
 
 

KEENE CITY COUNCIL 
Council Chambers, Keene City Hall 

May 7, 2026 
7:00 PM 

 

 
 
 
    
  ROLL CALL 
    
  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
    
  MINUTES FROM PRECEDING MEETING 
  • April 16, 2026 Minutes 
    
A. HEARINGS / PRESENTATIONS / PROCLAMATIONS 
  1. Proclamation - National Bike Month 
  2. Proclamation - Municipal Clerks Week 
  3. Proclamation - National Kids to Parks Day 
    
B. ELECTIONS / NOMINATIONS / APPOINTMENTS / CONFIRMATIONS 
  1. Nomination - Heritage Commission 
    
C. COMMUNICATIONS 
  1. Keene Family YMCA - Request for Road Closure of Summit Road for the 

Otter Romp Youth Triathlon Race - June 7, 2026 
  2. Terri O'Rorke - Request to Address Nuisance Dog Barking During 

Daytime Hours 
  3. Councilor Jones - Draft Resolution for Consideration Addressing the 

Burden on Local Property Taxpayers 
  4. Black Cloud Brewing Co. - Request for Permission to Serve Alcohol - 

Sidewalk Café 
  5. Councilors Williams, Ruttle-Miller and Workman - Implementation of 2025 

Comprehensive Master Plan - Housing Initiatives 
    

Page 1 of 76



 

 

D. REPORTS - COUNCIL COMMITTEES 
  1. Concerns With Parking on Marlboro Street and Enforcement Measures 
  2. Concerns and Recommendations Regarding the Proposed Parking Lot at 

the Skate Park 
  3. Request for Consideration of an Ordinance Amendment to Allow Leashed 

Dogs in Woodland Cemetery 
  4. 2026 Construction Season Update 
  5. Downtown Infrastructure Project Update 
    
E. CITY MANAGER COMMENTS 
    
F. REPORTS - CITY OFFICERS AND DEPARTMENTS 
  1. Acceptance of Donations - Finance Director 
    
G. REPORTS - BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 
    
H. REPORTS - MORE TIME 
  1. Brittany Williams - Concerns Relating to Cars Congesting Royal Avenue 

During School Pick-up 
    
I. ORDINANCES FOR FIRST READING 
  1. Relating to the Process to Amend the Zoning Text and Zoning Map 

Ordinance O-2026-08 
    
J. ORDINANCES FOR SECOND READING 
    
K. RESOLUTIONS 
  1. Relating to the 2026/2027 Fiscal Year Budget 

Resolution R-2026-09 
    
L. TABLED ITEMS 
  1. Request to Review Recent Amendments to Land Development Code - 

Adopted September 18, 2025 (O-2025-15-A) 
    
  NON PUBLIC SESSION 
    
  ADJOURNMENT 
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A regular meeting of the Keene City Council was held on Thursday, April 16, 2026. In the 
Mayor’s absence, the City Clerk called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM. Roll called: Randy L. 
Filiault, Michele A. Chalice, Catherine I. Workman, Bryan J. Lake, Jacob R. Favolise, Laura E. 
Tobin, Robert C. Williams, Philip M. Jones, Kris E. Roberts, Bettina A. Chadbourne, Edward J. 
Haas, Laura E. Ruttle-Miller, Molly V. Ellis, and Thomas F. Powers were present. Mitchell H. 
Greenwald was absent. A motion by Councilor Filiault to appoint Councilor Powers as 
temporary Chair was duly seconded by Councilor Jones. The motion carried unanimously with 
14 Councilors voting in favor. Councilor Greenwald was absent. Chair Powers took his place at 
the dais. Councilor Tobin led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
MINUTES FROM PRECEDING MEETING 
 
A motion by Councilor Filiault to adopt the April 2, 2026 City Council meeting minutes as 
presented was duly seconded by Councilor Jones. The motion carried unanimously with 14 
Councilors present and voting in favor. Councilor Greenwald was absent. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Chair Powers led the Council in honoring Councilor Ruttle-Miller, who celebrated an April 
birthday. 
 
The Chair also shared upcoming dates of interest in April and May 2026: 
 

• The afternoon of April 17, 2026: Academic Excellence Celebration at the Keene State 
College Student Center. 

• April 25, 2026: Green Up Keene, supplies available from 8:00 AM to 12:00 PM at Keene 
Public Works. 

• May 3, 2026: Old Man of the Mountain Day 
• May 3, 2026 through May 9, 2026: National Small Business Week  
• May 5, 2026: Teacher Appreciation Day 

 
Lastly, Chair Powers shared a reminder that the proposed Operating Budget for FY 26/27 would 
be distributed in Council mailboxes on Friday, May 1, 2026. The Budget Resolution would be 
presented at the City Council meeting on May 7, 2026 for referral to the Finance, Organization 
and Personnel (FOP) Committee. FOP will conduct special Budget review meetings on May 12, 
2026 and May 19, 2026, both starting at 5:30 PM in the Council Chambers. The regular FOP 
meetings of May 14, 2026 and May 28, 2026 will start early at 5:30 PM for Budget review as 
well. The Public Hearing on the Operating Budget will be conducted at the regular City Council 
meeting on June 4, 2026 at 7:00 PM. 
 
PROCLAMATION - FRIENDS OF KEENE THE PUBLIC LIBRARY - SPRING BOOK SALE 
 
Chair Powers welcomed former Mayor Kendall Lane, Vice Chair of the Friends of the Keene 
Public Library. Chair Powers read into the record and presented a Proclamation to Mr. Lane 
declaring April 24, 2026 through April 26, 2026 as Friends of the Public Library Days and urged 
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citizens of the Monadnock Region to visit the Spring Book Sale at the Public Library in support 
of continued excellent Library programs and facilities. 
 
Mr. Lane explained that the Book Sale is very important to the Library. Every year, there are two 
Book Sales, and they provide an opportunity to support the Library by buying supplies, paying 
for services, and paying for items at the Library that the taxpayers do not have to. The last two 
Book Sales set records for funds raised. They are tremendous opportunities to access books. Mr. 
Lane much prefers books to devices. There are new titles and fiction, nonfiction, biography, 
cookbooks, art, and large print. At the Spring Book Sale for $5, you bring any bag and fill it up 
with books; that is all it takes. Mr. Lane called it a tremendous opportunity for the community 
and strongly encouraged everyone to take advantage of it. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS - ROBERT AND SANDRA HAMM; BARBARA AND FRANK 
RICHTER; TOM DUSTON - CONCERNS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE 
PROPOSED PARKING LOT AT THE SKATE PARK; AND VICKY MORTON - IN 
SUPPORT OF BARBARA RICHTER’S LETTER ABOUT CONCERNS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE PROPOSED PARKING LOT AT THE SKATE 
PARK 
 
The first communication was received from Robert and Sandra Hamm, expressing concern that 
the proposed parking lot near Beaver Brook does not meet the requirements of the Surface Water 
Protection Ordinance and would increase risks of runoff into Beaver Brook and cause erosion. 
They further suggest that all areas within 100 feet of Beaver Brook would benefit from the 
Beaver Brook Restoration Plan prepared in 2009 by Moosewood Ecological LLC for the City. 
The report recommends establishing a healthy riparian zone of native, flood-tolerant, deep-
rooted plants that stabilize stream banks, filter runoff, cool the water, and support wildlife. 
Additionally, they believe that adding a community garden with raised beds and pollinator 
gardens would better align with Keene’s commitment in 2021 as a “bee-friendly” community. 
 
A second communication was received from Barbara and Frank Richter, expressing concern that 
the proposed parking lot near Beaver Brook conflicts with the requirements of the Surface Water 
Protection Ordinance and the Beaver Brook Restoration Plan prepared in 2009 by Moosewood 
Ecological LLC for the City. They recommend instead of installing this new parking lot, that the 
soil is capped, a pollinator garden is planted, and the area is fenced off. Additionally, they 
believe that adding more trees, rain gardens, and possibly raised beds with sealed bottoms would 
provide greater public benefit. 
 
A third communication was received from Vicky Morton, supporting Barbara Richter’s letter 
and stating that she would like to see more interactions between City personnel and the 
neighborhood prior to initiating these types of proposals. 
 
A fourth communication was received Tom Duston, expressing concern that the proposed 
parking lot would add impervious ground that he believes would be detrimental to the needs of 
the neighborhood. Instead, he would like the City to consult with gardening consultants about 
what types of plants and trees could be planted in the contaminated soil. 
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Chair Powers recognized the City Manager for comments. City Manager Elizabeth Ferland said 
this project, which many of the letters reference as a proposed design, is well beyond the 
proposal stage. The reason that there is the need for a parking lot or pavement in this location is 
because there is soil that is contaminated under the ground. Therefore, the City cannot use 
pervious type materials and pavement must be kept there. Having said that, the City Manager 
thought there could be a discussion about what the City does on the pavement, noting that it 
could be a lot more than parking. She said there are all sorts of opportunities for things that can 
happen, so that is what she anticipated for this conversation at the next MSFI meeting. 
 
Chair Powers referred the communications to the Municipal Services, Facilities and 
Infrastructure Committee. 
 
COMMUNICATION - VICKY MORTON - PROPOSAL TO REPURPOSE GRANITE PIECES 
ON ISLAND STREET FOR USE AT THE SKATE PARK PROPERTY 
 
A communication was received from Vicky Morton, requesting that the City move some of the 
leftover construction granite located on Island Street to the Skate Park to beautify the space. 
Chair Powers referred the communication to the City Manager. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS - MONADNOCK INTERFAITH PROJECT; AND COUNCILOR 
RUTTLE-MILLER - IN OPPOSITION TO REVIEW OF LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE 
AMENDMENTS CODIFIED WITH THE ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE  
 
The first communication was received from Tom Julius and Angela Pape of the Monadnock 
Interfaith Project, opposing amending O-2025-15-A, emphasizing the widespread impact of 
housing challenges across incomes and age groups. They oppose reopening the ordinance so 
soon, urging the City to allow time for its impact to be evaluated and to focus instead on other 
housing strategies identified in the 2023 City of Keene Housing Needs Assessment and Strategy 
report. 
 
A second communication was received from Councilor Ruttle-Miller, in opposition to revisiting 
the Land Development Code amendments adopted under Ordinance O-2025-15-A, particularly 
the change allowing up to six dwelling units per lot in the Medium Density District. She 
indicates that insufficient time and data exist to evaluate the policy’s impact and emphasizes that 
the amendment supports the City’s housing goals and broader state data encouraging reduced 
development barriers. She urges the Council to rely on comprehensive data and long-term 
evaluation rather than anecdotal concerns when considering any changes. 
 
Chair Powers noted that these communications were in reference to a pending item on the 
Planning, Licenses and Development Committee agenda, and were filed into the record as 
informational. 
 
PLD REPORT - COPPER CANNON DISTILLERY - REQUEST TO PARTICIPATE IN THE 
KEENE FARMERS’ MARKET 
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A Planning, Licenses and Development Committee report was read, unanimously recommending 
that the City Council grant permission to Copper Cannon Distillery to sell alcohol and provide 
individual product samples to patrons at the 2026 Keene Farmers’ Market on City property 
licensed to the Keene Farmers’ Market in accordance with the requirements of the State Liquor 
Commission. Said permission is contingent on the following: submittal of a signed letter of 
permission from the Keene Farmers’ Market; obtainment of all necessary permits and licenses 
and compliance with all laws. A motion by Councilor Filiault to carry out the intent of the 
Committee report was duly seconded by Councilor Jones. The motion carried unanimously with 
14 Councilors present and voting in favor. Councilor Greenwald was absent. 
  
PLD REPORT - KEENE SWAMPBATS - REQUEST TO DISCHARGE FIREWORKS - 
INDEPENDENCE EVE CELEBRATION - JULY 3, 2026 
 
A Planning, Licenses and Development Committee report was read, unanimously recommending 
the City Council grant a revocable license to the Keene Swamp Bats for the discharge of 
fireworks on Friday, July 3, 2026 at Alumni Field, with a rain date to be determined in 
coordination with City staff, subject to the licensing requirements identified in the staff report. 
All permissions granted herein are subject to compliance with the City-approved safety protocol 
document, which becomes a part of this license. A motion by Councilor Filiault to carry out the 
intent of the Committee report was duly seconded by Councilor Jones. The motion carried with 
13 Councilors voting in favor and 1 Councilor voting in opposition. Councilor Chalice voted in 
the minority. Councilor Greenwald was absent. 
 
PLD REPORT - ALANA FIERO/KEENE YOUNG PROFESSIONALS - REQUEST TO USE 
CITY PROPERTY - TASTE OF KEENE FOOD FESTIVAL - JUNE 6, 2026 
 
A Planning, Licenses and Development Committee report was read, unanimously recommending 
that the City Council grant a revocable license to the Keene Young Professionals Network to use 
downtown City rights-of-way to conduct the Taste of Keene Food Festival on Saturday, June 6, 
2026, subject to the licensing requirements identified in the staff report, including associated 
road closures and authorization of free parking. All permissions granted herein are subject to 
compliance with the City approved safety protocol document, which becomes a part of this 
license. A motion by Councilor Filiault to carry out the intent of the Committee report was duly 
seconded by Councilor Jones. 
 
Councilor Ruttle-Miller asked whether Committee recommendations like these first five could be 
grouped into a mass motion when they are about the same types of events/situations (e.g., street 
fairs). The City Attorney replied that it could be a discussion for all the licenses together and 
noted that the recent adjustments had saved quite a bit of time already, but she heard the 
Councilor. Councilor Filiault said one reason they had not grouped license requests like these up 
to this point is because of unique road closures for each event. At the past week’s meeting, he 
said they reduced the number of things that had to be said during each motion (and he welcomed 
further reductions) but reiterated that the footprints for each event are different. 
 
The motion carried unanimously with 14 Councilors present and voting in favor. Councilor 
Greenwald was absent. 
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PLD REPORT - PATHWAYS FOR KEENE - REQUEST TO USE CITY PROPERTY - 4 ON 
THE 4TH ROAD RACE - JULY 4, 2026 
 
Councilor Jones recalled that he has a standing Conflict of Interest for this event and would be 
recused because he is on the Pathways for Keene Board. 
 
A Planning, Licenses and Development Committee report was read, unanimously recommending 
the City Council grant a revocable license to Pathways for Keene to use City property and rights-
of-way to conduct the 4 on the 4th Road Race on Saturday, July 4, 2026, subject to the licensing 
requirements identified in the staff report, including associated road closures and authorization of 
free parking. All permissions granted herein are subject to compliance with the City-approved 
safety protocol document, which becomes a part of this license. A motion by Councilor Filiault 
to carry out the intent of the Committee report was duly seconded by Councilor Williams. The 
motion carried unanimously with 13 Councilors present and voting in favor. Councilor Jones 
abstained. Councilor Greenwald was absent. 
 
PLD REPORT - KEENE PRIDE FESTIVAL - REQUEST TO USE CITY PROPERTY - PRIDE 
FESTIVAL - SEPTEMBER 20, 2026 
 
A Planning, Licenses and Development Committee report was read, unanimously recommending 
that the City Council grant a revocable license to Keene Pride to use downtown City rights-of-
way to conduct the Keene Pride Festival on Sunday, September 20, 2026, subject to the licensing 
requirements identified in the staff report, including associated road closures and authorization of 
free parking. All permissions granted herein are subject to compliance with the City-approved 
safety protocol document, which becomes a part of this license. A motion by Councilor Filiault 
to carry out the intent of the Committee report was duly seconded by Councilor Jones. The 
motion carried unanimously with 14 Councilors present and voting in favor. Councilor 
Greenwald was absent. 
 
FOP REPORT - ACCEPTANCE OF DONATION - TRANSPORTATION HERITAGE TRAIL 
 
A Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee report was read, unanimously recommending 
that the City Manager be authorized to do all things necessary to accept a donation of $20,000.00 
from the Monadnock Conservancy and that the money be allocated for the Transportation 
Heritage Trail, Phase 1 (65M0008A). A motion by Councilor Chadbourne to carry out the intent 
of the Committee report was duly seconded by Councilor Roberts. 
 
Councilor Chalice publicly acknowledged and thanked the Monadnock Conservancy. This is the 
second grant they have given the City free of charge to help the community, and Councilor 
Chalice thinks that this is a fabulous addition to the other work that they do in our region. 
 
The motion carried unanimously with 14 Councilors present and voting in favor. Councilor 
Greenwald was absent. 
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FOP REPORT - EXECUTION OF AN ENGINEERING SERVICES AGREEMENT FOR THE 
ROBIN HOOD IMPROVEMENTS DESIGN PROJECT 
 
A Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee report was read, unanimously recommending 
the City Manager be authorized to do all things necessary to execute an agreement with CHA 
Consulting, Inc. for the Robin Hood Improvements Design Project for an amount not to exceed 
$300,000. A motion by Councilor Chadbourne to carry out the intent of the Committee report 
was duly seconded by Councilor Roberts. 
 
Councilor Favolise said he would be voting in support of this and was sure the rest of his 
colleagues would be. He privately did but also wanted to publicly thank City staff for the level of 
information and background that they included in this report. He said this was the most recent 
report that immediately succeeded the presentation from staff around how the City selects 
contractors and about what that scoring process looks like, so he appreciated the background 
being there. Councilor Favolise said it spoke for him to the relationship that staff are trying to 
build with Council in terms of collaboration and transparency. He knew that his constituents 
appreciated being able to find some additional information about how these decisions are made 
as well, so he said, “thank you.” 
 
Councilor Haas called this a great project and the kind of thing that makes Keene special and 
will continue to make it special into the future. He asked City Parks and Recreation staff to really 
ramp up the communications on this project. He said everyone had learned a lot about the Skate 
Park parking lot, but he said not everybody pays as much attention as the Council. He thought it 
would be great to have displays or meetings in the Park itself to communicate exactly the plans 
being explored and differentiate the good/bad ideas and what might end up happening. He said 
people are often confused because they do not go to every meeting or read every communication. 
Councilor Haas looked forward to improving communication for this. The City Manager 
appreciated the suggestion and said communication is always really the crux of the issue. She 
thought these were good suggestions for how to communicate more. She believed the design was 
complete for this project, so communications could begin about what work is planned and when. 
 
The motion carried unanimously with 14 Councilors present and voting in favor. Councilor 
Greenwald was absent. 
 
FOP REPORT - CONSTRUCTION SERVICES — WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 
TANK REPAIR PROJECT PHASE 1 
 
A Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee report was read, unanimously recommending 
the City Manager be authorized to do all things necessary to negotiate and execute a sole-source 
professional services contract with Weston and Sampson Engineers, Inc., for construction-phase 
services for the WWTP Tank Repair Project - Phase 1 for an amount not to exceed $104,000.00. 
A motion by Councilor Chadbourne to carry out the intent of the Committee report was duly 
seconded by Councilor Roberts. 
 
