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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Weston & Sampson was retained by the Board of Directors (Board) of the Upper Cape Regional
Transfer Station (UCRTS) to evaluate potential re-use options for the site since the facility has
been taken out of service at the end of 2014.

Our findings from this study:

• Short term C&D (or residuals) transfer with some processing appears to be the best
public or private sector use.

• The site may have long-term value to member towns as a transfer facility, for which it
was developed and constructed, and should be maintained.

• In addition to a C&D transfer facility, opportunities exist for potential coexistence with the
transfer operations. Potential feasible options include continued use for CDL testing,
salt storage, and renewable energy.

Bourne ISWM appears to be best fit to lead this effort for a C&D transfer facility. This appears
to be a logical choice as a member town and also given the ISWM facility proximity to the
UCRTS.

It is our understanding that Bourne has explored the use of the UCRTS facility as a C&D
transfer facility. It is also our understanding that they have had discussions with rail companies
and out of state disposal facilities. At this time, there is no final conclusion to their exploration
effort. If Bourne cannot lead the effort of a short term C&D transfer facility, an RFP approach
should be used to identify private industry potential lessees of the facility. The RFP will help
member towns identify actual market conditions and potential revenue streams.

The Intermunicipal Agreement (IMA) includes a final termination clause should the parties
decide not to pursue renewal of the agreement (IMA). Should the Board decide to pursue this
path, we would recommend that legal counsel review the IMA and the termination clause so that
all parties can be clearly informed of the process.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Weston & Sampson was retained by the Board of Directors (Board) of the Upper Cape Regional
Transfer Station (UCRTS) to evaluate potential re-use options for the site. The UCRTS is
located on the Otis Air National Guard (ANG) Base (Base) in Sandwich Massachusetts.

The UCRTS Board was formed through an intermunicipal agreement between the Member
Towns. Member Towns of the UCRTS are:

1. Town of Bourne
2. Town of Falmouth
3. Town of Mashpee
4. Town of Sandwich

The UCRTS operates under a consent agreement with the Department of the Air Force (Air
Force) to “construct, use, maintain, control, operate, and repair” the UCRTS located at the ANG
Base. The land is owned by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts who leases the land to the
Air Force. It is through these agreements that govern operation of the UCRTS.

The UCRTS is located on an approximate 18.9 acre parcel of land on Otis. The parcel is
outside of the restricted area and access is open to users of the facility via Kitridge Road, off of
Sandwich Road and Route 151. The site includes a transfer station tipping building with tipping
floor and office space, a rail spur, a truck scale, and utilities.

The site is located in a Sole Source Aquifer as shown in Figure 2. Undeveloped portions of the
parcel are within the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP) Priority
Habitats of Rare Species, and the area surrounding it is located in the NHESP Estimated
Habitats of Rare Wildlife.

The UCRTS was constructed around 1989 to transfer municipal solid waste (MSW) from the
upper cape region, via rail, to the SEMASS waste to energy plant in Rochester, Massachusetts.
The facility was operated through December 2014 when existing disposal contracts with
SEMASS expired. Member towns negotiated disposal contracts independently with disposal
facilities, sending MSW to multiple locations and making operation of the transfer station no
longer economically feasible due to low throughput volume. The UCRTS closed its operations
January 1, 2015 and remains closed as of the date of this report.

This document summarizes the information reviewed and the process completed as our effort to
identify potential future use of the UCRTS. Throughout this project, Weston & Sampson has
met with the Board of Directors at regularly scheduled public meetings to present our findings
and discuss the status of the project.
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2.0 DATA COLLECTION AND REVIEW

Weston & Sampson reviewed a number of existing documents that were provided to us under
this Project. A partial list of these documents is included below:

1. Cape Rail Correspondence to Catherine Laurent; March 11, 2015
2. Intermunicipal Agreement (IMA) (not signed); 2015
3. Joint Base Cape Cod 2015 Joint Land Use Study Update and Community – Military;

October 30, 2013
4. Massachusetts Military Reservation 2011 Ownership and Occupancy; December 13,

2011
5. Cape Cod Commission Evaluation of Future Disposal Alternatives for Municipal Solid

Waste, April 2010.
6. Intermunicipal Agreement (not signed); May 16, 2008
7. Massachusetts Coastal Railroad Rail Transportation Contract; December 12, 2007
8. Consent to Cross U.S. Government Leased Area; September 5, 2007
9. Transfer Station Metes and Bounds Description; December 1, 2006
10. MMR Occupancy Map (no date)
11. Draft JLUS Study Area Showing MMR Current Land Use Map, Cape Cod

Commission (no date)
12. Permit by Rule, MassDEP; February 14, 1994
13. Construction of Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station, As-built Revisions; October

31, 1989
14. Site Construction Letter of Certification, MassDEP; August 11, 1989
15. Sandwich Board of Health Site Assignment, February 9, 1988
16. Meeting Minutes May 2014 - October 2015

In addition to review of the documents, we also met with and had conference calls with the
following individuals to discuss potential future uses of the property, and identify potential
limitations to future use of the property (i.e. zoning, future use of surrounding properties, market
demand, etc…):

1. Catherine Laurent, Town of Mashpee
2. Raymond Jack, Town of Falmouth
3. Paul Tilton, Town of Sandwich
4. Philip Goddard and Daniel Barrett, Town of Bourne
5. Col. Virginia Doonan, Christopher Segura, and Col. James Lafavor, ANG
6. Patty Daley, Cape Cod Commission
7. Christopher Podgurski, Massachusetts Coastal Railroad
8. Carter Hunt, MassDevelopment
9. Cape Cod Commercial Fishermen's Alliance
10. Bruce Stanas, Republic Industries
11. James Nocella, Waste Management
12. Michael Camara, ABC Disposal
13. Carl Cavossa, Cavossa Disposal
14. Rose Forbes, Joint Base Cape Cod Air Force Civil Engineer Center
15. Mark Dakers and Daniel Connick, Massachusetts Department of Environmental

Protection.
16. Bob Rowland, MassDOT / RMV Division
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17. John Pearson, Iowa Pacific/Mass Coastal

Our review of existing permits and leases identified the following noteworthy conditions:

– IMA (2015) – Agreement among the Towns of the UCRTS for the maintenance
and operation of a regional municipal services facility.

• Draft document had expiration date of June 30, 2018.
• Allows participating members to withdraw.
• Includes a final termination clause should the parties decide not to pursue

renewal of the agreement (IMA). The termination clause was not
immediately clear to use and we would recommend that legal counsel
review the IMA and the termination clause so that all parties can be
advised clearly of the process should the Board decide to pursue this
option.

– Consent No. 07-10 (2007) – Allows Towns of the UCRTS to construct, use,
maintain, control, operate and repair a waste and refuse transfer station.

• Operation of the facility shall not conflict with the rights of the Government
nor interfere with the operations by the Government.

• This consent may be terminated for nonuse for a period of two years.
• There is no agreement between the UCRTS and the Commonwealth for

use of the land.

– MassCoastal Contract – Agreement between MassCoastal and UCRTS for rail
haul to SEMASS.

• MassCoastal assumes all track and ROS maintenance on Otis Rail Spur
between North Falmouth switch and the UCRTS end of track bumping
post.

• Expired upon the expiration of the UCRTS contracts with SEMASS.

– Site Assignment (1988) – Designates the land as suitable for the use of solid
waste operations.

• Granted by the Town of Sandwich Board of Health.

– ATO (1989, 1994) – Permits the operations of a Municipal Solid Waste transfer
station.

• Approved for Municipal Solid Waste operations.
• Permit by Rule approval in 1994.

From our review of documents and based on our discussions with key personnel, the following
potential additional concerns were identified with respect to alternative uses:

• Security - ANG has stated that they will look for compatible uses with the base. This
appears to be consistent with Consent No. 07-10. Non compatible uses may include fuel
storage and hazardous material storage.

• Land Ownership Status – The land is owned by the Commonwealth who leases it to the
ANG. The ANG allows the Upper Cape Town’s to operate the transfer station under a
Consent Agreement (Consent No. 07-10). The ANG has filed the necessary paperwork
with the Department of Defense to divest themselves from the property, along with other
surrounding properties. The date of divestment is uncertain at this time. Once
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complete, the divested land may be under the management of MassDevelopment.
Uncertainty of future ownership status may create an unfavorable situation for private
investors. A Figure showing the areas to be released is presented below and indicates
the location of the UCRTS.

• The Army National Guard has filed a request for land that the ANG is looking to divest,
including the parcel which contains the UCRTS.

• MassDEP has stated that they will look into the viability of the existing Site Assignment
under permitting review if a different operation is proposed.

• The east end of the transfer station property is partially located in former grenade courts.
A Site Inspection was completed at the Grenade Courts in the fall of 2015; no grenade-
related materials were found. A report is due this spring which will indicate whether the
Grenade Courts will need to move forward into a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) based on soil sampling results. The limits of the former grenade courts
and where it overlaps the transfer station parcel can be seen in the figure below.
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3.0 SITE INSPECTION

We completed an inspection of the site to assess the feasibility of reuse and valuation of
equipment. Since the land where the UCRTS resides is not owned by the member towns, it is
considered to have no value to the findings of this study. The inspection was completed with
the understanding that either; 1) the site
would continue to be used as a waste transfer
operation; 2) the site would be a change in
use (use to be determined); or 3) the site
would be a combination of multiple uses.

The transfer station, scale, and access roads
occupy nearly 4 acres on the site. The
remaining area consists of approximately 3
acres of open paved area being used for
commercial driver’s license (CDL) testing and
approximately 11.9 acres of wooded area.
Unfortunately this wooded area is generally
long and narrow, or broken up by the transfer
station access road, limiting options to
secondary development (shared use) on the
site.

Existing utilities servicing the transfer station
include:

• An 8-inch water main;
• A sewer line that ties into a septic system located on the site;
• Underground telephone and fire communication lines;
• Underground 120/208 volt, 3-phase electric service with a 225 amp panel; and
• Backup generator service.

Based on our review of the existing site, the
building and site is suitable for continued
waste handling operations but the building
is dated. Some miscellaneous building
envelope repairs are warranted and some
equipment is past its useful life and,
although currently working, replacement
may be necessary in the near future if
operations are to continue.

Transfer station ancillary equipment reviewed as part of this study is summarized below. It is our
understanding that this equipment was operational at the time of the transfer station closure and
offers value to the continued operation of the facility.

Truck Scale – The truck scale is estimated to be approximately 25 years old and past its
useful life. The load cells of the scale are obsolete. The resale value of the scale is
estimated to be $0 by Fairbanks Scale. It is our understanding that the scale was
working at the time of the transfer station closure and offers value to the continued
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operation of the facility; however replacement may be necessary in the near future if
operations are to continue.

Generator – The generator is estimated to be approximately 27 years old (1988),
contains a Chevy 350V8 engine. The resale value of the generator is estimated to be
$0, although could offer some value as scrap metal. It is our understanding that the
generator was working at the time of the transfer station closure and offers value to the
continued operation of the facility.

Lidding Crane – The crane in good shape, however is a unique application and is likely
worth $0 on resale. Spare parts in storage at the facility may be worth up to $5,000.
The resale value and assessment of the equipment was provided by Deshazo Crane. It
is our understanding that the crane was working at the time of the transfer station
closure and offers value to the continued operation of the facility.

Front End Loader – The front end loader is a 2002 Volvo L120. The original purchase
price of the loader was $170,530. The estimated current value is $25,000.

We have also been informed by Massachusetts Coastal Rail that approximately 3 miles of rail
outside of the UCRTS are in need of a tie replacement job with joint bolt replacement. There is a
MassDOT “project” on “hold” pending findings of this study and who in fact will “own” the right of
way and track pending the divestment of the property by ANG.

While the building is unique to solid waste handling operations and top loading rail cars, no
alternative uses for the building were identified during this study (refer to Section 4.0). A
change in use, a change in occupancy, or building improvements may trigger building upgrades
necessary to meet the Massachusetts State Building Code requirements. Potential building
upgrades resulting from these triggers include:

• New electric panels
• Energy efficiency compliance
• Structural updates
• Other changes (i.e. egress, HVAC, lighting, etc.)

In summary, the building and the site appears suitable for continued waste transfer operations.
Capital improvements may be necessary in the near future for continued operation as a waste
transfer station. Building improvements, change in use, or change in occupancy may trigger
building upgrades to comply with the Massachusetts Building Code.

O:\Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station\Re-Use Study\Report\Report - 2016-01-07.docx
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4.0 WASTE PROCESSING, TRANSPORT AND DISPOSAL NEEDS

We reviewed solid waste processing, transportation, and disposal needs for the region.
Facilities significant to regional waste handling needs are shown in Appendix E. For the
purposes of this study, we reviewed municipal and commercial solid waste, recycling, organic
waste, and construction and demolition debris.

4.1 Municipal Solid Waste and Commercial Solid Waste

Cape Cod municipal solid waste (MSW) is
under contract until approximately 2025, as
towns have contracted for disposal needs
after expiration of agreements with
SEMASS. There is approximately 67,000
tons of municipal solid waste generated on
the Cape Cod annually. Tonnages and
disposal locations are shown in the graphic
below. While it is difficult to ascertain the
volume of waste collected on Cape Cod
from commercial accounts, data obtained
from the UCRTS suggests commercial
waste may be as much as 30% to 40% of
the total waste stream, yielding potentially
an additional 20,000 tons to 27,000 tons annually. Yarmouth operates a similar transfer station
as the UCRTS and transports waste via rail to SEMASS. It is logical that the Yarmouth facility
captures most of the solid waste from the outer cape towns destined for SEMASS. It is
therefore reasonable to assume that not all of the commercial solid waste on Cape Cod would
be transported to the UCRTS should it remain open to such operations. By comparison, the
UCRTS has averaged 11,500 TPY of commercial waste during calendar years 2012 to 2014
and this appears to be a more reasonable volume for the Upper Cape region and the throughput
available currently at the UCRTS. This is approximately half of what was being accepted at the
facility during its operation. Based on the pricing structure for operations, transport and disposal
costs, it is not economically feasible to operate and rail haul solid waste at these volumes.

Despite the current market, it is our opinion that the site may have long-term value to member
towns as a transfer facility and should be maintained. Member Towns concurred with this
assessment during our interviews with them.

