
Town of Scarborough 
 

Planning Board         October 29, 2007 
AGENDA 

 
1.  Call to Order 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (October 9, 2007) 
 
4.  The Planning Board will conduct a public hearing to receive comments on changes to the GIS Zoning 
Map regarding changes to the Resource Protection Zone designation on Seavey Landing Road, Assessor’s 
Map R88 Parcel 1 
 
5.  The Planning Board will conduct a public hearing to receive comments on changes to the Resource 
Protection Zone designation on Black Point Road, Assessor’s Map R73 Parcels 14A and 14B 
 
6.  David Darling requests approval for a Land Filling and Reclamation Permit for 582 U. S. Route One 
 
7.  Central Maine Power Company requests site plan approval for electrical substation on Lot 12 of the 
Nielsen Industrial Park on Mussey Road 
 
8.  Lucinda’s Day Spa requests amended site plan approval for 18 additional parking spaces at 311 Beech 
Ridge Road 
 
9.  Bittersweet Banks Subdivision (formerly Milliken Bank), Rocco Risbara III requests final subdivision 
discussion for 12 single family lots 
 
10. Scarborough Gallery LLC requests amended subdivision approval for timing of road improvements 
for site off Spring Street 
 
11. OrthoEast requests sketch plan review for 7,560 square foot building on Lot 33 at Enterprise Business 
Park off U. S. Route One 
 
12. Peter Anastos requests sketch plan review of hotel and restaurant development on Lot 200 at 
Southborough Business Park off Payne Road 
 
13. Town Planner’s Report 
 
14. Correspondence 
 
15. Administrative Amendment Report 
 
16. Planning Board Comments  
 
17. Adjournment 
 
 

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



Town of Scarborough 
 

Planning Board         October 29, 2007 
MINUTES 

 
Members Present     Staff
 
Ms. Auglis      Mr. Bacon, Town Planner 
Mr. Callahan      Mr. Chace, Assistant Town Planner 
Mr. Chamberlain     Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
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; Ms. Auglis was absent.  Mr. Paul authorized Mr. Fellows to vote. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (October 9, 2007) 
 
Mr. Hanson moved to approve the minutes of October 9, 2007; Mr. Callahan seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
4.  The Planning Board will conduct a public hearing to receive comments on changes to the GIS Zoning 
Map regarding changes to the Resource Protection Zone designation on Seavey Landing Road, Assessor’s 
Map R88 Parcel 1
 
Mr. Bacon showed the location of the changes and stated that the Resource Protection line was 250 feet 
from the marsh and the river, and the lots were in the underlying R-2 Zone with a Shoreland Zone over-
lay. He stated that this allowed a maximum 20% expansion of existing structures if the 75 foot no-disturb 
buffer was met.  He stated that the lot in question was in the R-2 and Resource Protection Zones and was 
undeveloped and within 250 feet of the river.  Mr. Bacon stated that the landowner wanted the zone 
changed to an R-2 Zone with a Shoreland Overlay because his land was separated from the resource it 
was designed to protect by the six abutting houses and the road. 
 
Mr. Paul opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the request; Mr. Paul closed the public 
hearing. 
 
To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Albert Frick, of Frick Associates, who represented Robert Merrill, 
the landowner, stated that one of the photos showed that the road was crowned and the runoff went 
through this property and down the ditch of the road toward the resource.  He stated that they were re-
questing that the land between the road and the mapped R-2 Zone be rezoned as noted by Mr. Bacon.  To 
a question from Mr. Hanson, Mr. Bacon replied that the staff had no objections but the Board needed to 
consider the distance of the Shoreland Overlay from the river at the corner of the land in question.  Mr. 
Frick stated that they would trim back the corner of the land to meet the 250 foot setback.  Ms. Littlefield 
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stated that the argument was valid because of the houses that were already in existence.  Mr. Bacon read 
the Conservation Commission comments. 
 
Mr. Paul stated that as long as the line was 250 feet back he saw no problem.  He asked how much land 
would remain after all the setbacks were met; Mr. Frick replied that about 2.5 acres would remain for a 
total of four or five lots.  Mr. Paul noted that if this were approved and development came forward, the 
Board would see the subdivision plan.  He stated that he had heard no objections from the Board. 
 
