2021 REPORT OF THE SUMMER RESIDENTS ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO THE SELECT BOARD
The Summer Residents Advisory Committee (SRAC) had a busy and productive summer. The
SRAC had twelve meetings and it also produced the 75th Annual Summer Chatham Town Meeting
where it presented “THE Chatham Scorecard”. See Appendix. At its regular meetings the SRAC
reviewed the following issues: The adequacy and the quality of Chatham’s potable water supply;
A review of the Town Charter; Residential tax exemption; Prioritization of capital projects; The
history and progress of Chatham’s commitment to sewer the entire town; The Waterways
Advisory Committee Draft Waterways Bylaws; Coastal Issues; and Affordable Housing. The SRAC
very much appreciates the help it received from Town employees and officials and wishes to
acknowledge and thank the following persons: Stephen Daniel, Finance Committee Chairperson;
Alix Heilala, Finance Director; Peter Cocolis, Select Board Chairperson; Shareen Davis, Select
Board; Thomas Temple, Director DPW; Robert Duncanson, Ph.D., Director of Natural Resources;
Kathleen Donovan, Director Community Development; Aly Sabatino, Town Planner; and Ted
Keon, Director of Coastal Resources. The SRAC would especially like to thank Jill Goldsmith, Town
Manager, who was with us at every meeting and provided invaluable guidance and assistance.
As a result of this effort, the SRAC unanimously agreed to the following observations and
recommendations.
I
Draft Waterways Bylaws
In 2017 the Harbormaster proposed consolidating the various Town Waterways Regulations with
the Harbormaster’s Waterways Regulations. At that time, the SRAC reviewed the Harbormaster’s
Regulations which pertained to the assignment of moorings and discovered that in some
circumstances the Regulations conflicted with Town Bylaws which had been adopted at Town
Meeting and approved by the Attorney General. The SRAC concluded that where there was a
conflict between a Bylaw and Regulation, the Regulation reduced or eliminated transparency in
the mooring assignment process. Therefore, SRAC recommended that the Select Board reject the
Regulations which conflicted with the Bylaws. The SRAC also proposed that mooring locations
and that rental of a mooring location be prohibited.
Thereafter, the SB charged the Waterways Advisory Committee with the task of resolving the
conflicts between the Bylaws and Regulations and the SB retained Special Counsel, Amy Kwesell,
to assist the WAC in this process. Atty. Kwesell produced a report of her review of the Regulations
which identified the conflicts and provided her opinions and recommendations. However, rather
than revising the existing Regulations to agree with the existing Bylaws, the WAC instead has
proposed substantial revisions to the Bylaws ( “Draft Waterways Bylaws” dated Jan. 30, 2020”.
The SRAC does not know if Atty. Kwesell has produced a report reviewing these “Draft Bylaws”.
However, if such a report has not been prepared, the SRAC recommends that the Select Board
request that its counsel, Atty. Kwesell, review the “Draft Bylaws” and submit a report to the
Select Board which includes her observations and recommendations. The SRAC also welcomes a
similar review by Atty. Kwesell of its recommendations, described below.
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The SRAC has concluded that the “Draft Bylaws” substantially reduce transparency in the
assignment of moorings and the SRAC has provided to the WAC its “Recommendations of the
SRAC to the WAC Regarding the Draft Waterways Bylaw Dated January 30, 2020”, hereafter
“Recommendations”. See Appendix B.
The SRAC Recommendations can be briefly summarized as follows:
1. SRAC opposes Draft Bylaws 265-16G, 265-16D and 265-16E and recommends retaining
existing Bylaws 265-15G, 265-15D and 265-15E.
2. SRAC opposes Draft Bylaw 265-22 and recommends retaining existing Bylaw 265-23
with an amendment to correct a procedural defect.
3. SRAC opposes Draft Bylaw 265-14G and recommends retaining existing Bylaw 265-14G
with a revision to remove an ambiguity.
4. SRAC is proposing a new Bylaw to require that the mooring permit locations be mapped
and that the maps include information necessary for full transparency in mooring
location assignments, e.g., maximum boat length.
5. SRAC also recommends that the Bylaws specifically prohibit the rental of a private
mooring permit rather than to allow rental of a mooring at the discretion of the
Harbormaster as currently allowed by the Waterways Regulation 1015-1. See Special
Counsel Kwesell Recommendations to WAC dated March 6, 2019.
The SRAC Recommendations include a review of each Draft Bylaw which pertains to mooring
assignments including an explanation of the reason that the Draft Bylaw lacks transparency as
well as the rationale for the SRAC recommendation that the Draft Bylaw be rejected and the
existing Bylaw be retained.
It is important to keep in mind that the WAC review of the Draft Waterways Bylaws is continuing.
In fact, the WAC has posted a meeting for September 9, 2021 at which time the sole agenda item
is to meet with the SRAC to discuss the SRAC “Recommendations”. The SRAC anticipates that at
this meeting, just as the SRAC provided to the WAC its rationale for the SRAC
“Recommendations” the WAC will similarly identify the specific problems in the existing Bylaws
for which the WAC determined its proposed Bylaw revisions are necessary.
The SRAC also anticipates the WAC may revise the Draft Waterways Bylaws before submitting its
final recommendations to the Select Board. Similarly, the SRAC anticipates that its
recommendations to the Select Board will evolve as the process proceeds. After the WAC
approves its final recommendations to be submitted to the Select Board, the SRAC will prepare
and deliver to the Select Board its final recommendations both in writing and in person at the
appropriate meeting of the Select Board.
II
Prioritization of Capital Projects
The SRAC reviewed the Town’s process to prioritize capital projects with a primary focus on
Town Warrant-based articles with a cost of at least $250,000.00. The SRAC concluded that the
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Town has a well-designed framework and structure that supports a thoughtful process to
establish priorities for capital budget items. The SRAC also has several recommendations to
improve the overall process including:
• Publish a summary of all Warrant Articles that are in the planning process, those that
have been authorized but not yet commenced and those that are underway with
current status.
• Provide more clarity as to how the Finance Committee’s views on capital projects can be
taken into account.
• Encourage development and use of vision statements and/or strategic plans to guide
capital budget item prioritization. The Select Board has made affordable/attainable
housing a high priority. Continue to emphasize the importance of maintaining an
elementary school in Town and development of year-round jobs.
• Focus on converting the prioritization process into a limited list of key projects
sequenced to meet the Towns critical needs.
A full and complete review and analysis of these recommendations is contained in the SRAC
“2021 Capital Projects Position Paper”. See Appendix C.
III
Residential Tax Exemption
The Residential tax exemption does not serve the best interests of the Town and should not be
adopted. The exemption does not provide any additional revenue but would add a layer of
expense by requiring an additional employee to support the assessor. The residential tax
exemption simply moves money around by taking it away from some taxpayers (not just summer
residents) and giving it to others in a fashion not based on a plan to achieve Chatham’s goals and
with a high risk of unintended consequences. Only one thing is certain about the residential
exemption: Chatham’s tax rate will increase to compensate for the reduction in assessments, and
that higher rate will apply not only to residential property owned by summer residents, but to all
ineligible residential property owned or rented by full time residents. A detailed analysis and
explanation are set forth in the “SRAC Position Paper on the Residential Exemption”. See
Appendix D.
IV
Town Charter Review
The SRAC has reviewed the Charter and believes that the only section which should be modified
is the provision which requires mandatory Charter review every five years. SRAC recommends
that Section 8-2, Periodic Charter Review, be deleted. Mandatory periodic review pursuant to
Section 8-2 is not necessary as the Charter may be revised as necessary pursuant Section 8-1. At
a minimum the SRAC recommends that the periodic review period be lengthened to 10 years.
The SRAC has provided to the Charter Review Committee a detailed analysis and explanation of
its recommendation in the “SRAC Comments and Suggestions to the Charter Review
Committee”. See Appendix E.
V
Affordable Housing
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The SRAC continues to support the development of affordable/attainable housing and supports
the use of the recently acquired Buckley property for that purpose. The SRAC suggests that the
Buckley property could be developed in a fashion similar to the “Conceptual Drawings” attached
as Appendix F. In addition, the SRAC recommends the following criteria for any RFP for
affordable/attainable housing.
1. The home must be the purchaser’s primary residence.
2. Rental of the property is prohibited.
3. Owners are required to be members of the Homeowners Association.
4. Only single-family units: no multi-family units to start.
5. Maximum two-story buildings.
6. 2, 3 and 4-bedroom homes with at least 1 ½ baths
7. 1 ½ parking space per home.
8. Cape Cod Architecture.
9. At least 10 units per acre to save money and create sense of community.
10. Sales price to be affordable/attainable.
11. Deed restrictions to limit resale price to existing affordable/attainable
12. Establish a financing program to provide significant assistance to enable qualified
purchasers to obtain loans for the project.
13. No Town involvement after the home is sold.
VI
Chatham’s Comprehensive Wastewater Plan
The SRAC has participated in and supported Chatham’s Wastewater Plan since its inception.
This year the SRAC prepared a report on the progress of the implementation of the plan
entitled “Chatham’s Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan”. See Appendix G.
This report is a history of Chatham’s progress on its commitment to provide access to the
sewer for every dwelling and commercial property in Town. In 2022 the SRAC intends to
investigate the progress in connecting these properties to the newly installed sewer lines.
Respectfully submitted,
Joel Rottner, Chairperson
August 2021
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Summer Town Meeting
August 3, 2021

