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Planning Board         January 7, 2013 
 

AGENDA 
 
1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (December 10, 2012) 
 
4.  Risbara Properties, LLC requests zoning map amendment for property at 5 Griffin Road to change the 
zoning from R-3 to TVC Zone* 
 
5.  Hallowed Ground Scarborough LLC and HB Exotics LLC requests reuse of commercial building for 
retail businesses at 287 Gorham Road*  
 
6.  The Highlands Subdivision, Doug Norton requests amended subdivision plan review for Lot 36* 
 
7.  Daily Double Enterprises requests subdivision amendment review for Sea Ridge at Blue Point off 
Jasper Street* 
 
8.  Scarborough Property Holdings LLC request amended Master Plan review for mixed use development 
at 2 Ginn Road* 
 
9.  Mamie’s Farmhouse, Doug and Linda Duvall request site plan review for a gift shop and ice cream 
parlor in existing building at 97 County Road 
 
10. Norway Savings Bank requests site plan amendment review for relocation of their ATM on site at 158   
U. S. Route One* 
 
11. Administrative Amendment Report 
 
12. Town Planner’s Report 
 
13. Correspondence 
 
14. Planning Board Comments 
 
15. 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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Planning Board         January 7, 2013 
 

MINUTES 
 

Members Present      Staff 
 
Mr. Bouffard       Mr. Chace, Assistant Town Planner 
Mr. Chamberlain      Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
Ms. Corthell 
Mr. Fellows 
Mr. Mazer 
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; Mr. Paul was absent.  Mr. Fellows authorized Mr. Bouffard to 
vote. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (December 10, 2012) 
 
Mr. Mazer moved to approve the minutes of December 10, 2013; Mr. Bouffard seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0-1 – Mr. Thomas abstained. 
 
4.  Risbara Properties, LLC requests zoning map amendment for property at 5 Griffin Road to change the 
zoning from R-3 to TVC Zone* 
 
Mr. Chace explained that this was a developer-initiated rezoning request; he stated that the Town Council 
had held its first hearing and the Long Range Planning Committee had given a favorable opinion; he 
stated that this request was on the Town Council’s agenda on Wednesday, January 16, 2013.  Mr. Chace 
stated that this site was at the end of Griffin Road off Route One and was now in the R-3 and R-4 Zones 
and the applicant wanted to extend the abutting TVC Zone to their site.  He stated that the Ordinance 
required that they provide an idea of what they wanted to do with the property; he stated that this request 
was about the zone change and not specific to the use, which would come back to the Board for subdivi-
sion or site plan review should the rezoning be approved.   At the request of Mr. Fellows, Mr. Chace 
explained that the R-3 and R-4 Zones were residential ant the TVC Zone allowed mixed uses with resi-
dential as well as a range of commercial development and higher density. 
 
Ms. Nancy St. Clair, of St. Clair Associates, explained that a small portion of this lot was now in the TVC 
Zone and they wanted to shift the zone line to encompass the whole lot.   She stated that the Long Range 
Planning Committee sent a positive recommendation to the Town Council and they were asking for the 
same from the Planning Board.  She displayed the layout of a possible three buildings for a total of 31 
apartment units at the end of Griffin Road; she stated that access would be from Griffin Road and not 
from Orchard Street. 
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Mr. Fellows opened the public hearing.  Mr. Bruce Graham, of 1 Griffin Road, asked how many people 
there would be in 31 units, whether there had to be two entrances on a public road and whether a survey 
had been done for drainage flood release.  He stated that his concerns were how that many people would 
fit on the small lot and where the water would go.  Mr. Nathan Gobeil, of 18 Orchard Street, stated that he 
was an abutter and his concerns were about drainage issues related to the other lots being developed by 
Risbara Properties along Orchard Street.  He stated that he was also concerned about traffic and a project 
of this size on a small lot did not make sense and the lot should be developed under the existing zoning. 
 