Councilor Ellis went with her family to the Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Open House 
and said they gave an outstanding tour, and the City staff person they spoke with was so 
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knowledgeable. Her whole family really enjoyed it, and her husband was surprised by how 
interested he was. Councilor Ellis thinks the wonderful staff at the WWTP are doing a great job 
there and she thanked them. 
 
Councilor Haas said he could not miss this opportunity to reemphasize an issue that came up 
during summer 2025, which was the people using the roadway to the WWTP [to view wildlife]. 
He said there were apparently still difficulties with their behavior, so he encouraged everyone to 
help enforce staying out of the road, not parking cars in the middle of the road, or other bad 
habits. He explained that it is where the trucks go through for the WWTP and there are some 
turns where it is hard to see. Councilor Haas said they would not want to lose this as a beautiful 
place to go for wildlife observation and nature itself. He heard that it had not been good from 
people at the WWTP. Councilor Ruttle-Miller asked whether there was formal documentation of 
these instances. She was not saying that she did not believe that it was happening; she was sure it 
was. She wondered whether it was the same person each time, for example. City Manager 
Elizabeth Ferland replied that she could get more information, and she was not sure how the 
WWTP was tracking it: whether anecdotal or tracking. The City Manager guessed they were 
keeping track because there was a very long conversation about closing this area and if this 
continued to be an issue that the WWTP staff would be back. The City Manager said she would 
get more information. 
 
The motion carried unanimously with 14 Councilors present and voting in favor. Councilor 
Greenwald was absent. 
 
FOP REPORT - EXECUTION OF A CHANGE ORDER FOR CONSTRUCTION SERVICES 
FOR THE CITY HALL PARKING GARAGE PROJECT 
 
A Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee report was read, unanimously recommending 
authorizing the City Manager to do all things necessary to negotiate and execute a contract 
change order with Structural Preservations Systems, LLC for an amount not to exceed $120,000 
for the City Hall Parking Garage Rehab Project (22M006AA). A motion by Councilor 
Chadbourne to carry out the intent of the Committee report was duly seconded by Councilor 
Roberts. The motion carried unanimously with 14 Councilors present and voting in favor. 
Councilor Greenwald was absent. 
 
CITY MANAGER COMMENTS 
 
The City Manager corrected an earlier comment she made related to Robin Hood Park, noting 
there are still some design decisions to be made and the opportunity for some additional 
outreach. There would probably be a committee similar to what was used during the Pat Russell 
Park process. She said some things are pretty well decided, such as whether to have the pool, but 
there were still opportunities for some other changes in the park. 
 
Next, City Manager Ferland reported that OpenGov had gone live. The Community 
Development Department was celebrating this big undertaking. The City Manager thought the 
public would really enjoy it, calling it a great portal that makes it easier for residents, businesses, 
and contractors to work and interact with City staff. The City Manager tried it and said it does 
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make things a lot easier. She specifically recognized Fire Marshal / Building Official Rick Wood 
and Community Development Director Paul Andrus, as well as their teams, for leading this effort 
and helping to bring departments together around a one-City approach. She said the more that it 
happens, the better off we all are. Like every project, the City will continue fine tuning this with 
feedback and will be looking for ways to incorporate it more throughout the organization. This 
initiative is not just about improving technology; it also reflects the City’s approach to customer 
service. 
 
City Manager Ferland shared kudos for the Community Development Department receiving 
feedback from a contractor working with New England Clean Energy, “I have been doing this 
for almost 20 years, and I can’t say I have ever seen a more responsive department.” The City 
Manager said it is huge to get that kind of feedback, so kudos. A shoutout to the team that 
worked on that permit: City Planner, Emily Duseau, Planning Technician Rob Burns, and 
Building Inspector, John Hislop. The City Manager said it is great to see them taking these 
initiatives to engage and try to be more responsive problem solvers. She called it wonderful. 
 
The City Manager also pointed out a press release for the Arbor Day Foundation. The City has 
been participating for 50 years (2025 was the 50th year). This year, the City’s Arbor Day 
activities will be on Friday. April 24, 2026 at 11:00 AM. Every year, the City plants a tree, 
usually with students from a school, which would be happening again this year. The Mayor will 
read a Proclamation and visit with students. Councilors are encouraged to attend if interested: on 
School Street toward Court Street. 
 
Lastly, the City Manager announced Community Night on August 18, 2026 from 4:00 PM to 
7:00 PM. This year, the festivities are moving a little bit further down the parking lot toward 
Public Works to mitigate some of the impacts last year to Keene Ice parking lot users; 
Community Night draws a large crowd and tends to take over that space, and the City wants to 
be respectful. There will be the usual Touch-A-Truck with a lot of City equipment and vehicles, 
which is always popular with the kids. There are also free hot dogs, burgers, and ice cream. The 
City Manager said Public Works does a fabulous job and she looks forward to another great 
crowd this year. 
 
RESIGNATION – CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
 
A memorandum was read from Senior Planner Mari Brunner, recommending the City Council 
accept the resignation of Katie Kinsella from the Conservation Commission with gratitude for 
her service. A motion by Councilor Filiault to accept the resignation with gratitude for service 
was duly seconded by Councilor Jones. The motion carried unanimously with 14 Councilors 
present and voting in favor. Councilor Greenwald was absent. 
 
MORE TIME - PLD REPORT - REQUEST TO REVIEW RECENT AMENDMENTS TO 
LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE - CODIFIED WITH THE ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE O-
2025-15-A 
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A Planning, Licenses and Development Committee report was read, unanimously recommending 
placing “Councilors Filiault, Jones, and Haas - Request to Review Recent Amendments to Land 
Development Code - Codified with the Adoption of Ordinance O-2025-15-A” on More Time. 
 
Before granting more time, Chair Powers stated he understood there might be a desire to call this 
item from the Planning, Licenses and Development (PLD) Committee for discussion. 
Considering that, he looked to the PLD Committee Chair for a motion to grant More Time. 
 
A motion by Councilor Filiault to grant More Time was duly seconded by Councilor Jones. 
 
Councilor Filiault said there had obviously been a lot of chatter about this over the past couple of 
weeks, some accurate and some not. He stated that the reason the PLD Committee was asking for 
More Time was honestly to allow further input from concerned citizens who had asked for it. 
During his 27 years as a City Councilor, he said the Council had never refused a Council 
Committee’s request to grant More Time; he went through the history. He said once again, the 
biggest reason for More Time would be to allow more public input from those who wanted to 
speak. To be clear, he said this is not about opposing additional housing units. He knows the City 
needs more housing just like everybody on the Committee knows it, noting that it was not the 
issue. Councilor Filiault stated that there were some issues with the Ordinance, which some of 
the neighbors saw after the fact and wanted to know how it would affect their neighborhoods. So, 
they asked for the review, and he said the Council owes them that: right? Councilor Filiault said 
that it did not mean the Ordinance would go to Committee and come back to the Council totally 
different. However, he said the Council owed the citizens who wanted to speak a chance to 
speak. Regarding More Time, he recalled a few months prior, when the previous City Council 
and Municipal Services, Facilities and Infrastructure (MSFI) Committee heard about the issue of 
a small green space on Church Street. He was vice chair of MSFI at the time, when they voted 
unanimously to sell that piece of land to an abutter. However, he said when it was time, mostly 
neighbors and some City Council wanted a second chance to speak about it. So, despite the 
unanimous MSFI vote to sell, the Council listened to the neighbors and put it on More Time. He 
said that it went on More Time for several months and in the end, the MSFI Committee reversed 
its unanimous decision and went with the neighbors’ request, and now it is green space handled 
by the neighbors. Councilor Filiault said some of those same neighbors contacted him asking for 
More Time again because they feel this Ordinance will affect their neighborhood, with several 
six-unit buildings in a row. He said they wondered if they could lose their green space to 
parking, and he could not give them an honest answer at this point. He suggested More Time to 
get those questions answered. Above all the issues by this Council, Councilor Filiault said it is 
imperative to allow input requested by the constituents. He stated that some Councilors could say 
they had heard enough but Councilor Filiault said they had not; if a handful of constituents still 
have something to say, who are Councilors to say they have heard enough? He said they are 
elected to listen to everybody. He called the reason for More Time simple: so that constituents 
have a second chance to bring this up just like they did to the MSFI Committee (i.e., with the 
green space). Councilor Filiault reiterated that the Ordinance may come back to Council in its 
original form, and if so, he is fine with that. However, he said the constituents had not given 
input yet. Councilor Filiault said Councilors are elected to listen, so this should go on More 
Time. 
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Councilor Workman stated she wanted to make several points after reviewing the PLD 
Committee meeting, at which she thought almost everything that needed to be said was said. 
First, Councilor Workman was surprised this letter even went to Committee. She was shocked 
that it was authored by three members of the PLD Committee. Councilor Workman said it had 
one signature, but three people’s names, and in her opinion, it was authored by three people. She 
was skeptical relative to the reasoning provided at PLD for how that letter got through and was 
submitted as an original communication. For that reason alone, Councilor Workman thought this 
was “beating a dead horse.” More importantly, Councilor Workman said there is no reason for 
this Ordinance to be revisited at this time: there have been no new developments and the Council 
heard from the public at length many times during fall 2025 before voting on this. Councilor 
Workman also heard a question about Councilors being confused when voting on this Ordinance. 
For the record, she stated that she was not confused then and is not confused now. She further 
noted she was unaware of other Councilors receiving any bulk communications from the 
community, as is typical for important issues, since the Ordinance passed in fall 2025. She 
continued that Councilor Ruttle-Miller pointed out at PLD that as a PLD member she had not 
received any correspondence. Councilor Workman added that the constituents who spoke at the 
most recent PLD Committee meeting were in support of the Ordinance. She said those members 
who might have been contacting Councilor Filiault in opposition of the Ordinance had their 
opportunity the prior week at PLD to come forward and make that known. 
 
A motion by Councilor Workman was duly seconded by Councilor Williams to amend the 
motion for More Time currently on the floor, to instead accept the communication that was 
signed by Councilor Filiault, and written by Councilors Filiault, Jones, and Haas as 
informational. 
 
Councilor Ellis had heard two different reasons why there is a problem with this Ordinance and 
felt uncomfortable that there were two different reasons going around. She heard that there was 
impropriety with the way that the Ordinance was created, but the City Attorney had stated there 
was not. Councilor Ellis had not received any communications about this and thought it was 
inappropriate to question an Ordinance that was so recently passed when nothing had even been 
proposed to show any type of effect. She did not think there was any sense in rehashing this so 
soon; she was unsure that the votes would be different. If the Council was going to discuss this 
again, Councilor Ellis thought it should be at a later date once there had been more time (maybe 
one year or two) to see what may happen with this Ordinance. 
 
Councilor Haas wanted to keep the issue active and vote on the question of whether More Time 
should be granted and not take it as informational. As far as the public advice and notice, he said 
there were a couple things wrong with this Ordinance that he would talk about after the 
amendment. Councilor Haas suggested getting back to discussing and voting on the original 
question of whether this should go to More Time, not whether it should be accepted as 
informational. 
 
Councilor Williams was in favor of this amendment. In general, he said he is very proud of the 
work the City and City Council has done on housing over the past six years since he has become 
Councilor. He did not feel the Council should start backtracking now, and he thought that is what 
More Time would be. Councilor Williams said there are a lot of things still outstanding that need 

Page 12 of 76



04/16/2026 

89 
 

to be done. To spend City staff time going down this rabbit hole, after spending quite a bit of 
time in this rabbit hole, he did not find it to be a use of staff time; this includes preparing a next 
meeting, for which things have been requested as a part of More Time and then assuming that it 
goes on step after step. He said the Council had been through this and it would not be a good use 
of staff time, when there are other priorities: Councilor Jones suggested something about 
Commercial Nodes and making smaller commercial areas more prosperous, former Councilor 
Andrew Madison would remind the Council that it has yet to act on short-term rentals, and 
Councilor Williams’ constituents keep reminding him that the Kingsbury property is “still a big 
22-acre black hole in the middle of [the] City.” He reiterated other priorities and said that the 
Committee should not be spending time revisiting issues that it already spent quite a lot of time 
on. Councilor Williams recommended that everyone vote for this amendment. He said then, if 
Councilor Filiault is inclined to introduce this again in 2027, after some time has passed and 
there has been a chance to see what this Ordinance is actually doing, the Committee could 
discuss it then.  
 
Councilor Favolise noted that as happens so often in this space, compelling points had been 
raised on both sides of this question. He explained that his thinking on this vote was not 
informed by the way he voted on the Ordinance originally, nor was it informed by any arguments 
about the merits of the Ordinance as it stood on this day. He kept coming back to the precedent 
question of what this Council had done during the two years that he had been on Council, when 
the majority of the committee requests for More Time had been, without incident, granted More 
Time. So, he said his vote against the pending amendment and in favor of the underlying motion 
would be based on that precedent. However, he said that is not necessarily an indication and 
should not be construed with how he will vote on this moving forward when the Council returns 
to the underlying question of the Ordinance and its merits. 
 
Councilor Ruttle-Miller recalled noting during the PLD meeting that she had not been contacted 
by any residents about this. She wanted to note that since then, she was contacted by one resident 
about this issue, who asked for the Council to vote against More Time on this because he feels 
like it is wasting the City’s time. Councilor Ruttle-Miller said that is also how she feels. She 
understands that she is a newer Councilor but feels there will always be pushback from certain 
members of the community who are not in favor of the way certain votes have gone; there will 
rarely be a situation when everybody is in favor of something. She thinks it is a City Councilors’ 
job to help explain what zoning changes do, what the implications are, and that people do not 
necessarily have to fear these changes. She said that Councilors do not want to encourage 
additional fear around these zoning changes that the Council is making to help rezone certain 
areas. Councilor Ruttle-Miller said it is directly in the Master Plan that these are a part of the 
City’s goals to rezone pre-existing areas and use existing housing. She understood that there was 
precedent here but felt like this was not in the spirit of what the community is trying to do. 
 
Councilor Tobin had thought about this a lot. She agreed with Councilor Filiault that it is 
important to listen to constituents. She also felt like the question had since changed. She said the 
Committee was in the process of hearing feedback about an Ordinance, so now she would expect 
to hear feedback about the impact of that Ordinance taking effect, but it really had not had 
enough time to take effect yet; it had not really been used. In order for Councilor Tobin to feel 
comfortable granting more time, she said she would need a couple of things. She felt like it 
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would be disrespectful and not an efficient use of time to go back and redo the work that was 
completed before having seen what the impact of this will be. Councilor Tobin said she watched 
all the original discussions about this topic and did not hear any new information presented or 
communicated at the last PLD meeting. She would need new information in order to think it was 
worth warranting More Time. She added that she would need to know a clear goal or clear 
reason for More Time, so that staff could do something. Councilor Tobin said she made a list 
throughout the course of the last PLD meeting of possible uses of More Time: possibly rescind 
the Ordinance, revise the Ordinance, divide it into multiple ordinances, and break down the 
meaning of each step. Then, Councilor Tobin felt like she was hearing a different use for More 
Time being proposed during this meeting that was public input, which she said occurred before 
the Ordinance was in effect. Now that the Ordinance was in effect, it seemed like wanting to 
have a discussion about something else. So, the Councilor was unclear what this was about and 
was struggling to justify More Time. 
 
Councilor Jones said there had been a dark cloud hanging over this Ordinance since it was 
initiated, and he had a list of reasons, but said this was not the Ordinance, it was about the 
amendment to accept it as Informational vs. More Time. Councilor Jones wanted to remind the 
Council that this could be futile because the way it was presented to the Council was as a slight 
amendment. He said that by accepting this motion to amend and accept the letter as 
informational, any Councilor could send the issue back to Council again in two weeks; they 
could also ask for reconsideration, which he said was never mentioned in the original letter. He 
said this could go on once again, so he asked: why make that effort and accept it as 
informational? He did not know why to do that when those who want to see it addressed to the 
public could do it. Councilor Jones wanted to add that City staff told the Committee that they 
could use More Time to clarify the Ordinance better and he said they asked the Committee for 
direction about what to clarify. He said staff mentioned there are good ways they could clarify 
the Ordinance to make it better for the public. So, Councilor Jones said there would be a good 
use of denying the Informational amendment to go with More Time. 
 
Councilor Haas said that the amendment to accept this as Informational, thus taking it away from 
More Time, would stifle free speech. He felt like there was a proper motion made for More Time 
and another motion that jumped on top of it in parliamentary procedure to shut that off. 
Councilor Haas said that it would not look good in anybody’s eyes and the Council would not 
look good for that. He hoped the Council would defeat the amendment and understand why More 
Time is needed. Councilor Haas cited the reason why, at the PLD Committee meeting, the 
Committee felt it did not have the answers for whether it should look at the Ordinance further. 
He said this is about looking at it further; it is an Ordinance that anybody could use at this time. 
Councilor Haas said it would take many more steps for this to get to the point of it becoming a 
change of sorts. Councilor Haas continued, explaining that the reason this came up is because it 
was originally a 2–2 vote out of the PLD Committee, which he said is essentially interpreted as a 
denial. Then, it went to Council, and it was only an 8 to 7 passing vote. Councilor Haas said that 
makes this a question, and three of the PLD members who voted on the Ordinance are no longer 
on the sitting City Council. Councilor Haas said there is not a new Ordinance at all, but those are 
the sorts of reasons for people wanting to re-examine the Ordinance. He recalled that there were 
four disparate pieces bundled into one Ordinance, which he called unfortunate, and said the 
Council probably should not have let that happen at the time. He said Councilors were faced with 
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liking some parts but not others when voting. Councilor Haas noted that is not how the Council 
should write ordinances and hopefully they will be more specific in the future. He said there was 
a whole other reason people were overriding this due to them being uncomfortable with the 
process at the time, but Councilor Haas noted the City Attorney gave the PLD Committee some 
clarity on that. With most things in the public eye, Councilor Haas said there is a lag between the 
public hearing about it, reacting to it, and then speaking to it. So, he thought there would be a lag 
and that it may take a couple of meetings. He suggested the idea of having this issue on More 
Time for a couple of meetings and then it could come back to Council in whatever way the vote 
may go; he said they will have heard arguments that make it more reasonable. Otherwise, 
Councilor Haas said it looks like the Council is silencing people and that made him incredibly 
uncomfortable. 
 
Councilor Chadbourne heard good points for both sides. She received one communication by 
phone and two in the grocery store. She said that for her it is simple, it is black and white; 
everything else is a shade of grey. Councilor Chadbourne said the Council is elected by the 
people and if the people want to hear about the issue again then the Council hears it again. That 
is all. 
 
