
Town of Scarborough 
 

Planning Board        June 25, 2007 
AGENDA 

 
1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (June 4, 2007) 
 
4.  Consent Items 
 
a.  Scarborough Village Square, Dead River Orion Center LLC requests extension of site plan approval 
for community shopping center at 295-301 U. S. Route One 
 
5.  Maine Medical Center requests amended site plan approval for 24,000 square foot addition to the 
research building at 81 Research Drive 
 
6.  Comfort Inn & Suites, East Coast Hospitality, Inc. requests site plan approval for a 3 story, 35,554 
square foot, 69 room hotel at 329 U. S. Route One 
 
7.  Maine Bank & Trust requests site plan review for demolition and reconstruction of 3,400 square foot 
building at 439 U. S. Route One 
 
8.  The Gateway at Scarborough, New England Expeditions requests site plan amendment for building 
size and location for Buildings 5 and 6 at previously approved site at Payne Road and Haigis Parkway 
 
9.  Risbara Bros. Construction Co. requests sketch plan review for 13 lot subdivision at the corner of 
Mitchell Hill Road and Holmes Road 
 
10. Town Planner’s Report 
 
11. Administrative Amendment Report 
 
12. Correspondence 
 
13. Planning Board Comments 
 
14. Adjournment 
 
 
 

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



Planning Board        June 25, 2007 
MINUTES 

 
Members Present     Staff
 
Ms. Auglis      Mr. Bacon, Town Planner 
Mr. Chamberlain     Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
Mr. Fellows 
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; Messrs. Callahan and Hanson were absent.  Ms. Auglis 
authorized Mr. Fellows and Ms. Littlefield to vote. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (June 4, 2007) 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the minutes of June 4, 2007 as written; Mr. Chamberlain seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
4.  Consent Items
 
a.  Scarborough Village Square, Dead River Orion Center LLC requests extension of site plan approval 
for community shopping center at 295-301 U. S. Route One 
 
Ms. Littlefield recused herself from this item because of her company’s involvement with the project. 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that he had provided the Board with the original approval from August 2006 and 
recommended that the Board incorporate the findings of fact and conditions into any approval tonight. 
 
Ms. Nancy St. Clair, of Sebago Technics, stated that they would like to have the site plan reapproved for 
one year.  Ms. St. Clair noted some of the highlights of the project that had been approved.  She noted  
that there would be a network of sidewalks from Sawyer Road leading to a crosswalk and the sidewalk   
at Route One.  She stated that they had been marketing the site and there was renewed interest but there 
were no tenants at this time, but they did not want their permits to lapse.   
 
Mr. Paul confirmed that no changes had been made to the approved plan; he asked whether the extension 
should be from tonight or from the date of the original approval.  Mr. Bacon replied that that was the 
decision of the Board.  Mr. Chamberlain asked whether traffic fees should be reconsidered to include any 
new fees imposed since August; Mr. Bacon replied that this project had been assigned a number of fees 
and only the Dunstan Impact Fee would change but the difference would not be substantial and the staff 
recommended that the impact fees remain as they were when approved. 
 
Ms. Auglis moved to grant a one year extension starting on August 7, 2007 to include the findings of fact 
and conditions adopted August 7, 2006; Mr. Paul seconded. 

Voted 4-0 
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5.  Maine Medical Center requests amended site plan approval for 24,000 square foot addition to the 
research building at 81 Research Drive 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the applicant had been through peer review since the Board last saw the project; he 
stated that there were memos from SYTDesign and from Mr. Bray who had tabulated three impact fees.  
He stated that there were comments from Mr. Bray regarding offsite improvements for the surgery center 
which was now under construction; Mr. Bacon stated that that comment did not apply to this project. 
 
Mr. Paul Gray, of Maine Medical Center, explained that they had outgrown their facility because of their 
success.  He displayed the master plan which showed existing buildings and future buildings.  Mr. Gray 
displayed the landscaping plan and the extended parking in the rear.  He stated that they had addressed the 
staff comments and peer review comments and expected their DEP permit by the end of July.  Mr. Gray 
displayed the overview of the building and the elevations and stated that the addition would be of the 
same materials as the existing building. 
 
To a question from Ms. Auglis, Mr. Frank Crabtree, of Harriman Associates, replied that if they moved 
the trees toward Route One from the rear of the new parking lot there would be space for snow storage or 
they could put snow over the embankment to the north, but there were trees and a sidewalk in that loca-
tion.  He noted that snow was carted off the site if necessary. 
 