2020

2021

Change
2020-2021

Assessed Valuation

$7.4

$7.5

1.3%

Tax Rate (Per $1,000)

$4.82

$4.98

3.3%

Property Taxes (Millions)

$35.4

$37.2

5.1%

Total Revenue (Millions)

$44.1

$46.3

5%

Expenditures (Millions)

$43.5

$44.5

2.3%

Debt (Millions)

$80.3

$87.9

9.5%

Debt Service (Millions)

$6.1

$6.5

6.6%

13.8%

14.1%

2.2%

(Billions)

Debt Service to Revenue
Source: Town of Chatham

Chatham Scorecard
Summer Town Meeting - August 3, 2021

Cape Cod Tax Rates FY 2021
Barnstable

$9.10

Bourne

$10.77

Brewster

$8.58

Chatham

$4.98

Dennis

$6.03

Eastham

$9.18

Falmouth

$8.50

Harwich

$8.52

Mashpee

$8.91

Orleans

$7.84

Provincetown

$7.08

Sandwich

$13.77

Truro

$7.38

Wellfleet

$7.86

Yarmouth

$9.56

Note: Towns in italics have a residential exemption.
Source: Town of Chatham

Single Family Home Average Assessed Value FY 2021
Bourne

$476,482

Brewster

$563,843

Chatham

$1,010,109

Dennis

$520,658

Eastham

$521,408

Falmouth

$576,332

Harwich

$584,732

Mashpee

$562,989

Orleans

$840,885

Sandwich

$385,572

Yarmouth

$412,006

Average

$533,662

Note: For the towns of Barnstable, Provincetown, Truro, and Wellfleet, insufficient
data is available to calculate single family home average assessed values because
these towns have adopted residential exemptions
Source: Town of Chatham

SINGLE FAMILY HOME
AVERAGE TAX BILL – FY 2021
Dennis

$3,140

Yarmouth

$3,939

Eastham

$4,787

Falmouth

$4,899

Brewster

$4,838

Chatham

$5,038

Mashpee

$5,016

Bourne

$5,132

Harwich

$5,029

Sandwich

$6,194

Orleans

$6,593

Average

$4,964

Note: insufficient data for Barnstable, Provincetown, Wellfleet
and Truro due to Residential Tax Exemption
Source: Town of Chatham

Amount
Net OPEB Liability (6/30/20)

$18,586,638

Trust Balance (6/30/2020)

$2,285,066

OPEB Trust Contributions FY 2021*

$696,412

*$150,000 Overlay Surplus + $546,412
Landbank Surtax Repurpose = $696,412
Source: Town of Chatham
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Recommendation of the Summer Residents Advisory Committee to the Waterways
Advisory Committee Regarding the Draft Waterways Bylaw Dated January 30, 2020
The Summer Residents Advisory Committee (SRAC) recommends the following with respect to
the Draft Waterways Bylaw dated January 30, 2020:
1. SRAC opposes draft bylaw §265-16G amending existing bylaw §265-15G and
recommends retaining existing bylaw §265-15G.
2. SRAC opposes draft bylaws §265-16D and E amending existing bylaws §265-15D
and E and recommends retaining existing bylaws §265-15D and E.
3. SRAC opposes draft bylaw §265-22 replacing existing bylaw §265-23 and
recommends retaining existing bylaw §265-23 with an amendment to correct a
procedural defect.
4. SRAC opposes draft bylaw §265-14G and recommends retaining existing bylaw
§265-14G with a revision to remove the ambiguity in the existing bylaw.
5. SRAC recommends adding a new bylaw section to existing bylaw §265-14 to prohibit
the renting or leasing of moorings.
6. SRAC recommends adding a new bylaw section to existing bylaw §265-14 to require
a map of mooring areas and mooring locations be posted online.
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SRAC RECOMMENDATIONS
1.

SRAC Opposes Draft Bylaw §265-16G Amending Existing Bylaw §265-15G and
Recommends Retaining Existing Bylaw §265-15G

Existing Bylaw §265-15G provides:
G. All new assignments of the moorings shall be taken from the first
suitable vessel on the waiting list. If the vessel selected for a mooring is not the
next [suitable vessel]* in line on the wait list then the Harbormaster shall provide
a written reason for such a selection to the Board of Selectmen/Town Manager,
the Waterways Advisory Committee, and to all individuals on the waiting list who
have been passed over within 15 days of such an assignment.
* Draft bylaw §265-16G corresponds to §265-15G but adds the [bracketed] words “suitable
vessel” so the “next in line” phrase reads the “next suitable vessel in line.”
The existing bylaw requires that, within 15 days, the Harbormaster must give written notification
to all persons on a waiting list who were next in line for an available mooring, but were passed
over for a mooring assignment for any reason.
The addition of “suitable vessel” in the draft bylaw eliminates the written notification
requirement for all persons next in line on waiting lists who are deemed by the Harbormaster not
to have a “suitable vessel.” As stated in “SRAC Comments on Draft Waterways Bylaws”
submitted to the Waterways Advisory Committee on March 31, 2020:
“Existing Waterways Bylaw 265-15G is essential to promoting transparency
and fairness in the assignment of moorings. The existing Bylaw requires that
whenever a mooring is assigned to a vessel which is not next in line on the
wait list, the Harbormaster must provide to any individual who is passed
over a written reason for passing over the vessel. Draft Bylaw 265-16G
requires that the Harbormaster notify only individuals on the wait list who are
passed over when the vessel passed over is a “suitable vessel.” This proposed
revision removes transparency from the process of assigning moorings. It is
the Harbormaster who determines if a vessel is “suitable.” Therefore, it is
reasonable to conclude that the Harbormaster will never pass over a vessel
which he judges to be “suitable.”
Accordingly, if Draft Bylaw 265-16G is adopted, the Harbormaster will
never be obligated to notify any individual on the wait list that he/she was
passed over. Transparency and fairness require that every time any person(s)
on the wait list is passed over, the Harbormaster must notify the person(s) and
provide a reason that the passed over vessel was not “suitable.” Absent
notification, a person who is passed over is deprived of the opportunity to
contest the Harbormaster’s decision and to provide to the Harbormaster the
reason he believes his/her vessel is “suitable” for the mooring location. In
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addition, absent receipt of notice, the passed over individual is deprived of
his right to appeal the Harbormaster’s decision.
Finally, even if the individual’s vessel is not suitable, fairness requires that he
be allowed to substitute a “suitable” vessel. Indeed, it is not unusual for a
person who is on the wait list not to own a vessel and to obtain a vessel only
after he is assigned a permit. Draft Bylaw 265-16G all but eliminates any
notice and therefore substantially reduces transparency in the assignment of
moorings. SRAC strongly opposes the adoption of Draft Bylaw 265-16G
and supports the retention of existing Waterways Bylaw Section 265-15G
without amendment. [Emphasis added.]”
2.

