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Appendix 1: Regional Policy Plan
1. Land Use & Economic Development Planning and Regulatory Sections
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 16, 2009

 CAPE COD REGIONAL POLICY PLAN 
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Cape Cod Commission

3225 Main Street • P.O. Box 226 • Barnstable, MA 02630

Phone: (508) 362-3828 • FAX: (508) 362-3136

Web: www.capecodcommission.org
Regional Planning

Regional planning is the Cape Cod Commission’s central role. Regional planning addresses resources and needs that transcend municipal boundaries, identifies special districts and resources that are particularly sensitive to development pressures, and provides technical assistance to towns on a wide range of topics, including groundwater protection; transportation, open space, and hazard mitigation planning; architectural and site design; Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping; economic development; and affordable housing, to help them implement their own plans in coordination with neighboring jurisdictions. Regional planning should be broad and comprehensive, as when addressing water quality and economic development. It can also be site specific, in a regional context, as when determining the design of a building that affects the character of an historic village. The underlying principles of regional planning are to ensure sustainable growth of a region through the efficient placement of infrastructure as well as zoning and other regulations that encourage the best use of the land. 

Town government is the appropriate jurisdiction for determining and administering many planning issues. Regional government, however, has a vital role in coordinating plans and strategies that affect shared resources. A partnership of local and regional governments enhances and supports the work of both. The Cape Cod Commission’s best strategy for protecting resources in accordance with the Cape Cod Commission Act is to promote and participate in sound planning at every level of government.

Plans are only as good as their implementation measures. Regulations help control the amount, type, and location of development and ensure that infrastructure and environmental controls are in place to protect resources. It is from the plan, however, that regulations should logically follow. Without a clear, comprehensive plan, regulations can be haphazard, ineffective, frustrating, and counterproductive. Coordinated planning between local, regional, state, and federal governments increases the predictability of development requirements, ensures adequate public investment in infrastructure, and fosters a regulatory structure that provides incentives for the private sector to cooperate with planning goals and strategies.

This section of the Regional Policy Plan categorizes the Cape Cod Commission’s planning activities into three resource groupings: Growth Management Systems; Natural Systems; and Human/Built Systems. In those groupings, each resource issue area is described with a brief narrative, specific goals, and actions to be taken to meet those goals during the next five years. This section provides the underlying rationale for the Cape Cod Commission’s regulation of Developments of Regional Impact, which is detailed in the next section.

A Growth Policy for Barnstable County

The environmental, economic, and community challenges that Cape Cod faces must be addressed comprehensively if their solutions are to be achievable and sustainable into the future. Planning where and how Cape Cod grows is critical for the region’s ecological, financial, and social future.

	Statement of Growth Policy

The growth policy for Barnstable County, expressed throughout this Regional Policy Plan, is to guide growth toward areas that are adequately supported by infrastructure and away from areas that must be protected for ecological, historical, or other reasons.


The growth policy expressed in this plan requires comprehensive intergovernmental cooperation. It also requires development to be efficient and innovative. It requires the integration of the planning strategies and actions in this plan to safeguard the region’s ecology and character and to invest public funds wisely. If implemented properly, the growth policy in this plan will help Barnstable County and Cape Cod communities to accommodate growth and enhance economic development opportunities.

Planning partnerships between Cape municipalities, Barnstable County regional government, and state and federal agencies will help ensure that investments in infrastructure address past problems of growth and accommodate future needs. As is true for natural resources, the fiscal resources of Cape municipalities must be sustainable into the future. Comprehensive, collaborative planning and coordinated use of the resource management and protection tools described in this plan are necessary if the regional and local tax bases are to support infrastructure and growth into the future.

Resource Management and Protection Tools

Barnstable County government has established several unique and significant planning tools to help Cape Cod towns and the Cape Cod Commission plan effectively for resource protection, economic development, and growth management. Several of these tools are enabled in the Cape Cod Commission Act; others are established by Commission regulations or result from ongoing planning activities. All of these tools combine planning, regulatory approaches, and technical assistance to protect regional resources and help towns plan for growth in ways that local zoning and state statutes cannot. (Complete descriptions, the actual regulations, and a variety of supporting materials about these tools and methods are available from the Cape Cod Commission.) Briefly described, the tools include:

Developments of Regional Impact

The Cape Cod Commission Act established a regulatory system to ensure that the impacts resulting from regionally significant development projects are publicly reviewed and mitigated, if necessary. The Act identifies these projects as Developments of Regional Impact (DRIs) and requires compliance with all the minimum performance standards of the Regional Policy Plan. Developments of Regional Impact meet or exceed a specific size or other threshold identified in the Cape Cod Commission’s Enabling Regulations. The thresholds determine which projects are required to undergo DRI review. Various exemptions and modified processes are possible. The Regional Regulation section of this plan further describes Developments of Regional Impact.

Districts of Critical Planning Concern

A District of Critical Planning Concern (DCPC) is a method established under the Cape Cod Commission Act that enables the designation of specific resource-sensitive areas for special planning and regulatory efforts. The designation of a DCPC can augment existing local bylaws and regulations, allowing the creation and adoption of special rules at the local level to govern development within the district. So-called “grandfathering” protections normally afforded by Massachusetts zoning laws no longer apply once a DCPC is in place. The DCPC designation allows communities to protect resources that have been identified in the Regional Policy Plan or in a town’s Local Comprehensive Plan as critical to the ecology, economy, character, or viability of the region. 

The DCPC process begins with a nomination of an area, usually initiated by an individual town. Towns may also collaborate on a DCPC nomination to address shared problems or regional concerns. The Cape Cod Commission then considers the nomination and makes a recommendation for designation of the DCPC to the Barnstable County Assembly of Delegates. If the Assembly designates the District of Critical Planning Concern, the town develops and adopts special “implementing regulations” for it. The town then regulates projects within the district’s boundaries under those new rules.

Development Agreements

A development agreement is a voluntary, binding contract that may be used by the Cape Cod Commission, Cape Cod municipalities, state agencies, and developers to define the scope of proposed developments. Not allowed as a matter of right under Massachusetts zoning law, development agreements are allowed under the Cape Cod Commission Act. They are an alternative to the Commission’s Development of Regional Impact review process. 

A development agreement provides developers greater flexibility and protection from future local zoning changes. Simultaneously, a development agreement secures certain benefits for the region and the town through improved site planning, better design, needed infrastructure, and mitigation provided by the developer as the project proceeds. Development agreements are well suited to long-term projects designed to be constructed in phases. 

Growth Incentive Zones

A Growth Incentive Zone is a specific area identified by a town as targeted for economic development. A Growth Incentive Zone facilitates compact, mixed-use growth. By creating a master plan and providing infrastructure and mitigation strategies to accommodate development, a town can pursue reduced regulatory involvement by the Cape Cod Commission for projects proposed in the zone. Some of the minimum performance standards in the Regional Policy Plan may be modified or eliminated because more comprehensive planning, area-wide mitigation, and stronger local regulatory controls take their place. 

To establish a Growth Incentive Zone, a town must first ensure that all growth is properly served by adequate infrastructure. The additional development potential within the proposed zone must be offset with reduced development potential elsewhere. Techniques to achieve the offset include transfers of development rights, “down zoning” (changing zoning to reduce the number or size of development units allowed on a given parcel), conservation restrictions, and other land protection measures.

Model Bylaws

The Cape Cod Commission offers a set of model bylaws that towns can adopt. The models serve as starting points for towns seeking to create new regulations or to update existing ones for specific land use and growth management needs. Specific topics include development rate limitations; development agreements; village-style development; transfer of development rights; open space residential (cluster) development; access management; wireless service facilities; hazardous wastes; aquifer protection overlay districts; wetlands and wildlife habitat; land clearing, grading, and protection of specimen trees; floodplain development; and land-based wind energy conversion facilities. Additional model bylaws will be prepared to address specific actions in the Regional Policy Plan upon adoption of the RPP.

Other Regional Plans

The Cape Cod Commission routinely coordinates and has produced a variety of plans applicable to the entire region:

•
Regional Transportation Plan: The Commission coordinates transportation planning activities under the guidance of the Cape Cod Metropolitan Planning Organization, a collaborative of local, regional, state, and federal officials. In that role, the Commission develops and implements the Cape Cod Regional Transportation Plan, which seeks to balance efforts to expand the Cape’s transportation capacity and efficiency, to expand alternate modes of travel, and to implement local and regional projects through the annual Transportation Improvement Program.

•
Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy: The Cape Cod Commission works cooperatively with area chambers of commerce and other agencies, including the county’s Cape Cod Economic Development Council, to foster the year-round economic health of the region. Part of the Commission’s work is to coordinate the regional planning process that focuses on economic development. The result of that planning process is the five-year Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy. 

•
Affordable Housing Consolidated Plan: The Cape Cod Commission coordinates the Barnstable County HOME Consortium, a collaboration of the county and all 15 Cape towns, to pursue and distribute federal and state housing funds in the region. In that role, the Commission prepares a five-year “Consolidated Plan,” which details the area’s affordable housing needs, available resources, and top priorities for the consortium’s work.

•
Regional Open Space Plan: The Cape Cod Commission has created a web-based mapping tool to identify and aid the protection of “green infrastructure.” By providing a means to analyze the interrelationships between natural resources (for example, rare species habitat, wetlands, wellhead protection areas), the Regional Open Space Plan may help identify significant ecological systems at the landscape scale. The mapping tool and plan can help towns and land trusts to set priorities for open space acquisition that will protect and connect Cape Cod’s most sensitive natural resources.

•
Natural Hazards Pre-Disaster Mitigation Plan: In 2004 Barnstable County adopted a regional hazard mitigation plan developed by the Cape Cod Commission in cooperation with many local and regional agencies. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) approved the plan, which identifies actions to be taken across the county to prevent and lessen damage from natural hazards such as floods and windstorms (including hurricanes and tornadoes). The Commission pursues the mitigation planning, outreach, and education activities outlined in the plan, as funds allow and in coordination with Cape towns and Barnstable County departments.

Local Comprehensive Plans 

The Cape Cod Commission Act promotes the establishment of local planning committees in Cape towns to prepare, update, and implement Local Comprehensive Plans (LCPs). Through the LCP and in consultation with the Commission, each town defines its vision for how to achieve the goals of the Act and articulates the town’s growth policy. In addition, the LCP is an information source about existing and expected conditions. Implementation of an LCP can help a town manage growth and its impacts on local and regional resources and to plan for and fund adequate infrastructure and capital facilities. 

Each town may prepare a Local Comprehensive Plan that is certified by the Cape Cod Commission as consistent with the Regional Policy Plan. In addition to setting priorities, describing actions, and establishing time frames to protect resources and identify needed infrastructure and capital facilities, a certified plan guides a community toward needed zoning and bylaw revisions. In authorizing the Commission to certify local plans, the Cape Cod Commission Act also empowers municipalities to enter into development agreements (see previous description) and to impose impact fees on new developments. In Massachusetts, only Cape Cod has this legislative authorization for certified LCPs. 

Impact fees, paid by developers to a municipality, are designed to offset the adverse impacts of new development. The fees must bear a “rational nexus” to the impacts of the development and must provide a “reasonable benefit” to the development itself. The fees may be imposed for the creation or improvement of town roads and bike paths, storm drainage, sewer systems (mains and treatment plants), water supplies (wells, mains, and treatment plants), town parks and beaches, affordable housing, public schools and libraries, and other capital facilities as planned in the LCP and in related local capital facilities/infrastructure plans.

Regional Resource Maps

The Cape Cod Commission created the maps in this plan with Geographic Information System (GIS) technology. The maps identify the locations of a wide variety of resources and land uses and are prepared for regional planning purposes. Several of them also link to the review thresholds and minimum performance standards for Developments of Regional Impact that must undergo regulatory review by the Cape Cod Commission.* 

Regional Policy Plan maps are available online (www.capecodcommission.org). The Commission’s GIS Department also produces and maintains geographic data on many other aspects of Cape Cod land use.

Regional Land Use Vision Map

The Regional Land Use Vision Map expresses a vision for the future of Cape Cod. The Cape Cod Commission is working collaboratively with all 15 towns in Barnstable County to develop the map through a process that clarifies existing zoning and land use elements, incorporates composite maps of resources in each town, and identifies each town’s vision for desired land uses. The land uses are categorized as Economic Centers, Villages, Industrial and Service Trade Areas, Resource Protection Areas, and Other Areas. The map provides a framework for regional land use planning and identifies discrete areas to focus future development activities as well as areas for additional protection. Towns with an endorsed Land Use Vision Map may apply for flexible thresholds that trigger the Commission’s regulatory review of Developments of Regional Impact. The Regional Land Use Vision Map is also a tool to encourage towns to consider zoning and other changes to guide growth toward desired areas that have infrastructure to support it and away from areas that have significant ecological or historical resources that could be degraded by inappropriate development.

Additional Maps

In addition to the Regional Land Use Vision Map, several maps are cited in the Regional Regulation section and serve to reinforce the Minimum Performance Standards, including:

· Water Resources Classification Maps

· Significant Natural Resource Areas Map

*NOTE: Analysts using Geographic Information System software are able to produce maps consisting of thematic layers obtained from original sources at different scales. The original maps, by themselves, can be accurate up to a quantifiable point at their original scale. When GIS software portrays them at a larger scale than was intended, they may be less accurate. Therefore, the information depicted on the maps is for planning purposes only. It is not adequate for legal boundary definition, should not substitute for actual on-site surveys, and cannot supersede deed research.

Growth Management Systems

Land Use (LU)

As a fragile coastal peninsula, Cape Cod has a finite capacity to accommodate development and simultaneously maintain the healthy human and natural environments upon which the region’s economy depends. Capacity and land use are directly related. How and where the Cape’s landscape is developed has a tremendous effect on the capacity of the environment to absorb that additional growth. 

The region’s early development was located in dense village centers surrounded by less developed outlying areas. This compact land use pattern remained until the proliferation of the automobile and expansion of the highway system in the 20th Century. The greater access thus afforded led to substantial growth in the region’s tourist industry and, beginning in the 1970s, in the year-round population. New development occurred along roadways, coastal areas, and in large residential subdivisions. Zoning regulations, first established to exclude incompatible uses from residential areas, contributed to this sprawling pattern of growth by requiring large setbacks and prohibiting the mix of uses traditionally found in village centers. 
In many cases, zoning bylaws, crafted more than 30 years ago, are still in effect today across Cape Cod, and preexisting nonconforming uses limit the towns’ ability to reestablish compact land use patterns. Under current zoning, the sprawl development has already compromised Cape Cod’s natural systems. The Outer Cape and Monomoy Capacity Studies, prepared by the Commission in the 1990s, showed that the growth of the Lower and Outer Cape is severely constrained by its transportation infrastructure and water supply. Without changes in local zoning, projected build-out levels will produce severe traffic congestion and degraded drinking water quality in the future.
A survey of Cape residents conducted in 2005 by the Center for Survey Research of the University of Massachusetts–Boston revealed that 96 percent of the respondents believed there was either enough or too much development on Cape Cod. Seventy percent of respondents cited residential sprawl as a serious problem for their town in the next five years, and 79 percent cited it as a problem for the entire Cape in the next five years. Forty-five percent of respondents supported efforts to direct new projects to growth centers by making it easier to develop in those locations while making it harder to do so in others.

The location of infrastructure and public facilities, in addition to zoning, drives land use patterns. The development of infrastructure, from wastewater to telecommunications, will be essential to regional economic growth that doesn’t further degrade the human or natural environment. Compact forms of growth reduce the cost of needed infrastructure and allow for more types of residential and commercial development at a range of prices. In addition, open space in more sensitive areas may be protected, thus improving the ability of the natural environment to further absorb human impacts. Conversely, a sprawling pattern of growth not only increases infrastructure costs but also makes the delivery of services such as public transit less practical.

Land Use Goal – LU1: 
Compact Growth and Resource Protection

To minimize adverse impacts on the land by using land efficiently and protecting sensitive resources, and to create vibrant communities by directing growth and redevelopment to appropriate locations.

To help reshape the development pattern on Cape Cod, measures must be taken to encourage mixed-use and compact forms of development in existing centers and to discourage sprawling development in sensitive areas. The implementation of a Regional Land Use Vision Map, developed through a collaborative effort with all 15 Cape towns, will aid those efforts. The regional map identifies general categories of desired land uses based on resource constraints, existing and desired development patterns, and local zoning. The map provides a framework for regional land use planning and identifies discrete areas to focus future development activities as well as areas for additional protection. The land use map allows towns to seek flexibility in thresholds that trigger the Commission’s regulatory review. The regional map also guides Cape towns in their efforts to refine local zoning where needed to implement growth management policies more effectively and to develop needed infrastructure in appropriate locations.
Cape Cod Commission Actions

LU1-C1.
Technical Assistance to Towns: The Cape Cod Commission will provide technical assistance to towns. In towns with adopted Regional Land Use Vision Maps, this assistance will be consistent with the Regional Land Use Vision Map. Examples include:

•
analysis of build-out under current and future zoning

•
analysis of infrastructure capacity and investment needs

•
completion/certification of Local Comprehensive Plans 

•
preparation of local design and development guidelines

•
revisions to zoning and creation of overlay zones to encourage mixed use

LU1-C2.
Growth Management Tools: The Cape Cod Commission will continue to work with towns to implement regional growth management tools including Growth Incentive Zones and Districts of Critical Planning Concern (DCPC).

LU1-C3.
Transfer of Development Rights: The Cape Cod Commission will evaluate the feasibility of a regional transfer of development rights (TDR) program, including evaluation of regional tax sharing between “sending” and “receiving” communities, and/or will assist with implementation of local TDR programs to help direct growth to appropriate locations while protecting sensitive areas most vulnerable to development.
Recommended Town Actions

LU1-T1.
Local Comprehensive Plans: The towns should complete, update, and implement their Local Comprehensive Plans to be consistent with the Regional Policy Plan. 

LU1-T2.
Land Use Ordinances and Bylaws: The towns should revise local zoning as needed to achieve growth management goals and consistency with the Regional Policy Plan and, where applicable, with the Regional Land Use Vision Map.

Land Use Goal – LU2: 
Capital Facilities and Infrastructure 

To use capital facilities and infrastructure efficiently and in a manner that is consistent with Cape Cod’s environment, character, and economic strengths, and that reinforces traditional village-centered development patterns.

The location of public facilities and infrastructure can either alter or perpetuate development patterns. Development patterns, on the other hand, can determine the need for and cost of facilities and infrastructure. Dense, concentrated village-style development requires fewer capital facilities and has lower per-person infrastructure costs than sprawling development does. The goal in maintaining and building facilities and infrastructure should be to serve as many users as possible at the lowest cost. The cost of infrastructure can be reduced by using existing structures and rights-of-way, eliminating waste, coordinating construction, and co-locating infrastructure of different types. Using land, facilities, and infrastructure efficiently also limits the impact of development on the natural environment; a healthy natural environment can better absorb adverse impacts of human habitation and act as a buffer during natural disasters. 
Cape Cod Commission Actions

LU2-C1.
Integrated Infrastructure Planning: The Cape Cod Commission, in completing individual plans for transportation, water resources, open space, and other Regional Policy Plan issues, will ensure that they are consistent with the Regional Policy Plan and, in communities with adopted Regional Land Use Vision Maps, the Regional Land Use Vision Map, and that implementation will be coordinated wherever possible.

LU2-C2.
Impact Fees: The Cape Cod Commission will assist the towns with preparation of impact fee bylaws for the construction and maintenance of capital facilities and infrastructure for Economic Centers and other mapped areas identified on the Regional Land Use Vision Map.

LU2-C3.
Hazard Mitigation: The Cape Cod Commission will incorporate natural hazard mitigation priorities and best planning practices into regional infrastructure planning work, promote the creation of hazard-based Districts of Critical Planning Concern, and provide technical assistance to communities as they develop, adopt, and implement local pre-disaster mitigation plans. 
Recommended Town Actions

LU2-T1.
Integrated Infrastructure: The towns should complete capital facilities plans consistent with their Local Comprehensive Plans and require coordinated planning between special districts and service areas. Towns should consider adopting “open once” road-opening policies to encourage coordinated construction and deployment of infrastructure between the various utilities and with the town. 

LU2-T2.
Smart Growth Investment Policy: The towns should adopt a smart growth investment policy for the development and maintenance of capital facilities and infrastructure that will reinforce the concentrated, dense mixed-use village-style development pattern. 

LU2-T3.
Infrastructure Efficiency Policy: The towns and the Cape Cod Commission should investigate the concept of using efficiency criteria to prioritize capital investments. 

Land Use Goal – LU3: 
Rural Lands 
To preserve and enhance rural land uses, including agriculture, that are environmentally compatible with the Cape’s natural resources in order to maintain opportunities to enjoy the traditional occupations, economic diversity, and scenic resources associated with rural lands, and to support activities that achieve greater food independence for Cape Cod.

Working agricultural lands are a defining element of the Cape Cod landscape. Increasingly, land values and development pressures result in the loss of these lands, including those supporting prime agricultural soils, working agricultural lands, and the open vistas of pastures enjoyed from roadsides. Protecting existing farmland and maintaining opportunities to establish or reestablish working agricultural lands ensures opportunities to enjoy traditional resource-based occupations, maintain economic diversity, as well as maintain opportunities to increase our own local food production and food independence. The support and promotion of agricultural land uses on Cape Cod benefit multiple regional goals, including reduction of sprawling growth patterns, preservation of rural character, and maintenance of resource-based economic activities.

Cape Cod Commission Actions

LU3-C1.
Coordinated Agricultural Support: The Commission will work with Cape towns, the Cape Cod Cooperative Extension, the Natural Resources Conservation District, the Cape and Islands Farm Bureau, and other organizations to encourage and support continued and expanded agricultural use of land on Cape Cod, where environmentally appropriate.

LU3-C2.
Regional Rural Lands Protection Tools: The Commission will investigate the use of land use protection tools, including DCPCs and TDR, as well as conservation restrictions, toward the goal of protecting significant soils, natural resources, or working agricultural landscapes.

Recommended Town Actions

LU3-T1.
Municipally Owned Lands: Towns should explore opportunities to expand agricultural activities on municipal lands, where conservation, watershed protection, and sensitive habitat protection interests do not conflict.

LU3-T2.
Town Rural Lands Protection Tools: Towns should adopt cluster bylaws or ordinances that make cluster subdivisions allowed by right, change zoning to protect agricultural uses, and other tools to promote the preservation of rural lands, and to direct additional development away from Resource Protection Areas as identified on the Regional Land Use Vision Map. Not all residential districts will be appropriate for increased lot sizes; consideration for affordable housing interests should be balanced with rural lands protection.
LU3-T3.
Right-to-Farm: Towns should support local adoption of Right-to-Farm bylaws where environmentally appropriate as a means to inform the public of the importance of local food production, and to encourage reinforcement of state laws that protect the right to farm.

Economic Development (ED)

The Cape Cod Commission Act acknowledges that our regional economy is inextricably linked to the health and beauty of our natural and built environment. The Cape Cod Commission is charged by the Act to “ensure balanced economic development.” In doing so, the Commission is to “promote the expansion of employment opportunities; implement a balanced and sustainable economic development strategy for Cape Cod capable of absorbing the effects of seasonal fluctuations in economic activity,” and “establish a process and procedures to site and develop capital facilities and developments of regional impact which are necessary to ensure a balanced economy.” 

An economy is a public–private partnership; the government is responsible for the framework, and the private sector for the content. Economic development practice should improve public infrastructure, support quality education and training, and establish effective and fair regulatory and land use policies. Unlike business development, economic development focuses on the business environment rather than on individual enterprises. The four basic principles in economic development are: 

•
Protect and build on your competitive advantage.
For the Cape, this is the region’s unique natural environment, historic village character, working agricultural land, harbors, and cultural heritage. 

•
Use your resources efficiently.
Resources include natural assets, capital facilities, infrastructure, and human capital. Population and land use patterns affect efficiency.

•
Foster balance and diversity.
Economic strength and sustainability benefit from a mixture of industries, businesses, workers, ownership types, and employment options.

•
Expand opportunity and regional wealth.
Methods include increasing exports, substituting imports locally, attracting capital, and fostering local ownership.

These principles guide the goals, recommended planning actions, and regulatory standards for economic development included in the Regional Policy Plan. 

To obtain the goal of a balanced, sustainable economy, Cape Cod should remain unique and authentic and not become like any other place. If the competitive advantages of the region are not sustained, Cape Cod could see greater disparities in wealth, labor could increasingly need to be imported from elsewhere, and the character of Cape Cod could change dramatically. A coordinated economic development strategy, supported in this plan, will help the region achieve the goal of a balanced, sustainable economy.

Economic Development Goal – ED1: 
Low-impact and Compatible Development 

To promote the design and location of development and redevelopment to preserve the Cape’s environment and cultural heritage, use infrastructure efficiently, minimize adverse impacts, and enhance the quality of life for Cape Codders.

This economic development goal is based on the principles of competitive advantage and efficiency: Development and policy should complement the strengths that make Cape Cod unique and economically viable without taxing the built, human, and natural resources beyond their capacity. As in the business world, regional economic success depends on differentiating the product (in this case, Cape Cod’s natural environment and historic character) from the competitors’ (other destination areas) and maximizing profits by using resources efficiently. 

Cape Cod Commission Actions

ED1-C1.
Cape Cod Economic Development Strategy: Working collaboratively to reach regional consensus with partner organizations and municipalities, the Cape Cod Commission will complete and help implement a long-term strategy for building the infrastructure, workforce, and regulatory structures needed to foster a sustainable and balanced economy characterized by innovation, creativity, and respect for Cape Cod’s natural and historic assets. Progress toward this achievement will be evaluated and adjusted annually.

ED1-C2.
Economic Development Education: The Cape Cod Commission will collaborate with partner organizations, municipalities, businesses, and economic development experts to improve understanding of Cape Cod’s regional economy; federal, state, and regional economic development tools; obstacles to regional economic growth; and strategies to make qualitative improvements to the region’s economy.

ED1-C3.
Infrastructure Financing: The Cape Cod Commission will identify existing state and federal funding for infrastructure and will investigate the feasibility of regional financing mechanisms.

Recommended Town Actions

ED1-T1.
Incentives to Locate in Economic Centers and Industrial and Service Trade Areas: The towns should adopt policies and regulations that encourage development within Economic Centers and Industrial and Service Trade Areas. Towns should adopt policies and regulations that discourage development in Resource Protection Areas and Other Areas identified on the Regional Land Use Vision Map. The towns should revise zoning in Economic Centers identified on the Regional Land Use Vision Map to encourage a greater diversity in size and price of commercial and residential property. 

ED1-T2.
Targeted Public Investment: The towns should locate public facilities, including town offices, senior centers, schools, and libraries in the Villages and Economic Centers identified on the Regional Land Use Vision Map. The towns should also give priority to infrastructure investments that serve those areas.

ED1-T3.
Working Agricultural Lands: The towns should adopt policies and regulations to protect the current and future function of working agricultural lands, working waterfronts and harbors, and fin- and shellfishing grounds.

Economic Development Goal – ED2: 
A Balanced Economy 

To promote a balanced regional economy with a broad business, industry, employment, cultural, and demographic mix capable of supporting year-round and quality employment opportunities.

There is a fine balance in regional economics between capitalizing on an area’s competitive advantage and having enough economic diversity to withstand changes in the market. The Cape has seen industries come and go with changes in tastes, technology, and the emergence of competitors. 
Industries that today seem to define the Cape—for example, tourism—could persist or they could die out, as did salt production, whaling, and glass manufacturing. The Cape Cod Commission will encourage flexible policies and development projects that can provide high-quality employment opportunities today and lend themselves to multiple uses over time.

Cape Cod Commission Actions

ED2-C1.
Regional Cost-of-Doing-Business Analysis: The Cape Cod Commission will complete a study of the overhead costs of running a business on Cape Cod. The study will investigate the relative costs of space, staff, insurance, and utilities in different communities. It will also identify infrastructure needs that may be restricting growth and public policies (including zoning) that may affect costs.

ED2-C2.
Regional Market Analysis: The Cape Cod Commission will complete a regional market analysis to identify where money is leaving and entering the regional economy. The analysis will also assess market demand and supply in sub-regions or Economic Centers to determine where opportunities for growth may exist and where markets are oversaturated. 

ED2-C3.
Demographic and Economic Data Clearinghouse: The Cape Cod Commission will provide electronic access to federal, state, and local data for Cape Cod and its municipalities, and prepare regular presentations based on analysis of the data. The Commission will also provide data and technical assistance to municipalities as requested, and integrate the data into the Commission’s Geographic Information System. 
Recommended Town Actions

ED2-T1.
Workforce Housing Incentives: The towns should facilitate the development of workforce housing, for example, by adopting incentives for businesses either individually or collaboratively to invest in workforce housing through inclusionary zoning, auxiliary dwellings, and mixed-use “top of the shop” zoning in commercial areas.

ED2-T2.
Preserve/Reserve Specially Zoned Areas: The towns should reserve maritime, industrial, and agricultural areas for those uses, and consider tax incentives to preserve and enhance their viability. The towns should also consider use of regional planning tools such as an economic development District of Critical Planning Concern (DCPC) to limit incompatible uses in these areas of unique economic importance. 

ED2-T3.
Support of Agritourism: Towns should investigate ways to support agritourism, including removing possible obstacles to agritourism (for example, sign codes).

Economic Development Goal – ED3: 
Regional Income Growth 

To promote economic activity that retains and attracts income to the region and benefits residents, thus increasing economic opportunity for all.

The size and stability of an economy depend on how much money is attracted to and retained in the region and how well that money is distributed across the population. The regional income goal seeks to achieve a prosperous economy by supporting local business activity and economic opportunity for all residents. Money is added to the economic “pie” either when products made locally are sold to non-residents (that is, exported) or when goods previously imported are made and sold locally (known as “import substitution”). The size of the pie is also affected by business ownership. Locally owned businesses retain and circulate money within the regional economy to a greater degree than non-local businesses. Locally owned businesses also create jobs at all skill and wage levels associated with their industries, and they are more likely to use local suppliers than non-local enterprises. As locally owned businesses support each other, opportunities for gainful employment and ownership increase for the Cape’s working-age residents. 

Cape Cod Commission Actions

ED3-C1.
Fiscal Impact Modeling: The Cape Cod Commission will develop a fiscal impact model for Cape towns to test alternative development scenarios. The Commission will also be available to identify the fiscal impact of specific development projects. 

ED3-C2.
Local and Regional Economic Development Tools: The Cape Cod Commission will identify opportunities for and provide technical assistance in the use of regional planning tools such as Growth Incentive Zones and Districts of Critical Planning Concern. The Commission will also provide assistance in the use of state tools such as “district increment financing” and the creation of “economic development investment corporations.”

ED3-C3.
Economic and Business Development Partnerships: The Cape Cod Commission will participate in boards and committees of partner organizations and support collaboration among regional and local business, cultural, and professional organizations. 

Recommended Town Actions

ED3-T1.
Formula Business: The towns should adopt ordinances to guide the location, design, size, and total number of formula businesses in their community and should reduce the amount of land zoned for retail uses outside of the Economic Centers identified on the Regional Land Use Vision Map.

ED3-T2.
Value-added Products and Services: The towns should collaborate with business organizations and interest groups to increase the number of products and services provided by locally owned businesses. The towns should also facilitate efforts to add value to materials currently exported off Cape as raw or partially finished products. The towns should allow and encourage farmers markets for the sale of local produce and crafts.

ED3-T3.
Business Climate: The towns should attract, maintain, and encourage business by providing public services in an equitable fashion. Of particular importance to economic competitiveness are good schools; fair, easily understood, and consistently applied regulations; and the availability of transportation alternatives, including high-speed Internet access. 

Economic Development Goal – ED4: 
Infrastructure Capacity

To provide adequate capital facilities and infrastructure that meet community and regional needs, expand community access to services, and improve the reliability and quality of services.

Adequate, high-quality facilities and infrastructure are vital to a competitive economy and an engaged community. Capital facilities and infrastructure include everything from schools and libraries to high-speed telecommunication networks and public transit. Efficient facilities and reliable services are critical. They enable economic progress and civic participation, open new markets and educational opportunities, and protect communities from man-made and natural disasters. Cape Cod faces significant challenges to reach this goal. For example, the region currently lacks reliable energy service, sufficient high-speed and redundant telecommunication services at competitive prices, and wastewater infrastructure—all necessary for economic growth. 

Cape Cod Commission Actions

ED4-C1.
Infrastructure Assessment and Mapping: The Cape Cod Commission will undertake a baseline assessment of existing telecommunications, energy, wastewater, transportation (all types), and public safety infrastructure, and map this infrastructure where possible. 

ED4-C2.
Infrastructure Financing: The Cape Cod Commission will assist Barnstable County to identify various means of financing infrastructure improvements and maintenance, such as a regional revolving loan fund, regional infrastructure financing authority, regionalization of services, and state and federal financing. 

ED4-C3.
Hazard Mitigation Investments: The Cape Cod Commission will lead efforts to reduce the vulnerability of Cape residents and business to natural disasters. Efforts will include promoting the use of “intelligent transportation systems” (real-time travel information); integrated public transit (rail, ferry, bus, cab, and air); passenger rail service; telecommunications transport networks; and remediation of damaged wetlands.

Recommended Town Actions:

ED4-T1.
Capital Facilities Plans: The towns should complete capital facilities plans consistent with the Regional Policy Plan goals and growth policy and with Local Comprehensive Plans. Local capital facilities plans should include detailed analysis of maintenance and development costs and how the facilities and infrastructure will be financed. 

ED4-T2.
Regional Collaboration: The towns should regionalize services and capital facilities where appropriate and combine forces regionally to negotiate cable and other service contracts.

ED4-T3.
Distributed Energy Generation: The towns should permit and encourage small-scale local power generation that uses primarily renewable energy sources to reduce the need to import power from off Cape. Towns, with support from the Commission as desired, should explore new concepts such as energy enterprise zones (overlays) that offer streamlined permitting or other incentives to encourage use of sustainable, clean, and green practices and technologies in Economic Centers and elsewhere.

Regional Regulation

The Regional Policy Plan sets a direction for the future of Cape Cod land use. The Growth Policy expresses the overall concept and framework to guide growth and help the region meet its environmental, economic, and community challenges. The Regional Planning section establishes the goals and actions that the Cape Cod Commission will pursue. This section identifies another way that the Commission will implement those regional planning goals: through a regional regulatory program that serves the Growth Policy.

The Cape Cod Commission Act established a system of regulatory review to ensure that the impacts resulting from regionally significant development projects—projects that, due to their size, location, or character, affect more than one community—are adequately reviewed, minimized, and mitigated. The Act identifies these projects as “Developments of Regional Impact,” or DRIs. The Regional Regulation section of the Regional Policy Plan sets forth the minimum standards that future developments on Cape Cod are required to meet and recommends practices that Barnstable County government believes will promote better development.

In many cases, a project is able to meet the regulatory standards of the Regional Policy Plan only once the developer takes specific steps to address or minimize—that is, to mitigate—the project’s potential impacts to the resources and values identified in the Cape Cod Commission Act. Mitigation is a way to ensure that proposed development “pays its own way,” either by taking certain actions or by contributing funds to facilities and services that are needed to manage the land use demands created by that development.

The Cape Cod Commission’s regulatory program serves the region by helping to guide development to the right places, addressing public infrastructure and other land use and development problems (thereby saving taxpayer dollars), avoiding developments that are not well suited for certain areas, and improving the overall quality of development.

Application of Regulations, Standards, and Practices

The Regional Policy Plan does not change or alter any existing local, state, or federal regulations. The requirements set forth in the plan are in addition to other regulatory requirements and do not exempt any person from complying with applicable local, state, and federal laws.

A distinction is made between Minimum Performance Standards, which are requirements, and Best Development Practices, which are recommendations. The Minimum Performance Standards and Best Development Practices included in the Regional Policy Plan are used by the Commission in the Development of Regional Impact review process.

The Minimum Performance Standards and Recommended Town Actions, found in the Regional Planning section of the RPP, are also used as a guide in the Commission’s consistency review of Local Comprehensive Plans. In addition, the Commission encourages towns to consider applying some of the Best Development Practices through their local regulations.

Flexibility

The Minimum Performance Standards are mandatory standards; hence, they use the word “shall.” If it can be demonstrated by an applicant, however, that the interests protected by a given Minimum Performance Standard can be achieved by an alternate approach including appropriate mitigation, the Cape Cod Commission or the local permitting authority may modify the application of these standards. In approving such a modification, the Commission or the local permitting authority must make a finding that the proposed use will not be more detrimental to the protected resource than would be allowable under the applicable Minimum Performance Standard. The burden to prove the applicability of this provision shall be on the applicant.

Private Property Rights

In some circumstances, property subject to regulation may be left with no remaining reasonable use due to the application of one or more of the Minimum Performance Standards of the Regional Policy Plan. In such cases, the Cape Cod Commission or the local permitting authority may modify the application of such standards provided that the applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Commission that he or she has complied to the maximum extent feasible with the relevant performance standards. The intent of this section is to ensure that reasonable use may be made of such property; however, the extent of use shall be limited insofar as is necessary to protect the resources of interest, and to ensure that there is no foreseeable danger to public health or safety. The burden of proof shall be on the applicant to demonstrate maximum feasible compliance with the relevant performance standards.
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Developments of Regional Impact 

Developments of Regional Impact are projects that meet a specific size or other threshold identified in the Cape Cod Commission’s “Enabling Regulations for the Purpose of Reviewing Proposed Developments of Regional Impact.” These projects are required by the Cape Cod Commission Act to go through DRI review. A DRI review is initiated when an applicant requests a local development permit. If the proposed project meets one of the thresholds, the town is required to refer the project to the Commission for DRI review; the local review is suspended until the regional review is complete.

Criteria for DRI Review

DRI Thresholds

The Cape Cod Commission Act established the standards and criteria for Developments of Regional Impact, based on a variety of factors. DRI review thresholds, which may be revised as needed through the Barnstable County ordinance process, are set forth in Chapter A, Section 3 of the Cape Cod Commission Regulations (“Enabling Regulations for the Purpose of Reviewing Proposed Developments of Regional Impact”). In accordance with Section 12(a) of the Cape Cod Commission Act, the Commission may propose and the Barnstable County Assembly of Delegates may adopt different standards and criteria for DRIs for different areas of Barnstable County. These may be changed by ordinance at any time and are not determined by the Regional Policy Plan.

Coinciding with this edition of the Regional Policy Plan, the Cape Cod Commission is proposing new, more flexible DRI thresholds to help implement a regulatory approach that encourages appropriately located and designed development. The flexible thresholds are related to the new Regional Land Use Vision Map. The framework for flexible DRI thresholds will be adopted through the Barnstable County ordinance process described above.

Review under MEPA 

Projects requiring state review under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) may also require regional review as DRIs. Projects that meet certain state thresholds must file an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) with the Massachusetts Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs, Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit. When an applicant files an ENF for a proposed project, the Cape Cod Commission may vote that the project presents regional impacts and therefore must undergo DRI review. If the state Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs determines that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required, the project automatically becomes a DRI. An applicant may request a joint review with the state and Cape Cod Commission to streamline the two review processes.

Jurisdictional Determinations

An applicant or a town may request from the Cape Cod Commission a formal determination as to whether a project meets the criteria for DRI review. The Commission must make a jurisdictional determination within 21 days of receipt of a fully completed application.

Types of Regional Reviews

The following types of Development of Regional Impact reviews are described in detail in the Cape Cod Commission’s Enabling Regulations:

Mandatory Referrals

Town permitting agencies that receive permit applications for projects that meet or exceed the criteria listed previously, or any new or revised regional threshold adopted through the DRI Enabling Regulations, must refer the projects to the Cape Cod Commission. These are known as “mandatory referrals.” A DRI approval is generally valid for seven years and may be modified and extended up to an additional five years with Commission approval.

Discretionary Referrals

Under Section 12(e) of the Act, DRI review may also be sought by Cape towns for projects that do not meet or exceed a DRI threshold. The projects are referred to the Cape Cod Commission by the town in which they are located or by another town’s board of selectmen (or the town council in Barnstable). The town may request a DRI review for all issues or request a DRI review limited to certain issues only. The Commission votes at one of its regular meetings whether or not to accept this type of project, known as a “discretionary referral,” as a development that has regional impacts.

DRI Exemptions

A project that otherwise meets or exceeds a DRI threshold may be granted an exemption from DRI review if the applicant can demonstrate that the project does not have regional impacts as defined by Section 12(k) of the Act. A DRI Exemption decision is valid for three years.

Hardship Exemptions

Projects that are determined to be DRIs may, under certain circumstances, receive a hardship exemption from full DRI review subject to the standards outlined in Section 8 of the DRI Enabling Regulations. To qualify, the applicant must demonstrate to the Cape Cod Commission’s satisfaction that a financial hardship or a hardship in the land or otherwise exists such that the applicant needs relief from meeting the Regional Policy Plan’s Minimum Performance Standards. The Commission may grant relief where such relief will not be a substantial detriment to the public good and will not nullify or substantially derogate from the intent and purposes of the Cape Cod Commission Act. Projects should comply with the Minimum Performance Standards of the Regional Policy Plan to the maximum extent feasible; any relief granted from compliance should relate directly to the nature of the hardship and be the minimum needed to address the hardship. A Hardship Exemption is valid for seven years from its date of issuance unless less time is specified in the decision.

Projects of Community Benefit

A specific type of hardship exemption may be granted for a project that can demonstrate, in addition to the standards for a hardship exemption, that has been determined by the Commission to confer distinct benefits to the community and the region but would not be feasible if required to fully comply with the Minimum Performance Standards of the Regional Policy Plan. A Project of Community Benefit (POCB) Hardship Exemption is valid for seven years unless otherwise stated in its decision.

Limited DRI Reviews

Limited Review is a new DRI review process for which any project may be eligible. Through a public process before a Cape Cod Commission subcommittee, the scope of a project’s review under the various issue areas is determined. Applicants seeking a limited review of a development project are encouraged to answer the Limited Review questions and use the Regional Policy Plan resource maps to locate and design their projects in ways that minimize the number of issue areas for which the project will be evaluated and regulated at the regional level. Cape Cod Commission staff can meet with a prospective applicant at no cost to provide general guidance for siting and designing the project. A Commission subcommittee must then hold a formal Limited Review scoping process, after which a written decision may be issued that specifies the issues for which a project will be reviewed.

Redevelopments/Changes of Use

Redevelopment projects that meet or exceed DRI thresholds may be reviewed under the Cape Cod Commission’s DRI regulations or, in appropriate instances, under the Limited Review regulations for redevelopment projects. Minimum Performance Standards and the Limited Review process have been designed to encourage redevelopment in appropriate locations.

Modifications to Previously Approved DRIs

If a project received a favorable decision from the Cape Cod Commission, that decision may be modified. The applicant must make a written request to the Commission, seeking a meeting with the Commission’s Regulatory Committee. The Regulatory Committee determines the extent of the modification, whether the proposed changes produce additional impacts to the resources and values protected by the Cape Cod Commission Act, and whether the modification is minor or major. Changes determined to be major modifications must undergo DRI review and the full Cape Cod Commission must make a final decision whether to approve the proposal. 
Criteria for DRI Approval

Once the Cape Cod Commission has jurisdiction over a project, the project is reviewed by the staff, a subcommittee of the Commission, the full Commission, and the public through a series of hearings to determine its impacts—positive and negative—on the regional resources and values prescribed by the Act. For the Commission to grant DRI approval, projects must be consistent with:

•
the Minimum Performance Standards of the Regional Policy Plan; 

•
local zoning; 

•
certified Local Comprehensive Plans; and 

•
Districts of Critical Planning Concern in the area. 

In addition, the Cape Cod Commission must find that the probable benefits of the proposed project outweigh the probable detriments. The Commission may, in its discretion, consider Best Development Practices that exceed the Minimum Performance Standards in its analysis of benefits and detriments.

If approved, the applicant will receive a DRI decision, or permit, that specifies the conditions under which the project shall be built and operated. The local review then resumes.

DRI Mitigation

One important aspect of the regional review of DRIs is based on the concept that development should provide or contribute to the provision of the necessary facilities and services to manage the demands created by that development. The mitigation approach adopted by Barnstable County in the Regional Policy Plan helps Cape towns and the region as a whole to better respond to the rate of growth and to better coordinate public and private investments to meet demands resulting from that growth. 

Mitigation required through the DRI process can be physical improvements on or off the project site or cash contributions toward certain kinds of public improvements in the town(s) affected by the development. Examples of physical improvements include the installation of wastewater and stormwater management systems to protect the water quality of groundwater or surface water bodies, improvements to road intersections to address traffic congestion and safety, the permanent protection of open space through conservation restrictions to preserve wildlife and plant habitats, improvements to building design, landscaping, parking lots, and lighting to minimize the visual impacts of a project, construction of housing units that remain permanently affordable for households at certain income levels, and more. 

In this edition of the Regional Policy Plan, developers have additional options for mitigation instead of required physical improvements to offset a project’s adverse impacts in designated areas on Cape Cod. The options are available to enable developers to better anticipate the costs for projects to meet the criteria and standards of the plan. Choosing these mitigation options may also help to expedite the regional review process. The expanded options are tied closely to the Regional Land Use Vision Map and are available to offset some project impacts in the issue areas of affordable housing, open space, transportation, and water resources. 

If a developer makes monetary contributions instead of physical improvements to a project to meet the standards of the Regional Policy Plan, the Cape Cod Commission collects the funds on behalf of the affected town(s), sets the funds aside in restricted accounts separate from any other Barnstable County funds, and redistributes them to the town, at the town’s discretion, for the purposes for which the funds were collected. 

Supporting Materials

Maps

The Cape Cod Commission is working collaboratively with each of the 15 Cape towns to create a Regional Land Use Vision Map. The process for developing the map involves meetings with local planning officials in each town, identifying significant resources, existing land use and zoning in each town, and holding a public forum at which town officials and members of the public discuss their collective vision for future land use. The resulting maps designate Economic Centers, Villages, Industrial and Service Trade Areas, Resource Protection Areas, and Other Areas, that address local interests and the local vision for future growth, as well as regional interests in cross-boundary resource protection. To ensure consistency in the mapping throughout the region, the Regional Land Use Vision Map includes the following resources as minimum Resource Protection Areas: Wellhead Protection Areas; Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage (LSCSF) or Sea, Lake, and Overland Surges by Hurricanes (SLOSH); historic districts; and the Cape Cod National Seashore. Towns may elect to include additional resources within Resource Protection Areas.

Endorsement of a Land Use Vision Map allows a town to seek flexible DRI thresholds for designated mapped areas; towns may elect, however, not to seek reduced DRI thresholds in Resource Protection Areas. The Regional Land Use Vision Map is also linked to mitigation options, minimum performance standards, and development practices in this plan, and some of the “scoping questions” applicable to the Limited DRI Review process. 
The Regional Land Use Vision Map adopted with this Regional Policy Plan (RPP) identifies towns that have completed a public forum and whose land use map has been endorsed by the town’s planning board. Upon endorsement of the land use map by the town, DRIs are eligible for Minimum Performance Standards in the RPP pertaining to Economic Centers as well as scoping questions that refer to Economic Centers. The Commission will propose amendments to the Regional Land Use Vision Map for adoption by the Barnstable County Assembly of Delegates as additional towns complete the mapping process. Towns may also modify their mapped areas. Modifications to the Regional Land Use Vision Map will follow the same designation process described above.

Technical Bulletins 

The Regional Policy Plan also references numerous technical bulletins prepared and adopted by the Cape Cod Commission. The bulletins are policy guidance documents that explain in greater detail how some of the Regional Policy Plan’s technical standards (such as traffic, nitrogen loading, open space, natural resources, lighting, and design) can be met. The technical bulletins are not regulations but they provide guidance for preparing technical studies needed for proposed projects to demonstrate compliance with the Minimum Performance Standards of the plan. 

Local Comprehensive Plans

Not all development on Cape Cod is regulated by the DRI review process. Local Comprehensive Plans that are consistent with the Regional Policy Plan also guide local zoning and regulatory changes to help ensure that all development projects are reviewed and regulated with the same standards.

Growth Management Systems

Land Use (LU)

The purpose of this section of the RPP is to encourage development and redevelopment in appropriate locations in accordance with the Regional Land Use Vision Map and to provide infrastructure that reinforces compact land use patterns. Developments of Regional Impact proposing commercial development are encouraged to locate in Economic Centers, as well as Industrial and Service Trade Areas and Villages where appropriate, through lesser standards and mitigation requirements adopted in other sections of the RPP, such as transportation, affordable housing, and open space. 