4.2 Recycling

Similar to MSW, recyclables appear to be adequately handled on Cape Cod. New Bedford
Waste Services (NBWS) is constructing a new single stream recycling processing facility in
Rochester, approximately 25 miles from the UCRTS. A processing location accepts recyclables
and processes them (separate, and bale or stockpile) for re-sale in the market. Capital
investment for this type of facility is generally high. As seen in the graphic above, NBWS
controls approximately 40% of the municipal solid waste market on Cape Cod. The new facility
is permitted to receive 1,500 tons per day (approximately 450,000 tons per year) of material
(MSW, recycling, and C&D).



Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station January 14, 2016
Feasibility Study

www.westonandsampson.com

4-2

4.3 Organics Waste

The MassDEP mandated recycling of commercial organic waste implemented in 2014 has
created a new market for the handling and processing of organic waste. Commercial organics
most commonly are either composted or digested (at an anaerobic digester facility). In the
region, a number of facilities are being pursued or are constructed as shown in Appendix E.
The Town of Bourne is currently under contract with a private company to site an anaerobic
digestion (AD) facility on their landfill property. Additionally, the Town of Plymouth has issued
an RFP for similar arrangement at their waste water treatment facility. The proximity of nearby
facilities (existing and proposed as seen in Appendix E), and based on the high capital
investment coupled with uncertainty of property ownership, is expected to make the feasibility of
an AD facility unlikely.

The private compost industry has expressed interest in using the site for compost operations.
The capital costs for a compost operation is significantly less than an AD facility, making the
feasibility of such a project more likely. Concurrently, Cape Cod towns have expressed a need
for a more cost effective means to handling waste water treatment residuals and wastewater
treatment plant sludge. The use of this material (sludge and residuals) in a compost operation
increases the capital investment and is expected to require a long term contract to make the
necessary investment.

The use of the site for composting organic waste, waste water treatment residuals, and
wastewater treatment plant sludge appears to be a viable option for future consideration as
more waste water treatment plants go on-line in the region and as recycling organic waste
increases. This use may be able to operate concurrently with waste transfer operations,
although may displace the existing CDL testing area depending on the size of the compost
operations. It is anticipated that operation of an organic waste handling facility would be
accomplished through a public/private partnership.

4.4 Construction and Demolition Debris or Residuals

There appears to be a need for a Construction and Demolition (C&D) materials (or residuals)
transfer facility. Multiple private industry sources have confirmed an interest in operating the
UCRTS as a C&D or residual transfer facility. MassDEP has expressed that permitting will
require some processing. A full processing facility is likely not feasible due to the large capital
cost and the uncertainty with future ownership status.

O:\Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station\Re-Use Study\Report\Report - 2016-01-07.docx
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5.0 POTENTIAL USES

Building upon our findings presented above, we evaluated potential uses of the site. We also
considered alternative uses outside of solid waste operations. To assist with evaluating potential
uses, Weston & Sampson retained RKG Associates, Inc. (RKG) to evaluate market conditions
as they relate to potential “nonwaste” uses or more traditional industrial uses.

5.1 Solid Waste Operations

From our research with the market place and talking with industry leaders, our takeaways on
solid waste market demand for the region is summarized as follows:

1. MSW – With municipal contracts tied up until approximately 2025, discussions with
industry representatives indicated that there is not any interest from the private
sector in leasing or operating the UCRTS as a waste transfer station facility. This
appears consistent with our current understanding of the solid waste market as
described in Section 4.0, above.

2. Recycling – Discussions with municipalities and private industry showed minimal
interest from the municipal sector and no interest from the private sector in the need
for either a recycling transfer or recycling process facility. This appears consistent
with our current understanding of the solid waste (and thus recycling) market as
described in Section 4.0, above.

3. Organic Waste – There was some private sector interest expressed for operations of
an organics compost facility, and some municipal interest expressed in a need for
handling WWTP residuals and sludge. The level of complexity (i.e. AD facility or
acceptance of WWTP sludge) increases capital cost and increases the terms of a
lease agreement. Interest may increase in the future as more waste water treatment
plants go on-line in the region and as recycling organic waste increases.

4. C&D (or residuals) – Multiple private industry sources have confirmed an interest in
operating the UCRTS as a C&D transfer facility. A full processing facility is likely not
feasible due to the large capital cost and the uncertainty with future ownership
status.

5.2 Other Market Uses

RKG’s evaluation considered potential uses, as allowed by current zoning, is based on supply
and demand indicators as well as site and locational characteristics that can influence value
such as socio-economic characteristics and real estate market conditions. Key characteristics of
the site, its location and adjacent neighborhood were evaluated, and listing and sales data were
also collected and reviewed. Based on these indicators and conditions, and based on local
resources, the following potential uses for the site:

1. Bulk storage center – Discussions with Massachusetts Coastal Rail suggests that
there is a need for an inter-transit bulk storage center; however, RKG is not
convinced that there is a need for an inter-transit storage site and questions if it is
feasible.

2. Waste transfer facility – This is consistent with Section 5.1 above.
3. Photovoltaic Solar Array
4. Transportation, Storage and/or Waste Related Entities – Interest expressed from a

broker; however, specific industry details were not available. This will be evaluated
consistent with an inter-transit bulk storage center identified above.
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5. Commuter Rail Station, Multi-Modal Facility and Parking – While this may benefit the
region, it is outside of the scope of this study and it is unclear how this will directly
benefit the UCRTS towns and therefore is not considered further in this study.

6. Salt Storage Facility – In addition to RKG’s findings, there has also been expressed
interest from private entities on the use of the site as salt storage to supply the Cape
Cod region. The Town of Sandwich Zoning Map (May 2013), attached, indicates that
the Water Resources Overlay District is near to the property limits. This district
prohibits the storage of salt (Sandwich, Article V, Section 5030.). Further
confirmation is recommended to verify that the site is not located within this overlay
district.

RKG’s complete report is attached as Appendix F.

5.3 Evaluation of Potential Uses

With this information, we developed a matrix of potential uses as follows (listed in no particular
order):

1. Solid Waste Transfer Station
2. C&D Transfer Station
3. Single Stream Recycling Transfer Facility
4. Compost Facility, Outdoor
5. Salt Storage
6. Rail Head
7. WWTP/Septic Sludge, Food Waste, Organics Transfer Facility
8. C&D Processing Facility
9. Single Stream Recycling MRF
10. Composting, WWTP/Septic Sludge, Food Waste, Organics
11. Anaerobic Digestion Facility
12. Food Waste Preparation Facility
13. Renewable Energy Facility

The purpose of the matrix is to assist in assessing the highest and best use of the property. In
creating the matrix, we weighted criteria by order of importance. The criteria and associated
weights used are listed below:

• Anticipated Market Demand; 10

• Capital Improvements; 5

• Compatible with Base Use; 2

• Compatible with Possible Future Surrounding Development; 2

• Compatible with Current Permits and Consent to Lease; 2

The score of each criteria was then multiplied by the weight identified above, and the sum of the
weighted score was tallied to provide the total score for each use. An example of this method is
shown in the graphic below.

+ Higher

- Lower
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We completed this exercise for anticipated current and future market demands. The results of
the current and future matrixes are summarized in the tables below.
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We also recognized future demands as shown in the summary table below:

Rank Description Total Score

1 C&D Transfer Station 91

2 Renewable Energy Facility, Potential for Compatible Use 79

3 Salt Storage, Potential for Compatible Use 73

4 Compost Facility, Outdoor 71

5 Single Stream Recycling Transfer Facility 69

6 Rail Head 69

7 Solid Waste Transfer Station 65

8 WWTP/Septic Sludge, Food Waste, Organics Transfer Facility 59

9 Composting, WWTP/Septic Sludge, Food Waste, Organics 59

10 C&D Processing Facility 55

11 Food Waste Preparation Facility 49

12 Single Stream Recycling MRF 45

13 Anaerobic Digestion Facility 39

Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station

Summary of Matrix and Ranking of Potential Uses, Anticipated Current Demand
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The complete matrix is attached as Appendix G.

Based on our review of potential uses and based on our discussions with local representatives
including member towns and private industry sources, the evaluation of potential uses has
identified the following:

• C&D transfer appears currently to be the best public or private use based on our review.
– There appears to be a smaller, viable market for composting of organic

waste, septic, and sewer sludge.
• Renewable energy production is likely a viable opportunity, particularly with a 3rd party

as it creates better economic opportunities. Wind turbines are not be a viable option
based on proximity to runways. It is our understanding that this area has seen
limitations with large scale interconnection to grid and may require costly upgrades.
Renewable energy can be pursued in conjunction with existing transfer station
operations (either as a C&D or MSW transfer facility)

Based on this assessment, it does not appear that continued use as an MSW transfer station is
a viable option at this time; however Weston & Sampson believes that the facility may have long
term value as a municipal solid waste facility as disposal contracts expire around 2025.

Considering our findings and considering existing intermunicipal arrangements, Bourne ISWM
appears to be best fit to lead this effort for C&D facility. It is our understanding that Bourne is
continuing to explore the use of the facility as a C&D transfer facility. It is also our
understanding that they have had discussions with rail companies and out of state disposal

Rank Description Total Score

1 C&D Transfer Station 91

2 Solid Waste Transfer Station 85

3 Renewable Energy Facility, Potential for Compatible Use 79

4 Salt Storage, Potential for Compatible Use 73

5 Compost Facility, Outdoor 71

6 Single Stream Recycling Transfer Facility 69

7 Rail Head 69

8 WWTP/Septic Sludge, Food Waste, Organics Transfer Facility 69

9 Composting, WWTP/Septic Sludge, Food Waste, Organics 69

10 Food Waste Preparation Facility 59

11 C&D Processing Facility 55

12 Single Stream Recycling MRF 45

13 Anaerobic Digestion Facility 39

Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station

Summary of Matrix and Ranking of Potential Uses, Anticipated Future Demand
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facilities. At this time, there is no final conclusion to their exploration effort. If Bourne cannot
take the lead on a C&D transfer facility, an RFP approach should be used to identify private
industry potential lessees of the facility. The RFP will help member towns identify actual market
conditions and potential revenue streams.

In addition to C&D transfer facility, opportunities exist for potential coexistence with the transfer
operations. For instance, the facility is currently used for CDL licenses testing. No financial
payment is received for this use. At this time, CDL testing is expected to remain. There has
also been discussion to use a portion of the site for salt storage. Salt storage would be used to
supply Cape Cod towns with salt at a reduced rate. Additional coexistent uses will require
permission through the ANG and will be required to be compatible with Base use as described
in Section 2.0.

These findings were presented at a public meeting to the Board of Directors on October 7,
2015. A copy of that presentation is attached as Appendix H.

O:\Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station\Re-Use Study\Report\Report - 2016-01-07.docx
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6.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Our study included a review of existing information and interviews with interested parties,
including member towns, private industry, and government agencies. Through these efforts we
were able to familiarize ourselves with the existing site, the regional waste needs, and market
place. With our findings, we created a matrix system used to rate potential site uses.

In summary, this study identified:

• Uncertainty in land ownership status is expected to result in complications with any
significant private funding of capital improvements. This is expected to limit potential
reuse options.

• The ANG has stated that they will look for compatible uses with the base. Non
compatible uses may include fuel storage and hazardous material storage.

• Portions of the land that the ANG is in the process of divesting from, the Army National
Guard has requested to control (the lease). The feasibility of land control by the Army
National Guard and the timelines for transfer are uncertain.

• MassDEP has stated that they will look into the viability of the existing Site Assignment
under permitting review if a different operation is proposed.

• The building appears suitable for continued waste transfer operations. Capital
improvements would be necessary in the near future for continued operation as a waste
transfer station.

• Building improvements, change in use, or change in occupancy may trigger building
upgrades to comply with the Massachusetts Building Code.

• The site may have long-term value to member towns as a transfer facility, for which it
was developed and constructed, and should be maintained.

• Short term C&D (or residuals) transfer with some processing may currently be the best
public or private use based on our review.

– There appears to be a smaller, viable market for composting of organic
waste, septic, and sewer sludge.

• Bourne ISWM appears to be best fit to lead this effort for C&D transfer facility. It is our
understanding that Bourne is continuing to explore the use of the facility as a C&D
transfer facility. It is also our understanding that they have had discussions with rail
companies and out of state disposal facilities. At this time, there is no final conclusion to
their exploration effort.

• If Bourne cannot take the lead on a C&D transfer facility, an RFP approach should be
used to identify private industry potential lessees of the facility. The RFP will help
member towns identify actual market conditions and potential revenue streams.

• In addition to a C&D transfer facility, opportunities exist for potential coexistence with the
transfer operations. Potential feasible options include continued use of CDL testing, salt
storage, and renewable energy.

• The IMA includes a final termination clause should the parties decide not to pursue
renewal of the agreement (IMA). Should the Board decide to pursue this path, we would
recommend that legal counsel review the IMA and the termination clause so that all
parties can be clearly informed of the process.

O:\Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station\Re-Use Study\Report\Report - 2016-01-07.docx
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Regional Waste Summary Information
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Food Waste

Town Collection Method Disposal Location

Tonnage 

(CY2014) Est. Tonnage

Tonnage 

(CY2014)

Single 

Stream

Barnstable Residential Drop-off NBWS / ABC Disposal 9,245 457 2521 Yes

Bourne Curbside (Town Operated) Bourne ISWM 5,527 226 1818 Yes

Brewster Residential Drop-off Covanta SEMASS 1,311 356 737 No

Chatham Residential Drop-off Covanta SEMASS 5,236 820 849 No

Dennis Residential Drop-off NBWS / ABC Disposal 3,746 291 1354 No

Eastham Residential Drop-off Covanta SEMASS 3,021 233 687 No

Falmouth Curbside (Allied Waste) Bourne ISWM 11,589 1,446 2679 Yes

Harwich Residential Drop-off NBWS / ABC Disposal 4,472 702 941 No

Mashpee Residential Drop-off NBWS / ABC Disposal 3,563 993 836 Yes

Orleans Residential Drop-off NBWS / ABC Disposal 2,155 889 572 No

Provincetown Curbside (Town Operated) NBWS / ABC Disposal 2,520 1,099 1591 Yes

Sandwich Residential Drop-off Covanta SEMASS 3,129 1,463 1563 No

Truro Residential Drop-off Covanta SEMASS 2,000 53 560 No

Wellfleet Residential Drop-off NBWS / ABC Disposal 1,309 164 No

Yarmouth Residential Drop-off Covanta SEMASS 8,370 339 1418 No

Total: 67,194 9,531 18,126    

Note: Table based on information published by MassDEP and received from Cape Cod Commission.

