
City of Keene
New Hampshire

KEENE CITY COUNCIL
Council Chambers, Keene City Hall 

March 5, 2020
7:00 PM

 
Roll Call
Pledge of Allegiance

MINUTES FROM PRECEDING MEETING

• February 20, 2020

A. HEARINGS / PRESENTATIONS / PROCLAMATIONS

1. Public Hearing - Capital Improvement Program - FY 2021-2027

2. Preliminary Housing Inventory

B. ELECTIONS / NOMINATIONS / APPOINTMENTS / CONFIRMATIONS

1. Confirmations
Energy & Climate Committee
Bicycle/Pedestrian Path Advisory Committee
Planning Board
Historic District Committee

C. COMMUNICATIONS

1. Irene Davis - Resignation - Partner City Committee

2. Weston Liu - New England Aerobatic Club - Request to Use City Property - Dillant Hopkins
Airport

3. Albert Grauer - Application for a Lodging House License - 85 Winchester Street

4. Jan Manwaring - Pathways for Keene - Request to Use City Property

5. Councilor Clark - Establishment of Council Goals

D. REPORTS - COUNCIL COMMITTEES

1. Encouraging the City to Become a “Bee City”

2. Harris Center for Conservation Education – Temporary Road Closures – Jordan Road

3. Use of City Property – Greater Monadnock Public Health Network and American National Red
Cross

4. Relating to Small Wireless Facility Deployments in the Public Rights-of-Way - Ordinance O-
2019-18

5. Madeline Ulrich – Request for Free “Complimentary” Parking – Art Walk



6. Acceptance of Donation – Parks, Recreation and Facilities

7. Acceptance of NH Homeland Security Grant Program – Police Department

8. Acceptance of Forfeited Funds – Police Department

E. CITY MANAGER COMMENTS

F. REPORTS - CITY OFFICERS AND DEPARTMENTS

G. REPORTS - BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS

1. Airport Road Fence - Wildlife Habitat - Conservation Commission

2. Capital Improvement Program - FY 2021-2027 - Planning Board

3. In Support of Transportation Heritage Trail - Bicycle Pedestrian Path Advisory Board

H. REPORTS - MORE TIME

I. ORDINANCES FOR FIRST READING

1. Relating to Lodginghouse Licenses
Ordinance O-2020-03

2. Relating to Alternates to Boards and Commissions
Ordinance O-2020-05

3. Relating to a Zone Change - Krif Road and Winchester Street - Industrial to Commerce Limited
Ordinance O-2020-04

4. Relating to Septage and Holding Tank Disposal rates
Ordinance O-2020-02

J. ORDINANCES FOR SECOND READING

K. RESOLUTIONS

1. Relating to the Celebration of Indigenous People’s Day
Resolution R-2020-03

2. Relating to General Obligation Courthouse Bonds of 2013 Series B Partial Redemption
Resolution R-2020-04

Non Public Session
Adjournment













City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

March 2, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Tara Kessler, Senior Planner

THROUGH:Elizabeth A. Dragon, City Manager

ITEM: A.2.

SUBJECT:Preliminary Housing Inventory

RECOMMENDATION:
For informational purposes only.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Keene Preliminary Housing Inventory

BACKGROUND:
The Community Development Department recently conducted an inventory and analysis of residential property
in Keene to begin to address questions related to the availability and affordability of workforce housing, as
defined by NH RSA 674:58. Attached is a draft document that summarizes the findings of this preliminary
analysis, for which the primary source of data is the City's assessing records. 
 
This analysis is a starting place for evaluating Keene's housing supply and is not intended to serve as a formal
housing assessment. To develop a more comprehensive understanding of housing affordability and condition in
the City, additional analysis will be needed.
 
City staff will deliver a presentation on the findings of this initial analysis at the Council meeting on March 5.



City of Keene, NH Preliminary Housing Inventory 

DRAFT – 2/27/20

BACKGROUND

This document was compiled on February 24, 2020 by the City of Keene 
Community Development Department to provide a high-level understanding of 
Keene’s housing supply for the purposes of informing future studies. The primary 
source of data for this analysis was the City of Keene Assessor Records. However, 
data from the NH Housing and Finance Authority, and the U.S. Census Bureau’s 
American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates was also utilized and is sourced 
within this document. 

The information contained in this document is specific to property or buildings 
containing residential dwelling units.  Excluded from this analysis are homeless 
shelters, college dormitories / property owned by Keene State College, assisted 
living facilities, nursing homes, residential drug/alcohol treatment facilities, hotels, 
and motels.  The independent apartment units at Hillside Village were factored into 
this analysis, however. These excluded housing units are characterized in the 
section titled, “Special Housing,” of this document. 

Keene Cheshire County NH

Total Population* 23,409 77,117 1,316,470

Median Age 34.7 42.5 42.7

Avg. Household Size of Owner Occupied Unit 2.38 2.48 2.57

Avg. Household Size of Renter Occupied Unit 1.86 2.03 2.15

Median Home Value (In 2017 dollars) $181,800 $188,700 $244,900 

Median Gross Rent (In 2017 dollars) $977 934 $1,052 

Median Household Income (Avg. of all people in housing unit) (In 2017 dollars) $55,398 $60,148 $71,305 

Median Family Income (Avg. for a family of 2+ related people in household) (In 

2017 dollars)

$74,207 $76,112 $86,949 

Per Capita Income (In 2017 dollars) $30,769 $32,072 $36,914 

Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2013-2017, *Decennial Census 2010

GENERAL CENSUS DATA 



• What is Affordable or Workforce Housing? 

• According to NH RSA 674:58, workforce housing is housing intended for sale and that is affordable to a household with an income of no more than 100% of the median income for a 4-person household for the metro-area or county 

in which the housing is located or rental housing which is affordable to a household with an income of no more than 60% of the median income for a 3-person household for the metro-area or county in which the housing is located. 

It can include subsidized housing, as well as market-rate and mixed-income housing; however, it does not include age restricted housing or developments that have >50% of units with fewer than 2 bedrooms.

• Based on the median area incomes for Cheshire County in 2019, the estimated maximum affordable purchase price for is $233,000, and the estimated maximum affordable monthly rent is $1,040 for Cheshire County.

• Keene has an abundance of housing that could be considered workforce/affordable.  

• Nearly 80% of all property with residential units has an assessed parcel value of $233,000 or less, which is the maximum affordable purchase price for Cheshire County. This assessed value reflects the fair market value of 

property as of April 1, 2016.

• Of the City’s single family homes, which account for approximately 45% of the housing stock, ~79% have an assessed value that is at or under the workforce housing purchase price limit of $233,000.  

• Of all the single family homes that sold for greater than $50,000 in 2019, 69% sold for $233,000 or less. This number was 82% in 2015. 

• In 2019, 70.4% (296 buildings) of the 396 residential properties that sold in Keene were single family homes.

• According to NH Housing’s Annual Rental Cost Survey, the median monthly gross rental cost in Keene in 2019 was $1,117, compared to $1,271 statewide.  This median rent of $1,117 is 7% (77 dollars) greater than the workforce 

housing rent limit of $1,040 for a 3-person household. It is important to note that there is limited data available on median rental costs, and that NH’s Housing annual rental cost survey is based on a limited sample size. The U.S. 

Census Bureau through the American Community Survey’s 5-Year Estimates for 2013-2017 estimates that gross rent in Keene is $977, compared to $934 in Cheshire County, and $1,052 statewide. 

• Keene has a diverse housing stock. 

• There are 10,291 residential dwelling units located within 6,604 buildings of various types across the City. These buildings include single family homes, multifamily buildings, manufactured homes (aka mobile homes), residential 

condos, and apartments in mixed use buildings. 

• The Census Bureau estimates that 49% of Keene’s dwelling units are owner-occupied and 44.5% are renter occupied.

• Compared to the other 22 towns in Cheshire County, Keene offers higher density housing.  20.4% (2,102 units) of all dwelling units are located within buildings that contain greater than 8 dwelling units. Of these 2,102 units, 79% 

are in buildings that have greater than 20 units. 

• There are ~18 housing developments (totaling 822 units / 8% of all dwelling units in the City) that have income restrictions and/or receive subsidies from the federal government to provide housing at a reduced rate.

• 208 (25%) of these assisted units (located across 5 developments) are for households earning 50-60% of the median area income (MAI) or less; 263 (32%) of these units (located across 11 developments) are for 

household earning 80% MAI or less;  and, 151 have unknown income requirements. 

• 344 (42%) of these units (located across 8 developments) are age restricted / elderly housing.

• 9 of these developments receive Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC).  These 9 developments contain a total of 276 units.  

• Keene’s medium and higher density housing is located in close proximity to services and resources 
• 26% (2,628 units) of all residential dwelling units in the City are located in the Central Business (7% or 725 units), Central Business Limited (1% or 111 units), or High Density (17.4% or 1,792 units) Zoning Districts. These districts 

are located in either the downtown or areas directly surrounding the downtown of the City and provide easy access to a multitude of services and resources including  convenient access to public transportation. 

• Most of the City’s dense residential developments are located in the downtown area with 54% of all residential buildings with Over 8 Units, and 54% of all residential buildings with 4-8 units being located in the districts listed in the 

above bullet. 

• Keene’s regulations provide for significant housing opportunity 
• Compared to surrounding communities in Cheshire County that have limited or no available sewer/water services, Keene is able to allow for greater density of housing. The City has used zoning as a tool to direct this denser growth 

towards the Downtown, while maintaining / promoting open space and protection of natural resources (e.g. surface waters and steep slopes) in areas outside the downtown.

• 79.4% of all buildings containing residential dwelling units are located in zoning districts that allow for minimum lot sizes between 10,000 sf (0.23 acre) and 6,000 sf (0.14 acre). Five of the City’s 10 zoning districts that allow for 

single family homes (Low Density, Residential Preservation, Medium Density, High Density, Office), have minimum lot sizes of between 10,000 sf and 6,000 sf.  

• 7 of the City’s 10 zoning districts that allow for residential uses allow for multifamily homes. 

• Keene’s zoning regulations allow for attached accessory dwelling units (ADUs) (subject to conditions) in all zoning districts that allow for single family homes, and for detached ADUs in the Rural and Agricultural Districts. 

Summary of Findings – City of Keene Preliminary Housing Inventory (2/27/20)



SIZE OF UNITS

• 1,444 sf is the median size (based on gross living area) of the City’s 1-Unit 

(Detached) dwellings. 70.6% of these dwellings are less than 2,000 sf in gross 

living area. 

• As this inventory relies primarily on the City’s assessor records, information on 

unit size across all types of housing is not readily available. However, the size of 

1-Unit (Detached) dwellings is provided in the table below, using gross living 

area. Gross living area is the total area of finished, above-grade residential 

space excluding unheated areas such as porches and balconies.

Housing Type
DWELLING UNITS

• There is a total of 10,291 dwelling units located within 6,604 buildings in the City. 

• Most (~45%) of these dwelling units are 1-Unit (Detached) buildings, which, for the most part, 

are detached, single family homes. 

• 20.4% (2,102) of all dwelling units are located within buildings that contain greater than 8 

dwelling units. Of these 2,102 units, 79% are in buildings that have greater than 20 units.  

• Large apartment complexes in the Downtown and East Side area include, but are not 

limited to: Washington Park (135 units), Colony Mill (89 units), American House (109 

units), Central Square Terrace (90 units), and Cleveland Place (75 units). Those in 

West Keene include: Park Place (120 units), Parkwood (120 units), Century Apartments 

(96 units), and Hillside Village (140 units).

• Of the 567 1-Unit (Attached) buildings inventoried, 540 (95%) are residential condominiums. The 

remainder are single dwelling units that are located in a mixed use building. 

• 8% of all dwelling units and 2% of buildings containing residential dwelling units are located either within 

mixed-use buildings or on lots that have non-residential buildings. 

• Excluding condominiums, 4% (253) of the buildings inventoried are located on lots that contain multiple, 

detached residential buildings on the same lot. 

Building Type

Total # Buildings 

Containing Dwelling 

Units

Total # Dwelling 

Units % of Total Dwelling Units

1 Unit (Detached) 4,646 4,646 45.1%

1 Unit (Attached) 567 567 5.5%

2 Unit 602 1,204 11.7%

3 Unit 138 414 4.0%

4-8 Unit 193 985 9.6%

Over 8 Unit 85 2,102 20.4%

Manufactured Home 373 373 3.6%

Total: 6,604 10,291 100%

Size of 1-Unit (Detached) Dwellings – Keene, NH

Gross Living Area in SF # of Units % of Units

0-999 750 16.1

1,000-1,999 2,997 64.5

2,000-2,999 710 15.3

3,000-3,999 140 3.0

4,000-7,999 49 1.1

Total: 4,646 100%

OWNERSHIP

• There are 5,823 different owners of buildings that contain dwelling units in Keene.

• 86% of buildings containing dwelling units are owned by persons or entities with a Keene mailing address. 