SRAC Opposes Draft Bylaws §265-16D and E Amending Existing Bylaws §26515D and E and Recommends Retaining Existing Bylaws §265-15D and E
Existing Bylaw §265-15D provides:
D. A list of all mooring wait lists and assignment lists shall be kept at the
Harbormaster's office and posted on the Town website. These lists will have the
date an individual first appeared on the wait list. The assignment list will have the
date the mooring was assigned to that individual. When the Harbormaster makes
any changes either by issuing new moorings or removing moorings then that
change will be reflected on the respective list within 15 days of said change. The
Harbormaster's office shall maintain these records as public documents in paper
and electronic form and shall keep these records for public review indefinitely or
until otherwise instructed by the Board of Selectmen/Town Manager.
The underlined provision is deleted in corresponding draft bylaw §265-16D. Draft bylaw §26516D deletes the requirement to update mooring assignment lists within 15 days of adding or
removing mooring assignments. If this requirement is deleted, draft bylaw §265-16D leaves it to
the discretion of the Harbormaster when, and if, he will post any changes to the mooring
assignment list on the town website. Transparency requires that mooring lists be current and
that any changes be posted within a time certain.
Existing Bylaw §265-15E provides:
E. The Town Clerk's office will be responsible for archiving the records. The
Harbormaster's office will provide it with updated lists every six months. Records
shall be available for the public to review upon request. All records submitted to
the Town Clerk's office by the Harbormaster's office shall be kept indefinitely or
until otherwise instructed by the Board of Selectmen/Town Manager.
Draft bylaw §265-16E proposes to amend existing bylaw §265-15E as follows:
E. The Harbormaster shall annually by May 1st update and publish the mooring
wait lists on the Town website with a copy to the Town Clerk.
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The proposed amendment: 1) eliminates the requirement for the Town Clerk to archive
mooring records and keep them indefinitely until otherwise instructed by the Select Board or
Town Manager, and 2) changes the requirement to update mooring waiting lists and
mooring assignment lists semi-annually to update only waiting lists and only annually
instead of semi-annually.
Draft bylaws §265-16D and E together eliminate a time certain for posing updated mooring
assignment lists. These changes along with the failure to archive and maintain records for a
reasonable time is directly contrary to principles of transparency and contrary to the wishes
of the voters at town meeting. SRAC is opposed to annual revisions. In this digital age, there
is no reason that posted records cannot be maintained current even more frequently than
semi-annually as now required.
SRAC opposes draft bylaws §265-16D and E and recommends retaining existing bylaws
§265-15D and E without amendment.
3.

SRAC Opposes Draft Bylaw §265-22 Replacing Existing Bylaw §265-23 and
Recommends Retaining Existing Bylaw §265-23 with an Amendment to Correct
a Procedural Defect

Draft Bylaw §265-22 provides:
A. Statutory appeals. Any individual or entity aggrieved by a decision of the
Harbormaster shall have the right to pursue and [sic – an] appeal to the Division of
Waterways as more fully set forth in MGL c. 91, § 10A, and 310 CMR 9.07(5).
B. Local Review.
(1) A person or entity aggrieved by a decision of the Harbormaster pursuant to
G.L. c. 91 § 10A and 310 CMR 9.07(5)(a) may file a petition with the Board
of Selectmen for a recommendation with [sic – within] 7 days of the
Harbormaster’s decision. Upon the filing of a petition, the Board of
Selectmen may [emphasis added] render a recommendation in writing within
21 days.
(2) Failure to abide by timeframes for renewal of waitlist or moorings is not
grounds for Local Review.
(3) The filing of a statutory appeal under this bylaw shall stay the enforcement of
the action or actions appealed from until such time as the MassDEP Chapter
91 renders its decision is rendered [sic].
(4) In rendering its recommendation, the Board of Selectmen shall comply with
the provisions of 310 CMR 9.07(5) in reviewing if the Harbormaster’s
decision:
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(a) is arbitrary, capricious, or an abuse of discretion;
(b) conflicts with an overriding state, regional, or federal public interest;
(c) fails to meet any requirement contained in 310 CMR 9.07;
(d) was based on plans or other documentation submitted with the
application which contained substantially inaccurate or incomplete
depictions of the structure and its surroundings; or
(e) allows floats, rafts, or small structures which significantly interfere with
public rights to use waterways for fishing, fowling, and navigation or for
other lawful purposes. The Department shall issue its decision within 30
days of the close of the period for comments described in 310 CMR
9.07(5)(c).
Draft bylaw §265-22 eliminates the Select Board’s appellate authority under existing local
appeal bylaw §265-23B. It provides only for a non-binding review of a single Harbormaster
action, namely, a refusal to permit a mooring, an action that is ultimately appealable to the state.
The existing bylaw is far superior because it authorizes the Select Board to hear and render final
decisions in appeals. Nevertheless, it must be amended to correct a procedural defect.
Existing Bylaw §265-23 provides:
A. Statutory appeals. Any individual or entity aggrieved by a decision of the
Harbormaster shall have the right to pursue and appeal to the Division of
Waterways as more fully set forth in MGL c. 91, § 10A, and 310 CMR 9.07(5)(a).
If an aggrieved person elects to utilize the local appeals process, any decision by
the Harbormaster shall not become final until seven days following the decision
of the Mooring Appeals Board at which time the thirty-day appeal period in MGL
c. 91, § 10A, will commence to run. The decision to utilize the local appeals
process
shall not constitute a waiver of the statutory appeal process.
B. Local appeals.
(1) The Board of Selectmen shall hear and rule upon all appeals initiated
under this bylaw.
(2) The Board of Selectmen is authorized to hear and decide appeals
initiated by any aggrieved person as defined in this mooring bylaw. The
appeal shall be filed with the Town Clerk and the Harbormaster within 10
days of notice of [SRAC’s proposed amendment] the action of either the
Harbormaster or a recreational boating facility from which the
aggrievement arises. The Board of Selectmen shall hold a hearing within
21 days of the filing of the appeal and shall render its decision and file the
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same with the Town Clerk and Harbormaster within 21 days of the
conclusion of its hearing.
(3) Any party to the local appeals process aggrieved by the decision of the
Board of Selectmen may appeal pursuant to MGL c. 91, § 10A, or 310
CMR 9.07(5)(a), providing they qualify for such appeal. All other appeals
of the Board of Selectmen shall be to the Superior Court of Barnstable
County by way of certiorari.
(4) Any further appeal to the Division of Waterways shall include the
decision of the Board of Selectmen which shall have prima facie evidence
of its correctness.
(5) The filing of a local appeal under this bylaw shall stay the enforcement
of the action or actions appealed from until such time as the appeal is
finally adjudicated or resolved and until the Board of Selectmen has
rendered its decision.
(6) In ruling upon appeals, the Board of Selectmen shall determine:
(a) Whether there has been compliance with the provisions of this
bylaw, the regulations of the Harbormaster, and, if applicable, the
policy referenced in § 265-14.1 as the same may be amended from
time to time.
(b) Whether the action or decision of the Harbormaster or the
recreational boating facility was arbitrary or capricious.
Existing local appeal bylaw §265-23B(2) provides that an aggrieved person must file an appeal
“within 10 days of the action of the Harbormaster.” However, the existing and draft bylaw §26515G allows the Harbormaster 15 days to notify persons on waiting lists that they have been
passed over. Therefore, the 15-day period for notification may expire before the passed over
person receives notification. Both the statute and the Code of Massachusetts Regulations
governing appeals provide that an aggrieved person must file an appeal after receiving notice of
the action of the Harbormaster.
SRAC’s recommendation follows Special Counsel Kwesell’s Recommendation to WAC dated
March 6, 2019 at page 7.
“Issue: Bylaw §265-23B(2): States that local appeals must be
filed within 10 days of the action/decision that is being appealed.
This eliminates any appeal of an individual who was "passed over"
on a waiting list under §265-l5G because notice to such individuals
has a 15 day deadline. Additionally, an individual only has 30 days
to appeal to the State pursuant to 310 CMR 9.07(5).
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Recommendation. Coordinate the timing throughout the State
Regulations (30 days) and the Bylaw/Regulations (10 days) along
with the notification procedures (15 days) so that a person aggrieved
receives notice, has time to appeal to the Mooring Appeals Board
pursuant to the Bylaw and then can still appeal to the State within
30 days.”
SRAC opposes draft bylaw §265-22 and recommends that existing bylaw §265-23 be retained
with an amendment adding the words “notice of” to correct the procedural defect.
4.