Land Use Goal – LU1: 
Compact Growth and Resource Protection

To minimize adverse impacts of development on the land by using land efficiently and protecting sensitive resources, and to create vibrant communities by directing growth and redevelopment to appropriate locations.

Minimum Performance Standards

LU1.1
Development Location

Development and redevelopment shall be consistent with the category of desired land use where the project is located as well as the characteristics of that category, both as identified on the Regional Land Use Vision Map. This standard does not apply until the town has an endorsed Land Use Vision Map.

LU1.2
Compact Development

Nonresidential development and redevelopment shall be clustered on the site and with adjacent uses to the maximum extent possible by incorporating features, as applicable, such as multistory buildings, mixed use development, minimal setbacks from the street, limited and/or shared parking, and a pedestrian-friendly design that encourages walking, biking, and transit. All residential subdivisions of five or more lots and all commercial subdivisions of land shall cluster the proposed development unless inconsistent with local bylaws. Cluster plans shall use site designs that maximize contiguous open space, respect the natural topography and character of the site, and employ shared wastewater treatment, community water supply alternatives and Low Impact Development (LID) landscaping to allow more compact development.

Best Development Practices

LU1.3
Redevelopment/Reuse

DRIs are encouraged to incorporate redevelopment and/or reuse of existing buildings or developed sites in appropriate locations.

LU1.4
Reuse of Historic Buildings

DRIs within Economic Centers or Villages as identified on the Regional Land Use Vision Map involving an historic structure are encouraged to include its rehabilitation and reuse in accordance with federal standards for treatment of historic properties.

LU1.5
Location of Municipal Offices

New municipal offices are encouraged to locate in Village Centers and designated Economic Centers in order to reinforce the character, vitality, and economic viability of these areas. 

Land Use Goal – LU2: 
Capital Facilities and Infrastructure

To use capital facilities and infrastructure efficiently and in a manner that is consistent with Cape Cod’s environment, character, and economic strengths, and that reinforces traditional village-centered development patterns.

Minimum Performance Standards

LU2.1
Connections to Existing Infrastructure

Proposed or expanded infrastructure shall support compact development patterns, and in towns with a Land Use Vision Map, shall support the land use categories and characteristics of designated Economic Centers, Industrial and Service Trade Areas, and Villages, as identified on the Regional Land Use Vision Map.

LU2.2
Co-location of Telecommunication Facilities

New wireless telecommunications facilities shall be required to demonstrate the commitment of two or more co-locators into the design of the facility. Additional guidance on the location and design of wireless facilities can be found in Guidelines for DRI Review of Wireless Communication Towers, Technical Bulletin 97-001, as amended.

Best Development Practices 

LU2.3
Co-locate Public Infrastructure

Developments of Regional Impact proposing additional infrastructure should co-locate with or allow co-location of public services, infrastructure, and utilities and utilize existing rights-of-way.

LU2.4
Access to Emergency Responders

The construction of new wireless telecommunication facilities should provide access to emergency responders into the design of the facility.

Land Use Goal – LU3: 
Rural Lands 

To preserve and enhance rural land uses, including agriculture, that are environmentally compatible with the Cape’s natural resources in order to maintain opportunities to enjoy the traditional occupations, economic diversity, and scenic resources associated with rural lands, and to support activities that achieve greater food independence for Cape Cod.

Minimum Performance Standards

LU3.1
Buffers to Agricultural Uses

New development adjacent to rural landscapes and those lands in active agricultural production shall maintain or provide a thickly vegetated buffer of sufficient width to prevent conflicts between the development and existing uses.

LU3.2
Impacts to Agricultural Lands

Development unrelated to agricultural operations shall be designed so as to avoid or minimize development on lands capable of sustained agricultural production as evidenced by soils, recent agricultural use, and/or surrounding agricultural use. 

Best Development Practices 

LU3.3
Best Management Practices

Management practices such as those developed by the Cape Cod Cooperative Extension and the Natural Resources Conservation Service are encouraged to maintain the productivity of agricultural lands and minimize the use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides and manage manure that could adversely impact the environment or water quality.

Economic Development (ED)

Economic Development Goal – ED1: 
Low-impact and Compatible Development 

To promote the design and location of development and redevelopment to preserve the Cape’s environment and cultural heritage, use infrastructure efficiently, minimize adverse impacts, and enhance the quality of life for Cape Codders.

Minimum Performance Standards

ED1.1
Location in Economic Centers 

Development shall be located in Economic Centers or Industrial and Service Trade Areas, or where appropriate, Village Centers. For towns without a Land Use Vision Map, all DRIs shall meet the waiver requirements under ED1.3. This standard does not apply to residential subdivisions or wireless communication towers.

ED1.2
Industrial and Service Trade Areas

Industrial and Service Trade Areas shall be reserved for light industry, warehousing, business-to-business wholesale, research and development facilities, and other uses related to the development, production, and/or distribution of goods. For towns without a Land Use Vision Map, all DRIs shall meet the waiver requirements under ED1.3.

ED1.3
Waiver

The Commission may waive ED1.1 and/or ED1.2 if the applicant demonstrates that new development meets four of the following criteria or that redevelopment meets two of the following criteria: 

Mixed Use

The project is a mixed-use building or development.

Variety 

The project includes units (two or more) designed and sized (less than 3,000 square feet) to accommodate small businesses (10 or fewer employees).

Preservation

The project rehabilitates or re-uses and maintains an historic structure in accordance with federal standards for treatment of historic properties. 

Green Design

The project is, at a minimum, LEED/New Construction-certified at the base level.

Shared Infrastructure

The project is tied into existing infrastructure, such as wastewater treatment, telecommunications, and on-site energy-generation facilities, with excess capacity and where possible allows proximate development to do the same.

Emerging Industry Clusters

The project is designed to and will accommodate a business or businesses within the region’s Emerging Industry Clusters, which include marine sciences and technology; arts and culture; information and related technology; renewable and clean energy, and education and knowledge-based industries or other high-skill, high-wage, knowledge-based business activity.

Un-development

The project contributes to the reduction of sprawl development, in equal proportion to the proposed development, through the purchase of land, development rights, or other methods approved by the Commission. Un-development achieved to meet this criterion must be in addition to any un-development or open space contributions made in order to meet other Minimum Performance Standards.

Distributed Energy Generation

The project generates, using renewable sources, at least 25 percent of the electrical demand required by the development on site. 

Municipal Endorsement

The location of the project outside of a designated Economic Center, Industrial and Service Trade Area, or Village as identified on the Regional Land Use Vision Map is endorsed through a resolution from the selectmen or town council of the town(s) in which the project is located. The resolution should state that the proposed location is consistent with both the goals of the town’s Local Comprehensive Plan as well as the town’s capital facilities and infrastructure planning or plan.

ED1.4
Resource-based Economic Areas

Development shall not eliminate or significantly impair the current and future function of working agricultural land, working waterfronts and harbors, fin- and shellfishing grounds, and recreational areas. 

Economic Development Goal – ED2: 
A Balanced Economy 

To promote a balanced regional economy with a broad business, industry, employment, cultural, and demographic mix capable of supporting year-round and quality employment opportunities.

Minimum Performance Standards

ED2.1
Gaming

Development shall not involve Class III gaming given the stresses it places on the region’s environment, transportation infrastructure, and economy.

Best Development Practices

ED2.2
Quality Employment Opportunities

DRIs are encouraged to provide competitive wages consistent with the state average for that industry, employer-supported medical and retirement benefits packages, training opportunities beyond that need to perform the current job, and opportunities for advancement.

ED2.3
Employee Housing

Commercial developments are encouraged to provide housing for 10 percent of their year-round employees. This may be fulfilled by providing actual units or through participation in the Housing Assistance Corporation’s Employer Assisted Housing Program (or its equivalent) for 10 percent of year-round employees.

Economic Development Goal – ED3: 
Regional Income Growth 

To promote economic activity that retains and attracts income to the region and benefits residents, thus increasing economic opportunity for all.

Best Development Practices

ED3.1
Local Labor and Service Providers

Commercial DRIs are encouraged to employ a majority of local residents and use a majority of local contractors, suppliers, professional service providers, and products during the planning, construction, and operational phases of the project. 

ED3.2
Local Ownership

Commercial DRIs are encouraged to allow for local ownership of non-formula businesses consistent with the economic, environmental and community character goals of this RPP.

ED3.3
Diverse Employment Opportunities

Commercial DRIs are encouraged to employ or directly benefit residents with disabilities, minorities, elderly, unemployed, and under-employed residents, and/or hires minority- and women-owned contractors.

ED3.4
Regional Export Growth

Commercial DRIs are encouraged to export goods and services not previously exported.

ED3.5
Regional Import Substitution

Commercial DRIs are encouraged to provide goods and services locally that were previously imported into the region.

ED3.6
Value-added Manufacturing

Commercial DRIs are encouraged to add value to goods prior to their final sale not previously added locally. 

ED3.7
Local Fiscal Impact

Commercial DRIs are encouraged to have a positive net fiscal impact on the community in which it is located. 

Economic Development Goal – ED4: 
Infrastructure Capacity

To provide adequate capital facilities and infrastructure that meet community and regional needs, expand community access to services, and improve the reliability and quality of services.

Minimum Performance Standards

ED4.1
Demonstrated Need and Public Benefit

Development of infrastructure and/or capital facilities shall be in response to existing regional demand and shall improve the availability, reliability, quality, and cost of services.

END
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Charlotte Striebel

Assembly of Delegates

PO Box 1384

South Yarmouth, MA 02664

508-394-0364

striebelypma@aol.com

Allen White

PO Box 979

Hyannis, MA 02601

508-775-1146

hma@capecod.net

David Willard (CHAIR)
Vice-President

Cape Cod Five Cents Savings Bank

19 West Road

PO Box 10

Orleans, MA 02653

508-247-2223

dwillard@capecodfive.com

Dan Wolf

President and CEO

Cape Air

660 Barnstable Road

Hyannis, MA 02601

508-790-3122 x501

dwolf@flycapeair.com

CEDS Administrative Committee
CEDS Strategy Committee Members
David Willard, EDC Chair

John Harris, Cape Cod Commission representative on the EDC

Dorothy Savarese, EDC 

Allen White, EDC

Dan Wolf, EDC

CEDS Work Group Chairs
David Augustinho, Cape & Islands Workforce Investment Board – Workforce Development Chair

Elizabeth Bridgewater, Community Development Partnership – Business Development Chair

Elliot Carr, Cape Cod Business Roundtable Co-Chairman – Business Climate Chair

Peter Karlson, Cape Cod Technology Council Chairman – Infrastructure Development Chair

Wendy Northcross, Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce – Sector Development Chair
Staff
Paul Niedzwiecki, Executive Director of the Cape Cod Commission

Daniel Dray, Administrator, Cape Cod Economic Development Council

Leslie Richardson, Economic Development Officer, Cape Cod Commission
Gay Wells, CEDS Coordinator, Wells Consulting

Elizabeth Hude, Special Projects Coordinator, Cape Cod Commission
Appendix 3: Phase 1 Materials

1. STATS Cape Cod Homepage

2. STATS Cape Cod County Profile – Sample Single Profile & Sample Side-by-side
3. Myth or Fact Briefs (3)
4. Cape Trends
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Appendix 4: Work Group Participants

CEDS Work Group Participants
Infrastructure Workgroup

Peter Karlson, Chair

Meeting Dates:  Fridays, April 3, 17, & 24

Time:  2 pm to 5 pm at Cape Cod Commission, 3225 Main Street, Barnstable Village

	NAME
	AGENCY
	TELEPHONE
	EMAIL

	Peter Karlson
	Cape Cod Tech Council
	508-246-0534
	pk@neueon.com


	Maggie Downey
	Cape Light Compact
	508-375-6636
	mdowney@barnstablecounty.org


	Diana Duffley
	Country Garden
	508-775-8703
	dianad@countrygarden.com


	Mark Ells
	Town of  Barnstable
	
	mark.ells@town.barnstable.ma.us


	Charleen Greenhalgh
	Town of Truro
	508-349-7004

x27
	assttownadm@truro-ma.gov


	Sue Leven
	Town of Brewster
	508-896-3701

x150
	sleven@town.brewster.ma.us


	Teresa Martin
	Open Cape
	508-344-4362
	teresa@capeeyes.com


	Chris Powicki
	CIREC WEEinfo
	774-487-4614
	chrisp@weeinfo.com


	Sara Raposa
	Town of Eastham
	508-240-5900

x228
	sraposa@eastham-ma.gov


	Clay Schofield
	Cape Cod Commission
	508-744-1231
	cschofield@capecodcommission.org



Workforce Workgroup

David Augustinho, Chair

Meeting Dates:  Wednesdays, April 15, 22, & 29

Time:  3 pm to 6 pm at Cape Cod Commission, 3225 Main Street, Barnstable Village

	NAME
	AGENCY
	TELEPHONE
	EMAIL

	David Augustinho
	C&I Workforce Investment Board
	508-775-5900
	david@ciwib.org


	Megan Amsler
	Self-Reliance
	508-563-6633
	megan@reliance.org


	Ken Cirillo
	Jeppesen Marine
	508-477-8010
	Ken.Cirillo@jeppesen.com


	Bob Curtis
	Regional Tech.

Dev. Corp.
	508-540-2333
	bcurtis@regionaltechcorp.org


	Peter Karlson
	CC Tech Council
	508-246-0534
	pk@neueon.com


	Matt Lee
	Tocci, Goss & Lee, PC
	508-790-1181

x201
	mlee@lawtgl.com


	Sue Miller
	CC Community

College
	508-362-2131

x4329
	smiller@capecod.edu


	Clare O’Connor
	CC Chamber
	508-362-8910
	clare@capecodchamber.org


	Phil Sisson
	CC Community

College
	508-362-2131

x4305
	psisson@capecod.edu


	Maggie Van Sciver
	Arts Foundation of Cape Cod
	508-362-0066
	VANSCIVERM@aol.com


	Carol Woodbury


	D-Y Reg. School District
	508-398-7604
	woodburc@dy-regional.k12.ma.us


	Jay Zavala
	CCC – Falmouth
	508-548-8500
	jayzavala@comcast.net


	Mary Pat Flynn
	County Commissioner
	508-375-6648
	mpatflynn@comcast.net



Sector Development Workgroup

Wendy Northcross, Chair

Meeting Dates:  Thursdays, April 16, 23, & 30

Time:  3 pm to 6 pm at Cape Cod Commission, 3225 Main Street, Barnstable Village

	NAME
	AGENCY
	TELEPHONE
	EMAIL

	Wendy Northcross
	CC Chamber
	508-362-3225

x517
	wendy@capecodchamber.org


	Carol Alper
	Resident - Entrepreneur
	508-255-8377
	CarolAlper@comcast.net


	Leo Cakounes
	Cranberry Growers
	508-432-2512
	cranberrypig@comcast.net

	Dan Dray
	CC EDC
	508-744-1247
	ddray@barnstablecounty.org


	Lynn Fisher
	Cape Cod Hospital
	508-862-5552
	lfisher@capecodhealth.org


	Maggie Geist
	APCC
	508-362-4226

x13
	mgeist@apcc.org


	Dick Krant
	Alternative

Energy Ctr.
	
	Dick.krant@aecenter.com


	Sue Nickerson
	CC Hook Fishermen’s
	508-648-7136

(cell)
	suenick@ccchfa.org
(She will back up Paul Parker)

	Van Northcross
	CC Healthcare
	508-862-5474
	vnorthcross@capecodhealth.org


	Paul Parker
	CC Hook

Fishermen’s
	508-945-2432
	pparker@ccchfa.org


	Michele Pecoraro
	CC Chamber
	508-362-3698
	michele@capecodchamber.org


	Paul Pilcher
	Wellfleet Econ. Dev.
	508-349-5114
	Paulpilcher@verizon.net   


	Virginia Ryan
	Housing Assistance Corp.
	508-771-5400
	vryan@haconcapecod.org


	Florence Seldin
	Chatham
	508-945-4464
	florencecape@comcast.net


	Maggie Van Sciver
	Arts Foundation of Cape Cod
	508-362-0066
	VANSCIVERM@aol.com


	Bill Zammer
	Business Roundtable
	508-548-2300
	wzammer@aol.com



Business Development Workgroup

Elizabeth Bridgewater, Chair

Meeting Dates:  Tuesdays, April 14, 21, & 28

Time: 3 pm to 6 pm at Cape Cod Commission, 3225 Main Street, Barnstable Village

	NAME
	AGENCY
	TELEPHONE
	EMAIL

	Elizabeth Bridgewater
	Community Development

Partnership
	508-240-873
	eliz@lowercape.org


	Kate Bavelock
	Sandwich Chamber
	508-833-9755
	kate@sandwichchamber.com


	Deb Converse
	Hyannis Area Chamber
	508-775-2201
	Deborah@hyannis.com


	Bob Dwyer
	CC Museum of Natural History
	508-896-3867
	RDwyer@ccmnh.org


	Courtney Garcia
	C&I WIB
	508-775-5900
	courtney@ciwib.org


	Scott Lajoie
	Hyannis Main Street BID
	508-775-7982

x1
	scott@hyannismainstreet.com


	Joshua Mant
	MA Office of Business Dev.
	508-830-1620

x15
	joshua.mant@state.ma.us


	Jeannine Marshall
	Coastal Community Capital
	508-790-2921
	jmarshall@coastalcommunitycapital.org


	Cliff Robbins
	Mass Small Business Dev. Center
	508-678-9783
	crobbins@msbdc.umass.edu


	Steve Roderick
	Roderick Payroll
	508-487-1733
	steveroderick@aol.com


	Steve Withrow
	Regional Technology

Development Corporation
	508-540-2333
	swithrow@regionaltechcorp.org


	Sheila Lyons
	County Commissioner
	508-375-6648
	slyons@barnstablecounty.org



Business Climate Workgroup

Elliot Carr, Chair

Meeting Dates:  Fridays, April 17, 24 & May 1

Time:  8 am to 11 am at Cape Cod Commission, 3225 Main Street, Barnstable Village

	NAME
	AGENCY
	TELEPHONE
	EMAIL

	Elliot Carr
	APCC
	508-247-2222
	ecarr@capecodfive.com


	Larry Cole
	Harwich Selectman
	508-432-2464
	Coleslaw1@verizon.net


	Eliza Cox
	Nutter, McClennen

& Fish
	508-790-5431
	ecox@nutter.com


	Bob DuBois
	Yarmouth Chamber 
	508-778-1008
	rdubois@yarmouthcapecod.com


	Maggie Geist
	APCC
	508-362-4226
	mgeist@apcc.org


	John Harris
	CCC  


	508-428-1501
	jdharris50@aol.com


	Kevin Howard
	Wise Living
	508-945-5291
	khoward@wiseliving.com


	Jo Anne Miller-Buntich
	Barnstable Growth Mgmt.
	508-862-4735
	joann.buntich@town.barnstable.ma.us


	Bob Murray
	Falmouth Housing

& HECH
	508-548-0009
	bmurray@falmouthhousing.org


	Douglas Storrs
	Mashpee Commons
	401-529-9779
	Douglas_storrs@cornishlp.com


	Dan Wolf
	Cape Air

Airlines
	508-790-3122

x501
	dwolf@flycapeair.com


	Bill Doherty
	County Commissioner
	508-375-6648
	bdoherty@barnstablecounty.org



CEDS FOCUS GROUPS PARICIPANTS

	GROUP
	INDIVIDUAL

REPRESENTATIVE
	PHONE
	EMAIL

	Business

	BackOffice

Associates
	Matt Rowles
	774-408-3415
	mattrowles@BOAweb.com


	Barnstable Village Store
	Lynn Medeiros

(small biz)
	508-362-4457
	hrhladylynn@yahoo.com


	Boudreau

Business Ctr.
	Janet Boudreau

(small biz)
	508-760-5950
	boudreaucenter@aol.com


	Brown/Lund-quist/Fenuccio & Raber
	Rick Fenuccio

(small biz)
	508-362-8382
	rick@capearchitects.com


	Cape Cod Coop. Bank
	Joel Crowell

(large biz)
	800-641-1100
	jcrowell@capecodcooop.com


	Cape Cod Times
	Bill Mills

(large biz)
	508-775-1200
	pmeyer@capecodonline.com


	NSTAR
	Jeff Luce

(large biz)
	508-957-4502
	jeffrey.luce@nstar.com


	Seamen’s Bank
	John Roderick

(large biz)
	508-487-0035
	john@seamensbank.com


	Sencorp Systems, Inc.
	Brian Urban

(large biz)
	508-771-9400
	bjurban@aol.com


	Simon – Cape

Cod Mall
	Leo Fine

(large biz)
	508-771-0201
	lfein@simon.com


	Spalding Rehab Hosp.
	Carol Sim

(large biz)
	508-833-4000
	csim@rhci.org


	Young 

Professional
	Melissa Sanderson

(small non-profit)
	508-945-2432
	mel@ccchfa.org


	Waystack Real Estate
	Richard Waystack

(small biz)
	866-929-7822
	rwaystack@waystack.com



*Indicates who attended  

	GROUP
	INDIVIDUAL

REPRESENTATIVE
	PHONE
	EMAIL

	Elected Officials

	Assembly of Delegates
	Ron Bergstrom

CHATHAM              *
	508-432-7177
	ronbergstrom@comcast.net


	Assembly of Delegates
	Charlotte Striebel

S. YARMOUTH       *
	508-394-0364
	striebelypma@aol.com


	County Commissioner
	Bill Doherty
	508-375-6648
	bdoherty@barnstablecounty.org


	County Commissioner
	Sheila Lyons
	508-375-6648
	slyons@barnstablecounty.org

	County Commissioner
	Mary Pat Flynn       *
	508-375-6648
	mpatflynn@comcast.net


	State Representative
	Demetrius Atsalis

Tom Bernardo
	617-722-2810
	Rep.DemetriusAtsalis@hou.state.ma.us

	State Representative
	Susan Williams Gifford
	617-722-2090
	rep.susangifford@hou.stat.ma.us


	State Representative
	Matthew Patrick
	617-722-2090
	Rep.MatthewPatrick@hou.state.ma.us

	State Representative
	Sarah Peake

Dottie Smith
	617-722-2210
	Rep.SarahPeake@hou.state.ma.us

	GROUP
	INDIVIDUAL

REPRESENTATIVE
	PHONE
	EMAIL

	Elected Officials Cont…

	State Representative
	Jeffrey Perry
	617-722-2396
	Rep.JeffreyPerry@hou.state.ma.us

	State Representative
	Cleon Turner

Stefanie Cox         *
	617-722-2090
	Rep.CleonTurner@hou.state.ma.us
Stefanie.coxe@state.ma.us


	State Senator
	Therese Murray

Monica Mullen       *
	617-722-1500
	Therese.Murray@state.ma.us


	State Senator
	Rob O’Leary 

Sue Rohrbach        *
	617-722-1570
	Robert.O’Leary@state.ma.us



	Congressman
	William Delahunt Mark Forest (aide)  *
Chris Adams           *
	617-565-0666
	William.Delahunt@mail.house.gov

 HYPERLINK "mailto:Mark.Forest@mail.house.gov" 
Mark.Forest@mail.house.gov

	U.S. Senators
	Edward M. Kennedy

2400 JFK Building

Boston, MA 02203
	617-565-3170
	Letter sent

	U.S. Senators
	John F. Kerry

One Bowdoin Sq.10th 

Boston, MA 02114
	617-565-8519
	Letter sent


	GROUP
	INDIVIDUAL

REPRESENTATIVE
	PHONE
	EMAIL

	MUNICIPAL

	ZBA Chair

BARNSTABLE
	Laura Shufelt
	508-862-4785
	c/o Carol.Puckett@town.barnstable.ma.us

	BFDC

BOURNE
	Sallie Riggs             
	508-314-4801

508-457-5305
	sriggs@bfdconline.org


	Health Agent

CHATHAM
	Judith Giorgio
	508-945-5165
	jgiorgio@chatham-ma.gov


	Town Admin/Mgr.

FALMOUTH
	Bob Whritenour
	508-495-7320
	rwhritenour@falmouthmass.us


	EDIC

MASHPEE
	Rene Reed
	508-539-1400

x572
	assttm@ci.mashpee.ma.us


	EDIC

SANDWICH
	Cindy Russell
	
	cindyru@cape.com


	Historic Preservation

WELLFLEET
	Hillary Greenberg

(conservation & historic)
	508-349-0308
	hillary@townofwellfleet.org


	Econ. Dev.

YARMOUTH
	Karen Greene
	508-398-2231

x278
	KGreene@yrmouth.ma.us



Appendix 5: Kick-Off Materials

1. Agenda

2. Overview of Five-Year Update of the CEDS

3. Phase 2 Planning & Adoption Timeline

4. Work Group Process

5. Work Group Matrix
6. Guide for Prioritizing Projects

7. Economic & Business Development Defined

8. CEDS Quick Fact Sheet

9. Massachusetts State Sustainable Development Principles

10. EDA Fact Sheet 

11. CEDS Fact Sheet

12. Presentation: Paul Niedzwiecki, Executive Director CCC

13. Presentation: Leslie Richardson, Economic Dev. Officer, CCC

14. CCC Reporter Article



Date: 

March 31, 2009

Time: 

Registration & Coffee at 8:30; Close of Business at Noon

Location:  
Chatham Community Center, 702 Main Street, Chatham

Attendees:
EDC/CEDS Strategy Committee & Work Group Members


Welcome & Introductions – David Willard (10 minutes)


· Welcome: New Era for the CEDS and for EDC/CCC collaboration 

· Introductions: EDC Admin Cmty Members, Chairs, Facilitator & Staff

Today’s Planning Framework: (70 minutes)
· Elliot Carr: Missed Opportunities of the Past

· Wendy Northcross: Windows of Opportunity open Today

· Paul Niedzwiecki:  Economic Development from a Land Use Perspective

· Q&A
Break – 10 minutes

Overview of the CEDS Work Group Process: (20 minutes)
· Your Charge: 3 priority projects per work group (  5 year roadmap 

· Ground Rules: Projects must be consist with the RPP & EDA goals while being S.M.A.R.T ( Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and accomplished within the 5 years Timeframe through the collaboration of all our constituencies

· Ultimate Goal: Economic development stakeholders acting regionally to focus our resources, attract outside investment, and set the stage now for sustainable growth

· Q&A
Work Group Open Discussion (60 minutes)
· The Facilitator: Ned Robinson-Lynch - background & facilitation approach

· Open Discussion: Within work groups, this is an opportunity to ask questions, react to the proposed process, and discuss the ideas presented earlier in the day

Closing Remarks – Dan Wolf (10 minutes)

Thank you all for coming to the Kick-Off & Participating in the CEDS Update!

Overview: Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS)
The Cape Cod Commission, in partnership with the Cape Cod Economic Development Council, is committed to transforming the Five-Year Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) into a relevant document to guide economic policy and attract investment to the region. The most powerful element of the CEDS is the identification of priority projects by regional stakeholders. These can be capital projects, planning projects, or technical assistance projects that have the greatest potential to strengthen the regional economy and quality of life on Cape Cod over the next five years. 

The CEDS must be consistent with the Regional Policy Plan and will inform updates of the RPP in the future. The CEDS is required by the US Economic Development Administration (EDA) for the region or the towns therein to obtain funding from EDA.

Phase 1: Planning Foundation
Establish CEDS Strategy Committee: The Cape Cod Economic Development Council is the CEDS Strategy Committee.  In this capacity, the EDC guides the CEDS planning process and outcome, working with the Cape Cod Commission as a collaborative partner. 

Collect & Analyze Data: The immediate goal of Phase 1 (June – December 2008)  was to compile background information and data needed to inform later project phases and ensure that the CEDS is grounded by a detailed understanding of regional economic and demographic trends and the Cape’s economic development strengths and challenges. In the long term, the work initiated in Phase 1 will be expanded upon and disseminated widely, helping communities understand the Cape’s current economy and identify means of strengthening it further.

Phase 2: Strategy Development & Adoption 

Public Planning Process: The central element of Phase 2 is the public planning process. Five stakeholder work groups and three focus groups will be used to facilitate public input. The work groups will identify capital, planning, and technical assistance projects that should be a priority for the region. The focus groups will capture additional perspectives on the Cape’s strengths and challenges over the next five years.   

Adoption Process: The CEDS will be adopted by the Cape Cod Commission on behalf of the County. The EDC will recommend the plan for adoption by the County. The EDC will also encourage regional economic development entities to endorse the strategy and use it to guide their annual work plans. 

Phase 3: Implementation
County Commitment: The Cape Cod Commission will submit material to the EDA to re-designate the region as an Economic Development District (EDD). Once designated, the Commission will apply for funding through EDA’s planning program to help create a tactical economic development team at the County to help in the implementation of CEDS priority projects and Economic Center development. Simultaneously, Commission and EDC staff will help stakeholders prepare funding requests for priority projects to EDA and other funding entities.  

Planning Process

Administrative Committee: (February - June)

· Description: The Administrative Subcommittee is made up of EDC members, the CCC member sitting on the EDC, the chairs of each of the five planning work groups, and staff including the CCC Executive Director, the EDC Administrator and the CCC Economic Development Officer.

· Purpose: Establish guiding principles for the planning process and for the identification of priority projects; design work group process including kick-off event, identify focus groups needed, review document and recommend it to the EDC for endorsement. 

Work Groups (March - April)
· Description: The work groups actively involve regional organizations in the development of our regional economic development strategy. Each work group is chaired by a regional organization and has members from regional and local organizations interested in that topic area. 

· Purpose: The work groups will identify a set of priority projects that stakeholders will focus funding and effort on over the next five years. Projects may be capital investments, planning projects, and/or technical assistance projects.  

· Work Group Kick-off (March 31, 2009)  
· Work Group Facilitated Planning Sessions (April)

Focus Groups (May)

· Description: Focus groups will be convened representing local businesses, municipalities, and elected officials. The focus groups will react to a set of questions about the priority projects identified by the work groups. 

· Purpose: Identify issues or projects that may have been missed through the work group process.

Adoption Process

The CEDS is endorsed by the EDC as the Strategy Committee and adopted by the Cape Cod Commission. 

Cape Cod Commission Planning Committee (May 26th, 2009)

· Review the CEDS Chapters and Priority Projects; recommend approval by the full Commission

 Cape Cod Economic Development Council (June 4th, 2009)

· Endorse CEDS & recommend adoption by the County  and the CCC

· Incorporate CEDS into workplan

Cape Cod Commission (June 11th; potentially continued to June 25th, 2009)

· Certify that the CEDS is consistent with Regional Policy Plan and Adopt for implementation

US Economic Development Administration (June 30th, 2009)

· Receives CEDS from Cape Cod Commission; begins certification review
YOUR MISSION: 

· Identify three (3) projects that have the potential to strengthen the regional economy and improve the quality of life on Cape Cod over the next five years.

What is the CEDS?

· A document required to get funding from the US Economic Development Administration (EDA)

· An inclusive process for regional stakeholders to share and coordinate their ED efforts
· An opportunity to coalesce around a set of priority projects and programs 

· A strategy for accomplishing our priorities over the next five years

· A statement of regional unity and readiness to accept funding and turn it into results

What is a priority project?

· A priority project can be:

· A capital investment in infrastructure – OR – 

· A planning effort – OR – 

· A technical assistance program to workers or businesses

· All priority projects must: 

· Direct growth to economic centers 

· Improve the number and quality of jobs in the region directly or indirectly,

· Attract private investment directly or indirectly

· Foster regional solutions and partnerships

· All priority projects should be S.M.A.R.T:

· Specific, 

· Measurable, 

· Achievable, 

· Realistic, and  

· within a limited Timeframe (the CEDS timeframe is 5 years)

What information is needed for each priority project?

· Project Description

· Lead organization and partners

· Target population & geographic location

· Consistency statement relative to RPP and, if applicable, EDA 

· Expected economic impact

· Project Budget

· Project Schedule

· Measures of Success

CEDS Planning Work Group Matrix
	TOPICS
	ISSUE AREAS
	
	WORK GROUPS

(Chair Agency in Bold 

order is  otherwise random)

	Infrastructure Development
	Housing
	
	Technology Council

	
	Commercial Space
	
	Housing Assistance Corp.

	
	Telecommunications
	
	CIREC

	
	Energy Efficiency & Green Building
	
	Cape Light Compact & WW Collaborative

	
	Energy Generation & Transmission
	
	Cape Cod Commission

	
	Transportation
	
	Towns – (Planners)

	
	Wastewater
	
	CCWPC

	
	Natural Environment
	
	Utilities

	Workforce Development
	Wages
	
	Workforce Investment Board

	
	K-12
	
	Cape Cod Cmty College

	
	Higher Education
	
	Technology Council

	
	STEM
	
	Cape Cod Chamber

	
	Workforce Training
	
	Lower Cape CDC  

	
	Life Long Learning
	
	Arts Foundation 

	
	Seasonal Employment
	
	Mass Maritime

	
	
	
	AFL-CIO

	
	
	
	

	Sector 

Development
	Emerging Sectors
	
	Cape Cod Chamber

	
	Core Sectors
	
	Cape Cod Commission

	
	Traditional Sectors
	
	Technology Council

	
	Locally-owned Businesses
	
	Arts Foundation

	
	Small Businesses
	
	Hook Fishermen’s Association

	
	Exports & Import Substitution
	
	CIREC

	
	Creative Economy (a la R. Florida)
	
	Business Roundtable (APCC)

	
	
	
	Cape Cod Healthcare

	
	
	
	Cape Cod Economic Development Council

	
	
	
	Farm Bureau

	Business Development
	Business Planning
	
	Lower Cape CDC

	
	Business Financing
	
	Local Chambers

	
	Development of Markets
	
	C&I Community Capital

	
	Import Substitution
	
	Entre Center

	
	Technology Transfer
	
	Arts Foundation

	
	Entrepreneurship
	
	Regional Technology Development Corporation

	Business 

Climate
	Zoning
	
	Business Roundtable (APCC)

	
	Taxes
	
	Towns – (Planners)

	
	Cost of Doing Business
	
	Cape Cod Commission

	
	Permitting
	
	Cape Cod Chamber

	
	Externalities – Development Impacts
	
	Local Chambers

	
	Opportunity Costs
	
	Local Economic Dev. Committees

	
	Regional Services
	
	


	Regional Policy Plan Growth Policy & Goals

	Title
	Policy/Goals

	RPP Growth Policy 
	The growth policy for Barnstable County, expressed throughout the 2009 Regional Policy Plan, is to guide growth toward areas that are adequately supported by infrastructure and away from areas that must be protected for ecological, historical, or other reasons. 

	Goal 1: 

Compact Growth and Resource Protection 
	To minimize adverse impacts on the land by using land efficiently and protecting sensitive resources, and to create vibrant communities by directing growth and redevelopment to appropriate locations. 

	Goal 2: 

Capital Facilities and Infrastructure Location
	To use capital facilities and infrastructure efficiently and locate them in a manner that is consistent with Cape Cod’s environment, character, and economic strengths, and that reinforces traditional village-centered development patterns. 

	Goal 3: 

Rural Lands 
	To preserve and enhance rural land uses, including agriculture, that are environmentally compatible with the Cape’s natural resources in order to maintain opportunities to enjoy the traditional occupations, economic diversity, and scenic resources associated with rural lands, and to support activities that achieve greater food independence for Cape Cod. 

	Goal 4: 

Low-impact Compatible Development 
	To design and locate of development and redevelopment to preserve the Cape’s environment and cultural heritage, use infrastructure efficiently, minimize adverse impacts, and enhance the quality of life for Cape Codders. 

	Goal 5: 

A Balanced Economy 
	To have a balanced regional economy with a broad business, industry, employment, cultural, and demographic mix capable of supporting year-round and quality employment opportunities. 

	Goal 6: 

Regional Income Growth
	To have economic activity that retains and attracts income to the region and benefits residents, thus increasing economic opportunity for all. 

	Goal 7: Infrastructure Capacity
	To have adequate capital facilities and infrastructure that meet community and regional needs, expand community access to services, and improve the reliability and quality of services. 


	Investment Priorities & Some Guidance Questions

	Priority
	Is this project likely to: 

	Investment Potential
	...be at least partially funded through PRIVATE investment?

	
	...be at least partially funded at the TOWN level? 

	
	...be at least partially funded at the COUNTY level? 

	
	...be at least partially funded at the STATE level? 

	
	...be at least partially funded at the FEDERAL level? 

	higher-wage and higher-skilled jobs
	...help improve the living standards of distressed populations?

	
	...help mid-wage and/or young professionals remain on the Cape?

	
	...support traditional resource-based industries? (fishing, agriculture, etc)

	
	...create more than 20 permanent full-time jobs? 

	
	…create jobs paying over $50,000 per year? 

	partnership & collaboration 
	...involve both public and private partners?

	
	...create new partnerships or expand existing partnerships?

	
	...bring together people or organizations not typically working together?

	
	…foster long-term regional partnerships and collaboration?

	integrated in global market
	...expand emerging industries important in the global marketplace?

	
	...result in products/services not currently provided on Cape?

	
	...decrease regional dependence on fossil fuels? 

	
	...increase the viability and use of renewable fuels?

	
	...increase the export of products and/or services?

	entrepreneurship and innovation  
	...result in or facilitate technology transfer?

	
	...support and strengthen small businesses and sole proprietors?

	
	...serve or encourage locally-owned businesses?

	
	...facilitate research and development of new concepts or technologies?

	development quality
	...located in an Economic Center (EC) or Industrial Trade Area (ITA)?*

	
	...allow/result in commercial and/or residential growth in EC or ITA?

	
	...reduce commercial sprawl along roadways? 

	
	...help preserve or rehabilitate our natural resources and historic assets? 


* Economic Centers (EC) and Industrial Trade Areas (ITA) are land use categories on the Regional Land Use Vision Map included in the 2009 Regional Policy Plan.
	Economic Development
	Business Development

	Economic Growth
	Economic Diversity
	Business Attraction
	Business Retention

	Infrastructure Development

Issues

· Access

· Capacity

· Efficiency

· Maintenance

· Reliability

· Cost

Types

· Wastewater

· Transportation

· Telecommunications

· Housing

· Energy

· Solid & Hazardous Waste

· Public Safety

· Education

· Disaster Preparedness

Regulation

· Clarity of regulations

· Fairness in enforcement of regulations

· Phasing development with availability of infrastructure

· Permitting development in a pattern that uses infrastructure efficiently


	Education & Workforce Development Programs
Issues

· Access

· Quality

· Cost

Types

· K-12

· Higher Ed

· Technical

· Remedial

· Continuing Ed

· Career Ladders

Industry Cluster Initiatives

· Identifying essential & emerging clusters

· Determining needs for clusters to prosper

· Direct public investment

· Public/Private collaboration 

Regulation

· Zoning and permitting for diversity and density

· Identify and regulate uses/activities that negatively impact economy over long-term

· Ensure consistency with land use/sustainability goals across all regulatory agencies 
	Cost of Doing Business (including cost of property, labor, taxes, energy, insurance, etc)

· Tax incentives

· Workforce training funds

· Below market rents/incubators

· Streamlined regulation

· Co-op insurance options

· Housing subsidies

Capital Access 

· Low interest loans

· Government contracts

· Venture Capital

Recruitment Marketing

· Attract specific types of businesses

· Attract specific types of workers
	Business Training 

· Start-up training

· Family business succession training

· Business finance

· Non-profit training programs

· Marketing training programs

· Employee training funds

Capital Access 

· Working capital

· Gap financing

· Low interest loans

Targeted Marketing 

· General Tourism Marketing

· Specific tourism investments: heritage tourism, ecotourism

Access to Markets

· Trade missions

· Distribution networks
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The Regional Policy Plan, Land Use and Economic Development

A Growth Policy for Barnstable County

The growth policy for Barnstable County, expressed throughout the Regional Policy Plan, is to guide growth toward areas that are adequately supported by infrastructure and away from areas that must be protected for ecological, historical, or other reasons.

The growth policy expressed in the Regional Policy Plan requires:

· comprehensive intergovernmental cooperation

· development to be efficient and innovative

· the integration of the planning strategies and actions in the plan to safeguard the region’s ecology and character

· us to invest public funds wisely.

The Regional Policy Plan seeks partnerships between Cape municipalities, Barnstable regional government, and state and federal agencies.  This collaboration will help ensure that investments in infrastructure address past problems of growth and accommodate future needs.

As is true for natural resources, the fiscal resources of Cape municipalities must be sustainable into the future.  Comprehensive, collaborative planning and coordinated use of the resource management and protection tools described in the Regional Policy Plan are necessary if the regional and local tax bass are to support infrastructure and growth into the future.

Regional Land Use Vision Map

The Regional Land Use Vision Map expresses a vision for the future of Cape Cod.  

The Cape Cod Commission is working collaboratively with all 15 towns in Barnstable County to develop the map through a process that clarifies existing zoning and land use elements, incorporates composite maps of resources in each town, and identifies each town’s vision for desired land uses.

The land uses are categorized as Economic Centers, Villages, Industrial and Service Trade Areas, Resource Protection Areas, and Other Areas.

The Map provides a framework for regional land use planning and identifies discrete areas to focus future development activities as well as areas for additional protection.   The Regional Land Use Vision Map is a tool to encourage towns to consider zoning and other changes to guide growth toward desired areas with infrastructure to support it.
Land Use Goal – LU1

To minimize adverse impacts on the land by using land efficiently and protecting sensitive resources, and to create vibrant communities by directing growth and redevelopment to appropriate locations.

Compact Growth & Resource Protection - To help reshape the development pattern on Cape Cod, measures must be taken to encourage mixed-use and compact forms of development in existing centers and to discourage sprawling development in sensitive areas.  The implementation of a Regional Land Use Vision Map, developed through a collaborative effort with all 15 Cape towns, will aid those efforts.  The regional map identifies general categories of desired land uses based on resource constraints, existing and desired development patterns, and local zoning.  The map provides a framework for regional land use planning and identifies discrete areas to focus future development activities as well as areas for additional protection.  The land use map allows towns to seek flexibility in thresholds that trigger the Commission’s regulatory review.  The regional map also guides Cape towns in their efforts to refine local zoning where needed to implement growth management policies more effectively and to develop needed infrastructure in appropriate locations.

Land Use Goal – LU2

To use capital facilities and infrastructure efficiently and in a manner that is consistent with Cape’s environment, character, and economic strengths, and that reinforces traditional village-centered development patterns. 

Capital Facilities & Infrastructure - The location of public facilities and infrastructure can either alter o perpetuate development patterns.  Development patterns, on the other hand, can determine the need for and cost of facilities and infrastructure.  Dense, concentrated village-style development requires fewer capital facilities and has lower per-person infrastructure costs than sprawling development does.  The goal in maintaining and building facilities and infrastructure should be to serve as many users as possible at the lowest cost.  Using land, facilities, and infrastructure efficiently also limits the impact of development on the natural environment; a healthy natural environment can better absorb adverse impacts of human habitation and act as a buffer during natural disasters.

Land Use Goal – LU3

To preserve and enhance rural land uses, including agriculture, that are environmentally compatible with the Cape’s natural resources in order to maintain opportunities to enjoy the traditional occupations, economic diversity, and scenic resources associated with rural lands, and to support activities that achieve greater food independence for Cape Cod.

Rural Lands - Working agricultural lands are a defining element of the Cape Cod landscape.  Increasingly, land values and development pressures result in the loss of these lands, including those supporting prime agricultural soils, working agricultural lands, and the open vistas of pastures enjoyed from roadsides.  Protection existing farmland and maintaining opportunities to establish or reestablish working agricultural lands ensures opportunities to enjoy traditional resource-based occupations, maintain economic diversity, as well as maintain opportunities to increase our own local food production and food independence.
Economic Development Goal – ED1

To promote the design and location of development and redevelopment to preserve the Cape’s environment and cultural heritage, use infrastructure efficiently, minimize adverse impacts, and enhance the quality of life for Cape Codders.

Low-impact and Compatible Development - This economic development goal is based on the principles of competitive advantage and efficiency:  Development and policy should complement the strengths that make Cape Cod unique and economically viable without taxing the built, human, and natural resources beyond their capacity.  As in the business world, regional economic success depends on differentiating the product (in this case, Cape Cod’s natural environment and historic character) from the competitors’ (other destination areas) and maximizing profits by using resources efficiently.

Economic Development Goal – ED1

To promote a balanced regional economy with a broad business, industry, employment, cultural and demographic mix capable of supporting year-round and quality employment opportunities.

A Balanced Economy - There is a fine balance in regional economics between capitalizing on an area’s competitive advantage and having enough economic diversity to withstand changes in the market.  The Cape has seen industries come and go with changes in tastes, technology, and the emergence of competitors.  We will encourage flexible policies and development projects that can provide high-quality employment opportunities today and lend themselves to multiple uses over time.

Economic Development Goal – ED3

To promote economic activity that retains and attracts income to the region and benefits residents, thus increasing economic opportunity for all.

Regional Income Growth – The size and stability of an economy depend on how much money is attracted to and retained in the region and how well that money is distributed across the population.  The regional income goal seeks to achieve a prosperous economy by supporting local business activity and economic opportunity for all residents.

Economic Development Goal – ED4

To provide adequate capital facilities and infrastructure that meet community and regional needs, expand community access to services, and improve the reliability and quality of services.

Infrastructure Capacity – Adequate, high-quality facilities and infrastructure are vital to a competitive economy and an engaged community.  Capital facilities and infrastructure include everything from schools and libraries to high-speed telecommunication networks and public transit.  Efficient facilities and reliable services are critical.  They enable economic progress and civic participation, open new markets and educational opportunities, and protect communities from man-made and natural disasters.  Cape Cod faces significant challenges.  The region lacks reliable energy service, telecommunications and wastewater infrastructure.

Growth Management Systems

As a fragile coastal peninsula, Cape Cod has a finite capacity to accommodate development and simultaneously maintain the healthy human and natural environments upon which the region’s economy depends.  Capacity and land use are directly related. How and where the Cape’s landscape is developed has a tremendous effect on the capacity of the environment to absorb that additional growth.

The region’s early development was located in dense village centers surrounded by less developed outlying areas.  This compact land use pattern remained until the proliferation of the automobile and expansion of the highway system in the 20th Century.  The greater access thus afforded led to substantial growth in the region’s tourist industry and, beginning in the s970s, in the year-round population.  New development occurred along roadways, coastal areas, and in large residential subdivisions.  Zoning regulations, first established to exclude incompatible uses from residential areas, contributed to this sprawling pattern of growth by requiring large setbacks and prohibiting the mix of uses traditionally found in village centers.  In many cases, zoning bylaws, crafted more than 30 years ago, are still in effect today across Cape Cod, and preexisting nonconforming uses limit the towns’ ability to reestablish compact land use patterns.  

Under current zoning, the sprawl development has already compromised Cape Cod’s natural systems.  The outer Cape and Monomoy Capacity Studies, prepared by the Commission in the s990s, showed that the growth of the Lower and Outer Cape is severely constrained by its transportation infrastructure and water supply.  Without changes in local zoning, protected build-out levels will produce severe traffic congestion and degraded drinking water quality in the future.

The location of infrastructure and public facilities, in addition to zoning, drives land use patterns.  The development of infrastructure, from wastewater to telecommunications, will be essential to regional economic growth that doesn’t further degrade the human or natural environment.  Compact forms of growth reduce the cost of needed infrastructure and allow for more types of residential and commercial development at a range of prices.  In addition, open space in more sensitive areas may be protected, thus improving the ability of the natural environment to further absorb human impacts.  Conversely, a sprawling pattern of growth not only increases infrastructure cost, but also makes the deliver of services, such as public transit, less practical. 

Source:  Cape Cod Regional Policy Plan, Barnstable County, Massachusetts, Revised Draft, October 29, 2008.

State Sustainable Development Principles
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CEDS Quick Facts Sheet

The Economic Development Administration (EDA)

EDA Mission

The Economic Development Administration’s mission is to lead the federal economic development agenda by promoting innovation and competitiveness, preparing American regions for growth and success in the worldwide economy.
EDA’s Goals

1. Attracting private capital investment 

2. Creating higher-skill, higher-wage jobs.

In FY 2007 EDA awarded over $277M in investments, of which $209M was for construction investments that were expected to create over 52,000 jobs at an average cost of $4,000 per job.  Generally, every dollar in taxpayer money attracts $26 in private capital investment for those projects.

EDA’s Four Basic Priorities

1. Collaborative regional economic development

2. Focus on competitiveness and innovation

3. Cultivation of entrepreneurship

4. Link American regional economies to the worldwide market

The fourth priority on the above list was added in 2008, recognizing a basic 21st Century economic reality, that all American economic communities now must compete in an integrated worldwide marketplace.  EDA’s goal is to spur its economic development partners to look beyond their immediate economic regions to understand the challenges and take advantage of the opportunities of the global marketplace.

