
Town of Scarborough 
 
Zoning Board of Appeals       June 13, 2012 
 

AGENDA 
 

1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (May 9, 2012) 
 
4.  Appeals 
 
a.  Appeal No. 2455 - A Miscellaneous Appeal by Peter and Nicholas Truman, dba Lighthouse at Pine 
Point Condominiums, 3 King Street, Assessor's Map U22 Parcel 108, for a six month extension on their 
previous approval for 8 condominium units in the R-4A Zone 
 
b.  Appeal No. 2458 - A Practical Difficulty Appeal by Warren and Kristen Valdmanis, 27 Ashton Street, 
Assessor's Map U2 Parcel 25, for reapproval of an appeal to demolish and rebuild their home with non-
conforming setbacks in the R-4 Zone 
 
c.  Appeal No. 2459 - A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by Susan Barnicle, 6 Saccarappa Lane, 
Assessor's Map U17 Parcel 40, to construct a screened porch and entry deck 30 feet from the front prop-
erty line in the R-2 Zone 
 
5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
6.  Adjournment 
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Town of Scarborough 
 
Zoning Board of Appeals       June 13, 2012 
 

MINUTES 
 

Members Present      Staff 
 
Mr. Crockett       Mr. Grysk, Code Enforcement Officer 
Mr. Dillon       Ms. Logan Recording Secretary 
Mr. Loisel 
Mr. Macisso 
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; all members were present. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (May 9, 2012) 
 
Mr. Stark moved to approve the minutes of May 9, 2012; Mr. Dillon seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
4.  Appeals 
 
a.  Appeal No. 2455 - A Miscellaneous Appeal by Peter and Nicholas Truman, dba Lighthouse at Pine 
Point Condominiums, 3 King Street, Assessor's Map U22 Parcel 108, for a six month extension on their 
previous approval for 8 condominium units in the R-4A Zone 
 
Mr. Maroon noted that this appeal was tabled from the May meeting for further information and he asked 
the Board members to watch the video of that meeting in order to address some inconsistencies.  Mr. 
Macisso noted that the minutes of that meeting did not coincide with the tape regarding the motion and 
which Board member made the conditions.  The Board stated that they had all watched the video and read 
Attorney Libby's letter.   
 
Mr. Maroon asked the Board members to discuss their thoughts.  Mr. Macisso stated that he had never 
seen any other developer asked to meet the standards required of this appellant and found it difficult to 
put them under a special ruling.  Mr. Maroon stated that the question was whether the minutes were clear.  
Mr. Macisso stated that that was his concern; he stated that Mr. Libby's letter brought up a lot of good 
points.  He stated that the Board asked that the 1027 Fannie Mae form be submitted but that form was no 
longer in existence and he thought the condition regarding Fannie Mae should be eliminated. 
 
Mr. Loisel stated that he watched the videos and read the minutes and there were some discrepancies and 
he was using the video for the intent.  He stated that the Chairman and the Board members were in sup-
port of this project and the three guidelines were for Fannie Mae but there were also the conditions for the 
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limit of three parking spaces per unit and the rear of the building designed to meet the standards of the 
Planning Board.  Mr. Loisel stated that what he wanted to do was close the gap between the minutes and 
the video and the three conditions.  He stated that Mr. Maroon asked whether the appellant, at the May 
2012 meeting, had full Fannie Mae approval and the answer from Mr. Libby was that the declaration 
tended to qualify for Fannie Mae approval. Mr. Loisel stated that he thought Mr. Libby's intent was that, 
based on what he saw, they could not get Fannie Mae approval up front prior to the units being sold and 
he thought that is a true statement; he stated that what the Board was doing was putting protections on the 
public and the banks with protections from the Fannie Mae side and he thought that was the dispute.   
 
