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Executive Summary
The Peter Fitzpatrick Feasibility Committee (PFFC) was appointed by the Town of Pepperell Board
of Selectmen (BOS) in July 2018 to research options for the former Peter Fitzpatrick School
property. Options included full or partial building demolition, property sale, and multi-purpose
reuse. The committee was charged with making a recommendation to the BOS regarding the best
use for our community. The committee met approximately every two weeks from August 2018
until May 2019 working to learn more about the property, collect and analyze data, and research
options.
The current building is approximately 81,000 square feet and consists of three distinct wings. The
original structure was built in 1938 (C wing), with additions made in 1966 (B wing) and 1994 (A
wing). The building served as a public school until 2009, when it was closed due to declining
enrollment and a new school being built in town. From 2009 until 2018, the building was occupied
by the North Middlesex Regional School District’s central office, as well as PACH Outreach, the
Gateway program, and preschool programs.
Our committee looked to gather and analyze as much data as possible. We engaged the services of
professional real estate consultant, Brett Pelletier, from Kirk and Company, a professional real
estate consulting firm out of Boston, MA. Brett provided countless hours of support and expertise
towards evaluating the property, reviewing comparables, and researching options. We also
solicited input from town departments, town committees, community organizations, and
community members through surveys, direct communication, open forums, and meetings as to
what people felt should happen with the Peter Fitzpatrick property.
Based upon what we had been hearing in the community, the committee explored the following
options as potential futures for the Peter Fitzpatrick property: Sell As-Is, Mothball the Building,
Demolish the Building, Subdivide the Property, School, Multifamily Rental Housing, and Mixed Use
Center. We looked at all aspects of these options, including financial impact, fit for the
neighborhood, short- and long-term benefits to the community, impact on existing programs
and/or facilities, and market demand. The committee also considered input from community
members, which made it clear the Peter Fitzpatrick property is seen as a valuable asset to the
community which should be utilized for the greater good of everyone.
The committee analyzed all options for the property and focused in what will be most beneficial
for the town in the longer term. With the building costing the town money to sit vacant, the
committee felt it important to get people into the building and using it to help offset the vacancy
costs. After careful research and analysis, the committee developed a series of recommendations
based upon the following:
–
–
–
–

is it financially feasible in the near term?
does it provide the best return on investment for the community at large?
does it benefit community members of all ages and demographics?
will it preserve the Peter Fitzpatrick building?
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In a unanimous decision, the committee recommends the Board of Selectmen act in due course to:
– allow for the repurpose of the Peter Fitzpatrick property as a mixed-use center under
current zoning bylaws, enabling immediate use of the building to offset ongoing “vacancy”
expenses.
– authorize and instruct the Town Administrator to engage a non-profit organization by June
30, 2019 to manage all aspects of the property on behalf of the town as a public/private
partnership for a minimum initial term of 10 years.
– recommend the Town of Pepperell require at least 1 board position with the operating
entity.
– recommend creation of a zoning overlay for restricted light mixed commercial uses (ie,
coffee shop, farmer’s market, shared office space, small business office space, art/music
studio) within the next 1-3 years.
– take appropriate steps to ensure all revenue generated by the property is invested back
into the property.
– conduct further research into grant opportunities such as those provided by the Historical
Commission and others in relation to Community Arts and Recreation programs.
– require all uses of the property, such as those by municipal and/or community
organization, contribute financially for such use.
– ensure expediency in the execution of these recommendations to maximize the offset of
ongoing cost to the town.
What follows is an in-depth analysis of the property, input from community leaders and members,
discussion on the various options the committee researched, and how we reached our conclusions
and recommendations.
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History
In 1888, the town of Pepperell erected its first new high school building on the site of the current
Peter Fitzpatrick property. This building served as Pepperell’s high school for 50 years. It was
razed upon the opening of a new high school building in 1938.

In 1938, the new high school was built directly behind the original high school. This building,
shown below, is what we recognize today as the Peter Fitzpatrick School facing Main Street. This
structure remained as Pepperell’s High School until Pepperell re-joined the North Middlesex
Regional School District (NMRSD) in the 1960s.

As the town population grew, the school building was expanded with additions to accommodate
elementary and middle school age children in 1966 (B wing) and 1994 (A wing). During the 1994
construction, there were also substantial renovations made to the entire structure.
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The addition of Nissitissit Middle School in 2002, declining enrollment, and the conversion of
Varnum Brook from a middle school to an elementary school led to the closure of Peter Fitzpatrick
Elementary School in June 2009.
The building was partially occupied by NMRSD Central Office, a preschool, the Gateway program,
and PACH Outreach from the late 2000’s until October 2018, when the NMRSD turned the
property over to the town and PACH relocated. The majority of the building, while empty, is ready
and waiting to be utilized once again as seen in the photos below.
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Background
In early spring 2018, Pepperell Town Administrator (TA) Mark Andrews, advised the Board of
Selectmen (BOS) that the NMRSD would be vacating the Peter Fitzpatrick School in the fall of
2018. He indicated the town needed to determine what to do with the building and grounds. The
TA submitted the following article for consideration on the annual town meeting warrant:
“To see if the Town would authorize the Town Administrator to sell surplus property…also
known as the Peter Fitzpatrick School, owned by the Town, including: 1) hiring land surveyor
to conduct surveys that are necessary for the sale of the property, 2) selling the properties at a
public auction pursuant to the Town Agreement with an auctioneer approved by the Town
Administrator or by way of Request for Proposals from the Town Administrator, 3) paying
from the Town budget for the costs of the engineering surveys and any potential required
attorney fees, an amount not to exceed $10,000.00 prior to the auction sale or Request for
Proposals, and 4) reserving the right for the Town at its discretion to reject any purchase
proposals, or take any other action relative thereto.”
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On April 30, 2018, the BOS unanimously agreed to take no action on this article and to create a
Peter Fitzpatrick Feasibility Committee (PFFC) to study options for the property and include
citizens’ opinions in the process. The BOS appointed the following residents to the PFFC on July
30, 2018:
Craig Hansen, Chair
April Healey, Co-Chair
Amanda Huntington, Secretary
Bill Greathead, BOS representative

Deb Fountain
Dave Herman
Dave Lavender
Grover Pillsbury

Steve Temple
Tony Bento (resigned)
Michelle Laudenbach (resigned)

The PFFC held their first meeting on August 15, 2018 and has been meeting approximately every
other week since that time.

Objective
The PFFC’s goal was to consider and explore all options for the former Peter Fitzpatrick School
building and grounds including, but not limited to, demolition (full or partial), sale (including as-is
or subdivide), multi-purpose re-use, or a combination of any of these options. The committee’s
charge is to make a recommendation to the BOS regarding the best use for our community. While
no specific timeline was given, the committee elected to provide a recommendation in the spring
of 2019.

Approach
To meet our objective, the PFFC took a comprehensive management review approach:
– collect relevant data
– solicit input from community members, leaders, experts and stakeholders
– evaluate/analyze data and input against each option
– inform the public throughout the process
– develop recommendations

Professional real estate consultant
In addition to the work performed by the PFFC, we were extremely fortunate to locate a
commercial real estate appraisal and valuation company willing to provide pro bono consulting
and market analysis of the property. Details regarding the scope of services provided are
contained in the Town’s agreement with Kirk & Company at Appendix B. Our consultant, Mr. Brett
Pelletier, Chief Operating Officer of Kirk & Company, Boston, MA attended many of our meetings,
provided professional knowledge and advice, and conducted research throughout the process.
Kirk & Company was founded in 1993 to provide real estate appraisal and valuation, market
analysis, and counseling services to sophisticated market participants. Their specialized services
include development and operating feasibility, marketability, appraisal, and due diligence services
for development, redevelopment, historic rehabilitation and adaptive reuse, financing, investment,
disposition, and litigation. A copy of Mr. Pelletier’s final report to the PFFC is at Appendix C.
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Constraints
Professional services / funding
The Town did not allow any budget for the PFFC work. PFFC was not successful in our attempt to
find a licensed land surveyor to conduct a pro bono property survey. To mitigate this, the PFFC
used various online maps (i.e., OLIVER GIS) and building plans and blueprints located in the Peter
Fitzpatrick School and Town Hall.

Zoning
The current zoning for the PF property is Town Residential (TR). Pepperell Zoning Bylaws, Section
4140, Table of Dimensional Controls, govern the dimensional requirements for TR zoning. The
Table of Principal Uses is at Appendix D. Under TR zoning, minimum allowed dimensions are:
– lot size - 80,000 SF (~ 1.83 acres)
– frontage - 150’
– front yard - 50’
– side yard- 25’
– rear yard - 60’
There were two previous failed attempts at Town Meetings to change the zoning to allow
commercial development of the property. The Town’s Master Plan Update, due to be issued in
2020, may recommend other zoning options, such as establishing a mixed use overlay district with
a table of limited uses.

