TOWN OF
NEW LONDON, NEW HAMPSHIRE

375 MAIN STREET ®* NEW LONDON, NH 03257 ¢ NEWLONDON.NH.GOV

TO: Board of Selectmen

FROM: Sam Clarke, Director of Public Works & Adam Ricker, Town Planner
DATE: July 31, 2025

SUBJECT: Review & Feedback on New London Municipal Building Study

Dear Selectmen,

Following our review of the Revised New London Municipal Building Study, we are providing
this memo as a full overview of the document, highlighting key observations, cost
considerations, and facility-specific concerns. Our intent is to identify areas that warrant closer
attention due to structural conditions, potential investment, or operational impact.

The 83-page study contains a wide range of facility data, condition assessments, and cost
estimates. While we continue working through the full document, this memo outlines the
buildings and recommendations we believe require immediate discussion or clarification.
Through this process, the study will help shape and guide future capital planning efforts,
enabling the Town to take a structured and informed approach to long-term facility investment
and maintenance.

We also note that a few of the early pages contain cumulative cost summaries, which can appear
overwhelming at first glance. These figures reflect in-kind replacement estimates based on
standard industry practices. However, they do not necessarily represent the direction the Town
will take. In some cases, it may be more appropriate to consolidate or decommission certain
facilities rather than pursue full replacement or major upgrades.

The study remains a valuable tool for long-term asset management and capital planning. It has

already helped bring focused attention to high-priority facilities—such as the Highway
Department Office Building—which is now under evaluation.

1. Transfer Station Cottage
Study Summary:

Categorized as "beyond repair" with foundation failure; recommended for immediate
replacement at an estimated cost of $550,000.



Staff Observations:

o Despite deferred maintenance, the building remains functional as office space,
breakroom, and restroom for Transfer Station staff.

o It holds historic and architectural value consistent with the Town’s preservation goals.

o Site visits by the Town Archivist and Select Board Chair support exploring preservation
and renovation.

Recommendation:

We recommend commissioning a third-party structural engineer to evaluate the foundation and
framing. With targeted repairs and access improvements, rehabilitation appears feasible and
likely more cost-effective than replacement.

2. Old Main Street Cemetery Maintenance Shed
Study Summary:

Recommended replacement due to age and deterioration, with an estimated replacement cost of
$50,000.

Staff Observations:

o The shed serves its current purpose for storing mowers, hand tools, and seasonal
landscaping equipment.

e Minor framing issues could be addressed by in-house staff through structural
reinforcement.

o Replacement may negatively impact the historic character of the cemetery.

o The proposed cost appears high relative to the building’s use.

Recommendation:

Basic in-house repairs and maintenance are recommended to extend the shed’s useful life and
avoid unnecessary costs.

3. Brush and Metal Facility
Study Summary:

Listed in poor condition and deemed unsuitable for occupancy, with a recommended
replacement cost of $25,000.

Staff Observations:

o The study does not clearly define what deems the facility unfit for occupancy.

o If further use is warranted, a structural engineering review could determine viability.

o Alternatives include simplified replacement with an accessible shed or full removal if no
longer needed.



Recommendation:
Further evaluation is warranted. Depending on future use and structural condition, the Town
could repair, replace with a smaller structure, or decommission the facility.

4. Project Scope, Formatting & Maintenance Planning

Study Observations:

o Detail varies significantly between buildings; some include comprehensive
recommendations, while others are brief.

e Maintenance tasks are sometimes embedded in narrative form, rather than structured
tables, making comparison difficult.

o At the Town’s request, a column was added to identify whether tasks could be completed
by municipal staff or would require contractors. This column includes a few examples but
was not fully completed, leaving future population to Town staff.

Implementation Update:

We are currently integrating maintenance tasks from the study into the Town’s IWORQ software
system. This will help facility staff prioritize and track daily and long-term maintenance
responsibilities more effectively. While formatting inconsistencies exist, the report provides a
sound base for establishing a structured maintenance program.

5. Cost Estimates
Study Observations:

o Several estimates appear higher than comparable local work.

o Example: Academy Building roof'is listed at $65,000, while 2025 contractor
estimates range between $27,000 and $37,000.

o The study was not intended to differentiate between contractor and in-house work. For
instance, the Sewer Garage roof and siding are estimated at $34,000 in the report, yet
Town staff are currently performing the work for under $3,000 in materials.

e Some proposed cosmetic improvements may exceed the practical needs of limited-use
buildings.

Clarification:

The consultant developed cost projections using professional judgment and standard assumptions
for full replacement or improvement. While these serve as helpful planning baselines, final
project decisions will depend on Select Board direction, available funding, and operational
priorities. The Town may choose not to pursue some repairs, replacements, or continued use of
certain facilities, and each project will require its own assessment at the time of implementation.



6. Next Steps & Use of the Study

To move forward effectively, we recommend the following:

o Commission structural evaluations of the Transfer Station Cottage, Cemetery Shed,
and Brush and Metal Facility.

o Use the study as a reference tool for planning, not a rigid roadmap.

o Develop a repair matrix in collaboration with DPW, Planning, and the Town
Administrator, based on operational need and financial sustainability.

We remain committed to maintaining the Town’s assets with practicality and long-term
stewardship in mind.

Sincerely,

Sam Clarke
Director of Public Works

Adam Ricker
Town Planner