MSW Recycling

2014 Cape Cod Solid Waste Summary Table
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
RKG Associate, Inc. was retained by Weston and Sampson to identify reuse options for the 
improvements in place at the Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station (UCRTS) on an 18.87-
acre parcel in Sandwich, Massachusetts on the southern portion of the Massachusetts Military 
Reservation, commonly known as Joint Base Cape Cod (JBCC).  The UCRTS facility 
(improvements, only) is jointly owned by the Towns of Bourne, Falmouth, Mashpee and 
Sandwich1, and had been operational as a multi-town municipal waste transfer facility under 
an inter-municipal agreement beginning in 1987.   
 
The UCRTS initiated with a long-term contract for solid waste disposal with SEMASS, an 
energy from waste disposal site in Rochester, Massachusetts that started in 1988; in 
conjunction with a transportation contract with Massachusetts Coastal Railroad  These 
contracts after a few extensions expired at the end of 2014, and the individual towns of the 
UCRTS negotiated new, but separate, 10-year agreements for municipal solid waste disposal, 
and no longer had any need for the UCRTS, and subsequently closed the facility in January, 
2015.  The Towns also extended the inter-municipal agreement for three years (June 2018).   
 
The “fee interest”2 in the 18.87 acre site is owned by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
a “leasehold interest” was granted to the United States Department of Air Force, which in turn 
provided a “consent agreement” to allow for the development of the UCRTS.  Another 
condition of the consent agreement includes the removal of all improvements within two years 
of nonuse of the facility, and restore the site to a condition satisfactory to the Air Force.  The 
Air Force, however, is in the process of “excessing” the UCRTS parcel.  It is unknown if other 
areas at JBCC are also being excessed by the Air Force, or their reuse planning initiatives. 
 
RKG’s role in this project was to evaluate market conditions as it relates to potential “non-
waste” uses or more traditional industrial uses, as allowed by current zoning, based on supply 
and demand indicators, as well as other site and locational characteristics that can influence 
value.   To this end, RKG evaluated socio-economic characteristics of the Upper Cape region, 
as well as real estate market conditions.  Key characteristics of the site, its location and adjacent 
neighborhood were evaluated, and listing and sales data were also collected and reviewed. 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide Weston and Sampson and the UCRTS Board of 
Managers with the results of the market study analysis, and a strategy for potential reuse of the 
site and/or improvements.  In turn, a preliminary range in value is presented for the “fee 
interest” in the site, as well as a value range for the improvements, drawn from sales data.  The 
following highlights key findings, and more details are contained in the report that follows.   

                                                 
1 Collectively referred to as the Upper Cape region. 
2 The absolute, legal possession and ownership of land, property, or rights, including mineral rights.  A fee interest can be sold 
(in its entirety or in part) or passed on to heirs or successors. 
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1. Locational, Site and Improvement Characteristics 

UCRTS is centrally located in the Upper Cape region in a remote area of JBCC, with no direct 
access to the major highway network, but rather through a series of side streets and roads.  The 
site is about 5 miles from Falmouth village and 7 or so miles from the Bourne Bridge, and 
almost 4 miles from Mashpee Commons.  Many of the adjacent uses are military and land 
conservation with some residential nearby.  In essence the location is relatively poor for any 
high value industrial/commercial uses, and lacks the capability for a user to cluster with any 
similar users, as is the case with business parks.  It is, however, a somewhat hidden, if not 
ideal, location for low-value industrial uses, such as waste transfer, bulk storage and the like. 
 
Zoning allows only for 
a select number of 
agriculture, industrial, 
and municipal uses, 
including bulk storage/ 
warehousing and 
contractor yard by-
right, and also solar 
arrays and a transfer 
station with a special 
permit.  Typical uses 
found at light-
industrial or business 
parks, such as light 
manufacturing or 
professional office are 
not allowed.   
 
The building improvement for a 19-acre site is relatively minimal in that it has about 7,600 SF 
of useable area.  However, the yard areas are improved with approximately 160,000± SF of 
asphalt or concrete covering.  All utilities are available to the building; however, all 
mechanicals would need to be upgraded for reuse.  The condition of the improvements is fair, 
and they appear to be about 80 percent depreciated.  The reported cost of the improvements 
was $1.4 million in 1989, suggesting that the depreciated book-value would be less than 
$300,000.   
 
Given the specialty design of the building as a truck-to-rail trash transfer facility, reuse for 
other alternatives would be fairly limited to storage and warehouse, although excess land 
would be available for outside storage.  The rail-head at the site, however, represents a unique 
element that is absent at other sites in the Upper Cape communities, although rail utilization 
on Cape Cod for industrial purposes other than trash hauling is reportedly nominal.   

2. Socio-Economic Trends and Projections  

In 2013, population in the Upper Cape region totaled over 85,900 persons which was almost 
the same as in 2010, and the number of households (35,670 units) was slightly lower than in 
2010.  Over the prior decade population and household growth in the Upper Cape region was 

Figure 1 – UCRTS Location
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much slower than the growth experienced during the 1990s.  Housing production increased at 
the same rate during the 1990s and 2000s, but slowed significantly since 2010, although more 
seasonal homes has resulted than new housing.   
 
Total employment in the Upper Cape Region increased from over 20,000 jobs in 1985 to over 
32,500 jobs in 2013 reflecting a 62 percent increase.  Similar to demographic trends, almost 
80 percent of the growth occurred during the 1990s, while only 15 percent occurred prior to 
2007.  Employment in 2013 was about 2 percent higher than in 2007 (31,800) surpassing the 
pre-recession levels. 
 
However, this recovery was only experienced in select sectors including Health Care, 
Administrative Services, and Accommodation and Food Services.  Other sectors, such as 
Construction, Manufacturing, and Wholesale Trade had employment levels in 2013 below 
those in 2001.  These industry sectors occupy industrial-type buildings, suggesting excess 
capacity exists in the market given the loss of jobs.   
 
The Upper Cape region ranked on-par in relation to the region in terms of those businesses that 
occupy industrial buildings, and was strongest in the Manufacturing and Wholesale Trade 
sectors, despite employment declines.  Its weakness was evident in the Transportation and 
Warehouse Sector.   
 
Employment projections to 2022 for the Upper Cape region indicate an increase of 12 percent, 
and most of the gains are projected for those sectors that use office and commercial-type 
buildings.  Employment in the Construction industry is projected to increase as well as some 
other sectors that use industrial-type buildings, and a need for perhaps 100,000 SF of new 
industrial-type building area may result over the next 8 to 10 years.    

3. Real Estate Market Conditions 

The industrial base in each of the communities of the Upper Cape region is relatively small, 
and the average value in 2015 ranged from $360,000 to $685,000 per parcel (land and 
building).  In most cases, these average values were lower than in 2010, suggesting no recovery 
in this sector.  
 
The industrial market is primarily limited to small users seeking building/unit sizes of 1,000 to 
3,000 SF and speculative new development is occurring.  Buildings larger than 5,000 SF are 
more difficult to lease/sell, and in some cases owners of larger buildings consider subdividing 
them into smaller increments.  Demand for larger building is targeted more toward end-users 
provided a right fit can be made.    
 
Comparing the amount of available industrial space (176,100 SF) on the market with the 
potential need (100,000 SF) from industrial-building employment projections suggest an 
ample supply is (or will be) available to meet this forecasted demand.  In other words, the 
current supply of available industrial buildings accounts for about 80 percent more than the 
forecasted building needs by 2022.   
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Sale prices for larger industrial buildings (20,000 or more) ranged from $30 to $40/SF, while 
prices of mid-sized buildings (5,000 to 11,000 SF) were in the $80 to $90/SF range.  Industrial 
condominiums built in the mid-to-late 1980s had an average selling price of $83/SF, while 
those built in the early 2000s, had an average price of $117/SF.   
 
Almost half the industrial building transfers over the last five years, had buildings that 
contributed marginally to the overall sales value, as they were subsequently demolished or 
repurposed after the sale.  Three had lot sizes of five acres or more and two were purchased by 
the Stream-ship Authority to alleviate its parking needs.  Only two transfer had a building(s) 
reused for its same purpose, however, the improvement only accounted for between 8 to 15 
percent of the sales value, as the remaining value was associated with the excess land.  
Effectively, the adjusted improvement value ranged from $30 to $40/SF of building area, and 
the adjusted land value ranged from $53,000 to $90,000 per acre. 
 
Sales of vacant industrial land in Falmouth ranged from $125,000 to $160,000 per acre, 
although the Steamship Authority paid up to $230,000 per acre.  The asking price for small 
lots (less than 2 acres) ranged from $220,000 to $300,000 per acre, while larger parcels (4 to 
6 acres) had asking prices of $100,000 to $170,000 per acre. Sales of larger tracts including 
some with improvements ranged from $45,000 to $90,000 per acre.  Environmental constraints 
such as topography, soils and wetlands influence values.   

4. Reuse Options for UCRTS 

Certain marketability issues affect the reuse of the site and improvements, including: 
 

 Ownership of the leasehold interest; namely what is the status and timing of the Air 
Force excessing the site? 

 The UCRTS according to the consent agreement must be removed when vacated, and 
the premises restored to what condition? And who makes that determination? And will 
that requirement be passed onto the next user? 

 The lack of a long-term leasehold interest would affect the ability of a private-sector 
entity obtaining financing to make improvements  

 Would the municipal or state entities involved assist in fast-tracking any permit 
requirements for a desired user? 

 Who would make a final determination of any potential bid process in selecting a 
desired use(r)? Mass Development or UCRTS?   

 
These issues will be addressed as the project moves forward, and the following table 
summarizes some reuse options to consider.  Reuse of the building and lay-down areas may be 
realized in two options; while only portions of the lay-down area in the others (and not the 
building), such that the improvement would need to be removed and site restored.    
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Table 1 – Reuse Options for the UCRTS 

 

5. Valuation Assessment  

As vacant industrial land, the site would have a value of between $50,000 and $70,000 per acre 
based on sales data.  The high end of the range would be associated with any premium for the 
rail-head given the shortage of such sites in the Upper Cape region.  For the 18.9-acre site, the 
value of the “fee interest” in the vacant land would range from $950,000 to $1.3 million.   
 
With regards to the improvements in place, namely a 7,600 SF high-bay, steel building and 
160,000 SF of lay-down area in relatively fair condition, RKG believes that the value would 
be limited by the eventual reuse.  The improvement value at a few sales indicated a range from 
$30 to $40/SF of building area suggesting a value of perhaps $230,000 to $300,000.  The 
depreciated book-value of the initial investment is perhaps $290,000, closer to the high-end of 
the range.   
 
Reuse of the improvements if practical by a future end-user would simply be for cost-
avoidance, given their substandard conditions and need for modernization and upgrades.  
Realistically, the improvements have a negative value since they are to be removed once 
vacated, and the site returned to prior conditions.  That cost would likely be more than any 
value/income attributed to them.  
 
  

Proposed Use Proponent Improvement Use Rail Use Risk to UCRTS

Bulk Storage Center for 
Commodity Items

Mass 
Coastal 
Rail

Lay-down area 
(portion); not 
building Yes

Remove & restore 
site; Reliquish control

Transfer Station; 
Recycling & C&D

Carl 
Cavossa

Building; Lay-down 
area Option Relinquish control

Photovoltaic Solar Array N/A

Lay-down area 
(portion); not 
building No

Remove & restore 
site; Reliquish control

Tranportation; Bulk 
Storage; Waste Tranfer 
by end-user

Local 
Commer-
cial Broker

Possibly lay-down 
area & building Option Relinquish control

Commuter Rail; Inter-
modal & parking N/A

Possibly lay-down 
area; not building Yes

Remove & restore 
site; Reliquish control
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II. MARKET STUDY AND VALUATION ASSESSMENT 

A. Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station Background 

The Towns of Bourne, Falmouth, Mashpee and Sandwich entered into an inter-municipal 
agreement in June 1987 to jointly construct, operate and maintain a solid waste rail transfer 
station (UCRTS) on a portion of Otis Air Force Base.  However, the UCRTS Board of 
Managers closed the facility in January 2015, after nearly 26 years of operation, since each 
Town found alternative and less costly ways to transfer and dispose of their municipal solid 
waste (MSW), rather than continuing operating the UCRTS.  It was also around this time that 
the prior UCRTS disposal contract with SEMASS in effect since 1985 terminated as well as a 
transportation contract with Mass Coastal Railroad.   

1. Ownership and Consent Agreement 

The “fee interest” in the UCRTS site is owned by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and a 
“leasehold interest” was extended to the United States Department of the Air Force as part of 
the Otis Air National Guard (ANG) Base.  In turn, the Air Force provided a “consent 
agreement” to the Towns of Bourne, Falmouth, Mashpee and Sandwich (grantee) “to construct, 
use, maintain, control, operate and repair a waste and refuse transfer station…referred to as 
a ”structure”, across, over and under approximately 18.87 acres”.   
 
The consent agreement was originally signed in 1987, and was also extended in September 
2007.  The consent agreement does not have any termination date, but “the terms and 
conditions of this consent shall be extended to and be binding upon the successors and assigns 
of the grantee.” 
  
The consent agreement “may be terminated by the Secretary of the Air Force … for nonuse for 
a period of two years, or for abandonment.” Furthermore, “upon relinquishment, termination, 
revocation, forfeiture or annulment of the consent herein granted, the grantee shall vacate the 
premises, remove all property of the grantee therefrom, and restore the premises to a condition 
satisfactory to the officers having immediate jurisdiction…If the grantee shall fail or neglect 
to remove side property and so restore the premises, then at the option of the Secretary of the 
Air Force, the said property shall either become property of the United States without 
compensation, therefore, or the Secretary of Air Force may cause it to be removed and the 
premises to be restored at the expense of the grantee, and no claim for damages against the 
United States…shall be created by or made on account of such removal and restoration”   
 
The Air Force is currently in the process of excessing the portion of Otis ANG Base on which 
the UCRTS improvements are sited.  If no other federal agency makes a claim for the excessed 
portion, then RKG assumes the site reverts to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, which in 
turn would reportedly shift management responsibilities to Mass Development.  This change 
or elimination in the leasehold interest in the UCRTS site may delay potential reuse for the site 
and improvements. It is unknown if other areas of JBCC are also being excessed, and what 
planning measures are in place or being considered to expedite reuse. 
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2. Inter-municipal Agreement 

The original inter-municipal agreement was signed in June 1987 and subsequently amended in 
October 1987, December 1986 and June 2008.  Recently, the Towns amended (or are in the 
process of amending) the agreement in June 2015 as a result of the closure of the UCRTS, and 
the term will expire in June 2018.  The agreement allows the Towns to seek reuse options in 
light of the closure.  The Town of Falmouth was appointed the “Lead Town” to enter into 
contracts, borrow funds, hold title to facility and equipment.   
 
