
Town of Scarborough 
 

Planning Board          April 2, 2007 
AGENDA 

 
1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (March 12, 2007) 
 
4.  The Planning Board will conduct a public hearing to receive input regarding an amendment to the 
Zoning Ordinance establishing a list of requirements for guest rooms of nonconforming hotels or motels 
if the rooms are to be individually owned 
 
5.  Consent Items 
 
a.  Rich Technology International, Dan Lavigne requests site plan amendment approval for 48 by 30 foot 
shed on site at 29 Pond View Drive 
 
b.  Lowe’s requests site plan amendment for alternative building entrance sign at site on Gallery 
Boulevard 
 
6.  Morrison Developmental and Educational Center requests site plan review and surcharging of site for 
proposed school at Chamberlain Road and Highland Avenue 
 
7.  Eastern Village Subdivision, Ballantyne Development LLC requests preliminary subdivision approval 
for mixed use neighborhood off Black Point Road and Old Eastern Road 
 
8.  Texas Roadhouse requests site plan review for 7,135 square foot restaurant at 600 Gallery Boulevard 
 
9.  Town Planner’s Report 
 
10. Correspondence 
 
11. Planning Board Comments 
 
12. Adjournment 
 
 
 
 

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



Town of Scarborough 
 

Planning Board          April 2, 2007 
MINUTES 

 
Members Present     Staff
 
Ms. Auglis      Mr. Bacon, Assistant Town Planner 
Mr. Callahan      Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
Mr. Chamberlain 
Mr. Fellows 
Mr. Hanson 
Ms. Littlefield 
Mr. Paul 
 
1.  Call to Order
 
Ms. Auglis 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 (March 12, 2007) 
 
Mr. Hanson moved to approve the minutes of March 12, 2007; Mr. Paul seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 

4.  The Planning Board will conduct a public hearing to receive input regarding an amendment to the 
Zoning Ordinance establishing a list of requirements for guest rooms of nonconforming hotels or motels 
if the rooms are to be individually owned
 
Mr. Bacon read the summary of the change of ownership of guest rooms in nonconforming hotels or 
motels and the restrictions that would ensure they would remain operating like a hotel or motel even if the 
rooms were separately owned.  He stated that the ordinance indicated that the sale of one or more guest 
rooms would be considered a change of use unless the premises were restricted to ensure it remained a 
hotel or motel.  He stated that if a hotel or motel wanted to sell guest rooms without being bound by the 
restrictions, the owner would have to apply to the Zoning Board of Appeals to change a nonconforming 
use.  Ms. Auglis noted that this amendment applied only to nonconforming hotels and motels. 
 
Ms. Auglis opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the amendment; Ms. Auglis closed the 
public hearing. 
 
To a question from Ms. Auglis, Mr. Bacon replied that unless the Town Council or Ordinance Committee 
made changes to the proposed amendment the Board would not see this item again.  Mr. Hanson con-
firmed that this amendment did not apply to bed and breakfasts and the Town Council would determine 
the percentage of rooms available for nightly rentals under restriction b.  Mr. Hanson noted that the word 
“switchboard” was confusing in item d. 
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Mr. Paul stated that he was concerned that an owner would have a key and could go into the room when it 
was rented.  Mr. Bacon stated that restriction h. should keep that from happening but he would make sure 
the language was strong enough.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Bacon replied that he would ask the 
Ordinance Committee about what would happen if a hotel or motel had adjoining rooms.  Mr. Callahan 
asked whether conforming hotels or motels could sell individual rooms; Mr. Bacon replied that they 
would have to go through site plan review and the Code Enforcement Officer and this amendment was 
geared only toward nonconforming uses.  Mr. Bacon stated that this amendment was trying to clarify 
whether an individually owned room was a hotel room or a dwelling unit. 
 
Ms. Auglis stated that the Boards comments would be forwarded to the Town Council via the minutes. 
 
5.  Consent Items
 
a.  Rich Technology International, Dan Lavigne requests site plan amendment approval for 48 by 30 foot 
shed on site at 29 Pond View Drive
 
Mr. Bacon noted that this site is off Pleasant Hill Road in the Industrial Zone; he stated that the applicant 
wanted to erect a Quonset hut building next to the existing building.  He stated that the Fire Department 
would require the structure to be sprinklered if it were any closer than 20 feet to the existing building.   
 
