
Town of Scarborough 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals       December 11, 2013 
AGENDA 

 
1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (October 9, 2013) 
 
4.  Appeals 
 
a.  Appeal No. 2509 – An Administrative Appeal by Jeffrey and Lisa Shaw, 15 Maple Avenue, Assessor’s 
Map U47 Parcel 85, against the decision of the Code Enforcement Officer’s Notice of Violation for a 
vehicle repair business in the R-2 Zone 
 
b.  Appeal No. 2503 – Reapproval of a Miscellaneous Appeal by Bayley’s Seafood Restaurant, 165 Pine 
Point Road, Assessor’s Map R68 Parcel 6B, for expansion of a nonconforming use in the R-2 Zone 
 
c.  Appeal No. 2504 – Reapproval of a Practical Difficulty Variance Appeal by Bayley’s Seafood 
Restaurant, 165 Pine Point Road, to construct an addition 21 feet from the front property line in the R-2 
Zone 
 
d.  Appeal No. 2505 – A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by Thomas and Karen Sullivan, owners 
of property at 22 Pond View Drive, Assessor’s Map R22 Parcel 23B, to construct a two-car garage 32 feet 
from the front property line in the R-2 Zone 
 
e.  Appeal No. 2506 – A Practical Difficulty Variance Appeal by Nat Zilkha, 2 Library Lane, Assessor’s 
Map U19 Parcel 44, to relocate an existing dwelling 1 foot from Library Lane and 1 foot from Seal Rock 
Drive in the R-2 Zone 
 
f.  Appeal No. 2507 – A Variance Appeal by Susan Naiden, 17 Shipwreck Road, Assessor’s Map U1 
Parcel 77, to construct an addition 14 feet from the front property line and 10 feet from the west side 
property line in the R-4 Zone 
 
g.  Appeal No. 2508 – A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by King Weinstein, 96 East Grand 
Avenue, Assessor’s Map U23 Parcel 76, to construct a third story 12.5 feet from the side property line in 
the R-4A Zone 
 
h.   Appeal No. 2509 – A Variance Appeal by Cynthia and Mark King, 81 Jones Creek Road, Assessor’s 
Map U21 Lot 8, to elevate and renovate a home with nonconforming setbacks on the front, side and rear 
in the R-4A Zone 
 
h.  Appeal No. 2510 – Reapproval of a Variance Appeal by Patrick Dimick, 3 Shipwreck Road, 
Assessor’s Map U1 Parcel 83, to demolish and reconstruct a home 12 feet 6 inches from the front 
property line and 0 feet from the side property line in the R-4 Zone 
 
i.  Appeal No. 2511 – A Variance Appeal by Anita Pellet, 21 Massacre Lane, Assessor’s Map U17   
Parcel 18, to relocate and renovate a home 1 foot from the rear property line, 0 feet from the side line and 
13 feet from the front property line in the R-2 Zone 
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Town of Scarborough 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals       December 11, 2013 
MINUTES 

 
Members Present     Staff 
 
Mr. Dillon      Mr. Longstaff, Zoning Administrator 
Mr. Loisel      Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
Mr. Maroon      Mr. Reinsborough, Code Enforcement Officer 
Mr. Stark      Atty. Saucier, Town Attorney 
 
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; Messrs. Crockett, Macisso and Richard were absent. Mr. Maroon 
explained that with only four members, a tie vote would result in the denial of an appeal.  
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (October 9, 2013) 
 
Mr. Dillon moved to approve the minutes of October 9, 2013 as written; Mr. Loisel seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
4.  Appeals 
 
a.  Appeal No. 2509 – An Administrative Appeal by Jeffrey and Lisa Shaw, 15 Maple Avenue, Assessor’s 
Map U47 Parcel 85, against the decision of the Code Enforcement Officer’s Notice of Violation for a 
vehicle repair business in the R-2 Zone 
 
Atty. Saucier indicated that the Board should review the decision of the Code Enforcement Officer to de-
termine whether he was in error; he stated that the appellant should make their arguments first followed 
by the Code Enforcement Officer’s presentation with evidence of how he came up with his decision.   
 
Ms. Lisa Shaw stated that they were cited for violations which they felt was unjust; she stated that they 
were told they could have only two unregistered vehicles in their yard but could work inside the garage.  
She stated that her nephew had moved out and came back to wind up his work and clean out everything 
by October 4, 2013.  She stated that her nephew moved out on July 20, 2013 and left two cars behind   
and came back to work on them and remove them on October 4, 2013 and they received the notice on 
September 20, 2013.  Ms. Shaw stated that she did not know the dates they were visited by the Code 
Enforcement Officer.  
 
