
Town of Scarborough 
 

Planning Board         June 4, 2007 
AGENDA 

 
1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (May 14, 2007) 
 
4.  Richard Greenleaf requests an advisory opinion to the Zoning Board for the location of a new 
foundation within the Shoreland Zone at Clay Pits Road 
 
5.  SouthCoast Community Church requests final subdivision approval for 10 lot residential subdivision 
(conservation design), and associated site plan amendment, located at 368 Gorham Road 
 
6.  Rocco Leo II Inc. requests site plan approval for a 3,024 square foot storage building, two 2,016 
square foot office and shop duplexes, and an associated business office located at 7 Bridges Drive 
 
7.  Jeff Lord requests site plan amendment for site at 6 Lincoln Avenue in the Scarborough Industrial Park 
 
8.  Comfort Suites, East Coast Hospitality requests site plan review for a 3 story, 35,554 square foot, 69 
room hotel at 329 U. S. Route One 
 
9.  Sea Ridge at Blue Point Subdivision, SBK Associates requests final subdivision approval for 56 single 
family lots off Jasper Street and Pine Ledge Drive 
 
10. Scarborough Gallery LLC requests sketch plan review for 90,739 square foot retail center on Lot 7 on 
Gallery Boulevard 
 
11. McDonald’s Restaurant requests sketch plan review for 3,886 square foot restaurant and drive-thru on 
Lot 9 at Gallery Boulevard 
 
12. Town Planner’s Report 
 
13. Administrative Amendment Report 
 
14. Correspondence 
 
15. Planning Board Comments 
 
16.  Adjournment 
 
 

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



Town of Scarborough 
Planning Board         June 4, 2007 
 

MINUTES 
 

Members Present     Staff
 
Ms. Auglis      Mr. Bacon, 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 (May 14, 2007) 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the minutes of May 14, 2007 as written; Mr. Hanson seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
4.  Richard Greenleaf requests an advisory opinion to the Zoning Board for the location of a new 
foundation within the Shoreland Zone at Clay Pits Road 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that this was before the Board under the Shoreland Zoning Ordinance for an advisory 
opinion on an appeal to the Zoning Board to meet the setbacks to the greatest practical extent for a new 
foundation beneath a new structure.   
 
Mr. Michael Richman, of Custom Concepts, stated that the existing structure was built in the 1940s; he 
stated that they had worked with the DEP and the Code Enforcement Officer to find a middle ground for  
a modest, new structure on a very tight lot. He stated that they hoped to remove the existing building and 
install a new foundation using as close to the existing footprint as possible.  Ms. Auglis confirmed that 
this lot would not be buildable today and stated that she thought, if the nonconforming structure were 
taken down, the same footprint had to be used.  Mr. Bacon stated that under Section 12. C. b. 2. of the 
Shoreland Zoning Ordinance, “… that the setback requirement is met to the greatest practical extent as 
determined by the Planning Board, basing its decision specified below in subsection 2. Relocation, that 
the completed foundation does not extend beyond the exterior dimensions of the structure; and that the 
foundation does not cause the structure to be elevated by more than three feet.”  Mr. Richman stated that 
the proposed structure was smaller than the existing building but they were asking to move some of the 
square footage to another side of the house. 
 
To questions from Mr. Hanson, Mr. Richman replied that they would build the structure three to four  
inches inside the existing foundation line except in one area; he stated that this was a year round structure  
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and that would not change.  Ms. Auglis noted that the new foundation would be a little further away from 
the Shoreland Zone and she saw no problem because it would decrease the impact.  Mr. Bacon stated that 
the Zoning Board would vote on a variance as opposed to renovating the existing building and would look 
at meeting the setbacks to the greatest extent possible.  Mr. Paul stated that he was not of the opinion that 
the proposed structure would meet the required setbacks to the highest possible extent; he stated that there 
was a requested 1.6 foot variance on the north side and they could meet the 15 foot setback on that side to 
be in partial compliance.  Mr. Paul stated that the front and rear setbacks could not be met but it could be 
met on that side.  Mr. Richman stated that he would be happy to move it over but they had worked within 
the requests of the DEP.   
 