• ~90% of 1-Unit (Detached); 72% of 1-Unit (Attached); 70% of 2-Unit; 67% of 3 Unit; 68% of 4-8 Unit; 64% of Over 8 

Unit buildings and 95% of manufactured homes are owned by a person or entity with a Keene mailing address. 

• Outside of NH, property owners represent 33 states with the most predominant being MA (1.4%), CT (0.8%), FL (0.6%), VT 

(0.3%), CA (0.27%), NJ (0.24%) and NY (0.18%).

• Approximately 6% (594 units) of all of Keene’s dwelling units are owned by a handful of property owners (5 different entities). 

This number may be higher as property may be owned by the same person or entity under a different name.  

Estimated Housing Tenure & Vacancy - Keene, NH 

2014-2018 % Margin of Error +/-

Occupied Units 9,449 93% 367

Owner Occupied 4,950 52% of occupied 273

Renter Occupied 4,499 48% of occupied 341

Vacant Units 661 7% 193

Vacant For Sale 29 0.60% of vacant 44

Vacant For Rent 147 3.20% of vacant 93

Vacant Seasonal 145 1% of vacant 129

Total Units: 10,110 344

Source: ACS 2014-2018 Estimates

TENURE

• The U.S. Census’ American Community Survey (ACS 2014-2018 5-Year Estimates) 

estimates that 49% of all dwelling units in Keene are owner-occupied, and 44.5% are 

renter occupied. 

• The ACS 2014-2018 estimates that 33% of all dwelling units have 3 bedrooms; 33% 

have 2 bedrooms; 17% have 4+ bedrooms; 14% have 1 bedroom; and 3% have no 

bedrooms.

Buildings Containing Dwelling Units – Keene, NH

Source: ACS 2014-2018 Estimates



Housing Depreciation

AGE OF UNITS

• Nearly 58% of buildings containing dwelling units were built after 1950, with 7% (465 buildings) 

having been built since 2000. However, Keene does have a significant stock of older homes, with 

15.4% (1,020 buildings) built prior to 1900. 

WHAT IS HOUSING DEPRECIATION?

• With respect to municipal property assessment, depreciation is the loss in value of a building, relative to 

its replacement cost new, reproduction cost new, or original cost, whatever the cause of loss of value.  

Essentially, it is an estimate of condition based on the age of the property and how well it is maintained.  

This is a value applied to a building in relation to other buildings in the same municipality solely for local 

assessment purposes, and further information may be needed to determine the condition of a property. 

• As a property ages it is expected that its depreciation will increase or its remaining useful life will 

diminish. How a property is maintained may increase or decrease this effect. Proper maintenance like 

replacing worn shingles on a roof, repairing rotted siding, repairing wear and tear on flooring, and/or 

updating mechanical systems may help to reduce the amount of depreciation on an aging property. 

• It is important to note that depreciation is based on a combination of local factors and market conditions.

HOUSING DEPRECIATION AS DETERMINED BY ASSESSING DEPARTMENT

• According to the depreciation code assigned to property by the City’s Assessing Department, 84% of Keene’s residential 

housing stock is in average condition or better.  Only 2.6% (175 units) of housing is listed as being in poor or very poor 

condition.

• Based on the depreciation codes, the City’s older housing stock (161 buildings built before 1850), appears to be in relatively 

good condition with 50% of properties in good condition or better and 28% in average condition.  

• Based on the depreciation codes, the City’s older housing stock (1,020 buildings built before 1900), appears to be in relatively 

good condition with 35% of properties in good condition or better and 41% in average condition.  

• Of the buildings that are in fair to very poor condition, 61% are 1-Unit (Detached) dwellings, 16% are 2-Unit dwellings, 11% are 

manufactured homes, 5% are 1-Unit (Attached) dwellings, 4% are 3-Unit buildings, 2.6% are 4-8 Unit buildings, and 0.1% are 

Over 8-Unit buildings. 

Year Built

Depreciation of Buildings Containing Dwelling Units – Keene, NH

TotalExcellent Very Good Good Average Fair Poor Very Poor

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

1750-1799 3 5.6% 14 2.2% 9 0.5% 4 0.1% 7 0.8% 2 1.4% - - 39 0.6%

1800-1849 5 9.3% 15 2.4% 33 1.7% 41 1.4% 17 2.0% 10 7.1% 1 2.9% 122 1.8%

1850-1899 11 20.4% 62 10.0% 209 10.6% 371 12.7% 163 19.2% 40 28.4% 3 8.8% 859 13.0%

1900-1949 8 14.8% 116 18.6% 466 23.6% 778 26.5% 320 37.7% 54 38.3% 23 67.6% 1,765 26.7%

1950-1999 22 40.7% 404 64.8% 1,171 59.4% 1,378 47.0% 337 39.7% 35 24.8% 7 20.6% 3,354 50.8%

2000-2019 5 9.3% 12 1.9% 85 4.3% 359 12.2% 4 0.5% - - - - 465 7.0%

Total: 54 0.8% 623 9.4% 1,973 29.9% 2,931 44.4% 848 12.8% 141 2.1% 34 0.5% 6,604 100.0%

Age of Buildings Containing Dwelling Units – Keene, NH
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Housing Depreciation of Buildings with Dwelling Units  – Keene, NH



Housing Affordability
WHAT IS AFFORDABLE HOUSING? 

• NH RSA 674:58 defines Affordable Housing as housing with combined rental and utility costs or combined mortgage loan 

debt services, property taxes, and required insurance that do not exceed 30% of a household’s gross annual income.  This is 

consistent with the U.S. Housing and Urban Development Department definition. 

WHAT IS WORKFORCE HOUSING? 

• In 2008, the state adopted the Workforce Housing Statute (RSA 674:58) which requires communities to provide “reasonable 

and realistic opportunities for the development of workforce housing.”  

• Workforce housing is defined as housing which is intended for sale and which is affordable to a household with an income of 

no more than 100% of the median income for a 4-person household for the metro-area or county in which the housing is 

located, or rental housing which is affordable to a household with an income of no more than 60% of the median income for 

a 3-person household for the metro-area or county in which the housing is located. 

• Workforce housing can include, but is not limited to, subsidized and affordable housing, as well as market-rate and mixed-

income housing. However, workforce housing does not include developments that exclude minor children from >20% of the 

units and/or developments that have >50% of units with fewer than 2 bedrooms. 

2019 WORKFORCE HOUSING PURCHASE & RENT LIMITS: 

• Between 2015 and 2019, the vast majority (74%  or 850 buildings) of 1-Unit (Detached) dwellings that sold were purchased for 

$233,000 or less (excluding properties that sold for less than $50,000). These homes may be considered within the Workforce 

Housing purchase price limits of $233,000 for a family of 4 in Cheshire County with an annual household income of $77,300. A 

total of 1,147 1-Unit (Detached) dwellings were sold in Keene in this 5-year time period, excluding homes that sold for less 

than $50,000. 

• In 2019, the percentage of homes that sold at $233,000 or less was 69%, compared to 82% in 2015.

• Because ownership information is not readily available, this analysis of purchase price was focused on 1-Unit (Detached) 

dwellings, which are predominantly single family dwellings and account for ~45% of Keene’s housing stock.  

• 75% (1,147) of the 1,538 dwelling units/residential buildings sold between 2015 and 2019 were 1-Unit (Detached) Dwellings.

SALE PRICE OF 1-UNIT DETACHED DWELLINGS*

• The City’s assessed value of parcels, land and buildings reflects the fair market value of property as of April 1, 2016, which 

was the date of the City’s last valuation. The City is due for its next valuation in April of 2021.  

• In Keene, 79.6% of all property (including land and buildings) with residential units has an assessed value of $233,000 or 

less.  79% of 1-Unit (Detached) buildings; 93.5% of 1-Unit (Attached) buildings; 85.7% of 2-Unit buildings; 77.5% of 3-Unit 

buildings; 24.4% of 4-8 Unit buildings; 0% of Over 8 Unit buildings; and 100% of manufactured homes have total assessed 

parcel valuations of $233,000 or less. 

ASSESSED VALUE OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS*

RENTAL HOUSING*

• As the City does not maintain a comprehensive inventory of rental price information, data on rental costs was obtained from the NH Housing and Finance Authority (NHHFA), which conducts an annual survey of gross 

monthly rental cost at the town scale. 

• According to this survey, the median gross rental cost in Keene in 2019 was $1,117 compared to $1,075 for Cheshire County and $1,271 statewide. This median of $1,117 is $77 (7%) greater than the workforce 

housing rent limit of $1,040 for a 3-person household living in Cheshire County with an annual median area income of $41,470. 

• Gross rental data is also available from the American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. The 2013-2017 ACS estimates that gross rent in Keene is $977, compared to $934 in Cheshire County, and $1,052 statewide.  

• According to the U.S. Census’ ACS 2014-2018 5-Year Estimates, 44.5% of Keene’s housing stock is composed of Renter-Occupied units. 

• The City of Keene is one of 23 municipalities within Cheshire County; however, it houses 30% (23,409 people) of Cheshire 

County’s population (77,117) and has a population density of 619 persons per square mile of land area compared to 108.2 

persons per square mile for the County. 

• Based on the American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates from 2013-2017, 29% of the County’s total estimated 

housing units is located in the City of Keene.  

• According to the ACS 2013-2017 estimates, the median household income in Keene is $74,207, and the median family 

income is $74,207.  The median household income is the average income of all people in a housing unit, and the median 

family income is the average income for a family of 2 or more related persons in a household. 

2019 Workforce 

Housing Limits
Ownership Renters

100% of 2019 HUD Median Area Income for 

Family of 4

60% of 2019 HUD Median Area Income Adjusted for a Family 

of 3

Income

Est. Max. Affordable 

Purchase Price* Income

Est. Max. Affordable Monthly 

Rent*

Cheshire County $77,300 $233,000 $41,470 $1,040 

*Estimates a max purchase price using 30% of income, 5% down payment, 30-yr mortgage at 4.31%, 0.5 points, PMI and estimated 2019 taxes for the 

area and hazard insurance; or gross monthly rental cost (e.g. rent + utilities) using 30% of income

*NOTE: It is important to distinguish that State’s workforce housing purchase price limit of $233,000 for Cheshire County accounts for factors other than the sale price of a home such as insurance and property taxes. For the purposes of this analysis, staff did not account for these additional factors in 

evaluating the availability of workforce housing/affordable housing.  Staff used $233,000 as an upper threshold for determining the number of buildings that have an assessed value and or sale price that is within the State’s definition of workforce housing. Similarly, staff did not account for monthly 

utilities in its evaluation of gross monthly rent in comparison to the workforce housing rental limits supplied by NH Housing or Cheshire County.  



Housing Affordability

Assessed Parcel Value by Building Type (Based on April 1, 2016 Valuation) – Keene, NH 

SALE PRICE OF 1-UNIT (DETACHED) DWELLINGS

ASSESSED PARCEL VALUE BY BUILDINGS

*The Workforce Housing Purchase Price Limit in 2019 was $233,000. The data in this chart is not 

adjusted for inflation. 

Total Parcel Assessed 

Value Range

Building Type

Total

1 Unit 

(Attached)

1 Unit 

(Detached) 2-Unit 3-Unit 4-8 Unit

Manufactured 

Home Over 8 Unit

# Units % # Units % # Units % # Units % # Units % # Units % # Units % # Units %

Less than $100,000 167 29% 154 3% 6 1% 0 0% 0 0% 371 99% 0 0% 698 11%

$100,000-$199,999 339 60% 3,042 65% 422 70% 78 57% 20 10% 2 1% 0 0% 3,903 59%

$200,000-$299,999 46 8% 996 21% 135 22% 43 31% 71 37% 0 0% 2 2% 1,293 20%

$300,000-$399,999 12 2% 289 6% 17 3% 6 4% 37 19% 0 0% 2 2% 363 5%

$400,000+ 3 1% 165 4% 22 4% 11 8% 65 34% 0 0% 81 95% 347 5%

Total: 567 4,646 602 138 193 373 85 6,604

Sale Price of 1-Unit (Detached) Dwelling Units 2015-2019 - Keene, NH

Sale Price*

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Total

# Units % # Units % # Units % # Units % # Units % # Units %

$50,000-$99,999 14 7.4% 19 8.8% 11 4.9% 15 6.3% 12 4.3% 71 6.2%

$100,000-$149,999 64 33.7% 62 28.8% 61 27.4% 46 19.2% 40 14.3% 273 23.8%

$150,000-$199,999 52 27.4% 64 29.8% 81 36.3% 82 34.2% 109 39.1% 388 33.8%

$200,000-$249,999 29 15.3% 35 16.3% 22 9.9% 50 20.8% 48 17.2% 184 16.0%

$250,000-$299,999 15 7.9% 17 7.9% 21 9.4% 18 7.5% 32 11.5% 103 9.0%

$300,000-$349,999 8 4.2% 10 4.7% 12 5.4% 14 5.8% 23 8.2% 67 5.8%

$350,000-$399,999 5 2.6% 1 0.5% 7 3.1% 4 1.7% 6 2.2% 23 2.0%

$400,000+ 3 1.6% 7 3.3% 8 3.6% 11 4.6% 9 3.2% 38 3.3%

Total: 190 100% 215 100% 223 100% 240 100% 279 100% 1,147 100%

*Not adjusted for inflation

Source: City of Keene Assessor Database



Housing Affordability
RENTAL HOUSING

Median Gross Monthly Rent 2015-2019 Vacancy Rates for Rental Housing 2010-2019

Source: NH Housing’s Annual Residential Rental Cost Survey

Median Gross Monthly Rent 2000-2019 – Keene, NH

Year

Keene Cheshire County NH

Median Gross Rent Sample Size Median Gross Rent Sample Size Median Gross Rent Sample Size
2019 $1,117 236 $1,075 509 $1,251 9,700

2018 $1,046 263 $985 563 $1,177 8,962

2017 $979 266 $968 514 $1,143 10,830

2016 $1,034 325 $1,000 732 $1,113 13,650

2015 $1,064 399 $1,015 787 $1,069 14,559

Source: NH Housing's Annual Residential Rental Cost Survey

Rental Housing Vacancy Rate 2010-2019

Year Keene Cheshire County NH

2019 1.1% 0.9% 0.8%

2018 4.7% 4.3% 2.1%

2017 1.9% 2.1% 1.7%

2016 3.7% 4.9% 1.8%

2015 3.4% 4.1% 2.8%

2014 3.7% 4.2% 2.7%

2013 3.1% 2.7% 3.4%

2012 8.0% 6.7% 3.2%

2011 6.7% 7.0% 3.9%

2010 6.2% 7.1% 5.0%

Source: NH Housing's Annual Residential Rental Cost Survey



Housing Affordability
ASSISTED HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS
• The table below lists rental properties that offer income restrictions or rent subsidies for low-income families and seniors. It does not provide information on the Housing Choice Voucher (Section 8) Program, which 

provides rental assistance to individual households through rental vouchers..