SRAC Opposes Draft Bylaw §265-14G and Recommends Retaining Existing
Bylaw §265-14G with A Revision to Remove the Ambiguity

Existing Bylaw §265-14G provides:
G. When a permit holder/owner of a mooring discontinues the use of a mooring
for the vessel described in the mooring permit, the permit holder/owner may
retain the mooring location for a period of not to exceed two years, and the
mooring may be used by another vessel as prescribed in § 265-18. If after two
years the permit holder/owner does not own a vessel requiring a mooring, the
Harbormaster shall reassign the mooring location.
Existing Bylaw §265-14G as amended by Draft Bylaw §265-14G provides:
G. When a permit holder/owner of a mooring no longer owns the vessel described
in the mooring permit or another approved vessel, the permit holder may retain
the mooring location for a period not to exceed two (2) years from the date of
disposition, transfer, or sale of the vessel described on the permit, discontinues the
use of a mooring for the vessel described in the mooring permit,the permit
holder/owner may retain the mooring location for a period of not to exceed two
years, and the mooring may be used by another vessel as prescribed in § 265-18.
If after two years the permit holder/owner does not own a vessel requiring a
mooring, the Harbormaster shall reassign the mooring permitlocation.
(1) A mooring permit holder must notify the Harbormasters Office in writing
of the disposition date of the vessel described on the permit prior to the
end of the permit renewal period (permit year).
(2) In a waiting list area, when a permit holder no longer owns the vessel
described in the mooring permit or discontinues use of a mooring, as
determined by the Harbormaster after a permit review, the permit holder
may retain the mooring location for a period not to exceed two (2) years,
and the mooring may be used by another vessel as prescribed in §1017 [sic
- § 265-18].
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(3) If, after two (2) years the permit holder does not own a vessel
requiring the mooring or has not continued to use the mooring as
described above, the permit holder shall forfeit the mooring and remove
their mooring tackle within 30 days. The Harbormaster may reassign the
mooring location.
On its face, the existing and draft bylaws §265-14G appear to require reassignment and forfeiture
of a mooring permit if a permit holder does not use the assigned mooring for two years. See the
bolded language in the existing and draft bylaws. SRAC supports this principle. However, both
bylaws are ambiguous as they appear to allow a permit holder who owns a vessel requiring a
mooring, but does not moor the vessel to the mooring, to retain the mooring permit and location
indefinitely so long as the required fees are paid.
At the July 21, 2017 meeting of the Summer Residents Advisory Committee, the Harbormaster
agreed that the language in the existing bylaw allows permit holders to keep their permits for 10
years and never put a vessel in the water. See the video archive at 01:19:45 to 01:21:00.
Allowing permit holders to retain their permits and leave their moorings vacant for years simply
because they own a vessel and pay their fees is unfair and inequitable to the more than 1,000
persons on waiting lists.
Special Counsel Kwesell suggested several alternatives that require placing the permitted vessel
on the mooring for a given period of time during each calendar year. Counsel recommended to
WAC that it consider the regulations or bylaws of eight other Massachusetts towns in which
forfeiture is required if a permit holder does not use the mooring during a permit year. In some
towns, like Harwich, the mooring must be used between 2 weeks and 30 days every permit year
to avoid forfeiture.
SRAC supports Special Counsel’s suggestion to require permit holders to use their mooring for a
given period of time and recommends the following amendment to existing bylaw §265-14G:
G. When a permit holder/owner of a mooring discontinues the use of a mooring for the vessel
described in the mooring permit, the permit holder/owner may retain the mooring location for a
period of not to exceed two years, and the mooring may be used by another vessel as prescribed
in § 265-18. If after two (2) years the permit holder/owner does not own a vessel requiring a
mooring, has not moored the permitted vessel on the mooring for a total of 30 days during two
consecutive calendar years, the permit holder shall forfeit the mooring and remove the mooring
tackle as directed by the Harbormaster and the Harbormaster shall reassign the mooring location.
During the two calendar years, the mooring may be used by another vessel as prescribed in §
265-18.
5.

SRAC Recommends Adding a New Bylaw Section to Existing Bylaw §265-14 to
Prohibit Renting or Leasing of Moorings
SRAC recommends adding the following new bylaw section §265-14L:
L. No person shall rent or lease a mooring permit or mooring location.
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This new section will prohibit permit holders from renting or leasing their mooring permit or
mooring location. As stated in SRAC’s August 20, 2019 Report to the Select Board, “in view of
the fact that the demand for moorings significantly outstrips the supply resulting in waits in
terms of years, the Subcommittee recommended that Section 1015 of the Regulations, which
allows a private mooring permit holder to rent his/her mooring at the discretion of the
Harbormaster, be revised to prohibit the rental of a private mooring. A mooring is a public
resource and a [permit] holder should not be allowed to profit from [public resources].”
Special Counsel Kwesell recommended that §265-14 include a provision prohibiting permit
holders from “unlawfully” renting or leasing their permitted mooring. See Special Counsel’s
Recommendation to WAC dated March 6, 2019 at page 8.
6.

SRAC Recommends Adding a New Bylaw Section to Existing Bylaw §265-14 to
Require Mapping of Mooring Areas and Mooring Locations
SRAC recommends adding the following new bylaw section §265-14M:
M. The Harbormaster shall maintain a map of all mooring areas and all mooring
locations in those areas. The map shall identify the permit holder and assigned
vessel information for each mooring location. The map shall also identify the
maximum length and maximum draft for a vessel at each mooring location. The
map shall be posted on the Town website.
SRAC has consistently recommended that all mooring areas and mooring locations be mapped
and that the mapping be made publicly available online. See, e.g., SRAC’s August 20, 2019
Report to the Select Board. This new section will promote transparency in the assignment of
moorings and in the determination of a “suitable vessel” under §265-15G.
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2021 Capital Projects Prioritization Subcommittee Position Paper
The SRAC Capital Projects Prioritization Subcommittee (the “CPP Subcommittee”) reviewed the
Town’s methodology in prioritizing capital budget projects to evaluate that process and make
any appropriate suggestions to the Select Board. The first section of this Position Paper reviews
the prioritization process for capital items that are likely to become Warrant Articles. The second
section presents several Observations and Recommendations about the prioritization process.
Overall Capital Items Prioritization Process
The Town categorizes capital items in two groups. The first group of capital items are those
projects that become individual articles at an Annual Town Meeting or Special Town Meeting.
Capital items in this group are those that individually cost $250,000 or more, have a life
expectancy of 5 years or more and can be financed by long term debt. In this Position Paper
these Items are referred to as “Warrant Article Capital Items”. The second group of capital items
are those that on an individual basis cost less than $250,000, have a life expectancy of greater
than 5 years and are funded through the Town Operating Budget. These are referred to as “InBudget Capital Items.” Both groups of capital items are prioritized through the Collins Center
Capital Improvement process described below. Warrant Article Capital Items (e.g., those that
cost > $250,000) are subject to more extensive prioritization processes which are also referred
to below.
Collins Center Capital Improvement Process
In 2018 The Town contracted with the Collins Center of the University of Massachusetts to assist
the Town to implement a Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The CIP is described in detail in a
report prepared by the Collins Center titled: “Capital Improvement Plan FY 2020-FY2024” which
was delivered to the Town in January 2019. Under the CIP the Select Board meets in Working
Sessions to review each capital budget item and rates the capital item against a lengthy list of
criteria, including does the Project preserve or enhance Town assets, increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of government and stewardship and expending of financial resources. Key policy
areas addressed include, inter alia, Aesthetics, Cultural and Recreational Opportunities,
Environmental Sustainability, Youth and Families and Public Health and Safety.
The CIP
evaluation and rating is a key part of the capital item prioritization process. Prioritization begins
when some projects are eliminated, continues when others are downsized or capped and ends
when the remaining projects are sequenced.
Warrant-based Capital Items
The prioritization process for Warrant Article Capital items typically extends over a long period
of time, often a year or more. The formal budget process for the forthcoming year which
includes the Operating Budget, the In-Budget Capital Budget and Warrant Article Capital Items
begins at the Budget Summit convened in late October. The Budget Summit brings together the
Select Board, Finance Committee, Monomoy Regional School District and Town
Manager/Director of Finance to set the stage for more detailed budget reviews. At the Budget
Summit, the agenda includes the State of the Town, Town Policy/Budget Directive, and Budget
Priorities. An important element of the Budget Summit is a section titled Five Year Capital