In the event of termination at the end of the term or otherwise, the managers shall “obtain an 
appraisal…of the existing Site improvements, excluding the land but including all structures, 
equipment, supplies, materials associated therewith, and said improvements shall thereupon 
be disposed of …with the approval of the Managers: 
 

 Any member Town, or combination of Towns, shall have the right of first option to 
purchase at the appraised value.   

 If no party exercises its right of first option and the assets have market value, the assets 
(excluding the land) shall be sold by the Managers 

 If said facility shall be deemed to have no market value or if the Managers shall 
determine it constitutes a nuisance or liability, the Managers may demolish and dispose 
of the same.  The cost… shall be borne by the Towns.” 

3. Conclusion 

There are ownership issues that would affect the marketability and financing of any potential 
reuse option by the private sector, since the UCRTS has no fee interest to transfer, and the 
leasehold interest in the land granted to the US Air Force remains in flux.  Also, it is unknown 
whether a potential user would want to deal with a four-town entity to reuse the site and 
improvements.  It is also unclear to what extent the Air Force or Mass Development would 
require the UCRTS Board to “restore” the site, and its associated cost.  

B. Neighborhood, Zoning and Site Description 

This section identifies key aspects of the UCRTS location, its zoning and its improvements. 

1. Location, Access and Neighborhood 

UCRTS is located in a relatively isolated portion of JBCC, in what appears to be a centralized 
location in the Upper Cape region (see Figure 2).  Access to the site is somewhat convoluted, 
traveling over a series of JBCC roads and turns (General Boulevard, Kittridge and Simpkin 
Roads) to get to Witheys Drive, or the uncontrolled entrance to the UCRTS.  It is over a mile 
north of Nathan Ellis Highway (Route 151) via Sandwich Road in Falmouth. (See Figure 2)  
 
Route 151 is a major east/west connector road that parallels the northern boundary of 
Falmouth, linking Route 28 in North Falmouth to Route 28 in Mashpee (near Mashpee 
Commons).  Sandwich Road leads south to Falmouth village and the Woods Hole ferry 
terminal, about 5 miles from UCRTS.  The Bourne Bridge is about 7 miles north on Route 28 
that connect to Interstates 495 and 195 in Wareham; or the Sagamore Bridge another few miles 
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further that connect to Route 3 that heads north towards Boston, or alternatively to Route 6 
that extends east along the northern side of Cape Cod.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The surrounding neighborhood on JBCC is sparsely developed but contains a sewer-treatment 
plant for the base, as well as an experimental septic/sewer research area, and a few small 
buildings.  The west side of Sandwich Road has a nature preserve (Crane Wildlife Management 
Area) while the east side has a number of residential side streets, as well as the Paul Harney 
Golf Club (see Figure 3).  The Otis airfield at JBCC is also nearby.  

UCRTS 

Figure 2 – UCRTS Location in the Upper Cape



Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station, Sandwich, MA January 14, 2016 

RKG Associates, Inc. Page 9 

 
 

Figure 3 – UCRTS Location and Surrounding Neighborhood
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2. Zoning 

UCRTS is located in the Town of Sandwich and within the “Government” zoning district, 
whose purpose is “to provide necessary governmental functions, public recreation on publicly 
owned land” (See Figure 4).  The site (or portion) also appears to be within the “Water 
Resources Overlay District”.  The allowed uses in the Government district are fairly limited to 
agriculture, industrial and institutional uses, as shown in Table 2.  A disposal and recycling 
facility (but not a junk yard) would be allowed subject to a special permit as well as a 
photovoltaic solar array.   
 
Typical light-industrial or business park uses are not allowed in the Government district, 
including research laboratory, professional or medical office, warehouse sales, light 
manufacturing and major commercial or industrial complex.  Recreational or cultural uses also 
not allowed, nor are any commercial retail or service uses.   
 
Table 2 – Town of Sandwich: Allowed Uses in the Government District  

 
 
Other uses such as automotive or boat repair and storage are also not allowed, nor are any 
residential uses.  It should be noted that based on a discussions with the Sandwich Town 
Planner (Blair Haney), a private entity could operate a commercial facility such as a transfer 
station in the Government district, provided the property remains under public ownership.   
 
Table 3 provides the density and dimensional criteria associated with development in the 
Government district. 

Use
Uses allowed 

by right
Uses by spe-
cial permits

Agriculture
Farm x
Farm Stand x

Industrial
Bulk Storage/Warehouse x
Contractor Yard x

Disposal & Recycling Facility x

Heliport x

Research laboratory, Chemical, 
bacteriological lab

x

Solar Photovoltaic Installation, 
Large-scale Ground Mounted

x

Telecommunications Facility, 
Wireless

x

Use of toxic or hazardous 
materials

x

Wastewater Treatment Facility x
Institutional

Municipal Uses x
Religious Uses x
School-Public, Sectarian, 
Denominational, Non-Profit 
Educational Corp x

Source: Town of Sandwich & RKG Associates, Inc.
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Table 3 – Town of Sandwich: Dimensional Requirements- 

 
 
In short, the UCRTS site and 
improvements appear to be 
conforming to zoning, excepting 
perhaps its building height.  From 
a reuse perspective only select 
uses such as bulk storage / 
warehouse, contractor yard, and 
municipal uses are allowed by 
right, while waste transfer and 
photovoltaic solar arrays are 
allowed with a special permit.  
Typical uses found in business 
parks such as light-
manufacturing, research and 
development, professional or 
medical office, or other uses such 
as boat repair and storage are not 
allowed, unless there was a 
zoning change.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Intensity of Use
Minimum lot size 60,000 square feet
Minimum lot frontage 200 feet
Minimun front yard 50 feet
Minimum side & rear yard 45 feet
Maximum lot coverage 25 feet
Maximum building height 25 feet
Maximum shape factor 22 [1]
[1] Perimeter squared/  minimum lot area

Source: Town of Sandwich & RKG Associates, Inc.

Figure 4 – Town of Sandwich Zoning Map 

UCRTS
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3. UCRTS Site and Improvement Characteristics 

The 18.87-acre site is relatively flat, and slopes up to the building at the rear, in order to allow 
rail-cars to pass by at ground level and be loaded from an elevated tipping-floor level within 
the building.  The UCRTS building is a high-bay, steel building constructed in 1989 and 
contains approximately 8,250 square feet of roofed area including 7,600 square feet (SF) of 
useable building area based on the following calculations3:  
 

 Transfer Station -  78.25 feet x 90 feet -  7,040 SF 
 Support space - 20 feet x 30 feet -     600 SF 
 Rail Car Shed - 16 feet x 72 feet -  1,150 SF 
 

The front of the building has three 24-foot (height) overhead, drive-in doors.  There is an 
elevated support area with an office, locker and bath rooms on the southern side of the building, 
accessible from the front.   A small appendage also houses an emergency generator (non-
operable).  The overall floor area ratio (FAR) is less than 1 percent.   
 
All utilities are in place including under-ground feeds to the building for electricity (3-phase), 
telephone and fire alarm; a 2-inch water main; and on-site septic.  The site has an underground 
2000-gallon fuel tank, and an above-ground propane tank was also observed.  A fire hydrant 
was located at the entrance, although its source is unknown (Sandwich; Falmouth; or JBCC).   
 
The site is also improved with access roads, loading and drop-off areas, and a drive-on scale 
(not operational).  There is a large, built-up asphalt area in front of the building (10,000 SF) 
and another 150,000± SF lay-down area in the lower yard.  The site is also improved with two 
major rail-lines; however, these improvements are reportedly owned by the Air-Force.  The 
condition of the rail-lines is reportedly substandard and in need of upgrades, whose funding is 
on hold from MassDOT.  Rail service is also available to other areas on JBCC. 
 
Presently, the building is in fair condition and well worn, given its usage as a transfer station 
for the last 26 or so years.  RKG believes major upgrades to the interior especially the break-
area would be needed, as well as all mechanicals and utilities (doors, door-operators, HVAC, 
the scale, and other items).  The status of the roof is unknown, but given the age it would likely 
be in need of repair or replacement soon.  The tipping floor was repaired in 2000 at a cost of 
nearly $385,000 or approximately $55/SF.  Total construction cost in 1989 was reported at 
$1.46 million or over $207/SF of usable building area, or almost $77,400 per acre.  
 
The building appears to be about 75 to 80 percent depreciated, with perhaps 10 years of 
remaining economic life.  The road and yard coverings also appear well worn.  In effect the 
depreciated value of the improvements would range from $290,000 to $365,000, based on its 
1989 construction cost. 
 
Figure 5, Figure 6 and Figure 7 on the following pages illustrate the site and building 
characteristics and condition. 
  

                                                 
3 The information in this section was taken from as-built plans prepared by SEA Consultants, dated October1989.   
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Figure 5 – UCRTS Site Map and Aerial
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 Figure 6 – UCRTS Site Plan from Town of Sandwich GIS
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Figure 7 – Photographs of the UCRTS Site and Improvements
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4. Conclusion 

UCRTS is centrally located in the Upper Cape in a remote area of JBCC, with no direct access 
to the major highway network on the Cape, but rather through a series of side streets and roads.  
The site is about 5 miles from Falmouth village and 7 or so miles from the Bourne Bridge, and 
almost 4 miles from Mashpee Commons.  Many of the adjacent uses are military and land 
conservation with some residential uses nearby, as well as a golf course.  In essence the location 
is relatively poor for any high value industrial/commercial uses, and lacks the capability for a 
user to cluster with any similar users, as is the case with business parks.   
 
Zoning allows only for a select number of agriculture, industrial, and municipal uses, including 
bulk storage/warehousing and contractor yard by-right, and also solar arrays and a transfer 
station with a special permit.  Typical uses found at light-industrial or business parks, such as 
light manufacturing or professional office are not allowed.   
 
The building improvement for a 19-acre site is relatively minimal in that it has about 7,600 SF 
of useable area.  However, the yard areas are improved with approximately 160,000± SF of 
asphalt or concrete covering.  All utilities are available to the building; however, all 
mechanicals would need to be upgraded for reuse.  The condition of the improvements is fair, 
at best, and they appear to be about 80 percent depreciated.   
 
Given the specialty design of the building as a truck-to-rail trash transfer facility, reuse for 
other alternatives would be fairly limited to storage and warehouse, although excess land 
would be available for outside storage.  The rail-head at the site, however, represents a unique 
element that is absent at most other sites in the Upper Cape communities, although rail 
utilization on Cape Cod for industrial purposes other than trash hauling is reportedly nominal.   

C. Socio-Economic Conditions 

This section identifies select demographic trends in the towns in the Upper Cape region from 
a review of decennial census data, and estimates provided by American Community Survey.  
Economic trends and forecasts are also reviewed, from data obtained from the Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Labor and Workforce Development.   

1. Select Demographic Trends 

The population of the Upper Cape region increased by 28 percent between 1990 and 2013, as 
the number of households increased by 38 percent, as shown in Table 4.  In both cases, the 
percentage increases were much higher than indicated in Barnstable County (15 and 23 
percent, respectively).  However, nearly all the growth occurred during the 1990s in almost all 
areas.   
 
Housing units on the other hand increased by 26 percent in the Upper Cape region between 
1990 and 2013, and by 19 percent in Barnstable County.  However, the growth in housing units 
during the 1990s and 2000s, was more evenly distributed between the two decades, due 
primarily to the increase in seasonal housing especially during the 2000s.  In effect, the growth 
in year-round population and households was relatively modest during the 2000s, as compared 
to the gain in housing, specifically seasonal housing.  Since 2010, the year-round population 
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and households declined in nearly all areas, while some growth in housing resulted.  In 
comparison, continued growth in seasonal housing occurred.   
 
Table 4 – Upper Cape Region and Barnstable County: Select Demographic Trends 

 

2. Business Formation Trends 

Table 5 compares business trends in the Upper Cape region with those in the Cape and Islands 
Workforce Investment Area (WIA) for select periods.  In 2007, the Upper Cape region had 
over 3,020 businesses including 2,900 private firms, which reflected an increase of 13 percent 
since 2001, and increases were indicated collectively in each of the building-type groups.  
Construction, Real Estate, Health Care and Social Services, and Other Services were sectors 
that experienced growth in businesses of 20 percent or more between 2001 and 2007.   
 
However, the number of businesses declined by 4 percent between 2007 and 2013, and some  
sectors had a lower number of businesses in 2013 than in 2001, including Manufacturing; 
Transportation and Warehousing; Finance and Insurance; Real Estate; and Other Services.   
 

ACS Est
1990 2000 2010 2013 1990-00 2000-10 2010-13 1990-13 1990-00 2000-10 2010-13 1990-13

Bourne 16,064 18,721 19,754 19,729 2,657 1,033 (25) 3,665 17% 6% 0% 23%
Falmouth 27,960 32,660 31,531 31,591 4,700 (1,129) 60 3,631 17% -3% 0% 13%
Mashpee 7,748 12,946 14,006 14,000 5,198 1,060 (6) 6,252 67% 8% 0% 81%
Sandwich 15,489 20,136 20,675 20,615 4,647 539 (60) 5,126 30% 3% 0% 33%

Upper Cape Region 67,261 84,463 85,966 85,935 17,202 1,503 (31) 18,674 26% 2% 0% 28%
Barnstable County 186,605 222,230 215,888 215,449 35,625 (6,342) (439) 28,844 19% -3% 0% 15%

Households
Bourne 5,898 7,439 7,866 8,047 1,541 427 181 2,149 26% 6% 2% 36%
Falmouth 11,274 13,859 14,069 14,138 2,585 210 69 2,864 23% 2% 0% 25%
Mashpee 3,158 5,256 6,118 6,011 2,098 862 (107) 2,853 66% 16% -2% 90%
Sandwich 5,557 7,335 7,776 7,476 1,778 441 (300) 1,919 32% 6% -4% 35%

Upper Cape Region 25,887 33,889 35,829 35,672 8,002 1,940 (157) 9,785 31% 6% 0% 38%
Barnstable County 77,586 94,822 95,755 95,398 17,236 933 (357) 17,812 22% 1% 0% 23%

Housing Units
Bourne 8,999 9,648 10,805 11,028 649 1,157 223 2,029 7% 12% 2% 23%
Falmouth 18,168 20,055 21,970 22,039 1,887 1,915 69 3,871 10% 10% 0% 21%
Mashpee 7,002 8,325 9,882 9,866 1,323 1,557 (16) 2,864 19% 19% 0% 41%
Sandwich 7,236 8,748 9,476 9,426 1,512 728 (50) 2,190 21% 8% -1% 30%

Upper Cape Region 41,405 46,776 52,133 52,359 5,371 5,357 226 10,954 13% 11% 0% 26%
Barnstable County 135,192 147,083 160,281 160,486 11,891 13,198 205 25,294 9% 9% 0% 19%

Seasonal Housing
Bourne 2,187 1,861 2,221 2,388 (326) 360 167 201 -15% 19% 8% 9%
Falmouth 5,627 5,615 7,100 6,902 (12) 1,485 (198) 1,275 0% 26% -3% 23%
Mashpee 3,212 2,747 3,409 3,624 (465) 662 215 412 -14% 24% 6% 13%
Sandwich 1,203 1,174 1,293 1,598 (29) 119 305 395 -2% 10% 24% 33%

Upper Cape Region 12,229 11,397 14,023 14,512 (832) 2,626 489 2,283 -7% 23% 3% 19%
Barnstable County 46,834 47,016 56,863 58,509 182 9,847 1,646 11,675 0% 21% 3% 25%

Source: US Census; American Communi ty Survey (ACS); & RKG Associates, Inc.