Responding to Severe Economic Dislocations

Since 2004, EDA has honed its expertise in responding quickly and effectively to sudden and severe economic dislocations, such as plant closures, floods, and hurricanes.  EDA is spending millions of dollars on redevelopment strategies.

EDA’s Planning Program

In 2004 Congress mandated that EDA fund its Planning Program with increased funding, $27M annually at that time.  Since then EDA has funded 38 previously designated and unfunded Economic Development Districts (EDDs), as well as 25 newly-designated EDDs.  There are now 381 EDDs nationwide and this number is growing.  The EDA has moved the majority of its Planning Program recipients into a three-year funding cycle, and will increase this to all recipients in the near future.

Performance Awards

To recognize and encourage excellence in project development and execution, since 2004 EDA has awarded monetary performance awards to investment recipients.  Planning performance awards have also been distributed to EDDs and other investment recipients recognizing excellence in the coordination of planning with project execution.  In 2007 EDA made 14 awards and in 2008 24 more awards were given.  They are granted quarterly.

Redevelopment of Contaminated Sites

EDA has a longstanding role in funding economic redevelopment of contaminated, abandoned industrial and commercial sites.  EDA’s goal is to create value by returning non-productive, blighted or formerly contaminated real estate to local tax rolls while creating opportunity for capital investment and jobs.  Between FY 2004 and now, the EDA has invested over $129M in 111 brownfield redevelopment projects.  These investments have leveraged over $3.5B in private funding and created almost 78,000 jobs.  

Source of above information:  Statement by Benjamin Erulkar, Deputy Assist. Secretary of Commerce for Economic Development and EDA Chief Operating Officer, to the U.S. Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, September 9, 2008.

Summary

EDA focuses its limited resources on proven, high-value cutting-edge economic development activities and techniques promoted by academic and practitioner thought leaders.  EDA emphasizes that regionalism, innovation, and entrepreneurship are the building blocks for successful economic development.

EDA targets its investment assistance to attract private capital investment and create higher-skill, higher-wage jobs in communities and regions that are suffering from high levels of economic distress.

EDA investments are focused on locally-developed, regionally-based economic development initiatives that achieve the highest return on the taxpayers’ investment and that contribute to overall national economic growth.

CEDS Quick Facts Sheet

What is a Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy?

A Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) is a broad-based continuous planning process addressing the economic opportunities and constraints of an area to increase employment through private sector investment.

That process is documented in a report that is usually referred to as the CEDS, Strategy, or Plan.  The report functions like a road map; it is a means to an end.

Each CEDS is unique, reflecting the challenges and opportunities facing its area.  The report should contain four main elements:  analysis, vision, action plan, and evaluation.

A CEDS should promote economic development and higher-wage employment by determining actions the region can take to improve the opportunity for increased private sector investment.

The general public, government decision makers, and business investors should be able to use it as a guide to understanding the regional economy and to take action to improve it.

The CEDS should blend and incorporate other planning efforts in the community, including the Regional Policy Plan, regional Land Use Vision Map, Local Comprehensive Plans, Workforce planning, and others.

The quality of the CEDS should be judged by its usefulness as a guide to local/regional decision-making efforts.

The CEDS must be the result of a continuing economic development planning process, developed with diverse community participation.

The CEDS document should identify local actions (procedural, regulatory, and financial) that can be undertaken with little or no outside reliance on Federal financial assistance.

The document should contain adequate environmental information and analysis to identify potential environmental sensitive sites and issues in the region that would preclude development.

Investment Policy Guidelines

1. The proposed investment is market-based and results driven.

2. The proposed investment has strong organizational leadership.

3. The proposed investment advances productivity, innovation, and entrepreneurship.

4. The proposed investment looks beyond the immediate economic horizon, anticipates economic changes, and diversifies the local and regional economy.
5. The proposed investment demonstrates a high degree of local commitment.
Source:  Raetsch, Paul. WITS:  A Tool for EDDs, NADO Annual Policy Meeting, February, 2008.

Presentation by Leslie Richardson (Cape Cod Commission Economic Development Officer)

 at the CEDS Kick Off
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Presentation by Paul Niedzwiecki (Cape Cod Commission Executive Director)

at the CEDS Kick Off
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Appendix 6: Work Group Materials

1. Session 1 Agenda

2. Checklists

3. Priority Project Form – Template

Work Group – Session 1 Agenda


Your Mission: Identify three projects that, over the next five years, have the greatest potential to strengthen the regional economy and improve the quality of life on Cape Cod 


Welcome/Call to Order – The Work Group Chair

Overview of the Work Group Process – Leslie Richardson 

· Review purpose of work groups & outcomes expected

· Stages of the process

· Tools to help with decision making

· Questions? 

Facilitation Approach & Ground Rules – Ned Robinson-Lynch

· Role of the Chair

· Role of the Facilitator

· Member Responsibilities – participate actively; think innovatively; be specific

· Ground Rules

Break

Re-cap Kick-Off Discussion

· Overall reactions

· Issues discussed by the work group

· Projects and project ideas discussed by the work group

Project Discussion

· Toss in any projects you feel are important to have on the table

· Review list of projects submitted to the State by the County and towns for federal stimulus funding – remember these are only shovel ready projects; all the CEDS projects do not have to be shovel ready. 

Break

Wrap-Up – Ned Robinson-Lynch

Closing Remarks/Adjourn – Work Group Chair 

	Consistency Check-List
	
	Work Group Name

	
	
	Project Name 
	Project Name 
	Project Name 
	Project Name 
	Project Name 
	Project Name 
	Project Name 

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	Reference
	Criteria
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RPP Growth Policy 
	The growth policy for Barnstable County, expressed throughout this Regional Policy Plan, is to guide growth toward areas that are adequately supported by infrastructure and away from areas that must be protected for ecological, historical, or other reasons. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Goal 1: Compact Growth and Resource Protection 
	To minimize adverse impacts on the land by using land efficiently and protecting sensitive resources, and to create vibrant communities by directing growth and redevelopment to appropriate locations. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Goal 2: Capital Facilities and Infrastructure Location
	To use capital facilities and infrastructure efficiently and locate them in a manner that is consistent with Cape Cod’s environment, character, and economic strengths, and that reinforces traditional village-centered development patterns. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Goal 3: Rural Lands 
	To preserve and enhance rural land uses, including agriculture, that are environmentally compatible with the Cape’s natural resources in order to maintain opportunities to enjoy the traditional occupations, economic diversity, and scenic resources associated with rural lands, and to support activities that achieve greater food independence for Cape Cod. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Goal 4: Low-impact Compatible Development 
	To promote the design and location of development and redevelopment to preserve the Cape’s environment and cultural heritage, use infrastructure efficiently, minimize adverse impacts, and enhance the quality of life for Cape Codders. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Goal 5: A Balanced Economy 
	To promote a balanced regional economy with a broad business, industry, employment, cultural, and demographic mix capable of supporting year-round and quality employment opportunities. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Goal 6: Regional Income Growth
	To promote economic activity that retains and attracts income to the region and benefits residents, thus increasing economic opportunity for all. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Goal 7: Infrastructure Capacity
	To provide adequate capital facilities and infrastructure that meet community and regional needs, expand community access to services, and improve the reliability and quality of services. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	Guidance Questions to Prioritize Projects
	
	Work Group Name

	
	
	Project Name 
	Project Name 
	Project Name 
	Project Name 
	Project Name 
	Project Name 
	Project Name 

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	Reference
	Criteria
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	higher-wage and higher-skilled jobs
	Will the project help improve the living standards of distressed populations?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project help mid-wage and/or young professionals remain on the Cape?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project support traditional resource-based industries? (fishing, agriculture, etc)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project create more than 20 permanent full-time jobs? 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will the create jobs paying over $50,000 per year? 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	partnership & collaboration 
	Will the project involve both public and private partners?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will the project create new partnerships or expand existing partnerships?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will the project bring together people or organizations not typically working together?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	integrated in global market
	Will this project result products/services not currently provided on Cape?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project decrease regional dependence on fossil fuels? 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project increase the viability and use of renewable fuels?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project increase the export of products and/or services?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	entrepreneurship and innovation  
	Will the project result in or facilitate technology transfer?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project support and strengthen small businesses and sole proprietors?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project serve or encourage locally-owned businesses?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project facilitate research and development of new concepts or technologies?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	development quality
	Is this project located in an Economic Center (EC) or Industrial Trade Area (ITA)?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project allow/result in commercial and/or residential growth in EC or ITA?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project reduce commercial sprawl along roadways? 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project help preserve or rehabilitate our natural resources? 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Investment Potential
	Will the project be at least partially funded through PRIVATE investment?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project be at least partially funded at the TOWN level? 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project be at least partially funded at the COUNTY level? 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project be at least partially funded at the STATE level? 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Will this project be at least partially funded at the FEDERAL level? 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Cape Cod Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS)

Priority Project Form - TEMPLATE

Please complete one form per project. Please save the document as a MS Word file (.doc) and use the project name as the file name. To fill out the form, place cursor in empty cells and type; the cells will expand as you type. Questions and completed forms should be directed to Leslie Richardson at the Commission – e-mail: lrichardson@capecodcommission.org 

	Priority Number
	


Priority Project Summary

	Project Title
	

	Goal of the Project
	

	Description
	

	Overall Project Benefits
	

	Job Creation
	Construction: 

	
	Permanent: 

	Measures of Success
	Quantitative:

	
	Qualitative:

	
	

	Type of Project
	(Construction – Planning – Technical Assistance)

	Target Population
	

	Towns Impacted
	

	Lead Organization
	

	Partner Organizations
	

	Duration 
	(start & end dates or on-going)

	Total Cost 

(If on-going insert annual cost)
	
	Public Share:
	Private Share:


	How will this project serve one or more economically distressed populations?

	


	How will this project improve competition within the region?

	


	How will this project improve the region’s competitive position in the global economy?

	


	How will this project support innovation and entrepreneurship in the region?

	


	What products or services will be exported out of the region as a result of this project?

	


	How will this project increase the availability of clean energy? 

	


	How will this project decrease demand for fossil fuels? 

	


Appendix 7: Focus Group Materials

1. Focus Group Structure 

2. Priority Project Handout

3. Focus Group Results
Focus Group Structure
Description: Three (3) focus groups to review and react to the priority projects identified by the working groups

Purpose: The purpose of the focus groups is to get the perspective of additional constituent groups to make sure nothing big was missed; making sure priorities are shared and realistic from their perspectives

Desired Outcome: Clear statements of support, concerns, oversights, and problems that the different groups feel will be encountered in the implementation of the CEDS priority projects; increased public familiarity with regional economic development planning efforts. 

Dates & Times 
	Tuesday May 5th, 2009
	Wednesday May 6th, 2009

	Business
	8:00 - 9:30
	
	

	Municipal (staff)
	10:30 - Noon
	Elected Officials
	10:30 – Noon


Structure:

1. Introduction 

· ED through land use perspective (LUVMap)

· Power Point of Process & Projects

2. Focus Group Discussion Questions

1) Together, do you feel these priority projects will improve the competitive position of businesses based on Cape Cod? 

2) Together, do you feel these priority projects will create, attract, or retain well-paid year-round jobs on the Cape for Cape residents? 

3) Together, do you feel these priority projects support innovation and growth consistent with the traditional natural and historic assets of Cape Cod?  

4) Together, do you feel these priority projects support innovation and growth consistent with the traditional natural and historic assets of Cape Cod?  

3. Information Provided

· Growth Policy & Goals Poster & Priority Project Poster 
· 15 priority projects – name, brief description (will have completed forms on each project as well but not to distribute)

PowerPoint Presentation Given to the Focus Groups


[image: image13.emf]

Handout – Regional Priority Projects
PRIORITY PROJECTS – descriptions distributed to Focus Group Participants 

1. ADA & Building Compliance Loan Program

Establish a regional revolving loan fund to provide low-interest loans to finance ADA and building code compliance in order to improve the commercial building stock and encourage top-of-the-shop expansion in growth centers.  

2. Buy Local Infrastructure Development Projects

Fund projects to increase local production of goods & services and educate buyers on the economic benefits of using local purveyors including training educators, business owners, and workforce; providing capital to increase local production and value added activities; and adopting appropriate protections of productive lands and facilities. 

3. Capitalize the Cape Cod Fisheries Trust 

Provide capital to the Cape Cod Fisheries Trust for the purchase of fishing rights for local fishermen to ensure a lasting future for sustainable fishing on Cape Cod; corporate consolidation through the purchase of a limited fishing quota has increased the cost of remaining in or entering the fishing industry for the independent small boat operators on Cape Cod. 

4. Coastal Development/Ocean Economy Options Analysis

Complete a baseline analysis of coastal access, land uses, and economic activity. Based on this research and through a public process, develop a series of options for coastal development and redevelopment on Cape Cod that will leverage the summer season to provide employment and business opportunities year-round and re-enforces the Cape’s historic connections to the sea.  

5. Community Green Enterprise Center Design & Construction

Community Green is sustainable community on 45 acres of land in Sandwich, where formerly homeless and other low income individuals and families will have access to vocational training and employment offered by educational and business partners also located on the Community Green campus. Energy and agriculture will be the primary theme for the development.

6. Development in Economic Centers Cost Analysis

Identify the factors making development and redevelopment more expensive in downtown centers than spreading out along arterials and undeveloped areas; design incentives to rectify this cost differential to shift growth to economic centers and reduce infrastructure costs.

7. Wastewater Infrastructure in Economic Centers & Villages 

Design and build wastewater infrastructure in those areas designated for mixed-use development and redevelopment where greater population density is desired.

8. Emerging Sectors Housing Projects

Identify opportunities to support emerging industries such as education, marine sciences, and the arts by reducing barriers imposed by the high cost of housing on Cape Cod. Initial projects include student/faculty housing at Cape Cod Community College and live/work space for artists in economic centers. 

9. Energy Demand Reduction Program: Greening Existing Buildings 

Realize immediate and long-term reduction in energy demand through the expansion of existing energy efficiency assistance programs, the establishment of a loan program, and through a series of demonstration and workforce training projects.

10. Entrepreneurship Training & Capital Access Program

This program is a collaborative, regional approach to build a culture of entrepreneurship on Cape Cod beginning with training entrepreneurs and supporting small business development to assisting in technology transfer and access to start-up capital.   A special focus of Project Entrepreneur will be providing assistance for Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) and Small Business Technology Transfer (STTR) grants.  

11. Homeland Security Technology Testing & Training Center

Establish a Homeland Security Center on the MMR to stimulate innovation, research, and increase technology transfer in security and marine technology while providing workforce training opportunities for engineers, technicians, maintenance personnel and related professionals.

12. Open Cape Telecommunication Infrastructure

The OpenCape Project will create a reliable, redundant, and secure communications backhaul network extending from Woods Hole to Provincetown. The project is a collaboration of Cape Cod Community College, Cape Cod Technology Council, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute University of Massachusetts-Dartmouth, and municipal entities funded by the Cape Cod Economic Development Council and Massachusetts Technology Collaborative.  

13. Redevelopment Authority Feasibility Analysis

Complete a feasibility analysis of regional or local redevelopment entities to facilitate development in areas designated for growth through the acquisition and sale of land or property rights.  

14. Renewable Energy Generation Program

Phase 1 will be to develop an algae bio-fuel refinery pilot project.  The project, advocated by Cape Cod Renewable Fuels Partnership, is expected to produce 1 million gallons of bio-fuels annually. Future phases will investigate off-shore renewable energy opportunities. 

15. Renewable Energy Technology Testing & Training Center

Establish a 3rd party testing site for small- and mid-scale wind applications (up to 600 kilowatts in scale) with complementary operations and maintenance training.  Primary target audience would be wind turbine manufacturers with training and research opportunities for engineers, technicians and educators in partnership with academia.  
16. Specialized Four-year College (Fine Arts & Engineering) Feasibility Analysis

Establish a specialized independent or affiliated undergraduate institution offering degree programs related to the region’s emerging industries and natural resources such as engineering, environmental science, and fine arts with associated Cape focused research centers.

Focus Group Results
PROJECTS MOST FREQUENTLY MENTIONED

· WASTEWATER

· OPEN CAPE

· RENEWABLE ENERGY – GENERATION, DEMAND REDUCTION, AND TESTING

· 4-YEAR COLLEGE

· FISHERIES TRUST

· BUY LOCAL

· TESTING & TRAINING CENTERS

COMMON THEMES

· Projects will improve Cape Cape’s competitive position more than the competitiveness of individual businesses 

· To be competitive Cape businesses need capital, a trained workforce, lower energy costs, and access to markets worldwide; businesses must have niche to compete

· Project complement the Cape’s natural & economic assets; they may or may not result in innovation and/or growth

· Projects related to renewable energy leverage Cape’s natural assets; represent real opportunity for economic growth

· Improving housing affordability is a critical to economic growth and demographic balance; lack of housing options and overall cost of living are barriers to attracting skilled workers

· Projects need to be part of an overall vision and strong leadership to be achieved; as a group the projects are too broad

· Need to address the local attitude that business is bad and overall perception that the Cape is not a place to do business; regulatory impediments and parochialism limit economic potential; incentives are needed to redress cost issues; regionalization to reduce layers of bureaucracy 

FOCUS GROUP NOTES

Business Focus Group

Question 1: Round 1

1. Very ambitious –   will the leadership and effort come from regional or local level? Keeping business local is good; it is difficult to compete with Boston firms; what do  these planning projects mean for smaller businesses on Cape Cod

2. 3 thoughts: 1) emphasis seems to be to build small business 2) problem therefore is creating jobs with higher wages since small businesses generally cannot pay these wages 3) package doesn’t entirely address how you create more value added business activity

3. Focusing on buy local is good; do need a 4-year college

4. Two address issue of competitiveness: 4-year college and access to capital – talent and money are the most important components; no guarantee other projects will improve competitive position of businesses on cape cod 

5. Renewable energy and Homeland security testing center are of most interest; regarding 4-year college - MMA can fill this gap. Wastewater is the key to economic development on cape cod

6. No. too much here – need to focus on more specific actions; a lot of analysis. Do like renewable projects and specialized 4-year college

7. Support fisheries trust and open cape projects; also 4-year college - focus should include health services. Major driver should be improving the workforce. None of these projects address the parochialism of town government and personality based obstacles – specifically town planners

8. Open Cape but the rest are too broad with too many layers and not enough private investment

9. Clean Energy. Too much here – not sure the projects hone in on increasing competitive position of businesses

10. Priority Projects don’t necessarily support competitiveness of businesses but more the competitive position of Cape Cod relative to attracting businesses

11. Too big – too much here. As a small business, the two major issues are rising energy costs and access to capital. Keep it simple and increase outreach

Question 1: Round 2 

1. Short-term projects should be given lower priority; training centers should be at the top of the list

2. Package more likely to increase new businesses activity than help existing businesses; competitive position relates to finding a niche rather than trying to go head to head with national chains and larger outside firms

3. Would like to see more jobs for existing residents rather than bringing people in from over the bridge

4. Cape more competitive – some projects will help this; Businesses competitive position really depends on workforce and capital. 

5. As a group no. Individually Open Cape is important and energy demand reduction could improve the competitive position of local businesses

6. Don’t recreate the wheel – build on what is here such as the MMA; too much planning leads to more planning

7. Key is increased capital and cheaper energy

Question 2: Round 1

1. Based on my experience businesses have failed because of rising energy costs and lack of flexibility from banks – difficult to get capital to carry through the off season; Image of region is tourism and real estate

2. Attract and retain yes but Cape Cod is a self contained economy and will not therefore create jobs because most businesses only sell on-cape; ultimately we have to have companies with global markets. Reach beyond the core infrastructure to understand why and how… workforce and housing…

3. Core challenge to young professionals (is housing/lack of career opportunities??) not sure if the jobs potentially created by these projects will ….

4. No. Small businesses are the core of the cape economy. Train local businesses to sell to off cape market

5. Don’t make things that bring in $$; missing the boat how can we help those businesses identify new markets; Open cape will create necessary infrastructure to bring high-quality jobs to cape – will come here for lifestyle but need to be connected to global market

6. Some – Open Cape which is key to small home based businesses which are the future of the Cape’s economy; Projects that don’t at all – ADA loan….  Capital access yes

7. Loss of younger population needs to be turned around – jobs should focus on brining this demographic back not on employing current residents who are largely retirees…

8. Qualified yes. Jobs may be created but will they be sustained over time; government is subject to the whims of budget cycles – will these programs continue?

9. Cape is a seasonal tourism area and economy – need to focus on those in businesses – don’t believe in government money being spend in these areas – should be private sector coming together to make changes

10. May create jobs but question how well paid they will be relative to the cost of living on the Cape; local focus opposite to global trends; will create small hopefully nimble companies

11. Opportunity in #15 Renewable energy generation takes leverages the Cape’s natural advantages – the industry is still in early stages so the Cape could create a competitive edge in this industry; training centers could draw talent to the area

Question 2: Round 2

1. Cape is small businesses and tourism; attracting from outside have only hurt local businesses; focus on decent jobs not the ultimate job; residents, regulatory boards haven’t agreed on what the cape wants to be

2. Closed sustained economy – if going to have continued growth and economic expansion focus on companies headquartered locally but selling elsewhere

3. Young professionals can’t afford housing; like emerging sector housing project to support this segment of the workforce

4. Quality of life is the draw on cape cod – housing issues are difficult – one persons quality of life may not be another’s – NIMBY issues

5. Attracting young workers is difficult when they consider the cost of living relative to their earnings – especially after spending so much time and money to get a good education – expect to get more for their hard work and money; support ADA project as an opportunity to open new aspects of tourism market

6. Lack of industry diversity is Cape Cod’s biggest historic problem – how do we diversify? Should we focus more on the health care industry? Technology? Why aren’t there more companies like Sencorps?

7. Housing is an significant impediment; young people can’t afford to live here

8. Cape Cod is a service economy – what does it want to be? What happened to the silicon sandbar? Region needs to target industries and create wealth; no initiative to attract and retain industries or businesses

9. Major conference center is needed but where could it be located? Regulations get in the way; wages are way too low and employers need to recognize this

10. Three main sectors: tourism, retirees, and second homes; need a 4th: small businesses that are nimble, making a niche for themselves

11. Avoid bigger is better mentality; this is not about big buildings but small nimble businesses; had expected to see small business incubators; need to attract capital, provide support services, and housing to start-up companies through incubators

Question 3: Round 1

1. All born of Cape’s assets but still a conundrum between preservation and development – balance is needed – people are concerned about changes to the things they value about cape cod

2. Not sure they will be the catalyst for either innovation or growth though they won’t hurt either

3. Individual projects do…such as coastal development/land use and fisheries trust. All together – no.

4. Still back to housing; without affordable housing cannot attract workforce

5. Small business with small non-destructive footprint and water based economic activity could result in growth and protection

6. Yes, consistent; list is very tailored to the cape which is good to see

7. Concerned about traditional – nothing changes on Cape Cod; where do we want to go? How can you do both? Also, can’t realize innovation and growth with current population demographics.

8. Yes, consistent with traditional assets but not so sure they will result in innovation and growth

9. Would get rid of historic districts; towns have to relax regulations; towns have to promote business; don’t need any more parks

10. Package is cape specific; innovation yes – new no; density is critical; telecom is critical; fisheries trust definitely; harbors to working waterfronts will be very difficult; housing can be handled but will have to accept that some will not ever be able to live on the cape. 

11. Innovation yes; growth not so sure

12. Consistent yes; innovation is key word – climate here is not business friendly; skeptical; maybe some areas need to be more liberal; unite with planning boards and building departments to realize goal; everyone will not be able to buy a house – renting is a fine option; 

Question #3: Round 2

1. There is a way to make a living but it is not necessarily easy here; small business, support fisheries …all about the ocean…

2. Pass

3. Pass

4. Pass

5. Don’t feel these things are mutually exclusive

6. Cape and new don’t seem to go together

7. Pass

8. Need more renewable energy sources; establish parameters for location now;…may create new jobs

9. Traditional – no; natural – yes; Historic – can be but may cost more but it is possible to do

10. Future demand will exist for deep retrofit of historic prosperities to increase energy efficiency – innovation can be consistent with protection of historic buildings

Final Question

1. Need a unified vision of what we want to be and need to address parochialism at local level

2. Regulatory impediments at county level need to be address – perception in particular

3. Cash – which projects will get funded and how much of that will be from private sources – is there enough consensus to drive private investment

4. 15 towns make need to have consistent approach/strategy to economic development; CCC could alleviate inconsistencies and layers by making towns be more consistent

5. Need to regionalize at regulatory level

6. Barnstable County emergency management is a good example of regionalization

7. ED is a broad concept – need to agree on its meaning

8. What problems are we trying to solve? No consensus on this

9. Attraction incentives of other states are not equaled here – state doesn’t care about smaller businesses and towns don’t provide; not sure local consistency is possible; one of Cape’s joys is the uniqueness of the individual communities; wouldn’t want to see government become region’s largest employer; layers are the largest impediment but not sure people want to change these layers

10. MA not interested in small number of jobs (Sencorp experience)

11. Small businesses can be helped by EDICs

12. Impediment to small businesses are overhead costs – need to change zoning so home offices can have employees; need to be more flexible

13. Nothing here except energy that would help me as a small businesses; regulatory environment is a big deal – arbitrary decisions and decisions without regard to impact on existing businesses is major problem for small viability of small businesses

14. Nothing addresses young worker attraction and retention; wage versus cost of living issue

15. Need to have element that will work with banks to understand businesses on the cape

---

Municipal Focus Group

Question #1: Round 1

1. Pass

2. Yes, because there is so much needed to support businesses beginning with a change in attitude and understanding that business is not a bad thing for Cape Cod

3. Pass

4. Yes; missing on cape is appreciation of what businesses provide; list is comprehensive  - education and TA could be beefed up

5. Good start; mission one project: regional marketing campaign to attract businesses to the Cape; these projects seem to be about helping what is here but we need more depth to really provide career opportunities

6. Agree with previous; except #2 and #16  - not a fan of buy local; 4-year college very low on list – need is already met

7. Yes. However Cape is already like an under-developed nation so anything that is not anti-business will help; small entrepreneurship and businesses are good; energy piece very positive; marketing would help; 4-year college holistic look at region as a whole and this would be a helpful element

8. Yes. Coming from Chatham WW is a big deal; health department regularly has to refuse permits due to lack of wastewater; housing very important – strongly support need for artist housing

Question 1: Round 2

1. Yes. Like training and small business loan programs; ADA compliance important; energy is a growth industry we would be at forefront; 4-year college would help area stay current; housing as must – project should go beyond emerging industry to help all young adults.

2. Agree with previous comments except for two points 1) don’t need a marketing campaign until there is the infrastructure in place to accommodate new businesses and 2) specialty 4-year college already here in MMA with its engineering and other programs – valuable asset often forgotten

3. Agree. List is all encompassing; WW is biggest because currently can’t allow any business with current infrastructure; youth component and fishing trust very important

4. Entrepreneurship should an even greater focus with support for collaboration between entrepreneurs to reduce overhead costs

5. Why market area if we are not ready; yet some towns could accommodate businesses at this point but perception gets in the way; add business incentives; cape is business unfriendly – incentives could help shift perceptions

6. Projects 5,9,15,7: all good; 5 interesting concept; 7 single most important

7. WW critical; need to look at ability to increase capacity – aquaculture – to stimulate local economic development; EDIC not staffed – need profession assistance to focus and implement ed strategies

8. Especially green & fisheries fit well with environment; opposition to businesses is real; people don’t want change so projects that build on natural advantages will have best chance; training centers excellent

Question 2: Round 1

1. As a whole with all implemented yes, will attract more jobs and businesses

2. What we are talking about is creating an environment and these projects would help to do that so businesses could then create the jobs

3. Not sure; missing areas of business

4. Set stage but will not directly create the types of jobs desired

5. Individually might bring in a few but not a lot of jobs; need to make this shift to higher paid jobs; good start but not enough

6. No

7. Perceptions still need to be addressed before jobs will start being created; need to attract private investment; how can this be stimulated and get projects moving that will do this directly

8. A start. First step to getting to where we want to be; infrastructure and technology development/research are the key

Question 2: Round 2

1. Foundation – a good start

2. Dido; especially agree with need to stimulate private investment and find multiple public and private sources of funding

3. Pass

4. Need incentives because not cost effective to locate on cape cod

5. What about emerging industries identified by RCC? Need to be clearer about how these projects will help these industries; need to actively pursue businesses in these industries using incentives

6. Pass

7. Some success using public funds to stimulate private investment – need money to create physical offerings such as land, predevelopment work; need to work with towns to be ready for development and private investment

8. Entrepreneurship training and capital access; need to build an environment for people to come and stay on the Cape

Question 3: Round 1

1. Pass

2. Yes & No; think to support innovation and growth need to be more focused, precise activities; all projects are important but specific development projects are needed to support innovation and growth; Bourne green tech park is a good example of one such project; overall too fuzzy – need to be more specific

3. Agree; see projects more geared to innovation than growth; does support assets

4. Yes. Consistent with maritime nature & entrepreneurship, respect for the environment but not sure they will support growth because they don’t address incentives and we don’t have any in place; difficult to answer without more specific projects – some are specific like testing centers…

5. Tends to support innovation; no growth; agree too fuzzy; nice but will not grow the economy

6. Yes. All support innovation and growth not clear on context…

7. Within bounds; nothing here is outrageous; starting to understand that business and environment are not in conflict in fact a lack of business puts the rest at risk; example west main street Falmouth; shouldn’t be afraid to mix the two; high marks for consistency with goals and values but don’t need to be too fearful about mixing it up a bit – use investment to help preservation – lack of innovation is the greatest threat

8. Agree. These are linked; ww clear example of how infrastructure enables both

9. Don’t be afraid to push it even further beyond traditional economic uses; fear growth but ultimately lack of it will hurt us

10. Prior discussion focusing on technologies are consistent with natural assets of cape cod; focus on technologies that enhance as well as leverage the natural assets

11. Pass

12. Pass

13. Perception from outside still problem; don’t know what is available and what is possible; manufacturing companies are compatible – they do not have to be blights; they could preserve assets but knowledge and perception gap ; strategically located but companies don’t consider the cape we need to proactively seek them out

14. Pass

15. Push it further to support tool that could help preserve community character through incentives for historic design, consistent building materials, etc.; We can develop businesses and improve even rebuild the character of the past; incentives, changes in code can be done regionally; localities could give up tax revenue to see better design

16. Pass

Question 4: Open Discussion

1. Bob: transportation on and off cape is perception and real problem; general perception that Cape is not a place to do real business; too expensive

2. Sallie: Traffic feeds larger perception problem of Cape as not business friendly which is a huge impediment; CCCommission reputation issue; need to talk more about the tools that facilitate development on the Cape that improve business climate here; all goes back to creating an environment open to business and letting people know it exists

3. Cindy: permitting is major problem – multiple levels, unpredictable, long; perception problem founded or not; why spend more money to locate on cape when good alternatives exist just off cape? Upfront cost of permitting a problem

4. Rene: Dido; need deep pockets and lots of time to get permits needed to business on the Cape

5.  Bob: what about workforce development? 

6. Mary: what about education of current residents about the benefits of economic development and change?

7. Cindy: when it hits them in the wallet in the form of a large tax bill, businesses will suddenly become more appealing

---

Elected Officials Focus Group

Question 1: Round 1

1. Cape Cod needs to look beyond traditional economy to become more business friendly and needs a centralized economic development approach

2. Priority projects haven’t missed anything; happy to see both new and traditional covered; like focus on energy and the environment; interested in fisheries trust – same issue in Plymouth

3. Impressed by process and amount that has been accomplished; see great potential; package will help both existing and new businesses (new and old)

4. Support affordable housing, education, technology, energy, redevelopment focus – like that all are described in collaborative terms and that linkages between all are recognized; this should provide a foundation for a new economy when recession ends

5. Potential to go towards tradition but new competitive industries are supported by open cape, specialty school, and testing center projects; don’t see tourism directly addressed; fisheries and 4-year college are both great and will attract/keep people on the cape

Question 1: Round 2

1. Why would I locate on Cape Cod? We won’t compete on cost so we must carve out niches specific to the assets of the cape – tourism is an example of this; have to set a long-term goal; attracting businesses is not enough – have to know what you are trying to accomplish which should focus on resident quality of life

2. As non-resident remind everyone that the Cape has star quality, it is a place where people want to be; odd that tourism is not addressed directly – it should be supported too; 4-year college could support tourism industry too

3. Type of business development on the cape needs to be supported by the residents and serve residents; agree re tourism but more important is housing not being affordable

4. How do you get businesses to come to the Cape? Open cape tied to improving business competitiveness; defining target industries; infrastructure a must; 4-year school really important and could leverage Plymouth Rock Studios

5. Housing is an example of the conflict between the tourism/2nd home industry and year-round resident economy; need to make a commitment in one direction or the other; believe tourism is maxed out and year-round economy should be the focus in areas that the cape has natural assets

6. Tourism needs to be revitalized through upgrading existing facilities to improve the quality (not necessarily the quantity); Green focus and attracting business has to be more than marketing – suggest a “green goal” for the Cape (X% renewable fuel use by 20XX) and build business activity around that goal.

Question 2: Round 1

1. Open Cape big one; essential to have businesses connected to global markets; still have housing, educational quality issues that need to be addressed in a holistic way and overcome resistance to families; what private investment will be needed?

2. Difficult to answer in current economic environment where everyone is looking to create jobs; over the long-term probably will with a few project that could be implemented immediately but not sure they will create well-paid jobs

3. Open Cape most important to pursue – many on outer cape are working at home but businesses is limited by lack of telecommunications infrastructure; housing still major impediment; question what a “well-paid” job is…

4. Create and attract jobs depends on something being here; model must be created that addresses housing

5. Homeland security and bio-fuels testing center could have direct job creation – others pave the way for future job creation in 5 or more years; need to decide what we want to be – on a specific direction

6. Public needs a better understanding what investments are required and what the associated rewards are; housing and human services needs on cape are significant; it needs to be recognized that a healthy economy is dependent on a healthy populous; projects seem directed at population with advantages of education and skills more than those without; no overall focus is clearly stated but rather implied

Question 2: Round 2

1. Cyclical nature of the economy is not only due to seasonal but also larger swings in the larger economy; jobs come because money is here but the amount fluctuates and is heavily tied to tourism; year round economy will take time to develop – long term but possible given new technologies and trends towards working remotely

2. Nature of how business is transacted is changing – legislation to allow stores to open on Thanksgiving to compete with internet shopping shows that traditional ways of doing business may not be the competitive means in the future; we don’t really know where all this will go…

3. Younger population are anti-tradition open to new ways of doing things; motels in Yarmouth are working to upgrade facilities with some being transformed into housing; hope these projects happen and bring cape cod into the modern economy

4. Contention that the cape is over retailed is becoming increasingly evident as more storefronts become vacant; Wastewater, energy are opportunities for well-paid jobs but will they be sustained after public funding ends; uses of local businesses by governments would go a long way to supporting regional economy; public sector can drive local business activity and improve infrastructure while using local providers

5. To attract non-cape businesses here will require a solution to traffic issues on and off cape; commuter rail would help; pleased to see projects focus on future industries; this could be helped by targeted tax incentives; overarching goal to link with marketing programs needs to be part of this and expand on existing marketing efforts that capture niches; need to increase awareness of assets

6. Some prefer seasonal work and lifestyle; WW education is still needed – investment and return/benefits of investment need to be better understood; need well run  well capitalized businesses that can survive downturns

7. Regionalize purchase of equipment rather than have each municipality go it alone

Question 3: Round 1

1. Yes. Many projects are specific to cape assets and issues; mall culture in decline giving buy local a window of opportunity; economic center focus good idea because centers are often adjacent to water, one of the Cape’s greatest assets; linking economy with natural assets is best approach in both short and long term for cape; cape is in a good place not being dependent on any single employer or industry – don’t see the huge job losses seen elsewhere

2. Yes, as much as they can be because a lot of the projects focus on new industries; buy local and fishing definitely in keeping with tradition and lends stability

3. Yes, consistent but we need to have a strong foundation for economic growth, an asset to leverage we don’t price ourselves out of the market; need to change the “stick it to the tourist” attitude that results in higher and higher prices with residents suffering as a result

4. Yes and this must be an overriding goal or we will lose more than we gain

5. Yes & no; current trends and economy is not sustainable so need to consider alternative paths that fit with natural resources yet take us in a new direction; need to address declining population diversity

6. Attraction of Cape has been its natural beauty and interesting people; we cannot lose this; projects must be consistent – buy local, fisheries trust, greening existing buildings all consistent; huge need to retrofit historic structures rather than allow them to be torn down; stability and self-reliance is an issue addressed by 1st responders – we need to rely on ourselves as the larger economy upswing is a ways off

Question 3: Round 2

1. Coastal economy project is important; in past our coastal resources have been under-exploited yet this is what brings people to the Cape; Hyannis efforts are good example of how we can do this; access to coast is important; need to get people out of their cars

2. Need tourism to get us through tough times – tourism puts us in a better position than other places…

3. Regarding transportation, how are people ever going to be able to get out of their cars when everything is so spread out? How could this change; even if you get here by public transit you need a car once you are here; buy local will help us to grow here and become more self-reliant

4. Transportation could be woven into the projects and priority given to those projects that reduce auto dependence

5. Why not have Zip Cars on the Cape?  Cape Cod is not as attractive to younger generation – perception that there is nothing to do but sit on the beach; need rainy day activities and need to better market what is here to do other than shopping and sitting on the beach

6. Once here many not need a car but do to get here with all luggage etc.; buy local particularly viable given that the Cape has a brand as a special place; we need more fun and family friendly communities – arts should be a part of this

Question 4

1. Not everyone supports economic development and change – this is the largest impediment to economic growth; many here that do not rely on the Cape for their income and don’t understand the need for year-round economy – need to make everyone understand that they have a stake in Cape Cod’s economic health; NIMBY is not addressed

2. Transportation infrastructure is missing – expensive but letting roads go un-maintained looks shabby, undermines beauty of cape; housing also central problem here and across state; A “well paying jobs” is one that lets you live in the community to you work in

3. CC economy driven by the real estate market; why are youth leaving? Jobs transportation housing there are things to do here; we have to have a sense of direction and clear foundation on which to build – need to find a beginning; transportation needs to be addressed

4. Change in demographic mix is needed; could be driven by services needed by the elderly creating jobs; need to link into K-12 community and understand what they want and need; also need to educate them on what the community will expect from them – civics

5. Transportation is important; need to think more about developing an over-arching goal to drive economic development efforts – something that can be measured and achieved

6. Don’t want the Cape to become Disney; health care and services for elderly not mentioned; important to have high quality medical here to keep/attract people

7. We will be Disney unless we take action to be something else; general sense that the community doesn’t welcome young families and young workforce

Appendix 8: Public Comment Period

1. Press Release

2. Comments Received

Press Release Announcing Public Comment Period
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: May 21, 2009

INFORMATION FROM THE     
CAPE COD COMMISSION
BARNSTABLE COUNTY    
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MEDIA CONTACTS:
Leslie Richardson, Economic Development Officer
Paul Niedzwiecki, Executive Director
Cape Cod Commission
(508) 362-3828 



DRAFT ECONOMIC PLAN READY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

Sixteen Priority Projects Make the Five-year Region-wide Strategy List
--Written Comments Sought by June 3, 2009-- 
 
BARNSTABLE COUNTY, MA -- The Cape Cod Commission is accepting written public comments now through Wednesday, June 3, 2009, on the draft five-year update to the Cape-wide Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS). 
 
A cross-section of nearly 100 public and private economic, business, and government leaders on Cape Cod identified 16 region-wide economic development priorities through the CEDS planning process this spring. The draft 2009 update and the descriptions of priority projects are available for download and review on the web site: www.capecodcommission.org/econdevel/CEDS/CEDS2009/
 
The strategy planning participants developed the proposed list and supporting documents for public review to be submitted by the end of June to the US Economic Development Administration (EDA). The Cape Cod Commission released the documents May 20, 2009, and will accept written public comments through June 3. 
 
The CEDS is a regional planning process that creates consensus around long-term economic development needs on Cape Cod. The Cape Cod Commission, as the regional planning agency, leads the CEDS process. Economic Development Officer Leslie Richardson manages the work on behalf of the Commission. Barnstable County's Cape Cod Economic Development Council (CCEDC) serves as the CEDS Strategy Committee. 
 
"Barnstable County officials want to maintain the collaboration that has formed around this year's CEDS process to keep the plan moving forward," explains Richardson. "All involved with the process wish to continue to build consensus and accountability for completing economic development projects on Cape Cod."
 
Cape Cod Commission Executive Director Paul Niedzwiecki believes this version of the CEDS document can be considered "the first Cape-wide capital infrastructure plan" that aligns region-wide resources and creates an environment in which the private sector can prosper. 
 
This year's approach to the document was unique in that it was staged in two parts and followed a more inclusive planning process model. Phase 1 focused on gathering relevant data to publish in an interactive, searchable web-based resource site, still under construction. Phase 2 enlisted the participation of stakeholders to identify regional priority projects. Both phases were funded by the CCEDC with Cape and Islands license plate grant funds. 
 
Participants for the working groups were selected from as many businesses, organizations, and public agencies as possible across the Cape and then were assembled into groups to address five issues: infrastructure, workforce development, sector development, business development, and business climate. Each working group was asked to identify three priority projects that were then reviewed further by three focus groups. 
 
Criteria for the draft CEDS 2009 region-wide priority projects included investment potential at various public and private levels; ability to create higher-wage and higher-skilled jobs; opportunity for partnership and collaboration; integration in the global market; level of entrepreneurship and innovation; and quality of land development. Responses to some of the questions-particularly questions relating to project costs, job creation, and project duration-are preliminary and should be viewed only as estimates.
 
After the Commission receives comments on the draft, the plan will be submitted to the EDA on June 30 for review and certification. Once the CEDS is certified, the region may apply for funding assistance for public works, technical assistance, and planning projects related to economic development.
 
Further refinement of project parameters will take place as each project evolves-before specific requests for funding are made to the EDA. If the EDA certifies the CEDS, the projects are proposed to be implemented beginning in fall 2009, continuing in the next five years.
 
Comments on the draft should be sent by e-mail to Cape Cod Commission Economic Development Officer Leslie Richardson (lrichardson@capecodcommission.org) by June 3, 2009. 

 
### 
Public Comments Received 
From: Chris Powicki [chrisp@weeinfo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2009 12:12 PM
To: Leslie Richardson
Subject: Comments on Draft 2009 CEDS Report

Leslie – 
A few comments: 
         The overall process has failed to capture synergies among priority projects identified by the work groups. There are some common themes underlying many projects that if specified and presented in cohesive fashion would provide a better sense that the county is putting forward a plan that is not only comprehensive but integrated/coordinated.
         The Infrastructure Work Group process ended in disappointing fashion, in that draft project descriptions were not circulated to all work group members for review and comment, as had been discussed at the final work group meeting. 
         The “Wastewater Infrastructure in Economic Centers & Villages” project does not include what was highlighted by Sarah and Sue in our discussions as critical needs, e.g., an independent assessment of options for the Brewster-Orleans-Eastham area where different communities are at different stages in the process; and a simultaneous look at water/wastewater infrastructure issues in Eastham. 
         The “Renewable Energy Generation Program” is described as follows: “Phase 1 will be an algae bio-fuel refinery pilot project. The project, advocated by Cape Cod Renewable Fuels Partnership, is expected to produce 1 million gallons of bio-fuels annually. Future phases will investigate off-shore renewable energy opportunities.” Rather than imply that these are sequential projects, please reword to indicate that they are parallel – I am actively working with regional stakeholders, EEA officials, and UMass Dartmouth to move forward on this now. 
Please let me know if you have questions – 
Chris Powicki
Principal, Water Energy & Ecology Information Services 
774.487.4614
2042 Main Street, Brewster, MA 02631
www.weeinfo.com
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6 Chase Street 

West Harwich, Massachusetts 02671

617-332-3767; 508-432-8101

bnwarch@gis.net
June 3, 2009

Cape Cod Commission

Attention: Leslie Richardson, Commission Economic Development Officer

3225 Main Street

P.O. Box 226

Barnstable, Massachusetts 02630

RE: Comments on Draft 2009 CEDS by email

Dear Ms. Richardson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment as an individual on the draft of the Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS).  I have the following comments regarding the draft:

In addition to the Cape’s formal planning entities, the strategy should reference and coordinate with the larger region.  Boston, Nantucket, and Martha’s Vineyard are not mentioned unless there is some mention in the appendix which was not readily available on the web site.  If we review past environmental and economic efforts on the Cape including the Cape Cod Canal, Otis Air Force Base, and the National Seashore these relations were considered.  A key element of this understanding is the changing nature and needs of the larger region’s work force.  State wide there is an expanding role for the areas of health related employment and education even in tough economic times.  Importantly, these fields require updating and expanding of knowledge.

I was saddened that several key components were missing related to the regional economy. There is no discussion of an Energy Plan for the region.  There has been discussion of adopting the Green Communities Program as a region but a coordinated Energy Plan should be considered.  Likewise in view of my comments in the first paragraph, education is mentioned only in regards to the Cape workforce and not seen as entity requiring a coordinated plan.  Continuing education for the larger region and the Cape is not mentioned in the strategy.  Again reference the first paragraph.  Schools below the level of CCCC are not included relative to their contribution.  In Harwich, Cape Cod Regional Technical High School could play a role in energy and in continuing education.  Villages are mentioned only twice as intact and needing wastewater and not as key components in support of larger and more formal elements.  There is no mention of improving the village economies.  I would mention the methodologies of past regional workshops by Kennedy Lawson Smith and others. 

I would make several suggestions for consideration of alternates as part of the programs mentioned.  In addition to simply expanding CCCC to a four year institution, consideration of expanding program offerings and facilities in Hyannis particularly in support of health related infrastructure and employment.  In addition to the Green Community mentioned consideration of models used by MIT (CASPAR), Stonehill, and Northeastern (YMCA) of provision of housing facilities on or near their campuses should be reviewed.  Whether Barnstable will be able to commit 45 acres to a Green Community in West Barnstable versus providing a small shelter facility on the CCCC campus near student volunteers similar to MIT could be considered perhaps with small transitional housing units in the villages.  The emerging sectors housing could also use the addition of workforce housing availability beyond faculty and artists housing.  Why should nurses or other emerging service and industry providers not be considered?  The program related to Open Cape does not mention coordination with Boston area universities or the Cape Cod National Seashore which could be considered.

There should be additional work done to generate an understanding not only of the demographics of Cape residents, but also visitors to the Cape as a means to expand and adapt to their changing needs within the environmental framework of the Cape.  This would include input from visitors and information regarding the larger region’s workforce.

Thank you for your efforts to date.  I hope this is helpful information.

Sincerely,

Brooke N. Williams


Town Of Sandwich 
                  PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT OFFICE
   THE OLDEST TOWN ON CAPE COD                    16 Jan Sebastian Drive, Sandwich, MA 02563

                             Phone: 508 833 8001

Fax: 508 833 8006





 E-mail: planning@townofsandwich.net
Date:
June 2, 2009

To:

Ms. Leslie Richardson, Economic Development Officer

From:
Gregory Smith, Director of Planning and Development
Re:

Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) Five Year Update Comment Letter
Cc:

Sandwich Board of Selectmen


Sandwich Town Manager







The Town of Sandwich appreciates the opportunity to review the Draft CEDS Five-year Update prepared by the Cape Cod Commission and the County Economic Development Council (serving as the CEDS Strategy Committee).  The CEDS is a valuable regional planning tool that will enable Barnstable County and the Town of Sandwich to benefit from the resources of the federal Economic Development Administration (EDA) in its goal of supporting the efforts of regions and communities to devise and implement economic development programs.  Upon submission to the EDA, it is anticipated that the CEDS will result in the formulation and implementation of economic development programs on Cape Cod that will provide significant long-term, regional benefits to the broader economy.  It is further anticipated that, upon certification by EDA, those regional and town projects identified in the CEDS will qualify for funding from EDA.
 The CEDS public planning process is well designed and seeks to incorporate the growth policy for the Cape as well as the economic development policies and objectives that are outlined in the 2008 Regional Policy Plan (RPP).  As you will recall, the Sandwich Board of Selectmen prepared a letter of support for the RPP in October 2008 and as such the town supports the growth policy and the four economic development goals outlined in the RPP that serve as the framework for the CEDS.  The CEDS Regional Planning Process used to identify the sixteen priority development projects set for implementation over the next five years appears to be very comprehensive and does seem to represent a new era of regional collaboration regarding regional economic development.  However, while the process of selecting priority projects is not in question, the listing of the Community Green Enterprise Center Design and Construction as Sandwich’s only economic development project is not accurate.