Councilor Ruttle-Miller said that at this point, she was more apt to vote for more time because 
she felt like if this meeting was going like the way the last PLD meeting did—where everybody 
showed up against removing this—in addition to the communication she received, she said it 
seemed to land in favor of opposing any sort of amendment. So, at this point, if the questions 
were (1) silencing the majority of these people that most of the Council had not heard from, or 
(2) continuing to have conversations at PLD, Councilor Ruttle-Miller said she guessed she would 
change her mind and vote for More Time. She said “that is not the question here, that wasn’t the 
question: there is no silencing people. People can communicate with the City and us as 
Councilors whenever they want. That is what we’re here for. But if people feel silenced, we’re 
totally here to hear it again. So, I’ve changed my mind.” 
 
Councilor Workman reminded the Council that if this communication were to go back to the 
PLD Committee, it would be going to a Committee that three of the authors sit on: a majority. 
Councilor Workman stated again, the public had their opportunity to speak. We’re not silencing 
anybody. They had an opportunity to raise a point again back in the summer and fall of 2025 
when this was being debated and deliberated, and then they had an opportunity for the last two 
weeks to reach out to 15 of us and we know as Councilors. I’ve been on Council since 2020. We 
get the mass emails when something’s really important to someone. They cc all 15 of us, the City 
Clerk, usually the mayor. We did not receive any of that, so I know because I didn’t receive it, so 
I know it didn’t go out as a whole to the 15 of us and the Mayor, like most things do when the 
community feel strongly about it one way or another.” Councilor Workman asked her colleagues 
to keep that in mind. She felt that this discussion was monopolizing a majority of the Council 
meeting and wasting resources and staff time. She hoped everyone would support the 
amendment. 
 
Councilor Filiault noted that he strictly follows and never deviates from Decorum and the Rules 
of Order. Councilor Filiault said, “we all know, maybe the newer Councilors don’t realize it, 
when something is accepted as informational, it means ‘trash can.’ We all know that. Accepted 
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as informational, and it’s gone.” Councilor Filiault thought that More Time would at least allow 
conversation. He said they all hear from different people because they have varied connections. 
Councilor Filiault noted that not all constituents send out mass emails to all Councilors. He heard 
one example to give the Ordinance another year, so he returned to the example of the greenspace 
on Church Street, which was overturned it based on allowing more time for people that hadn’t 
had a chance to speak yet. We could have said you’ve had three months to speak on this. We 
don’t need to hear anymore. We’re the City Council; we know better. This is a perfect example 
of that.  Councilor Filiault said the Council was here to listen. He urged the Council to grant 
more time to allow them to listen to the people that they represent. 
 
Councilor Workman heard the question about the precedent of More Time vs. Informational. She 
asked the City Attorney about the precedent or whether there had ever been a communication 
submitted to the City Council written by three members of the same Standing Committee. The 
City Attorney did not have that information in front of her. She couldn’t think of anything like it 
or anything directly analogous. 
 
On a roll call vote with 6 Councilors voting in favor and 8 Councilors voting in opposition, the 
amendment failed to accept the communication that was signed by Councilor Filiault, and 
written by Councilors Filiault, Jones, and Haas as informational. Councilors Workman, Lake, 
Tobin, Williams, Ruttle-Miller, and Ellis voted in the minority. Councilor Greenwald was 
absent. 
 
Councilor Filiault called the question on matter of More Time and Councilor Haas requested a 
roll call vote. 
 
On a roll call vote of 7 Councilors voting in favor and 7 Councilors voting in opposition, the 
motion to grant More Time failed. Councilors Filiault, Chalice, Favolise, Jones, Roberts, 
Chadbourne, and Haas voted in favor. Councilors Workman, Lake, Tobin, Williams, Ruttle-
Miller, Ellis, and Powers voted in opposition. 
 
City Attorney Palmeira explained that the motion for more time having failed (as a tied vote), it 
would effectively no longer be on more time at PLD, which puts it before the City Council. She 
said the City Council could accept this item fresh as informational or make another motion, such 
as tabling the item until when there are more Councilors present (i.e., a later City Council 
meeting). 
 
A motion by Councilor Filiault to postpone this item to a time definite (60 days) to allow more 
input and maybe gather in more information in the meantime was duly seconded by Councilor 
Jones. 
 
Councilor Lake asked for clarification on what this motion is. The City Attorney said the typical 
rule is to set to a date definite that is selected, which is usually the next meeting or could be a 
couple of meetings out (that would be specific enough). The City Clerk asked for a specific date. 
 
Councilor Filiault said he just wanted to follow up on the reason. He knew some Councilors had 
said they did not hear from people and Councilor Filiault said this would give them time to hear 
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from people. He said that if Councilors come back in the meantime and do not hear from 
anybody, “so be it. I have a feeling that you’re going to be hearing from people and a significant 
amount. You don’t hear from anybody, you come back, and I’ll say you were right.” He felt 
there were enough people out there. He used the green space example again: “We thought we 
were done. Then we found out the last second, people spoke up, and [we] reversed it.” If nobody 
speaks up on this Ordinance, Councilor Filiault said “so be it. But I think by at least tabling like 
this, it allows people to speak up and come out like Council, Chadbourne said. Some people 
came out the last couple of days and spoke up. Give the constituents a chance. Trust them.” 
Councilor Filiault said two more meetings would give constituents enough time. 
 
Councilor Tobin asked if there was a way to clarify what the topic of postposing this is: is it 
amendments to particular aspects of the Ordinance or just talking about the process? Chair 
Powers said the whole Ordinance that was discussed at the PLD Committee meeting would be 
before the Council and based on what the majority decides, it would go from there. Councilor 
Tobin said one thing that felt a little confusing to her was that the letter cited recent changes and 
specific sections in the Land Development Code, and those did not seem to be the exact topic of 
the Committee’s conversation. She said the discussion seemed to be the Ordinance, so she asked 
if it was about the Ordinance. The City Attorney replied that because discussing an item 
submitted by somebody to City Council that had not been acted on or changed in any way, that 
letter is the item the City Council is acting upon. To clarify, she said that it would just need to be 
the authors that either resubmit it or added something else to it. But traditionally, when 
something gets submitted to the Council, they take it as it comes to them (i.e., the letter). 
 
Councilor Favolise asked a process question. He was not sure that short of voting in favor of this 
motion in front of the Council right now that there would be an unlimited number of motions that 
could continue to be offered on the floor by Councilors. He said there had been a vote not on the 
underlying question itself of Informational, but he thought essentially a proxy vote for whether 
or not the Council wanted this as Informational. He said they also had a vote about More Time. 
Neither one of those moved forward. So, he said the Council was now in a place of needing to 
dispense with the item in front of them. He did not know that there was a better alternative that 
had not already been tried tonight that was going to move the Council forward from this item and 
onto the remainder of the Agenda. Councilor Favolise said the vote now for him was less about 
what he thought about the merits of this Ordinance—it was not even really at this point about 
what he thought about the merits of More Time. He said the item needed to be dispensed with 
and he was not sure there was another motion out there that was going to be able to get a 
majority. Councilor Favolise said the Council could be here for quite some time; there was no 
limit to the number of motions that could be made on this moving forward. 
 
Councilor Williams asked whether the motion to postpone definitely is debatable. City Attorney 
Palmeira said that a second is required, it is debatable, and it requires a simple majority vote. 
 
Councilor Ruttle-Miller said one thing that came up a couple of times that she was fairly shocked 
to hear was that people voted on something that they were apparently confused about; so far it 
seemed to her like nobody had been confused. As a new Councilor, she encouraged anyone not 
to vote “yes” on something that they are confused about. If that was something anyone did, she 
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asked them not to do that this time or in general. She said that it was a shocking statement to hear 
Councilors would vote on something they were confused about the outcome of. 
 
Councilor Haas said Councilors are all obliged to vote based on the information that they have 
when they come into the Council Chambers; there is no abstaining. He stated that sometimes 
“yes” means “yes,” and “no” means something as definite as “yes.” He said he respects 
everybody and they come in with the information they all have; nobody has complete absolute 
information. Councilor Haas clarified that the Council was not voting on the Ordinance; the 
letter never said to vote on the Ordinance. He said all they asked for from the PLD Committee 
was more discussion and information about the Ordinance. So, he hoped the Council would table 
it and come back to it appropriately. Councilor Haas said that if they come back and there is no 
more information and no new light to be shown on the processes they went through with the 8–7 
votes and tie votes—which he said the Council does not like and they should be more aligned 
with each other—maybe they need to step back and think a little bit more about what they 
misunderstood. He knew most of the PLD Committee members’ minds were not made up on this 
as an Ordinance. He said the Ordinance was passed, so be it; he asked if it is worth shedding 
some light on it again with how the votes went? He supported tabling it to a more appropriate 
time. 
 
Councilor Chalice confirmed that this was proposed to be delayed for two Council meetings. She 
asked whether it could be discussed at PLD Committee meetings during that time. The City 
Attorney said no. Councilor Chalice said it would just be held for the Council’s decision for two 
City Council meetings. The City Attorney said that was correct. Councilor Chalice said there was 
not More Time by doing that because there would be no discussion. 
 
On a roll call vote with 13 Councilors voting in favor and 1 voting in opposition, the motion 
carried to postpone definitely (two Council meetings from this date which is May 21, 2026). 
Councilor Workman voted in the minority. Councilor Greenwald was absent. 
 
Councilor Filiault stated that he knew this was hard fought and he appreciated everybody’s input 
and thoughts. 
 
ORDINANCE FOR FIRST READING - RELATING TO DELINQUENT ACCOUNTS - 
ORDINANCE O-2026-05 
 
A memorandum was read from Public Works Director Don Lussier, recommending that 
Ordinance O-2026-05 be referred to the Finance, Organization & Personnel Committee for their 
consideration and a recommendation back to the Council. Chair Powers referred Ordinance O-
2026-05 to the Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee. 
 
ORDINANCE FOR SECOND READING - RELATING TO CHAPTER 30 - EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT -ORDINANCE O-2026-04 
 
A Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee report was read, unanimously recommending 
the adoption of Ordinance O-2026-04. A motion by Councilor Chadbourne to adopt Ordinance 
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O-2026-04 was duly seconded by Councilor Roberts. The motion carried unanimously on a roll 
call vote with 14 Councilors present and voting in favor. Councilor Greenwald was absent. 
 
ORDINANCE FOR SECOND READING - RELATING TO PERSONNEL - ORDINANCE O-
2026-06 
 
A Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee report was read, unanimously recommending 
the adoption of Ordinance O-2026-06. A motion by Councilor Chadbourne to adopt Ordinance 
O-2026-06 was duly seconded by Councilor Roberts. The motion carried unanimously on a roll 
call vote with 14 Councilor present and voting in favor. Councilor Greenwald was absent. 
 
NON-PUBLIC SESSSION 
 
A motion by Councilor Filiault was duly seconded by Councilor Jones to go into non-public 
session for personnel matters pursuant to RSA 91-A:3, II(a), legal matters pursuant to RSA 91-
A:3, II(L), and consideration of the release of non-public minutes pursuant to RSA 91-A:3, 
II(m). The motion carried unanimously on a roll call vote with 14 Councilor present and voting 
in favor. Councilor Greenwald was absent. 
 
At 8:25 PM, Chair Powers called a five-minutes recess. At 8:30 PM, the non-public session 
began. The public session reconvened at 9:10 PM. 
 
A motion by Councilor Filiault to seal the minutes of the non-public session held this evening as 
divulgence of the information would render the proposed actions ineffective was duly seconded 
by Councilor Jones. On a roll call vote, 14 Councilors were present and voting in favor. 
Councilor Greenwald was absent. 
 
A motion by Councilor Filiault was duly seconded by Councilor Jones to unseal the following 
non-public minutes related to land matters because the reason the minutes were originally sealed 
no longer applies: Item 1 discussed on July 18, 2024, items 2 and 4 discussed April 3, 2025, and 
minutes of August 21, 2025. The motion carried unanimously on a roll call vote with 14 
Councilor present and voting in favor. Councilor Greenwald was absent. 
 
A motion by Councilor Filiault was duly seconded by Councilor Jones to retain the following 
non-public minutes because the reason the minutes were originally sealed still applies: The 
minutes of February 15, 2024 and May 16, 2024, Items 1, 3 and 5 discussed on April 3, 2025, 
and item 2 discussed on September 4, 2025. The motion carried unanimously on a roll call vote 
with 14 Councilor present and voting in favor. Councilor Greenwald was absent. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, Chair Powers adjourned the meeting at 9:14 PM.  
 

A true record, attest:  
City Clerk 
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2026-219  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #B.1. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Mayor Jay V. Kahn 
    
Through: Terri Hood, City Clerk 
     
Subject: Nomination - Heritage Commission 
     
  
Recommendation:  
  
Attachments: 
1. Sandy, Karl_1_redacted 
  
  
Background: 
I hereby nominate the following individuals to serve on the designated board or commission: 
 
HERITAGE COMMISSION  

Karl Sandy December 31, 2028 

104 Cross Street  

Slot 11, Alternate  
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From: City of Keene
To: Meagan McLaughlin; Terri Hood; Heather Fitz-Simon
Subject: New submission from City Board or Commission Volunteer Form
Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2026 3:20:45 PM

Submitted on 03/24/2026

Submitted fields are:

Name

Karl Sandy

Email

Phone

Address

104 Cross St
Keene, New Hampshire 03431
United States
Map It

How long have you resided in Keene?

2014

Employer

Kinney Drugs

Occupation

Pharmacist

Retired?

No

Please list any organizations, groups, or other committees you are involved in

N/a

Have you ever served on a public body before?

No

Please select the Boards or Commissions you would be most interested in serving on.

Ashuelot River Park Advisory Board
Assessor's Board
Bicycle/Pedestrian Path Advisory Committee
College City Commission
Conservation Commission
Energy and Climate Committee
Heritage Commission
Historic District Commission

Page 21 of 76

mailto:krsandy@live.com
mailto:mmclaughlin@keenenh.gov
mailto:thood@keenenh.gov
mailto:hfitzsimon@keenenh.gov
https://u7166911.ct.sendgrid.net/ls/click?upn=u001.HIJLIpd53pOVFEGDu0lWq9dULMfEQp54BPdCF2TRJWvCK49OGAdqdU2jXYcKFbdzq77AXzOdLcQL4GMefTK4zNGF8j3IvK8T-2BjdBbG81-2BSP09bs3iTqIm4EagekKUopsmk_6_rfoiVWcW9952dZPlm8xcN26pYTx1sK7S4zJKwo4rNlVn-2Fqj8Hs3fHT-2BLxxVMezdyuz8KbsBU7TkMx4LWvL9Ln0tYuo3QqAJp-2B3ZKnG0jA8PxY-2F5M9dKpw45NJMMh-2FKQngTk8znzPrjny8ih-2BN3O3auidG4-2BRWEPmQaA81DbL38Q9lMFfgJumlxLDFLS9rY6bXPD0DnzRuDbaVnwIAyI0KQ-3D-3D


              

                     

              

Keene Housing Authority
Planning Board
Zoning Board Adjustment

Please let us know the Board or Commission that you are most interested in serving on.

Planning

Optional - Please select your second choice of which Board or Commission you would like to serve on.

College City

Optional - Please select your third choice of which Board or Commission you would like to serve on.

Pedestrian

Please share what your interests are and your background or any skill sets that may apply.

Bachelor of Arts, Political Science, Syracuse University 

Master of Arts, Political Science, University of New Orleans

Managerial Experience: Pharmacy Manager, Rite Aid, Winchester NH 2016-2025

Suggest other public bodies of interest

N/A

Please provide two personal references:

Name

Kirsti Sandy

Email

kasandy@keene.edu

Phone

Name

Ryan Smith

Email

Phone
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2026-181  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #C.1. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Kelly Fleuette 
    
Through: Terri Hood, City Clerk 
     
Subject: Keene Family YMCA - Request for Road Closure of Summit Road for the 

Otter Romp Youth Triathlon Race - June 7, 2026 
     
  
Recommendation:  
  
Attachments: 
1. YMCA Otter Romp 2026 Letter to Mayor and Council 
  
  
Background: 
The Keene Family YMCA is requesting the closure of Summit Road on Sunday, June 7, 2026, from 
8:00 AM to 11:00 AM to conduct the annual Otter Romp Youth Triathlon Race. 
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2026-191  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #C.2. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Terri O'Rorke 
    
Through: Terri Hood, City Clerk 
     
Subject: Terri O'Rorke - Request to Address Nuisance Dog Barking During Daytime 

Hours 
     
  
Recommendation:  
  
Attachments: 
1. Communication_O'Rorke 
  
  
Background: 
Ms O'Rorke is requesting the City Council consider instituting regulations allowing the fining of dog 
owners whose dogs create a disturbance in neighborhoods due to excessive barking during daytime 
hours. 
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2026-200  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #C.3. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Councilor Philip Jones 
    
Through: Terri Hood, City Clerk 
     
Subject: Councilor Jones - Draft Resolution for Consideration Addressing the 

Burden on Local Property Taxpayers 
     
  
Recommendation:  
  
Attachments: 
1. Communication_Councilor Jones 
  
  
Background: 
Councilor Jones is requesting the City Council consider adopting a Resolution that would be sent to 
the Governor, State Senate, House of Representatives, and Executive Council communicating the 
City of Keene's opposition to the downshifting of costs to local taxpayers. 
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April 22, 2026 

 
FROM: Councilor Philip M. Jones 

 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 

 
SUBJECT: Adoption of a Resolution Addressing Burden on Local Property Taxpayers 

 

Recommendation: 

That the Keene City Council adopt the attached resolution requesting termination of 
state of NH policies that burden local property taxpayers. And further, if adopted, that 
hard copies of the resolution be transmitted to the Governor and local state legislators, 
and digital copies be transmitted to all members of the New Hampshire State Senate, 
House of Representatives, and Executive Council. 

BACKGROUND: 

During the 2026 town meeting cycle, several New Hampshire municipalities included 
petitioned warrant articles asking voters to urge the state legislature to stop shifting 
costs onto local taxpayers. While each municipality used slightly different wording, the 
message remained consistent: opposition to “downshifting” and concern about the 
growing burden on local property taxpayers. Together, these locally submitted articles 
signal a growing, organized concern about state decisions that are pushing more of the 
cost of basic services onto cities and towns. 

