
Town of Scarborough 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals       May 12, 2010 
REVISED AGENDA 

 
1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (April 14, 2010) 
 
4.  Appeals 
 
a.  Appeal No. 2535 – A Practical Difficulty Variance Appeal by Eric and Carolyn Hoffman, 12 Granite 
Street, Assessor’s Map U23 Parcel 3, to construct a third story on their home with nonconforming side 
and rear setbacks in the R-4A Zone 
 
b.  Appeal No. 2357 – A Special Exception Appeal by Erik and Gloria Moline, 8 Val Terrace, Assessor’s 
Map U15 Parcel 155, to create an accessory unit at their home in the R-2 Zone 
 
c.  Appeal No. 2358 – A Practical Difficulty Appeal by Mark and Bonnie Polli, 34 Vesper Street, 
Assessor’s Map U1 Parcel 115, to expand their home 12 feet 10 inches from the side property line and 
expand the lot coverage by 1.91% in the R-4 Zone 
 
d.  Appeal No. 2359 – A Special Exception Appeal by Randall and Sherri Libby, 304 Pine Point Road, 
Assessor’s Map U24 Parcels 7 and 8, to operate a business in their home in the R-2 Zone 
 
e.  Appeal No. 2360 – A Special Exception Appeal by Eric and Joseph Tomazin, 162 Black Point Road, 
Assessor’s Map R81 Parcel 2, to operate a business in their home in the R-2 Zone 
 
f.  Appeal No. 2361 – A Special Exception Appeal by Cornerstone Baptist Church, 415 U. S. Route One, 
Assessor’s Map U38 Parcel 5, to expand their school in the B-3 Zone 
 
g.  Appeal No. 2362 – A Practical Difficulty Appeal by Cornerstone Baptist Church, 415 U. S. Route 
One, to expand the church and school 6.5 feet from the right of way in the B-3 Zone 
 
h.  Appeal No. 2363 – A Special Exception Appeal by Pauline Underwood, 207 Broadturn Road, 
Assessor’s Map R24 Parcel 30A, to construct an accessory unit in the R-F Zone 
 
5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
6.  Adjournment 
 
 

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



 1

Town of Scarborough 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals       May 12, 2010 
MINUTES 

 
Members Present      Staff 

 
Mr. Crockett       Mr. Grysk, Code Enforcement Officer 
Mr. Dillon       Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
Mr. Loisel       Ms. Cook Mueller, Town Attorney 
Mr. Macisso 
Mr. Maroon 
Mr. Stark 
 
1.  Call to Order  
 
Mr. Maroon called the meeting to order at 7:05 P. M. 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
The Recording Secretary called the roll; Mr. Massengill was absent.  Mr. Maroon authorized Mr. Dillon 
to vote. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (April 14, 2010) 
 
The minutes were not available. 
 
4.  Appeals 
 
Mr. Maroon stated that, because the information requested by the Board had not been submitted, Appeal 
No. 2363 would not be heard. 
 
a.  Appeal No. 2535 – A Practical Difficulty Variance Appeal by Eric and Carolyn Hoffman, 12 Granite 
Street, Assessor’s Map U23 Parcel 3, to construct a third story on their home with nonconforming side 
and rear setbacks in the R-4A Zone 
 
Mr. Crockett noted that he went to school with Mrs. Hoffman; the Board had no issues with Mr. Crockett 
hearing this appeal. 
 
Mr. Maroon noted that this appeal was tabled at the request of Mr. Fisher at the April meeting.  Ms. Cook 
Mueller explained that she had tried to facilitate the Findings of Fact and Conclusions with a form for the 
Board to use.  She stated that all the information was from the Ordinance was simply a tool for the Board. 
 
Mr. Jim Fisher, of Northeast Civil Solutions, explained that the existing home was one and a half stories 
and they wanted to add another story that would add only eight feet to the height.  He stated that the house 
would not change horizontally, the footprint would remain the same and the appellants wanted to add 
bedrooms to accommodate their family.  Mr. Fisher distributed photos of the area showing the character 
of the neighborhood.  He stated that the Hoffmans had met with their neighbors because of issues at the 
last meeting and some of the neighbors felt the expansion would be less intrusive than they thought.   Mr. 
Fisher stated that the house was built before zoning was enacted and some neighboring homes were much 
larger; he noted that the rear abutter was a parking area.   
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Dr. Hoffman stated that they planned to use this property during the summer and on weekends and would 
live there full time in the future.  He stated that the roof was sagging and needed major support and the 
bedrooms were in the basement and smelled musty.  He stated that the addition would add value to the 
home and to the neighborhood; he stated that major construction would not take place during the summer. 
 