Percent ChangeUS Census
Population

Number Change
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Table 5 – Upper Cape Region & Cape & Islands WIA: Establishment Trends 

 

3. Employment Trends 

Total 
employment 
in the Upper 
Cape Region 
increased from 
over 20,000 
jobs in 1985 to 
over 32,500 
jobs in 2013, 
as shown in 
Figure 8, 
reflecting a 62 
percent 
increase.  
Similar to 
demographic 
trends, almost 
80 percent of 
the growth 
occurred 
during the 1990s, while another 15 percent occurred by 2007.  Employment in 2013 was about 
2 percent higher than in 2007 (31,800) surpassing the pre-recession levels.    

Establishments by Industry Sector 2001 2007 2013 2001-07 2007-13 2001 2007 2013 2001-07 2007-13
TOTAL 2,674 3,021 2,900 13% -4% 10,468 11,352 11,075 8% -2%

GOVERNMENT 5,494 6,104 6,124 11% 0% 405 440 461 9% 5%
PRIVATE 2,574 2,897 2,780 13% -4% 10,063 10,912 10,614 8% -3%

Industrial/Flex 814 914 837 12% -8% 2,857 3,364 3,191 18% -5%
 Construction 311 404 351 30% -13% 1,213 1,670 1,494 38% -11%
 Manufacturing 86 81 71 -6% -12% 285 245 215 -14% -12%
 Wholesale Trade 126 127 118 1% -7% 314 335 297 7% -11%
 Transportation & WHS 55 48 48 -13% 0% 195 189 183 -3% -3%
 Information 46 44 49 -4% 11% 178 163 179 -8% 10%
 Admin. & Waste Services 190 210 200 11% -5% 672 762 823 13% 8%
Office/ Institutional 699 830 939 19% 13% 2,447 2,663 2,952 9% 11%
 Finance & Insurance 103 112 96 9% -14% 381 372 343 -2% -8%
 Real Estate & Rental & Leasing 98 123 94 26% -24% 429 490 428 14% -13%
 Professional & Tech Services 259 307 321 19% 5% 857 919 899 7% -2%
 Educational Services 27 31 34 15% 10% 68 84 112 24% 33%
 Health Care & Social Assistance 212 257 394 21% 53% 712 798 1,170 12% 47%
Commercial & Other 1,034 1,126 973 9% -14% 4,630 4,762 4,325 3% -9%
 Retail Trade 427 426 396 0% -7% 1,952 1,906 1,796 -2% -6%
 Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation 64 75 77 17% 3% 260 291 296 12% 2%
 Accommodation & Food Services 258 260 278 1% 7% 1,376 1,321 1,363 -4% 3%
 Other Services, Ex. Public Admin 285 365 222 28% -39% 1,042 1,244 870 19% -30%
Source: ME EOL&WD and RKG Associates, Inc.

Cape & Islands WIA Percent ChangeUpper Cape Region Percent Change

Figure 8 – Employment Trends
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Table 6 displays employment trends by industry sector and building type for the Upper Cape 
region and the Cape and Islands Workforce Investment Area (WIA) for 2001, 2007 and 2013.  
Since 2007, nearly all the employment growth in the Upper Cape region was in private-sector 
industries, and the highest percentage increase was in Health Care and Social Assistance, and 
Accommodation and Food Services.  Collectively, the industry sectors that use office-type 
buildings increased by 6 percent between 2007 and 2013; after an 11 percent growth in the 
prior period.  Industries that use commercial-type buildings, collectively, increased by 5 
percent since 2007, and 2 percent in the prior period.  For the most part, these percentage 
increases were similar if not higher than the region in these two groups.   
 
Table 6 – Upper Cape and Cape & Island WIA: Employment by Industry and Building Type 

 
 
Referring to Table 6, employment in those industries that use industrial-type buildings declined 
by 7 percent in the 2007 to 2013 period, after a 4 percent increase in the prior period, and a 
similar trend was indicated in the Cape and Islands WIA.  The changes during each period 
varied between industries and period.  For instance, construction in the Upper Cape region 
increased marginally between 2001 and 2007, but declined rapidly during the latter period.  
Employment in this sector has not recovered to pre-recession levels.  Employment in 
Manufacturing declined in both periods, while Administration and Waste Services increased 
during both periods.   

4. Waste Disposal Business and Employment Trends 

Table 7 displays business and employment trends (private sector) in Barnstable County 
between 2001 and 2014.  The number of operating businesses reached a low point of 11 firms 
in 2002 and a high point of 18 firms in 2008.  Employment levels ranged from 94 jobs in 2001 
to 167 jobs in 2008.  The most recent figures indicated a total of 16 private, waste collection 
firms in 2014, providing over 130 jobs and average weekly wage of $1,030.  The number of 

2001 2007 2013 2001-07 2007-13 2001 2007 2013 2001-07 2007-13
TOTAL 29,930 31,810 32,513 6% 2% 102,533 107,010 106,949 4% 0%

GOVERNMENT 5,494 6,104 6,124 11% 0% 15,221 16,165 16,486 6% 2%
PRIVATE 24,436 25,706 26,389 5% 3% 87,312 90,845 90,463 4% 0%

Industrial/Flex 5,502 5,712 5,288 4% -7% 19,132 20,066 18,920 5% -6%
 Construction 1,903 1,945 1,707 2% -12% 6,144 7,324 6,346 19% -13%
 Manufacturing 1,196 1,128 953 -6% -16% 3,265 2,373 2,194 -27% -8%
 Wholesale Trade 587 739 611 26% -17% 1,540 1,712 1,775 11% 4%
 Transportation & WHS 441 362 371 -18% 2% 2,234 2,185 2,257 -2% 3%
 Information 496 426 452 -14% 6% 2,275 2,060 1,747 -9% -15%
 Admin. & Waste Services 879 1,112 1,194 27% 7% 3,674 4,412 4,601 20% 4%
Office/ Institutional 8,046 8,937 9,497 11% 6% 23,978 26,007 27,072 8% 4%
 Finance & Insurance 732 634 551 -13% -13% 2,917 2,595 2,466 -11% -5%
 Real Estate & Rental & Leasing 440 426 272 -3% -36% 2,229 1,964 1,597 -12% -19%
 Professional & Tech Services 2,313 2,298 2,417 -1% 5% 4,670 4,628 4,408 -1% -5%
 Educational Services 672 692 630 3% -9% 1,036 1,013 1,102 -2% 9%
 Health Care & Social Assistance 3,889 4,887 5,627 26% 15% 13,126 15,807 17,499 20% 11%
Commercial & Other 10,785 10,952 11,493 2% 5% 42,180 43,260 43,264 3% 0%
 Retail Trade 4,766 4,776 5,037 0% 5% 18,704 18,646 17,581 0% -6%
 Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation 813 925 906 14% -2% 2,559 3,338 3,256 30% -2%
 Accommodation & Food Services 4,206 3,997 4,552 -5% 14% 16,874 16,674 18,309 -1% 10%
 Other Services, Ex. Public Admin 1,000 1,254 998 25% -20% 4,043 4,602 4,118 14% -11%
Source: ME EOL&WD and RKG Associates, Inc.

Upper Cape Region Percent Change Percent ChangeCape & Islands WIA
Employment by Industry Sector
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jobs and businesses in the Waste Disposal sector accounted for less than 0.2 percent of the 
totals for Barnstable County, but the average weekly wage in 2014 was 32 percent higher  
 

Table 7 – Barnstable County: Waste Disposal Industry Trends 

 

5. Location Quotient 

Table 8 exhibits the location quotient of the Upper Cape region in relation to the Cape and 
Islands WIA.  Those industries with a factor of 1.2 or higher represent strong sectors in the 
local economy, while those at 0.8 or below are under-represented.  Those in between are on 
par with the regional economy.   
 

Table 8 – Upper Cape Region Location Quotient to Cape & Islands WIA 

 

Year Firms Jobs
AVG 

Weekly $
2001 12 94 $334
2002 11 101 $461
2003 12 107 $806
2004 14 114 $891
2005 16 129 $899
2006 17 135 $919
2007 17 167 $937
2008 18 167 $972
2009 17 160 $937
2010 17 156 $981
2011 16 124 $999
2012 15 127 $1,036
2013 14 131 $1,063
2014 15 132 $1,030

Source: MA EOL & WD & RKG Associates, Inc.

2001 2007 2013
TOTAL 1.0           1.0           1.0           

GOVERNMENT 1.2 1.3 1.2
PRIVATE 1.0 1.0 1.0

Industrial/Flex 1.0 1.0 0.9
 Construction 1.1 0.9 0.9
 Manufacturing 1.3 1.6 1.4
 Wholesale Trade 1.3 1.5 1.1
 Transportation & WHS 0.7 0.6 0.5
 Information 0.7 0.7 0.9
 Admin. & Waste Services 0.8 0.8 0.9
Office/ Institutional 1.1 1.2 1.2
 Finance & Insurance 0.9 0.8 0.7
 Real Estate & Rental & Leasing 0.7 0.7 0.6
 Professional & Tech Services 1.7 1.7 1.8
 Educational Services 2.2 2.3 1.9
 Health Care & Social Assistance 1.0 1.0 1.1
Commercial & Other 0.9 0.9 0.9
 Retail Trade 0.9 0.9 0.9
 Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation 1.1 0.9 0.9
 Accommodation & Food Services 0.9 0.8 0.8
 Other Services, Ex. Public Admin 0.8 0.9 0.8
Source: ME EOL&WD and RKG Associates, Inc.

Employment by Industry Sector
Location Quotient
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Collectively, the sectors that use office-type buildings in the Upper Cape region rated high 
over the last two periods primarily due to Educational Services and Professional and Technical 
Services.  Manufacturing ranked high in each period, and Wholesale Trade ranked well in two 
of the three periods, but the other sector that use industrial-type buildings ranked on par or are 
under-represented locally.   

6. Employment Projections and Estimated Supportable Development  

RKG utilized the 10-year employment forecasts (2012 to 2022) for the Cape and Islands WIA, 
prepared by the Massachusetts Executive Office of Labor and Workforce Development, as a 
basis with which to forecast employment changes and resulting supportable building demand 
for the Upper Cape region, and adjusted for select industries to a base year of 2013.  As shown 
in Table 9, total employment in the select industries in the Cape and Islands WIA is forecasted 
to increase by 11 percent by 2022, for a net gain of nearly 9,900 jobs from 2013.  The select 
industries that use office-type buildings are forecasted to increase by 35 percent, while select 
industries that use commercial-type buildings are forecasted to increase by 11 percent.  The 
sectors that use industrial-type buildings are collectively forecasted to increase by 8 percent. 
 
Appling a range in capture rates reflective of the Upper Cape’s representation of employment 
in the Cape and Islands WIA to the projected employment gains by select industry sectors, 
provides an indication of new employment that may occur in Upper Cape region by 2022.  This 
may range from 3,220 to 3,520 jobs by 2022, or an increase of 12 to 13 percent from 2013. 
 
Table 9 – Upper Cape: Employment Projections and Supportable Development (2013-2022) 

 
 
These employment forecasts in turn yield potential building space needs to support these 
projection, and the results of the calculations are displayed in Table 9  An estimated 825,000 
to 910,000 square feet (SF) of building area would be needed to support the employment 
forecast to 2022 collectively, in  the Upper Cape region; however, some portion of this demand, 

2013 2022 #  %  Low High Low High Low High
Total 90,463 100,343 9,880 11% 3,220 3,523 825,041 912,304
Industrial/Flex 18,920 20,443 1,523 8% 28% 29% 346 394 98,806 116,817
 Construction 6,346 7,538 1,192 19% 27% 31% 317 369 150 47,483 55,380
 Manufacturing 2,194 1,928 (266) -12% 37% 48% (97) (126)
 Wholesale Trade 1,775 1,800 25 1% 34% 43% 9 11 900 7,745 9,712
 Transportation & Warehousing 2,257 2,387 130 6% 16% 20% 21 26 900 19,232 23,096
 Information 1,747 2,005 258 15% 21% 26% 53 67 250 13,338 16,688
 Admin. & Waste Services 4,601 4,785 184 4% 24% 26% 44 48 250 11,008 11,940
Office/ Institutional 27,072 31,669 9,564 35% 1,637 1,791 495,719 543,543
 Finance & Insurance 2,466 2,618 152 6% 22% 25% 34 38 200 6,793 7,629
 Real Estate & Rental & Leasing 1,597 1,408 (189) -12% 17% 22% (32) (41)
 Professional & Tech Services 4,408 5,573 1,165 26% 50% 55% 577 639 200 115,402 127,759
 Educational Services 1,102 1,212 110 10% 57% 68% 63 75 400 25,200 30,112
 Health Care & Social Assistance 17,499 20,858 3,359 19% 30% 32% 995 1,080 350 348,324 378,043
Commercial & Other 43,264 48,231 4,967 11% 1,236 1,338 230,516 251,945
 Retail Trade 17,581 18,488 907 5% 25% 29% 231 260 200 46,223 51,972
 Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation 3,256 4,073 817 25% 28% 32% 226 260 250 56,600 64,891
 Accommodation & Food Services 18,309 21,102 2,793 15% 24% 25% 670 696 150 100,428 104,427
 Other Services, Ex. Public Admin 4,118 4,568 450 11% 24% 27% 109 123 250 27,264 30,655
[1] Upper Cape's range in capture is based on the low/ high represented of Cape & Islands WIA employment of 2001 to 2013 period

Source: MA EOL&WD, Urban Land Insti tute & RKG Associates, Inc.