Given the widespread and consistent message from municipalities across the state, I am 
asking for consideration of a similar resolution to ensure the City’s position is clearly 
communicated to the legislature. A draft has been provided for your consideration. 
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DRAFT RESOLUTION 

 

A RESOLUTION REQUESTING TERMINATION OF STATE OF NH POLICIES AND 
DOWNSHIFTS THAT BURDEN LOCAL PROPERTY TAXPAYERS 

 

WHEREAS, Recent New Hampshire state budgets have reduced or eliminated key 
revenue sources, forcing the City of Keene along with other municipalities, school 
districts, and counties to raise property taxes to maintain education, healthcare, county 
nursing homes, public safety, and infrastructure; and 

WHEREAS, the erosion and unpredictability of state grant funding to municipalities has 
further shifted financial responsibility to local governments, increasing reliance on 
property taxes to sustain essential programs and services; and 

WHEREAS, these downshifts burden working families, strain local budgets, limit 
flexibility, and undermine long-term community prosperity; and 

WHEREAS, a state budget that prevents cost-shifting and restores municipal revenue-
sharing eases the tax burden on local property taxpayers and strengthens communities. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KEENE AS 
FOLLOWS: We the governing body of the City of Keene call upon Governor Kelly Ayotte, 
the State of New Hampshire Executive Council, and the New Hampshire State Senate 
and House of Representatives to protect local taxpayers by ensuring adequate state 
revenues for essential services, and by avoiding policies that downshift costs onto local 
property taxpayers. 
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CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #C.4. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Thomas DuFault 
    
Through: Terri Hood, City Clerk 
     
Subject: Black Cloud Brewing Co. - Request for Permission to Serve Alcohol - 

Sidewalk Café 
     
  
Recommendation:  
  
Attachments: 
1. Black Cloud Brewing 2026 Letter to Mayor and Council 
  
  
Background: 

The owners of Black Cloud Brewing Co. are seeking permission from the City Council for the service 
of alcohol on City right-of-way in front of their establishment located at 100 Main Street in conjunction 
with their application for a Sidewalk Cafe. The application referenced in the petitioner's letter is on file 
with the City Clerk for processing. 
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CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #C.5. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Councilor Robert Williams 

Councilor Laura Ruttle-Miller 
Councilor Catherine Workman 

    
Through: Terri Hood, City Clerk 
     
Subject: Councilors Williams, Ruttle-Miller and Workman - Implementation of 2025 

Comprehensive Master Plan - Housing Initiatives 
     
  
Recommendation:  
  
Attachments: 
1. 20260504_Letter_to_Council__Housing 
  
  
Background: 
Councilors Williams, Ruttle-Miller and Workman have submitted a letter urging the City Council to 
review and take action on the implementing recommendations identified in the 2025 Comprehensive 
Master Plan, beginning with housing-related initiatives. These include reviewing the City’s permitting 
and approval process, developing a catalog of pre-approved designs for new housing units and 
ADUs, and identifying neighborhoods that could be rezoned to develop nodes of mixed-use activity. 
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May 5, 2026  

  

City of Keene Clerk’s Office  

3 Washington Street  

Keene, NH 03431  

  

To the Honorable Mayor and City Council,  

  

Housing affordability remains a huge problem in Keene and in the broader Monadnock region. The 

median home price in Cheshire County is about 80% higher than it was in 2019. According to Zillow, the 

average rent for a two-bedroom apartment in Keene is $1,800 a month. The high cost and scarcity of 

living opportunities create a burden on our economy, making it difficult for employers to recruit workers 

to come to Keene, and squeezing vulnerable people at the bottom of the economic ladder into 

homelessness. 

The Keene 2025 Comprehensive Master Plan, adopted almost one year ago, lists 33 potential initiatives 

that our City can do help to address this ongoing housing crisis. These include reviewing the City’s 

permitting and approval process, developing a catalog of pre-approved designs for new housing units 

and ADUs, and identifying neighborhoods that could be rezoned to develop nodes of mixed-use activity. 

The fill list of recommendations is attached to this document. 

Now that we have a new Master Plan, its time for the City Council get to work making sure that it is 

implemented. As a Council, we need to review and prioritize all the recommendations of the plan – 

beginning with housing, as that is the area where the need is most acute.  

We, the undersigned, ask to begin this process by referring this topic to the Planning, Licenses and 

Development Committee for further discussion.  

 

Sincerely,  

  

  

Bobby Williams  

City Councilor, Ward 2  

 

 

 

Laura Ruttle-Miller 

City Councilor, At-Large 

 

 
 

Catherine Workman 

City Councilor, Ward 4 
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2026-70  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #D.1. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Municipal Facilities, Services and Infrastructure Committee, Standing Committee 
    
Through: 

 

     
Subject: Concerns With Parking on Marlboro Street and Enforcement Measures 
     
  
Recommendation: 
On a vote of 4 to 0, the Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee recommends that 
the communication Concerns with Parking on Marlboro Street and Enforcement Measures be 
accepted as informational. 
  
Attachments: 
None  
  
Background: 
Chair Greenwald stated that Terry Bishop had sent a communication regarding concerns with parking 
on Marlboro St. He continued that City staff has been working on it, and now City staff have a report 
for the Committee. 
 
Chelsea North, Parking Operations Manager, stated that she does not have much of an update, 
because Marlboro St. has been very quiet, in terms of parking. She continued that over the four-week 
period, a total of five tickets were issued for overtime parking, and that was with enforcement every 
two hours between 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM, six days a week. Only one ticket for overtime parking was 
issued in those two spaces that were of main concern. The other four were in other areas of Marlboro 
St. 
 
Chair Greenwald replied that City staff did what the Committee requested, and they appreciate it. He 
continued that they will not really find out what is happening until new ownership at Romy’s is in 
place, and the restaurant is open. At any rate, the City has addressed the letter and the concerns, 
and he thanks Ms. North and staff. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked if there was any other comment. Hearing none, he asked for a motion. 
  
The following motion by Councilor Workman was duly seconded by Councilor Tobin. 
 
On a vote of 4 to 0, the Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee recommends that 
the communication Concerns with Parking on Marlboro Street and Enforcement Measures be 

Page 36 of 76



 

2026-70  

accepted as informational. 
 
Chair Greenwald stated that before moving to the next agenda item, he wants to acknowledge and 
welcome the Boy Scouts troop in the audience. He asked where they are from. Brad Kay, Assistant 
Scout Master for Troop #302, stated that the scouts are here today to see how a meeting works, and 
they are working on their citizenship in the community merit badge. Chair Greenwald thanked them 
for coming. 
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CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #D.2. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Municipal Facilities, Services and Infrastructure Committee, Standing Committee 
    
Through: 

 

     
Subject: Concerns and Recommendations Regarding the Proposed Parking Lot at 

the Skate Park 
     
  
Recommendation: 
On a vote of 4 to 0, the Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee recommends that 
the communications relating to concerns and recommendations regarding the proposed parking lot at 
the skatepark be accepted as informational. 
  
Attachments: 
None  
  
Background: 
Robert and Sandra Hamm 
Barbara and Frank Richter 
Vicky Morton 
Tom Duston 
  
Chair Greenwald stated that the communications from the people listed are part of the record. He 
asked if any of them would like to speak to their letters, or if City staff would like to speak first. 
 
Andy Bohannon, Deputy City Manager, stated that he and the Parks and Recreation Director have 
both been working on this. He continued that before the Committee is a discussion related to the 
parking lot at the skate park. He noted he would give the chronology of how they got to where they 
are today, to help people understand. When this project for the park was first proposed, staff had a 
conceptual design created for the project so that it could be moved forward and awarded through the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). That is a highly competitive grant, focusing on access 
to whatever amenity is being built. If there was not access before, LWCF wants to see access to the 
amenity. The boxes were all checked. They had a skate park, a parking lot, and some bioretention 
area and green space. This project was a little complicated, because at the same time, they had the 
demolition of the Findings building. They had acquired a grant for the demolition, but the funding fell 
short through the bid process, so he reached out to the LWCF supervisor at the State and asked if 
the City could use funding through the grant for the demolition. That had not been part of the original 
proposal. LWCF agreed and said they could do an addendum, which was submitted and approved by 
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the National Park Service. Thus, the City could use funding they were going to use for the parking lot 
for the demolition of the building instead. 
 
Mr. Bohannon continued that they completed the demolition, which involved water and soil testing. 
The NH Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) report said they wanted more water and 
soil samples, and they felt there are some contaminants because the parking lot in the Findings area 
was removed. The City worked with Terracon consultants, who found that there were contaminants, 
and said the City needed to encapsulate this area back to what it was when there was a parking lot 
there. However, the parking lot would not need to be so large – it could be a small one, just in the 
contaminated area. That would satisfy NHDES and LWCF. When he talked with LWCF after last 
week’s City Council meeting, he told them what was about to happen and asked about the status. All 
of the City’s paperwork is in to the State, related to the next steps going forward to the National Park 
Service for this project. He asked what would happen if the Council decided to pull the parking lot 
from this project, and whether they could repurpose the area. He asked what would happen if the City 
did not encapsulate the area. LWCF said that would mean the City would be taking away access to 
the skate park, and the LWCF would pull the funding. The City would not receive the grant. They 
would have to resubmit for a grant in the future, and it would be scored the same way, because they 
would no longer have access to the skate park as they originally intended, and the City would be very 
unlikely to receive any additional money for the skate park project or “Russell Park 2,” which is the 
technical name for the LWCF grant. 
 
Mr. Bohannon stated that it is staff’s understanding that if they remove the parking lot from this site, 
they lose the $75,000 that was contingent upon that development. With that, they have received 
several letters. He reached out to Barbara Richter, and wanted to touch base related to her letter, 
which was the basis for all the other letters. They came up with some solutions. She understands 
why the parking lot would need to exist, related to the NHDES. She would like the City to explore 
options, but she understands there might not be any, and to work with the neighborhood related to 
various plantings. She sent the Committee an email this afternoon about possibly minimizing the 
parking spaces. Currently, 13 spaces are designated in the creation. She would like to minimize that 
if possible, and redesign it a little bit so it is not so big. Staff can work with the engineering team 
related to that, and address some of the stormwater and vegetative areas. At Russell Park, behind 
the playground is a water retention area. Originally, that was going to be expanded, but the City could 
not do it, because they did not own the Findings property when they were designing Russell Park. 
The City did not acquire the former Findings property until after Russell Park was built. Otherwise, 
they probably would have been able to help that wetland area a little bit further into that area. Ms. 
Richter mentioned that there is funding out there the City might be able to work with, to help mitigate 
that wetland area. He and the Parks and Recreation Director agree that these are feasible ideas. Just 
moving the parking lot forward would be good. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked how big the parking lot is. Mr. Bohannon replied 13 spaces, so approximately 
85’ x 65’. Chair Greenwald stated that people have asked if it is correct that you cannot build housing 
in that location. Mr. Bohannon replied that the land is encumbered under LWCF funding. He 
continued that the City accepted grant money for the creation of the skate park. The whole lot of 160 
Water St. and Russell Park are encumbered by this fund for perpetuity, so they cannot do anything 
other than a park. Chair Greenwald asked if it is correct that it is also a floodway. Mr. Bohannon 
replied yes. 
 
Ms. Fisk-Hennessey stated that regarding the idea of moving the parking lot, the KPRD opens itself 
to many different opportunities, and staff are currently in the beginning stages of planning a large-
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scale pollinator garden in that space. They are proud that Keene is a Bee City USA, and this would 
help that designation. They plan to reach out to the Cheshire County Conservation District, the East 
Keene Neighborhood group, the Conservation Commission, and local Master Gardeners as this 
planning process progresses. Staff also continue to accept donations through the Branch Out for 
Parks tree donation fund. Some people in the audience tonight have already donated to that, and 
staff are excited for the donations to continue so they can do some thoughtful planting in the places 
the donations have earmarked. Another conversation and question has been the community gardens. 
At this time, the community gardens that they have just opened and redeveloped at the Monadnock 
View Cemetery will be the community gardens that staff can successfully maintain and offer to the 
City. This (skate park location) would not be an ideal place for even raised beds, because the KPRD 
does not have the infrastructure in place to support raised bed gardening there. There is ample 
opportunity for people to use the community garden at Monadnock View Cemetery, which is at about 
1/3 capacity right now. They want to reiterate that efficient use of City resources is essential as they 
move forward in anything they build or design. If the biggest hurdle to community gardens is 
transportation from one side of Keene to the other, staff would love to explore the transportation 
opportunities the city has available, such as coordinated rides, community partnerships, the City 
Express, or something else. 
 
Chair Greenwald stated that he likes that staff is being responsive to concerns. He asked if any of the 
letter-writers wanted to speak. 
 
Vicky Morton of 275 Water St. stated that she is still disappointed that it has to be a parking lot 
instead of another use. She continued that she is not sure whom they are providing access to this 
parcel to, in that the people who drive to the skate park, park along Carpenter St. or the parking lot at 
Pat Russell Park. Tom Dustin, if he were here, would tell them that his apartment looks out over this 
section of the park, and the parking lot is rarely full, if ever. She has only seen it filled when there are 
games happening on the field. She understands why the space has to be a parking lot, but the “why” 
does not mean it is the best solution to this. The other side is, she appreciates that there is a plan for 
some planting at the park, because she and others in the neighborhood have been asking what will 
happen to all of the landscaping in the downtown area when the downtown is under construction. 
They would gladly receive any of that landscaping that can be transplanted into Pat Russell Park. 
The East Side Keene group has yet to see a real planting plan for the park. The other question she 
sent last month, which was forwarded to the City Manager, was about the granite pieces stacked up 
on Island St. The pile is now gone and she does not know where it went, but her suggestion was for 
the City to use some of those to create architectural or visual enhancements to the park’s walkway. 
Her last point is: the East Side Keene group formed about four years ago because they were 
unhappy. They have tried to make headway, and in some cases, they have, and in other ways they 
have not. She wishes that the departments making decisions about what happens on the east side of 
Keene would reach out to the East Side Group prior to some of the presentations that come forward. 
Then there would not be a letter-writing campaign when the east side residents disagree or have 
more questions. Speaking on behalf of the group, they would welcome discussions with staff from the 
KPRD, Public Works, and Community Development. She would rather they work hand in hand, than 
to have a letter-writing campaign to ask questions or state why the east side residents do not like 
certain ideas. That kind of relationship would be much more efficient and effective. 
 
Chair Greenwald stated that he sees that Councilor Haas would like to speak, but he also sees that a 
quorum of Councilors is present, so another Councilor will need to step out while Councilor Haas 
speaks. He continued that he will also caution Councilor Haas against expressing an opinion about 
how he might vote on any issue. 
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Councilor Haas stated that it was great to hear City staff members’ reactions to the letters, because 
many people in the room were not privy to the response to Ms. Richter’s letter this afternoon. Many 
people here are very interested in the idea of having an alternate plan going forward, with local 
Master Gardeners involved. He thinks they have a great plan for going forward. The initial reaction 
was a desire to cap differently or put something different on top of whatever cap there is. He heard 
that the reasoning behind where they are was a matter of timing with property acquisition and a 
matter of when the grants came through and when the City could get the money. That is all fine. He 
thinks people are looking for the answers to the two questions: whether they can cap differently, and 
whether they can put something different on top. 
 
Ms. Sizoo stated that she echoes what Ms. Morton said. She continued that she appreciates that they 
were going to reach out to the East Side group. She feels like it is too adversarial right now and 
would like to start from a different angle. She was thinking about how there is no shade by the skate 
park, and the skaters would like shade and some paths. She wonders if there is a way to just put up 
parking for seniors and handicapped spots and then have a pavilion with solar and some picnic 
tables. That is an idea for something beyond parking. She talks with the skaters about what they 
would like to have, and besides more skating area, it is shade. 
 
Joe Schapiro of 285 Church St. stated that he knows almost nothing about mitigation of contaminated 
soils. He continued that he understands from tonight’s presentations that much of it is dictated by 
grants, which he is not knowledgeable about, either. Living a couple of blocks from the park, he is 
grateful for all the work the City has done. It is an incredibly well-done, beautiful park. He is 
concerned by how sparsely populated the park is. Maybe it is a matter of timing, and it will happen, 
but currently, he often sees just one family at the playground. He has been thinking of what they 
could do to draw more people to the beautiful park. It strikes him that a parking lot will not be that 
draw. They need more people there. His understanding is that the parking lot is far away from the 
skate park. He believes it will be one more empty thing just sitting there, just because the City got 
grants dictating that. He encourages them to take the time to think about how to cap the necessary 
parcel and satisfy the grants, in a way that creates an activity more people will come for. That could 
be a great opportunity. He personally does not have any great ideas about what it should be, but he 
knows the pickleball courts on the other side of town are quite crowded with overflow. He hopes that 
instead of unnecessary parking, this will be something that draws people to the beautiful Pat Russell 
Park. 
 
Andy Holte of Forest St. stated that like many people here, he does not like the idea of a parking lot, 
but it was useful to learn about the history. He continued that it sounds like there are two aspects as 
to why this has to happen: the remediation of the soil, and the grant. It sounds like there would be 
alternatives for capping or dealing with the soil, if the grant did not require a parking lot. Thus, he 
thinks they should focus on the grant aspect and see if there is a way to get rid of that requirement. It 
sounds like the LWCF is focused on there being access to the park. It sounds like there is plenty of 
parking nearby and plenty of access, and the rail trail is right there. He wonders if there are ways to 
prove that plenty of parking and access exists, such that a parking lot is not necessary. Then, there 
would be plenty of other ways to improve the space. He agrees that it would be important to have 
something more useful there to draw people to the park. The park is already such an improvement, a 
growing hub for the neighborhood, so drawing people there with attractions would be much better 
than a parking lot. He also thinks community gardens would be a great use there, and he 
understands there might be some limitations, but he encourages more conversations with the 
community gardeners who have used the west side, if there is a desire for that space on the east. He 
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thinks that is worth trying to make happen. 
 
Robert Hamm of 89 Valley St. stated that he has concerns about the notion of simply capping an 
existing issue and leaving it for future generations. He continued that he would love to see if there are 
other proposals for dealing with the issue of contamination. He stands by his letter and those of his 
neighbors. It would be a shame to just let it be. They do not need the parking. He would love to see 
more consultation with the neighborhood to see what might work best. 
 
Councilor Chalice stated that she lives in the east side, and she, along with the two Councilors from 
Ward 2, all voted against transferring this funding specifically for the issue of the parking lot. She 
continued that she agrees with Mr. Hamm that passing this on to another generation is not working 
well for society as a whole. She would like to know that the City has explored remediation 
possibilities. They are talking about a foot and a half of soil for railroad contaminants. She 
appreciates the explanation of the details. She looks forward to the community process of looking at 
what other aspects, and how this entire square area, including expansion of the detention area, could 
happen. Detention is an extremely important aspect for this part of town, which is the lowest area. 
Detention is a great idea and offers the combined uses of a pollinator garden and all kinds of things. 
She understands that $75,000 is a lot of money, but if it will not meet the needs of the community, 
maybe they should not accept it. They have a nearly completed park with one part that has not been 
addressed yet, and she looks forward to feeling confident that the City Council can go through a 
process that acknowledges all the concerns in an equal fashion and move forward from there. 
 