Ms. Emma Dann, of 16 Orchard Street, stated that she had significant concerns for a change from a resi-
dential zone to the TVC Zone for an area that is already residential.  She stated that she left Portland and 
chose this area because it was residential and there were no apartment buildings; she asked whether there 
was really a need for apartments in Scarborough. She stated that she had concerns about density related to 
crime, aesthetics, traffic, etc.  Ms. Dann asked that there be a State approved traffic study done and asked 
what improvements would be needed to upgrade the road; she stated that she expected all drainage ease-
ments would be maintained. 
 
Mr. Steve Osborne, or 23 Carriage Way, stated that he was concerned that the traffic from 31 units would 
make the existing traffic even worse.  Mr. Cory Fogerty, of 2 Surrey Lane, asked how the calculations 
were done for net residential density and how much land was needed for this size project.  Mr. Denis 
LaFreniere, of 6 Equestrian Way, stated that the amount of buffering was a concern.  Mr. Fellows closed 
the public hearing. 
 
To a question from Ms. Corthell, Ms. St. Clair replied that the three house lots that were being developed 
on Orchard Street were not part of the request for rezoning.  Ms. Corthell stated that she supported this 
zoning change but would be very interested in seeing the details when the project came back.  Mr. 
Bouffard asked what could be done without the zone change; Ms. St. Clair replied that the existing zoning 
would allow single family and duplex homes; she noted that the TVC Zone mandated a buffer but the R-3 
and R-4 Zones did not.  Ms. St. Clair stated that these would be small one and two bedroom units.  Mr. 
Bouffard noted that there were a lot of questions about the development but they could not be answered 
until there was an official proposal.  He stated that he agreed it was a good idea to change the zoning. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that that he did not agree because the TVC Zone had a myriad of criteria for 
mixed uses but the only use proposed would be residential.  He stated that the area would change signifi-
cantly from possible duplexes to 31 units; he stated that the R-3 and R-4 Zones were in place when the 
area was developed and when the abutters moved in nothing more than duplex units could be built.  He 
stated that it would make more sense to rezone the entire lot to R-3 or R-4.  He state that this proposal did 
not come close to the purpose of the TVC Zone so he was against it.   
 
Ms. St. Clair explained that the TVC Zone line ran parallel to Route One which was probably created as  
a distance from Route One; she stated that they felt this would be an appropriate transition use between 
Orchard Street and Route One.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that there was too much of a strain between 
single family dwellings and these units when apartments were not allowed in the past.   
 
At the request of Mr. Fellows, Mr. Chace explained that the Comprehensive Plan identified a TVC type 
zone for the Route One corridor and the Comprehensive Plan Implementation Committee reviewed the 
area and drafted the zone.  Mr. Chace explained the net residential density definition; he stated that traffic 
was a concern but the applicant had not developed a traffic analysis or stormwater plan which would be 
done for site plan review.  He noted that there would be impact fees for traffic and the buffering standards 
for residential use included undisturbed areas. 
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Mr. Mazer stated that he was concerned that the abutting area to the north was a TVC Zone; he asked 
whether a project would have to return to the Board if the site stayed in the R-3 and R-4 Zones.  Mr. 
Chace replied that it would depend on how many dwelling units were created.  Mr. Mazer noted that if 
they returned to the Board they would be fully scrutinized.  He stated that he would go along with this 
change so the Board would have more control over the situation.  Mr. Mazer asked about the area 
reverting back to its original zone if the developer did not go forward with his project; Mr. Chace replied 
that the zoning language states that the project would need reasonable start within one  year of rezoning, 
otherwise the Board could initiate rezoning back to the original classification. 
 