Town Records
The PFFC encountered the following issues in our attempt to obtain historical data for analysis
due to missing or incomplete records:
– Previous Report - In 2015, prior TA, Mark Andrews contracted with Concord Square
Planning and Development of Boston, MA to conduct a Site and Zoning Analysis of three
town properties, one being the Peter Fitzpatrick property. An interim memo issued by
Concord Square to the TA is posted on the Town website, and a copy is at Appendix A. The
PPFC, as well as numerous citizens asked to see the final report which purportedly
followed this memo and for which the Town paid $10,000.00. Unfortunately, the final
report could not be located. In 2018, Interim TA John Moak reached back to Concord
Square for a copy, but it was never provided. Our consultant Brett Pelletier, also reached
out to Concord Square regarding a copy of the report to no avail.
– Building Dimensional Drawings - The PFFC was not able to locate any “as built”
dimensional drawings for the property and relied on a series of plans and site drawings
created for the 1994 addition of A wing and renovation of B and C wings.

Data
The PFFC’s starting point was to collect all available data about the property that we considered
integral to our analysis and recommendations. Summary tables follow and complete data are at
Appendix E.
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Building Configuration
The Peter Fitzpatrick building consists of three wings:
– A Wing - constructed 1994, newest section
– B Wing - constructed 1966, mostly classrooms; ADA access ramps
– C Wing – constructed 1938, oldest section

Building Drawings
The PFFC ultimately used a set of plans for additions and renovations circa 1994 developed by
Anthony Tappe & Associates Inc. of Boston, MA. These plans reflect planned dimensions that may
have been altered somewhat during construction. Copies of relevant drawings are at Appendix F.

Space Utilization
The following table summarizes the former use and approximate size of the space in each of the
wings. Details for each room and are at Appendix E. The total square footage reflected here is
usable space only and does not include hallways, foyers, loading docks or stairwells. The actual
total square footage of the entire building is 80,697 SF.

Building Condition
The Peter Fitzpatrick School building condition is classified as “very good” by our real estate
consultant, and as “Excellent” in the Town Assessor’s records. The PFFC contacted the NMRSD, the
building’s most recent tenant, to obtain information on building condition and capital needs. Oscar
Hills, Director of Buildings and Grounds for NMRSD, provided the following list of immediate
concerns. Cost estimates were not provided or available.
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Roof
The roofs on C wing and B wing were upgraded and repaired in 1994 when the new roof for A
wing was installed, and all are near the end of their expected life. In February 2019, Gale
Associates, Inc. performed an evaluation of the roof on behalf of the Town of Pepperell (see
Appendix I for the report).
Based upon this evaluation, repair and replacement of various roof components will be needed in
the next 3 to 5 years. These short-term repairs are estimated to cost $85,848 and can extend the
life of the current roof by 5 to 7 years. Beyond 5 to 7 years, the long-term need is for a new roof on
the entire building at an estimated cost of $549,160.
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Windows
The windows in A and C wings were installed during the 1994 addition/renovation and meet
energy-efficiency standards of the time. The windows in B wing, which were not replaced, are
single-pane and not considered energy efficient. There are window AC units installed throughout
A and B wings which further decrease efficiency.

Boilers and Heating Controls
There are three boilers located within the building, one in C wing and two in B wing. The boiler in
C wing is a steam boiler used to heat all of C wing. Although still functioning, this boiler leaks and
in need of replacement. The two boilers in B wing are forced hot water and are used to heat both A
and B wings. All boilers previously utilized oil for fuel and currently run off of natural gas. The oil
tank for these boilers is located underground at the northwest corner of the building.
Virtually every classroom and administrative space has a dedicated air handler and a thermostat
for controlling heat. The controls are pneumatic and are overdue for an upgrade to more modern,
energy-efficient controls.
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Portable Classrooms
Off the south end of B wing is a detached outbuilding. This building contains what are commonly
referred to as the two “portable” classrooms with two bathrooms. Since the late-2000’s, this
building has been vacant and without utilities (electricity and water has been disconnected).
This outbuilding is of no value and scheduled to be torn down by the town in the spring of 2019.

Asphalt Replacement
The overall condition of the driveways and parking lots is fair. Numerous potholes and cracks
exist which require repair.

Peter Fitzpatrick Feasibility Committee Final Report

16

Pepperell’s Big Backyard Playground
Off the southeast corner of the building is a 10,000SF playground consisting of swings, benches,
slides, and various balance and climbing structures. Overall, the playground is in very good
condition with minor damage to a few slides due to misuse. In 2017, NMRSD closed the Big
Backyard Playground as they were no longer using it and did not want to be liable should
someone be hurt while on it.
In the spring of 2018, The Fitzpatrick Collaborative (TFC), a local non-profit focused on
repurposing the PF property, worked with NMRSD to ensure the damaged slides were secured
and that the playground would remain in tact when the district vacated the property. Further
communication with Pepperell Highway Department Superintendent, Peter Shattuck in November
2018 ensured the playground was not torn down.
Data provided by TFC indicates a play seat, crawl tube, bounce seat, and three (3) slides are
damaged and require repair. TFC has been in contact with the playground’s manufacturer,
PlayWorld Systems and confirmed most of the structural components are still covered under
warranty. According to the manufacturer, repairs would cost approximately $7,000.
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Land
There are three parcels of land that comprise the 19-acre property. Two of the parcels have street
access and frontage on Main Street (~220’) and River Road (~205’). A significant portion (~25%)
of the rear, land-locked parcel (light blue/green shading at lower section) includes flood plain and
wetlands.
This snapshot of the property and relative data was developed using the Town Assessor’s office
records. It’s important to realize that the dollar values shown do not reflect market value,
but rather assessed value. In other words, this is the value of the property as a school. The
assessed land and building value will be discussed later in this document. The map was created
using the Massachusetts On Line Viewer (OLIVER), an online mapping tool used to search, display,
and share spatial data pertaining to Massachusetts.
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Maintenance and Utilities
The property has not been used to full capacity for many years. Historical utility usage based upon
full occupancy was not available. Data reflected below are actual costs for FY18 (July 1, 2017 June 30, 2018) when the property was occupied by the NMRSD, Gateway, and PACH Outreach.
Projected costs for FY20 were derived from research and calculations performed by TFC as well as
discussions with TA Andrew MacLean. It is anticipated that costs in years 1-3 will be at least
$175,000 while the building is partially occupied. Once mostly occupied, the annual expenses are
expected to be at least $250,000. Utility bills for July 2018-March 2019 were requested from the
TA’s office but never provided.
Cost Component
Maintenance
Lawn Mowing
Snow Removal
Insurance
Electric
Heat (gas)
Water & Sewer
Security
Capital / Repairs
Total

FY18 Actual Costs
$5,000

$27,000 (FY19 actual)
$31,618
$71,579
$7,385
$400
$ 142,982

FY20 Projected Costs
$10,000
$1,500
$3,500
$8,000
$40,000
$75,000
$10,000
$2,000
$25,000
$175,000

Ongoing, regular maintenance is a critical component to ensuring the building remains in excellent
condition. Since becoming vacant, Selectman Greathead and Committee Chair Hansen have been
regularly walking through the building and have encountered multiple water leaks, roof leaks, an
elevator malfunction, and unsecured exterior doors. While Mr. Greathead and Mr. Hansen have
volunteered their time to address these issues, it highlights the need to get people into the
building as soon as possible for regular use. Having people in the building will not only allow
potential issues to be identified quickly, but revenue generated from building use will help cover
the costs of needed maintenance.

Vacancy Costs
The Peter Fitzpatrick building has been vacant since PACH Outreach moved out at the end of
November 2018. Based on actual utility expenses since that time, the Town Administrator and
PFFC estimate vacancy utility and maintenance costs to be less than $100,000 annually, plus
$27,000 for a vacancy insurance policy. The vacancy rider on the insurance policy, which totals
approximately $20,000, can be removed once the building is at least 33% occupied.
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Community Engagement
Throughout this process, the PFFC used various approaches to communicate with and solicit
feedback from the public and town officials.

Communications
To communicate out to the public, the Committee established a website, created a virtual tour of
the building, published meeting minutes, and emailed directly to constituents.
Virtual PF Property Tour
Early feedback to the Committee was that many citizens believed that the Peter Fitzpatrick
building was in poor condition and unsafe. To better convey the actual current condition of the
property, the Committee partnered with the Pepperell Media to produce a 10-minute virtual tour
of the interior and exterior of the property. The video was advertised as the town Flash Notice, on
local Facebook groups, shown at our first public forum, and is available on the town website at:
https://www.town.pepperell.ma.us/603/Peter-Fitzpatrick-Feasibility-Committee
Community Organization Outreach
PFFC also reached out to local community youth and adult organizations regarding the level of
interest in using part of the PF property. Unfortunately, without being able to provide potential
costs or length of lease terms, some organizations are not yet willing to commit. During the course
of the committee’s work, interest was expressed from a local alternative middle/high school, a
daycare operation, and numerous community organizations beyond those listed below. A major
request from each interested party is the desire to secure a long-term lease before they would be
willing to vacate their current space and invest in a build-out or improvements to the Peter
Fitzpatrick building.
Organization Name

Contact Person

Space Summary

North Middlesex American
Youth Football and Cheer
(AYF)
Destination Imagination

Kristy Wakeham,
Kristy Shaw

Pepperell Community Arts

Nicole Porier

1 office, 3 storage rooms. Can
share cafeteria, gym and
playground.