The City Manager stated that they need to come up with a remediation plan, and if the Council were 
to decide not to do a parking lot and not accept the funds, there is no current funding in the budget or 
the CIP to bring on an environmental engineer, come up with an alternative capping solution, or funds 
to then pay for it, so she gets a little nervous about that, especially when the City has a lot of other 
things going on. She continued that she thinks the Deputy City Manager and the KPRD Director have 
worked to come up with some compromise, and that is potentially shifting a bit of the parking lot 
location and adding these pollinator gardens and other ways to activate the space, which is really 
beyond what they are talking about tonight, but what she is hearing and has heard in the past is that 
there is a definite interest in continuing these conversations. She hopes the Committee moves 
forward. Tonight, there is no suggested motion before them. It is just that the letters have come in. 
This project has been making its way through, and the action that will come to the Council at some 
point will be to accept those grant dollars. If the Committee decides to recommend not accepting 
those grant dollars, that would put an end to this phase of the project, and they would have to come 
back and talk about how to fund a different way to remediate the contamination on site. 
 
Chair Greenwald stated that he thinks staff have heard all the concerns, and for the actions that 
Councilor Chalice suggests, he believes just the consultant alone would cost over $100,000. He 
continued that if this could be done with attractive landscaping and some of the other features that 
have been discussed, he thinks it will turn out well. He feels better hearing it is only about 85’ x 60’ 
instead of a huge, sprawling parking area. 
 
Mr. Bohannon stated that when they had envisioned this space, it was not just to serve Pat Russell 
Park and the skate park, it was also to serve the rail trail and the ball courts, because of the proximity 
to those. He continued that it almost works as a trailhead for the Cheshire Rail Trail. There is a little 
bit of parking on Eastern Ave., and as they go forward with the Transportation Heritage Trail and 
really develop that, this location serves as that trailhead amenity for the trail system. Through the 
UNH Cooperative Extension study, they know the trail system can bring in over $1,000,000 to the 
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community just from people visiting with their bicycles. Thus, adding another trailhead as another 
component to this particular use is certainly worthy of the traffic it might generate. 
 
Councilor Tobin stated that she has a lot of questions. She continued that one is whether there is a 
map she can see, to understand the exact location they are talking about. In terms of access and the 
grant, she wonders if they are required to provide access specifically for vehicles, or if they could 
provide access for, say, bicycles. In terms of how people are already accessing the park, she 
wonders if they have considered what adding a driveway there would mean. If many people are 
already getting to the park by skateboard, creating a driveway that would intersect with skateboarders 
could create a potential point of collision. There would be skaters, walkers, bikers, and now vehicles 
driving across that to access the driveway. 
 
Mr. Bohannon stated that regarding Water St., that would be a street entrance, and engineering 
would make sure they hit all the codes and standards they need to meet. He continued that they 
certainly have thought about this to the degree of knowing an individual would need to walk or be on 
the crosswalk from up Water St. down to Carpenter St., and this access would create a little bit of a 
shortcut for that, so they would need to create something for pedestrians. He wants people to keep in 
mind that what staff is proposing is conceptual. This is not like a bid document. They needed to see a 
parking lot that fit over that area and put it in for the grant application. They still have time to define 
this, is what he is trying to say. They can definitely provide pedestrian access. 
 
Councilor Tobin stated that she does not think they are talking about the same thing. She continued 
that they would be causing a break in the sidewalk to add this driveway that will be created. That is 
her concern. Her concern was not that pedestrians needed access to the parking lot, but rather that 
pedestrians and people who get to the skatepark by skateboarding would be crossing the newly-
created driveway. The Council has heard that most skaters get to the skate park via their 
skateboards. When they went through the Roadway Safety Action Plan, they determined that one of 
the major sources of accidents was having two or more modes of transportation intersecting. Where 
this driveway will be created, they will have three modes of transportation coming together there. 
 
Mr. Bohannon replied that he understands what Councilor Tobin is saying. He continued that yes, this 
will be another driveway access along Water St. There are similar ones across the street and across 
the bridge. He thinks for proper signage along the sidewalk along Water St., they meet that with all of 
the City standards on any driveway access that would come through. With whatever they create, as 
they did with Russell Park, they will have all of those safety measures put in place. 
 
Chair Greenwald stated that as Mr. Bohannon said, this is just a concept. He continued that whatever 
is designed will show landscaping, lighting, and all the rest, so all the concerns will be addressed. If 
they are not, there will be a time to vote. 
 
Councilor Tobin stated that regarding the access to Pat Russell Park, right now there is access for 
vehicles, but there is not a safe way for pedestrians to access that. She continued that it ends up 
feeling like they are cutting off a lot of the pedestrian access points. 
 
Councilor Haas stated that there is no recommended motion tonight and no action to take, but he 
heard that staff will create some kind of advisory or consulting team to work with the local residents 
and local Master Gardeners and come up with the final design that they were just talking about. He 
continued that if that is the conclusion they have tonight, he thinks that is a good conclusion, and he 
looks forward to that happening. 
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Pete Moran stated that only one of the pickleball courts on Water St. is usable, so that needs to be 
remedied. He continued that he has yet to see anyone play pickleball there this year, whereas in 
previous years, people would. He asked if there is any potential allowance for expansion of the skate 
park, because the initial one was a lot smaller than the previous one. Kids love the skate park, but it 
is too small. Somehow, some space should be set aside for expansion; maybe the existing 
warehouse building. It is too bad that the City did not buy it. With all this conversation, they need to 
look at the kids. That is the intent. 
 
Andy Holte stated that he echoes what Councilor Tobin said. He continued that they can check the 
boxes and mitigate the risks with proper signage, but they should be thinking bigger picture. He likes 
the point that this should be about the kids, and they are arriving by skateboard, not by car. Even if 
the City is building things the proper way and following the Code, it would be introducing more 
vehicles a creating a conflict with children. The number one killer of children in America is firearms, 
and the second is vehicles, so they should be thinking not just about checking boxes, but 
conceptually, what is best for these kids. A parking lot would add a threat, which is another reason 
not to have this. Regarding the trail access point, trailheads should be on the outskirts of the City, to 
allow people to come in. Drawing vehicles in to park inside the City and bike out is the opposite of 
what they want. There is trail access on Eastern Ave. at the other side of the rail trail, which is a great 
spot, as people park there and bike into downtown. Parking by the rail trail downtown and going out is 
not as productive. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked for further comment. Hearing none, he asked for a motion. 
 
The following motion by Councilor Tobin was duly seconded by Councilor Workman. 
 
On a vote of 4 to 0, the Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee recommends that 
the communications, concerns, and recommendations regarding the proposed parking lot at the 
skatepark be accepted as informational. 
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CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #D.3. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Municipal Facilities, Services and Infrastructure Committee, Standing Committee 
    
Through: 

 

     
Subject: Request for Consideration of an Ordinance Amendment to Allow Leashed 

Dogs in Woodland Cemetery 
     
  
Recommendation: 
On a vote of 4 to 0, the Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee recommends that 
the request for consideration of an Ordinance amendment to allow leashed dogs in Woodland 
Cemetery be accepted as informational. 
  
Attachments: 
None  
  
Background: 
Chair Greenwald asked Councilor Williams to address his request. 
 
Councilor Williams stated that before anyone refers to him as “the dog Councilor,” he wants to note 
for the record that he does not even have a dog. He continued that however, he lives in the 
Woodland Cemetery neighborhood and sees people walking their dogs there frequently, despite the 
large “NO DOGS ALLOWED” signs. It is unfair that the dog owners who follow the rules do not get 
the opportunity to have their dogs in the park, whereas the ones who break the rules have their dogs 
there frequently, and frequently off leash. People have their dogs in the park but are being scofflaws 
in doing so. He thinks if the City tightened the rules, maybe they would get better compliance. One 
reason he thinks it would be a good idea to allow people to walk their dogs in the park is because it 
puts more eyes on the ground. He hears concerns from the neighbors about the safety of Woodland 
Cemetery. A mother who lives near it does not let her children play in it. Her children could walk to 
school through the cemetery, but she does not let them, because some sketchy characters hang 
around. He frequently finds beer bottles and similar items there. There is a lot of shady behavior in 
the park. Dog walking would create more foot traffic, which might provide a deterrent. 
 
Councilor Williams continued that he proposed the idea of allowing leashed dogs in Woodland 
Cemetery and received a phone call from Mr. Bohannon. They had a good conversation, and Mr. 
Bohannon raised some valid concerns. One concern was the way people who have loved ones 
buried in the cemetery might feel if dogs are there doing their business. That is a problem they should 
look at and try to mitigate. He thinks that creating some guardrails around having dogs in the park 
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could mitigate some of Mr. Bohannon’s concerns. He is asking to try something new here, and 
maybe it would not work. Maybe it would be a bad idea and dog excrement would be everywhere. He 
would suggest a trial period of one year, and if it seems like it has not been successful, they do not 
have to renew it. It would be important, if allowing dogs in the park, to require them to be leashed. 
There is currently a problem with unleashed dogs in the park, probably from people thinking that if 
they are already breaking the rules by bringing their dog in the park, they might as well unleash them. 
However, he suspects that if leashing your dog becomes the expectation and there is signage and a 
potential fine of $50 or $100 for unleashed dogs, they could set the standard. In addition, the City 
should set expectations for where dogs are allowed to relieve themselves in the park. They do not 
want dog waste on graves; they want dogs staying on paths. There are a few places in the cemetery, 
away from graves, where they could set up one of those trash cans with dog waste bags, which they 
would expect people to use. He knows it would not solve the entire problem and there will still be 
some people breaking the rules by allowing their dogs to break the rules, but most people could learn 
and follow the expectations. Overall, he frequently hears community members’ concerns about safety 
in the cemetery. He got this idea from a community member, in conversation about the problem. He 
thinks the City should think about it and try it for a year. 
 
Chair Greenwald stated that he has a question for the City Attorney. He asked if this would be an 
Ordinance with a sunset clause. Deputy City Attorney Brandon Latham replied that that is one way to 
do it. He continued that other options might include looking at enforcement policies rather than an 
Ordinance, which is something he could get into with the City Attorney over the next week. Chair 
Greenwald replied that he cannot recall any other sunset Ordinances. 
 
The City Manager stated that they were thinking about the same sort of question, regarding how to 
accomplish a trial period for a year. She continued that during the COVID pandemic, the City had a 
mask Ordinance that kept sunsetting, and the Council kept renewing it. That provided the Council the 
opportunity to look at the situation and see whether they could let it sunset or if they wanted to renew 
or extend it. That is potentially one way to accomplish what Councilor Williams is talking about. Chair 
Greenwald replied that he thinks it would be confusing to the public, but it is a creative idea. 
 
Councilor Favolise stated that his question for Councilor Williams is if the intent of only doing this for 
Woodland Cemetery is to have the trial period, or if there is something specific about Woodland 
Cemetery, or if it is the safety concerns Councilor Williams has heard about there. He continued that 
he has some thoughts about doing this in just one cemetery versus all the City’s cemeteries. 
Councilor Williams replied that his view is that probably every cemetery or neighborhood is a different 
situation. He continued that he would like to do it in just this cemetery rather than citywide, which 
would bring in a lot more scope, some of which was never intended. Maybe it would be appropriate to 
do the same thing for each cemetery, and perhaps they can look at the experience of Woodland 
Cemetery when they consider it. He would hesitate to say that what is appropriate for Woodland 
Cemetery is appropriate for all the others. 
 
Councilor Tobin stated that she has concerns. She continued that she does see dogs in Woodland 
Cemetery, including some off-leash dogs going after leashed dogs. She talked with a woman she 
saw in Woodland Cemetery planting flowers and bushes, who said she was the last of her family and 
would probably be dying soon. She was planting her favorite flowers at her husband’s grave. She 
(Councilor Tobin) thinks about how special and important that is, and she thinks about dogs going to 
the bathroom there. More and more lately, she has been seeing dog waste bags on the side of the 
road or the alongside paths, which shows that people are not taking the bags with them. She worries 
about the cemetery becoming a place where people leave bags of dog waste. 
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Councilor Favolise stated that he echoes Councilor Tobin’s concerns. He continued that his concern 
is less about dogs and their owners and what they are or are not doing. He thinks it is great that there 
are green spaces for children to play in, but he reacted a little bit tensely to the idea that they want 
more children playing in the cemeteries. There are few places he can think of that are more sacred 
than cemetery spaces, and he thinks they should remain that way. He thinks there were good 
reasons for Councilor Williams’ letter and request, and he understands why the request came 
through, but he just does not like the feeling of this. It does not feel right to him at this point. He would 
like to hear from other Councilors and the public. 
 
Pete Moran of Myrtle St. stated that he does not think this is a good idea. He continued that dog 
waste is everywhere, including downtown and on the rail trail. He continued that the problem is not 
with dogs, but with their owners, particularly when they bag up the waste and then leave the bag on 
the ground for Parks staff to clean up. It is appropriate to say that a cemetery is a sacred place. He 
would not be happy to see a dog going to the bathroom on a family member’s grave. He thinks the 
cemetery should be exempt from people walking their dogs. They have plenty of other places to walk, 
and it is inappropriate to walk dogs in the cemetery. 
 
Christopher Barry of Page St. stated that he is right on Greenlawn and Woodland. He continued that 
he will not say whether he is or is not a scofflaw, but during the past 10 years he has been observing 
the cemetery, he has become aware of the “stash spots.” He runs through the cemetery five or six 
days a week, at all hours. What Councilor Williams is looking at is a small change that might have a 
net benefit of improving the overall space. Dogs are going through regardless of the Ordinance, but 
just in the past year or so, he has come across people who are passed out, and he has witnessed 
certain exchanges happening in the cemetery. Research shows that increasing “everyday foot traffic” 
through such areas has the effect of reducing some of the other things they are seeing. The cemetery 
feels like his backyard. In his view, this is a community response they could try, increasing foot traffic 
to try and make it a safer community space. He thinks it is worth looking at. He does not want to 
further detail what he has come across in the cemetery, but he hopes they do not put their head in 
the sand about these real issues happening in the area. 
 
Vicky Morton of 275 Water St. stated that she supports the proposal. She continued that if the 
concerns are children and dog excrement, they had better look at Pat Russell Park, which is difficult 
to walk through, given the piles of dog excrement there. She supports the foot traffic concept. She 
thinks the issue is that they limit the people who want to do the right thing, because of people who do 
the wrong thing. The person holding the leash controls the dog. A leashed dog is less likely to urinate 
on a headstone than an unleashed one. The issue is enforcement. She welcomes it. She walks her 
leashed dog through the cemetery, because it is a lovely place, and it does not violate any 
sacredness to walk on the pathway. 
 
Nicole Demarest of 288 Church St. stated that this is an interesting discussion, and she has been 
thinking about the issue all day. She continued that she just heard about Councilor Williams’ proposal 
yesterday from a friend in the neighborhood, and her immediate reaction was that she does not want 
this to happen, for a variety of reasons, some already spoken about. However, as she listens to this, 
it sounds to her that the issue is having more people walk through the cemetery. As she listened to 
the problems that Councilor Williams and Mr. Barry spoke about, she believed them that those are 
their experiences with the cemetery, but those are not her experiences. She lives two blocks away 
from the Beaver St. entrance into the cemetery, and she and her husband walk there at least four or 
five times a week, for 45 to 60 minutes each time. In her experience, it is a peaceful, lovely place. 
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Maybe she is not there at the times other people are encountering problems. She thinks it would be 
negative to have more dogs in the park and more dogs off leash, because enforcement is the issue. 
A neighbor told her that his experience is that when people come off the sidewalk and into a space 
that they perceive as “nature,” it seems reasonable to let the dog off the leash. Thus, many people, 
despite the requirement to have a leashed dog, will unleash them. Unleashed dogs lead to a variety 
of problems. A person she knows who walks in the cemetery a good deal is strong, but older and 
fragile, and she told her the idea that there will be more dogs, many of them off leash, is rather scary 
to her. She worries about being jumped on by a dog and possibly knocked over. There are many 
issues, as well as the idea a Councilor said, about this being sacred space. She agrees with that. 
 
Ms. Demarest continued that her question is what the point was of not allowing dogs, when that was 
first posted, years ago. Mr. Bohannon replied that that happened long before his time. He continued 
that for as long as he can remember, no dogs have been allowed in cemeteries. 
 
Patrice Aguda-Brown of 23 North Lincoln St. stated that she, too, frequents the cemetery and 
considers it a sacred space. She continued that she does not like the idea of more dogs there. She 
has not had the experiences that Councilor Williams and Mr. Barry spoke of, but she knows that 
things do happen in the cemetery, as she does see little congregates of people, so she is always 
acutely aware of when she is walking in there. She is also afraid of loose dogs that their owners do 
not have control over. The cemetery is a safe place for people to walk without thinking about dogs. 
Keene has a dog park. There are places to walk dogs in this area, such as Robin Hood Park, and the 
cemetery should not be one of those places. 
 
Robert Hamm stated that he loves dogs, but from his perspective as someone who has conducted 
committal services in the cemetery frequently, the notion of having free range dogs would be 
problematic for him. He continued that enforcement is a key issue. He used to hike Mt. Monadnock 
frequently, and signs say to keep your dog leashed, but the dogs are always off leash, running 
around in nature. The cemetery is not a place for loose dogs and their excrement. The debate is 
about enforcement, and about a quasi-sacred space where people have lots of memories. 
 
Councilor Chalice stated that as a Councilor, she has had six to seven people come to her 
specifically supporting this. That said, she lives half a block away from the Beaver St. entrance into 
Woodland Cemetery, and she spends a lot of time there. She has lived there for 18 years, and for the 
past two years, she has been working on a project with a local service group, with 20 sapling oak 
trees. Through the past two growing seasons, she has been out there at least once a week with 
gallons of water. She, like others who have spoken, has not seen the unwanted behaviors in the 
park, nor does she see loose dogs. She believes that other people are seeing what they are seeing, 
but she wants to make sure they balance the type and amount of instances that these things are 
happening. As a Councilor, she has been contacted by people who support Councilor Williams’ 
proposal, on the notion of it being for the children. She and other mothers have spent time in the 
cemetery with their children, picking wild strawberries for a picnic lunch, which was a valuable 
experience. She and the other mothers made their children aware of the need to be sensitive to that 
space. Her daughter learned to ride her bike along those roadways. 
 
Councilor Chalice continued that some people have been referring to it as a “park,” but it is not. It is a 
cemetery. However, as Keene’s population continues to increase, she believes they have to find 
more creative ways of utilizing these green spaces for a broader range of the public. She is in the 
cemetery frequently, and does not see dog excrement all over. She sees dog waste bags along 
Beaver St. a lot, which bothers her. She supports Councilor Williams’s proposal to have more eyes 
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on the community within the space, because over the years, she has heard mothers say they will not 
let their children in there. There are abundant pathways and paved roadways that could be utilized for 
other types of activities. She does not know what to say about enforcement. Maybe each person who 
wants dog-walking to be allowed in the cemetery will have to step up and have a voice if they see any 
of the unwanted activities happening. She supports the sunset clause to give this a try for a year. 
 