Mr. Callahan stated that he understood that a full foundation could not be built any closer than 75 feet to 
the high water mark and that piers needed to be used.  Mr. Richman stated that the DEP did not require 
piers since they were above the flood elevation.  Mr. Bacon stated that the Code Enforcement Officer 
indicated that a full foundation was allowed and piers were required in the flood zone rather than the 
Shoreland Zone.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that he agreed that there could be some effort to meet the re-
quired side setback.  Mr. Richman stated that they would slide the structure over to meet that setback.  
Ms. Auglis stated that it should be clear that the setback from the Nonesuch River is not being increased 
from what it is today and it is less of an impact. 
 
5.  SouthCoast Community Church requests final subdivision approval for 10 lot residential subdivision 
(conservation design), and associated site plan amendment, located at 368 Gorham Road 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that since the Board had seen this project last year, the applicant had been to the DEP 
and the DOT and had received their permits.  He noted that there was a memo from Mr. Wendel and the 
staff felt this was ready for approval.  Mr. Bacon noted that the town was working with the applicant to 
get a trail along the Nonesuch River but there was no agreement on the conveyance of that strip of land 
to the town. 
 
Mr. Peter Biegel, of SYTDesign, stated that this was a 10 lot subdivision on 70 acres of land abutting the 
Larrabee wetland preserve, the Nonesuch River and town land.  He stated that the site plan had to be 
amended because this land was now part of the church land.  Mr. Biegel stated that they had pulled the 
area of land to be filled out of the subdivision application and submitted it separately to the DEP.  He 
stated that they had their traffic movement permit from the DOT and had received their stormwater man-
agement permit from the DEP.  Mr. Biegel stated that they had discussed the Dunstan Impact Fee and had 
done an archeological investigation but turned up nothing.  He stated that the Fire Department approved 
the location of the hydrant.  He stated that the Code Enforcement Officer had approved the revision of the 
church’s septic system; he stated that there would be a slight relocation of the electrical transformers by 
CMP and there would be no impact on the drainage or ditching. 
 
Mr. Biegel stated that they had submitted a proposal to bring the trail along the top of the slope because it 
was too costly at the low end of the slope; he stated that they would use portions of the existing trail and 
there would be a gravel pulloff for parking.  He stated that there was an open space buffer around the 
house lots so they proposed to give the town an easement for the trail and they would create the trail and 
turn it over to the town with the stipulation that the trail surface could be changed.  Mr. Biegel stated that 
they would like to keep the buffer for the homeowners and would work with the town for an easement to 
keep the river greenway as the town wanted it.   
 
Ms. Auglis asked what the applicant would be giving up if the town owned the land; Mr. Biegel replied 
that there would be a higher level of comfort for the owners if the homeowners association owned the 
land and they could put up a fence or hedge within the easement if the trail became too visible.  To a 
question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Bacon replied that the easement documents had not been reviewed 
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by the Town Attorney.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that there should be some continuity in the documents for 
the town’s rights.  Ms. Auglis noted that Mr. Bacon had drafted a condition regarding these documents; 
she noted that the main concern with this approval was who would own the strip of land.  Mr. Bacon 
stated that the position of Community Services was that the land be owned in fee by the town and with 
past developments there had been no debate over the ownership of trail land.  Ms. Auglis stated that this 
could be tabled until there was a final resolution or there could be a condition that the ownership of the 50 
foot strip be settled before the mylar showing ownership was signed.  Mr. Paul stated that he was willing 
to vote if there could be adequate language to protect the town and the homeowners.  Mr. Fellows agreed 
that the details should be finalized.   
 
To a question from Ms. Littlefield, Mr. Bacon replied that the staff recommended that the 50 foot strip be 
conveyed to the town with language to protect the homeowners.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, 
Mr. Biegel replied that it would simply be a trail on the association retained land.  Mr. Chamberlain stated 
that any changes made by the association would concern him and it made sense to have the land under 
town ownership.   
 