To a question from Mr. Thomas, Mr. Chace replied that the house lots in the Orchard Street area were 
about half an acre and the area was largely built out other than the three Risbara lots which were being 
developed at this time as part of the originally approved subdivision.  Mr. Chace stated that there were a 
few multi-units on Pine Point Road and he was unaware of any on Orchard Street; he stated that Orchard 
Street was largely single family dwellings.  Mr. Thomas asked about wetlands; Ms. St. Clair replied that 
there was a wooded drainage course with wetlands which would be set aside and not included in the 
development area.  She stated that the wetland area would affect the number of single family dwellings 
allowed.  Mr. Thomas stated that this was a community that was predominantly single family dwellings 
and duplexes and there were no major apartment buildings; he stated that the scope of one section of the 
neighborhood would change so he agreed that this would be a major change from the existing neighbor-
hood character; he stated that the zone should be left the way it is.   
 
Mr. Fellows noted that he lived at 36 Orchard Street and, though he was not an abutter, this was his 
neighborhood.  He stated that he looked at the big picture for good planning and had to agree that there 
was only a sliver of TVC Zone on this si te because of the distance from Route One.  He stated that the 
TVC Zone was created to focus along the major corridors and the risk was having the TVC Zone creep 
into an area where it was not intended and the neighbors had every reason to think the use would be for 
single family dwellings.  Mr. Fellows stated that it was fair to look at this as a dense use with a sensitive 
drainage area and he did not think this would be consistent with the core intent of the TVC Zone.   
 
 Mr. Mazer stated that he was conflicted but there would be one or two family homes going in if this did 
not pass.  He stated that he would oppose this request at this point and agreed that it would make more 
sense to make this parcel all R-3 or R-4 Zone. 
 
Mr. Fellows stated that the Town Council would take the Board’s comments into consideration. 
 
5.  Hallowed Ground Scarborough LLC and HB Exotics LLC requests reuse of commercial building for 
retail businesses at 287 Gorham Road*  
 
Mr. Chace stated that this site was approved in 1995 specifically for property management company with 
a note on the site plan indicating that retail use would have to be reviewed by the Planning Board.  He 
stated that the two critical issues were the septic system and traffic impact.  He stated that there were re-
ports from the traffic engineer and peer reviewer.  Mr. Chace stated that the proposed uses of personal 
service and retail were permitted uses; he stated that there were modest site improvements proposed.   
 
Mr. King Weinstein, owner of the site, stated that there were no exterior site work changes other than 
upgrading the septic system. 
 
To questions from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Chace replied that the applicant had provided a new septic design 
approved by the Code Enforcement Officer.  Mr. Weinstein stated that there would be no addition to the 
building.  Mr. Chace noted that a sign was proposed as submitted in the Board’s package.  Mr. Mazer 
stated that he had concerns about safety and security; Mr. Jason Chapman, owner of the businesses, 
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replied that they had to follow State regulations on what animals they could sell and sold the same pets 
that the large pet stores sold.  He stated that they had lockable, secure cages and an alarmed, quarantine 
room that was completely sealed and had no windows.  He stated that they would have topnotch security.  
Mr. Mazer asked about screening of pet owners; Mr. Chapman replied that any buyer had to be at least 18 
years old; he stated that he had worked in this industry for a long time and most of the buyers knew what 
they wanted and had done research on care.  He stated that he talked with buyers for a long time to dis-
cuss what they needed and if they could not keep their pets he would take them back to resell.  He stated 
that he had turned potential buyers down numerous times.  Mr. Mazer stated that it would be great to have 
something different in Scarborough. Mr. Chapman  noted that they did educational shows at schools and 
camps. 
 
Mr. Thomas agreed that it was good to have different types of business and looked forward to seeing this 
business in Scarborough.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that everything had been addressed.  To a question 
from Mr. Bouffard regarding traffic, Mr. Chapman replied that he had one tattoo client per day and there 
would be from four to six customers for the pet store per day.  He stated that there would be five new 
parking spaces as well as the existing ones.  He stated that he would sell small reptiles.  Ms. Corthell 
stated that she was concerned about care of the animals; Mr. Chapman stated that people came to him to 
get inform-ation because they did not get it from the original seller. 
 