Andy Holte of Forest St. stated that he is in favor of this change. He continued that he thinks there 
have been a lot of valid perspectives tonight and people have had a variety of experiences in the 
cemetery. Personally, he does not recall ever seeing a dog off leash there, but he has seen people 
up to activities they should not be up to. He thinks Councilor Williams’ point about having more eyes 
there is a good one. The author Jane Jacobs popularized the idea of “eyes on the street,” talking 
about the idea that places are safer when there are more people in that space doing different 
activities at all times of day. Safety improves anywhere, including in the cemetery, if there are more 
people using the space. Thus, he agrees with the idea of increasing the number of people who are 
there, whether that is through allowing them to walk dogs or not. There might be other options. He 
has a dog and has been disappointed by the signs prohibiting dogs, because he would love to walk 
his dog there. He does not disregard the sign and bring his dog there anyway. As Councilor Williams 
said, bans keep the people who are going to be well behaved from doing that activity, but they do not 
keep out the people who are ill behaved. If drug use was an issue in the cemetery and the City’s 
response was to say that no people are allowed in the cemetery, he does not think that would reduce 
the drug use. On the other hand, having more people there, as they do currently because it is a great 
space, does help mitigate that. Not having a ban is better, because it results in having more eyes in 
that area, which increases the safety. 
 
Mr. Holte continued that the topic of enforcement comes up a lot, whenever there is some sort of 
issue. There is always a need for enforcement. Everyone knows there is not enough budget or 
personnel to do that enforcement, so it becomes imperative on the public to enforce things a lot of the 
time, and again, more eyes and more people help with that enforcement. Whether it is explicit 
enforcement, such as one person telling another to put their dog on a leash, or just implicit, in the 
sense that having more people around encourages you to not do things that are bad. Thus, he 
supports the idea of the Ordinance change, whether with the sunset or not. They could consider just 
allowing leashed dogs, and then if it turns out negatively, they could change it back. That has been 
done with other changes in the past. 
 
Jennifer Sizoo of 10 Fairfield Ct. stated that she is in favor of trying this for a year. She continued that 
right now, the people who are obeying the rules are not there, so the City would be allowing the 
people who obey rules and are respectful of places and respectful of the City Ordinances into the 
cemetery to see what is happening there. She walks and rides her bike in the cemetery, and it is a 
great place for kids to ride their bikes. She thinks having more people there is a good idea. She has 
observed drug sales in the cemetery, and she has seen dogs on and off leashes. She thinks if the 
City moves forward with this, it can be publicized as a trial, via the newspaper, radio, and electronic 
signs at the entrance, and they can ask people to be respectful. 
 
Ms. Demarest stated that as a person who does not want to have more dogs in her walking 
experience through the park, the idea that the City would advertise this and encourage people to 
bring their dogs to Woodland Cemetery is terrifying. She continued that if everyone in town suddenly 
gets the message that this beautiful space now allows dogs, they will have a lot of dogs there. She 
and others are not in favor of that. 
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Pete Moran of Myrtle St. stated that Keene goes to great lengths to accommodate a variety of 
people. He continued that he does not see why cemeteries cannot be totally exempt from dogs. 
People who go in with dogs are not supposed to be there, but calling the Police does not seem 
helpful, because the KPD has other things to do than go after someone whose dog defecated in the 
cemetery. He is totally opposed to dogs being in this special area. The City already accommodates 
many diverse interests. The cemeteries should be left as they are. The people who abuse the dog 
prohibition will be kept to a minimum. There is dog excrement all over downtown and the rail trail 
already, so he agrees with the woman who said that advertising for people to bring their dogs to the 
cemetery is not a good move. 
 
KPRD Director Carrah Fisk-Hennessey stated that staff did quite a bit of research around this idea. 
She continued that dogs are already permitted in every other public space in Keene, on leashes. 
Under current Ordinance, leashed dogs are allowed through the City’s parks, trail system, sidewalks, 
and open spaces. Cemeteries are currently the only exception. The limited restrictions still provide 
dog owners with lots of access to outdoor spaces, including the dog park. Tonight, people have noted 
concerns, recognizing that enforcement is definitely a challenge, and that there could be ways to 
encourage foot traffic other than allowing dogs in these sacred spaces. She does not know when the 
Ordinance originated, but it has been in place for as long as many people can remember. The current 
behaviors they have heard about tonight, about dog waste being left in numerous locations, indicates 
future non-compliance as well. That is something to consider when thinking about changing an 
Ordinance or drafting a modified Ordinance for one or all cemeteries. Improperly discarded waste 
bags are already a recurring problem and would likely appear in cemeteries as well. Research that 
comes from conservation experts, including the National Park Service’s Historic Division, shows that 
repeated exposure to dog urine can deteriorate limestone and marble markers, which can also lead 
to staining, erosion, and long-term structural harm to cemetery markers, gravestones, and plates in 
the ground. The preservation and community expectations support maintaining the current 
restrictions. Cemeteries are places of remembrance and reflection. They are the only space exempt 
from dog-walking, and protecting their physical condition and ensuring respectful use aligns with both 
the public expectations and the City’s stewardship responsibilities. 
 
Deputy City Manager Andy Bohannon stated that he spoke with Councilor Williams about this. He 
continued that he spent 14 of the past 20 years managing the cemeteries, and he has seen all of the 
things that have been described tonight. He has been confronted, and he has had situations in which 
he has politely told someone in the cemetery that no dogs are allowed, and the person has 
responded with a rude gesture or tone and words too inappropriate for him to repeat tonight. It can 
become very confrontational as soon as you approach a person with a dog, whether leashed or not. 
He has seen a little bit of everything. It is important to understand that the space is sacred. It is a 
place for people to visit their loved ones who have passed on, for remembrance, mourning, and 
reflection. He asks people to imagine what it would be like to be in that moment of reflection by a 
loved one’s grave, and to suddenly have a barking dog coming charging at you. No matter how well a 
dog is behaved, they can still unintentionally disrupt someone with a bark. Most dogs are not 
aggressive and are well trained, but you cannot know if the dog approaching you is aggressive or not. 
Some people are dog lovers, others are not. Some people are very apprehensive if they are 
approached by an unknown dog. 
 
Mr. Bohannon continued that in addition to that respect piece, there is what Ms. Fisk-Hennessey 
pointed out regarding the risks of damage to headstones and to the landscaping. He would add, 
regarding sanitation and health concerns, that Parks, Recreation, and Facilities staff are out there all 
year long, and especially in the summer when they have seasonal staff to help mow and trim, they 
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constantly have to stop to clean their equipment because dog feces has gotten on their shoes, 
mower, or weed whacker. It is very unsanitary and not okay. People need to be respectful. If 
someone has the opportunity to not pick up after their dog, they probably will not, or they will bag up 
the waste and leave the bag on the ground. Staff have increased the number of bags available in all 
of the parks and trails, but they continue to see more bags left on the ground. 
 
Mr. Bohannon continued that in addition, with some people’s religious or cultural beliefs, animals are 
inappropriate to have in the sacred space when someone is, for example, providing services in the 
cemetery like Mr. Hamm spoke of tonight. He asks people to imagine what it would be like to be 
having a burial service provided for your mother, father, brother, sister, son, or daughter, and all of a 
sudden, the solemn moment was interrupted by a bark, or an aggressive dog comes about. It is 
completely disrespectful. He has a hard time with this idea of allowing dogs in the cemetery, as he 
explained to Councilor Williams. He knows dogs are valued companions and cherished members of 
families, but there are other places. In this area, Robin Hood Park is 140 acres with over five miles of 
trails. Dogs can be off leash on trails, within voice command. In the main part of the park or 
playground, dogs need to be leashed out of respect for the children. 
 
Mr. Bohannon concluded that he is a little passionate about this topic because he has experienced it 
for 20 years, and he has experienced everything people have talked about tonight. He hopes the 
Committee thinks of cemeteries more as sacred spaces than as parks. 
 
Chair Greenwald stated that at first, he did not think that allowing dogs in Woodland Cemetery would 
be a problem. He continued that then, he listened to Mr. Bohannon and began to understand it. If this 
goes forward, every cemetery, not just Woodland, would have dogs, and he does not think people 
who live near the other cemeteries would feel good about that. They should look at this logically. 
Right now, dogs are not allowed in cemeteries. That is not a problem. If they allow dogs, it will be a 
huge problem for some people who have loved ones buried in the cemeteries or will in the future. 
This strikes him as negative. If they want to increase eyes and foot traffic in Woodland Cemetery, 
they can come up with another way to do it. He cannot support this, and if it does go forward, he 
wants to see every cemetery faced with the same idea, and he bets it would not be enacted when 
considered that way. 
 
Councilor Tobin stated that regardless of how this vote turns out tonight, she appreciates Councilor 
Williams bringing this forward, because this was a good conversation to have. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked for further comment. Hearing none, he asked for a motion. 
 
The following motion by Councilor Favolise was duly seconded by Councilor Tobin. 
 
The Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee recommends that the request for 
consideration of an Ordinance amendment to allow leashed dogs in Woodland Cemetery be 
accepted as informational. 
 
Councilor Favolise stated that despite all the excitement around parking and traffic at the beginning of 
this meeting, he agrees with Councilor Tobin that this was a great item to be on the agenda tonight 
for the Scouts to see government in action and respectful conversation about the issues. He 
continued that he will vote in support of accepting this as informational and imagines there might be 
continued conversation at the Council meeting. Nothing in the Ordinance prevents more people from 
going to the cemetery; it just prevents people from going there with dogs. He did not hear anything 
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that changed his mind about why the Ordinance should call out cemeteries as different when it 
comes to dogs. The reason is that cemeteries are different spaces than other spaces. They are 
sacred, special spaces. He appreciates Councilor Williams bringing this forward for conversation, and 
he concurs with Councilor Tobin. He does not think moving this forward would be right for the 
community. 
 
The motion passed on a vote of 4 to 0. 
 
Chair Greenwald thanked Councilor Williams for bringing the issue to the Committee. 
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CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #D.4. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Municipal Facilities, Services and Infrastructure Committee, Standing Committee 
    
Through: 

 

     
Subject: 2026 Construction Season Update 
     
  
Recommendation: 
On a vote of 4 to 0, the Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee recommends that 
the 2026 Construction Season Update be accepted as informational. 
  
Attachments: 
None  
  
Background: 
City Engineer Bryan Ruoff stated that he apologizes for not bringing this item forward earlier. He 
continued that typically, staff tries for the February or March meeting to update the Committee and 
community on the plans for the construction season. As they know, what has been involved with the 
Downtown Infrastructure Project has sort of turned them upside down and made them shuffle things 
around. 
 
Mr. Ruoff continued that he is happy to discuss the projects they have upcoming this season, many 
of which are already in construction or carryovers from last year. In the agenda packet, he grouped 
them as projects that are under contract or currently in construction, actively being bid, and in final 
design and anticipated to be bid this year for fall construction. The George Street Bridge 
Replacement project is funded 80% by the NH Department of Transportation (NHDOT) and started 
March 13, 2026, anticipated to continue through November. They will finish the utilities at the end of 
next week and the project is on schedule. Stormater Main Lining is a Clean Water SRF funded 
project that started in March and is anticipated to continue through June. They are currently working 
in the same location as the Dinsmore Woods shutdown, so it is good timing. They are lining the 
middle school culvert, with no interruption of traffic because of that closure. The THT Phase I project 
is progressing, having started on March 23, 2026. They are on or ahead of schedule on that, 
anticipating September completion. The Manhole and Sewer Main Rehabilitation projects are 
carryovers from last year. Those went through the winter and will be completed in April and June. 
The Appel Way Trail Paving project as part of Parks and Recreation was completed April 9, 2026 and 
April 10, 2026, with a small amount of cleanup left. It might not look like it, but Marlboro St. is under 
construction. That project is receiving 80% federal funds administered through DOT. The scope of 
the project that has been started is the trail portion that goes through Public Works. They are 
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preparing that for sidewalk placement within the next week. He anticipates within the next week or 
two they will be in the street doing construction. The plan is to go block by block to minimize 
congestion and disruption, so they will phase it in five segments going down Marlboro St. from the 
Main St./Marlboro St. roundabout toward Eastern Ave. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked if it correct that Marlboro St. will be paved this season. Mr. Ruoff replied yes. 
He continued that they are lucky to have Bazin Brothers Trucking under contract. That company did 
all of the paving last year and it was very successful. They are doing a great job so far. Chair 
Greenwald asked if Marlboro St. will be paved before Island St. Mr. Ruoff replied no, there are about 
six weeks left on the Island St. project. He continued that they are finishing the sidewalk placement 
on the eastern side and then will move to the western side to finish the sidewalk there, and then pave 
the road. Anticipated completion is June 10, 2026. They would have loved to finish the project last 
year, but winter came early and stayed a long time. 
 
Mr. Ruoff continued that the Transfer Station Paving project is currently underway. Bazin Brothers bid 
on this and was awarded the contract. He anticipates it being complete in two weeks, and then they 
will pave the Public Works parking lot. The Sidewalk Replacement project is different from the 
Sidewalk Rehabilitation project that City staff perform. They bid and awarded two years of projects, 
last year’s and this year’s. Last year, staff fired the consultant they had hired for the project for their 
inability to mobilize for the project. This year, they are replacing existing sidewalk with concrete 
sidewalk on Water St. as part of the water main break repair work. Blosson, Gardner, Harrison, 
Jenison, and Willow Streets are all scheduled for reconstruction as part of this construction season. 
They are trending about $100,000 under what is budgeted for that, so if something comes up that 
also makes sense, they will potentially request to add that to the scope of the contract, because they 
have a contractor they are very lucky to have on that project as well, BC Construction. They have 
been talking about the Key Road Drainage project for a long time. It was supposed to happen last 
fall, but again, winter conditions came in early. They anticipate that all the pre-cast box culverts will 
be fabricated for that job in mid-May and they will start construction probably June 1, 2026. The 
Airport T-Hangar Paving project is one that Public Works got involved with during the bidding 
process. That was awarded recently to All States, and will be occurring shortly. A Wastewater 
Treatment Plant Clarifier project was recently bid and awarded and will probably start construction 
within the next three weeks. 
 
Councilor Haas stated that all of these projects go through a whole process from way back when a 
conceptual and preliminary design are created, followed by funding, more bid designs, then 
contracting, and so on and so forth. He continued that there is a long period between when a project 
is conceived and when it actually happens, and many people forget what the original intent was when 
a project happens. Each project has, or should have, a contractor safety board or information board. 
There is a great one at the trail head on Eastern Ave. for the THT project. It would be great if the 
boards included a description of what is happening, so people can remember or learn about what 
happened in the design process and how it is being executed on site, instead of being surprised 
when things start to happen. That is a suggestion that could improve communications. 
 
Mr. Ruoff stated that there is one other project that was awarded yesterday, an as-needed project, 
which is the Stormwater Point Repair project. He continued that as the Highway crew finds drain 
culverts that are in poor condition and need immediate remedy, they either line or dig repair them. 
They are under contract with Vortex, the company that is also doing the stormwater lining as part of 
that project. 
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Mr. Ruoff stated that regarding projects currently being bid, the Downtown Infrastructure Project is 
currently publicly advertised for bid. The Martell Court Pump Station Bypass Force Main project is 
currently out to bid for construction services, and the rehabilitation of the Cheshire Rail Trail Bridge 
over the Ashuelot River is currently out to bid. 
 
Mr. Ruoff continued that regarding planned projects for fall construction, the Court Street Water Main 
Replacement project has about a half mile of water main from the roundabout at Maple St. to East 
Surrey Rd. that is 1930s vintage and has had multiple breaks. Replacing that will improve the water 
quality and pressure through that entire area. They just completed the Water Tank Rehabilitation 
project. In doing that, they identified some valves and yard piping that also require replacement, as 
they are from the 1920s. They do not want that to be the weakest point and fail and then have no 
public water supply. They are looking to bid that rehabilitation work later this fall. They bid a Gate 
Valve Replacement project yearly, which is based on the flushing program that is currently ongoing. 
They should have the list of valves soon and bid that for the fall. The Robin Hood Park Pool 
Improvements project is part of the greater scope of the Robin Hood Improvements project, and they 
anticipate bidding it in the fall. The rest of the scope of the project will go through the complete design 
and will be bid in the winter for construction next year. The CIP has a Parks and Recreation Trails 
and Bridge Rehabilitation project. When possible, they are doing those in-house, to get the most 
cost-effective measures to the City. He does not anticipate bidding much of that scope, but City 
employees will do that work. The Monadnock View Cemetery Expansion project is currently in final 
design, going to DOT, and they anticipate bidding that in the fall. 
 
Mr. Bohannon stated that another one of his passions is highlighting the good work of City 
employees. He continued that anyone who does not already receive the Monday emails from Public 
Works should sign up to do so. Those emails include construction project updates as a heads up for 
the week, such as traffic information. Andrea Bixby, the Public Works Office Manager, does a great 
job communicating the information out and working with Mr. Ruoff and his team relating to the various 
projects that are happening. 
 
Councilor Workman stated that she has a general question about the construction projects and 
contingency plans for when a contractor makes an error. She continued that for example, one that 
came up last year was the Winchester St. repaving work. When the lines were painted, she called to 
make a complaint, because the company did a horrible job. Unfortunately, she was told nothing could 
be done, because the paint had already dried and the contractor did not catch that the equipment had 
been malfunctioning. That was not a satisfactory answer to her, because taxpayer money goes into 
paying for these repairs, and she expects the work to be done correctly. If it is not done correctly, she 
wants the City to be reimbursed or have a way to make the City whole in some capacity. For 
example, she is glad Island St. will get done this construction season and that it will be repaved, 
because there are big, recessed spots with the drainage and sewer grates. She hopes that when that 
gets repaved, they do not have the problem they had last year on Winchester St. She asked Mr. 
Ruoff to talk about those contingency plans for when things do not go according to plan. 
 
Mr. Ruoff replied that there are several options, and it depends on what the issue is. He continued 
that they put a lot of language in the contract document that protects the City from faulty work, and 
the contractor’s work in correcting that is part of the contract. Regarding the Winchester St. line 
striping, if the contractor does not fix the error, the City simply does not pay for that work. On Island 
St., when the contractor paved the base course pavement, City staff noticed that the slope on the 
road did not meet what the contract documents specified. Staff met with the contractor about that and 
asked how they would resolve that, and the contractor agreed to put a shim on the road before they 
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pave the final course. They agreed to do that at their own cost, to be able to correct that. Those are 
examples of what the City has dealt with in the past. In some cases, they go to an extreme, where if 
one contractor does something incorrectly and the City does not want to take the time and 
inconvenience to the City to have the contractor try to do it again and get it wrong again, the City will 
bring in a different contractor they know can do it. A good example is how the City has brought in 
Bill’s Concrete & Construction many times to do concrete sidewalk work when they needed it 
corrected, and they have done a great job. 
 