• Within the City there are ~18 housing developments and a total of 822 units that have income restrictions and/or receive subsidies from the federal government to provide housing at a reduced rate.  These 

properties are primarily owned or managed by Keene Housing, Cheshire Housing Trust, Southwestern Community Services, or EJL Management. 

• 208 (25%) of these assisted units (located across 5 developments) are for households earning 50-60% of the median area income (MAI) or less; 263 (32%) of these units (located across 11 developments) are for 

household earning 80% MAI or less;  and, 151 have unknown income requirements. 

• 344 (42%) of these units (located across 8 developments) are age restricted / elderly housing. . 

• 9 of these developments receive Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC).  These 9 developments contain a total of 276 units.  

Development Type

Total 

Units

Income 

Restrictions Owner/Manager

Central Square Terrace 4-7 Central Square Age Restricted (Elderly) 90 50-60% of MAI Keene Housing Authority

Cleveland Place 21 Roxbury Plaza Age Restricted (Elderly) 75 Unknown EJL Management Company

Autumn Leaf Village 7-25 Ivy Dr Age Restricted (Elderly) 56 Unknown EJL Management Company

Stone Arch Senior Housing 835 Court St Age Restricted (Elderly) 33 Unknown Keene Housing Authority

Keene East Side Housing 111 Railroad St Age Restricted (Elderly) 30 Unknown Southwestern Community Services

Westmill Senior Housing 110 Railroad St Age Restricted (Elderly) 26 Unknown Southwestern Community Services

Railroad Square Senior Housing 49 Community Way Age Restricted (Elderly) 24 Unknown Southwestern Community Services

Emerald Street House 32 Emerald St Age Restricted (Elderly) 10 Unknown Keene Housing Authority

Harper Acres 104-169 Castle St General Occupancy 120 80% of MAI Keene Housing Authority

The Highlands 11-29 Citizens Way General Occupancy 40 Unknown Southwestern Community Services

Brookbend East 27 Ivy Dr General Occupancy 40 50-60% of MAI Keene Housing Authority

Forest View Apartments 8-28 Harmony Lane General Occupancy 38 80% of MAI Keene Housing Authority

Brookbend West 82 Meadow Rd General Occupancy 35 50-60% of MAI Keene Housing Authority

North & Gilsum North & Gilsum St General Occupancy 29 80% of MAI Keene Housing Authority

Scattered Sites Various Addresses  General Occupancy 24 Unknown Keene Housing Authority

Stone Arch Village Housing 829 Court St General Occupancy 24 50-60% of MAI Keene Housing Authority

Ashbrook 191-195 Key Rd General Occupancy 24 80% of MAI Keene Housing Authority

Cityside Family Housing 92 Water St General Occupancy 24 Unknown Southwestern Community Services

Hampshire House 86 Winter St General Occupancy 19 50-60% of MAI Cheshire Housing Trust

Meadow Road Apartments 72, 72, 76 Meadow Rd General Occupancy 18 80% of MAI Keene Housing Authority

Bennett Block 32 Washington St General Occupancy 14 80% of MAI Keene Housing Authority

218-228  Winchester St 218-228 Winchester St General Occupancy 7 80% of MAI Cheshire Housing Trust

Damon Court 45 Damon Court General Occupancy 6 Unknown Keene Housing Authority

5862 Dover St 58-62 Dover St General Occupancy 4 80% of MAI Cheshire Housing Trust

657 Marlboro St 657 Marlboro Rd General Occupancy 4 80% of MAI Cheshire Housing Trust 

25 Pine St 25 Pine St General Occupancy 3 80% of MAI Cheshire Housing Trust

135 Elm St 135 Elm St General Occupancy 2 80% of MAI Cheshire Housing Trust

Elm City Cooperative 71-75 Cottage St Special Needs 3 Unknown Monadnock Community Service Center

Address

*Cells highlighted in yellow are Low Income Housing Tax Credit Developments

Source: NHHFA, May 2019



Housing by Affordability

Residential 

Condominiums Address

Dwelling 

Units

Total Assessed Building Value

$3,100-$103,099

$103,100-

$203,099

$203,100-

$303,099

$303,100-

$403,099

137 Court 137 Court St 4 4

24 Old Walpole Rd 24 Old Walpole Rd 2 2

Brookside 30-32 Maple Ave 48 48

Carriage House 35-39 Church St 14 14

Chestnut Green 710 Main St 40 40

Court St Condos 792-818 Court St 80 80

Cracker Factory 16 Church St 2 2

Farmstead Development 238 Base Hill Rd 82 82

Howard St 142-144 Howard St 2 2

Meadowlands Stonehouse Ln 36 36

Meadowview Knolls Skyline Dr, Skyview Cr, Sugar Maple Ln, Wesley Ln 52 38 14

Pearl St Estates 127-129 Pearl St 6 6

Railroad Land Condos 51 Railroad St 8 4 4

River St Association 174-190 River St 9 9

Summit Ridge Summit Ridge 8 8

The Wright Estate Windsor Ct 89 10 78 1

Union Square Townhouses 24-38 Union St 14 14

Willowbrook 110 Arch St 44 44

Total: 540 179 324 33 4

RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUMS

• There are 540 residential condominium units in the City spread across 18 sites/developments. The table below displays the addresses and number of units located within each of these 

developments. The table also displays the range of assessed building values for these units.  The assessed value in the table represents the April 1, 2016 valuation. 

• 93% of the 540 condominium units have building values that are less than $204,000.



Housing Location

Zoning District

Residential Building Type

Total 1 Unit (Detached)

1 Unit 

(Attached) 2 Unit 3 Unit 4-8 Unit Over 8 Unit Manufactured Home

Rural 717 15.44% 1 0.18% 12 1.99% - 0.00% 2 1.04% 2 2.35% 373 100% 1,107 16.77%

Low Density 3,058 65.83% 265 46.74% 122 20.27% 18 13.04% 15 7.77% 2 2.35% - - 3,480 52.70%

Low Density 1 2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 0.03%

Residential Preservation 86 1.85% 1 0.18% 62 10.30% 6 4.35% 8 4.15% - - - - 163 2.47%

Medium Density 467 10.05% 62 10.93% 202 33.55% 36 26.09% 34 17.62% 9 10.59% - - 810 12.27%

High Density 227 4.89% 201 35.45% 159 26.41% 63 45.65% 86 44.56% 22 25.88% - - 758 11.48%

High Density 1 - - - - - - - - - - 10 11.76% - - 10 0.15%

Agricultural 20 0.43% - - 2 0.33% - - - - - - - - 22 0.33%

Office 6 0.13% 4 0.71% 6 1.00% 4 2.90% 5 2.59% 3 3.53% - - 28 0.42%

Neighborhood Business 22 0.47% - - 8 1.33% 1 0.72% 4 2.07% - - - - 35 0.53%

Central Business 2 0.04% 27 4.76% 7 1.16% 3 2.17% 11 5.70% 21 24.71% - - 71 1.08%

Central Business Limited 1 0.02% - 0.00% 1 0.17% 2 1.45% 7 3.63% 3 3.53% - - 14 0.21%

Commerce 29 0.62% 5 0.88% 18 2.99% 5 3.62% 21 10.88% 12 14.12% - - 90 1.36%

Corporate Park 2 0.04% - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 0.03%

Industrial 3 0.06% 1 0.18% 3 0.50% - - - - - - - - 7 0.11%

Industrial Park 2 0.04% - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 0.03%

Business Growth and Re-Use 1 0.02% - - - - - - - - 1 1.18% - - 2 0.03%

Total: 4,645 100% 567 100% 602 100% 138 100% 193 100% 85 100% 373 100% 6,603 100%

HOUSING BY ZONING DISTRICT

• The majority (52.7%) of the City’s residential buildings are located in the Low Density Zoning District.  This district is intended primarily for detached single family dwellings.  66% (3,058 units) of all 1-Unit Detached 

dwellings are located in Low Density.   

• 96% of all residential buildings are located in districts intended primarily for residential uses. There are 7 of these districts and they include: Rural, Low Density, Low Density 1, Residential Preservation, Medium 

Density, High Density, and High Density-1.

• 26% (2,628 units) of all residential dwelling units in the City are located in the Central Business (7% or 725 units), Central Business Limited (1% or 111 units), or High Density (17.4% or 1,792 units) Zoning Districts. 

These districts are located in either the downtown or areas directly surrounding the downtown of the City and provide easy access to a multitude of services and resources including  convenient access to public 

transportation. Most of the City’s dense residential developments are located in this area with 54% of all residential buildings with Over 8 Units, and 54% of all residential buildings with 4-8 units being located in these 

districts. 



Special Housing

Keene State College Residence Halls 

Name # Beds

361 Main 11

Carle Hall 302

Fiske Hall 87

Holloway Hall 252

Huntress Hall 154

The Commons 348

One Butler Court 216

Owl's Nest 434

Pondside 1 104

Pondside 2 120

Pondside 3 154

Total: 2182

COLLEGE HOUSING

• Keene State College is the only university 

or college within the City that provides on-

campus housing.  As of 2019, the College 

provides housing for 2,182 students 

within 11 residence halls.

• The College also owns property off-

campus including 26 Proctor Court (single 

unit detached building) and 231 Main St 

(contains 3 residential apartments) that 

are not included in the table to the right. 

• In academic year 2018-2019, Keene 

State College had 3,441 undergraduates 

and 46 graduate students enrolled. 

LODGING HOUSES

• Within the City there are 3 properties that are known to operate as traditional 

lodginghouses. However, there may be other buildings within the City that are 

considered lodginghouses with respect to zoning, fire or building codes, etc.  

• 86 Winter St (Hampshire House) – 18 beds + 1 manager apartment, 

owned/managed by Cheshire Housing and is available for persons with 

incomes at or below 50-60% of the area median income.

• 57 Winchester St (College Student Rentals) – 16 beds / 13 Bedrooms

• 85 Winchester St (College Student Rentals) – 8 beds / 5 Bedrooms, owned 

by Keene Cribs

• Other properties are listed as “rooming houses” in the City’s Assessor database; 

however, these properties, which are listed below, are not operated in the traditional 

function of a lodginghouse. 

• 26 Water St – Prospect House is operated as a sober home

• 106 Roxbury St – Phoenix House is a residential drug/alcohol treatment 

facility 

• 139 Roxbury St, 76 Beaver St, and 17 Lamson St (Hundred Nights) 

operate as homeless or transitional shelters.



City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

February 19, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Mayor George S. Hansel

ITEM: B.1.

SUBJECT: Confirmations

COUNCIL ACTION:
In City Council February 20, 2020.
Tabled until the next regular meeting.