Mr. Loisel confirmed that the notice was received on September 20, 2013 and the vehicles had been 
removed by October 4, 2013.  Mr. Maroon stated that there was a Certified Mail receipt dated June 11, 
2013.  Mr. Longstaff explained that there were two Notices of Violation on the dates noted in June and 
September.   He stated that the case started in October 2012 and February 2013 with noise complaints 
reported to the Police Department.  He stated that there was an e-mail from Officer O’Malley mentioning 
more complaints and the police evidence showed phone numbers of calls that went to the nephew for the 
sales of parts and/or vehicles.   Mr. Longstaff stated that there were photos showing the conditions at the 
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residence with cars and parts on the site.  He stated that after the first notice of violation, the nephew left 
and the complaints ceased but started again in late August and the Code Office collected evidence leading 
to reports from the Police Department on September 16, 2013 and an ad for a car.  Mr. Longstaff stated 
that there were photos showing parts outside the garage dated September 18, 2013.  He stated that the 
entire Code Enforcement file was submitted for the record.  Mr. Longstaff stated that the final exhibit was 
a note from Ms. Shaw stating that she intended to appeal the notice of September 20, 2013.  He stated that 
there were no vehicles at the site this week but they were there on the previous inspection.  Mr. Reins-
borough stated that he took the photos on September 18, 2013. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the 
public hearing. 
 
To a question from Mr. Maroon, Ms. Shaw replied that she had seen the photos dated September 18, 
2013.  Mr. Maroon stated that the confusing part was that the nephew left on July 20, 2013 but the photos 
were taken in September.  Mr. Shaw stated that the nephew returned with the intention of cleaning up the 
parts and the black car was put in the garage; he stated that there were parts in the garage that needed to 
be removed and were put in the yard to make room to work on the car in the garage.  He stated that the 
repaired car would subsequently be driven to Florida. 
 
Mr. Loisel asked whether the first notice in February 2013 explained the violation; Ms. Shaw replied that 
they were told frameworks within which they could work on the car to move to Florida and they were in 
compliance at that time.  Mr. Maroon noted that there were ads for sales of cars and he saw this as some-
one doing business selling parts on the web out of the appellant’s garage.  Mr. Maroon stated that the 
Board needed more definitive information.  Ms. Shaw stated that the black car wasn’t sold because it was 
driven by her nephew to Florida.  Mr. Maroon stated that the photos showed a lot of parts on the property. 
 
Mr. Stark asked about the people who were living on the property; Ms. Shaw replied that her nephew and 
a friend were living onsite and the black car was owned by the friend.  Mr. Loisel asked how the second 
notice was delivered and what information was in it; Mr. Shaw stated that it came by Certified Mail and at 
that time the nephew shut down his operation and moved the items and realized he could not do business 
on this property.  He stated that the nephew cleaned up as much as he could and cleaned up the rest of the 
site in September when all the items in the yard were removed and one car was in the garage and one 
outside.  Mr. Shaw stated that the parts were mostly out of the yard by September.  Mrs. Shaw stated that 
Mr. Reinsborough was satisfied with the site at that time.   
 
Mr. Reinsborough stated that shortly after June 11, 2013 things had been cleaned up from outside and 
taken to a storage facility and two cars were on the site but work on them was supposed to be discon-
tinued.  He stated that he was at the site on September 18, 2013 and there were engines on the site.  Mr. 
Reinsborough stated that whenever he asked for titles to the cars to prove ownership, they could not 
provide them.  He stated that there were 15 to 18 cars onsite over the last few years and it was a recycling 
business.  Mr. Reinsborough stated that the nephew and his friend claimed the cars were theirs and that 
they had to fix the engine of one of them, which was said to be a personal car, from a parts car.  He stated 
that the repairs were always said to be for friends, but they were listed on Craig’s List and if this was a 
hobby he was subsidizing it.   
 
Mr. Maroon asked whether the case had been closed out; Mr. Reinsborough replied that it was not and  
the appellant was before the Board to appeal his decision and were asking whether he interpreted the rules 
correctly; he stated that they were still in violation.  Mr. Saucier stated that everything had stopped be-
cause of the appeal but following tonight’s decision the Code Officer would inspect the property again 
and would determine an end date.   Mr. Reinsborough stated that the last time he documented the site was 
September 18, 2013 when the business started up again after being cleaned up following the notice in 
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June.  Mr. Saucier reiterated that the Board was being asked to decide whether the Code Enforcement 
Officer was in error with his decision on the second violation notice dated September 20, 2013, not to 
make fines, but just to determine whether he was in error; he stated that the Town Manager would 
determine what to do following this appeal. 
 