Mr. Lavigne stated that the new structure would not be attached but would be adjacent to the existing 
building so their employees could enter through a garage door and not have to walk a distance through 
inclement weather to get supplies from storage.  He stated that they were expanding and had new equip-
ment and needed this structure until they determined whether they would build another building or move 
to another site.   
 
To a question from Ms. Auglis, Mr. Lavigne replied that there would be two feet between the Quonset hut 
and the existing building and they were willing to install the required sprinkler system.  To a question 
from Mr. Paul, Mr. Lavigne replied that it was hard to determine how long they would need the structure 
but it would be about two to three years.  Mr. Paul stated that he saw no vehicle access to the structure.  
Mr. Lavigne stated that there was 60 feet of pavement at the other end of the Quonset hut for vehicle ac-
cess; he noted that there was no vehicular access from the parking area.  Ms. Auglis stated that the plan 
should be updated to show the driveway to the structure.   
 
To questions from Mr. Paul, Mr. Lavigne replied that there would be electrical power to the structure and 
there would be no changes to the ground that would affect drainage.  Mr. Hanson confirmed that the addi-
tional 30 employees could be accommodated.  Ms. Littlefield noted that the setback line of 15 feet noted 
on the plan should be 17 feet.  Mr. Chamberlain asked whether there was a time limit for temporary struc-
tures; Mr. Bacon replied that it was at the discretion of the Board. 
 
Ms. Auglis moved to approve the temporary structure with the following conditions: 
 
1.  That a plan clarifying the driveway and access to the Quonset hut be submitted to staff; 
2.  That the new structure be sprinklered; 
 
Mr. Hanson seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 

b.  Lowe’s requests site plan amendment for alternative building entrance sign at site on Gallery 
Boulevard
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Ms. Littlefield stated that her company was involved with other projects with the owner of this property, 
but felt she could participate without conflict.   
 
Mr. Bacon explained that the main entrance sign had been made smaller to meet the requirements of the 
ordinance. 
 
Mr. Todd Morey, of Lowe’s, showed what was approved and stated that some of the sign did not meet the 
ordinance requirements because of its size; he stated that they had received a permit for a 97.2 square foot 
sign; he stated that the color was more earth tone with blue around the lettering.  He stated that they 
wanted to amend the plan to incorporate that sign; he stated that the color had changed because the letters 
were out of scale on the blue. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the amended site plan as presented; Ms. Auglis seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
6.  Morrison Developmental and Educational Center requests site plan review and surcharging of site for 
proposed school at Chamberlain Road and Highland Avenue
 
Mr. Bacon noted that the Board had seen this project last fall for sketch plan review.  He stated that most 
of the comments in his staff report were suggestions to the applicant prior to final site plan review.  He 
stated that if the Board approved the surcharging or preloading of the site, a performance guarantee 
should be required. 
 
Mr. John Mitchell, of Mitchell Associates, stated that they had conducted a neighborhood meeting on 
November 14, 2006, which was well attended by abutters and was productive.  He stated that a geotech-
nical report was done in February which found buried stumps and soft clays 20 feet down.  He stated that 
the stumps had been removed with permission from the town staff and the holes had been filled, but the 
site needed to be preloaded because of the clay.   
 
Mr. Mitchell stated that the site was located between Highland Avenue and Chamberlain Road on a seven 
acre lot which was mostly lawns with some vegetation at Highland Avenue; he stated that there were wet-
lands and a drainage channel on the site.  He stated that there was an eight inch sewer line in Chamberlain 
Road to which they would connect.  Mr. Mitchell displayed the original plan and stated that, in response 
to comments at the neighborhood meeting, they had removed the entrance on Highland Avenue and 
created a circular driveway with two accesses on Chamberlain Road.   
 
