
Town of Scarborough 
 

Planning Board         June 7, 2010 
AGENDA 

 
1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (May 17, 2010) 
 
4.  The Planning Board will conduct a public hearing to receive comments on a request from Scarborough 
Gateway LLC for an amendment to the Contract Zone of the Gateway project 
 
5.  Raynan Properties, LLC requests amended subdivision review for changes to the Dunstan Crossing 
project 
 
6.  Windward Fields Subdivision, Normand Berube Builders, Inc. requests preliminary subdivision 
review for a 4 lot subdivision at the corner of Hunnewell and Meetinghouse Roads* 
 
7.  Robert Harrisburg requests site plan amendment to construct a front porch on an existing commercial 
building at 581 U. S. Route One* 
 
8.  Cornerstone Baptist Church requests site plan amendment review for a 6,750 square foot addition to 
the existing church/school building at 415 U. S. Route One 
 
9.  Administrative Amendment Report 
 
10. Town Planner’s Report 
 
11. Correspondence 
 
12. Planning Board Comments 
 
13. Adjournment 
 
 
*Public comment will be allowed on these items. 
 
 
 

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

Planning Board         June 7, 2010 
MINUTES 

 
Members Present     Staff 
 
Mr. Fellows      Mr. Bacon, Town Planner 
Mr. Mazer      Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
Mr. Sullivan     
Mr. Thomas 

 
1.  Call to Order  
 
Mr. Fellows called the meeting to order at 7:00 P. M. 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
The Recording Secretary called the roll; Ms. Auglis and Messrs. Chamberlain and Paul were absent.  Mr. 
Fellows authorized Mr. Sullivan to vote. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (May 17, 2010) 
 
Mr. Thomas moved to approve the minutes of May 17, 2010; Mr. Mazer seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 
4.  The Planning Board will conduct a public hearing to receive comments on a request from Scarborough 
Gateway LLC for an amendment to the Contract Zone of the Gateway project 
 
Mr. Bacon explained that this was a public hearing continued from the last meeting with some additional 
material.  He stated that additional site plans showed where the activities would take place as well as 
signage, light pole locations for banners, drive-through restaurant locations and special event areas.  Mr. 
Bacon stated that this was a more complete submission and staff would like to work with the applicant 
regard-ing tent sales.  To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Bacon replied that this amendment would 
address the current sign issue at Famous Dave’s Bar-B-Q. 
 
Mr. Eugene Beaudoin, of Scarborough Gateway, LLC, explained that the seasonal banners and the pylon 
signs were shown as well as tenant directory signs and secondary entrance signs that would indicate busi-
nesses that could not be seen from the roads.  He stated that there would be a sign at the secondary en-
trance south on Payne Road to direct truckers to that access.  Mr. Beaudoin stated that across Payne Road 
at Gateway Square there would be business directory signs at the existing stone walls which would meet 
the ordinance size requirements; he stated temporary signs, which would meet the requirements of the 
ordinance, would direct people to the special events. 
 
Mr. Fellows opened the public hearing.  Mr. David Hopkinson, owner of Henry VIII Restaurant, stated 
that any type of signage and additional events would help the tenants build business for the entire plaza.  
Mr. Fellows closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Mazer stated that one of his concerns was that farmers’ markets were limited to no more than three 
days per week throughout the summer; he stated that three days was a long time for a farmers’ market.  
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Mr. Beaudoin stated that they wanted to capture the future and not have to return to the Board; he stated 
that the current farmers’ market would remain where it had been behind Town Hall for this summer so 
there would not be a market at this location this year.  Mr. Mazer stated that parking would be reduced 
more and more for a longer period of time and other potential tenants would need parking.  He stated that 
if the aim was to bring in more people, more parking would be necessary.   Mr. Beaudoin stated that this 
site had many more parking spaces than were used and they were a long way from using those spaces.  He 
stated that any new building would require site plan review and the special events would fall under the 
Mass Gathering Ordinance with permit requirements from the Fire and Police Departments and the Code 
Enforcement Office.  Mr. Mazer stated that he had no problems with the signs.  To a question from Mr. 
Mazer, Mr. Bacon explained that at the last meeting the Board indicated that there should be no limit on 
the number of drive-through restaurants so that limit was eliminated.  Mr. Beaudoin stated that with the 
layout of the site, there could be a total of four drive-throughs.   
 
