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NEW LONDON BOARD OF SELECTMEN 

MEETING MINUTES 

Tuesday, June 30, 2026 

Whipple Memorial Town Hall 

2:00 PM 

 
PRESENT: 

Janet Kidder, Chairman 

Bebe Hammond Casey, Selectman 

Richard Anderson, Selectman 

Ashley Seybold, Town Administrator 

Sam Clarke, DPW Director 

Adam Ricker, Town Planner 

Chief Emily Cobb, New London Police Department 

ALSO PRESENT: 

Steven Roy, Weimann Lamphere Architects 

Kevin Aitken, Weimann Lamphere Architects 

Bob Bowers 

Rich Epstein 

Phil Sherman 

 

 

 

 

Chair Kidder called the meeting to order at 2:00 PM. 

 

Steven Roy, Weimann Lamphere Architects, walked through a presentation: 

1.1. Project Goals (RFP for Architects) 

• Plan and construct a replacement office building. 
• Expand vehicle bay capacity for the Department of Public Works (DPW). 
• Maintain the ability to develop other parts of the site for future uses (e.g., Police Department). 

1.2. Site Constraints and Existing Conditions 

• Substation Property (Magenta/Purple): Completely off-limits, even access is limiting. 
• Transmission Line Easement (Blue): Cuts through the center, no construction allowed within 

this "imaginary wall" zone. 
• Wetlands (Lighter Green): Adjacent to property, edges onto property in some spots. 
• Buffer Zone (Yellow): From property setbacks, less restrictive with some flexibility. 
• Existing DPW Garage: 

• Solid built bones, fairly good condition, but systems are at end-of-life. 
• Exterior siding is damaged due to water runoff (no gutters). 
• Will require more maintenance as it ages. 

• Temporary Office Trailers: Temporary solution, not meant for long-term. 
• Storage Garage and Conx Box: Functional but not operationally efficient. 
• Existing Salt Shed: 
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• Functional but volume is not fully usable due to stacking limitations. 
• Tensile structure attached to stack blocks, not watertight at the bottom. 
• Water infiltration leads to salt loss and contamination of local area. 
• Asset study identified it as a building of concern due to block foundation and 

structural integrity issues in high winds. 
• Existing Office Building: No longer present (torn down). 

 

1.3. DPW Facility Options Reviewed 

Option Description 

New 

Square 

Footage 

(Approx.) 

Key Features / Impact 

Option 1 

Maintain existing 

structures, infill new 

construction without 

major adjustment. 

6,910 sq 

ft 
Acts as replacement for torn-down building. Provides 

administrative, meeting, break/locker, maintenance, and wash 

bay space. Does not add additional storage bays. 

Option 2 

Similar to Option 1, 

slight rearrangement 

for additional square 

footage. 

7,812 sq 

ft 
Allows for one additional vehicle bay. Largest addition without 

major site adjustment. 

Option 3 

Demolishes and 

relocates some 

existing facilities to 

improve 

functionality. 

9,870 sq 

ft 

Salt shed moved north, allowing for poured foundation and 

improved water sealing. Recycling storage removed, 

equipment to be consolidated. All DPW uses consolidated into 

one attached facility (salt shed separate). Includes office space, 

additional bathrooms, storage mezzanine, tire storage, 

maintenance, wash bay, and additional vehicle storage. 

Provides most impact to daily DPW 

operations. 

Option 4 

Leaves salt shed and 

recycling building 

in place, new 

construction on 

same side as torn-

down building. 

7,275 sq 

ft 

Takes up all corners of the site, limiting future municipal use. 

Oddly shaped due to power line easement. Focus on 

maintenance and human resources, no additional 

storage bays. 

Option 5 

New construction of 

required spaces, 

existing garage 

separate. 

8,300 sq 

ft 
Maintains ability to use east side for future municipal use. Salt 

shed moved north. Drive-through option for new building. 