As you may recall, the Town of Sandwich recently adopted the Local Comprehensive Plan (LCP) at its annual town meeting in May 2009.  The LCP lists a series of economic development goals, policies and action items that the town anticipates undertaking as a means of fostering a positive regulatory and business environment where both local and regional economic development benefits can be realized.  In particular, the LCP goals (ED-2 and ED-3) call upon the town to focus its planning efforts on facilitating development in both the South Sandwich Village Center (SSVC) and the Route 130 Industrial Park.  It is anticipated that the redevelopment opportunities for both SSVC and the Industrial Park will have broad local and regional economic development benefits.  

More specifically, the redevelopment of SSVC and the Industrial Park will likely require the siting, design and construction of an advanced wastewater treatment facility.  Such wastewater facilities are also identified in the CEDS listing of regional capital projects, and will provide not only the means to intensify development on SSVC but may also provide opportunities for other existing land uses currently being underserved or served by Title V systems (and thereby adversely impacting the quality of water in overloaded regional estuaries and embayments) an opportunity to connect to a proposed advanced wastewater treatment facility.  In reviewing the EDA’s five “Investment Policy Guidelines”, the town feels that the citing, design and construction of an advanced wastewater treatment facility meets the EDA criteria while also adhering to the economic development goals of the 2009 RPP and the Barnstable County EDC’s four-pronged economic development strategy.

In conclusion, while the Town supports the Community Green Enterprise Center and recognizes the role the Center will play in providing vocational training and employment opportunities for low-income individuals and families, the siting and construction of an advanced wastewater treatment facility as a necessary component of the redevelopment for SSVC and the Route 130 Industrial Park is the primary priority for the Town of Sandwich. 
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Appendix 9: Documentation of Approval Process
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CAPE COD ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

PO Box 226

Barnstable, MA 02630

508-744-1247

email: ddray@barnstablecounty.org
Daniel Dray, Administrator

Motion:  (Dan Wolf, Council Member) Based upon review and discussion of the June 2009 Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) that occurred at the June 4th meeting of the Cape Cod Economic Development Council (CCEDC), the CCEDC endorses the CEDS and approves its submission to the Economic Development Administration. 

Motion Seconded: Felicia Penn, Council Member

Vote: voted favorably and unanimously by all voting members present
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AGENDA

CAPE COD COMMISSION

Thursday, June 11, 2009

3:00 p.m.

First District Court House

Chamber of the Assembly of Delegates

Route 6A

Barnstable, MA 02630

Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) — Leslie Richardson

Motion:  Commission member Peter Graham moved to approve and adopt the Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy document.  Commission member Frank Hogan seconded the motion. The motion passed with 10 votes in favor and one abstention.

Appendix 10: MMR BRAC Economic Impact Analysis – UMass Donahue Institute
(click twice on cover page to view full .pdf document)
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Appendix 11: Compendium of on-going economic development activities

CEDS Compendium of Regional Technical Assistance Programs

Please include only those programs/projects for which you are the lead organization

	Name of your Organization:
	Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce

	Name of Program
	Description

(if your services are for a specific population please include that information here)
	Partners Organizations
	Funding Sources
	Budget
	Program end date?

	Entrepreneurs Weekends
	A training weekend for people who have just started or are interested in starting a business. Trainings focus on the essentials of running a business.
	Cape Cod Ec. Dev. Council, CC Tech Council, CC Young Professionals, CC Focus, SCORE, Coastal Com. Capital  & Private sponsors
	Cape Cod Ec Dev. Council, CC Chamber, CC Tech Council, 

Private Sponsors & attendee fees
	$20,000
	bi-annually 

if funded

	Artists

Workshops


	Training & business skills workshops for local artists
	Town of Barnstable

Coastal Community Capita

Arts Foundation of CC
	Coastal Community Cap.
	3000
	Completed

	Webinar

Series
	Training & business skills workshops for businesses & non-profit organizations
	Local business consultants
	State Ec. Dev. Grant
	$8,250
	6/30/09

unless funded FY 10

	EntreCenter


	On-going one-on-one counseling for business owners & start ups.
	UMass Small Business Dev. Center, Coastal Community Capital
	State Ec Dev Grant
	$75,000
	On-going

	Economic 

Summit


	Day long event presenting statistics, demographics and general economic info to businesses, government, non-profit organizations
	Cape Cod Focus, CC Young Professionals,

Coastal Community Capital
	Attendee fees, sponsorships
	$8,000
	annually

	Travel Industry Symposium


	Day long professional development presentations for those employed in hospitality businesses
	Cape Cod Hospitality & Marketing Association, Cape Cod Community College, Coastal Community College Zammer Hospitality Institute
	Attendee fees, exhibitor fees, sponsorships
	$17,000
	annually

	Employer

Workshop

Series
	Workshops for employers to assist with hiring issues, seasonal visa worker issues, employment topics.
	Local attorneys, Mass DOR, Federal DOL, private businesses
	Attendee fees & sponsors
	$5000
	Annually if staff funds 

In FY 10

	Arts & Artisans Trail Guide

2nd edition


	Guidebook to artists studios, galleries and events on CC & Islands.
	Nantucket Chamber, Martha’s Vineyard Chamber, Coastal Community Capital, Arts Foundation, CC Ec Dev Council, CC Arts Association, local Chambers of Commerce
	Mass Cultural Council grants, Regional Tourism Council grants, County Grants, sales of guidebooks
	$200,000
	3-yr shelf life – 2nd edition printed May 09

	Architectural Sourcebook

(new)


	Resource manual for designers, architects, homebuilders to find locally crafted items for installation into home/office construction
	CC Homebuilders Assn, Coastal Community Capital, CC Cultural Center, Cotuit Center for Arts, Nantucket & M.V. Chambers of Comm.
	Mass Cultural Council grants, sales of manual, sponsorships
	$133,000
	Published 

By 12/09

	InnSide Track


	Day long forum for innkeepers & B&B managers/operators
	Cape Cod Chamber B&B Committee
	Attendee fees & sponsorships
	$10,000
	Annually


	Name of your Organization:
	Coastal Capital

	Name of Program
	Description

(if your services are for a specific population please include that information here)
	Partners Organizations
	Funding Sources
	Budget
	Program end date?

	Small Business Loan Packaging
	Packaging small business loan requests to secure federal loan guarantees to mitigate risk.
	US Small Business Administration, US Dept of Agriculture, MassDevelopment, various banks.
	US Small Business Administration, US Dept of Agriculture, MassDevelopment
	$175,000
	Annually


	Name of your Organization:
	Community Development Partnership (formerly Lower Cape Cod Community Development Corporation)

	Name of Program
	Description

(if your services are for a specific population please include that information here)
	Partners Organizations
	Funding Sources
	Budget
	Program end date?

	EXAMPLE: Entrepreneurs Workshop
	A monthly training workshop for people who have just started or are interested in starting a business. Trainings focus on the essentials of running a business.
	Cape & Islands Entrepreneurship Association
	US Small Business Administration
	$100,000 per year
	2013 (end of current SBA grant)

	Business BuildersSM


	The Business BuildersSM Program is an Economic Development  Initiative of the Community Development Partnership. The program supports businesses on the Lower Cape by providing education, training, technical assistance, networking opportunities and loans to business owners from Harwich to Provincetown.  

The distinct programs have been segmented and described individually below.  


	
	MA Department of Housing and Community Development – Office on Small Business and Entrepreneurship; Sponsorships; Cape and Islands License Plate Fund; Other
	FY09 

$250,000 
	Ongoing

	WorkSMART


	General Business Technical Assistance (one-on-one guidance) is offered to Lower Cape business owners.  Individual sessions cover a myriad of business issues, including business concept development; business planning and implementation – including market analysis and market plan development, understanding financial statements and financial planning, managing cash flow, operational challenges, and financing business growth.  Specialized consulting is available for clients who need a higher level of expertise in the following areas – accounting, bookkeeping, marketing, legal and insurance.  Each business owner is eligible for a maximum of 5 hours of consultation with professionals from the consulting team.


	
	
	
	Ongoing

	Micro Loan Program


	The Business BuildersSM Program offers Micro Loans up to $40,000 and short-term loans up to $10,000 to existing and start-up businesses who are unable to obtain financing through conventional lenders.  


	Southeastern Economic Development Corporation
	
	
	Ongoing

	Business Boosters Series


	The Business Boosters series presents a line-up of dynamic monthly seminars beginning in September and ending in May.  Seminars are two-hour sessions presented by experts and offer skill development on business related topics, including technology, marketing, financial management, networking, customer service and the creative community.


	Brewster, Chatham, Eastham, Harwich and Orleans Chambers of Commerce
	
	
	May 2009  The series is offered each year from September - May

	Smart Start


	The curriculum of the Smart Start workshop covers all the business basics including product/service development, competitive analysis, market analysis and advertising, pricing for profits and financial management, including cash flow planning, understanding financial statements and small business tax requirements.  Participants have the opportunity to organize their ideas into what will potentially result in a business plan.  An additional benefit of this workshop is the networking / relationship building amongst class participants, as well as the constructive feedback given and received from participant presenters and peers. 


	
	
	
	Ongoing – offered in October and March each year

	New Markets for Artists


	This workshop offers participating artists the opportunity to develop a viable marketing strategy and action plan.  Beginning with a weekend intensive workshop and followed by 5 education sessions, this workshop meets for a total of thirty hours of business education over six months.  A variety of marketing techniques and personal development tools are taught in a highly interactive setting so that artists can create a marketing strategy that increases their earning potential and provides greater financial stability.  The program includes lectures, in-class activities and guest speakers representing galleries, the giftware industry and successful artists.  


	
	
	
	Ongoing – offered in January/February each year


	Name of your Organization:
	Housing Assistance Corporation

	Name of Program
	Description

(if your services are for a specific population please include that information here)
	Partners Organizations
	Funding Sources
	Budget
	Program end date?

	Kimber Woods
	Housing development for families in West Barnstable, adjacent to the community college and YMCA
	Housing Investments, Inc.
	Low Income Housing Tax Credits

Barnstable County HOME

Affordable Housing Trust Fund

Housing Stabilization Fund

Community Preservation Act
	$7.2 mil
	Completed May 2009

	Lombard Farms


	Housing development for people over 55 in West Barnstable
	Housing Investments, Inc.
	Low Income Housing Tax Credits

Barnstable County HOME

Affordable Housing Trust Fund

Housing Stabilization Fund

Community Preservation Act
	$3.3 mil
	Complete June 2009

	Canal Bluffs I


	Mixed-use, workforce housing in Bourne utilizing 
	Housing Investments, Inc.
	Low Income Housing Tax Credits

Barnstable County HOME

Affordable Housing Trust Fund

HOME Program


	$9.4 mil
	Complete 2009

	Canal Bluffs II


	45 units of elderly housing in Bourne
	Housing Investments, Inc.
	
	$14 mil
	Complete 2010

	Family Self Sufficiency


	A program that helps lower income clients work and save money so that they will be able to invest in a home or business.
	Regional Housing Network
	Mass. DHCD – Section 8 Rental Voucher program
	$47,248


	ongoing

	The Community Green


	A community that will provide housing, job training and employment to formerly homeless and lower income people and an economic development center that will incubate and support clean energy enterprises as well as culinary arts program that will provide training and employment to emerging restaurant workers.
	
	Numerous federal, state, county, and local sources along with private foundations, businesses and individuals
	$25 mil
	Break ground 2010

	Culinary Arts Work Incentive Program


	A program for clients of the NOAH Center that provides formerly homeless people with job readiness, culinary arts training, ServSafe certification and an internship in food service establishments.
	Cape Cod Community College
	Barnstable County Economic Development Council
	$28,0000
	Pilot for ongoing program.

	Down Payment and Closing Costs
	A program that targets first time home buyers and provides 20-25 clients annually with financial assistance that allows them to buy a home in Barnstable County.
	Various lending institutions
	Barnstable County HOME 

Cape Cod Commission
	$175,000-$200,000 
	Annual ongoing

	Purchase/Resale Program
	A program in which HAC purchases existing homes, does basic repairs and weatherization and then resells the home to a qualified affordable buyer. Last year spent approximately $20,000 on seven houses
	Local contractors

Lenders
	Barnstable County HOME

Cape Cod Commission 
	$140,000
	ongoing

	Pre-purchase Education
	An educational series open to all income levels that provides first time homebuyers with the information they need to buy a home that they can truly afford. Qualifies some buyers for special mortgage products.  Serves about 350 clients per year
	Real estate agents, lenders, insurance agents
	HUD Counseling program
	$42,000
	ongoing

	Post-purchase Education
	Educational series open to all income levels, serving about 60 clients per year to help them become successful homeowners. 
	Lenders, insurance agents, energy experts
	Massachusetts Housing Partnership
	$8,000
	ongoing

	Foreclosure Counseling
	Individual counseling open to all income levels for people facing foreclosure. Serving 700-800 clients annually.
	Lenders
	Federal and state sources
	$200,000 
	Funds end FY09

	Rental Assistance
	Provides rental subsidies for 800 Cape and island residents, paying more than $8.3million into economy through rental payments to mostly local landlords
	
	US Department of Housing and Urban Development

Mass. Department of Housing and Community Development
	$8.3 million
	ongoing

	Affordable Ownership Lotteries
	Program makes affordable homes available to first-time homebuyers at 80 percent of the average median income. Last year 28 units were sold at an average price of$160,000.
	Developers, contractors
	Private fees earned
	$4.4 million CY09
	ongoing

	Homeowner Rehabilitation
	Rehabilitation program for homeowners earning less than 60 percent of the AMI
	Contractors
	Barnstable County HOME 

Cape Cod Commission
	$150,000
	Ending FY09

	Weatherization
	Weatherization of 275-300 units through expansion and retraining of staff
	Cape Light Compact
	Cape Light Compact

US Department of Energy
	$960,400
	annually


	Name of your Organization:
	Regional Technology Development Corporation of Cape Cod

	Name of Program
	Description

(if your services are for a specific population please include that information here)
	Partners Organizations
	Funding Sources
	Budget
	Program end date?

	Technology Transfer & New Venture Services
	Provides for identification, commercial analysis where appropriate either licensing of technology  or the creation of new local start up company to commercialize the technology while simultaneously creating new technology based jobs
	Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution (WHOI)

Marine Biological Laboratory (MBL)
	Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution

Marine Biological Laboratory

John Adams Innovation Institute(JAII) of the Massachusetts Technology Collaborative)
	$500,000 per year
	Annual funding from WHOI and MBL with JAII funding pending  request.

	Marine & Environmental Technology Commercialization Summit
	Meeting incorporating presentations from senior executives in research and business from major corporations and govt agencies identifying future market technology needs and potential partnerships with academic researchers
	WHOI, MBL, Battelle, Inc,, SAIC, Woods Hole Group, Inc., Shell Oil, Physical Sciences Inc, 
	John Adams Innovation Institute (JAII)
	$25,000
	Pending future request


	Name of your Organization:
	Water Energy & Ecology Information Services

	Name of Program
	Description

(if your services are for a specific population please include that information here)
	Partners Organizations
	Funding Sources
	Budget
	Program end date?

	Community Energy Corps
	Cooperative bringing together experts, volunteers, and consumers to deliver training, safety, and energy services
	Cape & Islands Self-Reliance, Building Diagnostics, Housing Assistance Corp., Cape Islands Elder Services, Champ Homes, others  
	Grant, foundation, and private
	$50K
	


*Status - New, Making Progress, On Course, On Hold

**Continue Next Year? - Yes; Yes, with changes; Yes, pending funds; No; No, needs    funding; TBD 

Appendix 12: Compendium of local capital projects

	TOWN
	PROJECT NAME
	ESTIMATED COST & DESCRIPTION

	Barnstable
	Hyannis Downtown Water Supply & Wastewater Infrastructure Improvements
	$31.7 M

Investments by public and private entities have improved aspects of the infrastructure and environs, however, several major improvements to support continued economic viability are still high priority needs. These needs include replacement of aged piping, improved pumping capacity for improved pressure in vertical construction, and sewer improvements and extensions

	Barnstable
	Airport Rotary Re-design
	$58 M 

Design and construction of connectivity, capacity, and safety improvements to benefit motorists, pedestrians, cyclists, and freight movements in the north/eastern area of Hyannis. Hyannis is the major commercial and transportation center of Cape Cod (includes major facilities such as Cape Cod Hospital, Steamship Authority docks, Barnstable Municipal Airport, Hyannis Transportation Center, rail terminus, and many business and attractions in an historic downtown area). Access routes within the Hyannis core have long suffered from severe congestion and safety problems. Other constraints on mobility include non-existent bicycle connections and inadequate means of facilitating freight movements. The Hyannis Gateway project was born from the Hyannis Access Study – a multi-year, highly publicized and publicly-participated effort undertaken by the Executive Office of Transportation. Project elements are referenced in the Cape Cod Regional Transportation Plan and have broad support from many community leaders.

	Barnstable
	Barnstable Harbor Bulkhead Repairs
	$TBD

Reconstruct the bulkhead around Barnstable Harbor which has collapsed. Barnstable Harbor support commercial and sport fishing, wale watching and other cruses, and is home to a boatyard, fish market, restaurant, boat launch, and offices.

	Barnstable
	Hyannis Downtown Transportation Improvements & Cultural Center
	$85 M

Expanded and improved cultural and transportation facilities including improvements to access roads and main street, construction of a parking garage and other parking improvements, and construction of a cultural center  with park improvements

	Bourne
	Green Technology Park
	$TBD

Develop a technology campus to support research, development and light manufacturing of alternative energy and other “green” technologies. Although final parameters are still to be determined, an early feasibility study indicates that if 300,000-400,000 square feet of space is developed for research, development, and light manufacturing, hundreds of new jobs will be created, generating Ms for the regional economy. These jobs will diversify the economy by being skilled, higher-paying, year-round positions. The campus itself is targeted for LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) certification and Low Impact Design (LID). The parcel - 117 acres in size - is also being considered for siting wind turbines.

	Bourne
	Buzzards Bay Wastewater Infrastructure Expansion
	$18.5 M

As part of the larger Buzzards Bay Main Street Revitalization Project, develop a wastewater treatment facility and discharge system to serve Buzzards Bay that is currently in the planning and permitting phase. The treatment and discharge system is necessary for the redevelopment and growth of the Buzzards Bay village center and for compliance with the US Clean Water Act. Wastewater plant construction and distribution system valued at 18.5 M for Buzzards Bay area. Tighe & Bond)

	Bourne
	Gas-to-Energy Project at Bourne Municipal Solid Waste Facility
	$5 M

Construction of a 1.8 – 4.5 MW landfill gas-to-energy facility at the Bourne Integrated Solid Waste Management Facility. This facility would utilize landfill gas already generated and captured at the landfill. The conceptual project design will utilize two to five internal combustion reciprocating engines that would produce approximately

900 kW each. The exact number of engines will be determined by projecting long-term waste deposition rates and volumes. The building would be constructed so that it could be scaleable from two engines up to five with little additional cost. This project may be eligible for funds through the Green Communities Act.

	Brewster
	Public Facilities Energy Efficiency Retrofits 
	$TBD

Town Office Building HVAC with Heat Pump and Solar Panels; Eddy School Roof and Air Handlers; Council on Aging Insulation; and Captains Golf Course Solar Panels

	Brewster
	Drainage improvements for Herring Run
	$TBD

Stony Brook and Quivett Creek drainage improvements for Herring Run

	Brewster
	Crosby Mansion Septic
	$TBD
Replacement of failing system at this historic tourist site

	Brewster
	Sidewalks along 6A
	$TBD

Re-build sidewalks along Route 6A for bike and pedestrian safety and to encourage people to walk or ride instead of driving along the scenic Old King’s Highway

	Chatham
	Wastewater Implementation – Commercial Areas
	$59.5 M 

This project is Phase 1 of the town-wide Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan and includes expansion and improvement of the Town of Chatham Wastewater Treatment Facility (WWTF) to comply with the nitrogen Total

	Chatham
	Chatham Wastewater Facility Plan & Implementation
	$55 M

Completion of a wastewater facility capacity analysis, design, construction, sewer extensions, and wind power generation

	Eastham
	Bracket Rd Intersection Improvements
	$TBD

North Eastham Village Center Roadway Improvements: A shovel-ready project to rehabilitate the Brackett Road/Route 6 intersection in North Eastham (currently out to bid). The purpose is to create a pedestrian and bicycle friendly village center for North Eastham by adding sidewalks and bicycle improvements to Brackett Road. The project also includes improvements to the traffic signal at Route 6 (turning lanes and pedestrian crossings) as well as curb cut consolidation. Linking the Bike Trail to destinations such as the post office, market, and ice cream shop makes the trip much more attractive to vacationing families as well as to residents. This project will be able to attract more customers thereby improving the vitality and number of year-round businesses. The Brackett Road Route 6 intersection was identified by the Cape Cod Commission as a hazardous location as part of a safety study done for MassHighway as part of the CCC Unified Work Program. The project is of such importance to the Town of Eastham that the Town has been developing the project as a Chapter 90 project that would cost the Town over three years of state aid.

	Eastham
	Sustainable Seasonal and Transitional Housing
	Sustainable Seasonal and Transitional Housing: This project seeks to serve the Town’s (and surrounding communities’) need for small and efficient rental housing units for seasonal employees and residents in transition. The project can serve multiple needs in Eastham by purchasing a foreclosed motel and rehabbing existing housing units. This project will provide a short-term boost in the local and regional economies by using local contractors. In the long-term, the local economy is enhanced by the ability to attract and retain seasonal workers for service-oriented businesses. The units will allow the Town to offer employment and by assisting with housing.

	Falmouth
	Falmouth Wastewater  Infrastructure Improvements
	$39.3 M

Expansion of sewers to Davis Straits Area, West Falmouth Harbor Watershed, Rehabilitate Force Main, Rehabilitate Woods Hole Sewer for I&I, Odor Control, Aquifer Storage and Replenishment

	Harwich
	Harwich Center Arts and Culture Project
	$TBD

The Harwich Center project strives to create a destination based on arts and culture. Wastewater treatment infrastructure and road improvements are needed to realize the full potential of this area.

	Harwich
	East Harwich 
	$TBD

The town has been working diligently to transform East Harwich into a mixed use walk-able economic center. The area needs significant wastewater infrastructure and other capital investment to make the plans into reality. 

	Mashpee
	Mashpee Industrial Park
	$TBD

Wastewater treatment solutions are necessary for development of this industrial park given its geographic location relative to water supply and groundwater flows.  

	Orleans
	Watershed Wind Turbine Project
	$2.3 M 
Positive cash flow from energy infrastructure.  If funding is available, the project could move quickly.  When funding is secured, we would take steps to order the equipment, and obtain required permits during the lead time for delivery.  Renewable Energy Committee has reviewed the financials on this and has determined that it will result in a net benefit to the Town of $1.4M over 20 years.  

	Orleans
	Main Street Sidewalk Extension
	$300,000
Extend existing sidewalk from Main Street from Tonset Road to Meeting House Road and the realignment and reconstruction of the intersection of Meeting House Road and Main Street. 

	Orleans
	Orleans Downtown Wide Area Network Telecommunication Infrastructure
	$175,000
Create a Wide Area Network connecting town office buildings using fiber optic cable.  The goal is to create one large network which will allow the Town to decrease the number of servers by virtualizing them on one server in Town Hall.  This will result in a more energy efficient footprint and also streamline our network by having a single point of control for internet access, which will significantly reduce cost. 

	Orleans
	Orleans Wastewater Facility Plan
	$49M

Wastewater facility and collection system design and construction

	Provincetown
	Fisherman's Wharf Acquisition & Rehabilitation
	$24 M

Procure existing privately owned wharf and rehabilitate to current standards as part of an economic development program and economic development engine for the Town of Provincetown and the region. Anticipated uses for the facility include: supporting the local commercial fishing fleet; providing a conference center, recreational facilities and cultural tourism attractions; and opportunities for educational and natural resource agency facilities, as well as other commercial development.

	Provincetown
	North Union Field - New Water Supply
	$3 M

Permitting, design, and construction of a new water supply to serve the Town of Provincetown and parts of Truro. Provincetown currently owns and operates tow well fields that do not have adequate capacity to meet their seasonal summer demands.  The new water supply, to be located at North Union Field in Truro is needed to meet these demands and to provide a redundant source of water to the town.  The project has completed extensive hydrogeologic investigations and aquifer testing programs, and has received Department of Environmental Protection approval for the first three phases of DEP's New Source permitting program.  The Town is targeting completion of the permitting, design, and construction by 2014.

	Provincetown
	Commercial Street Re-development
	$3.5 M

Commercial street is a vital mixed use corridor central to the Provincetown economy and community. Populations of over 100,000 congregate to the area in the summertime as one of the most popular tourist destinations in New England. The high levels of activity on the street and numerous utility upgrades have left it in a deteriorated condition. Past ad hoc remedies have worsened the problem overtime; there are now serious stormwater control issues and pedestrian safety concerns. This project would remove paving build-up, reconstruct the road bed and driving surface, repair curbing and rehabilitate the sidewalks.  The Town has completed the preliminary design report for the project which identifies materials, construction methods, and potential funding sources for the work needed.

	Provincetown
	Wastewater Collection System - Phase 3 Expansion
	$5 M

Phase 3 of Provincetown's wastewater system is currently underway with a Design/Build/Operate service agreement signed between the Town and Metcalf & Eddy. Construction on this project can begin immediately. The project will construct approximately 4,000 linear feet of 8-inc PVC gravity sewers and two wastewater pumping stations. Approximately 10,500 linear feet of 4-inch and 6-inch PVC sewer source mains will be required to pump the collected wastewater to the existing wastewater treatment plant. Additional sewer connections to the existing phase 1 vacuum system are also included. The addition of a new flow equalization tank at the treatment plant will be required as well.

	Provincetown
	Ryder Street Drainage Improvements
	$0.8 M

The Ryder Street drainage area collects stormwater from approximately 60 acres, 50 of which are impervious. The stormwater receives minimal treatment to reduce sediment and bacteria levels resulting in numerous beach closures and shell fishing bans over the past decade. Bacteria hits of over 20,000 cfu's per 100 ml have commonly been recorded in sampling events. As a result the harbor has been identified as a priority water body for remediation through the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection as well as the US Environmental Protection Agency. Due to the size of the drainage network and limited space for drainage improvements, this project will have to use innovative approaches to remediate the problem. The project will identify the limits of the drainage area and complete a design/build/operations plan.

	Sandwich
	Wastewater Treatment
	$TBD

A comprehensive solution to wastewater needs (i.e., wastewater treatment plant), particularly for the South Sandwich Business District (the so-called “Golden Triangle”) and the Sandwich Industrial Area.

	Sandwich
	South Sandwich Business District 
	$TBD

Traffic improvements toward an internal roadway and connectors in the South Sandwich Business District with corresponding mitigation measures.

	Sandwich
	Exit 2 Improvements
	$TBD 

A safer, more efficient Exit 2 intersection for Route 6 and Route 130, including the areas within .5 mile to the north and south of the intersection which need improvement.  For example, the medical & professional offices just south of the intersection at the top of a hill where site distance is very poor and the entrance to the Transfer Station north of Exit 2 where exiting traffic has difficulty turning south.

	Truro
	Pamet Harbor Repairs: North Jetty & Parking Lot
	$TBD

The jetty site is located in Pamet Harbor, Truro, MA.  It is located at the end of Depot Road.  There is an existing channel from Cape Cod Bay into the Pamet River Basin a mooring area and boat landing for town residents and the general public.  The channel is armored by a stone jetty to the north and south sides of the channel.  The focus of this project is the reconstruction and extension of the existing jetty on the north side of the channel.  The existing jetty has areas of initial failure, and the beach to the north of the jetty, if left unattended, will scour through, creating loss of wildlife habitat and unsafe navigation.  The proposed extension will address the erosion situation and the reconstruction will address the jetty’s initial failure situation. This project is not being considered for state or federal funds outside of the potential federal stimulus.
This project involves revitalizing an existing town parking lot. The proposed improvements include the installation of catch basins and storm water recharge for storm water runoff, re-paving of the existing parking lot, installation of granite curbing, replacement of the existing guard rail and the reconstruction of the existing rock revetment.   The existing paved parking lot area is to be resurfaced after the installation of the drainage system. The current grading does not contain storm water runoff and allows storm water to run directly into the harbor. The proposed parking area improvements will utilize the entire available area, and provide catch basins for storm water runoff control. The installation of granite curbing will further add to the storm water runoff control. The project includes the re-construction of the existing rock revetment.  The area will be cleaned of loose chink stone and pavement on the existing revetment.  This project is being considered for state funds outside the potential federal stimulus.

	Wellfleet
	Water System Expansion
	$6 M 
Tank, new well, water main to add 200 residential and business customers

	Wellfleet
	Outer Cape Health Expansion 
	$TBD

Expansion of Outer Cape Health Care

	Wellfleet
	Wastewater Planning
	$TBD

Wastewater system (study/plan)

	Yarmouth
	Wastewater Treatment

Phases 1 & 2
	Phase 1 - $43 M

Route 28 and vicinity from Parkers River to Barn town line 
Phase 2 - $ 55 M 

Route 28 and Vicinity Bass River to Parkers River

	Yarmouth
	Roadway Improvements on Route 28
	$18 M 

Parkers River to barn Town Line 


Examples of Standard DRI Thresholds:


• subdivisions of 30 acres or more


• development of 30 or more residential lots or dwelling units


• development of 10 or more business, office, or industrial lots


• commercial development or change of use for buildings greater than 10,000 square feet


• new construction or change of use involving outdoor commercial space greater than 40,000 square feet


• transportation facilities for passage to or from Barnstable County


• demolition or major changes to some national or state-recognized historic structures


• bridge, ramp, or road construction providing access to several types of water bodies and wetlands


• wireless communication facilities greater than 35 feet in height if a lattice tower, and greater than 80 feet in height if a concealed antenna monopole


• site alterations greater than two acres without local permit


• mixed-use residential and non-residential developments greater than 20,000 square feet
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Sustainable Development Principles

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts shall care for the built and natural environment by promoting sustainable development
through integrated energy and environment, housing and economic development, transportation and other policies, programs,
investments, and regulations. The Commonwealth will encourage the coordination and cooperation of all agencies, invest public
funds wisely in smart growth and equitable development, give priority to investments that will deliver good jobs and good wages,
transit access, housing, and open space, in accordance with the following sustainable development principles. Furthermore, the
Commonwealth shall seek to advance these principles in partnership with regional and municipal governments, non-profit
organizations, business; and other stakeholders.

1. Concentrate Development and Mix Uses

Support the revitalization of city and town centers and neighborhoods by promoting development
that is compact, conserves land, protects historic resources, and integrates uses. Encourage
remediation and reuse of existing sites, structures, and infrastructure rather than new construction
in undeveloped areas. Create pedestrian friendly districts and neighborhoods that mix
commercial, civic, cultural, educational, and recreational activities with open spaces and homes.

2. Advance Equity

Promote equitable sharing of the benefits and burdens of development. Provide technical and strategic support
for inclusive community planning and decision making to ensure social, economic, and environmental justice.
Ensure that the interests of future generations are not compromised by today's decisions.

17

_ 3. Make Efficient Decisions

A0 Make regulatory and permitting processes for development clear, predictable,
coordinated, and timely in accordance with smart growth and environmental
stewardship.

4. Protect Land and Ecosystems

Protect and restore environmentally sensitive lands, natural resources, agricultural lands, critical habitats,
wetlands and water resources, and cultural and historic landscapes. Increase the quantity, quality and
accessibility of open spaces and recreational opportunities.

5. Use Natural Resources Wisely
Construct and promote developments, buildings, and infrastructure that conserve natural resources
by reducing waste and pollution through efficient use of land, energy, water, and materials.

6. Expand Housing Opportunities

Support the construction and rehabilitation of homes to meet the needs of people of all abilities,
income levels, and household types. Build homes near jobs, transit, and where services are available.
Foster the development of housing, particularly multifamily and smaller single-family homes, in a
way that is compatible with a community's character and vision and with providing new housing

choices for people of all means. T iy
IR T

7. Provide Transportation Choice

Maintain and expand transportation options that maximize mobility, reduce congestion, conserve fuel and
improve air quality. Prioritize rail, bus, boat, rapid and surface transit, shared-vehicle and shared-ride services,
bicycling, and walking. Invest strategically in existing and new passenger and freight transportation
infrastructure that supports sound economic development consistent with smart growth objectives.

8. Increase Job and Business Opportunities

Attract businesses and jobs to locations near housing, infrastructure, and transportation options.
Promote economic development in industry clusters. Expand access to education, training, and
entrepreneurial opportunities. Support the growth of local businesses, including sustainable natural
resource-based businesses, such as agriculture, forestry, clean energy technology, and fisheries.

9. Promote Clean Energy

Maximize energy efficiency and renewable energy opportunities. Support energy conservation
strategies, local clean power generation, distributed generation technologies, and innovative industries.
Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and consumption of fossil fuels.

Support the development and implementation of local and regional, state and interstate plans that
have broad public support and are consistent with these principles. Foster development projects,
land and water conservation, transportation and housing that have a regional or multi-community
benefit. Consider the long-term costs and benefits to the Commonwealth.
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One Schoolhouse Road, Harwich Port, MA 02646

April 6, 2009

Paul Niedzwiecki, Executive Director
Cape Cod Commission

P.O. Box 226

Barnstable, MA 02630

Dear Paul,

On behalf of Harwich Chamber of Commerce, [ am pleased to submit for consideration three
priorities for the Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy. As you may know, Harwich
Chamber of Commerce has an Economic Development Committee which is working on a
number of initiatives that are relevant for not only Harwich but also other Cape Cod
communities.

Our priorities are:

1. Infrastructure Development: Technology, e.g., Open Cape. Developing and sustaining a
strong technology infrastructure is critical to retain existing technology businesses and to
expand existing businesses and to attract new businesses. Having up-to-date technology
infrastructure increases Harwich’s and the Cape’s attractiveness to small businesses and
entrepreneurs. It also helps businesses attract tech savvy families. Technology businesses
tend to attract younger employees and families which help our demographic
sustainability issue. Technology focused businesses tend to have less impact on the
environment than other types of businesses, such as manufacturing. The entire Cape
needs to be included in this project to provide a potential market for technology providers
and to increase regional cooperation.

2. Sector Development: Harwich is working a number of sector development projects which
promote appropriate development to foster and support a climate in which the quality of
life and heritage of the Town are preserved while concurrently strengthening Harwich’s
economy and developing job opportunities. The Harwich Center project strives to create
a destination based on arts & culture. Stretching from Brooks Park and Brooks Free
Library through Historic Harwich Center to Brooks Academy, the center is ideal for
development as the hub of the Town’s arts and culture economy. Similarly, the
geography and existing business development and traffic patterns make East Harwich,

vhone: 508-430-1165 800-4-harwich (800-442-7942) fax: 508-430-2105

email; info@harwichcc.com web: www. harwichcc.com





with its hub at the intersection of Routes 137 and 39, a natural site for development as a
regional commerce and smart growth center. Much work has been done, but much
remains to do to make this vision a reality.

3. Business Climate: Harwich Chamber of Commerce has been advocating for a number of
initiatives to improve the efficiency of the permitting process, including permit
streamlining and education of businesses (current and potential). As a Town, it is critical
that we have an optimal process in place. As a region, we are in competition from our
neighboring regions of the South Coast and Plymouth County for business development,
and we must do everything in our power to leverage our strengths and mitigate our
weaknesses. Streamlined regulations are an important factor.

Thank you for this opportunity. If you would like additional information or would like to discuss
these issues further, I would be more than happy to meet with you.

With best regards,

@m d/% Qj,u'/ Jeou

Sandy Davidson
Executive Director

Cc:  Larry Cole
Larry Ballantine
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CAPE COD COMMISSION

3225 MAIN STREET
P.0. BOX 226
BARNSTABLE, MA 02630
(508} 362-3828
FAX (508) 362-3136
E-mail: frontdesk@capecodcommission.org

Minutes
Planning Committee
March 30, 2009
Cape Cod Commission — Barnstable, MA

Committee members in attendance: Florence Seldin, Chair; Herbert Olsen, John Harris,
Peter Graham, Alan Trebat, Brad Crowell. Committee member Jay Zavala was unable to
attend. Commission staff: Paul Niedzwiecki, Sharon Rooney, Ryan Christenberry, Leslie
Richardson, Paul Ruchinskas. Also in attendance: Dan Dray, Cape Cod Economic
Development Council; Gay Wells, Wells Consulting.

The meeting came to order at 9:00 a.m. Mr. Graham made a motion to approve the
March 16, 2009 minutes. Mr. Harris seconded the motion that was approved
unanimously, with Mr. Trebat and Mr. Crowell abstaining.

COMPREHENSIVE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY (CEDS) UPDATE

Economic Development Officer Leslie Richardson described the CEDS process and US
Economic Development Administration (EDA) requirements that the plan be certified for
any town or county to apply for EDA funds. She noted that with the potential for federal
stimulus money to come to the Cape, the CEDS update is a good opportunity for the
economic development community to identify-infrastructure priorities. She also noted
that some stimulus funds will flow through the EDA.

Ms. Richardson noted that funding for Phase 1 and 2 of the CEDS had been provided by
the Economic Development Council (EDC). The EDC funding allowed the Commission
to hire Gay Wells to help coordinate the Phase 2 planning effort. She noted the short
timeframe for completion of a draft report (June 2009) and described the process for
completing Phase 2 of the CEDS, including the formation of work groups in 5 areas. She
noted that the work groups are to come up with 3 project priorities per topic area. She
stated that the plan would guide her work for the next 5 years. She noted that the CEDS
must be consistent with the RPP, and that 80-100 people plan to attend tomorrow’s
kickoff meeting. She noted that a professional had been hired to facilitate the workgroup
meeting.

Mr. Graham asked for the status of the prior CEDS updates, the fast of which was in
2005. Ms. Richardson noted that these updates were not a priority two years ago as the,
RPP was the focus of her efforts. She said the intent was to bring life back to the process
with this update. Mr, Crowell asked about the status of Phase 1 research. She outlined
what had been accomplished during Phase 1 and discussed how staff planned to build on
these accomplishments over the next year. '





Mr. Crowell asked if any analysis of trends was part of the CEDS update and stated that a
survey of business trends would be helpful. Mr. Niedzwiecki replied that the goal was to
prioritize projects in the CEDS and then to implement the plan, at which time an annual
survey could be helpful. He said the CEDS process and implementation will inform a
revision to the RPP. Mr. Niedzwiecki noted that the variety of economic development
stakeholders seem to agree that the CEDS should be consistent with regional land use
policy by linking priorities with the land use vision map.

DISCUSSION OF ENERGY TECHNICAL BULLETIN PEER REVIEW

Ms. Christenberry described the peer review workshop as successful with 8 of 12 invitees
attending. She described proposed changes to the bulletin based on comments made at
the workshop and committee comments. She noted that geo-thermal and solar thermal
were not included as on-site generators as suggested at the workshop. But noted that they
help in reducing building load. She said the bulletin had been revised to add Cape Light
Compact’s website address, and to reflect comments to focus on the megawatt concept.

Ms. Seldin asked why municipal buildings were not subject to LEED certification. Ms.
Christenberry discussed the city of Boston’s requirement for LEED certification of all
public buildings. She said that she would work with local energy committees to
encourage green building techniques for municipal buildings. Ms. Rooney added that
other technical bulletins have been adopted by towns over time.

Mr. Graham asked for clarification about qualified auditors. Ms. Christenberry noted that
the bulletin lists 3 types now; she would add this language elsewhere in the bulletin for
any additional situations where auditors are discussed.

Mr. Olsen made a motion to forward the draft bulletin to the full Commission for
adoption. Mr. Graham seconded the motion that was approved unanimously.

REPORT ON NOTICE OF ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING
MITIGATION FOR COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS

Mr. Ruchinskas stated that the Consumer Price Index increased by 3.5%, therefore the
payments for affordable housing mitigation increased accordingly. Ms. Seldin asked
what timeframe was used to determine the increase. Mr, Ruchinskas replied that a
January-December timeframe was used which will be the same period next year.

Mr. Crowell noted that per square foot costs of construction are going down and that
perhaps a better measure would be to tie the increase to the construction cost index. Mr.
Ruchinskas noted that this cost is only one part of the issue of the affordability gap on
Cape Cod but that he could do an analysis as part of an annual review of the RPP,

OTHER BUSINESS





Ms. Seldin stated that this would be her last planning committee meeting and that Herb
Olsen would be resuming his role as Chair of the committee. Committee members
expressed their appreciation of her service to the Commission.

The meeting adjourned at 9:50 a.m.
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What is a Priority Projects?

Capital Investments, Planning Efforts and/or
Technical Assistance Programs that:

* Create or retain quality jobs
* Attract private investment

« Stimulate regional collaboration &
partnerships

A Project Based Regional Roadmap

Barnstable County through the:

Cape Cod Commission
Leslie Richardson, Economic Development Officer
With funding from the:

Cape Cod Economic Development Council

Dan Dray, EDC. Administrator

What is the CEDS?

A regional planning process
resulting in a five-year strategic plan
based on a set of priority projects
reviewed annually to measure progress
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The Focus Group Process

The purpose of the focus groups is
to gauge the value different groups
place on the priority projects
identified and to determine if any
major concerns have been missed

Why do all this?






The Focus Group Process

Four questions will be used to
direct the discussion

Each participant shall have the
opportunity to speak

Comments should be limited to no
more than a minute each

Together, do you feel these priority
projects will improve the competitive
position of businesses based on Cape
Cod?

Question Three

Together, do you feel these priority
projects support innovation and
growth consistent with the traditional
natural and historic assets of Cape
Cod?

The Questions

Together, do you feel these priority
projects will create, attract, or retain
well-paid year-round jobs on the Cape
for Cape residents?

Do you feel that any significant
impediments to economic
development have not been
addressed by these priority projects?






Thank you!

The draft CEDS update will be available for review and
public comment on the Cape Cod Commission website:

The Cape Cod Commission Planning Committee will review
the draft at their May 26" Meeting

The document will be reviewed by the Cape Cod
Development Council at their June 4 Meeting

The Final CEDS Update will be presented to the full Cape
Cod Commission on June 11" — @ublic Comment is Welcome!
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The Timeline

Kick-Off Work Group Process — March 31st
Work Groups — The month of April

Focus Groups — May 5% and 6t
Public Comment — May 27t — June 3
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Wastewater Training Entrepreneur BEuTmesT
Airports, Ports Adult Ed. Export Sectors in1;:crtr;aof
Public Transit Seasonal Import commerce
Auto Infrastructure | Sr. Workforce Substitution Opportunity
Young Prof. Sectors Costs






Capital Projects

Telecommunications I r;ﬁ‘astz‘m‘tzu‘a‘

Open Cape Project

Wastewater Infrastructure:
- Infrastructure

Wastewater Infrastructure in -
Economic Centers & Villages

Design < Construction:
Community Green Enterprise Center

Capital Projects

Renewable Energy Technology Testing el

Training Center

Small to Medium Wind Energy
Ssets

Generation Technology

Renewable Energy Generation:
Algae Bio-fuel Refinery Pilot Project
Off-shore Renewable Energy

Capilal Piajecis

Technology Testing &L,
Training Centers
Homeland & Maritime Security

Emerging Sector Housing Projects:
Student & Faculty Housing
Artist Live/Work Space

Planning Projects

Feasibility Analysis:
Coastal Use Templates for Economic Development

Feasibility Analysis:
Specialized 4-Year College

Teasibility Analysis:
Redevelopment Authority

Development Cost Analysis:

Shifting Development in
Economic Centers

Technical Ascistance

Needs Analysis:
Buy Local Infrastructure Development Program

Financial Capital:
Cape Cod Fisheries Trust Fund

vibrant local economies

Technical Assistance

Commercial Building Stock for Smart Growth:
ADA and Building Code Compliance Loan Program

Energy Demand Reduction: Strength & Sustainability

Greening Existing Buildings

Innovation In frastructure:
Entrepreneurship Capital
Access & Training Program






Other Projects

Ongoing £ Progranis

Planning & Technical Assistance:

Regional Policy Plan — Economic Development Review
Green Communities Act Implementation

Wastewater Comprehensive Master Planning

Business Development e Loans:

Coastal Community Capital Revolving Loan Fund
Community Development Partnership Micro-Loans
Regional Technology Development Corporation

local Capiial Projects

Provincetown:
Fisherman’s Warf Acquisition & Rehabilitation

Chatham:
Wastewater Facility Plan & Implementation

Yarmouth:

Route 28 Corridor — Wastewater & Roadway Improvements

Bourne:
Bourne Technology Development Campus

Focus Groups

tocus Groups

To gauge the value different groups
place on the priority projects identified
and to determine if any major concerns

were missed

focus Cronps

Projects will improve the Cape’s overall competitive position
and set the stage for job creation and growth

Renewable Energy — Fisheries
Training Centers — 4-yr Specialty U
Wastewater — OpenCape

Housing — Capital — Energy Costs — Workforce Training

« not convinced that projects help retain a young workforce

« tourism not addressed directly
« Need leadership and overall vision to achieve these projects






1blic Comment

Public Comment

ve Comments Recetved

» Comment period too short

» Not enough time to work on project forms

+ Coordination with neighboring regions
Perception of projects as too limited
Why limit Wastewater to Economic Centers;
What about Villages
Local — Regional Redevelopment Authority
Medical sector, tourism not specifically
addressed
Concerns re timing of implementation

+ Over arching themes missing

« Concern that local projects were missed

« Site Energy Plan & Green Communities,
Workforce Development & Education Plan

Implementation

Implementation

Execution of Regional Priority Projects

Public Outreac|

Performance Measures

levell. Overall

Balanced Economy Benchmarks

Based on the core principles of
economic development:

Diversity

Wealth

Efficiency

Competitive Advantage






CEDS Performance Measures

» Attract Capital Investment

Increase Understanding of
Economic Development

Build Strong Partnerships

Improved the Dissemination
of Information & Data

leyel o The Doty Pioiectis

Project Performance Measures

» Individualized Measures
» Quantitative & Qualitative

Reconvene the Work, Groups and
allow them to evaluate progress
on their own projects
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United States Department of the Interior

National Park Service
Cape Cod National Seashore
99 Marconi Site Road
wellfleet, MA 02667
IN REPLY REFER TO: = = O = RV ED

D-18

JUR T 0 2008

Leslie Richardson, Economic Development Officer

Cape Cod Commission
3225 Main Street; P.O. Box 226
Barnstable, MA 02630-0226

Dear Ms. Richardson:

The Cape Cod Commission (CCC) Comptehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS)
included several strategies of interest to Cape Cod National Seashore. Overall, we were impressed
by the range of strategies and hope that your CEDS process is successful.

One strategy concept calls for a renewable energy technology testing and training center for small to
medium wind turbines, possibly to be located at the Highlands Center at Cape Cod National
Seashore. This is an intriguing concept and it intetesting timing due to the Wind Feasibility Study
and Environmental Assessment that we have going on for that site. We ate wondeting if this can be
explored within National Park Service (NPS) parameters. As itis federal land, NPS would need to
be the host rather than the Town of Truro, as stated. Also, NP5 would need to be a co-lead
otganization so that it was possible to devise a strategy that could be implemented within a national
park unit as thete are complexities. We would need to address legal matters of leasing or
expetimental test parameter agreements, environmental mattets, and practical matters related to the
adjacent Federal Aviation Administration radar facility as patt of that effort.

Another CEDS strategy that could be explored with the Highlands Center site would be the
specialized four-year college feasibility analysis. The Fine Arts and Engineering focus with emphasis
on emerging technology fields and atts and culture dovetails with the hightands Center mission “to
foster the unique cultural and natural heritage of Cape Cod by facilitating scientific research, the arts
tradition, and educational programs atop the dramatic sea cliffs of Cape Cod National Seashore.”
The NPS welcomes non-profit, govetnment and educational institutions to enter mto long-term
leases, rehabilitate a building or buildings, and catty out their activities independently or
collaboratively with other partness on the site. We believe there could be a beunefit to siting such an
activity proposed with the proximity of the NPS North Atlantic Coastal Labotatoty and Atlantic
Research Center, the Truro Center for the Atts at Castle Hill kiln, and the Payomet Performing Arts
Center in Truro’s seasonal performance tent.

Cape Cod Commission ). .






We would like to discuss the two concepts futther, which we think are intriguing economic
strategies for the County to putsue. Please contact Highlands Center Project Manager/ Planner
Lauren McKean at 508 957-0731 if you have any questions about out response ot to schedule
follow-up discussions.

Sincetely,

=

Geotge E.Price, Jr.
Superintendent

Cc:
Megan Amsler, Cape & Islands Self-Reliance Corpotation

02556
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Comprehensive Economic
Development Strategy (CEDS)

Cape Cod Commission

Cape Cod Economic Development Council

Why are we here today?

