Select Board Agenda Protocol:
•

Roberts Rules: The Select Board follows Roberts Rules of Order to govern its meetings as per the
Town Code and Charter.

•

Public Comment: For bringing matters of public interest to the attention of the Board. The Board
welcomes concise statements on matters that are within the purview of the Select Board. At the
Board’s discretion, matters raised under Public Comment may be directed to Town Administration
or may be placed on a future agenda, allowing all viewpoints to be represented before the Board
takes action. Except in emergencies, the Board will not normally take any other action on Public
Comment. Any personal remarks or interrogation or any matter that appears on the regular agenda
are not appropriate for Public Comment.
Public Comment is not to be used to present charges or complaints against any specifically named
individual, public or private; instead, all such charges or complaints should be presented in writing
to the Town Manager who can then give notice and an opportunity to be heard to the named
individual as per MGL Ch. 39, s 23B.

•

New Business: For topics not reasonably anticipated 48 hours in advance of the meeting.

•

Public Participation: The Board welcomes valuable input from the public at appropriate times
during the meeting with recognition by the Chair. For appropriate agenda items, the Chair will
introduce the item and take public input. Individual Board Members may have questions on the
clarity of information presented. The Board will hear any staff input and then deliberate on a course
of action.

•

Select Board Report and Comment: Individual Board Members may have matters to bring to the
attention of the Board. If the matter contemplates action by the Board, Board Members will consult
with the Chair and/or Town Manager in advance and provide any needed information by the
Thursday before the meeting. Otherwise, except in emergencies, the Board will not normally take
action on Select Board Comment.

EXHIBIT 1
AGREEMENTS TO BE EXECUTED BY TOWN MANAGER
UNLESS RESOLUTION OF DISAPPROVAL BY BOARD OF SELECTMEN
August 7, 2019
Type of
Agreement/Description

Department

With

Amount

Professional Service
Agreement

IS/GIS

Icon Enterprises

$6,457.18

Professional Service
Agreement

DPW

South Shore Climate
Control

$17,325

Professional Service
Agreement

DPW

Scott A. Miller

$10,000

Amendment to
Professional Service
Agreement

DPW

Highway Safety
Systems, Inc.

n/a

Other Information
Contract for annual Town
website maintenance and
licensing
Contract for installation of
ductless mini-split system at
38 West Chester St employee
housing
Contract for general consulting
services for solid waste &
recycling operations
Amend contract for roadway
line painting to extend contract
end date to allow for project
completion

Source of Funding

Term

IS/GIS Budget

July 1, 2019 –
June 30, 2020

Facilities Budget

July 31, 2019 –
June 30, 2020

Solid Waste
Budget

August 7, 2019 –
August 6, 2022

n/a

August 7, 2019 –
December 31,
2019

CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS FOR 8/7/2019 SELECT BOARD MEETING
1.
Gift Acceptances
Recommend the acceptance of the following gifts to Town agencies:
-- Natural Resources Department:
-- Gift of $336 from Proud Our Inc. for the Brant Point Shellfish Propagation
Facility
-- Town Administration:
-- Initial Gift of $25,000 from Anonymous Donor for New Equipment at Jetties
Beach Playground

Recommended Motion: To accept all gifts for their designated purposes, with thanks to
the donors
Town Administration will ensure that letters of thanks are sent.

TOWN OF NANTUCKET NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT
2 BATHING BEACH ROAD
NANTUCKET, MA 02554

(508) 228-7230

Select Board
16 Broad Street
Nantucket, MA 02554
07/19/2019
Dear Board Members,
On behalf of the Natural Resources Department we are requesting that the Board of Selectmen accept the
following gift of $336.00 from Proud Pour Inc. This donation will be put towards the Shellfish Hatchery.
We will be in attendance at the upcoming meeting of the Board to answer any questions that you have in regards
to this gift and program. Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

Jeff Carlson,
Town of Nantucket
Natural Resources Director

Agenda Item Summary
Agenda Item # VII. 2, 3, 4, 5
Date 8/7/19

Staff
Amy Baxter, Licensing Administrator
Subject
Change of Liquor License Manager Applications (4)
Executive Summary
Per Chapter 250, Rules and Regulations Governing Alcoholic Beverages: The Board regards the manager
of licensed premises as the principal representative of the licensee and, as such, having full authority
and control of the licensed premises and of the conduct of all business taking place therein relative to
alcoholic beverages, as referred to in M.G.L. Chapter 138 and the Regulations. All changes of manager
must be noticed to Local Licensing Authorities within two weeks of proposed change.
Staff Recommendation
Proposed Managers have cleared a fingerprint check and submitted proper documentation required by
ABCC.
Background/Discussion
The following are applying for Liquor License Manager changes:
Sankaty Head Golf Club: Kimberly Matthews
29 Fair Street: Ilkania Acosta
Summer House & Summer House Bistro: Peter Karlson
Impact: Environmental ☐

Fiscal ☐

Community☐

Other☐

Click or tap here to enter text.
Board/Commission Recommendation
Click or tap here to enter text.
Public Outreach
Click or tap here to enter text.
Connection to Existing Applicable Plan (i.e. Strategic Plan, Master Plan, etc.)
Click or tap here to enter text
Attachments
(4) Change of Manager Applications; Chapter 250 – Rules and Regulations Governing Alcoholic
Beverages

LIQUOR LICENSE MANAGER RESPONSIBILITIES per Chapter 250:
V. Manager Responsibilities
(1) The Board regards the manager of licensed premises as the principal representative of the
licensee and, as such, having full authority and control of the licensed premises and of the conduct of all
business taking place therein relative to alcoholic beverages, as referred to in Chapter 138 and the
Regulations.
(2) Without limiting the scope of the previous subsection, the Board will hold the manager of the
licensed premises responsible for the following:
a. Selection of qualified employees, including servers, clerks and persons who are engaged in
dealing with the public in any capacity;
b. Training of employees in all matters relating to the sale or service of alcoholic beverages;
c. Assuring that employees serving alcohol to the public have successfully completed an
alcoholic beverage server training program for serving alcohol responsibly, and provide for
continual training of employees engaged in serving and selling alcoholic beverages;
d. Ensuring that no criminal activity, including the illegal sale, use or distribution of controlled
substances, takes place on the licensed premises or on any parking area of the licensed
premises;
e. Promptly reporting to the Nantucket Police Department all instances of attempted purchases
or procurement of service of alcoholic beverages by minors, including attempts to gain access to
premises upon which alcoholic beverages are served and from which minors are excluded. In
such instances, the licensee is expected to take appropriate action, which shall include: (1)
reporting to the Registry of Motor Vehicles instances involving possession or use of a false,
forged or counterfeit license to operate motor vehicles or identification card issued by the
Registry of Motor Vehicles; (2) confiscation of liquor identification cards or motor vehicle
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operator’s license presented by the minor, and: (3) if a purchase was made or service was
procured, the name of the licensee’s employee participating therein;

f. Enforcement of the Regulations and any applicable state law with respect to the operation of
the licensed premises; and
g. Ensuring that the licensed premises, including the exterior, are kept clean, neat and sanitary
at all times.
(3) Except as provided herein, the manager of the licensed premises must be a full‐time employee
or a corporate officer of the licensee, must be engaged exclusively in the management of the licensed
premises, and must be a qualified seller or server of alcoholic beverages. When the manager is not
present at the licensed premises, the person in charge of the business must be a qualified seller or
server of alcoholic beverages and designated by the approved manager to have charge of the business in
the manager’s absence. The manager will continue to be responsible for the operation of the business
whether or not he/she is present at the licensed premises. When the manager is not at the premises a
method of contacting him/her promptly must be arranged so that he/she can be reached at all times by
the person designated to be in charge of the premises in his/her absence. The provisions of the first
sentence of this subsection shall not apply to any licensee holding a license issued under Chapter 138,
Section 12, to a veterans organization or to a licensee holding a license issued to a club under said
chapter.
(4) Failure of the manager to comply with the Regulations may result in his or her removal as
manager or suspension or revocation of the liquor license as the Board finds appropriate given the
specific circumstances.

LICENSE #: 00144-RS-0762

LICENSE FEE:

$2,900.00

THE LICENSING BOARD for the
TOWN OF NANTUCKET, MASSACHUSETTS
HEREBY GRANTS AN

SEASONAL RETAIL RESTAURANT LICENSE
TO EXPOSE, KEEP FOR SALE, AND TO SELL

ALL ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES
TO BE CONSUMED ON THE PREMISES
BUSINESS: Beachside Associates, LLC
DBA:
SUMMER HOUSE
BEACHSIDE BISTRO
PREMISES: 16 Ocean Ave.
Siasconset, MA 02564
MANAGER: Christopher P. Karlson

ON PREMISES DESCRIBED AS:
One-Story Frame Building. Two Rooms, Pool,
Patio.