Mr. Paul noted that there were trails that went through many of the lots and asked how people would be 
prevented from using those trails on private property; Mr. Biegel replied that there would be signage or a 
log across the end of the trail and the main trail would be very well marked.  To a question from Mr. Paul, 
Mr. Biegel replied that an inspection showed no vernal pools on the property.  Mr. Paul stated that he was 
not in favor of filling the wetland and hoped the applicant would consider not filling Lot 4 if possible. 
 
Ms. Auglis moved to approve the final subdivision plan with the following conditions: 
 
1.  That the Dunstan Impact Fee be paid prior to issuance of a building permit; 
2.  That the Payne Road Impact Fee be paid prior to the Planning Department’s release of the attested 
final subdivision plan; 
3.  That the plan be amended to annex the 50 foot strip to the rear of Lots 7 and 8 to the open space to be 
conveyed to the Town for conservation and trail use; 
4.  That a note be added to the final plan stipulating that the open space being conveyed to the Town be 
regulated by the Ordinance for Use of Parks and Recreational Facilities and that the applicant work with 
the Planning Department and Community Services on measures to buffer Lots 7 and 8 from the trail; 
5.  That the applicant furnish the deed for the open space to be conveyed to the Town prior to the release 
of the attested final subdivision plan; 
6.  That the recreation contribution be paid on a per building permit basis; 
7.  That Mr. Wendel’s memo of May 30, 2007 be incorporated; 
 
Mr. Hanson seconded. 
 
Mr. Biegel noted that deeding part of the open space to the town was in lieu of a recreation fee.  Mr. 
Bacon stated that that was up to the Board.  Ms. Auglis suggested that the Board would not ask for a     
fee if the applicant deeded the 50 foot strip of land to the town.  Mr. Allen asked whether there was any 
staff concern about the association trail on the west side; Mr. Bacon stated that Community Services had 
focused on the river corridor and feeder trails were less of a concern.  To a question from Ms. Littlefield, 
Mr. Biegel replied that the main trail connected to the trail to the north.  Mr. Biegel read items from a 
memo presented to the Board that would protect the homeowners in the event the land was deeded to the 
town. 
 
Mr. Allen moved to amend the motion to include notes given to the Board by the applicant as noted 
above; Mr. Chamberlain seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
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6.  Rocco Leo II Inc. requests site plan approval for a 3,024 square foot storage building, two 2,016 
square foot office and shop duplexes, and an associated business office located at 7 Bridges Drive 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the Board saw this project at the last meeting and the outstanding items had sub-
sequently been addressed and there were a few minor engineering comments from SYTDesign; he stated 
that the staff recommended approval. 
 
Mr. Frank reviewed the site plan and stated that the buildings would all be the same color as that shown 
for the existing building at the previous meeting. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the site plan with the following conditions: 
 
1.  That the Dunstan Impact Fee and the Payne Road Impact Fee be paid prior to the issuance of a 
building permit; 
2.  That each leasee or use be assigned a suite number; 
3.  That the applicant record the Declaration of Unified Ownership prior to the issuance of a building 
permit; 
4.  That samples of the building materials be supplied to and approved by staff; 
5.  That the SYTDesign letter of May 30, 2007 be incorporated; 
Ms. Auglis seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
7.  Jeff Lord requests site plan amendment for site at 6 Lincoln Avenue in the Scarborough Industrial Park
 
Mr. Bacon stated that this was a request for minor adjustments for the driveway and storage area. 
 
Mr. Ryan Senatore, of TFH Architects, stated that they were creating a new pedestrian entrance and over-
head doors for tenants and erecting a pylon sign at the main entrance; he stated that they would also mark 
the handicap parking spaces and pave the existing gravel drive.  Mr. Senatore stated that they would pave 
the storage pad and erect a chain link fence and plant a new hedge buffer around the area; he stated that 
there would be a canopy with tenant signage at each location.  He stated that they did not have details of 
the signage but the main sign would show the name of the building, the address and small tenant signs.   
He stated that the main sign would have a common theme and color.  Ms. Auglis stated that the signage 
plan should be submitted to the staff. 
 