Improvement Plan/Program/Projects and Investment Strategy. During this section of the Budget
Summit likely Warrant Article Capital Items are identified. During the Budget Summit for FY
2022, the following Warrant Article Capital Items were identified: Wastewater Project,
Drainage/Stormwater Projects, Council on Aging Project, Community Preservation Projects and
Other Town Funding Priorities/Projects. An important aspect of this section of the Budget
Summit is Debt Service Forecasts/Schedules which helps determine the level of debt that the
Town can afford.
In addition to the prioritization process launched at the Budget Summit, the prioritization
process for most projects that eventually become Warrant Article Capital Items typically begins
well before the Budget Summit at such time as the Select Board identifies possible large capital
projects. At that time appropriate Town Staff are assigned to develop approaches. As these
potential Warrant Article Capital Items are developed they are briefed to the Select Board
periodically for direction and feedback, and sometimes voted by the Select Board.
The Select Board also develops annual Select Board Goals and Objectives (recently updated in
July 2021) which impact Warrant Article Capital Item priorities. As an example, in the July 2021
update the Select Board made addressing the PFAS contamination of Well 5 a top priority.
Another important priority setting tool is the Town’s standing practice of endeavoring to keep
annual debt service at a level of 9% or less of the Operating Budget.
Observations and Recommendations
As set forth above, we have reviewed the process for prioritizing Warrant Article Capital Items
and conclude it is well designed as a bottom- up process for collecting information to make
decisions with input from all the right players. We applaud the Select Board for establishing the
goal of increasing the opportunity for the public to provide feedback on projects.
Recommendation – Warrant Article Capital Item Summary Chart
We note, however, that residents might better appreciate the work that goes into the
prioritization process. While the Finance Department publishes detailed and comprehensive data
from which almost any analysis could be made, a simple Chart in lay terms showing the following
information would help to inform the taxpayers:
1. A listing of all Warrant Article Budget Items, with relevant information, that are in
planning and maybe authorized in the next three years;
2. A listing of all Warrant Article Capital Budget Items that have been authorized but not
yet commenced, including estimated cost and completion date;
3. A listing of all Warrant Article Capital Budget Items that are underway with estimated
cost and actual cost to date;
All such projects should be grouped by related projects.
Recommendation – Proposed Committee for Warrant Article Capital Items

While suggestions have been made to appoint a new Committee to handle Warrant Article
Capital Items, we conclude that all the right people are presently involved in the prioritization
process (Dept Heads, Town Mgr, Finance Mgr, Finance Committee, Select Board and Voters at
Town Meeting). If a specific large project could benefit from review by a separate group, the
Town has a history of creating such an ad hoc group. The Town has done this in the past,
examples are the Community Center and the Fire Station. The Select Board should exercise the
discretion to utilize such a tool without creating a new standing committee which would add an
additional layer of analysis.
Recommendation – Warrant Article Capital Item - Role of Finance Committee
The Finance Committee is an important voice in the voters consideration of Warrant Article
Capital Items. Not only does the Finance Committee offer its opinion on the warrants, it submits
an annual report which comments on a wide range of finance and spending matters. It may be
useful to have more clarity about how the views of the Finance Committee can best be expressed
and taken into account.
Observation – Vision Statements and Strategic Plans
The Collins Report provides general concepts in the evaluation of individual capital
improvements. Many of these improvements are part of a program in which the Town has a welldefined vision statement and strategic plan to achieve that vision. Other individual projects have
seen mixed results and show room for improvement in how the program is formulated,
implemented and communicated. At one end of the spectrum is the Wastewater Project that
was well designed and numerous Warrant Article Capital Items have been financed and
implemented over a very long period of time to achieve a clear goal. In other areas such as the
Eldredge Garage and 90 Bridge St, the Town started by buying property with its use, and cost of
development, to be determined. They may be good investments but their use requires earlier
planning. Similarly, the Waterfront Bond issue set up a number of Capital Items, the sequence of
which does not present an obviously clear plan and the utility of which will in large part be
determined by coastal changes.
Recommendation – Affordable and Attainable Housing
The Town is laying the groundwork to increase Affordable and Attainable Housing. The Town has
set out a vision of Chatham as a year-round community where young people can find housing,
jobs and education. Progress has been made in putting together the tools for housing but there
has been difficulty in obtaining voter approval to dedicate the land. If Chatham wants affordable
housing it needs to implement a plan quickly. We note that the long-term trend in Chatham
elementary school population is downward. An elementary school will be important to attract
young families to Chatham. Already Harwich is seeking a larger financial contribution from
Chatham and as the cost per Chatham pupil increases in the future there is a risk that Chatham
voters will not support those costs. Efforts to create housing and jobs (understandably delayed
by the pandemic) need to go to the top of the list and to the extent that Warrant Article Budget
Items are involved they need to be prioritized.

Summary Recommendation
In summary, the Warrant Article Capital Item prioritization process begins with and ends with the
Select Board with appropriate input from other Town Departments and Committees.
The CPP Subcommittee believes that the Select Board expends a significant amount of energy
and focus on Warrant Article Capital Item prioritization and that the Town has implemented a
framework and structure that supports a thoughtful Warrant Article Capital Item prioritization.
process. The task lies in converting that process into a limited list of cost-controlled projects
sequenced to meet the Town’s most pressing needs.

SRAC Position Paper on the Residential Exemption
The residential exemption does not serve the best interests of the Town of Chatham, and
should not be adopted. The residential exemption provides no additional revenue to the Town and
is generally referred to as revenue neutral. For Chatham, however, it would add a layer of expense
by requiring an additional employee to support the Assessor at a cost last estimated at $35,000
plus benefits. The residential exemption simply moves money around by taking it away from some
taxpayers (not just summer residents but also certain full-time residents who will be excluded) and
giving it to other taxpayers in a fashion not based on any plan to achieve Chatham’s goals and with
a high risk of unintended consequences. Only one thing is certain about the residential exemption:
Chatham’s Tax Rate will go up to compensate for the reduction in assessments, and that higher
rate will apply not only to residential property owned by summer residents, but also to all ineligible
residential property owned or rented by full time residents.
The Residential Exemption is Unfair to Summer Residents
Each year, pursuant to statute, the Assessors determine the fair market value of real estate
in Chatham and make a professional recommendation to the Select Board. Although the current
recommendation has not been made as of this writing, it is instructive to look at the 2020
recommendation in which a unanimous Board of Assessors voted against the residential
exemption, as it has done in the past, stating:
“The Assessors do not recommend granting the Residential
Exemption as this results in shifting the tax levy share not
between the Classes but between the residential class itself.
Personal Property is assessed to taxpayers whose residence is
not in Chatham. The personal property tax is based on two
percent of the building cost. There is a $10,000 exemption
for personal property tax which requires an assessed value
on the building of $500,000 or more in order to receive a
personal property bill. The result being that part-time residents
on the higher assessed values will pay a personal property tax
on the contents of their Chatham homes which residents do not
pay. The part-time residents customarily place fewer demands
on municipal services. The assessors feel that the residential
exemption would be inequitable to create this separation strata
within the residential class.”
While the exact value of summer resident’s homes has not been calculated, it has been
estimated in the past that they pay over 63% of the residential property tax due to the high assessed
value of many of those homes. Those values have continued to climb. Thus, they are a major factor
in allowing Chatham to have a first-rate infrastructure supported by a low tax rate. At the same
time, as part time residents they make only part time use of most town services and infrastructure
and no use at all of the school system. At the June 22,2020 Town Meeting, the Monomoy Regional
School District budget was approved at $9,019,089. Also, at the 2021 Town Meeting a (1/2%)
Real Estate Transfer Tax was imposed on the purchase of homes for over $2,000,000, a large
portion of which homes are owned by summer residents. This is in addition to the personal property
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tax on residential property imposed only on summer residents. Even as part time residents they
undertake all the commitments and involvement that one would expect from good neighbors.
The Residential Exemption is Unfair to Some Full Time Residents
Massachusetts General Law affords the Select Board an option to apply a residential
exemption to all Class One residential parcels which are the principal residence of a taxpayer as
used by the taxpayer for income tax purposes. Not all full time Chatham residents will benefit from
the residential exemption. Those full time residents whose residential properties are not eligible
for the exemption will pay more in taxes than they would have paid without the residential
exemption. Ineligible residents include:
•

