CITY OF LEWISTON
PLANNING BOARD MEETING
MINUTESfor November 28, 2000 - Page 1 of 10

ROLL CALL: Thismeetingwasheldinthe Third Floor Conference Room, wascalled to order at 7:00 p.m.,

and was chaired by Tom Peters.

- Membersin Attendance: Muriel Minkowsky, Dennis Mason, Tom Peters, Lewis Zidle, Rob Robbins,
and Mark Paradis.

- Staff Present: Gil Arsenault, Deputy Development Director; James Lysen, Planning Director; James
Fortune, Planning Coordinator; and Doreen Asselin, Administrative Secretary.

- Member Absent: John Cole.

READING OF THE MINUTES: Draft of the Minutesfromthe October 24, 2000 Planning Board
Meeting.

Lewis Zidlearrived at 7:09 p.m.

The following changes were made to the minutes:

- On Page No. 2, Item |V. Public Hearings, A. Public Hearing on a proposal to conditionally rezone the

Continental Mill Property, 2 Cedar Street, from the Riverfront (RF) District to the Mill (M) District, third

paragraph, fourth sentence, delete the first word, “ the” , the second word, “ the” and replace with the word,

“an”, and change the word, “ uses’ toread, “ use”. Also on Page No. 2, same Item, same paragraph, line 12,
reword this sentence to read, Tom Peters said that we should just be aware that if thisis granted, and for

some reason uses are abandoned beyond the 12" month, but before the 24", uses could be legally re-
established.”

- On Page No. 3, Item B, Public Hearing on a proposal to amend Article |1, Definitions, and related sections
of the Zoning and Land Use Code, to modify the definition of single-family dwelling in compliance with the
Federal Fair Housing Act and State laws, fifth paragraph, eighth line, delete the word, “ that” and ninth line,
add the word, “ not” between the words, “ does think” .

- On Page No. 4, first sentence on that page, change the word, “ Board” to read, “ Code” . Under Item A,
Determination of Completeness and Final Hearing concerning the Subdivision Plan for West View Bluffs,

Revision 5, first paragraph, second line, delete the word, “ there” and replace it with the word, “ they”. On

the fourth line, add “ I1” after the word, “ revision” and change the word, “ his’ to read, “as’. Inthelast

sentence of this paragraph, add the words, “ no it” before the word, “ does’ and delete the word, “ not”. On
this same page and same item, third paragraph, last sentence, delete the words, “ for them” .

- On Page No. 5, second paragraph, second line, add the word, “ not” between the words, “isgoing”. Also
on the same page, under Item B., fire paragraph, last sentence in that paragraph, add an“ s’ to the word,

“feel”.

- On Page No. 6, Item C., fourth paragraph, fourth line, delete the word, “ the” and replace it with the word,
“ar.

- On Page No. 7, in the first motion, first line, delete the word, “ approved” and replace it with the word,

“revised” .
After the above changes, the following motion was made.

MOTION: by Dennis M ason, seconded by Mark Par adisto accept the Planning Board Minutes dated October 24, 2000, as
modified.
VOTED: 5-0-1 (Robbins).

CORRESPONDENCE: The following items of correspondence were distributed at this meeting:
- A summary of parking for the Phase |1l Expansion of the Lewiston-Auburn College Campus,
55 Westminster Street,
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- A response from Gil Arsenault, Deputy Development Director, on the property acquisition of 413 Lisbon

Street, and
- A response from Gil Arsenault, Deputy Development Director, on the property disposition of 140 Bradbury
Road.
MOTION: by DennisM ason, seconded by M ar k Par adisthat the Planning Board movesto accept thiscorrespondence, place
it onfile, and that it be read later on at the appropriate time.
VOTED: 6-0.

Rob Robbins recused himself from the Planning Board on thisitem.

V. PUBLIC HEARINGS:

A. PublicHearing on a Proposal to AmendtheZoning and Land Use Code, Article X111, Performance
Standards, Section 16, concerning sign regulations with respect to single parcels developed with
multiple uses, to be consistent with the recent adoption of new zoning districts and regulationsin
the downtown. James Fortune read the memorandum by David Hediger, Land Use

I nspector, dated November 22, 2000. Included inthe Planning Board packets was the proposed amendments

to several sections of the sign ordinance contained in Appendix A, Article X1I, Section 16 of the Zoning and

Land Use Code of the City of Lewiston.