To a question from Mr. Hanson, Mr. Senatore replied that 100 parking spaces were required.  Mr. Paul 
noted that the parking space information did not seem correct.  To a question from Ms. Littlefield, Mr. 
Bacon replied that parking spaces were allowed in the setback.  Mr. Paul stated that one of his concerns 
was the impact on the wetland near the future parking spaces.  Mr. Senatore stated that they could move 
those spaces away from the wetland to the other side of the driveway.   
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the site plan amendment with the following conditions: 
 
1.  That the signage details be provided to and approved by the staff; 
2.  That Mr. Tubbs letter of May 30, 2007 be incorporated; 
3.  That the six future parking spaces be moved to the opposite side of the driveway; 
 
Mr. Chamberlain seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
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8.  Comfort Suites, East Coast Hospitality requests site plan review for a 3 story, 35,554 square foot, 69 
room hotel at 329 U. S. Route One 
 
Mr. Bacon noted that there was a prior plan for this site but it had lapsed.  He stated that there were staff 
com-ments dated May 30, 2007 and comments dated May 13, 2007 from Mr. Bray regarding impact fee 
esti-mates and a recommendation for future connection to the Scarborough Downs driveway and a side-
walk in the front; he stated that there was also a memo from SYTDesign dated May 31, 2007. 
 
Mr. Dana Adams, of Opechee Construction, stated that they proposed a three story, 69 room hotel and 
tried to improve upon the previously approved plan.  He stated that they met with the Fire Department 
and would move the fire hydrant and would create a driveway around the building at their request.  Mr. 
Adams stated that they tried to design a building that was aesthetically pleasing; he stated that they sub-
mitted conceptual signage with signs at the peaks of the building and a pylon sign in tune with the arch-
itecture of the building at the entrance.  He stated that they had moved the building back a little and there 
would be a sidewalk to Route One; he stated that their concerns would be the location of a sidewalk along 
Route One because of the existing gas line and a pole in the area but that could be addressed when Route 
One was reconstructed.  Mr. Adams displayed the landscaping plan. 
 
To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Adams replied that the building color was closer to the small copy 
of the elevation than that of the large rendition and they would submit a color pallet.  Mr. Fellows stated  
that some connectivity with sidewalks would be beneficial.  Mr. Hanson noted that a sidewalk all the way 
to Dunstan had been discussed and was addressed in the Comprehensive Plan; he noted that this plan was 
a great improvement over what was existing.  To a question from Mr. Hanson, Mr. Adams displayed the 
parking at the side of the building toward Route One and noted that the sign materials would replicate the 
building materials.  Mr. Paul stated that he appreciated the architecture following the design guidelines 
and liked the gables and the breaking up of the building façades.  Mr. Paul stated that he realized there 
was a concrete divider in Route One but would like to see the exit lane from the project turn more sharply 
to indicate that it was only an exit and that there should be a do not enter sign.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that he saw a problem going north from this property and using a connection to the 
Scarborough Downs driveway would allow vehicles to use the signalized intersection to turn left.  Mr. 
Adams stated that the applicant would like to connect to the driveway but had not been able to deal with 
Scarborough Downs but they were willing to try.  Mr. Adams stated that they would like to show an 
internal sidewalk on the plan but not construct it because they did not want to invite people to walk to 
Route One until there was a sidewalk there; Mr. Paul agreed.   
 
Mr. Paul asked that the lighting be reduced at night; Mr. Adams stated that they tried to use full cutoff 
fixtures pointing toward the building and small bollard lights near the building.  To a question from Mr. 
Paul, Mr. Adams replied that the HVAC system was not fully designed but they would use some of the 
gables to hide equipment and there would be equipment on the ground behind the building away from 
Route One where it would not be seen. 
 