To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Bacon replied that Condition No. 1 allowed “to go” signage which 
would take care of the Famous Dave’s sign issue.  Mr. Thomas stated that he would rather see the appli-
cant ask for more and possibly have fewer special events.  He stated that he was concerned with parking 
but did not think all the spaces would be used.  To a question from Mr. Thomas regarding walkways for 
events and tent sales, Mr. Bacon replied that there was an existing policy for tent sales which allowed the 
Code Officer to look at the layout and how the area was accessed; he stated that the Fire Department 
checked the safety of the tent and the Police Department considered traffic so each event would be 
covered.  Mr. Thomas stated that he had no problem with three day markets because they may want to 
take advantage  of a three day holiday weekend.  
 
Mr. Sullivan stated that his only concern was with parking but during a huge event last summer there 
were adequate spaces; he stated that he had no issues with the amendments.  Mr. Fellows noted that the 
tenants needed to be identified and the sign proposals were straightforward.  To a question from Mr. 
Fellows regarding parking capacity, Mr. Beaudoin replied that Buildings 2 and 3 were 50% rented; he 
noted that any future tenant would determine whether there was enough parking before he moved in.   
To a question from Mr. Fellows, Mr. Bacon replied that tent sales by existing tenants would follow the 
existing tent sales policy. 
 
Mr. Fellows stated that there should be a close look at circulation whenever a new building came to the 
Board for site plan review.  He stated that the Board was generally supportive of the proposal and looked 
forward to seeing specific site plans. 
 
5.  Raynan Properties, LLC requests amended subdivision review for changes to the Dunstan Crossing 
project 
 
This item was tabled because the DEP permit had not yet been issued. 
 
6.  Windward Fields Subdivision, Normand Berube Builders, Inc. requests preliminary subdivision 
review for a 4 lot subdivision at the corner of Hunnewell and Meetinghouse Roads* 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that there were memos from Mr. Wendel with minor changes to the plan. 
 
Mr. Dan Riley, of Sebago Technics, stated that nothing substantial had changed since the Board last saw 
the plan.  He stated that this was a 1.4 acre parcel on which they proposed four lots including the existing 
farmhouse that would be retained by the owners.  He noted that the rear lot line was parallel to Meet-
inghouse Road; he stated that there was capacity for water from Portland Water District and for the sewer  
flow from the Sanitary District.  Mr. Riley stated that the DEP had indicated that no amendment to the 
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abutting subdivision permit was necessary because this was a separate lot of record.  He stated that they 
had no issues with the staff comments. 
 
Mr. Fellows opened the meeting to public comment.  Mr. William Barton, of 21 Meetinghouse Road, 
stated that there was concern over drainage and he had spoken with Mr. Wendel regarding drainage from 
the hill with icing in the winter.  He stated that if the 50 foot wide natural drainage area were left natural it 
would drain better. 
 
Mr. Sullivan stated that the plan looked good.  To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Bacon replied that 
residential developers were required to pay a recreation fee of $500.00 per lot but could donate open land 
for public access to the town in lieu of that fee.  Mr. Bacon stated that there was open space on the other 
side of the road at Windward Heights adjacent to town land which abutted the Nonesuch River and the 
town may acquire open land from this project contiguous to the town land.  He stated that this would 
allow for walking trails and other passive activities.  Mr. Riley stated that the applicant was willing to 
discuss that possibility. To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Riley replied that Mr. Wendel asked them to 
grade along the property and they would create a gently sloping grass swale for drainage.  Mr. Fellows 
stated that all of the technical details would be addressed prior to final approval. 
 
Mr. Fellows moved to approve the preliminary subdivision plan; Mr. Mazer seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 
7.  Robert Harrisburg requests site plan amendment to construct a front porch on an existing commercial 
building at 581 U. S. Route One* 
 
Mr. Bacon explained that because this proposal was for a porch, which was not leasable space, it did not 
need additional parking; he stated that the parking had not changed since the approval in the 1990s.  He 
stated that the staff focused on design standards and the Fire Department would require sprinklering of the 
porch. 
 