Mr. Libby stated that made sense and Mr. Loisel described the interpretation issue that confounded him; 
he stated that there was confusion at the time because the minutes reflected that the Board approval 
speaks of the units receiving Fannie Mae approval but the tape showed the confusion and the minutes 
reflected that it was the Chairman's concern that Fannie Mae approval be received and the minutes say 
Fannie Mae approval be for the units.  He stated when they met the requirements of the Fannie Mae 
guidelines that he attached, the appellants would file for the approval at that time and if the approval 
stayed a part of the Board's action they had every intent to comply with it and would comply with it.  If 
they did not comply they would risk the legality of the whole project.  Mr. Libby stated that they were   
here tonight to say they wanted their six month extension and they would like to be treated like every 
other developer and would apply for the approval, but everyone they talked with, including their banker 
and other experts, indicated that the 1027 mentioned was…..   Mr. Maroon stated that he made a mistake 
and should have referenced the Fannie Mae CPM and the 1027 was an old form that no longer existed.  
Mr. Libby stated that the condition was in the approval and they intended to comply with the condition.   
 
Mr. Libby stated that if the approval was required first, Fannie Mae would reject the application because 
the project would not meet their requirements. He stated that their construction banker stated that this was 
a very unusual condition and one could not get approval until the project was built.  He stated that a 
complication was that it was a nonconforming use and Fannie Mae would not issue approval prior to a 
Certificate of Occupancy being issued.   
 
Mr. Loisel stated that he did not care if they did or did not get Fannie Mae approval but thought it was the 
responsibility of the appellants because if they did not get the approval they would be doing themselves 
an injustice as buyers would not be able to get financing for the condominium units.  He stated that the 
intent was that the public get the protections under Fannie Mae so this won't fail and make everyone else's 
property values go down and to meet the intent of what he saw in the meeting to make sure that these 
would not be condotels and the owners would live there and not be just renters.  Mr. Loisel quoted Mr. 
Truman from the minutes, "with the type of property we are building, I think the owners will occupy them 
during the summer and not occupy them in the winter months."  He stated that Mr. Truman stated that 
residential units would be more pleasing.  Mr. Loisel stated that if the Fannie Mae condition were not 
used, he would like other requirements that follow the requirements of Fannie Mae around ownership so 
the neighbors had the protections and that this could not become a condotel.  Mr. Libby stated that the 
first level was the construction financer who had approved a loan on eight residential condominiums and 
all the protections against a condotel were already built into the declaration and the operating bylaws of 
the project which had been filed with the Planning Board's records.   
 
Mr. Stark stated that he had reviewed the documents and thought he understood but his concern was once 
the units were sold, the owners could change the documents with all of their signatures.  He stated that 
with Fannie Mae approval or other requirements, condotels would be prevented and the Board needed 
guarantees that this would never be a condotel.  Mr. Libby stated that there was a condition with Fannie 
Mae that they had not asked to be eliminated but they had to get that approval when the units were sold.   
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Mr. Macisso asked why the Board had to use Fannie Mae; Mr. Maroon stated that it did not matter to him 
whether or not the appellants got Fannie Mae approval but the requirements that Fannie Mae put on the 
project were important.  Mr. Maroon stated that he did have some ways that this could be solved but he 
did not know whether it would meet the needs of the Trumans.  The Board determined that this property 
was now a condotel.  Mr. Nicholas Truman stated that he was sure the Board members wanted to be fair; 
he stated that in the last two years there were two motels in the Pine Point area that were granted a change 
of use for them to sell individual units and he did not believe that they were a blight.  He stated that he 
wanted to know why he was being singled out because none of the other owners had been asked for 
protections for the community and he was only hearing that tonight.  Mr. Truman stated that he was 
offended that the Board felt it had to protect the Truman family from selling the units and somehow they 
would be a problem and he just wanted to be treated fairly like the other properties.   
 
Mr. Loisel stated that the appellant would get nothing but fairness form him but he was using the minutes 
which showed that people in Pine Point were very negative about this project.  Mr. Truman stated that it 
was dirty politics and the people did not have a leg to stand on and the comments they made were false 
and they were disgusted that they lost Depot Street and disgusted that his family sold the land that became 
the Beachwalk Subdivision.  Mr. Libby stated that they were well beyond that and merely wanted to get 
the six month extension and the final Planning Board approval and the Planning Board could address 
additional conditions; he stated that the project would be built the way it was approved and there was no 
slight of hand and the units would be controlled by the declaration and even though the application of 
Fannie Mae could be questioned, they would apply.  Mr. Libby stated that the Board can't make us do it 
until the project was finished and they would meet the Fannie Mae requirements.  Mr. Loisel stated that 
that was fair.   
 