Mr. Maroon moved to uphold the decision of the Code Enforcement Officer as described in the 
September 20, 2013 Notice of Violation; Mr. Dillon seconded. 
 
Mr. Dillon stated that what was presented supports the decision of the Code Officer while the nephew was 
in and out of the premises.  Mr. Loisel stated that the Town’s evidence showed the site was in violation at 
the time of the notice and showed activity at the home.  Mr. Stark stated that there was ample time to have 
the issues resolved.  Mr. Maroon stated that he felt the Shaws had been wronged by their nephew because 
he acted knowingly elsewhere and in Scarborough as evidenced by the many complaints and by still 
running in September.  He stated that at some point one lost the luxury of it being a coincidence.  He 
stated that the problem was that it was the homeowner’s responsibility and there was nothing that would 
show him that the decision should be overturned. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 

b.  Appeal No. 2503 – Reapproval of a Miscellaneous Appeal by Bayley’s Seafood Restaurant, 165 Pine 
Point Road, Assessor’s Map R68 Parcel 6B, for expansion of a nonconforming use in the R-2 Zone 
 
This appeal was tabled at the request of the appellant. 
 
c.  Appeal No. 2504 – Reapproval of a Practical Difficulty Variance Appeal by Bayley’s Seafood 
Restaurant, 165 Pine Point Road, to construct an addition 21 feet from the front property line in the R-2 
Zone 
 
This appeal was tabled at the request of the appellant. 
 
d.  Appeal No. 2505 – A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by Thomas and Karen Sullivan, owners 
of property at 22 Pond View Drive, Assessor’s Map R22 Parcel 23B, to construct a two-car garage 32 feet 
from the front property line in the R-2 Zone 
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Dillon stated that they both were acquainted with the applicant’s attorney but felt 
they could be impartial; the Board was satisfied. 
 
Attorney Peter Hatem, who represented the Sullivans, stated that they wanted to construct a two-car gar-
age on their property and needed a front yard setback of 32 feet.  He stated that Pond View Drive was a 
four rod, or 66 foot wide right of way so the setback from the edge of the right of way was a good 
distance from the actual paved road.  He stated that in addition to the wider road, the leach fieldwas in 
front of the house and needed a 20 foot setback to any structure.  He stated that this would be a simple 
garage that would match the clapboards of the existing house.   
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing and read a letter in favor of the appeal from Frederick Estey, of 26 
Pond View Drive.   No one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Hatem addressed the criteria as presented in writing. 
 
Mr. Loisel confirmed that the speed limit on Pond View Drive was 25 miles per hour.  Mr. Maroon con-
firmed that the existing shed would be relocated into the building envelope behind the garage and was not 
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a concern for the Board.  Mrs. Sullivan stated that the driveway would be moved to the new garage and 
the hammerhead would be grassed.   Mr. Longstaff noted that a building permit would be necessary to 
move the shed and the location would have to be shown. 
 
Mr. Loisel moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Dillon seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 
e.  Appeal No. 2506 – A Practical Difficulty Variance Appeal by Nat Zilkha, 2 Library Lane, Assessor’s 
Map U19 Parcel 44, to relocate an existing dwelling 1 foot from Library Lane and 1 foot from Seal Rock 
Drive in the R-2 Zone 
 
Mr. Trevor Watson, of Eider Investments, stated that the appellant wanted to rebuild the structure, 15 % 
of which was not on the lot; he stated that they wanted to move the structure one foot from the Seal Rock 
property line and one foot from the Library Lane property line; he stated that the structure now sat within 
the right of way of both of those streets.  Mr. Watson stated that they originally wanted to renovate the 
existing structure but wanted the option to fully rebuild so that everything would meet the current codes.  
He stated that the plans were still relevant and the footprint would be reduced, the house would be smaller 
and the location the same as requested.   
 