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Adams replied that the sign would be between the two drive-
ways.  Mr. Chamberlain asked whether there was enough room for an esplanade and the sidewalk within 
the town easement; Mr. Bacon replied that there could be a six to eight foot esplanade in the easement 
with the sidewalk on the applicant’s side but the tricky areas were the pole and the culvert.  To a question 
from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Adams replied that they proposed to extend the sidewalk to the street but the 
main sidewalk would be built by the town.  Ms. Littlefield asked whether it was because there was no 
Route One sidewalk that the Board did not require a sidewalk to the building; Ms. Auglis replied that the 
Board had been requesting an easement or that a sidewalk actually be built if it was close to Oak Hill. Mr. 
Bacon noted that the pieces of sidewalk came together as the lots were redeveloped.   
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Mr. Callahan stated that he appreciated the architecture.  Ms. Auglis stated that she would like to have the 
internal sidewalk built and thought it would be an advantage to the hotel as well as the town.  She asked 
that there be a color rendition of the signage.  Ms. Auglis asked that possible connectivity to the Scar-
borough Downs driveway be shown; Mr. Bacon stated that they had shown the location.  Ms. Auglis 
asked that the trees along the front be red maples and that there be a color rendition of the landscaping 
and that trees be shown in the parking area.  She noted the Conservation Commission comments.  Mr. 
Paul asked that the applicant consider putting pavers across the driveway to show where the sidewalk 
would cross.  
 
Ms. Auglis called a recess at 8:40; the meeting resumed at 8:50 P. M. 
 
9.  Sea Ridge at Blue Point Subdivision, SBK Associates requests final subdivision approval for 56 single 
family lots off Jasper Street and Pine Ledge Drive 
 
Ms. Auglis noted that this was not a public hearing but she would allow the public to speak briefly.  Mr. 
Chamberlain recused himself from this item because of a business conflict. 
 
Mr. Shawn Frank, of Sebago Technics, stated that this subdivision had received preliminary approval in 
July 2006 and they had since received their Site Location Permit from the DEP; he showed an aerial 
photo of the location.  He stated that this was a 50 acre site at the end of Jasper Street and Pine Ledge 
Drive with 50% open space as part of the Conservation Subdivision Design.  Mr. Frank stated that the 
town owned the abutting property to the south and the DEP asked them to discuss the open space and 20 
acres were subsequently deeded to the town.   
 
Mr. Frank showed the two phases and stated that there would be direct access to the rear to Pine Point 
Road for construction traffic so there would be no use of Jasper Street or Pine Ledge Drive during infra-
structure construction.  He stated that Phase 2 would be the extension of Jasper Street which would be 
reconstructed by the town to provide drainage, curbs and a sidewalk; he stated that the applicant would 
pay a prorated contribution for that construction.  He stated that the road construction was scheduled to 
take place at the same time as the construction of Phase 2.  He stated that the water line would be up-
graded to eight inches from Baker Street to their project.  Mr. Frank stated that they would be served by 
the Scarborough Sanitary District with a pump station to Pine Ledge Drive; he stated that there would be 
catch basins and stormwater would be treated before release to the wetlands.  He stated that there were 
many filter areas on the lots.  He stated that there was a traffic study and the Payne Road Impact and 
Dunstan Impact fees would be paid.  Mr. Frank stated that there was a trail system leading to the town-
owned land.   
 
Mr. Thomas Taylor, of 13 Jasper Street, read a letter he had written pointing out his concerns about con-
struction traffic, the conservation land, school and traffic impacts, drainage in the entire existing neigh-
horhood and the connection to Jasper Street.  Mr. James Anderson, of 14 Jasper Street, stated that his 
property had a drainage easement and asked whether the town would put that drainage somewhere else.  
Mr. Christopher Crovo, of 8 Starpine Lane, stated that he lived on the hill abutting this site and one of his 
concerns was the setbacks from the existing neighborhoods.  Mr. Rob Edgerley, of 12 Starpine Lane, 
stated that he agreed with Mr. Taylor and asked about lighting and whether the density set a precedent. 
Ms. Sally Howes, of 3 Dodge Street, stated that the drainage went down Dodge Street and her concern 
was the drainage on the side streets and the water pressure. 
 