To update our Comprehensive
Economic Development
Strategy
a.k.a. the CEDS






What is the CEDS?

A regional planning process

resulting in a five-year strategic
plan

that is updated annually.

Why bother doing the CEDS?

Solidify Regional Consensus
Expand Regional Collaboration
Focus Regional Resources
Evaluate Regional Progress
Attract Investment

The CEDS is required by U.S. Department of Commerce Economic Development
Administration for region & towns to get EDA funding for public works,
planning, and technical assistance projects






S

Why bother doing the CEDS?

CEDS Work Groups

Structure &l Purpose






Barnstable County Commissioners

Cape Cod Economic Development Council

Cape Cod Commission

Yarmouth Chamber of Commerce

Falmouth Housing Authority

Cape Cod Economic Development Council
ashpee Commons

Association to P rve Cape Cod - Busine

Town of Barnstable

Harwich Board of Selectman

Association to Preserve Cape Cod

Cape Cod Museum of Natural History

Roundtable

Who?

Viassachu: Small Business Development Center
Hyannis Area Chamber

Community Development Partnership

Coastal Community Capital
Hyannis Main St. BID
Roderick Payroll

Regional Tech Development Corporation
Wise Living

Town of Truro

Arts Foundation of Cape Cod

Tocci & Lee, PC
Cape Cod Technol Council
Cape Cod Hook Fishermen’s Association

Cape Cod Community College

WORKFORCE

Wages
K-12 Educ.
STEM
Higher Ed.
rkforce Training
Adult Ed.
Seasonal
Sr. Workforce
Young Prof.

Housing
Commercial Space
Telecom
Energy
Water
Wastewater
Airports, Ports
Public Transit
Auto Infrastructure

Regional Stakeha

SECTOR
DEVELOPMENT

Emerging
Core
Traditional
Local Owner
Sole Prop.
Entrepreneur
Export Sectors
Import
Substitution
Sectors

Cape and Islands Renewable Energy Collaborative

Hyannis Country Garden

NSTAR

Barnstable County - Cape Light Compact

Town of Brewster

Open Cape Corporation

Wells Consulting

Dennis-Yarmouth Regional School District

Cape Cod Healthcare

Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce

Cape & Island Workforce Investment Board

Jeppesen Marine

NSTAR

Barnstable County - Cape Light Compact

Town of Brewster

pe Corporation

e( erw: Development Council (Staff)

Wells Consulting

Cape Cod Commission

Regional Technology Development Corporation

Dennis-Yarmouth Regional School District

Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce
d Hook Fishermen’s ciation

Cape & Island Workforce Investment Board

Sanc h Chamber of Commerce

Jeppesen Marine

BUSINESS
DEVELOPMENT

Zoning
Regional &
Local Permitting
Cost of Doing
Business
External impacts
of commerce
Opportunity
Costs

Business
Planning

Finance
Management
New Markets






WORKFORCE SECTOR BUSINESS
DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT

3 Priority | 3 Priority | 3 Priority | 3 Priority | 3 Priority
Projects Projects Projects Projects | Projects






Priority Projects

What are they?

3 | | Caltal Investment






envision?

What do all priority projects
have in common?

They are consistent with our Growth Policy,
They create or retain quality jobs
they attract private investment

all projects involve regional collaboration &
partnerships






Specific
Measurable
Achievable
Realistic

Timely

Is this a lot to ask?

Time is limited
But the potential benefits are not
And
sessions will be facilitated
and priorities can be updated annually






Useful particulars

Work, Group Resources

What is in your Folder?

Right Side — Topics for Today
Agenda
2009 5-year Update
Phase 2: Planning & Adoption Timeline
Work Group Process & Table
Guide to Prioritizing Projects






What is in your Folder?

Left Side - Resources
Table: Economic Development & Business Development
CEDS & The Regional Policy Plan
Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development Principles
US Economic Development Administration (EDA)
CEDS Quick Facts

Look fo:r CEDS materials on
CapeCodCommlssmn org

under economic development

10





Contact Stalf via:

OR
ddray@barnstablecounty.org

Next on the Agenda

Work, Group Open Discussion

11





Ned Robinson-Lynch

~ Your Facilitator

CEDS: An economic roadmap
to diversify and strengtheq our regional economy.

IELCERIGCED
look at what
we know & do
and then set
priorities

12





1. Protect the region’s natural resources.

. | 2. Enrich communities

3. Foster a sustainable regional economy.

4. Ensure the remarkable beauty of the Cape for future

generations.

13
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June 3, 2009

Ms. Leslie Richardson, Economic Development Officer
Cape Cod Commission

3225 Main Street

P.O. Box 226

Bamstable, MA 02630

Dear Ms. Richardson-

On behalf of the Yarmouth Cbmmunity and Economic Development Committee
(CEDC), I would like to provide the following comments on the draft Comprehensive
Economic Development Strategy (CEDS).

e The public comment period for the draft report, approximately 2 weeks, was very
short given the length of the report.

e Details are lacking for a number of the Priority Projects, limiting the degree to
which we might comment.

e The CEDS does not identify projects which explicitly impact or foster the
Medical sector of our local economy. Given our aging population and the
findings of your recent study on second homes, it would seem that the Cape
should target some economic development efforts on this very important industry
that serves our year-round population.

e While “tourism” is mentioned a few times, the importance of this industry should
be emphasized and highlighted.

e Understanding that the CEDS process is looking at a 5-year window, we would
recommend including Yarmouth’s wastewater planning and implementation in the
list of communities noted on the “Wastewater Infrastructure in Economic Centers
and Villages” priority project. Yarmouth is currently in the design and permitting
of Phase 1 of its sewer collection and treatment system and anticipates requesting
funding for the construction of the project at the 2011 Annual Town
Meeting. Yarmouth has been developing its Comprehensive Wastewater
Management Plan for the last 4 years while awaiting Massachusetts Estuaries
Program (MEP) reports for its 3 estuaries. The Lewis Bay MEP is in hand and
Parkers River is expected in June 2009.

¢ One additional question raised with regards to this specific project is whether
funding for wastewater infrastructure outside of, but supportive to, economic
centers should be precluded. Arguably, the environmental health of areas that are
not economic centers help to support the attractiveness of redevelopment in
economic centers.

O3
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Educational institutions on the Cape are referenced in at least two priority
projects: “Emerging Industry Housing Program” and ““Specialized Four-Year
College — Feasibility Analysis”. We would encourage you to include the
following institutions in your consideration of these projects: Fine Arts Work
Center (Provincetown), Center for Coastal Studies (Provincetown), and Cape Cod
Museum of Art (Dennis).

With regards to “Coastal Use Templates for Economic Development”, we would
suggest that you emphasize the point that by providing guidance on good
(re)development in coastal areas that you might foster the growth of water-
dependent businesses such as sail or boat makers, marine-science based
businesses, and tourism. We would also suggest that you provide additional
details to the project summary form specifically noting that: persons working in
tourism-based industries might benefit where good redevelopment will broaden
the season for visitors; the project provides valuable technical information for
developers that will support innovation and entrepreneurship in the region;
tourism or water-based businesses may grow (export out of region); good designs
might utilize clean energy and/or reduce the demand for fossil fuels (redeveloped
buildings are certain to use less energy).

With regards to “Redevelopment Authority” the CEDC would recommend that
the Priority Project Form reflect that the study will focus on the potential for local
and/or regional redevelopment authorities. We are concerned that a regional
redevelopment authority will be politicized. Additionally, the CEDC is concerned
with the noted Lead Organizations and would recommend that local and regional
government entities be leading this effort as they are most familiar with the
redevelopment issues they are facing in their own community.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to your reply. Should you
have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me through the Community
Development office at Yarmouth Town Hall (508.398.2231 x1275).

Sincerel
, 7\\4 'S

Peter Q. Smith, Chairman
Community and Economic Development Committee

Cc: Board of Selectmen
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Comprehensive Economic
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Paul Niedzwiecki

Executive Director, Cape Cod Commission

Barnstable County Population
1765 to 2003

Fopulation has more than doubled /

since the late 19603






Time series photographs

Falmouth, Mass., 1943 - 2001
















Regional Planning... looking forward

Focusing on Common Our Interests
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Focusing Growth...Economic Centers

Land Use Vision Maps
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Efficient Land Use for Economic Growth

The Facts about Density

11





Is Density Detrimental?

Is Density Detrimental

CipEnspace
TYFE
MrHL. L HL
CEHEERY

(PRSI ECY EL ¢ Ha]
a.

LR LM

1AH° TRUFT

[ S PRI N

PEADANTIA OTF - fP=F

12





Is Density Detrimental?

Which is “smarter” — sprawl or density?

Economic Development

How does density impact econom:ic
development?

13





Economic Development

— -
Sprawl increases auto dependency

"*—ﬂ‘f-ma‘ IL::’

Economic Development

% of household expenditures
spent on transportation

Over 20%
_Less than 11%

14





Economic Development

Long-term Equity

$10,000 spent on $10,000 spent on
vehicles = $910 in housing = $4,730 in

equity equity

Economic Development

Density 2 = economic growth...

$1 Min

Auto expenditure SSLe

$1 Min

Non-auto expenditure $526,000
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Economic Development

r ) Tan AT

# Density doesn’t reduce property v

. i '
i The American Housing Survey showed: ‘

Economic Development

Housing Choice and Affordability~

1 unit / 2 acres 16 unit / 2 acres

alues

16





Economic Development

The Cape’s average hourly wages are $15-20 lower than
needed to afford a one or two bedroom apartment

Public Finance

Does density increase or decrease net
public revenues? *

17





Public Finance

Annualized Municipal Costs per Household for Different Densities

4.5

$3,204

$36

$336

$3,576

Baseline
0%

Public Finance

Comparison of Development Patterns, Twin City Area

3,396

$7,420

$10.95

$18,374

18





Public Finance

Density Savings: Utilities

$5,000 to $500 to
$75,000 $10,000
savings per savings per
unit unit
annually annually

Public Finance

Density Savings: Water & Sewer

Lot size

0.80 acres

Lot size

0.25 acres

19





Public Finance

Compact development - Less demand on public
infrastructure than traditional development

40%
Less

Public Finance

Also: .

20





Natural Resources &
Community Character

Does density help to protect natural
resources and community character or
destroy them? “

Natural Resources

Higher density development creates a
smaller environmental footprint...

21





Community Character

Higher density development is typical
of historic villages in New England

Community Character

Dense development is consistent with the past
and can improve community character

22





Community Character

Density can positively affect the attributes that
make a community an attractive and appealing
destination.

Economic Development

Public Finance

Natural Resources

Community Character

23





A Project Based Regional Roadmap

Cape Cod Comprehensive Economic
Development Strategy (CEDS)

vibrant local an adequate career and a well-protected
economies supply of business training environment
workforce housing, and networking
affordable opportunities
healthcare, child
care and
transportation

Sthaxed Vision






a strong base of  anab a high-quality well-maintained
skilled workers  livable income jobs  educational system infrastructure

Stared Vision

. '."‘: L7
; Telecommunications

fared Challenges
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Wh1ch: ro;ects will
most 31gmf1cant1y

bOOSt and diversify
the Cape s economy

in the next five years?
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Comprehensive Economic
Development Strategy (CEDS)

Paul Niedzwiecki

Executive Director, Cape Cod Commission
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Do More Kids Mean More Taxes?

Does growth in the number of families with school age children
automatically mean higher taxes? Does attracting more families with
children have other economic benefits or costs to a community?

Do families with children: Or do they:

Spend more on goods and services?
Anchor the Cape’s work force?

Add to the diversity, vibrancy, and
stability of our communities?

A balanced regional economy contains a broad range of industries, businesses and
institutions providing year-round, living wage jobs, as well as a culturally and
demographically diverse population ready to fill those jobs.

Recently, attention has focused on the fact that many families of working age adults with
children are leaving Cape Cod. Possible reasons for this trend are posited, such as the
high cost of living on Cape Cod, but one thing is clear: the region’s economic
sustainability depends on a strong and diverse labor force.

Many of the factors that help support a diverse labor supply, including affordable
housing, quality schools, and public safety services, are paid for or supported by local
tax dollars. With many towns facing budget cuts or Proposition 2 %2 overrides to cover
school and municipal operating budgets, some question whether towns should do more
to attract working age families with children, or are better off without them.

At the center of this debate is the effect of families with children on local expenditures.
Across the state, local officials are concerned that new family housing will lead to an
increase in school costs, which typically constitutes almost 40% of local expenditures®.
In response, they are providing preferential zoning or other incentives for the
development of age-restricted housing.? Towns assume that older households will not
increase municipal costs with the addition of school children.® However, age restricted
housing could inadvertently lead to an increase in students in a community if
transitioning older households within the community sell their single family homes to
young families with children.*

! Massachusetts Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, Municipal Data Bank/Local Aid
Section, General Fund Expenditures, Fiscal Year 2000 - 2007 General Fund Expenditures

2 Also called active adult housing or lifestyle housing, these developments are geared to individuals 55 years
old and over.

% Heudorfer, Bonnie, et al. Age Restricted Active Adult Housing in Massachusetts, A review of factors
fueling its explosive growth and the public policy issues it raises. Prepared for Citizens’ Housing and
Planning Association. June 2005.

* Ibid.

Prepared by Ridley & Associates, Inc. 1





In making these and other decisions, local and regional officials and citizens need to
have a clear view of the influence families with children have on our regional economy,
including local finances. Otherwise, decisions aimed at strengthening our economy and
local communities may end up hurting them in the long run.

This paper examines the differential impacts of families with children in the following
areas:

» Fiscal Impacts, including spending on services and schools;

» Economic Impacts, including labor market, consumer spending, and employee
recruitment; and

» Community Character, including civic engagement and community diversity.

In each of these areas, we considered information gathered in national studies and
studies conducted for this region.

Fiscal Impacts

Increasingly towns are looking to fiscal impact assessments to determine what, if any,
financial impacts would result from development projects that may lead to an increase in
families with children in their community.

Fiscal impact analysis is a tool used to answer questions about how new development
will impact town budgets. It is commonly defined as a “projection of the direct, current,
and public costs and revenues associated with residential or non-residential growth.”
The results of fiscal impact analysis will vary depending on the methodology used to
estimate the cost of public services. The most frequently used methods are the average
cost method and the marginal cost method.

» Average Cost/Per Capita Method: The most commonly used method for assessing
fiscal impacts is the average cost model. This approach uses the average cost of
providing a service today to calculate future costs generated by new development.
For example, the average school cost per student — the total budget divided by the
total number of students served — is calculated and then applied to the expected
number of new students a development would bring to the community. The net fiscal
impact is determined by subtracting estimated additional costs from anticipated
additional tax revenues generated by the proposed development.

The average cost method assumes that the cost of serving each additional unit --
person/student/household/etc -- will be the same no matter how many units are
added. However, up to a certain point some population growth can be absorbed
without the addition of staff and equipment to provide services or the building of new
capital facilities. Average cost analysis does not take into account these issues of
capacity.

» Marginal Cost Method: An alternative approach to fiscal impact analysis that does
take into account capacity is the marginal cost or case study method. This method
takes a detailed look at the actual costs of services and how many more people can

® Burchell, R W “The Fiscal Impact Handbook” The Center for Urban Policy Research: New Brunswick, NJ
1978

Prepared by Ridley & Associates, Inc. 2





>

be served at the existing staff levels and with existing equipment and facilities. At the
point current capacity is reached the cost of serving even one additional person will
significantly increase by the amount of money needed to increase current capacity.
For example, if a school can accommodate 100 students, the addition of the 101
student would cost substantially more because services or facilities would have to be
expanded to accommodate the growth.

Marginal cost analysis also identifies when capacity is underutilized and growth
would actually result in lower per capita costs. Using the school building example
above, if the school accommodates 100 students but there are only 85 enrolled, the
cost of operating the school remains the same but per student costs will be higher
than at full enroliment. The addition of up to 15 students would not require additional
expenditures, but would reduce costs per student. Overall, the calculation of
marginal costs is more difficult than average costs, but can yield a more accurate
prediction of real cost impacts from population growth.

Marginal costs analysis shows that population growth, including growth in
families with children, does not always increase local spending, and in some
cases can reduce per capita local costs...

A marginal cost study of actual fiscal impacts resulting from population growth in
Massachusetts towns between 1990 and 2000 found that population growth
associated with new housing was not inevitably followed by increased demand for
services and higher municipal costs. Many of the fastest growing communities
experienced the slowest per capita growth during the decade. ®

Many of the towns with the fastest growth in population experienced a reduction in
per capita local expenditures, as costs were spread over a larger population.’

Not all growth in local expenditures is due to population growth...

Municipal expenditures may continue to grow, but not all of the increase is necessarily
due to population growth.

>

Between 1990 and 2000, overall municipal expenditures grew twice as fast (11%) as
the population (5.5%.)% During this same period expenditures for education in the
state increased 28%,° a rate faster than the rate of school enrollment.*°

Rising health care costs, energy costs and consumer preferences are among the
factors other than population growth that can increase local expenditures.™

6 Nakosteen, Robert, Palma, James R., et al. “The Fiscal Impact of New Housing Development in
Massachusetts, a critical analysis.” Prepared for Citizens’ Housing and Planning Association by the
University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute. February 2003.
" Ibid.
® Ibid.
? |bid
10 Community Opportunities Group, Inc. “Housing the Commonwealth’s School-Age Children.” Prepared for
Eitizens’ Housing and Planning Association. August 2003.

Ibid.
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What are the Facts about Population, School Enrollment, and Financing?

Population Facts — Cape Cod

The number of children on Cape Cod is growing at a slower pace than the overall
population, and families with children account for a smaller share of all households as
compared to the state and the nation.

» On Cape Cod, the number of children is growing at a slower rate than the general
population. From 1990 to 2007, the number of children on Cape Cod fell 17% while
population grew 19%.?

» Based on 2007 census estimates, the population of children accounts for a smaller

share of the Cape’s total population (20%), compared to the state (25%) and the
nation (27%)."*

» Based on 2007 census estimates, family households with children declined 7.03%
from 2000 to 2007, and families consisting of married couples with children grew
1.73%, just below the rate of increase for all households.

Table 1. Barnstable County Household Counts (1990, 2000, 2007

Barnstable County | 1990 2000 2007
(% Change 90-00) (%eChange 00-07)

All Households 77,586 94,822 (22.22%) 97,560 (2.89%)
Family Households 52,450 61,041 (16.38%) 61,390 (0.57%)
Family Households w/ own o

Children <18 20,928 23,071 (10.24%) 21,449 (-7.03%)
Married Couple Family o o
Households w/ own Children <18 16,005 16,833 (5.17%) 16,541(1.73%)

Source: US Census Bureau, American Factfinder

» Based on 2007 census estimates, only 22% of Cape Cod households have children
under 18, down from 24% in 2000 and 27% in 1990. This compares with 30% of
households with children in the state and 31% in the nation.**

School Enrollment and Expenditure Facts
Mirroring population trends, school enrolliments are declining in towns across Cape Cod,
while per pupil expenditures are on the rise. School spending as a share of total local

spending has stayed the same or declined slightly between 2000 and 2007.

» Cape Cod public school enroliment has declined 9% from 2003 to 2007, and
declines were experienced in nearly all districts.™

12 ys census Bureau, American Factfinder. General Population and Housing Characteristics: 1990,

Barnstable County, MA. ACS Demographic and Housing Estimates: 2007, Barnstable County, MA.

13 Us Census Bureau, American FactFinder. http:/factfinder.census.gov. 2007 Population Estimates 0-19
ear olds

¥4 US Census Bureau, American FactFinder. http:/factfinder.census.gov. 2007 1 Year Population Estimates

!> Enrollment increases occurred for the Cape’s four charter schools and two technical high schools.

Prepared by Ridley & Associates, Inc. 4





> During this period of declining enroliment, per pupil spending in Cape Cod school
districts has increased on average 40% from FY03 to FY07. *°

Table 2: Per Pupil Spending By District

District®’ FYO3 FYO7 % Change
Barnstable $7,489 $12,196 63
Bourne $7,776 $11,897 53
Brewster $10,030 $14,103 41
Chatham $10,827 $14,493 34
Eastham $12,296 $15,318 25
Falmouth $8,229 $12,147 48
Harwich $9,619 $12,650 32
Mashpee $7,579 $11,573 53
Orleans $13,716 $18,768 37
Provincetown $17,681 $25,099 42
Sandwich $6,637 $9,560 44
Truro $18,734 $18,187 -3
Wellfleet $15,103 $19,363 28
Dennis-Yarmouth $7,687 $11,736 53
Nauset Regional $9,370 $13,219 41
Upper Cape Tech $11,448 $17,656 54
Cape Cod Tech $13,924 $18,616 37

Source: MA Department of Education

» From FYO05 to FYQ7, total school expenditures among the Cape Cod districts
increased nearly 10%, from $338 million to $371 million.*®

» School spending as a percentage of total local spending stayed the same or declined
for eleven Cape Cod towns from 2000 to 2007. On average school spending
accounted for roughly 40% of total local expenditures for all towns during this period.
School spending as a share of total spending ranged from a high of 53% in
Barnstable to 23% in Provincetown, with most towns in the 35-45% range.19

Spending on schools is influenced by factors other than enroliment...
Increases in school spending are not necessarily due to increasing enroliment.

> Rising health care costs, energy costs and consumer preferences are among the
factors other than population growth that can increase local school expenditures.

18 per pupil figures as reported by Massachusetts Department of Education. This does not account for
changes in enrollments within and among districts or the creation of charter schools during this time.
! Note that some districts serve different levels (high school, middle school, elementary) and some towns
Psarticipate in regional districts as well as their town district. Charter districts are not included.

Compiled from Massachusetts Department of Education. Historical per pupil and total expenditures by
district, three-year summary. www.mass.gov.
19 Compiled from MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, Municipal Data Bank/Local Aid
Section, General Fund Expenditures, Fiscal Year 2000 - 2007 General Fund Expenditures
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> The need to increase teachers salaries to compete with private employers, increased
standards for school performance, and increase spending on special education
services have led to higher school expenditures.?°

» The largest percent change in district operating expenses across the state from fiscal
years 2002 to 2006 was in insurance and retirement programs, which in crested
58.6%.

School Financing Facts

As school costs increase, declining state aid, along with rising costs for health insurance
and special education services, are putting more pressure on local finances.

> Massachusetts towns receive state funding for education through Chapter 70 aid.?
When adjusted for inflation, the roughly $3.5 billion in Chapter 70 aid distributed to
towns in 2007 was roughly the same amount distributed in 1999.%

> In Massachusetts, spending on public schools consumes the largest share of local
tax revenues.?* As a share total education funding, local property tax contributions
rose from 55% in 2002 to 58% in 2006, signaling that Massachusetts towns are
relying more heavily on local contributions to fund education.?®

» Cape Cod towns contribute roughly $328 million annually toward education (2007)
and receive approximately $75 million (2008) in state education aid each year. This
means towns spend a little more than $4 for every $1 they receive from the state. %

So, would more children increase or reduce local fiscal pressure?

More students may not reduce overall school expenditures, but they may not
substantially increase them either.

On Cape Cod per pupil expenditures have risen faster than total education expenditures.
As school costs rise, they are spread over a shrinking number of students. The highest
per pupil expenditures tend to be for school districts with the smallest enroliments, while
districts with the lowest per pupil expenditures have among the largest enroliments. This
suggests that higher enrollments can help spread out fixed costs and lower per pupil
costs, up to a point where additional students require more teachers or larger facilities.
However this tipping point can only be determined on a district-by-district basis.

0 Community Opportunities Group, Inc and O’Donnell, Robert. “Current Trends in School Finance,
Massachusetts School Districts are at a fiscal cross roads.” MA Department of Education, Office of
Strategic Planning, Research and Evaluation. September 2007.

> O’Donnell.

2 0’Donnell. Note: other state aid comes in form of reimbursements and school building assistance.

% 0’Donnell. Note: schools also receive reimbursements (circuit breaker funds for per pupil special needs
that exceed a threshold amount, transportation for regional schools and charter school reimbursements,) as
well as assistance from the school building assistance program, and federal grants.

4 o'Donnell.

% MA Department of Education. Office of Strategic Planning, Research and Evaluation. “Preliminary Report
on Current Fiscal Conditions in Massachusetts School Districts.” January 2008.

* MA Department of Revenue. Calculated from historical cherry sheets.
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The ability of towns to increase enrollments within existing capacity is demonstrated
through participation in school choice. School choice allows towns to more fully utilize
operating capacity in light of declining enroliments. Each district votes annually on
whether to participate in school choice. For each school choice student a school
receives, the sending district must contribute tuition equaling 75% of per pupil cost up to
a maximum of $5,000. An incremental cost is added for students requiring with special
education services. Of course, participating schools are required to contribute tuition if
students choose another district.

Enrollment increases school spending when it necessitates
increases in building or faculty...

» Enrollment growth increases school costs when it affects school building capacity or
the need for additional teachers. School construction, expansion and modernization
were among the drivers in increased local expenditures from 1990-2000. ?’ Capital
costs and higher operating costs for new schools tend to increase per pupil
spending.”®

» The largest share of enroliment growth in most MA communities during the 1990s
came from new single family homes and turnover of existing single family housing
from older to younger households with children.? Barnstable, Yarmouth and
Falmouth were among the towns that experienced a large turnover of existing
housing stock that went to families with children. This population growth boosted
enroliment.*

Conclusions & Implications

Fiscal impacts of population increases, including families with children, often are
evaluated based on average cost, while a method of looking at marginal costs takes into
account how changes in population can be absorbed within system capacity. Studies
using marginal cost analysis show that increases in expenditures are not always
correlated with increases in population. In fact, population increases can help to lower
per capital costs.

School spending consumes a large share of local tax dollars on Cape Cod and
elsewhere in the state. Over recent years, enrollments have declined among Cape Cod
schools reflecting changes in the region’s demographics. During roughly the same
period, per pupil (average) costs rose at four times the rate of total school spending.
This suggests that factors other than enrollment, such as increases in costs for health
insurance and energy, are accounting for increases in school expenditures, while
declining enrollments are helping to further boost per pupil costs.

A high rate of participation in school choice among Cape Cod towns demonstrates the
ability to increase enrollments without increasing the capacity of existing school
infrastructure. However, school choice is a double-edged sword, providing a financial
benefit to receiving districts and towns, and a financial loss to sending districts.

27 community Opportunities Group, Inc.
28 .
Ibid.
% |bid.
% Ibid.
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Economic Development Impacts

What does a loss or gain of families mean for the economy?

Household Spending

Families with children are an important source of spending in the regional economy.

» Households comprised of a husband and wife with children spend about 80% of their
after tax income on household expenditures®, the same as households comprised of
a husband and wife. *

» However families with children tend to be two-earner household and have a higher
after tax income than single or two-family households, which translates into a higher
dollar amount of spending in the regional economy. >

» A household with a husband and wife with children spent $68,354 in annual
household expenditures in 2006, $12,723 more than a husband and wife household
and $34,357 more than a single person household. **

Labor Supply

A diverse labor force is needed to fill the variety of jobs in a robust, balanced economy.
Working-age adults, many of whom have families with children, are the backbone of
Cape Cod’s workforce.

> Although the population grew between 2000 and 2006 (estimated), Cape Cod
experienced a loss in the people aged 35-44 (greater than 10%), and modest growth
in the number of people aged 45-54 (<5%) and 55-64 (roughly 10%). *°

> The median age on Cape Cod is 45.7, one of the highest in the nation.®* As the
work force ages, new workers will be needed to take their place.

» Cape Cod employers must rely on residents to fill jobs. Cape Cod and the Islands
has one of the most self contained labor markets in the state, with 87% of residents
working on the Cape. A small segment of the population commutes off Cape.*’

» The Cape has above average growth in young adults, greater than 10% for 25-34
year olds from 2000-2006. However, unless those young people remain to work and
raise their families here, Cape Cod towns, businesses and institutions may not find
the workforce they need.>®

us Department of Labor. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Consumer Expenditure Survey 2006. Note:
Expenditures include food, housing, transportation, apparel, personal care, health care, utilities, etc.
32 .

Consumer Expenditure Survey 2006.
33 f

Ibid.
** Ibid.
% Francese, Peter. “Challenges and Opportunities in Cape Demographics.” Presentation to Cape Cod
g:ehamber of Commerce Economic Summit. October 2007. (Citing US Bureau of Census)

Ibid.
3 Cape & Islands Workforce Investment Board. Cape and Islands Workforce Area LMI Bullet Point
Summary. June 2005.
¥ Op. cit.
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» Employment on the Cape and Islands increased 4.7% between 2001 and 2004.
Most new jobs are in the critical clusters of health care, knowledge industries
(education, professional business services, high tech), retail, hospitality and
construction.*

» A number of growing industry clusters are showing signs of labor shortages. The
number of job vacancies on the Cape and Islands exceeded the state average. 75%
of vacancies were in the health care, retail trade, and hospitality industries.*°

» Teens and young adults are a source of labor for many Cape Cod businesses,
particularly seasonal businesses such as seasonal retailers, ice cream shops,
restaurants, inns, municipalities (lifeguards, beach attendants, etc), and landscapers,
among others.

Employee Recruitment and Retention

Quality of life factors that are associated with families and children are increasingly
important to firms and their employees, according to a number of national studies cited
in a report by David Salveson of the Center for Urban and Regional Studies, University
of North Carolina at Chapel Hill:**

» One found that quality of education and environmental quality were the top two
attributes firms believe are most important to their employees.*?

»> A survey of economic development professionals found that Quality of Life factors
are often the tiebreaker when traditional factors are more or less equal. When
Quality of Life does become important, econ development professionals consistently
put quality of K-12 education at the top of the list*®

> Two studies from the 1980’s found that highly skilled workers tend to weight Quality
of Life factors more heavily and tend to reinforce Quality of Life factors by advocating
policies to improve pubic schools upgrade recreation facilities, etc.*

> Quality of life factors such as education and environment are influential for small
owner operated businesses, including entrepreneurial start-ups, where the choice of
work site is conditional on the quality of life preferences of the owner or manager.*

jiCape & Islands Workforce Investment Board.

Ibid.
*! Salvesen, David et al. University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, Center for Urban and Regional Studies.
“The Importance of Quality of Life in the Location Decisions of New Economy Firms.” January 2003.
42 Malecki, E.J. and S. Bradbury. “R&D Facilities and Professional Labour: Labour Force Dynamics and
High Technology.” Regional Studies, 26(2):123-136. 1992.
* Fusi. D.S. “Education Continues to Score High as a Factor in Quality of Life Location Equation.” Site
Selection, 36:732-738. 1991.
a4 Malecki, E.J. “High Technology and Local Economic Development.” Journal of the American Planning
Association, 50:262-69. 1984.
Rosenberg, R. “What Companies Look For.” High Technology, 5 (January):30-37. 1985.
45 Halstead, J.M. and S.C. Deller. “Public Infrastructure in Economic Development and Growth: Evidence
from Rural Manufacturers.” Journal of the Community Development Society, 28:97-116. 1997.
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Community Character

A more difficult to quantify, but no less significant consideration, is that families with
children contribute to a vibrant, sustainable community.

Volunteer and Civic Engagement

> Family households contribute valuable hours of volunteer time and expertise.
According to a survey conducted by AAPR, 31-41 year olds are the primary force
behind school volunteer organizations such as parent teacher organizations and
school boards. Individuals in the 31-49 year old range are more likely to engage in
professional groups and trade organizations, and are more active in local
environmental causes and neighborhood groups.*

Community Diversity and Stability

» Families are part of a diverse and growing community. Community sustainability
programs often include population diversity (including age diversity) as an indicator
of a community’s ability to respond to internal and external events and plan for the
future from a broad base of human experience.*’

» The Cape Cod Sustainability Indicators Project focuses on the need to build human
capital through spending on public education as an integral component of building a
strong, competitive and resilient work force.

> Universities and national charitable foundations contribute significant resources to
the study and promotion of intergenerational community programs. The United
States Environmental Protection Agency promotes intergenerational environmental
programs as a way to encourage cultural exchange, maximize human and financial
resources, inspire collaboration and strengthen communities.

What’'s Next

The data indicate that Cape Cod has a smaller than average number of families with
children and that school enroliments are declining. There are many possible causes for
this trend, and the lack of housing choices that are affordable to working families is
among the ones often cited. Families are an essential part of Cape Cod’s community
fabric and labor force; they contribute to economic growth and community vitality and
diversity.

The larger number of teens and young adults is a bright spot on the horizon. Cape Cod
as a region will need to explore ways to ensure that Cape Cod remains a welcoming,
affordable and attractive place to start a career, launch a new business or raise a family.
Possible local and regional actions include:

**Nakosteen.
“Liebl, David S. et al. Indicators of Community Sustainability--January 1998.
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Supporting development of economically diverse housing that will enable families to
continue to live on Cape Cod, and will enable employers to recruit and retain needed
employees.

Promoting use of marginal cost analysis to accurately assess the costs and benefits
of residential development and population growth.

Promoting economic development and redevelopment that creates high quality job
opportunities and enhances the region’s ability to compete as a location for new and
expanding businesses.

Promoting investment in high quality public education that will help foster the
development of Cape Cod’s human capital, and appeal to employees and firms that
may be considering Cape Cod as a business location.
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Recap: How Do Families With Children Help or Hurt the Economy

v Signifies greater positive performance or public benefit

Families Families

Areas of Comparison w/Children w/Children
Help Hurt

Fiscal Impacts

» Increases in local expenditures are not all tied to
population growth.

» Marginal costs analysis demonstrates that increases
in population can lower per capital local expenditures. V V

» Education is a big share of local expenditures, but
increases in school spending are not all tied to
enrollment.

» Per Pupil Costs are an average of school expense
and do not reflect the marginal cost of new students.

» Widespread participation in School Choice
demonstrates that schools can add students within
existing capacity.

Economic Development Impacts

» As Cape Cod’s workforce ages, new workers will be
needed to take their place.

» Husband and wife households with children spend
more on household expenditures than single or two-
person households.

» Employers rely on a resident workforce to fill jobs. V

» Job vacancies are experienced in a number of growth
sectors such as health care, hospitality, and
knowledge industries.

» Quality of Life (QoL) factors associated with families
are increasingly important to firms and employees.

» QoL factors such as education and environment are
influential for small owner operated firms and
entrepreneurial start-ups.

Community Character

» Family households contribute valuable hours of
volunteer time and expertise, particularly for school,
environmental, neighborhood and business
organizations. Vv

» Intergenerational programs foster cultural exchange,
maximize human and financial resources, inspire
collaboration and strengthen communities.

» Population diversity enhances a community’s ability
to respond to internal and external events and plan
for the future from a broad base of human
experience.
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Is Density Detrimental?

Does development density help or hurt Cape Cod’s economy?

Does density: Or does it:

Enable housing to be affordable?
Contribute vibrancy to downtowns?

Utilize infrastructure more efficiently?

Most people agree that Cape Cod will continue to grow. Approximately 16% of Cape
Cod’s land area is unprotected and could be developed in the future.* There is additional
growth potential in the redevelopment of existing buildings. It is projected that Cape Cod
will add 70,000 people by 20207, fueling demand for homes and businesses.

How Cape Cod grows over the coming decades will influence the region’s economy,
environment and quality of life. Can Cape Cod sustain more of the dispersed growth
that has characterized development over the past several decades?

Which is Smarter, Density or Spraw|?

We hear a lot these days about smart growth as an antidote to sprawl. On Cape Cod
where there is a blend of rural and suburban areas, smart growth means clustering more
development into villages and creating mixed-use walkable neighborhoods.® Compact
development is a key element of smart growth. Examples of compact development on
Cape Cod include Commercial Street in Provincetown, the Main Streets of Chatham and
Hyannis, and Mashpee Commons. These very different areas share common traits:
buildings are multistory, on smaller lots, and closer to the street and to each other.
These areas exhibit density in that there is more development per unit of land than is
found in most other areas on Cape Cod.

Table 1. Features of Compact and Sprawl Development Patterns

Development occurs within a limited area, Development is dispersed, often leapfrogging
generally a traditional downtown, that has over previously developed areas to outlying
been designated for growth areas

5-7+ units per acre 1-4 units per acre

*Sidewalks *Few sidewalks

*Pedestrian oriented *Auto oriented

*Mix of commercial & residential uses *Separate commercial and residential uses
*Multi-story, smaller lots conserve land *Single story, larger lots consume land

! Cape Cod Commission, Table: Summary of Lands Developed, Protected, Wet, Remaining.

2 Calculated using MISER countywide population projection of 299,035 in 2020, up from 229,545 in 2003
according to the estimate from Cape Trends Update, 2005.

®Litman, Todd. “Understanding Smart Growth Savings: What we know about Public Infrastructure and
Service Cost Savings and How They are Misrepresented by Critics.” Victoria, B.C. Victoria Transportation
Policy Institute. 2008
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When properly designed and maintained, compact development can allow more density
with the same or fewer environmental impacts than lower density development that is
dispersed.

Does density help or hurt Cape Cod?

Zoning regulations in most Cape Cod towns separate land uses and require structures to
be more spread out.* These regulations lead to low residential densities and single-
story commercial strip development that consumes land and promotes auto
dependency. Recently a number of local bylaws have begun to allow multi-story mixed-
use development in village and commercial centers.> To some people this trend reflects
an overdue recognition of the need to direct growth to Cape Cod’s village centers. To
others, density raises concerns about congestion, uncertain fiscal impacts and loss of
rural charm.

This paper examines the different impacts of density and sprawl in the following areas:

» Economic Development including disposable income, business diversity, property
sales values, and housing alternatives;

» Public Finance including water, sewer, transportation and other publicly funded
infrastructure and services;

» Natural Resources including open space and habitat fragmentation, water and air
guality, and energy consumption; and

» Community Character including consistency with historic character and
uniqueness, particularly relative to tourism.

In each of these areas, we considered information gathered in national studies as well
as studies conducted for this region.

Economic Development

How do land use patterns affect economic productivity and development?
Disposable Income and Spending
Compact development reduces transportation costs, which frees income for spending.
» Households in automobile dependent areas spend more than 20% ($8,500) of

household expenditures on transportation while households in smart growth
communities spend less than 17% ($5,500). °

* For example, the dominant residential zoning density is one dwelling per acre, or 40,000 square feet per
lot. Cluster or open space residential zoning, a subdivision option requiring special permits, may allow the
same number of dwellings as conventional acre lots, but will cluster them on lot sizes of 15,000 or 20,000
square feet.

® Barnstable (Hyannis), Dennisport, Orleans Village Center, and Buzzards Bay are examples of village
center bylaws allowing mixed uses and/or increased building height.

® Litman, Todd. “Evaluating Transportation Land Use Impacts.” Victoria, B.C. Victoria Transportation
Policy Institute. 2008.
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» Expenditures on vehicles, which account for a big portion of household transportation
costs, provide little long-term equity. $10,000 spent on vehicles provides only $910 in
equity compared to $4,730 in equity for the same investment in housing.’

» Higher transportation costs associated with sprawl absorb income and reduce

economic spending. Table 2 shows how economic impacts nearly double when
spending shifts from automobile related to non-automobile related spending.

Table 2. Economic Imiacts of $1 Million in Auto- versus Non-auto Related Exienditure

Auto expenditure $307,000 8.4

Non-auto expenditure $526,000 17

Business Clustering

Compact development facilitates accessibility and interaction among businesses, which
can enhance efficiency.

» The types of businesses that tend to benefit from proximity to complementary
operations include financial services firms, creative industries, high technology firms
and education. ®

> Retail businesses also benefit from being clustered together. A critical mass of
stores, based on the size and demographics of the market, helps an area to maintain
and increase market share.’

Property Sales Value

Studies find there is no discernable difference between appreciation rates for properties
located near higher density developments and those that are not. *

» According to a study by the National Association of Homebuilders, using data from
the American Housing Survey, between 1997 and 1999 the value of single-family
houses within 300 feet of an apartment or condominium building went up 2.9%,
compared to 2.7% for single-family homes without these buildings nearby. **

” Litman, Evaluating Transportation Land Use Impacts. Cite McCann Study. 2000.

8 Litman, Evaluating Transportation Land Use Impacts.

° Barringer, Peg. “East Harwich Village Center Retail Market Assessment.” Prepared for the East Harwich
Village Center Collaborative. December 2007.

19 Haughey, R. “Higher Density Development Myths and Facts.” Urban Land Institute - ULI. Washington,
D.C. 2005. Haughey cites the following studies: National Association of Homebuilders, “Market Outlook:
confronting the myths about apartments with facts” (Wahsington, D.C.: authori, 2001.); Alexander
Hoffman, “The Vitaility of America’s Working Communties” (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Unitversity Joint
Center for Housing Studies, 2003.); Arthur C. Nelson and Mitch Moody, “Price Effects of Apartments on
Nearby Single-Family Detached Residential Homes,” Working Draft (Blacksburg, VA: Virginia Tech
University, 2003.)

! Haughey
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» A long-term study by Harvard’s Joint Center for Housing Studies conducted in 2003
found that apartments pose no threats to nearby single-family home values. Based
on data from 1970-2000."

» A 2003 study conducted by researchers at Virginia Tech University found that higher
density developments could increase property values. Investment in multifamily
housing may enhance values because new apartments are an indicator that an area
has a vibrant economy; multi-family housing increases pool of future homebuyers in
the housing market; and a mix of housing and commercial uses can be a community
amenity. *3

Housing Choice and Affordability

Density characteristic of compact town centers provide opportunities for a variety of
housing types, including town houses, “top of the shop” apartments, and small-lot single-
family homes.

» Because density reduces land costs per unit of housing, there is greater opportunity

for housing that is affordable to the average Cape Cod family. Figure 1 shows how
land costs per unit goes down as the number of units per acre increases.

Figure 1. Land Cost Per Unit When Land is $250,000 Per Acre
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Haughey
BHaughey. Cites Nelson, Arthur et al. “Price Effects of Apartments on Nearby Single Family Detached
Residences,” Working Draft. Virginia Tech University.
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Decades of favorable local, state and federal policies also have facilitated sprawl
development.

» Local zoning laws separated and spread out land uses;

» State and federal highway programs underwrote the cost of building roads, making it
easy and cost effective for communities to spread out; and

» Federal tax polices, including the home mortgage interest federal tax deduction,
helped to make the single family home the dominant housing choice in dispersed
communities. It is posited that demand for single-family homes on large lots was
driven by consumer preferences. However, numerous studies argue that tax polices
and ** did as much as consumer choice to promote residential sprawl.

In the years ahead, the changing nature of demographics nationwide and on Cape Cod,
coupled with difficult economic trends, suggest that households will be increasingly
looking for different types of housing other than single-family dwellings

» U S census data show that between 2000 and 2010, the number of families with no
children will grow 16%, while the number of families with children under the age of 18
will decline 3%, suggesting that growth in families is moving away from the
traditional single family home dwellers to population groups with different housing
needs.

The need for a greater variety of affordable housing choices on Cape Cod is also
supported by economic trends. The available supply of affordable housing will influence
the ability of households to remain on Cape Cod, and for businesses and institutions on
Cape Cod to be able to continue to attract employees.

» There is a $28,950 gap between median household income on Cape Cod of
$70,400, and the income of $99,350 needed to afford a median priced home at
$346,000.%°

» There is a gap between the hourly wage of between $15-$20 needed to afford a one-
or two- bedroom apartment on Cape Cod and the hourly wages of many construction
and retail sales positions.*’

The effect of land use on housing and other costs depends on many factors, including
household flexibility in housing and parking needs.*®

» Density can help to lower the per unit land cost for housing, but can lead to other
building costs (elevators, for example.)

¥ Litman. Understanding Smart Growth Savings. He identifies a number of market distortions that favor
sprawl, including local tax policies and parking requirements and institutional lending practices, citing his
previous work, “Market Distortions.” Victoria Transportation Policy Institute. 2003.

> Haughey. Cites projections of number of households and families in the United States 1995-2010, US
Bureau of Census, 1996.

16 Cape Cod Commission. Cape Home Ownership Affordability Gap, 1997-2007.

17 Cape Cod Commission. Wages and the Cost of Housing in Barnstable County 2006.

18 |_itman, Evaluating Transportation Land Use Impacts

Prepared by Ridley & Associates, Inc. 5





» Higher density development creates opportunities for housing to be located closer to
shops, services and employment opportunities which reduces transport costs.

» The compact nature of higher density housing can result in lower costs for installing
infrastructure such as roads and water and sewer systems.*®

A study sponsored by Good Jobs First,? looked at differences in labor and construction
cost between buildings that fit the characteristics of smart growth versus sprawl.

» Extensive interviews with contractors associated with smart growth or New Urbanism
indicated that urban infill projects tend to cost more per unit than sprawl
development—as much as 20% to 25% more according to one firm—due to many
complicating factors involved with building in an existing urban environment.

» Total construction costs per square foot tend to be higher for town houses,
apartment buildings and office buildings than single family homes, according to cost
data compiled by a national firm specializing in construction cost trends.

» However, the same study found that smart growth developments creates as many or
more construction jobs as sprawl development, which is important for regions such
as Cape Cod for which construction-related industries are a major employment
segment.

Table 3.Construction Costs for Compact and Dispersed Development?

Single family house 2,006 $32,792 $155,727 77.63
Town House 3,384 $50,612 $284,011 83.93
Apartment Building 126,400 $3,757,411 $16,922,400 133.88
Office Building 80,000 $1,824,955 $9,117,975 113.97
gne-story Department | 130,000 $1,034,725 $9,167,100 83.34

Public Finance

How do land use patterns affect public spending and revenues?

There is a large body of literature that examines the differential costs associated with
compact development (usually higher density) versus sprawl development. Much of this
literature suggests that compact development is associated with lower public costs.

» Table 4 shows that a low residential density of one house per five acres cost nearly
60% more to provide services and infrastructure than a higher residential density of

9 Haughey

20 Mattera, Philip et al. “The Jobs are Back in Town: Urban smart Growth and Construction Employment.”
Prepared for Good Jobs first. Washington, D.C. 2003.

2! Mattera
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4.5 units per acre. This is primarily due to higher costs of building infrastructure
when development is spread out (e.g., more miles of roadway, longer pipes for
sewer and water service.) Operations and maintenance costs are also higher for

dispersed development, according to studies.?

Table 4. Annualized Municipal Costs per Household for Different Densities®

4.5
$3,204 $3,252 $4,478 $4,526
$36 $53 $77 $154
$336 $364 $497 $992
$3,576 $3,669 $5,052 $5,672
Baseline 0% 3% 41% 58%

Table 5 shows results from a study that found that costs for roads and other
infrastructure were cut by more than half when density increased from 2.1 units per acre
to 5.5 units per acre.?*

Table 5. Comparison of Development Patterns, Twin City Area 2°

3,396 1,201 (65%)
$7,420 $2,607 (65%)
$10.954 $5,206 (52%)
$18,374 $7,813 (57%)

Many public services cost less in rural areas where households provide their own
infrastructure (private wells, septic systems), and where residents may be accustomed
to lower levels of public services such as unpaved roads, volunteer emergency services,
and fewer cultural and recreational amenities. When development becomes more
dispersed, people from urban areas accustomed to urban service levels move to rural
locations and expect the same high level of services.?®

22 pyget Sound Resource Council. Information Paper on the Costs of Sprawl.

2Smythe, R. Density-related Public Costs, American Farmland Trust, 1986 Per household annual
municipal cost increase with sprawl, based on community of 1,000 housing units, 3,260 people, 1,200
students.

2% Minnesotans for an Energy Efficient Economy Center for Energy and the Environment. “Two Roads
Diverge, Analyzing Growth Scenarios for the Twin Cities.”

% Minnesotans for an Energy Efficient Economy.

% Litman, Understanding Smart Growth Savings.
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Transportation

A densely developed village center provides opportunities to reduce auto dependency
and associated costs, and increase alternate transit options.

» Density helps to reduce transportation costs paid directly by consumers (as noted
above) as well as costs born by the general public (road and bridge repairs, school
bussing costs, etc.) %’

» Density contributes to a critical mass of activity that helps to make pubic
transportation more viable.

» Sprawl increases auto-dependency because more travel is needed to get to housing,
jobs, shopping and other activities.

» School bus costs can be reduced if development is located closer to schools. On
Cape Cod transportation costs amount to hundreds of thousands of dollars per
town. %

Water, Sewer and Other Utilities

A densely developed village center provides greater opportunities for state-of-the-art,
economically efficient wastewater treatment; and helps to reduce costs associated with
providing public utilities such as water and sewer service.