Gerry Clements of Sam’s Foods submitted a petition requesting an increase in total sign areaon free-
standing ground signsin non-residential districts. Currently, the ordinance allowsone (1) free-standing ground
sign up to 168 square feet, plus an additional 168 square feet for single parcels developed with multiple uses.
After review of Article XII, Section 16(c)(2)(b)(2)(ii) and (iii) and meeting with Gerry Clements, it was
determined that an increase of 48 square feet in sign area on ground signs for single parcels developed with
multiple useswould allow for greater flexibility of sign areain non-residential zoning districts. The proposed
amendment would result in the code allowing an additional maximum of 216 square feet of sign areafor single
parcels developed with multiple uses.

Amendmentswere also proposed for Article XI1, Section 16(c)(2), 16(c)(2)(b)(1) and (2) of thiscode
due to adding the newly created zoning districts and eliminating the old downtown zoning district.

Gil Arsenault made the presentation on this topic. He said that, as mentioned above, both he and
David Hediger had met with Gerry Clements several weeks ago on the sign area for Marketplace Mall.
Currently, the code allows for 168 square feet for single parcels developed with multiple uses, as mentioned
above. Heisrequesting a 14 percent increase in sign area. Gil Arsenault also mentioned that housekeeping
issueswere doneto thesign ordinance. For example, they are proposing to do away with multi-tenant business
parks, industrial parks, or shopping centers and replacing this wording with “ single parcels devel oped with
multipleuses’ . Also, proposed to be changed on Page No. 2 wasto delete additional signage up to thirty (30)
square feet and replace that with additional signage up to “ forty (40) square feet” . Also on Page No. 2, they
are proposing to add the wording “ Riverfront” “ and downtown residential districts’ to this ordinance under
Item 2, consistent with the recent downtown rezonings.

A 5'x 5'sign for Sam’swould max out this area at thistime. However, wall signs can till go on the
facade (face of the building), but not on the roof. Gil Arsenault said that a free-standing sign can be placed
almost anywhere. He also mentioned that two (2), free-standing signs cannot be concurrently visible.

In this discussion, it was asked that Gil Arsenault clarify I1tem (iv) on Page No. 2, as to shopping
centers. Gil Arsenault’s response was that this basically appliesto industrial parks.

Tom Peters said that they aretrying to be business-friendly and that thisisbeing driven by people who
want adequate signage. The purpose is to increase signage. Tom Peters asked, “What is the definition of a
single-parcel?” Gil Arsenault read the definition from his Code book. He said the key is single ownership.

Roger Michaud was present at this meeting. He said that Sam’swould like to add to the sign, on the
top of the sign.

Thisitem was closed to the public.
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Gil Arsenault then said to change Section 16(c)(2)b.1., Items(iii), (iv), and (v) back to what they were
previously and makeit consistent. The struck out items need to get replaced, and the underlined items need to
get deleted. He said he needs to provide signage to industrial parks and for the ordinance to go back to its
original language. Item (ii) isfor primary signs and Item (iii) isfor secondary, primary arterials.

Tom Peters then opened thisitem back up to the public, but there were no additional comments. This
item was then closed to the public and the following motion was made.

MOTION: by Dennis M ason, seconded by Muriel Minkowsky that the Planning Board recommends to the City Council to
approve changes to the Zoning and Land Use Code, Article X111, Performance Standards, Section 16, concerning
Sign Regulations, as amended.

VOTED: 50.

Out of sequence to the agenda, the following item was presented.

Rob Robbins returned to the Planning Board.

V.

FINAL HEARINGS:

A. Determination of Completeness and Final Hearing concerning a Fill Project at the
Stetson Brook Mobile Home Park (tabled from the 8/22/00 and 9/25/00 meetings, and the
applicant is requesting that the project be further tabled until next spring in order to
complete the required studies). Both Linda Spugnardi (2 Balsam Street) and Marilyn Jalbert

(concerned neighbors) were present at this meeting. They were not aware or given a notice that thisitem was

to be tabled at this meeting. According to the correspondence placed in the Planning Board packets dated

November 16, 2000 and written by Arthur W. Montana, P.L.S,, of A.R.C.C. Land Surveyors, Inc. on behalf of

Raobert Foss of Stetson Brook Mobile Home Park, the request was to have this fill project tabled to the first

Planning Board Meeting to be held in May 2001, since the application for the wetland alteration and the flood

plain amendment have not been completed due to the time involved in the application process.