Building Space 
Needs

AVG SF 
per EmpForecasted Δ

Upper Cape 
Employment Δ

Upper Cape 
Capture [1]

Cape & Islands WIA 
Employment

Industry Sectors by Building Types
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say perhaps 30 to 60 percent, may go to existing businesses with buildings in place, but 40 to 
70 percent may be for new construction, depending on current availabilities. 
 
About 100,000 to 120,000 SF would be for industrial-type buildings and mostly for the 
Construction and Transportation and Warehousing.  Approximately 500,000 to 540,000 SF 
would be for office-type buildings and most allocated to the Health Care and Social Assistance 
and Professional and Technology Services sectors.  Another 230,000 to 250,000 SF would be 
for commercial buildings, with the Accommodation and Food Services sector having the most 
demand.   

7. Conclusion 

In 2013, population in the Upper Cape region totaled over 85,900 persons which was almost 
the same as in 2010, and the number of households (35,670 units) was slightly lower than in 
2010.  Over the prior decade population and household growth in the Upper Cape region was 
much slower than the growth experienced during the 1990s.  Housing production increased at 
the same rate during the 1990s and 2000s, but slowed significantly since 2010.  However, 
seasonal housing in the Upper Cape region declined during the 1990s, as seasonal homes 
became year-round residences, but surged during the 2000s, as nearly 50 percent of the increase 
in housing during that period was effectively seasonal.  Since 2010, more seasonal homes 
resulted than new housing.   
 
Private-sector business formation trends were not positive, as the Upper Cape region had less 
operating businesses in 2013 than in 2007, and in some cases less than in 2001 in spite of 
strong growth between 2001 and 2007.  The industry sectors that occupy industrial-type and 
commercial-type buildings had the highest losses in businesses, although those that use office-
type buildings experienced gains, most notably in the Health Care and Educational Services. 
 
Total employment in the Upper Cape Region increased from over 20,000 jobs in 1985 to over 
32,500 jobs in 2013, as shown in Figure 8, reflecting a 62 percent increase.  Similar to 
demographic trends, almost 80 percent of the growth occurred during the 1990s, while another 
15 percent occurred prior to 2007.  Employment in 2013 was about 2 percent higher than in 
2007 (31,800) surpassing the pre-recession levels. 
 
However, this recovery was only experienced in select sectors including Health Care, 
Administrative Services, and Accommodation and Food Services.  Other sectors, such as 
Construction, Manufacturing, Wholesale Trade, Real Estate, and Finance and Insurance had 
employment levels in 2013 below those in 2001, in many case.  Many of these industry sectors 
use industrial-type buildings, suggesting excess capacity exists in that part of the market.   
 
The Upper Cape region ranked on-par in relation to the Cape and Islands WIA in terms of 
those businesses that occupy industrial buildings, and was strongest in the Manufacturing and 
Wholesale Trade sectors.  Its weakness was evident in the Transportation and Warehouse 
sector.  Other strengths in the Upper Cape communities were in the Professional and Technical 
Services and Educational Services sectors, which typically occupy office-type buildings. 
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Since 2001, business and employment trends in the Waste Disposal sector of Barnstable 
County followed economic cycle.  Statistics in 2014 indicate a total of 15 private-sector firms 
provided 130 jobs and represented a very small portion of the county’s economy.  However, 
the average weekly wage ($1,030) was nearly 32 percent than the overall average wage.  
 
Employment projections to 2022 for the Upper Cape region indicate an increase of 12 percent, 
and most of the gains are projected for those sectors that use office and commercial-type 
buildings, namely Professional and Health Care Services, and Accommodation and Food 
Services.  The Construction industry is also projected to increase as well as some other sectors 
that use industrial-type buildings.  These employment projections indicate 800,000 to 900,000 
SF of supportable building area would be needed to support this demand; however, 30 to 60% 
may go to existing buildings/operations.  Perhaps 100,000 SF of new industrial-building area 
would be needed to support those sectors over the next 8 to 10 years.    

D. Market Conditions  

This section identifies supply characteristics of industrial properties in the Upper Cape towns; 
however, the industrial sector is relatively small and limited to those areas in each town where 
the major business parks are location.   

1. Industrial Tax Parcels and Average Assessment 

The industrial tax base in each of the towns of the Upper Cape region vary between 
communities, as shown in Table 10, and represent a variety of different types as noted.4  
However, the number of industrial parcels in 2015 (Fiscal Year) ranged from nearly 50 parcels 
in Bourne to more than 150 in Sandwich, and represent from 0.4 to 1.4 percent of the taxable 
parcels in each community.  Since 2000, Bourne and Falmouth experienced an increase of 14 
to 35 industrial parcels, including condominiums, while Mashpee and Sandwich experienced 
a decline.    
 
In 2015, the average assessed value of an industrial property (land and building) ranged from 
nearly $363,000 in Sandwich to $685,000 in Bourne.  The industrial base represents less than 
1 percent of the total assessment in each town, with the exception of Sandwich where the 
industrial base accounts for 1.5 percent of the total.  The average assessed value of industrial 
parcels in 2015 was lower than in 2010, except in Falmouth.  In Sandwich, the average 
assessment in 2015 was less than in 2005, and more than likely attributed to the power station 
and its depreciation.   
 
In short, the industrial base in each of the communities is relatively small, and the average 
assessed value ranged from $360,000 to $685,000 per parcel (land and building) in 2015, and 
in most cases lower than in 2010, suggesting no post-recession recovery in this sector.  
 

                                                 
4 Industrial real property parcels coded for assessment purposes include properties for manufacturing and processing; mining 
and quarrying; utilities; vacant industrial land, and electric generation plants. Industrial condominiums are also included. 
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Table 10 – Upper Cape: Trends in Industrial Parcel 

 

2. Local Business Parks and Increased Development Thresholds 

Each of the Upper Cape towns have one or more established business parks where most of the 
industrial development has occurred and excess land remains for future development, and 
include: 
 

 Bourne - Jonathan Bourne Drive  
 Falmouth - Edgerton Drive and Falmouth Technology Park  
 Mashpee - Mashpee Executive Park  
 Sandwich - Sandwich Industrial Park 

 

The Cape Cod Commission approved an increase in the development thresholds of up to 
40,000 SF, each, at these parks for research and development or light manufacturing uses.  A 
prior approval of a 20,000 SF increase was given at the Mashpee Executive Park.  In total, an 
allowance for an additional 180,000 SF of industrial-type buildings are in place to support 
future economic development, and each of these business parks have better locational attributes 
than the UCRTS, as well as the potential of users to cluster with other similar type business.   

3. Available Industrial Sites and Buildings   

Table 11 exhibits listing of 12 sites available for-sale containing nearly 30 acres in the Upper 
Cape region and their current asking price.  Most of the parcels range in size between one and 
two acres, although three parcels are in the 4 to 7-acre range.   
 

Industrial Parcels
Town 2000 2005 2010 2015
Bourne 35 43 46 49
Falmouth 90 109 121 125
Mashpee 137 63 65 66
Sandwich 157 155 154 152
Industrial as % of Total Parcels
Town 2000 2005 2010 2015
Bourne 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
Falmouth 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
Mashpee 1.3% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
Sandwich 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.4%
Average Industial Asmt
Town 2000 2005 2010 2015
Bourne $253,746 $626,098 $725,533 $684,933
Falmouth $259,029 $615,311 $630,895 $635,142
Mashpee $97,266 $331,027 $414,348 $389,752
Sandwich $184,442 $400,483 $447,506 $362,904
Industrial as % Total Asmt
Town 2000 2005 2010 2015
Bourne 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8%
Falmouth 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
Mashpee 0.9% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6%
Sandwich 1.6% 1.6% 1.7% 1.5%
Source: MA DLS; UC Towns & RKG Associates, Inc.
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Table 11 – Upper Cape Region – Sample of Available Land Listings 

 
 

The indicated average asking price per acre for this sample is $206,300, ranging from less than 
$110,000 to over $300,000 per acre.  Asking rental prices equated to $22,000 to $24,000 per 
acre or 8 to 10 percent of the for-sale prices.  Location, available utilizes, zoning, wetlands, 
topography and other conditions influence values.   
 
Table 12 exhibits select characteristics of 25 buildings for-sale or lease in the Upper Cape 
region.  This sample of industrial-type buildings totals approximately 217,100 SF and only 19 
percent are occupied, and the remaining 176,100 SF are available, including 48,000 SF (28 
percent) proposed to be built (TBD). 
 

Table 12 – Upper Cape Region- Sample of Available Industrial Buildings  

 

Name Address Town Lot Size Rent $ For Sale $ Sale $/Acre
Land Lease/Sale 6 Katie Marie Drive Bourne 1.4 $30,000 $299,000 $221,481
Land Lease/Sale 3 Katie Marie Drive Bourne 0.9 $22,500 $299,000 $318,085
5-lot commercial sub 568 MacArthur Blvd Bourne 6.0 $999,500 $166,583
AG Land 25 Crockers Rd Falmouth 6.7 $725,000 $109,023
Mashpee Commons 9 Shellback Way Mashpee 4.0 $1,200,000 $302,267
Ind-Land 53 Mercantile Way Mashpee 1.8 $435,000 $248,571
Ret-Land Route 130 Mashpee 1.2 $175,000 $141,129
Ind-Land 64 Industrial Drive Mashpee 1.9 $499,000 $261,257
Ind-Lot 15 18 Merchantile Way Mashpee 1.7 $450,000 $263,158
Ind-Lot 19 18 Merchantile Way Mashpee 1.4 $329,900 $240,803
Ind-Lot 25 18 Merchantile Way Mashpee 1.5 $329,900 $221,409
Ind-Land Route 28 Mashpee 1.3 $390,000 $291,045
Total/AVG N= 12 29.7 $6,131,300 $206,302
Source: LoopNet & RKG Associates, Inc.

Name Address Town Type Lot Size Total SF Avail.SF Rent $/SF Sale $/SF FAR
Business Bays -Unit 1 5 Katie Marie Drive Bourne Ind-Flex 1.7 10,000 2,000 $11.11 $150 14%
Business Bays -Unit 2 5 Katie Marie Drive Bourne Ind-Flex 1,000 $153
Business Bays -Unit 3 5 Katie Marie Drive Bourne Ind-Flex 1,000 $153
Business Bays -Unit 4 5 Katie Marie Drive Bourne Ind-Flex 2,000 $150
Business Bays -Unit 5 5 Katie Marie Drive Bourne Ind-Flex 1,000 $153
Business Bays -Unit 6 5 Katie Marie Drive Bourne Ind-Flex 1,000 $153
Business Bays -Unit 7 5 Katie Marie Drive Bourne Ind-Flex 2,000 $150
New WHS Prop (TBD) 2 Katie Marie Drive Bourne Ind-Flex 0.9 6,000 6,000 $13.00 15%
Industrial 4 Katie Marie Drive Bourne Ind-Mfg 1.1 6,000 6,000 $121 13%
Industrial Bldg 530 MacArthur Blvd Bourne Ind-Flex 0.9 8,040 8,040 $76 20%
Industrial & Office 118 Waterhouse Rd-Unit G Bourne Ind-Off 2,500 2,500 $14.16
Industrial Bldg 25 Barlows Landing Rd Bourne Ind-Mfg 5.8 25,728 25,728 $50 10%
For Sale 628 Main St (RT 130) Mashpee Ind-Off 2.0 18,648 18,648 $51 21%
Ind-Condo 36 Nicoletta's Way Mashpee Ind-Condo 1.4 7,400 1,000 $18.00 12%
Ind-Condo 92 Industrial Drive Mashpee Ind-Condo 1,500 $10.80
Ind Bldg 20 Langdon G Burwell Dr Falmouth Ind-Flex 4.3 3,144 3,144 $11.00 $270 2%
Falmouth Tech Park 35 Technology Park Dr Falmouth Ind-Flex 12,500 12,500 $10.00
Falmouth Tech Park 82 Technology Park Dr Falmouth Ind-R&D 8.5 17,200 17,200 $15.50 5%
Downtown Falmouth 220 Main St Falmouth Off-Flex 5,112 1,825 $21.04
Office/Flex 15 Carlson Land Falmouth Off-Fles 1.6 12,655 4,100 $17.00 18%
Office/Flex (TBD) 116 Bernard E St. Jean Falmouth Off-Flex 42,120 42,120 $12.00
Ind Condo 376 Rt 130 Sandwich Ind-Off 0.9 9,849 9,849 $79 24%
Unit 13 11 Jan Sebastian Sandwich Ind-Condo 28,000 2,000 $100
Unit 14 11 Jan Sebastian Sandwich Ind-Condo 1,750 $103
Units 1 & 2 15 Jan Sebastian Dr Sandwich Inc-Condo 2,218 2,218 $104

Total/AVG N=25 217,114 176,122 $12.88 $84
Source: LoopNet & RKG Associates, Inc.
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Most of the available spaces (15 units) are targeted for smaller users with 1,000 to 3,000 SF 
units, while only four properties have 12,500 to 26,000 SF, and account for 35 percent of the 
available space.   
 
For-rent pricing ranges from $10/SF to over $20/SF and average at nearly $13/SF for the 
sample.  The industrial/flex buildings typically represented the lower end of the range, while 
the office/flex buildings or those with more commercial exposure represented the higher end 
of range.  Fifteen of the industrial buildings are for sale, having an average asking price of 
nearly $85/SF, ranging $50/SF to $150/SF 

4. Recent Land and Building Sales 

RKG obtained sales data on 29 transfers of industrial properties in the Upper Cape region 
between June 2010 and March 2015, and one listing reportedly under contract.  Key 
characteristics are exhibited in Table 13.  The sales are segmented into five groups for 
discussion and comparison purposes.   
 
Free-Standing Buildings: The first group consists of 6 transfers of free-standing industrial 
buildings that ranged in size from 6,000 SF to 29,000 SF, developed on a 1- to 5-acre parcel.  
The sale price per building size ranged from $34/SF to nearly $90/SF.  Two sales of buildings 
with over 25,000 SF represented the low-end of the range ($34-$43/SF); while the others range 
from 6,000 SF to 11,400 SF, had values at the upper end ($82-$87/SF).  
 