To a question from Ms. Auglis, Mr. Keith Smith, of T. J. DeWan Associates, replied that 21 trees would 
be taken out and replanted in the back around the new parking lot.  Ms. Auglis confirmed that the wetland 
creation was already in effect. To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Gray replied that the impact fees were 
acceptable.  Mr. Paul stated that he was comfortable with the project but was not comfortable with the 
fact that the DEP had not yet issued their permit because the Board usually required that permit prior to 
approval.  Mr. Bacon stated that, for consistency, the Board should make this a consent item on the 
agenda following issuance of the DEP permit and not approve the request tonight without the permit.   
 
Mr. Fellows noted that he preferred moving the trees in the rear to allow snow storage in that area.  To a 
question from Ms. Littlefield, Mr. Gray replied that they hoped to begin construction before Labor Day. 
 
6.  Comfort Inn & Suites, East Coast Hospitality, Inc. requests site plan approval for a 3 story, 35,554 
square foot, 69 room hotel at 329 U. S. Route One 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the plan had been adjusted to reflect the Board’s comments from the previous meet-
ing by adding a sidewalk at the frontage.  He stated that the Town was considering a capital improvement 
project in the budget for sidewalks on this section of Route One.  Mr. Bacon stated that SYTDesign had a 
few recommendations for buffering to Mill Brook in their letter of June 20, 2007; he stated that there was 
a memo from Jim Wendel regarding the sidewalk link and a memo from the Conservation Commission 
regarding buffering and stormwater treatment.  He stated that the staff was comfortable with the plan and 
recommended approval. 
 
Mr. Dana Adams, of Opechee Construction, stated that they submitted elevations with landscaping on all 
sides of the building; he distributed a color pallet.  Mr. Adams showed the sidewalk along Route One and 
back to the building; he stated that they were happy to be involved with the concept of the sidewalk.  He 
showed the tree line and the 25 foot buffer at the stream where there would be limited clearing.  Mr. 
Adams stated that they preferred to leave the transformer where shown because it would not block the 
view from the driveway, would be safer for snowplowing and there would be shrubs planted around it.  
He stated that they would augment the plantings and thought if they kept wildflowers away from the edge 
of the pavement it would be neater.  Mr. Adams stated that they would reduce the clearing of trees and  
plant some wildflowers along, but not up to the pavement, for stream buffering.   
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To a question from Ms. Littlefield, Mr. Adams stated that they would be meeting again with the Fire 
Department and would meet their requirements for a lane around the building that would support a truck.  
Mr. Bacon noted that there would be signage indicating there would be no entry around the building for 
the public.  To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Adams replied that they may have to change the shade 
of the building but the colors themselves were very close.  Ms. Auglis suggested that the staff check the 
colors when the painting was begun.  Mr. Paul thanked the applicant for adding signage and the cross-
walks.  To a question from Mr. Paul; Mr. Adams replied that there was an easement for the whole length 
of their property, but they ended the sidewalk before the property line because of the grading of that area.   
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Bacon replied that there was interest from the Town in working 
concurrently with Comfort Suites to connect the sidewalks.   
 
Mr. Paul asked whether the applicant had contacted Scarborough Downs regarding a secondary access to 
their driveway; Mr. Adams replied that the applicant had contacted them and they indicated they would 
get back to him.  Mr. Adams stated that a connection to the driveway would be a great enhancement so 
the hotel customers would be able to use the signalized intersection to turn left on Route One.   
 
To a question from Ms. Auglis, Mr. Adams replied that any changes to the signage would be presented to 
the Town; Ms. Auglis stated that the staff could handle minor changes but any major changes to the sign-
age should be viewed by the Board as a consent item. Ms. Auglis thanked the applicant for the landscaped 
elevations; she stated that she would like a couple more flowering trees along the building facing Route 
One.  Ms. Auglis asked that staff be involved when the colors were painted; she noted that any connect-
ivity to the Scarborough Downs driveway would have to be brought to the Board. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the site plan with the following conditions: 
 
1.  That the applicant pay the Payne Road Impact Fee, the Dunstan Corner Impact Fee and the Oak Hill 
Mitigation Fee prior to the issuance of a building permit; 
2.  That construction of the sidewalk as shown on the site plan be coordinated with any additional Town 
sidewalk construction within the Route One right of way; 
3.  That the applicant increase landscaping along the no-disturb buffer to Mill Brook, as per the 
SYTDesign memo dated June 20, 2007, to enhance water quality and stream protection; 
4.  That the final building colors be reviewed by the staff or administratively by the Chairman; 
 
Ms. Auglis seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
7.  Maine Bank & Trust requests site plan review for demolition and reconstruction of 3,400 square foot 
building at 439 U. S. Route One 
 
Mr. Bacon noted that there was a sketch plan submission for a temporary building and site plan review for 
the bank, which had been through peer review. He stated that there was a staff report dated June 21, 2007, 
a letter from Mr. Tubbs dated June 24, 2007, and letters from Mr. Bray of June 3 and June 23, 2007 en-
couraging interconnection with the abutting site and noting the impact fees.  He stated that this was the 
first time the Board had seen this project and the reconstruction should be considered site plan review. 
 