Mr. Fisher stated that this was a small lot and they were not trying to impose further toward the lot lines.  
Mr. Grysk stated that the buildings and land were small like many properties at the beaches and this kind 
of expansion was continuous at the beaches. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing.   Mr. Maroon read five letters in opposition to the appeal from 
Barbara and Joey Bouchard, 14 Granite Street, Abbott and Kay Mosher, 7 Granite Street, Paul Kirby, 3 
Granite Street, and two letters from James and Theresa Wiggin, 8 Granite Street. 
 
Mr. Paul Kirby, of 3 Granite Street, stated that he had talked with the Hoffmans since writing his letter; he 
stated that his concern was for the safety risk of construction during the summer and the noise.  Mr.  John 
Roberts, who spoke for his mother-in-law, Elaine Richer, owner of property at Pine Point, stated that this 
would affect their family’s rental business. He stated that the intent of zoning was to allow adequate air 
and light between structures; he noted that this property had already been given a variance on this side.  
Mr. Roberts stated that his family owned three cottage type buildings and continued to use them in that 
fashion; he stated that this would not only further intensify the use of the land but would block out the 
light and impose on the neighbors’ privacy.  Mr. Roberts stated that construction noise would disrupt 
vacationers during the summer and they did not support this appeal. 
 
To a question from Mr. Maroon, Dr. Hoffman stated that they would not start construction until mid-
September or October.   
 
Mr. Ken Lane, of 5 Oak Street, stated that he was a year round resident and relied on the solar gain for 
some of his heat; he stated that he looked to the Town to protect the neighborhood by keeping the zoning 
regulations of the R4A Zone.  Mr. Lane listed seven reasons he thought the Board should not grant this 
appeal.   
 
Dr. Hoffman showed a satellite view of the neighborhood and the juxtaposition of Mr. Lane’s home; he 
stated that there was a sizeable distance between the two houses and he did not see how his house would 
block Mr. Lane’s house and would have minimum impact. Regarding the wind tunnel effect noted by Mr. 
Lane, Dr. Hoffman stated that he did not think his addition would make any difference and raising the 
roof may lessen the wind.  He stated that the deck would be only 1.5 stories off the ground and the win-
dow in the Bouchard’s house could not be seen when sitting on the deck; he stated that a shield could be 
put around the deck to address privacy.  Dr. Hoffman stated that the north boundary line currently had a 
2.5 foot setback and the addition would not be out that far.  Mr. Lane stated that the sun was lower in the 
sky in the winter. 
 
Mr. Maroon closed the public hearing. 
 
Ms. Cook Mueller stated that the Board should discuss the Findings of Fact keeping in mind that they all 
needed to be met for the Conclusions.  Mr. Maroon and Mr. Fisher addressed the Findings of Fact as 
presented in writing.   
 
To a question from Mr. Loisel, Mr. Fisher replied that the roofline would be about 4 feet above the house 
to the south but only 1.5 feet above the house to the north. Mr. Fisher stated that the shadow would go 
toward the parking lot and in the winter more northerly so would not impact Mr. Lane’s property.   Mr. 
Maroon stated that the deck met the requirements but he had concerns about the two properties being so 
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close to each other.  To a question from Mr. Loisel, Dr. Hoffman stated that the majority of the deck 
would look toward the ocean and they were willing to address any concerns regarding the deck.  He stated 
that there would be two small bedrooms with a small sitting room on the second floor; he stated that they 
would have small windows for privacy.   
 
Mr. Maroon stated that he thought the deck was an invasion into the Bouchard’s property.  Mr. Fisher 
stated that he did not think a deck would be any different from a window and there would be 13 to 15 feet 
between the houses and the line of sight would not be any different if the distance were 25 to 30 feet.  Mr. 
Maroon stated that allowing someone a benefit in his home should not affect someone else adversely. Mr. 
Crockett stated that he had the same issue with the deck; he asked whether the appellants were set on hav-
ing the deck.  Mrs. Hoffman stated that if this was an issue they could put on a smaller deck that would 
not impact the Bouchards.  To a question from Mr. Dillon, Dr. Hoffman replied that there was a nearby 
deck at a similar height.  
 