Mr. Dillon stated that his interpretation was that the intent was to get Fannie Mae approval and he be-
lieved they would follow through but it was the logistics of doing so when 70% of the units were sold. 
Mr. Libby stated there were a few of us who did not understand the Fannie May issues and they were told 
by their bank that they could not get approval until the units were sold; he stated that they were not trying 
to be difficult and simply wanted the six month extension and have a first class project built. He reiterated 
that they would get Fannie Mae approval and everyone's interest would be protected.   
 
Mr. Stark stated that he agreed that this was a good project and was willing to remove the Fannie Mae 
condition as long as there was a guarantee that the project would never become a condotel.  Mr. Libby 
stated that this would not be a condotel and hoped it would be a condominium just like every other one 
the Town approved in the past.  Mr. Stark stated that the buyers of the units could change the documents 
and turn them into condotels.  Mr. Libby stated that it would take a super-majority, 87% or seven of the 
eight owners, to sign the documents; he stated that he did not know how, other than putting the conditions 
in the declaration, to comply with the Fannie Mae requirements of 70% of the units being sold to owner/ 
occupiers.  He stated that this process cost money and they wanted to start building this fall with condo-
minium documents and would listen to any Planning Board protections.  He stated that this was a very 
good project and would fit in with the surroundings and eliminate the motel and its traffic. 
 
Mr. Crockett stated that it would be difficult for owners to get rental insurance so it would be a commer-
cial insurance; he stated that he would like to see a rental restriction of more than one week.  He state that 
the Board bends over backward to determine what would be best for the owners, the developers and the 
community and this was a good project.  Mr. Libby stated that the right of future owners to do what they 
wanted with their property had never been a discussion this Board had with other developers and that was 
why there was some sensitivity to the issue of why these conditions were being discussed with them.  Mr. 
Crockett stated that he would discuss this with any developer who said he was going to do weekly rentals.   
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Mr. Macisso stated that he was at the November meeting and everything was going fine and he did not 
understand the third condition regarding Fannie Mae but Mr. Maroon's explanation that it would be a pro-
tection was okay with him.  Mr. Macisso asked whether Mr. Maroon meant that Fannie Mae had to be 
obtained beforehand.  Mr. Maroon stated that one did not need 70% of the project sold to get it approved 
and Fannie Mae had more to do with the legal documents than anything else and the intent was that we 
needed to do something.  The world had changed in two years and condominiums were collapsing and 
were a disaster and the values had gone way down.  The neighbors stated that they wanted the residential 
feel to stay the same and wanted the condominiums.  Mr. Maroon stated that the Fannie Mae regulations 
were easy to do and easiest at the beginning.  He stated that he did not want Fannie Mae approval and 
would ask that it be taken off the table.  He stated that he wanted to go to the issue at hand and hear what 
the agreement was at the November meeting to meet exactly what the Trumans said.  He stated that he 
believed the Board came to a mutual agreement with the neighbors and the community.  He stated that he 
felt these were important:  It's called a CPM and the condo documents had to meet certain requirements 
and there had to be a building inspection and make sure it was above flood plain, etc.  He stated that one 
can get the process going and not use the approval but it would define how the project would be used; he 
stated that the advantage was to give structure that would be easy to add documentation and allow people 
to buy for 10% down.  Mr. Maroon stated that the Fannie Mae approval was the only tool he could think 
of to meet the expectations.    
 
Mr. Maroon stated that his goal was that no single owner could own more than 10% of the project and the 
intent was to make sure the property was not used for rentals until you get to 50%.   He stated that he  
would expect a requirement that each unit be sold to separate people not as an investment property be-
cause that was what the neighbors and the Trumans said would be acceptable.  He stated that he had no 
problem renting for two weeks or  a one year lease because that would be stable.  Mr. Maroon stated that 
this was different because it was a nonconforming use and the Board was trying to find a balance between 
the owners and the neighbors and try to protect the stability of the neighborhood.  He stated that another 
requirement would be no less than a two week rental and that the units be primary or secondary homes 
with no commercial use.  He stated that those requirements would take Fannie Mae off the table.  He 
stated that he did not want to see the units rented out weekly and that would be the definition of a 
condotel or investment property.    
 