Mr. Mitchell stated that they wanted to surcharge the area of the building location for two to four months 
to allow the soft clays to settle; he stated that the area would be surrounded by a silt fence.  He stated that 
White Brothers was currently removing surcharging material from another site in Scarborough and could 
move it to this site if approved.  To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Mitchell replied that using this 
material would be substantially less expensive than using new material from a gravel pit.  To a question 
from Mr. Hanson, Mr. Mitchell replied that this was a permanent solution to the clay issue and the pre-
loading was temporary.  Ms. Littlefield asked who would monitor the platforms on the surcharge mater-
ial; Mr. Mitchell replied that R. W. Gillispie & Associates, the geotechnical engineers, would monitor the 
surcharging, which would be taken down to three feet and two feet of material would be removed when 
the site was fully preloaded.   
 
To a question from Mr. Callahan, Mr. Mitchell replied that they would use the proposed road to access 
the site with the preloading material.  Mr. Paul stated that he wanted to make sure this was done at the 
risk of the developer because approval for surcharging did not constitute an approval of the project.  Mr. 
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Bacon stated that the performance guarantee would enable the town to remove the loading and restore the 
site; he stated that the Board should be comfortable with the location of the building because the pre-
loaded area would be the building location.  Mr. Callahan confirmed that the applicant owned the land.  
Mr. Chamberlain confirmed that the applicant had only removed the stumps and refilled the holes.  Mr. 
Mitchell stated that there was some topsoil that would be reused. 
 
Ms. Auglis stated that she was happy to hear about the meeting with the neighbors and thought the cir-
cular driveway was a better design; she stated that she was happy with the location of the building and 
would want to see a landscaping plan at the next meeting.  Ms. Auglis stated that the Board would also 
want to hear about the lighting of the site and noted an illumination pattern sheet from another project.  
To a question from Ms. Littlefield, Mr. Bacon replied that the staff did not have concerns about the 
building location.  Mr. Paul asked the applicant to consider reducing the lighting during the hours the 
school was closed.  Mr. Paul agreed that the circular driveway was better.  He stated that drainage should 
be shown where the site was wet.  To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Bacon replied that the Conserv-
ation Commission received the same package as the Board and may comment on the next submission. 
 
Ms. Auglis stated that she liked the architecture because it was unique and had a residential and commun-
ity feel, but she did not like the flat roof on the gymnasium.  Mr. David Douglas, of CWS Architects, 
stated that the gymnasium was part of the second phase of the project.  He stated that they would like to 
return with a complete project so comments were helpful.  Ms. Auglis stated that her only issue was the 
flat roof and she would like it to be pitched like the others; she stated that she liked the fact that the roofs 
were not all the same pitch.  Mr. Douglas noted that there were some flat roofs behind the pitched roofs 
where they could hide mechanical equipment.  Mr. Douglas displayed the elevations and stated that they 
presented a residential look toward Chamberlain Road.  To a question from Ms. Littlefield, Mr. Douglas 
replied that the height of the building was the reason for the flat roof; he stated that there was a row of 
windows near the top of the structure.  Ms. Auglis stated that landscaping or a color change may help the 
look of the gymnasium.  Mr. Chamberlain asked about the future expansion shown at the west elevation; 
Mr. Douglas replied that the applicant wanted to leave an area for expansion if they ever grew enough to 
expand the building. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve surcharging of the site with the condition that a performance guarantee be 
submitted to the staff prior to that surcharging; Mr. Hanson seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 

7.  Eastern Village Subdivision, Ballantyne Development LLC requests preliminary subdivision approval 
for mixed use neighborhood off Black Point Road and Old Eastern Road
 
Mr. Bacon stated that there were staff memos, a memo from Mr. Tubbs regarding stormwater engineer-
ing and comments from the Conservation Commission; he stated that there were a lot of intricacies to this 
project. 
 
Mr. Joseph Laverriere, of DeLuca-Hoffman, explained that this was a 54.3 acre site accessed from Com-
merce Drive and Ballantyne Drive and from the Old Eastern Road.  He stated that this was a project with 
mixed residential uses and up to 5,000 square feet of retail space.  He stated that the applicant would 
return to the Board for site plan review when the retail lots were defined and there was one lot adjacent to 
the Old Eastern Road which would provide service to people using the Eastern Trail.  Mr. Laverriere 
stated that the overall project consisted of 90 single family lots including the retail lots, 34 attached town-
house units and 28 apartment units; he stated that there would be eight phases and a back parcel they had 
figured in the net residential calculations for another 50 or so lots in the future.  He stated that all utilities 
would be underground. 