5.  The Planning Board will conduct a public hearing to receive comments on changes to the Resource 
Protection Zone designation on Black Point Road, Assessor’s Map R73 Parcels 14A and 14B
 
Mr. Bacon stated that this property was off Black Point Road and Eastern Road and had a pond on it.  He 
stated that the lot was put into the Resource Protection Zone in the early 1990s because it was thought 
that this area was considered moderate and high value wetlands which would require a 250 foot buffer 
from the upland edge.  He stated that the DEP has indicated that mapping did not extend to these prop-
erties.  Mr. Bacon stated that the Attardos, the landowners, proposed to change the area shown to the R-2 
Zone with a Shoreland Overlay Zone and draw the Resource Protection line at the flood plain boundary.   
 
Mr. Paul opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the amendment; Mr. Paul closed the 
public hearing. 
 
Mr. Callahan asked whether it was normal to add the flood plain boundary at the end if the other criteria 
for the RP Zone did not trigger the 250 foot buffer.  Mr. Bacon replied that this was maximized and the 
RP Zone would be only at the flood plain boundary; he stated that if the wetland were not of moderate or 
high value it did not require a 250 foot upland setback, but would still have an overlay with a 75 foot 
setback.  To a question from Ms. Littlefield, Mr. Bacon replied that the small lot had access on Eastern 
Road and the entire parcel was owned by the Attardo family and not landlocked. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that he wanted to confirm that the DEP’s interpretation was that this land did not 
fall under the criteria for the RP Zone.  Mr. Bacon stated that he had met with the DEP Shoreland Zone 
officer who confirmed the contents of the letter and provided the maps and it was evident that the habitat 
did not extend to this area.   
 
Mr. Bacon read the Conservation Commission comments as follows:  “…as development of the upland 
edge of a wetland can result in reduction of water quality due to stormwater runoff from impervious sur-
faces and the introduction of lawn and garden chemicals, any development in this area should be carefully 
considered.  This ‘critical edge,’ the area within 250 to 500 feet from a wetland, is crucial to the health of 
the ecosystem and can result in issues such as the loss of clam flats seen recently in Scarborough.”  Mr. 
Cory and Mr. Hanson agreed with this comment. 
 
Mr. Paul stated that if this amendment moved forward there would be no further requirements unless 
there were a subdivision.  He asked that the owner take into consideration the comments of the Conserva-
tion Commission. 
 
6.  David Darling requests approval for a Land Filling and Reclamation Permit for 582 U. S. Route One
 
Mr. Bacon noted that a public hearing was held at the last meeting regarding this item.  He stated that 
there was a memo from Mr. Wendel and that the Public Works Department was still waiting for a main-
tenance agreement for stormwater; he read easement language for the easement.   
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Mr. Darling stated that, in order to move the house to the rear of the property to conform to the setbacks, 
he had to bring in 12,000 cubic yards of fill; he stated that he installed a storm pipe system because a lot 
of water flowed over the property.  Mr. Darling addressed Mr. Wendel’s comments.  He stated that 
Pinkham & Greer had prepared a stamped boundary survey.  He stated that the estimated volume of fill 
needed for finishing the site was 3,000 cubic yards and the anticipated truck traffic would be 200 to 300 
round trips depending on the size of the trucks and he would restrict access to Route One.  Mr. Darling 
stated that an analysis showed that the 30 inch culvert as existing would be sufficient to handle the drain-
age.  He stated that he had an easement agreement for Public Works with him; he stated that DOT was not 
interested in an agreement for maintenance of the pipe because that area of Route One was not under its 
jurisdiction.   
 