Pepperell Farmers

Jordan Keating

Kitchen and equipment use daily

Pepperell Youth Softball
League

Catherine Sinclair

Gym, winter weeknights m-f.
shared conference room space
monthly; storage and possible
field use Mar-Oct, Mon-Sat

Jennifer Griffith
Joanne Ellison-Taylor
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Individual

Dora Kashiwabara

Kitchen use – for baking cookies
about 3 days a week, plus locked
storage for supplies.

Cub Scout Pack 1455

Leanne Hansen

Pepperell Community Media

Ed Caron

1 classroom biweekly, evenings.
Meeting space needed for project
work as well as occasional use of
outside space.
2-3 classrooms/offices for studio,
office, meeting space.

The Fitzpatrick Collaborative

Craig Hansen
Amanda Huntington

Multiple classrooms, media
center, cafeteria, gym, playground
for all-age programs.

Boy and Girl Scouts

Matt Desmarais
Jim McGowen

1 classroom for regular meetings
and storage. On-site storage for a
trailer and/or shed.

Community Input
Methods for gathering input included public forums, town employee surveys, stakeholder and
community group surveys, and personal emails to key town staff.
Public Input and Forums
Charrette, November 18, 2018
The first of our public forums was planned to allow all stakeholders an opportunity to share their
ideas and concerns without constraints or opinions from Committee members. The meeting was
advertised on the town website, at public meetings, on Facebook groups and with flyers posted in
local businesses. The video tour was shown and an actual tour was provided after the meeting.
Approximately 40 people attended, offering the following comments:
● A Senior Center attendee stated a need for town subsidized senior housing
● Expand or move some of the Senior Center operations or activities to PF
● A hub for activity (i.e., Boys and Girls Club, afterschool programs); nothing like this in
town and this citizen moved out of town in order to provide the same for his children
● Central location for consolidating town offices / Fire admin / Police / Senior Center /
Community Center
● Question raised regarding status of previous master plans and coordination with other
initiatives
● Desire to maintain the facade of the older building
● Art Center - Visual and Performing Arts, art studios, classroom space, galleries
● Community Garden Space
● Theater program
● Gym
● Fill the void for before and after school programs for kids.
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●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

●
●
●

Community classes, i.e., Computer center, coding, mentoring, weekend programs,
tutoring
Expand the Community Center; what we have is fully booked and too small; difficult to
hold meetings / quiet activities concurrently with louder activities
Re-use the building for Town Hall Administration and Community Center
No emergency vehicles at the rotary
Meeting space for local nonprofits and organizations to rent out, i.e. scouts, destination
imagination, sports boards, etc.
Programs for all ages needed - from young children to teens to young adults to seniors
Youth programs, CPR training, coach training
Rentable storage and meeting space
Gym Space rental to local sports teams, i.e basketball, skills training, Cheerleading
Multi Tenant recreation (we have outgrown the community center) with Town Hall and
Police administration
Performing arts, music, practice spaces
Do not sell the property
No bright lights / loud noises
People are looking for Museum space / activity centers
Several farmers interested in a Community Kitchen / Food Hub for local Farmers to
rent the current kitchen. They feel the kitchen is immediately ready for use and this
could bring in some revenue. Farmers cook and prep food there and sell elsewhere. Also
expressed need for space to store food that needs to age, i.e., cheese, wine, etc. There is
a need for a community / commercial kitchen in this area.
Community movie nights on the back lawn
Dance Studio
Promote entrepreneurship; pursue limited commercial re-zoning for small business,
such as boutique shops, art galleries, music store, etc.

Community Update, January 26, 2019
The second public forum was a presentation by Chairman Craig Hansen, providing an overview of
PFFS’s process to date, sharing background, data, options explored thus far, and some preliminary
recommendations followed by a question and answer period. Consultant, Brett Pelletier, attended
as our technical expert on real estate costs for demolition and sale as well as re-use potential. A
total of approximately 40 citizens attended. A recording of the forum is available online at
http://www.pepperellchannel.org/. The following encapsulates public comments:
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Q - Did you explore senior housing?
A- Answered by Brett Pelletier - Yes, we explored that option. Brett gave a detailed answer,
including comparable properties, as to why senior housing would not be ideal for this
particular building. The layout is not ideal for developers. The process to sell the building
would take at minimum 2 years due to various factors including financing. Most developers
would offer pennies on the dollar.
Q - If used for recreation and education, how is the town going to pay for the building?
A- Answered by Craig Hansen - the town is paying for the building regardless of its use due
to maintenance, utilities, and insurance. Utilizing it will help generate profit to offset
expenses.
Q - How much is the insurance for the vacant building
A- Answered by Andrew MacLean, Town Administrator - We would save approximately
$20,000 by not having the building vacant (need to get it 33% occupied).
Q - Is there a recommendation to rezone the property commercial?
A - Not at this time. However, the committee has discussed some specific uses that would
require a zoning overlay. Rather than simply rezone the property without a concrete plan,
we would recommend coming forth at town meeting with a very specific use in mind (i.e.,
coffee shop, music store) and look for a specific mixed use overlay.
Q - Is the building in good enough condition to be sustainable?
A - Answered by Brett Pelletier - Yes, in 1994 the entire building was renovated and
brought up-to-date. There are things that will need to be addressed in the future, however,
to date it is “move-in ready”.
Q - Do you expect to go to town meeting for extra money?
A - We need to re-evaluate our numbers for our final report before we can give a yes or no
answer.
Q - What is the current zoning - Could it be used for assisted living?
A- Answered by Brett - Current zone TR (Town Residence). assisted living could fall under
the current zoning, however that is not the best use for the building. Standard Assisted
Living business models are changing.
Q - Will this building be used 24/7
A - No. Our proposal is for mainly before and after school programming, daytime access,
and evening community education, recreation programs.
Q - Inquiry regarding the use of the commercial kitchen for individual product
development.
A - We took the information and passed it along to the Pepperell Farmers group who was
looking to coordinate a schedule for a community kitchen.
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Q - If we rent to the school that expressed interest in the building, can we still use the
building?
A - Yes. We recommend there be a “shared space” clause in the contract for common areas
such as the gym and cafeteria.
Q - What about the asbestos?
A - The exposed asbestos was remediated back in 1994. Any remaining asbestos is
sealed/contained and does not pose a threat. The only risk would be during demolition or if
a renovation disturbed an area with asbestos.
Q - Have we looked into alternative energy?
A - We have and will continue to research alternative energy resources.
Representatives from Pepperell Community Arts (PCA) spoke regarding their time in the
building. They left in October when the district left. PCA has over 250 local kids involved in
their theater program and 1000+ in attendance at their shows. People from other towns
come to Pepperell to utilize PCA because they offer such an affordable program. This
benefits the town and local businesses. Plus, the PCA motto is “Service through the Arts”.
Every production PCA conducts a local service project to help the community. Utilizing the
Peter Fitzpatrick building, they shared their vision of growth, including but not limited to,
choir, instrument training, and dance.
Elle, a 13-year-old from Groton, MA spoke regarding PCA being “life changing” for her.
Elle’s mother also spoke giving rave reviews about the program.
Q - Can businesses rent space? Possible shared office space for remote employees?
A - Brett answered - It depends; there are “tables of use” under our current zoning by-laws.
Q - Why does the building have to be turned over to a non-profit to run?
A - A non-profit is able to fundraise and can qualify for grants not accessible to a
municipality. The town would still be very involved. A town BOS or employee would be a
board member and the building would still remain under the ownership of the town.
Q - Did we look into utilizing the building for Public Safety?
A - Yes. The committee is open to public safety utilize space within the building. However,
as Andrew stated previously, “nothing is free” and in order to sustain the building, any
town department would need to pay for space like any other tenant. The funds would go
back into the building for improvements and maintenance. The Chief of Police wrote a
letter (see copy at Appendix G) regarding the building, indicating it is not ideal and they
did not desire to renovate “another old school” for use as a public safety complex. We did
not receive any response from the Fire Chief regarding use of the property.
Master Plan Advisory Committee
While the PFFC was collecting community input, the Pepperell Master Plan Advisory Committee
(MPAC) also conducted two exercises to solicit public input in developing goals and objectives for
the update of the Town Master Plan. The first venue was an April 2018 Visioning Session, where
the MPAC conducted a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) analysis
exercise. Attendees were asked to offer town attributes or conditions under each of the SWOT
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categories. Citizen opinion ranked redevelopment of the Peter Fitzpatrick School as number one
in the “Opportunity” category, with more than twice as many votes as the next ranked opportunity
(open space preservation). Clearly, our citizens view the property as an asset and not a liability.
The MPAC also conducted a town-wide Master Plan Survey in 2018. All residents were offered
equal opportunity to reply, but the results and responses are most reflective of the opinions of our
older citizens, as 72% of the 525 returned surveys were completed by respondents falling in the
50-89 year old age group. Questions and responses related to Peter Fitzpatrick property follow:
Question #6 - Rate …… as
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
Not
excellent, good, fair, or poor.
Rated
Utilization of vacant school
.67%
13.33% 22.44% 30.22% 33.33%
properties
(3)
(60)
(101)
(136)
(150)
Question #7 - list three of the
Of 450 replies, 8 people ranked Peter Fitz reuse in
most critical issues facing
the top 3 priorities. (Note: this was an open-ended
Pepperell over the next 10 years. question-not multiple choice. There were dozens of
Reuse of Peter Fitzpatrick
replies).
School
Question #15 . Please provide any additional comments or thoughts that you may have
about the Master Plan Document. (following replies are from various individuals)
Work with School District to recover underutilized school property (i.e. Peter Fitzpatrick
for mixed use town offices) ….
…focus on the needs of the community – affordable housing (use Peter Fitz)…..
I would love to see the Fitzpatrick School used as a community center. More programs for
youth especially teens. …Increase after school programs.
Utilization of the Peter Fitzpatrick School so it at least will pay for itself. Include a
possible zoning change so a mix of town services as well as small businesses/offices
might be the best mix to take advantage of possible revenue options. After School
Programs – 1. Performing arts, 2. Fine Arts, 3. Crafts, both artisan as well as constructive,
4. Life skills classes (budgeting, food prep, cooking, etc)….
We need to plan not just for 10 years down the road, but 50 or 100.. Trying to sell the
Peter Fitz property for commercial to make a quick buck would be a bad long-term
strategy.
…What happened to that group that wanted to use the school at the rotary? Get those
types of ideas out there and get programs running that will serve as an addition source of
revenue for the town.
Can we use the school at the circle again? I heard some want to tear it down, but it should
be used for something good. It’s a nice location and it looks nice and it would be shame to
lose it to something else. Or if it gets torn down can you make a park so that we could
walk there…..
The best way for a town to thrive is to attract new young families to move there. Turning
the Peter Fitzpatrick School into a Community Center would definitely be a step in the
right direction.
The Peter Fitzpatrick School at its current state is a tax burden. Alternative measures for
sale and/or redevelopment should be revisited and discussed.
…Carefully protect the unused school area…
There are no good playgrounds in Pepperell. Fitz has one we cannot use.
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Peter Fitz is perfect location for redevelopment into municipal complex – police, fire,
safety.
Repurpose the Peter Fitz building.
Turn the Peter Fitz building into a community arts complex (Pepperell Community Arts).
It would bring a tremendous amount of business to Pepperell (see Indian Hill Music in
Littleton).
Recreation Master Plan
In 2018, the Pepperell Recreation Commission engaged Gale Associates, Inc. (Gale) to develop an
Athletic Field Master Plan. The goals of the Master Plan were:
–