The hours during which alcoholic beverages may be sold: In accordance with MGL Chapter 138 and amendments thereto and
subject to the following restrictions per the Board of Selectmen effective February 6, 2002:
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

6.
7.

Amplified music during evening functions (such as wedding receptions) shall not be played after 10:00PM and is to be
kept within a reasonable decibel level. Such functions to conclude no later than 11 :OOPM.
The Summer House Beachside Bistro shall engage an off-duty Nantucket Police Officer to be present during all such
evening functions for the purpose of general supervision as well as to limit the noise level.
Recorded music (CO's or Tapes) played at the pool bar area shall at all times be limited to noise levels as to not exceed the
maximum decibel level allowed by the Nantucket Noise Bylaw. No recorded music shall be played after 8:00PM, unless it
is for one of the permitted functions.
All food and alcohol service to cease at 8:00PM.
The number of evening functions with amplified music during the months of June and September will not exceed eight (8)
and the months of July and August will be limited to a maximum of four (4) functions. As a courtesy, Counsel for the
residents will be given a schedule of such evening functions in advance, and will be provided with the name and phone
number of a liaison to contact in case of any excessive noise.
Amplified music will only be allowed at the scheduled limited number of functions (Restriction as voted by the Board of
Selectmen May 26, 2004).
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the undersigned have
Trash is to be removed daily.

This license is granted and accepted upon the express
condition that the licensee shall, in all respects, conform
to all the provisions of the Liquor Control Act, Chapter
138 of the Massachusetts General Laws, as amended
and any rules or regulations made thereunder by the
licensing authorities, including, but not limited to
Chapter 250 of the Town of Nantucket Rules and
Regulations Governing Alcoholic Beverages.

hereunto affixed his official signature on this 20th day of
March 2019.

Jason Bridges
Chair, Select Board

THIS LICENSE IS VALID APRIL 1, 2019 – JANUARY 15, 2020
*Unless earlier suspended, cancelled, or revoked

This License Shall Be Displayed On the Premises in a Conspicuous Place Where it May Be Easily Seen.

LICENSE #:

00017-HT-0762

LICENSE FEE:

$1,600.00

THE LICENSING BOARD for the
TOWN OF NANTUCKET, MASSACHUSETTS
HEREBY GRANTS AN

SEASONAL RETAIL INNHOLDER LICENSE
TO EXPOSE, KEEP FOR SALE, AND TO SELL

WINE AND MALT BEVERAGES
TO BE CONSUMED ON THE PREMISES
BUSINESS: 1709 Associates, LLC
DBA:
29 FAIR STREET
PREMISES: 29 Fair Street
Nantucket, MA 02554
MANAGER: Tracy Root

ON PREMISES DESCRIBED AS:
First Floor: Six Rooms, Lobby, Residence.
Second Floor: Eight Guest Rooms.

The hours during which alcoholic beverages may be sold: In accordance with MGL
Chapter 138 and amendments thereto with the local provision that patrons shall not be served
alcoholic beverages before 8:00AM Monday through Saturday and 11:00AM on Sunday. No
alcohol service is permitted after 1:00AM and patrons must be off the license premises
and said premises must be closed by 1:30AM. Any restrictions apply as are on file with
the local licensing authority. In accordance with Article 40 ATM 2001, Chapter 86.1 Board of
Health Regulations Prohibit Smoking in Certain Places within the Town of Nantucket.
This license is granted and accepted upon the
express condition that the licensee shall, in all
respects, conform to all the provisions of the
Liquor Control Act, Chapter 138 of the
Massachusetts General Laws, as amended and any
rules or regulations made thereunder by the
licensing authorities, including, but not limited to
Chapter 250 of the Town of Nantucket Rules and
Regulations Governing Alcoholic Beverages.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the undersigned
have hereunto affixed his official signature on this
20th day of March 2019.

Jason Bridges
Chair, Select Board

THIS LICENSE IS VALID APRIL 1, 2019 – JANUARY 15, 2020
*Unless earlier suspended, cancelled, or revoked

This License Shall Be Displayed On the Premises in a Conspicuous Place Where it May Be Easily Seen.

Agenda Item Summary
Agenda Item # VIII. 1.
Date August 7, 2019

Staff
Ken Beaugrand, Real Estate Specialist
Subject
Approval of Conservation Restriction (CR) to Nantucket Land Council, 22 Vesper Lane
Executive Summary
Nancy J. Sevrens, Trustee of the Twenty Two Vesper Lane Nominee Trust is granting a Conservation
Easement on approximately 3.26 acres of an approximately 4 acre parcel in perpetuity to the Nantucket
Land Council for conservation purposes.
Staff Recommendation
Approve based on Town Counsel’s opinion attached
Background/Discussion
While the CR does not grant any access to the property to either the Town or the general public, it is in
the public interest in contributing to the protection of surrounding permanently protected land as well
as the water quality of the aquifer.
Impact: Environmental ☒

Fiscal ☐

Community☒

Other☐

Click or tap here to enter text.
Board/Commission Recommendation
Click or tap here to enter text.
Public Outreach
Click or tap here to enter text.
Connection to Existing Applicable Plan (i.e. Strategic Plan, Master Plan, etc.)
CR is consistent with the open space objectives of the Nantucket Master Plan and Nantucket’s Goals and
Objectives for Balanced Growth
Attachments
CR and Town Counsel opinion

VIII. 1 – Conservation Restriction Motion
22 Vesper Lane
Moved to approve the conservation restriction to be held
by the Nantucket Land Council for a portion of land located
off 22 Vesper Lane, Nantucket, and to find that the
conservation restriction is in the public interest.

Nancy J. Sevrens, Trustee of Twenty-Two Vesper Lane
Nominee Trust
Grantee:
Nantucket Land Council, Inc. Nantucket, MA
Property Address: 22 Vesper Lane Nantucket, MA
Title Reference: Nantucket County Registry of Deeds Book 1182 Page 273

Grantor:

CONSERVATION RESTRICTION
I, Nancy J. Sevrens, of 22 Vesper Lane, Nantucket, MA, Trustee of Twenty-Two
Vesper Lane Nominee Trust under Declaration of Trust dated May 7, 2009,
recorded with Nantucket County Registry of Deeds in Book 1182, Page 266, the
sole owner of the Premises as herein defined, for my successors and assigns
(“Grantor”), acting pursuant to Sections 31, 32, and 33 of Chapter 184 of
Massachusetts General Laws, hereby grant with quitclaim covenants to the
Nantucket Land Council, Inc., a Massachusetts non-profit corporation with a
principal place of business at 6 Ash Lane, Nantucket, Massachusetts 02554, and
its successors and permitted assigns ("Grantee"),for consideration of One Dollar ,
in perpetuity and exclusively for conservation purposes, the following described
Conservation Restriction on approximately 3.26 acres of an approximately 4 acre
parcel of land located in the Town of Nantucket, Massachusetts, said parcel of land
being described as the ‘Restricted Area’ in a plan prepared by Nantucket
Engineering and Survey entitled “Exhibit A: Conservation Restriction Plan in
Nantucket, Mass.” dated March 13, 2019, (the “Plan”), which Plan is attached
hereto as Exhibit A (the “Premises”).
For Grantor’s title see Nantucket County Registry of Deeds Book 1182, Page
273.
Grantee warrants that Grantee is a charitable organization described in
Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended, and the
regulations thereunder (the “Code”), whose primary purpose is “To encourage,
support and engage in research, study, and education regarding land in the
County of Nantucket …and to engage in, institute, defend and to support in any
legal manner or way any litigation or administrative procedures regarding such
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Conservation Restriction
Nancy Sevrens
To Nantucket Land Council, Inc.

land, its ownership and utilization; and to engage in such other activities as are
necessary or reasonably appropriate thereto.”
Grantee represents that Grantee is a “qualified organization,” as that term is
defined in Section 170(h) (3) of the Code; and
Grantee has received a determination letter from the Internal Revenue
Service dated November 24, 2003, to the effect that Grantee is a “publiclysupported” organization described in Section 509(a)(1) and Section 170(b)(A)(vi)
of the Code, and is not a private foundation under Section 509(a)(1) of the Code;
and
Grantor and Grantee recognize the natural, scenic, and special character of
the Premises and have the common purpose of the conservation and protection
in perpetuity of the Premises through the use of restrictions on the Premises.
A. PURPOSES:
This Conservation Restriction is defined in and authorized by Sections 3133 of Chapter 184 of the Massachusetts General Laws and otherwise by law.
The purpose of this Conservation Restriction is to assure that the Premises will
be maintained substantially in its current condition in perpetuity and for
conservation purposes, in a natural, scenic and undeveloped condition, and to
prevent any use or change that would materially impair or interfere with its
conservation and preservation values (hereinafter, the “conservation values”).
The specific conservation values of the Premises as described below, and
the condition of the Premises at the time of this Conservation Restriction’s
recording, are documented in a report to be kept on file at the offices of Grantee
and incorporated herein by this reference, which documentation (“Baseline
Documentation”) the Grantor and Grantee agree provides an accurate
representation of the Premises as of the effective date of this grant and which is
intended to serve as an objective information baseline for monitoring compliance
with the terms of this grant. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the parties may utilize
any evidence of the condition of the Premises at the time of this grant other than
the Baseline Report, should the Baseline Report be unavailable or if it does not
adequately address the issues presented.
The conservation values include the following:
• Open Space Preservation. The protection of the Premises contributes to the
protection of surrounding permanently protected land and other Nantucket
protected lands, and the protection of the Premises will enhance the open-space
value of these lands, provide significant open space corridors and improve the
overall public benefit and value of open space in the neighborhood.
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Conservation Restriction
Nancy Sevrens
To Nantucket Land Council, Inc.