Mr. Darling stated that several trees were dangerous and had been removed and the only two remaining 
were poplar trees.  He stated that he had received forms for the letter of credit and cash escrow agreement 
which would satisfy the performance agreement. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that he thought this would be an improvement; he stated that it appeared the goal 
was for outdoor display which was a conflict because outdoor display was not allowed in the B-2 Zone.  
He stated that the applicant should be aware that the display needed to be removed or relocated.  Ms. 
Little-field agreed.  To a question from Mr. Callahan, Mr. Bacon replied that the agreements would be 
reviewed by the Town Attorney.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that there were multiple issues that needed to be resolved before he was comfortable tak-
ing final action and recommended that, if the items could be cleared up, a package be presented to the 
staff and the item could be heard as a Consent Item after the issues had been satisfied.  He stated that the 
following should be addressed.  1.  A utility easement for examination by Public Works and the Town 
Attorney;  2.  The boundary survey reviewed by staff;  3.  The tree plantings along Route One required by 
the Route One Study or a buffer for the outdoor display;  4.  An easement satisfactory to Public Works re-
garding the culvert sizing and a performance guarantee. 
 
Mr. Darling stated that he worked hard to get this issue sorted out and would like to have conditional 
approval because another three weeks until the next meeting would be an additional delay with winter 
coming.  Mr. Hanson noted that the Conservation Commission seemed to be in favor.  Mr. Paul reiterated 
that he needed to be comfortable that all the information was complete before he could approve the re-
quest.  Mr. Bacon stated that the biggest issue for staff was the easement language and the maintenance 
agreement.  Mr. Chamberlain suggested approval conditioned on staff approval of the issues.  Mr. Bacon 
stated that the Board could approve with the condition that there be site plan review for outdoor display 
and if some of these items were not met it could be taken up at that time.  To a question from Ms. 
Littlefield, Mr. Bacon replied that if those conditions were imposed, no additional filling could take place 
until they were met.   
 
Mr. Chamberlain moved to approve the request with the following conditions: 
 
1.  That Mr. Wendel’s memo of October 28, 2007 be addressed; 
2.  That all of the issues listed above by Mr. Paul be completed; 
3.  That Mr. Shaw’s letter of October 5, 2007 be addressed; 
4.  That there be site plan approval for the entire site. 
 
Mr. Hanson seconded the motion. 

Voted 4-1 – Mr. Paul opposed. 
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7.  Central Maine Power Company requests site plan approval for electrical substation on Lot 12 of the 
Nielsen Industrial Park on Mussey Road 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that there was a staff report dated October 22, 2007 and that the DEP permit and Army 
Corps of Engineers approval had been received for the wetland impacts.  He stated that the primary issue 
was the Border Road curbcut. 
 
Mr. Mark Christopher, of TRC Solutions, showed the location of the site off Postal Services Way and the 
relocation of Border Road to allow expansion of the lot.  He stated that all questions had been resolved.  
He stated that a small portion of Border Road would remain and it was not on their land. 
 
Mr. Hanson confirmed that the Zoning Board had approved this use.  To a question from Mr. Chamber-
lain, Mr. Christopher replied that the remaining piece of Border Road would access Lot 11 and possibly 
Lot 1.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Christopher replied that the boulders blocking their part of 
Border Road had been taken off the plan and the road would be totally accessible for Lots 11 and 1; he 
stated that Lot 11 was in Scarborough and Lot 1 straddled Scarborough and South Portland.  Mr. Allen 
asked the applicant to be aware of the new ADA requirement for tactile warnings on sidewalks before 
tipdowns.  Mr. Peter Trottier, of TRC Solutions, stated that the sidewalk was at grade so there would be 
no tipdowns.  Mr. Chace stated that he had talked with the South Portland Planning Department and the 
applicant should talk with them about the curbcut. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the site plan as requested; Mr. Hanson seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
8.  Lucinda’s Day Spa requests amended site plan approval for 18 additional parking spaces at 311 Beech 
Ridge Road
 
Mr. Bacon stated that this item had recently been discussed at a public hearing because it was a Contract 
Zone; he stated that there was a memo from SYTDesign, dated October 24, 2007, with a range of engi-
neering comments; a letter from Mr. Bray, dated October 21, 2007, indicating that there would be no 
additional trip generation; and a staff report dated October 17, 2007.  Mr. Bacon stated that a waiver was 
needed for the deadend parking and handicap spaces. 
 
