
CIP Program   11-12-2020                pg. 1 of 5 

 
T O W N  O F  P E T E R B O R O U G H  

 
C A P I T A L  I M P R O V E M E N T S  C O M M I T T E E  

 
November 12, 2020 at 1:00 p.m. 

 
M I N U TE S 

 
Present: Bob Hanson, Ed Juengst, James Kelly, Leandra MacDonald, Alan Zeller, 
Valerie Jenkins and Carl Mabbs-Zeno  
  
Staff Present: Danica Melone and Laura Norton, Office of Community 
Development; Leo Smith, Finance Department 
  
 
Chair Hanson called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m. and introduced the Members 
and Staff.  
 
Minutes: 
A motion was made/seconded (Zeller/Mabbs-Zeno) to approve the Minutes of 
November 4, 2020 with all in favor. 
 
Recreation: 
 
Chair Hanson reviewed the summary of the Committee’s questions from the last 
meeting. “Let’s start with Recreation and the tennis courts” he said. Chair Hanson 
noted questions about how often the courts were being used, was there really a 
need for top-quality courts, did the School District contribute anything financially 
to the maintenance and upkeep of the courts (the Con-Val tennis teams use the 
courts as their home courts) and are these requests appropriate for the CIP or 
should this requests be integrated into the regular Operations Budget for 
Recreation. 
 
Ms. Betz noted that she had not received a copy of the questions but she would do 
her best to answer them. “First of all” she said, “the tennis courts have been used 
tons because of Covid.” She explained the typical season was from May through 
November, that the Con-Val team did indeed use the courts as their home base for 
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tournaments and that extra activity was attributed to the Monadnock Indoor Tennis 
Club being closed due to Covid.  
 
When asked about the condition of the courts Ms. Betz replied, “the courts are 
filled with cracks which are tripping hazards.” She added the recommendation for 
a full resurface of the courts was every 5 to 7 years, with the last resurface done in 
2018 at the cost of about $4000, “but we reseal the cracks every year” she said. 
Ms. Betz noted the last resurfacing intervention was done in 2016 with the most 
recent estimates for that service being $19,050 for the tennis courts and $6550 for 
the basketball court. A brief discussion on focusing on the “big picture” in the 
midst of a pandemic, the importance of court maintenance and whether or not the 
resurfacing cost should be an CIP item followed. It was also confirmed by Ms. 
Betz that the school system does not current pay anything to use the courts.  
Chair Hanson suggested a payment agreement be investigated by the Board of 
Selectmen. When a brief discussion about user fees followed Ms. Betz reminded 
the Members that the Isabelle Miller fund was dedicated the development of new 
recreational programs and was off limits for maintenance.  
 
Moving on to the Peterborough Community Center (PCC) the Members briefly 
discussed what exactly could be done for the allotted $60,000 engineering analysis of 
the building. Mr. MacLean interjected that that sum was a placeholder “and we will 
start to collaborate with Lisa on how to try to rein that in.” He told the Members an 
RFQ would be needed but his best guess was that “right now we are under $50,000 to  
look at the entire facility before any construction is done.” Mr. Juengst reiterated the 
building needs ownership. “The reality is we own it; we have it now and we must 
maintain it. It is where we vote. We need to take the first steps to move forward and 
get the expertise of  the Code Officer, DWP and Recreation to go forward” he said. 

Mr. Bartlett gave the Members a brief upfront view of the necessary engineering and 
design estimates for the building and how its’ future depends on how capital 
expenditures would be use for the building in moving forward. He noted several 
hundreds of thousands of dollars when evaluating the HVAC and lead and asbestos 
pollution “but the first step is to get a third-party expert in to assess the preservation of 
the building.” Ms. MacDonald asked about a Brownsfield assessment many years ago 
with Mr. Bartlett replying Phases 1 and II were concerned about the groundwater 
contamination and focused on groundwater analysis. “Which came out with little or no 
issues” he said.” He went on to suggest the get the first study completed and then 
update any hazardous building material assessment for the long term. 
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A brief discussion about how the building has been used as well as how it can be and 
used followed. This included the building being used as a backup building for 
emergency responses (EMS, Fire and Eversource headquarters during the 2008 Ice 
Storm ) as well as its current  designation as a reunification location for school children 
following any kind of an emergency. 

Fire Department: 

Chair Hanson began with the  $250,000 to create architectural plans for a new facility 
to house Peterborough Fire Rescue. It was noted plans would be created that would be 
used to bid the construction of the facility thus giving the town a firm cost of 
construction. 

Chief Walker gave a brief review of the details of the project that had been discussed 
in an earlier CIP meeting. He specifically noted that while a new facility for 
Peterborough Fire & Rescue had never been made, it has been discussed from as early 
as 2005 with a Municipal Facilities Feasibility Study by Weller & Michael Architects; 
a Municipal Needs Study Task Force in 2006 and another Municipal Facilities Study 
by the Master Plan Steering Committee in 2008. 

Chief Walker reviewed the justification, need and vision of the Department. He cited 
significant changes in personnel and staffing (24/7/365) as well as the significant 
changes in the Critical Care Transfer Program and funding of the town’s ambulances. 
He noted a 2016 architectural update with a Needs Assessment Programmatic Study 
by Warren Street Architects. He spoke briefly about its consistency with the original 
study by Weller and Michael, use of the motor pool space and the current needs of the 
organization as well as the potential for a municipal campus (Fire, DPW and Police) 
with their own dispatch center at the site.  

