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Location of the three 
final project sites in 

North Eastham

T-Time

Council on Aging

Town Center Plaza

In November 2021, the Town of Eastham put out a Request for Proposal (RFP) 

to engage the services of a team of professionals with blended expertise in the 

areas of architecture, landscape architecture, wastewater engineering, real 

estate development, and community engagement to help create a Master Site 

Development Plan (MSDP) for three town-owned parcels:

•	 T-Time Property: This 10.86 acre parcel at 4790 State Highway/Route 6 

was purchased by the Town in 2019. In its current state, it is an open 

grassed parcel, formerly used as a driving range.

•	 Town Center Plaza: The purchase of this 3.54 acre parcel at 4550 State 

Highway/Route 6 was approved by Town voters in 2021 and finalized in 

early 2022. The parcel houses a commercial strip development and two 

smaller commercial buildings.

•	 Council on Aging: These 1.99 acre parcels at 1405 Nauset Rd and 0 

Martha Street are comprised of the Town’s Council on Aging/Senior 

Center and adjacent paved parking for the facility.

Introduction
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In January 2022, the Town selected a team led by Union Studio Architecture 

and Community Design to help develop said plan in order to make significant 

progress toward creating a walkable, mixed-use village center in North 

Eastham, while ensuring that all three properties collectively made sense and 

strategically met key goals of the project:

•	 Provide housing opportunities for all income levels, including 

affordable, workforce, and attainable housing.

•	 Enhance economic opportunities, and make the business district 

easier to access and more attractive.

•	 Establish or coordinate wastewater infrastructure to support uses at 

each site, with options for compatibility with, or integration into, a 

possible future sewer system. The Master Plan team will be expected 

to coordinate plans with the Town’s wastewater engineers.

•	 Provide transportation infrastructure for connecting properties and 

improving public accessibility.

•	 Provide ample outdoor use and natural areas for passive and active 

recreation.

•	 Preserve community character through blending with surrounding 

buildings and landscapes, and balancing of developed and undeveloped 

areas.

•	 Retain ecological value through minimizing impervious areas, 

minimizing light pollution, and incorporating solar and other 

ecological and climate initiatives into the development.

•	 Improve and enhance the overall quality of life for all generations.

The Master Site Development Plan (MSDP) is intended to provide a vision 

and framework for the future of the three sites and their role in North 

Eastham. The MSDP is not a final site plan. The intent of developing the 

master plan and vision was for the Town to determine feasibility and have 

an understanding of preliminary cost estimates. Additionally, the MSDP will 

inform the creation of a Request for Proposal (RFP) the Town will issue to 

ensure viable and quality development partners to finalize the Town’s vision.

This report summarizes the resulting vision for each of these three parcels 

that has been developed over the past year, building off the excellent work 

already completed by the T-Time Committee in the years running up to this 

effort, further informed by Eastham Strategic Plan (2020) and input from the 

Eastham community gathered throughout the process. 

PRO JEC T OVERVIE W
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P R O J EC T HIS T O RY

Previously a driving range, the Town of Eastham had 

the opportunity to purchase the 10.86-acre parcel of 

land known as T-Time when a developer’s proposal 

for the property was denied. The developer, Stratford 

Development Company, and the owner of the property, 

Stop & Shop, entered negotiations with the town and 

eventually transferred purchase rights. A purchase and 

sale agreement was executed after Eastham residents 

voted to purchase the property in the spring of 2019.

Following the sale, the T-Time Committee was formed 

to determine the “highest and best use of the land”. 

Members were appointed a two-year term and their 

tasks broken into two phases. Phase one for extensive 

public outreach and input, resulting in the final 

use recommendations and guiding principles for 

development. Phase two tasks were to envision how 

the determined uses could be situated on the property, 

determine feasibility, and make recommendations on 

infrastructure needs, zoning updates, phasing, and 

economic and community impact.

In January of 2021, the committee released an interim 

status report and began public outreach. During this 

The T-Time Family Fun Sports Center in Eastham. 
Image Source: redfin.com

Route 6 bus stop at Town Center Plaza
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process, the town was presented the opportunity 

to purchase Town Center Plaza, a 3.5-acre property 

approximately a quarter mile south of T-Time. After a 

majority vote, the town purchased the property and the 

T-Time Committee’s charge was expanded to include 

the Town Center Plaza site. The transformation of both 

properties is in line with the Eastham Strategic Plan (2020) 

and would help to achieve the town’s goal of a walkable, 

mixed-use village center in North Eastham.

Late in the summer of 2021, the Town Manager also 

asked the T-Time Committee to evaluate the Council 

on Aging property. Since a new community center was 

a part of the discussion for uses at T-Time, evaluating 

whether Council on Aging and its services would be 

better suited in a more community oriented setting was 

a natural next step in the process of determining the 

best uses for T-Time.

P R O J EC T G OA L S

The mission of the T-Time Development Committee is to 

determine the best uses for the three properties, T-Time, 

Town Center Plaza, and Council on Aging, through an 

inclusive process with the community. The result should 

reflect the values of the community and provide a 

benefit to town’s residents. In order to complete its task 

the committee used the following criteria to prioritize 

recommendations. The project team used these goals 

as a driving factor in designing the vision for North 

Eastham:

•	 Social/community value

•	 Business value (public/private partnerships)

•	 Adding vibrancy and aesthetic appeal

•	 Economic development

•	 Infrastructure improvements (traffic, 

transportation, utilities, wastewater)

•	 Creativity

•	 Potential regional partnerships

•	 Consistency with the goals of the town’s strategic 

plan: preserve natural resources, encourage 

and welcome diversity of residents, improve 

the travel experience, foster community spirit, 

enhance access to public recreational resources, 

and increase the diversity of housing options.

T-Time Committee walking the property in February 2020. 
Image Source Nancy Bloom, The Provincetown Independent 

Guiding Principles

The following guiding principles were 
used throughout the design process in 
order to direct design considerations, 
facilitate discussion, and assist in final 
outcomes.

•	 Incorporate traditional 
neighborhood design while 
keeping the “look and feel”  
of Eastham

•	 Include adequate infrastructure

•	 Prioritize environmental 
stewardship

•	 Balance the built environment 
with the natural environment

•	 Improve quality of life for all of 
Eastham’s residents
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PRO JEC T TE A M

Union was asked to lead an inclusive master planning effort for the Town of Eastham to explore 

how to balance housing, businesses, open space, amenities, and conservation/stewardship on three 

sites within the North Eastham portion of town. In order to best serve the town and achieve the 

various goals and deliverables requested, Union assembled a team of designers and consultants 

with whom we have long-standing relationships both working with towns on similar exercises 

and with designing and building out the sorts of places and uses desired by Town of Eastham and 

the T-Time Committee.

HORSLEY WITTEN GROUP

The Horsley Witten Group is a diverse, multi-disciplinary group of engineers, 

designers, and planners based in Cape Cod, with offices and projects 

throughout New England. For the Master Site Development Plan, Horsley 

Witten Group will be largely responsible for tasks related to the design and 

analysis of civil engineering, infrastructure, and regulatory elements, such as 

approaches to transportation, stormwater, wastewater, open space, utilities, 

zoning, and permitting needs and will generally advise on all aspects of the 

project. In addition to working on several private sector projects together, 

Union Studio and Horsley Witten Group have worked together on many 

municipal projects and vision plans in the past, including the following 

masterplan projects just within the last five years:

•	 Cochecho Waterfront, Dover, NH

•	 Tremont Nail Factory, Wareham, MA

•	 Norton Village Center, Norton MA

•	 Shrewsbury Town Center, Shrewsbury, MA

UNION

Union Studio Architecture and Community Design is a nationally practicing 

architecture and design firm based in Providence, Rhode Island. Our 

practice is firmly committed to using the power of design to enrich lives and 

strengthen communities, creating places that will be loved and enjoyed for 

generations. For the Master Site Development Plan, Union led the design team 

in the generation of the development plans, public presentations, and final 

report. Union has completed the following master plan projects just within 

the last five years:

•	 Community Resiliency by Design, Barnstable County, MA

•	 Cocheco Waterfront, Dover, NH

•	 Tremont Nail Factory, Wareham, MA

•	 Downtown Orange Revitalization, Orange, MA

•	 Billerica Feasibility Study, Billerica, MA

•	 Village of Three Rivers, Palmer, MA

•	 Norton Village Center, Norton, MA

•	 Shrewsbury Town Center, Shrewsbury, MA
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CAPEBUILT COMPANIES

CapeBuilt is a Cape Cod based business focused on construction and 

development services. For the Master Site Development Plan, CapeBuilt 

advised on all aspects of the project, but was largely responsible for tasks 

related to construction approaches, cost estimating, project phasing, 

permitting, and project delivery methods.  While the team has not previously 

worked together specifically on municipal vision plans, CapeBuilt’s knowledge 

of local construction practices and costs will be indispensable in crafting a 

viable long-term plan for these sites. Union Studio and CapeBuilt have worked 

together on a number of private sector projects in recent years, including:

•	 255 Main Street, Hyannis, MA

•	 Heritage Sands, Dennisport, MA

•	 Sea Captains Row, Hyannis, MA

PEREGRINE GROUP (RUSTPOINT ADVISORY)

The Peregrine Group provides full-service real estate advisory services 

throughout New England. For the Master Site Development Plan, the 

Peregrine Group advised on all aspects of the project, but was largely 

responsible for tasks related to the analysis of market trends and broad 

economic impacts. In addition to working on several private sector projects 

together, Union Studio and Peregrine Group (including a number of projects 

with Rustpoint Advisory prior to their merger with Peregrine Group) have 

worked together on many municipal projects and vision plans in the past, 

including the following master plan projects just within the last five years:

•	 Downtown Orange Revitalization, Orange, MA

•	 Tremont Nail Factory, Wareham, MA

•	 Village of Three Rivers, Palmer, MA
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2 0 2 2

Tasks JA N F E B M A R A P R M AY

TA S K 1 :  P R E- D E S I G N

Project Kickoff and Due Diligence

Stakeholder Sessions

TA S K 2 :  I N I T I A L D R A F T S

Initial Concepts, Cost Estimates, and 

Impact Analysis

First Public Presentation May 11, 2022

Second Public Presentation

T-Time Site Event

TA S K 3 :  F I N A L D R A F T S

Part-time Resident Meeting

Individual Stakeholder Sessions

Refined Concepts, Cost Estimates, and 

Impact Analysis

TA S K 4 :  F I N A L PAC K AG E A N D P R E S E N TAT I O N

Final Concepts, Cost Estimates, and  

Impact Analysis

Final Presentation

Council on Aging Presentation

Select Board Presentation

PRO CES S A ND S CHEDULE
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2 0 2 2 2 0 2 3

J U N J U L AU G S E P T O C T N OV D EC M A R

June 8, 2022

June 25, 2022

July 9, 2022

Oct, 12, 2022

Oct. 19, 2022

Mar. 20, 2023
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In mid-April, following the kick-off the project, the project team began a 

series of meetings with key stakeholders related to the three project sites. 

Stakeholders were chosen for either their direct relationship to a project site 

or their insight into local businesses, development, and community needs.  

In addition, the project team wanted to hear what opportunities excite 

these members of the community about future development. Each of the 

stakeholder groups has valuable input necessary for the project team to use 

and understand in order to successfully balance all the needs and wants of 

the community. There was a total of 39 participants across the 5 sessions.

There was a total of five stakeholder sessions:

•	 T-Time Committee, Town of Eastham Recreation Department, and 

Council on Aging: The project team met with these three groups in one 

session since their collaboration is integral to the final design outcome. 

A result of the T-Time Committee’s work was the determination that 

a new community center is the highest and best use to be included on 

the T-Time site. Two of the primary users of the new community center 

would be the Recreation Department and Council on Aging. 

•	 Town Center Plaza tenants: At the time of the sessions, there were six 

businesses at Town Center Plaza. Through the development process, 

the town is committed to including the existing tenants and providing 

them a future location for their business on site. The hope is to balance 

development and construction, such that the disruption to business is as 

minimal as possible.

•	 Eastham Businesses: This group includes businesses from the larger 

Eastham community. The project team wanted to get their broader 

insight into compatibility of uses and the existing local market needs. 

An understanding of their thoughts in relation to the Town of Eastham 

Market Study (2021), would be helpful to determining what uses could 

and should be placed on the sites.

•	 Residential neighbors: Abutting residential properties to the project sites 

will have to endure the lasting impacts of development change. The 

project team wanted to hear their concerns about future development and 

help alleviate those throughout the design process.

•	 Town of Eastham Select Board and Committee Chairs: Participants in this 

group offer broader input on the T-Time Committee recommendations, 

concerns about proposed uses, and any other potential issues.

Stakeholder 
Sessions
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 S TA K E H O L D E R TA K E AWAYS

•	 In general, all groups support T-Time 
Committee recommendations: The 
recommendations will serve as the basis for design 
concepts as intended.

•	 Find the right balance: The primary challenge 
is finding the right balance of the various 
components proposed - how much mixed use vs. 
housing vs. community space vs. open space?

•	 Build in flexibility: Be mindful that certain 
uses have specific needs, but there should also 
be a degree of flexibility built in to the designs to 
address varying short- and long-term needs.

•	 Consider the 5 senses: Need to be mindful of 
appropriate and/or inappropriate adjacencies.

•	 Traffic and Route 6 character are a major 
concern: Coordinate efforts with other Town 
consultants working on this issue.

•	 Variety of open space types is desired: Open 
spaces should include a mix of programmed and 
unprogrammed areas.

•	 Want a “village” feel: The overall character 
should retain a “village” feel - buildings shouldn’t 
be too large or feel congested.

•	 There are broader community impacts: 
Each site provides great opportunities, however, 
the project team needs to be mindful of broader 
community impacts and needs as well.
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Union Studio presenting at the first public presentation in May 2022.

In addition to the stakeholder sessions, input was gathered from the broader 

Eastham community through a series of public presentations held at the town 

library, each of which was also followed up by an online survey to garner 

additional feedback from a larger segment of the community. The intent of 

these presentations was to engage the community in translating the findings 

of the T-Time Committee’s community engagement process into a concept for 

each site in order to inform financial and impact analyses for redevelopment.

The first public presentation was held on May 11, 2022 with 80 attendees. 

During this session, the team introduced themselves, the project’s history, 

goals, and schedule, and key input from the stakeholder sessions. The team 

also shared an overview of some related town efforts, as well as the design 

standards and program elements that were to be considered for each site. 

Much of the session was focused on sharing some potential scenarios for 

each of the three parcels. These bubble diagrams showed options for the 

distribution of the various elements intended for each of the sites and served 

as the basis for this first round of discussions.

A second public presentation was held on June 8, 2022 with 79 attendees. 

After a quick synopsis of the first public presentation, the team shared a 

summary of the discussion points from the first presentation as well as a 

summary of the 218 online survey responses. The team then shared two 

preliminary schemes for each of the three parcels that were based off of the 

preferred options of the potential scenarios, modified per input received.

A final public presentation was held on October 12, 2022 with 85 attendees. 

Once again, a quick synopsis of the previous presentations was given, as was a 

summary of the in person and 99 online survey responses received relative to 

the preliminary schemes. For each site, a final draft scheme was shared based 

on the preferred preliminary scheme from the second session. This provided 

the community one more opportunity to comment prior to the refinement of 

these schemes into the final concepts shown in this report.

Public  
Presentations
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Summer Kick-off and Ice Cream 
Social at the T-Time property

In an effort to continue building interest in the project while also 

continuing to get community feedback, the Town also hosted a series of 

supplemental meetings and events throughout the year.

•	 T-Time Site Event - June 25, 2022: More than 350 community members 

of all ages attended a “Summer Kickoff & Ice Cream Social” event on 

the afternoon of Saturday, June 25 at the Town-owned T-Time property 

(4790 State Highway, Eastham). Co-hosted by the Town’s Community 

Development and Recreation & Beaches Departments with support 

from many other Town departments, the event offered free ice cream, 

courtesy of the Ice Cream Cafe, along with the old-fashioned field day 

games, face painting, music, and an 80s-themed costume contest. The 

Community Development Department set up a special Master Plan 

public engagement tent, complete with a kid-friendly building-block 

style activity for community members to help envision the future of 

T-Time and North Eastham.

•	 Part Time Resident Meeting - July 9, 2022: Town Community 

Development staff presented a special Master Plan update for around 50 

members of Eastham’s Part-Time Resident Taxpayers Association. The 

presentation provided an overview of the Master Plan project purpose, 

highlighted public engagement and other work completed to date, and 

shared opportunities to get involved.

•	 Individual Stakeholder Engagement - July to September 2022: 

Following the initial stakeholder sessions and first two public 

workshops, Town staff and the consultant team received additional 

follow-up correspondence from individuals in the community. This 

correspondence included input on various aspects of the conceptual 

schemes presented, with stakeholders advocating for: more innovative 

parking solutions; regional investment in a 50-meter public pool; 

sustainable/climate resilient site features; more specific traffic/

transportation planning; and an emphasis on revenue-generating 

opportunities, such as through a roller-skating rink or other sports-

based anchor, to minimize taxpayer impact.