• Promotion of Local Agriculture. The Protection of the Premises allows
agricultural activities which will promote locally sourced agricultural products. The
availability of agricultural land on Nantucket has been drastically reduced due to
residential development. Providing reserved areas for agricultural production will
help facilitate increased participation by the community.
• Water Quality. The Premises are located on Nantucket Island which has a
sole source aquifer for the use of its inhabitants. Protection of the Premises will
further protect the water quality of the aquifer and surrounding wells as the
Premises is located entirely within a Zone II Wellhead Protection Area as
identified by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection Drinking
Water Supply Program. Protection of the Premises will also reduce potential
nutrient and pollutant leaching and runoff which will protect down gradient water
sources including the Nantucket Harbor to the northeast.
• Protection of Wildlife Habitat. The Premises provide a unique natural
habitat for a wide variety of plant and animal species. The Premises are
comprised of Eastern Red cedar, scrub oak, little bluestem and other native plant
species. As well, the Premises includes a Maritime Shrubland Natural
Community as identified by the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered
Species Program (NHESP), which areas are identified by NHESP as being of
biodiversity conservation interest.
• Furtherance of Government Policy. Preservation of the Premises is
pursuant to clearly delineated conservation policy expressed in Nantucket’s
Master Plan, adopted by Nantucket’s voters at the Annual Town Meeting in April
2009, which states in the Town of Nantucket 2007 Open Space and Recreation
Plan as Goal/Objectives 1C: “The town should encourage the use of creative
regulatory and non-regulatory land protection tools such as conservation
restrictions, tax abatements, gifts and zoning measures.”; and in The Nantucket
Comprehensive Community Plan (NCCP), including the following objectives
therein: Objective 4.1, “To aggressively acquire land and conservation
restrictions to protect natural ecosystems;” Objective 4.2, “To encourage land
management activities by the Land Bank and nonprofit entities to provide
permanent resource protection;”
Preservation of the Premises as open space is further pursuant to clearly
delineated governmental conservation policy in accordance with "Nantucket's
Goals and Objectives for Balanced Growth" which was adopted in November
1990 by Town Meeting and states as Objective A-1: "To identify and acquire
critical open spaces through outright ownership or by less-than-fee means, such
as conservation restrictions, scenic easements, and the purchase of
development rights, in order to complete the Island's open space network.
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Conservation Restriction
Nancy Sevrens
To Nantucket Land Council, Inc.

B. Prohibited Uses.
Subject to the exceptions set forth herein, the Grantor will not perform or give
permission to others to perform the following acts or uses which are prohibited
on, under, or above the Premises:
(1) The construction or placement of any temporary or permanent building,
landing strip, helicopter landing area, tennis court, mobile home, swimming pool,
asphalt or concrete pavement, stadium, bleachers, outdoor lighting equipment,
ropes course, sign, billboard, or other advertising display, utility pole, utility tower,
solar panel, solar array, utility conduit or utility line, windmills, septic system, or
any other temporary or permanent structure on, above, or under the Premises;
(2) Excavating, mining, dredging or removing from the Premises of soil, loam,
peat, gravel, sand, rock or other mineral resource or natural deposit;
(3) Placing, filling, storing or dumping on the Premises of soil, refuse, trash,
boats, trailers, vehicle bodies or parts, rubbish, debris, junk, waste or other
substance or material whatsoever or the installation of underground storage
tanks;
(4) Cutting, removing or otherwise destroying trees, grasses or other
vegetation on the Premises;
(5) Activities detrimental to drainage, flood control, water conservation, water
quality, erosion control, archaeological conservation, wildlife habitat, or soil
conservation;
(6) The use, parking, or storage of motorcycles, motorized trail bikes,
snowmobiles and all other motorized vehicles and activities;
(7) Subdivision or conveyance of a part or portion of the Premises alone, or
division or subdivision of the Premises (as compared to conveyance of the
Premises in its entirety which shall be permitted), and no portion of the Premises
may be used towards building or development requirements on any parcel other
than the Premises;
(8) All commercial and municipal structures and all commercial or industrial
activities and uses;
(9) Any work, including, but not limited to, filling and/or construction of roads, in
wetlands as defined by the Wetlands Protection Act (Chapter 131, Section 40) or
the Nantucket Wetlands Bylaw (Chapter 136 of the Nantucket Code);
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Conservation Restriction
Nancy Sevrens
To Nantucket Land Council, Inc.

(10) The use of the Premises for more than de minimis commercial recreation,
business, residential or industrial use of the Premises;
(11) Any other use of the Premises or activity which would materially impair
conservation interests unless necessary for the protection of the conservation
values that are the subject of this Conservation Restriction.
C. Reserved Rights and Exceptions.
The provisions of Paragraph B notwithstanding, the Grantor reserves the right to
conduct or permit the following activities and uses on the Premises provided they
do not materially impair the conservation values or purposes of this Conservation
Restriction:
(1) The right to excavate and remove soil, gravel or other mineral resource or
natural deposit only as may be necessary for the conduct of those uses and
activities permitted in this Paragraph C, or for the maintenance of good drainage,
soil conservation practices or other permissible use of the Premises; provided
that following the completion of such use or activity any disturbed area shall be
restored to its prior undisturbed condition;
(2)The right to conduct archaeological activities, including without limitation
archaeological research, surveys, excavation and artifact retrieval, but only (a)
after written notification to and approval by Grantee, and (b) in accordance with
an archaeological field investigation plan prepared by or on behalf of the Grantor
and approved in advance of such activity, in writing, by the Massachusetts
Historical Commission (“MHC”) State Archaeologist (or appropriate successor
official) (the “State Archaeologist”) as required by Massachusetts General Laws.
A copy of the results of any scientific investigation on the Premises is to be
provided to the Grantee. Plans for restoration of the site of any archaeological
activity shall be submitted to the Grantee in advance of restoration, and such
restoration shall be conducted only in accordance with a plan approved by the
Grantee;
(3) The right to conduct normally accepted, ecologically sound and sustainable
agricultural management practices, including the raising of crops, maintenance of
fields, and grazing of livestock in a manner that protects the conservation values
of the Premises, which may include the removal of trees, saplings, shrubs,
stumps, and roots preliminary to and including the preparation of surface
topography and soils for the purposes of accommodating and instituting
agricultural activities as described above (hereinafter “Land Conversion”)
provided that any such Land Conversion does not convert any land classified as
wetlands by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (Mass
DEP) or the US Fish and Wildlife Service, or any land classified as Priority
Habitat of Rare Species by the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered
5

Conservation Restriction
Nancy Sevrens
To Nantucket Land Council, Inc.