Ms. Auglis stated that the drainage and water pressure issues would not be affected by this project and 
they should be addressed to the town.  Mr. Frank stated that the water pressure would be helped on Jasper 
Street by the eight inch water line.  Ms. Auglis stated that she wanted to differentiate the issues between 
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this development and that of the Public Works Department who would be reconstructing Jasper Street.  
Mr. Frank stated that they would only be contributing money to the work to be done on Jasper Street.  Mr. 
Bacon stated that the town would hold a meeting with the neighborhood with information regarding the 
entire project.   
 
Ms. Auglis noted that setbacks were an ordinance requirement and she thought Mr. Crovo’s question was 
actually about buffering.  Ms. Auglus stated that the density of the zoning did not change and there would 
be the same number of lots if the usual subdivision regulations were used; she stated that this was a valid 
way to use the Conservation Subdivision.  Mr. Frank showed areas where houses could have been built in 
the uplands in the middle of the wetlands under the regular ordinance.  Mr. Bacon stated that the overall 
density was the same but the lots would be smaller.   
 
Ms. Auglis noted that there was a Growth Management Ordinance which restricted the number of lots 
that could be built per year.  She stated that the Board made sure all developers were assessed fees to pay 
for the impacts and there would be impact fees to fund offsite infrastructure and the schools.  Ms. Auglis 
stated that construction traffic for the infrastructure for Phase 2 would also use the rear right of way.   
Mr. Fellows asked about the access to this site from Jasper Street; Mr. Frank replied that the original 
design had a stop sign at a right angle to segregate the two neighborhoods, but the majority of the Board 
wanted the easy flow of a straight connection with no stop sign.   
 
Mr. Frank stated that there would be six 14 foot high light poles at the intersections and culs de sac with  
lantern style fixtures.  To a question from Mr. Callahan, Mr. Frank replied that the easement was for two 
years and they expected the infrastructure to be finished by that time.  Ms. Sandra Murray, of SBK Assoc-
iates, stated that residential construction would use the other streets after two years.  Mr. Bacon stated that  
the town hoped to coordinate the construction of Jasper Street with Phase 2 during the summer of 2008 
into 2009.  Mr. Frank noted that the water line from Baker Street to this project would be done by the 
applicant.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Frank replied that utilities from Phase 1 would be from Pine 
Ledge Drive.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Ms. Murray replied that there was a 40 foot strip of land 
along the lots at Jasper Street that were not developable.  She stated that they preferred the 90º angle at 
the intersection but the town wanted the smooth flow between neighborhoods. 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that there were no immediate plans for parking at the Jasper Street intersection for the 
town land but the town could create a three-way intersection and a stop sign in the future; he stated that he 
recommended the current design.  He noted that there were other traffic calming techniques that could be 
done with the construction of Jasper Street.  Ms. Auglis read the Conservation Commission comments.  
She stated that the association documents should include the maintenance of the drainage and sewer. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the final subdivision plan with the following conditions: 
 
1.  That the Dunstan Impact Fee be paid prior to the issuance of a building permit (this may be paid by 
phase); 
2.  That the Payne Road Impact Fee be paid prior to the release of the attested final subdivision plan; 
3.  That the applicant furnish the deed for the 23 acres of open space to the Town prior to the release of 
the attested final subdivision plan; 
4.  That the applicant pay the $50,700.00 contribution for the Jasper Street reconstruction project to the 
Town prior to the issuance of any building permits in Phase 2 of the project; 
5.  That the recreation contribution be paid on a building permit basis; 
6.  That the majority of construction traffic use the agreed upon construction route for a minimum of two 
years and residential construction traffic be similar to the Windward Heights requirements and approved 
by staff or that the two year easement be extended and used for residential construction;  
7.  That the Conservation Commission comments of June 3, 2007 be incorporated; 
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Ms. Auglis seconded.   
Voted 5-0 

 
10. Scarborough Gallery LLC requests sketch plan review for 90,739 square foot retail center on Lot 7 on 
Gallery Boulevard 
 
Ms. Littlefield noted that she worked with a firm that had several out-of-state ventures with a portion of 
the Scarborough Gallery owners, but there was no ownership interest in this development.  The Board had 
no problems with Ms. Littlefield participating in this item or Item 11. 
 