–
–
–
–

“To evaluate the physical characteristics, field conditions and venue inventory of eight (8)
athletic field venues selected by the Town for renovation, upgrade and/or redevelopment, as
well as one (1) undeveloped parcels of land considered for future redevelopment.
To quantify the field demand use at each of the Town’s athletic field venue versus capacity.
To evaluate and program the Town’s need for upgraded, redistributed or new athletic field
facilities.
To provide master planning services, resulting in a renovation strategy for the athletic
programs and venues that meet the needs of the community.
To assist the Town to program and plan for the operational, maintenance, and capital
improvement needs of such facilities.”

The final report, titled “Pepperell Fields & Hard Courts Master Plan,” was published on December
18, 2018. Based upon Gale’s assessments and meetings with the Recreation Department, Gale
concluded:
“…that all 20 of the game ready fields are currently overused (greater than 250 uses per year,
not including the basketball courts […]). Kennedy Field and Varnum Brook Softball Field No. 1
are also exceptions but are used for practice only because of dimension restrictions at
Kennedy and scheduling conflicts at Varnum Brook. Based on these findings it is reasonable to
conclude that additional field space is warranted
Gale concluded that many of the existing athletic fields have deficiencies in similar areas,
which include little to no rest periods essential to turf growth and establishment, field areas
devoid of turf (a potential safety hazard), drainage issues, a lack of site amenities, and a lack
of ADA accessibility. It is also clear that the Town needs additional fields to allow the existing
fields time to rest and allow the natural turf to grow. Gale’s Master Plan provides a planning
program that will guide the Town of Pepperell in its goal to provide adequate and safe
athletic fields to its community.”
The full report is available from the Pepperell Recreation Commission.

Town Departments and Committees Input
Space Needs
The PFFC solicited input from all Town Department heads and Committee Chairs using a space
needs survey (see Appendix H) to determine if we should explore using part of the property to
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support or expand town offices. The committee received seven (7) replies to the survey. From this
input, it appears most Town offices are satisfied with their current space.
– Town Accountant – current space (~200 SF) is sufficient
– Treasurer/Collector - current space (~120 SF) is sufficient
– Building Department – Current space (345 SF) insufficient. Need more storage space, a
private office to meet with customers and space to review large format building plans.
– Police Department – Current space (10,000 SF) is sufficient, but old. “Unless there was a
complete renovation of the PFS specifically for Public Safety, I don’t envision us using any
portion of the building as it currently exists” (from Chief Scott).
– Emergency Management – Current space (~240 SF) is sufficient.
– Pepperell Historical Commission – Current (100 SF) storage in the vault at Town Hall is not
appropriate. Need clean dry storage space for historical records. Space to clean old records
would be beneficial. Other items of historical significance currently kept by the Pepperell
Historical Society could be public display in a large municipal building, as we have no
museum type space to offer the public. Also need more Conference Room Space with Video
Taping capability.
Based upon the information received from town departments and committee chairs, the identified
needs would be met by utilizing 1-2 classrooms and/or closets. Further, there was some input
from other townspeople, committee members and non-profits who expressed a desire for space
for occasional meeting space as space is limited at Town Hall for evening meetings.

Information Technology Assessment
The Committee requested that the Town IT Director, Martin Cadek provide us with his analysis of
IT capabilities and potential costs for upgrades. His January 2, 2019 email reply follows.
“Overall I would summarize it as something that we could work with, it is adequate for a
school setting and likely would require additional wiring to meet any type of office needs. I
wanted to provide a much more detailed overview and estimates, but much of that depends
on which part of the facility is going to be reused and for what specific purpose. If we were
building a new facility it be easier as wiring it and future-proofing the layout would be easy,
unfortunately with the re-use of an old facility I think it’s best to narrow down the scope and
avoid unnecessary costs.
Oldest building overview
– very limited on wiring, only the PACH / old administration area is likely wired up and
with limited ports in each room.
– Wiring is exposed (zip tied to pipes etc..), it’s not pretty but makes adding additional
wiring there is a bit easier.
“Middle” building Overview
– Wiring is usually done on outside of walls through conduit
– Limited availability in each room
– Additional drops could be added as needed
Newest building Overview
– Good office wiring
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–
–
–

Limited availability in each room, for example many rooms seem to have 1 Ethernet
jack available.
Wiring is done through walls meeting current standards
Addition of new wiring is little more cumbersome as it has to be snaked through walls,
but it is of course possible

IT Wiring closets
– Adequate for the needs of the building
– There are 3 main locations where wiring congregates, those would have to remain for
IT use only as moving these would be difficult/costly.
– Each building is interconnected with fiber optic cable, assuming this is functional it is
adequate for future needs.

Cost Estimates for some IT
Internet Connection/Charter
– $100/mo. would provide adequate internet speeds for the needs of light re-use of Peter
Fitz. Higher tiered service (faster speeds) may be required for heavy use if the entire
facility is being utilized, $200-300/mo. would then be likely.
Hardwired Ethernet
– Due to large layout of each room and very limited existing ports it is expected that
addition 7-8 Ethernet ports would be ideal in each room designated for office-use,
other types of uses may come at much less expense (or none at all).
– When I refer to a “port” that simply means a jack on the wall that Ethernet wire can be
plugged into, each port is wired through walls/ceilings to a central location.
– Keep in mind printers require their own Ethernet drops, phone system may be using
Ethernet as well and an office with 3 people could easily require 8+ ports.
– $150/port is the general cost associated with 3rd
  party wiring installation.
– Small additions of ports could be done in-house at less expense. Most of the costs are in
labor required to pull, terminate and mount wiring boxes.
– While this may seem relatively inexpensive, it can quickly add up and become major
expense.
– As an example: if 10 rooms required 7 additional Ethernet drops then that is 70x$150
or $10,500.
Wireless Ethernet
– Cost of wireless internet connectivity would depend on needed coverage
– $2000 per floor of each building should be adequate to create WiFi coverage.
Switches/Routers
– Network switch is required in each wiring closet to connect Ethernet jacks of all room
together and create a network
– $2000 per each building would be required to purchase the switch, patch panels (if
necessary), some premade wires etc..
Servers
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–

Without knowing the intended use of the facility it is impossible to estimate any server
costs. For example moving Pepperell dispatch/police/fire to the facility could easily
amount to $400,000 in additional IT costs to build out communications and associated
servers, but opening few rooms up for recreation use may require no investment as
servers, storage systems and backups would not be needed.”