 4



 
Mr. Laverriere stated that they had addressed many comments from Mr. Bray, Mr. Tubbs and Mr. Bacon.   
He stated that the 1.5 acre parcel to the north was not in the Traditional Neighborhood District (TND) and 
they would take it out of the net residential density calculation.  Mr. Laverriere stated that the TND al-
lowed the project to have different road width standards.  He stated that the roads were not straight in 
order to provide some open space for plantings and recreation and they had listed the requested waivers to 
cover those differences.  He stated that they would meet with Public Works and the Fire Department. 
 
Mr. Laverriere stated that they had talked with the DOT regarding a pedestrian light at the intersection of 
Black Point Road and Eastern Road but the DOT did not agree, but Mr. Bray and the town may be able to 
convince them.  He stated that they were preparing a formal response regarding the drainage issues; he 
stated that they had submitted a new design which was simpler than the original plan,there would be a 
stormwater pond at Eastern Road and they would install what the Fire Department required for hydrants.  
Mr. Laverriere stated that they had provided a list of the light fixtures they wanted to use, which CMP 
approved and would provide.  He stated that they needed more permits from the DEP, and the DOT was 
amending their Site Location Permit. 
 
Mr. Laverriere stated that they had an easement from the Department of Inland Fish and Wildlife for the 
Eastern Trail down 700 feet from Black Point Road.  He stated that there was interest by the Eastern Trail 
Alliance to expand the trail on their property to get it off the Eastern Road along the edge of the property 
so they reserved a 15 foot length along the edge and hoped it could be included as part of the recreation 
fee along with the link to Route One.   
 
Ms. Auglis stated that it would be appropriate to get signalization at the Black Point Road intersection for 
pedestrian safety; Mr. Bacon stated that he and Mr. Bray would initiate that with the DOT.  Ms. Auglis 
noted that it was not a problem in the TND to spread the apartment units within the site because the entire 
development consisted of more than five acres.  Mr. Bacon noted that the applicant should discuss the 
alley widths with Public Works to make sure the new recycling vehicle had sufficient space.  To a ques-
tion from Ms. Auglis, Mr. Laverriere replied that the recreation fee would be in excess of $100,000.  Ms. 
Auglis stated that the Board appreciated the trail easement but it did not come to that amount and the ap-
plicant might consider constructing the Eastern Trail along the length of the Eastern Road in lieu of some 
of the fee.   
 
Ms. Auglis stated that she did not yet understand the stormwater and the Conservation Commission ques-
tioned the existing culverts on Eastern Road.  Mr. Laverriere stated that there were four existing culverts 
and they would replace the large one toward the south through which the stormwater pond and the stream 
would drain.  He stated that Mr. Tubbs and the DEP would address the post-development versus predev-
elopment runoff; he stated that the pond would have a gravel system to filter the stormwater before it was 
discharged to the culvert.  Mr. Laverriere stated that there was a vulnerable gas line and they would work 
with the gas company.  Ms. Auglis stated that she was concerned because of the proximity of the marsh. 
 