Species Program, all in accordance with a Farm Conservation Plan, such as a
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Farm Conservation Plan
or other like-plan, which must be approved by the Grantee pursuant to Paragraph
E hereof. Such Farm Conservation Plan shall
i. include provisions designed to follow such applicable best
management practices established by the Massachusetts
Department of Agricultural Resources or such conservation
practices established by the NRCS or such other successor
agencies.
ii. be designed to avoid or minimize adverse impacts on soil and
water quality;
iii. be approved by the Grantee;
iv. include a certification that the Farm Conservation Plan complies
with the terms of this Conservation Restriction
v. be effective for a ten (10) year period and shall be resubmitted
once every ten (10) years as necessary if continued or
additional Agricultural Activities are desired;
(4) With the approval of the Grantee in accordance with Paragraph E hereof, the
construction, maintenance, repair, replacement, and use of greenhouses and
hoophouse structures, not to exceed 17 feet in height from existing grade, and
aggregate ground coverage of said structures not to exceed 3,000 square feet. If
any foundation is required for such greenhouses or hoophouses, such foundation
shall be limited to temporary footings such as concrete “sonno tubes” that do not
alter the topography or soil profile;
(5) With the approval of the Grantee in accordance with Paragraph E hereof, the
construction, maintenance, repair and replacement of alternative energy
structures, including but not limited to solar, manure to energy and other small
scale technologies except for wind power production. Energy production shall be
only for the agricultural uses allowed on the Premises and for the agricultural and
residential uses of the Nonrestricted Area as shown on Exhibit A. The request by
Grantor to locate such alternative energy structures on the Premises must
demonstrate that no feasible site for such structures exists on the Nonrestricted
Area, such a determination to be made by a qualified professional;
(6) The creation, maintenance and use of trails no wider than 6 feet, and
unpaved roads only to be used in connection with agricultural practices permitted
in Section II (B)(3) and no wider than 16 feet; said trails, or unpaved roads shall
not in the reasonable opinion of the Grantee, substantially alter the present
condition of the Premises or harm wildlife habitat or natural vegetation nor place
at risk the habitat of any rare or endangered species as identified by NHESP or
its successors. The construction of new trails or roads must receive prior
approval of the Grantee in accordance with Paragraph E hereof;
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Conservation Restriction
Nancy Sevrens
To Nantucket Land Council, Inc.

(7) With the approval of the Grantee, which approval may be conditioned with
conditions or limitations to protect wildlife, natural vegetation and environmental
systems, measures designed to restore native biotic communities, or to maintain,
enhance or restore wildlife, wildlife habitat, or rare or endangered species
including selective planting of native trees, shrubs and plant species, and the
installation of nest boxes or osprey poles. Any activities proposed within Priority
or Estimated Habitat of Rare Species, as identified in the Massachusetts Natural
Heritage Atlas, shall require prior consultation with the Massachusetts Division of
Fisheries and Wildlife’s Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program.
(8) The right to control noxious or invasive plant and animal species by
mechanical and/or chemical means on the Premises only pursuant and subject to
a plan approved by Grantee in accordance with Paragraph E hereof;
(9) The right to hike, cross-country ski, and conduct other non-motorized
pedestrian outdoor recreational or educational activities;
(10) The right to remove diseased and dead trees and the right to cut, trim, and
remove trees, grasses, and other vegetation on the Premises only in a manner
that maintains the character of the natural vegetation existing on the Premises;
(11) The right to use, maintain, and improve the existing driveway as shown in
the Baseline Documentation and in Exhibit A as ‘Gravel Driveway’ in order to
access the dwellings in the unrestricted portions of the property, which
unrestricted portions are shown on Exhibit A as ‘Nonrestricted Area’. For the
purposes of this Section II (B) (12), the term ‘improve’ may include the
resurfacing of the Gravel Driveway with impervious material such as asphalt, but
only if such impervious resurfacing is accompanied with the installation of rain
gardens, bioswales, tree filters, or other such natural barriers designed to ensure
that stormwater runoff from the resurfaced Gravel Driveway will not impair the
conservation values;
(12) The right to conduct scientific research;
(13) In accordance with generally accepted best management practices, and only
for non-commercial purposes, the right to maintain bee hives;
(14) The right to erect signs which are no greater than twelve (12) inches by 12
inches square, to inform and educate the public;
(15) The use of motor vehicles only as necessary and solely for exercising any of
the Reserved Rights in this Paragraph C, provided that the use of motorized
vehicles for recreational activities is expressly prohibited, or as necessary by the
police, firefighters, Board of Health agents, Department of Environmental
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Nancy Sevrens
To Nantucket Land Council, Inc.

Protection personnel, or other governmental agents in carrying out their lawful
duties; or for motorized vehicles as necessary for the mobility impaired.
The exercise of any Reserved Right under this Paragraph C shall be in
compliance with all applicable federal, state and local laws, rules, regulations,
zoning, and permits. The inclusion of any Reserved Right requiring a permit from
a public agency does not imply that the Grantee or the Commonwealth takes any
position whether such permit should be issued.
D. Prior Notice to Grantee.
Grantor agrees to notify Grantee, in writing, before exercising any Reserved
Right, the exercise of which may have a significant impact upon the conservation
values associated with the Premises but does not specifically require prior
approval of the Grantee.
E. Notice and Approval.
1. Whenever notice to or approval by Grantee is required, Grantor shall notify
Grantee in writing not less than sixty (60) days prior to the date Grantor
intends to undertake the activity in question; however, Grantee may waive
or lessen the required period of time, provided said waiver is provided in
writing to the Grantor prior to the initiation of the requested activity. The
notice shall describe the nature, scope, design, location, timetable and
any other material aspect of the proposed activity in sufficient detail to
permit Grantee to make an informed judgment as to its consistency with
the purposes of this Conservation Restriction. Where Grantee's approval
is required, Grantee shall grant or withhold its approval in writing within
sixty (60) days of the receipt of Grantor's written request. Grantor's written
request shall specifically recite the length of time provided by this
Conservation Restriction for review and response by Grantee. Grantee’s
approval shall not be unreasonably withheld, but it shall only be granted
upon a showing that the proposed activity shall not materially impair the
purposes of this Conservation Restriction.
2. Failure of Grantee to respond in writing within sixty (60) days shall be
deemed to constitute approval by Grantee of the request as submitted, so
long as the request sets forth the provisions of this section relating to
deemed approval after 60 days in the notice, the requested activity is not
prohibited herein, and the activity will not impair the conservation values or
purposes of this Conservation Restriction. This Section E.2 shall not apply
to Section C.3.iii.
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3. Any notice, demand, request, consent, approval or communication that
either party desires or is required to give to the other shall be in writing
and either served personally or sent by first class mail, postage prepaid,
addressed as follows:
To Grantor:

Nancy J. Sevrens
22 Vesper Lane
PO Box 428
Nantucket, MA 02554

To Grantee:

Nantucket Land Council, Inc.
Post Office Box 502
Nantucket, Massachusetts 02554

or to such other address as either party from time to time shall designate by
written notice to the other.
F. Violation by Grantor.
In the event that a potential violation of this Conservation Restriction by the
Grantor, by a third party employed by the Grantor, or by a party under contract to
the Grantor, comes to the attention of Grantee, and Grantee in the exercise of its
best professional judgment concludes that a violation may have occurred or is
occurring, Grantee shall notify Grantor in writing of such an alleged violation.
Except in the event of an emergency which requires immediate action, Grantor
shall have thirty (30) days - or such additional time as Grantee deems reasonably
necessary depending on the circumstances of the alleged violation- after delivery
of such notice to initiate corrective actions, including restoration of the Premises,
that are reasonably calculated to correct swiftly the conditions constituting such a
violation. If Grantor fails to initiate such corrective action within such time,
Grantee may in its discretion undertake such actions, including appropriate legal
proceedings as are reasonably necessary to effect the correction of each such
alleged violation
G. Acts Beyond Grantor's Control; Third Party Breach.
Nothing contained in this Conservation Restriction shall be construed to entitle
Grantee to bring any action against Grantor for any injury to or change in the
Premises resulting from causes beyond Grantor's control, including, but not
limited to, fire, flood, storm, earth movement, or from any prudent action taken by
Grantor under emergency conditions to prevent, abate or mitigate significant
injury to the Premises resulting from such causes. Parties to this Conservation
Restriction agree that in the event of damage to the Premises from acts beyond
9
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the Grantor’s control, that if it is desirable that the Premises be restored, the
parties will cooperate in attempting to restore the Premises if feasible.
H. Extinguishment
(1) If circumstances arise in the future such as render the Purpose of this
Conservation Restriction impossible to accomplish, this Conservation Restriction
can only be terminated or extinguished, whether in whole or in part, by a court of
competent jurisdiction under applicable law after review and approval by the
Massachusetts Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs. If any change in
conditions ever gives rise to extinguishment or other release of this Conservation
Restriction under applicable law, then Grantee, on a subsequent sale, exchange,
or involuntary conversion of the Premises, shall be entitled to a portion of the
proceeds in accordance with subparagraphs (2) and (3) of this Paragraph H,
subject, however, to any applicable law which expressly provides for a different
disposition of proceeds. Grantee shall use its share of the proceeds to advance
the conservation of Nantucket lands and waters in a manner consistent with the
conservation purposes set forth herein.
(2) Grantor and Grantee agree that the donation of this Conservation Restriction
gives rise to a real property right, immediately vested in the Grantee, with a fair
market value that is at least equal to the proportionate value that this
Conservation Restriction, determined at the time of the gift, bears to the value of
the unrestricted property at that time. Such proportionate value of the Grantee’s
property right shall remain constant.
(3) Whenever all or any part of the Premises or any interest therein is taken by
public authority under power of eminent domain or other act of public authority,
then the Grantor and the Grantee shall cooperate in recovering the full value of
all direct and consequential damages resulting from such action. All related
expenses incurred by the Grantor and the Grantee shall first be paid out of any
recovered proceeds, and the remaining proceeds (including, for purposes of this
subparagraph, proceeds from any lawful sale of the Premises unencumbered by
the restrictions hereunder) shall be distributed between the Grantor and the
Grantee in shares equal to said proportionate value. If a less-than-fee interest is
taken, the proceeds shall be equitably allocated according to the nature of the
interest taken. The Grantee shall use its share of the proceeds in a manner
consistent with the conservation purposes of this grant.
I. Access.
The Conservation Restriction hereby conveyed does not grant to the Grantee, to
the public generally, or to any other person any right to enter upon the Premises,
except as follows: there is hereby granted to the Grantee and its representatives
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the right to enter the Premises at reasonable times and in a reasonable manner,
for the purpose of inspecting the Premises to determine compliance herewith, of
enforcing this Conservation Restriction, and, after thirty (30) days prior written
notice, for the purpose of taking any and all actions with respect to the Premises
as may be necessary or appropriate with or without order of court, to remedy,
abate or otherwise enforce any violation hereof. Nothing herein, however, shall
impair any rights of others or of the public generally now existing in any portion of
the Premises.
J. Legal and Equitable Remedies of Grantee.
The rights hereby granted shall include the right to enforce this Conservation
Restriction in accordance with its terms, including by appropriate legal
proceedings and to obtain injunctive and other equitable relief against violations,
including, without limitation, relief requiring restoration of the Premises to its
condition prior to the time of the injury complained of (it being agreed that
Grantee shall have no adequate remedy at law), and shall be in addition to, and
not in limitation of, any other rights and remedies available to Grantee. Grantee
shall attempt to resolve issues concerning violations through negotiations with
Grantor prior to resorting to legal means pursuant to Paragraph F, above. In the
event of a dispute over the boundaries of the Conservation Restriction, Grantor
shall pay for a survey and permanent monumentation of the boundaries.
Grantor covenants and agrees to reimburse Grantee for those reasonable costs
and expenses (including without limitation counsel fees) incurred by Grantee in
enforcing this Conservation Restriction or in remedying or abating any violation
thereof, provided Grantor has been determined by final judgment (after all appeal
periods have passed) of a court of competent jurisdiction or by mutual agreement
of Grantor and Grantee to be responsible for any such violations which resulted
in Grantee’s incurring enforcement, remediation or abatement costs.
By its acceptance of this Conservation Restriction, Grantee does not undertake
any liability or obligation relating to the condition of the Premises not caused by
the Grantee or Grantee’s agents pertaining to compliance with and including, but
not limited to, hazardous materials, zoning, environmental laws and regulations,
or acts which are not caused by the Grantee or anyone acting under the direction
of the Grantee.
Enforcement of the terms of this Conservation Restriction shall be at the
discretion of Grantee. Any forbearance by Grantee in the manner and timing of
its rights to enforce this Conservation Restriction or otherwise exercise its rights
hereunder shall not be deemed or construed to be a waiver of such rights.
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K. Severability.
If any provision of this Conservation Restriction shall to any extent be held
invalid, the remainder shall not be affected and shall remain in full force and
effect.
L. Duration and Assignability.
(1) Running of the Burden. The burdens of this Conservation Restriction shall
run with the Premises in perpetuity and shall be enforceable in perpetuity
against the Grantor, and the successors and assigns of the Grantor
holding any interest in the Premises.
(2) Execution of Instruments. Grantee is hereby authorized to record or file
any notices or instruments appropriate to assuring the perpetual
enforceability of this Conservation Restriction, and the original Grantor,
and all successors in title or interest to the Premises, to the extent
permissible under applicable law, appoint Grantee its attorney-in-fact to
execute, acknowledge and deliver any such instruments on its behalf.
Without limiting the foregoing, the original Grantor and all successors in
title or interest to the Premises, agree to execute any such instruments
upon request.
(3) Running of the Benefit. The benefits of this Conservation Restriction shall
run to the Grantee, shall be in gross, and shall not be assignable by the
Grantee, except in the following instances: as a condition of any
assignment, the Grantee shall require:(1) that the purpose of this
Conservation Restriction continues to be carried out, (2) that the Assignee
is an entity or governmental unit able and authorized to enforce such
restrictions, which entity shall also have purposes similar to those of
Grantee and which encompass the purposes set forth in this Conservation
Restriction;(3) that the Assignee must qualify under Section 170(h) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended, and applicable regulations
thereunder, and under Section 32 of Chapter 184 of the Massachusetts
General Laws as eligible to receive this Conservation Restriction directly;
(4) that the Assignee is not an owner of the fee in the Premises; and
(5)that any assignment shall be in accordance with Article 97 of the
Amendments to the Massachusetts Constitution if applicable.
Furthermore, no assignment by the Grantee of this Conservation
Restriction shall be effective unless previously approved in writing by the
Grantor, whose approval will not be unreasonably withheld.
M. Effective Date.
This Conservation Restriction shall be effective when Grantor and Grantee have
both executed this Conservation Restriction, the administrative approvals
required by Section 32 of Chapter 184 of the Massachusetts General Laws have
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been obtained, and this Conservation Restriction has been recorded at the
Nantucket County Registry of Deeds.
N. Subsequent Transfers.
Grantor agrees:
(1) to incorporate by reference the terms of this Conservation Restriction
into any deed or other legal instrument which divests Grantor of any interest in all
or a portion of the Premises, including, without limitation, a leasehold interest,
and
(2) to make reference to this Conservation Restriction in any executory
contract for the transfer of any interest in the Premises. Grantor further agrees to
give written notice to Grantee of all transfers of any interest in all or a portion of
the Premises and to provide such notice no less than twenty (20) days prior to
the execution of any such transfer. Such notice to Grantee shall include the
name, address and telephone number of the transferee and his/her legal
representative, if any. Failure of Grantor to comply with this Paragraph N shall
not impair the validity of this Conservation Restriction or limit its enforceability in
any way.
O. Estoppel Certificates.
Upon request by Grantor, Grantee shall within twenty (20) days execute and
deliver to Grantor any document which certifies the status of Grantor's
compliance with any obligation of Grantor contained in this Conservation
Restriction and which otherwise evidences the status of this Conservation
Restriction, as may be reasonably requested by Grantor, including a so-called
estoppel certificate if applicable in form suitable for recording with the Nantucket
Registry of Deeds.
P. Limitation of Grantor Liability.
The Grantor shall not be liable for violations occurring after its, his, or her
ownership of the Premises; Liability for any acts or omissions occurring prior to
any transfer and liability for any transfer if in violation of this Conservation
Restriction shall survive the transfer. Any new owner of the Premises shall
cooperate in the restoration of the Premises or removal of violations caused by
prior owner(s) and may be held responsible for any continuing violations.
Q. Non Merger.
The parties intend that any future acquisition of the Premises shall not result in a
merger of the Conservation Restriction into the fee. The Grantor agrees that it
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will not grant, and the Grantee agrees that it will not take title, to any part of the
Premises without having first assigned this Conservation Restriction to a non-fee
owner that is qualified under Section 170(h) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986, as amended, and applicable regulations thereunder and is eligible to
receive this Conservation Restriction under Section 32 of Chapter 184 of the
General Laws of Massachusetts in order to ensure that merger does not occur
and that the Conservation Restriction continues to be enforceable by a non-fee
owner.
R. Successor Grantee.
If Grantee shall cease to exist or to be a qualified organization under Section
170(h) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended, or to be authorized to
acquire and hold conservation restrictions under Massachusetts General Laws
Chapter 184, Section 32, as amended, and a prior assignment of this
Conservation Restriction has not been made, then Grantee's rights and
obligations under this Conservation Restriction shall become vested in and fall
upon the first (by order of listing) of the below-named organizations which agrees
to acceptance of the assignment and which qualifies for assignment under the
terms of this paragraph:
(a) Nantucket Islands Land Bank, Nantucket, Massachusetts
(b) Nantucket Conservation Foundation, Inc., Nantucket, Massachusetts
(c) The Massachusetts Audubon Society, Lincoln, Massachusetts
In the event that none of the above-named organizations agrees to acceptance
and qualifies for assignment, Grantee's rights and obligations shall become
vested in such other organization, previously approved in writing by the Grantor,
whose approval will not be unreasonably withheld, as a court of competent
jurisdiction shall direct under the doctrine of cy pres.
S. Amendment.
If circumstances arise under which an amendment to or modification of this
Conservation Restriction would be appropriate, Grantor and Grantee may jointly
amend this Conservation Restriction; provided that no amendment shall be
allowed that will affect the qualification of this Conservation Restriction or the
status of Grantee under any applicable laws, including Section 170(h) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended, or Sections 31-33 of Chapter 184
of the General Laws of Massachusetts. Any amendments to this Conservation
Restriction shall occur only in exceptional circumstances. The Grantee will
consider amendments only to correct an error or oversight, to clarify an
ambiguity, or where there is a net gain in conservation value. All expenses of all
parties in considering and/or implementing an amendment shall be borne by the
persons or entity seeking the amendment. Any amendment shall be consistent
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with the purposes of this Conservation Restriction, shall not affect its perpetual
duration, shall be approved by the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs
and the Town of Nantucket, and if applicable, shall comply with the provisions of
Art. 97 of the Amendments to the Massachusetts Constitution, and any gift, grant
or funding requirements. Any amendment shall be recorded at the Nantucket
County Registry of Deeds.
T. Controlling Law.
The interpretation and performance of this Conservation Restriction shall be
governed by the laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
U. Liberal Construction.
Any general rule of construction to the contrary notwithstanding, this
Conservation Restriction shall be liberally construed in favor of the grant to affect
the purpose of this Conservation Restriction and the policy and purposes of
Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 184, Sections 31-33. If any provision in
this instrument is found to be ambiguous, any interpretation consistent with the
purpose of this Conservation Restriction that would render the provision valid
shall be favored over any interpretation that would render it invalid.
V. Recordation.
The Grantee shall record this instrument in timely fashion at the Nantucket
County Registry of Deeds.
W. Entire Agreement.
This instrument sets forth the entire agreement of the parties with respect to this
Conservation Restriction and supersedes all prior discussions, negotiations,
understandings or agreements relating to the Conservation Restriction, all of
which are merged herein.
X. Pre-Existing Public Rights.
Approval of this Conservation Restriction pursuant to Massachusetts General
Laws Chapter 184, Section 32 by any municipal officials and by the Secretary of
Energy and Environmental Affairs is not to be construed as representing the
existence or non-existence of any pre-existing rights of the public, if any, in and
to the Premises, and any such pre-existing rights of the public, if any, are not
affected by the granting of this Conservation Restriction.
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Y. Homestead.
The Grantor hereby releases, agrees to waive, subordinate, and release any and
all Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 188 Homestead rights it may have in
favor of this Conservation Restriction with respect to any portion of the Premises
affected by this Conservation Restriction, and hereby agrees to execute, deliver
and/or record any and all instruments necessary to effectuate such waiver,
subordination and release. In all other respects, the Grantor reserves and retains
any and all Homestead rights, subject to this Conservation Restriction, pursuant
to Chapter 188 Section 10(e) of the Massachusetts General Laws.
Z. Subordination.
The Grantor shall record at the appropriate Registry of Deeds simultaneously
with this Conservation Restriction all documents necessary to subordinate any
mortgage, promissory note, loan, lien, equity credit line, refinance assignment of
mortgage, lease, financing statement or any other agreement which gives rise to
a surety interest affecting the Premises
Attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference are the following:
Signature pages:
Grantor
Trustee’s Certificate
Grantee Acceptance
Approval by Town of Nantucket Select Board
Approval of the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs.
Exhibits:
Exhibit A: Conservation Restriction Plan
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The foregoing Conservation Restriction is hereby executed by the undersigned,
as a sealed instrument under Massachusetts law.