Mr. Fellows moved to approve the amended site plan with the condition that prior to the issuance of a 
building permit the traffic impact fee of $4,399.11 total shall be paid; Mr. Thomas seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
6.  The Highlands Subdivision, Doug Norton requests amended subdivision plan review for Lot 36* 
 
Mr. Chace noted that there was a 50 foot buffer around the whole exterior of the subdivision and there 
were some critical areas where that was necessary but there were other areas where there was no resource 
protection necessary.  He stated that this property abutted the church and they had no issues with this 
request.   
 
Mr. Kerry Anderson, developer of the subdivision, explained that they wanted to reduce the current buffer 
to 15 feet on Lot 36 only.  He stated that the original lot and building envelope were consistent with the 
other lots.  He stated that there was an earlier amendment on this lot necessary for title insurance because 
of an issue of a possible boundary dispute between him and the church so the lot line was moved at that 
time which created a very small backyard including the 50 foot buffer.  Mr. Anderson stated that he was 
approached by the owners who wanted to understand why the building envelope was so small; he stated 
that he felt responsible for the problem on this lot.  He stated that the house fit on the lot and it was not 
disclosed to the homeowners that the building envelope was small and there was no backyard.  He stated 
that he was trying to right a wrong and the church had no issue with this amendment.  He stated that one 
could not see through the tree buffer and no resource was impacted, there were no abutting wetlands and 
this would allow the owners to do something with their backyard.  He noted that it would be a major 
impede-ment to any future sale of the property with no backyard.   
 
The Board agreed that there were no issues. 
 
Mr. Fellows moved to approve the amendment to reduce the undisturbed buffer from 50 feet to 15 feet on 
Lot 36 only; Mr. Mazer seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
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7.  Daily Double Enterprises requests subdivision amendment review for Sea Ridge at Blue Point off 
Jasper Street* 
 
Mr. Chace noted that this was the continuation of a discussion to rephrase this project; he stated that 
Phase 1 was nearly built out and that portion of the road had been accepted by the Town.  He stated that 
construction access was the issue.  He stated that the Public Works Director felt that, from an asset man-
agement standpoint, it made more sense for construction traffic to use the original Jasper Street since 
there would be disturbances no matter what access was used.  Mr. Chace stated that there was a constru-
tion management program which noted a 6:30 A. M. starting time for the warming of trucks but the staff 
suggested 7:00 A. M. as the ordinance requires.  Mr. Chace stated that the original approval required the 
upgrade of the water system and a $50,700.00 fee is to be paid and the funds were earmarked for the 
Town’s project.  He stated that the project was in the design stage and there would be an informational 
neighbor-hood meeting.  Mr. Chace stated that the new pond would take care of the stormwater manage-
ment for this project and the Town would incorporate the drainage from the old Jasper Street.   
 
Mr. Shawn Frank, of Sebago Technics, stated that they had worked closely with the Town Manager and 
the Biddeford-Saco Water District for replacement of the water line.  He stated that they hoped to start 
construction in a month and their road work should be done in May; he noted that there were limits for 
construction traffic during school bus times.  Mr. Frank stated that there would be a preconstruction 
meeting that would address construction traffic.  He stated that they had been through the DEP process 
and had final review comments. 
 
Mr. Fellows noted that there would be no vote tonight since the DEP permit had not been received and 
this could be a consent item at the next meeting. 
 
Mr. Fellows opened the public comment segment.  Ms. Ev Perreault, of 26 Jasper Street, stated that she 
purchased her property 16 years ago because this was a dead end street but she had seen the drainage 
problems and water in some of the nearby houses.  She stated that there was a Jasper Street sign that 
encouraged the truck drivers to use their street to access Phase 1 and she had brought up safety for 
children on the street.  She noted that past blasting had shaken her house and she would like to have a 
peaceful time with this project.  Mr. Fellows closed the public comments. 
 