The Board addressed the criteria as recorded on the Notice of Practical Difficulty Variance Decision.  Mr. 
Maroon suggested changing the design of the deck and enclosing the section near the Bouchard’s home.  
Dr. Hoffman stated that the enclosed space would give them more space for the bedrooms.   
 
Mr. Maroon moved to approve the appeal with the following amendments: 
 
1.  That the deck be limited to half the space shown and away from the southeast side and that the finished 
space be completed at the discretion of the Code Enforcement Officer, consistent with the photos shown; 
2.  That the construction be started after September 15, 2010.   
 
Mr. Stark seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
Mr. Maroon called a recess at 9:00 P. M.; the meeting resumed at 9:15 P. M. 
 
b.  Appeal No. 2357 – A Special Exception Appeal by Erik and Gloria Moline, 8 Val Terrace, Assessor’s 
Map U15 Parcel 155, to create an accessory unit at their home in the R-2 Zone 
 
Ms. Moline stated that she would like to create an accessory unit above her garage. 
 
Mr. Maroon and Ms. Moline addressed the criteria and the Registration of Accessory Units form.  To a 
question from Mr. Maroon, Ms. Moline replied that the structure was being built but they had not begun 
the Accessory Unit.  Mr. Grysk stated that there would be a 12 by 20 foot addition for storage and the 
stairs would be through the main entrance; he confirmed that the size met the maximum requirement of 
750 square feet.  Mr. Maroon stated that this was a straightforward appeal. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the 
public hearing. 
 
Mr. Loisel moved to approve the appeal as requested; Mr. Crockett seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
c.  Appeal No. 2358 – A Practical Difficulty Appeal by Mark and Bonnie Polli, 34 Vesper Street, 
Assessor’s Map U1 Parcel 115, to expand their home 12 feet 10 inches from the side property line and 
expand the lot coverage by 1.91% in the R-4 Zone 
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Mr. Walter Wilson, of The Design Company, stated that the appellants wanted to build a small addition at 
the rear of their house 12 feet 10 inches from the rear property line which would bring the lot coverage to 
26.91%.  Mr. Grysk stated that this would square off a section of the rear of the house to allow more 
kitchen space and expansion of the second story.  Mr. Wilson stated that this house was unique to Higgins 
Beach in that it was an English cottage style and the Pollis wanted to maintain the integrity of the house.   
 
To a question from Mr. Maroon, Mr. Wilson replied that the kitchen was 18 by 14 feet with three doors 
and the bathrooms were small and antique and they would like to redo those rooms.  He stated that the 
washer and dryer were in the cellar on a dirt floor and they would like to move them to the first floor.  Mr. 
Wilson stated that the concern was with the front of the house with its exposed woods and old lights from 
the 1930s which they did not want to destroy.  He explained that they proposed taking the rear entry off 
and expanding the kitchen 6.5 feet, redoing the bathroom and putting the laundry room in that area.  Mr. 
Wilson stated that the other option was to take part of the garage off to lessen the lot coverage but it was a 
brick garage and it was not economically or aesthetically feasible to take it apart.    
 
Mr. Wilson stated that the side porch would be removed and rebuilt and they would dress up the front of 
the structure and put in new windows.  He stated that they would extend the roof out in the same manner 
as the existing roofline and would try to maximize the house as it was built.  He noted that the rest of the 
building met the setbacks. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the 
public hearing. 
 
The Board addressed the criteria as recorded on the Notice of Practical Difficulty Variance Decision.   
 
Mr. Maroon stated that the Board usually did not approve a variance for lot coverage but the logic pre-
sented was sound to maintain the importance of the building’s history and he considered the 1.9% request 
minimal.  Mr. Dillon noted that this would bring the property up to modern standards. Mr. Loisel stated 
that he did not want to set a precedent of going over the 25% lot coverage allowed but did not want to 
demolish part of the garage or do any damage to the integrity of the interior of the house.  Mr. Grysk 
noted that there had been a few approvals of higher lot coverage.  Mr. Crockett stated that there were 
unique circumstances that did not allow an alternative. 
 