RECOMMENDATION:
I hereby nominate the following individuals to serve on the designated Board or Commission:
 
Energy and Climate Committee
Meaghan Rafferty, slot 6 Term to expire Dec. 31, 2020
7 Marshall Court

Paul Roth, alternate, slot 12 Term to expire Dec. 31, 2020
116 Monument Road, Dublin

Bicycle Pedestrian Path Advisory Committee
Christopher Brehme, alternate, slot 9 Term to expire Dec. 31, 2022
87 Ashuelot Street

Planning Board
Emily Lavigne-Bernier, alternate, slot 10 Term to expire Dec. 31, 2022
10 Nelson Street

Historic District Committee
Tia Hockett, alternate, slot 10 Term to expire Dec. 31, 2021
56 Page Street

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Rafferty_Background



Roth_Background
Lavigne-Bernier_Background

Hockett_Background





















56 Page Street Apt. 2, Keene NH 03431   
603-762-0643   

 

Tia L. Hockett 
Professional Summary 

Highly motivated individual with a solid business background. Enthusiastic and 
a team player who is attentive to detail and produces quality results. 
Comfortable in interacting with all levels of the organization and public. Enjoys 
learning new programs and processes. Excellent  organizational skills along with 
a strong worth ethic and integrity.  

Experience 
                                     

2015 – Present       Main Street America Group                  Keene, NH 
 
Senior Policy Processor 
 

 Modify, update, and process existing Commercial policies 
 

 Corresponds with agents to obtain information or inform them of policy 
changes 

 
 Handles administrative duties behind insurance policy renewals 

 
 Assist as backup to other departments as needed 

 

                                       2014-2015      Department of Health and Human Services             Keene, NH 
Clerk Interviewer – Family Service Division 
 

 Greet and direct clients to appropriate personnel 
 

 Processes applications for clients applying for assistance 
 

 Maintain daily schedule of intakes and interviews 
 

 Provides clerical support to the administrative department  

 

                                      2002-2013 Liberty Mutual Insurance                                  Keene, NH 
Business Rater II, Premium Audit  

 Responsible for rating and coding a range of insurance policies and 
audit transactions 

 Analyzed audit data verifying all information and using system 
applications to perform calculations and produce audit policies 

 Answered questions and provided guidance to other rater as needed 

 Performed additional duties as requested  

Education  

Graduated 2017    River Valley Community College  Keene, NH 

Graduated 2001    Keene High School              Keene, NH 

   

Certificates – Completed Course Training 

Certified Insurance Service Representative (CISR) 2018  



City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

March 2, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Irene Davis

THROUGH:Patricia A. Little, City Clerk

ITEM: C.1.

SUBJECT: Irene Davis - Resignation - Partner City Committee

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Communication_Davis

BACKGROUND:
Irene Davis has submitted her resignation from the Partner City Committee.  She has been a member of the
Committee since its creation in 2008.





City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

March 2, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Weston Liu, New England Aerobatic Club

THROUGH:Patricia A. Little, City Clerk

ITEM: C.2.

SUBJECT:Weston Liu - New England Aerobatic Club - Request to Use City Property - Dillant Hopkins
Airport

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Communication_Weston Liu

BACKGROUND:
The New England Aerobatic Club is requesting use of City property for the 2020 season starting on Saturday,
May 30.  The Club is hoping to able to fly one time a month depending upon weather and the scheduling of
other contests.





City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

March 3, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Albert Grauer

THROUGH:Patricia A. Little, City Clerk

ITEM: C.3.

SUBJECT:Albert Grauer - Application for a Lodging House License - 85 Winchester Street

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Application

BACKGROUND:
Albert Grauer has submitted an application for the renewal of a lodginghouse license for 85 Winchester Street. 
The current license expired December 6th. 





City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

March 2, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Jan Manwaring, Pathways for Keene

THROUGH:Patricia A. Little, City Clerk

ITEM: C.4.

SUBJECT: Jan Manwaring - Pathways for Keene - Request to Use City Property

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Communication_Manwaring

BACKGROUND:
Pathways for Keene is requesting their annual use of City property for the annual 4 on the 4th road race.





City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

March 2, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Councilor Terry Clark

THROUGH:Patricia A. Little, City Clerk

ITEM: C.5.

SUBJECT:Councilor Clark - Establishment of Council Goals

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Communication_Clark

BACKGROUND:
Councilor Clark is requesting that the City Council acting as a "Committee of the Whole" participate in the
identification of any City Council goals.



February 24, 2020 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To Mayor and Council, 
 
Re: Council Goals 
 
 
I request a change in our method of establishing Council Goals from a mayor-appointed 
committee, to a Committee of the Whole. 
 
Thank you, 
 

 
 
Terry M. Clark 
Keene City Councilor 
Ward 3 
14 Barrett Ave. 
Keene, NH 03431 
(603)661-8347 
 



City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

February 26, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Municipal Services, Facilities and Infrastructure Committee

ITEM: D.1.

SUBJECT:Encouraging the City to Become a “Bee City”

RECOMMENDATION:
With a vote of 5-0, the Municipal Services, Facilities & Infrastructure Committee recommended that the request
that the City of Keene become a “Bee City” be referred to the Conservation Commission.

BACKGROUND:
The City Manager, Elizabeth Dragon, recalled this matter being presented at the last meeting, when staff was still
unsure as to the best place in the City structure to refer the request. Because the Agricultural Commission is
inactive, the Mayor spoke with the Conservation Commission to gauge their interest, and to the City Manager’s
understanding, the Commission was interested. She recommended referring this matter to the Conservation
Commission. 

Chair Manwaring welcomed the petitioner, John Therriault (of 76 Bradford Road), who recalled that Bee City
USA is a way for Keene to demonstrate commitment to policies and practices that support pollinators (e.g.,
bees, bats, hummingbirds, and some lizards) and their habitat. He was at the previous Conservation
Commission meeting, where the idea was discussed briefly. He would attend the next Conservation
Commission meeting as well. 

Councilor Filiault made the following motion, which Vice Chair Giacomo seconded. 

With a vote of 5-0, the Municipal Services, Facilities & Infrastructure Committee recommended that the request
that the City of Keene become a “Bee City” be referred to the Conservation Commission. 



City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

February 26, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Municipal Services, Facilities and Infrastructure Committee

ITEM: D.2.

SUBJECT:Harris Center for Conservation Education – Temporary Road Closures – Jordan Road

RECOMMENDATION:
With a vote of 5-0, the Municipal Services, Facilities & Infrastructure Committee recommended that the City
Manager be authorized to do all things necessary to coordinate with the petitioner for the temporary closure of
Jordan Road to through traffic for several hours per night on the nights requested by the petitioner to allow for
volunteers to assist with salamander crossings, and that the petitioner comply with the recommendations of the
City Manager with respect to the safety of the volunteers.

BACKGROUND:
This matter was referred back to the Committee. The City Manager, Elizabeth Dragon, explained that in the
past, only North Lincoln Street was closed and this year Jordan Road was an expanded request that did not go
through proper Police Department (PD) review before coming to this Committee, which is necessary for
expanded requests. She said the recommended motion provided to the Committee was to modify the original
request for overnight closure to instead to provide for closure for only two hours while the volunteers are at the
location. She said the Police Chief, Steve Russo, looked at the number of homes on Jordan Road that could
be impacted and with that, the Chief and City Manager are supportive of this closure for a few hours while
volunteers are active. The City Manager thought this meeting was an additional opportunity for residents of
Jordan Road to provide feedback on the potential closure and she received a communication in support from
one resident of Jordan Road in advance of this meeting. She continued explaining that the modified closure for
two hours would allow for local traffic only so residents can access their homes. She said this would be an
opportunity to observe deterred traffic, to determine if there is support from effected residents, and to
determine whether to modify the closure next year. Staff is not yet comfortable with an overnight closure. 

Chair Manwaring asked if the City has access to an across-the-road traffic counter that could help estimate how
many vehicles travel that section of road through the night. The City Manager said no, the City’s radar signs
could be placed in dark mode to count vehicular traffic without flashing speeds. She said that Southwest
Regional Planning Commission has across-the-road technology like Chair Manwaring referenced. Chair
Manwaring asked if the City could borrow that technology and the City Manager said she could certainly ask
and if denied, the City’s radar signs are available. 

Councilor Filiault noted that the City has electronic signs that can flash messages to the public about upcoming
events that could affect vehicle traffic (e.g., marathons). He asked if those could be used in the area of Jordan
Road at the necessary time of year displaying a message such as, “caution – salamanders crossing.” The City
Manager replied in the affirmative. 

Chair Manwaring recognized City Councilor Mitch Greenwald, who said he was representing the residents of



Jordan Road and the salamanders that want to cross there. He said this issue is not rocket science and it is
being over-engineered. He said this closure could be accomplished simply with signs at Concord Road and
Peg Shop Road each saying the road is closed to thru traffic. Councilor Greenwald continued that he and his
daughter will volunteer to place and remove those signs when needed. He used to live on Jordan Road and
thinks the few residents would just need to be prepared, which the closure signs would accomplish. He said this
closure is possible if the Council wants it enough and he said it is worth doing so. He urged all members of
Council to visit on these nights to see how many families are participating. 

Chair Manwaring recognized the petitioner, Brett Amy Thelen from the Harris Center for Conservation
Education, who provided two comments on this proposed modification. First, she understood the two-hour
decision was based on how long volunteers would likely be on the road. While she understood that reasoning to
arrive at a compromise, she said that many volunteers stay longer if there are still amphibians on the road. She
was concerned that two hours was not flexible enough to ensure the ultimate goal of protecting volunteers while
on the road. She asked the Committee to consider a motion that would give them that flexibility. Second, Ms.
Thelen said that from an ecologically meaningful perspective, the amphibians need more help when volunteers
are not present, which is why the request was for overnight. She understood the need for compromise this year
and hoped the bigger goal for next year would be an overnight closure. She hoped this meeting’s decision
would not set the precedent for just an “early evening, few-hour closure” for the future. 

Councilor Williams said it would be useful not to just collect data on the quantity of passing cars but also at
what hours they are passing. He said that if there proves to be minimal traffic after midnight that should affect
the City’s future decisions. The City Manager said that data should be captured by the City’s radar signs. 

Police Chief Steve Russo stated that the Police Department is not against this ecological effort or working
toward successful closure of Jordan Road. Normally, he said that relevant Department Directors (e.g., Police
Chief, Public Works Director, City Manager, etc.) would have had an opportunity for protocol meetings before
an expanded petition comes before this Committee. This did not happen because of the timeline in this instance.
The Police Chief looked at data for Jordan Road which was collected for 13 days in August 2018. The data
showed an average 93 cars traveling Jordan Road between 6:00 PM – 7:00 AM daily. A total 4,523 cars
traveled Jordan Road in that same period. He noted that Jordan Road is a connector and so detour signs might
need to be posted as far down as RT-101. He said this is not a complicated effort, but it requires sufficient
planning. Based on his experience, he thinks that 10% of drivers would turn around and obey the no thru traffic
closure and the rest would continue driving down Jordan Road regardless. Therefore, he hoped the Police
Department could collect fresh data during this proposed “few-hours” closure. He anticipated no issues
working with the petitioner to determine where the radar signs would be most effective to produce the most
accurate counts. He noted that 27 occupied homes would be impacted on Jordan Road in addition to one home
being constructed. 

Councilor Chadbourne asked Ms. Thelen how many hours volunteers are typically at Jordan Road. Ms. Thelen
said the duration is weather dependent. If conditions are ideal for amphibian migration, then volunteers could be
present from sundown until after midnight in some instances. If conditions change throughout the evening, then
volunteers could go home earlier. She sought flexibility to account for these complexities. She only requested
closure on Jordan Road for two nights this year to determine its efficacy and so she hoped the closures could
be approved for more than two hours to accommodate typical volunteer presence during ideal weather
conditions. Councilor Chadbourne asked the City Manager whether there was opportunity for flexibility in
allowing longer than two hours but less than a full overnight closure. The City Manager said there is flexibility
for this year and then there would be more data to determine flexibility next year. The City Manager understood
the ultimate goal for this to be an overnight closure. 

Vice Chair Giacomo recalled that when this proposal was presented initially to this Committee, the Public
Works and Police Departments did not seem to be on the same page. He asked if all relevant departments
would support any modification to the proposed motion, as this was the third time the Committee was hearing



this matter. The City Manager replied in the affirmative and apologized that she was absent when this petition
was first heard. The City Manager continued that part of the confusion was not on staff’s part, but rather this
expanded request was not brought to staff in the manner that is typical, and so staff did not have an opportunity
to convene and provide a concise recommendation at the first meeting. The lack of preparation led to the
presentation of differing staff opinions, of which there is nothing wrong but it led to confusion when presented
to the Committee. To maximize the potential of these events, the City Manager suggested changing the
proposed motion language to read, “for several hours per night,” instead of, “for two hours per night.”
Councilor Chadbourne asked how this petition was brought to staff differently this year. The City Manager said
the difference was that this was an expanded request, which required an additional level of review. 

Vice Chair Giacomo made the following motion, which Councilor Filiault seconded. 

With a vote of 5-0, the Municipal Services, Facilities & Infrastructure Committee recommended that the City
Manager be authorized to do all things necessary to coordinate with the petitioner for the temporary closure of
Jordan Road to through traffic for several hours per night on the nights requested by the petitioner to allow for
volunteers to assist with salamander crossings, and that the petitioner comply with the recommendations of the
City Manager with respect to the safety of the volunteers. 



City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

February 26, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Planning, Licenses and Development Committee

ITEM: D.3.

