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Planning Board         January 28, 2013 
 

WORKSHOP ANNOUNCEMENT 
 
The Planning Board will hold a workshop with the Long Range Planning Committee to discuss the 
proposed Crossroads Zoning.  This workshop will be in Council Chamber B at 5:30 P. M. 
 

 
Regularly scheduled meeting to begin at 7:00 P. M. 

 
AGENDA 

 
1. Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (January 7, 2013) 
 
4.  Consent Item:  Daily Double Enterprises requests subdivision amendment approval for Sea Ridge at 
Blue Point off Jasper Street 
 
5.  Public Hearing: The Gateway at Scarborough, New England Expedition requests amended Contract 
Zoning Agreement for site at Payne Road and Haigis Parkway* 
 
6.  McDonald’s requests site plan review for rebuilding their restaurant at 221 U. S. Route One 

 
7.  CASA-ICF requests site plan review for a new intermediate care facility at 148 Gorham Road* 
 
8.  Whipple Acres Subdivision, Peter Atherton requests preliminary and final subdivision review for 
3 lot subdivision on Whipple Lane* 
 
9.  Biddeford Savings Bank requests Planned Development review for mixed-use development for 
property at 206 U. S. Route One* 
 
10. Administrative Amendment Report 
 
11. Town Planner’s Report 
 
12.  Correspondence 
 
13. Planning Board Comments 
 
14. 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        January 28, 2013 

 
Members Present      Staff 
 
Mr. Bouffard       Mr. Chace, Assistant Town Planner 
Mr. Chamberlain      Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
Ms. Corthell 
Mr. Fellows 
Mr. Mazer 
Mr. Paul 
Mr. Thomas 

 
1. Call to Order  
 
Mr. Paul called the meeting to order at 7:00 P. M. 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
The Recording Secretary called the roll; all members were present. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (January 7, 2013) 
 
Mr. Thomas moved to approve the minutes of January 7, 2013; Mr. Mazer seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0-1 – Mr. Paul abstained. 
 
4.  Consent Item:  Daily Double Enterprises requests subdivision amendment approval for Sea Ridge at 
Blue Point off Jasper Street 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the Board had discussed this project at length at the last meeting and there had been 
modifications to the phasing, the stormwater and construction access.  He stated that the Board was com-
fortable with the phasing and stormwater and the applicant modified the construction access time to 7:00 
A. M.  He stated that the motion had been drafted and there was a mylar to be signed. 
 
Mr. Fellows noted that the mylar would not be released until the amended DEP permit was received.   Mr. 
Chace noted that he had an e-mail from the DEP indicating that the permit was ready and needed only to 
be written and signed; he stated that the staff was satisfied. 
 
Mr. Fellows moved to approve the amended subdivision plan with the following conditions: 
 
1.  Prior to the release of the mylar, the applicant shall provide the Planning Department with a copy of 
the amended DEP permit; 
2.  The applicant shall pay the $50,700.00 contribution for the Jasper Street reconstruction project to the 
Town prior to the issuance of any building permits in Phase 2 of the project; 
3.  All infrastructure traffic shall be managed and operate in accordance with the “road and utility 
infrastructure construction traffic management” plan provided by the applicant’s representative in a letter 
dated January 16, 2013; 
4.  All remaining applicable conditions of the previous approvals continue to be in effect. 
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Mr. Thomas seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0-1 – Mr. Paul abstained due to his absence at the previous meeting. 
 
5.  Public Hearing: The Gateway at Scarborough, New England Expedition requests amended Contract 
Zoning Agreement for site at Payne Road and Haigis Parkway* 
 
This item was tabled. 
 
6.  McDonald’s requests site plan review for rebuilding their restaurant at 221 U. S. Route One 

 
Mr. Chace noted that in December 2012 the Board had heard this request to demolish and rebuild the 
restaurant with site adjustments; he stated that the angle of the driveway had been changed at the Board’s 
request.  He stated that the Route One crosswalk should be textured and the Board should hear about the 
work to be done within Plaza Drive.  Mr. Chace stated that the biggest issue that the Board previously 
discussed was the architecture and the proposed flat roof; he stated that a new design had been provided 
for a two story structure with window treatments.  He stated that there was a draft motion with conditions. 
 