Mr. Maroon moved to approve the appeal with the understanding that it would not set a precedent; Mr. 
Dillon seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
d.  Appeal No. 2359 – A Special Exception Appeal by Randall and Sherri Libby, 304 Pine Point Road, 
Assessor’s Map U24 Parcels 7 and 8, to operate a business in their home in the R-2 Zone 
 
Mr. Jim Fisher, of Northeast Civil Solutions, explained that the appellants ran a small family construction 
business and they needed to have some customers come to their business for an initial discussion of their 
new homes; he stated that most subsequent meetings would be at the job sites.  Mr. Grysk stated that the 
Libbys wanted a sign and a Home Occupation allowed a six foot sign. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the 
public hearing. 
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Fisher addressed the criteria. 
 
To a question from Mr. Loisel, Mr. Fisher replied that there would be no construction vehicles onsite as  
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Mr. Libby attempted to always have jobs going and his equipment would be kept on the job site; he stated  
that the Libbys also had a relative who could keep a piece of equipment on his property.  Mr. Fisher noted 
that there was a significant amount of parking at this site as well as a turnaround.  To a question from Mr. 
Crockett, Mr. Fisher replied that there would be about one client per month.  To a question from Mr. 
Crockett, Mr. Grysk replied that the signs Mr. Libby had erected were not allowed and he would have to 
put up a sign that met the requirements.   
 
Mr. Loisel moved to approve the request with the condition that the sign meet the requirements of the 
Ordinance; Mr. Stark seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
e.  Appeal No. 2360 – A Special Exception Appeal by Eric and Joseph Tomazin, 162 Black Point Road, 
Assessor’s Map R81 Parcel 2, to operate a business in their home in the R-2 Zone 
 
Mr. Eric Tomazin stated that he and his brother would like to sell lobsters from their home; he stated that 
the package submitted showed the site and the outbuilding they would use. 
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Tomazin addressed the Special Exception criteria.  Mr. Tomazin stated that there 
was an existing shed and they would construct a similar building for lobster sales; he stated that there was 
plenty of parking and a turnaround.  He stated that they would have a 200 gallon tank and their hours of 
operation would be Thursday through Sunday from 10:00 A. M. to 6:00 P. M.  Mr. Tomazin and Mr. 
Maroon addressed the new Home Occupation criteria.  Mr. Tomazin stated that he was a full time lobster-
man and wanted to sell his catch; he stated that there would be no cooking of lobsters.  
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal.  Mr. Maroon read a letter 
in favor of the request from Ralph and Shirley Piatt, 157 Black Point Road, and a phone message from a 
neighbor named Elaine also in favor of the request.  Mr. Maroon closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Macisso explained to Mr. Tomazin that there were many licenses and liability insurance to think 
about when a retail business was started.  To a question from Mr. Loisel, Mr. Tomazin stated that he now 
stored 25 traps on his property.  Mr. Grysk noted that the storage of lobster traps was allowed as part of 
the ordinance amendment.  He noted that the State had jurisdiction over any cooking.  To question from 
Mr. Dillon, Mr. Tomazin replied that any surplus lobsters would be sold to a buyer, there would be no 
odor and no waste.   
 
Mr. Crockett stated that his concerns were odor and children from the abutting park playing near the 
lobster traps.  Mr. Tomazin stated that he would have to discuss fencing with the Town; he stated that he 
wanted to leave the door open for cooking in the future.  To a question from Mr. Crockett, Mr. Grysk 
replied that there were different regulations for sign setbacks based on the size of the sign; he stated that  
a six square foot sign could be within five feet of the property line.  Mr. Grysk stated that when the Town 
Clerk issued a food handler’s license, the sign would be considered and any violation would revoke the 
license.  To a question from Mr. Crockett, Mr. Tomazin replied that he could not expand his business in 
the R-2 Zone.  To a question from Mr. Macisso, Mr. Tomazin replied that he would have no employee so 
did not need a bathroom. 
 
Mr. Dillon moved to approve the appeal with the condition that the sign be approved by the Code 
Enforcement Officer; Mr. Loisel seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 

Mr. Loisel moved to extend the meeting after the 10:30 deadline; Mr. Crockett seconded.         Voted 5-0 
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f.  Appeal No. 2361 – A Special Exception Appeal by Cornerstone Baptist Church, 415 U. S. Route One, 
Assessor’s Map U38 Parcel 5, to expand their school in the B-3 Zone 
 
Attorney Michael Traister, who represented the church, stated that the Board approved the use of a school 
at the church in September 2009 but that approval expired and needed to be reapproved.  He stated that 
there were two interrelated appeals for the reapproval of the school and for an entrance canopy that did 
not meet the setback requirement.   
 