Mr. Lee Allen, Northeast Civil Solutions, stated that the applicant wanted to construct a new employee 
parking area to alleviate the currently overcrowded parking; he stated that they showed two handicap 
spaces.  He stated that this would serve to clean up the site and would not create additional traffic.  He 
stated that they would not be reusing the existing 12 foot poles and would install four new lights with 
cutoff fixtures to meet the lighting requirements.  Mr. Allen stated that they would use the drive aisles for 
access to the building from the new parking lot because there would not be much traffic through the area. 
 
Mr. Allen stated that they did not submit a landscape plan because the site was densely wooded and there 
would be minimal disturbance.  He stated that they were also asking for a waiver for an enclosure for the 
dumpster because it could not be seen from anywhere but the employee parking; he stated that the dump-
ster would be unloaded during off-hours and would not conflict with parked cars. 
 
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Allen replied that they wanted to use 15 foot light poles so they 
could use fewer lights with the same density.  Mr. Chamberlain noted that the Board had asked that a 
second access to the parking lot be considered for better circulation; Mr. Allen replied that the area to the 
other side of the building was wetlands and the lawn area behind the present lot provided a view to the 
clients.  To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Allen replied that there was a pedestrian walk for the 
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customer parking lot and only the employees would use the rear parking.  To a question from Mr. 
Hanson, Mr. Allen replied that there would be no change to the signage. 
 
To a question from Ms. Littlefield, Mr. Allen replied that they did not formally locate the wetland, but 
their engineer walked the area and indicated that it was wet.  Mr. Bob Tgettis, of Lucinda’s, stated that if 
they put the new parking in the front, the traffic would flow against traffic from the current parking lot, 
snow removal would not work well and the cars would be visible from the road because some of the trees 
would have to be cut.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that he would like the applicant to consider installing no parking signs on the driveway.  
Mr. Tgettis stated that he would also place no-exit and employees-only signs at the access to the new 
parking.  Mr. Paul stated that he would like to see some demarcation of the walkway on the north side of 
the new parking so there would be a safe place to walk; he stated that a gravel path would work.  Mr. 
Tgettis stated that they plowed snow where the land sloped down and where the walkway would be and it 
would be torn up during plowing.  He stated that the clearest area during the winter would be the parking 
lot and that was where people would walk.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that, though there was peer review for traffic, he would like it considered again; he stated 
that with a change in the number of employees at the same time, there could be more clients and there 
may be a minor change to traffic.  Mr. Paul reiterated that any approval would include waivers for the 
fencing around the dumpster, on the dead end parking, and the landscaping plan. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the site plan amendment with the following conditions: 
 
1.  That Mr. Bray review the traffic again; 
2.  That the SYTDesign issues of October 24, 2007 be addressed; 
 
Mr. Chamberlain seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
9.  Bittersweet Banks Subdivision (formerly Milliken Bank), Rocco Risbara III requests final subdivision 
discussion for 13 single family lots
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the Board had held a site walk and granted preliminary approval.  He stated that 
there was a memo from SYTDesign dated October 29, 2007, and a memo from Mr. Wendel, dated 
October 28, 2007.  He stated that the staff was comfortable with the design and status of the plan but the 
outstanding issue was DEP approval.   
 
Ms. Nancy St. Clair, of Sebago Technics, noted that all parties concerned were satisfied with the new 
name and the name of the road, Howard Lane.  She stated that there had been some modifications to the 
drainage of the pond near Lot 1.  She stated that there was a perimeter open space buffer around the lots 
with access to the open space.  Ms. St. Clair stated that there would be a dead end road with a culvert.  
She stated that locations had been shown for the wells and septic systems on the lots.  She stated that the 
plan was under review by the DEP and they expected no changes and hoped to get approval tonight con-
ditioned on the stormwater permit or to return to the next meeting as a Consent Item. 
 
