of the nonconformance in the rear. 
 
Mr. Bouffard stated that he was willing to concede that it was a minor issue but from his experience he 
had seen a lot of nonconforming properties that had taken advantage of the ordinances so he appreciated 
what the appellant was trying to do and did not want to make a big issue of 3.5 feet.   



 

 
Mr. Paul stated that it was the Zoning Board’s job so he had no issues.  Mr. Thomas stated that the appel-
lant was asking for a recommendation from this Board.  Mr. Fellows stated that the Board did not typi-
cally vote on these opinions.  Mr. Thomas stated that he would withdraw his request for a poll.  Mr. Paul 
stated that he did not think there was anyone who was adamantly against this and he certainly did not 
want to send a negative opinion.  He stated that the Board agreed that it was nonconforming but, at this 
point, was fine with the setback and fine with the usage and would let the Zoning Board determine the 
position. 
 
Mr. Paul called a recess at 9:25; the meeting resumed at 9:30 P. M. 
 
14.  CASA-ICF requests sketch plan review for a new intermediate care facility at 148 Gorham Road* 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the staff raised questions about parking and noted that the existing parking seemed 
to be under sized so the Board should make sure parking would be adequate and how it would be 
addressed during construction.   
 
Mr. Lee Allen, of Northeast Civil Solutions, explained that the applicant wanted to reconstruct their 
facility of 16,000 square feet which would triple the size of the existing facility, which did not meet any 
of the ADA or fire codes.  He stated that there were 18 parking spaces, they would need Zoning Board 
approval for a nursing home and they required DEP, NRPA and stormwater approval.  Mr. Allen showed 
the existing building which would remain during construction and be razed following occupancy of the 
new facility.  He stated that there was an upland area for temporary parking and they would double the 
parking from 18 to 36 spaces which should address the parking issue.   
 
Ms. Corthell asked the actual need for parking; Mr. Chace replied that the Ordinance required one space 
for three beds so this site met the standards but the facility needed more and they had considered their 
actual parking needs. Mr. Allen stated that they needed 36 spaces and there was an area for more if 
needed. To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Allen replied that there would be about 10 feet between the 
two buildings before the old one was torn down. 
 
To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Allen replied that he did not think there would be the need for 
blasting.  To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Allen replied that there were 16 residents and the number 
of residents and staff would remain the same and the structure was being brought up to code.  To a ques-
tion from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Allen replied that there was a staff of six to eight per shift.  To questions from 
Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Allen replied that they had talked with the Fire Department several times regarding 
the distance of 10 feet between the two buildings and they expected to begin construction next spring with 
completion in the spring of the following year.   
 
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Allen replied that they were looking at alternatives for tempor-
ary parking.  To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Chace replied that the Ordinance did not address temp-
orary parking and there would have to be an arrangement between the Board and the applicant.  To a 
question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Allen replied that this project had been approved by DHHS and they had 
discussed the project with the State Fire Marshall.  Mr. Thomas stated that he wanted to know the staff 
numbers in relation to parking; he stated that this was a great idea for the applicant to bring the site up to 
the codes.  Mr. Mazer stated that there would be a lot of impervious area and he strongly suggested that 
low impact stormwater treatment be discussed with the staff. 
 
Mr. Paul stated that he would like to see the height of some of the light poles minimized and agreed with 
Mr. Mazer regarding stormwater runoff; he stated that it looked as if the landscaping might be conducive 
to stormwater treatment.  Mr. Allen noted that the existing detention pond was barely functioning.  Mr. 



 

Paul noted that much of the site was wetlands and the applicant should consider porous pavement to help 
mitigate some of the impact.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Allen replied that the sidewalk around the 
building was a fire access with loam over gravel; he stated that the nature trail noted on the plan was 
existing. 
 
15.  Daily Double Enterprises requests subdivision amendment review for Sea Ridge at Blue Point off 
Jasper Street 
 
Mr. Chace stated that this was originally approved as a two-phase subdivision plan which was revised to a 
three-phase plan and the new owner now wanted to go back to two phases.  He stated that they also 
wanted to modify the construction phase and to amend a portion of the stormwater management approach.  
Mr. Chace stated that there was a letter indicating that the Turner easement was no longer valid for 
construction vehicle access to the site and the Town Attorney confirmed that the access easement was 
only for the original owners of Sea Ridge and not to Daily Double LLC.  He stated that this left an access 
question and the applicant wanted access through old Jasper Street.   
 
Mr. Chace stated that the Town Engineer came up with an approach to stormwater management for the 
remaining phase and the existing drainage issue on old Jasper Street; he stated that the Town Council had 
approved an easement for the proposed pond.  He stated that there was a letter from the owner of 26 
Jasper Street, comments from Mr. Tubbs and a staff letter regarding the infrastructure work.  He stated 
that the Town had a commitment to rebuild the street and the applicant needed to replace the water line 
with a contribution of $50,700.00 to the Town for street reconstruction.   
 
Mr. Shawn Frank, of Sebago Technics, displayed the two phases and explained that as part of Phase 1 the 
applicants at the time had access via the easement but Phase 2 would have used Jasper Street in associa-
tion with was reconstruction.  He stated that the original easement approval was for only Phase 1 and in 
2010 the Board requested extending the easement with Phase 2 construction access to be through Jasper 
Street.  He stated that now they proposed only two phases and the Turner easement no longer existed.   
 
Mr. Frank stated that they proposed a new wet pond and would provide an outfall for Jasper Street or the 
original conditions would be met and the infrastructure would be done in the spring at which time the 
Town project would be to reconstruct Jasper Street.  He stated that there would be formal agreements 
between the Town staff and the contractors as to when construction trucks could access the site. 
 