Mr. Jeff Reed, of Pinkham & Greer, explained that the temporary building would be on the adjacent lot 
where the restaurant building had been torn down; he showed an aerial view of the area.  He stated that 
there was an easement between the two sites and they could use the water service in front of the site.  He 
stated that the temporary building would be a 13 by 60 foot modular structure set up for bank use during 
construction of the new branch bank building.  Mr. Reed stated that they would start construction of the 
new building late this summer and would be finished in approximately six to eight months. 
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To a question from Ms. Auglis, Mr. Reed replied that the former restaurant was larger than the modular 
building so they would pave the area around the structure where the previous building was removed.  He 
stated that there would be no new impervious surface at the temporary site, which drained toward the 
front to the culverts in Route One.  Mr. Reed stated that they would use the existing curbcuts.  To a ques-
tion from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Reed replied that this structure would be removed and the site returned to 
the condition satisfactory to the owner.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Reed replied that the 
main entrance on the front would be handicap accessible with the drive-through at the rear and traffic 
would flow counterclockwise around the structure.  He stated that they would use as much of the existing 
parking with a few more spaces at the building. 
 
Regarding the permanent bank building, Mr. Reed explained that this 40,000 square foot lot was in the  
B-2 Zone with an economic overlay; he stated that the current 2,200 square foot facility would be demol-
ished and they would construct a 3,400 square foot structure with revised pavement, parking and circula-
tion to improve the site.  He stated that the current facility was dated and should be updated to bring the 
bank more into conformance with the design standards and a more current facility.  He stated that there 
would be 22 parking spaces plus handicap spaces and that they would use the existing access which was 
limited by the signalized intersection.  Mr. Reed stated that they would reorganize the site and there 
would be an entrance island perpendicular to Route One and the building would face Route One; he stated 
that the traffic would flow counterclockwise around the building and there would be parking along the 
front.  Mr. Reed stated that there would be two drive-through and one ATM lane in the rear, that there 
would be employee parking to the left of the site and there would be two lanes exiting the site.   
 
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Reed replied that the drive aisle would be one way at the 
entrance but from the parking to the rear it would be two way out; he stated that it would be one way to 
the rear circulation and two way to the left parking but not to the rear of the building.  Ms. Auglis stated 
that there was an overabundance of impervious surface in the rear lanes, she could not imagine enough   
of a cue for the ATM that would need to be all the way to the back and that three lanes, rather than four, 
would be enough and she would like the applicant to reconsider all the impervious surface.  Mr. Reed 
stated that some of that area was for emergency access.  Mr. Reed stated that they had reduced the im-
pervious surface by 1,500 to 2,000 square feet.  Ms. Auglis stated that she thought it could be reduced 
more.  Ms. Auglis stated that interconnectivity was an important issue.  Mr. Reed stated that intercom-
nectivity was not feasible because of safety issues and the loss of parking spaces.  Ms. Auglis stated that 
the Board should be shown what had been considered and why it would not work; she stated that she was 
not looking for construction but for easements in the event connection is necessary.  Mr. Paul stated that 
he agreed there should be interconnectivity so both sites could use the signalized intersection to negotiate 
Route One as efficiently as possible.  Ms. Auglis reiterated that this was a major issue and the applicant 
should discuss it with the staff. 
 
To a question from Ms. Auglis regarding Mr. Bray’s memo of June 23, 2007, Mr. Reed replied that the 
drive aisle was 25 feet wide and sufficient for two-way traffic so he did not see an issue with the first 
parking space.  Mr. Bacon stated that he would clarify that with Mr. Bray.  Mr. Paul asked that the tex-
tured walkway be extended from the end of the sidewalk to the employee parking to define the walkway.  
Mr. Paul agreed that there seemed to be too many lanes in the rear of the building.  Mr. Fellows stated 
that there should be connectivity because of the proximity to the marsh and the 50 MPH speed limit.  
There was discussion regarding a future sidewalk along Route One; Mr. Bacon stated that there was no 
plan for sidewalks in this area of Route One but there could be pedestrian connections between sites.   
 