Mr. Maroon noted that there was a different in razing a structure and rebuilding it and it was not fair to 
the neighbors; he stated that there were no house plans for the Board to see.  Mr. Longstaff stated that he 
disagreed and the neighbors had the right to look at the record and could object to the setback or not.  He 
stated that there was no way to put the house on the lot and meet the setbacks because of the building 
envelope; he stated that the Board could impose conditions on any approval.  Mr. Longstaff stated that the 
Board members could decide whether they were comfortable with the change.  He stated that the appeal 
to be decided was for the setbacks of the building and the Code Officers could handle the building.   
 
Mr. Loisel stated that his issue was Criteria 2 and 4 regarding character of the neighborhood because he 
could not tell how the house would look and whether there was a feasible alternative.  Mr. Maroon stated 
that he agreed with Mr. Longstaff because it brought the structure into the lot.  Mr. Watson stated that the 
size of the structure would be reduced and it would be two stories; he stated that they would maintain the 
grade around the property and the façade would match the existing guest house they built in 2008.  Mr. 
Loisel stated that he felt more comfortable with that information. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal.  Mr. Maroon read a letter 
in favor of the appeal from Jesse Abbott of 50 Winslow Homer Road.  Mr. Maroon closed the public 
hearing. 
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Watson addressed the criteria as presented in writing.  Mr. Watson noted that the site 
had three front yard setbacks with a very thin building envelope.  
 
To a question from Mr. Dillon, Mr. Watson replied that they would begin construction in September 
2014.  Mr. Longstaff noted that construction had to begin within six months or approval would have to be 
renewed. 
 
Mr. Loisel moved to approve the appeal; Mr. Stark seconded.  
 

Voted 4-0 
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f.  Appeal No. 2507 – A Variance Appeal by Susan Naiden, 17 Shipwreck Road, Assessor’s Map U1 
Parcel 77, to construct an addition 14 feet from the front property line and 10 feet from the west side 
property line in the R-4 Zone 
 
Ms. Naiden noted that the house was built in 1948 and the structure needed to be upgraded and DEP was 
satisfied with the work to be done.  She stated that the cottage would have to be lifted to 14 feet and that 
renovation of only 50% of the value of the building could be done because of the DEP regulations.  Ms. 
Naiden stated that they decided to improve and expand the existing cottage for longer season living.  She 
stated that the existing cottage had to stay on the same footprint but the addition would be moved toward 
the road because of the high water mark. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing and read a letter in favor of the appeal from Priscilla Reising, of 
15 Shipwreck Road, and a letter in opposition from Erik and Lauren Smith, of 12 Shipwreck Road.  No 
one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the public hearing. 
 
In response to the letter from the Smiths, Mr. Maroon noted that there was no entitlement to view.  Mrs. 
Naiden presented several photos of the view in question.  Mr. Maroon confirmed that the applicant was 
before the Board because the structure was in the Shoreland Zone, that they were raising the building 
three feet and it had to be on previously impervious surface.  She explained the allowed location of the 
structure and stated that the addition would be further back from the road than the existing house.  To a 
question from Mr. Maroon, Ms. Naiden replied that if they squared off the existing building the addition 
would be only about 8.5 feet wide. 
 
Mr. Maroon and Ms. Naiden addressed the criteria as presented in writing. 
 
To a question from Mr. Loisel, Ms. Naiden replied that if they did nothing to the cottage, the value of the 
property would be less because all the surrounding properties had been improved and would sell first. Mr. 
Stark asked whether there were any safety issues with the building; Ms. Naiden replied that the structure 
needed stabilizing, there needed to be a safe exit from the second floor and egress windows.  She stated 
that they would install a new heating system and wiring and a new chimney and improved doorways.  Mr. 
Stark noted that whether or not the appeal was approved several issues needed to be addressed.    
 
Mr. Longstaff noted that if it were not for the tideline this could be a Limited Reduction of Yard Size 
Appeal.  Mr. Maroon noted that the 75 foot to the tideline pushed the structure to the front of the site.  Mr. 
Maroon stated that he did not think this appeal mea the reasonable return criteria and felt that if the addi-
tion went closer to the road rather than toward the neighbor it would be a better chance of getting the 
appeal so there would be less impact on the neighbor.  Mr. Stark stated that because of the condition of 
the pilings there needed to be repairs to the building; Mr. Dillon agreed.  Mr. Maroon stated that his issue 
for reasonable return was with the expansion which he would rather see built up.  Mr. Loisel read a legal 
precedence for reasonable return and noted that the building could be left in the same footprint and the 
mechanicals upgraded.  Mr. Naiden noted that at their age they could not maneuver a three story house.   
 
