Community Preservation Committee
January 29, 2026
In person- Senior Community Center
Meeting Minutes


Call to Order
Planner Director, Andy Port announced the meeting would be recorded and broadcasted.
Chair Mike Dissette called a meeting of the Community Preservation Committee to order at 7:04 p.m. 
 
Roll Call 
In attendance were Chair Mike Dissette, Vice-Chair Jane Healey (At-Large), Biff Bouse (Historical Commission), Andrea Weetman , Jamie Gagnon (At-Large) & Tom O’Brien (Housing Authority) and Chuck Griffin (Parks Commission), & Joe Teixeira (Conservation Commission)

Planning Director, Andy Port from the Planning & Development Office was also present. 

Not present: Jennifer Bluestein (Planning Board)

1. Welcome by Chair
Chair Mike Dissette welcomed the group. Provided an overview of the meeting explaining the first of 3 groups of applicants to present which was due to a significant number of requests. He advised 2 applicants of the evening will be considered for accelerated decision. He informed presenters that they may assume each committee member has read the applications carefully and aware of the facts and to keep that in mind and have presentations under 10 minutes. Following their presentation committee & public will be allowed to ask questions. He mentioned they are hopeful they will hear all applicants in a reasonable amount of time. He reiterated slides included in applications should also be considered reviewed in advance by committee members and appreciates everyone’s efforts to do this efficiently. He reminded everyone of the process where the CPC is the first stop and will make decisions during a designated meeting after hearing all applications and that decisions are recommendations to City Council on whether or not to fund a project and the recommended amount. He explained CPC does not control the funds and the ultimate decision fails with City council and they will have a minimum of 1 public hearing of all applications recommended to them. He called for any questions with none asked. 


2. Presentations
a. Central Waterfront Boardwalk Rehabilitation Project (accelerated vote) – 
City of Newburyport, Planning Office   	                 	 $285,000 (Recreation)

Presenter, Geordie Vining reviewed the slides included in the application packet. He explained the boardwalk is central to the community, heavily used, and critical to the downtown, tourist economy with safety being very important to the community quality of life. He noted the boardwalk was built in the 70’s with some changes along the way to lighting, etc. Added that over the last decade there were 2 phases of bulk heads refiltered. He explained the stringers in the foundation under the decking are in satisfactory shape but the tropical hardwood decking varied, but mainly in poor condition with trip and accessibility hazards. He added there is flaking and bending from over a quarter century and the walking surface on top is in trouble. The timber stringers- elements underneath the boards are in sound condition. He referred to pictures from the feasibility study to show boards coming up, the splintering, and gaps. 
He explained the feasibility study was done by Marine Engineers at GEI who did the assessment to see which were areas were in good shape and were not. There have been short term immediate repairs and refastened bunches of boards with temporary patches. Pictures provided to show damage/condition.
He noted the draft of the final report was received that afternoon but he had not looked at yet. Confirmed they are getting ready to finish up the study. Gave recommendations of approach for partial reconstruction using new composite decking.  Rebuilding the boardwalk at its existing location & elevation. Discussed levels of tide and rise in event of a big storm in general will continue to be below the general tide cycle. Generation from now will need to rebuild and then may need to be raised. Confirmed the boardwalk is built to withstand occasional inundation and keeping existing level to reduce the cost as releveling would be significant undertaking.  
He reviewed the GEI recommendations and approach for reconstruction. He referred to the slide showing area highlighted green at the base being tropical hardware in good shape. Noted it is unknown why these areas are in better condition and in order to save considerable amount of money,  GEI recommended leaving those areas alone with some spot repairs. The yellow highlighted section is where salvaged timber from other areas reconstructed will be taken out and reused to fill in the yellow area. The red areas indicate the areas where the new composite decking will be placed.
He explained through a mixed committee various materials were considered for the new composite decking to find materials that have long service life and considerable recycled content (don’t splinter or rot), require minimal maintenance, with better ones having UV protection and better traction built in. Referranced the floats that have composite decking and are about 20 years old and have weathered well in environment as an example. 
One item driving project is applied in fall and as of  January 7th have secured a state grant of approximately $1.5 million from Mass Seaport Economic Council (SEC) to support this project. He explained the grant requires a 20% plus match which is where Waterfront Trust & CPC come in. 
He referred to the slide with budget information with the box showing a breakdown of what the SEC grant of $1.5 million supports in relation to construction, then referred to the 20% plus match column of $410k for combined estimated total of $1.9 million for funding.   He further explained the match funding is divided into 3 pieces with the existing $75k that was CPA approved & spent, adding that can be used towards the match, the $50k approved by the  Waterfront Trust leaving a balance of $285k that they are requesting from the CPC to leverage the $1.5 million grant and do the project his year.
He broke down the timeline which would begin in February starting with securing final design & permitting funding and do a contract amendment and then move to a 4-month design process, then put out to bid in summer June/July. In August begin contracting, bonds, and insurance, etc. with ability to give notice to proceed in early fall/ September. September start getting submittals from contractors to order materials and by mid-October mobilize when floats come out then start demolition, salvage, construction over the 6-month off-season phase. Emphasized the importance of doing the work offseason to limit impact to the boaters and tourists enjoying the area in the summer. Concluded the punch list & finalization done in May as the boating season begins.  Reiterated the idea for this request for acceleration is so they can follow the time frame to stay on track and avoid delaying the project by another year and leverage the grant.