SUBJECT:Use of City Property – Greater Monadnock Public Health Network and American National Red
Cross

RECOMMENDATION:
On a vote of 4-0, the Planning, Licenses, and Development Committee recommended that the City Manager be
authorized to do all things necessary to negotiate and execute agreements with the Greater Monadnock Public
Health Network to park two 20-foot preparedness trailers and with the American National Red Cross to park an
Emergency Response Vehicle (pickup) and a 6’ by 12’ trailer on City property, subject to compliance with any
recommendations of City staff.

BACKGROUND:
Chair Bosley asked staff to speak.  Kürt Blomquist, Public Works Director and Emergency Management
Director, stated that this is a request for authorization for the City Manager to do all things necessary to
negotiate and execute agreements with the American Red Cross and the Greater Monadnock Health Network. 
He continued that both organizations are partners with the City though the emergency management area.  The
Greater Monadnock Health Network, which is actually one person, is housed out of Cheshire Medical Center
and provides coordination with the various health organizations and hospitals in the region.  They do things like
mass inoculations, and deal with broader health issues. They have two trailers to set up pods in various
locations.  The Red Cross has various locations in the state where they stage equipment to support the
community in various times of need.
 
Mr. Blomquist continued that in 2014 both groups asked the City for the ability to store their equipment. At that
time the Red Cross had a much larger footprint here. The City was providing parking for up to five vehicles
and several trailers and pickup trucks, at 560 Main Street.  It was a paved, maintained area.  The City has sold
approximately 10 acres of that, including the area where the Red Cross vehicles were, so he started to look to
see where they could relocate these folks to.  The two organizations could have sought parking elsewhere, but
from his point of view they are partners and help the community and the City. The Fire Chief was able to
provide space at the fire station for the two trailers, and there is a parking area at 350 Marlboro Street near the
City’s Fleet area.  The Red Cross is down to just a trailer and a pickup truck because they shrunk their
footprint in the area but still want to maintain a presence. Mr. Blomquist concluded that he recommends the
motion before the committee, authorizing the City Manager to negotiate and execute these agreements.
 
Chair Bosley asked for questions or comments from the committee.
 
Councilor Greenwald asked the City Manager why staff could not just handle this administratively.  The City
Manager replied that she looked into this.  She continued that the City does already store this equipment.  She
looked at the motion that authorized that, and saw that it was specific to the location.  Due to that reason and



the fact that they are negotiating a contract, she felt it was best to bring this to the City Council.  Councilor
Greenwald asked if the motion, if it comes back, could have language about “future need” being handled
administratively, to cut back on the process it goes through.  The City Manager replied yes, she appreciates
that.  She continued that the recommended motion before the committee tonight does not specify a location, so
in the future they should be able to handle this administratively if they need to move the equipment.
 
Chair Bosley asked for public comment.  Hearing none, she asked for a motion.
 
Councilor Workman made the following motion, which was seconded by Councilor Greenwald.
 
On a vote of 4-0, the Planning, Licenses, and Development Committee recommended that the City Manager be
authorized to do all things necessary to negotiate and execute agreements with the Greater Monadnock Public
Health Network to park two 20-foot preparedness trailers and with the American National Red Cross to park an
Emergency Response Vehicle (pickup) and a 6’ by 12’ trailer on City property, subject to compliance with any
recommendations of City staff.



City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

February 26, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Planning, Licenses and Development Committee

ITEM: D.4.

SUBJECT:Relating to Small Wireless Facility Deployments in the Public Rights-of-Way - Ordinance O-
2019-18

RECOMMENDATION:
On a vote of 4-0, the Planning, Licenses, and Development Committee recommended that the City Manager
prepare and submit for further consideration by the City Council a revised Small Cell Wireless Ordinance
based on comments obtained from the Public Hearing, and incorporating any other revisions deemed necessary
or appropriate by the City Manager; and that if the Small Cell Wireless Ordinance is adopted by the City
Council, the City Manager or her designee be directed to accept only applications for antenna and transmission
equipment of up to a maximum of 4G until January 2, 2021.

BACKGROUND:
Chair Bosley asked staff to speak. Rhett Lamb, Assistant City Manager and Community Development
Director, and Mari Brunner, Planner, introduced themselves. Mr. Lamb stated that they have no presentation
slide show tonight but wanted to give information about what they heard at the public hearing, with ideas for
amendments and changes to this proposed ordinance. The committee has in front of them ideas for how to
proceed. They are at a fork in the road with the ordinance and staff wants to make sure to reconfirm with the
City Council how to approach this and tonight is that night, where they wanted to make sure everything is out in
front of the PLD Committee so they could choose which path to take. There are two recommended motions.
Ms. Brunner will give a quick summary of where they are at. He wants to draw attention to a letter received on
Monday by Councilor Jones, who was unable to attend the meeting tonight. They all have copies of it tonight. 

Ms. Brunner stated that to give a brief recap: what they are talking about tonight are “small wireless facilities,”
which are a type of wireless broadband infrastructure that typically take the form of a small antenna three cubic
feet in volume or less, often attached to an existing structure such as a buildings or utility pole. They can also be
placed on new structures built within the right-of-way. She continued that typically they have associated
accessory equipment that cannot be more than 28 cubic feet in volume. They are typically attached to structures
50 feet or less, or no more than 10% taller than surrounding structures. 

Ms. Brunner continued that one unique aspect to small wireless facilities is their range is a lot shorter than
traditional macro cell towers. The wavelengths cannot penetrate through buildings and other structures so they
would need to be more densely deployed to give adequate coverage. The reason the City has come to this point
tonight is: in 2018 the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) issued the Small Cell Order, which was
intended to speed the transition to the next generation of wireless services, called 5G. The order restricts the
fees and compensation that state and local governments can receive from applicants, requires all aesthetic
requirements to be reasonable and no more burdensome than those applied to all other infrastructure
deployments within a municipality, and objective and published in advance. This means that if a municipality



wants to have any sort of regulations regarding small wireless facilities, the regulations must be published in
advance of them receiving applications. The order also includes much shorter timeframes whereby the
applications need to be approved. 

Ms. Brunner continued that staff, following the issuance of the order and at the direction of the City Council
began looking at this and drafting an ordinance regarding small wireless facilities. The City has a
telecommunications towers and antennas ordinance in the Zoning chapter of the Code, but that is for facilities
on private property and mostly aimed at macro towers. It does not deal with small cell facilities in the right-of-
way. That is the purpose of creating this license that would be issued by the Public Works Director. The City
has already received interest from a company that wants to install 4G small cell facilities in the right-of-way. 

Ms. Brunner continued that staff is proposing, with this ordinance, a license issued by the Public Works
Director that would establish location standards, siting and design standards, and procedures for application
intake and review. To date there have been quite a number of meetings and a public hearing at the City Council.
They have heard a lot from the public. The major concerns the public has expressed are the health effects of
5G. There have been comments from citizens proposing increasing the distances of these small wireless
facilities in residential areas or from residential properties and schools. Staff shared information at the hearing
about the NH commission to study the environmental and health effects of 5G, which was established through
HB 522 and will give its final report in November 2020. They also heard concerns about aesthetic impacts.
Members of the public encouraged staff to think of ways to encourage co-location to minimize the new
structures in the public right-of-way. There were concerns expressed about impacts to property values and
scenic areas and the Historic District, putting accessory equipment underground, making sure the City and
community is fairly compensated by the companies, including provisions for battery backups so the small
wireless facilities could be used during emergencies, and protecting people’s personal data. Staff has potential
revisions to the ordinance to try and address these issues. 

Ms. Brunner continued that the first option is including a “sunset clause” in the ordinance which would state
that if the FCC rule is overturned or repealed the ordinance would be null and void. Another option would be to
add a provision saying that if the ordinance is amended in the future, all amendments would apply to all future
applications. She asked the City Attorney to explain. 

City Attorney, Tom Mullins, stated that it would avoid “the grandfathering issue.” He continued that if the City
makes a change the new applicant cannot say, “Well, you did not make the previous applicant do this; this is
discriminatory.” This places everyone on notice that this is a prospective application. 

Ms. Brunner stated that another potential revision would be to increase the spacing requirements in residential
districts. Currently the ordinance as proposed has a 400’ spacing requirement between facilities and they have
seen other communities adopt greater spacing requirements in residential areas. They could also potentially
include a minimum distance from schools. She and Mr. Lamb want direction from the committee on how to
proceed. 

Mr. Lamb stated that staff’s position is: they think the City is better off with an ordinance than without one. He
continued that the City Council is at a crossroads with this. Councilor Jones has recommended a moratorium
be placed on 5G licensing until the State commission’s report on the health effects is completed. So that leads
to the recommended motions in front of the committee tonight. The first motion reflects staff’s belief that they
should continue developing this ordinance, incorporating changes based on input from tonight and public input.
The second recommended motion is for them to include, in the licensing provisions in the ordinance (if and
when they adopt it), a limit on the type of applications that can come forward, with a limit to place on staff to
only accept applications for 4G until 2021, so the State commission has time to do its work in studying 5G. 

Chair Bosley thanked staff for all of their work on this. She continued that she agrees that they should continue
to work on the language of the ordinance and that they have to have something to fall back on, in case they were



challenged in court for if they decided not to issue licenses. That is important information for people to look at
when they approach the City with applications. She is open to what Councilor Jones has brought to the table
regarding having some sort of timeframe where they hold off on accepting 5G applications. They have a
company that is interested now in 4G. Her understanding is that company is waiting to see the language in this
ordinance to see if they want to move forward with their application and to see how this will affect them, so the
City and the City Council need to continue to work on this ordinance. 

Councilor Johnsen stated that she is empathetic to the folks who expressed concerns about 5G, and she
respects them a great deal. She continued that she is happy to hear more about moving ahead with 4G and she
likes what Councilor Jones brought forward because she does not want to rush 5G. She is thankful for the
folks who helped educate the City Council about 5G, and she thinks they need more education about it. 

Councilor Workman asked: if a party installed small wireless facilities for 4G technology, would those facilities
be equipped to be updated to 5G sometime, so they would not have to reinvent the wheel? Ms. Brunner replied
yes, her understanding is that 4G small cell facilities fit on the poles and could be switched out for 5G in the
future. 

Mr. Lamb stated that as staff researches this they are hearing about the first rollout of 5G infrastructure in
dense, urban areas, but they believe it would be quite some time before there would be any 5G density here in
Keene. They anticipated 4G for quite some time. We will find out what really happens as we move forward, but
they have been hearing 5G is on a slow roll out, for small cities like Keene. 

Chair Bosley asked, what about density? What happens if there are five companies applying for licenses for 5G
infrastructure? Would there be a tower every one hundred feet, for example, if companies are allowed to have
the facilities 400’ apart? How much can the City enforce co-location? Ms. Brunner replied that they propose the
ordinance say the facilities must be 400’ from any structure. That is in line with the current streetlight standards
of 400’ spacing. 

Mr. Lamb stated that they want applicants to take advantage of co-location as much as possible, and that
probably means using existing utility poles. That depends on the availability of adequate utility poles to serve as
co-location structures. They anticipate companies wanting to install new poles instead of using the City’s low
ones which might not fit the needs of the carriers. Co-location is available, but whether it gets used or not, or
whether the City can require it or not, depends. This proposed ordinance does allow new structures. 

Chair Bosley asked if the proposed ordinance addresses what happens when a company approved for a 4G
license wants to update to 5G. Would they have to come back and apply for a new license? Mr. Lamb replied
yes, that is staff’s intent; they want to make sure the language says that. 

Chair Bosley asked for public comment. She stated that they already had a lot of public comment, at the public
hearing, and therefore she wants to keep it to new ideas. 

Mayor George Hansel stated that he wanted to address a process question. Typically with a public hearing there
is a set amount of time during which the City accepts public comment after that hearing, because typically a
public hearing addresses a specific ordinance or an action the City Council will take right after it. This public
hearing was an exception. It was to gather public input and allow the public to speak to the entire City Council
on this topic. There was some question as to whether public input would be allowed after the fact and it is
allowed in this case; it is up to the chair. 

Councilor Terry Clark asked: once a license has been issued, if the ordinance’s sunset clause goes into effect,
does that mean the license goes away and the company has to take their equipment down? Mr. Lamb replied
that he is not sure. He asked if Councilor Clark means if someone makes an installation and then the FCC order
is repealed or overturned. His guess is that the equipment would be allowed to stay there as the investment has



already been made and the company has completed the installation. 

Ms. Brunner stated that the ordinance does require an annual renewal of the license. She continued that the
ordinance currently has it as an automatic process so as not to burden staff. They can look into this more.
Maybe if this ordinance were to sunset they would not offer another license. 

Councilor Clark stated that that was his other question - how much of the process would be public, if after one
year, the license renewal just goes through staff? He continued that this first year is so critical, as they are
gaining the knowledge about safety and other issues. Could they include language saying companies would have
to resubmit after a year? 