Mr. Paul stated that he would have no problem making this a Consent Item on the next agenda but did not 
want to set a precedent by approving the subdivision prior to issuance of the DEP permit; Mr. Chamber-
lain agreed.  To a question from Mr. Fellows, Ms. St. Clair replied that there was no formal trail network 
but the homeowners’ association could establish informal trails.  To a question from Mr. Hanson, Mr. 
Risbara replied that the covenants would be binding and registered at the Registry of Deeds but the 
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association would be self-governed.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that his concern was with open space and he 
would like to see a note on the plan indicating that there would be no further division of the site. 
 
Ms. Littlefield asked about the drainage between Lots 6 and 7; Ms. St. Clair replied that the area would be 
grassed to allow flow to the underdrain and the ability for a vehicle to pass over it to get to the area for 
maintenance; she stated that the underdrain pond would look like a dry basin with a berm.  To a question 
from Mr. Callahan, Ms. St. Clair replied that the association would maintain the ponds but the town 
would like to be able to access the pond.  Ms. St. Clair stated that there would be no higher flow off the 
site than there was before development.   
 
Mr. Paul reiterated that the staff, Bill Bray’s and SYTDesign letters should be addressed.  Ms. St. Clair 
stated that the fees for the project were acceptable.  Mr. Paul thanked the applicant for not having any 
wetlands on private property.  He asked whether it was possible to put in the association documents notes 
that they would be responsible for monitoring the wetlands so they would not be changed or altered.   
 
Mr. Paul stated that the issues could be resolved with staff and the item could be addressed as a Consent 
Item. 
 
Mr. Paul called a recess at 8:55 P. M.; the meeting resumed at 9:05 P. M. 
 
10. Scarborough Gallery LLC requests amended subdivision approval for timing of road improvements 
for site off Spring Street
 
Mr. Bacon stated that there were five milestones to get the project completed by November 1, 2008; he 
stated the Certificate of Occupancy for Wal-Mart should not be issued prior to the completion of the road 
improvements because it was a large tenant that would affect traffic.   
 
Ms. Nancy St. Clair, of Sebago Technics, stated that in December of 2006 Scarborough Gallery  received 
an amendment for Spring Street north at Payne Road under the I-295 bridge for a DEP timing issue be-
cause of Red Brook so a whole construction season was lost, but that portion of the project was now com-
pleted.  She stated that the second location was at the intersection of Spring Street and Gorham Road 
where the traffic signal had been installed, but the lane widening had been complicated by the gas main 
and they needed resolution with the gas company.  Ms. St. Clair stated that they were before the Board to 
request a one year extension for the widening.   
 
Mr. Fellows stated that he liked the Wal-Mart Certificate of Occupancy being contingent on this improve-
ment.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Ms. St. Clair replied that Wal-Mart was aware of this contingency.  
She noted that the original traffic count included the existing Wal-Mart traffic and until the old  structure 
was redeveloped, there would be only incremental traffic between one store and the other. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the request for a time extension for one year with the following conditions: 
 
1.  That the five-point plan from Bill Bray be followed; 
2.  That the Certificate of Occupancy for Wal-Mart not be issued until this road change had occurred; 
 
Mr. Chamberlain seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
11. OrthoEast requests sketch plan review for 7,560 square foot building on Lot 33 at Enterprise Business 
Park off U. S. Route One
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Mr. Bacon noted that the business park developer was responsible for the trail system and progress 
needed to be made; he stated that he had received a letter from the developer stating that they now had 
DEP approval and would start work by September 1, 2007.  He stated that he would follow up to 
determine whether the work had started. 
 
Mr. Tom Greer, of Pinkham & Greer, stated that this wooded site backed up to the Scarborough Downs 
connector road.  He stated that they would line their driveway up with that of the business across the road.  
Mr. Greer stated that they had pushed the building toward the street with parking behind and beside it; he 
stated that they showed fire lanes and had chosen not to connect to the Scarborough Downs access.  He 
stated that they had landscaped the parking area and had shown an area for future parking; he stated that 
the handicap parking would be near the front entrance with a plaza area at the front.  Mr. Greer stated that 
the site was nearly flat with a 1% grade with underdrains in the parking lot and water would flow to a 
swale in Technology Drive.  He stated that stormwater management had been taken care of as part of the 
original subdivision.   
 
