
Town of Scarborough 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals       February 8, 2012 
AGENDA 

 
1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (December 14, 2011)  
 
4.  Appeals 
 
a.  Appeal No.  2445 – A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by John Thurlow, 82 King Street, 
Assessor’s Map U21 Parcel 19, to construct a second story addition 11.67 feet from the right side 
property line in the B-1 Zone 
 
b.  Appeal No. 2446 – A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by Bert Cook, 9 Ramsey Terrace, 
Assessor’s Map U6 Parcel 16, to construct a garage 30 feet from the front property line in the R-2 Zone 
 
c.  Appeal No. 2447 – A Special Exception Appeal by Frances Zilkha, 2 Library Lane, Assessor’s Map 
U19 Parcel 44, to construct a detached accessory unit in the R-2 Zone 
 
5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
6.  Adjournment 
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Town of Scarborough 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals       February 8, 2012 
 

MINUTES 
 
Members Present      Staff 
 
Mr. Crockett       Mr. Grysk, Code Enforcement Officer 
Mr. Dillon       Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
Mr. Loisel 
Mr. Maroon 
Mr. Powers 
Mr. Stark 
 
1.  Call to Order  
 
Mr. Maroon called the meeting to order at 7:00 P. M. 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
The Recording Secretary called the roll; Mr. Macisso was absent. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (January 11, 2011)  
 
Mr. Loisel moved to approve the minutes of January 11, 2012; Mr. Stark seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0-1 – Mr. Maroon abstained. 
 
4.  Appeals 
 
a.  Appeal No.  2445 – A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by John Thurlow, 82 King Street, 
Assessor’s Map U21 Parcel 19, to construct a second story addition 11.67 feet from the right side 
property line in the B-1 Zone 
 
Mr. John Thurlow stated that this site was a food processing facility which had been out of operation for 
many years and he purchased the property which needed a lot of work so they decided to put on a second 
story and replace a section of the clam plant.  He stated that this was a 24,000 square foot lot and the 
building included a 1,700 square foot ranch house with the rest being the commercial structure.  He stated 
that they would replace a 20 by 30 foot section of the commercial structure with a new cottage.   He stated 
that the building coverage was about 15%.  Mr. Thurlow stated that they would be using the same foot-
print and were requesting the appeal to add the second story.  He stated that they would demolish some of 
the old structure and would connect to the existing sewer and put in new water service for the entire site.  
Mr. Thurlow displayed the elevation of the proposed cottage and noted that they would build above the 
flood plain.  He showed the size of the surrounding lots in relation to his which was one of the largest lots 
in the area and noted that the B-1 Zone, which referred residential uses to the R-4A Zone, allowed two 
family homes. He stated that they were 75 feet back from the Shoreland Zone so were using the existing 
structure rather than building a new structure. 
 
To a question from Mr. Maroon, Mr. Thurlow replied that that until a couple of years ago there were two 
dwelling units on the property but now there was only one.  He stated that the two dwellings would be 
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connected but there would be a firewall between them.  Mr. Stark confirmed that the new area would 
actually be part of what is existing and they would remove 600 feet and put in 1,200 square feet including 
the second story. 
 
Mr. Grysk stated that the appellant was working within the overhang and replacing the old portion of the 
structure and putting in a second story; he stated that the rest of the building would be for storage.   He 
stated that because the structure was in the flood plain it was being built up; he stated that approval would 
have to be given by the DEP for disturbing the soils. 
 
To questions from Mr. Maroon, Mr. Thurlow replied that the new section would be attached to the storage 
area and to Building A; he stated that the building marked B was the existing house.  Mr. Maroon con-
firmed that the existing storage area would remain 1,300 square feet of storage area in the new addition.   
Mr. Grysk noted that without the setback issue this appeal would not be necessary because two family 
dwellings were allowed in the B-1 Zone; he stated that the zoning would allow three units only on a five 
acre property. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the 
public hearing. 
 
Mr. Thurlow and Mr. Maroon addressed the criteria and the Board voted on each criteria as findings of 
fact: 
 
1.  The existing buildings were erected prior to July 3, 1991; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
2.  The request is consistent with the density of the neighborhood and was less dense because of the size          
of the lot; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
3.  Because of the placement of the Shoreland Zone, the cove and the dune the structure could not be built 
elsewhere on the lot; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
4.  The site would be safer and could not be used for a third apartment and the effects would be no greater  
on the neighborhood; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
5.  Construction had not begun; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
 
Mr. Dillon moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Stark seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
b.  Appeal No. 2446 – A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by Bert Cook, 9 Ramsey Terrace, 
Assessor’s Map U6 Parcel 16, to construct a garage 30 feet from the front property line in the R-2 Zone 
 
Mr. Jim Fisher, of Northeast Civil Solutions, stated that this house was built in 1958 in the Pleasant Hill 
area; he stated that the appellant wanted to build an attached two car garage.  He stated that there was an 
existing garage on the other side of the house that would become a family room.  Mr. Fisher stated that 
two car garages were not unique.  He stated that there was a brick chimney, windows and a bedroom that 
would interfere with the garage if it were moved back to meet the setback.  Mr. Grysk stated that this was 
a straightforward appeal. 
 