Mr. Maroon noted that three of the Board members were challenged by the proposal and he always con-
sidered whether the Town could be sued over the Board’s decision; he stated that he did not think the 
Board could defend a position on reasonable return.  Ms. Naiden stated that there was no other place to 
expand.  Mr. Loisel asked whether the Naidens were willing to find a different option; Mr. Naiden stated 
that cost was an issue.  Mr. Stark stated that he believe the upgrades were needed for a reasonable return 
but the expansion gave more of a return. 
 
Mr. Maroon stated that a Variance Appeal was hard to meet but if it did not affect anyone it made it easier 
to approve but when it was cut and dry and there was a potential issue it took away the option of any 
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flexibility.  Mr. Dillon stated that the Board had to be able to prove its reasons for meeting the criteria; he 
stated that he thought this met the reasonable return criteria but that was debatable.  Mr. Loisel stated that 
without seeing whether there were more options it was difficult to answer the reasonable return criteria 
because there were things that could be done to improve the condition of the property without changing 
the building envelope. 
 
Mr. Maroon suggested tabling the appeal to receive further information.  Ms. Naiden agreed. 
 
Mr. Maroon moved to table the appeal; Mr. Loisel seconded.  
 

Voted 4-0 to table. 
 
g.  Appeal No. 2508 – A Limited Reduction of Yard Size Appeal by King Weinstein, 96 East Grand 
Avenue, Assessor’s Map U23 Parcel 76, to construct a third story 12.5 feet from the side property line in 
the R-4A Zone 
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Dillon stated that they both were acquainted with the applicant’s attorney but felt 
they could be impartial; the Board was satisfied. 
 
Attorney Peter Hatem explained that Mr. Weinstein wanted to put a third story on his home with a 12.5 
foot side setback where the existing home was located.  He displayed architectural drawings for the third 
floor and stated that the 75 foot setback from the wetlands was not an issue in this case and no permit was 
required from the DEP.  Mr. Longstaff stated that there was a Town restriction of 35 feet on height but the 
expansion did not affect the Shoreland setback.   
 
To a question from Mr. Maroon, Mr. Weinstein replied that the accessory unit was in a different structure.  
Mr. Longstaff noted that the Board’s earlier condition for the accessory unit was that the owner of the 
property had to live on the site; he noted that the application for this appeal did not list this address for 
Mr. Weinstein.  Mr. Hatem stated that the Saco address was the office address for the appellant who was a 
legal resident of Scarborough.  Mr. Maroon confirmed with Mr. Weinstein that he lived at this address. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing.  Ms. Sally Daggett, who represented Peter and Steven Gross, 
owners of property at 5 Eleventh Street, distributed her letter on behalf of her clients.  Mr. Maroon called 
a recess at 9:10 P. M. in order to read the letter.  The meeting resumed at 9:25 P. M. 
 
Mr. Maroon stated that he felt the information in the letter from Ms. Daggett was outside the scope of the 
Board’s expertise.  Mr. Stark stated that the Town’s attorney should address the issues in the letter.   Mr. 
Hatem stated that he was not opposed to tabling the appeal but wanted to hear the opposition.   
 
Ms. Daggett explained that they opposed the proposed expansion because the appeal should be a Variance 
Appeal as the house is located in the Shoreland Zone and the Limited Reduction Appeal could not be used 
in that zone.   She stated that, while the house was not within the 75 foot setback of the high water mark, 
it was within the 250 foot Shoreland Zone and the undue hardship test applied in the Variance Appeal.  
Ms. Daggett stated that Mr. Weinstein already had reasonable return with two stories and an accessory 
unit and the third story could be jogged in by two feet. She stated that there were no unique circumstances 
and the Grosses believed the character of the neighborhood would be altered with three stories as there 
were no other three story homes in the neighborhood.   
 
Ms. Daggett stated that this expansion was not reasonably necessary; she stated that displeasing archi-
tecture and aesthetics was not part of the test for criteria.  She stated that they believed the change would 
be substantially different and three story homes were not typical to the neighborhood.  Ms. Daggett stated 
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that for those reasons they objected to what they believe should be a straight Variance Appeal; she stated 
that they wanted to know the height of the structure.  Ms. Daggett stated that they did not believe that this 
property was being used as Mr. Weinstein’s residence, though that was a condition of approval when the 
Accessory Unit was approved in 2005; she stated that voting records showed that he had registered to 
vote in Old Orchard Beach in October 2008.  Mr. Maroon stated that any issue with the Accessory Unit 
was not relevant to this appeal.   
 