•	 Council on Aging Presentation - October 19, 2022: Approximately 20 

senior community members attended a presentation on the Master Plan 

held at Eastham Council on Aging. Most of the individuals in attendance 

reported they had not participated in any of the previous Master Plan 

events or workshops. Feedback included concerns about traffic safety 

and Route 6 access points for a future Community Center at T-Time, and 

a desire to have community center amenities focus on the unique needs 

of the senior population in Eastham. There was also discussion on if and 

how the findings of the COA needs assessment would be incorporated 

into the Master Plan process.

Town-led 
Meetings and 
Events
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Caption

H O U S IN G

Union has been apart of a larger discussion of housing 

needs on the Cape for several years. Through our work 

with the Cape Cod Commission, we have developed a 

range of housing types that can provide density without 

having to build large scale multifamily buildings. These 

types, such as cottages, townhouses, and manor houses 

have historic precedent across the Cape and easily blend 

into the local context.

These housing types can range in density from around 

eight units per acre up to around 20 units per acre. The 

type of housing chosen needs to be carefully chosen 

for the given site and the needs of the community. The 

T-Time Committee has recommended housing in various 

forms for each site, which type is ultimately chosen will 

be a balance of housing needs and the context of the site.

C O M M U NI T Y C E N T E R

Following the stakeholder session with the Recreation 

Department and Council on Aging (COA), as well 

discussions with the Town about specific program 

elements and potential scale of a new community 

building, it was determined an approximately 20,000 

Precedents for  
the main program 
elements were 
researched and 
discussed with  
the community.  
Additional precedents 
were later provided 
for each site as the 
schemes developed.
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Mixed-use building in Falmouth Village, Massachusetts.

Guilford Town Green, Conneticut.

The Bourne Veterans Memorial Community Center 
Source: Google Maps

The Harwich Community Center Source: Google Maps

to 30,000 square foot building would be suitable for 

consideration. Union proposed two local precedents 

to use for program elements, scale, and also parking 

ratio - the Harwich Community Center and the Bourne 

Veterans Memorial Community Center.

Both buildings are approximately 32,000 square feet and 

are combined with COA. Harwich also houses the local 

Channel 18 studio and control room. Common program 

elements are a full-size gymnasium and activity rooms. 

Bourne’s center includes a multi-purpose room with 

small stage and attached kitchen, as well as a game and 

play room. It also includes elements specific to the COA, 

such as a meditation room, cafeteria, and meeting room. 

Neither precedent included a separate teen space, which 

the Eastham stakeholders expressed interest in. As 

both buildings are slightly larger in size than Eastham 

is considering, creative and efficient use of space will 

be important as the vision for the community center 

develops.

MI X E D U S E

There are many great examples of mixed-use buildings 

in villages across Cape Cod. These buildings are typically 

one to three stories with commercial or office spaces 

on the ground floor with housing above. The visual 

precedents provided to the community represented 

village scale mixed-use buildings in keeping with local 

context that can deliver multiple uses in compact, 

pedestrian-friendly settings.

O P E N S PAC E

A variety of open space types will be considered for 

the sites in Eastham. Options range from formal open 

spaces, such as a village green or plaza, to informal 

spaces, such as trails, playgrounds, and fields. The 

residents of Eastham have expressed interest in both 

passive and active recreation spaces. The T-Time site 

has potential for both formal and informal open space, 

while the Town Center Plaza will likely be more formal 

in nature. The Council on Aging site, if redeveloped, will 

likely have private open spaces which could be formal 

and/or informal spaces for residents to enjoy.

PRO GR A M ELEMENT S
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REL ATED TOWN EFFOR T S

There are several other town projects under way 

that have an impact on the North Eastham Village 

Development Plan. The following provides a brief 

description of these projects and their current status.

C O U N C IL O N AG IN G B U IL D IN G F E AS IB IL I T Y 

AS S E S S M E N T

Keenan & Kenny Architects completed a report including 

an assessment of the current conditions of the Eastham 

Senior Center. The report also evaluates the feasibility 

of any renovations or additions that would be necessary 

for future operations of the Senior Center. The Council 

on Aging Board and the Town, together commissioned 

a Community Needs Assessment by the Center for 

Social and Demographic Research on Aging/University 

of Massachusetts Boston, to assist with the assessment 

of the pros and cons of the current site versus a new 

community center. They also completed a survey, 

interviewed stakeholders and conducted focus groups to 

gather data about what community members want and 

need for senior services in the future. This report is now 

available and will be presented to the Select Board on 

April 6, 2023. 

WAS T E WAT E R M A N AG E M E N T P R O J EC T

Consultants from GHD were hired by the Town to 

evaluate and plan for multiple strategies to reduce 

nutrient loading and improve water quality in priority 

watershed areas. The Salt Pond sub-watershed area is the 

first area the consultants are analyzing. One of the sites 

identified for potential groundwater recharge was the 

T-Time site. Design considerations, therefore, needed to 

address the potential for recharge on the site.

The design team and GHD spoke throughout the process 

to ensure that our work would not impede any potential 

future recharge needs. As part of the design process, 

the team sought to understand how much area recharge 

would need and what programmatic elements can exist 

within the area. 

At the time of this report, the Draft Watershed 

Management Plan does not rely on the T-Time site 

for a recharge area. The plan will be submitted to the 

Department of Environmental Protection in May of 

2023. Pending Town Meeting approval, the Town will 

continue to design and engineer a wastewater treatment 

and collection system into 2024.

For more information on wastewater management in 

Eastham, visit the town’s overview website:  

https://arcg.is/OGeff.

R O U T E 6 C O R R ID O R IM P R OV E M E N T S P R O J EC T 

A N D C O M P L E T E S T R E E T P R I O R I T IZ AT I O N 

P L A N

Environmental Partners Group has been hired by the 

Town of Eastham to identify roadway improvements 

along the 6-miles of Route 6 through Eastham. They 

will provide recommendations for key intersections and 

segments of the road for improvements. 

Goals for the project are:

•	 Slow traffic along Route 6

•	 Improve safety for all

•	 Add bicycle and pedestrian connections to the 

Cape Cod Rail Trail

•	 Reduce cut-through traffic by keeping vehicles on 

Route 6 and preventing traffic-related incidents

•	 Anticipate needs of future development, such as 

the re-development of the T-Time site and Town 

Center Plaza

•	 Determine a preferred concept by the Town to 

be presented to the Massachusetts Department of 

Transportation (MassDOT)

The Complete Streets Prioritization Plan was completed 

in 2019. It has been revised and submitted to MassDOT 

taking into consideration the purchase of T-Time and 

Town Center Plaza, higher construction costs, and shifts 

to transportation patterns and population due to the 

pandemic. Environmental Partners is also supporting the 

Town in this effort. 
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Future development on the three project sites needs to 
address wastewater to prevent further nutrient loading of 

local watersheds such as Salt Pond (shown here).
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T-Time Property
The T-Time parcel is a large vacant parcel located within the Town of 

Eastham’s main business corridor. To the north is a landscaping company and 

garden center. To the south is a real estate office and fitness center. Running 

along the entire eastern edge of the property is the Cape Cod Rail Trail, 

which provides a great opportunity for future development to connect to the 

open space assets on the Cape.

A 100-foot electrical easement also runs along the eastern edge of the 

property, adjacent to the rail trail. The easement restricts structures of any 

kind, however, it is an opportunity for open space program compatible to the 

trail and residents beyond. A summary diagram of these opportunities and 

constraints can be found on page 28.

Another constraint on the property is a restricted covenant placed by Stop 

& Shop on the property as part of the sale. It restricts uses such as another 

market and any take-out food businesses. Some of the desired uses by the 

community, such as a potential cafe, may not be allowed per this covenant. 

However, the restricted covenant is not permanent and the Town is willing to 

address it if needed.

INTRODUC TION

A D D R E S S

4790 State Highway (Route 6)

A R E A

10.86 acres

P U R C H A S E D

2019

ZO N E

Limited Commercial (LC) in the 

Eastham Corridor Special District 

(ECSD), Groundwater Protection 

Overlay District
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S U M M A RY R EC O M M E N DAT I O N S

The T-Time Development Committee recommends 

that the T-Time property host a mix of uses, with an 

emphasis on indoor and outdoor recreation for all ages, 

housing, and a balance of built structures with ample 

green space for public gathering and both active and 

passive recreation use.

•	 Focus on a community center building that 

meets the needs of all ages in the community. 

Anchors of the building would be the Recreation 

Department and the Council on Aging. 

•	 Consider the feasibility of a 50-meter public pool 

to meet local needs for year-round swim lessons, 

the Nauset Regional High school swim team, 

general recreation, and rehabilitation services.

•	 Provide housing options to meet the need of 

those earning 80 - 150% of the area median 

income (AMI) and the Housing Production Plan 

(2021).

•	 Include flex-space that could be used for pop-up 

or start-up businesses and food trucks.

•	 Have public access to the Cape Cod Rail Trail.

•	 Create a walkable downtown feel with emphasis 

on pedestrians.

T-TIME C OMMIT TEE REC OMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations were 

summarized from the T-Time Development 
Committee Recommendations Report 
(November 2021) and were presented to 

the Eastham Select Board.

The Cape Cod Rail Trail runs 
along the back of the property.
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Eastham Corridor Special District

In 2018, Eastham approved the Eastham Corridor Special 

District (ECSD) in order to “enhance and protect” its 

commercial areas which reside primarily along Route 6 

corridor. Both the T-Time and Town Center Plaza parcels 

exist within this corridor. In order to enhance the 

character of the district, building design standards are 

included in the zoning language. The project incorporated 

the spirit of this special district within the design. 

Standards of note include evoking Eastham character 

and enhancing pedestrian scale by including variations 

in building design and porches. Traditional sloped roofs 

are preferred in the district. Additionally, sustainability 

should be an important element of new development, 

such as orienting buildings to provide access to light and 

air. Roadways and pathways should focus on safety and 

separation of vehicles from pedestrians and bicycles.

Town of Eastham Zoning Map with project sites and Eastham Corridor Special District (ECSD) highlighted.
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NOTES:
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Groundwater Protection District

The Groundwater Protection Overlay District is a zoning 

overlay with the primary purpose of preserving and 

protecting existing and potential sources of drinking 

water. The T-Time, Town Center Plaza, and Council on 

Aging properties are located within the Groundwater 

Protection Overlay District. Proposed improvements must 

adequately demonstrate that the groundwater beneath 

the parcels and water runoff from the parcels do not 

contribute to existing or potential sources of drinking 

water.

The Town’s Zoning Bylaws define specific prohibited 

land uses and activities within this overlay district, 

including landfills, storage of hazard materials, and earth 

removal within 4 feet of historical high groundwater. 

The proposed final development schemes are consistent 

with the general requirements of the overlay district, 

with full compliance to be demonstrated with specific 

wastewater disposal and stormwater management design 

when projects move forward to more detailed design 

development and permitting stages.



2 7UNION    |   Zoning Summary

Limited Commercial (LC) District

In order to access feasibility and evaluate any potential 

zoning conflicts, an understanding of current zoning 

requirements is necessary. The T-Time property is zoned 

Limited Commercial (LC). The purpose of this zone 

is to have primarily residential uses and to prioritize 

pedestrian accessibility and scale. Low-intensity 

commercial uses are also permitted. Limiting curb cuts 

on Route 6 is desired in order to improve safety.

There are a number of allowed uses in addition to 

residential including, open and recreation space, 

municipal uses, offices, studios, and small gift shops. 

Uses not currently allowed which have been expressed as 

desirable on the site, are restaurants greater than 3,000 

square feet. Restaurants less than 3,000 square feet and 

food trucks require Special Permit. Again, the restricted 

covenant may also impede any such uses.

Future zoning changes could consider alternate ways to 

regulate building scale, including footprint and height, 

to obtain a village feel. In order to obtain desired top-of-

shop housing, buildings often need to exceed the current 

regulated height. In addition, buildings can be designed 

to look like smaller buildings while maintaining a larger 

footprint to increase efficiency.

Diagram of the opportunities and constraints on the T-Time property.

D I M E N S I O N A L S TA N DA R D S :

Lot size (min) 40,000 square feet

Building footprint (max) 3,000 square feet in front 

of the lot, 8,000 square feet 

if in back of the lot

Gross Floor Area (2nd Floor) 40% or less of the first 

floor gross floor area

Building coverage (max) 30%

Lot coverage (max) 65%

Building height (max) 2 stories:  

20 feet or 30 feet for 

pitched roofs of 7/12 min. 

slope

Building Setbacks 25 foot Front Setback

10 foot Side/Rear Setback

Parking Setback 20 foot minimum behind 

the front facade

Facade variation Include a 5 feet setback or 

projection every 40 feet

Landscaping Minimum 25 foot  

wide vegetated buffer
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Scenario One Programmatic Diagram

Scenario Two Programmatic Diagram



2 9UNION    |   P otential Scenarios

Potential scenarios investigated the T-Time parcel 
programmatically to garner input from the community 
on the location and amount of the program elements. 
Specifically, the location of the community center and how 
that affected the location of housing. All scenarios proposed 
some amount of mixed-use along Route 6 and an open space 
buffer at the rear of the site along the electrical easement.

C O M M U N I T Y R E S P O N S E *

Overall the community responded most favorably to Scenario Two with a mean score of eight out of 

10. Scenarios One and Three both received a score of five. There was a conflict amidst the open-ended 

responses on many of the program elements such as how much housing (if any), including commercial 

or retail uses, location of community uses, and whether or not to include a pool. There seemed to be a 

preference for any housing to be located to the rear of the site. Other comments focused on preferences 

for sustainable elements such as net zero buildings, solar panels, composting toilets, and agricultural 

uses. Some also felt the scenarios were squeezing too much on the site. 

*See Appendix for more detail.

Scenario Three Programmatic Diagram
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INITIA L S CHEMES

Scheme “A” Mixed-use Village
Scheme “A” takes the most favorable scenario, Scenario 2, and 

develops it further. In this scheme, the community center is visible 

from Route 6 with a public green in front to give the new building 

a civic presence. In the rear of the building, is a large green that 

has the ability to house a 50-meter pool, should the community 

decide to build one (represented by the dashed line). Commercial 

buildings flank the community center, along with townhouses and 

manor houses overlooking the community open space. The site 

would handle its own stormwater within the designated septic area. 

A number of uses could be located within this area and the utility 

easement, such as walking trails and community gardens.

C O M M U N I T Y R E S P O N S E *

Respondents preferred Scheme “A”, with a score of eight out of 10. 

However, respondents wished to see a scheme that found a middle 

ground between the two. Other suggestions were a water feature 

adjacent to the community center, minimize visual impact of 

parking, and create a meaningful edge along Route 6. It was also 

suggested that a more prominent location be given to the bus stop 

and to create additional connections to adjacent sites.

P R O G R A M

Community Center

Parked @ 3/1,000

25,000 square feet

75 spaces

Commercial

Parked @ 4.5/1,000

8,000 sf

36 spaces

Manor House Residential

Parked @ 1-1.5/du

18-24 units

36 spaces

Townhouse Residential

Parking @ 1.5/du

13 units

20 spaces

Flex Parking 37 spaces

T O TA L C I V I C 2 5 , 0 0 0 S F

T O TA L C O M M E R C I A L 8 , 0 0 0 S F

T O TA L R E S I D E N T I A L 3 1 -3 7 U N I T S

T O TA L PA R K I N G 2 0 4 S PAC E S

*See Appendix for more detail .
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Scheme “B” Mixed-use Village with 
Recharge Area
Scheme “B” takes a similar approach for the uses along Route 

6, but explores the option of rotating the large green, still sized 

to fit a 50-meter pool, behind the community center while also 

consolidating the residential area by including some units over the 

commercial spaces in order to create a larger open space area at the 

back of the site. The specific program for this area would still need 

to be worked out, but one consideration is that this larger area would 

be able to facilitate a larger recharge area should the town need 

to utilize a portion of the site for such needs (see the Wastewater 

Management Project section under Related Town Efforts).

C O M M U N I T Y R E S P O N S E * 

Responses for this scheme centered around the recharge area. 

Residents wanted to see it thought of as open space that can also 

be used as recharge. Additionally, community gardens and a food 

forest were proposed for the utility easement. Minimizing the visual 

impact of parking in the community areas was also a top comment. 