Mr. Powers asked about the existing driveway; Mr. Cook replied that he would remove the existing 
driveway and plant the area with grass. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the 
public hearing. 
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Mr. Maroon and Mr. Fisher addressed the criteria and the Board voted on each criteria as findings of fact: 
 
1.  The house was built in 1958; the Board agreed that this met the criteria and voted 5 to 0. 
2.  The limit to the east side of the property was that there was an existing pool; Mr. Maroon stated that 
this would be an improvement; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
3.  Mr. Maroon stated that this configuration would flow better and look more conforming with the 
setback of the house; Mr. Stark noted that the same setback issue would exist on the other side of the 
house; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
4.  The impacts would be no different; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
5.  Construction had not begun; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
 
Mr. Stark moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Dillon seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
c.  Appeal No. 2447 – A Special Exception Appeal by Frances Zilkha, 2 Library Lane, Assessor’s Map 
U19 Parcel 44, to construct a detached accessory unit in the R-2 Zone 
 
Mr. Trevor Watson, of Eider Investments, distributed updated plans showing that they had eliminated a 
chimney and made an adjustment to the foundation which made a minor difference in the footprint.  He 
stated that the accessory unit would be 745 square feet.  Mr. Watson stated that the primary structure was 
located within the setback and in some instances off the lot.  He stated that there was no storage and the 
existing house was not insulated and an accessory unit could serve as a primary residence with dry stor-
age and meet all the current codes.  Mr. Watson stated that the lot tapered down so there would be easy 
access to the dry basement.  He stated that the first floor would be vaulted living space with a kitchenette 
and a multipurpose room which may be used for a bathhouse for a future pool; he stated that there would 
be a bedroom with a deck and a small office.   
 
Mr. Watson stated that the new structure was based on a John Calvin Stevens carriage house; he stated 
that they would demolish an existing garage which was in the setback area.  He showed examples of some 
accessory structures and stated that he used some of the elements from them.  He noted that Scarborough 
would rather not see decks so he put in a hip roof to make it less visible; he stated that there would be no 
visible garage doors. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the 
public hearing. 
 
Mr. Grysk stated that it was up to the Board to determine whether the structure met the definition of a 
carriage house and he looked at them as similar to a caretaker’s building.  Mr. Grysk stated that there 
would be a whole basement for storage in the proposed structure for the main house so this would meet 
the requirement for 50% of  the structure to be accessory to the main use.  He stated that this unit would 
allow off season living because the main house was not winterized. 
 
To a question from Mr. Loisel, Mr. Watson replied that the neighbors to the south had a garage and a pool 
shed  which was about two-thirds the size of this building and there were other properties with second 
structures. To questions from Mr. Dillon, Mr. Watson replied that the siding would match the current 
house and barn doors would cover the door to the mechanical room. 
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Watson addressed the Special Exception criteria and the Board voted on each 
criteria as findings of fact: 
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a.  The sewer would be connected and the current building codes followed; the Board agreed and voted    
5 to 0. 
b.  The existing driveway would be used; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
c.  There would be no public safety problems as this would remain residential; the Board agreed and 
voted 5 to 0. 
d.  There would be no erosion; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
e.  The use would be compatible with the neighborhood; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
f.  Not in a Shoreland Zone; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
g. The applicant owns the property; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
h. The applicant has the ability to meet the standards the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
i.   There would be no noise; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Watson addressed the Performance Standards for Accessory Units; the Board voted 
on each standard as findings of fact: 
 
A.  The structure would be used by the owners and not rented; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
B.  There would be only two occupants; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
C.  The accessory unit would be less than the 750 square feet allowed; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
D.  The lot is 25,000 square feet; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
E.  The lot was sewered; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
F.  The parking requirement would be met; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
G.  Access would be from the existing driveway; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
H.  There would be only one accessory unit; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
I.   There would be one electrical meter; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
J.  The streetscape would be maintained; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
K.  The building codes would be met; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
L.  Not Applicable; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
M. The notarized form would be coming from Europe and would be delivered to the Code Officer; the 
Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
N.  The property would remain compliant; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
O. i.The new structure would be no more than 75 feet from the main structure; the Board agreed and     
voted 5 to 0. 
   ii. The floor area would conform to the 50% requirement devoted to use by the principal structure; 
 the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
 iii.  The structure would appear as a carriage house; the Board agreed and voted 5 to 0. 
 
Mr. Loisel moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Stark seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
Mr. Maroon welcomed new member, Collin Powers, to the Board. 
 
Mr. Maroon noted that it was a requirement of the Board to let the Recording Secretary know if one could 
not attend a meeting. 
 
6.  Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:15 P. M. 