WITNESS my hand and seal this

day of

2019.

Twenty-Two Vesper Lane Nominee Trust
Nancy J. Sevrens Trustee
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Nantucket, ss.

, 2019.

On this ___ day of __________, 2019, before me, the undersigned notary public,
personally appeared ____________________________________, proved to me
through satisfactory evidence of identification, which were _______________ , to
be the persons whose names is signed on the preceding or attached document,
and acknowledged to me that she signed it voluntarily for its stated purpose, as
trustee of Twenty-Two Vesper Lane Nominee Trust.
___________________________________
Notary Public
(Print Name)
My Commission Expires:
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ACCEPTANCE OF GIFT BY THE NANTUCKET LAND COUNCIL, INC.
The gift of the above Conservation Restriction from Nancy J. Sevrens, Trustee of
Twenty-Two Vesper Lane Nominee Trust, is hereby accepted this __day of ____,
2019.
Nantucket Land Council, Inc.
By:
___________________________
Officer’s Name

_____________________________
Officer’s Name

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Nantucket, ss.
On this ___ day of __________, 2019, before me, the undersigned notary public,
personally appeared _____________________________, proved to me through
satisfactory evidence of identification, which were __________________ , to be
the person whose name is signed on the preceding or attached document, and
acknowledged to me that (he)(she) signed it voluntarily for its stated purpose as
Officer of the Nantucket Land Council Inc.
___________________________________
(Print Name)
Notary Public
My Commission Expires:
Nantucket, ss.

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

On this ___ day of __________, 2019, before me, the undersigned notary public,
personally appeared ____________________, proved to me through satisfactory
evidence of identification, which were___________________________ , to be
the person whose name is signed on the preceding or attached document, and
acknowledged to me that (he)(she) signed it voluntarily for its stated purpose as
Officer of the Nantucket Land Council, Inc.
___________________________________
(Print Name)
Notary Public
My Commission Expires:
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APPROVAL BY BOARD OF SELECTMEN OF THE TOWN OF NANTUCKET
We, the undersigned members of the Board of Selectmen of the Town of
Nantucket, Massachusetts, hereby certify that at a meeting held on
______________, 2019, the Board of Selectmen voted to approve the foregoing
Conservation Restriction from Nancy J. Sevrens, Trustee of the Twenty-Two
Vesper Lane Nominee Trust, to the Nantucket Land Council, Inc., pursuant to
Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 184, Section 32, as being in the public
interest
TOWN OF NANTUCKET
By its Board of Selectmen
_______________________________
Dawn E. Hill Holdgate
__________________________________
Rita Higgins
__________________________________
Jason Bridges
__________________________________
Matthew G. Fee
__________________________________
Kristie L. Ferrantella
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
NANTUCKET, ss.
On this _______ day of ________________, 2019, before me, the undersigned
notary public, personally appeared Dawn E. Hill Holdgate, Rita Higgins, Jason
Bridges, Matthew G. Fee and Kristie L. Ferrantella as Members of the Board of
Selectmen of the Town of Nantucket, proved to me through satisfactory evidence
of identification, which was personal knowledge of the undersigned, to be the
persons whose names are signed on the preceding document, and
acknowledged to me that they signed it voluntarily for its stated purpose, as
Members of the Board of Selectmen of the Town of Nantucket.
______________________________
Notary Public
My Commission Expires: __________
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APPROVAL BY
SECRETARY OFENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS,
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
The undersigned, Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, hereby certifies that the foregoing
Conservation Restriction from Nancy J. Sevrens, Trustee of the Twenty-Two
Vesper Lane Nominee Trust, to the Nantucket Land Council, Inc., has been
approved in the public interest pursuant to Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter
184, Section 32.

Dated: ________________, 2019

SUFFOLK, ss:
On this

KATHLEEN A. THEOHARIDES
Secretary of Energy and Environmental
Affairs

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

day of

,

2019,

before

me,

the

undersigned notary public, personally appeared KATHLEEN A. THEOHARIDES,
and proved to me through satisfactory evidence of identification which
was______________________________ to be the person whose name is signed
on the proceeding or attached document, and acknowledged to me that she signed
it voluntarily for its stated purpose.
______________________________
Notary Public
My Commission Expires:
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Agenda Item Summary
Agenda Item # VIII. 2.
Date 8/7/19

Staff
Tucker Holland, Housing Specialist
Subject
Sewer Fee Waiver for a Covenant Home
Executive Summary
Applicant seeks waiver for a Covenant Home they have created at 36 Hooper Farm Road / 3 Hull Lane.
The Applicant has requested a waiver of the Sewer Privilege Fee (see attached letter). According to the
Board’s policy as revised 0n October 24, 2018 (see attached), the Board may waive all or a portion of the
Sewer Connection Fee for a Covenant Home.
Staff Recommendation
Presuming the Applicant intended to request a waiver of the Sewer Connection Fee, and not the Sewer
Privilege Fee, it would arguably be consistent with past-practice to waive the Sewer Connection Fee for
a Covenant property; however, the Board may want to require that the waiver value or a portion (e.g.,
50/50) is passed on to the buyer of the property. Please see attached chart noting prior waiver requests
and resulting decisions.
Background/Discussion
One consideration the Board has here is that the timing of this request looks like right before sale – thus
the waiver was not a consideration in the original decision by the owner to move forward with the
project. It would appear from the Applicant’s letter that this Covenant Home is not for themselves, yet
appears to be an ongoing business endeavor (the third such of these homes that they have created). As
noted above, perhaps it would be appropriate to grant the waiver and require it be passed along in
whole or in part in terms of a reduction in the purchase price to the qualified Covenant Home buyer.
One could argue the intent of the waiver policy is to encourage unit creation and help make homes
more affordable to the ultimate buyer. It may also be worth noting that the requirement of separate
utilities for the covenant property may not have been part of the original business plan, so the Applicant
may have incurred unanticipated costs.
Impact: Environmental ☐

Fiscal ☐

Supports creation of affordable housing.
Board/Commission Recommendation
Click or tap here to enter text.