Mr. Truman stated that he had a problem with these requests to single out his property as far as rentals 
were concerned and he never heard any singling out of other properties.  He stated that all the people in 
the neighborhood rented by the week but the Board wanted to burden the owners of this project.  Mr. 
Truman stated that the same people who made the statements about his property becoming one-week 
rentals rented their properties by the week; he asked how the Board could single out the buyers of his 
property.  Mr. Maroon stated that he was willing to take Fannie Mae off the table and still came back to 
the needs of the community and never imagined Beachwalk would be rented by the week.   
 
Mr. Macisso stated that he thought there would be no problem with rentals because it would be only a   
six week season so if a buyer did not use his unit in the summer but rented it, he did not think the Board  
should be restricting it.  He stated that the whole project should not be turned into weekly rentals but 
when the owners spent so much on taxes he did not think they should be restricted from renting the units.  
Mr. Stark stated that he understood Mr. Macisso's point but this was a great project which would make 
the area nicer and add value but the focus was that condotels were not wanted in order to stop the turnover 
of traffic.  He stated that if the applicant wanted to change his business he should follow the guidelines.  
Mr. Macisso stated that he thought it was unfair.   
 
At the request of Mr. Stark, Mr. Loisel read what the CPM (Condo Project Manager) that he printed from 
the web, a tool to get easy access to the guidelines of the Fannie Mae process.  Mr. Loisel stated that he 
believed the intent was for residential condominiums and the interpretation of a residential condominium 
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was that they would not be rented by the week.  He stated that he was fine if the units were rented for       
a longer period.  Mr. Truman stated that he lived at 366 Pine Point Road and some of the people who 
worried about the project being a condotel had signs advertising weekly rentals which applied to many 
houses in Pine Point and asked why the Board was singling out these units.  Mr. Loisel stated that he 
believed what was occurring was that the applicant came before the Board with a Special Exception 
which required the criteria to be addressed but the private owners did not come to the Board for a Special 
Exception so the Board could not control what they did with their property.  Mr. Truman reiterated that 
they would seek Fannie Mae approval for the owners.  Mr. Loisel stated that some of the highlights of 
Fannie Mae were that they could not have more than 25% commercial space or not more than 49% rental 
properties, guidelines about homeowners fees, no more than 10% ownership in order to have enough 
voters.   
 
Mr. Libby stated that the issues were being confused; he stated that they had a proposed three level town-
house project to be controlled by declarations and bylaws and the issue was that the Board was saying 
they were going to tell the owners how to use their properties and the Trumans believed that was not fair.  
He stated that all they wanted was the six month extension, go through the Planning Board process, build 
the project and comply with the Fannie Mae guidelines.  He reiterated that he had been told by many 
people that one could not get Fannie Mae preapproval.  He stated that the Fannie Mae issue was a monkey 
wrench in the approval in November but they did not want to reshape the wheel and if the regulations 
stated that they had to be 70% constructed, they would meet that requirement.  Mr. Maroon stated that he 
did not believe that was the intent and did believe this would become a condotel; he stated that if we do 
change this it had to go back to another meeting and be reopened to the public because we are changing 
the expectations of the neighbors. 
 
Mr. Maroon moved to remove Fannie Mae from the table but the property would be limited to no more 
than 10%   being owned by one person,14 days of rental would be the lower rental limit or one year lease, 
the units should be primary second homes, there could be no commercial influence and they get their six 
month extension; Mr. Powers seconded.  Mr. Loisel stated that these conditions should be written in the 
declaration, the condo documents and the HOI regulations. 
 
Mr. Maroon stated that the intent was consistent with what the neighbors heard.  Mr. Maroon, Mr. Loisel 
and Mr. Stark stated that allowing one week rentals would not meet the intent of stability of the neighbor-
hood.  Mr. Truman stated that he could sell the units off as a condotel and he thought that was he would 
do if these conditions were imposed.  He stated that they came here to build an eight unit luxury project.  
He stated that when the subdivision was approved on Pine Point he did not hear anything about what 
might happen with mortgages or rentals and to single them out was wrong.  Mr. Libby reiterated that they 
were not asking for anything new or any new conditions and would comply with what was imposed in 
November; he stated that all they wanted was their extension.   
 