P R O G R A M

Community Center

Parked @ 3/1,000

25,000 square feet

75 spaces

Mixed-use Commercial

Parked @ 4.5/1,000

8,000 sf

36 spaces

Mixed-use Residential

Parked @ 1-1.5/du

12-16 units 

18 spaces

Manor House Residential

Parked @ 1-1.5/du

9-12 units

18 spaces

Townhouse Residential

Parking @ 1.5/du

10 units

15 spaces

T O TA L C I V I C 2 5 , 0 0 0 S F

T O TA L C O M M E R C I A L 8 , 0 0 0 S F

T O TA L R E S I D E N T I A L 3 1 -3 8 U N I T S

T O TA L PA R K I N G 1 6 2 S PAC E S

*See Appendix for more detail.
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1 	 M I X E D - U S E B U I L D I N G S

2	 L OW WA L L A N D 

L A N D S CA P I N G

3	 F O R M A L G R E E N A N D B U S 

S T O P O N R O U T E 6

4	 C O M M U N I T Y C E N T E R  

D R O P O F F

5	 C O M M U N I T Y C E N T E R

6	 P O T E N T I A L B I K E /

P E D E S T R I A N C O N N EC T I O N

7	 T OW N H O U S E A N D M A N O R 

H O U S E U N I T S 

8	 D O G PA R K

9	 C O M M U N I T Y G A R D E N

10	 F O R M A L G R E E N

11 	 S P L A S H PA D A N D 

P L AYG R O U N D (O R P O O L)

12	 C O M M U N I T Y F O O D F O R E S T

13	 I N F O R M A L G R E E N

14	 O U T D O O R L E A R N I N G C E N T E R
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P R O G R A M

Mixed-use Commercial

Parked @ 4.5/1,000

13,500 square feet

61 spaces

Mixed-use Residential

Parked @ 1.5/du

10 units

15 spaces

T O TA L C O M M E R C I A L 1 3 , 5 0 0 S F

T O TA L R E S I D E N T I A L 1 0 U N I T S

T O TA L PA R K I N G 7 6 S PAC E S

FIN A L DR A F T S CHEME

The final draft scheme strikes a middle ground between 
Schemes “A” and “B” by siting the large green adjacent 
to the community center as it was in Scheme “A” but 
with the residential configuration from Scheme “B”. 
The large green is shown as potentially programmed 
with a playground and splash park but is still sized 
to accommodate a 50-meter pool should that be the 
direction ultimately taken. As was suggested by the 
community, a series of community gardens and a food 
forest is shown in the utility easement.

C O M M U N I T Y R E S P O N S E * 

As is common when seeking public input, 

there were a couple of times where the 

concerns of one subset of the community 

ran counter to the concerns of another. For 

instance, some respondents think the site 

should include more housing, while others 

advocated for less. Some  respondents felt it 

was important to include a pool, while others 

felt it was better to include recreational uses 

that might be used by a larger portion of the 

community. The final scheme seeks to suggest 

a balance between these opinions, while also 

providing a flexible framework that can allow 

for continued discussions around these issues 

in the next phase.

*See Appendix for more detail.
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35UNION    |   Final Dr af t Scheme

P E R S P EC T I V E V I E W

A community building 
set amongst mixed-use 
buildings and housing 

provides a neighborhood 
feel. Pathways lead back 

to a formal green for 
community use.

Note: This is an illustrative rendering to 
demonstrate a potential vision of the site.
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1 	 M I X E D - U S E B U I L D I N G S
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3	 F O R M A L G R E E N A N D B U S 

S T O P O N R O U T E 6

4	 C O M M U N I T Y C E N T E R  

D R O P O F F

5	 C O M M U N I T Y C E N T E R

6	 P O T E N T I A L B I K E /P E D E S T R I A N 

C O N N EC T I O N S

7	 T OW N H O U S E A N D M A N O R 

H O U S E U N I T S 

8	 F O R M A L G R E E N

9	 S P L A S H PA D A N D 

P L AYG R O U N D (O R P O O L)

10	 C O M M U N I T Y G A R D E N

11 	 C O M M U N I T Y F O O D F O R E S T

12	 I N F O R M A L G R E E N

13	 P O T E N T I A L T R E E S AV E A R E A

14	 WA L KS A N D T R A I L S

15	 O U T D O O R L E A R N I N G C E N T E R



3 7UNION    |   Final Scheme

The final scheme falls largely in keeping 
with the final draft scheme. The formal and 
informal greens along the Rail Trail are 
designed for passive recreation. The informal 
green spaces are intended for walking trails 
and tree preservation. The formal green 
is designed to be flexible for the Town to 
program as resident needs evolve. Uses can 
include social gathering spaces, seating areas, 
and public art.

FIN A L S CHEME

P R O G R A M

Community Center

Parked @ 2.5/1,000

25,000 square feet

63 spaces

Mixed-use Commercial

4k Parked @ 8/1,000

4k Parked @ 2.5/1,000

8,000 sf

32 spaces

10 spaces

Mixed-use Residential

Parked @ 81.25/du

16 units

20 spaces

Manor House Residential

Parked @ 1.25/du

10 units

20 spaces

Townhouse Residential

Parking @ 1.25/du

14 units

18 spaces

T O TA L C I V I C 2 5 , 0 0 0 S F

T O TA L C O M M E R C I A L 8 , 0 0 0 S F

T O TA L R E S I D E N T I A L 4 0 U N I T S

T O TA L PA R K I N G 15 6 S PAC E S



38

C H A R AC T E R P R EC E D E N T S

Visual precedents were provided to the community 

throughout the public presentations to help envision 

the character and scale of the buildings, as well as the 

character of the variety of open spaces.



3 9UNION    |   Final Scheme
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INTRODUC TION

Town Center Plaza Property
Town Center Plaza is at the core of Eastham’s business district and lies just 

north of the heavily-trafficked intersection of Route 6 and Brackett Road. To 

the north of the site is a popular local restaurant, the Friendly Fisherman. 

To the east of the site, is the condominium development of Brackett Landing 

completed in 2012, currently buffered by existing vegetation. To the south, a 

bank and gas station. There is an access easement at the southeastern corner 

of the site where the property borders the gas station, which is currently a 

vehicular connection through the bank property to Brackett Road.

Vehicles use the connection through the properties as a cut-through to  

Route 6 and avoid traffic at the intersection. This additional traffic through 

the site causes an unsafe environment for pedestrians and vehicles visiting the 

plaza businesses. Though a safety concern, the connection between the adjacent 

sites is also an opportunity to maintain and create future, safer pedestrian 

and vehicle connections to the businesses when the site is redeveloped. The 

Route 6 Corridor project is looking to strengthen and formalize the connection 

between the Town Center Plaza and adjacent properties to alleviate pressure 

from planned redevelopment along the corridor.

A D D R E S S

4550 State Highway (Route 6)

A R E A

3.54 acres

P U R C H A S E D

2021

ZO N E

Core Commercial (CC) in the 

Eastham Cooridor Special District 

(ECSD), Groundwater Protection 

Overlay District



4 3UNION    |   T-Time Committ ee Recommendations

T-TIME C OMMIT TEE REC OMMENDATIONS

The existing property includes a small strip mall 
and two standalone commercial  buildings.

S U M M A RY R EC O M M E N DAT I O N S

The T-Time Development Committee recommends that 

the Town Center Plaza becomes a mixed-use center 

focused on year-round residents.

•	 Retain the six current businesses

•	 Create additional retail, restaurant, and 

entrepreneurial space that provides opportunities 

for year-round residents.

•	 Create top-of-shop housing that focuses on the 

needs of those earning 80 - 150% of AMI, as well 

as the needs of the Housing Production Plan 

(2021).

•	 Create a walkable downtown feel that includes 

opportunities for outdoor dining, public transit 

improvement, and pedestrian and bike safety 

improvements.

The following recommendations were 

summarized from the T-Time Development 
Committee Recommendations Report 
(November 2021) and were presented to 

the Eastham Select Board.
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Core Commercial (CC) District

Town Center Plaza is within the CC District of the 

Eastham Corridor Special District (ECSD) and the 

Groundwater Protection Overlay District. The purpose 

of this district is to encourage a compact, vibrant 

commercial center keeping a scale consistent with the 

neighborhood. Shared access between properties is also 

encouraged. Development should facilitate pedestrian 

and bicycle use.

Some uses allowed within the district include municipal 

uses, museums, bakers, banks, salons, fitness centers, 

and offices. Uses allowed under 3,000 square feet include 

small shops, galleries, and restaurants. Special permits 

are required for any retail or restaurant in excess of 

3,000 square feet. Accessory residential uses only are 

allowed.

Like T-Time, any new development at Town Center Plaza 

will presumably fall under Special Permit if it alters 

over 3,000 square feet of area, alters Route 6 access, and 

increases parking over 10 spaces.

As with the T-Time property, future zoning updates 

may consider alternate ways to regulate building scale 

in order to achieve the village feel Eastham and its 

residents desire. Often heights of two-story buildings 

exceed 20 or 30 feet which is often a function of site 

conditions. In addition, buildings with housing above 

can add much needed units by including a half-story. 

The half-story would potentially extend the height of the 

building though the perceived height may be lower as 

the story is concealed within the roof pitch.

*See T-Time Property Zoning Summary for information on the 
ECSD and Groundwater Protection Overlay District.

D I M E N S I O N A L S TA N DA R D S :

Lot size (min) 20,000 square feet

Building footprint (max) 3,000 square feet in front 

of the lot, 8,000 square feet 

if in back of the lot

Gross Floor Area (2nd Floor) 40% or less of the first 

floor gross floor area

Building coverage (max) 50%

Lot coverage (max) 80%

Building height (max) 2 stories:  

20 feet or 30 feet for 

pitched roofs of 7/12 min. 

slope

Building Setbacks 25 foot Front Setback

10 foot Side/Rear Setback

Parking Setback 20 foot minimum behind 

the front facade

Facade variation Include a 5 feet setback or 

projection every 40 feet

Landscaping Street trees every 35 feet, 

50 square foot pocket park

ZONING SUMM A RY



4 5UNION    |   Zoning Summary

Diagram of the opportunities and constraints on the Town Center Plaza property.
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P OTENTIA L S CEN A RIOS

Scenario One Programmatic Diagram

Scenario Two Programmatic Diagram



47UNION    |   P otential Scenarios

Potential scenarios for the Town Center Plaza property 
looked at various ways of continuing to include commercial 
uses on site organized around a central open space that 
would create a better sense of place. Options for adding 
housing were also considered. While the general intent was 
to create a more pedestrian-friendly environment, a “pad” 
site that could be more auto-centric was considered adjacent 
to the neighboring gas station. Screening through the use 
of an open space buffer is also reflected here and in the 
proposed concepts to address neighborhood concerns.

C O M M U N I T Y R E S P O N S E *

Overall people were in support of mixed-use on the site. Many supported having housing in the rear. 

There was a lot of confusion over the concept of “pad” retail. There were some respondents looking for 

a greater emphasis on green space, however, others were concerned that any green space on Route 6 

would feel unsafe and be underutilized.

*See Appendix for more detail.

Scenario Three Programmatic Diagram
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INITIA L S CHEMES

Scheme “A” Mixed-use Village

Scheme “A” further developed the concept shown in Potential 

Scenario 2 that would include a mixed-use village clustered around 

a small green with frontage along Route 6, with the majority of 

parking located between these uses and the adjacent residential 

community. The scheme included a little more commercial space 

than is currently on the site, broken into a series of smaller 

buildings, with most including some residential units above.

C O M M U N I T Y R E S P O N S E *

This scheme received more positive response than Scheme “B” with 

an eight out of 10. Comments mentioned the desire to see mixed-

use instead of just commercial with housing in the back of the site. 

Responses also desired a meaningful edge along Route 6 and have 

the bus stop in a more prominent location. Additional connections 

to neighboring sites was also mentioned. Others mentioned concern 

for adequate parking and where to put commercial loading.

P R O G R A M

Mixed-use Commercial

Parked @ 4.5/1,000

16,000 square feet

72 spaces

Mixed-use Residential

Parked @ 1-1.5/du

16-24 units

24 spaces

T O TA L C O M M E R C I A L 1 6 , 0 0 0 S F

T O TA L R E S I D E N T I A L 1 6 -2 4 U N I T S

T O TA L PA R K I N G 9 6 S PAC E S

*See Appendix for more detail.



4 9UNION    |   Initial Schemes

Scheme “B” Commercial Village with 
Housing in Back

Scheme “B” is a hybrid of Potential Scenarios 1 and 3 that also 

incorporates a series of commercial buildings clustered around a 

small green, but instead proposes new units in separate structures 

along the back of the site by the adjacent residential community.  

The scheme features fewer residential units and commercial space 

(albeit the same amount as is currently on the site) as a result of 

having less available space for parking.

C O M M U N I T Y R E S P O N S E * 

Scheme “B” had less positive rating than Scheme “A”. Many respondents 

did not think standalone housing made sense on this site. People also felt 

Scheme “A” increased the amount of commercial space, which they pre-

ferred.

P R O G R A M

Mixed-use Commercial

Parked @ 4.5/1,000

13,500 square feet

61 spaces

Mixed-use Residential

Parked @ 1.5/du

10 units

15 spaces

T O TA L C O M M E R C I A L 1 3 , 5 0 0 S F

T O TA L R E S I D E N T I A L 1 0 U N I T S

T O TA L PA R K I N G 7 6 S PAC E S

*See Appendix for more detail.
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1 	 L OW WA L L A N D L A N D S CA P I N G

2	 S H A R E D L OA D I N G ZO N E
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4	 T R A S H C O L L EC T I O N

5	 P R I M A RY PA R K I N G

6	 T R E E S AV E A L O N G E D G E

7	 L A N D S CA P E D PA R K I N G I S L A N D S

8	 C O M M U N I T Y PAV I L I O N

9	 WA L KS A N D S E AT I N G A R E A S

10	 M I X E D - U S E B U I L D I N G S

11 	 F O R M A L G R E E N S PAC E

12	 B U S S T O P
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P R O G R A M

Mixed-use Commercial

Parked @ 4.5/1,000

13,500 square feet

61 spaces

Mixed-use Residential

Parked @ 1.5/du

10 units

15 spaces

T O TA L C O M M E R C I A L 1 3 , 5 0 0 S F

T O TA L R E S I D E N T I A L 1 0 U N I T S

T O TA L PA R K I N G 7 6 S PAC E S

FIN A L DR A F T S CHEME

The final draft scheme further refined the concept of a 
mixed-use village that frames a central green pulled further 
into the site with less exposure to Route 6. Four new 
mixed-use buildings were purposed that included the same 
amount of commercial space as exists on the Town Center 
Plaza parcel currently, while adding ten new residential 
units on the upper floors. A shared loading zone is also 
shown to be used by both the new tenants and the existing 
adjacent restaurant.

C O M M U N I T Y R E S P O N S E * 

The primary theme from respondents 

centered around support for local 

businesses on the site. Some expressed a 

desire to see more businesses. Some also 

expressed concern about the Friendly 

Fisherman restaurant located north to the 

site and want it to be given consideration 

in future plans. A handful of people 

wanted to see more housing and less 

retail. Some suggested having less green 

space to allow for more development. 

As with T-Time, concern over traffic 

was brought up as well as additional 

pedestrian and bicycle connections.

*See Appendix for more detail.
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5 3UNION    |   Final Dr af t Scheme

P E R S P EC T I V E V I E W

A town green, lined by village scale 
mixed-use buildings, can be an enjoyable 

place for everyday gathering, farmers 
markets, and other town events.

Note: This is an illustrative rendering to 
demonstrate a potential vision of the site.
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1 	 L OW WA L L A N D L A N D S CA P I N G

2	 S H A R E D L OA D I N G ZO N E

3	 T R A S H C O L L EC T I O N

4	 P R I M A RY PA R K I N G

5	 L A N D S CA P E D PA R K I N G I S L A N D S
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7	 M I X E D - U S E B U I L D I N G S

8	 E X I S T I N G B A N K *

9	 WA L KS A N D S E AT I N G A R E A S

10	 F O R M A L G R E E N S PAC E

11 	 B U S S T O P

* N o c ha nge s a r e pr op o s e d to th e 
ex is t ing b a nk pa r c e l .  T h e pr op o s e d 
c on c e pt ta ke s c ur r e nt a n d f utur e 
tr af f ic  f low n e e ds into ac c ount .



5 5UNION    |   Final Scheme

FIN A L S CHEME

Based on additional feedback and the 
potential to incorporate an undeveloped 
lot on Brackett Road next to the bank, the 
final scheme shifts some of the mixed-use 
program down along Brackett Road, reducing 
the pressure on the Town Center Plaza site to 
facilitate the current amount of commercial 
space plus additional units while also opening 
up options for phasing redevelopment. The 
new buildings on Route 6, as well as trees 
and landscaping, were revised to maintain 
views to and reflect setbacks of neighboring 
structures while still creating a pedestrian-
friendly village feel.

