
 
Town of Scarborough 

 
Zoning Board of Appeals       November 14, 2012 

AGENDA 
 
 

1. Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (September 12, 2012) 
 
4.  Appeals 
 
a.  Appeal No. 2475 – A Practical Difficulty Appeal by Ann Frost, 24 Ocean View Road, Assessor’s Map 
U25 Parcel 29, to rebuild a home in the same footprint following a fire but with a second floor expansion 
8 feet from the right side line and 11 feet from the front property line in the R-2 Zone 
 
b.  Appeal No. 2476 – A Variance Appeal by Robert and Carol Carpenter, 193 Spurwink Road, 
Assessor’s Map R97 Parcel 23, to construct a garage addition 5 feet from the right side and 38.8 feet from 
the front property line in the R-F Zone 
 
c.  Appeal No. 2477 – A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by Robert and Carol Carpenter, 193 
Spurwink Road, Assessor’s Map R97 Parcel 23, to construct a rear addition 47 feet from the front 
property line in the R-F Zone 
 
5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
6.  Adjournment 
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Town of Scarborough 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals       November 14, 2012 
MINUTES 

 
Members Present      Staff    
 
Mr. Crockett       Mr. Grysk, Zoning Administrator 
Mr. Dillon       Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
Mr. Loisel 
Mr. Macisso 
 

 
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; Messrs. Maroon and Stark were absent.  Mr. Loisel authorized 
Mr. Macisso to vote. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (September 12, 2012) 
 
Mr. Crockett moved to approve the minutes of September 12, 2012; Mr. Dillon seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
4.  Appeals 
 
a.  Appeal No. 2475 – A Practical Difficulty Appeal by Ann Frost, 24 Ocean View Road, Assessor’s Map 
U25 Parcel 29, to rebuild a home in the same footprint following a fire but with a second floor expansion 
8 feet from the right side line and 11 feet from the front property line in the R-2 Zone 
 
Ms. Cheryl Frost, daughter of the appellant, explained that the house was boarded up and the second story 
was unusable after the fire in January 2012; she stated that they proposed new dormers and new stairways 
to the second floor and the cellar which would greatly improve the safety of the home.  She stated that 
they would add a second floor bathroom but very little added square footage.  Mr. Grysk stated that this 
structure could be repaired but because it had to be rebuilt this addition would make the home safer.  Ms. 
Frost noted that none of the neighbors had issues with the request. 
 
Mr. Loisel opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Loisel closed the public 
hearing. 
 
To a question from Mr. Dillon, Mr. Grysk replied that the footprint would be the same but the existing 
building did not meet the setbacks and the addition would go up only. 
 
Mr. Loisel and Ms. Frost addressed the criteria as presented in writing. 
 
Mr. Dillon moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Crockett seconded.  Mr. Loisel stated that this 
was straightforward and the criteria were met. 

Voted 4-0 
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b.  Appeal No. 2476 – A Variance Appeal by Robert and Carol Carpenter, 193 Spurwink Road, 
Assessor’s Map R97 Parcel 23, to construct a garage addition 5 feet from the right side and 38.8 feet  
from the front property line in the R-F Zone 
 
Mr. Craig Cooper, of Rainbow Construction, stated that the appellants purchased the property in 2007 for 
a future retirement home.  He stated that this would be an improvement because the new stairs would be 
less of an impact on the front setback.  Mr. Cooper read a letter in favor of the appeal from Janet Stanford 
of 191 Spurwink Road.  Mr. Cooper showed photos of the stairs that would be two feet further from the 
property line.  He stated that the existing shed which was very close to the neighbor’s garage would be 
removed.   
 
Mr. Cooper stated that the plan showed a two car garage with a bedroom above and noted that they had 
tried several different ways to do the addition.  He stated that the garage would be 22 feet wide; he stated 
that the space was important in order to get the headroom.  He noted that 95% of the existing home was 
forward of the front setback but 95% of the addition was behind the required setback.  Mr. Cooper stated 
that they had submitted a survey which showed that the lot was nonconforming.  He stated that the topo-
graphy of the land fell off and did not allow a garage in the rear and the driveway was on the side where 
the garage is proposed.  He stated that it was safer for their grandchildren when they visited that the bed-
rooms were all on the same side and level of the house.   
 