Mr. Jim Fisher, of Northeast Civil Solutions, explained that the original approval expired because of 
easement issues and the process through the Planning Board.  Mr. Grysk stated that most of their project 
except the canopy could be built without the variance.   
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Fisher addressed the criteria as presented in writing. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing.  Christopher Neagle, Attorney for John Disanto & Sons, Inc., 
abutter to this site, stated that it was incumbent upon the appellant to meet all the standards; he saw no 
evidence of financial ability and no proof of the standards.  Mr. Neagle stated that his clients owned the 
abutting parcel and had a 40 foot wide easement along the property and this project would interfere with 
his easement and make it unusable.  He stated that Mr. DiSanto had owned the property since 1974 and 
used the site as storage for his construction business including tractor trailer trucks; he stated that the only 
means of access was this easement and he wanted to some day construct a large building on the site but 
this project would increase the traffic.  Mr. Neagle stated that Mr. DiSanto believed this expansion would 
unreasonably impact his property. 
 
Mr. Neagle distributed written material which he read.  He stated that it made no sense to drop students 
off 6.5 feet from a heavily trafficked easement and the Board needed to be sure there were no safety is-
sues.  Mr. Maroon stated that the Zoning Board was to vote on the expansion of the use and it was the job 
of the Planning Board to approve the design of the dropoff.  Mr. Grysk stated that the church also had the 
right to access the street/right of way and the building could be 35 feet from the right of way.  He stated 
that this was no different from a school bus dropping children off on any street.  Mr. Neagle stated the 
driveway was only 6.5 feet from the road and the increased size of the school would create unsafe vehicle 
traffic.  Mr. Neagle stated that they were also concerned that the right of way was being rendered useless 
for access by Mr DiSanto because of a proposed grade change. 
 
To a question from Mr. Maroon, Mr. Fisher replied that they could not impact the right of way and any 
regrading of the street would not change the access.  Mr. Fisher stated that they proposed a retaining wall 
but that would not change the right of way and would be addressed by the Planning Board. Mr. Neagle 
stated that the school could be approved with a condition that there be no change to the right of way.  Mr. 
Traister stated that the church owned the right of way and could make any changes as long as they did not 
interfere with Mr. DiSanto’s access; he stated that these were Planning Board issues. 
 
Mr. DiSanto stated that all the plans he had seen showed lowering his grade by 15 inches and that would 
not allow him to get his equipment in.  Mr. Maroon reiterated that the use of the road could not be re-
stricted.  Mr. Fisher stated that they had to regrade the road to address drainage and any changes to the 
road would meet all national standards.  Mr. Neagle stated that they wanted this to be tabled because they 
did not see the plans.  Mr. Maroon reiterated that the road had nothing to do with the Special Exception 
request.  Mr. Rand Clark, of Cornerstone Baptist Church, stated that they had never impacted the access 
and had no intention of doing so.   
 
Mr. Maroon stated that the church had been active for eight years and the traffic of the two uses had not 
interfered with each other and had been compatible for that length of time.   



 7

Mr. Maroon closed the public hearing.   
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Fisher addressed the Special Exception criteria.  Mr. Loisel confirmed that there 
would be no change in the layout of the right of way.  Mr. Maroon stated that the Board knew the church 
owned the property and the Board did not necessarily require documents for proof of financial ability. 
 
Mr. Maroon moved to approve the Special Exception Appeal with the condition that any work on the 
right of way will not impact the full use of the easement by Mr. DiSanto; Mr. Stark seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
g.  Appeal No. 2362 – A Practical Difficulty Appeal by Cornerstone Baptist Church, 415 U. S. Route 
One, to expand the church and school 6.5 feet from the right of way in the B-3 Zone 
 
Mr. Grysk explained that the appellant needed approval from the Zoning Board to impose on the setbacks 
before the Planning Board could approve the site plan amendment.  Mr. Maroon confirmed that the site 
plan could be approved if the canopy were eliminated.   
 