To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Chace replied that the payment from the developer for the up-
grade to Jasper Street would be part of the performance guarantee.  Mr. Bouffard asked about construc-
tion of the new Jasper Street and whether construction vehicles would use the existing Jasper Street; Mr. 
Chace replied that all the public infrastructure for Phase 1 was complete.  He stated that the trucks would  
use all the streets for the new construction traffic 
 
Ms. Corthell and Mr. Thomas had no further questions. 
 
To questions from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Frank stated that he would address the construction time start at the 
preconstruction meeting and neighbors had the option of having a pre-blast survey done.  Mr. Chace 
noted that there were State regulations regarding blasting.  Mr. Fellows stated that his questions had been 
addressed.  The Board agreed to a consent item at the next meeting 
 
Mr. Fellows called a recess at 8:55; the meeting resumed at 9:05 P. M. 
 
8.  Scarborough Property Holdings LLC requests amended Master Plan review for mixed use 
development at 2 Ginn Road* 
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Mr. Chace explained that the Board had approved the Master Plan for a gasoline station in the B-3 Zone 
which was a new zone for this property and as part of the zoning amendment, gasoline stations needed to 
go through the Planned Development process, which included a site analysis, a master plan and site plan 
review.  He stated that there were a few critical elements including vehicle access to the site and internal 
circulation between the two businesses and improvements had been made to the plan.  He stated that the 
traffic peer reviewer, Gorrill Palmer, felt that the traffic design was going in the right direction and the 
Board should see further information on the realignment and how the traffic would work.  Mr. Chace 
stated that the Ordinance required 39 parking spaces but the applicant proposed 63, including the gas 
pump area, and the need for that amount should be explained.  He stated that this was an amendment to  
the Master Plan because the buildings had been switched. 
 
Mr. David Latulip, of Scarborough Property Holdings, explained that they had made significant revisions 
to the plan for internal circulation and this plan should solve those issues.  He stated that they eliminated 
access at the beginning of Ginn Road and pushed it to the rear of the property and there would be no con-
flict between pedestrians and traffic as the circulation would be around the back.  He stated that traffic 
entering from Payne Road would park at the restaurant and take a right turn out and there would be no left 
movements other than from Ginn Road.  Mr. Latulip stated that there would be two lanes and all diesel 
traffic would access by Ginn Road and there would be no conflict with the drive-through or pedestrians.  
He stated that the restaurant would be a sit-down business and much of the parking was for the restaurant 
including 15 spaces for employees.  Mr. Latulip stated that they now had a much safer site plan; he noted 
that in the event the property in the rear was developed, they had designed the intersection so a traffic 
signal could be installed.  He noted that they had preserved access for the residence across Payne Road.   
 
Mr. Latulip stated that, to satisfy the performance standards, there would be a canopy for the gas station.  
He stated that if the structure were turned around one would see the drive-through and the back of the 
building.  He stated that they would provide a full stormwater and lighting plan.  He stated that they 
wanted to treat this submittal like a sketch plan as well as an amendment to the Master Plan. 
 
Mr. Steve Bushey, of Deluca-Hoffman, stated that the existing four traffic lanes on Payne Road would 
remain and their addition would be a left turn lane into Ginn Road and into the site from Payne Road.  He 
stated that they had eliminated the overlapping of traffic by eliminating the first access on Ginn Road and 
were comfortable with the right turns onto Payne Road.  Mr. Bushey stated that the stormwater manage-
ment system would be above ground on the west side rather than under the parking lots; he stated that 
utilities would be from Ginn and Payne Roads with underground power.  He stated that they felt the 
internal circulation had been improved considerably. 
 