Public Safety
In addition to the Space Needs Assessment, PFFC also requested input from town officials that
may play an integral role in any reuse of the building. In conducting due diligence of exploring all
possible options, we considered use of the Fitzpatrick property as a Public Safety (Police, Fire,
Ambulance, Dispatch) facility. We invited Police Chief, David Scott and Fire Chief, Toby Tyler to
attend our second public forum in January to provide their views on this option, or to submit
written recommendations to the Committee. The Police Chief wrote a letter (see copy at Appendix
G) regarding the building, indicating it is not ideal and they did not desire to renovate “another old
school” for use as a public safety complex. The Fire Chief did not reply.
The PFFC has determined the Peter Fitzpatrick property is not well-suited for public safety. There
are vehicular ingress/egress concerns due to the proximity to the rotary and width of River Road,
high cost of required renovations to support the needs of public safety (garages, wiring to support
911 operations, holding cell construction, and building retrofit), and the negative financial impact
to the town. Through its research, the PFFC has found it to be more financially feasible and more
beneficial to our public safety crews to utilize another suitable location for a new public safety
complex or to put the required investment in to the existing public safety building to bring it up to
standards.

Planning Department
The PFFC discussed the property with the Planning Board Advisor, Lisa Davis who provided the
following comments via email on February 21, 2019:
“Several weeks ago, [Town Administrator, Andrew MacLean] asked me to submit an
application to the state for Housing Choice designation which once designated gives the town
access to funds for housing. The criteria for designation is that a town must have increased its
housing stock by 3% over the past 5 years and adopted "Best Practices", or an increase of 5%
without adopting "Best Practices". Over the past 5 years Pepperell has only increased its
housing stock by 2% and most of that has been in the form of single-family homes. The
percentage of affordable housing has actually decreased. As a result, we are not eligible for
housing choice designation which is unfortunate.
I think the town needs to move forward to create more housing particularly senior and /or
affordable housing. This site may be suitable for some sort of multi family housing but without
further analysis, I don't think anyone can answer that question. Clearly subdividing for
single-family homes makes no sense but I think the town should give serious consideration as
to whether some sort of multi family housing is viable.
The purpose of the Mass Development grant would be to understand the financial feasibility
of the committee's recommendations as well as to examine possible uses on the balance of the
site. It is not meant to discount the excellent work done by the committee but to build upon
it”.
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The PFFC recognizes the Planning Board Advisor’s desire to pursue a technical assistance grant
from Mass Development. However, the committee feels this is mostly duplicative to work already
completed and recommends the town utilize any Mass Development grant funds to further
analyze the infrastructure of the Peter Fitzpatrick School and complete a formal survey of the
property.

Pepperell Housing Authority
The PFFC also reached out to invite the Executive Director of the Pepperell Housing Authority,
Marilyn Tremblay to the January Open Forum. She was not able to attend, but provided the
following comments via email on January 26, 2019:
“I have contacted the folks at the Department of Housing and Community Development
(DHCD) several times via phone and email to discuss how to go about getting State funding
for redevelopment of existing property. Unfortunately, no one has replied to my requests. As
you know, there is a huge need for low income housing throughout the state as well as the
country. The State through DHCD subsidizes public housing and issues vouchers, namely
AHVP & MRVP. The subsidy that is given to each State Housing Authority is minimal. We do
run the units on the rents that we collect. The vouchers allow a person(s) to rent a private
unit as long as the landlord is agreeable to accepting the voucher. The State wait lists for a
public housing unit, and for either of the vouchers is years long. Without some type of rent
control in the private rental sector, people are becoming homeless at an astounding rate.
There is, also, the Federal side of housing that I unfortunately know very little about. The
managing entity for Federal housing is Housing and Urban Development or HUD. They
subsidize public units and Section 8 vouchers.
Turning Peter Fitzpatrick into viable public housing units would be costly, in my opinion.
Kitchens and bathrooms would be the biggest challenge. And once you start renovating,
everything has to be approved by the Architectural Access Board (AAB) and has to be ADA
compliant.
Based on what I know of the new addition, I think it would serve better use to a Boarding
House for Veterans where rooms are rented and bathrooms and kitchens are communal. Just
a thought. That might be cost effective.
The land might be sold to a contractor who is willing to build a 40B complex, where a
percentage of the units are subsidized by HUD and Section 8 vouchers are accepted. The
complex on River Road is owned and operated by a private realtor and some of there units are
subsidized. I can give your committee any contacts that you would like to talk to. I appreciate
what you all are doing to make the best use out of the school. Please keep me up to date on
your progress and hopefully I will be able to attend some meetings.“

Town Clerk
Jeanne Survell, Pepperell’s Town Clerk, reached out to the PFFC on January 31, 2019 regarding the
viability of using the Peter Fitzpatrick building for future elections:
“I was talking to [Town Administrator] Andrew about future election space for the Town. I’m
anticipating a large turnout in 2020. The Presidential Primary is slated for March and the
Presidential Election in November. Andrew had suggested that the Peter Fitzpatrick school

Peter Fitzpatrick Feasibility Committee Final Report

30

may fit the bill. [...] I was hoping that one of you would have the time and the inclination to
walk me through the school so I have a visual/spatial understanding of the space.”
Ms. Survell toured the building on February 4, 2019. Based on discussions during the tour,
elections would require use of the cafeteria, stage, and main foyer. There is significant interest
from the Town Clerk to move elections out of Varnum Brook Elementary School. According to a
March 5, 2019 email from the Town Clerk, making the change requires:
“...all voters need to be notified of the change in polling location which I could do in the 2020
Town Census that goes out in January. The State would need to be informed and the Board of
Selectmen need to call the location of the polling place.”
In a March 15 email, Town Administrator, Andrew MacLean added:
“Once the decision is made to use the building as a town facility for the foreseeable future,
then we would approach the State about the change. If there is any consideration that the
building is not staying under town control, we shouldn’t bother the State. I don’t think there is
any doubt but it is not yet a decision of the BOS or Town Meeting.”
The PFFC supports utilizing the Peter Fitzpatrick building for elections in the future and feels this
will only serve to drive additional traffic to the building which in turn raises visibility to the
programs being offered.

Recreation Department
The PFFC invited Pepperell Recreation Director, Nancy Archer to our December 4, 2018 meeting
as part of the committee’s data analysis discussion regarding possible re-use of the property. From
our meeting minutes:
“Nancy Archer, director of Pepperell Recreation, expressed a vision for the growth of the
recreation department in Pepperell MA by utilizing PF.
She would have space to grow programs such as: Archery, Volleyball league, Computer lab,
after school clubs, more exercise programs and expand the dance classes offered.
Slight possibility of bringing back summer playground.
Possible collaboration with PCA - Pepperell Community Arts to offer Dinner theater”
On December 4, 2018, we invited the Pepperell Recreation Commission and the Recreation
Director to attend our second public forum in January to provide their views, or to submit written
recommendations to the Committee. They did not attend and no written statement was received.
After the PFFC open forum in January, TA, Andrew MacLean engaged with the Recreation
Commission and Recreation Director regarding possible expanded use of the Peter Fitzpatrick
building for their programs based upon our preliminary recommendation.
The PFFC sent the Pepperell Recreation Commission and the Recreation Director a community use
survey, but did not receive a reply. On March 21, 2019, PFFC sent a notice to Recreation Director
Nancy Archer via the Town Administrator’s office requesting monthly Recreation program
attendance and revenues for 2018 and 2019 to date. As of the publication date of this report, no
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response had been received. It was the intent of the PFFC to analyze this data and compare it to
anecdotal comments regarding the need for more programs and additional program space.

Pepperell Historical Commission
Diane Cronin, Chair of the Pepperell Historical Commission, offered to pursue possible grant
funding opportunities for the Peter Fitzpatrick property that the town may want to consider. The
following is an outline of her research:
Grant Funding Opportunities
Massachusetts Preservation Project Funds (MPPF) – Mass Historical Commission
50/50 matching grant program for historic preservation and rehabilitation. Property must
be listed on the Massachusetts State Register. Properties using MPPF funds automatically
have a Preservation Restriction placed on the property requiring the Mass Historical
Commission to review future work done on the structure, before work starts. Review
process is based on the standards set by the Secretary of the Interior. Pepperell Town Hall
is listed on the National and State Registers and has a Preservation Restriction due to grant
funds that were used for work on Town Hall around 1998. This is recorded at the Registry
of Deeds. MPPF funds are due to be announced November 2018. Funds are awarded based
on need.
Community Preservation Act Funds – Department of Revenue (DOR)
The Community Preservation Act (CPA) is a smart growth tool that helps communities
preserve open space and historic sites, create affordable housing, and develop outdoor
recreational facilities. Community preservation monies are raised locally through the
imposition of a surcharge of not more than 3% of the tax levy against real property, and
municipalities must adopt CPA by ballot referendum. The CPA statute also creates a
statewide Community Preservation Trust Fund administered by the DOR, providing yearly
distributions to communities adopting CPA.
Cultural Facilities Fund (CFF) – Mass Cultural Council and MassDevelopment
CFF grants support projects that create jobs in construction and cultural tourism; expand
access and education in the arts, humanities, and sciences; and improve the quality of life.
The Cultural Facilities Fund invests in the acquisition, design, repair, renovation,
expansion, and construction of nonprofit and municipal cultural facilities. Grants are 50/50
matching grants and can utilize private or municipal funds.