P R O G R A M ( T OW N C E N T E R P L A Z A)

Mixed-use Commercial

8k Parked @ 8/1,000

2k Parked @ 2.5/1.000

10,000 square feet

64 spaces

5 spaces

Mixed-use Residential

Parked @ 1.25/du

20 units

100 spaces

T O TA L C O M M E R C I A L 1 0 , 0 0 0 S F

T O TA L R E S I D E N T I A L 2 0 U N I T S

T O TA L PA R K I N G 1 0 0 S PAC E S

P R O G R A M (B A N K O U T PA R C E L)

Mixed-use Commercial

2k Parked @ 8/1,000

3k Parked @ 2.5/1.000

5,000 square feet

16 spaces

8 spaces

Mixed-use Residential

Parked @ 1.25/du

10 units

13 spaces

T O TA L C O M M E R C I A L 5 , 0 0 0 S F

T O TA L R E S I D E N T I A L 1 0 U N I T S

T O TA L PA R K I N G 3 8 S PAC E S
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INTRODUC TION

Council on Aging Property

The Council on Aging property consists of two parcels. The property on 

Nauset Road includes the existing Eastham Senior Center building; the other 

property to the rear includes parking for the building. A third parcel, a paper 

street, borders the property to the north and is also being considered for 

vehicular access to the rear of the site.

Unlike the other two sites, the Council on Aging exists in a residential 

neighborhood and has a much different character. To the north, south, and 

west it is adjacent to single-family residences. To the east, the Cape Cod 

National Seashore, a National Park.

A D D R E S S

1405 Nauset Road and 

0 Martha Street

A R E A

1.99 acres

ZO N E

Residential District A, Groundwater 

Protection Overlay District
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Rear of the Senior Center 
and outdoor gathering space 

adjacent to the parking lot.

Why the Eastham Senior Center property?
The Senior Center, a gift to the Town from a group 
of dedicated community members, is a source 
of great pride to the community. As the town’s 
senior population has grown, the existing building 
is no longer adequately providing services to the 
community. As the Council evaluates the feasibility 
of it’s building, we are thoughtfully imagining what 
might replace it if a new facility was built elsewhere.
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T-TIME C OMMIT TEE REC OMMENDATIONS

Summary Recommendations

The T-Time Development Committee recommends 

that the Council on Aging site should include housing 

that is consistent with the goals of the town’s Housing 

Production Plan (2021). 

•	 A public transit stop should be added on or 

near the site in coordination with the Cape Cod 

Regional Transit Authority (CCRTA).

•	 Any future use should honor the community 

history of the Eastham Senior Center and the key 

supporters and leaders who helped to build it.

In tandem with the North Eastham Village 
Center project, the Council on Aging 

undertook a building feasibility study 

to assess the condition and viability of 

their existing structure for future needs. 

The result of that study will assist in the 

final decision as to whether the Council 

relocates and what will become of the 

existing property.

The following recommendations are 

summarized from the T-Time Development 
Committee Recommendations Report 
(November 2021) and were presented to 

the Eastham Select Board. 
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Residential District A

In order to access feasibility and evaluate any potential 

zoning conflicts, an understanding of current zoning re-

quirements is necessary. Currently, the Council on Aging 

site is zoned residential. Single- and two-family dwellings 

with accessory buildings are permitted. Special permits 

are required for assisted living residences. Except in the 

case of a permitted accessory dwelling unit, any housing 

development that exceeds one to two dwelling units per 

40,000 square foot lot will require a Site Plan Approval. 

The town has an inclusionary zoning special permit for 

projects including affordable units where an increase in 

dwelling units can be permitted.

Future zoning considerations could be given to reduced 

parking requirements in order to allow for increased 

density and help manage stormwater runoff. Parking 

standards can be regulated by dwelling size (one-, two-, 

or three-bedroom) which may alleviate parking counts for 

smaller dwellings.

See the T-Time Zoning Summary for information on the 
Groundwater Protection Overlay District.

Diagram of the opportunities and constraints on the Council on Aging property.

D I M E N S I O N A L S TA N DA R D S :

Lot size (max) 40,000 square feet (Lots greater 

than 40,000 square feet can 

apply for Site Plan Review if 

constructing a year-round two-

family dwelling)

Frontage (min) 50 feet

Building Setbacks (min) 50 foot Front Setback

30 foot Side/Rear Setback

8 feet between structures

Accessory Setbacks 

(min)

30 foot Setback any street

12 foot Side/Rear Setback (and at 

least the maximum height of the 

structure)

Building height (max) 30 feet

Off-street Parking 5 spaces or 1 space per 350 square 

feet, whichever is greater

ZONING SUMM A RY
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P OTENTIA L S CEN A RIOS

Scenario One Programmatic Diagram

Scenario Two Programmatic Diagram



6 3UNION    |   P otential Scenarios

The programmatic scenarios for the Council on Aging site  
depend on the ongoing feasibility discussion of the existing 
building. The first scenario shows the option of keeping and/or 
expanding the existing building, while the second considers an 
option for re-purposing the Senior Center with some less intense 
use in combination with a new cottage court behind, possibly 
as senior housing. The third scenario proposes demolishing the 
existing building and replacing it with residential units, also 
including a cottage court at the back of the site.

C O M M U N I T Y R E S P O N S E *

The second scenario was most popular with a score of seven out of 10. The first and third scenarios both 

received a score of five. Many were split on whether the Senior Center should stay or move to T-Time as part of 

an intergenerational community center, per the T-Time Committee recommendations. Many residents expressed 

support for housing on the site, especially if it is designated senior housing. Some questioned the efficiency 

of single-family housing, though the cottage court was seen as a favorable option. Others, who lived in close 

proximity to the site, were concerned about the increased density. 

*See Appendix for more detail.

Scenario Three Programmatic Diagram
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INITIA L S CHEMES

Scheme “A” COA Renovation

Scheme “A” suggests the existing Council on Aging (COA) continues 

to be used by the COA. Initial feedback from the feasibility study 

suggests repurposing this building for another use like housing 

or respite care isn’t cost effective as it wasn’t designed with those 

kinds of uses in mind.

C O M M U N I T Y R E S P O N S E *

Scheme “A” was less favorable than Scheme “B”, though it still 

received a positive score of six out of 10. The overall hope from 

the open ended responses was that the Council on Aging would 

move to a new community center on the T-Time property. In 

general, it was also understood that trying to convert the existing 

structure into a different use wouldn’t be economically feasible, 

and that instead an opportunity exists to build new housing of less 

commonly available types.

*See Appendix for more detail.
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Scheme “B” Residential Village

Scheme “B” looks at the option of removing the existing building 

and redeveloping the site for housing in keeping with the 

surrounding context. The scheme proposes a pair of duplexes at the 

front of the site with a cottage court tucked in behind them.

C O M M U N I T Y R E S P O N S E * 

This scheme was seen as more favorable to Scheme “A” where the 

Council remained on site. It received a score of eight out of 10. The 

overall input from the community was to use the site for various 

housing types that are not readily found in Eastham, such as this 

scheme does.

*See Appendix for more detail.

P R O G R A M

Cottage Residential

Parked @ 2/du

8 units

16 spaces

Duplex Residential

Parked @ 2/du

4 units

8 spaces

T O TA L R E S I D E N T I A L 12 U N I T S

T O TA L PA R K I N G 2 4 S PAC E S
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1

2

3

4

1 	 C O T TAG E C O U R T W I T H C O M M U N I T Y PAV I L I O N

2	 C O T TAG E S

3	 D U P L E X D E S I G N E D T O L O O K L I K E  

S I N G L E FA M I LY H O M E

4	 S I N G L E FA M I LY H O M E W I T H AC C E S S O RY 

DW E L L I N G U N I T OV E R G A R AG E
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FIN A L S CHEME

In general, the community was supportive 
of replacing the Council on Aging building, 
once they have a new home, with much 
needed housing. Along Nauset Road, a pair 
of duplexes are shown that would retain 
the scale and character of the single-family 
fabric of the surrounding community. 
One shows a pair of reasonably sized units 
designed to look like a single larger home. 
The second shows the option of including 
a main house but with a smaller accessory 
dwelling unit. The back portion of the site 
includes a cottage court that features a series 
of “right-sized” cottages around a common 
green and parking area, providing a unique 
housing option based on an approach that 
has a long history on the Cape. 

P R O G R A M

Cottage Residential

Parked @ 2/du

8 units

16 spaces

Duplex Residential

Parked @ 2/du

4 units

8 spaces

T O TA L R E S I D E N T I A L 12 U N I T S

T O TA L PA R K I N G 2 4 S PAC E S
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P E R S P EC T I V E V I E W

A cottage court with smaller scale 
single-family houses overlook a 

shared green space and community 
pavilion. Behind these, a duplex 

and single-family house with 
accessory unit front the road.

Note: This is an illustrative rendering to demonstrate a potential vision of the site.
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SECTION 5

Comprehensive 
District Plan

In addition to developing schemes for each 

of the individual town owned parcels, the 

Town asked the design team to generate a 

comprehensive district plan for the core area 

around the T-Time and Town Center parcels.  

This diagram highlights a number of key 

connections to consider as well as a number of 

future infill parcels that can further reinforce 

the goal of redeveloping this part of Town into 

a walkable village center.
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District Plan Map

L EG END
F U T U R E P E D E S T R I A N /B I K E C O N N EC T I O N

* N ote :  T his ma p r ef le c t s va r ious in -pr og r e s s 
pr oje c t s a n d inf i l l  pa r c e ls  a s k n ow n at  th e  
t im e of  publ ic at ion .
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Wastewater

T-T IM E A N D T OW N C E N T E R P L A Z A P R O P E R T IE S

Conceptual wastewater treatment and disposal systems were designed for 

the sites to demonstrate compatibility with the final buildout schemes and 

as a basis for cost estimates. Each scheme proposes a gravity collection 

system with advanced treatment and subsurface disposal capable of meeting 

Massachusetts DEP Groundwater Discharge Permit requirements. Each site 

is located within Zone II Wellhead Protection Area. A DEP Groundwater 

Discharge Permit is required for flows exceeding 10,000 gallons per day (gpd). 

Based on this flow threshold, it is expected the T-Time site and possibly the 

Town Center Plaza site will require a DEP Groundwater Discharge Permit. 

=The design and costs were assumed to exceed 10,000 gpd for the T-Time 

and Town Center Plaza sites for the purposes of this design study and cost 

estimate.

Layout of disposal beds includes required 25% reserve. It is assumed the 

disposal beds will be located under the T-Time site’s east open/green space 

area at the rear of the site, and under the Town Center Plaza rear parking 

areas. No permanent structures (i.e. play equipment footings, light pole bases, 

trees, solar panels) are allowed within the footprints of the disposal beds, 

however they may be located under public open space or parking areas. The 

treatment plant areas would typically require a fenced enclosure.

Concurrent with the North Eastham Village Center project, the Town is 

undertaking a wastewater study to determine alternative sewer approaches 

within multiple watersheds to reduce nitrogen loads. The T-Time site in 

particular was identified as having potential to accommodate additional 

treatment and disposal capacity for offsite flows via new sewer in Route 6. At 

this time, the proposed T-Time and Town Center Plaza wastewater systems are 

designed specifically for the development program proposed for each site – 

offsite flows are not included in the designs or cost estimates. 

C O U N C IL O N AG IN G P R O P E R T Y

It is assumed that the buildout of the Council on Aging site will generate 

flows less than 10,000 gpd, and thus require a Title V wastewater system 

requiring innovative/alternative (I/A) treatment system because of the site’s 

location within a Zone II area. The design of the system is to be determined, 

assuming disposal beds located under common spaces and/or parking areas.

INFR AS TRUC T URE
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Transportation

The community expressed a clear vision for the continued evolution of the 

North Eastham study area to be a walkable and connected village center. 

Concurrent with the North Eastham Village Center project, the Town is in 

the midst of a town-wide Route 6 study to identify improvements that would 

improve safety and make Route 6 more bicycle and pedestrian friendly. Route 

6 in the North Eastham Village study area is currently vehicle oriented, 

consisting of four lanes of vehicular travel, two in each direction. The posted 

Route 6 speed limit just south of Nauset Road and just south of Brackett Road 

is 40 miles per hour. Documented/observed speeds are on average exceeding 

the posted speed limit. Route 6 retrofit alternatives propose a “road diet” in 

the study area, reducing from four to two vehicular travel lanes and including 

a separated shared use trail and a landscaped median with left-turn pockets. 

This proposed retrofit of Route 6 is consistent with the Town’s placemaking 

and economic development objectives for the North Eastham district to be 

a vibrant, walkable village center. Reduction in travel lanes and the addition 

of street trees will have a positive effect on overall placemaking character, 

redevelopment value, and walkability/bikability safety and comfort within the 

district. The North Eastham Village Center District Plan (see Comprehensive 

District Plan section) demonstrates a connectivity framework to align public 

and private investment over time with the Town’s long-term vision for the 

district, including Route 6 improvements. As sites redevelop and public 

investments are made over time, the site redevelopment schemes and district 

plan should guide planning and design decisions towards supporting the 

following key principles – and be constantly revisited to ensure consistency. 

The design schemes for the T-Time and Town Center Plaza sites demonstrate 

the application of these principles.

Proposed section from Wellfleet town line to Brackett Road from Environmental 
Partners, presented to the Select Board on January 23.
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•	 Proposed buildings face public streets and community spaces, with 

parking hidden behind the primary pedestrian realm.

•	 Curb cuts are consolidated, providing a more contiguous pedestrian-

oriented streetscape and increasing safety through better 

predictability of turning movements and conflict points.

•	 A secondary north-south connection parallel to and east of Route 6 

provides pedestrian/bicycle, and potentially vehicular, connectivity 

between Brackett Road and the T-Time site. In the short term, a 

connected trail would improve pedestrian/bicycle permeability 

between Route 6, the rail trail, and Brackett Road – better facilitating 

pedestrian/bicycle travel and enabling more of a “park once” strategy 

for those living within or visiting the district. In the long-term, the 

connection could interconnect rear parking areas for multiple sites in 

the district, serving as an alternative to Route 6 for some vehicular 

trips. 

•	 East-west pedestrian/bicycle connections between the proposed Route 

6 shared use path and the rail trail ensure and encourage pedestrian 

and bicycle transportation as a viable alternative to vehicle trips. 

•	 Internal streets are designed for two-way vehicular travel, keeping 

lane width minimum while also accommodating service functions and 

emergency response and including sidewalks, street trees, and  

parallel parking.

The approach to street design and connectivity within the district should also 

consider sustainability and green stormwater infrastructure in every project. 

Requiring consideration of environmental sustainability as an integral part of 

all future transportation investment and measuring performance over time 

can have a significant positive impact. Minimizing extraneous pavement and 

planting of trees within the public right-of-way wherever possible are two 

simple strategies to reduce stormwater runoff and improve public health, 

with relatively minimal maintenance demands over time and a vast array of 

benefits. More detailed green infrastructure techniques such as bioretention 

systems and bioswales, tree trenches, and permeable pavement provide even 

greater opportunity for benefit.



7 9UNION    |   Infr astructure

A sub-grade stormwater recharge 
system in the Wastewater section for the 
T-Time property.



Shared use path with green stormwater infrastructure.
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Sustainability 
and 
Environmental 
Stewardship

The goals listed below should be the basis of site sustainability elements 

included as Town goals for future redevelopment projects. Detailed 

sustainability approaches should be required as part of development 

proposals in the future. Development requests for proposals should include 

more detailed guidelines or sections to ensure sustainability is addressed. 

Some municipalities utilize sustainability checklists for use in reviewing 

development proposals. Public projects can also serve as ideal opportunities 

to demonstrate green stormwater infrastructure implemented consistent 

with Eastham’s desired character, as well as showcase a commitment to 

sustainability and resiliency.

•	 Maintain existing trees where possible.

•	 Minimize extraneous pavement (minimum width vehicular travel 

lanes, parking maximums and shared parking approaches).

•	 Utilize green stormwater infrastructure practices to naturally filter 

and infiltrate stormwater close to where it falls.

•	 Maximize tree planting using appropriate soil volume to support 

healthy root growth.

•	 Utilize native plantings and minimize ornamental lawn.

•	 Define maintenance budgets and responsible parties for landscape and 

stormwater management elements, and consider future operation and 

maintenance in stormwater management design.



Green infrastructure at Washington Irving 
Middle School, Boston, Massachusetts.

Permeable pavement used for parking spaces.

Stormwater infrastructure and native plantings 
integrated into the common spaces at Cottages 

on Greene, East Greenwich, Rhode Island.

8 1UNION    |   Infr astructure

Sustainable Site Design

G R E E N S T O R M WAT E R I N F R A S T R U C T U R E (G S I)

GSI practices such as bioretention systems, bioswales, and 

permeable pavement are designed to naturally filter, absorb, and 

store stormwater as close to where it falls as possible, reducing 

the impact of development on the environment and promoting 

the natural flow of water. Many GSI practices provide 

significant co-benefits including traffic calming, neighborhood 

beautification, and habitat value. GSI should be planned for 

and designed with maintenance in mind. All stormwater 

management infrastructure requires routine maintenance. The 

cost-effectiveness and ease of maintenance depends on context, 

constraints, and design. Current monitoring data shows that 

GSI practices often have a better chance of long-term function 

because they are typically visible, simple, easily understood, 

and often well loved by the surrounding community.

