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Town of Scarborough 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals       June 8, 2011 
AGENDA 

 
1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (May 11, 2011) 
 
4.  Appeals 
 
a.  Appeal No. 2408 - A Variance Appeal of the Shoreland Zoning Ordinance, Section 15 by Eralda 
Adams, 77 Virdap Street, Assessor’s Map U1 Parcel 51, to construct a principle structure within the 75 
foot setback in the Shoreland Overlay District 
 
b.  Appeal No. 2409 - A Practical Difficulty Appeal by the Cornerstone Baptist Church, 415 U. S. Route 
One, Assessor’s Map U38 Parcel 5, for reapproval for construction of a canopy in the B-3 Zone 
 
c.  Appeal No. 2410 - A Special Exception Appeal by the Cornerstone Baptist Church, 415 U. S. Route 
One, Assessor’s Map U38 Parcel 5, for reapproval of the expansion of the church and adjunct school in 
the B-3 Zone 
 
d.   Appeal No. 2411 - A Special Exception Appeal by Eric and Courtney Tomazin, 162 Black Point 
Road, Assessor’s Map R81 Parcel 2, to cook lobsters at a previously approved home occupation in the 
TVC3 Zone 
 
e.  Appeal No. 2412 -  A Special Exception Appeal by Rosemary and Newton Curtis, 8 Glendale Drive, 
Assessor’s Map R28 Parcel 8A, to create an Accessory Unit in their garage in the RF Zone 
 
f.  Appeal No. 2413 -  A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by Bill and Rhonda Ranzetta, 6 Puritan 
Drive, Assessor’s Map U51 Parcel 47, to construct a 17 by 24 foot garage addition 30 feet from the front 
property line in the R-2 Zone 
 
g.  Appeal No. 2414 -  A Practical Difficulty Appeal by Richard Thurston, 208 Holmes Road, Assessor’s 
Map R23 Parcel 3A, to allow a shed to remain 14 feet 2 inches from the side property line in the R-F 
Zone 
 
h.  Appeal No. 2415 - A Variance Appeal by Lauralee Downs, 79 Jones Creek Drive, Assessor’s Map 
U21 Parcel 1, to demolish and rebuild a new home 10 feet from the Avenue Five property line, 20 feet 
from the Jones Creek Drive property line and 13 feet from the south side property line in the R-4A Zone 
 
5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
6.  Adjournment 
 
 

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

Zoning Board of Appeals       June 8, 2011 
MINUTES 

 
Members Present      Staff 

 
Mr. Crockett       Mr. Grysk, Code Enforcement Officer 
Mr. Macisso       Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
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; Messrs. Dillon and Loisel were absent. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (May 11, 2011) 
 
Mr. Stark moved to approve the minutes of May 11, 2011 as written; Mr. Crockett seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
4.  Appeals 
 
a.  Appeal No. 2408 - A Variance Appeal of the Shoreland Zoning Ordinance, Section 15 by Eralda 
Adams, 77 Virdap Street, Assessor’s Map U1 Parcel 51, to construct a principle structure within the 75 
foot setback in the Shoreland Overlay District 
 
This item was tabled. 
 
b.  Appeal No. 2409 - A Practical Difficulty Variance Appeal by the Cornerstone Baptist Church, 415 U. 
S. Route One, Assessor’s Map U38 Parcel 5, for reapproval for construction of a canopy in the B-3 Zone 
 
Mr. Mike Richman, of Custom Concepts, explained that throughout 2009 and 2010 the church received 
approvals to expand the church and their school but it was determined that the side needed a 35 foot 
setback from the right of way.  He stated that the church was subsequently granted a Practical Difficulty 
Variance for that setback.  He stated that because of the economic factor the church was doing their pro-
ject in phases and was unable to start construction of the building within the required six months.  Mr. 
Richman stated that they were asking for reapproval of that 28.5 foot variance.   
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the 
public hearing. 
 
Mr. Maroon moved to approve the reapproval of the canopy as previously approved; Mr. Stark seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
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c.  Appeal No. 2410 - A Special Exception Appeal by the Cornerstone Baptist Church, 415 U. S. Route 
One, Assessor’s Map U38 Parcel 5, for reapproval of the expansion of the church and adjunct school in 
the B-3 Zone 
 
Mr. Mike Richman, of Custom Concepts, stated that the church would like the Board to determine that 
they had made a substantial start on the project because of the extensive site work that had been done and 
also to reapprove the church and school that was previously approved.  He stated that if they were deter-
mined to have substantial start they would not need to return to the Board if the work were not done 
within the required six months.   
 