Mr. Bacon noted that this was a new plan for this site; he stated that there were staff comments.  Ms. 
Nancy St. Clair, of Sebago Technics, explained that Lot 7 was about 19 acres with a lot of frontage on 
Gallery Boulevard in a conservation easement.  She stated that their access was across from the Lowe’s 
driveway on Gallery Boulevard and there was an internal access to Wal-Mart.  Ms. St. Clair stated that 
this plan showed a large building for multiple tenants and a small building at the other side of the lot.  She  
stated that the square footage of the buildings would be 90,739 square feet with 545 parking spaces and  
the infrastructure was included with the original subdivision plan for utilities, stormwater, etc.  Ms. St. 
Clair stated that they would follow the architectural designs required for the subdivision.  She stated that 
there would be a landscaped walkway through the parking lot for pedestrian connectivity as well as side-
walks and crosswalks connecting the other lots; she stated that they would consider a pedestrian connec-
tion at the retaining wall to the left of the building toward the Wal-Mart site but there was a large grade 
change in that area.  She stated that they would provide the trip count. 
 
Mr. Callahan asked about vehicle traffic at the front of the building; Ms. St. Clair replied that there would 
be an access drive along the front of the building but the difference on this site was that the primary en-
trance was toward the rear of the site.  To a question from Mr. Callahan, Ms. St. Clair replied that there 
would be an entrance at the rear of the small building for deliveries but there would be no loading dock.  
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Ms. St. Clair replied that the primary truck entrance would be at the 
side of the big building and trucks could turn around and load in the rear; she stated that fire trucks could 
go around the building but delivery trucks would turn around and go out the way they came in.  Mr. 
Chamberlain stated that signage would be critical for the truck circulation. 
 
Mr. Paul noted that in the front of the building near the handicap parking spaces there were three cross-
walk areas to the front of the building; Ms. St. Clair stated that they could add more access on the other 
side.  Mr. Paul asked that there be patterned pavement to mark the accesses.  Mr. Paul noted that there 
was only one dumpster shown for four large retail spaces; Ms. St. Clair stated that each unit would have   
a dumpster and the dumpster for the smaller building would be buffered. 
 
To a question from Mr. Hanson, Ms. St. Clair replied that the long corridor to tenant space 7C would 
allow access to the loading dock for the small unit in front. To a question from Mr. Hanson, Ms. St. Clair 
replied that there could be benches in the landscaped walkway.  To questions from Mr. Fellows, Ms. St. 
Clair replied that they would present architectural details on the massing of the building and small islands 
and plants would break up the parking. Ms. Auglis stated that she was pleased that there would be smaller 
stores; she stated that outside sales would be an issue.  Ms. St. Clair stated that they were not proposing 
outside sales.  Ms. Auglis stated that interconnection between lots with sidewalks was important. 
 
11. McDonald’s Restaurant requests sketch plan review for 3,886 square foot restaurant and drive-thru on 
Lot 9 at Gallery Boulevard
 
Mr. Bacon noted that this was the small lot adjacent to Wal-Mart and across from the Texas Roadhouse; 
he stated that there were staff comments. 
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Mr. Matthew Smith, of Bohler Engineering, stated that this site at the corner of Spring Street and Gallery 
Boulevard had always been earmarked for a restaurant; he stated that they proposed a 3,886 square foot 
McDonald’s with 46 parking spaces and access limited to one full driveway at Gallery Boulevard.  He 
stated that circulation would be one way counterclockwise around the building.  Mr. Smith displayed the 
eleva-tion of the building.  He stated that they would provide pedestrian connection at the side and would 
break up the parking with a landscaped island.  He stated that all traffic would drive around the building 
which would allow a maximum queuing length for the drive-thru within the site and the order boards 
would not be adjacent to Gallery Boulevard   
 
Mr. Smith stated that they had not determined the freestanding sign but the wall signs would meet the re-
quirements of the ordinance and would be less than what was allowed.  He stated that McDonald’s used a 
43 square foot order board and would like relief from the maximum 36 square feet allowed by the ordi-
nance; he stated that they would also like relief to use their 3.5 square foot directional signs rather than 
the 3 feet allowed by the town.  Mr. Smith stated that the building materials would be brick and stucco 
with awnings over the entrances and doorways with some cornices and mullions. 
 