T R E E S

Trees are stormwater machines. In addition to providing a host 

of environmental, economic, public health, and community 

benefits, trees draw moisture from the ground and intercept 

and store rainfall, which can significantly reduce local flooding, 

delay the onset and size of peak flows, and lessen requirements 

for additional costly stormwater management infrastructure. 

Street trees can also be planted within structural systems to 

provide room for long-term root growth and in some cases 

receive, filter, and infiltrate runoff from adjacent impervious 

areas such as streets and sidewalks. In addition, trees can help 

to buffer the impact of more intense rainfall that is anticipated 

with climate change. The more water can be intercepted and 

slowed in the face of more intense storms, the better off the 

local stormwater and transportation infrastructure will be. 

N AT I V E P L A N T I N G 

Over the past century development has had a negative effect on 

the local ecology because of fragmentation and loss of habitat. 

Utilizing native species in our landscapes can help restore some 

of these lost ecological benefits by providing a food source and 

habitat for local insects and fauna while contributing to an 

increase in biodiversity. Additionally, because native species are 

adapted to local site conditions, they are frequently easier to 

maintain and require less additives such as fertilizer.
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OPEN S PACE

T-Time 
Property 
Open Space

R O U T E 6 F O R M A L G R E E N

A small, formal green park faced by mixed-use buildings and the proposed 

community center building links the proposed T-Time site development 

to Route 6 and the community beyond. The park is critical element to the 

site development scheme, serving as a welcoming invitation into the site 

as well as a buffer between the proposed development and Route 6 traffic. 

Implementation of Route 6 improvements, especially including a road 

diet, sidewalk, bus shelter, and street trees, will improve activation and 

comfortable use of the green for small-scale gathering. This park size should 

be not too big and not too small – large enough to facilitate small-scale 

gathering, potentially to include small-scale fairs or food trucks; wide enough 

to function as a buffer to Route 6 traffic; and small enough to feel comfortable 

and human-scale with clear visibility across the space and to the proposed 

commercial uses and community building from Route 6.Council on Aging Site

C O M M U NI T Y C E N T E R O P E N S PAC E

A community open space internal to the site is designated for active outdoor 

play, potentially to include a splash pad and playground. The space is 

flexible, to be designed in detail in the future based on stakeholder input as 

a welcoming, active, recreation space for youth of various ages. The space’s 

location immediately adjacent to the community center provides for clear 

connectivity between indoor and outdoor uses and programming.

R A IL T R A IL PA R K 

A variety of green spaces comprise the majority of the site’s open space at 

the rear of the site. This area should provide for larger-scale passive open 

space that could accommodate both formal elements connecting the site’s 

pedestrian and bicycle network to the rail trail as well as more natural 

open area, walking trail loops, and tree preservation where possible. Per 

neighborhood feedback, the eastern edge of the park will need to be screened. 

A range of flexible and adaptable outdoor community spaces are woven 

into the final schemes for each of the three sites, balancing open space and 

redevelopment. The spaces are designed to be accessible and welcoming to 

the community and to enhance the development’s character and value. The 

general location, size, and configuration of these public spaces are integral to 

the site concepts and should be required elements of future developer design 

proposals for the sites. Future detailed design development may require 

refinement and adjustment, but each space should be included and evaluated 

for consistency with the original design intent.
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Screening can be accomplished with landscaping and/or appropriate fencing 

as needed. It is assumed that the site wastewater beds will be located in some 

of the informal green spaces toward the back of the site, although not within 

the utility easement. Wastewater disposal design should be coordinated with 

park design to strategically locate disposal bed areas to minimize conflicts 

with desired park elements such as shade structures, light pole bases,  

and trees.

P E D E S T R I A N/B I CYC L E C O N N EC T I O N S

It is recommended that at least one east-west pedestrian connection through 

the site from Route 6 to the rail trail be designed as a two-way shared use 

path to allow for safe and comfortable non-motorized travel through the 

site. Clear wayfinding should be provided at the rail trail and Route 6 for 

orientation.

R O U T E 6 F O R M A L G R E E N

Proposed buildings are designed to face small formal plazas. The plazas are 

intended to function as outdoor rooms, focal points of the development 

framed by buildings to provide a sense of enclosure. The spaces could be a 

mix of formal green lawn and hardscape, and could accommodate outdoor 

restaurant seating. Like the T-Time Route 6 green, the Town Center Route 6 

Plazas serve as an aesthetically welcoming element to the community, and 

should buffer the development from Route 6 traffic without being so wide 

that the visual and pedestrian connection to proposed uses is compromised. 

Town Center 
Plaza Property  
Open Space
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Resilience 
Hubs

Resilience hubs are community-serving facilities augmented to support 

residents, coordinate communication, distribute resources, and reduce 

carbon pollution while enhancing quality of life. The Town could consider 

the community center’s potential to cost-effectively double as a resilience 

hub – enhancing resilience and social equity during everyday, disruption, and 

recovery conditions:

•	 Providing educational information regarding climate change, energy 

efficiency, retrofit incentives, and other sustainability content, and 

providing a forum for residents to share with each other – from tools 

and cars to stories and art.

•	 Serving as shelters and cooling centers during extreme weather 

events, and activating to support the local community as needed 

during times of disaster and recovery.

•	 Connecting underserved and marginalized populations to resources, 

and building social networks and connections to town staff.

•	 Bolstering food and job insecurity.

•	 Empowering neighborhoods and residents to address injustice and 

build local connectivity and capacity.
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Installation of temporary 
walking paths at T-Time.
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Phasing for a multiple site project such as this will ultimately need to be 

a carefully choreographed procedure involving input from the town, their 

eventual development partners, and a number of other agencies.  It will 

need to consider construction sequencing, permitting, financing, and a host 

of other issues. Consideration should also be given to prioritizing revenue-

generating uses to potentially create funding resources for subsequent 

development.

That said, there are a number of critical path items that might begin to 

suggest a potential phasing sequence, especially if trying to employ a “move 

once” strategy for the existing tenants, avoiding the need for them to 

temporarily move into an off-site location during the construction process.

For instance, the Council on Aging (COA) parcel only becomes available 

for redevelopment once the COA has moved out of their existing facility. 

A “move once” scenario would suggest the new community center on the 

T-Time parcel that is intended to become their new home would need to be 

developed first, suggesting some amount of the master plan for the T-Time 

site would need to be realized prior to the COA site becoming available for 

redevelopment.

Similarly, if a “move once” scenario was being considered for the existing 

retail tenants on the Town Center parcel, one scenario would be to first build 

out the 5,000 square feet of new commercial space in the empty lot adjacent 

to the bank in combination with the 8,000 square feet of new commercial 

space proposed on the T-Time parcel. Assuming these new spaces met the 

needs of the existing tenants, they could move into these new spaces, leaving 

the remaining Town Center parcel available for redevelopment. A more 

nuanced version of this would be to build out either the new commercial 

space adjacent to the bank or on the T-Time parcel, then move a few of the 

existing tenants into those spaces, opening up a portion of the Town Center 

site to do an initial round of redevelopment while keeping the remaining 

existing tenants in place through that construction. They would then move 

into the new spaces once available, leaving the balance of the Town Center 

site to be redeveloped.

PH ASING

Phasing 
Considerations
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IDENTIFIED NEEDS A ND OPP OR T UNITIES

The conceptual programs in each of the locations seek to address a number of identified needs 

within the Town in areas including economics, housing, social/recreation and infrastructure.

O F F I C E & R E TA IL

In the mixed-use components of the T-Time and Town Center areas, the plan allows for several 

varied and flexible spaces for regional office and retail. Each space is accessible, efficient and 

visible. 

•	 An identified economic need within the market is for small (3,000-4,000 square feet) 

and divisible office spaces that are convenient to residences. As accelerated through the 

COVID-19 experience, more and more professionals are working remotely. All across the 

Cape and beyond, there has been sustained demand for smaller office spaces that allow 

professionals to work out of the house. 

•	 In addition, many small businesses (such as accounting firms, law firms, small 

architectural or engineering firms) are seeking efficient spaces that are designed to support 

modern office functions - as opposed to converted homes or former retail spaces that are 

often seen on the Cape. 

The concept plan allows a number of opportunities for well-located, efficient, flexible spaces with 

easy parking for employees or customers. 

At the same time, the retail/dining spaces that are available offer an opportunity for more efficient 

and functional spaces. 

•	 The plan provides an opportunity for existing and new businesses to lease an efficient 

footprint that can be right-sized to their need within a mixed-use as opposed to the 

traditional re-use of the typical stand-alone building and dedicated parking lot that is often 

seen on the Cape. This reduces the barrier to entry as well as ongoing maintenance costs.

•	 The concept plans also allow for more efficient loading/unloading and back of house 

operations

H O U S IN G

Throughout the information-gathering phase and in all market data, the need for housing in and 

around Eastham is acute. Beyond just the need for increased housing supply, a few key elements 

have also been identified and addressed through the plan:

•	 The need for varied housing – in terms of scale (living space and land) and price point

•	 The need for rental and for sale housing

•	 The need for income-restricted housing - as supported by Town policy changes for 

Inclusionary Zoning in 2022

•	 The need for new housing given the average age of existing housing stock in the region

•	 Several needs are not explicitly met within the concept plans, but can be explored as the 

potential for new units is further refined:

	- The need for full-year resident housing given pressures on existing stock for seasonal 

owners

	- The need for senior or age-restricted housing for those residents who are aging out of 

existing homes but desire to stay local
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The proposed plan seeks to address these identified needs. As drawn, the plan includes:

  R E S I D E N T I A L ( U N I T S)   C O M M E R C I A L (S F )

  R E N TA L F O R S A L E      

 
Market 

Rate

80
%

 A
M

I 

10
0%

 A
M

I 

Market  

For Sale

80
%

 A
M

I 

10
0%

 A
M

I 

T O TA L S
Community 

Center

Office /

Retail

T-Time 32 6 2 0 0 0 40 25,000 8,000

Town Center Plaza 24 6 0 0 0 0 30 15,000

Council on Aging 3 1 0 7 0 1 12    

T O TA L S 59 13 2 7 0 1 82 25,000 23,000

In the conceptual analysis included herein, the Town of Eastham Zoning Bylaws; Section 7.7 

Inclusionary Zoning Special Permit terms are reflected. This results in a conceptual estimate of 

sixteen dwelling units that are income restricted to those households earning either 80% or 100% 

of the Area Median Income (AMI).  

S O C I A L /R EC R E AT I O N

During the T-Time Committee’s public outreach process, the desire to incorporate a social/

recreational hub (Community Center) was identified by residents and stakeholders given the lack 

of dedicated facilities in the Outer Cape region. This need was reinforced during this visioning 

process as a consistent desire and point of interest raised in the community discussions.

IN F R AS T RU C T U R E

A significant element of the conceptual plans includes infrastructure upgrades for the community 

in several forms:

•	 Additional (shared) parking that allows increased efficiency versus the current layouts

•	 Sidewalks and connectivity between parcels and to existing walks

•	 Improved traffic flow including enhanced loading and back of house access for office and 

retail users 

•	 Green space

•	 Community Center

•	 Wastewater systems
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S CA LE OF P OTENTIA L INVES TMENT

Based upon the concept/master plans provided, an order of magnitude cost estimate for each 

area was established. For the T-Time parcel and the Town Center parcels, a category was added to 

capture potential ‘infrastructure’ components that may offer an opportunity to fund or complete 

outside of a defined real estate development project. As such, each parcel includes the following 

categories:

•	 Infrastructure. The complete costs of these elements are not likely to be able to be absorbed 

by a private real estate development project. As a result, in the conceptual analysis 

included herein, items related to infrastructure are captured separately. This is intended to 

help support further analysis and discussion on the various approaches to implementation 

including the potential for public funding to help catalyze the development.   

For purposes of the narrative and outline, infrastructure includes:

•	 Parking (shared), driveways

•	 Sidewalks and connectivity

•	 Improved traffic flow

•	 Green space

•	 Signage

•	 Utilities (upgrades or extensions) and wastewater system

•	 Potential demolition of existing buildings and grading

•	 Private. The costs and assumptions captured in the ‘Private’ category are intended to 

be those that would most likely be related to a private (for profit or not for profit) real 

estate development. In general, these are the vertical construction costs and the soft costs 

associated with the creation of income-producing spaces (residential apartments, office and 

retail space, and for sale housing). The intent of separating these costs is to help inform a 

financial feasibility and to help further analysis and discussions related to the structure 

and approach to enable private development.

•	 On the Council on Aging site, the Private component is separate into For Sale and 

Rental to help illustrate the financial feasibility of each approach. The private financing 

mechanisms differ between for sale and rental given the timing of income receipt and 

repayment of potential debt and equity invested.

•	 Community Center. For the T-Time parcel, the costs associated directly with the 

Community Center are also captured separately. The intent of separating these costs is to 

help inform further analysis and discussions related to the structure and approach on this 

component of the overall plan.

In all assumptions, it should be noted that the numbers are at a conceptual level and sourced 

through a combination of:

•	 Project experience of the team in similar or comparable projects; most notably the at Sea 

Captains Row project in Hyannis and The Village at Nauset Green in Eastham as well as 

recent experience at Mashpee Commons.

•	 Local market survey information was also leveraged from CoStar data reports - a 

commercial real estate database subscription service and market standard.
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In all cases, further design, engineering and due diligence will be necessary to inform more refined 

assumptions. The scale of each investment is approximated as follows:

T-T I M E

U S E S O F F U N D S (B U D G E T )        

 
Community 

Center Infrastructure ‘Private’ Total

Acquisition $0 $0 $0 $0

Hard Costs | Building $10,000,000 $0 $15,707,380 $25,707,380

Hard Costs | Site $1,500,000 $3,478,000 $110,000 $5,088,000

Signage & Tenant Improvements $25,000 $10,000 $229,000 $264,000

Soft Costs $2,445,250 $732,481 $2,325,890 $5,503,621

Escalation & Contingency $1,394,525 $422,048 $367,445 $2,184,017

Total (Order of Magnitude) $15,364,775 $4,642,529 $18,739,715 $38,747,018

T OW N C E N T E R P L A Z A

U S E S O F F U N D S (B U D G E T )        
    Infrastructure ‘Private’ Total

Acquisition $0 $0 $0

Hard Costs | Building $0 $11,262,000 $11,262,000

Hard Costs |Site $2,507,000 $240,000 $2,747,000

Signage & Tenant Improvements $0 $430,000 $430,000

Soft Costs $551,540 $1,755,580 $2,307,120

Escalation & Contingency   $305,854 $684,379 $990,233

Total (Order of Magnitude)   $3,364,394 $14,371,959 $17,736,353

C O U N C I L O N AG I N G

U S E S O F F U N D S (B U D G E T )        

  Infrastructure

‘Private’  

Rental

‘Private’ For 

Sale Total

Acquisition n/a $0 $0 $0

Hard Costs | Building n/a $1,512,000 $4,224,000 $5,736,000

Hard Costs |Site n/a $282,500 $282,500 $565,000

Signage & Tenant Improvements n/a $1,500 $1,500 $3,000

Soft Costs n/a $251,440 $631,120 $882,560

Escalation & Contingency n/a $102,372 $256,956 $359,328

Total (Order of Magnitude) $2,149,812 $5,396,076 $7,545,888

Please see Exhibit 1.0 for greater detail supporting the scale of the investment 
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RENT LE VEL S ,  OPER ATING AS SUMP TIONS , A ND FIN A NCIA L FE ASIBILIT Y

P R O G R A M M AT I C & R E V E N U E AS S U M P T I O N S

Please see Exhibit 2.0 for greater detail on revenue and operating expense assumptions. These 

data points include apartment rental rates, for sale pricing, office and retail rents. The conceptual 

assumptions will be further refined by amenities and finish levels, market forces, lease structure, 

share of utility and common area expenses and other refined elements of each project.

In all assumptions, it should be noted that the numbers are at a conceptual level and sourced 

through a combination of:

•	 Project experience of the team in similar or comparable projects; most notably the at Sea 

Captains Row project in Hyannis and The Village at Nauset Green in Eastham as well as 

recent experience at Mashpee Commons.

•	 Local market survey information was also leveraged from CoStar data reports - a 

commercial real estate database subscription service and market standard.

N O T E O N F I N A N C I A L F E A S I B I L I T Y

The capital costs for each given concept and market data have been combined to provide a simple, 

order of magnitude look at the financial feasibility of the proposed concepts. In its simplest form, 

the feasibility looks at the market value of a completed real estate development project versus the 

cost to produce the buildings. 