· Chair questioned whether the estimates would hold.
· Geordie Vining responded, yes, believe it’s a good estimate but due to prices going up they have built in contingencies and expect some wild cards.
· Chair called for additional questions or comments, with none.

b. Firehouse Center for the Arts Elevator Replacement (accelerated vote)
The Society for the Development of Arts & Humanities 	$200,000 (Historic Preservation)
Presenters, Valerie Raj (member of the Board), Shauna Pieniazek (President of Board), Bonnie Butkas (Executive Director)
Valerie Raj reviewed they are a nonprofit organization to support community arts with the theater hosting live performances and serving thousands yearly. They are located in Market Square next to the boardwalk and in a city owned building where they have leased the building for about 35 yrs. She provided a brief history of the building built over 200 years ago in 1823; it was the former fire station of Newburyport and in 1990 was rehabilitated to be the theater on 2nd floor and restaurant on 1st floor. She explained the building hold city designated public bathrooms used by all ages of the community, tourists, and of all physical abilities. There is 1 elevator in the building which is the only ADA compliance access to get people to the 2nd floor and restrooms located in the basement and serves as the primary freight elevator with hundreds of city visitors & patrons using it yearly.  
She reviewed the problems having an elevator over 30 yrs old with electronics failing and water infiltration & seepage, added dealing with remediation effort as part of this project to put sump pump in there. Noted despite monthly maintenance the elevator continuously needs repairs and in December failed inspection and needs to be replaced. Stressed if they do not replace it, they will lose ADA accessibility of the building and access to restrooms, with the risk of losing critical funds from rent paid by the restaurant, should they decide to vacate.  
She advised they plan to modernize the existing elevator to improve safety, electrical, & liability and have chosen a vendor that came highly recommended with a low price to do the work. She added everything is ready to start the project as they have done some engineering and design analysis last fall and started looking at material procurement this winter. They hope to start construction & installation at the end of February and understand the CPC process may be slower than when they need to start. Requesting $200k which includes 15% contingency money. Added they thought they had a preservation restriction on file and found out that did not exist, so they now have a preservation restriction drafted and under review.
Planning Director Andy Port clarified the preservation restriction is just a formality now as legal counsel has picked it up and going through it.
Valerie Raj continued with the funding overview explaining they have raised funds themselves of approximately $66k from the gala event and the Arakelian Foundation agreed to match up to $200k.   Reviewed the goals of the project are to preserve historic city-owned structure, ensure public accessibility, support local culture and extend life of treasured landmark. Added they have received over 20 letters from the community and a letter of endorsement from the city in support of the project.
· Chair asked to confirm that they are a nonprofit entity/private, not part of city, don’t expect any city related funds outside of what is presented here?
· Valerie Raj confirmed private/nonprofit and not expecting any city relate funds outside what they have requested here.
· Chair asked if they are aware of any provisions under the lease that requires the city to contribute to any capital improvements.
· Valerie Raj responded there is not and they go did comb the lease and found nothing there. The organization owns the responsibility.
· Chair confirmed they have the option to extend lease after current term?
· Valerie Raj confirmed that is correct.
· Biff Bouse commented letter on file to recommend funding from the Historic Commission, following their last meeting they found preservation of the elevator critical for use of this historic building.
· Chuck Griffin asked to clarify the math in regards to the total project cost of $400k+.  The breakdown was not shown 
· Valerie Raj confirmed they would need $134k plus contingency money . Explained the $400k is cost of the project plus the 15% contingency.
· Vice-Chair also questioned what the $400k includes as she noticed a contract with the elevator company for $336k. Do they have estimates for HVAC, electrical & fire suppression?
· Valerie Raj explained $336k falls underneath the master. The $400k includes the project management work & additional subs that are not in the contract for painting and so forth.  Added there was an additional $6k that came after they received these estimates & part of the reason the elevator didn’t pass with the door in the machine room hitting the bulkhead which had to be pulled out and replaced, so that wasn’t in the initial contract.
· Chair questioned if plan included the remediation of the water infiltration issue?
· Valerie Raj confirmed it does for the basement.
· Vice-Chair questioned if the theater is considered historical or just the building  that supports the historic resource to fund the project?
· Biff Bouse clarified the building is historic & that supports the entire building adding it’s a public bathroom.
· Planning Director advised it is a combination of different sources to support the historic category. Having the elevator working allows all areas to work and allows the historic building to continue to work in good condition.
· Biff Bouse explained for the Historic Commission it is more the remediation causing the damage to the elevator that is important as far as the building itself.
· Valerie Raj added the  roof has been sealed up.
· Geordie Vining provided the example of work done with the city hall as an historic building where funds were used to restore bricks and also to add an accessible ramp in front to bring to the building to code; same as an elevator would do to keep a historic building functional.
· Jamie Gagnon commented it definitely shows benefit to the public, enhances resources of historical significance, so he agrees with the practitioner.
· Vice-Chair asked if there is an expiration to the matching funds? Also, if they have started a specific fundraising campaign.
· Valerie Raj advised no expiration that she is aware of.  Confirmed they have started fundraising for the elevator launched during the gala and referred to a link in their website (shown on the slide) to show & access the campaign. Pleased with the responses they received since its launch. 
· Chair called for further questions from committee, public, or remote attendees, with none.