It was requested that the abutters be re-notified of the first May 2001Planning Board Meeting and to
convey the list to Arthur Montana, with the addition of Linda Spugnardi and Marilyn Jalbert to that listing.

MOTION: by Dennis Mason, seconded by Rob Robbins to table the application on the fill project at the Stetson Brook
Mobile Home Park until the first May 2001 Planning Board Meeting and re-notify the listing of abutters for this
meeting.

VOTED: 6-0.

Consistent with the agenda, the following items were then presented.

V.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:
B. Public Hearing on a Proposal to Rezone 164 Rosedale Street from the Neighborhood

Conservation“ A” (NCA) District tothe Community Business (CB) District. JamesFortune
read the memorandum that he prepared and was dated for November 20, 2000. There was an error made on
the agenda pertaining to thisitem and also on the map included in the packets.. The agendaand map referred
to 160 Rosedale Street when, in fact, it should have read 164 Rosedale Street. Gendron Realty is requesting
this property be rezoned from the Neighborhood Conservation “A” District to the Community Business (CB)
District. Thisisto alow the owner, Gendron Realty, to utilize the property for commercia uses as well as
residential. They would liketo expand the parking for their property at 904-906 Lisbon Street, whichisamini-
mall and isinthe CB District, by utilizing a40' x 145' adjoining section of 164 Rosedal e Street. Theremaining
portions of the property, including the building, could be used for commercial uses with aresidential unit on
the second floor. Currently, there are two (2) residential unitsin the building.

There are statementsin the proposal on how it isin conformance with the Comprehensive Plan. The
project would also need to go through the Devel opment Review Committee (DRC).
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Paul Veilleux from Gendron Realty was present at thismeeting. He said that hewould liketoincrease



parking for the Sam'’s Italian Shoppe, which is currently located in the mini-mall. At this present time, there
aretwo (2) residential tenantsthere. The CB District doesnot allow for atwo- (2-) unit residential. Thiscould
remain atwo-family.

Brian LaRochelle (188 Rosedale Street), asked, “Who is D& M Realty? Paul Veilleux responded
that it is Del and Michael Gendron. Both Del and Michagl Gendron own this property.

At the end of Rosedale Street is a cul-de-sac.

Brian LaRochelle was questioning why there is no school speed limit sign in this area, since Martel
School isashort distance down Lisbon Street from thisareain question. He said it is safer to use side streets
to get out of thisarea. Tom Peters said that access management isto try to abide by state regulations to make
the flow of traffic better and safer. Brian LaRochelle opposes this project. He said his preferenceis: 1. an
alternate exit off of the street, 2. that aspeed limit sign should be posted and that the speed should be set at 25
mph in thisarea, and 3. to block off the exit on Rosedale Street. He went on to say that thiswill change the
whole aspect of the street. There are atotal of 14 residential homes on this street. As shown on the map, Lot
Nos. 201 and 202 are owned by Gendron Realty. Behind these two lots are residential homes.

Paul Veilleux again stated that hewould likefor the 40’ x 145" adj oi ning section of 164 Rosedal e Street
to be commercial. The exit for Sam’sis behind Lot No. 201. There is one-way traffic coming in, with the
outgoing traffic on Rosedale Street. It was mentioned that this can go through a conditional rezoning to make
sure the residential use remains residential.

Anita LaRochelle (186 Rosedal e Street) said that thisisavery narrow street and that you haveto take
chances to get out onto Lisbon Street. She also mentioned that thisis a one-way exit. There are no stop signs
present.

Del Gendron was also present at this meeting. He reiterated that he needs more parking. Gil
Arsenault mentioned that the more success of the business, the moretraffic. He feelsthe request for additional
parkingisreasonable. Gil Arsenault suggested again, aconditional rezoning of thisarea. Tom Peterssuggested
the following for aconditional rezoning: 1. a40' x 100" parking lot, or 2. a60' x 145' property (building) to
remain residential. This may relieve some conjestion. If thisis a conditional rezoning, it would need an
easement.

DennisMason questioned who came up with thereasonsfor thisproposed amendment and consi stency
with the Comprehensive Plan. James Lysen responded that it was the Planning Staff and the applicant, D& M
Realty, but the Planning Board must make a finding that it agrees with the proposal in order to recommend its
approval.