Mr. Maroon stated that what he did was reduce the conditions of Fannie Mae by half and the applicant 
was still upset; he stated that he did not believe the applicant intended to follow that.  He asked why the 
applicant would be upset about him reducing the requirements by half.  Mr. Libby stated that all they 
wanted was a six month extension.  Mr. Libby stated that the CPM was not preapproval; he stated that 
they were going to meet the conditions and the Board had no basis to change those conditions.  He stated 
that the Board was adding a whole level of restrictions that were unnecessary and a violation of the 
procedures of the Town. 
 
Mr. Powers asked what assurance there would be that Fannie Mae had been met.  Mr. Libby stated that, 
like any other condition, the Code Enforcement Officer would determine whether the conditions had been 
met.  Mr. Truman stated that he came to this Board in good faith in November with a nice project and 
agreed to the conditions and said they would not build during the summer months but they planned on the 
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extension or they would have begun construction six months ago.  Mr. Truman asked why the Board 
thought they would not go by the requirements they agreed to; he stated that everything they did was on 
the up and up when they went through the process with the Town for Depot Street.  He stated that they 
were being treated unfairly and it was not right.  Mr. Stark stated that the DVD of the November meeting 
showed that Mr. Maroon intended that the CPM be followed.  Mr. Libby stated that the approval said the 
units shall receive Fannie Mae approval and preapproval did not exist.  He stated that there was no men-
tion in the minutes, the tape, or the approval of preapproval of anything and preapproval did not exist. 
 
To a question from Mr. Crockett, Mr. Grysk replied that this appeal had not expired when the appellants 
first came to the Board for their six month extension but if it had, this conversation could take place but 
since it did not expire, everything should not be revisited.  He stated that this was not a brand new appeal 
and he felt they had fulfilled what they had to do and it should not be rehashed and what was approved 
should be given a six month extension.  Mr. Grysk stated that if they started within six months they would 
not even be before the Board.  He stated that it was ambiguous for what Fannie Mae required but the 
Trumans stated that they would meet that and they could go to Fannie Mae once a unit was purchased, 
whether or not it was built when so many units were sold.  Mr. Grysk stated that when an occupancy 
permit was requested the Code Office would make sure it met the conditions including Fannie Mae.   
 
Mr. Dillon stated that the appellant had agreed to the terms of Fannie Mae and he believed they would 
meet them and he could vote on this extension.  Mr. Grysk stated that the only recourse the appellant had  
was to return to the Board at the time of occupancy was to return to the Board to determine what they 
could do at that time.  
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Powers retracted their motion and second. 
 
Mr. Maroon moved to approve Appeal No. 2455 for a six month extension with the clarification that the 
rear of the building be reviewed, three parking spaces and the Fannie Mae approval be in place prior to 
occupancy; Mr. Crockett second.  Mr. Libby stated that the Chairman is changing the motion of an 
extension of six months and now adding his interpretation of a new condition.  Mr. Maroon and Mr. 
Crockett withdrew their motion and second. 
 
Mr. Maroon stated that the motion is to affirm the motion of the November 2012 meeting that Fannie Mae 
approval was required prior to building the project based on the tape that was provided.  Mr. Macisso 
stated that the appellant had agreed to meet Fannie Mae.  Mr. Maroon stated that they would not do so 
and they would end up in court.  There was discussion as to whether the appellants would actually be able 
to get a certificate of occupancy as the motion stood.   
 
Mr. Maroon asked for a clarification of how the Board felt.  Mr. Grysk stated that the Board should look 
at it as whether there should be Fannie Mae approval for the project before construction or for each unit at 
the time of occupancy.   Mr. Crockett stated that the intent in November was for Fannie Mae approval to 
do the project to be built.  Mr. Dillon stated that, to him, whether the condition for Fannie May was to be 
approved for the whole project or individual units was irrelevant, but before occupation and he interpreted 
that to be at the discretion of the applicant.   
 
Mr. Macisso noted that some of the Board members were not at the November meeting.  Mr. Loisel stated 
that he watched the video and if he was voting he needed to have an opinion.  Mr. Loisel stated that he did 
not think it was said when it should be approved but he thought the intent was for the project; he stated 
that the process had to be followed from the beginning but if something went wrong you could not get 
approval at the end.  Mr. Stark stated that he believed that it was the project that needed Fannie Mae 
approval but it must before occupancy. 
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Mr. Powers stated that he did not think it mattered when the approval arrived and did not think it was the 
Board's job to enforce the application process and it was the appellant's choice as long as it was done 
before occupancy.  Mr. Macisso stated that he agreed with Mr. Powers. 
 