Each area is evaluated to compare market value to cost and to determine the disconnect between 

those two points. In general, to be financially feasible, the market value of the completed projects 

should be greater than the cost to produce the project. 

S O U R C E S O F F U N D S VS .  U S E S O F F U N D S

As part of the conceptual feasibility test, potential market Sources of Funds for each project were 

estimated. This was completed to illustrate the potential funding gap between likely, market 

determined sources of funds and the estimated budget (Uses of Funds) - to create the buildings 

and to improve the sites.  Within the exercise, numerous assumptions were made based upon 

market data, team experience and available benchmarks. The intent is to offer an illustrative, order 

of magnitude review of financial feasibility.

If the general feasibility test is not met, and the market value is not greater than the cost, often 

a project needs to seek subsidy sources to fund the shortfall between traditional equity and debt 

that can be sought and secured. 

It should be noted that the financial feasibility exercise contains no assignment of land nor 

acquisition value nor any costs associated with relocating existing tenants.  
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In all assumptions, it should be noted that the numbers are at a conceptual level and sourced 

through a combination of:

•	 Project experience of the team in similar or comparable projects; most notably the at Sea 

Captains Row project in Hyannis and The Village at Nauset Green in Eastham as well as 

recent experience at Mashpee Commons.

•	 Local market survey information was also leveraged from CoStar data reports - a 

commercial real estate database subscription service and market standard.

Given the many elements of infrastructure, the definition of the line between private and public 

investment impacts the subject feasibility test. The approach for disposition, long term lease or 

partnership will also greatly inform feasibility. The potential or ability for the Town to fund or to 

provide infrastructure for the potential development real estate development projects is an area 

that should be further explored in the potential procurement/implementation steps. 

O R D E R O F M AG N I T U D E U S E S O F F U N D S (B U D G E T ) & S O U R C E S O F F U N D S – P R I VAT E

T-TIME

U S E S O F F U N D S (B U D G E T )        

 

Community 

Center Infrastructure ‘Private’ Total

Acquisition $0 $0 $0 $0

Hard Costs | Building $10,000,000 $0 $15,707,380 $25,707,380

Hard Costs | Site $1,500,000 $3,478,000 $110,000 $5,088,000

Signage & Tenant Improvements $25,000 $10,000 $229,000 $264,000

Soft Costs $2,445,250 $732,481 $2,325,890 $5,503,621

Escalation & Contingency $1,394,525 $422,048 $367,445 $2,184,017

Total (Order of Magnitude) $15,364,775 $4,642,529 $18,739,715 $38,747,018

S O U R C E S O F F U N D S        
      ‘Private’  

Commercial/Bank Debt Calculated on market terms $9,928,448 53%

Equity Calculated on market terms $2,272,044 12%

   

Funding Gap

Not avail. through market 
financing $6,539,224 35%

      $18,739,715  

Please see Exhibit 1.0 & 3.0 for greater detail regarding Uses of Funds and Sources of Funds.
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TOW N C EN T ER P L A Z A

U S E S O F F U N D S (B U D G E T )        

    Infrastructure ‘Private’ Total

Acquisition $0 $0 $0

Hard Costs | Building $0 $11,262,000 $11,262,000

Hard Costs |Site $2,507,000 $240,000 $2,747,000

Signage & Tenant Improvements $0 $430,000 $430,000

Soft Costs $551,540 $1,755,580 $2,307,120

Escalation & Contingency   $305,854 $684,379 $990,233

Total (Order of Magnitude)   $3,364,394 $14,371,959 $17,736,353

S O U R C E S O F F U N D S        
 

Commercial/Bank Debt Calculated on market terms $8,247,645 57%

Equity Calculated on market terms $1,887,406 13%

   

Funding Gap

Not avail. through market 

financing $4,236,908 29%

      $14,371,959  
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C O UNCIL ON AGING

U S E S O F F U N D S (B U D G E T )        

  Infrastructure

‘Private’  

Rental ‘Private’ For Sale Total

Acquisition $0 $0 $0 $0

Hard Costs | Building $0 $1,512,000 $4,224,000 $5,736,000

Hard Costs |Site $0 $282,500 $282,500 $565,000

Signage & Tenant Improvements $0 $1,500 $1,500 $3,000

Soft Costs $0 $251,440 $631,120 $882,560

Escalation & Contingency $0 $102,372 $256,956 $359,328

Total (Order of Magnitude) $0 $2,149,812 $5,396,076 $7,545,888

S O U R C E S O F F U N D S        

   

‘Private’  

Rental    

Commercial/Bank Debt Calculated on 

market terms

$884,900 41%

Equity Calculated on 

market terms

$202,502 9%

   

Funding Gap Not avail. through 

market financing

$1,062,410   49%

    $2,149,812    

S O U R C E S O F F U N D S        
     

‘Private’ For Sale

 

Commercial/Bank Debt Calculated on mar-

ket terms

$3,777,253 70%

Equity Calculated on mar-

ket terms

$1,273,152 24%

   

Funding Gap Not avail. through 

market financing

  $345,671 16%

      $5,396,076  

Please see Exhibit 1.0 & 3.0 for greater detail regarding Uses of Funds and Sources of Funds.
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The existence of a Funding Gap for private real estate development projects is not uncommon in 

secondary markets and in areas where costs are elevated such as the Northeast and particularly 

on Cape Cod. Many regional projects rely upon non-commercial funding sources beyond market 

standard commercial debt and private/investor equity to make them financially feasible. Potential 

and commonly used regional sources may include but are not limited to:

•	 Workforce Housing Initiative via MassHousing

•	 Affordable Housing Trust Fund via MassHousing /DHCD

•	 Various tools through MassDevelopment

•	 Massworks Infrastructure Program 

•	 ARPA or CDBG funds

•	 In many communities within the Commonwealth, the anticipated real estate tax increment 

is leveraged to fund infrastructure components directly or indirectly. District Improvement 

Financing (DIF) and Tax Increment Financing (TIF) are economic tools that promote redevelopment by 

use of public/private partnerships. TIF offers tax breaks to developers, while DIF channels tax dollars 

into targeted redevelopment districts. 1 The use of these tools should be further explored as the 

planning process evolves.

N O T E O N I N C O M E R E S T R I C T E D H O U S I N G 

Reflected in several recent projects throughout the Cape, housing-related funding sources are 

often utilized to produce dwelling units. This approach is often reflected in the development 

of mixed income housing or Affordable housing. In general, Affordable housing tends to denote 

units that are available to households earning 60% or less than the Area Median Income (AMI). 

Thresholds for income restriction at or below 60% AMI allow for the potential to utilize Federal 

Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC). Often, specialized development firms (for profit or not 

for profit) work or partner with others to develop Affordable housing due to the unique financing 

and compliance items that the funding sources dictate. 

The inclusion of income restricted Workforce-level housing tends to denote having a percentage 

of units restricted to households earning 80% or 100% AMI or less. The analysis included herein 

reflects a Workforce approach to be consistent with the Town of Eastham Zoning Bylaws; Section 7.7 

Inclusionary Zoning Special Permit. The AMI levels do not allow for the leveraging of LIHTC and 

related tools as a funding source. As such, the units often are subsidized by the higher market 

rate units within the project. Funding sources at the state level are available to support Workforce 

housing creation.

N O T E O N D E N S I T Y

As a general rule, increasing the allowable density of residential units would also drive improved 

economics by reducing the funding gap. This is basically a method to spread high fixed costs (site 

work, foundations, etc.) across more revenue-generating units. The density on the subject parcels 

and in the concept plans was the result of a balanced approach that captured other conditions and 

reflected community concerns.

1 https://www.mass.gov/service-details/smart-growth-smart-energy-toolkit-modules-district-improvement-financ-
ing-diftax-increment-financing-tif
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R E A L E S TAT E P R O P E R T Y TA X E S

The most significant fiscal impact is likely the potential to increase real estate property taxes from 

increased density, level of improvements and enhanced land value. 

In order to project potential real estate taxes:

1.	 Market data was applied to the conceptual program at each parcel. The market data 

determined the potential gross rental income or for sales income. 

2.	 Then, an allowance for operating expenses was applied as was a market capitalization rate. 

This approach is a market standard for valuation via the Income Approach and is typical in 

appraisals and in tax assessments as a measure of value. 

3.	 To this forecast value, the current tax or mill rate was applied to forecast an annual tax 

value to the Town upon completion of the development. 

4.	 To determine the increment, current tax values were subtracted from the forecast 

amounts. The difference between the two values is listed as an increment – signifying an 

increase in approximate annual taxes paid to the Town against the current values.

The following assumptions inform a potential real estate tax amount as well as the new increment 

(new forecast taxes less the current tax basis).2 

R E A L E S TAT E  

P R O P E R T Y TA X E S 
Forecast 

Assessed Value Tax Rate*

Forecast 

Taxes

Current Taxes 

(2022)

T-Time** $14,575,150 0.00724 $105,524 $8,748 

Town Center $11,694,207 0.00724 $84,666 $11,858

Council on Aging $5,535,302 0.00724 $40,076 $6,603 

$31,804,658 $230,266 $27,209 

annual taxes

*Tax Rate for Fiscal Year 2023 is $7.24 per $1,000 of assessed value

** Assume no RE Taxes on Community Center      
Please see Exhibit 2.0 for greater detail supporting the real estate tax forecast.

2  Town of Eastham Tax Assessment Database; https://www.mapsonline.net/easthamma/web_assessor/search.
php#sid=42576631d89116ff40fc64b6690d12f1; Jan 2023

FIS CA L IMPAC T S
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Parcel 

Assessed 

 Value*

Real Estate Property  

Tax* Note

4790 State Highway $1,208,300 $8,748 T-Time

4550 State Highway $1,280,800 $9,273 Town Center (TC)

85 Brackett Rd $357,100 $2,585 TC Bank Outparcel

1405 Nauset Road $647,900 $4,691 Council on Aging

0 Martha Street $264,100 $1,912 Council on Aging

  $3,758,200 $27,209  

* Current Taxes per tax assessment database; 12/7/2022. 2023 Tax rate of $7.24/$1000

S C H O O L AG E C H I L D R E N

Typically, the second most significant fiscal impact to a municipality is the potential for new school 

age children to be added to the school system. It is understood that the existing school system has 

excess capacity. As such, the concern of adding students is mitigated and lessened than in other 

communities. Given reimbursement structure, there may be positive fiscal impacts of adding new 

students.

The following projections are based upon the published National Homebuilders Association Economics and 

Housing Policy Group Study (May 2020), the following are benchmarks to predict school age children – 

in the case that the conceptual master plans are fully built out as designed and occupied:

AV E R AG E N U M B E R O F P U B L I C S C H O O L C H I L D R E N P E R H O U S I N G U N I T (N E W C O N S T R U C T I O N) 

Single Family 

Detached

Single Family 

Attached

Multifamily 

2-4 Units

Multifamily 

5-19 Units

Multifamily 

20+ Units

National .43 .21 .25 .17 .06

Massachusetts .35 Not avail. Not avail. .51 .09

Utilized for Projections .43 .21 .25 .51 .09
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S C H O O L AG E C H I L D R E N |  F O R EC A S T *        

  T-Time

                      

3.60 
*National Homebuilders Association Economics 

and Housing Policy Group Study (May 2020)

 

  Town Center

                      

2.70 

Council on Aging

                      

2.68 

  Total School Age Children (Approx.)

                      

8.98 
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NOTES ON P OTENTIA L S TRUC T URE A ND IMPLEMENTATION A PPROACH

Given the current ownership of the parcels and the uses and types of real estate development 

captured within the concept/master plans, several opportunities and avenues exist for public/

private partnership or for public disposition to a private development entity.

For each of the areas, T-Time, Town Center and the Council on Aging – there are a number of 

potential structural/ownership options to allow for development to take place. Each parcel should 

be evaluated individually as the complexity and scale will differ on each. For the Town Center 

parcel plan, additional steps and consideration would need to be provided given the current 

ownership of the bank parcel (parcels located at both 75 and 85 Brackett Road).  

In addition to the plan for disposition or development, the structure of the Community Center 

– both in its creation and development as well as in its operations may be a distinct evaluation 

process to define the best approach. Please see ‘COMMUNITY CENTER’ for notes on potential 

structures and for precedents and comparables. 

For potential development of the parcels, subject to the caveats listed, the following are potential 

structures. Each option on T-Time, Town Center and Council on Aging has a multitude of sub-

options and complications that should be further explored.

For purposes of the narrative and outline that follows, infrastructure includes:

•	 Parking (shared), driveways

•	 Sidewalks and connectivity

•	 Improved traffic flow

•	 Green space

•	 Signage

•	 Utilities (upgrades or extensions) and wastewater system

•	 Potential demolition of existing buildings and grading

C O N C E P T UA L S T RU C T U R E S/A P P R OAC H E S

L O N G -T E R M L E A S E 

Town enters into one or many long-term ground lease agreements that allow tenants to complete 

the development projects. This approach could be used to work with a Master Developer tenant 

that would be responsible for multiple aspects of the projects. Or, the Town could enter into a 

lease with multiple tenants for individual pad sites. For example, on the Town Center parcel, 

the Town could seek one Master Developer to implement all aspects of the plan or look to each 

building or grouping of buildings as a separate lease/tenant.

Pros

•	 Town identifies long-term partner through competitive process.

•	 Town could seek larger master developers/tenants or lease to smaller users as ‘pad 

sites’.

•	 Town could generate recurring revenue sources through lease payments or through 

participation in returns. Town could seek a one-time upfront lease payment rather than a 

recurring annual payment - as economics allow.
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•	 Town not burdened with development/building cost and process and is able to leverage 

targeted expertise and market professionals.

•	 Town could retain long-term control of the overall property. 

•	 Town’s desires can be met through lease terms (ie. greenspace remains accessible, parking 

remains non-dedicated, procurement requirements).

•	 Town may retain responsibility for maintenance/upkeep of key areas (parking, roadway, 

greenspace) to control quality and experience as well as to mitigate negative impacts on 

surrounding neighbors.

•	 Portions of land that may remain public allowing opportunities for potential public 

funding sources

•	 Approach may allow flexibility in real estate taxes or PILOT (payment in lieu of taxes) 

program that helps promote the financial feasibility of developments.

Cons

•	 Need to Identify private/nonprofit partner(s) or tenant(s) through procurement process. 

Partnership is long-term; typically greater than 25 years.

•	 To allow private financing, a long-term lease must typically be for an extended period 

of time to satisfy commercial lender and investor requirements. It may also need to be 

assignable as collateral.

•	 May complicate taxation process (real estate taxes) given public ownership of the land

•	 May lead to continued public involvement in a role for which the Town may not be 

appropriately suited/staffed. A governance mechanism would need to be defined.

•	 Given the approach, may add to public works responsibilities in snow plowing, repaving, 

maintenance, etc. 

F E E S I M P L E D I S P O S I T I O N T O M A S T E R D E V E L O P E R (S)

Town solicits for sale of each parcel to highest and/or most qualified buyers to entity that could 

fully develop all aspects of implementation. 

Pros

•	 Sale proceeds will flow to the Town.

•	 Request for Proposals could be drafted to further refine criteria for developer as well as 

the scoring for the competitive process.

•	 Limited involvement in development for the Town or Town staff. Town may maintain 

oversight through planning, zoning process or apply further criteria to seek desired 

outcomes.

•	 Town has ability to create parcels in advance, allowing for flexibility in maintaining 

elements of infrastructure as desired.

Cons 

•	 Per the feasibility models contained herein, land/acquisition values may be modest due to 

economics/financial feasibility.

•	 Having the Town commit to building or providing the commitment to common 

infrastructure may help the economics and increase values for the individual parcels. 

However, this also carries the price for said improvements.
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•	 A defined real estate tax program, PILOT or TIF may help improve the value to a potential 

buyer.

•	 Lack of control of property / end use after disposition. 

•	 Private ownership may hinder ability to leverage public funding sources for key 

components.

•	 Regulatory process of land disposition may require Town Meeting(s) or other processes 

that offer delays.

F E E S I M P L E D I S P O S I T I O N O F L O T S O R PA D S I T E S

Town solicits smaller pad sites for sale to highest and/or most qualified buyers to entities that 

would develop the individual parcels or pad sites. This approach could include the Town or a 

public/quasi public entity maintaining control of areas with infrastructure. Subdivision plan 

and approach would likely need to be fully defined in advance of sales and prior to Buyers being 

known.

Pros

•	 Sale proceeds will flow to the Town – likely over time as individual parcels are sold.

•	 Request for Proposals could be drafted to further refine criteria for developer as well as 

the scoring for the competitive process.

•	 Town has ability to create parcels as desired within the master plan; flexibility in 

maintaining elements of infrastructure as desired.

•	 Limited Town or Town Staff involvement in commercial development. Town can maintain 

oversight through planning, zoning process or apply further criteria to seek desired 

outcomes

•	 Opportunity for governing regime (akin to a condo association or homeowners association) 

to oversee common components. Or, ability to structure as public space as managed 

through public works, etc.