To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Bacon replied that the Board had previously discussed the trail and 
determined that it should be on the north side from Black Point Road into the site.  To a question from 
Mr. Hanson, Mr. Bacon replied that the on-street parking spaces were more than what was required for 
the residences and there could be no on-street parking at night.  Mr. Hanson stated that he was concerned 
about construction equipment and asked how long construction would take; Mr. Laverriere replied that 
construction would start at Commerce Drive, the second phase would begin from Eastern Road, and the 
third phase would make the connection through.  Mr. Hanson stated that he was concerned with school 
buses and construction equipment. Ms. Littlefield asked about the parking area across Eastern Road from 
the pump station; Mr. Laverriere replied that that land was owned by the state.  
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To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Laverriere replied that the main streets would be public but the 
rear alleys would be private.  Mr. Chamberlain commended the applicant on getting on-street parking; 
Mr. Laverriere stated that they had not gotten overnight parking but were still discussing the issue.  To a 
question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Laverriere replied that the open land to the north, the ninth phase, 
had been included on the original plan, but the wetland impacted the plan so they withdrew that part of 
the site from this project.  He stated that that development would be an extension of the same grid but 
they would consider the sensitive areas; he stated that it was not clear whether they could use Ward Street 
but Mr. Anderson owned the fee to a portion of the street.  Mr. Laverriere stated that there was a pedes-
trian access to Route One when the northern portion of the site was to be used and there would be a trail 
along the road with the first eight phases.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Laverriere replied 
that there were open ditches and minor odors from the pump station but it was better than it used to be.  
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Laverriere replied that the open space requirement of 10% was 
met and would be higher when Phase 9 was done.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that he liked the project with 
the diversity of access to the trail but the open space had limited public amenities.  Mr. Laverriere stated 
that the green areas were expanded parts of the rights of way with different uses, such as places to play or 
a treed area and one being a town green.   
 
To a question from Mr. Bacon, Mr. Laverriere replied that during construction the pond would be cloudy 
but would be clear following the construction phase; he stated it could be used for skating in the winter.  
Mr. Chamberlain asked about structures on the open space; Mr. Laverriere replied that there would be no 
buildings but there would be walls or sidewalks in the open spaces.  Mr. Chamberlain confirmed that 
affordable housing would be spread throughout the different unit types within the project.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that he did not understand the rationale for the two foot setback at the rear; Mr. Laverriere 
stated that the alley rights of way would be 20 feet wide and the garages would be 24 feet apart with the 
two foot setbacks on each side.  Mr. Bacon noted the table of widths and setbacks on page 7 of the sub-
mittal.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Bacon replied that the 10% of land deducted for net residential 
density was the standard required in the ordinance.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Anderson replied 
that most of the townhouses would have two car garages.  Mr. Paul stated that there were only 31 parking 
spaces for 34 units.  Mr. Paul encouraged the applicant to have retail uses because the project needed the 
neighborhood market concept.  Mr. Laverriere stated that there would be retail spaces but they were not 
yet sure exactly where they would be.   
 
Mr. Callahan noted that the Board had hoped for more accesses; Mr. Laverriere stated that they could not 
use Ward Street at this time.  To a question from Mr. Callahan, Mr. Laverriere replied that the alleys were 
wide enough for a fire lane. 
 
Ms. Auglis moved to approve the preliminary plan; Mr. Hanson seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
Ms. Auglis called a recess at 9:25; the meeting resumed at 9:35 P. M. 
 
8.  Texas Roadhouse requests site plan review for 7,135 square foot restaurant at 600 Gallery Boulevard
 
Mr. Bacon stated that there was a staff report dated March 23, 2007 including a response regarding the 
Payne Road impact feet and other comments dealing with landscaping requirements and parking spaces. 
Ms. Littlefield stated that she did business with the owner of the subdivision but felt she could participate 
without conflict.   
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Mr. James Lowery, of Sebago Technics, stated that this was Lot 2, a two acre lot on the north side of 
Gallery Boulevard, on which they proposed a 7,135 square foot restaurant with 239 seats.  He stated that 
there would be a sidewalk connection from Gallery Boulevard into the site and a sidewalk within the 
landscape island for circulation through the site.  Mr. Lowery displayed the configuration of the building 
with the handicap spaces and benches for waiting customers.  He stated that there would also be a cedar 
fence sur-rounding a concrete pad with tables for a waiting area.  He stated that, based on Mr. Bacon’s 
comments, the plan shown was slightly different from the plans the Board had received.   
 
Mr. Lowery stated that they showed more than 10% landscaping in the parking lot, rather than perimeter 
landscaping, which was complementary to other sites within Scarborough Gallery.  He stated that there 
would be berms for the street trees and a seasonal variation of color; he described the proposed plantings, 
which had been selected for availability, ease of maintenance and height.  He stated that the trees would 
provide buffering from Gallery Boulevard and Route I-295; he stated that they had moved the pavement 
toward  I-295 to make room for the foundation plants.   
 