Mr. Grysk explained that the appellant had gone through the Planning Board to construct their expansion 
and continue to operate during construction; he stated that a lot of site work had been done under site plan 
requirements but the building construction had not begun within six months to satisfy the Zoning Board 
requirements.  Mr. Grysk stated that a substantial amount of work had been done but the usual trigger for 
substantial start was to pour a foundation, not earthwork.   
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the 
public hearing. 
 
Mr. Maroon moved to reapprove the expansion of the church and school and acknowledge that the trigger 
for substantial start would be the start of the canopy; Mr. Stark seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 
d.   Appeal No. 2411 - A Special Exception Appeal by Eric and Courtney Tomazin, 162 Black Point 
Road, Assessor’s Map R81 Parcel 2, to cook lobsters at a previously approved home occupation in the 
TVC3 Zone 
 
Mr. Tomazin explained that the Zoning Board had approved a home occupation for him to sell lobsters 
but not to cook them and he now wanted to cook lobsters to be taken away and eaten offsite.  Mr. Grysk 
stated that the appellant had abided by the Board’s requirements.  Mr. Grysk noted that part of this parcel 
had been rezoned to the TVC3 Zone but this request remained a home occupation. 
 
To a question from Mr. Macisso, Mr. Grysk replied that Section B. allowed home occupations accessory 
to a single family dwelling in the TVC3 Zone; he stated that the appellant wanted only to add one use to 
his existing home occupation.  He stated that at some point in the future, Mr. Tomazin would expand his 
business and would go to the Planning Board for site plan review under the TVC3 requirements.  To a 
question from Mr. Macisso, Mr. Tomazin stated that he had all the state agency licenses for cooking on 
his property and did not need sinks unless the lobsters were to be consumed onsite.   
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Tomazin addressed the Special Exception criteria and the home occupation criteria. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the 
public hearing.   
 
Mr. Stark noted that this was simple with only one item being added.  Mr. Grysk reiterated that the princi-
pal use of the property was the single family dwelling, not retail sales, and the home occupation was the 
accessory use.  He stated that this was a home occupation because of the original home occupation.  Mr. 
Crockett noted that there were a lot of lobster traps on the property.  Mr. Grysk stated that a lobsterman 
was allowed to store his traps on his property.  Mr. Tomazin stated that the traps were away from the 
property line and people went from the parking lot straight to the playing field. 
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Mr. Stark moved to approve the appeal as requested; Mr. Macisso seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 
e.  Appeal No. 2412 -  A Special Exception Appeal by Rosemary and Newton Curtis, 8 Glendale Drive, 
Assessor’s Map R28 Parcel 8A, to create an Accessory Unit in their garage in the RF Zone 
 
Mr. Andrew Campbell, son-in-law of Mr. and Mrs. Curtis, stated that they wanted to create an accessory 
unit in their existing garage; he stated that he and his wife would live in the home and the Curtises would 
live in the accessory unit.  He showed photos of the proposed space which would be 614 square feet.  Mr. 
Grysk noted that the outside of the building would remain as is other than the bay window on the side; he 
noted that the septic system would have to be modified.  To a question from Mrs. Curtis, Mr. Grysk re-
plied that the septic system needed to be upgraded to meet State codes because a second dwelling unit 
was being added.   
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Campbell addressed the criteria and the Registration of Accessory Unit form. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the 
public hearing. 
 
Mr. Crockett confirmed that there would be two means of egress.  Mr. Stark confirmed that there was 
plenty of parking. 
 
Mr. Maroon moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Stark seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 
f.  Appeal No. 2413 -  A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by Bill and Rhonda Ranzetta, 6 Puritan 
Drive, Assessor’s Map U51 Parcel 47, to construct a 17 by 24 foot garage addition 30 feet from the front 
property line in the R-2 Zone 
 
This appeal was withdrawn by the appellant. 
 
g.  Appeal No. 2414 -  A Practical Difficulty Appeal by Richard Thurston, 208 Holmes Road, Assessor’s 
Map R23 Parcel 3A, to allow a shed to remain 14 feet 2 inches from the side property line in the RF Zone 
 
Mr. Thurston explained that the 24 by 24 foot shed/barn had been built by the previous owner 10 inches 
too close to the property line.  There was discussion regarding the fact that the parcel had been split into 
two lots, but that did not affect this request.   
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Thurston addressed the criteria as presented in writing.  To a question from Mr. 
Maroon, Mr. Grysk replied that when the Code Officer inspected the slab for this building he did not see 
that it was 10 inches off but a subsequent survey found the discrepancy. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the 
public hearing. 
 