» As sewers and public water are introduced into a community, dispersal of
development becomes a large cost factor. A study of the effect of spatial attributes
of development on water and sewer costs found that smaller lots, shorter distances
to facilities and lower tract dispersion characteristic of density all led to reduced
costs. Cost of services was most affected by lot size. Costs increased 30% as lot
size went from .25 to .5 acres. Cost increased 6% when tract dispersion went from 1
to 2 mziLes, and 3% when distance to water and sewer centers increased .25 to .5
miles.

» Overall studies find that smart growth could generate public cost savings of $5,000 to
$75,000 per unit annually for utility costs (roads and utility lines), and public cost
savings of $500 to $10,000 per unit annually for incremental operational and
maintenance costs.*

2" Litman, Evaluating Transportation Land Use Impacts.

% Based on Barnstable FY07 approved school budget ($2.6 million out of $56.6 million); Harwich FY06
approved school budget ($665,000 out of 13.6 million).

2% Spier, C. “Does Sprawl Cost us All? Isolating the Effects of Housing Patterns on Public Water and
Sewer Costs.” Chicago, lllinois. Journal of the American Planning Association. 2002. Study tested lot size,
subdivision dispersion and distance to facilities as having influence on water and sewer service cost.

% |_jtman. Understanding Smart Growth Savings. Litman notes that some public costs can be recaptured
through impact fees but in practice these fees never reflect full costs.
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Overall, density has a beneficial effect on three drivers of fiscal impacts from land use:

» School costs. Data indicate that households with fewer children tend to live in
higher density housing, which puts less pressure on schools, which account for 50-
80 percent of local expenditures;®

» Public infrastructure and services. The compact nature of higher density housing
can require less extensive infrastructure to support water, sewer and other utilities.*

» Property values. Property values located near high-density development are
maintained or enhanced. Property values influence the local tax levy, now limited to
a 2 ¥ annual increase in Massachusetts.

Natural Resources

How do land use patterns affect natural resources?
Environmental Impacts

Whether development is compact or dispersed determines other costs and impacts
associated with the environment and community character. These impacts could include
open space, driving time, pollution and community character. Some of these impacts
are difficult to quantify, but they are no less important that the economic impacts noted
above.

» Auto-related Pollution and Congestion. Higher density development creates less
traffic per unit than lower density development, and makes walking and public transit
more feasible and creates more opportunities for shared parking. Vehicle emissions
account for 57% of CO, emissions.>*

» Energy Consumption. Density can help to reduce energy use by reducing fuel
consumption, and increasing efficiencies rendered by shared walls and shared
heating and cooling systems.**

» Open Space and Habitat Fragmentation. Density requires less land for a given
amount of development. By clustering development, density provides opportunities
for more undisturbed open space. Density of development should be steered toward
areas where infrastructure can support it, and away from sensitive natural resources
areas. Otherwise, Cape Cod will only continue to be built up and lose its critical
natural resources and character.

» Run-off from impervious surfaces. Density helps to reduce the amount of
impervious surface cover such as paved roadways, parking lots, rooftops and decks.
Impervious surfaces increase storm water run-off, which carries nutrients and

1 Why Smart Growth: A Primer. International City/County Management Association. Smart Growth
Network and USEPA 1998 (www.epa.gov/smartgrowth).

2 Haughey

% Arigoni, D. Affordable Housing and Smart Growth, Making the Connection, National Neighborhood
Coalition. 2001.

* Litman, Evaluating Transportation Land Use Impacts.
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pollutants to surface waters and is the leading cause of surface water quality
impairment in Massachusetts. A one-acre parking lot generates a volume of runoff
almost sixteen times that of an undeveloped meadow.*

Compact Development Factors

A number of planning tools are emerging to measure the environmental impacts of smart
growth. In general these tools are based on the premise that most methods commonly
used to measure environmental and transportation impact from development were
developed for auto-dependent, sprawl-type land uses. While there is no definitive
method for assessing the difference in impacts between density and dispersed growth,
the tools are emerging as a way to account for the fact that compact development
reduces some impacts, such as automobile trips.

» The Town of Barnstable developed a set of compact development factors to
demonstrate that one unit of housing or one square foot of commercial space built in
downtown Hyannis would have fewer environmental impacts than the same space
built in an auto-oriented, decentralized development. Overall a unit of housing in
Hyannis was estimated to reduce negative impacts by 40%. The impact of
commercial growth downtown was estimated to be 34% less than it would be outside
of downtown. *

» 4D Indices translate a land use plan's density, diversity, design and destinations
ratings, through use of research-based elasticities to reductions in vehicle trips and
vehicle miles per capita. According to the sample elasticities shown in Table 6,
doubling residential density (a +100% change) would reduce per-household vehicle
trips by about 4%. Elasticities are additive, so that 100% increases in density and
diversity and design and destinations can reduce vehicle trips by 15%.%

Table 6. Sample 4D Elasticities from Synthesis of National Research®®

Residential or Job Density -.04 -.05
Jobs/Housing Diversity -.06 -.05
Walkable Design -.02 -.04
Destinations -.03 -.20

% «Qur Built and Natural Environments, A Technical Review of the Inter-relationships between Land use
Transportation and Environmental Quality.” EPA 231-R-01-002. US EPA Jan 2001

% Downtown Hyannis Growth Incentive Zone Application, Town of Barnstable revised 2006

%" Smartgrowthplanning.org, a website sponsored by Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants. The 4Ds is
a modeling methodology emphasizes the effects of density, diversity, design and destinations in modeling
transportation impacts of alternative growth patterns. The approach was used in a number of West Coast
planning initiatives: Sacramento Regional Blueprint, Smart Growth Twin Cities, and San Luis Obispo
Visioning workshops.

%8 Smartgrowthplanning.org
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Community Character

How will land use patterns influence community character?

Cape Cod will continue to grow, and the form of this growth will greatly influence the
character of our communities. Cape Cod is treasured for its magnificent natural beauty.
However, the region’s built environment—including our historic villages, residential
neighborhoods, and community buildings—also contributes to the Cape Cod experience.
Density may be a part of future growth on Cape Cod, and may enable more areas of
natural beauty to be preserved and enjoyed.

Design and Architecture

Density, in the sense of closeness or compactness of development, is very much a part
of the Cape Cod tradition. Multi-story buildings were typical in most New England
villages, including those on Cape Cod. With proper design guidelines, multi-story
buildings in a dense setting can contribute to community character:

» Building heights enable greater use of historical roof pitches and architectural details;

» A mix of commercial and residential activity creates a vibrant community that
enhance community character; and

» By utilizing less land, dense development protects open space and natural resources
critical to community character.®

Conversely, sprawling development tends to degrade community character. Often
sprawling commercial areas include numerous national businesses with uniform signs
and building formats that erode a community’s unigueness.

Public Safety

Density influences public safety in a number of ways:

» Higher density communities tend to have a lower rate of traffic fatalities. Because
they are more auto-dependent and lack of transit options, lower density communities
tend to have a higher rate of traffic related fatalities;*°

> Research has show that people in walkable communities are more likely to achieve
recommended levels of physical activity than residents of auto-dependent

communities;* and

» Studies have shown that crime rates at higher density developments are not
significantly different than crime rates at lower density developments.

¥ Ridley, C. “Cape Cod Guide to Town Center Revitalization.” Association to Preserve Cape Cod.
Barnstable, MA. 2007.

“0 |itman, Evaluating Transportation Land Use Impacts.

! Litman, Evaluating Transportation Land Use Impacts. He cites Lawton (2001) and Khattak and
Rodriguez (2003).
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Local and Regional Branding

By influencing the many economic and environmental factors noted above, density can
positively affect the attributes that make a community an attractive and appealing
destination. A branding study conducted for the Town of Yarmouth found that among
community stakeholders, “Route 28” and “traffic” were viewed as negatives in public
perceptions of the town, and were singled out as things that people would remove from
the town if they could. On the other hand, the study reported that the biggest perceived
positives for Cape Cod were its quaintness, historic charm, natural beauty and variety
among towns. *

What's Next

Cape Cod will continue to grow. How it grows will greatly influence the region’s
economy, natural resources, and quality of life. Higher density development in selected
areas is likely to replace the sprawling development pattern that has characterized
growth in the last several decades. Communities across Cape Cod are recognizing that
solutions to some of the most costly and complex issues—curtailing sprawl, protecting
natural resources, and meeting needs for wastewater treatment, economically diverse
housing and enhanced transit service—can best be addressed by guiding future growth
into a compact, mixed-use development pattern characteristic of historic village centers.
* Achieving these benefits will require coordinated planning for land use, resource
protection, wastewater, and transportation at the regional and local levels. These efforts
may not reverse all of the effects of several decades of sprawl on Cape Cod, but they
could help ensure that future growth protects natural resources and community
character, and makes efficient use of limited infrastructure. Potential local and regional
actions include:

» Supporting smart growth planning and zoning at the local and regional levels,
including:

0 Local Comprehensive Plans. Local Comprehensive Plans developed in
concert with the Regional Policy Plan provide opportunities for towns to
identify areas for growth and protection, and to consider future
demographic changes in the context of broader issues of infrastructure
and community character.

0 Open Space Plans. Every town should have an up to date open space
plan that identifies and prioritizes open space resources and identifies
strategies for maintenance or future protection through: conservation
restrictions, purchase, transfer of development rights or other means.

o Affordable Housing Plans. Every town should have an up-to-date
affordable housing plan that inventories affordable housing in the
community, quantifies needs, and provides strategies for meeting future
needs, including designation of areas for higher density multi-family
housing.

o Village Center Bylaws and other zoning changes. Several towns have
adopted or are developing new zoning that encompasses smart growth

“2 'yarmouth Brandprint™. Conducted for the Yarmouth Chamber of Commerce by North Star Destination
Strategies. June 2005.

“ Ridley
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principles. These include the Hyannis Zoning Districts, Dennisport Village
Center Bylaw, Orleans Village Center Bylaw, and Yarmouth Route 28
Corridor planning. These bylaws include: build-out assessments and
identification of open space offsets, design guidelines, increased building
heights, mixed uses with housing affordability requirements, provision of
public green spaces and pedestrian amenities.

0 GlZ and DCPC. Cape Cod towns have access to two powerful planning
tools to achieve smart growth planning. These include the Growth
Incentive Zone (GIZ) and District of Critical Planning Concern (DCPC).
Dennis, Yarmouth and Barnstable are among the towns that have sought
a GIZ designation for a portion of town. DCPCs is a tool that has been
used by a greater number of towns including: Bourne, Dennis,
Barnstable, Harwich, Sandwich and Brewster.

» Supporting wastewater planning and implementation.

o Comprehensive wastewater planning in each town, and regional efforts
to support wastewater planning through the Cape Cod Water Protection
Collaborative, are and should continue to be supported by state, regional
and local policies and resources.

o Coordination and integration of wastewater planning, zoning and
land use planning are needed to ensure that nitrogen management
strategies do not promote or allow undesirable growth, and that limited
wastewater capacity is used to support development that addresses
communities’ needs and preserves water resources, community
character, and economic vitality.

» Supporting continued operation of transit services as well as evaluation of new or
expanded service.

o0 Public and private transit service on Cape Cod has a varied history,
primarily due to the difficult economics of serving a large and dispersed
area. The introduction of flex route service from Harwich to Provincetown
shows promise for establishing transit service that is convenient for a
broad ridership.

o Exploration and evaluation of new and expanded transit service that
link village growth centers should continue to be evaluated and
supported.
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Recap: How Does Dense and Dispersed Development Compare?

v Signifies greater positive performance or public benefit

Areas of Comparison Density Dispersed

Economic Development v

» Density reduces auto dependency and personal
automobile expenditures, which frees household
funds for more economically productive use.

» Density promotes efficiencies that can be gained by
having businesses clustered closer together.

» There is no significant difference in values of
properties located near or distant from higher
density development;

» Avibrant mixed-use development can be an asset
that enhances surrounding property values.

» Higher density development allows for a greater
variety of housing choices to meet the needs of a
demographically and economically diverse
community;

» Lower land cost per unit for higher density housing
can make housing more affordable;

» Infill development is costlier to build, but creates as
many or more jobs than sprawl development.

Public Finance v

» Overall density helps to keep down public costs for
public infrastructure and services.

» Compact higher density development provides
greater opportunities for efficient wastewater
treatment;

» Density helps to reduce costs associated with
providing public utilities such as water and sewer
service.

> Higher density development encourages alternate
transit options;

» Reduces transportation costs born by the general
public.

Natural Resources v
» Higher density development:
0 Reduces air pollution from automobiles;
0 Uses less land;
0 Reduces storm water runoff;
0 Reduces energy consumption.

Community Character v

» Higher density development is typical of historic
villages in New England,;

»  With proper design guidelines, multi-story buildings
in a dense setting can contribute to community
character;

» By influencing the many economy and
environmental factors noted above, density can
positively affect the attributes that make a
community an attractive and appealing destination.
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Population - Part I

(As published in the August 1, 2002 issue (Volume 12, Number 14) of the Cape Cod Commission REPORTER.)

Cape Growth Rate in Top Three in Massachusetts since 1920 In the eight decades
since 1920, Barnstable County’s growth rate has never ranked lower than third out of the 14
Massachusetts counties.

Years Rank Growth Population Gain In
For five decades (1940-1980), the Rate (in latter year)  Decade/Year
Cape’s growth rate led the state, 1920-1930 3 21.1% 32,305 5,635
. oo . 1930-1940 1 15.4% 37,295 4,990
ranking third in 1930, second in 19401950 : —_— 46,805 8.510
1990, and third in 2000 following 1950-1960 1 50.2% 70,286 23,481
. . , 1960-1970 1 37.5% 96,656 26,370
only island neighbors Martha’s 1970-1980 1 53.0% 147,925 51,269
Vineyard (Dukes County) and 1980-1990 2 26.1% 186,605 38,680
1990-2000 3 19.1% 222,230 35,625
Nantucket. Barnstable County’s : :
] 2000-2001 3 2.1% 226,809 4,579
2.1-percent estimated growth rate

Source: 1.5, Census 1920-2000; LS. Census Bureau Population Estirnates, 2001 (issued
between 2000 and 2001 is up from  April 29, 2002).

the |.5-percent estimated rate between 1999 and 2000. The new rate exceeds all but two

annual growth rates of the past decade.

Cape Density Growth Is Triple the State’s

The Cape added an estimated |2 persons per square mile from 2000 to 2001, triple the 4
persons added per square mile across the state. Barnstable County’s population density
averaged 573 persons per square mile in 2001, nearly triple Nantucket County’s (208 persons

per square mile) and nearly four times Dukes County’s (148 persons per square mile).

Density 2000-2001 1930-2001
Area Name Land Area (population/square mile) Density Change Density Change

(square miles) 1930 2000 2001 Number Percent Number Percent

Barnstable County 396 82 562 573 12 2.1% 492 602.1%
Dukes County 104 48 144 148 4 2.8% 101 211.0%
MNantucket County 48 77 199 208 9 4.4% 131 170.2%
Cape & Islands Total 547 75 451 451 10 2.2% 386 518.0%

{Barnstable, Dukes, and
Mantucket counties)

Massachusetts 7,840 542 810 814 4 0.5% 272 50.2%

Source: .5, Census of Population, 1930, 2000; U.5. Census Bureau Population Estimates, 2001 {issued April 29, 2002).
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Population - Part II

(As published in the August 5, 2004 issue (Volume 14, Number 12)of the Cape Cod Commission REPORTER.)

Growth Rates in Five Cape Towns are Among State’s Top 35

Cape population reached 229,545 in 2003, according to the latest estimates from the U.S.
Census Bureau, and Cape Cod Commission staff analysis finds that growth levels in five Cape

towns ranked in the state’s top 35 of its 351 cities and towns.

The new estimate indicates U.S. Census Bureau - Resident Population Estimates | U.S. Census Count
Capewide growth of 7’3|5 Town July 2003 July 2002 July 2001 July 2000 April 2000
Bourne 19,523 19,313 19,066 18,820 18,721
U.S. Census counted Brewster 10,407 10,331 10,239 10,139 10,094
. Chatham 6,849 6,796 6,732 6,657 6,625
222,230 Cape Codders in Dennis 16,226 16143 16072 16,020 15,973
2000. The four Upper Cape Eastham 5,632 5,600 5,555 5,483 5,453
Falmouth 33,823 33,522 33,166 32,815 32,660
towns of Bourne, Falmouth, Harwich 12,859 12,761 12,556 12,440 12,386
. Mashpee 14,200 13,939 13,500 13,078 12,946
Mashpee, and Sandwich, Orleans 6,491 6,450 6,407 6,365 6,341
p|US neighboring Barnstable, Provincetown 3,472 3,474 3,472 3,444 3,431
Sandwich 20,950 20,726 20,487 20,240 20,136
together accounted for Truro 2,169 2,145 2,120 2,007 2,087
Wellfleet 2,841 2,815 2,786 2,761 2,749
5,129 or 70 percent of the Yarmouth 25192 25156 25006 24,888 24807
new Cape residents since Barnstable
2000 Mashpee’s estimated County: 229,545 227,862 225,465 223,242 222,230
Massachusetts: 6,433,422 6,421,800 6,399,869 6,362,076 6,349,097
gain of 1,254 residents in

Data source:
three years led the Cape U.5. Census 2000; U.S. Census Bureau Population Estimates, 2000-2003, issued June 24, 2004,

and ranked |0th of the 35| Massachusetts communities, followed by neighboring Falmouth’s
[,163 (14th), Barnstable’s 1,086 (l6th), Sandwich’s 824 (27th), and Bourne’s 802 (32nd).
Population throughout Massachusetts was estimated at 6,433,422 in 2003, up 84,325 or 1.3
percent from the U.S. Census 2000 count of 6,349,097.

Population in every Cape town grew since 2000, although the new estimates indicate a loss of
two residents (-0.| percent) in Provincetown from 2002 to 2003, still leaving the town at an
estimated 3,472 in 2003, with a net gain of 41 or 1.2 percent since the U.S. Census counted
3,431 residents in 2000. Population in the town of Barnstable reached an estimated 48,907 in
2003, up 1,086 or 2.3 percent from the U.S. Census count of 47,821 in 2000. Falmouth, the

Cape’s second most populous town, followed at an estimated 33,823 in 2003, a gain of 1,163 or
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3.6 percent from 32,660 in 2000. Yarmouth’s population remained third highest of the |5 Cape
towns, at an estimated 25,194 in 2003, up 385 or 1.6 percent from 24,807 in 2000. In fourth
place, Sandwich grew by 824 or 4.1 percent to reach an estimated 20,960 in 2003, from 20,136
in 2000. Neighboring Bourne added 802 residents to the 18,721 counted in 2000 to reach an
estimated 19,523 in 003, up 4.3 percent. Population growth rates of Cape towns over the
three-year span ranged from 9.7 percent in Mashpee (ranking | Ith of the state’s 351 cities and
towns), 4.3 percent in Bourne (73rd), and 4.1 percent in neighboring Sandwich (78th) to
Provincetown’s |.2 percent (238th).

Same Five Towns Led Cape Growth in 2002-2003

From 2002 to 2003, Cape population grew an estimated 1,683 or 0.7 percent. The same five

towns led Cape population growth in that most recent year alone and also ranked in the state’s

top 35, accounting for an increasing share of Cape

U.S. Census Bureau - Resident Population Estimates
growth at 1,212 or 72 percent of all new Cape Ju.yzogmm.y2003c°pmparison
. . Town #Change MARank % Change MA Rank
residents, but Falmouth led Cape towns then with
. . Barnstable 206 34 0.4% 188
an estimated 30| new residents from 2002 to 2003 Bourne 210 32 11% a7
. Brewster 70 119 0.7% 156
to rank 9th of all 35| Massachusetts cities and Chatham 63 127 0.9% 115
. Dennis 83 107 0.5% 178
towns. Mashpee added an estimated 261 that year Eastham 3 171 06 170
. . - Falmoutt 301 9 0.9% 121
to rank 2lst, while the estimated addition of 234 | """ o8 o oo 122
. . . A ad . O/O ad
new residents ranked Sandwich 27th. An estimated ('\)’175“’366 261 21 1.97 36
rleans 41 167 0.6% 164
210 new residents in Bourne ranked 32nd, while Provincetown 2 282 01% 283
Sandwich 234 27 1.1% 80
Barnstable’s 206 ranked 34th. Top Cape population e o e o
vellTleel o a . (s)
growth rates from 2002 to 2003 represented the Yarmouth 36 165 0.1% 240
H Barnstable
two geographic extremes of the Cape from the o - , 095% s
Upper Cape’s 1.9 percent in Mashpee (ranking 36th Massachusetts: 11,622 - 0.2% -

in the state) and | |3 percent in Sandwich (ranked MA Rank indicates town rank in descending order {lower rank equals higher

growth) among all 357 Massachusetts cities and towns, and county’s rank
among the 14 Massachusetts counties.

Data source: U.S. Census 2000; UU.S. Census Bureau Population Estimates
2000-2003, issued June 24, 2004,

80th) and 1.09 percent in neighboring Bourne
(ranked 87th), to the Outer Cape’s 1.12 percent in
Truro (ranked 8Ist), in contrast to neighbor Provincetown’s estimated 0. percent loss
(ranking 283rd) of 41 residents over the year. State population grew by an estimated | 1,622
or .2 percent from 2002 to 2003.
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Cape Adds 6,453 in Four Years

Barnstable County added 6,453 residents since 2000 to reach an estimated total resident
population of 228,683 in 2004, according to the U.S. Census Bureau’s newest series of annual
estimates of county population. This represents a growth rate of 2.9 percent from the U.S.
Census count of 222,230 Cape Codders in 2000. The 2.9-percent Cape growth rate ranks fifth
among the 14 Massachusetts counties, following the island counties of Nantucket at 6.3 percent
and Dukes (Martha’s Vineyard and Gosnold) at 4.6 percent, Worcester at 3.9 percent, and
neighboring Plymouth at 3.8 percent.

Barnstable County’s population gain of 6,453 also ranked fifth, following Worcester’s gain of
29,515, then Plymouth County’s gain of 17,833, then Essex County’s gain of 15,565, and Bristol
County’s gain of |3,498.

In issuing the new county population estimates for 2004, the U.S. Census Bureau also revised
its prior annual estimates since U.S. Census 2000. Following three years of growth, ranging
from 2,220 in 2002 to 1,452 in 2003, Cape population was estimated to decline by 382, or 0.2
percent, from 2003 to 2004.

Population throughout Massachusetts was estimated at 6,416,505 in 2004, up 67,400, or I.I
percent, since 2000, but a statewide population loss of 3,852 was estimated from 2003 to 2004,
as well as losses in three other counties besides Barnstable: 10,277 in Suffolk County; 1,933 in
Middlesex County; and 579 in Berkshire County.

Barnstable County 230,000 -
Population 2000-2004 222,065 228,683

Source: 228,000 o 227,613
U.S. Census 2000;
U.S. Census Bureau
population estimates
2001-2004 226,000 225,393

(issued April 14, 2005)

224,000

222,230
222,000
220,000
218,000 T T T T

U.5. Census 2000 2001 Estimate 2002 Estimate 2003 Estimate 2004 Estimate
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Cape’s U.S. In-Migration Leads State

Census Bureau estimates of county population represent net change in residents, based on
administrative data and estimates of resident births, deaths, and net migration of residents into
and out of the county. The Cape’s estimated post-2000 influx of 8,097 new residents from
elsewhere in the nation led all 14 Massachusetts counties. Overall Cape net migration (both
US. and international) of 9,890 since 2000 followed only Worcester County’s estimated
16,073.

In the most recent year estimated (from 2003 to 2004), the Cape’s total net migration (both
international and U.S.) of 455 led the |4 Massachusetts counties, followed by Worcester’s 453.
The Cape’s net U.S. migration of 43 followed only Franklin County’s 120. Barnstable County
and Berkshire County were the only Massachusetts counties in which residents’ deaths
outnumbered births from 2000 to 2004. Births of Cape residents between 2000 and 2004 were
estimated at 8,359 (including 1,930 from 2003 to 2004), compared with an estimated | 1,665
deaths (including 2,766 from 2003 to 2004).

Estimates in Question

State demographic experts have questioned the accuracy of U.S. Census Bureau population
estimates for over a decade, concerned that in-migration is underestimated, resulting in
underestimated population. The estimated loss of population in the state and four counties in
2004, combined with estimates indicating out-migration exceeded in-migration in half of the 14
Massachusetts

Comparison of Massachusetts Counties:
counties that year, 2000-2004 Population Change Ranked by Percentage

tOgether revive COUNTY U.S. CENSUS 2000 ESTIMATE 2004 2000-2004 CHANGE:

. . POPULATION POPULATION NUMBER PERCENTAGE
speculation that in-

. . Nantucket County 9,520 10,124 604 6.3%

mlgratlon and Dukes County 14,987 15,669 682 4.6%

. . Worcester County 750,963 779,488 28,525 3.9%

resident population Plymouth County 472,822 490,655 17,833 3.8%

. Barnstahle County 222,230 228,683 6,453 2.9%

continue to be Bristol County 534,678 548,176 13,498 2.5%

. Essex County 723,419 738,984 15,565 2.2%

underestimated. Hampden County 456,228 461,844 5,616 12%

Hampshire County 152,251 153,894 1,643 1.1%

Franklin County 71,535 72,235 700 1.0%

Norfolk County 650,308 653,617 3,309 0.5%

Middlesex County 1,465,396 1,464,628 (768) -0.1%

Berkshire County 134,953 132,486 (2,467) -1.8%

Suffolk County 689,807 666,022 (23,785) -3.4%

Massachusetts 6,349,097 6,416,505 67,408 1.1%

Source: U.5. Census 2000; U.S. Census Bureau population estimates 2001-2004 (issued April 14, 2005)
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Cape Median Age Leads Massachusetts

U.S. Census 2000 found the Northeast had the highest median age in the nation at 36.8 years.
Since 1980, the median age of Barnstable County residents has been the highest of the |4
Massachusetts counties. The Cape’s median age increased 5.1 years, from 39.5 in 1990 to 44.6
in 2000. The statewide median age increased 2.9 years, from 33.6 in 1990 to 36.5 in 2000.

Eleven Cape Towns in State’s Top 20

Eleven of the Cape’s |15 towns comprised more Median Age of Cape Cod
than half the state’s top 20 communities in median Residents by State Rank and Town
age, along with one from neighboring Dukes State Town Median Age
County (Martha’s Vineyard) and eight from two Rank' (in years)
western counties: seven from Berkshire and one 1 Orleans 55 5
from Franklin. In both 1990 and 2000, the state’s 2 Chatham 539
twc? oldest communltle.s per median age of 5 Dennis 494
roeslldents v;eréah t:e ad]acenthCapek towns ?f 6 Harwich 48.8
rleans an atham, as each took a turn in 7 Varrmouth 48,7
leading Massachusetts. Seven of the Cape’s top
10 Eastham 47.6
eleven in the state in median age are Lower/Outer
. 13 Wellfleet 47.0
Cape towns (Orleans, Chatham, Harwich, ” . . 46.9
Eastham, Wellfleet, Brewster, and Provincetown), 8 Prex-ﬂ.lfs o 45'4
while Dennis and Yarmouth are Mid Cape towns, rovincetown ’
. 20 Falmouth 45.0
and Falmouth, Upper Cape—a subregion often
considered a bedroom community for off-Cape 41 Barnstable 42.3
commuters. Between 1990 and 2000, Falmouth 83 Mashpee 40.6
added 6.5 years in median age to rise from 48th 135 Sandwich 39.5
to 20th among the 351 Massachusetts cities and 151 Bourne 39.2

towns. That gain in median age was fourth highest "Ranked oldest to youngest arong 351 Massa-
) ) chusetts municipalities. Source: U.5. Census 2000
among the |5 Cape towns, following 7.6 years in

Brewster, 7.2 in Mashpee, and 6.8 in Orleans.
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Residents Age 35-44 Lead

U.S. Census 2000 documented the 3544 and 45-54 age groups as the Cape’s largest with
33,982 and 32,802 residents, respectively, or |5 percent of the Cape’s 222,230 residents. The
3544 age group was also largest in six Cape towns: Barnstable, Bourne, Falmouth, Mashpee,
Provincetown, and Sandwich. This age group also leads the nation, the U.S. Census Bureau
reports, encompassing |16 percent of the population. In another four towns, the 45-54 age

group led: Brewster, Eastham, Truro, and Wellfleet.

Growth Rate of Residents Age 45-54 Leads

The Cape’s 45-54 age group registered the highest growth—both numerical and percentage—
nearly doubling from 17,573 in 1990 to 32,802 in 2000, a gain of 15,229 or 87 percent.
Nationally, the 45-54 age group also had the highest growth rate, which the US. Census
Bureau attributed to the post-war “baby boom” that occurred from 1946 through 1955 and
continued through 1964.
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Cape Leads State in Percent of Residents Age 65+

Barnstable County’s share of residents age 65 and over has long led the state. In the past 50
years, the over-65 proportion of Cape population nearly doubled from 12.1 percent in 1950 to
23.1 percent in 2000, compared with statewide growth from 10 percent of all residents in 1950
to 13.5 percent in 2000. Over the past decade, Cape Codders age 65-plus increased from 22.0
to 23.1 percent of all residents, nearly double the national rate of |12 percent, while residents
age 65-plus throughout Massachusetts slipped from 13.6 percent to 13.5 percent. With 23.1
percent of residents age 65-plus in 2000, Barnstable County ranked 126th of the 3,141 U.S.
counties.

Percent of Barnstable County and Massachusetts Over half (26,357, or 5l
Population Age 65+

percent) of the Cape’s 51,265
25% ® Barnstable County O Massachusetts residents age 65-plus in 2000,
were age 65 to 74 (119

20% percent of all residents), while

15% another 18,461 (8.3 percent of
all) were age 75 to 84, and
10% : 6,447 (2.9 percent of the total)
were 85 years or over.
5% Statewide, 6.7 percent of
0% | | | . | | residents were age 65 to 74

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 years, 5.0 percent were 75 to

Source: U.S. Census 1950, 1960, 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000 84 years, and 1.8 percent were
85 years or over.

Women comprise 57 percent of Cape residents age 65-plus (at 29,396), with men at 43
percent (or 21,869).

Over one third (34,803, or 36.7 percent) of the Cape’s 94,822 households included individuals

age 65 years or over in 2000, compared with 24.7 percent statewide.
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State’s Top Seven 65+ Towns All on Cape Cod

The state’s top seven towns with highest proportions of residents age 65 or over were all
Cape towns (five of them on the Lower Cape), ranging from first-place Orleans at 36 percent
and neighboring Chatham second at 34.3 percent to seventh-place Eastham at 26 percent.
Falmouth followed two Berkshire County towns to rank 10th in the state with 22.5 percent of
its residents age 65 or over, with Wellfleet next at 21.7 percent. Barnstable ranked |17th among
the 351 Massachusetts cities and towns with 20.1 percent of its residents age 65 or over, while
Mashpee ranked 30th with 18.6 percent.

State Ranking by Town:
Percent of Cape Residents Age 65+

Town % Age 65+  State
Rank*
Barnstable 20.1% 17
Bourne 17.6% 45
Brewster 26.2% 6
Chatham 34.3% 2
Dennis 28.4% 5
Eastham 26.0% 7
Falmouth 22.5% 10
Harwich 29.6% 4
Mashpee 18.6% 30
Orleans 36.0% 1
Provincetown 17.8% 41
Sandwich 13.7% 152
Truro 17.0% 59
Wellfleet 21.7% 11
Yarmouth 30.1% 3

*Ranked oldest to youngest arnong 351 Massa-
chusetts municipalities. Source: U.S. Census 2000
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According to the US. Census, between 1989 and 1999 Barnstable County led the 14
Massachusetts counties both in the rate of median household income growth and in the decline
in percent of families with income below poverty level. U.S. Census data indicate Cape median
household income increased 44.6 percent (from $31,766 in 1989 to $45,933 in 1999),
compared with statewide growth of 36.7 percent (from $36,952 in 1989 to $50,502 in 1999).

Among the |5 Cape towns, median household income ranged between $32,716 in
Provincetown and $61,250 in Sandwich. This marked the third consecutive decade in which the

same two towns reflected the Cape income extremes.

Income growth over the 1989-1999 decade in Barnstable County exceeded the statewide
growth, as did the growth in |3 of the county’s |5 towns. During that period, income growth
ranged from 80.4 percent in Wellfleet to 40.1 percent in Barnstable, with Eastham and Bourne
income growth below the state rate (36.7 percent), at 36 percent and 32.| percent,

respectively.

Wellfleet’s 80-percent growth in median household income from $24,149 in 1989 to $43,558
in 1999 was the highest growth rate among Cape towns, while Bourne’s 32-percent growth
from $34,159 to $45,1 13 was the lowest.

Poverty Rate Median Household Income in Barnstable County
1979 1989 1999
The Cape ranked elghth of the Town Income Rank in Income Rank in Income Rank in %Change
County County County 1989-1999
, . .

state’s 14 counties in 1989 with 5.8
) . . Barnstable $16312 4 $33411 5 $46,811 5 40.1%
percent of its families having | goune $15742 6 | $34150 3 45113 7 32.1%
. Brewster $15,687 7 $34,935 2 $49,276 3 M.1%
income below poverty level. By | chatham $15441 8 | $31315 8 $45519 6 45.4%
Dennis $13,944 12 $27,900 12 $41,598 12 48.1%
1999, the poverty rate of Cape Eastham $15392 9 $31,339 7 $42,618 10 36.0%
- . Falmouth $16,572 2 $33,944 4 $48,191 4 42.0%
families had improved to 4.6 Harwich $14,731 10 $28259 11 341,552 13 47.0%
S Mashpee $16,179 5 $32,524 6 450,871 2 56.4%
percent to rank eleventh, with just Orleans $16,513 3 $29,519 9 $42,594 11 44.3%
Provincetown $10,108 15 $20,487 15 $32,716 15 59.7%
three county rates lower sandwich $20,199 1 $43,500 1 $61,250 1 40.8%
: Truro $13,723 13 $28,333 10 $42,981 9 51.7%
(Middlesex, Nantucket, and Wellfleet $12,816 14 $24,149 14 $43558 8 80.4%
Norfolk counties). Statewide, the Yarmouth $14,560 11 $27,222 13 $39,808 14 46.2%
. . Barnstable County | $15,553 - $31,766 - $45,933 - 44.6%

poverty rate for families slipped
Massachusetts $17,575 - $36,952 - 450,502 - 36.7%

just 0.1 percent over the decade,

. Source: U.S. Census 1980 (1979 income), 1990 (1989 income), and 2000 (1999 income).
to remain at 6.7 percent.
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Eighth Straight Record in || Years of Growth

The 2002 calendar year marked the eighth straight record year for Cape jobs and eleventh year
of the job growth that began in 1992, according to Cape Cod Commission analysis of annual
employment in 2002, the latest full year available from the Massachusetts Division of
Employment and Training. Cape jobs averaged 91,004 in 2002, up 1.4 percent from 89,761 in
2001. In comparison, jobs throughout Massachusetts declined by 2 percent from 2001 to 2002.
Barnstable County employers added 1,243 jobs from 2001 to 2002. Jobs throughout
Massachusetts averaged 3.3 million in 2001 and 3.2 million in 2002.

Trade, Transportation, 2001-2002 EMPLOYMENT CHANGE
and Utilities Industry Jobs BY MIONTH

Lead 4.0%

Under the North American  3.0% | P

— A
Industry Classification System  2.0% 1 1./
(NAlCS), the Trade, 1.0% 1

Transportation, and Utilities

BARNSTABLE COUNTY /’

0.0%
-1.0% 1

industry led on Cape Cod
with average employment of
21,032 (including Retail Trade -2.0% ]
at 16,638) in 2002. Education -3.0% 1
and Health Services followed 4 o, |
with 19,652, while the Leisure

and Hospitality industry Source: Massachusetts Division of Employment and Training

ranked third, averaging 17,353

jobs over the year. Together, the top three industries provided nearly two thirds (64 percent)
of all Cape jobs. Retail Trade topped individual industry categories with employment averaging
16,638 in 2002 (ranging from 14,380 in February to 19,215 in July) in 1,608 establishments,
followed by the Accommodation and Food Services industry, averaging 14,779 (ranging from
9,425 in January to 22,770 in July) in 1,145 establishments. Overall Cape employment in all
industries fluctuated in 2002 between 79,354 in February and 104,420 in July. While Cape jobs
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declined in January from 80,106 in 2001 to 79,995 in 2002 (-0.1 percent) and in February from
80,072 (-1 percent), jobs throughout Massachusetts fell in every month from 2001 to 2002,

[l Services-producing Industries

|:| Goods-producing Industries

10% 16% _

84%

CAPE COD MASSACHUSETTS

Source: Massachusetts Division of Employment
and Training, 2002

from 3 percent earlier in the year to | percent by
November and December. At peak in July, Cape Cod’s
Leisure and Hospitality industry employed 27,123 (up
from 10,986 in January) or 26 percent of all 104,420
Cape jobs reported that month. Cape establishments
increased by 324 from 200l to 2002, a 4-percent

growth rate identical to the statewide rate.
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Average Monthly Employment in Barnstable County, 1980-2002
Source: Massachusetts Division of Employment and Training

Record Job Growth

100,000

Continues o o 2
Calendar Year 2002 was - 3%

the eighth straight record Z::

year for Cape jobs, based 50:....0 iy

on the latest full-year data w00

from the Massachusetts 0000

Division of Employment 000

and Training (DET). oo

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1980 1%90 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1959 2000 2001 2002

Job Growth Estimates and
Unemployment

Throughout 2002, the Barnstable-Yarmouth metropolitan area led the state’s 10 major
metropolitan areas in monthly job growth estimates. The metro area includes |0 of the |5
Cape towns (all but Bourne, Falmouth, Provincetown, Truro, and Wellfleet.) In 2003, the
Barnstable-Yarmouth metropolitan area led the state’s 10 major metropolitan areas in DET
monthly job growth estimates for four of the first nine months: January, February, April, and
September. The Cape metro area also recorded the lowest unemployment rate (3.6 percent)
among the state’s | | major labor market areas in September, the latest month of available DET
data.

Barnstable County Employment by Major Industry Sector, 2002
Source: Massachusetts Division of Employment and Training

Average Average

Monthly % of Weekly o N
Industry Establishments Employment Total Total Wages  Wages* jObS by IndUStry Classification
Goods-producing 1,306 8,728 9.6% $356,034,701 784 .
Natural Resources and Mining 76 284 0.3% 0814836 sess | 1he data in the table to the left
Construction 994 5,668 6.2% $229,392,558  $778 . .
Manufacturing 236 2,776 3.1% $116,827307  $809 | are categorized according to the
Service-providing 7,572 82,276 90.4%  $2,558,630,026  $598 .
Trade, Transportation, and Utilities 2,115 21,032 a1 dmr3aasar  sea | NOrth  American  Industry
Inforrnation 166 2,188 2.4% $106,198,100  $933 e L
Financial Activities 693 4,449 49% $186,450,076  $806 Classification S)'Stem (NA|CS)-
Professional and Business Services 1,377 8,850 9.7% $346,816,851 $754
Education and Health Services 769 19,652 21.6% $710,843,049 $696
Leisure and Hospitality 1,372 17,353 19.1% $320,124,962 $355
Other Services 941 3,638 4.0% $84,763,094  $448
Public Administration 139 5114 5.6% $230,088,466 $865
Total - All Industries 8,878 91,004 100.0%  $2,914,664,727  $616

*Average Weekly Wages represent the calendar year average of wages reported by public- and private-
sector Cape employers for full time, part time, year-round, and terrporary employment.
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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Food Services Top Employer with 12 Percent of All 2002 Jobs

More than half (53.5 percent) of the 91,004 full- and part-time jobs reported by Cape
employers in both public and private sectors in 2002 were in 10 industries, and nearly three
fourths (71.5 percent) of all Cape jobs were in the top 20. Together, these jobs fell within
seven major public and private sectors categorized according to the North American Industry
Classification System (NAICS): five each in the Trade, Transportation, and Utilities industry,
and in Education and Health; three

. . [P TR Number  Percent
in Leisure and HOSpItallt)’, two Rank NAICS Industry Description of Jobs of Total
each in Professional and Business T, Food Services and Drinking Places ..o 10,991 ... 12.1%
. : : 2 Educational Services ..6,895 ... 7.6%
rvi in nstruction, and
Services, Construction, a 3 Food and Beverage StOres ......cc..ooeeeioveeeevecssiecniins 4 927 e, 5.4%
Public Administration; and one in 4 Ambulatory Health Care Services ... 4,685 ... 5.1%
5o Professional and Technical Services . R

Financial Activities. 6 o ACCOMINOUAION vvvvvvevevs e oo 3,788 ........ 4.2%
VA Nursing and Residential Care Facilities ...................... 3773 ... 4.1%

. . . 8 e Specialty Trade Contractors ................. .3,

As in past years, the 10,991 IObS in 9 Administrative and Support Services .......................... ,
. .. 10 o HOSPITAIS oo e e 2,877 e 3.2%
Food Services and Drlnklng Places 1M Amuserment, Gambling, and Recreation Industries...... 2, . 2.3%
. . .1 12 Justice, Public Order, and Safety Activities ................ 1,820 ........ 2.0%
led all mdUStrles’ prowdmg 12 13 ... Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores .......... L1699 ... 1.9%
percent of all full-time and part- 14 ... Executive, lLegisIative, and General Government L1664 L 1.8%
15 e Motor Vehicle and Parts Dealers ..o 1,585 L 1.7%
time jobs reported by both PUb“C- 16 e Miscellaneous Store Retailers..... 1,568 L 1T7%
. 17 e Credit Intermediation and Related Activity.. 1,549 o 1.7%
and private-sector Cape employers 18 e Construction of Buildings .............. . L1526 i 1.7 %
A 19 .. Building Material and Garden Supp\y Stores ............... 1,460 .......... 1.6%
in 2002. 20 s SOCHAl ASSISEANCE ©v.vvr v s eeeeeie e eeea e cesn et 1,423 . 1.6%
Top 20 Industries: 65,090 71.5%

Nursing and Residential Data source: Massachusetts Division of Employment and Training

Facilities Add Most Jobs in 2002

One fourth (310) of the 1,243 net Cape jobs added during 2002 were in Nursing and

Top Job Gains, 2001-2002 Residential Care Facilities. Two
Rank NAICS Industry Description 2001-2002 Job Gain industries added another 19
1. ... Nursing and Residential Care Facilities............................. 310 percent each: Food Services and
2. .. Food Services and Drinking Places . .
E ... Furniture and Horne Furnishings Stores .........ccocovines 230 Drmkmg Places added 237, and
4. oo ACCOMMOTATION L.t e . s
5. .. Administrative and Support Services .. . Furniture and Home Furnlshlngs
6. ..... Construction of Buildings ... Stores added 230. The
7. ... Sporting Goods/Hobby/Book/Music Stores ...................... 149
8. .. General Merchandise Stores . Accommodation industry added
9. Ambulatory Health Care Services .............. e 117 ,
10 .. .. Executive, Legislative, and General Govemment 97 18 percent (225) of the year's
Net Job Gain, All Industries: 1,243
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job gain, while the Administrative and Support Services industry added 17 percent (209). In
aggregate, the top 10 categories with highest job gains were in six sectors: three in Trade,
Transportation, and Utilities; two each in Education and Health, and in Leisure and Hospitality;

and one each in Professional and Services, in Construction, and in Public Administration.

2002 Industries with Most Number of Percent
Rank NAICS Industry Description Employers of Total

Employers v P Py
1. ... Food Services and Drinking Places ................ 797 ...............9.0%
More than half (54.7 percent 2. Prafessional and Technical Services..... L 779 e 8.8%
( P ) 3. Specialty Trade Contractors..........ce..... .. 594 ... e 6.7%
of the 8,878 public- and 4 .. Adrninistrative and Support Services ............ 534 ..... e 6.0%
. 5. Ambulatory Health Care Services ................. 459..... e 5.2%
private sector Cape 6. ... Private Households ... 393 0 44%
; ; 7. ... Construction of Buildings ... 349 0 ..3.9%
employers in 2002 were in 10 8 ... Accornmodation ... ... 348 e 3.9%
industry categories in six 9. ...... Miscellaneous Store Retailers 325 3.7%
hooi 10 .. ... Food and Beverage Stores .. e 278 31%
sectors: two  eac In Top 10 Employer Industries: 4,856 54.7%

Professional and Business
Services, in Leisure and Hospitality, in Construction, and in Trade, Transportation, and Utilities;
plus one each in Education and Health Services, and in Other Services (including laundries, auto

repair, membership organizations, and private households).

2001-2002 Job Growth

Average Monthly Employment

Rates by Industry 2001-2002
Rank NAICS Industry Description Percent Change 2002
The top 10 IOb'grOWth rates 1 ........... Furniture and Horre Furnishings Stores ................. A N
from 2001 to 2002 among 2 ........... Sporting Goods/Hobby/Book/Music Stores .. 916
3 .......... Crop Production .. . oo 7% o 83
Cape public- and private- 4 ........... Administration of Emnronrrental Prograrrs L 213
. 5 ........... Rental and Leasing Services .. . 534
sector emplo)’ers occurred in 6 .......... General Merchandise Stores .. 1,375
a variety of industries. rangin 7 ... .. Construction of Buildings .. .. 1,526
Y ’ 8INg 8 ........... Nonmetallic Mineral Product Fv fg (oncrete) ........ 10% ... .. 205
from 48-percent growth in 9 ........... Textile Product Mills .. . e 9% 70
10 ........... Financial Investrent and Related Actl\nty .. 393

Furniture and Home
Furnishings Stores to 9-percent growth in Financial Investment firms. Together, these industries
aggregated into six major sectors: three in Trade, Transportation, and Utilities; two each in
Manufacturing and in Financial Activities; and one each in Public Administration, in

Construction, and in Natural Resources and Mining.
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Housing - Part I

(As published in the September 8, 2005 issue (Volume 15, Number 11) of the Cape Cod Commission REPORTER.)
Cape & Islands Housing Growth Rate Leads Mainland Counties

Cape Cod’s housing rate of growth between 2000 and 2004 led all Massachusetts mainland
counties and trailed only its island neighbors, according to Cape Cod Commission staff analysis

of new U.S. Census Bureau annual estimates.

The number of housing units in Barnstable County (Cape Cod) increased by an estimated
5,500 from the U.S. Census count of 147,083 in April 2000 to reach 152,583 in 2004. The
Cape’s estimated gain of 5,500 units ranked fourth among the |4 Massachusetts counties,
following Worcester County’s addition of an estimated 10,228 units over the four-year span,
Middlesex County’s 7,198 units, and Plymouth County’s 6,050 units.

The Cape’s estimated 3.7-percent housing growth rate in four years led the state’s 12
mainland counties, topped only by Nantucket County’s 9-percent growth (up 832 from 9,210
in 2000 to an estimated 10,042 in 2004) and Dukes County’s 5.6 percent, where homes on
Martha’s Vineyard and the Elizabeth Islands increased by an estimated 834 from 14,836 in 2000
to 15,670 in 2004. The Cape’s estimated 3.7-percent housing growth in four years was nearly
double the statewide |.9- percent housing growth rate from the addition of 50,072 new units
to reach an estimated state total of 2,672,061 in 2004.