Mr. John Kucich, of Bohler Engineering, stated that they had addressed all the Board’s comments; he 
showed the sidewalk along Plaza Drive and stated that they had met with the owner of the plaza who 
agreed to the sidewalk easement within the plaza.  He stated that they submitted a revised elevation of a 
one-of-a-kind McDonald’s building with a second story feel and windows along the top of the building.  
He stated that he thought this was a great plan. 
 
Ms. Corthell stated that she was surprised at this change and appreciated the effort; she stated that it was  
a much more interesting building but she still had a lot of issues with the lack of a New England roofline 
such as the new McDonald’s in Bridgeton that looks like a house.  Mr. Adam Guilmette, of McDonald’s, 
explained that McDonald’s was a tenant in the Bridgeton building and it would not be the design if they 
were the owners.  He stated that this design was an attempt at the New England style and they did not do 
peaked roofs.  To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Kucich replied that the windows would look like true 
windows with framing and mullions; he stated that the glass could be clear or opaque and there would be 
no space behind the windows. 
 
Ms. Corthell asked about the awnings; Mr. Kucich explained that the awnings would be metal and would 
be over the driveup windows and around the building which would break up the size of the structure.  Ms. 
Corthell asked whether there were preferred colors or materials; Mr. Chace replied that the design stand-
ards did not give clear guidance.  Ms. Corthell stated that the yellow color of the awnings was very jar-
ring.  She stated that she was okay with staff approval of the final sign details.  Mr. Kucich stated that 
they used the same details on the crosswalk as those at Walgreen’s; he stated that he did not know 
whether they could stamp the crosswalk at Route One because it was part of the right of way.  Mr. Chace 
stated that it was done at Walgreen’s and he did not believe they had to get permission from DOT. 
 
Mr. Bouffard stated that he thought the applicant had done a good job and agreed that the second floor 
was in the New England vernacular; he stated that he did not think the color of the awnings was unique.  
He asked what the awnings were supposed to be if not metal or plastic.  Mr. Bouffard stated that he did 
not think the entrance from Plaza Drive was necessary because all anyone would have to do was go out  
to Route One and turn right into this site.  He stated that from Plaza Drive one would have to circle the 
building and cause an increase of onsite accidents and would add to the onsite congestion. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that he appreciated the changes and liked the building; he stated that his only 
issue was that the design standards did not want metal awnings.  Mr. Kucich stated that the awnings had 
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to be a rigid material.  Mr. Mazer stated that he was all for it and the applicant had done as good a job as 
possible.  He stated that the color was the color of McDonald’s; he stated that he agreed with the flow of 
traffic.  Mr. Thomas noted that 90% of the Route One buildings had metal awnings and he thought this 
design was unique.   He stated that he did not want people to think that Scarborough was picky or un-
friendly to business and thought this Board did an excellent job of imposing the standards for the Town.   
He stated that sometimes we pick things too much and maybe the standards should be changed to allow 
metal awnings.   
 
Mr. Fellows stated that he would not apologize for enforcing the design standards.  He stated that, while  
it was not ideal, this design was a marked improvement over what is now on the site and he thought the 
metal awnings were fine.  He asked that the windows be fine-tuned so they did not look to faux.  He 
stated that he preferred the rear access to keep some vehicles off Route One. 
 
Mr. Paul stated that the standards were put in place because something was built that the Town did not 
think was up to the quality or aesthetics wanted in Scarborough.  He stated that the Board tried to work 
with some give and take and it was more important for the appearance of the second story and no flat roof 
than to get excited about metal awnings.  Mr. Paul stated that the textured crosswalks were important for 
safety.  He stated that the second story windows were important because the Board missed an opportunity 
with the Walgreen’s windows and he wanted the staff to see samples of how the windows would look 
from the street and approve them. 
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the redevelopment of the McDonald’s Restaurant with the waiver that the 
Board was satisfied that the location and design of the proposed driveways would maintain vehicular 
mobility and safety onsite and offsite and therefore approves a waiver of the requirements of the Site  
Plan Review Ordinance, Section IV.B.1. a. & e. – separation of driveway access points and proximity     
of a driveway to the property line.  Mr. Paul imposed the following conditions: 
 
1.  Prior to the issuance of the building permit the applicant shall provide the Planning Department with a 
copy of the draft easement deed for constructing the sidewalk along Plaza Drive and evidence that the 
draft easement has been provided to the owner of the property. 
 