Ms. Auglis asked about the elevation; Mr. Reed replied that the building would be brick with clapboards 
above and an architectural shingle roof.  Ms. Auglis asked whether they could eliminate the cupola be-
cause there were now so many in town.  Mr. Reed noted that there were two flag poles.  Ms. Auglis asked 
that landscaping be shown on the elevations to show the visuals from the street.  Ms Auglis asked that the 
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signage be reconsidered to include a monument sign and to determine whether the existing sign met the 
ordinance requirements.  
 
Ms. Auglis called a recess at 8:35 P. M.; the meeting resumed at 8:40 P. M. 
 
8.  The Gateway at Scarborough, New England Expeditions requests site plan amendment for building 
size and location for Buildings 5 and 6 at previously approved site at Payne Road and Haigis Parkway 
 
Mr. Paul recused himself from this item because of a business conflict. 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that there was a staff memo dated June 21, 2007, a memo from Mr. Bray regarding the 
impact on the transportation and fees from the additional square footage, and a memo from Mr. Tubbs 
dated June 24, 2007 and the Conservation Commission regarding a blowdown and revegetation plan for 
new white pines.   
 
Mr. Gene Beaudoin, of New England Expeditions, noted that the land did not sink during preloading and 
the project was ahead of schedule.  He stated that they responded to the above-noted letters. Mr. Beaudoin 
displayed the approved site plan which included the two 6,000 square foot restaurants; he stated that they 
were unable to build one of them because of the soil condition and they had relocated it.  He stated that 
the sizes of both buildings were changed to 10,000 square feet and 6,800 square feet because of the dif-
ferent requirements of the tenants.  Mr. Beaudoin stated that one of the ponds would be larger because the 
building had been moved and the parking was shown as it would be built.   
 
Mr. Fellows asked that data regarding the unsuitable soil be presented to support moving the building.  He 
stated that he did not see how the restaurant near the highway would meet the design standards because 
the back of the building would face the highway.  Mr. Beaudoin stated that the structure met the standards 
because there was no parking between the road and the building.  Mr. Fellows stated that the plan showed 
a dumpster at the corner; he stated that he would like to see an effort made to show the prominence of the 
corner.  Ms. Auglis asked whether any of the landscaping had changed in the area; she agreed that this 
was one of the most important intersections in Scarborough and this building would have to be special.   
 
Ms. Littlefield asked about the parking ratios in relation to the increase in building size and what would 
happen to the entrance near the pond; Mr. Beaudoin replied that the one-way driveway would go directly 
to the parking.  To a question from Ms. Auglis, Mr. Beaudoin replied that the original building location 
looked fine but the engineer indicated that the building would sink into the ground; he stated that all of 
the other sites were viable.  Mr. Beaudoin stated that they were looking for site plan approval for the 
Cracker Barrel building but not for the second building.   
 
Mr. Scott Freeman, Real Estate Manager for Cracker Barrel, distributed photos of their standard building 
and stated that they had made extensive changes from their regular style.  There was discussion regard-
ing the color of the proposed building; Ms. Auglis stated that the renderings the Board had received in 
their package did not match the photos.  She stated that the dark brown of the renderings was not part of 
the Gateway campus standards.  Mr. Freeman stated that the actual color was in the photos and it was 
called Cracker Barrel Brown.   
 
To a question from Ms. Auglis, Mr. Freeman replied that the right elevation of the building would face 
Payne Road, the rear would face the Turnpike exit and the front porch would face Cabela’s.  Ms. Auglis 
stated that the elevation was very clearly the rear of the building and it needed major work to come close 
to the originally approved building so it did not look like the back of a building.  She stated that the appli-
cant should return with something that looks somewhat like the front.  Ms. Auglis asked that the next 
package include the right color and the view corridor of landscaping with the elevations.  Mr. Beaudoin 
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noted that passersby would be looking at a parking lot that would be below grade and the top half of the 
building.  Ms. Auglis stated that she would like to see a view from the Turnpike with the landscaping. 
Ms. Auglis stated that the roof was essentially flat but the roof on the original building was a mansard.  
Mr. Freeman stated that there was a pitched roof on the porch and awnings.   
 
Mr. Beaudoin stated that the smaller restaurant building would house Famous Dave’s.  Mr. Kevin Labree, 
Vice President of the Famous Dave’s franchise, stated that they could be somewhat flexible with their 
design.  He stated that he agreed that was critical three-sided visibility on the corner; he distributed photos 
of their restaurants.  Mr. Labree stated that they had incorporated some of Cabela’s design with stonework 
and plank boards; he stated that the entrance would face Cabela’s.  He showed the rear of the building 
where there was flexibility and they could use some of the front features. 
 