Chief Walker told the Members “the question in front of us is how to go to a project 
committee for future construction, funding requests, the bonding process and 
associated impacts.” Mr. Zeller noted that for a funding request of 8.5 million dollars 
“we’re apt to get a design for 8.5 million dollars.” A brief discussion followed with 
Mr. Bartlett in disagreement noting they would hire a firm that works for the town with 
materials and layout for a cost-effective building. “The concept and cost of the 
structure in in our hands, not the designers” he said adding “the consultants are only as 
good as their customers, we have to hold their feet to the fire to get what we want.” 

Ms. MacDonald interjected “no, that is wrong, we have an 8.5-million-dollar 
placeholder, we cannot do our job with that. We won’t know the number for the CIP 
until we plan for it, but think about it, 8.5 million dollars for a town of about 6000 
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people? Do the math. With all due respect, it doesn’t work that way. We are the only 
committee looking out into the financial future.” She noted that only with a process 
committee appointed and overseen by the Board of Selectmen would they be able to 
provide that guidance. 

Chief Walker replied, “we may not be able to build it now but we should do the needs 
assessment now.” Ms. MacDonald noted real and significant increases in property 
taxes and water and sewer rates for the users. “I am not saying you are not doing your 
job, I am just saying we need to pull in the reins a bit, if we don’t have another 
number, I don’t know what to say but 8 and a half million dollars is too much.” A brief 
discussion on the town’s debt service (increases and uncertainties) followed. Mr. 
Mabbs-Zeno noted the Members had a good idea of the Department’s needs with an 
estimate as reasonable as possible. “By arbitrarily reducing the 8.5 million is deceptive 
thinking the number will be smaller when it will not.” He went on to say he felt 
spending the money was legitimate “but we need a study of what the right number is 
and if all the features are necessary” adding “it doesn’t do any good to change the 
number we have because we don’t like it. It’s kind of like pulling the wool over the 
taxpayers’ eyes.” Ms. MacDonald again asked about any plans for synergy or 
collaboration between municipal departments on the site. “Things like sharing cold 
storage space with DPW will reduce the cost for apparatus floor space alone” she said.  
Chief Walker agreed and noted that was the ongoing plan. Ms. MacDonald noted the 
difficulty associated with their job (juggling numbers so that even with increases the 
impacts are kept as even as possible) as well as the fact that they were dealing with so 
many significant projects over the past few years. She reiterated the fact that the CIP 
was the only committee looking out at future years as a brief discussion of implications 
of pushbacks on the fire station (inadequate sleeping quarters, no training room, small 
bathrooms, outside storage of equipment) followed with Chief Walker noting “we 
need to make the determination of moving forward or not.” 

Mr. Juengst noted his concern with the potential of towns pulling out of the ambulance 
network for cost reasons, citing the example of the town of Greenfield pulling out and 
going to the town of Wilton for coverage. Chief Walker replied that while Greenfield 
had pulled out, the town of Temple had left their coverage from Wilton Ambulance 
and opted to go with Peterborough. He also told the Members that the (current) four 
communities being serviced represented about 25% of the call volume with the rest of 
the volume accounted for by Peterborough and the ambulance transfer program out of 
MCH. 
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A very general discussion about the Transcript Dam followed (low impact in 
importance but high in the aesthetics for the town) followed before going into 
deliberation of the FY2022 CIP. 

General Discussion: 

Mr. Mabbs-Zeno asked for a comparison to last year’s CIP (CIP FY 21) with Mr. 
Smith reviewing the two fiscal years. “Without any bonds a review of the debt service 
is an apples to oranges type thing” he said. After reviewing each of the spreadsheets of 
the CIP Mr. Smith noted the two years were consistent with each other. He also noted 
the major items on both were Debt Services and Roadwork. “This year you have a lot 
of balls in the air, “each with high price tags, especially the PCC” he said. 

Mr. Juengst noted he’d been on the CIP for many years and thought this year the group  
had some very good questions and concerns. Ms. MacDonald, who has been on the  
Committee from its inception, agreed. She also reiterated that she had been hard on 
Chief Walker because she believed the Committee had been served a wish list. “I don’t 
like voting on something without real numbers” she said adding “and a placeholder is 
not a real term.” 

Mr. Mabbs-Zeno suggested they change the $60,000 in Recreation’s PCC Building 
Analysis to $50,000 (and) include a recommendation to the Board of Selectmen that 
ownership and management of the PCC be resolved and that they consider a fee 
schedule for those using the recreational facilities (including the PCC as well as the 
tennis and basketball courts at Adams Playground). In that vein, Ms. MacDonald 
added they consider what kind of collaboration and synergies may be identified when 
dealing with the municipal buildings slated for the Elm Street location (DPW, Fire and 
potentially Police) as they determine the long-term future of the Community Center. 
Chair Hanson noted they should keep the $60,000 allotment for the Recreations’ 
analysis saying, “that would be the safe thing to do,” 

A motion was made/seconded (Mabbs-Zeno/Kelly) to approve the recommendations 
at hand from the Capital Improvements Committee to the Budget Committee with all 
in favor.  

The meeting adjourned at 3:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  

Laura Norton 

Office of Community Development 