The City Attorney asked for clarification about what Councilor Clark is asking. Councilor Clark stated that he
wants to know if the ordinance can say that the license is only good for one year and then after that first year is
over, a company would have to come back and reapply for a whole new license and go through the process all
over again. If the company gets the license for the second year, then after that, [the renewal could just be
handled automatically through staff as proposed]. It would just be for that first year, because no one knows
what is going to happen. 

Chair Bosley asked if Councilor Clark is asking for applicants to come back to the PLD Committee after the
first year is up. Councilor Clark replied no, just reapply. Chair Bosley replied that the ordinance is asking
companies to reapply annually, even after that first year. She continued that at the end of the first year staff
would administratively approve the renewal requests. 

Mr. Lamb stated that these licenses would all be approved by the Public Works Director. He continued that
these licenses would not be a City Council approval. The FCC order has very short timeframes for approving
license applications. A renewal after the first year is just a payment, not a submission of the entire application
again. 

Councilor Clark stated that he is asking for applications to be resubmit just for the first year. Hopefully the
reports will come out rosy and everything will be fine [regarding the health effects of 5G] and we will have great
coverage for our cell phones. But if on the chance it does not happen like that, and the report says 5G causes
major cancers, for example, he wants to make sure they can protect the public. 

Chair Bosley stated that they are talking about holding off on accepting applications for 5G infrastructure,
which people are concerned about, until January 2021. She continued that that gives them time to wait for the
reports to come in and for staff and the City Council to review them, before they open the door to 5G. This
ordinance would be an opportunity for people to invest in 4G with the hope that the City would someday open
the doors to 5G but they would have the reports back before they consider allowing it. 

Councilor Johnsen asked if Councilor Clark is asking for some kind of guarantee. Councilor Clark replied yes,
assurance that public safety will continue after the first year when they have learned about what the public safety
issues are. 

Councilor Greenwald asked, when a company requests that their license be renewed, what is the criteria for
possibly not allowing the renewal? Ms. Brunner replied that it is currently proposed that companies meet certain
conditions when a license is issued. She continued that one criterion for not renewing would be if the company
is not meeting the conditions of the license. If the City needs the company to move the pole, for any reason –
since the municipality has the power to regulate the right-of-way for public health and safety - the company will
have to move it at the company’s expense. 

Councilor Greenwald asked, once the Public Works Director signs off on a license, is it done? The
infrastructure stays unless it is practically falling off? The City Attorney replied that there is a provision in the



ordinance allowing the Public Works Director to revoke a license if he finds the facility is not in compliance with
the requirements of the article. There are a lot of requirements in the article with respect to maintenance, public
safety, distance, and so on and so forth. If the facility installation looks the same as when it was first installed,
yes, the license continues to be approved. But if the equipment degrades, or becomes a safety hazard, or does
not comply with the requirements in the article, that would be a basis for not renewing the license. 

Ms. Brunner stated that there are provisions for abandoned facilities needing to be removed. She continued that
staff can talk about this at the next meeting as well. Councilor Greenwald stated that once a facility is up, it is
up, and he can see the annual license turning into a five-year one. Mr. Lamb replied that they are proposing
collecting an annual fee from the companies. Ms. Brunner added that they propose modeling it after how the
City handles food licenses – renewing the licenses on the same date each year for all of the companies, so they
do not have to track the passage of one year based on each company’s specific sign-up dates. 

Chair Bosley asked for public comment. 

Lori Schreier of Westmoreland thanked the Committee for considering the moratorium until the report is out in
November. She continued that she urges them to consider that moratorium for all small cell facilities. These are
new, and will be much closer than other towers, and there are quite a bit of studies showing the health effects are
not good with 4G either. Therefore, not having them close to people until they know more seems wise. She
wants to ask staff about something she testified about at the public hearing – will the ordinance include the
requirement to have all applications go through the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements?
And would they consider including a requirement for public notice for co-locations? As she recalls, the
proposed ordinance only calls for public notice for new structures. She continued that lastly, she wants to know
if they would consider requiring testing for the aggregate emissions, not just from individual antennas, because if
they co-located, it would be nice to know how much, total, is coming off the pole. 

Mr. Lamb replied that he is happy to take a look at those questions and issues. He continued that he thinks they
will not see a lot of co-locations initially. The availability of the preferred location for the service providers will
depend on the possibility of co-location structure that works for them. With the 4G applications the City has
seen so far, staff pushed them towards co-location, and the service providers are only interested in that in one
type of setting, where there was a reasonable structure they thought they could look at to see if it would serve
their purpose or not. In every other circumstance they were proposing their own poles. 

Chair Bosley stated that she wonders if, once those poles are installed, other companies might be interested in
locating on newly-constructed small cell facility poles. She continued that she knows the City cannot require
that, but maybe they could give some sort of incentive, such as reducing a company’s fees if they co-locate on
a structure. Ms. Brunner replied that there is already a pretty strong incentive for co-locating, under State law,
which has a stricter timeframe under which a municipality is required to approve a license. It is 45 days, which is
a pretty tight timeframe for notifying the public, which is why staff did not propose that for co-location. But that
also ends up be an incentive to co-locate. They have tried their best in the ordinance to encourage co-location,
as a way to reduce the total number of structures that get built in the right-of-way. 

Mr. Lamb stated that regarding the term “moratorium” being used tonight: staff is not considering this a
moratorium. They are considering the ordinance as a method of accommodating 4G now, recognizing that there
is no interest now in building 5G. They are structuring the ordinance based on what the market is asking for
now in Keene. 

Robert Williams, City Councilor, stated that he has a few thoughts. He continued that first is a clarification of
how he foresees 5G infrastructure being used. Many times people hear it is for phones and mobile devices. He
would be surprised if that is still the main focus in 5 or 10 years. He thinks it will be competition for cable TV.
There will probably be a box you can have at your house that plugs into 5G and companies would be selling
Hulu, Netflix, and so on and so forth, and all of the bandwidth requirements that come with sending high-



resolution digital videos through the air. He wants to make sure people recognize that 5G is not just for mobile
phones. It could have broad impacts on how broadband is delivered in the city. He continued that he feels 5G
is inferior to other technology for that, such as fiber to the home. If Keene has fiber in all neighborhoods and
attached Wi-Fi at the house there would not be much demand for 5G in the neighborhoods. But if they never
get fiber to homes, they could have 5G poles every 400 feet in the neighborhoods and a lot of bandwidth going
through, and he does not think the connectivity would be much greater than his cable connection today. 

Councilor Williams continued that Ms. Brunner had a good list of concerns for items to be considered in the
next round of updates. In addition, he would like the City to prohibit a “wireless back haul,” which is the
connection between the 5G node and wherever it is going, such as the central office or the bigger pipes we have
in our internet. One way to do that would be to just have a microwave dish or another radio frequency, pouring
more radio frequencies in the air. If the City requires it to be connected by fiber optic that is one less thing to
worry about. With respect to co-location, it is important, and service carriers fight it to the extent that they can,
which is unfortunate. 

Councilor Johnsen stated that she wants clarification. She continued that she is hearing staff wants to go ahead
and continue to work with 4G, and she is hearing Councilor Jones wants a moratorium. She asked if that is a
separate motion. Chair Bosley replied that they are considering two things. First, do they continue to work on
the language in the ordinance? And separately, do they consider taking a break and not allowing 5G applications
until the report comes back in November on the health effects? They need to look at those as separate issues. 

Councilor Johnsen stated that whatever they decide should be communicated to the public, so people
understand, if they are concerned, that the City is not putting 5G in. Chair Bosley replied yes. She continued
that the FCC has said municipalities are required to accept applications for this new technology, through the
FCC’s order. So if the City chooses to not accept these 5G applications they are potentially opening
themselves up to litigation. A company could ask for the City to accept their application and if the City does
not, the company could take the City to court. The court could order the City to accept the application. If the
City did not have an ordinance in place the applicant would have free reign to do whatever they want.
Regulations have to be made prior to the acceptance of an application. The City could not give guidelines after
the fact, if the court forces them to accept applications. 

Councilor Johnsen stated that at the public hearing there was one person who said that another option is for the
City to be willing to take a stand. Chair Bosley replied yes, they could take a stand as a City. Councilor
Johnsen clarified that she is not recommending it, just stating what a citizen said. Chair Bosley stated that the
process she just described could potentially be the outcome of the City taking a stand. People are not knocking
down the City’s door right now trying for 5G. It is really smart for them to be having these conversations ahead
of time to come up with the guidelines. But, companies could come any time with applications. 

Chair Bosley asked if there was any further comment. Hearing none, she asked for a motion. 

Councilor Greenwald made the following motion, which was seconded by Councilor Johnsen. 

On a vote of 4-0, the Planning, Licenses, and Development Committee recommended that the City Manager
prepare and submit for further consideration by the City Council a revised Small Cell Wireless Ordinance
based on comments obtained from the Public Hearing, and incorporating any other revisions deemed necessary
or appropriate by the City Manager; and that if the Small Cell Wireless Ordinance is adopted by the City
Council, the City Manager or her designee be directed to accept only applications for antenna and transmission
equipment of up to a maximum of 4G until January 2, 2021. 



City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

February 27, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee

ITEM: D.5.

SUBJECT: Madeline Ulrich – Request for Free “Complimentary” Parking – Art Walk

RECOMMENDATION:
On a vote of 5-0, the Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee recommends that the request from the
Keene Art Walk for free “complimentary” parking be granted for Saturday, May 30 and Saturday, June 6.

BACKGROUND:
Ms. Shannon Hundley, member of the Art Walk Committee addressed the Committee and stated she was
before the Committee requesting complimentary parking for both weekends of Art Walk week, which would be
May 29 and June 6. She noted it is just the two Saturdays they were looking for.  The Chairman called the
Committee’s attention to the criteria contained in the Council Policy on Free Parking.
 
Medard Kopczynski reiterated the criteria and stated staff would work with the Art Walk
Committee to coordinate the efforts. He stated “complimentary” free parking policy adopted by the Council
indicating this request does comply with that policy.  The loss of revenue because of the free parking will be
contingent on number of attendees but it could be about $600-700 per day in lost revenue. He however, felt this
was a good way to support the downtown.
 
Councilor Clark stated providing this type of free parking to events like this bring people downtown.  It
however, begs the question as to why we keep charging people to park downtown.
 
Councilor Remy made a motion that was seconded by Councilor Clark.
 
On a vote of 5-0, the Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee recommends that the request from the
Keene Art Walk for free “complimentary” parking be granted for Saturday, May 30 and Saturday, June 6.



City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

February 27, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee

ITEM: D.6.

SUBJECT:Acceptance of Donation – Parks, Recreation and Facilities

RECOMMENDATION:
On a vote of 5-0, the Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee recommends that the City Manager be
authorized to do all things necessary to accept the donation of $300.00 from the Monadnock Squares and that
the money is used for any improvements needed at the Keene Recreation Center.

BACKGROUND:
City Manager Elizabeth Dragon addressed this item. She noted that the Monadnock Squares organization
regularly uses the Recreation Center and they have been using this facility since the 60’s. This donation is in
support of improvements needed at the Rec Center. 

Councilor Clark expressed his appreciation for this organization and spoke about his family’s experience with
this square dancing group. He stated he wholeheartedly supports their group and expressed thanks for their
donation. 

Councilor Clark made the following motions that was seconded by Councilor Hooper 

On a vote of 5-0, the Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee recommends that the City Manager be
authorized to do all things necessary to accept the donation of $300.00 from the Monadnock Squares and that
the money is used for any improvements needed at the Keene Recreation Center. 



City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

February 27, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee

ITEM: D.7.

SUBJECT:Acceptance of NH Homeland Security Grant Program – Police Department

RECOMMENDATION:
On a vote of 5-0, the Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee recommends that the City Manager be
authorized to do all things necessary to accept grant funding of up to $11,378.37 from the FY 2018 and 2019
Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program and the NH Homeland Security Grant Program.

BACKGROUND:
Police Chief Steve Russo stated that this item is in reference to a grant from the Homeland Security Program.
Over the last two years, tactical teams in the State have been granted these funds based upon the size of each
tactical team. In the past each time they had a grant award for, they would bring each one forward separately.
This time the Police Department is asking for authorization to accept all three at once. The Chief noted these
funds are solely for training. 

Councilor Hooper made the following motion, which was seconded by Councilor Ormerod. 

On a vote of 5-0, the Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee recommends that the City Manager be
authorized to do all things necessary to accept grant funding of up to $11,378.37 from the FY 2018 and 2019
Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program and the NH Homeland Security Grant Program. 



City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

February 27, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee

ITEM: D.8.

SUBJECT:Acceptance of Forfeited Funds – Police Department

RECOMMENDATION:
On a vote of 5-0, the Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee recommends that the City Manager be
authorized to do all things necessary to recommend that the City Manager be authorized to do all things
necessary to accept criminally forfeited funds for $8,059.73.