Community☒

Other☐

Public Outreach
Click or tap here to enter text.
Connection to Existing Applicable Plan (i.e. Strategic Plan, Master Plan, etc.)
Strategic Plan - Housing
Attachments
letter from the Applicant, Sewer Waiver Policy, waiver history, recorded Covenant agreement, plot plan

Lemberg Son & Daughter LLC
6 Cachalot Lane
Nantucket, MA 02554

Nantucket Select Board
Attn: Dawn E. Hill-Holdgate, Chair
16 Broad Street
Nantucket, MA 02554

July 25, 2019

Dear Chair Hill-Holdgate:
Our family entity, Lemberg Son & Daughter LLC, purchased 36 Hooper Farm Road in July 2018 and
subdivided the property via the covenant program. Following the subdivision, it was necessary to obtain
separate utilities to service the covenant property which is now known as 3 Hull Lane. Miss Kuszpa,
Executive Director of Housing Nantucket, brought to my attention the Select Board’s authority to waive
the sewer privilege fee as it relates to affordable housing.
This is the third covenant property Lemberg Son & Daughter LLC has created since it’s inception in 2004
and we continue to be strong proponents of affordable housing. We thank the board in advance for
their consideration relative to our request to have the sewer privilege fee waived.
As a side, the property is currently under contract and is scheduled to close mid-August.

Thank you,

Erin M. Carson
Member, Lemberg Son & Daughter LLC

TOWN & COUNTY OF NANTUCKET
BOARD OF SELECTMEN
POLICY FOR SEWER FEE WAIVER REQUESTS
Adopted: 07/20/2016; Revised 10/24/2018
I.
Policy.
The Board of Selectmen, acting as the Nantucket Sewer Commission pursuant to
Chapter 396 of the Acts of 2008, and in accordance with Chapter 38, Article III, section
38-3B of the Code of the Town of Nantucket, has the authority to waive any town fee or
charge, upon a determination that the public interest so requires.
The Board of Selectmen hereby determines that it is in the public interest to encourage
the production of affordable housing, including workforce housing units for the Island’s
working population. Therefore, the Board of Selectmen will consider, on a case-by-case
basis, waivers of one or both of the Town’s fees relating to the connection of dwelling
units that are located in an existing Sewer District as established under Chapter 396 of
the Acts of 2008.
II.
Sewer Connection and Sewer Privilege Fee Waivers.
The Board of Selectmen may, at its discretion, waive the sewer connection fee or the
sewer privilege fee upon the request of a property owner, developer, or public entity
seeking to connect one or more dwelling units to the Town’s sewer system if such unit
or units are bound by a permanent affordable housing deed restriction in a form
acceptable to the Town and enforceable by the Town, and provided that the dwelling
unit or units are part of a project where a minimum of 25% of the units are eligible for
inclusion on the Town’s Subsidized Housing Inventory (“SHI”) as maintained by
DHCD or any successor agency and provided that the developer and/or unit owner shall
cooperate fully with the Town in obtaining SHI status for the eligible unit or units by
timely providing all required documentation and notifying the Town Manager when a
building permit issues and when an occupancy permit issues.
In the case where less than all of the units in the project are income-restricted, the Select
Board may waive up to 100% of both sewer fees where the unit is restricted at 80%
AMI or less, up to 75% of both fees where the unit is restricted between 81% and 100%
AMI, and up to 50% of both fees where the unit is restricted between 101% AMI and
150% AMI. In the case where all of the units in a project are income-restricted, 100% of
both sewer fees may be waived as long as a minimum of 25% of the total number of
units are SHI-eligible. In exercising its discretion, in applying the policy, the Select
Board may consider the total value of Town subsidies for the project, including closing
cost assistance, direct grants, land contribution by the Town, other fee waivers, and
market rate sales in the project.
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In the case of dwelling units that are subject to a permanent affordable housing
covenant meeting the requirements of Chapter 301 of the Acts of 2002, and Chapter
100 of the Code of Nantucket, the Board of Selectmen may, in its discretion, waive all
or a portion of the sewer connection fee.
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Sewer Fee Waiver Request History
DATE

REQUESTOR

LOCATION

REQUEST WAIVER
FOR

BOS ACTION

NOTES

6/4/2009

11A Mary Anne
Drive
19 Old South
Road

BOS policy not to waive fees

No action

Would set precedent if
approved

5/12/2010

Lindsay Winters

28 Young’s Way

Reduced sewer
connection permit fee
Relief from monthly
sewer charge on
vacant lots
Sewer connection
permit fees (2)

Denied

3/17/2010

Shannon
Cronan
Robert Shapiro

Waiver
approved for
renewal of
permits

12/19/2012

SSA
Nantucket
Congregation of
Jehovah’s
Witnesses
Habitat for
Humanity

Sewer connection
permit fee; Sewer
Privilege Fee
Reduction or
abatement of sewer
connection permit fee

Approved

11/20/2013

Intersection of
Broad & South
Beach Streets
“Kingdom Hall”
at 43 Milk Street

Permits were previously
approved & paid for but
construction did not commence
due to down economy &
permits expired
SSA is a governmental agency
which serves the island

Denied

Would set precedent if
approved

20 Ticcoma
Way

Sewer connection
permit fee; Sewer
Privilege Fee
Sewer connection
permit fee; Sewer
Privilege Fee
Sewer connection
permit fee; Sewer
Privilege Fee

Approved

Affordable housing unit

Approved

Affordable housing unit

Approved

Approval conditional that
restroom facilities are open to
public when museum is open

Sewer connection
permit fees; Sewer
Privilege Fees

Approved –
Affordable housing units
waived (1)
SCPF and (3)
SPFs for 75B
Old South Road;
and (3) SCPFs
and (3) SPFs for
7 Surfside Road

11/5/2014
8/5/2015

Habitat for
Humanity

Lot # 13,
Sachem’s Path

1/20/2016

Museum of
African
American
History
Housing
Nantucket

29 York Street

2/3/2016

75B Old South
Road and 7
Surfside Road

3/16/2016

Housing
Nantucket

18 Ticcoma
Way

Sewer connection
permit fee; Sewer
Privilege Fee

6/15/2016

David
Fredericks

Sewer connection
permit fees

10/5/2016

Richmond Great
Point
Development,
LLC

Newtown Court
(off Newtown
Road)
Richmond
Housing
Development off
Old South Rd

12/7/2016

Habitat for
Humanity

Lots # 39 & #40,
Sachem’s Path

Sewer connection
permit fees; Sewer
Privilege Fees

12/21/2016

Sachem’s Path
Phase II

Lots # 14 – 26,
30 - 38

Sewer connection
permit fees

2/15/2017

Donald &
Frances Trott,
Marjory Trott

8 Dukes Rd

Sewer connection
permit fee

2/15/2017

Christopher
Witte

44 Dukes Rd

Sewer connection
permit fee

3/14/2017

AHTF

Lot 90, Off
Ticcoma Way

Sewer connection
permit fees; Sewer
Privilege Fees

3/15/2017

Dukes Road
Residents

Dukes Rd

Sewer connection
permit fees

4/9/2018

Nantucket
Public Schools

32 First Way

Sewer connection
permit fee; Sewer
Privilege Fee

Sewer connection
permit fees; Sewer
Privilege Fees

Approved –
waived (2)
SCPFs and (2)
SPFs
Approved –
waived (2)
SCPFs
Waiver part of
Sewer
Connection &
Dedication
Agreement
Approved –
waived (2)
SCPFs and (2)
SPFs
Approved –
waived (22)
SCPFs
Approved –
waived $500
SCPF if
connected by
10/31/2017
Approved –
waived $500
SCPF if
connected by
10/31/2017
Town Admin
approved –
waived (2)
SCPFs and (2)
SPFs
Waived SCPF
for 21
addresses
Town Admin
approved

Affordable housing units;
approval conditional that units
be placed on Town’s SHI list
Covenant lots
Only units eligible for inclusion
on Town’s SHI as maintained
by DHCD & deeded incomerestricted (estimated 57
units/rental & 19 units/
ownership)
Affordable housing units

Affordable housing units
Dukes Rd SNAFU

Dukes Rd SNAFU

Affordable/workforce housing
on Town-owned land

Dukes Rd SNAFU
Town property

5/9/2018

Habitat for
Humanity

10/24/2018

Sachem’s Path
HOA

3/20/2019

Nantucket
Cottage
Hospital

Lot 86/87 on
Road Lot 80
(aka Waitt Dr)
Lots # 1-12, 1438, Sachem’s
Path
57 Prospect St