Accelerated Request Votes:
Chair reviewed the importance of the accelerated reviews to get them completed timely. He advised they would deliberate for each applicant to carry out a vote to decide on recommendations of each, amounts, plus any conditions.

Chair called for motion to approve acceleration of Boardwalk project with motion from Jamie Gagnon to fund $285k under recreation category and 2nd motion from Andrea Weetman.
Chair called for discussion with none requested.
Roll call taken on motion to recommend funding the Boardwalk project in amount of $285k with all in approval.

Chair called for motion to approve Firehouse project with motion from Joe Teixeira to approve $200k and 2nd motion from Biff Bouse.
· Chuck Griffin questioned if the mayor provided a list of preferences for construction yet?  
· Chair advised no.
· Planning Director added mayor recognizes the project as a good cause and need to support for the grant & timeliness. There is support to move ahead.
· Vice-Chair raised concern about the overall funds going out ahead of the other applicants to the two accelerated projects. Noting the Boardwalk alone would take over a quarter of their funding and adding she is comfortable supporting this as it’s a city-wide project that serves many. She explained the Firehouse not as significant as the Boardwalk with a funding request of $200k which is over 10% of funds. She referred to Chuck Griffin’s prior comment that pointed out some wiggle room/differences in the numbers where is appears the budget is more like over $466k rather than the $400k shown and would be more comfortable recommending $134k to be fair to the other applications.
· Chuck Griffin agreed with Vice-Chair stating he felt similar and wouldn’t mind funding a significant amount. Noted they are fundraising and would rather they come back later to work with them again, if needed. He is also concerned with the amounts going out to the accelerated projects and hesitant to fully fund as requested.
· Andrea Weetman asked if it would be possible to vote on awarding portion now and table the rest until  after the remainder of the applications are heard?
· Chair advised they would vote on entirety at this time. If majority voted no, then they would hear an amended motion for segregated funds.