Industrial Condominiums: The next two groups consist of 14 sales of industrial 
condominiums including more recently built units in Mashpee, and then unit in Sandwich built 
in the mid-to-late 1980s.  The five sales in Mashpee ranged in sale price from less than $100/SF 
to nearly $150/SF and averaged at $117/SF.  The nine sales in Sandwich ranged from less than 
$60/SF to $115/SF and average at $83/SF or 29 percent less than in Mashpee.  These 
condominium transfers represented half the total transfers over the last 4 to 5 years, and 
indicative of the demand for industrial space in the Upper Cape region.    
 
Industrial Sales with Buildings of Limited Value: The next seven transfers are 
representative of industrial buildings that contributed marginally (if at all) at the time of sale 
to the overall sale price.  In nearly all case, the buildings were demolished subsequent to the 
transfer, or repurposed for an alternative use.  For this reason, a sale price per acre is indicated 
for these sales shown in Table 13.  Three transfers had a lot size ranging from 1 to 3 acres, and 
the sale price per acre ranged from nearly $185,000 per acre for a closed cinema repurposed 
for a landscape business to over $670,000 per acre for a site where a commercial building was 
demolished for a new FW Webb Bath Center.  The other sale was reflective a canal-side site 
of a former fishery demolished after the sale.   
 
Two other sales were industrial buildings purchased by the Woods Hole Martha Vineyard 
Steamship Authority.  One was purchased as a site to consolidate off-site parking areas, and 
the second for an industrial building repurposed as a service garage for its shuttle buses and 
employee parking.  In essence these buildings did not contributed much to the total transfer 
values, and the sale prices equated to $215,000 to $230,000 per acre.   
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Another sale in this group was a multi-parcel transfer of Wiggin Pre-Cast in Bourne to Mean 
Pre-Cast of Braintree.  It consisted of 18 acres in four parcels with a 9,400 SF warehouse and 
production facility that transferred for $1.77 million or about $98,400 per acre.  As a result, 
Wiggins Means Pre-Cast could stock all its product lines on-site in Bourne for immediate 
delivery elsewhere on the Cape.  The improvements contributed 10 to 15 percent of the total 
sale price, or effectively $19 to $28/SF for the building only ($177,000 to $265,500).  The land 
value equated to about $90,000 per acre. 
 
The final sale is this group is a multi-parcel sale of 34 acres from Boston Sand and Gravel to 
Drinkwater Investment Corp/PA Landers.  The parcel is improved with a ready-mix 
plant/warehouse and service garage totaling 5,430 SF, and sold for $2 million or $58,600 per 
acre.  The improvements contributed between 8 and 10 percent to the overall price, or 
effectively $29 to $37/SF for the improvements only ($160,000 to $200,000).  The land value 
adjusted for the improvements equated to about $53,000 per acre. 
 
Table 13 – Upper Cape Region: Industrial Building and Land Sales 

 
 
Vacant Land Sales: The last group includes two industrial land sales in Falmouth, and a listing 
in Mashpee. The first was a 9.9-acre site adjacent to the Technology Park which the Steamship 
Authority sold to Falmouth Youth Hockey for the construction of a new hockey rink at a sale 
price of about $160,000 per acre.  The second was an 8-acre site off Edgerton Drive that 
Teledyne purchased to expand its campus by another 30,000 SF.  The sale price equated to 
$124,500 per acre.  A listing of a 48-acre site off Main Street in Mashpee is also shown, which 
reportedly is under-contract at less than its asking price ($2.2 million) or perhaps $45,000 per 
acre. 

Owner/Buyer Address Town Sale Date Sale Price Acres Bldg SF FAR Year Blt $/SF (Acre) Type
Kimbechi Realty 25 Barlows Landing Bourne Mar-15 $1,100,000 5.8 25,700 10% 1970 $43 Industrial
KNSC LLC 120 Bernard E St. Jean Falmouth Mar-14 $1,000,000 4.4 29,000 15% 2000 $34 Ind/WHS
Falmouth Housing Corp 25 Perry Ave Bourne Nov-14 $500,000 3.5 6,108 4% 1950 $82 WHS/SHOP
R. Prevett 5 Katie Marie Drive +(6) Bourne Nov-12 $820,000 3.0 10,000 8% 2006 $82 Industrial
B & B Family Trust 374 Route 130 Sandwich Dec-14 $500,000 0.9 5,736 14% 1986 $87 IND Whs
Atlantic Marble Realty 59 Technology Dr Falmouth Sep-14 $1,000,000 3.5 11,440 8% 1995 $87 Ind/MFG
K. & T Pratt 23 Bowdoin Rd #8 Mashpee Apr-13 $129,900 1,344 2002 $97 Ind Condo
C. Shulman 23 Bowdoin Rd #5 Mashpee May-14 $150,000 1,313 2002 $114 Ind Condo
LJW LLC 23 Bowdoin Rd Mashpee Jul-12 $250,000 2,145 2002 $117 Ind Condo
K. & T Pratt 23 Bowdoin Rd #10 Mashpee Aug-14 $140,000 1,155 2002 $121 Ind Condo
J McMurray 23 Bowdoin Rd #3 Mashpee Jul-12 $125,000 840 2002 $149 Ind Condo
Clambakes Etc 10 Jan Sebastian Drive #3 Sandwich Jul-12 $200,000 3,466 1988 $58 Ind Condo
Scott Swaylik 15 Jan Sebastian Dr 2E & 3E Sandwich Jan-14 $142,000 2,232 1988 $64 Ind. Condo
Caralana 15 Jan Sebastian Dr 1D & 2D Sandwich Aug-13 $165,000 2,218 1988 $74 Ind. Condo
Collidge Street Partners 8 Jan Sebastian Dr #26 Sandwich Oct-13 $100,000 1,250 1988 $80 Ind. Condo
K & W Ralthy 12 Jan Sabastian Dr #A Sandwich Dec-12 $286,700 3,230 1999 $89 Off Condo
CCG Trust 15 Jan Sebastian Dr #4 Sandwich Feb-12 $100,000 1,087 1988 $92 Ind. Condo
3Ks Realty 8 Jan Sebastian Dr #16 Sandwich Oct-13 $120,000 1,250 1988 $96 Ind. Condo
Calvery Church of CC 10 Jan Sebastian Drive #1 Sandwich Feb-13 $376,000 3,728 1986 $101 Ind Condo
R. Sullivan 11 Jan Sebastian Dr #5 Sandwich Dec-13 $135,000 1,176 1986 $115 Ind. Condo
The Wind School 20 Freezer Rd Sandwich Jun-10 $500,000 1.2 19,654 38% 1915 $420,168 Frm Fishery Demo'd
FW Webb/JDP Assoc 171 Worcester Court Falmouth Mar-13 $920,000 1.4 17,316 29% 2013 $674,487 Land for New Store
Generation AJW 742 Nathan S Ellis Hwy Falmouth Jun-13 $545,000 2.9 9,855 8% 1972 $184,934 Cinema to C. Yard
WHMVNSSA 50 Bernard E St Jean Falmouth Dec-12 $925,000 4.3 5,000 3% 2000 $215,317 For Service Garage
WHMVNSSA 590 Thomas Landers Blvd Falmouth Sep-14 $4,268,989 18.6 16,720 2% 1988 $229,676 Parking Lot
79 Barlows Landing LLC 79 Barlows Landing (+ 0,61,69) Bourne Dec-12 $1,765,000 17.9 9,420 1% 1998 $98,384 Ind + Excess Land
Drinkwater Investment 608 & 638 Main Street Mashpee Dec-14 $2,000,000 34.1 5,428 0% 1978 $58,617 Cement Plt/Garage
Falmouth Youth Hockey 9 Technology Park Dr Falmouth Sep-11 $1,589,100 9.9 2012 $160,954 Land for New Rink
Teledyne Benthos 0 Edgerton Drive Falmouth Apr-11 $995,000 8.0 30,250 9% 2014 $124,531 Land for R & D Add.
Cape Cod Co-op Bank 588 Main Street Mashpee Listing $2,200,000 48.0 N/A $45,833 Comm Land
Source: The Warren Group; LoopNet; Local  Assessors' Fi les; RE Brokers; and RKG Associates, Inc.
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5. Conclusion 

The industrial base in each of the communities is relatively small, and the average assessed 
value in 2015 ranged from $360,000 to $685,000 per parcel (land and building).  In most cases, 
these average values were lower than in 2010, suggesting no recovery in this sector.  
 
The Cape Cod Commission approved an increase of up to 180,000 SF in development potential 
of industrial-type buildings at the established industrial/business parks in the Upper Cape 
region.  In addition, these business parks have better locational attributes than the UCRTS site, 
as well as the potential of users to cluster with other similar type business.  In comparison, the 
UCRTS site is relatively remote and somewhat isolated, despite its centralized location in the 
UCRTS communities.   The UCRTS site has rail access which is lacking at the business parks.  
 
The industrial market is primarily limited to small users seeking building/unit sizes of 1,000 to 
3,000 SF as indicated by the available for-rent/sale supply as well as by the demand indicated 
from building sales.  More recently a speculative new development of a multi-unit building 
occurred suggesting improving conditions.  Buildings larger than 5,000 SF are more difficult 
to lease/sell and in some cases owners consider subdividing them into smaller increments.  
Demand for larger building (5,000 SF or larger) is targeted more toward end-users provided 
the right fit can be made.   In some case, transfers of larger industrial buildings result as a shift 
in the ownership of a business already occupying the building, such that the pricing may not 
be reflective of “market” value.    
 
The available supply of industrial/ commercial lots also appears targeted to small users as most 
of the for-sale lots are 2 acres or less in size.  The number of lots sales over the last few years 
has also been minimal, despite a readily available supply.    
 
The asking rental price for industrial buildings generally ranges from $10 to $15/SF, and the 
average was almost $13/SF.  For-sale pricing generally ranges from $50 to $150/SF and 
averaged at almost $85/SF.  Comparing this for-sale range to the for-rent range indicates asking 
rents are about 12 to 20 percent of for-sale prices, and average at 15 percent.   
 
Comparing the amount of available industrial space (176,100 SF) on the market with the 
potential need (100,000 SF) from the ten-year forecast of industrial-building employment 
suggest an ample supply is (or will be) available to meet this forecasted demand.  In other 
words, the current supply of available industrial buildings accounts for about 80 percent more 
than the forecasted building needs.   
 
Sale prices of industrial buildings ranged from $30 to $40/SF for larger buildings (20,000 SF 
or larger) while prices of mid-sized buildings (5,000 to 11,000 SF) are in the $80 to $90/SF 
range.  Industrial condominiums built in the mid-to-late 1980s had an average selling price of 
$83/SF, while those building built in the early 2000s had an average price to $117/SF; the 
former were in Sandwich and the latter in Mashpee.   
 
Almost half the industrial building transfers over the last five years, had building that 
contributed marginally to the overall sales value, as they were subsequently demolished or 
repurposed after the sale.  Three had lot sizes of five acres or more and two were purchased by 



Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station, Sandwich, MA January 14, 2016 

RKG Associates, Inc. Page 29 

the Steamship Authority to alleviate some of its parking needs.  Only two transfer had a 
building reused for its same purpose, however, the improvement only accounted for between 
8 to 15 percent of the sales value, as the remaining value was associated with the excess land 
needed to display inventory or stock.  Effectively, the adjusted improvement value ranged from 
$30 to $40/SF of building area, and the adjusted land value ranged from $53,000 to $90,000 
per acre. 
 
Sales of vacant industrial land in Falmouth ranged from $125,000 to $160,000 per acre, 
although the Steamship Authority paid up to $230,000 per acre.  The asking price for small 
lots (less than 2 acres) ranged from $220,000 to $300,000 per acre, while larger parcels (4 to 
6 acres) had asking prices of $100,000 to $170,000 per acre, although over $300,000 per acre 
with commercial viability.  Sales of larger tracts including some with improvements ranged 
from $45,000 to $90,000 per acre.  Environmental constraints such as topography, soils and 
wetlands influence values.     

E. Reuse Options for UCRTS 

The industrial market in the Upper Cape region has been improving slowly since the end of 
the recession.  Employment levels in key sectors that use industrial buildings in 2013 remain 
in many cases below levels in 2001.  It is difficult to judge a specific reuse option since it 
would be targeted to a potential end-user, whose actions are difficult to quantify.  More than 
likely it would be an off-Cape business seeking an on-Cape location to increase market share 
and store additional product closer to customers on the Cape.  Certain marketability issues also 
affect the reuse of the site and improvements, including: 
 

 Ownership of the leasehold interest; namely what is the status and timing of the Air 
Force excessing the property? 

 The UCRTS according to the consent agreement must be removed when vacated, and 
the premises restored to what condition? And who makes that determination? And is 
that condition passed onto the next user?  Will UCRTS relinquish site control? 

 The lack of a long-term leasehold interest would affect any private-sector financing to 
make improvements.  And would that be through Mass Development and/or UCRTS?   

 Would the municipal or state entities involved assist in fast-tracking any permit 
requirements for a desired user? 

 Who would make a final determination of any potential bid process in selecting a 
desired use(r)? Mass Development? UCRTS?   

1. Mass Coastal Railroad 

The owner of MCR proposed with the UCRTS Board of Managers as well as Mass 
Development a potential bulk storage center for commodity-type materials, such as lumber, 
cement products, road salt and the like.  In this manner, these items could be shipped via rail 
to the site, off-loaded and stored until pick-up or delivery to a local businesses/users.   
 
A fee could be charged on a per car basis or perhaps on the amount of product delivered, stored 
and transferred.  Although a potential fee or amounts delivered were not identified.  It is 
unlikely the existing building would be used under this option, since it is not designed for off-
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loading cargo from rail.  It may be used for short-term storage but it is not large enough to 
store much inventory.   
 
RKG is not convinced that there is a need for an inter-transit storage siding, and questions its 
feasible given the “short year” on the Cape, and if users are willing to pay additional transit 
and handling charges, first at the arrival and then for pick-up or delivery.  In addition, the “just 
in time” delivery method preferred by most small businesses today may not be realized or any 
cost savings, since small businesses prefer this method to avoid warehousing and expending 
capital for idle inventory/supplies.   
 
Additional information such as the amount and types of items delivered as well as the number 
of committed end-users that would utilize this method would be need.  This option does not 
appear to meet the purpose of the Government zoning, since the bulk storage/ warehouse would 
benefit select commercial users and not the public at large.  From a valuation perspective, the 
improvements would have little value except for the areas of pavement, and its value would 
only be a cost avoidance to the potential user.   