2.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit the plans shall be revised to: 
     a. indicate that all pedestrian crosswalks are to be stamped crosswalks, not painted; 
     b. note the landscape/detailed treatment around the Plaza Drive sidewalk; 
     c. address comments identified in SYTDesign’s memo of November 29, 2012 with revised plans to be 
         reviewed and approved by the Planning staff; 
 
3.  Prior to the issuance of a sign permit, the applicant shall provide a plan for the freestanding, monument 
sign for Planning staff approval. 
 
Mr. Thomas seconded 

Voted 5-0 
 

To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Chace replied that a waiver was not necessary for the metal 
awnings because waivers were for the Ordinance rather than for standards. 
 
7.  CASA-ICF requests site plan review for a new intermediate care facility at 148 Gorham Road* 
 
Mr. Chace stated that the Board had seen this as sketch plan in November 2012 and the Zoning Board had 
subsequently approved the expansion of the nursing home.  He stated that the staff comments were dir-
ected at the construction phase while the existing facility was still in operation and construction traffic 
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should be addressed for that phase.  He stated that the applicant should also address landscaping to the 
north for the abutter and the Fire Department’s request for circulation around four sides of the building.  
He stated that approval from the DEP was necessary. 
 
Mr. Lee Allen, of Northeast Civil Solutions, stated that they currently had a 9,000 square foot facility 
with 17 parking spaces; he stated that there would be no increase in beds but the facility would be up-
graded.  He stated that they needed 24 to 26 parking spaces because of the overlap in shifts and monthly 
meetings.  He stated that DEP approval was necessary because of the stream, and stormwater had been 
designed with an underground system which drained toward the stream following treatment.  He stated 
that they would consider a low-impact development but the soil was not good.  Mr. Allen stated that there 
would be no increase in traffic.  He showed the construction phasing and stated that they would create 19 
additional spaces for 26 during construction with some temporary spaces.  He stated that the intent was to 
segregate the traffic between employees and construction workers.  Mr. Allen stated that the second phase 
was construction of the new building and demolition of the old building once the residents were moved.  
He stated that parking would then be created at the site of the old building.   
 
Ms. Rachel Sunnell, of Gawron Turgeon Architect, displayed the site and stated that the service area 
would be at the north side of the building with condensers and utilities.  She stated that there was a steep 
slope on that side where they intended to save as many plants as possible because the slope was not 
reason-able for new landscaping but they may be able to put in wildflowers.  Ms. Sunnell stated that they 
may or may not build a garage on the east side depending on funding; she stated that there would be a 
buffer and a six foot fence to the west, the rear, of the building to create a private back yard.  Ms. Sunnell 
showed the building with a progression of lighting to the parking area and the rear, landscaped area.  She 
stated that there would be a dumpster enclosure with a fence around it.  She stated that they had met with 
the Fire Department and Captain Jackson had agreed to three-sided access because of the wetlands and 
she would meet with him again.   
 
Mr. Mazer stated that he needed more information about the garage and the stormwater.  At the request of 
Mr. Thomas, Ms. Sunnell showed the architectural renderings and stated that the structure would have a 
simple gable roof with New England style shingle detailing and a linear band across the façade.  She 
explained that the fire lane would go around the corner but there would be a gap of about 100 feet because 
of the wetland setback; she stated that the building would be fully sprinklered.  Mr. Thomas stated that the 
added parking created issues with retention and the waste system but understood the parking needs; he 
stated that the Board would want to see the runoff system.  Ms. Sunnell stated that they met the require-
ments for full cutoff lighting and provided 12 foot poles in the rear for extra security.  She stated that 
there would be a lighted sign at the entrance with a light fixture at the driveway.  She stated that there was 
50 feet of forested area from the front light to the property line of the abutter.   
 
Mr. Boufffard noted that the size of the building was a big jump; Mr. Allen stated that the needs of the 
facility and ADA codes required the space.  Ms. Sunnell noted that the residents were children at one  
time and had grown up and required larger wheelchairs and more space; she stated that there were key 
elements missing that they needed for their care.  To questions from Mr. Bouffard, Ms. Sunnell replied 
that she was not aware of any necessary blasting and that there would be fencing between the buildings 
during construction. To a question from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Allen replied that construction trucks would 
access to the rear of the proposed building.   
 