Councilor Workman thanked Mr. Ruoff and stated that it is important for the public to know about the 
contingency plans. Chair Greenwald stated that it is so aggravating if the line down the middle of the 
road wavers. Mr. Ruoff replied that at least the line striping is restored nearly every year, so there is a 
chance to restore that. He continued that if the mistake had been made in a location they did not 
expect to do work in for a couple of years, the City definitely would have made the contractor do 
something different. Chair Greenwald stated that the Public Works Department does great work and 
tries hard. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked if there was further comment. Hearing none, he asked for a motion. 
 
The following motion by Councilor Tobin was duly seconded by Councilor Workman. 
 
On a vote of 4 to 0, the Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee recommends that 
the 2026 Construction Season Update be accepted as informational. 
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CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #D.5. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Municipal Facilities, Services and Infrastructure Committee, Standing Committee 
    
Through: 

 

     
Subject: Downtown Infrastructure Project Update 
     
  
Recommendation: 
On a vote of 4 to 0, the Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee recommends 
accepting the Downtown Infrastructure Project Update as informational. 
  
Attachments: 
None  
  
Background: 
Mr. Ruoff stated that he is here today representing the Public Works Director and the Project 
Ombudsman, who are both on vacation. He continued that given the numerous ways this has been 
communicated, he feels like everyone should know by now, but for the record, last Friday they had a 
bid opening for the Downtown Infrastructure Project at 2:00 PM. It was public, held in the conference 
room. He and the Purchasing Manager were notified about four minutes after the bid submission 
deadline by a perspective bidder that they were not able to upload their bid to the City’s public 
purchase platform. City staff did not see any issues or errors on the City’s end, so it did not look like 
anything was wrong. It seemed like potentially something wrong on the other party’s end where they 
were not able to upload the document. They could speculate about how it happened, but no one 
really knows. Staff then had a choice, and it was reviewed by the Purchasing Manager and the 
Assistant City Attorney, on whether they would accept that bid and waive the requirements of the 
bidding period, or potentially re-bid the project, with a contingency that DES has a 30-day bidding 
period and they did not want to jeopardize the funding the City is receiving for the project, so they 
wanted to make sure there was no issue with DES in bidding a shorter period if they needed to re-bid 
the project and not accept the bid. Ultimately, the decision was to not acknowledge or accept the bid 
that was received after the deadline, and they have reposted the project for bidding for another 10 
days, with a bid opening of next Friday, May 8, 2026. Essentially, this is acting as an extension of the 
previous bid period, with a short gap in the middle, which gives the opportunity for prospective 
bidders to submit their bid within the bidding period through the City’s platform. Staff are confident 
that the City will receive a bid for the project. They are communicating to contractors that they should 
try and upload their bid sooner than the last minute so that they do not have this issue again. They 
will have the bid opening next Friday to confirm what those bid prices are that they receive for the 
project. 
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Chair Greenwald asked if the Purchasing Manager reached out to other firms that had the documents 
to find out why they did not bid. Mr. Ruoff replied no, he does not think so. 
 
The City Manager stated that if the City receives no bid or a bid is rejected, a summary report comes 
out, and on that summary, she usually signs off. She continued that the Purchasing Manager had, on 
his message back to contractors that did not bid but had uploaded the documents, to let the City 
know why. She does not know if he has received any additional information from anyone yet, but he 
is trying to learn more, and that also alerts anyone in the portal that they can bid if they did not bid 
this last time. 
 
Chair Greenwald stated that one of the most frequently asked questions is why something did not get 
bids. He continued that people ask if it is because the City of Keene is hard to deal with, or 
contractors cannot get labor, or because of the war with Iran, or contractors not wanting to take on a 
difficult project. He does not know, but he would like to get some insight. 
 
Councilor Favolise stated that he read the recap of the City Engineer’s radio appearance, and one of 
the questions he has heard is what was going on with the firm waiting until the very last minute to get 
the documents in. He continued that on the radio, the City Engineer explained the volatility of fuel 
pricing and that sort of thing. He asked Mr. Ruoff to share that with the Committee, for the sake of 
members of the public who did not hear it on the radio. 
 
Mr. Ruoff replied that for this type of project, they are seeing bids from general contractors who are 
pipe contractors. He continued that with that, if these contractors do not perform their own paving, 
they need to hire a paving contractor, a traffic signal contractor, and more. Any given contractor 
would need to hire about 8 to 12 subcontractors for this project. With pricing what it is right now, 
many firms and suppliers are saying their price is good for one day only, and if you do not commit to 
that price, it will change the next day. Thus, the contractors who are bidding this project and want this 
project are looking to give the City the most competitive pricing to get the job. They are not looking to 
add a lot of fluff to it. They do not know what the price is going to be, and they cannot fine tune that 
number, and then they wait until the last minute. The City almost never gets bids a day or two days 
before the deadline; it is always the day of, and a lot of that has to do with the supply and the price 
volatility, which is very real right now. They have talked about price volatility before, and there have 
always been ups and downs, but it has never been more real than it is right now. Staff are noticing 
that it is really impacting the bidding periods. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked what the contingency plan is if they do not receive bids. He continued that 
that is the second most frequent question he is hearing, but they do not need an answer right now. 
The City Manager replied that they have talked about it as a team, and they probably would not be 
able to do the project this season if they do not get bids, because they are running out of time. She 
continued that if that were the case, they would look to re-bid it again in the winter or spring. The City 
Engineer replied that he would say November, which would give them another possible bidding 
period in January if necessary, to start construction in April of 2027, if they had to. 
 
Councilor Tobin stated that she is curious about the technical problem the firm had with the 
uploading, and what type of software testing is done to make sure that the City catches all of those 
problems before bids are due. Mr. Ruoff replied that if he had to guess, he would guess that the size 
of the document that was being uploaded was too big for the system, because the size of the bid for 
this project is significantly larger than any other project the City has bid. He continued that he thinks 
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the only way to avoid the same issue from happening again, which he would recommend to all 
prospective contractors bidding the project, is for them to submit their bid in the morning of the day it 
is due, not at the 2:00 PM deadline. In addition, bidders can submit paper copies. When he started 
his career as an intern, he was tasked with driving bid documents to where they needed to be by the 
deadlines. He recommends that prospective bidders who are interested in this project submit a paper 
copy of their bid in addition to submitting online. 
 
Councilor Tobin asked how, if that is the recommendation, they are making sure bidders know that 
information right now. Mr. Ruoff replied that during a bidding period, if there are questions and 
answers, additional information, or something that impacts pricing for the project, staff will issue an 
addenda that says, ‘here is additional information for your consideration in the development of your 
bid.’ They also have, as part of Public Purchase, an option to post. Sometimes staff even post 
questions and answers themselves, and select the option that has it go out to everyone who is a plan 
holder with those documents. For example, they want good pricing on the traffic signal work, so if he 
wanted to make sure it was explicitly clear that that is being pre-purchased by the City so they can 
get it done this year, he will ask a question on that and then answer it himself, saying yes, the City 
has already purchased this equipment, all you as a contractor are doing is installing it. Thus, what 
staff can do tomorrow is create a question and answer, and say, “Here are the ways you can submit. 
We recommend you submitting early so you don’t have an issue.” That goes to all prospective 
bidders. 
 
Councilor Tobin stated that she would like to feel more confident that the City knows for sure what the 
technical problem was so that they are not in this situation next time. She continued that the only 
information they have at this point from the contractor is that they were not able to upload documents. 
From what she can tell, City staff does not actually know whether there were any other contractors 
who also had problems and did not know that their documents did not get uploaded. It is important to 
figure that out. 
 
Mr. Ruoff replied that he would say that would be very unlikely that other contractors had problems 
uploading that the City is not aware of. He continued that contractors or consultants who submit bids 
and proposals for work put a lot of time into that. It is a big deal. So when they submit something and 
there is a bid opening, they want to know, usually within about five minutes, what the prices are. City 
staff did not see anything on the City’s end that anyone else tried unsuccessfully to submit a bid, and 
no one else contacted City staff. They get a full list of the contractors who have pulled plans. Staff 
can contact all of them, or at least the ones that make the most sense. Looking at what contract 
documents a contractor has downloaded tells staff which contractors are interested enough in 
bidding. For example, maybe it is about half a dozen contractors. Staff can contact all of them just to 
make sure they did not try unsuccessfully to upload documents, but he thinks it is very unlikely that 
that happened in this instance. 
 
Councilor Tobin stated that she works with technology and websites, and maybe there is a 90% 
chance that what Mr. Ruoff is describing is what happened. That said, whenever she hears someone 
say something like, “We didn’t see it on our end,” that is a potential gap in the technology and how it 
is communicating. A contractor might have sent a message and received a false confirmation that 
something went through but did not. She wants to make sure. 
 
The City Manager stated that she will add, staff knows that the contractor does not think it went 
through, because they tried multiple times, and then when they could not get it to go through by the 
deadline, they emailed it. She continued that the contractor knew they were not uploading it 
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successfully to the portal. They do not know why, however. City staff looked to see if the City 
received any error messages, and there were no error messages. Thus, she thinks that if another 
contractor had submitted, Mr. Ruoff is absolutely right that the contractors want to know within 
minutes who else submitted bids and what the prices were. They are not going to put in that much 
time and effort to put together a bid and then not follow through with the City to see what the bids 
were. She thinks what Councilor Tobin is saying is that next Friday, they need to make sure they do 
not have the same issue uploading the document. They are hearing from the City Engineer that there 
are a couple of ways to do that. They can bring their bids in person, and staff can recommend that 
anyone interested in bidding by next Friday do that, because it is a large document and they could 
have problems. They cannot guarantee that the contractors’ technology is not the reason why there 
was an issue. 
 
Councilor Favolise stated that he has a comment, and over the past couple of days, he has thought 
hard about how to give it in a constructive way. He continued that he really appreciates that 
throughout all of the different crossroads they have been at with this project, specifically in terms of 
the bidding process, City staff have adapted quickly. He really appreciates the Purchasing Office 
being quick to get in touch with the granting agency and trying to cross those Ts and dot those Is, 
making sure they are pivoting to a place where the project remains possible, not wallowing in what 
has gone wrong, but trying to solve it. The other side of that, and something that needs to be part of a 
much larger conversation than tonight, moving forward, is that the City has hit a lot of those 
crossroads points. He thinks that had they known they were going to be at this time of year, this year, 
opening bids and getting bids back and getting shovels in the ground, some Councilors might have 
voted differently when it came to delaying the project by a year, because one of the chief concerns 
was whether they could even get anyone to bid on the project at this time of year. At some point, that 
has to be unpacked in greater detail. For now, he will say that he appreciates the continued forward 
movement and forward progress and momentum from staff on this. 
 
Councilor Favolise continued that his question relates back to what Chair Greenwald asked, which he 
did not hear answered with much specificity. He asked if there is any amount of this work that can get 
done this summer if they do not get a bid or get a bid that is not within budget. 
 
The City Manager replied that she does not know of a way to get work done without a bid, so she 
would push it back to the City Engineer, if he has a suggestion. She continued that obviously, there is 
work the City can do, but this project is way beyond the scope the City can take on. She finds it 
difficult to think of a way they could move this project forward if they do not get a bid this season. 
 
Chair Greenwald stated that he was thinking that if they do not have a bid, the contingency would be 
to be ready for the crisis of pipes breaking. He continued that however, they do have reserves in 
water and sewer to accommodate that. 
 
Mr. Ruoff stated that he views the situation as very similar to Island St. He continued that they did not 
get any bids the first time around for the Island St. project, and then they bid the project again and 
ended up awarding the project with a notice to proceed in roughly July. That is what they are looking 
at with this bid opening of next Friday. If they need to extend another 30-day bidding period, they are 
looking at a construction start date of closer to September. That would be tough to even get the 
utilities done. They could potentially forge forward with it, but the promises that have been made 
about replacing the utilities and then performing the restoration just would not be possible. The 
sidewalk and the road would need to be in a patchwork job to hold it over until next year, and then 
next year they would start in Central Square, continuing with that work. It would throw off the whole 
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flow of the project. They would be starting in Central Square and then starting in the next section and 
they would probably have to do a reduced section in that. The way the project is phased, it would 
make it very difficult to be able to bid the project again this year and then go to construction. There is 
work that could be done. It would just put an extra burden on the downtown overall. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked for the bid opening date again. Mr. Ruoff replied May 8, 2026 at 2:00 PM. 
Chair Greenwald stated that he likes the idea of the contractors driving the bids to City Hall, just to 
make sure. Mr. Ruoff stated that staff knows who the contractor is that attempted to submit the bid, 
and he will have a conversation with him tomorrow to make sure there is no issue this time around 
and the City actually receives the bid. This contractor has reached out and said he will bid again if the 
City posts the project again. The City Manager stated that she is sending a message to the 
Purchasing Office to also request that they reach out through the portal and make the ways to submit 
bids clear, and let people know that due to the size of the project, it might be a challenge to upload 
the document, and providing it in paper form might be the safest way to submit it. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked if anyone else had comments. Hearing none, he asked for a motion. 
  
The following motion by Councilor Workman was duly seconded by Councilor Tobin. 
 
On a vote of 4 to 0, the Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee recommends 
accepting the Downtown Infrastructure Project Update as informational. 
 

Page 61 of 76



 

2026-182  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #F.1. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee  
    
From: Kari Chamberlain, Finance Director/Treasurer 
    
Through: Elizabeth Ferland, City Manager 
     
Subject: Acceptance of Donations - Finance Director 
     
  
Recommendation: 
Move that the City Council accept the donations as noted below with gratitude, and the City Manager 
be authorized to use these donations in the manner specified by the donors. 
  
Attachments: 
None  
  
Background: 

• Edgewood Center donation in the amount of $200 to the Fire Department in memory of Henry 
“Hank” Memmesheimer. 

• Savings Bank of Walpole match donation in the amount of $10,000 for the construction of the 
Goose Pond Bridge. 

• W.S. Badger donation to the Human Rights Committee in the amount of $250 to support the 
Keene Pride Festival. 

Total donations of $10,450 
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CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #H.1. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Municipal Facilities, Services and Infrastructure Committee, Standing Committee 
    
Through: 

 

     
Subject: Brittany Williams - Concerns Relating to Cars Congesting Royal Avenue 

During School Pick-up 
     
  
Recommendation: 
On a vote of 4 to 0, the Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee recommends that 
the communication Concerns Relating to Cars Congesting Royal Avenue During School Pickup be 
placed on more time to allow for City staff to initiate discussions with School District staff. 
  
Attachments: 
None  
  
Background: 
Chair Greenwald asked to hear from Brittany Williams. 
 
Brittany Williams introduced herself and her husband, Gary Williams. She stated that there has been 
a huge problem with their street, Royal Ave. They live directly across from the back entrance to the 
high school. Every day when parents pick up their kids, they park on both sides of the street, and she 
and her husband cannot get to their house. At times, she’s had to wait 20 minutes to get to her 
house, and many times she cannot get out of her driveway because of where people are parked. 
Many of their neighbors are senior citizens, and anything could happen in the 30 minutes when the 
road is blocked. One time, she asked a mom to please move her car, because she was parked where 
no parking is allowed. The school even emailed parents telling them not to park on Royal Ave. to pick 
up their kids, saying it is not part of the high school. She understands that many students do not ride 
the bus and the parents do not want to sit and wait at the high school, but it is not okay for parents to 
arrive at 3:00 PM and park until their kid exits the school, which is sometimes almost 4:00 PM. When 
she asked that mom to move her car, the woman acknowledged that she heard, but she did not move 
her car. When she (Ms. Williams) began to walk away, one of the woman’s children hit her (Ms. 
Williams) with their door and asked if she lived there. She told them yes, she does, and that she 
needed to get into her home. This is a huge issue. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked if it is correct that cars are parked on both sides of the road and are blocking 
the Williams’ driveway. Ms. Williams replied that the cars block the whole road from the beginning of 
it, not just their driveway, but all the way to Dort St. She continued that a small bus comes to pick up 
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students from the back, who had to walk down half the street to get onto the bus, because the entire 
road was blocked by cars. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked to hear from City staff. 
 
Steve Tenney, Police Captain, stated that he is here to address Ms. Williams’ concerns. He 
continued that the KPD understands her concerns. Currently, two parking Ordinances are in place for 
half of that neighborhood. One is no parking from 7:00 AM to 3:00 PM on school days. There is some 
other specific language for certain roads that encompass the nighttime hours, too. Those Ordinances 
were made to prevent that neighborhood from becoming a parking lot, not so much for pick-up. When 
those Ordinances were adopted, high school students parked there, and parents parked there for 
games. In the last couple of years, increasingly fewer students ride the school bus, and this is the 
third school he can think of where they have had this problem. For all three, they are still working on 
solutions. To further complicate this issue, the high school recently added the TNT building, which 
faces Royal Ave. He assumes that is where most of these students come from. Also, the high school 
changed the school times, so the current Ordinance does not cover when schools let out at 3:30 PM 
now. He recalls that when these Ordinances first came out, there was some pushback. There was a 
lot of support for Royal Ave. not becoming a parking lot, but the “no parking” hours restricted parking 
for residents also. Thus, if someone had a family function or a cookout, people could not park on the 
street for that, either. The concern is that if they restrict the Ordinance more, they might get the same 
pushback from residents. Another concern is that certain streets in that neighborhood are not posted, 
so further restricting Royal Ave. might just push the problem further into the neighborhood. He does 
not know the answer to whether that would happen, but the KPD has seen that happen before. 
 
Capt. Tenney continued that Ms. Williams had an idea of somehow permitting a loading zone, 
allowed on one side of the street. Maybe that would alleviate some of the congestion on both sides of 
the street. He does not know if that would work; it might be an engineering question, but it is 
something to think about. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked if it would work to have “no parking” on one side of the street. Capt. Tenney 
replied that currently, both sides of the street are “no parking” from 7:00 AM to 3:00 PM. Chair 
Greenwald asked about parking versus standing. Capt. Tenney replied that he thinks the Ordinance 
covers standing and stopping. He continued that from an emergency standpoint, most of these cars 
are occupied, so he has some confidence that if an emergency services vehicle came in with its lights 
on, the cars would move, but it does not alleviate the problem of these cars blocking the Williams’ 
house. 
 
Councilor Favolise stated that in thinking back to the conversation this Committee had regarding the 
situation with the Gathering Waters school, by the time that got to the Committee in its final form of 
discussion, they had some background and context regarding the conversations between the 
neighborhood and school officials. He asked Ms. Williams to share what her communications with the 
high school have been like, beyond the email the school sent out. He does not think there is a way to 
solve this successfully and sustainably without some buy-in and partnership from school officials. 
 