2. Cavossa Disposal Corporation 

Carl Cavossa operates an excavation and commercial trash business in East Falmouth and 
recently obtained a zoning change to development a transfer station at his 8.5 acre site that 
reportedly would cost between $800,000 and $1 million.  Mr. Cavossa has repeatedly 
approached the UCRTS Board of Managers about using the facility as a transfer station for his 
commercial trash business as well as expanding operations to include recycling and 
construction and demolition.  Apparently, the Board was unwilling to consider his proposal in 
the past due to the constraints of a prior contract with Mass Coastal that has since expired. 
 
This option may provide the best reuse for UCRTS since the existing building would likely be 
utilized as a transfer station (although with upgrades), and the excess acreage would allow for 
additional operations and storage.  The use of rail may also be an option for Mr. Cavossa 
provided it is cost competitive with truck transportation.  A “host” fee could be charged similar 
to what the Town of Yarmouth is receiving from its regional transfer station.5  It is not clear 
under this option if the existing permit as a transfer station could be transferred or if a new 
permit(s) would be needed given the additional operations.   

3. Photovoltaic Solar Array 

One sector that is “hot” in the Upper Cape region is the installation of solar arrays not only at 
residential homes, but also at businesses, local schools, municipal buildings and a former 
landfill.  As shown in Table 14, fifty non-residential project over the last five years have been 
completed and generating over 9.0 megawatts (mW) sufficient to power about 1,500 homes or 
almost three percent of the housing units in the Upper Cape region.  Some of the major projects 
include Green Meadows in Sandwich (4.0 mW); Mashpee Landfill (1.8 mW); Falmouth Youth 
Hockey League (0.8 mW); Mashpee High School (0.3 mW); Onset Computer in Bourne (0.2 
mW). 

                                                 
5 The Town of Yarmouth signed a 10-year agreement with Covanta/SEMASS for waste management services and the 
operation of the Yarmouth Transfer Station, and with transportation provided by Mass Coastal Rail.  The town will get a 
$3/ton “host” fee for MSW and recyclable material; and an annual $25,000 payment for capital projects at the transfer station.   
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Table 14 – Upper Cape: Non-Residential Solar Projects  

 
 
This option however may not be a near term opportunity since NStar, the local electric 
provider, has reached it authorized statewide “net-metering” limit for solar power.  Additional 
hook-ups are not permitted at this time without special legislation, which is in the works.  This 
option would not have any need for the existing building (other than storage); but could take 
advantage of the paved areas.  The rail line would not be utilized; but a host fee could be 
assessed, and the Town of Sandwich would benefit from an increase in personal property 
assessment associated with the equipment.   

4. Transportation, Storage and/or Waste Related Entities 

RKG had a discussion with a Kevin Pepe, a local commercial broker (Commercial Realty 
Advisors) who indicated that perhaps 6 to 10 business entities would be interested in reusing 
the UCRTS site for trucking/hauling; bulk storage and/or waste transfer by an end-user.  The 
broker, however, would be seeking a commission if he attracted a potential user to the site.  

5. Commuter Rail Station, Multi-Modal Facility and Parking  

Although the site is relatively isolated, it is centrally located within the Upper Cape region.  A 
reuse possibility that may benefit the Commonwealth is to consider extending commuter rail 
to the site, linking local bus lines and developing a parking lot to shuttle people.  This option 
could use a portion of the paved areas, although not the building.  This would be more of a 
long-term option, and considered in conjunction with reuse of other nearby portions of JBCC. 

F. Valuation Assessment  

If the 18.9-acre site was vacant today, it would likely remain as vacant land given the imbalance 
in the industrial market caused by the excess land and building supply versus limited demand 
for large lots and buildings, with the exception of an unknown end user.  The zoning 
designation also restricts reuse to bulk storage/warehousing; contractor yards and municipal 
uses, although special permits can be obtained for photovoltaic solar arrays and transfer station.  
The land, however, has to remain in public ownership, which may create a market and financial 
challenge for a future private user, due to the lack of a transferable fee interest.  
 
As vacant industrial land, the site would likely have a value at the low end of the range due to 
its relatively isolated location and its zoning that prohibits any high value industrial or office 
use.  A range of between $50,000 and $70,000 per acre would seem realistic, in comparison to 

TOTAL Projects
Capacity 

(kW)
Installation 

Cost $/kW
2010 5 393 $2,532,560 $6,440
2011 9 279 $1,710,896 $6,129
2012 17 1,439 $6,078,548 $4,223
2013 5 147 $397,486 $2,698
2014 13 6,657 $16,866,495 $2,534
2015 1 108 $284,928 $2,650
Total 50 9,024 $27,870,913 $3,089

Source: MA Executive of Energy & Envi ronmental  Affai rs & 
RKG Associates, Inc
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the higher land value at business parks elsewhere with better locational and market advantages.  
The high end of the range would be associated with any premium for the rail-head, given the 
reported shortage of sites in the Upper Cape with rail accessibility.  For the 18.9 acre site, the 
value for the “fee interest” in the vacant land would range from $950,000 to $1.3 million.   
 
With regards to the improvements in place, namely a 7,600 SF high-bay, steel building and 
160,000 SF of laydown area in relatively fair condition, RKG believes that the value would be 
limited to the eventual reuse option.  The improvement value at a few sales indicated a range 
from $30 to $40/SF of building suggesting a value of perhaps $230,000 to $300,000.  The 
depreciated book-value of the initial investment is perhaps $290,000, or toward the high end 
of the range.   
 
Reuse of the improvements if practical by a future end-use would simply be for cost-avoidance, 
given their substandard conditions and need for modernization and upgrades.  Realistically, 
the improvements have a negative value since they are to be removed once vacated and the site 
returned to prior conditions, and that cost would likely be more than any value/income 
attributed to the improvements. 
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APPENDIX G

Matrix of Potential Uses
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Summary of Previous Work

• Existing Permits & Leases and Limitations

– IMA (2015) – Agreement among the Towns of
the UCRTS for the maintenance and
operation of a regional municipal services
facility.

• Draft document had expiration date of June 30, 2018.

• Allows participating members to withdraw.



Summary of Previous Work

• Existing Permits & Leases and Limitations

– Consent No. 07-10 (2007) – Allows Towns of
the UCRTS to construct, use, maintain,
control, operate and repair a waste and refuse
transfer station.

• Operation of the facility shall not conflict with the rights of the
Government nor interfere with the operations by the
Government.

• This consent may be terminated for nonuse for a period of
two years.

• There is no agreement between the UCRTS and the
Commonwealth for use of the land.



Summary of Previous Work

• Existing Permits & Leases and Limitations

– MassCoastal Contract – Agreement between
MassCoastal and UCRTS for rail haul to
SEMASS.

• MassCoastal assumes all track and ROS maintenance on
Otis Rail Spur between North Falmouth switch and the
UCRTS end of track bumping post.

• Expired upon the expiration of the UCRTS contracts with
SEMASS.



Summary of Previous Work

• Existing Permits & Leases and Limitations

– Site Assignment (1988) – Designates the land
as suitable for the use of solid waste
operations.

• Granted by the Town of Sandwich Board of Health.

• DEP has stated that they will look into the viability of the
existing Site Assignment under normal permitting of a
different operation.

– ATO (1989, 1994) – Permits the operations of
a Municipal Solid Waste transfer station.

• Approved for Municipal Solid Waste operations.

• Permit by Rule approval in 1994.



Summary of Previous Work

• Site Conditions
– Building – Suitable for continued solid waste

operations. Change in use or occupancy may trigger
code upgrades.

– Front End Loader – 2002 Volvo L120; ~ $25,000

– Scale – Long past useful life; $0.

– Generator – Original; $0

– Rail – Line between UCRTS and North Falmouth
Switch (~3 miles) requires maintenance.



Summary of Previous Work

• Other Findings
– Security - ANG has stated that they will look for

compatible uses. This appears to be consistent with
Consent No. 07-10.

– Uncertainty of future ownership status with ANG
looking to divest themselves of property.

– Army National Guard has filed a request for land that
the ANG is looking to divest (UCRTS).

– Leased area needs to be cleared from previous coal
yard use (anticipated end of year).

– Leased area is partially located in former grenade
courts. Survey anticipated this fall.



Summary of Previous Work

• Take Aways:
– Uncertainty of future ownership status may create an

unfavorable situation for investors.

– Significant changes in use or changes in occupancy
may trigger building upgrades (code compliance).

– ANG has input on changes to final use.

– Permit change may cause DEP to review validity of
Site Assignment.

– Other minor items.
• Nonuse for 2 years.

• Withdrawal of member towns.

• Army NG has requested land.

• Coal Yard and Grenade Range



Market Demand



Market Demand

• Takeaways:
MSW Little to no interest from either public or private sector.

Municipal contracts are tied up for 10 years.

Recycling Little interest expressed for recycling operation on

municipal side. No interest from private sector.

Organics Some interest expressed for organics use. Level of

complexity (i.e. sludge), increases capital cost and

increases terms of lease agreement. Interest may increase

in future

C&D Multiple expressions of interest.



Matrix of Uses

• Identified Potential Uses

• Resources

– Member Towns

– ANG

– Cape Cod Commission

– MassDevelopment

– Private Industry

– Outside Consultant (RKG Associates)



Matrix of Uses
• Identified Potential Uses:

1. Solid Waste Transfer Station

2. C&D Transfer Station

3. Single Stream Recycling Transfer Facility

4. Compost Facility, Outdoor

5. Salt Storage

6. Rail Head

7. WWTP/Septic Sludge, Food Waste, Organics Transfer Facility

8. C&D Processing Facility

9. Single Stream Recycling MRF

10. Composting, WWTP/Septic Sludge, Food Waste, Organics

11. Anaerobic Digestion Facility

12. Food Waste Preparation Facility

13. Renewable Energy Facility



Matrix of Uses

• Identified Criteria

– Anticipated Market Demand

– Capital Improvements

– Compatible with Base Use

– Compatible with Possible Future Surrounding
Development

– Compatible with Current Permits and Consent
to Lease



Matrix of Uses

• Identified Criteria

• Weighted Criteria (by order of Importance)

– Anticipated Market Demand; 10

– Capital Improvements; 5

– Compatible with Base Use; 2

– Compatible with Possible Future Surrounding
Development; 2

– Compatible with Current Permits and Consent
to Lease; 2
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Matrix of Uses

• Methods
Score is multiplied by

the Weight
(i.e. 1 x 10 = 10)

Sum of (Score x Weight of Each) = Total Score



Matrix of Uses

• Results
Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station

Summary of Matrix and Ranking of Potential Uses,
Anticipated Current Demand

Summary of Matrix and Ranking of Potential Uses,
Anticipated Future Demand

Rank Description
Total
Score Rank Description

Total
Score

1 C&D Transfer Station 91 1 C&D Transfer Station 91

2 Renewable Energy Facility, Potential for Compatible Use 79 2 Solid Waste Transfer Station 85

3 Salt Storage, Potential for Compatible Use 73 3 Renewable Energy Facility, Potential for Compatible Use 79

4 Compost Facility, Outdoor 71 4 Salt Storage, Potential for Compatible Use 73

5 Single Stream Recycling Transfer Facility 69 5 Compost Facility, Outdoor 71

6 Rail Head 69 6 Single Stream Recycling Transfer Facility 69

7 Solid Waste Transfer Station 65 7 Rail Head 69

8 WWTP/Septic Sludge, Food Waste, Organics Transfer Facility 59 8 WWTP/Septic Sludge, Food Waste, Organics Transfer Facility 69

9 Composting, WWTP/Septic Sludge, Food Waste, Organics 59 9 Composting, WWTP/Septic Sludge, Food Waste, Organics 69

10 C&D Processing Facility 55 10 Food Waste Preparation Facility 59

11 Food Waste Preparation Facility 49 11 C&D Processing Facility 55

12 Single Stream Recycling MRF 45 12 Single Stream Recycling MRF 45

13 Anaerobic Digestion Facility 39 13 Anaerobic Digestion Facility 39



Matrix of Uses
• Ranked (scored) Uses; 1 through 5

Score
Anticipated Market

Demand
Capital Improvements

Compatibility with Base
Use

Compatibility with
Possible Future

Surrounding
Development

Compatibility with
Current Permits and

Consent to Lease

5 Private Interest, multiple No capital improvements
to minimal

Consistent with current
use and lease

Consistent with current
noise, traffic and odors

No changes expected
beyond operator

4 Private interest, single Moderate Improvements
to facility building

Consistent with current
use or lease.

Not consistent with
current noise traffic and
odors, but no impact to
surrounding property.

Compatible with current
permits, not compatible

with lease

3 No expressed interest,
but appears to be need

Moderate Improvements
to facility and site

Potential for safety or
security concerns with

base.

Minimal opportunity for
additional noise, traffic,

and/or odors to
surrounding property

Compatible with current
permits, not compatible

with lease

2 Expressed interest, but
no need.

Significant improvements
to the building

Not consistent with
current use or lease

Moderate likelihood of
traffic, odors, and or
noise disruption to
surrounding area

Not compatible with
permits.

1 No expressed interest,
and no apparent need

Significant improvements
to site and structure,

leaving site not useable
for TS in future.

Not consistent with
current use and lease

High likelihood of traffic,
odors, and or noise

disruption to surrounding
area

Not consistent with
current permits and

agreements.



Conclusions and Next Steps

• The site appears to have long-term value to Towns as a
transfer facility and should be maintained.

• C&D transfer appears currently to be the best public or
private use based on our review.
– There appears to be a smaller, viable market for composting of

organic waste, septic, and sewer sludge.

• Based on existing arrangements, Bourne ISWM appears
to be best fit to champion effort for C&D facility.
– If Bourne cannot champion effort, an RFP approach should be

used to identify private industry potential lessee of the facility.



Discussion

• .



• planning
• permitting
• design
• construction
• operation
• maintenance
• forensic engineering

When it’s essential… it’s Weston&Sampson.®


	Insert from: "Appendix H - Committee Meeting Presentation.pdf"
	Slide Number  1
	Upper Cape Regional Transfer Station
	Update Outline
	Summary of Previous Work
	Summary of Previous Work
	Summary of Previous Work
	Summary of Previous Work
	Summary of Previous Work
	Summary of Previous Work
	Summary of Previous Work
	Market Demand
	Market Demand
	Matrix of Uses
	Matrix of Uses
	Matrix of Uses
	Matrix of Uses
	Matrix of Uses
	Matrix of Uses
	Matrix of Uses
	Conclusions and Next Steps
	Discussion
	Slide Number  22