Mr. Maroon asked how Mr. Grysk interpreted this; Mr. Grysk replied that originally he thought the ap-
proval would have to be done before he issued the building permit, but he did not know the logistics and 
maybe he could let the applicant know how the process worked.  He stated they wanted to work with the 
appellant and when they were done they would need approval, but if they met the guidelines in the 
beginning they would get the approval in the end.     
  
Mr. Macisso moved to approve Appeal No. 2455 for substantial start within six months as requested; Mr. 
Stark seconded.  Mr. Grysk stated that the six months would be extended one month because of the 
previous tabling. 

Voted 5-0 
 
Mr. Maroon called a recess at 8:50 P. M.; the meeting resumed at 9:00 P. M. 
 
b.  Appeal No. 2458 - A Practical Difficulty Appeal by Warren and Kristen Valdmanis, 27 Ashton Street, 
Assessor's Map U2 Parcel 25, for reapproval of an appeal to demolish and rebuild their home with non-
conforming setbacks in the R-4 Zone 
 
Mr. Walter Wilson, of The Design Company, explained that a family situation and the fact that Mr. 
Valdmanis was out of the country prevented the appellants from starting their project.  He stated that that 
the project had not changed.   
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing.  Mr. William Cox, of 22 Ashton Street, asked how far back from 
the street the front of the present cottage was the how far the proposed cottage would be.  Mr. Wilson 
stated that the new cottage would be 2 feet 3 inches back from the existing cottage. 
 
Mr. Maroon read eight letters in favor of the appeal but requesting that construction not begin until the 
summer season ended.  Mr. Maroon closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Wilson stated that the appellants were aware of the parking issues at Higgins Beach and would not 
begin demolition until late September; he stated that they wanted to live in their home during the summer 
and clean it out in September.   
 
To a question from Mr. Loisel, Mr. Wilson replied that the difference in numbers for the left side setbacks 
reflected the overhang which would be 2.75 feet.  Mr. Maroon stated that nothing had changed and he 
suggested making the previous meeting part of this record. 
 
Mr. Maroon moved to include all of the previous information into the record; Mr. Stark seconded.   Voted 
5-0 
 
Mr. Stark moved to approve the appeal with the condition that demolition not begin before October 1, 
2012; Mr. Crockett seconded. 

Voted 5-0 
 
c.  Appeal No. 2459 - A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by Susan Barnicle, 6 Saccarappa Lane, 
Assessor's Map U17 Parcel 40, to construct a screened porch and entry deck 30 feet from the front 
property line in the R-2 Zone 
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Mr. Michael Richard, of Spurwink Construction, stated that they wanted to have an insect-free environ-
ment and shift their focus from the back and away from the neighbor's house to give more privacy.  Mr. 
Grysk noted that the appellant would eliminate space in the rear and the lot coverage would not change by 
adding this porch. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal.  Mr. Maroon read a letter 
from Mrs. Patricia States, of 7 Saccarappa Lane, in favor of the appeal.  Mr. Maroon closed the public 
hearing.   
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Richard addressed the criteria.  Mr. Richard stated that the houses was built in the 
1960s and was one of the few in the neighborhood without a screened porch.  Mr. Richard stated that the 
location was the only logical place a porch would meet the side and rear setbacks; he stated that no 
construction had begun.  Mr. Grysk stated that he was satisfied with the survey.   
 
Mr. Loisel asked what size porch would need to be built to fit inside the setbacks; Mr. Wilson replied that 
the porch would be eight feet deep which was not practical for large gatherings.   
 
Mr. Dillon moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Crockett seconded. 
 

Voted 5-0 
 
5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
Mr. Crockett noted that the Board did a thorough job of listening to the developers and the community 
and tried to do its best to be fair to everyone.  Mr. Stark stated that challenging each other was a good 
thing. 
 
Mr. Dillon congratulated the boys' and girls' baseball and softball teams on their recent wins.  He noted 
that the summer concerts in the park started this Thursday.   
 
6.  Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 P. M.  