Mr. Paul noted that he would want textured crosswalks, the propane tanks should be better protected and 
the aesthetics would be better with landscaping; he asked that the applicant consider some terrace land-
scaping for the slope that would also address some of the stormwater management by capturing run-off.    
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8.  Whipple Acres Subdivision, Peter Atherton requests preliminary and final subdivision review for 
3 lot subdivision on Whipple Lane* 
 
Mr. Chace stated that this area had been rezoned from an R-F Zone to an R-2 Zone to be consistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan.  He stated that this was a straightforward subdivision which was more of a 
simple land division because there had been a home on the site.  He stated that there was public water and 
adequate septic capability on the site.  Mr. Chace stated that it was infrequent that preliminary and final 
approval were given at one meeting but this was a straightforward plan. 
 
Mr. Peter Atherton showed an aerial view of the neighborhood with his two acre parcel adjacent to Lillian 
Way.  He stated that these three lots would be infill sites and Lot 3 had water and a septic system.  He 
stated that the existing stormwater system on Whipple Lane would capture the stormwater from the area 
and connect to the retention system at Lillian Lane. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that he was leery about looking at everything all at once though this was a 
straightforward plan.   He stated that DEP approval was not needed and traffic was addressed but he did 
not want to set a precedent.  To a question from Mr. Bouffard, Mr. Atherton replied that there was a house 
on the corner lot.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Atherton replied that he would use the existing poles 
in the street and supply the homes with underground electricity.   
 
Mr. Paul moved to approve the preliminary and final subdivision plans for a three lot subdivision as 
presented; Mr. Mazer seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 

Mr. Chace stated that the mylar would be signed at the next meeting. 
 
9.  Biddeford Savings Bank requests Planned Development review for mixed-use development for 
property at 206 U. S. Route One* 
 
Mr. Chace explained that this was a Planned Development for a mixed use with a drive-through restaurant 
and explained the three phases of review.  He stated that the Board could move to approve the Master 
Plan to find that it was consistent with the provisions.  He stated that the Board should discuss sidewalk 
connectivity and the streetscape; he noted that there was a trail shown to Eastern Road. 
 
Mr. Mike Eon, who represented Biddeford Savings Bank, noted that there were constraints to the site and 
stated that they showed a proposed connection to the abutting Centervale site with possible sewer connec-
tion to Hannaford Drive; he stated that they had met with the Fire Department. 
 
Mr. Andrew Johnston, of SMRT, showed the aerial view of the location and stated that this site was op-
posite Hannaford Drive and would use the traffic light for access.  He stated that this was a 2.6 acre site 
with an existing driveway into the site where the woods thickened toward the rear and the site became 
wet.  Mr. Johnston explained the soils and stated that there were drainage areas and wetlands which had 
recently been delineated and the site approved by the DEP but the earlier project was never built.  He 
stated that the utilities would be from Route One but the sewage would be pumped to either Hannaford 
Drive or via an easement to the rear with the Centervale system.  He stated that the feasibility of the loca-
tion included pedestrian connectivity, availability of utilities and the natural resource constraints.  Mr. 
Johnston stated that there was the potential for a trail through the rear to Eastern Road.   
 
To a question from Mr. Mazer, Mr. Paul replied that the extent of the wetlands through the property was 
not permitable  through the DEP; he stated that there were enough uplands on this specific part of the lot.  
Mr. Chace stated that the DEP did permit some level of fill but not enough to build a connection between 
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this site and the Wegman property.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Johnston replied that there 
was some concern about using the private sewer line and there was an option with Centervale but it was 
more straightforward to go across Route One.  At the request of Mr. Fellows, Mr. Johnston showed the 
wetland edge.  Mr. Johnston stated that there were standing DEP and Army Corps of Engineer permits for 
30,000 feet of wetland fill and they would try to stay within that limit; he stated that their mitigation plan 
was an in lieu fee.   
 
Mr. Paul suggested moving to the Master Plan from the site inventory review.  Mr. Johnston stated that 
they would use the 2.6 acre site for two structures, a 3,500 square foot bank and a 1,800 square foot drive-
through restaurant.  He showed the possible connection to the Centervale site which would improve that 
site’s access through the traffic light.  He stated that there would be circulation around the buildings and 
showed the ordering station with the pickup window to the side of the coffee shop building and stated that 
the queue would be in the front of the building.  Mr. Johnston stated that there would be a small sitting 
area in the rear near the woods and buffering along Route One and they would screen the traffic for the 
window at the corner.  He stated that the sidewalk along Route One would go through their site rather 
than along the busy road; he stated that they did not envision a lot of pedestrians going south on Route 
One so they focused on bringing people into the site.  Mr. Johnston stated that the site was wet and would 
be raised to even off the slope and they would install underdrains along the borders for stormwater runoff.   
 