Analysis of Options
The PFFC set out to determine the highest and best use (HBU) for the Peter Fitzpatrick property,
which is defined as:
“The reasonably probable use of property that results in the highest value. The four criteria
that the highest and best use must meet are legal permissibility, physical possibility, financial
feasibility and maximum productivity.” (Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Sixth Edition,
Appraisal Institute, Chicago IL, 2015, p 109)
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According to a February 13, 2019 email from Consultant, Brett Pelletier, when analyzing options
for a property, “it's hard to look at 'all options' because it opens the possibility for things that are not
legally possible or likely given current zoning restrictions and neighborhood realities. It's hard to
think about an asset like this in a hypothetical scenario without restriction. There's no magic recipe
for determining HBU in a vacuum; there needs to be parameters set, otherwise, the exercise isn't
helpful.”
We must also consider that as our town matures, the way we live also changes. The highest and
best use for a property in a decade is unlikely to be the same as its higher and best use today (and
vice-versa). When considering what to do with a property, decisions should be based upon known
parameters and community goals. Through this process, the community was clear regarding a
desire to reuse the building for the benefit of the community rather than dispose of it for
short-term monetary gain.
At a high-level and without engineering, architectural drawings, structural assessments, building
condition assessments, and regard for current zoning regulations, reuse as a school (however
unlikely), reuse as multifamily rental housing (however an illegal use and somewhat speculative
based on the building layout), or reuse as a mixed-use center would be considered the best uses.
The problem is, the first two assume either a lease or outright sale to a private user or developer
and the third assumes the maintenance of municipal ownership.
The committee approached possible recommendations based upon a number of principal options,
including the highest and best uses as determined by our consultant as well as options generally
referenced by the community (in no particular order):
– Sell As-Is
– Mothball the Building
– Demolish the Building
– Subdivide the Property
– School
– Multifamily Rental Housing
– Mixed Use Center

Sell As-Is
Selling the property as-is requires the town to follow MGL Part 1, Title III, Chapter 30B, Section 16
(Real Property: disposition or acquisition). Due to the market value of the property, an appraisal
and RFP process must be conducted. Details about what is required may be found in the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts Chapter 30B Manual, available online at:
https://archives.lib.state.ma.us/bitstream/handle/2452/113782/ocn772524529.pdf.
Looking at comparable sales in the region, we found an average sales price of $15.44 per square
foot. For the purposes of our analysis, the implied value of the Peter Fitzpatrick property is $1.2
million. The table below, excerpted from the Kirk & Company report (see Appendix C for full
report), shows the comparable sales analyzed:
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One of the most significant issues the committee discovered with regards to selling the property is
the time in which it would take to complete a sale. Based upon input from Consultant, Brett
Pelletier, the sales process for a large municipal building such as Peter Fitzpatrick School can take
years. During that time, buildings such as this deteriorate rapidly, resulting in loss of interest from
buyers and/or a heavily reduced sales price.
Based upon the long lead time to complete a sale, a negative return on investment that
would be realized, and considering the direct feedback from members of the community
via multiple venues, the committee determined it is not in the best interest of the town to
sell the property.

Mothball the Building
There is a general misconception that mothballing a building requires nothing more than locking
the doors and walking away. In reality, mothballing a building requires investment to ensure the
safety, security, and integrity of the building and its infrastructure. Furthermore, mothballing
requires continuous ventilation as well as temperature and humidity regulation. Swings in
temperature, such as those we experience here in New England, cause the rapid deterioration of
plaster walls and ceilings and can negatively affect door and window seals, as well as HVAC,
plumbing, and fire protection systems.
“A vacant historic building cannot survive indefinitely in a boarded-up condition, and so even
marginal interim uses where there is regular activity and monitoring [...] are generally
preferable to mothballing.
If long-term mothballing is the only remaining option, it must be done properly. This will
require stabilization of the exterior, properly designed security protection, generally some
form of interior ventilation—either through mechanical or natural air exchange
systems—and continued maintenance and surveillance monitoring.
Comprehensive mothballing programs are generally expensive and may cost 10% or more of
a modest rehabilitation budget.” (Park, Sharon C. “Mothballing Historic Buildings”
https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/31-mothballing.htm)
To protect the building and prevent demolition by desertion, the Town would need to invest in:
–
–
–
–
–

Installation and maintenance of ventilation system
Operation and maintenance of heating during winter months
Installation of a perimeter fence
Boarding of windows and doors
Site security personnel to walk the building on a regular basis
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The town would also be required to maintain a vacancy insurance rider, at a cost of $20,000
annually.
Due to the additional financial impact of mothballing the building, the lack of any return on
this investment, and the current demand for additional program/meeting/storage space,
the committee does not recommend mothballing the building.

Demolish the Building
The committee explored the costs and benefits of demolishing the building. From a community
perspective, there are virtually no benefits to demolishing the building. In 2015, the town finished
paying the bond used to fund the 1994 addition and renovation. It would not be fiscally
responsible to dispose of a building the taxpayers just finished paying for.
According to Kirk & Company (see full report at Appendix C):
“For the town to determine that demolition of the building was the most financially feasible
use, the underlying value of the land would necessarily need to offset the cost to demolish,
remediate, and ready the site for alternative use. Otherwise, the cost would be borne entirely
by the town and the end result would be an open lot of land.”
Kirk & Company’s summary table below details typical demolition costs based upon similar
buildings from similar time periods. A detailed explanation is in the full report. Costs per square
foot (SF) vary by building section because B wing is known to have asbestos present. It is believed
C wing also contains hazardous materials which would require abatement. These costs are inline
with the recent costs incurred to demolish the old North Middlesex Regional High School, also
built in the 1960’s.

In analyzing options for re-development, we need to consider the current zoning as explained
previously, which is Town Residential. Looking at various housing development scenarios
following demolition and sale of the vacant property, Kirk & Company provided the following
analysis; the full report provides the entire text.
“For consideration of single-family residential use, the site would need to be subdivided, curb
cuts created, and prepared for sale as single-family house lots… The site contains
approximately 19.0+ acres of land area, of which a portion of the site to the south is wetlands.
...for the purpose of analysis, we have made certain assumptions based on two scenarios.”
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The first scenario in the table below from Kirk and Company considers lot sizes of 80,000 SF (per
current zoning requirements), allowing ten houses. The second examines a subdivision with
30,000 SF lots, allowing 25 houses. The analysis assumes the site has capacity to support this. If
the town were to consider these options, more information would be needed relative to bringing
in utilities, water and sewer.
Scenario 1:

Scenario 2:

As evidenced by this analysis, the town could lose money in the first scenario and gain an
insignificant profit in the second. Given unknown conditions with potential for higher demolition
costs frequently occur once demolition begins, both scenarios could result in no benefit to the
town. After careful analysis, the report concludes:
“This exercise is considered preliminary and is based on a hypothetical subdivision and
buildout capacity that could be influenced by sensitivities with the models and altered
assumptions, however, does not appear to compellingly support the conclusion that
demolition and the subdivisions of the property for single-family residential use is an
economically feasible reuse possibility unless increased density is considered achievable on the
site. Additionally, these estimates are preliminary and no site plan, wetlands delineation,
zoning opinion, or site capacity analysis was provided or reviewed for this analysis. If
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alternative reuse scenarios are contemplated for this site, it is recommended that the site be
measured, delineated and technical due diligence be conducted to better understand the
capacity and limitation of the site. Currentland alternatives exist within Pepperell that
provide a much more reasonable approach to single-family subdivision with economic
incentive for the developer.”
For the reasons outlined above, the committee does not recommend demolishing the
building.
Partial Demolition
During the course of the committee’s work, discussions arose regarding what, if any value could be
realized through the demolition of a portion of the building. TA, Andrew MacLean specifically
inquired about demolishing B and/or C wing in order to create an access point to the ~5 wooded
acres at the southwest corner of the parcel.
As the committee began investigating partial demolition scenarios, it quickly became apparent this
option would not be feasible or financially viable for the reasons outlined below.
C wing contains the gymnasium, highlighted by the community as a significant asset and one
which is a potential revenue generator. As of February 2019, the gymnasium has seen regular use
even as the rest of the building has remained vacant. Demolishing C wing would incur significant
cost for the town and cause the loss of a strong asset. Further, demolishing C wing wouldn't help
with access to the back portion of the parcel.
B wing contains the cafeteria, a commercial kitchen with fixtures, and numerous classrooms. All
building utilities, HVAC infrastructure (boilers, water heater), and emergency generator are
located in B wing. B wing also provides ADA accessibility to C wing and the upper levels of both A
and B wings.
There are additional concerns and unknowns with respect to demolishing B wing, as outlined by
Consultant, Brett Pelletier in an email on February 13, 2019:
“Demolishing B block would create a large hole between two formerly connected buildings
and it's hard to say what the impact on the 'joints' would be and how much work would be
required to turn those buildings into freestanding buildings. I'm less concerned with C and
more [with] A. If [A] becomes non-compliant, there would be costs associated with bringing it
up to code. Otherwise, the building is useless and effectively unable to be occupied. That
building was built last and was designed to be connected to B.
B is a building that is more likely to have contamination than any of the other buildings.
Further, what would the use of A block be after the separation? Partial demolition is more
costly than a full demo on a per square foot basis because you have to make sure you don't
damage the surviving structures and you have to separate them carefully in order to preserve
structural integrity and utility. There are a lot of variables in that proposal that would make
me pause. If you tore down the most expensive bits of the building in order to prepare a site
for sale, the site MUST, by necessity be worth more than the demolition cost. Otherwise, it's a
waste of money. And if the town is worried about paying $150,000+- in operational costs of
keeping the entire building open, spending $700,000-$900,000 (assuming $15/sf) to demolish
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B and C to be left with a 25,000 sf A block, with limited utility and value, seems a hard sell.
The four-acre parcel would need to be worth at least the cost of demolition.”
Added to the above, the removal of B wing would require significant renovation, including:
– Construction of a new lobby and entryway for C wing
– Construction of new ADA ramps or addition of an elevator for A wing upper level access
– Abatement of hazardous materials, including asbestos, prior to demolition
– Potential relocation of the building’s oil tank
– Relocation of all site utilities (electricity, emergency generator, gas lines/meters, water,
sewer)
– Potential relocation and re-routing of the main boiler room, water lines, and related HVAC
systems
Given the potential value as a multi-purpose facility and the significant costs associated
with removing a portion of the building, the committee does not recommend demolishing
the building or any part therein.

