
Town of Scarborough 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals       March 12, 2014 
 

AGENDA 
 

1.  Call to Order (7:00 P. M.) 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (February 12, 2014) 
 
4.  Appeal No. 2413 – A Practical Difficulty Variance Appeal by George Hanson, 6 Avenue Two, 
Assessor’s Map U22 Parcel 56, to elevate a structure two feet and demolish and rebuild a porch in the 
same footprint 3 feet from the east property line and 4.67 feet from the north property line in the R-4A 
Zone 
 
5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
6.  Adjournment 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Town of Scarborough 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals       March 12, 2014 
 

MINUTES 
 

Members Present      Staff 
 
Mr. Crockett       Mr. Longstaff, Zoning Administrator 
Mr. Dillon       Ms. Logan, Recording Secretary 
Mr. Loisel 
Mr. Stark 

 
1.  Call to Order 
 
Mr. Loisel called the meeting to order at 7:05 P. M. 
 
2.  Roll Call 
 
The Recording Secretary called the roll; Messrs.  Richard and Macisso were absent.  Mr. Loisel noted that 
with only four members present, a tie vote would mean a denial and the appelland had the option to table 
his appeal until a full Board was present. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes (February 12, 2014) 
 
Mr. Dillon moved to approve the minutes of February 12, 2014; Mr. Crockett seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 
4.  Appeal No. 2413 – A Practical Difficulty Variance Appeal by George Hanson, 6 Avenue Two, 
Assessor’s Map U22 Parcel 56, to elevate a structure two feet and demolish and rebuild a porch in the 
same footprint 3 feet from the east property line and 4.67 feet from the north property line in the R-4A 
Zone 
 
Mr. Andrew Morrell, of BH2M, stated that this appeal applied to one of the two buildings on the site; he 
stated that they would like to raise the structure on the east side of the property by two feet and, rather 
than put it on posts as earlier requested, put in a foundation.  He stated that the structure would be placed 
back in the same footprint so would be no more nonconforming than it is today.  He stated that they 
wanted to reconstruct the existing porch. 
 
Mr. Longstaff noted his written comments and stated that this was an existing, grandfathered building that 
needed to be renovated.  He stated that the structure was not now in the flood zone but the proposed new 



 
 

flood maps showed it in the flood zone which would require that the structure be raised.  He stated that 
the difficulty arose in trying to elevate the structure with the porch attached and it made more sense to 
remove it and give better access to the house to raise it.  Mr. Longstaff stated that raising the elevation of 
a structure is considered expansion of a building and a variance was needed if it did not meet the set-
backs; he stated that replacing the porch would also require a variance.  He stated that the building would 
not exceed the height restrictions and would be no closer to the property lines and the appellant did not 
have to prove hardship or reasonable return for this appeal but did have to make the case that there was a 
difficulty they could not overcome without this appeal. 
 
To a question from Mr. Crockett, Mr. Longstaff replied that it was difficult to predict how the porch 
would withstand raising the building and he considered this similar to maintenance and repair.  Mr. 
Hanson stated that the underpinnings and roof of the porch were not stable and needed to be rebuilt and 
taking the porch off would give the contractors more room to work.   
 
Mr. Loisel stated that this was a straightforward appeal and that trying to raise the porch with the house 
was risky so it made sense to remove and replace it. 
 
Mr. Loisel opened the public hearing; no one spoke for or against the appeal; Mr. Loisel closed the public 
hearing. 
 
Mr. Loisel and Mr. Morrell addressed the criteria and the Board voted on each criteria as follows: 
 
1.  The need for the variance was to protect the building from flooding; the Board agreed and voted 4-0. 
2.  There would be no change to the character of the neighborhood as the building would not be any more 
nonconforming; the Board agreed and voted 4-0. 
3.  The structure was built in 1915 and the difficulty was not the result of action by the appellant; the 
Board agreed and voted 4-0. 
4.  There were safety risks to raising the porch with the structure so there was no other alternative; the 
Board agreed and voted 4-0. 
5.  Many of the surrounding homes have been improved; the Board agreed and voted 4-0. 
6.  There would be no effect on the environment and the site would be restored if necessary; the Board 
agreed and voted 4-0 
7.  This property is not in a Shoreland Zone; the Board agreed and voted 4-0. 
 
Mr. Hanson noted that he would like to have a foundation rather than posts.  Mr. Longstaff stated that it 
would be wise to leave the approval open for either a foundation or posts because the DEP may have 
specific requirements for foundations in the back dune and a permit from DEP may be required. 
 
Mr. Dillon moved to approve the appeal as presented; Mr. Stark seconded. 
 

Voted 4-0 
 
5.  Zoning Board Comments 
 
Mr. Dillon noted that there were committees and boards, including the Zoning Board, in Scarborough that 
needed members and he urged the public to apply. 
 
Mr. Loisel noted that the Board was down one member and two others did not make tonight’s meeting; he 
asked that the Board members inform the Recording Secretary as soon as possible if they could not make 
a meeting so it would be known whether or not there would be a quorum. 
 
6.  Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:30 P. M. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


