
Town of Scarborough 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals      January 11, 2011 
 

AGENDA 
 

1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (November 9, 2011) 
 
4.  Appeals 
 
a.  Appeal No. 2443 – A Variance Appeal by Thomas and Teresa Keahon, 32 Jones Creek Drive, 
Assessor’s Map U22 Parcel 15, to demolish and rebuild their home 8 feet 4 inches from the left side 
property line and 20 feet from the front property line in the B-1 Zone 
 
b.  Appeal No. 2444 – A Miscellaneous Appeal by Central Maine Power Co. 10 Two Rod Road, 
Assessor’s Map R49 Parcel 15A, to expand a nonconforming use by installing a new power service     
unit on the existing tower in the R-F Zone 
 
5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
6.  Adjournment 
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Town of Scarborough 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals       January 11, 2011 
 

MINUTES 
 

Members Present      Staff 
 
Mr. Crockett       Mr. Grysk, Code Enforcement Officer 
Mr. Dillon       Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
Mr. Loisel  
Mr. Macisso 
Mr. Stark 

 
1.  Call to Order  
 
Mr. Loisel called the meeting to order at 7:00 P. M. 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
The Recording Secretary called the roll; Mr. Maroon was absent.  Mr. Loisel authorized Mr. Macisso to 
vote. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (November 9, 2011) 
 
Mr. Dillon noted a typographical error; with that change Mr. Loisel moved to approve the minutes of 
November 9, 2011; Mr.  Dillon seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 - Mr. Loisel abstained. 
4.  Appeals 
 
a.  Appeal No. 2443 – A Variance Appeal by Thomas and Teresa Keahon, 32 Jones Creek Drive, 
Assessor’s Map U22 Parcel 15, to demolish and rebuild their home 8 feet 4 inches from the left side 
property line and 20 feet from the front property line in the B-1 Zone 
 
Mr. Mike Richman, of Custom Concepts Architects, explained that the Keahons had owned this property 
since 1983 as a summer cottage and now wanted to make this their primary residence.  He stated that they 
had tried to use the existing building but it was structurally inadequate.  Mr. Richman stated that a survey 
was done and they tried to develop within the setbacks but that would allow only a 18 foot wide house 
and a long narrow house could not be used efficiently; he stated that the rear and right setbacks would 
comply.  He stated that the DEP supported this proposal because they were reducing the footprint by 21% 
and moving away from the water.  Mr. Richman noted that the new front setback would meet the require-
ment of the proposed new zoning for this area.   
 
Mr. Stark confirmed that the house would be more than 75 feet from the high water mark.  Mr. Grysk 
noted that the footprint had been kept low with the garage beneath the house.  To a question from Mr. 
Stark, Mr. Richman replied that the lot was 50 feet wide.  To a question from Mr. Dillon, Mr. Richman 
replied that the left side setback had been improved by one foot.  To a question from Mr. Macisso, Mr. 
Richman showed the building envelope and stated that the elevation would work with the flood zone 
requirements.  Mr. Macisso noted that the building would be moved back considerably from the street.   
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Mr. Grysk stated that this was a straightforward appeal and the appellant had looked at different pos-
sibilities.  He stated that the structure would not meet any current codes and he would just as soon see a 
structure rebuilt within the codes and standards for year round homes.   
 
Mr. Loisel opened the public hearing; no one spoke; Mr. Loisel closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Loisel and Mr. Richman addressed the Variance Appeal criteria and the Board voted to address the 
findings of fact based on those criteria; 
 
1.  Mr. Stark agreed that an18 foot wide house did not have much of a return so felt this met the criteria 
for reasonable return.  The Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
2.  Mr. Loisel stated that the photos and drawings showed that the property was unique.  The Board 
agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
3.  Mr.Stark stated that this home would fit better with the existing neighborhood; the Board agreed and 
voted 5 to 0. 
4.  Mr. Loisel stated that the building was built before zoning and the hardship was not the result of action 
by the owner; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
 
Mr. Dillon moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Macisso seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
b.  Appeal No. 2444 – A Miscellaneous Appeal by Central Maine Power Co. 10 Two Rod Road, 
Assessor’s Map R49 Parcel 15A, to expand a nonconforming use by installing a new power service     
unit on the existing tower in the R-F Zone 
 
Mr. Grysk noted that when the tower was approved several years ago, the Board imposed a condition that 
any new vendor would have to present a structural analysis and be approved by the Zoning Board.  He 
stated that this was a minor request and with the new technology the panels were much smaller. 
 
Mr. Bob Gashin, a consultant for CMP, stated that this service related to the Smart Meter Program and for 
that program to work a central tower was needed.  He stated that the existing 250 foot tower had six cell 
carriers and microwave dishes; he stated that their 33 by 12 inch antenna with its conduit, at 190 feet, 
would be very minimal compared to the existing equipment.  Mr. Gashin stated that the only electrical 
service would be a 10 by 28 inch meter; he stated that the conduit would be buried in an existing crushed 
stone area. 
 
To a question from Mr. Macisso, Mr. Gashin replied that the individual smart meters were not working 
because there were no antennas.  He stated that the antenna would weigh about 15 pounds.   
 
Mr. Loisel opened the public hearing; no one spoke; Mr. Loisel closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Loisel and Mr. Gashlin addressed the public hearing and the Board voted to address the criteria as 
follows: 
 
Regarding Section III.F. 1. a., Mr. Gashlin stated that there were several existing panels and the impacts 
of theirs would not be substantial.  Mr. Loisel stated that the equipment was not heavy and met the 
criteria; the Board agreed that this criteria was met.   Voted 5-0    
 
Section b. referred the Board to the Special Exception criteria. 
a.   There would be no sewage or emissions.  The Board agreed and voted 5-0 
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b.  Very rarely would there be maintenance and therefore no traffic; the Board agreed and voted 5-0. 
c.  There would be no public safety issues greater than what exist; the Board agreed and voted 5-0. 
d.  The underground cable would cause no erosion; the Board agreed and voted 5-0. 
e.  There is no change to the use; the Board agreed and voted 5-0. 
f.  Not in a Shoreland Zone. 
g.  There was a lease between CMP and the owner of the tower so this met right, title and interest; the 
Board agreed and voted 5-0. 
h.  CMP has the technical ability; the Board agreed and voted 5-0. 
i.  There would be no noise; the Board agreed and voted 5-0. 
 
To a question from Mr. Macisso, Mr. Gashlin replied that this system would receive and send signals; he 
stated that there had been a few reports of interference from the Smart Meters. 
 
Mr. Dillon moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Stark seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
Mr. Dillon noted that the Board was still in need of a new member. 
 
6.  Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:40 P. M. 