Mr. Maroon moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Stark seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
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h.  Appeal No. 2415 - A Variance Appeal by Lauralee Downs, 79 Jones Creek Drive, Assessor’s Map 
U21 Parcel 1, to demolish and rebuild a new home 10 feet from the Avenue Five property line, 20 feet 
from the Jones Creek Drive property line and 13 feet from the south side property line in the R-4A Zone 
 
Mr. Jim Fisher, of Northeast Civil Solutions, noted that this house was built in 1893 and probably not 
constructed with the intent to last this long; he stated that this house was well-maintained but will not last 
much longer because the foundation was structurally unsound.  He stated that the house needed to be re-
placed and the foundation would be filled in.  Mr. Fisher showed the location of the property on a corner 
lot and noted that the house needed two front setbacks.  He stated that they would place the new structure 
on the filled foundation and the house would be less nonconforming than it is now because they would 
eliminate the side porch.  He stated that this was a Variance Appeal rather than the Practical Difficulty 
Variance Appeal because the property encroached on the Shoreland Zone buffer of 250 feet.  He stated 
that with no variances the building envelope would be 13 feet wide.   
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Fisher addressed the criteria as presented in writing.  Mr. Grysk noted that there was 
one addition to the south side.  Mr. Fisher explained that because they were eliminating the storage in the 
basement they proposed an addition outside the present footprint to accommodate the utilities and storage.  
He stated that this addition would fit within a Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal.  Mr. Fisher stated 
that the overall footprint would be smaller than that existing. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing.  Mr. Tom Bartells, of 14 Avenue Five, stated that currently the 
house was about 30 feet from his driveway; he stated that his house was at the rear of his property so the 
section of the house would be 13 feet from his property line.  He stated that he was all for a new house on 
this lot but was concerned about the encroachment because all the houses in the area were very close.  Mr. 
Bartells stated that he was also concerned about the height of the new building blocking out his sunlight 
especially during the winter.  He asked why the appellant did not adhere to the required 15 foot setback in 
the rear and whether the two extra feet were really necessary. Mr. Maroon closed the public hearing.   
 
Mr. Fisher explained that the size of the addition would accommodate the storage and a small sunroom.  
He stated that there were several different pitches to the current roofs and there would be one roof pitch 
north to south which would narrow down the blocking of the sun.  He stated that eliminating the basement 
also eliminated the storage space and the utility space. 
 
Mr. Maroon noted that a Variance Appeal was difficult to get but the logic was sound.  He stated that the 
Board had been restrictive with going outside a current building envelope when rebuilding a house and he 
had an issue with going into the setback because it set up a circumstance that the Board had not allowed 
in the past.  To a question from Mr. Maroon, Mr. Grysk replied that there was a 250 foot buffer strip in 
the Shoreland Zone, 75 feet of which was limited so that nothing could be built, with the remainder allow-
ing the underlying district but with only 20% nonvegetated surface.  He stated that what was existing 
could be maintained if over 20%.  Mr. Grysk stated that the appellant proposed to add slightly less non-
vegetated area which would be more in compliance than the existing structure.   
 
To a question from Mr. Stark, Mr. Fisher replied that they could make the addition wider and change the 
pitch of the roof.  Mr. Crockett stated that he, too, had a problem with the extra two feet.  To a question 
from Mr. Maroon, Mr. Fisher replied that they could make the addition wider but could not go toward the 
street because they would need another variance.  Mr. Fisher stated that the view corridor would not 
change.  Mr. Bartells stated that he was not concerned about the view corridor but the encroachment on 
his driveway.   
 
Mr. Maroon moved to approve the appeal with the south side property setback to remain at 15 feet; Mr. 
Stark seconded.                                                    Voted 4-0 
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5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
There was discussion regarding the Home Occupation versus the TVC3 Zone.  Mr. Macisso noted that he 
would like to see minutes from previous meetings for any repeat appeals. 
 
6.  Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:30 P. M. 

 
 
 
 