Del Gendron said that he had spoken to three (3) of the abutting property owners and they were all
in agreement. He said he wantsto commercialize the whole piece. Paul Veilleux said that it istheir intention
to leavethetwo- (2-) family residential. Thisitem wasthen closed to the public and the following motion was

made.

MOTION: by Rob Robbins, seconded by Mark Paradis that the Planning Board send a favorable recommendation to the
City Council that 164 Rosedale Avenue be rezoned from the Neighborhood Conservation “A” (NCA) District to
the Community Business (CB) District, in accordance to the petition submitted by Gendron Realty.

VOTED: 3-3 (Robbins, Paradis, and Peters In Favor; Minkowsky, Mason, and Zidle Opposed).

After this motion was made, the following comments were made that this vote does not constitute an
action by the Planning Board. Thiswill go on to the City Council for them to decide.

V. FINAL HEARINGS:
B. Determination of Completenessand Final Hearing concerninga Subdivision Application
to Amend the Subdivision of Michaud Meadows. James Fortune read the memorandum that
he prepared for this meeting and was dated for November 20, 2000. This application is being submitted to
amend the Michaud Meadows Subdivision. The applicants, Richard and Wendy Michaud, are proposing to
amend the subdivision by combining Lot No. 113A with Lot No. 100 and deeding a 25' x 100" section of Lot
No. 91to Lot No. 100. The newly-created lots both meet the dimensional requirementsfor the Neighborhood
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Conservation “A” (NCA) District, which requires a minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet and a minimum



frontage of 75 feet. There is no new construction proposed with this amendment. St. Joseph Avenue is an
existing public street and a single-family home has already been built on Lot No. 100. Lot No. 91 iscurrently
avacant parcel. This proposed amendment will eliminate a building lot and will not affect any infrastructure
or environmental conditions.

There were no concerns by the Police, Fire, or Public Works Departments.

Arthur Montana was present at this meeting and did a presentation. Mr. & Mrs. Michaud
were also present at this meeting. A swimming pool has been built on Lot No. 113A.

There were no questions or concerns from the audience. The following motion was made.

MOTION: by Dennis Mason, seconded by Muriel Minkowsky that the Planning Board grant the necessary modifications
and waivers request, determine the application for the Michaud Meadows Subdivision to be complete, and grant
final approval, based on this application meeting the applicable approval criteria under Article XIII.

VOTED: 6-0.

C. Determination of Completenessand Final Hearing concerning a Proposed Expansion of

LePage Bakery, Lisbon Street. James Fortune read his memorandum that was dated
November 20, 2000. LePage Bakerieshas submitted an application for aproposed amendment to the Site Plan
for the Lishon Street bakery manufacturing plant. This proposed two- (2-) story addition would expand the
production plant on Lisbon Street, at the corner of Birch Street by 13,200 square feet with a main floor and
basement, each being 6,600 square feet. The main floor will be used for bread storage. The basement will be
used for file storage. This proposed building addition will replace the four (4), existing delivery truck loading
docks and truck maneuvering area and eliminate curb cuts on Lisbon Street. This project would also include
theremoval of a10' x 23' structure on the southeast corner (Park Street side) of the existing building to permit
the construction of anadditional loading dock. Becausethisadditionwill be constructed on existingimpervious
surface (paved truck maneuvering area), therewill be no additional stormwater runoff. Therefore, theapplicant
isrequesting awaiver for the storm water drainage calculations and analysis.

There will be no gainin employment. There will also be no need for additional parking.

Both the Fire and Code Enforcement Departments had no concerns with this project. The Police
Department would like the potential impact on traffic during construction of this project on Lisbon and Birch
Street addressed. Tom Peters asked James Lysen if atraffic study is needed? James Lysen responded, in his
opinion, “No”. ThePublic Works Department stated that they would require the installation of sidewalkswith
granite curbing at all curb openings which will be closed.

Present at this meeting, on behalf of the applicant, was Bob Faunce.

The loading dock is not an issue. The temporary snow storage will remain. Bob Faunce said that
LePage Bakeries are looking to invest alot of money inthisbuilding. The utilities and curbing do not need to
be removed.

Some of the comments and concerns expressed by the public are, as follows.

Rita Godbout (a resident who owns property on Birch Street) is concerned with thetrash. Shefeels
that a big thing like this should not have to be built in this City.

