Item 13

Report From Property & Public Lands Committee Meeting
May 28, 2025 in City Council Chambers

Time Commenced: 6:01pm
Time Adjourned: 7:10pm
In Attendance: Councilor Michael Frett (Chair); Councilor Lauren McPherson;
Councilor Scott Cooper; City Manager, Gary Lamb
Applicant Proposers: Jesse Gibbon, Ben Spencer and Sven Granholm
Public Attendees: Food Pantry President and Treasurer, Rick Cote; Jane Radcliffe;
Roger Pomerleau; Bob Mclintyre, Sue Bell, one unidentified resident

Pursuant to directions from the City Council, the Committee met to evaluate and score the written
proposal from Gibbon, Spencer & Granholm Holdings, for the sale and reuse of the Second Street Fire
Station. Following introductions and the Chair's brief outline for how the meeting would proceed,
Councilors began a discussion of the six (6) scoring criteria, outlined in the City's March 13, 2025 RFP.
Prior to starting the meeting, the Chair had given each Councilor a scoring sheet that mimicked section 1V
from the RFP. Each criterion was then addressed individually. The discussion flowed back and forth, from
Councilors to Proposers, with time allotted for public input. Questions, and answers received, were asked
and exchanged among the gathering. In the end, we had a discussion that was focused, informative and
instructive. Please refer to the attached minutes for a more in-depth understanding of issues that stood out,
and measures for possible resolutions.

In addition to the forgoing, the Committee is of the opinion that, in the absence of a definitive
involvement of a historical consultant, the City should consider alternative methods for ensuring the
buildings historical upkeep in perpetuity, such as covenants in a deed. Furthermore, although the issue of
parking spaces for the building's tenants remains unresolved, the Committee is presently comfortable with
the City designating at least three (3) spaces in the lot, at this time. | should also add that the Committee
assessed the Proposers as being motivated and otherwise seeming qualified to undertake the project.

Finally, the Committee's scoring sheets show the following averages for each category:

1. Scope of Proposal and Concept Plan.......................... 31.66
2. Qualifications of Project Team.................c.cooiiiint, 15.33
3. Evidence of Financial Capacity & Project Feasibility...... 15.66
4. Project Schedule...........oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 9.33
5. Acquisition Price.........cooovviiiiiiiiii 6.66
6. Bonus Points............coooiiiiiii 3.66
Total = 82.3

The Committee also recommends continued support for the proposal, pending receipt of the information
contained in the minutes, and the above referenced items.

Respectfully submitted,
Michael V. Frett, Chair



Minutes From

Hallowell City Council’s Property/Public Lands Committee Meeting

Wednesday May 28, 2025 starting 6pm in City Hall Council Chambers

(Councilor/Chair Michael Frett and Councilors Lauren McPherson and Scott Cooper attended. Councilor Karen Knox was absent)
Other attendees were Food Pantry President and Treasurer Rick Cote, Roger Pomerleau, Jane Radcliffe, Bob Mclintyre, Sue Bell, Jesse

Gibbon, Sven Granholm, Ben Spencer, Gary Lamb and one unidentified resident.

1. Chair Michael Frett opened the meeting at 6:01 with introductions

2. Discussion ensued concerning the written proposal from Gibbon, Spencer and Granholm Holdings, for the
sale and reuse of the Second Street Fire Station. RFP scoring criteria were used to guide the discussion
which was informative and instructive for both sides.

Considerable discussion centered around the food pantry remaining as is without rent. Such
provisions need more work in a P and S agreement, lease or deed, but first the City Council needs to
decide to sell the property or go back out to bid again.

Applicants stated since they would not make many building exterior changes other than windows and
doors, they do not see a great need for an historic consultant to be a major part of the project.
Applicants stated they do not need to borrow funds for this project. They envision three small
apartments on the top floor, one commercial tenant in the middle floor and pantry remaining in the
basement. Floor plans can be created by an architect once the sale is confirmed.

Heat pumps will be the main heat/AC source, but some form of natural gas heat might be needed for
extra cold winter days.

The building will be insulated using existing 2” x 4” walls and will NOT be furred out to 2” x 6” walls.
The food pantry is asking for long term language for any and all utility or other costs they do not pay
now, just so they know how to budget in the future.

Applicants stated they plan on providing some level of public access to the hose tower, but access
details are not certain at this time.

Councilor McPherson asked why wasn’t their bid price higher? Applicants answered that the lack of
rent from food pantry, required public access to hose tower and poor parking all contributed to a
lower property value, lower bid price and higher construction costs.

3. Next steps are as follows:

Applicants will create a utility cost MOU/ lease provision so the pantry knows future occupancy costs
Applicants will provide a more detailed document from a bank describing the applicants financial
ability for this project.

Applicants will provide a written request for the # of parking spaces they want reserved for tenants.
Committee will score this proposal and make a recommendation to the City Council

City Council must decide whether to move forward with this proposal or go back out to bid.

4. Motion was made by Councilor Cooper to adjourn at 7:10.pm, seconded by Councilor McPherson and
motion approved on 3-0 vote.



IV. EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSAL

The City will evaluate and score the written proposals based on the following Evaluation Criteria:
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Does the proposal show an understanding of the scope of work and demonstrate ‘
understanding both of the important role the building serves in the downtown zone? :2 ”}“
Does conceptual plan and description incorporate many of the desired attributes :
listed in the Scope of Work section? ', 1,- CA‘/

Qualifications of Project Team (20 points):

Do the people who will work on the project have the necessary skills? Are sufficient
skilled people assigned to the project? The Project Team has successfully completed :
projects of similar scope, including redevelopment of municipal properties, adaptive @
reuse, and historic renovations, and has demonstrated a high likelihood to complete
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Evidence of Financial Capacity & Project Feasibility (20 points): R, } JY"
The Proposal includes details on proposed tenants and financing for the projec?. \ Q
Demonstrates financial capacity to complete the project in the manner proposed.

Project Schedule (10 points):

Can the work be completed in the timeframe required? Can targeted start and
completion dates be met? Are other qualified personnel available, if required, to
assist in meeting the project schedule? Is the project team available to attend \ O
meetings as required by the Scope of Work? The Proposal includes a detailed timeline
showing the Developer’s understanding of the planning and development process.

Acquisition Price (10 points): S«
The price offered will be a key component of the evaluation and may be negotiable.
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