Mr. Lowery stated that Texas Roadhouse had one of the highest ratios of employees to customers so they 
estimated an average of 40 employees and proposed 143 parking spaces, leaving about 100 spaces for 
customers at about 2.4 seats per parking space.  He stated that reducing the number of spaces would not 
give them the number of spaces they felt they needed.   
 
Ms. Andrea Cardo, of Interplan LLC, stated that, in response to requests from the Board, they had added 
mullions to the windows.  Mr. Hanson noted that the building was surrounded by parking and he was 
concerned with pedestrian safety.  Ms. Cardo stated that the crosswalks would be clearly defined.  Mr. 
Hanson asked whether autos would overhang the sidewalk area at the building; Mr. Lowrey replied that 
there would be curbing and the sidewalks would be five feet wide.  Mr. Hanson confirmed there would be 
only one entrance.   
 
Mr. Paul asked whether there would be outside dining; Ms. Cardo replied that the fenced-in patio would 
have tables and chairs for waiting customers but she did not think there would be wait service in that area.  
Mr. Bacon stated that if outdoor dining were proposed it should be shown on the plan or they would have 
to return for an amended plan.  To a question from Ms. Auglis, Mr. Lowrey replied that they had removed 
the two parking spaces noted by Mr. Bacon because of the high travel location and adjusted the handicap 
space so there was no stop bar behind it.  Ms. Auglis stated that she thought the building and the site was 
driven by the parking and was less attractive than it could be; she stated that the Board usually asked that 
fewer parking spaces be built with space reserved in the event they were needed in the future. Mr. Lowrey 
stated that his concern was that 143 spaces were not enough because most Texas Roadhouse sites had 
more than 180 spaces and they were getting below their comfort zone for parking.  Mr. Hanson stated that 
maybe the building was in the wrong location.  Ms. Cardo stated that the layout was necessary for access 
to the abutters; there was discussion regarding how access could otherwise be done.   
 
Ms. Auglis stated that the landscaping was minimal and the site was all parking.  Ms. Cardo stated that 
they could put parking pavers in the rear where employees would park.  Mr. Lowrey noted that it was dif-
ficult to plow pavers.  Mr. Lowrey stated that loading and deliveries would be done during non-working 
hours and large vehicles would swing into some of the parking spaces at the rear.  Ms. Auglis stated that 
she had no issues other than the sea of parking.  To a question from Ms. Auglis, Ms. Cardo replied that 
the white around the building was trim and not LED strips.   
 
Mr. Lowrey stated that he would respond to Mr. Tubbs’ comments, which were mostly technical in 
nature; he stated that the lighting conformed to the Scarborough Gallery requirements.  Ms. Auglis stated 
that it should be determined whether or not there would be outside dining.  
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Ms. Auglis moved to approve the site plan with the following conditions: 
 
1.  That the staff and applicant resolve the issues of pervious parking; 
2.  That the Payne Road impact fee be reviewed by William Bray; 
3.  That the Eight Corners sewer impact fee be agreed upon; 
4.  That Mr. Tubbs’ comments be incorporated; 
5.  That there be no LED lighting on the building; 
 
Mr. Hanson seconded the motion. 

Voted 5-0 
 

9.  Town Planner’s Report
 
Mr. Bacon stated that there would be a presentation to the Board on May 7, 2007 at 7:00 P. M. by Mr. 
Bray and Mr. Tubbs.  He asked that Board members e-mail him if there were specific questions they 
would like addressed.  Ms. Auglis asked that everyone try to attend. 
 
10. Correspondence
 
Ms. Auglis noted that there was a letter from Mr. Miley of Enterprise Business Park regarding the status 
of their trail system; she stated that the construction on the trail should be begin this summer. 
 
11. Planning Board Comments
 
Mr. Hanson noted that the minutes of the Sanitary District meeting indicated surprise that the Planning 
Board was not concerned with the waste from the horse corral and RV dumping station at Cabela’s.  Ms. 
Auglis stated that the Board was told the District did not have a problem with the waste.  Mr. Bacon 
stated that the issue was discussed and deferred to the Sanitary District. 
 
Ms. Auglis noted that there was a mylar to be signed. 
 
12.  Adjournment
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:25 P. M. 
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