Residents whose homes are owned by trusts or LLCs that do not grant the resident a
required beneficial interest in the property. This may burden many older residents who
have plans to leave valuable homes to their families but not the income to pay increased
taxes.

•

Residents whose homes are assessed at a value above the “breakeven point”, that is, the
value at which the additional tax imposed by the increased rate exceeds the savings offered
by a reduced assessment. This may particularly impact people who have lived in Chatham
all their lives or in homes owned by families for generations, which have benefited from
the rising value of property in Chatham. They will pay a higher tax than if the residential
exemption had not been adopted.

•

Residents who own more than one residential property will be eligible for the exemption
only for the residence they own and occupy, but will pay a higher tax rate on their other
residential parcels, such as year-round or seasonal rented homes, condos, apartments and
land, than they would have paid if the residential exemption had not been adopted. In cases
of leased properties, such tax increases could be passed on to low income renters making
the impact of a residential exemption regressive and running counter to Chatham’s goal of
providing more affordable housing for younger workers and families. Such increased costs
may have a negative impact on developing rental properties. How will the Assessors or the
Select Board explain to these Chatham full time residents the need to increase their taxes
for the benefit of other residents who may or may not be needy?

Chatham’s Goals Will be Better Served by Focusing on Specific Projects.
One problem with the high assessed values and appreciation of Chatham homes is that it
makes it difficult for young working families to purchase a home here. Adopting the residential
exemption is not a solution, as it is not going to make the price or costs of a home in Chatham any
more affordable. The solution for home ownership by lower income families in Chatham lies more
broadly in the town’s adoption of new zoning bylaws, creating necessary incentives that encourage
the construction of moderately priced homes and placing appropriate requirements on the purchase
and resale of those homes. The Summer Residents Advisory Committee has supported such
projects and lent its expertise to create design proposals. The new ½% Tax will fall mostly on
Summer Residents and will support this type of housing.

2|Page

Similarly, programs related to child care for working families and services for the elderly
can best be pursued with the revenues available to the town without making the disruptive and
largely unproductive changes that flow from a residential exemption. Chatham also has a whole
range of exemptions and deferrals to assist those in need including qualified property owners,
veterans, and seniors. The Town can continue and perhaps expand its efforts to ensure they are
utilized.
Even the 2021 Town Meeting rejected a petitioned article to advise the Select Board to
implement a Residential Real Estate Tax Exemption at the level of 20% and to annually consider
raising, but not lowering the exemption level. The Select Board and the Finance Committee
unanimously opposed it and the Town Meeting voted it down 76 to 46.
Conclusion
Chatham summer residents are good neighbors and an integral part of the community. They
take great pride in Chatham and its success as a community as much as Chatham full time residents.
They contribute their time and money to Chatham’s charitable organizations, places of worship,
and other community sponsored activities. Summer residents are major purchasers of goods and
services of Chatham businesses. The Summer Residents Advisory Committee has worked with the
Town to fight for our rights on Monomoy, to support the fishermen’s use of the fish pier, and
transparent access to moorings and waterways in general and to support the town wide sewer
system and our schools. For the foregoing reasons, SRAC recommends that the Select Board
continue its long standing and well based policy of not adopting a residential exemption.
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SRAC Comments and Suggestions to the Charter Review Committee

1) Recommended Change
The Summer Residents Advisory Committee (SRAC) appreciates the opportunity afforded it
by The Charter Review Committee (CRC) to offer comments and suggestions regarding any
changes to the Town Charter. SRAC has met and reviewed the Charter and believes that only one
section requires modification and that is in regard to mandatory review every five years. SRAC
recommends that Section 8-2 Periodic Charter Review be deleted from the Charter for the
reasons set forth herein. SRAC points out that even without periodic review the Town can still
review and revise the Charter. Section 8-1 provides that the Town Charter “may be replaced,
revised or amended in accordance with any procedure made available by Article LXXXXIX of the
Amendments to the Constitution of the Commonwealth and any laws of the Commonwealth
[MGL c. 43B §10] enacted to implement said constitutional amendment.” If the CRC determines
to retain Section 8-2, SRAC recommends that it be modified to run for a period of ten years from
the date the last Charter Review Report is adopted and approved by the voters in an election.
2) Reason for the Change
While a Charter is nothing to be tinkered with, Chatham has had three CRCs in the past nine
years. A CRC was appointed and began work in April 2013. It conducted an extensive review
during which all segments of the community had the opportunity to express their views.
Revisions to the Charter were approved by voters at the May 2015 Town Meeting and finally
approved at the annual election on May 12, 2016. Then, only two years later, the Select Board
(SB) had to appoint citizens to a new CRC as required by Section 8-2.
While the Charter presently requires the appointment of a new CRC every five years, that
period runs from the date the last CRC was appointed and not from the date the revised Charter
was adopted. This Charter was fully reviewed and adopted and there is no reason to extensively
revisit that work. Moreover, that second CRC was dissolved by the SB and never reported to the
voters. Many of the suggestions that CRC was working on were objectionable on a number of
grounds including introducing new legal terminology and criteria, introducing vagueness and
inviting possible unintended consequences. Changes to the role of the Town Manager and the
muzzling of staff at Town Meeting may exceed the limitation on the CRC and would face a harsh
review before the Attorney General. Those changes should not be considered by this CRC which
should start with a clean copy of the Charter and continue to do its own work.
3) Suggestions for the Review of Other Proposals
The Town Charter is the bedrock document on which the structure and operations of the
Town are based. Even Section 8-2 refers to changes deemed to be “necessary,” and MGL c. 43B
§10(a) prohibits CRCs from making changes to the Town form of government. It is our
suggestion that the CRC first determine what changes, if any, are necessary to remedy a

problem in Chatham and then decide if any change in the Charter would be necessary. Any
language inserted in or deleted from the Charter should be evaluated by the CRC for possible
unintended consequences. For that reason, clarity, precision and education of the voters are
necessary ingredients of any change.
4) Request for Further Input
The SRAC will endeavor to appear before the CRC at a meeting and to submit written
comments on any changes being considered by the CRC. Again, we appreciate the opportunity
you have afforded us to comment.