Mr. Paul DiBiase, of 11 Eleventh Street, stated that he was concerned about whether the porch would be 
enclosed and whether the third story would be built over the porch.  Mr. Weinstein stated that the porch 
would remain as it is and the third story would be over the existing walls of the building.  Mr. Maroon 
closed the public hearing.   
 
Mr. Hatem stated that the point was that the building footprint would not change; he stated that he would 
like to have seen the information from Ms. Daggett earlier and their opinion was that the third story was  
 
Mr. Maroon moved to table the appeal in order to get new information regarding whether or not  
Mr. Stark seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 
h.   Appeal No. 2509 – A Variance Appeal by Cynthia and Mark King, 81 Jones Creek Road, Assessor’s 
Map U21 Lot 8, to elevate and renovate a home with nonconforming setbacks on the front, side and rear 
in the R-4A Zone 
 
Mr. Tom Blackburn, of Maine Construction Services, explained that this home was below the current 
floodplain of 9.8 feet and was noncompliant and they wanted to raise the house to make it consistent with 
the new FEMA floodplain.  He stated that the house would be raised straight up in the same footprint and 
a bedroom would be added in the back; he stated that the only expansion would be the stairs.  He stated 
that they were in compliance with the Shoreland Zoning.   
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing.  Mr. Tom Bartels, of 14 Avenue Five, the direct abutter to the 
rear, asked whether the existing shed would remain in its present location; Mr. Blackburn replied that 
nothing but raising the house would change.  Mr. Bartels stated that he wanted the shed to remain.  Mr. 
Maroon closed the public hearing.   
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Blackburn addressed the criteria as presented in writing. 
 
Mr. Stark stated that with no footprint change he saw no reason to question this appeal. 
 
Mr. Dillon moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Loisel seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 
h.  Appeal No. 2510 – Reapproval of a Variance Appeal by Patrick Dimick, 3 Shipwreck Road, 
Assessor’s Map U1 Parcel 83, to demolish and reconstruct a home 12 feet 6 inches from the front 
property line and 0 feet from the side property line in the R-4 Zone 
 
Mr. Jim Fisher, of Northeast Civil Solutions, explained this appeal was approved in June 2013 and they 
were asking for reapproval because the original construction schedule could not be met due to the lack of 
the necessary contractors.  He stated that they hoped to start construction in January 2014.\ 
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Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Maroon closed the 
public hearing. 
 
Mr. Dillon move to reapprove the original appeal; Mr. Loisel seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 
i.  Appeal No. 2511 – A Variance Appeal by Anita Pellet, 21 Massacre Lane, Assessor’s Map U17   
Parcel 18, to relocate and renovate a home 1 foot from the rear property line, 0 feet from the side line and 
13 feet from the front property line in the R-2 Zone 
 
Mr. Trevor Watson, of Eider Investments, distributed new plans to the Board and stated that the structure 
was consistent in size and there were only slight changes to the plan.  He stated that a significant portion 
of the house was not on the property and they wanted to demolish it and rebuild a smaller structure.  He 
stated that the setbacks would go from 10.8 feet to 13 feet in the front, from no setback to 1 foot in the 
rear and from a negative setback to a zero setback on the side.  He stated that the building envelope was 
impossible. 
 
Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing and read three letters in favor of the appeal by Meredith Webster, 
of 27 Massacre Lane; Alix Smith, of Massacre Lane; George Belshaw, of 22 Garrison Lane; and a letter 
in opposition from Beverly McGraw, of 20 Massacre Lane.  No one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. 
Maroon closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Longstaff noted that this was another lot where the appellants were trying to get the building all onto 
the property; he stated that the property could not be sold because there would be no value. 
 
To a question from Mr. Maroon, Mr. Watson replied that they had included the roof overhang in the 
setbacks.  Mr. Watson noted that any impact was on the three abutters who wrote in favor and Ms. 
McGraw, who opposed, owned property across the street; he stated that Ms. McGraw should not be 
impacted since the front yard setback would be increased.   
 
Mr. Maroon and Mr. Watson addressed the criteria as presented in writing. 
 
Mr. Stark moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Loisel seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 
5.  Zoning Board Comments  
 
Mr. Longstaff noted that a new Zoning Board member was needed because Mr. Maroon’s term had 
expired.  Mr. Maroon stated that he was willing to stay until he was replaced. 
 
6.  Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:05 P. M. 
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