Housing Change in Massachusetts Counties, 1950-2004
Source: U.S. Census 1950-2000; U.S. Census Bureau estimate issued July 21, 2005

1950-2000 2000-2004

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 CHANGE 2004 CHANGE

COUNTY # % ESTIMATE # %
BARNSTABLE 30,306 54,703 65,676 99,946 135,192 147,083 116,777  385% 152,583 5500 3.7%
BERKSHIRE 41,710 48,680 51,321 59,245 64,324 66,301 24,591 59% 67,146 845 13%
BRISTOL 116,666 133,675 148,106 176,657 201,235 216,918 100,252 86% 221,687 4769 2.2%
DUKES 3,987 5,340 5,510 8,819 11,604 14,836 10,849  272% 15,670 834 56%
ESSEX 164,567 190,231 216,201 244,335 271,977 287,144 122,577 74% 292,125 4,981 1.7%
FRANKLIN 17,470 19,186 21,576 26,832 30,394 31,939 14,469 83% 32,534 595 1.9%
HAMPDEN 107,793 138,904 151,498 167,229 180,025 185,876 78,083 72% 187,432 1,556  0.8%
HAMPSHIRE 23,490 30,308 35,951 46,641 53,068 58,644 35,154 150% 60,002 1,358 2.3%
MIDDLESEX 296,983 366,946 431,048 492966 543,796 576,681 279,698 94% 583,879 7,198 1.2%
MNANTUCKET 2,503 2,817 3,063 4,784 7,021 9,210 6,707  268% 10,042 832 9.0%
NORFOLK 112,258 149,789 181,211 212,827 236,816 255,154 142,896  127% 259,617 4,463 1.7%
PLYMOUTH 73,933 95,684 110,662 151,289 188,555 181,524 107,591 146% 187,574 6,050 33%
SUFFOLK 249,289 268,600 264,471 276,731 289,276 292,520 43,231 17% 293,383 863 03%
WORCESTER 159,230 186,125 204,106 239,835 279,428 298,159 138,929 87% 308,387 10,228 3.4%
MASSACHUSETTS | 1,400,185 1,690,998 1,890,400 2,208,146 2,472,711 2,621,989 1,221,804 87% 2,672,061 50,072 1.9%






Housing - Part II

(As published in the October 13, 2005 issue (Volume 15, Number 12) of the Cape Cod Commission REPORTER.)
Cape Housing Density Growth Third After Nantucket, Suffolk

According to recent U.S. Census Bureau annual estimates, a total of 152,583 housing units span
the Cape’s nearly 396 square miles of land area. The number of housing units per square mile,
or housing density, increased from 371.9 in 2000 to an estimated 385.8 in 2004 . Statewide
housing density increased from 334.5 in 2000 to 340.8 in 2004. Cape housing density exceeded
the statewide average in both 2000 and 2004. The Cape addition of 13.9 housing units per
square mile over those four years was more than double the estimated statewide addition of
6.4 units per square mile over the same span. The Cape addition of 13.9 housing units per
square mile between 2000 and 2004 was also third highest of the 14 Massachusetts counties.
Nantucket’s increase in housing density of an estimated 17.4 units per square mile was the
state’s highest, raising island density from 192.6 units per square mile in 2000 to an estimated
210 in 2004. Urban Suffolk County placed second, adding an estimated 14.4 units per square
mile, as its housing density rose from 4,999 units per square mile in 2000 to 5,013.4 in the 2004

estimate.

Massachusetts Housing Density by County
Source: U.5. Census 2000; U.S. Census Bureau 2004 housing estimates issued July 21, 2005

2000-2004

County Land Area Housing Density Estimated Housing Units State

(in Square Miles) 2004 Estimate Added per Square Mile Rank
BARNSTABLE 395.51 385.8 13.9 3
Berkshire 931.32 72.1 0.9 13
Bristol 556.00 398.7 8.6 8
Dukes 103.78 151.0 8.0 9
Essex 500.67 583.5 10.0 5
Franklin 702.03 46.3 0.8 14
Hampden 618.40 303.1 2.5 12
Hampshire 529.03 113.4 2.5 11
Middlesex 823.46 709.0 8.8 7
Nantucket 47.81 210.0 17.4 1
Norfolk 399.58 649.7 11.1 4
Plymouth 660.85 283.8 9.1 6
Suffolk 58.52 5,013.4 14.4 2
Worcester 1513.06 203.8 6.7 10
MASSACHUSETTS 7,840.02 340.8 6.4 -
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Continue Housing - Part 11
(As published in the October 13, 2005 issue (Volume 15, Number 12) of the Cape Cod Commission REPORTER.)

Cape Housing Density Above State Average Since 1990

Cape housing density first exceeded the statewide average in 1990. With the addition of
35,246 units in the 1980s, Cape housing totaled 135,192 units in 1990. This 35-percent
increase in housing units was second only to Nantucket’s 47-percent growth and nearly triple
the statewide |2-percent housing growth. The decade’s housing growth raised Cape housing
density from 252.5 in 1980, below the statewide average of 281.7, up to 341.6 units per square
mile in 1990, above the statewide average of 315.5.

Cape Housing Up 9 Percent in Decade, State Up 6 Percent

Between 1990 and 2000, Cape housing increased by another 11,891 units, up 9 percent
compared with statewide housing growth of 6 percent. This amounted to another 30 units per

square mile on the Cape, compared with an additional 19 statewide.
Cape Housing Grows Fivefold in 50 Years to Lead State

In the 50 years from 1950 to 2000, Cape housing increased nearly fivefold to lead the 14
Massachusetts counties, from 30,306 units in 1950 to 147,083 in 2000. In the 1950-1960
decade, the Cape housing growth rate led the state, ranking second in 1960—1970 and 1980-
1990, third in 1970—-1980, and fourth in 1990-2000, before rising to an estimated third-place
ranking between the 2000 U.S. Census count and the 2004 Census Bureau estimate. Cape
housing growth rates led the |2 mainland counties in the two decades from 1970 to 1990, as
well as in the estimated housing growth of this decade, from 2000 to 2004.

400 — [l Barnstable County

Housing Units per Square Mile 350 | [ ] Massachusetts
in Barnstable County and -
Massachusetts, 1950-2004 300 [

Source: U.S. Census 1950-2000; U.S. Census 250 —
Bureau 2004 Estimate issued July 21, 2005 ]

200 —
150 [~
100 —
50E A BN A8:-8: A-
0 | 1 | | 1 1 |

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2004

178.6
215.7
241.2
281.7
315.5
371.9
334.4
385.8
340.8
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(As published in the October 12, 2006 issue (Volume 16, Number 10) of the Cape Cod Commission REPORTER.)
Cape Post-2000 Housing Growth Leads Mainland Counties

Cape housing growth between 2000 and 2005 led all 12 mainland Massachusetts counties and
trailed only the Cape’s two island neighbors, per Cape Cod Commission staff analysis of US
Census Bureau annual county housing estimates for 2005, issued in August 2006. The number
of housing units in Barnstable County (Cape Cod) increased by an estimated 6,715 from the US
Census 2000 count to reach 153,798 in 2005.

The Cape’s estimated housing growth rate in five years was 4.6 percent, following Nantucket
County’s | 1.8 percent and Dukes County’s 7.1 percent. The Cape’s estimated housing growth
rate was nearly double the state’s 2.5 percent, and the Cape’s estimated gain of 6,715 units in
five years ranked fifth among all 14 Massachusetts counties. Barnstable County’s annual housing
growth rate of 0.8 percent in 2005, the most recent year estimated, also ranked fifth among
counties in the state and ahead of the statewide 0.6-percent rate. Estimated annual housing

growth in Barnstable County increased to 1,215 units in 2005.

Massachusetts Housing Trends by County, 2000-2005
Sources: US Census 2000; US Census Bureau 2005 housing estimates issued August 21, 2006

12.0% [ 11—'8
10.0% Housing Growth Rates
2000-2005
Ssonl | |, HOUSING UNITS
s 71
é 0% COUNTY US CENSUS 2000-2005
g 06 44 ESTIMATES CHANGE
* o - = 42 2000 2005 # %
' 2028 0 o6 ,a BARNSTABLE 147,083 153,798 6,715 4.6%
20% |- 17 17 Berkshire 66,301 67,450 1,149 17%
HHHHH“ 05 Bristol 216918 223,028 6,110 2.8%
0.0% _ (125, Dukes 14,836 15,896 1,060 7.1%
T i e ey Essex 287,144 294,198 7,054 25%
2 3 £ ¢ ‘;’ g & 5 Y 8 2 § g 3 Franklin 31,939 32,718 779 24%
K Es = = a5 f Hampden 185,876 187,904 2,028 1.1%
@ Hampshire 58,644 60,390 1,746 3.0%
Massachusetts Countles Middlesex 576,681 586,233 9,552 1.7%
Nantucket 9,210 10,296 1,086 11.8%
Norfolk 255,154 261,606 6,452 2.5%
Plymouth 181,524 189,216 7,692 4.2%
suffolk 292,520 293,948 1,428 05%
Worcester 298,159 311,333 13,174  44%

Massachusetts 2,621,989 2,688,014 66,025 2.5%






Commuting - Part I (Commuting Trends 1960-2000)

(As published in the April 17, 2003 issue (Volume 13, Number 4) of the Cape Cod Commission REPORTER.)
From Here to There

In April 2000, 14,493 of Barnstable County’s 99,197 working residents commuted off Cape to
work, almost half again the 10,477 who commuted in 1990 and over |5 times the 941 who
commuted off Cape in 1960. Over the past 40 years, Barnstable County population more than
tripled from 70,286, while off-Cape commuting increased 1,440 percent.

From There to Here 15,000 I:l Commuters going off Cape
Off-Cape residents commuting i . Commuters coming on Cape
into Barnstable County numbered 12000
7,845 in 2000, up 1,000 from i
6,800 in 1990 and 4,681 in 1960, "
for an increase of 68 percent in 40

6,000 [~
years.
Eighty percent (5,761) of off-Cape 3,000 -
commuters working in Barnstable I

. . ,_| | | |

County came from neighboring 0 g6o 1970 1980 1990 2000
Plymouth and Bristol counties: 61 Source: U.S. Census

percent (4,371) from Plymouth

County, and |9 percent (1,390) from Bristol. Another |3 percent of off-Cape residents
working on Cape hailed from the three-county Boston area: 355 or 5 percent from Norfolk
County, 325 or 4.5 percent from Middlesex County, and 237 or 3 percent from Suffolk
County.

Providence County, Rhode Island, represented both the origin and the destination of 2
percent of Cape trips: 285 or 2 percent of Caperesident commuters traveled to work there,
while 159 or 2 percent of off-Cape residents commuting to work in Barnstable County were

from Providence County.

Until 1980, off-Cape residents commuting onto the Cape outnumbered Cape residents
commuting off Cape, but by 2000 outbound Cape commuters were nearly double their

incoming counterparts.
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Continue Commuting - Part I

(As published in the April 17, 2003 issue (Volume 13, Number 4) of the Cape Cod Commission REPORTER.)

From Here to...Where? Top 10 Off-Cape Destinations
of Commuters

Nine out of ten Cape commuters went to five COUNTY COMMUTERS
adjacent counties. Nearly half (48 percent) of Cape
commuters traveled to the three-county Boston area, | Plymouth (MA) 4152 31.2%
and another 4| percent traveled to neighboring Suffolk (MA) 2,767 20.8%
Plymouth and Bristol counties. With only county data Norfolk (MA) 1,888 14.2%
4 . - VI only cotinty Middlesex (MA) 1,768  13.3%
available so far, the single top destination for Cape Bristol (MA) 1,264  9.5%
residents commuting off Cape in 2000 was Plymouth | \wqrcester (MA) 441 3.39%
County, attracting 4,152 or 3| percent of Cape | Providence (RI) 285 2.1%
commuters. Another 1,264 or 9.5 percent of Cape | Nantucket (MA) 137 1.0%
commuters traveled to Bristol County. Boston-bound | Essex (MA) 136 1.0%
commuters included 2,767 or 2| percent of Cape | Pukes(MA) 131 1.0%

commuters headed to Suffolk County, another 1,888 Source: U.S. Census 2000. Data reflect work
location in prior week.

or 14 percent to Norfolk County, and 1,768 or 13
percent to Middlesex County.

Comparison of Off-Cape Commuting and Cape Population Growth Rates

E?E\?Jfﬁi;;‘tzgd Commuting  The rate of growth in off-Cape commuting peaked in the 1970s
. when Cape commuters nearly tripled from 2,095 in 1970 to
Il commuters coming on Cape 6,239 in 1980, after doubling from 941 in 1960. Although the

[ population percentage of commuters has continued to increase in the past

l:l Commuters going off Cape

100% v two decades, growth rates have slowed to double-digit from the

triple-digit rates of the prior two decades. The 1980—1990 rate of
so%r growth in off-Cape commuting was 67.9 percent, falling by nearly
60% - half in the most recent decade, to 38.3 percent. Still, that growth

rate is double the 19- percent rate of overall Cape population
growth from 1990 to 2000.

40%

20% |
In numbers, the 1980s saw the greatest 10-year gain in off-Cape
1980-1990 1990-2000  commuters of the past four decades, up 4,238 from 1980 to
Growth Growth
1990, ahead of the 4,144 added from 1970 to 1980 and the gain

Source: U.S. Census
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Continue Commuting - Part I

(As published in the April 17, 2003 issue (Volume 13, Number 4) of the Cape Cod Commission REPORTER.)

of 4,016 in the most recent decade. Overall Cape population growth peaked in the 1970s with
the addition of 52,269 residents, followed by another 38,680 in the 1980s, and 35,625 in the
1990s.

Over the past 40 years, off-Cape commuters as a share of all Cape residents grew fivefold,

from 1.3 percent of all residents in 1960 to 6.5 percent in 2000.
Cape Labor Force

U.S. Census data indicate that, over the past decade, the resident labor force (employed and
unemployed) in Barnstable County increased by 17,329 or 19.3 percent, from 89,855 in 1990
to 107,184 in 2000. Resident workers age 16 and up increased by 17,413 or 21.3 percent,
from 81,784 in 1990 to 99,197 in 2000. Self-employed residents increased by 2,807 or 28.7
percent, from 9,766 in 1990 to 12,573 in 2000, while Cape residents who worked at home
increased by 1,752 or 51.7 percent over the decade, from 3,392 in 1990 to 5,144 in 2000.

Official data of the Massachusetts Division of ¢ "
Employment and Training (DET) derived from Type of Workers: I:I Cape Cod
employers’ reports indicate job growth of 25.9  100% . Massachusetts

percent over the decade in Barnstable County, g4,

a gain of 18,250 jobs from an annual average of

0
70,333 in 1990 to 88,583 in 2000. T
60%
The latest available DET data indicate an annual ¢, |
increase of 2.1 percent in nonfarm jobs in the 200 |
Barnstable-Yarmouth Metropolitan Area in 200 |

January between 2002 and 2003, from 58,200
to 59,400. Comparable nonfarm jobs statewide ~ 20% |

dipped |.l percent over the same span, from  10% |

3,209,700 to 3,174,700. The Barnstable- 0 B

Yarmouth Metropolitan Area includes 10 of the Private  Government  Self-
wage/salary employed

I5 Cape towns, all except Bourne, Falmouth,

Provincetown, Truro, and Wellfleet. Source: U.5. Census 2000






Commuting - Part II (Commuting by Town, 2000)

(As published in the March 3, 2005 issue (Volume 15, Number 1) of the Cape Cod Commission REPORTER.)

Nearly 15,000 Cape Cod residents—approximately 15 percent of the Cape’s working
residents—traveled off Cape to work in 2000, according to Cape Cod Commission staff
analysis of new town-level data from U.S. Census 2000. The data were collected on the long-
form U.S. Census questionnaire distributed to one in seven households across the nation in
April 2000. The Census question from which the data were derived sought the location where
residents worked in the prior week and, if at multiple sites, the location where residents

worked most that week.

. Town of All Place of Work

Who Is CommUtlng Off Residence Workers On Cape Off Cape % Off Cape
Cape? Barnstable 22,161 19,623 2,538 11.4%
Bourne 8,777 5,715 3,062 34.9%
Residents from all |5 towns | Brewster 4,564 4,285 279 6.1%
Chatham 2,815 2,599 216 7.6%
of Barnstable County | . 6,844 6,133 711 10.4%
Commuted off CaPe to work Eastham Z,ESW 2,“18 103 4.6%
Falmouth 14,509 12,266 2,243 15.5%
in April 2000, ranging from | Hanich 5,160 4,788 372 7.2%
Bourne’s 3,062 to Truro’s Mashpee 6,074 4,841 1,233 20.3%
Orleans 2,455 2,303 152 6.2%
39. More than one third | Provincetown 1,554 1,496 58 3.7%
Sandwich 9,588 7,164 2,424 25.3%
(34.9 percent) of all Bourne Turo 599 260 30 1.3
resident workers commuted | Wellfleet 1,304 1,231 73 5.6%
Yarmouth 10,242 9,252 990 9.7%
D Percent Working Off Cape Barnstable County 99,197 84,704 14,493 14.6%

. Percent Working On Cape

off Cape to work, the highest proportion

34.9% 15,5% All Other Towns

25.3% 11.5% Less than 10% Each
203% 10.4%

of any Cape town, followed by 25.3

100 I [ o e e = percent of Sandwich resident workers,

% I I 20.3 percent of Mashpee’s, 15.5 percent of
ré Falmouth’s and [I1.5 percent of
% 60 Barnstable’s. Dennis followed, with 10.4
% 0 percent of resident workers commuting
5 off Cape, while Provincetown had the

20 Cape’s lowest proportion at 3.7 percent.
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Commuting - Part III

1,233, or 8.5 percent, from Mashpee.
Where Are They Going?

Of the 14,493 Cape Codders traveling
off Cape to work in April 2000, 88.7
percent (12,858) stayed within
Massachusetts, while 10.8 percent
(1,563) headed out to 33 different
states, including Alaska, Washington,
and California, with nine foreign
countries, from Canada to China and

South Korea, also attracting another
0.005 percent (72).

Of the Cape’s resident workers who
commuted off Cape to work
elsewhere in Massachusetts, 81

percent came from the four Upper

from Mashpee.

(As published in the March 17, 2005 issue (Volume 15, Number 2) of the Cape Cod Commission REPORTER.)

Nearly 15,000 Cape Cod residents traveled off Cape to work in April 2000, according to the
U.S. Census 2000. Nearly four of every five Cape residents commuting off Cape to work were
from Bourne, Sandwich, Falmouth, Mashpee, and Barnstable. Of the | 1,500 Cape residents
commuting off Cape from those five towns, the 3,062 from Bourne represented 21| percent of
all Cape residents commuting off Cape to work. Another 2,538, or 17.5 percent, hailed from
Barnstable; 2,424, or 16.7 percent, from Sandwich; 2,243, or 15.5 percent, from Falmouth; and

Distribution of Off-Cape Commuting
from Barnstable County, by Town
Source; US Census 2000

All Other

Cape Towns
13.9% Bourne

21.1%

Yarmouth
6.8%

Mashpee
8.5%

)
Barnstable
17.5%

Falmouth
15.5%

Sandwich
16.7%

Cape towns plus Barnstable: 2,938 from Bourne (96 percent of the town’s off-Cape
commuters); 2,235 from Sandwich; 2,181 from Barnstable; 1,977 from Falmouth; and 1,060

Boston was the destination of nearly one of every five Cape residents (2,729, or 19 percent)
who commuted off Cape to work in April 2000. Neighboring Plymouth was the second most
popular off-Cape work destination, attracting 1,151, or 8 percent, of the Cape residents who
worked off Cape. Another 760, or 5 percent, commuted to neighboring Wareham.






CapeTrends Page 25

Continue Commuting - Part I1I

(As published in the March 17, 2005 issue (Volume 15, Number 2) of the Cape Cod Commission REPORTER.)

Over two-thirds (1,082, or 69 percent) of the Cape commuters who worked outside
Massachusetts came from the same five towns: 357 from Barnstable, 239 from Falmouth, 189

from Sandwich, 173 from Mashpee, and 124 from Bourne.

Seventy-two Cape residents reported working outside of the United States during the
week prior to the Census. Of the 72 international commuters, over a third were residents of
Falmouth (27), followed by Dennis (20), Eastham (17), Chatham (6), and Truro (2).

Top Destinations of Residents
Commuting from Barnstable County,

April 2000

Boston ...ccoeeeeevvveeenn. 2,729 ... 19%
Plymouth ......c.cceee... 1,157.......... 8%
Wareham .........cccceeeee.... 760.......... 5%
Brockton ....ccccceeveeeeee 404 . 3%
QUINCY i 323 2%
Cambridge ... 273 ..., 2%
New Bedford ................ 237 ... 2%
Middleboro ..................232.......... 2%
Kingston ....c.ccccccevveeein. 2250000, 2%
Taunton ....ccceeeevvveennn. 2150000 1%
Braintree .......ccoceeeeeen. 202 . 1%
Newton ...coceeevvvveeceen 172 . 1%
Canton ....coceevvvvvvieeeenn 162 . 1%
Providence .......cccccee.... 154 .o 1%
Lakeville .....cccccvevvieeen. 15200l 1%
All Other.................... 7,102 ........ 49%
TOTAL ... 14,493 ... 100%

(Source: US Census 2000)
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Are Chain Stores Bad?

Do chain stores help or hurt Cape Cod’s economy?

Or do they:

Offer lower prices?
Offer convenience?
Provide brand familiarity?
Attract buyers to an area?

Provide healthy competition?

In one form or another, chain businesses have been part of Cape Cod’s economy for

decades. A & P, Howard Johnson’s, Friendly’s, and Bradlees were among the earliest
chain businesses on the Cape. The Zayre department store chain opened for the first
time on Main Street, Hyannis in 1956, later moving to Cape Cod Mall. * While most of
these businesses have since disappeared, a hew generation of chain businesses has
emerged on Cape Cod, including discount stores such as TJ Maxx and BJ Wholesale
Clubs.

Nationwide, two or three corporations now dominate each retail sector? with the top ten
retailers capturing nearly one out of every four dollars Americans spend in stores each
year. * The growth in market power of large corporate retailers has coincided with the
disappearance of individual, independent businesses in a number of markets including
books, video rentals, pharmacies, and grocery stores. The provision of these goods has
also moved from town centers to strip malls along main arterials.

How do we know if chain stores help or hurt our economy?

Some view the trend toward chain stores as the inevitable result of market forces, while
others see it as a distortion of market forces that should be corrected through public
policy. Striking a balance requires a careful understanding of how chain and
independent businesses help or hurt the economy. This paper looks at how chain stores
and independent stores measure up in the following areas:

Economic Growth;
Market Competition;
Job Quality;

Public Spending; and
Community Character.

VVVYY

! Wikipedia. <en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zayre>

2 Mitchell, Stacy. Big Box Swindle. Boston: Beacon Press, 2006. p.10.

® Mitchell, p. 9.
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In each of these areas, we consider information gathered in national studies and
economic analyses conducted for this region. We have also talked with local business
owners.

What is a Chain Store?

Chain stores come in a variety of sizes and ownership structures. Perhaps most widely
recognized among chain businesses are the Big Box and Superstore chains. While all
Big Box stores are chains, not all chains are Big Box stores. Often described as formula
businesses, chain stores range in size from a coffee shop to department stores, but all
have a clearly identifiable brand and standardized appearance no matter where they are
located. Some chains are national, some are regional in nature, and some are owned
as franchises or cooperatives. These factors can influence a chain’s economic and
community character impacts.

Economic Growth

Does $100 spent at a chain store generate more or less
economic impact than $100 spent at a local store?

Economic impact is measured by direct, indirect and induced spending. Direct spending
reflects the money a store pays out for such things as employee wages, goods and
services from other vendors, owners’ profits and contributions to local charities. Indirect
spending represents the dollars spent by the employees or vendors who just got paid.
Induced spending is the spending that occurs because there is more income in the local
economy due to the direct and indirect spending.

Economic growth occurs when this spending is retained within the local economy. The
more a business earns money from customers outside the region and spends money
within the region, the more it adds to the size of that region’s economy. The location of
the business, the business headquarters, the employees, the suppliers, and the owners
will impact where revenues and profits are spent.

Numerous studies indicate that spending in a local store generates significantly more
economic growth than spending in a chain store.

Economic Impactper $100 Spent

Local Economic
Impact $

Iinois

Maine

Case Study Location
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The research points to three reasons for this difference:

> Location of Labor. Spending on labor constitutes a larger share of operating costs
for local stores than for individual chain stores. A study in Maine * showed labor
accounting for 28% of operating costs for local stores compared with 14% for chain
stores. ®> The reason for this difference is twofold; local stores tend to pay higher
wages (see Jobs, Wages, Benefits below) and they carry out more management
functions onsite, rather than at corporate headquarters outside the region.® This
difference can be significant to local economic growth because wages are a major
component of direct spending.

» Location of Suppliers. Local businesses tend to purchase goods and services from
local businesses at as much as twice the rate of chain stores.” The purchase of
goods and services is another major component of direct spending.

> Location of Owners. A larger share of profits from local stores stays in the local
economy since owners live close to where they work. Chain businesses profits are
distributed to owners and shareholders or invested in corporate expansion
elsewhere. ®

Chains that are franchises or cooperatives owned by local individuals or businesses may
tend to spend more in the local economy than chains that do not have a local ownership
component.

Market Competition

Does a chain store generate more or less local market
competition than a local independent store?

Businesses compete for customers through pricing, quality, and convenience. They
increase their profits by capturing more customers and lowering their operating costs.
National retail chains have sought to maximize profits by establishing a consistent brand,
buying and selling consumer products in large volume at low prices, locating where rents
are lower and often in very basic structures, and having multiple store locations. Using
this model, chain retailers now control a significant share of both the consumer and
supplier markets.

Independent businesses, unable to compete with chains on price, have focused on
providing distinctive products, a higher level of service, and a friendly, familiar
atmosphere. Some have gone further to differentiate their products by including unique
products made locally.

* Institute for Local Self Reliance and Friends of Mid Coast Maine. The Economic Impact of
Locally Owned Businesses versus Chains: A Case Study in Mid Coast Maine. September 2003
% In an lllinois study”, payroll accounted for 23% of operating costs compared with 20 % for chain
stores. Civic Economics. The Andersonville Study of Retail Economics. October 2004.

® Institute for Local Self Reliance. Big Box Tool Kit. 2008. <www.bigboxtoolkit.com>

" Civic Economics. The Andersonville Study of Retail Economics. October 2004.

8 University of Wisconsin Extension. “Ideas for Expanding Retail and Services in Your
Community.” Let's Talk Business. Issue 63, November 2001.
<www.uwex.edu/CES/ccced/downtown>
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A competitive market should be able to accommodate both chain and independent
businesses. Whether it does will depend upon the number of customers in the market
and the degree to which their needs are being met by the businesses in that same
market area. A new chain store will have a different impact on competition in a
saturated market where customer demand is met or exceeded than it will in an
underserved or rapidly expanding market. In a saturated or static market, chain stores
are likely to crowd out local businesses because it must capture their sales to be viable.®

Chain stores may benefit local markets in a number of ways:

» Offer Price and Selection. As noted above, because of their relationships with
suppliers and ability to purchase large volumes at lower prices, chains are able to
offer a greater selection of goods at lower prices than independent competitors who
do not have the same supply-side advantages.

» Attract New Customers. Chains can help to anchor a retail district and attract
patrons to an area targeted for revitalization, particularly when the period of
revitalization is extended and locations may need to sustain losses before earning a
positive return on investment.

> Signal Market Potential. Locating a chain signals that an area has undergone
market assessment and represents a desirable business opportunity.

> Improve Service to Customers. The opening of a chain can prompt other stores to
enhance business practices, such as extending hours of operation, undertaking
coordinated marketing, or upgrading appearance in order to remain competitive and
take advantage of new customers.*

However, research has shown that chains can and have used these same advantages
to distort markets and reduce local market competition.

» Predatory Pricing. Chain stores are criticized for predatory pricing—the practice of
selling goods below cost for a sustained period—as a way of driving out competitors.
Predatory pricing is illegal, but is extremely difficult to prove. ** Some chains are
thought to substitute lower quality goods to appear to be giving a lower price, when
in fact consumers may spend more if they have to purchase the same item twice.

» Manipulation of Suppliers. Large chains can gain a price advantages from
suppliers because of their large purchasing power. Chain stores obtain beneficial
prices, rebates, buying terms, or marketing budgets that are not available to small
local stores.*? In some cases the clout of a major purchaser has put a supplier out of

® FXM Associates. Assessment of the Direct, Indirect, and Induced Economic Effects of Chains
Stores on the Regional Economy of Cape Cod. Prepared for Smart Planning and Growth
Coalition. June 2005

10 University of Wisconsin Extension.

' Mitchell, pp. 177-181. The predominant legal theory is that predatory pricing is irrational and
therefore not likely to be practiced Wal-Mart has been the subject of numerous predatory pricing
claims. In one successful suit, Wal-Mart was found to have sold health and beauty products at
30% below cost, and below levels sold in other Wal-Mart stores. The decision was overturned by
the state Supreme Court.

1210 1998, an association of local booksellers prevailed in a lawsuit that claimed Barnes & Noble
and Borders were able to obtain books at prices below those available to independent sellers,
and has better payment terms. *?
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business. ** With an increasing number of goods coming from around the globe, it is
often necessary to buy in very large quantities. This puts local retailers are at a
disadvantage because it requires a greater upfront investment, and many stores do
not have sufficient warehouse space.

Some public policies favor chains and do little to improve overall market competition.

» Tax Policy. Tax policies that favor Big Boxes and other chain stores range from
state tax laws that enable stores to reduce their corporate tax liability by filing as
separate entities, to local tax abatements and preferential land deals offered to
attract chains to town. Internet retailers, which also compete with local independent
stores, are exempt from charging sales tax if they do not have an in-state facility.
These breaks not only provide a price advantage, but also result in less tax revenues
available for schools and other community services.™

Could chain stores reduce competition on Cape Cod?

A study™ of the impacts of chain retailers on the economy of Cape Cod showed that
even if chains capture only half of projected new retail demand by 2014 there would be
significant forgone employment, economic impacts and tax revenues:

9,400 fewer jobs in all sectors;
Loss of $603 million in forgone business output;
$23 million in foregone state taxes, and

YV V V V

$69 million in foregone federal taxes.

This analysis is conservative. It assumes chains capture only a portion of new retalil
demand and no existing demand. As such, it does not include any possible losses in
jobs or economic impacts that would result if chains cut into existing demand forcing
existing local businesses to close. *°

It is improbable that a chain store would only capture new retail demand. A case study
in Austin Texas'’ showed that a new chain store would capture 50% of its sales from
existing stores, resulting in a 70-80% reduction in economic impact.*® Research findings
relative to Wal-Mart show that each new store results in a loss of 180 jobs in the local
economy. Each Wal-Mart employee displaced 1.5 workers at existing stores and
reduced total earnings for retail workers by 1.3%.'° Thus, markets dominated by chain
stores become less competitive and generate less economic growth than those
dominated by independent and local businesses.

13 |nterview with Tony Shepley, July 2008.

% Institute for Local Self Reliance. New Rules Project. <www.newrules.org/retail/intax2.html>

5 EXM Associates.

6 EXM Associates.

7 Civic Economics. Economic Impact Analysis: A Case Study (Austin, TX). December 2002.

'® Austin, TX

19 Big Box Tool Kit.

Prepared by Ridley & Associates, Inc. 5






Job Quality

Is a job at a chain store as good as or better than a job at a
local independent store?

Chain stores are generally able to generate higher sales per employee. As a result a
chain store will generate fewer jobs than a local store with comparable sales volume.?
But how do these jobs compare in terms of quality?

» Wages. Large national retailers tend to pay less in annual wages per employee than
businesses with fewer employees. Retailers with fewer than 500 employees pay an
average of 32% more in annual wages per employee than firms with over 10,000
employees. Nearly 90% of retail businesses on Cape Cod have 20 or fewer
employees. ?

» Benefits. Big Box stores are criticized for offering employee health care benefits with
monthly premiums that few employees can afford.?” As a result, many employees
are forced to seek health care through public programs. In 2005, Massachusetts
disclosed that some 9,500 Wal-Mart, Home Depot and Target employees were
receivinzg publicly funded health care at an annual cost to taxpayers of over $12
million.

» Career Opportunities. Independent businesses offer more opportunities for training
and advancement. Anecdotal evidence suggests that many independent stores may
offer greater opportunities for training and advancement in order to retain employees.
Big box stores are criticized for large turnover of employees to keep down wages
and benefits.

Public Spending

Do chain stores have the same impact on public spending
as independent stores?

Businesses influence public spending through the direct and indirect use of public
services and infrastructure, and the tax revenues they generate to offset infrastructure
and service costs.

» Tax Revenue. Chains and Big Boxes use the same amount of space per volume of
sales as local stores but the large warehouse structures typical of many Big Boxes
may be valued less per square foot than other retail or town center properties.
Chains operating in those structures may end up paying less in property taxes than
local retailers capturing the same demand operating in higher valued property.?*

> Net Fiscal Impact. A fiscal impact study conducted for the Town of Barnstable
showed that on an annual basis every 1,000 square feet of a Big Box store
generates $554 in local revenues but uses up $1,023 in government services and

20 EXM Associates.

2L EXM Associates.

2 Mitchell, p. 50.

% Big Box Tool Kit.

2 EXM Associates.
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capital costs, for a net fiscal loss of $468. This means a 10,000 square foot Big Box
store results in an annual fiscal loss to the Town of $4,680. This analysis showed
that fast food restaurants generate an even greater annual loss to the town of $5,168
per 1,000 square feet. On the other hand, the study found that specialty retail
generates $1,112 per square feet and uses $786 in services and capital costs for a
net gain to the Town of $326 per 1,000 square feet, or $3,260 for a 10,000 square
foot store.”

» Traffic. Much of the net fiscal impact of Big Box chains derives from the fact that
they are high traffic generators. Most chains and all Big Boxes are designed with
cars in mind. They encourage bulk shopping which requires a car to manage. They
also generate huge expanses of parking that create storm runoff and thermal
pollution. The Barnstable study cited above found that each Big Box store generates
57 daily trips per 1,000 square feet, or 570 trips per day for a 10,000 square foot
store.zeThis compares with 410 trips per day for a 10,000 square foot specialty retail
store.

Community Character

Community character may not appear to be an economic issue, but cumulatively it can
diminish or enhance the market branding of Cape Cod as a unique place to live or visit.

» Land Use. The business plan for most chains relies on an automobile-based building
layout that is not conducive to preserving community character. Chains tend to seek
out existing high traffic locations, such as Route 132 in Hyannis, rather than select
an alternate underutilized location, such as Main Street in Hyannis, where a
community may be seeking to attract more patrons. Large chains and Big Boxes
also find it easier to re-create their preferred store layout through new construction
rather than redevelopment of existing properties. On Cape Cod, that means chains
are attracted to the large underutilized industrial zones found in many towns.
Absorption of industrially and commercially zoned land by retailers can result in
negative traffic and environmental impacts, and also foreclose opportunities for
further diversification of commercial activity in the community.

» Architecture. Many Big Box stores develop warehouse type structures that are
incompatible with local Cape Cod architecture. Freestanding chain stores often have
a formula building or site design layout. There are well known examples of national
chains and restaurants adapting their exterior to fit the community. However this is
not always the case. Lack of design flexibility among some chains and concerns
about the effect of chains on community character has led communities such as
Dennis and Nantucket to adopt formula business zoning bylaws. These bylaws may
restrict where formula businesses can locate or require stringent design review.

% Tischler & Associates, Inc. Fiscal Impact Analysis of Residential and Nonresidential Land Use
Prototypes. Prepared for Town of Barnstable, MA. July 2002.
% Tischler & Associates, Inc. Fiscal Impact Analysis of Residential and Nonresidential Land Use
Prototypes. Prepared for Town of Barnstable, MA. July 2002.
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What's Next

The retail sector has historically been an important part of Cape Cod’s economy, and will
continue to be so. Likewise, chain businesses will continue to play a role in meeting the
region’s retail needs. Changes in the retail sector will largely be driven by global and
national trends, but also will be influenced by local and regional policies and consumer
choices. Future changes in the retail sector, as with all future economic growth, must
coexist with Cape Cod’s limited infrastructure, and its fragile ecology. Local and regional
actions can help to ensure that future retail growth, including chain businesses, meets
community needs while preserving the natural resources and community character that
are among Cape Cod’s greatest competitive advantages.

The New Rules Project of the Institute for Local Self-Reliance?’ provides a thorough
summary of actions communities can take to support locally owned businesses. These
actions include:

» Formula Business Bylaws. Formula bylaws are zoning bylaws that apply to
business that meet certain criteria that resemble the operation of a chain business.
The criteria might include a standardized menu, method of operation or building
design, as well as uniformed employees. Formula bylaws tend to limit rather than
prevent chain businesses in a community. Some communities apply the bylaw only
to formula restaurants; others apply the bylaw only to certain areas of town. Some
bylaws cap the number of such businesses; others require stringent design
standards. Nantucket and Dennisport are two regional communities that have
adopted formula business bylaws. Chatham is currently in the process of developing
a formula business bylaw.

» Community Impact Assessments. Communities have long assessed the impacts a
proposed retail development may have on traffic, water use, wastewater, and other
forms of infrastructure and natural resources. Community Impact Assessments are a
tool that enables communities to look at a development’s economic and fiscal
impacts as well. The assessments require an independent evaluation of economic
impacts, including impacts on jobs, wages and other local businesses. The
assessments also evaluate fiscal impacts, which encompass use of public services
and infrastructure, as well as tax revenues generated. The assessments may also
include standards projects must meet in order to obtain approvals. On Cape Cod,
much of this analysis occurs through the Cape Cod Commission. The Commission
reviews Developments of Regional Impact, which include commercial projects of
10,000 square feet or more to ensure compliance with regional performance
standards. The Commission has proposed a revision to the project review
thresholds that would apply regional performance standards to qualifying chain
businesses.

» Tax Policy Reform. A loophole in many states’ corporate income tax laws allows a
national chain to set up a subsidiary in a favorable tax state, and assign profits from
non-tangible assets (trademarks, logos, etc.) to that subsidiary. The chain then files
at the state level for only the profits earned by stores within that state. Profits that
are earned in that state on the basis of the non-tangible assets do not get counted
toward the state tax liability. This essentially allows the chains to under-report their

" |nstitute for Local Self-Reliance, New Rules Project, The Hometown Advantage, Reviving
Locally-owned Businesses. http://www.newrules.org/.
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corporate profits across several states. Twenty-one states have addressed this
loophole by adopting combined reporting, which requires a corporation to file profits
from all subsidiaries (even those outside the state) to determine the tax liability in
that state. Massachusetts has not adopted combined reporting.

» Buy Local Campaigns. The ability to divert local purchasing power to local
businesses can yield significant economic benefits. A study in San Francisco
showed that if consumers redirected 10% of their spending from chains to local
businesses that would generate $192 million in economic activity and almost 1,300
new jobs.?® Buy Local Campaigns are one method of marketing local goods and
services. On Cape Cod, buy local campaigns have been used to promote local farm
produce and seafood. Such campaigns are often developed and implemented
through a trade association or chamber of commerce. Another way to increase local
purchasing is through public procurement policies that provide preferences for local
businesses. This policy can be justified on the basis of the greater economic
benefits generated from spending on local businesses.

» Store Size Caps. Store size caps are enacted through zoning, and usually in the
context of a village center or other zoning bylaw. They work by limiting the square
footage size of an individual commercial business space within a development. The
Dennisport Village Center bylaw prohibits any business operation in excess of
60,000 square feet. Often store size caps are set much lower. The cap is intended
to result in store sizes that are too small to suit the building format for many national
chains, yet are suitable for smaller independent businesses. Store size caps should
be developed with a thorough understanding of retail market demand and supply in
the community, to ensure that resulting development suits area business needs.

» Temporary Building Moratoria. Some communities have temporarily suspended
large-scale retail development to provide the community more time to assess impact
on resources and infrastructure, and to revise zoning laws to address possible
impacts. On Cape Cod, towns have the use of Districts of Regional Planning
Concern, which can be designated for to plan for economic development and
infrastructure. The DCPC allows a temporary “time out” from certain types of
development in order to assess impacts and develop appropriate regulations to
manage impacts.

% Civic Economics. San Francisco Retail Diversity Study. May 2007.
Prepared by Ridley & Associates, Inc. 9






Recap: How Do Chains and Independent Businesses Compare

v Signifies greater positive performance or public benefit

Areas of Comparison Chain Independent
Economic Growth v
» $100 spent at a local store will generate greater

economic impact in the region than the same amount
spent at a chain store.

» Local stores spend a larger share of revenue for wages,
buy more local goods and services, and retain more
profits in the local economy.

» Chains can help to anchor areas for revitalization and
encourage surrounding stores to enhance business
practices.

» Economic growth depends on how much of market share
comes from new growth vs. how much is diverted from
existing stores.

» Chains can absorb half or more of the market share of
existing stores.

» Each $1 drawn to a chain from a local store will generate
less local spending, with an overall dampening effect on
economic growth.

Market Competition v

» Due to their volume and market power, chains have the
advantage of price and supply.

» Chains’ market leverage is enhanced by favorable state
tax laws in Massachusetts.

» Local stores face competition from multiple chains, and
face increasing pressure to meet prices and offer sales.

» Local stores continue to have the advantage in customer
service and, in some cases, the ability to offer unique
local products.

Job Quality v

» A given level of market share captured by a chain will
generate fewer jobs than a local store.

» Large corporate retailers tend to pay less in annual
wages per employee and offer less advantageous
benefits programs.

» Smaller local stores tend to pay more, and may provide
greater opportunities for training and advancement.

Public Spending v

» Chains generate less in local tax revenues than they
utilize in local services and capital infrastructure,
resulting in an annual net fiscal loss to towns.

» Large amount of traffic generated by chains contributes
to net fiscal loss and environmental impacts.

Community Character v

» Land use impacts generated by chains are often at odds
with community character.

» Chains use a formula building or site design layout that
often is incompatible with local Cape Cod architecture.
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		Market Competition 

		 Predatory Pricing.  Chain stores are criticized for predatory pricing—the practice of selling goods below cost for a sustained period—as a way of driving out competitors.  Predatory pricing is illegal, but is extremely difficult to prove.   Some chains are thought to substitute lower quality goods to appear to be giving a lower price, when in fact consumers may spend more if they have to purchase the same item twice.  



		Job Quality

		Public Spending

		Businesses influence public spending through the direct and indirect use of public services and infrastructure, and the tax revenues they generate to offset infrastructure and service costs.   



		Community Character

		 Land Use. The business plan for most chains relies on an automobile-based building layout that is not conducive to preserving community character.  Chains tend to seek out existing high traffic locations, such as Route 132 in Hyannis, rather than select an alternate underutilized location, such as Main Street in Hyannis, where a community may be seeking to attract more patrons.  Large chains and Big Boxes also find it easier to re-create their preferred store layout through new construction rather than redevelopment of existing properties.  On Cape Cod, that means chains are attracted to the large underutilized industrial zones found in many towns.  Absorption of industrially and commercially zoned land by retailers can result in negative traffic and environmental impacts, and also foreclose opportunities for further diversification of commercial activity in the community.       

		What’s Next

		Recap: How Do Chains and Independent Businesses Compare

		Areas of Comparison
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		Independent
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Executive Summary

Economic Impact of the OtisANG

The 102 Fighter Wing of the Massachusetts Air National Guard (Otis ANG), through its payroll, contracting and
other expenditures, had a direct, indirect and induced economic impact on the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
in FY 2004 of $82.3 million. The economic impact is largely driven by the salaries and benefits paid to Otis
ANG Base employees. In FY 04, Otis ANG directly employed 559 full-time and 421 part-time workers who
reside in Massachusetts. Tota spending by the base and its employeesis responsible for creating an additional
742 total jobs statewide with over $32.9 million in additional payroll. If the Otis ANG Base were a private
employer, it would be one of the 12 largest employers in Barnstable County.

The UMass Donahue Institute conducted a thorough quantitative and qualitative analysis of the economic impact
of payroll and expenditures at the Otis ANG Base. The analysisincorporated full payroll, contracting and other
expenditure data from the 102™ Fighter Wing. The Donahue Ingtitute interviewed staff from the 102™ Fighter
Wing of the Otis ANG, U.S. Coast Guard, Massachusetts Army National Guard as well as representatives and
officias from the adjacent communities and the fishing industry. The Donahue Institute utilized IMPLAN, an
industry standard econometric modeling system for specifying indirect and induced economic impacts.

Statewide Economic I mpacts of the OtisANG
In FY 04, Otis ANG entered into $17.8 million in contracts with Massachusetts firms. Spending by these
contractors and their employees generated an additional $12.4 million in economic activity across the
Commonweslth.

In FY 04, the Otis ANG's largest in-state contracts were in Worcester County. Contracts in Worcester
County generated atotal of 229 jobs. Overal, Otis ANG payroll and spending had a $22.2 million
economic impact in the county.

Economic Impacts of the OtisANG on Cape Cod and Southeastern M assachusetts
In FY 04, Otis ANG directly employed 346 full-time and 100 part-time workers who reside in Barnstable
County. Tota expenditures by the Otis ANG and its Barnstable County employees created an additional
242 jobs in the county, with over $9.4 million in additional payroll.

In FY 04, Otis ANG operations had a total direct, indirect and induced economic impact in Barnstable
County of $27.5 million. Most of the economic impact resulted from base employment and the
additiond jobs created in the county.

In Plymouth County, the Otis ANG Base had an economic impact in FY 04 of $11 million. OtisANG
directly employed 128 full-time and 84 part-time workers who reside in Plymouth County.

In southeastern Massachusetts (Bristol, Barnstable and Plymouth counties), the Otis ANG Base directly
employed 531 full-time and 245 part-time workers who live in the region. Tota spending in the region
by the base and its employees generated an additional 421 jobs, with over $16.2 million of payroll.

Seasonal | mpact of Otis ANG Base Employment on the Upper Cape

The Otis ANG Base provides well-paying, full-time benefited employment for hundreds of Cape Cod residents
who reside mostly in the four towns adjacent to the Massachusetts Military Reservation (Bourne, Falmouth,
Mashpee and Sandwich). Base employment has a modest but measurable seasonal impact on the four adjacent

UMass Donahue Institute
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towns. In 2004, Otis ANG employment ranged from alow of 1.05 percent of total employment in the four towns
in August 2004 to a high of 1.30 percent of employment in February 2004.

The Role of the Otis ANG on the M assachusetts Military Reservation

The Otis Air National Guard Base, home to the 102™ Fighter Wing of the Massachusetts Air National Guard (Otis
ANG), is located on the Massachusetts Military Reservation (MMR). The MMR covers about 22,000 acres, or
approximately 30 square miles, on the upper western portion of Cape Cod, including parts of the towns of Bourne,
Mashpee and Sandwich and abutting the town of Falmouth. The U.S. Coast Guard, Army Nationa Guard and
Otis ANG occupy the southern portion of the reservation. The northern 14,700-acre section of MMR is used
primarily by the Army National Guard for training exercises. The MMR aso includes nonmilitary tenants,
including the Barnstable County Sheriff’s Office, two public schools, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and a
municipa Integrated Solid Waste Management Facility, among others.

The Otis ANG, in itsrole as host tenant on the MMR, provides basic servicesto all MMR tenants,
including: electricity, water, sewerage, communications infrastructure, fire protection and maintenance of
main roads. MMR tenants reimburse the Otis ANG for the cost of the utilities consumed; the Otis ANG
pays for al maintenance and capital costs for upkeep of the infrastructure. In FY 2004, the Otis ANG
paid for over 76 percent ($6.5 million) of the cost of MMR basic services, including utilities, of $9.5
million.

The Otis ANG pays 100 percent of the cost of operating the air field used by the U.S. Coast Guard and
Army National Guard to execute their core missions.

Estimated L eave-Behind Costs
The total annua cost of maintaining Base Operating Services (BOS) in FY 2005 dollarsis estimated to be
$15.8 million. The BOS s for baseline operating costs and does not include additional costs for capital
spending, which vary from year to year. The U.S. Coast Guard estimates that it would need 129
additional FTE personnel to maintain full air field and base operations. The Army National Guard is
currently evaluating the costs that it may have to absorb if the 102" Fighter Wing leaves.

Estimated Fiscal Impact on the U.S. Coast Guard
In FY 2005, the total budget for Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod was $5.06 million. The U.S. Coast
Guard would need an additional appropriation of $15.8 million, or 300 percent of current funds, to meet
the total cost of air field and host tenant services.

In addition to U.S. Coast Guard air operations, the MMR houses core Coast Guard services that support
Coast Guard stations from Boston to Rhode Iand. Many of those services— housing, medical services —
cannot be readily relocated in the event that base operating services at the MMR are withdrawn.

Impact of the Closure on the U.S. Coast Guard and Coastal Communities

Air Station Cape Cod is located at the geographic center of the First District, between the Canadian border and
northern New Jersey, and serves the region with the most intense fishing and boating activity in the northeast. Air
Station Cape Cod protects New Bedford, the nation’ s top seafood port in terms of dollar value of catch andisa
lifeline for off-shore fishing fleets. The Coast Guard is the emergency responder in inclement weather to
Nantucket and Martha' s Vineyard, New England’s largest inhabited idlands.

UMass Donahue Institute
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The mgjority of Search and Rescue (SAR) responses in the First District occur between Cape Ann and
Block Idand.

The Coast Guard averages over 50 medical evacuations by helicopter from the ISlands every year.

Air Station Cape Cod provides basic housing, medical and support services for Coast Guard Boat Stations
throughout Massachusetts and Rhode Idand.

The loss of the Otis ANG will place asignificant burden on the U.S. Coast Guard to absorb some or dl of the
costs of the air field and MMR host tenant services. |If the cost of providing base services proves prohibitive, one
possible effect of base closure could be the relocation of the Coast Guard Air Station off Cape Cod. In
interviews, the U.S. Coast Guard stated that under no circumstances would emergency response times increase
above the maximum acceptable time of two hours. According to the Coast Guard, Cape Cod is the optimal
location for the Coast Guard Air Station given its location at the geographic center of the First District and its
proximity to the mgjority of the region’s demand for Coast Guard search and rescue activity.