Chair moved to recommend funding in amount $200k with a roll call taken and votes as follows:
Biff Bouse- no, Chuck Griffin- no, Vice-Chair- no, Jamie Gagnon- yes, Tom O’Brien- yes, Andrea Weetman- yes, and Chair- yes.    
Chair confirmed majority approved and motion passed.

c. Hale Street Shared Use Pathway East Design
City of Newburyport, Planning Office			$65,000 (Recreation)
Chair called for Geordie Vining to present.
Joe Teixeira noted he is a resident of Hale St & questioned if should recuse himself.
Chair confirmed it is adequate to have it noted and advised Joe, he may recuse himself if he is uncomfortable.

Presenter: Geordie Vining referred to slides. He explained the project is intended to cover the design phase, survey, permitting & final design for shovel-ready plans & specifications for safe off-road pedestrian & bicyclist facilities for a shared-use pathway. He explained the aerial of area in question- about 1500 sq ft along eastern portion of Hale St corridor between Squires Glen neighborhood and existing sidewalk to Low St. 
He reviewed existing conditions of Hale St being a mostly narrow roadway without sidewalks, bike lanes or shoulders for pedestrians or bicyclists. He added most vehicles have been clocked at 40 mph or higher making this corridor unsafe and unwelcoming for pedestrians and bicyclists. 
He has worked here for 25 yrs and advised there have been conversations & surveys on how to address this issue as well as periodic indication of people/families looking to see more convenient ways to get to the schools located near that area. 
Surveys have been conducted past & present to show the support and need for the project. He referred to a 2014 extract slide from a survey with some responses begging for a project like this. Also, a slide of more recent showing a flash vote survey the city conducted (something they have done for several projects) and referred to the bars on top that showed a significant amount of people agreed the road unsafe for walking. 
He went on to review a feasibility study done this past year and a half with the intention to look at the entire Hale St corridor from Turkey Hill Rd to Low St. and feasibility for biking and pedestrian accommodations. The main result of that study was the City Counsil approved funding for that was new & improved agreed wetland delineation along the corridor. Then got approval from Com-Con for that delineation (ANRAD) with anticipation of permitting in the coming years. They have also met with Mass DOT to make changes to bridge that goes over the highway. Consultant did an alternative analysis and came up with preferred plan of conceptual design of an 8ft shared off-road pathway with cost estimating which they did have a public meeting about it.  He added the focus on the eastern section has grown from there and due to wetland regulatory constraints to avoid disrupting about 5000 sq ft there would need to be pretty long boardwalks placed along that area which is a large cost driver resulting in an estimate of $4.3 million. They have applied to Mass Trails Grant Program for a design phase for that larger project but were unable to secure funding. They, along with others, did recommended to try to slim the project down which is possible to address the full corridor in future but get stand-alone a piece completed now would be a more viable project. The recommendations were more direct for Squires Glenn neighborhood area to connect those neighborhoods to sidewalks at the lower east section that has the playing fields & schools.  
He reviewed the basic scope of the project as an 8x10 ft paved trail separated from road and traffic by upper strip or vertical barriers about 1600 ft long being accessible with ADA approved sidewalks. He explained the conceptual plan has the pathway on the northern side of road as the southern side has poles which causes significant restraints.  
He reviewed the VAI design cost slide showing the budget and breakdown of the $65k request from the CPA which includes a standard approach of engineering, permitting, and surveying costs.  He also reviewed the preliminary construction estimate phase is about half million dollars & noted this has not started.  
Time frame with CPC & City Council approval would allow them to do the work during the 2nd half of this year. They are confident they can move through the work within a few months for this section.