•	 Retained ownership may allow for public funding sources for key components.

Cons

•	 Publicly funded/developed infrastructure will likely require initial construction of 

common areas and infrastructure (creation of the pad sites) by the Town. Timing of 

commitments on purchasing pad sites would likely not be solidified until design, 

engineering and construction of common areas is defined and delivery is clear.

•	 This process would require a likely public procurement process to design and to build 

these components – in advance of certainty of the amount of disposition proceeds 

that will be received.

•	 Per the feasibility models contained herein, land/acquisition values may be modest due 

to economics. Providing access to common infrastructure may help the economics and 

increase values.

•	 Regulatory process of land disposition may require Town Meeting(s) or other processes 

that offer delays.
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In the described scenarios, there is an opportunity for the Town to define funding mechanisms for 

infrastructure and to allow for predictable revenue streams for the Town. Any TIF, DIF or bonds 

supported by sale proceeds or increases in tax revenues as a dedicated revenue stream could be 

defined. Please see calculations on the Tax Increment for scale of the potential.

N O T E S O N P O T E N T I A L S T R U C T U R E – T OW N C E N T E R P L A Z A

As part of the information gathering phase for the concept plans, there has been some discussion 

about the potential to allow existing or new retail and/or office operators on the Town Center 

parcel the opportunity to purchase (as a condominium or similar legal structure) their space. This 

would be in lieu of leasing the space. As part of the dialogue, it was noted that a condominium or 

similar structure could be used to allow the retail operators to also own/control related housing 

within the parcel to help address workforce challenges. The proposed structure could potentially 

address a number of concerns and issues that were heard related to operating a business in 

Eastham and other surrounding towns. 

In further exploring this option as implementation plans are refined, analysis may be warranted to 

understand the level of capital investment that would be required to purchase newly constructed 

structures and the housing – as it may limit the pool of potential retailer and/or office users that 

could participate. 

Another factor to be explored in evaluating the structure should likely be the governance or 

homeowner’s association/regime necessary to manage the approach. This would include common 

area maintenance and access, conveyance, non-compete elements and related items. 

N O T E S O N P O T E N T I A L S T R U C T U R E – C O M M U N I T Y C E N T E R

The Community Center offers structural and implementation opportunities and complications that 

extend beyond those noted within the other potential real estate development projects. This is due 

to the fact that the Center will require an intensive and sustained plan for revenue generation, 

governance, membership offerings, staffing, maintenance and the related operations of the 

program and facilities.

It is recommended that a review and analysis of approaches for structuring and implementation 

include a look at existing benchmarks and case studies of existing facilities throughout the 

Commonwealth and beyond. Please see Appendix 4.0. for a summary of potential benchmarks and 

precedents.

To inform the appropriate approach, there are several gating questions to consider:

•	 Will the Center serve the Region (beyond the Town residents) or only be made available for Eastham 

residents?

•	 Will the Center operate through public funding, subsidy and/or through membership revenue from 

private and/or public users? 

•	 The presence of a pool may impact the approach given the added costs as well as added potential 

revenue streams
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•	 If publicly financed, through a municipal bond, DIF program, etc. – 

•	 How would this impact the Town’s financial position?

•	 Is there enough tax increment to sustain funding and operations?

•	 What other public-side funding tools are available at the state level or federal level?

Options to evaluate include:

Public Building & Public Operations

•	 This may allow increased potential to seek state or federal funding.

•	 Public development would likely require a public procurement process [TBD]/Town 

Meeting/Ordinance?

•	 From a governance standpoint, a Board or Committee would likely be necessary to manage 

the process and make decisions.

•	 Allowing an experienced operator to participate in the design and construction would be 

critical. 

Public Building & Private Operations

•	 This may allow increased potential to seek state or federal funding for capital 

improvements

•	 Public development may require a public procurement process, Town Meeting, ordinance 

or other regulatory process that offer delays.

•	 From a governance standpoint, a Board or Committee would likely be necessary to manage 

the process and to make decisions.

•	 Allowing an experienced operator to participate in the design and construction would be 

critical. 

•	 Private entity would operate under a lease or contract to operate and manage all day-to-

day activities and business components including staffing. This mechanism would allow a 

means for repayment of public capital costs or financing costs.

Private Building & Private Operations

•	 Private development through long-term lease commitment could also be explored. In this 

approach, there are a range of structures that could be utilized. One example would be:

•	 “DBFOM”. A Design, Build, Finance, Operate and Maintain approach allows a private 

entity to complete all aspects of the creation and ongoing function of a Center. This 

approach would require:

	- A defined timeframe or life of the agreement – typically 25 years or more.

	- A long-term commitment by the Town (or Towns) to provide or support a 

sustained revenue stream. 

	- The approach typically demands an extensive agreement with a private entity/

partner that contemplates all aspects of the building (design and specifications) as 

well as all aspects of the management and operation for decades to come.

	- The approach may provide a more simplified path to achieve the goal of a Center, 

but also requires a significant commitment. The cost of capital also tends to be 

closer to a private project which is typical a higher rate than may be available 
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through public bond or related public-side source.

	- A termed commitment would likely allow the Town the right to purchase upon 

the end of the initial term.

•	 In any scenario, the Town may require a form of Governance to oversee and manage the 

creation and long-term operation of the Center.

Creation of New Entity (Quasi-public) for building & Operations

•	 Creation of a new entity to manage all aspect of building and/or operations. This approach 

may allow the Town to retain some level of control, seek public-side capital sources and 

also act as a stand-alone entity. This approach may be most appropriate of the Center is 

regional and seeks governance from multiple municipalities. 

The listed options are intended to offer points in spectrum of structures. As reflected in the 

Exhibit 4.0. Community Space Benchmarking Matrix there are a number of combinations of 

elements that could be positioned to best match the opportunity and need. The structure and 

implementation plan should be tailored, through a detailed analysis, to provide an approach to 

financing, operations, governance that allows a sustainable model. 
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Next Steps

At the project outset, it was understood that this was just the next phase 

in a multi-phase development project for the Town. The first phase was the 

formation of the T-Time Committee and their great work helping refine the 

intended goals and program for each of the three town-owned parcels with 

input from the Eastham community. The second phase was this master 

planning process, generating conceptual schemes for each of the sites that 

gave physical form to those goals and needs. From here, there are several 

steps the Town will need to take to continue moving the vision forward.

First, the concepts shown here may require some modifications to the 

underlying zoning to set the stage for redevelopment. Ideally this work will 

take place in advance of the selection of development partners in order to 

streamline their efforts. One option is to review the existing zoning and 

make any needed modifications. Another option would be to generate a 

more comprehensive form-based code for this whole district that can guide 

not only the redevelopment of these parcels, but other future infill projects 

in this core area with the goal of creating a mixed-use, walkable village 

center. Consideration might also be given to creating a Smart Growth 

Zoning Overlay District per Chapter 40R of the state statutes. This approach 

seeks to create mixed-use districts along the lines of the vision created for 

these parcels by streamlining the development process and providing state 

funding.

Once these efforts are underway, the Town will also need to seek 

development partners to help bring these plans to fruition. The first step 

will be the generation of an RFP, based on this master plan and whatever 

zoning modifications the Town approves, that outlines the project goals and 

selection process. Once the RFP is created, efforts will need to be taken to 

get it in front of a wide variety of qualified partners based on the Town’s 

preferred approach for the various sites. From there, development partners 

can be selected who will work with the Town to further refine the project 

designs and help attain the required approvals and funding. Once those 

are in hand, the projects can commence construction, bringing the Town’s 

vision to reality.

NE X T S TEP S
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The “Getting to Know You” survey was handed to attendees and participants 

of the three public presentations held at the Eastham Public Library.

North Eastham Village Center Master Plan 
 
‘Getting to Know You’ Survey 
 
 
The following questions are optional, but we hope you'll answer them.  
 
Why? It's important that we know who we're reaching. We want to make sure ALL 
voices are heard in Eastham. If we find that people of certain ages or backgrounds 
aren't being heard, we need to address that. 
 
Thank you for your cooperation! 
 

1. What is your age? 
 
 Under 18   45‐54 
 18‐24   55‐64 
 25‐34   65+ 
 35‐44   

 
 

2. How do you identify? 
 
 Male   Other: Feel free to specify 
 Female   

 
 

3. What is your relationship to Eastham? (check all that apply) 
 
 Own a business in Eastham   Work in Eastham 
 Year‐round resident of Eastham   Seasonal resident of Eastham 
 On an Eastham Board, Commission 

or organization (Please specify) 
 
_______________________________ 

 Live in Eastham (year‐round or 
seasonal) Please specify your street: 
 
______________________________ 

P UBLIC PRES ENTATION SURVE Y QUES TIONS
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4. How do you identify your race or ethnicity (please describe however you 

prefer to)? 
 
 
 
 

5. What is your annual household income? 
 

 Under $15,000   Between $75,000 and $99,999 
 Between $15,000 and $29,999   Between $100,000 and $150,000 
 Between $30,000 and $49,999   Over $150,000 
 Between $50,000 and $74,999   

 
 
 
Would you like to stay in touch and informed of the planning process moving 
forward? If so, please provide your name and e‐mail address below: 
 



North Eastham Village Master Plan 
Online Survey 
Results  as  of  May  31,  2022 

 
Responses: 217 
Survey ratings are on a scale of 1 (most negative) to 10 (most positive). 
 

T-Time 
Scenario 1 

 
 
Most common rating: 5 (19.5% of responses) 
Negative rating (1 or 2): 26.8% 
Positive rating (9 or 10): 12.7% 
 
Responses to this scenario were mixed but definitely leaned negative. A lot of people were in the middle 
on this one. Many noted that if the community amenities are all in the rear, they will feel more private 
than public and will be less inviting. 
 
Scenario 2 

 
Most common rating: 10 (24.6% of responses) 
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Negative rating (1 or 2): 18.4% 
Positive rating (9 or 10): 37.7% 
 
This scenario was clearly the favorite, though reviews were still mixed. Many people specifically 
commented that this is their preferred scenario (many with the caveat that there should not be a public 
swimming pool). Many people liked that the mixed use is in the front, with community and recreation 
space in the middle, and housing in the rear. Some people wanted to make sure the mixed use doesn’t 
hide the community uses. 
 
Scenario 3 

 
Most common rating: 1 (27.4% of responses) 
Negative rating (1 or 2): 33.3% 
Positive rating (9 or 10): 18.8% 
 
Overall, this was the most disliked of the scenarios. And the people who disliked it tended to feel 
strongly in that opinion. While some people appreciated the community center being along the street, 
many feared it would not feel safe or welcoming there. 
 
Common Open-Ended Responses 

 Let the community uses drive the program – housing should be secondary or not part of the 
program at all. 

 There should be more housing on the site. 
 No need for commercial/retail space on the site. 
 Need for more commercial/retail space on the site. 
 Don’t need outdoor recreation/Need indoor recreation. 
 Make the site more sustainable (net zero buildings, solar panels, composting toilets, growing 

food, etc.) or leave much (or much more) of the site “green.” 
 Community uses should be visible and prominent from the street/keep noisy activities toward 

the front of the property and away from residential neighborhoods.  
 Having recreational/community amenities along the street may be unsafe.  
 Housing should be prioritized at the rear of the property. 
 Concern that all the scenarios are trying to squeeze too much on the space. 
 Several people specifically requested there be no pool but a significant minority expressed 

support for a pool. 
 



Town Center Plaza 
Scenario 1 

 
Most common rating: 10 (16.7% of responses) 
Negative rating (1 or 2): 24.7% 
Positive rating (9 or 10): 20.4% 
 
While ‘10’ was the most common rating, reviews for this scenario were very mixed, leaning negative. 
Some people feared open space along Rte 6 would not be inviting. Others would like to see at least 
SOME housing on the site. 
 
Scenario 2 

 
Most common rating: 7 (20.9% of responses) 
Negative rating (1 or 2): 17.1% 
Positive rating (9 or 10): 15.5% 
 
Generally, people felt more positive about this than Scenario 1, but were still concerned about the 
location of the open space. Many people also felt there was perhaps too much parking and that more of 
the site could either be developed or used for green space. 
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Scenario 3 

 
Most common rating: 10 (22.4% of responses) 
Negative rating (1 or 2): 25.0% 
Positive rating (9 or 10): 30.2% 
 
This was by far the most preferred scenario. Generally, people appreciated the mixed use up front, 
green space in the middle, and housing in the rear. 
 
Common Open-Ended Responses 

 There is confusion about the concept of “pad retail.” 
 Generally, people are supportive of mixed‐use at this location, with some people preferring 

more of an emphasis on commercial and others on housing. Many people supported housing in 
the rear. 

 Strong support for a design that is more walkable and bikeable.  
 Some people would like to see more of an emphasis on green space – others fear green space 

along Route 6 will be unsafe and not well utilized. At best, people see it serving as a buffer. 
 Several people have concerns about curb cuts and circulation. 
 Many people expressed an interest in “Cape Cod” style design that is more attractive than what 

currently exists. 
 

Council on Aging 
Scenario 1 

 
Most common rating: Tie between 1 and 5 (14.6% of responses each) 



Negative rating (1 or 2): 21.1% 
Positive rating (9 or 10): 21.6% 
 
This scenario was generally not well received. While a few people expressed support for keeping things 
the way they are, many more suggested that the current COA is not adequate for the community’s 
needs. Many others also would like to see housing on the site (particularly if it is geared toward and 
affordable to seniors). 
 
Scenario 2 

 
Most common rating: 10 (17.8% of responses each) 
Negative rating (1 or 2): 16.1% 
Positive rating (9 or 10): 28.2% 
 
This was by far for the most preferred scenario. Many people like the idea of a cottage court (again, 
geared toward seniors) with a refurbished COA that could provide localized senior services. Many 
supporters of this scenario assume the Senior Center would still move to a new community center. 
 
Scenario 3 

 
Most common rating: 1 (30.5% of responses each) 
Negative rating (1 or 2): 36.2% 
Positive rating (9 or 10): 20.7% 
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Negative rating (1 or 2): 21.1% 
Positive rating (9 or 10): 21.6% 
 
This scenario was generally not well received. While a few people expressed support for keeping things 
the way they are, many more suggested that the current COA is not adequate for the community’s 
needs. Many others also would like to see housing on the site (particularly if it is geared toward and 
affordable to seniors). 
 
Scenario 2 

 
Most common rating: 10 (17.8% of responses each) 
Negative rating (1 or 2): 16.1% 
Positive rating (9 or 10): 28.2% 
 
This was by far for the most preferred scenario. Many people like the idea of a cottage court (again, 
geared toward seniors) with a refurbished COA that could provide localized senior services. Many 
supporters of this scenario assume the Senior Center would still move to a new community center. 
 
Scenario 3 

 
Most common rating: 1 (30.5% of responses each) 
Negative rating (1 or 2): 36.2% 
Positive rating (9 or 10): 20.7% 
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This was by far the least preferred scenario. Many people thought it would be inefficient to have single‐
family homes on this site. Others feared the increase in residential density. However, a strong minority 
supported this concept so long as the COA was moved elsewhere.  
 
Common Open-Ended Responses 

 Many people support housing on this site, but particularly if it is aimed for seniors (along with 
other services for seniors). Some people questioned the efficiency of building single‐family 
homes here, but many others expressed support for a cottage court. Many people like the idea 
of building housing but also rehabbing the existing building for senior support services. 

 Some people (particularly those who live in the neighborhood) expressed concern about 
increasing residential density here. 

 Respondents seemed to be split as to whether to leave the COA here or move it to a new 
community center.  

 

Getting to Know You Questions 
 
What is your age? 
182 answers 
65+: 39.0% 
55‐65: 23.6% 
35‐44: 20.9% 
45‐54: 10.4% 
25‐34: 5.5% 
18‐24: 0.6% (one respondent) 
Under 18: 0 
 
How do you identify? 
177 answered 
Female: 67.8% 
Male: 29.9% 
Other: 2.3% 
 
What is your relationship to Eastham? (Check all that apply) 
182 answered 
Year‐round resident of Eastham: 72.5% 
Seasonal resident of Eastham: 28.6% 
On an Eastham Board, Commission or organization: 7.1% 
Work in Eastham: 6.6% 
Own a business in Eastham: 2.8% 
 
How do you identify your race or ethnicity (please use your preferred descriptors)?  
81 answered 
White/Caucasian: 93.8% 
Hispanic: 1.2% (One respondent) 
Person of Color: 1.2% (One respondent) 



Other (American, Human, Cape Codder): 3.7% 
 
What is your annual household income? 
141 answered 
Over $150,000: 32.6% 
Between $100,000 and $150,000: 22.0% 
Between $50,000 and $74,999: 19.9% 
Between $75,000 and $99,999: 14.9% 
Between $30,000 and $49,999: 6.4% 
Between $15,000 and $29,999: 4.3% 
Under $15,000: 0 
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Other (American, Human, Cape Codder): 3.7% 
 
What is your annual household income? 
141 answered 
Over $150,000: 32.6% 
Between $100,000 and $150,000: 22.0% 
Between $50,000 and $74,999: 19.9% 
Between $75,000 and $99,999: 14.9% 
Between $30,000 and $49,999: 6.4% 
Between $15,000 and $29,999: 4.3% 
Under $15,000: 0 
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North Eastham Village Master Plan 
Online Survey #2 
Final  Results  as  of  August  12,  2022 

 
Responses: 141 
Survey ratings are on a scale of 1 (most negative) to 10 (most positive) as to how well respondents think 
the schemes meet the community’s vision for the sites. 
 