Ms. Auglis suggested that the whole project be shifted to the right to allow a 25 foot separation between 
the parking aisles to gain some area for landscape buffering at Spring Street.  Mr. Bacon stated that the 
drive aisle could be narrower so there would be room on the other side.  Ms. Auglis stated that a berm 
would be helpful on this busy corner of Spring Street.  She noted that there was concern about the pro-
posed circulation but the Wendy’s restaurant had the same kind of internal circulation where exiting cars 
had to go around the building to keep the queuing inside the lot.   
 
Ms. Auglis stated that her biggest problem was the architecture; she stated that she had copies of the de-
sign standards for franchises to give to the applicant.  She stated that the proposed building showed noth-
ing of the standards, which allowed no flat roofs.  She stated that the applicant had done a good job of 
making the most of a small lot but the problem was the architecture.  Ms. Auglis stated that a concept sign 
plan should be presented for the next meeting.  Mr. Hanson stated that he had seen some nice looking 
McDonald’s buildings elsewhere.  Mr. Smith stated that they used the brick façade because of the design 
requirements of the subdivision.  
  
Mr. Fellows confirmed that vehicles leaving the drive-thru would merge with traffic coming into the site.  
Mr. Smith stated that there would be a stop sign before merging with incoming traffic; he stated that there 
was no choice as to where the entrance would be located.  Mr. Paul stated that rotating the building would 
allow different parking and not going around the building twice; he stated that he, too, was concerned 
about the architecture.  Mr. Callahan noted that the McDonald’s on Route One had a better roof line.  Ms. 
Littlefield reiterated the concern about the architecture; she asked that the left angle at the drive-thru stop 
sign be exaggerated so no one would be tempted to turn right.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. 
Smith replied that there was a rumble strip or striping near the trash containers for traffic control.  Mr. 
Chamberlain asked that there should be landscaping around the containers.  Ms. Auglis asked that the 
street trees at Gallery Boulevard be supplemented on the site. 
 
12. Town Planner’s Report 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the Scarborough Gateway project may return to the Board for site plan amendments 
for the restaurants and wanted to schedule another workshop to discuss architecture.  Mr. Paul asked 
whether this was a change that could be looked at by the Chairman; Mr. Bacon stated that the applicant 
had not yet submitted any information but he wanted to get an idea from the Board whether or not there 
should be a special workshop.  Ms. Auglis stated that anyone who was interested in architecture could 
attend a workshop. 
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Mr. Bacon stated that there was a mylar to be signed. 
 
13. Administrative Amendment Report 
 
There was no report. 
 
14. Correspondence 
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked about the e-mail from Greater Portland Council of Governments; Mr. Bacon 
replied that the Council of Governments held its annual meeting and presented awards and invited people 
from each community.  He stated that if anyone was interested, he or she should contact the Council of 
Governments. 
 
15. Planning Board Comments 
Mr. Paul noted that he had attended a meeting in Topsham regarding open space and wetland manage-
ment for subdivisions and what other towns were doing.  He stated that he learned that Scar-borough was 
not necessarily doing enough to protect wetlands and vernal pools and he had changed his opinion about 
filling wetlands and mitigating habitats.  He stated that he had a hard time with filling wet-lands. 
 
Ms. Auglis stated that the Board could meet to discuss various issues.  She stated that the town had to 
meet the State standards but could be more stringent; she stated that the Board could not change the 
ordinances but could request that the Town Council make changes.  Mr. Callahan stated that mitigating 
wetlands off-site was like allowing a business to pollute in one area in exchange for not polluting in 
another. 
 
Ms. Littlefield stated that there were new rules written, but not yet adopted, that would create very large 
setbacks from vernal pools and would make a large quantity of land undevelopable.   
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the Board could create subcommittees to discuss different subjects, such as trails or 
wetlands, etc. 
 
16.  Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:45 P. M. 
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