· Chair questioned if there is a plan for the shorter section where it could be integrated with add-ons in the future?
· Geordie Vining confirmed if nothing more was done beyond the shorter section it would still be a useful efficient section to connect the neighborhoods, but should the community decide to continue there is the ability to keep going west.
· Chuck Griffin questioned how it fits under CPC appropriation?
· Geordie Vining advised under recreation, just like the rail trail.
· Jamie Gagnon questioned what the direct abutter’s views are with this project?
· Geordie Vining replied most are supportive and added there were a couple of locals located on Turkey Hill end who were concerned about the already narrow sidewalks and the impact to mailboxes & trees. Overall, there is broad support to improve access.
· Chair called for additional questions from members or the public, with no further questions.

d. Woodman Park Improvement Project
Parks Commission						$75,000 (Recreation)
Presenter, Kim Turner requested allocation for Woodman Park restoration. Provided a brief overview of the land that was donated by John Woodman and consists of 10.5 acres located at the eastern end of Crow Ln. One of the few recreational assets on the west end which makes it valuable recreationally. Reviewed project is broken into 3 phases with 2 phases completed. 
CPC funded $57.5k in 2023 for Phase 1 that improved accessibility of the park by taking out plastic edging and stairway and added a ramp. That work was done in-house and came in at budget. 
CPC funded $100k in 2024 for phase 2 to renovate the basketball court which came in under budget.
She highlighted that $49k was returned to CPC from those 2 projects.
Phase 3 to include a redesigned and configured gravel parking lot with updated spaces and connection to accessible space to make it safer and welcoming to visitor. She added they have concept sketches that show the parking connection to the walkway and playground and they intend to do some landscaping and removal of some pines. Request of $75k for this portion of the project.

Tom O’Brien asked if the it was all gravel parking?
Kim Turner responded yes.
Chair confirmed the $49k funds that were returned were included in the available funds.
Chair called for further comments with none.

e. Inn St & Patrick Tracy Square Restoration
Parks  Commission						$221,350 (Recreation)

Presenter, Kim Turner reviewed project area referring to slides. Reviewed parks in area of Market Square, Inn St, and Patrick Tracy Square located downtown and showing their age. Explained they were installed in the 70’s and have not been renovated since. In 2022 CPC supported initiative to replace the lights along the 3 parks to LED for better light quality and accessibly.
In 2025 CPC awarded more funds of $56,250, which was a partial allocation. Advised when they got quotes from the city paving contractor, the cost of brick increased drastically causing the quote to be higher than previously given. Funds to be used to reset/replace bricks and the granite steps around Byron Court, and replace tree grates with larger ones to support the trees. 
Explained the breakdown of funds for the areas with $150k going towards Inn St and $127.6k towards  Patrick Square.  
Full request of $277.6k – $56,250 already funded = new request $221,350 
She added if the commission didn’t want to fund the full project there is the option to do some of the area.
Chair clarified breakout numbers and confirmed the Inn St. section would include Byron’s Court?
Kim Turner confirmed yes adding, not the upper section
Chair called for comments from committee or public with none.

f. Jason Sawyer Fencing Project
City of Newburyport						$22,000 (Recreation)
Presenter, Kim Turner advised this project was recommended by the city opposed to Parks Commission; request came in late from DCR. Reviewed Jason Sawyer playground is located at the end of Plum Island adjacent to the parking lot.  Explained the land is owned by DCR but the city installed and owns the playground. DCR approached the city with concerns regarding dunes encroaching the area, accessibility, and decking installed within the fall zone of playground equipment. She explained most of the concerns can be handled inhouse with the parks manager. The outstanding concerns of safety from gaps in the fencing which goes from the basketball court to a section of the parking lot leaving an open area between the playground, parking lot, & street. The fencing is in poor shape with the gates no longer working. DCR requested to work together to get this one component cared for. The 292 linear ft plus gate to replace the existing fence and extending it to fill the gaps and make it safer. 
Total quote received was $19,078 and they added a small contingency to round it up to the request of $22k.
· Chair questioned if the fence would be on DCR land? Also, would require approval of DCR for replacement?
· Planning Director clarified it is DCR land but expectation would be on the city. Confirmed yes, DCR would need to approve.
· Andrea Weetman added she noticed in the recommendation the term used “had fallen out of compliance” with the state. She questioned if the city as owners of the building face any legal ramifications if the building falls out of ADA compliance, with regards to the restaurant tenant and if not funded what happens?
· Kim Turner advised that is unclear, bit murky and why DCR has asked them for the smaller fixes to keep us in compliance. Added DCR is providing some services as well in other aspects. They have offered to help with mobi-mats; provide with alternate surfaces to get the kids to the platform to get into the structure. This is one area felt could ask to meet DCR half way.
· Vice-Chair questioned what existing fence is made of? Concerned with packet stating vinyl replacement.
· Kim Turner advised the packet states vinyl but not replacing in kind. The preference is coated chain link which she doesn’t love so they may come up with something in between. Believes they will land on a design everyone will be happy with. Should be able to change to another material and stay in budget.
· Chuck Griffin questioned the area, concerned with flooding and sand moving, is there another place they could put this playground?
· Planning Director explained the playground is not an area that gets a lot of erosion as it is located over the dune and protected. 
· Vice-Chair added long term it would be vulnerable. 
Chair called for comments from committee or public with none.