Roland Dostie said that his concernswere al so with the trash, but mainly with the trucksthat turninto
hisyard. He said that Tuesdays and Saturdays are the only quiet days. Trucksblock theroad. Thetrucksalso
leave their lights on and idle for long periods of time. He said that his fence has been broken several times.
He is just requesting and would like respect to live there. He would like LePage Bakeries to be a more
considerate neighbor. Gil Arsenault said that he has conversed several timeswith Roland Dostie over theyears.
Gil Arsenault agreed that L ePage Bakeries should be more attentivein their efforts on the part of their truckers.
Roland Dostie also pointed out that the trucks were smaller in 1988. He said that it is LePage Bakeries way
or noway. Heisalso concerned with the utilitiesbeing removed. As stated earlier, Bob Faunce said that this
was not to be removed. It would cost $10,000 to move the utilities. LePage Bakerieswill do whatever they
can to not move these utilities.
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Bob Fauncea so said that L ePage Bakerieswantsto extend their [oading dock back. Every movethey



makeisstudied. They havetried to increase their efficiency of thetwo (2) buildingsin Lewiston. Bob Faunce
said that he will bring these concerns to the attention of the highest authority there. Tom Peters also said that
these are legitimate concerns and that he would like to see the owner of LePage Bakeries informed of these
concerns. Hethen requested that Bob Faunce write aletter with acopy of that letter sent to the Planning Board
Chair. Hewould also like, in the contents of that |etter, to say that the Planning Board Chair isrequesting this.
Tom Peters also said, that he feels, that if management got this message, they would address the issues. The
owner of LePage Bakeries would not let this go on.

Dennis Mason asked, “What is the construction schedule?” Bob Faunce responded that LePage
Bakeries would like the addition occupied by April 2001. One (1) level is above ground. There will be a
basement. Bob Faunce said that he has not seen the elevations. Thereis no increase in impervious drainage.
Thedrainagewill go with the same system already in place. Bob Faunce said that L ePage Bakeriesischanging
the depth of the loading dock only. In closing thisdiscussion, Bob Faunce said that he will be writing aletter,
at the request of the Planning Board Chair, addressing Roland Dostie’'s concerns. Thisitem was then closed
to the public. The following motions were made.

MOTION: by DennisM ason, seconded by L ewisZidlethat the Planning Board approvethewaiver and modification requests
and determines the application for LePage Bakeries, Lisbon Street to be complete.
VOTED: 6-0.
*kkkkkkkkk
MOTION: by Dennis M ason, seconded by Rob Robbins that the Planning Board grant final approval on the application for

LePage Bakeries, Lishon Street, based on the application meeting the requirements of Article X111, and meetsall
the requirements placed by the Planning Board on the condition that the developer must install sidewalks with
granite curbing at all curb openings and that the project complies to the traffic or street closures of the
neighborhood.

VOTED: 6-0.

NOTE: ThePlanning Board hasreceived theletter from Country Kitchen (LePage Bakeries) and thisletter
is appended to these minutes.

D. Determination of Completeness and Final Review concerning a Proposed Phase 111

Expansion of the Lewiston-Auburn College Campus, 55 Westminster Street. Thereading
of James Fortune’ smemorandum dated November 20, 2000 waswaived by the Planning Board. The Lewiston-
Auburn College has submitted an application concerning a proposed Site Plan for Phase 1. Inthis phase, the
college proposes to renovate 10,590 square feet of unfinished floor space and construct a second floor with
an additional 6,780 square feet to complete development of the existing building, which currently has 63,297
square feet of floor space. The only new impervious areawill be an 800 square foot addition on the south end
of the building, a 145 square foot vestibule on the north end of the building, and 493 square feet of new
sidewalks. Upon completion of this phase, the proposed footprint will not exceed the lot coverage ratio and
maximum impervious ratio requirements for the Industrial (1) District. There will be no new parking spaces.
There are currently 343 parking spaces on the campus, with an additional ten (10) spaces being rented from an
abutting property owner, which total 353 parking spaces. The existing parking is sufficient to meet the current
and projected needs of the students, faculty, staff, and visitors. This phase will add 1,438 square feet of new
impervious area to the 209,700 square feet already existing on this site. No changes are being made to the
existing topography or grading. The effect on drainage will be minimal. Since this phase will have very little
impact on existing drainage conditions, the request at this meeting, is that the requirement for drainage
calculations be waived. The City concurs that the existing parking meets the current needs and will meet the
parking needs upon the completion of this phase.