Mr. Jim Fisher, of Northeast Civil Solutions, explained that when they designed the plans it was not 
known that there was a right of way and the canopy would have been 46 feet from the property line.  He 
stated that just before the Planning Board meeting it was discovered that in the early 1970s the access was 
established as a roadway, which creates a front setback.  Mr. Fisher stated that nothing had changed on 
the structure.  He stated that they felt that a hardship would be created without the canopy because of 
some of the older members of the congregation who wanted to keep out of the weather and for safety and 
convenience.  He stated that this was not an enclosed structure and would be 46.5 feet from the property 
line, but 6.5 feet from the right of way, and would not be an impediment.   
 
Mr. Maroon stated that he did not like the fact that there was no turnaround.  Mr. Fisher stated that there 
would be one way traffic into the looped parking lot. Mr. Maroon stated that he thought this configuration  
would violate the requirement that there would be no backing into the driveway, Section IV.J.6.b.iii. of 
the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Loisel noted that the Planning Board would address the turnaround issue.  To 
a question from Mr. Crockett, Mr. Fisher replied that there was an esplanade separating the driveway 
from the right of way road; he stated that the right of way was 40 feet wide but the use of the road was not 
that wide.  Mr. Crockett stated that he saw potential safety issues.  Mr. Maroon stated that he had no 
problem with the canopy but the safety and functional use of the property should meet the codes.   
 
Mr. Maroon stated that he wanted to see a plan showing a traffic area with no bottleneck.  Mr. Loisel 
asked whether the canopy could be moved to the side entrance; Mr. Fisher replied that the entrance shown 
with the canopy led straight to the sanctuary and there would still be a dropoff area at that entrance.  Mr. 
Fisher stated that it was not practical or feasible to use the side entrance for dropoff.  Atty. Traister, who 
represented the church, stated that the only issue was the canopy and not the driveway.  Mr. Maroon 
stated that it was difficult to show that the canopy met the standards of safety.  Mr. Traister stated that if 
the elderly parishioners did not pay their fees because they did not go to church in bad weather it would 
not enjoy the full investment that it is making.  
 
Mr. Fisher stated that it would be easy to do away with the walkway configuration to make it specifically 
one way and vehicles had to go into the parking area direct traffic with a raised island and create a loop.   
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Fisher addressed the criteria as presented in writing.  Mr. Loisel stated that a feasible 
alternative was to go without the canopy.  Mr. Maroon stated that one argument was that it was reason- 
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able to expect that senior parishioners should be able to access the church with no ice on which to slip.  
To a question from Mr. Macisso, Mr. Fisher replied that anyone picking someone up after church would 
circle around from the front parking lot and they would address that issue before applying to the Planning 
Board.   
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing.  Mr. DiSanto stated that he had no problem with the canopy but 
people had used the front entrance for years and he did not understand why they now had to use the new 
entrance.  Mr. Mike Richman, of Custom Concepts , explained that the sanctuary space would be doubled 
and the logical way to access the space was straight on and it would be difficult to enter from the back or 
the side. He noted that half of the parking was in the front and the remainder in the rear so it made sense 
to have the access in the middle. Mr. Loisel suggested two entryways; Mr. Richman stated that they were 
crowded on all sides by the wetlands.  Mr. Maroon reiterated that the flow of traffic did not work and did 
not meet the codes.   
 
Mr. Grysk noted that the applicant could apply to the Planning Board for the traffic flow without the 
canopy and then return to this Board.  Mr. Traister reiterated that the issue before the Zoning Board was 
the canopy, not the traffic flow and traffic standards were not relative to the canopy.  Mr. Maroon cited 
Day Care standards; Mr. Grysk stated that day cares and schools did not have the same standards.   
 
The Board agreed that there was not enough information regarding an alternative for the location of a 
canopy.  Mr. Fisher asked that the appeal be tabled and he would continue with the Planning Board 
process. 
 
Mr. Stark moved to table the appeal; Mr. Loisel seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 to table 
 
h.  Appeal No. 2363 – A Special Exception Appeal by Pauline Underwood, 207 Broadturn Road, 
Assessor’s Map R24 Parcel 30A, to construct an accessory unit in the R-F Zone 
 
This appeal was not heard. 
 
5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
There were no comments. 
 
6.  Adjournment 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 12:45 A. M. 
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