g. Fuller Field Track Resurfacing Project
Parks Commission						$240,500 (Recreation)
Presenter, Kim Turner reviewed project funded originally by CPC about 10 yrs ago to create a new track facility at the Middle School. Heavily used by school and community for track. The track surface has a 10-year service which is has outlived live. 
Explained the scope of the project is to clean, replace, & resurface the resilient track surface. Also to replace the long, triple jump section, sand catches, and clean out existing drainage system. 
Reviewed the slide showing estimates given by Huntress, the original contractor, noting the contingency has already been added to bring the total to $240.5k.
· Chair clarified the original installation has a 10-year life span, which wouldn’t just fall apart in year 10, rather has degrading going issues and is still usable and safe at the moment?
· Kim Turner explained it is usable but there is some concern around safety as it is losing some of its cushion making is less beneficial to runners.
· Chair questioned if there was any other funding source in the mix or leverage?
· Kim Turner responded not for this.
· Chair questioned whether he would be wrong to suggest a small aspect of the $40k at the end of the estimate would fall under the maintenance category?
· Kim Turner responded she did not think so.
· Jaime Gagnon asked if Friends of Newburyport Track were still around & if able to fund?
· Kim Turner explained they are still around and provided a letter of spot, but no funds.
· Andrea Weetman asked if the contractor discussed deterioration and what happens passed the 10 years?
· Kim Turner replied no.
· Jamie Gagnon noted he saw a kid shoveling snow in the third lane to run around it, confirming its use. Added if it’s not cared for now, it will be more expensive in future.
· Vice-Chair questioned what is meant by resurface to resilient track surface in the packet.
· Kim Turner advised that refers to the top surface, the cushion.
· Chair called for comments from committee or public with none.

h. Lower Atkinson Multi-sport Court Phase 3
Parks Commission						$85,000 (Recreation)
Presenter, Kim Turner commented that she added some pictures of work that has been done that turned out incredibly well. Provided a history of the project phases and prior CPC funding for the park & universally accessible playground that is heavily used with lots of recreational area. Recapped Phase 1 focused on the playground, Phase 2 was the safety project with a complete reconfiguring of the parking, arbor, drainage & storm water wetland, and provide a complete accessible route to the playground from lot. 
She reviewed the final phase 3 is to renovate the court to make it a multi-sport court. Idea is to have an emergency route with a flush curb to get an emergency vehicle into the park if needed. They need to shift the existing court to grassy area to the west (area shown on slide) and will have 1 basketball court & 3 pickleball courts. Remove existing hoops and court and grating to allow emergency lane open and install acrylic court. Reviewed the cost breakdown and added they received $40k from Morrill Foundation which leaves $85k they are requesting from the CPC.
· Andrea Weetman questioned the current condition of the court?
· Kim Turner advised they are terrible and can’t be used.
· Tom O’Brien questioned if there was handicap parking up front?
· Kim Turner confirmed there are 4 handicap spaces upfront with a flush walkway to the sidewalk and accessible throughout the area.
· Chair called for comments from committee or public with none.