Ms. Williams replied that she has talked with the School Resource Officer (SRO) several times and 
spoken with the Principal a couple of times. She continued that they told her they would go out and 
take a look, and that if she was having issues, she should call the KPD. She called the KPD several 
times, and she emailed her Ward Councilor at least three times, which he forwarded to someone. 
She did not receive much response. A KPD Officer told her they would go out to the area and try to 
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keep an eye on it. She has not personally seen any KPD Officer come by, on foot or in a vehicle. The 
school sent that email to parents, saying they are not supposed to pick students up from Royal Ave., 
but it “fell on deaf ears.” She reached out on social media to see why people are parking like that on 
Royal Ave. One mother replied that she did not feel like waiting until 4:00 PM to pick up her child, 
because buses pick up students first at the high school and then parents’ pick-up is second, and it 
was inconvenient for this mother to wait. 
 
Capt. Tenney stated that along with the City Manager, the KPD worked with Gathering Waters to 
create a different pickup plan, but unfortunately, that involved a secondary street, so it is kind of the 
same problem as they have now. He continued that the only other option is the back access road that 
is usually locked. He does not know if the high school would be amenable to opening that just for 
pickup. That might create more of a traffic problem on Arch St., because traffic would have to go 
through Royal Ave. and exit onto Arch St. It might be a situation in which fixing one problem creates 
another, but they could talk with the school district about it. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked if there is a gate at the high school that could be closed so that you cannot 
walk to Royal Ave. Capt. Tenney replied that he does not think there is a way to restrict pedestrian 
traffic, no. 
 
Councilor Workman stated that as Councilor Favolise pointed out, the Committee has heard about 
this issue at other schools in the City. She continued that she and the City Manager have met 
regarding parking and speeding issues near this area. She wonders if it would be helpful for there to 
be a joint workshop between the City, the SAU, and the PTA, to have a full discussion. She feels for 
the residents, who have been using all the correct pathways that are available to address this issue. 
They are even trying to address it directly with parents, and faced with hostility, which is concerning 
to her. She would like to really address this, not on a case-by-case basis, but on a City and systemic 
basis, with SAU29 and the local parent councils. Residents in the area want to be part of the 
neighborhood and like living near schools, but parents need to be respectful of the neighborhood as 
well. And it becomes a safety issue, so she would like to see it addressed on a more citywide basis. 
 
City Manager Elizabeth Ferland stated that Gathering Waters would not be included in a meeting like 
this, because it is a separate charter school, but her question for Capt. Tenney is whether there have 
been neighborhood conflicts like this with other SAU schools. Capt. Tenney replied that he would 
have to check notes, but he believes that in the beginning of the year there was an issue in front of 
Franklin School, with the pick-up line working its way down the road and sometimes in traffic. Chair 
Greenwald replied that he thinks with Franklin School, there was an issue with cars sometimes 
blocking residents’ driveways. Capt. Tenney replied that he thinks it is more about how as you get 
further south down Washington St., cars ran out of places to stage for their line and would just stop in 
the road. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked if it would be useful for KPD staff to meet with school officials. Capt. Tenney 
replied yes, when these issues come up, the KPD does talk with school officials. He continued that as 
Ms. Williams said, the KPD has had the SRO speaking with high school staff, and he has walked out 
there himself. The day shift supervisor has followed up with the drivers of some of the cars that they 
could identify via license plate numbers from photos people have provided to them. They have tried 
to take some other steps to quell the situation. 
 
Councilor Workman stated that she wonders why so many parents are now picking up their kids, 
versus using alternative options. She continued that she wonders if that is a larger issue that the City 
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can address in some other way, and whether the school districts have policies that would make it 
more walker-friendly or reduce the number of parental pickups. Again, it would be helpful to have this 
conversation with all parties present, to better understand the issue. Chair Greenwald replied that it 
sounds like a good idea, but he does not think they will change the habits of parents picking up their 
kids. He continued that the problem is that the high school’s pick-up process is long and difficult and 
people try to find some way around it. He hopes City staff can meet with high school staff before they 
turn this into a whole public hearing. 
 
Councilor Tobin stated that her question is what direction parents are getting from the school. She 
continued that typically, they expect entities to manage the parking and traffic that their organization 
or business creates, and that is why the City has guidelines around that. She would expect that the 
school is giving parents specific directions about when, how, and where to do drop-off. It feels like 
that direction should be coming from the school, and the City should be holding the school 
accountable for providing that direction. 
 
Ms. Williams replied that the school did put that information in the email to parents, regarding how to 
pick up, the times, and the location. She continued that the email even included a map with 
instructions, and it said not to park on the street. 
 
Councilor Tobin stated that to clarify, what she means is not just that the school should be telling 
people where to go or not go, but that the school should also be creating a timeline that actually 
works. She continued that if the direction is “don’t park here,” and “arrive at X time,” and they are 
directing everyone to do that, that is not really directing traffic flow, that is only managing the 
immediate piece of the puzzle. Following the map, if you are not allowed to drop off until such-and-
such a time and you have five minutes to do it, it is going to create a line of cars, but providing more 
direction, like not arriving before X time because you will not be able to drop off until Y time, is more 
what she meant. 
 
The City Manager replied that she agrees that it is up to the schools to manage this issue, and that 
probably means they need to have staff members outside in that area during drop-off and pick-up 
time, when they are aware of recurring issues in the neighborhoods. She continued that it is not fair 
for them to expect the KPD to be managing it for them. She would be happy to follow up with the 
school and the KPD and see if they can get some traction and then report back to the Committee. 
Chair Greenwald replied that would be great, because otherwise, without Ordinances and laws and 
“no parking,” it will not go anywhere; it will just be frustrating. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked if anyone else wanted to speak to the issue. Hearing none, he asked for a 
motion. 
 
The following motion by Councilor Favolise was duly seconded by Councilor Workman. 
 
The Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee recommends that the 
communication Concerns Relating to Cars Congesting Royal Avenue During School Pickup be 
placed on more time to allow for City staff to initiate discussions with School District staff. 
 
Chair Greenwald asked for comment. 
 
Jennifer Sizoo of 10 Fairfield Ct. stated she wonders if the timeframe could be changed. She 
continued that she wonders if parking could be always prohibited on one side of the street, and 
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prohibited on the other side at certain times, Monday through Friday, or something like that. Chair 
Greenwald replied that that is a creative idea. He asked the City Manager to write that down. 
 
The motion passed on a vote of 4-0. 
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CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #I.1. 

 
  
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
  
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
  
From: Mari Brunner, Senior Planner 

  
Through: Elizabeth Ferland, City Manager 

Paul Andrus, Community Development Director 
  

Subject: Relating to the Process to Amend the Zoning Text and Zoning Map 
Ordinance O-2026-08 

   
  

 
Recommendation: 
To refer Ordinance O-2026-08 to the Planning, Licenses and Development Committee for review and 
recommendation. 
 
Attachments: 
1. Ordinance O-2026-08 
 
Executive Summary: 
Ordinance O-2026-08 proposes amending Chapter 100, Zoning Text or Zoning Map 
amendment application procedures in Article 26, Section 26.3.4.C and D to shift responsibility 
for scheduling public hearings from the City Council to the City Clerk. This change is intended 
to improve administrative efficiency and provide a more predictable and transparent process 
for the public to follow and engage with proposed zoning amendments. 
 
Background: 

The procedure for amendments to the zoning text and zoning map are established in Article 26, 
Section 26.3 of the Land Development Code (LDC). Staff from the Community Development 
Department, in coordination with the City Attorney’s Office and the City Clerk, have identified an 
opportunity to streamline these procedures and reduce the overall timeline by approximately four to 
six weeks. 

The proposed ordinance would shift responsibility for scheduling public hearings from the City 
Council to the City Clerk. This change is intended to improve administrative efficiency and provide a 
more predictable and transparent process for the public to follow and engage with proposed zoning 
amendments. Public hearing notice requirements will remain unchanged; hearings will continue to be 
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advertised in a newspaper of general circulation and posted in two public places at least 10 days in 
advance, in accordance with NH RSA 676:7. 

The following examples, based on actual meeting dates, illustrate the difference between the current 
and proposed processes. In the first example, the proposed change reduces the timeline by 
approximately four weeks. 

Example One: Ordinance Introduced December 18, 2025 

Step in Process Current Process Proposed Process 
First Reading 12/18/2025 12/18/2025 
Public Workshop 1/12/2026 1/12/2026 
Schedule Public Hearing 2/5/2026 1/13/2026 
Public Hearing 3/5/2026 2/5/2026 
PLD Committee 3/11/2026 2/11/2026 
Second Reading / City Council Vote 3/19/2026 2/19/2026 

 

In the second example, the proposed change reduces the timeline by approximately five weeks. 

Example Two: Ordinance Introduced February 5, 2026 

Step in Process Current Process Proposed Process 
First Reading 2/5/2026 2/5/2026 
Public Workshop 3/9/2026 3/9/2026 
Schedule Public Hearing 3/19/2026 3/10/2026 
Public Hearing 4/16/2026 4/2/2026 
PLD Committee 5/13/2026 4/8/2026 
Second Reading / City Council Vote 5/21/2026 4/16/2026 
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ORDINANCE O-2026-08 

 

CITY  OF  KEENE  

  
In the Year of Our Lord Two Thousand and              Twenty Six 
 
AN ORDINANCE     Relating to the Process to Amend the Zoning Text and Zoning Map 

 

Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Keene, as follows: 
 

That Chapter 100 of the City Code of the City of Keene, New Hampshire, as amended, is hereby further 
amended by adding the bolded underlined text, and deleting the stricken text as follows: 

1. That the Zoning Text or Zoning Map amendment application procedures in Article 26, Section 
26.3.4.C and D be amended to allow the public hearing date to be set by the City Clerk, as 
follows:  
 
C. Joint Public Workshop 

1. Upon receipt of the application and draft ordinance from the City Council, the Joint 
Committee of the Planning, Licenses and Development Committee and the Planning 
Board shall hold a public workshop, with published and mailed notice. 

2. This public workshop is not a due process public hearing and is intended to: prepare 
information for the City Council on the proposed change; provide a method by which 
the City Council and the Planning Board may receive public comment throughout a 
changing legislative process; and, afford an opportunity for adjustment to or 
modification of the draft ordinance. 

3. At the public workshop, the applicant, or their representative, shall present on the 
proposed amendment. The Community Development Director, or their designee, 
shall present the staff report. 

4. The Joint Committee of the Planning, Licenses and Development Committee and the 
Planning Board may make changes to the proposed ordinance throughout the public 
workshop process, without any requirement that additional published or mailed 
notice be provided. 

5. At the conclusion of the public workshop, the Planning Board shall vote on the 
degree to which the proposal is consistent with the City's Comprehensive Master 
Plan and the Planning, Licenses and Development Committee shall vote on a 
recommendation as to when the public hearing should be held refer the ordinance 
back to City Council. 

6. Following the public workshop, the Community Development Director, or their 
designee, shall submit the following materials to City Council. 
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a. Any revisions to the draft ordinance recommended by the Joint Committee of 
Planning, Licenses and Development Committee and the Planning Board. 

b. The staff report. 

c. Minutes of the public workshop(s) held on the draft ordinance. 

D. Council Public Hearing 

1. Upon receipt of a recommendation to hold a public hearing from the Planning, 
Licenses and Development Committee Following the conclusion of the public 
workshop, the City Council shall schedule hold a public hearing on the application 
and draft ordinance. 

2. The City Clerk shall provide published and mailed notice of the public hearing in 
accordance with NH RSA 675:7. 

 

 

 

 

 

_________________________________ 
Jay V. Kahn, Mayor 
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2026-215  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #K.1. 

 
     
Meeting Date: May 7, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Kari Chamberlain, Finance Director/Treasurer 
    
Through: Elizabeth Ferland, City Manager 
     
Subject: Relating to the 2026/2027 Fiscal Year Budget 

Resolution R-2026-09 
     
  
Recommendation: 
That Resolution R-2026-09 relating to the Fiscal Year 2026/2027 budget be referred to the Finance, 
Organization & Personnel Committee for their review and recommendation, and that a public hearing 
be scheduled for Thursday, June 4, 2026. 
  
Attachments: 
1. FY2027 Budget Transmittal Memo 
2. R-2026-09 Operating Budget 
3. R-2025-09 FY2027 Operating Budget ALL FUNDS for CC introduction 
  
  
Background: 
Resolution R-2026-09 summarizes the budget document that has been prepared for FY2026/2027. 
The detailed budget document has been distributed to the Mayor and City Council. The document, in 
its entirety, has been posted on the City's website. For user convenience, the table of contents 
throughout the book has been linked to the appropriate pages. 
 
Any bond resolutions associated with projects recommended for funding in FY2027 will be presented 
under separate cover memos.  
 
The remaining steps in the budget process are outlined below: 
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C ITY O F K EEN E 
FIN A N C E D EP A R TM EN T 

3 Washington Street 
Keene, NH 03431 

 

(603) 352-1013 
KeeneNH.gov 

DATE:  May 7, 2025 
 
TO:    The Honorable Mayor and City Council   
 
FROM:  Kari Chamberlain, Finance Director 
 
THROUGH: Elizabeth Ferland, City Manager    
    
RE:  FY2026-2027 Proposed Operating Budget – Transmittal Memo 
 
 
On May 1st each year, the upcoming fiscal year proposed operating budget is distributed to The Mayor 
and City Council. Below is a brief introduction and overview of the FY2026/2027 Proposed Operating 
Budget. 
 
GENERAL FUND 
 
The General Fund is the primary operating fund utilized by the City of Keene and accounts for the activity 
of the vast majority of City departments and functions. Other City budgeted funds account for activities 
related to the production and distribution of drinking water, the collection and treatment of wastewater, 
recycling or disposing of refuge generated by the City’s residents and businesses, parking-related 
activities, and the timely maintenance and replacement of equipment utilized by the various departments 
of the City. Everything else (police, fire and ambulance service, street, sidewalk and bike path 
maintenance, elections, library functions, cemeteries, maintenance of parks, drainage system 
maintenance, airport activity) is budgeted and accounted for in the General Fund. 
 
The balance of the funding increases necessary to pay for the operating budget changes comes from a 
wide variety of sources. It should be noted that from year-to-year, the funding profile for the annual 
budget changes in many small and some significant ways, as revenue estimates for the various line items 
are reviewed in the context of historical data, the economic and legislative environment, new or revised 
local fee schedules, and other factors. Each year, all the revenue and expenditure lines are analyzed and 
adjusted accordingly to reflect the needs of the City and its departments, while staying withing the 
guidelines established by current fiscal policy and goals set forth by City Council. 
 
For FY2027, the proposed City tax rate is $14.52, up 6.7% from the prior year actual. Each year the 
adopted budget tax rate includes an appropriation to fund the overlay account, which is a balance sheet 
account (meaning activity funded through this account is not an expenditure) used to pay for property tax 
abatement costs. The overlay appropriation is included in the amount of taxes to be raised, as well as the 
amount of war service tax property credits. 
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 R-2026-09 

 

CITY  OF  KEENE  

  
In the Year of Our Lord Two Thousand and              Twenty-Six 

 

A RESOLUTION     Relating to the 2026/2027 fiscal year budget 

 

Resolved by the City Council of the City of Keene, as follows: 

 

That the sum of $32,434,768 be raised by taxation during the current year, which together with 

$47,345,766 for estimated operating revenues aggregating $79,780,534 is hereby appropriated for the 

use of the several departments of the City Government, and further that the sum of $5,446,533 be 

appropriated for capital expenditures and capital reserve appropriations in the City proprietary funds, 

funded by the use of capital reserves, fund balance and current revenues, for the fiscal year beginning 

July 1, 2026, as attached hereto and made a part thereof. 

 

 

 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Jay V. Kahn, Mayor 
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General Fund Revenue & Other Financing Sources: Proposed General Fund Appropriations: Proposed

  Property Tax Revenue 32,434,768$        Elected & Appointed Officials 2,868,367$        

  Use of Surplus 3,842,085             Capital Projects 7,425,049          

  Other Taxes 1,760,000             Administrative Services 7,532,731          

  Tax Increment Financing 485,032                Community Services 25,767,180        

  Licenses, Permits & Fees 4,621,819             Municipal Development Services 8,520,848          

  Intergovernmental 4,003,216             Debt Service 4,897,076          

  Charges for Services 2,867,086               

  Fines & Forfeits 64,910                    

  Miscellaneous 2,565,371               

  Other Financing Sources 4,366,964              

NET GENERAL FUND OPERATING REVENUES 57,011,251$        NET GENERAL FUND OPERATING APPROPRIATIONS 57,011,251$      

   

TOTAL PARKING FUND REVENUES 1,216,657$           TOTAL PARKING FUND APPROPRIATIONS 1,216,657$        

TOTAL PC REPLACEMENT FUND REVENUES 72,020                  TOTAL PC REPLACEMENT FUND APPROPRIATIONS 72,020                

TOTAL SOLID WASTE FUND REVENUES 6,089,039             TOTAL SOLID WASTE FUND APPROPRIATIONS 6,089,039          

TOTAL SEWER FUND REVENUES 6,948,343             TOTAL SEWER FUND APPROPRIATIONS 6,948,343          

TOTAL WATER FUND REVENUES 5,310,227             TOTAL WATER FUND APPROPRIATIONS 5,310,227          

TOTAL EQUIPMENT FUND REVENUES 3,032,997             TOTAL EQUIPMENT FUND APPROPRIATIONS 3,032,997          

TOTAL COMPENSATED ABSENCE FUND REVENUES 100,000                TOTAL COMPENSATED ABSENCE FUND APPROPRIATIONS 100,000              

TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES - ALL FUNDS 79,780,534$        TOTAL OPERATING APPROPRIATIONS - ALL FUNDS 79,780,534$      

CAPITAL:

PARKING FUND CAPITAL FUNDING 181,000$              PARKING FUND CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS 181,000$           

SOLID WASTE FUND CAPITAL FUNDING 700,000                SOLID WASTE FUND CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS 700,000              

SEWER FUND CAPITAL FUNDING 1,342,000             SEWER FUND CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS 1,342,000          

WATER FUND CAPITAL FUNDING 1,830,300             WATER FUND CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS 1,830,300          

EQUIPMENT FUND CAPITAL FUNDING 1,393,233             EQUIPMENT FUND CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS 1,393,233          

TOTAL CAPITAL FUNDING - OTHER FUNDS 5,446,533$           TOTAL CAPITAL APPROPRIATIONS - OTHER FUNDS 5,446,533$        

R-2026-09 2026/2027 Annual Operating Budget
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