To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Bacon replied that if the Board was comfortable with this proposed 
amendment the vote could be tonight.  To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Harrisburg replied that he 
was in the process of residing the building and had not decided what color it would be painted but the 
porch would match and the building would be attractive.  He stated that he had to tear out landscaping in 
order to repair the rot at the foundation and that landscaping would be replaced.  Mr. Thomas stated that 
the Board typically looks for a landscaping plan and it was a concern that there was no rendering of the 
building front or the landscaping.   
 
To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Bacon replied that the staff would be comfortable reviewing the 
building color and the landscaping or there could be an Administrative Approval.  Mr. Sullivan stated  
that the project would make a huge improvement to the building and agreed that the staff was capable of 
handling the task of reviewing the color and the plantings. 
 
Mr. Fellows asked whether the signage would be upgraded; Mr. Harrisburg replied that it would be 
replaced and the requirements would be met.  Mr. Fellows stated that he agreed with the other members 
and this would be an improvement; he stated that landscaping would be important and anything to help 
soften the parking would be appreciated.  Mr. Fellows stated that the Board was in a tough spot because 
more details on architecture and color were typically required before approval.  To a question from Mr. 
Fellows, Mr. Harrisburg replied that he would like to go forward with the siding of the building and could 
not do that unless he was also able to start the construction of the porch.  To a question from Mr. Fellows, 
Mr. Harrisburg replied that a tenant from his nearby building would move to this site. 
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Mr. Fellows moved to approve the amended site plan with the following conditions: 
 
1.  That the building color, landscaping plan and signage be approved by the staff or by Administrative  
     Approval; 
2.  That the sprinkler system be updated in accordance with the Fire Department’s requirements; 
 
Mr. Thomas seconded. 

Voted 4-0 
 
8.  Cornerstone Baptist Church requests site plan amendment review for a 6,750 square foot addition to 
the existing church/school building at 415 U. S. Route One 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the Board had seen this project several times when it was discovered that the ease-
ment is actually a right of way that qualifies as a street and influences the design of the proposal; he stated 
that the applicant had been granted a Special Exception by the Zoning Board of Appeals to expand the 
school.  He stated that there were staff and peer review comments.  Mr. Bacon stated that SYTDesign 
needed to see the control system for the stormwater pond and lighting needed to be addressed. He stated 
that there were Fire Department issues but a DOT traffic movement permit was not necessary. 
 
Mr. Lee Allen, of Northeast Civil Solutions, stated that the DEP Permit by Rule application had been 
filed two weeks ago and since they had not responded, the permit was complete.  He stated that the Irving 
station owners were in agreement with the drainage easement but the documents were being reviewed by 
their lawyers.  He stated that they would file the documents regarding the stormwater pond.  Mr. Allen 
stated that the only light to be added would be one shoebox fixture on the building.  He stated that, at the 
request of the Fire Department, they would extend the fire lane in the rear.  Mr. Allen stated that there 
was a newly signed agreement between the applicant and the abutter to the south which required that any 
newly planted trees or shrubs near the easement would be removed if they interfered with the develop-
ment of that property.   
 
Mr. Allen explained that there was an eight foot easement on the frontage seven feet from the Route One 
right of way with a landscape berm, so they had six feet in which to create a five foot sidewalk at some 
point in the future.  He stated that if they wanted an esplanade the existing street trees would be in conflict 
with the sidewalk so that issue should be discussed.  Mr. Bacon stated that the town’s plans for improve-
ment of the Haigis Parkway/Route One intersection were in the advanced stages so the landscaping plan 
for this site should be coordinated with the town.  Mr. Allen noted that there were four street trees in the 
front and they proposed adding one more which would have to be addressed with the sidewalk issues. 
 
Mr. Thomas noted that all of the issues had been covered.  To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Lee 
replied that there would be plantings at the side and the rear of the church.  Mr. Thomas stated that the 
staff could deal with the details of the plants.   
 