Option 6 

(Preferred 

Alternative) 

Expanded and built 

upon Option 3. 
(Larger 

than 

Option 3) 

Includes four additional storage bays, maximizing site 

potential. Includes office spaces, breakroom, locker spaces. 

Existing garage will be resided, floor cleaned, concrete 

resealed, repainted, and general maintenance to extend life by 

25-30 years. New additions will have lower slope or flat roofs. 
 

1.4. Key Discussion Points (Preferred Alternative - Option 6) 

• Flat Roofs: 

• Not an issue for snow with modern technology (single-ply membranes, heat-welded 

joints). 



Board of Selectmen    May 19, 2026 

Meeting Minutes    Page 3 of 5 

 

• Reliable, 30-year roofs with 30-year warranty, if properly designed and installed. 
• Allows for solar panels on certain portions. 
• Operational benefit: snow sheds away from garage doors, avoiding deterioration and 

snow piles. 
• Roof Cost Differential: Steep slope asphalt shingles generally less expensive than flat roofs, 

but standing seam roofs would be more expensive. Flat roofs offer flexibility when abutting 

existing structures. 
• Future Expansion (Second Level): Unlikely for garage portion due to practicality (vertical 

transportation, elevators, stairs). Adding onto sides is generally easier. 
• Siding Replacement: Existing is fiber cement board, deteriorated by water. Replacing only 

damaged areas and repainting is an option, but full residing is currently included in pricing. 

Addressing siding, mold, and moisture issues now is more cost-effective long-term. 
• Construction Impact on Operations: 

• Upper lot available for temporary storage trailers during construction. 
• Aim to time construction outside of peak winter operations. 
• Summer operations less affected as staff are often on the road. 
• Utilizing upper lot and power line easement area as "flex space" will help. 
• Note: Decentralized options (Option 1/2) would complicate staging. 

• Current Capacity: The preferred option's design fully utilizes almost every bay with the 

current DPW fleet. Not much expansion space left within the proposed footprint. 
• Recycling Building & Salt Shed (justification for demolition/relocation): 

• Salt Shed: Tarp system nearing end-of-life. Structural concerns (asset study). 

Environmental impact: desire to limit storm water runoff contaminating Lyon Brook 

and Kezar Lake. 
• Recycling Building: Prefab, unheated structure (80s). Needs repairs (residing, roof). 

Inefficiently utilized (stores half of recycling, tire storage, sign shop). Operations will 

be handled independently (e.g., at transfer station or with recycling funds). 
• Conservation Committee Storage: Suggestion for future storage of materials (lumber, hand 

tools). Sam suggests Shephard Pit as a better location for outdoor storage and bulk materials. 
•  

 

2. Police Department Facility Considerations 

2.1. Site Feasibility (Northeast Side) 

• Initial look at existing program requirements from past studies. 
• Pink outline shows maximum potential building footprint given setbacks and power pole 

easement. 
• Secure gates for DPW and Police, fenced enclosure for Police. 
• Two Sallyport bays possible. 
• Constrained by setback lines and power pole easement. 

2.2. Options Explored 

• Option 1: Single-story building (11,685 sq ft). Shy of program requirements but functional. 
• Option 2: Two-story building (14,600 sq ft). Meets full program requirements but with 

compromises for two-story access. 
2.3. Estimated Costs (Back-of-the-napkin estimates) 

• Smaller Plan (11,685 sq ft): 
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• Hard construction cost: ~$8.7 million ($750/sq ft, includes site work, fencing, gates). 
• Total project cost (with soft costs): ~$10 million. 

• Two-Story Plan (14,600 sq ft): 

• Hard construction cost: ~$11 million. 
• Total project cost (with soft costs): ~$13 million. 

• Note: Police departments have higher per-square-foot costs due to smaller spaces, special 

equipment. Soft costs include design fees, engineering, CM/GC fees/profit, general 

conditions, legal fees, permits, furniture, internet, security, etc. 
• General Sense: Potential police station on this site would be a "shoehorn" fit, better suited for 

future DPW expansion or other municipal use. 
 