Police, Fire, Code Enforcement, and the Public Works Department had no concernswith Phase 11 of
this Site Plan.
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Steve Myersfrom Platz Associateswas present at this meeting on behalf of Dave Barbor, the Facilities
Manager for the University of Maine System, and for the Lewiston-Auburn College. He said that this exceeds



VI.

both the functional and regulatory needs of the college. This use will require a conditional use permit and
James Lysen stated that this project will be coming back to the Planning Board at the December

19, 2000 Meeting to obtain it. Steve Myers suggested that Planning Board Members and Staff save
their copies of their plans relative to the December 19, 2000 Planning Board Meeting. This item was then
closed to the public and the following motion was made.

MOTION: by DennisM ason, seconded by Muriel Minkowsky that the Planning Board approves the necessary waivers and
modifications, determines the application for Phase Il of the Site Plan for the Lewiston-Auburn College, 55
Westminster Street to be complete, and grants final approval, based on this application meeting the applicable
approval criteriaunder ArticleXIIl, Section I11, subject to the condition that the L ewiston-Auburn College acquires
the required Conditional Use Permit.

VOTED: 6-0.

PRE-APPLICATION HEARINGS:

A. Pre-Application and Deter mination of Compl etenessconcer ning a Proposed Amendment
to the River Road I ndustrial Condominiums Subdivision. Again, at the request of the

Planning Board, the reading of the memorandum prepared by James Fortune and dated November 22, 2000 was

waived.

H.E. Sargent, Inc. is proposing to divide the remaining land they own and create two (2), new lotsin
the subdivision. The purpose is to permit them to sell Unit No. 9 to Pike Industries, Inc., which owns the
adjacent Lot (Unit No. 6). Pike Industries will continue to use the lot (Unit No. 9) to stockpile aggregate
materials. H.E. Sargent will then retain ownership of Unit No. 8, which will continue to be used for limited
storage with a removable field office trailer. These lots are in compliance with the Industrial (1) District.
However, there is a large amount of shoreland zoning on both lots, which will require any development to
comply with specific shoreland zone regulations.

ThePolice, Fire, Code Enforcement, and Public Works Departments have no concernswith thisitem.

Arthur Montana of A.R.C.C. Land Surveyors, Inc. was present at this meeting on behalf of H.E.
Sargent.

Thisisnot aminor amendment. Two (2) lotsare being created. Thelatest revisionto thissubdivision
was doneto Lot No. 7.

Arthur Montana explained that currently both Unit Nos. 8 and 9 are one (1) lot. The frontageison
Unit No. 8. Thisisan example of acase for odd or irregular-shaped lots. Lot Nos. 3, 4, and 6 are owned by
Pike Industries. Arthur Montana went through the list of issues which Code Enforcement wanted addressed
at this meeting. He referred to Item No. 5, which was for the requirement of Note #170n the plan regarding
mineral rights. Thiswas previously not shown on the Planning Board Members' or Staff’splans. Asto ltem
No. 7, setback issues with respect to the buildings on Unit No. 3, the lots are contiguous ownership. The
owners may want to keep them separate, asfree-standing lot. Frontage is not needed. Thisisaprivate road.

Mark Paradis said that thereisan association involved. Thisneedsto be confirmed that it isrecorded
correctly. Arthur Montana said that if it isnot, it will be. After Arthur Montana’s completion of the list of
issues, which are listed on James Fortune's memorandum dated November 22, 2000 in the Planning Board
packets, the following motion was made.

MOTION: by Dennis Mason, seconded by Muriel Minkowsky that the Planning Board grants the necessary waiver and
modification request; determinesthe River Road Industrial Condominiums Subdivision, Fifth Revision, 145 River
Road to be complete, schedules aFinal Hearing for the December 19, 2000 Planning Board Meeting; and for the
applicant, H.E. Sargent, Inc. to work with the Planning Board Staff to have information necessary on the
designation as a“Condominium”.