House 1/ 2BR 1.5Ba
Lower Level:
657sf
Upper Level: 534sf
Total:
1191sf

29'-0"

29'-0"

24'-0"

Back Porch

Ba2

BR1

Dining

Kitchen

23'-0"

10'-0"

23'-0"

Living

Up
Cl

Entry

PR
W/D

Lower Floor Plan

Jon Worden Architects
512 Matheson Street
Healdsburg, CA 95448
707-239-9076

Prepared For

Phil Richardson

Roof
Below

Dn

Bath1

Upper Floor Plan

Chatham
Cluster Houses

House 1
Plans/ 1:8

3

7-31-21

House 1/ 2BR 1.5Ba
Lower Level:
657sf
Upper Level: 534sf
Total:
1191sf

Left Elevation

Front Elevation

Right Elevation

Back Elevation
Jon Worden Architects
512 Matheson Street
Healdsburg, CA 95448
707-239-9076

Prepared For

Phil Richardson

Chatham
Cluster Houses

House 1
Elevations/ 1:8

4

7-31-21

House 2/ 3BR/2Ba
Lower Level:
718sf
Upper Level:
487sf
Total:
1205sf
26'-0"

26'-0"

Back Porch

Cl

Dining

28'-0"

28'-0"

Bath1

Dn

16'-10"

Kitchen

L

Up

Entry

Living

BR1

Roof
Below

Open to
Below

BR2

11'-10"

Lower Floor Plan

Jon Worden Architects
512 Matheson Street
Healdsburg, CA 95448
707-239-9076

Prepared For

Phil Richardson

Upper Floor Plan

Chatham
Cluster Houses

House 2
Plans/ 1:8

5

7-31-21

House 2/ 3BR/2Ba
Lower Level:
718sf
Upper Level:
487sf
Total:
1205sf

Left Elevation

Front Elevation

Right Elevation

Back Elevation
Jon Worden Architects
512 Matheson Street
Healdsburg, CA 95448
707-239-9076

Prepared For

Phil Richardson

Chatham
Cluster Houses

House 2
Elevations/ 1:8

6

7-31-21

House 3/ 4BR/2Ba
Lower Level:
886sf
Upper Level:
431sf
Total:
1317sf
32'-0"

Roof
Below

Living

Kitchen

13'-8"

Entry

Open to
Below

Dining
Cl

28'-0"

Up

BR1
Bath1

L
BR3

BR4

14'-4"

BR2

14'-4"

Dn

Bath2

32'-0"

Lower Floor Plan

Jon Worden Architects
512 Matheson Street
Healdsburg, CA 95448
707-239-9076

Prepared For

Phil Richardson

Upper Floor Plan

Chatham
Cluster Houses

House 3
Plans/ 1:8

7

7-31-21

House 3/ 4BR/2Ba
Lower Level:
886sf
Upper Level:
431sf
Total:
1317sf

Left Elevation

Front Elevation

Right Elevation

Back Elevation
Jon Worden Architects
512 Matheson Street
Healdsburg, CA 95448
707-239-9076

Prepared For

Phil Richardson

Chatham
Cluster Houses

House 3
Elevations/ 1:8

8

7-31-21

House 4/ 4BR/2Ba
Lower Level:
886sf
Upper Level:
431sf
Total:
1317sf
32'-0"

Cl

Kitchen

BR3

BR1
Dining
28'-0"

Up

Bath1

Open to
Below

Dn

Bath2

L

Living
Entry

BR2

Cl

BR4

32'-0"

Lower Floor Plan

Jon Worden Architects
512 Matheson Street
Healdsburg, CA 95448
707-239-9076

Prepared For

Phil Richardson

Upper Floor Plan

Chatham
Cluster Houses

House 4
Plans/ 1:8

9

7-31-21

House 3/ 4BR/2Ba
Lower Level:
886sf
Upper Level:
431sf
Total:
1317sf

Front Elevation

Alternate Back Elevation
Jon Worden Architects
512 Matheson Street
Healdsburg, CA 95448
707-239-9076

Prepared For

Phil Richardson

Alternate Front Elevation

Back Elevation

Chatham
Cluster Houses

House 4
Elevations/ 1:8

10

7-31-21

CHATHAM’S COMPREHENSIVE WASTERWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
The Summer Residents Advisory Committee was established to provide the
Chatham Board of Selectmen with a vehicle for dialogue with Chatham’s nonresident taxpayers, who pay more than 2/3rd of the real estate taxes collected by the
Town, on critical issues facing the community.
Chatham’s saltwater embayments and fresh water ponds are among its most
important assets and are in serious decline. That decline can be seen by a loss of
eelgrass beds and shellfish flats, and in the increase in algae in our saltwater
embayments and in noxious weeds chocking our fresh water ponds.
Under a Consent Order with Massachusetts Environmental Protection
Agency Chatham was obligated to develop a plan to reduce nitrogen loading in the
Town’s embayments. Stearns & Wheler, Environmental Engineers and Scientists,
were retained by the Town to develop a comprehensive wastewater management
plan.
To dimension the problem, a Massachusetts Estuaries Project was conducted
by the Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency (“MEPA”) in Chatham from
2001 to 2003. Sites included in the study were:
Taylor Pond/Mill Pond/Red River
Bucks Creek/Cockle Cove Creek
Stage Harbor Area
Bassing Harbour (Crow’s Pond and Ryder’s Cove)
Muddy Creek System
The Study concluded that nitrogen loading was 90% to 30% above a healthy
level in the embayments and that septic discharge accounts for 80% to 90% of the
input.
MEPA also studied the Pleasant Bay system. That study was completed in
April of 2006. The areas studied of interest to Chatham included Pleasant Bay,
Bassing Harbor-Ryder’s Cove, Frost Fish Creek, Crow’s Pond, Muddy Creek-upper,
Muddy Creek-lower and Chatham Harbor. That study concluded that restoration of
the Pleasant Bay estuary system required reduction of present nitrogen inputs,
again finding that they were principally from septic discharge.
No specific study of Chatham’s many fresh water ponds was made. Fresh
water ponds were and still are undergoing significant eutrophication from
phosphorus loading from soaps and detergents from septic discharge.

Restoring the embayments and ponds before they reached a non-recoverable
condition by expanding the current sewer system in Chatham to cover all homes,
public buildings and businesses has been a priority of the Summer Residents
Advisory Committee (“Committee”) from its inception in 1996. At the 2006 Summer
Town Meeting hosted by the Committee, it presented its recommendations for the
Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan.
“The Plan’s Goal should be to clean up all of Chatham’s waters,
saltwater embayments and ponds, by providing sewer connection to
all
Chatham households and businesses. This 100% solution is
the only way to be fair to all Chatham taxpayers.
“Contract to complete the project in 8 to 10 years. Prolonging the
project delays improvements, will make the project more expensive in
the long run and threatens completion.
“Undertake a feasibility study of the benefits and costs of distributing
effluent for use in irrigation, prior to the final design of the system.
Such distribution has the potential of reducing consumption of town
water, reducing the amount of effluent flowing into Cockle Cove
watershed, and generating revenues to offset the cost of the system.
“Finance the project through a combination of the tax rate and
betterments and the real estate transfer tax.”
At the meeting the Committee asked the attendees to complete a
questionnaire on the Committee’s recommendations for the Comprehensive
Wastewater Management Plan. Forty-three attendees took the time to complete the
questionnaire and indicated overwhelming support for the Committee’s
recommendations. Thirty-eight of the respondents favored sewering all of Chatham
and wanted the project completed in 8 to 10 years. A nearly equal number
supported the Committee’s call for a feasibility study on recycling the effluent and to
pay for the system through the combination of tax rate and betterments.
Following the Summer Town Meeting, the Committee submitted its
recommendations to the Select Board on August 24, 2006.
In April of 2008 the Town of Chatham announced that its plan was nearing
completion. In a communication sent to out to the community the Town announced
the details of the Recommended Plan (Chatham’s Comprehensive Wastewater
Management Plan Nears Completion, April 8, 2008).
The Plan included the following components:

Phase upgrade and expansion of the Chatham Wastewater Treatment
Facility to treat the wastewater. This will be done in a modular
approach (2 phases) to keep costs manageable and efficiently treat
the variable(seasonal) wastewater flows;
Expansion of the sewer system over a 30-year time period (20 years
for Phase I area to meet the nitrogen TMDL (Total Maximum Daily
Load) limits, with an additional 10 years to extend sewers to the
remaining portions of the town;
Continued work to investigate nitrogen management alternatives in
the Muddy Creek watershed;
Continued storm water management to deal with road contaminants
and sediments; and
Education on proper fertilizer application and management to
prevent overuse of fertilizers.
The Final Plan was completed in 2009. It added one additional component:
Continued discussion with Harwich about the feasibility of the
Chatham Waste Water Treatment Plant providing service as a
regional facility. (Chatham Comprehensive Wastewater Management
Planning Project, May 2009)
The Final Plan did not adopt the Committee’s timeline preference of 8 to 10
years. In the Summary of Recommended Plan, the rejection of the Committee’s time
line was explained as follows:
“Several alternative timelines were considered for the extension of
the future collection system. The summer Residents Advisory
Committee, a Town advocacy group comprised of residents that own
summer homes in Chatham but maintain year-around residency
outside of Chatham (and therefore cannot vote in Chatham Town
Meetings), expressed the view that they would like to see the entire
Town served by a modern wastewater collection and treatment
system in a period of 8 to 10 years to deal conclusively with these
wastewater and nitrogen problems. Subsequent evaluations by
Stearns &Wheler and the Town’s Wastewater Planning Technical
Advisory Group indicated that the implementation of sewers at this
pace would cause major disruptions in Town to traffic, business, etc.
during the 8- to 10-year period and could damage the summer-time
vacation economy.
After review with the Citizens’ Advisory
Committee and the Board of Selectmen, general consensus indicated
that a 20-year implementation was the most practical and feasible for

the treatment plant expansion/upgrade and sewer expansion to those
portions of Town with critical wastewater nitrogen management
needs (i.e., to the areas affected by nitrogen TMDLs). This 20-year
period would be called Phase 1 implementation and would be
followed by a 10-year Phase 2 implementation to further expand the
treatment facility and extend the sewers to the remaining portions of
Town. (Town Chatham, Massachusetts Final CWMP/FEIR Chapter 11,
page 11-6.)
Nor did the Plan commit to undertaking a feasibility study of the benefits and
cost of distribution of effluent for use in irrigation, prior to the final design of the
system.
Because Chatham’s tax rate was low relative to other communities and the
total value of properties in Chatham high, the Select Board chose to pay for the
project’s costs entirely through property taxes, which reduced the cost to the
average taxpayer, as no project betterment costs to the average taxpayer would be
assessed.
Since the plan proposes to connect all Chatham properties to a Town sewer
over 20-30 years, each property owner would also incur a one-time connection cost
estimated to average between $3000-10,000, depending upon the distance of their
home/business from the street. The Town advised that this connection cost could
be borrowed for up to 20 years from the Barnstable County Community Septic
Management Program at a subsidized interest rate.
At the Annual Town Meeting in May 2009 the Comprehensive Wastewater
Management Plan was approved with preliminary funding of $59,508,000. The
funds were for preparation of detailed design plans for the Phase 1A
upgrade/expansion of the Wastewater Treatment Facility and permitting and
construction of extensions to the wastewater collection system, including 7 pump
stations along a signification portion of Route 28 and Barn Hill Road. Construction
of these extensions to provide the backbone for future extensions into residential
neighborhoods north and south of 28.
Approval and implementation of the Comprehensive Wastewater
Management Plan continued to be a top priority of the Committee in 2009. The
Committee submitted written testimony urging approval of the Plan to the
Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency for inclusion in the Record of its
June 30, 2009 Public Hearing on the Plan. (Town of Chatham Annual Reports 2009,
p.202)
The Final Plan was approved by the Massachusetts Secretary of Energy and
Environmental Affairs, Ian Bowles, on July 17, 2009. On October 29, 2009, the Cape
Cod Commission voted unanimously to approve the Development of Regional

Impact application of Chatham for the Final Comprehensive Wastewater
Management Plan.
IMPLEMENTATION
Implementation of the plan began in earnest in 2010 and as Phase 1 A of the
plan was completed, subsequent Annual Town Meetings authorized additional
borrowing for continuation of implementation of Phase I of the Plan.
In 2013 $5,000,000 was authorized to complete Phase 1B including:
rehabilitation of the Stage Harbor Pumping Station to increase its
capacity;
sewer extensions for Stage Harbor Road between Cedar/Cross streets
and Cedar Swamp Road and Hardings Lane;
and Cedar Street between Stage Harbor Road and Capri Lane.
And $10,000,000 in initial funding for Phase 1C, a three year plan for:
The Oyster Pond Watershed and
Areas of Little Mill Pond
An additional $17,5000,000 was authorized for the completion of Phase 1C at
the Annual Town Meeting in 2014. These loans, as were those authorized at the
2013 Annual Town Meeting, were eligible for the zero percent interest rate loans
under the Massachusetts Clean Water State Revolving Fund at zero percent interest.
Construction of Phases 1A, 1B, 1C-1 were completed by the Annual Town
Meeting in 2017. Phases 1C-2-5 were scheduled to begin in the fall of 2017 with
completion anticipated in 2019.
$31,000,000 was authorized at the 2017 Town Meeting to implement Phase
1D, which included areas around Route 137 and Morton Road and replacement of a
portion of the original 1969-1970 main along Main Street. Choice of these areas
were based on environmental sensitivity of receiving water bodies, proximity of
existing infrastructure and other planned town projects (the New Treatment Plant
and associated water main upgrade/replacement, road projects and the Intermunicipal Agreement with Harwich to take certain amounts of flow over the next 50
years.)
Phase 1D was to take two years and was not anticipated to begin until 2019.

At the Annual Town Meeting in 2019, $7,150,000 was approved for the next
phase (Phase 1E). Work was planned for three areas: sections of George Ryder
Toad South/Market Place/Rumson Way/Harold Lane/ Stephen Drive as well as a
section of Stony Hill Road and a lower section of Stage Harbor Road and Bridge
Street, west of the Bridge.
Voters were advised that construction phases 1A, 1B, 1C-1 and 1C-2 had
been completed and construction of Phase 1C-3/4 had been bid and the contract
awarded. Construction of Phase 1D, coordinated with Harwich, was expected to bid
in late spring or summer of 2019. Phase 1D-2 was expected to bid in winter 2020
with construction completed over 2 years. Phase 1-E being smaller in magnitude
and coordinated with other projects was expected to bid in summer or fall 2019
with construction thereafter.
Phase 1E was listed on the State Revolving Fund for 0% interest funding.
Most recently, borrowing of $7,000,000 was approved at the 2021 Town
Meeting for a Chatham Queen Anne Pump Station Upgrade, including complete
reconstruction of the existing Pumping Station, electrical systems, emergency
generator and SCADA communication. The funds would also be available for
potential construction of additional wastewater pumping stations of sewer
expansions. Additional pumping stations are contemplated for the Ellis/Smith
Street, Independence Lane, Pond View Lane/Wood Carver Knoll neighborhoods.
Borrowing totaling $137,158,000 has been authorized for the Plan’s
implementation. Of that amount, $68,126,088 has been borrowed. $942,275 of the
debt has been paid down and $20,446,939 has been received in grants. Currently,
outstanding indebtedness for the project is $47,642,697.

APPENDIX
Map of Percentage of Wastewater Nitrogen Removal Suggested by MEP (Chatham
Comprehensive Wastewater Management Planning Project, May 2009, p.2)
Plan Pictorial (Chatham Comprehensive Wastewater Management Planning Initial
Implementation Area Figure ES-4)
Proposed Sewer Connections – Phase 1B and Phase 1C (Warrant Article 10, Annual
Town Meeting Warrant with Suggested Motions – May 13, 2013, p.22)
Proposed Sewer Connections – Phase 1B and Phase 1C (Warrant Article 10, Annual
Town Meeting Warrant with Suggested Motions – May 12, 2014, p.28)
Proposed Sewer Connections – Phase 1D (Warrant Article 18 with Suggested
Motions – May 8, 2017)
Proposed Areas for Sewer Extension Phase 1E (Warrant Article 37 with Suggested
Motions – May 13, 2019)