Mr. Fellows moved to approve the amended site plan with the following conditions: 
 
1.  Prior to the issuance of the building permit the applicant shall execute documentation for the sidewalk 
     easement along Route One. 
2.  Prior to the issuance of the building permit the applicant shall execute the Maintenance Agreement as  
     required by the Post-Construction Stormwater Infrastructure Management Ordinance. 
3.  Prior to the issuance of the building permit the applicant shall execute documentation relating to the 
     site work required to be accomplished on the Irving Gas Station site. 
4.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit the applicant shall pay traffic impact fees totaling $4,994.00. 
5.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit the Grading and Drainage Plan shall be revised to address 
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     the comments in SYTDesign’s memo dated June 3, 2010. 
6.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit the site plan shall be revised to ensure that the landscape 
     features along Route One (the berm and plantings) are coordinated with the town’s plan for sidewalk 
     improvements. 
7.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit the plans shall be revised to address the Fire Department’s 
     requirements for fire lanes. 
 
Mr. Mazer seconded. 

Voted 4-0 
 
9.  Administrative Amendment Report 
 
There was no report. 
 
10. Town Planner’s Report 
 
Mr. Bacon stated that the Comprehensive Plan Implementation Committee would hold a second neigh-
borhood meeting at the Dunstan Fire Station regarding Dunstan residential zoning; he stated that the 
meeting would be at 6:30: P. M. 
 
11. Correspondence 
 
There was no correspondence. 
 
12. Planning Board Comments 
 
Mr. Fellows stated that during the public hearing he noted that the materials had not been received in a 
timely fashion for that item.  He read comments from Mr. Paul and Ms. Auglis regarding that issue, as 
follows: 
 
“About a year ago we discussed the timing of materials being sent to the Planning Office in order to provide ade-
quate time for the Planning Board members to review materials being presented for action at the next meeting.  At 
that time we agreed to allow applicants to send to the Planning Department updated materials up until the Thursday 
before the meeting.  It was our intent, as I recall, that these materials were to be just that, updates that represented 
responses to staff or peer review comments, updated or revised plans and other items that were resolved from past 
comments of the Board or staff. 
 
I do not believe this was intended to be the only submission received from the applicant.  Last week we received 
information for tonight’s meeting on Thursday which, in my opinion, exceeds the intent of this late submission 
deadline.  I am asking you to consider this as I intend to propose a change to the board’s policy at our July 19, 2010 
meeting similar to the following: 
 
 ‘In order for the Planning Board to review an applicant’s materials at its upcoming meeting, the applicant 
 must provide a majority of its submission for review at least two weeks prior to the meeting date or as  
 indicated on the Town of Scarborough’s Planning Board meeting schedule to the Planning Department. 
 Minor revision or additions, responses to Planning Department or peer review comments, required permits 
 or responses to prior Planning Board questions may be submitted up to the Thursday before the scheduled 
 Planning Board meeting.’ 
 
The purpose of this policy is to allow the Town’s Planning staff, peer reviewers and the Planning Board members 
adequate time to review upcoming agenda items. 
         Respectfully, Allen Paul” 
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“I would like to share my concern about The Gateway project and the fact that Gateway representatives were 
somehow unable to get a packet of information to the Planning Board in a timely manner.  The established pro-
cedure is that all applicants with items on a Planning Board agenda need to have their information to staff on the 
Monday two weeks before the scheduled meeting. 
 
Additional information such as responses to peer reviews, receipt of required permits, etc. are allowed to be 
forwarded to staff until the Thursday preceding the scheduled meeting. 
 
This is a procedure we expect to be honored by all applicants – no matter what the size or the complexity of their 
project. 
        Respectfully submitted, Susan Auglis” 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that it would be helpful to have the informal policy that was adopted so the Board 
knew what it agreed upon; he stated that plans were difficult to consider in less than a week and what the 
Board required needed to be clear.   
 
Mr. Fellows stated that he and two other Board members had attended the SEDCO Visioning Forum 
which was very useful and focused on one of the ten visions for Scarborough that encompassed the 
planning process.  He stated that it was interesting to see what SEDCO had obtained from businesses 
regarding the process which a lot of people did not understand.  He stated that the perception was that 
things had changed over the last few years. 
 
13. Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:40 P. M. 

 