T-Time 
Scheme A 

 
 
Most common rating: 10 (27.1% of responses) 
Negative rating (1, 2 or 3): 20.3% 
Positive rating (8, 9 or 10): 57.9% 
 
Responses to this scenario have been very positive to date. About 58% of respondents rate this scheme 
an ‘8’ or higher – given the wildly differing feedback from the first survey, this is very positive. People 
appreciate the balance between civic, residential, and commercial uses as well as open space. Concerns 
are largely a range of what we have heard before (pool/no pool, too much housing/not enough housing, 
too much commercial/not enough commercial, not enough green space, etc.). 
 

Scheme B 

 
Most common rating: 8 (15.4% of responses) 
Negative rating (1, 2 or 3): 30.9% 
Positive rating (8, 9 or 10): 29.4% 
 
This scenario has gotten very mixed responses. Most people who commented suggested that if there 
are other places to manage wastewater treatment, the Town should prioritize them. People felt that T‐
Time is too great a development opportunity to use that much space for wastewater treatment. Other 
people noted that if the space has to be used for wastewater treatment, so be it.  
 

Town Center Plaza 
Scheme A 

 
Most common rating: 10 (28.4% of responses) 
Negative rating (1, 2 or 3): 13.4% 
Positive rating (8, 9 or 10): 55.1% 
 
Responses to this scenario have been very positive to date. Well over half of respondents rate this 
scheme an ‘8’ or higher. Not quite as positive as the response for T‐Time Scheme A, but still very positive 
given the wide range of responses to the first set of concepts. People appreciate the “top of shop” 
mixed use aspect of this scheme, align with the incorporation of green space that still keeps the 
commercial uses visible from the street. As with T‐Time, some people are concerned there’s not 
enough/too much housing. Support for commercial uses on the site is fairly widespread. 
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Scheme B 

 
Most common rating: 8 (15.4% of responses) 
Negative rating (1, 2 or 3): 30.9% 
Positive rating (8, 9 or 10): 29.4% 
 
This scenario has gotten very mixed responses. Most people who commented suggested that if there 
are other places to manage wastewater treatment, the Town should prioritize them. People felt that T‐
Time is too great a development opportunity to use that much space for wastewater treatment. Other 
people noted that if the space has to be used for wastewater treatment, so be it.  
 

Town Center Plaza 
Scheme A 

 
Most common rating: 10 (28.4% of responses) 
Negative rating (1, 2 or 3): 13.4% 
Positive rating (8, 9 or 10): 55.1% 
 
Responses to this scenario have been very positive to date. Well over half of respondents rate this 
scheme an ‘8’ or higher. Not quite as positive as the response for T‐Time Scheme A, but still very positive 
given the wide range of responses to the first set of concepts. People appreciate the “top of shop” 
mixed use aspect of this scheme, align with the incorporation of green space that still keeps the 
commercial uses visible from the street. As with T‐Time, some people are concerned there’s not 
enough/too much housing. Support for commercial uses on the site is fairly widespread. 
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Scheme B 

 
Most common rating: 1 (14.5% of responses) 
Negative rating (1, 2 or 3): 30.7% 
Positive rating (8, 9 or 10): 32.3% 
 
This scenario has gotten very mixed responses. Many people noted they did not think it made sense to 
have standalone housing on this site, and that mixed‐use housing makes more sense here. Many people 
also preferred Scheme A because it expands the amount of commercial space (though a few people 
question if there’s enough demand for more retail space). 
 

Council on Aging 
Scheme A 

 
Most common rating: 1 (20.4% of responses each) 
Negative rating (1, 2 or 3): 30.6% 
Positive rating (8, 9 or 10): 36.1% 
 
This scenario produced very mixed reactions, with the most common responses being either a ‘1’ or a 
’10’ followed by people right in the middle at a ‘5.’ Many people suggested that the current COA is not 
adequate for the community’s needs. Many others also would like to see housing on the site 
(particularly if it is geared toward and affordable to seniors). However, many people – particularly, it 
would seem, those who live adjacent to our in the general vicinity of the COA – would prefer not to see 
more residential density here.  
 

Scheme B 

 
Most common rating: 10 (32.8% of responses each) 
Negative rating (1, 2 or 3): 24.0% 
Positive rating (8, 9 or 10): 51.2% 
 
While this scheme was not favored as highly as the favored schemes for the other two sites, it currently 
has a positive rating from just over half of respondents. Again, some people, particularly abutters, are 
concerned about residential density and others want to leave the COA where it is (though at least a 
couple respondents noted they live in the vicinity and are supportive of a cottage community here). 
Many people are actively supportive of housing on the site, particularly if it is aimed at seniors and is 
affordable. Some people expressly noted support for partnering with Habitat for Humanity or another 
non‐profit developer.  
 

Getting to Know You Questions 
 
What is your age? 
127 answers 
65+: 44.1% 
55‐65: 22.1% 
35‐44: 20.5% 
45‐54: 10.2% 
25‐34: 3.2% 
18‐24: 0 
Under 18: 0 
 
How do you identify? 
120 answered 
Female: 56.7% 
Male: 41.7% 
Other: 1.7% 
 
What is your relationship to Eastham? (Check all that apply) 
124 answered 
Year‐round resident of Eastham: 66.9% 
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Scheme B 

 
Most common rating: 10 (32.8% of responses each) 
Negative rating (1, 2 or 3): 24.0% 
Positive rating (8, 9 or 10): 51.2% 
 
While this scheme was not favored as highly as the favored schemes for the other two sites, it currently 
has a positive rating from just over half of respondents. Again, some people, particularly abutters, are 
concerned about residential density and others want to leave the COA where it is (though at least a 
couple respondents noted they live in the vicinity and are supportive of a cottage community here). 
Many people are actively supportive of housing on the site, particularly if it is aimed at seniors and is 
affordable. Some people expressly noted support for partnering with Habitat for Humanity or another 
non‐profit developer.  
 

Getting to Know You Questions 
 
What is your age? 
127 answers 
65+: 44.1% 
55‐65: 22.1% 
35‐44: 20.5% 
45‐54: 10.2% 
25‐34: 3.2% 
18‐24: 0 
Under 18: 0 
 
How do you identify? 
120 answered 
Female: 56.7% 
Male: 41.7% 
Other: 1.7% 
 
What is your relationship to Eastham? (Check all that apply) 
124 answered 
Year‐round resident of Eastham: 66.9% 

125UNION    |   Second Public Presentation Online Surve y Results



126

Seasonal resident of Eastham: 32.3% 
On an Eastham Board, Commission or organization: 8.1% 
Work in Eastham: 8.1% 
Own a business in Eastham: 4.0% 
 
How do you identify your race or ethnicity (please use your preferred descriptors)?  
63 answered 
White/Caucasian: 90.5% 
Asian: 3.2% 
Brazilian: 1.6% (one respondent) 
Other comment: 4.8% 
 
What is your annual household income? 
74 answered 
Over $150,000: 36.0% 
Between $100,000 and $150,000: 26.0% 
Between $75,000 and $99,999: 20.0% 
Between $50,000 and $74,999: 14.0% 
Between $30,000 and $49,999: 4.0% 
Between $15,000 and $29,999: 0 
Under $15,000: 0 
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North Eastham Village Master Plan 
Online Survey #3 
Final  Results  as  of  November  14,  2022 

 
Responses: 52 
All questions for this survey were open ended. 
 

T-Time 
Do you have any new thoughts or ideas about this site that you haven’t shared yet? Is there 
anything we have missed? 
Responses: 49 
 
 
 

Town Center Plaza 
Council on Aging 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 As can be seen in the word cloud above, discussion of whether or not to have a pool on the 
property remains the most frequently cited issue. Over 25% of responses involved a pool, with a 
few more people against than for. 

 The next most common response was from people who want to see more housing on the site 
(about 16%). 

 About 10% are still concerned about traffic and access from Route 6. 
 About 8% mentioned a desire to see more renewable energy and sustainability in the design (for 

example, rooftop solar). 
 About 6% were explicitly supportive of a playground. 
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 About 6% have concerns about parking (not enough, or too much surface parking/would prefer 
a garage). 

 About 6% would like to see better bicycle and pedestrian access. 
 Other issues mentioned include . . .  

o How will signage be designed? How will drivers know what’s on the property? 
o There should be more retail 
o Support for a dog park or lack of support for a dog park (about even) 
o Ensure that the property is accessible for seniors, people with disabilities 
o Keep the whole site as park space 
o More pickleball (indoors) 
o Reduce noisy outdoor activities  
o Make the project bigger/even better mixed‐use town center 
o Get a clear sense of what Eversource will allow on the utility easement 

 
Moving forward, is there anything new the Town should be considering as it prepares an 
RFP for this site? 
Responses: 34 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 A number of people reiterated their comments from the first question. 
 As can be seen in the word cloud above, discussion of housing dominated this question. About 

30% of respondents want to see more housing (affordable, workforce, senior), while about 6% 
want to see less housing/affordable housing. 

 Other issues, not repeated from above, include: 
o Manage noise and traffic during construction 
o Have therapeutic treatments/facilities at the Community Center/COA 
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o Locate water recharge use elsewhere 
o Have a plan for managing dogs and dog waste 
o Have public bathrooms 
o Have Town residents vote on the development plan 
o Connect T‐Time with Town Center Plaza (pedestrian/bike) 
o Consider the overall cost to taxpayers 
o Consider agreements with neighboring towns for sharing facilities   

 

Town Center Plaza 
Do you have any new thoughts or ideas about this site that you haven’t shared yet? Is there 
anything we have missed? 
Responses: 31 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 Fewer people responded to the Town Center Plaza questions. Many offered general support for 

the concept for this site. 
 As can be seen in the word cloud above, discussion of businesses dominated this question. 

Several people wanted to reiterate their general support for small businesses, on this property 
and nearby along Rte 6. A couple of people would like to see more businesses on the site (and 
less housing). A few people specifically expressed concerns about the Friendly Fisherman and 
that its needs be considered in any plans. 

 About 16% would like to see more housing and less retail. 
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 A few people expressed concern about traffic and access from Rte 6. One person wondered how 
Bracket Road could be used to improve this. One person was concerned about sightlines with 3‐
story buildings and trees located so close to Rte 6. 

 A few people would like to see specific amenities such as public restrooms, benches with backs, 
bike racks and other bike storage. 

 A few people advocated for more renewable energy on site. 
 Other comments included: 

o Not sure if mixed use is viable here 
o How will signage be handled? 
o Improve pedestrian and bicycle access 
o Add a parking garage. Add a row of surface parking along Rte 6. 
o Cap buildings at 2 stories 
o Ensure light pollution reduction 

 
Moving forward, is there anything new the Town should be considering as it prepares an 
RFP for this site? 
Responses: 22 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 A number of people reiterated their comments from the first question. Many offered general 
support and hoped that the redevelopment could happen quickly. 

 As can be seen in the word cloud above, discussion of housing dominated this question, with 
many people advocating for more housing (though a couple advocating for less). 

 A couple people advocated for less green space/landscaping in order to accommodate more 
development. One person advocated for more green space. 

 Other issues, not repeated from above, include: 
o Can new septic systems support this redevelopment? 
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o There should be opportunities for outdoor dining 
o Connect Town Center with T‐Time (pedestrian and bicycle) 
o Consider environmental protection – build sustainably 
o Buy more land to increase the size of this site 
o Split RFP into three parts: Residential construction, Non‐residential construction, and 

long term property management 
 

Council on Aging 
Do you have any new thoughts or ideas about this site that you haven’t shared yet? Is there 
anything we have missed? 
Responses: 19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 Only about 37% of survey respondents responded to this question on the COA. Many offered 

general support for the concept for this site. 
 As can be seen in the word cloud above, discussion of housing dominated this question. Many 

people would like to see the housing here dedicated to 55+. Some want to see it expanded to 
general workforce housing. A few want to see more housing on the site, denser than standalone 
cottages. Others feel the cottages are the right type. 

 A few people want to leave the site as is, and not move the COA to T‐Time. 
 Other comments included: 

o Keep the existing COA building and use it as adult day care 
o Have a gym at the site 
o Increase bus service to the area 
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o Consider selling this property and using the proceeds to get more of what we want at 
the other two sites 

o Focus on more shared facilities for residents on this site 
o Make sure there is bicycle storage 

 
Moving forward, is there anything new the Town should be considering as it prepares an 
RFP for this site? 
Responses: 11 
 

 There were not enough responses to create a viable word cloud for this question. 
 Many people reiterated the need for senior housing. 
 Remember to plan for younger, more active seniors (50s and 60s) and not just older seniors. 
 Be more considerate of neighbors – build housing along Nauset Road, not into the back of the 

property. 
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501c3 established 

in 1996. Acquisition 

and construction by 

organization.
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Rental Fees, 

Class Fees + 

Membership 

Model

Individual Donors 

Foundation Funding

40,000 sf (approx.) new construction completed 

in 2002. Facility features auditorium, gymnasium, 

weight room, pool, kitchen and community spaces.

Regional community center 

offering: aquatics center, childcare, 

adult and children programming, 

fitness and rental space.

15 Crissey Rd, 

Great Barrington, MA

Northampton Community Arts 

Trust

501c3 established in 2010 

to acquire properties for 

long-term leases with 

art-centric organizations 

and businesses.

Fundraising, 

Rental Fees + 

Class Fees

$2.5M Federal Funding 

$150,000 MA Cultural Council 

Other Sources Unknown

25,000 sf (approx.) new construction. Facility 

features community performance and rental spaces 

leased by the Northampton Center for the Arts.

Local community center offering: 

adaptable rental space for artists, 

performers, students and educators.

33 Hawley St,  

Northampton, MA

Berkshire Innovation Center

501c3 established in 

2014 serves as operator 

of facility owned and 

constructed by Pittsfield 

EDA.

Membership 

Model + Industry 

Sponsors

$6.5M Life Sciences 2008 Bond 

$3.2M Mass Life Science Center 

$2.3M MA/Pittsfield EDA/MDFA

20,000 sf new construction. Innovation center 

located in the William Stanley Business Park.

Regional center offering: 

makerspace, classroom, labs, event 

space and accelerator space.

45 Woodlawn Ave,  

Pittsfield, MA

Senior Center @ RiverMills 

Center

Owned and operated by 

City’s Council on Aging 

Department.

Private Donations, 

State + Federal 

Funding

$8.2M in State, Federal, 

Municipal and Private 

Donations

21,000 sf new construction completed in 

2014. Facility features café space, fitness space, 

community/meeting space, classrooms and library.

Local community center offering: 

educational, fitness and gathering 

spaces for Chicopee residents 60 

years or older.

5 W Main St,  

Chicopee, MA

Jewish Community Center of 

the North Shore
501c3 established in 1912.

Fundraising, 

Membership 

Model + Class 

Fees

Unknown
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weightroom, kitchen and community spaces.
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offering: childcare, aquatic 

center, fitness, adult and children 

programming, and community 

events.
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Marblehead, MA

South Shore Community 

Center

501c3 established  

in 1944.

Fundraising, 

Membership 

Model + Class 

Fees

Unknown
17,000 sf (approx.) converted colonial house with 

classrooms, bowling alley and community spaces.

Local community center offering: 

preschool, childcare and children 

programing. Adult evening classes 

available.

3 North Main St,  

Cohasset, MA

Cambridge Center for Adult 

Education

501c3. established  

in 1870.

Fundraising + 

Class Fees
Unknown

11,000 sf (approx.) converted colonial house with 

classroom and community spaces.

Local community center offering: 

adult classes and programming 

varying from arts, culinary to 

language.

42 Brattle St,  

Cambridge, MA

Dr. Martin Luther King 

Community Center

501c3 established in 

1922 by the Trustees of 

the Newport Historical 

Society. Located to its 

current facility in 1968.

Private Donations, 

Foundations, State 

+ Federal Funding

State/Federal Dollars 

Foundation Funding

20,000 sf (approx.) former Navy USO building 

with classroom and community spaces.

Local central service provider for 

at- risk individuals, families and 

seniors. Programs offered:  hunger 

programs, preschool, afterschool, 

adult programming, health clinics.

20 Dr. Marcus Wheatland Blvd,  

Newport, RI
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