VOTED: 6-0.
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OTHER BUSINESS:



A. New Business:

1 “Diminimus’ Change for Modifications to the Approved Site Plan for Lever’'s
Day Care, Lewiston Raceway Development, 50 Mollison Way and Authorize the
Chairman to Sign the Mylar. The following isan overview of the memorandum

prepared by James Fortune dated November 20, 2000. The proposed modifications includes the

elimination of nine (9) trees and a modification to the play area. The modification includes six (6)

trees that were previously approved for the southern (right side) ot boundary, which would be

eliminated from the plan along with three (3) treesthat were to be planted near the building. The play
area was covered with wood chips rather than grass, as shown on the approved plan.

This has been brought to the Planning Board to determine that these proposed changes are
of a“diminimus’ nature and for the Planning Board Chair to sign the revised mylar. There was no
public attendance, therefore, this was not opened to the public and the following motion was made.

MOTION: by Mark Paradis, seconded by Muriel Minkowsky that the changes proposed for the approved Site
Plan for Lever's Day Care, 50 Mollison Way are of a“diminimus’ nature and authorizes the Planning
Board Chair to sign the revised mylar.

VOTED: 6-0.

2. “Diminimus’ Changefor Modificationstothe Site Plan for 56 Alfred A. Plourde

Parkway (Neal Specialty Compounding) and Authorizethe Chairman to Signthe

Mylar. The following is an overview of the memorandum prepared by James Fortune,
which was dated November 20, 2000. The original plan was approved in July 1999 for Gendron &
Gendronfor theformer Neal Specialty Compounding, Inc. A “diminimus’ change wasalso approved
in August 2000 for this plan.

The current request is being made for modifications to the approved Landscaping Plan in
order for the occupant (Compounding Solutions) to obtain a Certificate of Occupancy from the City.
They are currently operating under atemporary occupancy certificate. Thisdevelopment needsto be
brought into compliance with the approved Site Plan in order to obtain the Certificate of Occupancy.
Currently they are in violation with respect to the landscaping, as shown on the Plan.

The Owner of Compounding Solutions has submitted a revised Landscaping Plan and
implementation schedule outlining their proposal. The modified plan eliminates the staggered rows
of Norway Sprucetrees (68 treesin all) that were shown on the original approved plan. Theapproved
Site Plan does not include any street trees. The proposed modificationsinclude four (4) Maple trees
along Goddard Road and alandscaped areaadjacent to thebuilding. Theexisting vegetated areaaong
the perimeter of the property will be maintained aswell as keeping the non-impervious area of the lot
vegetated. The parking areawill also be striped according to the plan.

Thiswasbrought to the Planning Board to determinethat these changes pertaining to thetrees
on the Site Plan are of a“diminimus’ nature and if so, to authorize the Planning Board Chair to sign
therevised mylar. Therewas no public audience in attendance, therefore, this was not opened to the
public and the following motion was made.

MOTION: by Dennis Mason, seconded by Lewis Zidle that the changes relative to the trees on the Site Plan for
Compounding Solution, 258 Goddard Road are of a“diminimus’ nature and authorizes the Planning
Board Chair to sign the revised mylar.

VOTED: 6-0.

3. Review a Proposal Concerning the Possible Acquisition of 413 Lisbon Street and
Make a Recommendation to the City Council Accordingly. Thefollowingisa
summary of the memorandum prepared by James Fortune dated November 21, 2000. The City isin
receipt of an inquiry asking them if they areinterested in purchasing the building and land located at
413 Lisbon Street. The building is attached to 411 Lisbon Street, which is owned by the City and is
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dated for demolition. Thisdemolition hasbeen put on hold because thereisno exterior wall between
thefirst floors of the two (2) buildings and they share a common I-beam acrossthe front, supporting
the two (2) buildings.

The assessed value of the building and land is $72,400.00 according to the most recent tax
records. Thereare no outstanding tax liabilities or unpaid sewer and water bills. A bi-annual payment
of taxesin the amount of $1,000.93 is due in December 2000.

The Financeand Community Devel opment Departmentsand the Downtown Advisory Board
recommend the City purchase this building.

Gil Arsenault went over the Property Acquisition/Disposition Review Formdistributed tothe

Planning Board at this meeting from Code Enforcement. His comments on this form were:
“ Given City-owned property in this area, consideration should be given to this acquisition to
landbank this with the adjoining 411 and 407 Lisbon Street (thiswould yield 80" on Lisbon Street).
However the cost of the party wall issue (i.e. construction cost of a new wall needed in the event that
411 Lisbon Street isdemolished) should be factored into the acquisition cost. My opinion isthat we
should purchase 413 Lisbhon Street at assessed value, less the cost to construct the new wall.”  Gil
Arsenault said that the common wall issue isremote.