Ms. Auglis asked that the landscaping perspective from the Turnpike and Payne Road be shown.  Mr. 
Fellows stated that he was encouraged by the spirit of Cabela’s design and the willingness to improve the 
rear of the building.  Mr. Freeman stated that the building had the feeling of a Maine fishing lodge on the 
inside.  Ms. Auglis agreed that the stone façade went well with Cabela’s.  Mr. Chamberlain noted that the 
front façade would look great facing Payne Road.  Mr. Labree stated that they could duplicate the front on 
the rear.  Ms. Auglis stated that it should not be just a flat roofed building. 
 
Mr. Beaudoin noted that they needed amended site plan approval so they could start the site work.  Mr. 
Fellows reiterated that the geotechnical report should be submitted for the area of the former building.  
Mr. Bacon stated that the responses to Mr. Bray and Mr. Tubbs needed to be reviewed; he stated that the 
only other question was how the site layout, such as the service entrance, would relate to the architecture.  
To a question from Ms. Auglis, Mr. Beaudoin replied that the dumpster on the corner would be fully 
enclosed and not exposed. 
 
Ms. Auglis moved to approve the amended site plan for building size and relocation of buildings 5 and 6 
(not to include the buildings themselves) with the following conditions: 
 
1.  That the responses to Mr. Bray’s and Mr. Tubbs’ memos be reviewed; 
2.  That the fire lane access be reviewed by the Fire Department and the staff  to determine whether the 
service drive was necessary; 
3.  That the geotechnic report showing the necessity of moving the building be presented to the staff; 
4.  That the dumpster be fully enclosed; 
 
Mr. Chamberlain seconded. 

Voted 4-0 
 
9.  Risbara Bros. Construction Co. requests sketch plan review for 13 lot subdivision at the corner of 
Mitchell Hill Road and Holmes Road 
 
Mr. Bacon noted that this subdivision was done under the Conservation Subdivision Design.  He stated 
that there were staff comments. 
 
Ms. Nancy St. Clair, of Sebago Technics, stated that there were 18 acres of wetlands on this 48 acre site 
with net residential density for 13 lots.  She stated that they had shown the traditional subdivision layout, 
which would have a through road between Holmes Road and Mitchell Hill Road.  Ms. St. Clair displayed 
the Conservation Subdivision Design with open space around the perimeter and stated that their road 
would be from Mitchell Hill Road and they proposed no access from Holmes Road.  She stated that there 
would be four 50 foot wide pedestrian accesses to the open space with clusters of houses between the 
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accesses.  Ms. St. Clair stated that they had received staff comments and had shifted the road so there 
would be no impact on the wetlands and the cul de sac would be offset for ease of plowing. 
 
Ms. Auglis appreciated the change in the ordinance and stated that this was a great improvement over the 
standard development.  Mr. Paul thanked the applicant for moving the road; he stated that, if possible, he 
would like to see the property lines set so the wetlands all fell outside the house lots.  Mr. Paul asked 
about trails to the abutting lots and existing trails within the site.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, 
Ms. St. Clair replied that a stormwater permit would be required from the DEP.  Mr. Chamberlain stated 
that this was a great layout and he concurred with keeping the wetlands out of the lots; Ms. Auglis agreed.  
Ms. Auglis stated that she would like to see an easement from the abutter to connect the open space.   
 
Mr. Rocco Risbara III stated that they would show the trails on the plan and that maintenance of the open 
space would be by an association through a conservation easement.  He noted that he felt differently about 
trails because they were not necessarily used and people did not want to maintain them.  Ms. Auglis stated 
that locating the existing trails would be a good compromise.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that it should be 
shown on the plan that there could be no further subdivision. 
 
10. Town Planner’s Report 
 
Mr. Bacon provided an update on some Comprehensive Plan Implementation items and zoning amend-
ments that were adopted by the Town Council regarding housing definitions, treatment of density and 
development transfer regulations.  He noted that he would provide updated Zoning Ordinances later this 
year. 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that there were two mylars to be signed. 
 
11. Administrative Amendment Report 
 
Mr. Bacon noted that the chairman had administratively approved the relocation of the dumpster and 
parking revisions for Moody’s Collision Center on Pleasant Hill Road. 
 
12. Correspondence 
 
There was no correspondence. 
 
13. Planning Board Comments 
 
There were no comments. 
 
14. Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:55 P. M. 
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