Subdivide the Property
The committee explored the possibility of subdividing the property. This would allow for use of all
or part of the existing structure and open up possible development opportunities on
approximately 5 acres of elevated, wooded land at the southwest corner of the building. While a
formal study was not conducted, our analysis of this option is based upon our consultant’s
knowledge and experience, as well as detail gleaned from assessor maps and blueprints. It is
important to highlight input from Consultant, Brett Pelletier, received via email on February 13,
2019:
“Nobody has drawn the site, nobody has been able to opine (zoning or planning) on the
likelihood of a subdivision being placed at the site, and there has been no actual study of how
this would be accomplished. The land is currently not accessible from any public street, it is
behind an 80,000 square foot school campus, within proximity to wetlands (which also have
not been delineated or marked), and there seems to be a number of other sites in town and
regionally that make far more sense for building a residential subdivision.
[Without] a [sub-division] proposal with some actual numbers to look at and a plan for how
the lot lines would be re-arranged, [...] it doesn't seem likely that a private developer would
pay much for land that can't be accessed by a public street, is over 1000 linear feet from
public utilities, and would look into the back of a large school building that is up-grade from
the rear of the site. It would seem like the market would be unlikely to value that land very
high. It has a number of very significant detriments to the exercise and the only seeming
benefits of the site is that it exists.
1. It is very far away from utility connections, making hookup more costly
2. It is currently landlocked with no obvious way of accessing the site without impeding
the use and utility of the Peter Fitz.
3. Any demolition to provide access and enjoyment of the parcel would likely erode the
much of the upside potential to be gained.
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4. There doesn't appear to be a lack of developable land for single-family development in
the market, making the development of otherwise difficult, problematic or speculative
sites for SF homes unnecessary.
5. It is not clear what the zoning requirements would be in order to execute a transaction
or subdivide and combine the parcels necessary to serve both purposes.
6. It would likely require an extended process of legal and land use review before you
would be in place to dispose of this new 4-acre parcel. You would need to expend
substantial effort to get to a place where you could even legally attempt to sell the
property and it's unclear that the market would support that decision. You'd really
have to understand it better.
7. No site analysis has been done to determine if the site is suitable for SF home
construction. Would views be good or would there be a building in line of sight?
8. And final. The idea is not well defined enough to analyze with any precision. It's
hypothetical and speculative and assumes that you could sell the land without unduly
impeding the use of the building(s).
Just because something is theoretically possible, doesn't mean it makes economic or political
sense to pursue. I'm not saying that it's not a good idea, but what problem are you solving by
doing it and are you creating additional problems to achieve this goal? From my experience
and knowledge about real estate and the dynamics of markets, it's hard to conclude that
cutting out 4-acres of land in the back of the site to sell to a developer to subdivide and build
some number of homes on, is an obvious and logical business case.”
It is clear that subdividing off the wooded property at the southwest corner creates a number of
concerns that would require extensive mitigation, at considerable cost and potential hardship, for
access and use of the rest of the property.
–
–
–

–

The subject elevated portion of the property is land-locked and there is insufficient
frontage on Main Street for an access road.
Creation of a non-conforming lot, requires Zoning Board approval and/or a variance due to
shape and lack of frontage.
Access to the backlot would require a new roadway be built:
– Roadway would cut in to River Road and be over 1000 feet in length.
– Lower parking lot would have to be relocated.
– Playground would have to be removed (relocation is not an option).
– The open space at the rear of the building would be lost, along with the potential for
future use, such as additional athletic fields, dog park, or other outdoor space.
Running 1000 feet of new utilities (water, sewer, gas, electricity, cable, telephone) will be
costly.

Based on the input this committee received, subdividing the property is not in line with the
needs or wants of the community at this time. Selling off a portion of the property would
also not be for the benefit of the town in the long term. Based upon the findings of the
Pepperell Fields & Hard Courts Master Plan, as well as preliminary input received by the
Master Plan Committee regarding the need for additional open space and recreation, the
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committee recommends evaluating land at the southwest corner of the parcel for possible
recreational use in line with the above referenced Master Plans. The committee does not
recommend subdividing or selling any portion of the property.

School
According to Consultant, Brett Pelletier, “the most logical highest and best use [for PF] is as a school,
however, that's tempered by the fact that there are limited end users for that purpose. Reuse as a
school is also very logical because it's built as a school and is a school that is nearly move-in ready.
There's a limited number of users of old schools, especially large ones, so that limits the market and
upward pressure.”
Utilizing PF as a school may be considered the best use but it is not one which is reasonably
probable. The PFFC and TA were in discussions with The FLLAC Educational Collaborative
regarding the lease of approximately 20,000 ft2 (about one-third of the building) for an alternative
middle-high school. While the PF property was highly attractive, it is geographically too far from
the rest of the FLLAC member towns to make it a viable solution. Given Massachusetts’ current
restrictions on new charter schools and the small size of area private schools, finding an
educational tenant to occupy the entire building is unlikely.
The committee recommends educational programs, such as continuing education, adult
education, tutoring, preschool, and others be incorporated into a larger reuse strategy.

Multifamily Rental Housing
The PFFC researched the possibility of utilizing PF for housing. According to Consultant, Brett
Pelletier:
“I think multifamily residential use is a possibility, especially for senior populations. That's
not currently allowed by your zoning, but it might be physically possible given the existing
building layout. If you could throw out the zoning code, the site makes sense as a multifamily
project, but that's with the caveat that I'm not an architect and nobody has laid out the
building for that use to see if it makes sense. My gut says it's likely since the space is pretty
flexible, but it would be important to understand unit massing to answer HOW likely it would
be.”
On October 22, 2018, Committee members Amanda Huntington and Deb Fountain met with Mr.
Louis Russo, President of L.D. Russo General Contracting and Construction Management, at 198
Ayer Rd, Harvard MA, and his associate. The purpose of the discussion was to gain a better
understanding of possibilities of PFS land use from a local company with experience in developing
affordable housing associated with reuse of older buildings. Ms. Huntington provided an overview
of the property and the PFS Feasibility Committee’s objectives. There was a clear understanding
that the Committee members were only there to gather information and were not decision-makers
or speaking on behalf of the town. The following summary of meeting notes was provided to the
entire committee.
“Mr. Russo spoke of his company’s experience building new affordable senior housing
(http://www.ldrusso.com/portfolio/affordable-housing-residential/bowers-brookapartments/), which could be considered as a possibility for the back part of the 13-acre
parcel. They also specialize in renovating older buildings for reuse. In particular, he spoke of a
conversion project currently in process; a 1917, 15,000 SF school in Salisbury. The town
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examined the density caps in their bylaws and decided to convert the school to Friendly 40B
housing. JD Russo worked with a local architect to design an addition reflecting the historical
look of the school. Half of the building will be housing and the other half will be a Boys and
Girls club and reserved for other community use to be determined. Russo also converted a
school in Concord, MA to housing units
(http://www.ldrusso.com/portfolio/affordable-housing-residential/peter- bulkeley-terrace/)
Funding: Federal tax credits - there is federal funding available through HUD low income
housing tax credits. After the town ensures that they have full control of the site ownership,
zoning, utility, services, etc) they would apply for the tax credits. There are many applicants
vying for these credits, but success is highly probable after a typical 2-year wait and possibly
having to submit a second application. State funding - There are also Massachusetts tax
credits available. For senior housing, chances to obtain the tax credits are improved if there
are supportive services nearby or in the building. This is also referred to as
‘assisted-living-light’. MassWorks has utility grant funds (if needed). Senior housing –
Community Based Housing (CBH) funding is available at 0% interest rates. This works well
with the federal tax credits. CBH will fund 50% of the costs.
Process: For municipal-owned property – the town sets the specifications and issues a Request
for Proposal (RFP). The town evaluates proposals and conducts negotiations to select a
developer. Towns that have the best success rates are those that already have a good idea of
what they want to do and include specifics defining their needs in the RFP. After this, it
typically takes at least two years to obtain the funding. The 40B application process is easier
than other means.”
Mr. Russo offered several things to consider. First, the town may want to consider a mixed use of
community arts center and housing, such as his Salisbury, MA project. However, in view of the
average 5-year waiting period for RFP process and obtaining funding, it would be advisable to
take both a short and long term look at property. His opinion was that the town is best served if
they can keep the property maintained and bringing in some tenant funds to support operating
costs. Mr. Russo also stated that he would be willing to provide further assistance but would need
to tour the property first to gain a better understanding of potential.
Finally, the 2014 Pepperell Housing Production Plan identifies 4 other publicly-owned potential
housing sites in town, in addition to the PF property. Although each of these properties also have
various constraints and limited access, the PFFC believes that the other parcels that could better
sustain multi-unit housing with minimal adaptation required to the existing property.
The committee discussed housing as an option at length and came to the conclusion that
housing, while in demand, is not financially feasible or best-suited for the Peter Fitzpatrick
property. This was corroborated by input from the Housing Authority Director (see her
earlier comments) and independent research conducted by the Committee.