BACKGROUND:
Chief Russo stated this is the acceptance of forfeited funds from a case dating back to 2013. The subject of the
case was a large drug organization. He noted that the Keene Police Department collaborated with other state
and federal agencies in 2015 to conclude the case. 
Councilor Hooper commended the Police Department for the expeditious work on these cases. 
Councilor Ormerod made the following motion, which was seconded by Councilor Remy: 
On a vote of 5-0, the Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee recommends that the City Manager be
authorized to do all things necessary to recommend that the City Manager be authorized to do all things
necessary to accept criminally forfeited funds for $8,059.73. 



City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

March 2, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Conservation Commission

THROUGH: Rhett Lamb, Community Development Director/ACM

ITEM: G.1.

SUBJECT: Airport Road Fence - Wildlife Habitat - Conservation Commission

RECOMMENDATION:
Mr. Haynes moved to authorize Mr. Lamb and Chair Von Plinsky to write a letter to the City Council
regarding the proposed airport fence indicating their support for the CIP project, while urging the Council to
consider the impact to the vibrant wildlife that abuts the airport.  The motion was seconded by Mr.
Bergman and was adopted unanimously by the Conservation Commission.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Conservation Commission Report

Airport Perimeter Fence

BACKGROUND:
Vice Chair Clark thanked Mr. Bergman for his efforts creating a report on the Airport Road habitat. Mr.
Bergman said he continues communication with Carol Foss, who has provided further useful insight on
construction and placement of birding photo blinds. Mr. Bergman also communicated and shared the document
with Michael Marchand from NH Fish & Game, who is curious about potential wetland impacts and who asked
some of his colleagues to look into it. Mr. Bergman made clear that Mr. Marchand’s inquiries and research were
not solicited by the Conservation Commission, but he has every right to inquire about the wetlands.
 
Mr. Bergman continued explaining that he feels the Commission needs a better understanding from the FAA or
consultants about rules for fence distance from the runway; he imagined there were clearance requirements that
would be helpful to know when making a recommendation. Mr. Bergman said it would also be useful to seek
permission to walk the area, though he said wintertime might not be ideal. Vice Chair Clark said that winter is
actually a great time to access the wetlands and she is able to identify woody plants in the winter.
 
Mr. Haynes questioned what was more important: protecting the wetland, or people’s views of the wetland.
From a conservation perspective, he thought the wetlands were the priority. Mr. Bergman hoped to
accommodate both, saying that the more people see things the more they value them. Mr. Lamb said that NH
DES will always preside over the Wetland Permit process and both the Swanzey and Keene Conservation
Commissions advise DES on whether to grant those permits. Ultimately, the Keene City Council will decide
whether the project is funded. In this case, the Commission is discussing more wetland impact in favor of
observation value.
 



Mr. Bergman referred to the upcoming Council discussion in February of forthcoming projects included in the
Capital Improvement Program (CIP). He asked if Council would accept requests during the review to modify
the recommendations in the Airport Master Plan (AMP). Mr. Lamb replied in the affirmative, adding that
Council would be reviewing and approving projects planned for FY20-21 and any projects outside that two-
year window, would receive less focus at this time. Mr. Lamb believed that the airport fence project is funded in
the CIP for FY25 and would receive more focus when a design comes forward. At the upcoming review, the
project will be read into the record and opened for discussion, at which time Commission members can briefly
state their case for why the City Manager and Airport Director should work to solve this fence problem. The
Commission should identify how the currently proposed project in the AMP presents competing interests.
 
Mr. Lamb and the Chairman agreed with Mr. Bergman that proposing something more costly than the original
allocation could generate backlash. However, they said that is okay because this Commission’s job is make the
best recommendation to Council for conservation and it is then their job to determine if it is worth the
investment. Mr. Bergman recalled that he would not be present for the CIP review, but Mr. Haynes agreed to
appear. Mr. Bergman suggested presenting two or three options, including gates, blind construction, and
educational outreach.
 
The Chairman returned to Mr. Bergman’s question about the degree of outreach he can do on behalf of the
Commission. The Chairman said his impression is that Mr. Bergman is a member of this citizen-run
Commission and as such, members have the right to seek input regarding different projects. He said that a
Subcommittee does not need establishing to garner legitimacy for such inquiries. Mr. Lamb agreed that this
Commission has standing as an advisory body to Council.
 
Mr. Lamb said that he and the Chairman could draft a brief summary that can be read directly into the record
during the CIP review. Vice Chair Clark asked if the Commission should adopt the report that Mr. Bergman
created. Mr. Lamb said that it should first be properly circulated through the Commission before adoption at a
subsequent meeting. Mr. Bergman said that Ms. Foss also suggested that another way to bolster claims of
biological significance in the area and impact of fencing is to cite the NH Wildlife Action Plan cross-referenced
with the species list from eBird.
 
Because there was not another meeting before the CIP review, Mr. Lamb suggested giving the Chairman
authority to draft the Commission’s summary that would be presented to Council. Mr. Reilly suggested that
getting detailed information on FAA regulations might require spending money for a consultant. Mr. Lamb
replied that the Airport Director or consulting engineer would likely serve in that advisory role. Mr. Bergman felt
that running a fence between the wetland and the runway would not pass FAA regulations. Mr. Lamb said both
horizontal and vertical distances are regulated.
 
Mr. Haynes moved to authorize Mr. Lamb and Chair Von Plinsky to write a statement to Council on the
proposed airport fence, which Mr. Bergman seconded and the Conservation Commission carried unanimously.
 
Mr. Lamb would share the draft statement with the Commission for feedback in advance. The Chairman and
Mr. Haynes would attend the February 10 CIP meeting to present the statement, with support from Mr. Lamb.
 









City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

March 3, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Planning Board

THROUGH: Rhett Lamb, Community Development Director/ACM

ITEM: G.2.

SUBJECT: Capital Improvement Program - FY 2021-2027 - Planning Board

RECOMMENDATION:
A motion was made by Mayor George Hansel that the Planning Board recommend to the City Council that the
Capital Improvement Program FY 2021-2027 is consistent with the Comprehensive Master Plan and
recommend that the City Council pay close attention to any duplication of projects with the Robin Hood Park
Pool project and infrastructure work for the Arts Corridor. The motion was seconded by Councilor Remy. 
The motion was unanimously approved.

BACKGROUND:
Asst. City Manager/Community Development Director Rhett Lamb and Finance Director Merri Howe were the
next two speakers. Mr. Lamb explained the CIP is prepared by City staff and is introduced to the City Council
through the City Manager. This puts the Planning Board in an advisory role and offers recommendations to the
Council as to how the CIP meets the goals of the Comprehensive Master Plan. With that, he turned the
presentation to the Finance Director.
 
Ms. Howe began by stating the City is moving to a bi-annual CIP process, the current document is through
FY27, there will not be a document prepared in January 2021. Any changes made to the current document will
be presented in some sort of Memo format to City Council.
 
She stated the preparation process began last August with departments developing their projects focusing on
the needs of the community as well as the goals and future visions guided by the 2010 Comprehensive Master
Plan.
 
This CIP book includes proposed projects that incorporate improvements to the infrastructure, flood plain and
storm water management, parks and recreation, and trails.
 
Ms. Howe stated she would like to spend a moment highlighting some of the projects in this year’s CIP book
that focus on these goals and visions. 
 
On page 89 the Arts and Culture Corridor project is being introduced in FY21.  This project addresses the
design, replacement and upgrade of the City’s infrastructure to support this initiative by addressing stormwater,
wastewater and water infrastructure by replacing old and inadequate systems; some, which date back to the
early 1900’s.  At the same time, the downtown reconstruction and revitalization project on page 90 is also slated
to begin that will replace and upgrade the existing infrastructure that has exceeded its useful life and capacity of



the City’s growing downtown over the past 30 years.
 
Ms. Russell Slack asked when the last time the Master Plan was drafted. Mr. Lamb stated it was back in 2010.
Ms. Russell Slack asked for explanation of the Arts and Culture Corridor project. Mr. Lamb explained the
infrastructure work being proposed anticipates the Arts and Culture Corridor being moved forward but should
the project change the work in the CIP to support this project would follow along with that. The project itself is
being proposed by MEDC along with many other partners to make improvements starting at Water Street and
going through the bike path corridor, to also include Gilbo Avenue.
 
Ms. Russell Slack asked should the project not be approved by the Council whether proposed construction
work would need to be done either way. Mr. Lamb answered in the affirmative.
 
Ms. Howe continued with her presentation - on pages 108-110 projects are proposed that will continue to
address flood and stormwater management in areas that have been identified with repetitive localized flooding
issues.  Ms. Russell Slack asked which areas in the City Ms. Howe was referring to. Ms. Howe referred to the
list on page 107 and outlined the different areas for each year. She noted these areas are subject to change as
demands and needs change. Ms. Russell Slack noted Gilbo Avenue is not slated to be completed until 2022 and
noted there is a flood management project listed in FY21 for $770,000 and in FY22 for $560,000 and asked for
clarification. Mr. Lamb stated he would check on this with Public Works to make sure these are not over-
lapping projects.
 
Ms. Howe went on to say the other projects that tie into the Comprehensive Master Plan are those that are
parks and recreation related that benefit neighborhoods and encourage outside activities such as walking and
bicycling.  On page 45, the construction of the Patricia T. Russell Park will begin in FY22 on the east side of
the City along Beaver Brook and the Cheshire Rail Trail.  The park will be multigenerational with a playground,
athletic field, pavilion, and a connection to the rail trail. Mr. Lamb stated the planning for this project is
underway and a consultant has been brought on board. 
 
Councilor Hansel referred to Page 46, and suggested a similar exercise with the Robin Hood Park Pool, noted
the refurbishment of this pool is listed in the back of the book, and stated he wasn’t sure how those two would
work together. Mr. Lamb stated this is something he would follow-up with the Parks and Recreation Director.
 
Ms. Howe stated on page 49 continued maintenance and trail improvements are planned beginning in FY23. 
On page 52, the Transportation Heritage Trail will begin its next phase with adaptation of three historic bridges. 
Mr. Lamb stated this project will extend the trail further towards Marlboro and Swanzey from Eastern Avenue
crossing Route 101.This project will require money and time and the City will be applying for grants to cover
some of the funding. 
 
On page 53 scheduled in FY27 is Robin Hood Pool Improvements project.  This project is in line with the
Master Plan recommendation of developing a comprehensive capital equipment and park asset replacement
plan.  The Robin Hood Pool was gifted to the City by the Keene Lions Club back in 1964 and has exceeded
its useful life.  This project will include a redesign and rebuild of the Robin Hood Pool, decking, bathhouse and
general repairs to being the facility up to current industry standards. Vice-Chair Cusack noted the reports talks
about structural integrity issues and asked whether there is concern about safety. Ms. Howe stated this would
be a question for Andy Bohannon and Mr. Lamb stated he has not heard anything about pool closure.
 
Ms. Howe encourage the Board to take some time to review the many other projects in this CIP book that
focus on not only the current needs of the community but the vision for the future. Ms. Howe reminded the
Board about a few other dates with reference to the CIP Presentation: Thursday February 27 at 5:30 at the
FOP session, Thursday March 5 at 7:00 pm, City Council will be voting and adopting the CIP, Saturday
March 7 at 10:00 am there will be the CIP Tour.
 



Mayor Hansel noted each of these projects has a reference to the Comprehensive Master Plan and how it
would relate to the Plan.
 
Vice-Chair Cusack stated it is nice to see these projects in print and then come to fruition and referred to the
project on Main Street, across from Elliot Street. He stated this change has been a great advantage to the area.
 
A motion was made by Mayor George Hansel that the Planning Board recommend to the City Council that the
Capital Improvement Program FY 2021-2027 is consistent with the Comprehensive Master Plan. The motion
was seconded by Councilor Remy.
 
Ms. Russell Slack stated she was apprehensive about voting in favor of this motion without having answers to
the question she raised previously. She added the item won’t come back to the Planning Board once it has been
voted on. Chair Barrett asked if this item is not voted to be recommended to the City Council, how that would
affect the scheduled for the CIP. Mr. Lamb stated the next Planning Board meeting is not until after the date
scheduled for the Council to vote on the CIP. He stated there are a few options the Board has; in the motion,
language could be included about the unanswered question. Another way would be to schedule a special
meeting before or after the Joint Committee session on March 9 to address the question.
 
Mayor Hansel stated the way to make a change to the CIP is to present something at the public hearing and
have the council make an amendment. He indicated today’s vote is to say that the CIP overall is consistent with
the goals of the Comprehensive Master Plan. He stated he does want to hear the answers to the questions
raised. Ms. Russell Slack stated she cannot vote in favor of this item as the vote is recommending this item to
the council. She stated she agreed with the options offered by staff.
 
Chair Barrett explained the role of the Planning Board is to recommend that this plan is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan. The Council’s role however, is to approve the Capital Improvement Program. The
Chairman suggested if the Board was to move forward to recommend adoption of the CIP to perhaps include
conditions to go along with it and this will be something the Council could take under advisement.
 
Ms. Slack stated she understands her position on the Planning Board and stated she will vote on this motion if
conditions are added.
 
Mayor George Hansel retracted his motion. Councilor Remy retracted his second.
 