Mr. Greer stated that they would save a small strip of the forest around the perimeter of the site; he stated 
that they showed landscaping with ash trees, flowering crabs, river birch and hemlocks for buffering.  Mr. 
Greer stated that the trash would be taken care of inside the building and there would be an underground 
propane tank; he stated that there would be underground services and they had received a letter from the 
Sanitary District indicating that they had the ability to serve.  He stated that the site was unique in that the 
main sidewalk was on their property and would be maintained by them. 
 
Mr. Joe Delaney, of Whipple Callender Architects, stated that the building would be slab on grade with 
therma-steel; he stated that the entrance would be visible from the front of the site.  He stated that the 
business was distribution of orthopedic products so this was an office and storage building.  He stated that 
the building would be cultured stone base on the bottom and the upper wall would be stucco with trim 
around the windows.  He stated that there would be roof eaves and a cupola to accommodate the mechan-
ical equipment and a loading dock at the rear.  Mr. Delaney stated that there would be a shingled roof, 
recessed lighting in the entryway and a 32 foot lighted sign on a pedestal at the front of the site.  He stated 
that there would be a total of 34 employees, with 8 to 10 of them in-house and the remainder on the road 
taking care of accounts around New England; he stated that there would be sales meetings of 24 people 
and up to four visitors per month.  He stated that they were trying to minimize the parking.   
 
Mr. Hanson asked that a color scheme of the building be presented for the next meeting.  To a question 
from Mr. Hanson, Mr. Delaney replied that kits were delivered and products were put together but 
nothing was manufactured on-site; he stated that waste was mostly recyclable cardboard.  Mr. Delaney 
stated that deliveries were made in cars or vans and were taken out by the salesmen.  To a question from 
Mr. Hanson, Mr. Bacon stated that there could be a campus sign and the maximum size allowed was 24 
square feet but that did not include the monument stone.   
 
To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Greer replied that there would be a direct pedestrian connection 
from the inner sidewalk and along the street; he stated that there was pedestrian access between the park-
ing lot and the building with pavers through the landscaping.  He noted that the conference room in the 
front of the building looked out at the landscaping.  To a question from Mr. Callahan, Mr. Greer replied 
that there would be no vehicles left overnight.  To a question from Ms. Littlefield, Mr. Greer replied that 
he was not sure whether there was a right to access the Scarborough Downs road but there was a gate to 
allow emergency access until the Enterprise Business Park loop was completed.  Ms. Littlefield asked that 
some of the existing trees be identified on the plan.   
 
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Greer replied that there would be 29 parking spaces and 9 
spaces reserved for the future.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Bacon replied that work on the 
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trail system had to be underway before any other project could be approved.  Mr. Paul noted that there 
were new ADA requirements for tactile warnings before curbcut tipdowns.  He stated that the applicant 
should present an external lighting scheme giving safety for employees but with reduced lighting during 
off-hours; he asked that any external air conditioning units be shown on the plan.  Mr. Paul noted that 
there was an ordinance that addressed breaking up walls of more than 100 feet; he stated that this build-
ing was not out of proportion but the roof line on the road side of the building could be considered. 
 
12. Peter Anastos requests sketch plan review of hotel and restaurant development on Lot 200 at 
Southborough Business Park off Payne Road 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that this was Phase 2 of the previously approved Homewood Suites site.  He stated that 
the following staff comments should be addressed: landscaping at Payne Road, some of the parking 
design may conflict with what was approved, the percentage of landscaping in the parking area should be 
considered as well as traffic, lighting scheme and photometrics and architectural elevations.   
 
Ms. Maureen McGlone, of Gorrill-Palmer, showed the existing Homewood Suites site and stated that they 
had changed the master plan to include a restaurant and a new hotel.  She stated that there were wetlands 
to the rear but the site was mostly flat with drainage going toward the stormwater retention cell between 
the two buildings and discharging behind the existing hotel to the wetlands.  Ms. McGlone stated that the 
utilities would come from Payne Road and there were stubs for Sanitary District service.  She stated that 
lighting would relate to the existing hotel.  Ms. McGlone stated that they had applied to the DOT for their 
traffic movement permit.   
 