Mr. Mark Singleman, architect, showed the elevation of the canopy; he stated that the facade would be of 
shakes and cement board siding with a cupola and the HVAC screened in the rear; he stated they had 
inserted panels instead of windows in the rear and would like comments from the Board regarding the 
wall facing the Turnpike.  He stated that the front of the building had a lot of glass and an awning for 
pedestrian scale and the back faced R. C. Moore.  Mr. Latulip showed the land-scaping with a lot of 
grassed areas. 
 
To questions from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Latulip replied that the parking to the left of the restaurant was 
shared with the convenience store where there would be a textured walkway.  Mr. Latulip noted that the 
delivery trucks or vans would not be big rigs; he stated that the dumpster would be at the gas station and 
signs would be at the two corners of the lot on Payne Road with directional signs within the site.  He 
stated that the island would be raised and one could drive in either way toward the restaurant or the gas 
station from the right turn in lane.   
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Ms. Corthell stated that the flow of traffic would be much better with this plan and asked about trailer 
trucks.  Mr. Latulip stated that there would be a place for them to park along the side but they did not 
expect many trucks as this was not designed as a truck stop.  Ms. Corthell stated that she would still like 
to see the gas pumps in the rear as suggested by the design standards; Mr. Latulip stated that they looked 
at different ways, but the traffic flow was better with the pumps in the front.  Ms. Corthell stated that the 
flow and parking were more important.  Mr. Chamberlain asked about obtaining land from the abutter for 
stormwater.  Mr. Latulip stated that there was a lot of Turnpike Authority land which was wooded.  To a 
question from Mr. Chace, Mr. Latulip replied that no one could access the right side of the restaurant 
through the parking lot because the driveway was one-way to the left.  Mr. Latulip stated that the amount 
of parking was for the proposed tenant’s needs and if there were a different tenant they would create less 
parking. 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that this was a much better plan than the last one; he noted that the Board liked sten-
ciled crosswalks.  Mr. Chace noted that the staff would have to look at the sign ordinance to determine 
how many freestanding standing signs would be permitted.  Mr. Latulip showed the snow storage areas.   
Mr. Mazer agreed that this was a much better plan but he would make the building as pleasing as possible 
on the Turnpike side.  Mr. Fellows stated that the circulation was much better and he agreed that the 
Turnpike side of the building should be embellished; he stated that he would prefer the pumps in the rear  
but, given the site constraints, the applicant had done what he could.  He stated that the parking should be 
minimized if possible.  Mr. Latulip stated that the lighting plan would meet the ordinance. 
 
Mr. Fellows moved to approve the amended Master Plan for a mixed use development at 2 Ginn Road, 
which includes the establishment of a gasoline station in the B-3 Zone.  This approval recognizes that   
the proposed uses and location of the activities meet the standards for a Planned Development use in the 
B-3 Zone; however, it is hereby noted that many of the site specific elements, including architecture, 
vehicular patterns, pedestrian safety, stormwater management and other details remain to be reviewed  
and addressed during the more thorough site plan review process. Mr. Thomas seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
9.  Mamie’s Farmhouse, Doug and Linda Duvall request site plan review for a gift shop and ice cream 
parlor in existing building at 97 County Road 
 
Mr. Chace explained that the Board had previously reviewed this request and revisions were made in 
response to questions and comments from the Board and there were only minor details regarding 
landscaping and lighting  He stated that there was a question about the fire lane and there should be 
evidence presented showing that the existing soils could support emergency access.  Mr. Chace stated that 
the applicant was requesting a waiver for the driveway separation for 111 feet and Mr. Bray was satisfied 
with that waiver. 
 
Mr. Lee Allen, of Northeast Civil Solutions, stated that they would put down 12 inches of gravel and two 
inches of loam and reseed the emergency access around the building as approved by the Fire Department.  
He stated that they showed a split rail fence around the parking area to prevent anyone from running into 
the parking lot.  He stated that the photometric plan showed two 20 foot lights at the parking lot corners.  
Mr. Allen stated that they wanted to minimize the buffering because there were existing gardens and they 
would plant some shrubs and another garden at the parking area.  He stated that they felt they met the 
standards with the perennial flower gardens.  Mr. Allen stated that they added a deck and an ADA ramp 
but, otherwise, the building would remain the same. 
 