The assessed land value is: a. $12,000 for the land and b. $60,000 for the building.

Norm Beauparlant, from the Finance Department, mentioned in hiscommentson hisReview
Form and as mentioned earlier that the demolition project has been put on hold pending further
investigation into the possible connection to 413 and 415 Lisbon Street.

Thisareaisalso in agateway areato the City. James Lysen said that the consolidation of
land is mentioned as a recommendation in the City of Lewiston's Comprehensive Plan and the
Downtown Master Plan.

Muriel Minkowsky commented that the City of Lewiston isnot in the real estate business.

Tom Peters mentioned that an option of purchase can be done if the building is vacated.

It was mentioned that an opinion may be needed from City Attorney Robert Hark. Because
of theissuementioned in Norm Beauparlant’ s Review Form, apossi bl e significant entanglement issue
on relocation requiring an opinion from Robert Hark, and the need to get this assessed, it was decided
by the Planning Board and suggested by Rob Robbins to table thisitem for further discussion at the
December 19, 2000 Planning Board Meeting. No forma motion was made.

4, Review a Proposal Concerning the Possible Disposition of Land Located at 140

Bradbury Road and Make a Recommendation to the City Council Accordingly.

James Fortune summarized his memorandum dated November 21, 2000. The heirs of the
(former) owner of a40-acre parcel of land located at 140 Bradbury Road have offered to purchase the
property back fromthe City. The City acquired the land anumber of yearsago for back taxesand has
held onto it ever since.

The assessed value of the land, according to the City of Lewiston recordsis $27,400. Since
thisis City-owned land, and has been for many years, no taxes are owned on this property.

In the comments from various City Staff, the indication is to retain this parcel, sinceit is
advantageous to the City and fits within the official policy of acquiring land in the No Name Pond
Watershed. This will help the City improve/maintain water quality by restricting and controlling
development in this area.

Accordingto 1992 records, thisparcel providesaccessto No Name Pond with approximately
800 feet of shore frontage on the pond. The large parcel could also provide a number of public
recreation opportunities that would be lost if the City sold this property. The recommendation from
the City Staff isto continue to hold for the City to retain this property.

There was no firm offer given. Thiswasjust aninquiry.

Rob Robbins commented that he was in agreement with City Staff that thisisimportant for
the watershed of No Name Pond and that it isworth maintaining. Hethen made the following motion.
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B.

MOTION: by Rob Robbins, seconded by DennisM ason that the Planning Board recommendsto the City Council
that the City retain the land located at 140 Bradbury Road.

VOTED: 6-0.

5. Selection of a Planning Board Member for the Courthouse Plaza Steering

Committee. There are two (2) meetings scheduled for the Courthouse Plaza Steering
Committee. One (1) meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, December 6, 2000 and the other meeting
is scheduled for Monday, December 18, 2000. A Planning Board Member is needed on this
committee. James Lysen suggested Planning Board Vice Chairman, Dennis Mason. The following
motion was made.

MOTION: by Mark Par adis, seconded by M uriel Minkowsky to appoint Planning Board Vice Chairman, Dennis
Mason to the Courthouse Plaza Steering Committee.
VOTED: 6-0.

After thismotion, also discussed wasthefollowing: a. CDBG - Working on an answer to the
guestion asto what isthe processfor thisyear. b. Theletter dated November 3, 2000 from Assistant
City Administrator Phil Nadeau concerning the Planning Board's role with respect to property
acquisition and dispositions for the City of Lewiston isto be placed on the agendafor December 19,
2000 under the New Businessitem. c¢. LCIP - Tom Peters mentioned that on a specific acquisition
of a property, there is a question if it necessarily needs to come back to the Planning Board for an
opinion, if itisalready approved in the LCIP (i.e. the purchase and acquisition of property such asthe
Pilsbury Block). He believesthat it might still come back to the Planning Board.

Old Business: None.

VIlIl. ADJOURNMENT: The following motion was made to adjourn.

MOTION: by Tom Peters, seconded by Muriel Minkowsky to adjourn this meeting at 10:32 p.m.
VOTED: 6-0.

Respectfully submitted,

Mark Paradis, Secretary

DMA:dma
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