A motion was made by Mayor George Hansel that the Planning Board recommend to the City Council that the
Capital Improvement Program FY 2021-2027 is consistent with the Comprehensive Master Plan and
recommend that the City Council pay close attention to any duplication of projects with the Robin Hood Park
Pool project and infrastructure work for the Arts Corridor. The motion was seconded by Councilor Remy.
 
Councilor Remy stated as a member of the Finance Committee he will make sure these items are addressed at
the next Finance Committee meeting and added that he did raise the pool issue at the last session.
 
The motion made by the Mayor was unanimously approved.



City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

March 3, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Dillon Benik, Bicycle Pedestrian Path Advisory Committee

THROUGH:Patricia A. Little, City Clerk

ITEM: G.3.

SUBJECT: In Support of Transportation Heritage Trail - Bicycle Pedestrian Path Advisory Board

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Communication_Benik

BACKGROUND:
The Bicycle Pedestrian Path Advisory Committee is recommending that the City Council support the
Transportation Heritage Trail project in the proposed Capital Improvement Program. 



 

 
 
 
Date:  March 2, 2020 
From:  Dillon Benik, Chair Bicycle Pedestrian Path Advisory Committee (BPPAC) 
To:  The Honorable Mayor, George Hansel and the Keene City Council 
Subject:  Transportation Heritage Trail CIP 
 
The City of Keene’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Path Advisory Committee (BPPAC), would like take a 
the opportunity to ask for your support of the Transportation Heritage Trail CIP project(s) 
included in this release of the City’s Capital Improvement Program schedule. 
 
Members of this citizen committee commend the City staff for their diligence and work to put 
together this comprehensive improvement project for a very challenging section of our trail 
network.   
 
The BPPAC envisions Keene as even more of a Bicycle and Pedestrian destination in the near 
future and this “gateway” project will help to make that a reality by: 
 
- Preserving and creating safe passage on “Old Stone Arch Bridge,” one of the premier 

historic railroad structures in our region. 
- Creating a safe Bicycle and Pedestrian over pass at Route 101 from recreational 

destinations south of Keene into the heart of its downtown economic center.   
- Connecting corridor improvements along the Cheshire Rail Trail in Swanzey to Keene’s 

Industrial Heritage segment of the Cheshire Rail Trail. 
 
The BPPAC is eager to work with City staff to advance this active transportation project, and 
looks forward to engaging the public and being outreach and advocacy resource throughout the 
process.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Dillon Benik,  
 
Chair of BPPAC on behalf of the members of 
The City of Keene Bicycle and Pedestrian Path Advisory Committee:
Drew Bryenton, Vice Chair 
Aaron Shields 
Brad Dufresne 
Councilor Jan Manwaring 

Michael Davern 
Todd Horner 
Chuck Redfern, Alternate 
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February 24, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Patricia A. Little, City Clerk

ITEM: I.1.

SUBJECT:Relating to Lodginghouse Licenses

RECOMMENDATION:
Move to refer Ordinance O-2020-03 to the Planning, Licenses and Development Committee for their review
and recommendation.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Ordinance O-2020-03

BACKGROUND:
Ordinance O-2020-03 would establish a standard expiration date of July 1st for any lodginghouse licenses. 
 
Currently, the expiration date is one year from the date of issuance.  Sec. 46-41 of the City Code places the
responsibility on the license holder to ensure that their licenses remain in effect and that they seek new licenses
in advance of the expiration.  Inconsistent expiration dates on this type of license makes it difficult for licensees
to remember to initiate the renewal process in sufficient time to allow action by the City Council before the
expiration of their existing license.  A consistent expiration date will allow the City Clerk's office to send annual,
renewal license applications to all license holders in sufficient time to ensure there is no gap in the license term
and that there is sufficient time to ensure that all inspections have been completed.
 





City of Keene, N.H.
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March 2, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Mayor George S. Hansel

ITEM: I.2.

SUBJECT:Relating to Alternates to Boards and Commissions

RECOMMENDATION:
Refer Ordinance O-2020-05 to the Planning, Licenses and Development Committee for their review and
recommendation.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Ordinance O-2020-05

BACKGROUND:
Ordinance O-2020-05 amends the current language in the City Code relative to the number of alternates equaling
the number of regular members and in its place inserts language that mirrors the statutory language on land use
board and which provides that no more than 5 alternates may be nominated.
 
In addition, two specific references to the number of alternates for the Bicycle Pedestrian Path Advisory
Committee and the Energy and Climate Committee have been deleted in lieu of the general statement in Section
2-579.





City of Keene, N.H.
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March 2, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: AMERCO Real Estate Company

THROUGH:Patricia A. Little, City Clerk

ITEM: I.3.

SUBJECT:Relating to a Zone Change - Krif Road and Winchester Street - Industrial to Commerce Limited

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Narrative_Map

Ordinance O-2020-04

BACKGROUND:
Fieldstone land Consultants, PLLC has submitted an ordinance that would amend the zoning designation from
Industrial to Commerce Limited for two parcels of property located at 0 Krif Road and 472 Winchester Street.
 
The petition has been submitted on behalf of AMERCO Real Estate Company, which is affiliated with U-Haul
Moving & Storage of Keene.
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March 3, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Aaron Costa, Operations Manager & Eric Swope, Industrial Pre-Treatment Coordinator

THROUGH: Elizabeth A. Dragon, City Manager

ITEM: I.4.

SUBJECT: Relating to Septage and Holding Tank Disposal rates

RECOMMENDATION:
 
That Ordinance 0-2020-02, relating to Septage and Holding Tank charges is referred to the Finance,
Organization, and Personnel Committee.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Ordinance O-2020-02

BACKGROUND:
 
Since 1987, the City’s Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) has accepted septage and holding tank waste that
has been transported to the WWTP by independent haulers and discharged into storage tanks.  The waste is
pumped from the storage tanks into the treatment process.
 
Charges for the disposal of septage and holding tank waste is based on a per gallon rate.   A septic tank is any
tank with an outlet such as a leach field.  The rate for disposal of septage at the WWTP is 8.5 cents per gallon. 
A holding tank is any tank that does not have an outlet and is not as concentrated as septage waste.   The rate
for disposal of holding tank waste at the WWTP is 4.5 cents per gallon.  The current rates were adopted by the
City in 2012. 
 
Keene City Code, Appendix B, Fee Schedule, 98-512, Septage and Holding Tank Charges, lists minimum fees
for each load of septage and holding tank waste at $85 and $45, respectively.  This is equal to a minimum load
charge for 1,000 gallons.
 
Historically, staff has not charged haulers a minimum fee but have charged based on actual volume.  Not
charging a minimum load fee increases convenience, flexibility and satisfaction for the customers.   Haulers have
more dumping options than ever before with other municipalities such as Jaffrey, Peterborough and Winchester
having opened septage receiving facilities over the past years and it’s important to the City to retain its current
customer base.
 
In addition, there are several local businesses that bring small loads of wastewater ranging from 30 to 100
gallons per load, for which they are charged based upon gallons discharged rather than the minimum 1,000



gallon fee. 
 
Staff performed analysis based on loads received from November 2018 through October 2019.  During that
time, the WWTP received more than 5.9 million gallons of combined septage and holding tank wastes totaling
approximately $450,000 in revenue. During this time, a total of 24 loads of conventional septage and holding
tank loads were received at the WWTP that were under the 1,000 gallon minimum.  The additional revenue from
the minimum fee requirement would have yielded approximately $500 in additional fees.
 
City staff is recommending the minimum volume be changed from 1,000 gallons to 100 gallons for both septage
and holding tank wastes.  This minimum fee would help cover the administrative costs for billing and record
keeping and would have minimal impact on the haulers.
 

1.    APPENDIX B - FEE SCHEDULE
98-512(b) Septage and holding tank charges:

Septage, per gallon ..... 0.085
Minimum fee for each load of septic waste  85.00  $8.50

Holding tank waste, per gallon ..... 0.045
Minimum fee for each load of holding tank waste 45.00 $4.50

 





City of Keene, N.H.
Transmittal Form

February 27, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee

ITEM: K.1.

SUBJECT:Relating to the Celebration of Indigenous People’s Day

RECOMMENDATION:
On a vote of 5-0, the Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee recommends the adoption of Resolution
R-2020-03.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Resolution R-2020-03

BACKGROUND:
Mr. Peter Mayjoy addressed the Committee. He stated he was before this Committee about a month ago. The
Chair explained that this is before the Committee this evening for consideration to adopt the Resolution at the
next Council meeting. Mr. Mayjoy stated the way the Resolution has been worded is wonderful. The indigenous
people of America are so vital to this country and to who we are as a country. 

Councilor Clark thanked Mr. Mayjoy for bringing this item forward. He stated he has thought about this for
many years and this just unveils one more of the prejudices in this country. He added he would wholeheartedly
support the adoption of this Resolution. 

Councilor Hooper pointed out the foundation of this area did not start with the Europeans, it started with the
indigenous peoples. There was an interesting archeological find at the Keene Middles School, which reminds us
of our heritage, which goes back thousands of years. 

Councilor Ormerod asked if the indigenous peoples day would be celebrated just this year in October as there
is a specific date indicated in the Resolution. Chair Powers stated it would be an annual holiday until this
Resolution were rescinded. 

A motion was made by Councilor Ormerod which was seconded by Councilor Clark. 

On a vote of 5-0, the Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee recommends the adoption of Resolution
R-2020-03. 



CITY OF KEENE 
R-2020-03 

In the Year of Our Lord Two Thousand and ························································································································ 
Twenty 

RELATING TO THE CELEBRATION OF INDIGENOUS PEOPLE'S DAY 
A RESOLUTION ...... ... ............................ ..... ....... ... ............ ... .. ...... ....... ..... ..... ... ...... ................ .. ... .. ..... .. .... .. ... ........... .... .-........... . 

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

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

The City of Keene desires to recognize the Indigenous People of our region and of North 
America - who were dwelling here prior to and during the colonization begun by Europeans; 
and 

One of the oldest known archaeological sites in New Hampshire is located in Keene -
demonstrating that this area has been inhabited for millennia, long before Europeans began to 
settle along the Ashuelot River and its tributaries in the early 18th century; and 

The City of Keene recognizes that this area comprises in part the homelands of Indigenous 
Peoples including Abenaki, their allies, and ancestors; and 

The City of Keene recognizes the importance of accurate, historical memory and its 
dissemination in relation to its role in building conscious and considerate communities; and 

Indigenous Peoples' Day will provide an opportunity for our community to recognize, learn 
about, honor, and stand in solidarity with Indigenous Peoples of our region, and their ancestors, 
in concert with similar celebrations elsewhere; and 

The City of Keene encourages community members, students, businesses and our broader 
neighbors to recognize and celebrate the second Monday in October as Indigenous People's 
Day. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Keene that Resolution R-2020-03 
be adopted. 

George S. Hansel, Mayor 

PASSED 
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March 5, 2020

TO: Mayor and Keene City Council

FROM: Merri Howe, Finance Director

THROUGH: Elizabeth A. Dragon, City Manager

ITEM: K.2.

SUBJECT: Relating to General Obligation Courthouse Bonds of 2013 Series B Partial Redemption

RECOMMENDATION:
That Resolution R-2020-04 relating to the partial redemption of General Obligation Courthouse Bonds of 2013,
Series B have a first reading at the March 5, 2020 meeting of the City Council and that it be referred to the
Finance, Organization and Personnel Committee for a recommendation.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Resolution R-2020-04

BACKGROUND:
The unwinding of the New Market Tax Credit financing of the Courthouse project occurred on February 21,
2020.  The City received $724,000 at the closing of which $720,000 will fund the partial redemption of the
General Obligation Courthouse Bonds of 2013, Series B.  Since these bonds were issued in $5,000 lots, the
remaining $4,000 will be applied to the next principal payment.
 
On or before March 25, 2020, the City will instruct US Bank NA, paying agent for the City, to redeem the
following callable term bond maturities, in the stated amounts, and provide proper notice of such redemption to
the registered owners. The redemption date is May 1, 2020, and the redemption price is 100%. 
 

Maturity Date Principal Called Cusip Non-Called portion
5/1/2021 $55,000 487350K82 $25,000
5/1/2022 $55,000 487350K82 $25,000
5/1/2023 $55,000 487350K82 $25,000
5/1/2024 $55,000 487350K82 $25,000
5/1/2025 $55,000 487350K82 $25,000
5/1/2026 $55,000 487350K82 $25,000

5/1/2027** $55,000 487350K82 $25,000
5/1/2028 $55,000 487350L65 $25,000
5/1/2029 $55,000 487350L65 $25,000
5/1/2030 $55,000 487350L65 $25,000
5/1/2031 $55,000 487350L65 $25,000
5/1/2032 $55,000 487350L65 $25,000



5/1/2033** $60,000 487350L65 $20,000
            **Final Maturity
 
The outstanding bond principal remaining after the partial redemption is $320,000.  Bond principal and interest
payments have been recalculated based on the remaining balance over the remaining life of the bonds with final
payment on May 1, 2033.
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