i. Bartlet Mall Frog Pond Restoration Project
Parks Commission						$3,500,000 (Recreation)
Presenter, Kim Turner advised this is a bond request and has presented on this numerous times. Explained she will provide an overview of project and options available to city and then the budget.
She provided a history of the Bartlet Mall which was the original town common and looks the same as 1600s. In 1800 was transformed into a park. 1805 when the court house was built the fresh water was cut off to pond and it became stagnant. Fountain was donated for center of the pond with original urns still existing. The fountain did aerate the water for some time, but conditions got bad and the fountain stopped working. A new swan topper for the fountain was designed and within a couple of years it was shut down again due to water quality. Early 1900s the city hired Charles Elliott, architect who provided the recommendations to preserve the area with a simple design and to get the water circulating and fountain working again. Also recommended completing the northwest corner to be completed which wasn’t done until a just a few years ago. Recommended protective edge to prevent erosion.  
She noted that currently the water is stagnant and unhealthy with sediments below feeding the algae. She added this is an unhealthy ecosystem with toxic, heavy metals in the sediment, which are not a big concern as they don’t travel. Also, the walkways are in tough shape with some areas showing signs of deterioration. 
She explained a few years ago, as part of a solution the city hired environmental and water quality engineers who completed testing on the sediment, water, where the ground water may be that feeds the pond, search for spring which could not find. They found the pond exists due to years of compacted peat acting as a bowl holding that water in place. Also, that the pond is not being fed by groundwater, but all runoff from the courthouse & precipitation. Dredging was considered but that had a large cost and could result in drainage, ruling it out as an option. 
She explained the proposed solution is encapsulation of the toxic sediment from the water column. The process is intensive and includes dewatering the pond, drilling the bedrock well to keep water at a consistent level, installing a water quality system and house, installing a liner system and native planting to mimic ecosystem. Also, restoring the fountain part of the plan, which is historic and installing a dock to support future boating community to support funding to keep park going. She further explained the dock would protect the intake pipe. Other parts to the project include installing and repairing the walkway. Also, if costs and price allow, they would like to install one section of straight granite edge behind the Courthouse immediately to protect the water’s edge and provide some history to the public. She advised they have full bids for the project plus all permits and gotten the approvals needed from various agencies.  Reviewed she brought this to the CPC a couple of years ago, which requested a bit less, but the bids have gone. Since then, she has compiled other grants and funding for this project, receiving almost $2million thus far. 
Explained the importance of the project is safety and health to the community, explaining cyanobacteria is a neuro bacterium that may not be good for health and people should not be near it. She previously believed that avoiding physical contact was sufficient, but has since learned that simply spending time near bodies of water like this poses a more serious risk.  The project with promote health safety of the public and cultural tourism for the most historic park in Newburyport and get it back to what it used to be.
Reviewed the city has three options with the 1st to continue to do nothing and let pond be as it which poses the risk within 5-10 years the city will have to keep people away from it. The 2nd option would be to try to do some in-lay treatments such an alum treatment. There is potential that could work where it would aerate without encapsulation but that comes with the risk it could cause an explosion of the blooms.  She added the other issue with the alum treatment would be the illusion it could create as the cyanobacteria wouldn’t be killed and the water would appear clean with the risk of people touching the water or going near it while still a danger. They are still exploring that as an option but hesitant. With this option they can skip the encapsulation and would still do the repairs to the fountain, walkways, pump shed with the ability to house water quality system. Still want to do other beneficial things which would still require larger funds.
The 3rd option is to do the full design which comes at a high cost.
She reviewed the budget and explained because they went to bid on this, they believe the numbers are solid. She noted they added contingency and slide shows funding source total.
Reviewed outside funding from the Morril Foundation of $840k and the Land & Water Conservation grant fund that allocated $775k which requires the project to include water recreation and explains why boating was included in the project, and private donations. Reviewed how the funds will be allocated.
Noted the gap amount rounded is $3.5 million that is requested from the CPC.
She explained the impact for CPC with debt service of $3.5 million which would result in reduced allocations of $325k per year. She noted there are some bonds falling off that would have funds returning to the CPC, such as the High School Stadium and Cherry Hill Fields of about $134k. 
Added that if the CPC chooses to approve this the impact won’t come until next year, will not impact any other project this cycle.  She stated she has exhausted all options and looked at this project all directions to come in and there are no other funding options. She believes the CPA was created for projects like this and a way to create a project without affecting other projects.
· Jamie Gagnon asked what the chance of failure is?
· Kim Turner advised she has faith in the engineering team who hold case studies from CA with success and have done a lot of testing. They are working with GEI and they have structural and civil engineers on board to test the strength of the sediments and feel very confident with results. Other encapsulation models are not in historic parks, this is unique.
· Adrea Weetman asked if the grant has expiration.
· Kim Turner advised with the Land & Water grant they have 2 years to spend all funds with half being spent this fiscal year and other half next year, so they do not have the option to delay this without losing it.
· Chuck Griffin noted this has been #1 objective of the Parks Commission for 8 yrs.
· Chair questioned whether the historic conversation on the pump house get satisfied?
· Kim Turner confirmed it did. Added the design is pretty amazing.
· Vice-Chair commented on past discussion on existing ecosystem being so unhealthy and turtles escaping, having the granite going around entirely. Questioned should the current design speak to this concern?
· Kim Turner explained the granite would not go around. There was a lot of discussion and the plans include adding hibernacula in 2 areas for the turtles to burrow without a liner issue. They will also remove invasive lilies and will bring in native material to support the habitat. She noted turtles move and have a plan for when they dewater the pond the turtles will move and will be provided a location for them to go to until completed. She explained they are prohibited from picking up the turtles and rehoming them, unlike the fish which are not native to the pond and will be removed.
Chair called for comments from committee or public with none.