To a question from Mr. Dillon, Mr. Cooper replied that there was no existing garage and the footprint of 
the new one would be 22 by 22 feet.  Mr. Grysk noted that he discussed the proposal with the appellant 
and this was the most feasible for access to the kitchen and the stairs for a good flow to the second floor 
and the only way to make it work well.  He stated that removal of the shed and its woodstove would make 
the site much safer. Mr. Grysk stated that the whole floor plan would have to be changed to put the garage 
on the other side.  Mr. Cooper stated that to put the garage on the other side would require a lot of landfill 
which would change the topography of the lot. 
 
Mr. Loisel opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Loisel closed the public 
hearing. 
 
Mr. Loisel and Mr. Cooper addressed the criteria as presented in writing. 
 
To a question from Mr. Macisso, Mr. Grysk replied that the maximum building coverage in the R-F Zone 
was 35% and this lot was well within that requirement; he stated that the abutting Shoreland Zone did not 
affect this project. 
 
To a question from Mr. Crockett regarding reasonable return, Mr. Grysk replied that the lack of a garage 
often deterred people from purchasing a home so it was hard to get a reasonable return.  Mr. Crockett 
asked about the possibility of a detached garage; Mr. Grysk replied that the dropoff in the rear would 
require a large amount of fill and the septic system was in that area.  Mr. Loisel stated that it sounded like 
it was not financially feasible to move the garage and the appellant had considered several other locations 
for the structure so he thought the reasonable return criteria was met and the appellant was not trying to 
maximize profits.  He stated that this would be an improvement because of the removal of the woodstove 
and the shed. 
 
Mr. Loisel asked that the Board comment and vote on the criteria. 
1.  Mr. Loisel reiterated that the applicant did not try to maximize profit and was moving further from the 
property line; the Board agreed and voted 4-0 in favor. 
2.  Mr. Loisel stated that this would improve this and the neighbors’ properties; the Board agreed and 
voted 4-0. 
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3.  Mr. Loisel stated that this would be an upgrade to the site especially with the woodstove gone; the 
Board agreed and voted 4-0. 
4.  The need for the upgrade was not caused by the appellant; the Board agreed and voted  4-0. 
 
Mr. Dillon moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Macisso seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 
c.  Appeal No. 2477 – A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by Robert and Carol Carpenter, 193 
Spurwink Road, Assessor’s Map R97 Parcel 23, to construct a rear addition 47 feet from the front 
property line in the R-F Zone 
 
Mr. Cooper displayed the plan for the proposed family room at the rear of the house; he stated that 
because the existing house was within the setback, the corner of the rear addition would be 47 feet from 
the front property line. 
 
Mr. Loisel opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Loisel closed the public 
hearing.   
 
Mr. Loisel and Mr. Cooper addressed the criteria. 
 
To a question from Mr. Crockett regarding whether the reduction was reasonably necessary and whether 
the family room could be smaller; Mr. Cooper replied that the room was long because of the view of the 
river and felt it was reasonable as part of the Limited Reduction appeal.  Mr. Dillon asked whether the 
room would encroach on the setback if it were parallel to the house; Mr. Cooper replied that the left 
corner would still be within the setback.  Mr. Grysk stated that going straight back would require a 
variance because it would still not meet the front setback; he noted that this was a dining room and a 
family room.   
 
Mr. Loisel noted that a 12 foot wide room would be quite narrow and this size would allow a better traffic 
flow.  To a question from Mr. Macisso, Mr. Cooper replied that they looked at putting the room over the 
existing deck but that would still not be in compliance with the setback requirement.   
 
Mr. Dillon moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Loisel seconded. 
 

Voted 3-1 – Mr. Crockett opposed. 
 

5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
Mr. Loisel noted that the Board was in need of two new members and anyone interested should apply 
with the Town Clerk. 
 
The Board wished everyone a happy Thanksgiving. 
 
6.  Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:00 P. M. 
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