
Town of Scarborough, Maine

Zoning Board of Appeal February 8, 2017

Agenda

1. Call to Order (7:00 P.M.)

2. Roll Call

3. Approval of Minutes (January 11, 2017)

4. Appeals

b. Appeal No. 2597 – A Limited Reduction of Yard Size, by William Guite, 19 Church Street,
Assessor’s Map U32, Parcel 24

a. Appeal No. 2598 – A Practical Difficulty request by Kenneth & Heidi Foreman-Smith, 6 Ninth
Street, Assessor’s Map U23, Parcel 63

5. Zoning Board Comments

6. Adjournment

NO NEW APPEALS SHALL BE TAKEN UP AFTER 10:30 P.M.



Zoning Board of Appeal February 8, 2017

MINUTES

Members Present Staff

Mr. Hebert Mr. Longstaff, Zoning Administrator
Mr. Maroon Mrs. Patterson, Recording Secretary
Mr. Crockett
Mr. Stark
Mr. Blaise

1. Call to Order

Mr. Maroon called the meeting to order at 7:01 pm.

2. Roll Call

The recording secretary called the roll; Mr. Richard and Ms. Shupe were absent.

3. Approval of Minutes (January 11, 2017)

Mr. Stark made a motion to approve the January 11, 2017 minutes as presented; Mr. Crockett
seconded the motion.

Vote was unanimous 5-0.

4. Appeals

b. Appeal No. 2597 – A Limited Reduction of Yard Size, by William Guite, 19 Church Street,
Assessor’s Map U32, Parcel 24

The applicant Mr. Guite, explained to the Board that he would like to add a second story on his
1198 SF ranch style home. Mr. Guite explained that expanding the home in the back would limit his
yard space for his two children and two dogs. Mr. Guite stated he is requesting a limited reduction
in yard size on the southerly side of his property of 5 feet.

Mr. Longstaff stated that the home was built in 1964 which makes it eligible for a limited reduction
in yard size variance and that the Board will need to review the criteria to see if the applicant has
met his burden of proof. Mr. Longstaff asked if the applicant had provided to him the height
calculations. Mr. Guite stated he had and the average height was 28’.

Mr. Maroon asked who provided the height information. Mr. Guite stated the contractor, Dan Grant
with Village Builders.

Mr. Maroon asked the applicant to read for the record his responses he provided in his applicant for
the limited reduction in yard size criteria.

Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing.

Zachary Barrett, 17 Church Street spoke to the character of the neighborhood. Mr. Barrett stated that
almost all the homes on Church St. are ranch or cape style homes on lots that are about the same
size. Mr. Barrett stated that what Mr. Guite is proposing has the appearance of four stories, is
imposing in size and he is disappointed with the idea of it being built.



Patricia Emery, 18 Church Street, stated that the proposed structure will be very imposing on the
neighbors especially Mr. Stone who is a direct abutter to the property and will create an undue
hardship on them. Ms. Emery stated that she and other neighbors have added dormers and additions,
however they had to conform to the existing zoning and the applicant should too.

Mr. Maroon read into record, two letters opposing the application. One was from Mr. Robert Stone,
21 Church Street and the other one was from Dwayne and Marion O’Roak, owners of 20, 22 and 24
Church Street.

Mr. Maroon closed the public hearing.

Mr. Stark stated that he is struggling with number 3 and number 4 of the criteria questions. Mr.
Stark stated it doesn’t fit in with the existing neighborhood.

Mr. Hebert asked if the existing home was 2 or 3 bedrooms. Mr. Guite stated it is a 3 bedroom.

Mr. Maroon asked why the applicant chose to build up instead of out. Mr. Guite stated that there is
an existing tree in the backyard and a shed and he didn’t want to try and cram it all in the backyard.
Mr. Guite stated it is more feasible for them to build up than out. Mr. Maroon stated that he also has
concerns with criteria number 3.

Mr. Hebert asked if Mr. Guite was aware of any barriers or boundaries that prevented him from
building in the back yard. Mr. Guite stated that the old leach field is on the property but has been
filled in. Mr. Longstaff stated that the old leach field would not be a constraint to building in the
back yard.

Mr. Maroon asked the criteria questions of the Board and took a vote on each.

Mr. Blaise made a motion to approve appeal 2597 as presented; Mr. Stark seconded the motion.
Vote was 0-5, appeal # 2597 was denied.

a. Appeal No. 2598 – A Practical Difficulty request by Kenneth & Heidi Foreman-Smith, 6
Ninth Street, Assessor’s Map U23, Parcel 63

Kenneth Smith the applicant explained to the Board that they would like to tear down the existing
shed/bunk house and build a smaller shed in approximately the same place. Mr. Smith stated the
new structure will be for storage. Mr. Smith stated that it is more practical to rebuild the structure
than to repair the existing structure.

Mr. Longstaff stated that the overhang of the structure is across the abutting property line, which is
technically a trespass and the Board cannot approve the application as it is.

Mr. Maroon read the criteria for the Practical Difficulty and Mr. Smith read into record his answers
from his application.

Mr. Maroon opened the public hearing.

Mo Erickson, 288 Pine Point Road explained to the Board that her and her two sisters own the
abutting property that would be affected by the removal of the old shed and the building of the new
shed. Ms. Erickson stated that the Smiths’ are fine neighbors and she has no issue with what they
would like to do.



Mr. Maroon closed the public hearing.

The Board had concerns with the structure and requested the applicant contain all water runoff onto
his property. The Board also felt strongly that the structure be placed 100% on the property and
more into conformance.

Mr. Smith requested to table the application until the next meeting.

Mr. Hebert made a motion to allow the applicant to table until the next meeting; Mr. Maroon
seconded the motion.

Vote was unanimous 5-0.

5. Zoning Board Comments

There were no zoning board comments.

6. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 9:32 P.M.