3. Next Steps & Schedule Options 

3.1. Cost Estimates 

• Preliminary Cost Estimate for Preferred DPW Option: Underway, expected in 1-2 weeks. 

• Estimate Range: Architect's estimate for the preferred option (Option 6) is currently $8-9 

million (back-of-the-napkin, includes all soft costs and existing building upgrades). This is a 

rough estimate and not a line-by-line breakdown. 
• Request: Board would like cost estimates for all options, if reasonably achievable based on 

differences. Detailed breakdown for the preferred option, including individual components 

like the salt shed, is expected. 
3.2. Project Delivery Methods 

• Construction Manager (CM) Approach: 

• Recommended: Good for this project due to DPW remaining occupied during 

renovation/addition. 
• Allows early collaboration with CM for phasing and logistics. 
• Teamwork-oriented. 

• Design-Bid-Build: 

• Less certainty in terms of teamwork and process. 
3.3. Schedule Options 

• Option 1: Slow and Steady (Current Path) 

• Finish schematic design, develop cost estimate. 
• Prepare informational packets and public meeting presentations. 
• Bond vote in March. 
• Post-bond vote: several months for design work and permitting. 
• Construction start: end of September. 
• Drawbacks: Not ideal bidding period (summer), higher costs due to winter conditions 

(heating, concrete). 
• Occupancy: Spring 2028. 

• Option 2: Design At Risk (Construct Sooner) 

• Agreement needed to move forward with further design before bond vote. 
• Risk: Spending more on design before bond approval. 
• Allows subcontractor bidding in March (right after bond vote, if successful). 
• Construction start: May/June. 
• Foundations in earlier, more progress before winter. 
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• Benefits: Shaves 4 months off schedule, potentially saves 1% of construction cost (due 

to escalation), avoids winter conditions. 
• Occupancy: Spring 2028. 

 

4. Decisions & Action Items 

4.1. Decisions Made 

• The Board will await the detailed cost estimate for the preferred DPW option (Option 6) and, 

if possible, comparative estimates for other options. 
• The Board does not see a need to include another department (e.g., Police Department) on the 

DPW site at this time, prioritizing future expansion space for Public Works. 
4.2. Action Items 

• Steven Roy / Kevin Atken: Provide preliminary cost estimate for the preferred DPW option 

(Option 6) within 1-2 weeks, including a detailed breakdown of components (e.g., salt shed). 
• Steven Roy / Kevin Atken: Provide reasonable comparative cost estimates for other DPW 

options if feasible. 
• Board of Selectmen: Review the forthcoming detailed cost estimates for DPW options. 

4.3. Follow-up Actions 

• Discuss project delivery method (CM vs. Design-Bid-Build) once cost estimates are available. 
• Discuss preferred schedule option once cost estimates are available and delivery method is 

considered. 
4.4. Key Takeaways 

• The preferred DPW facility design (Option 6) consolidates operations, addresses critical 

environmental and structural issues with the salt shed and recycling building, and aims for a 

25-30 year lifespan for the existing garage with renovations. 
• The design maximizes site potential for DPW and preserves the north side for future 

municipal use, though a police station on that parcel would be a "shoehorn" fit. 
• Cost escalation and winter conditions are significant factors influencing the project schedule 

and overall cost. 
 

 

The meeting adjourned at 3:10 PM.  

 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

 

Ashley Seybold 

Town of New London 

 
Note: RSA 91-A:2, II provides that “Minutes of all such meetings, including nonpublic sessions, shall 

include the names of members, persons appearing before the public bodies, and a brief description of the 

subject matter discussed and final decisions.”  A video of the entire meeting may be available for viewing 

on the town website, NewLondon.NH.gov, if more than the brief description contained in these meeting 

minutes is desired.   
 