Mr. Chace stated that there was a letter from Mr. Tubbs who had minor issues that could be handled by 
the staff.  Mr. Allen noted that there was no conflict with the electric and septic systems. 
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Mr. Thomas confirmed that the old driveway would be loamed and seeded.  He stated that the plantings 
could be worked out by staff and he looked forward to the opening of this business.  Mr. Chamberlain 
confirmed that there would be an entrance sign for the door.  Mr. Bouffard stated that he was satisfied 
with the curbcut waiver but suggested a few trees between the fence and the trench.  Mr. Allen stated that 
the grass in that area filtered the water from the parking lot.  Ms. Corthell stated that she supported the 
waiver and appreciated the additional work.  Mr. Fellows agreed. 
 
Mr. Fellows moved to approve the site plan as requested with the waiver that the allowed driveway 
separation be reduced to 111 feet.  He imposed the following conditions: 
 
1.  Prior to the release of a building permit, the applicant shall pay the required traffic impact fees; 
2.  Prior to the release of the building permit, the applicant shall provide evidence that the proposed fire 
lane will be capable of meeting the Fire Department standards; 
3.  Prior to the release of the building permit, the site plan sheets shall: 
     a.  be revised to address the issues identified in the SYTDesign memo dated January 4, 2013; 
     b.  be revised to address the landscape improvements in accordance with the Board’s discussion; 
     c.  include a plan note detailing the approved uses (i.e. square footage) and further stipulating that 
          any further expansion of activity into the remaining portion of the farmhouse structure will require 
          Planning Board approval; 
4.  Prior to the release of the building permit, the applicant shall execute and record all documentation 
necessary to comply with the Town’s Post-Construction Stormwater Infrastructure Management 
Ordinance. 
 
Mr. Thomas seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
10. Norway Savings Bank requests site plan amendment review for relocation of their ATM on site at 158   
U. S. Route One* 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the applicant wanted to move their ATM from the drive-through window area to a 
freestanding structure; he noted that there were provisions for freestanding structures that should relate to 
the main building. 
 
Mr. Lee Allen, of Northeast Civil Solutions, explained that the existing ATM was outdated and there was 
some conflict with the window; he stated that they designed the ATM structure with the same roof pitch 
and brick with a wide banding like the bank building.  He stated that the drive-through ATM would be an 
open structure with a roof .   
 
Ms. Corthell stated that this would improve the traffic flow.  To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Allen 
replied that the plan showed a sign.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Allen replied that they 
would remove a birch tree and would try to save another and would replant two others or replace them in 
kind.  Mr. Chamberlain and Mr. Fellows agreed the trees should be replaced or replanted. 
 
Mr. Fellows moved to approve the amended site plan with the condition that the applicant work with the 
Planning staff for location of landscaping; Mr. Thomas seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
11. Administrative Amendment Report 
 
There was no report. 
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12. Town Planner’s Report 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the Board had received an e-mail from the Town Planner regarding a workshop 
with the Long Range Planning Committee on January 28, 2013, at 5:30 P. M., to discuss the Crossroads 
area rezoning.  He stated that there would be a neighborhood meeting on January 9, 2013, at Eight 
Corners School at 6:30 P. M., to discuss the proposed Holmes Road rezoning.  Mr. Chace noted that the 
Transportation Committee was exploring sidewalks on Black Point Road and improved crosswalk at 
Eastern Road. 
 
13. Correspondence 
 
There was no correspondence. 
 
14. Planning Board Comments 
 
Mr. Thomas nominated Mr. Paul as Chairman, Mr. Fellows as Vice chairman and Mr. Thomas as 
Secretary of the Board for the year 2013, Mr. Mazer seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
15.  Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:15 P. M. 
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