Ms. McGlone stated that the restaurant was not a chain and would be designed to suit the tenant; she 
stated that there was a new prototype from the motel and they would make it fit the ordinance.  She stated 
that the sign for the present hotel had not been erected and these businesses would be included on that 
sign.  Ms. McGlone stated that there would be landscaping buffering in the front; she stated that the rest-
aurant tenant wanted to face Payne Road with parking at the entrance in the front.  She stated that the 
intent of the trees was to buffer the parking but not block the building. 
 
Mr. Callahan asked whether the applicant considered moving the building to the front and putting the 
parking in the rear; Ms. McGlone replied that they could move it forward to eliminate a row of parking 
but the configuration shown was more efficient.  Mr. Anastos noted that the tenants wanted front en-
trances at the road and the parking at the entrances.  Ms. Littlefield asked that some of the front parking 
be eliminated.  To a question from Ms. Littlefield, Mr. Anastos replied that the restaurant would seat 
about 210 people plus outdoor seating and that there would be 20 employees.   
 
Mr. Chamberlain confirmed that the only access was SouthBorough Drive.  Ms. McGlone noted that there 
was pedestrian access to Payne Road and around the structures. To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Ms. 
McGlone replied that there was a landscaping easement to the business park along SouthBorough Drive.  
Mr. Chamberlain stated that he agreed the parking should be moved behind the building; he stated that 
customers would have to drive through a parking lot to get to the hotel rather on a road and there may be a 
better way to design the traffic flow.   
 
Mr. Art Gikas, owner of Pizza Plus, stated that this project had opened up his business and he would see 
many people because the project made his site more visible. 
 
Mr. Fellows stated that he shared the concerns about the parking and hoped a creative solution could be 
found; he stated that it seemed as if there was a lot of parking.  Mr. Anastos stated that 113 parking spaces 
was very low for a restaurant.  To a question from Mr. Fellows, Ms. McGlone replied that snow would be 
plowed to the corner near the existing hotel.  Mr. Paul noted that all of the buffering the Board anticipated 
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from the street would be removed for this project; he stated that there had been a lot of discussion and he 
thought they had gotten to a point where the retail would not be seen through the trees. Mr. Anastos stated 
that he did not want to hide the buildings. Mr. Paul reiterated that he thought the row of trees would 
remain.  Mr. Paul noted that the site was using 9 by 18 foot parking spaces and the remaining 20 square 
feet per space needed to be put into landscaping.   
 
To a question from Mr. Paul, Ms. McGlone replied that the hotel dumpster would be at the rear corner of 
the building but they had not determined the location for the restaurant dumpster.  Mr. Paul stated that 
there should be full cutoff lighting and reduced lighting during off-hours.  He stated that there were 
opportunities to have more connectivity on the site between the two areas and between all the buildings; 
he stated that the crosswalks should be of textured material and the applicant should consider rerouting 
the walkway to Payne Road.  Mr. Paul noted that people will want to walk across Payne Road which is a 
huge safety issue; he asked whether there was a way to consider changing the light cycle for a crosswalk.  
Mr. Paul asked that campus signage be considered to direct people to the two new buildings.  He stated 
that the architecture would be important because of the lost buffering.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Ms. 
McGlone replied that they had DEP approval for drainage to Red Brook.  Mr. Paul reiterated that the sight 
corridor off Payne Road and buffering would be very important. 
 
13. Town Planner’s Report
 
There was no report. 
 
14. Correspondence
 
Mr. Bacon stated that his memo of October 29, 2007 was for a preliminary meeting for staff to ready 
Terry De Wan for a future Planning Board workshop to discuss concepts for unified architecture, etc. for 
Scarborough Gateway; he stated that the workshop would be scheduled later. 
 
15. Administrative Amendment Report
 
Mr. Bacon stated that additional propane tanks with a stockade fence enclosure had been approved 
administratively for the Little Dolphin Marketplace. 
 
16. Planning Board Comments  
 
There were no comments. 
 
17. Adjournment
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:50 P. M. 
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