Mr. Paul opened the meeting to public comment.  Mr. Adolph Taylor, of 13 Jasper Street, stated that his 
concerns were with the construction traffic during school bus times on the narrow street.  He stated that 
when this project was approved there were promises for repair of the infrastructure and those promises 
had not been kept. 
 
Mr. John Thurlow, owner of property on Jasper Street and Starpine Lane, stated that the neighbors had 
been waiting for seven years for the repairs to Jasper Street; he stated that he thought it would be prudent 
to delay approval of this project until the Town funds were available for the repair of Jasper Street.  He 
stated that he could not find in the meeting minutes that it was always the plan to use Jasper Street for 
construction access for Phase 2.  Mr. Thurlow stated that this was a village that included more streets than 
Jasper and all the roads deserved to be fixed.  He stated that the developer knew when he bought the 
project that the lots had no utilities and the Ordinance required performance guarantees to make sure they 
were taken care of.   He stated that the residents should be considered.  Mr. Thurlow quoted the minutes 
of January 2006 and asked whether the contribution should now be higher since seven years passed.  He 
stated that the new owner could approach the Turners to get a new easement.  He stated that Starpine 
Lane had been stripped of its trees and there were constant drainage problems because of the lack of trees.  



 

Mr. Thurlow stated that he had asked the Town Engineer whether Starpine properties could also get help 
from the Town to help in conjunction with this project.  Mr. Paul closed the public comment segment. 
 
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Frank replied that the Phase I road had been taken over by the 
Town and the new developer would put up a bond for Phase II.  Mr. Frank stated that the reconstruction 
of the road was a Town project that the developer had no control over and he did not see where this 
should be hinged upon the Town’s project.  Mr. Chamberlain confirmed that there would be a home-
owners association and the roads would be public.  Mr. Frank noted that the pump station would be 
private because it served less than 180 homes; he stated that there was no homeowners association at this 
point but it was being addressed and would cover the sewer and stormwater detention pond. 
 
Ms. Corthell asked whether it was the purview of the Board to consider what the Town did to fix Jasper 
Street; Mr. Chace replied that it was only the Town Council’s function and the Town management was 
committed to put it back into the budget but it was up to the Council to approve the repairs.  Ms. Corthell 
noted that the Town Attorney’s letter indicated that the Turner easement was no longer available at this 
time.  Mr. Frank stated that they had received a “No” from the Turners to a new easement.  Mr. Chace 
stated that there was access off Pine Ledge Drive through a portion of Phase I but neighbors would be 
impacted either way.  He stated that the question was whether it made sense for construction traffic to use 
a street which would be reconstructed or to use a new street.   
 
Mr. Mazer asked who would be libel for the deterioration of the road if the Town did not allocate the 
money; Mr. Chace replied that there would be a performance guarantee so the road would be in no worse 
condition than when the use of the construction traffic began.  Mr. Frank stated that the road was now in 
poor shape.  Mr. Mazer stated that there needed to be guarantees.   
 
Mr. Bouffard stated that, given the condition of old Jasper Street, he felt that all construction vehicles for 
Phase II should use new Jasper Street and, as far as reconstruction of old Jasper Street, the Town Council 
must decide.  Mr. Fellows stated that he agreed with Mr. Bouffard; he stated that the Town Attorney 
agreed that the access must be the onus of the developer to have an agreeable plan so new Jasper Street 
should be considered.  He stated that he would urge the staff to fully communicate the steps for the fund-
ing and that the amount allocated should be adjusted for the paving costs which had risen.  Mr. Fellows 
asked the developer’s timetable; Mr. Frank replied that he wanted to start the first of the year and set the 
waterline in the spring.   
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that he thought new Jasper Street should be used until the money was committed 
for old Jasper Street and it was not fair to leave the neighbors with no commitment.  To a question from 
Mr. Paul, Mr. Frank replied that it was a two-year timeframe for the use of the easement. Mr. Paul stated 
that there was talk about construction traffic on Jasper Street at the end of the project and a strong com-
mitment from the Town to improve Jasper Street at the end of the project and Jasper would be disrupted 
with the watermain.  He stated that the issue was for construction access not for the project itself; he 
asked that the construction traffic times be discussed with staff for either street.  Mr. Mazer asked that the 
Public Works Director give his recommendation on whether the old or new portion of Jasper Street 
should be used.   
 
To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Frank replied that the Town had the opportunity to use the detention 
pond with the improvements of Jasper Street.  Mr. Frank stated that they were going through the DEP 
process and working with staff for the traffic access. 
 
16. Administrative Amendment Report 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the Chairman administratively approved a walking trail for the Piper Shores site. 



 

17. Town Planner’s Report 
 
Mr. Chace noted that the Long Range Planning Committee was working on rezoning the Holmes Road 
area for a change from B-2 to a light industrial zone; he stated that there were two neighborhood meetings 
and the zoning was being revised.  He stated that there would be a public meeting on November 27, 2012 
at 4:30 P. M. regarding the Long Range Planning Committee’s work on rezoning the Scarborough Downs 
area. 
 
18. Correspondence 
 
There was no correspondence. 
 
19. Planning Board Comments 
 
Mr. Paul noted that the workshop the Board attended earlier in the evening was excellent.  He stated that 
the end of the year was approaching and the Board should think about election of officers.  He noted that 
Ms. Corthell and Mr. Fellows should contact the Town Clerk if they wished to remain on the Board. 
 
20. Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:05 P. M. 
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