UMass Donahue Institute
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Section |I: Economic Impact

Section I: Economic Impact of the Otis ANG Base

In May 2005, it was announced that the 102 Fighter Wing of the Massachusetts Air National Guard located at
the Otis Air Nationa Guard Base (Otis ANG) was listed on the preliminary base closing list of the Base
Readlignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission. The Otis ANG Base is held in high regard in the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts due to its history and importance to the region’s security. Subsequent to the
BRAC Commission’ s announcement, the UMass Donahue I nstitute was asked to prepare an analysis of the
economic impact of the Otis Air National Guard Base on the state, Barnstable County and southeastern
Massachusetts. The core of this report in Section | consists of the economic impact analysis. In the course of
preparing the economic impact analysis, additional questions were posed regarding the unique role of the Otis
ANG in support of other operations at the Massachusetts Military Reservation. Sections | and 111 of the report
consist of an analysis of the cost of services provided by the Otis ANG to tenants at the MMR, the impact of the
proposed closure on adjacent municipalities, and the role of the U.S. Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod in the

region.

Section |: Economic Impact of the Otis Air National Guard Base
The Otis Air National Guard Base (exclusive of Combat Communications, which is not dated for closure by the
BRAC Commission) had an economic impact in Massachusetts of $82.3 million in FY 2004. The economic
impact is measured through the impact on the state of all direct expenditures by the Otis ANG, including: full and
part-time payroll, contracts for supplies, equipment and services and other expenditures. Table 1, shown below,
summarizes the direct expenditures and economic impact of the Otis ANG.

Table 1: Summary of Economic Impacts of Otis ANG, FY 2004

Massachusetts Barnstable Bristol Plymouth Balance of MA

Direct Employment Full-Time 559 346 57 128 29

Part-Time 421 100 61 84 176

Total 980 446 118 212 205
Employment Generated Total 742 242 83 96 281
Direct Payroll Total Payroll $39,642,239 | $22,363,040 | $4,400,516 $8,878,993 $3,999,691
Payroll Generated Total $32,974,987 $9,433,113 | $2,948,707 $3,848,042 $12,627,937

Average

Payroll per

New

Employee $44,435 $38,983 $35,641 $40,011 $44,960
Direct Spending Contracts $14,284,224 $6,278 | $1,330,498 $4,320 $12,943,128

Purchases $3,481,906 $977,485 $216,258 $167,517 $2,104,574

Total $17,766,130 $983,763 | $1,546,756 $171,837 $15,047,702
Overall Impact Employment 1,722 688 201 308 482

Total $82,257,054 | $27,478,126 | $5,837,039 | $10,999,358 $29,024,349

Source: UMass Donahue Institute.
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The economic impact of the Otis ANG on the Massachusetts economy is largely driven by the salaries and
benefits paid to Otis ANG Base employees. In FY 04, Otis ANG directly employed 559 full-time and 421 part-
time workers who reside in Massachusetts.

The highest concentration of Otis employees reside in the towns closest to the MMR (Plymouth, Bourne,
Mashpee, Falmouth and Sandwich). However, full and part-time employees live in communities throughout
eastern Massachusetts. Figures 1 and 2 show the distribution of full and part-time Otis ANG employeesin
statewide (figure one) and in southeastern Massachusetts (figure two). Totd spending by the base and its
employees is responsible for creating an additional 742 total jobs statewide with over $32.9 million in additional
payroll. The distribution of the economic impact statewide largely mirrors the distribution of Otis ANG
employees by town of residence, with the exception of the impact of contracts and purchases, particularly in
Worcester County.

Regional I mpacts

Over haf of the economic impact of the Otis ANG isin southeastern Massachusetts (Barnstable, Bristol and
Plymouth counties). In FY 2004, the Otis ANG had an economic impact of $44.3 million in southeastern
Massachusetts. The Otis ANG directly employs 531 full-time personnel who reside in the region. The greatest
economic impact occurs in Barnstable County, home to the Otis ANG Base. The second largest economic impact
isin Worcester County. Almost al of the economic impact in Worcester County can be accounted for by $12.8
million in construction contracts awarded in FY 2004 to firms located in that county.

Barnstable County

Barnstable County is home to the largest percentage of employees in the region (65 percent) and experiences the
most substantial economic impact, $27.5 million. The Otis ANG is a significant local employer providing year-
round, benefited jobs in aregion with seasonal fluctuations in employment levels. If the Otis ANG Base were a
private employer, it would be one of the 12 largest employers in Barnstable County.! The Otis ANG has a modest
but measurable seasonal impact on employment on the Upper Cape. During the summer months, when
employment in the four towns adjacent to the MMR is at its peak, the Otis ANG employment represents 1.05
percent of total employment. During the winter, when employment in the Upper Capeis at its annua low, Otis
ANG employment is 1.30% of the four-town total.?

Worcester County

The economic impact of the Otis ANG in Worcester County illustrates the economic benefit to Massachusetts of
construction and maintenance projects contracted through the MMR. The Otis ANG had an economic impact on
Worcester County in FY 2004 of $22.2 million. $21.6 million of that impact is related to contracts (mostly
construction related) awarded to firms based in Worcester County. The Otis ANG employed 34 people who
reside in Worcester County and directly supported the employment of 147 workers through contracts. Otis ANG
payroll and expenditures in Worcester County generated 88 additiona jobs in the county.

Bristol and Plymouth Counties

The Otis ANG employs 128 full-time personnel in Plymouth County and 57 full-time personnel in Bristol County.
In FY 2004, the economic impact in the two counties was $16.8 million, with two-thirds of thisimpact
experienced by Plymouth County. 95 percent of the economic impact in Bristol and Plymouth Counties was
generated by the spending by Otis ANG personnel who reside in those counties.

! This estimate is based on U.S. Census County Business Patterns for 2002, recording firmsin Barnstable County by number of employees.
2 Seasonal employment figures are based on D.U.A. 2004 employment in thetowns of Bourne, Falmouth, Mashpee and Sandwich for the
months of February and August.
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UMASS Economic and Public Policy Research 5





Otis ANG Economic Impact Study Section I: Economic Impact

Figure 1.

Where Otis ANG Military and Civilian Employees Reside - FY 2004

Source: UMass Donahue Institute
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Figure 2.
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Conclusion

In the context of the state and regional economy, the Otis ANG has a modest but notable economic impact on the
state and southeastern Massachusetts. Thisis primarily due to Massachusetts' limited role in manufacturing the
equipment and products purchased by the Otis ANG. However, the Otis ANG is asignificant employer in
Barnstable County. Full-time employment at the Otis ANG represents more than one percent of jobs in the
adjacent communities of Falmouth, Bourne, Mashpee and Sandwich. In the absence of robust job growth on the
state and regional level, the loss of full-time, benefited employment at the Otis ANG is meaningful.
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Section ll:  Fiscal Impact of Base Closure

Introduction

The proposed closure of the Otis Air National Guard Base would have a clear impact on the ability of other
tenants at the Massachusetts Military Reservation to fulfill their core missions. The 102™ Fighter Wing of the
Massachusetts Air National Guard is the host tenant at the Massachusetts Military Reservation. In this host
capacity, the Air National Guard provides basic services such as electricity, water and sewerage and fire
protection throughout the MMR. In addition, the Air National Guard operates and maintains the air field utilized
by the U.S. Coast Guard and Army Nationa Guard. The Otis ANG is responsible for 100 percent of the costs of
maintaining basic MMR infrastructure and for the operation and maintenance of the air field. In the absence of
the 102" Fighter Wing, MMR tenants will have to assume some of the costs and duties currently performed by
the ANG. This section evaluates the fiscal and operational impacts of the proposed closure of the Otis Air
National Guard Base on tenants at the MMR and adjacent municipalities.

The MMR and Base Operating Services

The 102™ Fighter Wing of the Massachusetts Air National Guard serves as the host tenant of over 25
organizations that share resources and facilities at the Massachusetts Military Reservation (for afull list of
tenants, see Appendix C). The Otis Air National Guard (Otis ANG) provides basic servicesto al MMR tenants,
including: electricity, water, sewerage, communications (lines), fire protection, and maintenance of most of the
main roads on the MMR. MMR tenants reimburse the Otis ANG for the cost of utility consumption (electric,
water, sewerage) on a metered basis; however, the Otis ANG pays for all of the cost of operating and maintaining
the utility infrastructure. The Otis ANG pays the full cost of operating the Otis fire department.

The scale of the Otis ANG host tenant services operations at the Massachusetts Military Reservation is best
appreciated through an understanding of the size of the MMR. At 34.4 square miles, the Massachusetts Military
Reservation is equivadent in size to the largest Massachusetts towns. As shown in Table 2, the OtisANG
maintains 70 miles of eectric utility lines, 2,068 utility poles and 610 transformers. The Otis ANG maintains 57
miles of sewage lines and operates a wastewater treatment facility. In addition, Otis ANG personnel maintain 27
miles of MMR roadways and staff a fire department with 57 firefighters and 11 vehicles. The host tenant
services provided by the Otis ANG support every tenant at the MMR and would have to be maintained whether or
not the air field continues to be operated.

UMass Donahue Institute
UMASS Economic and Public Policy Research 9





Otis ANG Economic Impact Study

Section II: Fiscal Impact

Table 2: Summary of Host Tenant Infrastructure & Equipment

I. INFRASTRUCTURE AND MAINTENANCE Unit of Measure Miles
A. ELECTRICITY
Electric Utility Lines Total (linear feet) 372,636 70.6
Utility Poles (EA) 2,068
Transformers (EA) 610
B. AIRFIELD LIGHTING (linear feet) 170,800
C. ROADWAYS TOTAL (linear feet) 144,013 27.3
D. WASTE WATER TREATMENT PLANT
E. SEWER TOTALS (linear feet) 303,204 57.4
F. WATER DISTRIBUTION TOTALS (linear feet) 520,027 98.5
G. ENGINEERING AND MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL 22 Persons

Il. FIRE PROTECTION Vehicles
A. FIRE FIGHTING VEHICLES 11
B. EQUIPMENT

Foam Trailer 1

Haz-Mat Trailer 1

Mule 1

Tech Rescue Trailer 1

Brush Breakers 2

Portable Compressor (Breathing Air) 1
C. FIRE DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL 57 persons

Source: Civil Engineering Division, Otis ANG Base; prepared by the UMass Donahue Institute.
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Air Field Operations

The Otis ANG operates and maintains the base' s air field, including the F.A.A. tower, runways and al airport
facilities® The Army National Guard and U.S. Coast Guard depend upon the Otis ANG for support of dl of their
air operations. Asshown on Table 3, the Army National Guard uses the air field to support training activities at
the MMR for Guard units located throughout New England. The U.S. Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod uses the
air fidd to execute al of its airborne activities in the First District of the United States, from the Canadian border
to northern New Jersey. Air Station Cape Cod enforces fisheries protection rulesin New England and provides
emergency rescue and safety services from the coastline to the off-shore fishing fleet at George' s Bank.

Table 3: Air Field Uses by MMR Tenants (excluding 102nd Fighter Wing)

Branch Type of Aircraft Mission
U.S. Coast Guard 4 HH-60J Helicopters Search and Rescue
4 HU-25 Falcon Jets Homeland Security

Fisheries and Law Enforcement

Aids to Navigation Support
Counter-Narcotics

Migrant Interdiction

Maritime Tactical Vertical Delivery Training

MA Army National
Guard 8 Blackhawk helicopters Training Guard Units from New England States

1 C-26 turboprop

Sources: Army Air National Guard; U.S. Coast Guard, Otis Air Station

Base Operating Service Costs

The host tenant and air field operations provided by the Otis ANG are called Base Operating Services (BOS).

The UMass Donahue Ingtitute estimate of BOS costs was determined through the combined analysis of the Otis
ANG, U.S. Coast Guard and the UMass Donahue Ingtitute. The Otis ANG provided the U.S. Coast Guard with its
analysis of BOS costs by service provided. The U.S. Coast Guard narrowed the set of BOS by excluding costs
that it did not deem essentia to supporting MMR infrastructure or the air field. Excluded costs include services
such as the Precision Measurement Equipment Laboratory (PMEL) which calibrates sensitive electronic
equipment and Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD)." The UMass Donahue Institute worked with the Otis ANG
to further refine the BOS cost estimate by developing a detailed accounting of BOS expenses. The fina figure
presents the best estimate of Base Operating Services available without the development of base closure scenarios
that are beyond the scope of this analysis.

Out of atotal budget in FY 2005 of $137.9 million, the Otis Air National Guard estimates that it is spending $18.6
million on annual Base Operating Services. The UMass Donahue I nstitute baseline estimate of BOS (leave
behind cogts) is $15.8 million, which includes a net increase for the remaining MMR tenants of 129 FTE
personnel. The UMass Donahue Ingtitute estimate of BOS costs does not include the cost of capital projects that
are subject to appropriation and vary from year to year (F.A.A. tower reconstruction, runaway resurfacing, and
lighting). The UMass Donahue Ingtitute estimate of BOS is summarized in a table on the following page.

3 The Army National Guard and the U.S. Coast Guard operate separate facilities to maintain their aircraft and have taxiways linked to the
air field. The Air National Guard funds and operatesthe air field.

4 The ANG makes the case that PMEL and EOD services will have to be assumed by another base and are thus not pure savings as
presented by the BRAC. Thisreport does not evaluate that claim.

UMass Donahue Institute
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Estimated Annual Base Operating Costs (Leave Behind Costs)

If the Otis ANG base is closed, it would leave behind an estimated $15.8 million in annud costs for the remaining
tenants of the MMR. Approximately two-thirds of these |eave-behind costs would be associated with the
personnel required to maintain the infrastructure and operate the air field. The Otis ANG currently employs 165
FTE personnel to perform base operating services. The U.S. Coast Guard estimates that it would need 129 full-
time equivalents to maintain base operations. The Facility Engineering Costs in Table 4 include the cost of
maintaining the electric utility infrastructure on the MMR, the roads and grounds, wastewater trestment plant and
full system of sewage lines and water mains. Transportation includes the full cost of supporting the fleet of
vehicles required to maintain the MMR. Air field operations include the cost of managing the air field, paying the
costs of the F.A.A. and maintaining the emergency generation and power supply to the air field.

The Otis ANG estimates that a minimum of $10.3 million in capita expenditures are required in the immediate
future. The urgent capital expenditures include: $1.3 million in approach lighting, $2 million in taxiway dab
repairs and $7 million for anew F.A.A. control tower. The capita expenditures are not included in the $15.8
million estimate of annual base operating costs.

Table 4: Base Operating Costs at the Massachusetts Military Reservation, FY 2005

Supplies,
Personnel Equipment &

Department/Cost Personnel Cost Other Costs Total ($K)
A. Facility Engineer Costs

Electrical 11 $810,128 $54,000 $864,128

Roads & Grounds 10 $579,110 $137,000 $716,110

Fire Department 49 $3,712,240 $85,000 $3,797,240
Water and Wastewater Treatment Plants 5 $383,855 $28,000 $411,855

Other Engineering 19 $1,263,129 $248,000 $1,511,129
B. Utility Costs N/A $785,000 $785,000
C. Civil Engineering Costs 6 $570,780 $68,000 $638,780
D. Transportion 7 $444,668 $133,000 $577,668
E. Security N/A $250,000 $250,000
F. Air Field Operations 4 $989,200 $989,200
G. Support/ Misc 18 $1,148,724 $28,000 $1,176,724
H. Annual Civil Engineering Maintenance N/A $4,078,000 $4,078,000
I. Acquisition, Construction and Improvements NOT INCLUDED
Total 129 $9,901,834 $5,866,028 $15,795,834

Sources: U.S. Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod; 102nd Fighter Wing, Otis ANG; UMass Donahue Institute.
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Impact on Municipalities

The communities directly adjacent to the Massachusetts Military Reservation have historic connectionsto the
installation. Municipal officials interviewed for this report expressed pride in the work of the 102™ Fighter Wing
and noted that the families and staff people associated with the MMR add to the diversity and vitality of their
communities. The MMR has a positive presence within the region and the Towns of Bourne, Mashpee, Sandwich
and Falmouth have an active presence at the MMR. The towns have cooperative agreements with the MMR to
provide mutual aid for fire protection and emergency services. The MMR is home to the four-town Integrated
Solid Waste Management Facility, which transfers the waste from the MMR and four towns to an off-Cape
incinerator plant. The Town of Bourne operates a public school (Otis Memoria) on the MMR and the Cape Cod
Collaborative provides educational services to children with specia needs from throughout Barnstable County. In
addition, the recently constructed Barnstable County Sheriff’s Office is located on the MMR.

Municipa officias from throughout the four towns note that the impact of the Otis ANG on local communitiesis
far degper than the provision of host tenants services that benefit facilities located on the MMR. The adjacent
communities expressed strong support for the flying mission of the 102" Fighter Wing and, in the context of the
events of September 11, 2001, express comfort and pride from knowing that the Otis ANG secures the air space
over New England. Municipal and school officials noted that communication and cooperation with the Otis ANG
isat ahigh levd in the history of the MMR. The MMR was designated a Superfund site in 1989 and the Cape
Cod communities have had along and contentious debate about the effect of reservation activities on the region’s
ole-source aguifer. All officials and local residents interviewed for this report expressed great satisfaction with
the clean-up effort to-date and the ongoing efforts to monitor water quality on the MMR. In short, thereis no
evidence of local dissatisfaction with the 102" Fighter Wing and strong anecdotal evidence to the contrary
showing support for the Otis ANG and the MMR generaly.

Fiscal Impact on Municipalities

The andysisin Section | showed the economic impact of the Otis ANG in Barnstable County. This section
provides a preliminary assessment of the known fiscal impacts the potential Otis ANG base closure. The closure
of the Otis ANG would likely have a modest direct fiscal impact on adjacent municipalities and Barnstable
County facilities on the MMR. The municipa and county facilities |located on the MMR would have to work with
other MMR tenants to resolve the operation and finance of host tenant services. Most of those services —roadway
clearance, sewer and water maintenance— are beyond the scope of any one municipal tenant to support.

However, the municipa tenants aso do not constitute a large proportion of MMR activities (by share of land or
number of employees). In fact, the Bourne Public Schools is currently planning to vacate its facility on the MMR
in fal of 2007. The Otis Memoria Elementary School will be closed in favor of a new school building under
construction off of the MMR. The Otis Fire Department of the Otis ANG does provide mutua aid to adjacent
communities, including use of specialized equipment that, according to interviews with local officials, would be
prohibitively expensive for local fire departments to replace. However, a precise estimate of likely increased
costs to adjacent fire departments was beyond the scope of this anaysis.

The main impact facing the municipalitiesis uncertainty. The first uncertainty is the manner and means of
resolving the provision of host tenant services if the Otis ANG baseis closed. At present, the total cost and
organizational structure required to provide basic services at the MMR is entirely unknown. Therefore, it is
impossible to responsibly analyze or apportion the costs that would be borne by Barnstable County or adjacent
municipdities. The second uncertainty is the effect of the potential withdrawal of mutua aid and specialized fire
suppression equipment by the Otis Fire Department. The third uncertainty is how the closure of the Otis ANG
would affect the maintenance and operation of the wastewater treatment facility. According to municipal
officias, the Otis ANG and the adjacent towns have long-term plans that allow the municipalities to utilize the
excess capacity of the plant if and when their own facilities prove inadegquate. The towns have along-term
interest in ensuring the proper maintenance and operation of the plant.
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A fourth uncertainty is the cost of obtaining electricity on the MMR in the event that the Otis ANG base closes.
At present the Otis ANG finances 100 percent of the cost of maintaining and operating the utility infrastructure on
the MMR. The Otis ANG receives awholesale rate for electricity from NStar which it passes on to MMR
tenants. For this report, the UMass Donahue Institute interviewed officials from the Otis ANG, NStar and the

M assachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy to determine the most likely process for replacing
the services of the OtisANG. At aminimum, MMR tenants would face a 5 percent increase in the cost of
electricity. In addition, any and all costs for managing and maintaining the utility infrastructure would be passed
aong to MMR tenants. Given the short time-frame of this project and the complexity of base infrastructure, a
detailed analysis of utility costs was not possible.

Conclusion

The Massachusetts Military Reservation is the geographic size of a medium-to-large Massachusettstown. To
function, the host tenant services provided by the Otis ANG will have to be replaced if the baseis closed. In
addition, U.S. Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod and the Massachusetts Army National Guard rely on the Otis
ANG to manage and maintain the air field. Both service branches must have access to the air field to execute
their missions at the MMR. Thetota cost of providing Base Operating Services at the MMR, exclusive of capita
costs, is estimated to be $15.8 million.
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Section lll: Impact on U.S. Coast Guard & Coastal Communities

The proposed closure of the Otis Air National Guard (Otis ANG) Base presents fiscal and operational challenges
to the remaining tenants of the Massachusetts Military Reservation (MMR). Air Station Cape Cod, the sole U.S.
Coast Guard air station in the northeast, would be acutely affected by the closure of the OtisANG. Air Station
Cape Cod serves two distinct but related missions: air operations from the Canadian border to northern New
Jersey; and, housing and other supportive services for Coast Guard Stations throughout Massachusetts and Rhode
Idand. Asdiscussed in Section |1, the annua cost of assuming responsibility for the air field and host tenants
services would be a minimum of $15.8 million excluding capital projects. The current Coast Guard budget at Air
Station Cape Cod is $5 million. According to Coast Guard staff, Air Station Cape Cod would be severely
challenged to assume the full cost of operating the air field and MMR infrastructure. No other Coast Guard air
station in the United States operates and maintainsitsair field.

This section provides an overview of the mission of Air Station Cape Cod and the station’ s relationship to the
fishing industry and coastal communities. It is beyond the scope of this analysis to present base closure scenarios
or predict impacts on the Coast Guard and coastal communities. The purpose of the section is to inform decision-
makers of the fit between the safety and other needs of the maritime community and the current location and
operations of Air Station Cape Cod.

Summary of Activities

U.S. Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod usesthe A.N.G. Base airfield to carry out arange of dutiesin aregion
extending from northern New Jersey to the Canadian border to 275 nautical miles offshore. Air Station Cape Cod
isthe only Coast Guard Air Unit in the northeast, with missions including: search and rescue; homeland security;
fisheries and law enforcement; aids to navigation support; counter-narcotics; migrant interdiction; maritime
tactical vertical delivery training. Air Station Cape Cod uses the Otis air field to operate its 4 HH-60J Helicopters
and 4 HU-25 Falcon Jets. In addition to itsair duties the U.S. Coast Guard manages 545 housing units at the
MMR, with amedical clinic, exchange store and community facilities to serve Coast Guard and military

personnel throughout eastern Massachusetts and Rhode Idland.

Importance to Commercial Fishing Industry in the Region

The U.S. Coast Guard often notes that it is currently located at the geographic center of its area of respongbility,
the First Digtrict of the United States. It claimsthat if the air station moved north or south of its current location,
it would have difficulty serving communities at the far end of the First District within its maximum response time
of two hours. As shown in Figure 3, Air Station Cape Cod is at the geographic center of the most intense
commercia fishing activity in the First Digtrict. Figure 3, prepared by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center,
shows satellite tracked fishing activity in the northeast during October 2003. Due to its current location, Air
Station Cape Cod can rapidly respond to the mgjority of the fishing boatsin its service area. Figure 4, prepared
by Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod, shows the air search and rescue responses from May 2004 to May 2005.
Figure 4 demonstrates that the area of greatest demand for air station services overlaps the area of most intense
fishing and boating activity in the First District. Without minimizing the importance of serving commercia and
recreational boaters north of Cape Ann or south of Block Idland, it is clear that Air Station Cape Cod is well-
stuated to efficiently execute its mission.
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Figure 3: Satellite Tracked Fishing Activity in the Northeast, October 2003
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Source: Northeast Fisheries Science Center, Woods Hole
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Figure4: U.S Coast Guard Search and Rescue Responses from Air Station Cape Cod, May 2004 to May 2005

Source: Air Station Cape Cod, U.S. Coast Guard
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Commercial Fishing and Safety

Search and rescue (SAR) responses are the most critical services provided for the fishing industry.” Commercial
fishing remains one of the most dangerous occupations in Massachusetts’ and helicopter rescue is often the only
practical means of responding to off-shore emergencies. Air Station Cape Cod responds to a search and rescue
caseload of at least 225 incidents per year, with an annual average of 50 med-evacs. SAR responses have reached
an annual peak of 318 cases per year, in the years reported from FY 1996 to FY 2004.” Other critical services
provided by the Air Station include enforcement of fisheries management plans designed to restore historic
fishing grounds such as Georges Bank and enforce marine protection rules (for whales, for instance) ®

TheFishing Industry in Massachusetts

The area most immediately accessible from the Air Station - the Massachusetts coastline itself — remains one of
the most important centers of commercia fishing activity in the United States. New Bedford is home to the
number one port in the United States as measured by total dollar value of catch. The Port of Gloucester ranks
13" in the nation and Sandwich has the third largest lobster catch after Portland, ME and Gloucester?

More than 1,700 active commercia fishermen and 1,504 commercial lobstermen work in Massachusetts™ A
1999 study estimated that 4,100 commercial fishermen were working full time, and another 5,000 to 7,000 people
were working as part-time commercia fishermen.™* The same study showed that average incomes to fishermen in
the state in 1999 varied by port, including, wages of $36,000 in New Bedford, $32,000 in Gloucester, and

$18,000 in other ports.

The Massachusetts fishing industry is an economically powerful, providing direct as well as secondary benefits to
the state economy. Commercia fish landings at the state’s mgjor ports in 2003 were valued at upwards of $236.5
million.** In 2003, commercia lobster fishing garnered commercial values of $49 million.** The commercial
fishing industry supports an extensive network of shore side suppliers for everything from supplies, equipment
purchases and repairs, and financial services. The industry is acritical supplier to regional wholesaders, retailers
and restaurants as well as to fish processing plants throughout the region.

Coast Communitiesand Air Station Cape Cod

Air Station Cape Cod provides “alifeling’** for isand communities throughout the northeast. Martha' s Vineyard
and Nantucket, the two most-populous idand communities in the northeast, rely on Air Station Cape Cod to
provide air ambulance servicesto critically-ill patients at Nantucket Cottage Hospital and Martha' s Vineyard
Hospital. The hospitals rely on commercial med-evac services during clear weather. During inclement
weather, commercia services will not fly to the islands and Air Station Cape Cod is the sole provider of
emergency transportation servicesto theidands. The Coast Guard averages 50 med-evacs per year. In addition,
Nantucket, Martha's Vineyard and Block I1sland rely on Air Station Cape Cod to respond to natural disastersand
other emergencies related to its mission of homeland security. The Massachusetts Military Reservation is an
optimal location from which to respond to these densely-populated island communities.

5 Interviews with fishing industry representatives, June, 2005.

6 Massachusetts Coalition for Occupational Safety and Health and the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

7U.S. Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod document.

8 Interviews with fishing industry representatives, June, 2005.

% Robert Gavin. Fishing's revival stirs waterfront debate: New Bedford prospers, at a price. Boston Globe. Boston, Massachusetts. April
3, 2005.

10 M assachusetts Division of Unemployment Assistance, ES-202 series, Annual 2003; and Massachusetts L obstermen’s Association, Inc.
The Massachusetts Lobster Industry — Its Fishermen, Markets and Support Industries.

1 Daniel Georgianna. The Massachusetts Fishing Industry: Proud Past, Uncertain Future. Massachusetts Benchmarks. Summer 1999,
Volume 2, Issue 3.

2NOAA Fisherieswebsite. Total Commercial Fishery Landings At Major U. S. Ports Summarized By Year And Ranked By Dollar Value.
http://www.st.nmfs.gov/pls'webplssMF_LPORT_YEARD.RESULTS

13 Massachusetts L obstermen’s Association, Inc. Preliminary: selected landings (Ibs) and effort statistics, 1999 — 2003.

14 Conversation with Chuck Gifford, Community Relations Director, Nantucket Cottage Hospital, June 22, 2005.

UMass Donahue Institute
UMASS Economic and Public Policy Research 18





Otis ANG Economic Impact Study Section lll: Impact on USCG & Coastal Communities

Conclusion

Thisanaysis shows that Air Station Cape Cod is optimally located to serve its mission of protecting
Massachusetts workers, industries and communities. No one associated with Air Station Cape Cod suggests that
the level of service currently provided to coastal communities and fishermen in the First District will fall below
Coast Guard standards if the Otis Air National Guard Baseis closed. The challenge for the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts is to ensure that the proposed closure of the Otis ANG does not negatively impact a range of Coast
Guard services that support idand and coastal communities, the tourism and recreationa boating industry, and the
fishing industry.
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Appendix A: Background

For nearly seven decades, the Otis Air National Guard Base (Otis ANG) hasfilled key defense and security needs
for the nation while providing important social and economic support to Massachusetts in general and to the Cape
Cod region and communities around it. This background section provides a brief overview of the history of and
operations at the Massachusetts Military Reservation, including the Massachusetts Air National Guard and the
U.S. Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod, which depends upon Otis ANG for financial and operational support.

M assachusetts Military Reservation (MMR)

MMR covers about 22,000 acres, or approximately 30 square miles, on the upper western portion of Cape Cod,
including parts of the towns of Bourne, Mashpee and Sandwich and abutting the town of Falmouth. Occupying
the southern part of the reservation are facilities for the U.S Coast Guard, Army National Guard and Otis ANG,
including runways, maintenance areas, access roads, housing and support facilities. The northern 14,700-acre
section of MMR is used primarily by the Army National Guard for training exercises. The 750-acre Veterans
Administration Cemetery sits on the southwestern corner of the reservation. The Barnstable County sheriff’s
office isalso located on MMR, as is a solid waste transfer station jointly owned and operated by the towns of
Bourne, Falmouth, Mashpee and Sandwich. The MMR islocated above Cape Cod' s sole source aquifer for its
drinking water supply. In 1989, MMR was placed on the EPA Superfund list due to the presence of contaminants
that threatened the integrity of Cape Cod's drinking water. Millions of dollars have been spent to cleanrup and
monitor the quality of the water supply under MMR. The Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence located
on MMR has the responsibility to ensure the continuation of the clean-up effort.

MMR was established by the Commonwedlth in 1935 as a National Guard training camp. In 1938, the landing
field area a Camp Edwards was named Otis Field in memory of a Boston flight surgeon and pilot who died while
on atraining misson. MMR was leased to the federal government in 1940 in preparation for World War 11. From
1955 through 1972, the U.S. Air Force operated Otis Air Force Base on MMR, which until 1973 was the largest
Aerospace Defense Command base in the world. In 1977, Otis AFB was divided into severa ingtallations. the
Otis Air National Guard Base, Camp Edwards and the U.S. Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod.

MMR isthe largest training field for the Army in al of New England, training Guard units throughout the
northeast on the upper portion of the reservation, most of which is open space reserved for live fire exercises. The
Army National Guard has eight Blackhawk helicopters and one C-26 aircraft, al of which usethe airfield

operated by Otis ANG's 102™ Fighter Wing. The Army National Guard relies upon the Air National Guard for
basic services, such as maintenance of roads, utilities, water and sewage.

102nd Fighter Wing

Headquartered at Otis Air National Guard Base on Cape Cod, the 102" Fighter Wing of the Massachusetts Air
National Guard utilizes F15 fighter aircraft that are on continuous, 24-hour daily mission to help protect the
northeast United States from armed attack by other nations or terrorists and to defend against other activities, such
as smuggling, illicit drug activity and illegal immigration. The wing is also immediately deployable to support
U.S. Air Force requirements elsawhere in the nation or world. Otis ANG pilots are either full-time military or
civilian professiona pilots.

Asthe only active air defense base on the east coast between the Canadian border and the nation’s capital, Otis
ANG plays alead role in homeland defense. Otis F15s were the first to respond to the September 11 terrorist
attacks on New Y ork City.
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As host tenant, Otis ANG provides basic services to other base tenants at little or no charge. It maintains
important infrastructure, including roads, water lines, sewage treatment facility, electrical cables and
communications lines, including utility poles. It also operates the air field utilized by the U.S. Coast Guard for air
operations in the northeast. While it is not the focus of this report, military and other experts have noted Otis
ANG's strategic importance to homeland security and defense. Closure of Otis ANG Base could aso jeopardize
continued operation of the U.S. Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod since the operationa costs and maintenance of
that facility are currently covered by Otis ANG, which aso pays for Federal Aviation Administration operations
in the air base's control tower.

U.S. Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod

The core of the Coast Guard operations on MMR is Air Station Cape Cod, which provides al air operations for
the First Digtrict of the United States, an area running from the Canadian border to northern New Jersey. The
station is responsible for search and rescue operations along the coast and out to George' s Bank. The U.S.C.G.
conducts regular patrols to enforce fisheries regulations and environmental laws. It aso serves to enforce
maritime laws, including interdiction activities.

The USCG owns and manages 545 housing units for Coast Guard personnel and their families, aswell as
unaccompanied Coast Guard employees and personnel from the 102" Fighter Wing of the Massachusetts Air
National Guard. The housing office also manages Coast Guard housing programs for Rhode Iland, southeastern
Massachusetts and the Cape and Idands. The Coast Guard aso operates various Morale, Welfare and Recreation
(MWR) facilities for active duty military personnel from al U.S. military branches, as well as reservists and
retirees throughout Cape Cod and southeastern Massachusetts. The Coast Guard operates amedical clinic
(Kaehler Memorial Medica Clinic), golf course, theater, recreational club, gas station and a supermarket and
department store.
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Appendix B: Methodology & Data Sources

Methodology: The IMPLAN Modeing System

The indirect and induced economic impacts of the Otis Air National Guard Base of the 102™ Fighter Wing (Otis
ANG) was specified using IMPLAN (IMpact Analysis for PLANing), which is an econometric modeling system
developed by applied economists at the University of Minnesota and the U.S. Forest Service. The IMPLAN
modeling system has been in use since 1979 and is currently used by over 500 private consulting firms, university
research centers, and government agencies. The UMass Donahue I nstitute has used IMPLAN in various economic
and fiscal impact analyses.

The IMPLAN modeling system combines the U.S. Bureau of Economic Anaysis Input-Output Benchmarks with
other data to construct quantitative models of trade flow relationships between businesses and between businesses
and final consumers. From this data, one can examine the effects of a change in one or severa economic activities
to predict its effect on a specific state, regional, or local economy (impact analysis). The IMPLAN input-output
accounts capture all monetary market transactions for consumption in a given time period. The IMPLAN input-
output accounts are based on industry survey data collected periodicaly by the U.S. Bureau of Economic
Anaysis and follow a balanced account format recommended by the United Nations.

IMPLAN also includes socia accounting data (e.g., persona income and gross state product) that makes it
possible to measure non-industrial transactions such as the payment of indirect taxes by businesses and
households. The IMPLAN database provides data coverage for the entire United States by county and has the
ability to incorporate user-supplied data at each stage of the model building process to insure that estimates of
economic impacts are both up-to-date and specific to an economic impact area.'> IMPLAN can construct local
input-output models in units as small as five-zip code clusters.

IMPLAN'’s Regional Economic Accounts and the Social Accounting Matrices are used to construct local, county,
or state-level multipliers specific to an impact area. Multipliers describe the response of an economy to a change
in demand or production. The multipliers alow economic impact analysis to move from a descriptive input-
outputs model to a predictive model. Each industry that produces goods or services generates demand for other
goods and services and this demand is multiplied through a particular economy until it dissipates through
“leakage” to economies outside the specified area. Thus, multipliers calculate the response of the economic
impact areato a change in demand or production.

IMPLAN models discern and calculate |eakage from local, regional, and state economic areas based on workforce
configuration, the inputs required by specific types of businesses, and the availability of both inputs in the
economic area. Conseguently, economic impacts that accrue to other regions or states as a consequence of a
change in demand are not counted asimpacts within the economic area. The model accounts for substitution and
displacement effects by deflating industry-specific multipliers to levels well below those recommended by the
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. In addition, multipliers are applied only to persona disposable income to
obtain amore realistic estimate of the multiplier effects from increased demand. The reliability of these estimates
has been proven through empirical testing (Department of Commerce 1981; Brucker et a 1990).

15 The IMPLAN modeling system draws on avariety of statistical sources, including the Bureau of Labor Statistics Growth Model, Bureau
of the Census, ES-202 employment and earnings data, the Regional Economic Information System (REIS), and the Bureau of Economic
Analysis Gross State Product data.
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A predictive mode is constructed by specifying a series of new expenditures in a specific economic area (e.g.,
new employment or construction), which is then applied to the industry multipliers for that particular region.
Based on these calculations, the model estimates final demand, which includes employment, employee
compensation (excluding benefits), and point-of -work persona income (including benefits). The initial IMPlan
data details all purchasesin a given area, including imported goods and services. Importantly, IMPLAN’s
Regional Economic Accounts exclude imports to an economic area so the calculation of economic impacts
identifies only those impacts specific to the economic impact area. IMPLAN calculates this distinction by
applying Regional Purchase Coefficients (RPC) to predict regiona purchases based on an economic area's
particular characteristics. The Regional Purchase Coefficient represents the proportion of goods and services that
will be purchased regionally under normal circumstances, based on the area’ s economic characteristics described
in terms of actual trade flows within the area

The UMass Donahue Ingtitute built input-output models using the IMPlan Professional 2.0 model building
software and data packages. The data used in the model are for 2002, which is the latest available. Model outputs
are reported in 2004 dollars.

It is possible to estimate the economic impacts operations and capital expenditures by the Otis ANG smply by
changing the output of the industry in the econometric model. This method assumes that the facilities' production
functions are the same as the average of the various industry sectors in the state where they operate directly or
through contractors. However, because specific data on Otis operations and contracting was available, it was
possible to use a more precise method for estimating its economic impacts. Instead of specifying achangein
output for asingle industry (e.g., federa military), we instead specify along list of changesin the output of each
industry that is a beneficiary of Otis procurement and services contracts, which alows IMPlan to apply the
appropriate regiona purchase coefficient to each industry. Thus, what is specified as direct impacts in the model
are actudly the first round of indirect impacts. What is reported as indirect impacts in the analysis are what the
model reports as direct and indirect impacts.

The UMass Donahue Institute also separately specifies the first round of induced impacts. The mode first applies
the ratio of persona consumption expenditures to employee compensation for the state to the facilities employee
compensation and that of their contractors to account for taxes and savings. The remaining disposable incomeis
then distributed among IMPlan’s 528 industrial sectors using the model’ s breakdown of personal consumption
expenditures for medium- and high-income households, while a so applying the appropriate regiona purchase
coefficient to each industry. What the Ingtitute specifies as direct impacts in the model are actually the first round
of induced impacts so what is reported as induced impacts in the analysis are the total impacts from the model
plus the induced impacts from the model of inter-industry expenditures by the Otis ANG.

Data Sour ces

Economic impacts are often calculated separately for the operations phase and construction phase of an
establishment. The operations phase of an establishment generates economic impacts that continue as long as the
facility remains in existence. The economic impacts of construction and other capital expenditures are necessarily
limited and temporary in duration and last only so long as construction and related capital purchases are
underway. However, because the Otis ANG is a mature facility with on-going maintenance, construction, and
building repair operations, these expenditures were included as part of the facilities annual operations.

Payroll Expenditures

The Otis ANG provided the UMass Donahue Ingtitute with their total payroll expenditures by employee type,
which allowed the assignment of actual expenditure amounts to National Guard personnel and permanent, full-
time base personnel for purposes of calculating induced impacts. Otis aso provided the location of each
employee by type and zip code, which alowed the Ingtitute to assign each employee to a county, alowing a
detailed county-by-county analysis of the effects of payroll spending. To calculate the amount of payroll going to
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each county, the Institute calculated an average payroll by employee type and multiplied that by the total number
of employeesin each county by type (guard or other).

Fringe Payments for Employees

While much of the money paid for fringe benefits for employees would not have a direct effect on the economy of
Massachusetts, acertain portion of that fringe is spent on medica care for the employees and their families, an
expenditure that would have an economic impact. After reviewing other, smilar studies, the Institute found that
approximately 35 to 37 percent of fringe benefit payments were usualy spent on employee heath benefits. The
Ingtitute chose the midpoint of 36 percent of fringe payments as an adequate approximation of health expenditure
from fringe benefits, and apportioned that amount equally between the Offices of physicians, dentists, and other
health practitioners (IMPLAN industry 465) and Hospitals (IMPLAN industry 467). The resulting economic
impact of this spending was included in the final totals.

Taxes and Savings

The IMPLAN model does not take taxes and savings into account when the effects of household spending are
caculated. Therefore, the UMass Donahue Ingtitute calculated out the amount of payroll that would be expected
to go towards paying local, state, and federal taxes, as well as money that would be expected to flow into savings
accounts. Asthe actual amount of taxes paid by Otis employees was not available, the Institute used average
Massachusetts tax burden data for 2004 obtained from the Tax Foundation, a non-profit organization that tracks
tax payment data by state. 1n 2004, the average state and local tax burden for Massachusetts' residents was 9.9
percent of income, while the average Federa tax burden was 20.5 percent, for atotal of 30.4 percent of income.
In addition, one percent of spending was subtracted for savings, as data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis
(BEA) for 2004 suggested that this was the average national savings rate for that year. The remaining 68.6
percent of payroll was used in the IMPLAN model as household spending.

However, just as a certain portion of fringe benefits stays in Massachusetts and has an effect on the economy,
state and local taxes also stay in Massachusetts and have their own effect. The Institute took the 9.9 percent of
payroll spent on state and local taxes and calculated the impact of that spending on Massachusetts and the various
counties. To properly apportion the tax payments between education and non-education spending, the Institute
calculated that the state average payment of all state and local expenditures for education in 2004. This value,
19.67 percent of al combined state and local spending, was used to apportion the tax payments between Implan
sectors 503 (State and Local Education) and 504 (State and Local Non-Education). The resulting impacts of this
spending were included in the find totals.

Regional Purchases

In addition to the direct payroll expenditures for on-base operations, the Otis ANG makes both contracts with and
purchases from private companies for avariety of products and services. Contract expenditures for 2004 by Otis
were obtained from the air base staff. The list of contracts identifies the company receiving a contract award, the
name and address of the contract recipient, the amount of the award, and the purpose of the contract by NAICS
code. Only contracts with vendors located in Massachusetts were allocated to industry sectors for purposes of
calculating economic impacts on the state, and each of these contracts was also located by county for the county
impact analysis. Purchases from vendors outside the statewide impact area were excluded from the calculation of
economic impacts™

18 An inherent weskness of a single-region input-output model, such as IMPlan, isthat it cannot capture the feedback effects that result
when purchases from a supplier outside the region leads to additional purchases within the region by that supplier or suppliers. For
example, Otis ANG might purchase computers (office equipment) from Dell Computer in Austin, Texas, which would then purchase
semiconductors from Intel Massachusetts. It is possible to construct a multi-region input-output model to capture feedback effects, but such
amodel requires agreat deal of data collection and is not supported by the IMPlan software.
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The same procedure was followed for purchases made by the base from various retail outlets and companies, but
the various IMPLAN industry sector codes were hand-coded by the Ingtitute prior to analyzing the data as the
purchase information did not contain NAICS codes. As with the contract information, purchases from
organizations outside of Massachusetts were not included in the analysis.

Trade and Freight Margins

When the Otis ANG purchases goods or services, the expenditures cover at least the price of the goods or
services, but it may aso include the cost of shipping, insurance, wholesale margin, retail margin, and brckerage
fees. IMPlan provides sector-specific margins to account for these “exported” expenditures, which are subtracted
from the regional impact.

Assignment to IMPLAN Industry Sectors

The allocation of expenditures among IMPlan’s 528 industry sectors was conducted by the UMass Donahue
Ingtitute. The IMPlan User’s Manual includes a detailed data sectoring scheme that identifies the equivalent
NAICS Codes for each of the model’ s 528 industry sectors. Since the Otis ANG' s procurement data identifies
purchases by NAICS Code, it was possible to model the indirect and induced impacts of the base’ s contracted
purchases with a high degree of detail. Also, due to the level of detail included in the purchasing data, the
Ingtitute was able to derive the industry sector from the information provided for each individua purchasein
M assachusetts.
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Appendix C: Supplemental Data

Massachusetts Military Reservation Tenants

Massachusetts Army Nationa Guard Training Site
Massachusetts Environmental & Readiness Center

V eterans Administration National Cemetery

U.S. Army Environmental Center Impact Area Groundwater Study Program
253rd Combat Communications Group

267th Combat Communications Squadron

U.S. Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod
Exchange/Commissary

Golf Course

MWR

Family Housing

Storage for shipsin Boston

U.S. Air Force 6th Space Warning Squadron PAVE PAWS
Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence/ Installation Restoration Massachusetts Army National
Guard Army Air Fecility #1

Massachusetts Army National Guard Regiona Training Institute
U.S. Department of Agriculture

Environmental Management Commission

Senior Environmenta Corps

Barnstable County Sheriff’s Office / Correctional Facility
Massachusetts Disaster Preparedness Safe Haven Facility
U.S. Air Force Auxiliary (Civil Air Patrol)

Massachusetts Maritime Academy (classrooms)

Federal Aviation Administration, North Atlantic Region
Bourne School System

Coast Guard Communications Station, Boston

Coast Guard Electronic Systems Support Detachment

Coast Guard Marine Safety Field Office

Coast Guard Northern Regional Fisheries Training Center
Coast Guard LANT Area Armory

Coast Guard Port Security Unit

Motorcycle & canine training areas for state and local police
Northeast Regional Fisheries Training Center (Coast Guard)
Upper Cape Trash Transfer Station / Bay Colony Railroad
U.S. Geologica Survey

Volpe Test Center

Buzzards Bay Project

FAA Cape Approach

UMass Donahue Institute
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M assachusetts Military Reservation Services Provided by Otis Air National Guard

Environmental Support

Joint Land Use Study

AICUZ Study

Tenant Recycling

Public Water Supply Monitoring

Natural and Cultural Resource Mgt
Clean Water Act & Safe Drinking Water Act Compliance Permitting
Waste Water Treatment Plant Analytical Monitoring

Grassdand Restoration

Emergency Services Owner Operator

911 Call Center

Aircraft Fire Fighting
Structural Fire Fighting
Explosive Ordnance Disposal
Confined Space Rescue
Space Shuttle Support
Loca/Regional Mutual Aid
Alarm System Owner

Fire Suppression Systems
HazMat Spill Response
Emergency Standby Ops

Extensive Wildland Fire Management

Emergency Medical Services
Technical Rescue

Water Rescue

Joint Readiness Training

Utility Owner Operator

High Voltage Electrical

Waste Water Management
Public Water Supplier

Storm water Management
Communications Infrastructure

Airfield Owner Operator

Air Traffic Control
Re-Fueling Services
Airfield Management
Airfield Repair/Maintenance
Snow Removal

Training

Emergency Divert

Weather Services

UMass Donahue Institute
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Key Informant I nterviews
The following individuals provided information and assistance for the project:

Barnstable County Sheriff’s Office
Dave Ned

Cape Cod Canal Chamber of Commerce
Marie Oliva, Executive Director

Commonwealth of M assachusetts, Dept. of Telecommunications & Energy
Tim Shevlin, Executive Director

M assachusetts Air National Guard, 102" Fighter Wing
Randy B. Bonneau, TSgt, 102FW/FMB, 4251

Alan A. Collette, Civ, 102FW/FMB, 4229

Greg A. Nancarrow, Civ, 102CES/CERF, 4232

Kenneth S. Nunley, 1Lt, 102FW/FM, 4230

Sean D. Reilly, M3, 102FW/FM, 4228

Christopher Segura, Civ, 102CES/CERR, 4962

William L. Stirling, Civ, 102CES/DEA, 4960

M assachusetts Army National Guard
Lt. Col. Thomas Devine, Comptroller

M assachusetts Fishermen’s Partner ship
Ron Borjeson, Board Member

M assachusetts L obsterman’s Association
Bill Adler, Executive Director

Nantucket Cottage Hospital
Chuck Gifford, Community Relations and Development

NSTAR Electric
Pam Pandolfi, Account Executive

Town of Bourne, M assachusetts

Brent Goins, Head of Waste Transfer
Thomas Guerino, Town Administrator
Edmond Lefleur, Superintendent of Schools

Town of Sandwich, M assachusetts
George H. "Bud" Dunham, Town Administrator
Greg Fayne, Harbormaster

US Coast Guard Air Station Cape Cod
Vincent Bowman, Assistant Comptroller
Captain David Brimblecon, Base Commander
Tom Maine, Commanding Officer
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