3. Other Business from Chair or Planning Director
Chair, Vice-Chair, and Planning Director advised no other business.
Chair noted next meeting Feb 5 (next week) at 7p.

4. Approval 1/15/25 Minutes
Chair moved for approval of January 15th minutes.
Planning Director advised there is a delay with the minutes.
Chair moved this item to the next meeting.

5. Meeting Adjournment
Chair called for motion to adjourn at 8:58p.
Biff Bouse & Chuck Griffin moved to adjourn.
Roll call with all in favor.
1


1     Community Preservation Committee   January   29 , 202 6   In person -   Senior Community Center   Meeting Minutes       Call to Order   Planner   Director ,  Andy Port   announced the meeting would be recorded and broadcasted.   Chair  Mike Dissette   called a meeting of the Community Preservation Committee to order at  7:0 4   p.m .        Roll Ca ll    In attendance were Chair Mike Dissette, Vice - Chair Jane Healey (At - Large), Biff Bouse (Historical  Commission) , Andrea Weetman  , Jamie Gagnon   (At - Large)   &   Tom O’Brien (Housing Authority) and  Chuck Griffin (Parks Commission), &  Joe Teixeira   (Conservation Commission)     Planning   Director , Andy Port  fr om the Planning   & Development   Office  w as   also prese nt.      Not present:  Jennifer Bluestein (Planning Board)     1 . Welcome by Chair   Chair  Mike Dissette   welcomed the group . Provided an overview of  the  meeting   explaining the   first of 3  groups of   applicants  to present which was d ue to  a  significant number  of requests .  He advised  2  applicants of the evening will be   considered for accelerated decision.  He informed p resenters  that they  may   assume each committee member has read  the  application s   carefully and aware of  the  facts   and to  keep  that in mind  and have  presentation s   under  10   m inutes. Following their presentation committee &  public will be allowed to ask questions.   He menti oned they are h opeful t hey will   h e ar  all applicants in  a  reasonable amount of time.  He reiterated s lides  included in   application s should also be   consider ed   reviewed in advance  by committee members and appreciates everyone’s   efforts to do this efficiently .   He reminded everyone of the process where the CPC is the first stop and   will make decisions  during a  designated meeting  after hearing all applications   and that d ec i sions  are   recomm en d ations to City  Council on whether or  not  to fund a project and the  recommend ed   amount.  He explained CPC does   not  control  t he funds   and the u ltimate d e cision  fails  with City council and they will have  a  minimum of 1  public  hearing of all   applications   recommend ed   to  t hem.  He called for a ny questions   with  none   asked .         2.  Presentations   a .  Central Waterfront Boardwalk Rehabilitation Project (accelerated vote)  –     City of Newbur y port, Planning Office                            $285,000   (Recreation)     Presenter ,   Geordie Vining   reviewed the slides   included in  the  application packet .  He e xplained the  b oardwalk is central to  the  community ,   heavily used , and c ritical to  the  downtow n,   tourist economy   with s afety  being   very important to  the  community quality of life.  He  noted the boardwalk was   built  in 