Mixed Use Center
With a building as large and in as good condition as Peter Fitzpatrick, the possibilities for re-use
are virtually endless. The committee focused on options which would provide benefit to a broad
demographic in the immediate term and provide long term financial stability in an effort to reduce
(and eventually eliminate) the financial burden on the town. To quote TA, Andrew MacLean,
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“nothing is free” and any use of the building must be supported by usage fees and/or rental
payments that are put back into the building to cover expenses.
The PFFC firmly believes a non-profit management entity is critical to the ongoing success
and self-sustainment of the property. A non-profit will be eligible for additional grants, may
solicit and accept donations, will have greater latitude in staffing options, and is not
required to adhere to municipal bidding requirements.
Municipal Use
The Building Department and Historical Commission responded to our survey indicating their
current spaces within town buildings do not sufficiently meet their needs. The current
shortcomings are in the form of meeting and storage space, both of which could be addressed
within the Peter Fitzpatrick building with little, if any, renovation or investment.
The committee feels there is opportunity to leverage PF for municipal use, such as office
space, meeting space, and storage. The PFFC recommends town departments be required to
pay rent to help sustain operation and maintenance of the building.
Community Center for Arts, Education, and Recreation Programs
As it currently sits, the Peter Fitzpatrick building is “move-in ready” for community arts,
education, and recreation programs. The PFFC looked to Littleton’s recreation department, The
Roudenbush Community Center (Westford, MA), Groton-Dunstable Community Education, and
Cogswell ArtSpace (Haverhill) for insight into how community programs can be self-sustaining.
The PF property is well-suited for growing Pepperell’s recreation programs, offering additional
community education classes, and re-introduction of before/after school programs. The layout of
the Peter Fitzpatrick building provides for numerous opportunities, both in the short and long
term, for mixed-use. With the possibility of three distinct entrances, various portions of the
building could be designated for specific activities, programs, or tenants.
Based upon conversations with members of the Master Plan Committee, it is anticipated they will
be recommending a commercial overlay to include the Peter Fitzpatrick property. While the
committee is in favor of adding specific light commercial as permitted uses of the property, we
recommend waiting until the Master Plan Committee makes their recommendation to determine
which specific uses are suitable for the Town. The PFFC envisions shared offices, business offices,
incubator space, maker space, coffee/sandwich shop, indoor farmers market, and art/music studio
and shops.
In consultation with TFC, the committee determined a multi-tenant, mixed-use scenario would
generate income through three primary revenue streams: long-term tenants (lease per square
foot), ongoing programming (registration fees), and short-term rentals (rental fees). TFC has
provided the following sample financial projection showing potential, declining contributions
from the town budget as program revenues grow over the next 5 years.
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Source: The Fitzpatrick Collaborative

When considering lease options, it is important to note that most tenants will expect at minimum
a 10 year lease with option for extension. Consultant, Brett Pelletier recommends and the
committee agrees “if there were zoning modifications to allow smaller scale office, retail, and a suite
of complementary uses, it would be logical to assume that would increase the economic feasibility.”
The committee recommends taking a phased approach towards building up programs and
occupancy of the property. In the immediate term, educational programs, use of the
commercial kitchen (i.e., food prep, cooking classes), recreational activities, child
enrichment, summer camps, and adult programs can be offered on the site per zoning
regulations. Based upon input from the community over the last 8 months, there is
significant interest in these types of activities.

Conclusions
The PFFC was tasked to develop recommendations to the BOS for the PF property. Our attempts
at due diligence were constrained by a lack of historical data on cost and building condition,
unknown status of suitability of parts of the property for redevelopment (wetland delineation,
access rights), lack of capital plan for the building and no budget for the Committee to hire
professionals to answer some of our questions.
Ultimately, we determined that we could still provide creative solutions and recommendations of
value to the town. Based on the results of Consultant, Brett Pelletier’s analysis, we determined sale
or demolition of the property is not cost effective and provides no lasting value to the town. We
then turned our focus on providing the community with the benefit of new space for programs
and services for the townspeople while generating revenue to offset the costs to operate/maintain
the property.
We also recognize that other possibilities, such as affordable or elderly housing, increasing the
number of town fields or installing solar arrays, could be explored if more information were
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available. We feel it is in the best interest of the community to utilize the building no later
than July 1, 2019 to provide a revenue stream and benefits for our citizens. In the meantime,
the town would have adequate time to expand the scope to explore other long term possibilities,
such as applying for a Technical Assistance Grant from Mass Development.
Our recommendation will take time, effort, and trust to be successful. Based on the conversations
we’ve had with townspeople, the expert research and insight from Consultant, Brett Pelletier, the
data we collected, and countless hours of analysis, we are confident we have determined the best
path forward for our community with respect to this treasured property.

Recommendations
The PFFC’s objective was to consider and explore all options for the PF property, including
demolition (full or partial), sale (including as-is or subdivide), re-use, or a combination of any of
these options and make a recommendation to the BOS regarding the best use for our community.
After careful research and analysis, the PFFC developed a series of recommendations based upon
the following:
– is it financially feasible in the near term?
– does it provide the best return on investment for the community at large?
– does it benefit community members of all ages and demographics?
– will it preserve the Peter Fitzpatrick building?
In a unanimous decision, the committee hereby recommends the Board of Selectmen act in due
course to:
– allow for the repurpose of the Peter Fitzpatrick property as a mixed-use center under
current zoning bylaws, enabling immediate use of the building to offset ongoing “vacancy”
expenses.
– authorize and instruct the Town Administrator to engage a non-profit organization by June
30, 2019 to manage all aspects of the property on behalf of the town as a public/private
partnership for a minimum initial term of 10 years.
– recommend the Town of Pepperell require at least 1 board position with the operating
entity.
– recommend creation of a zoning overlay for restricted light mixed commercial uses (ie,
coffee shop, farmer’s market, shared office space, small business office space, art/music
studio) within the next 1-3 years.
– take appropriate steps to ensure all revenue generated by the property is invested back
into the property.
– conduct further research into grant opportunities such as those provided by the Historical
Commission and others in relation to Community Arts and Recreation programs.
– require all uses of the property, such as those by municipal and/or community
organization, contribute financially for such use.
– ensure expediency in the execution of these recommendations to maximize the offset of
ongoing cost to the town.
Further, the committee thanks the Board of Selectmen and the citizens of Pepperell for allowing us
the opportunity to serve the Town in this capacity. Collectively, we have learned a lot, not only
about what once was the Peter Fitzpatrick School, but what can become of this valuable resource.
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Respectfully Submitted,

Craig Hansen
Committee Chair

William Greathead
Board of Selectmen

Dave Lavender

April Healey
Committee Vice-Chair

Deborah Fountain

Grover Pillsbury

Amanda Huntington
Secretary

David Herman

Steven Temple

Date: ______________________________
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Appendix A - Concord Square Planning & Development Memorandum
Appendix B - Kirk & Company Agreement
Appendix C - Kirk & Company Final Report
Appendix D - Town of Pepperell Zoning Bylaws, Table of Principal Uses
Appendix E - Building Data
Appendix F - Building Drawings
Appendix G - Police Chief Letter
Appendix H - Town Department and Committees Space Needs Survey
Appendix I - Roof Evaluation Excerpt
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