Mr. Joe Didonato, of TLA Architects, stated that both buildings would have the same colors and exterior 
details; he stated that there would be three drive-through lanes and one bypass lane to access the restau-
rant.  He stated that there would be pitched roofs, clapboard siding with brick and trimmed windows and 
corner boards with a New England vernacular.  He stated that the human-scale would be achieved with 
sky lights and a cupola and the materials would be durable.  Mr. Didonato stated that there would be a 
porch roof for the entrance, the roof shingles would be a cottage red, there would be gold fiber cement 
boards and off-white PVC trim with aluminum doors and windows.  He stated that they felt they met the 
design standards.   
 
Ms. Corthell stated that she was concerned about the traffic flow in this small space and there was no 
place to exit around the bank unless traffic went into the restaurant area.  She stated that she would like to 
see the drive-through in the rear and not so prominent.  Mr. Johnston stated that they tried to position it in 
the rear but that would push the building to the rear and the parking would be between the bank and the 
restaurant and toward the street.  He stated that he would look at bypass configurations.  To a question 
from Ms. Corthell, Mr. Johnston replied that a shared parking lot would hamper the circulation because of 
the wetlands. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked whether the applicant had considered eliminating the road in front of the build-
ings; Mr. Johnston replied that the front door had to be next to the parking so the front door was at the 
side toward the Centervale site.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that circulation through the drive-through 
windows would be the biggest issue and the applicant should consider moving the buildings closer to 
Route One.  To a question from Mr. Paul, Mr. Johnston stated that if the buildings were rotated the 
driveway would be in the buffering.  Mr. Chamberlain noted that the Ordinance recommended that drive-
through windows not be in the front.  Mr. Johnston stated that he would work on a bypass for the bank so 
they would not need to go through the restaurant area.  Mr. Fellows suggested flipping the uses for the 
morning coffee traffic; Mr. Johnston stated that that could cause stacking into Route One.   
 
Mr. Eon stated that the landscaping would buffer the cars and the view from Route One would be roof 
lines.  He stated that, because of the DEP permit, they could go back only about 170 feet on the lot and 
did not want to fill the lot any further and there was not a lot of space in the front with the setback.   
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Mr. Paul stated that he did not think there would be a lot of issues with the bank architecture and the 
biggest issue would be the traffic pattern.  He stated that the trail and a sidewalk on Route One between 
the two buildings was desirable.  Mr. Eon stated that he did not have an issue with the sidewalk and cross-
walk as long as the bank was not paying for all of the construction.  Mr. Paul stated that the building 
looked good but needed to allow good traffic flow.  To a question from Mr. Chamberlain regarding a 
second access at the north corner of the lot, Mr. Tom Gorrill, of Gorrill-Palmer, replied that there could be 
a right turn in at the restaurant corner but it would be too close to the Oak Hill intersection.  He stated that 
access to the site should work well for both businesses from the traffic light at this site.  Mr. Bouffard 
stated that he would like to see different scenarios such as flipping the buildings or a common parking lot; 
he stated that he had no problems with the architecture. 
 
10. Administrative Amendment Report 
 
There was no report. 
 
11. Town Planner’s Report 
 
Mr. Chace noted that there would be a neighborhood meeting regarding the reconstruction of Jasper Street 
at the Blue Point Congregational Church at 6:30 P. M. on Tuesday, February 5, 2013. 
 
12.  Correspondence 
 
There was no correspondence. 
 
13. Planning Board Comments 
 
Mr. Mazer noted that the workshops such as the Board had earlier tonight were good learning 
experiences.   
 
Mr. Fellows noted that the Board’s next meeting would be on Tuesday, February 19, 2013, due to the 
holiday on Monday. 
 
14. Adjournment 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:55 P. M. 
 


	Agenda
	Sea Ridge at Blue Point
	Gateway at Scarborough Public Hearing
	McDonalds~221 US Rt 1
	CASA-ICF
	Whipple Acres
	Biddeford Savings Bank
	Town Planner's Report
	Planning Board Comments