Sewer connection
permit fee; Sewer
Privilege Fee
Sewer Privilege Fees

Approved –
waived (1)
SCPF & (1) SPF
Approved –
waived 37 SPFs

Sewer Connection
Permit Fee

Fee should be
$56,408; SB
approved fee of
$5,000

Affordable housing unit
Pursuant to revised Sewer Fee
Waiver Policy, revised 10/24/18

Agenda Item Summary
Agenda Item # IX. 1.
Date August 7, 2019

Staff
Ken Beaugrand, Real Estate Specialist
Subject
7 Amelia Drive, Purchase on August 9, 2019
Executive Summary
The Town is acquiring the property at 7 Amelia Drive which connects between Amelia Drive and Waitt
Drive. The property has several potential uses that will be developed as the plans for the 2 Fairgrounds
project proceeds, including affordable housing and additional ingress and egress to the Fairgrounds
project. The action is to accept the Deed for the property at closing.
Staff Recommendation
Proceed to accomplish this transaction.
Background/Discussion
Click or tap here to enter text.
Impact: Environmental ☐

Fiscal ☒

Community☒

Other☐

Click or tap here to enter text.
Board/Commission Recommendation
Click or tap here to enter text.
Public Outreach
Click or tap here to enter text.
Connection to Existing Applicable Plan (i.e. Strategic Plan, Master Plan, etc.)
Strategic goal for housing
Attachments
Deed, Acceptance of Deed, Settlement Statement

QUITCLAIM DEED

AUGUST POINTE, LLC, a duly organized Massachusetts limited
liability company, with a mailing address of 125 East 72nd
Street, New York, NY 10021, in consideration paid of Nine
Hundred Thousand and 00/100 ($900,000.00) dollars, grants to THE
TOWN OF NANTUCKET, a Massachusetts municipal corporation, acting
by and through its Board of Selectmen having a mailing address
of Town & County Building, 16 Broad Street, Nantucket, MA 02554,
with QUITCLAIM COVENANTS,
That certain parcel of vacant land, more commonly known and
numbered as 7 Amelia Drive, in Nantucket, Massachusetts and
being more particularly described as follows:
NORTHWESTERLY

by

land now or formerly of the Nantucket
Electric Company, one hundred and two
and 00/100 (102.00) feet;

NORTHEASTERLY

by

Lot 24 on a plan hereinafter referred
to, one hundred twenty-seven and 26/100
(127.26) feet;

SOUTHEASTERLY

by

Amelia Drive, one hundred and two and
00/100 (102.00) feet; and

SOUTHWESTERLY

by

Lot 22 on said plan, one hundred
twenty-seven and 27/100 (127.27) feet.

Said land is shown as Lot 23, containing 12,981 square feet,
more or less, on a plan entitled “Definitive Plan of Land in
Nantucket, Massachusetts, Prepared for G.G.B. Realty Trust,”
drawn by Nantucket Surveyors, Inc., dated April 30, 1986 and
recorded at the Nantucket Registry of Deeds in Plan File 30-D.
Said premises are conveyed subject to the following:
a) Together with the right to use Amelia Drive and Ticcoma
Way, in common with others lawfully entitled thereto for
all purposes for which ways are normally and customarily
used in the Town and County of Nantucket.
b) Subject to a utility, slope, and drainage easement running
along its southeasterly boundary as shown on said plan.

c) Subject to an Easement to New England Telephone and
Telegraph Company, recorded at Book 479, Page 279, at said
Registry.
d) Subject to an Easement to Nantucket Cablevision
Corporation, recorded at Book 479, Page 285, at said
Registry.
e) Subject to an Easement to Wannacomet Water Company,
recorded at Book 479, Page 291, at said Registry.
f) Subject to an Easement to Nantucket Electric Company,
recorded at Book 479, Page 297, at said Registry.
g) Subject to Amelia Drive Declaration dated August 15, 1995
recorded at Book 480, Page 208, at said Registry.
h) Subject to a Common Driveway Easement, recorded at Book
487, Page 339, at said Registry, as affected by Easement
Modification dated August 1, 1997 recorded at Book 5543,
Page 276
i) Subject to an Order of Taking by the County of Nantucket,
dated September 26, 2018, recorded at Book 1665, Page 87,
at said Registry.
j) Subject to the real estate taxes for the current fiscal
year.
For Grantor’s title, see Deed recorded at the Nantucket Registry
of Deeds at Book 1452, Page 303.
I, Gary Beller, Manager of August Pointe, LLC, do hereby certify
that no member or spouse, civil union partner, ex-spouse, or excivil union partner of a member of August Pointe, LLC, occupies
or intends to occupy the land as a principal residence or is
entitled to claim the benefit of an existing state of homestead
in the property by court order or otherwise.
The Grantor is not treated as a corporation for federal income
tax purposes. The Grantor certifies that this conveyance is not
of all or substantially all of the Grantor’s property in the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
No deed stamp taxes are due on this conveyance pursuant to G.L.
c. 64D, §1.

{Signature Page to Follow}

Executed and sealed on August __, 2019.
By:
AUGUST POINTE, LLC

____________________
GARY BELLER, MANAGER

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Nantucket, ss.
On this ___ day of August, 2019, before me, the undersigned Notary Public,
personally appeared the above-named GARY BELLER, as Manager of August Pointe,
LLC, personally known to me, or proved to me through satisfactory evidence of
identification, which was ______________________, to be the person whose name
is signed on the preceding or attached document, and acknowledged to me that he
signed it voluntarily for its stated purpose on behalf of August Pointe, LLC.

_____________________________
Notary Public
Printed name:
My commission expires:

ACCEPTANCE OF DEED
The undersigned Board of Selectmen of the Town of Nantucket hereby accept the
foregoing deed of 7 Amelia Drive, in said Nantucket, from August Pointe, LLC, pursuant to the
authority of Section 3.3 of Chapter 289 of the Acts of 1996, this ________day of
_____________________ , 2019.
TOWN OF NANTUCKET
BOARD OF SELECTMEN
_______________________________________________
Dawn E. Hill Holdgate
_______________________________________________
Rita Higgins
_______________________________________________
Jason Bridges
_______________________________________________
Matthew G. Fee
_______________________________________________
Kristie L. Ferrantella

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Nantucket, ss.
On this _______ day of ____________________ , 2019, before me, the undersigned
Notary Public, personally appeared Dawn E. Hill Holdgate, Rita Higgins, Jason Bridges,
Matthew G. Fee and Kristie L. Ferrantella as Members of the Board of Selectmen of the Town
of Nantucket who proved to me by satisfactory evidence of identification, which was personal
knowledge of the undersigned, to be the persons whose names are signed on the preceding or
attached document, and acknowledged to me that they signed it voluntarily for its stated purpose,
as the free act and deed of the Board of Selectman of the Town of Nantucket.
Notary Public
My Commission
674351NANT 19713/0060

SETTLEMENT STATEMENT
August Pointe, LLC (“Seller”)
Town of Nantucket (“Buyer”)
7 Amelia Drive, Nantucket, MA (Property)
August 9, 2019(Closing Date)
Purchase Price:

$ 900,000.00

Less:
Deposit

$

0.00

Tax Adjustments 7/1-8/9/19

$

385.71

Recording Fees

$

150.00

Broker’s Commission: Fisher Real Estate

$

22,500.00

Credit to Buyer for Broker’s Commission

$

22,500.00

Total Due Seller

$

854,464.29

Buyer’s Funds Wired to KP Law, P.C.

$

877,500.00

Buyer’s Funds Wired to Seller

$

854,464.29

Fisher Real Estate

$

22,500.00

Town of Nantucket

$

385.71

Nantucket Registry of Deeds

$

75.00

Funds:

Buyer: August Pointe, LLC
By: ______________________________
Gary Beller, Manager

Seller: Town of Nantucket
By its Board of Selectmen

_________________________________
Dawn E. Hill Holdgate
_________________________________
Rita Higgins
_________________________________
Jason Bridges
_________________________________
Matthew G. Fee
_________________________________
Kristie L. Ferrantella

6743625NANT 19713/0060

Agenda Item Summary
Agenda Item # X. 1.
Date 8/7/19

Staff
Brett Lennerton , Our Island Home Administrator
Subject
Room Rate increases for private pay residents in FY 20
Executive Summary
I am requesting the second phase of my original room rate increase request for FY 2019 be
implemented bsed on our most recent (2018) cost report filing. The filing indicates an increase in cost
per patient day expenses. Our 2017 cost report indicated a $560 per patient day cost of care. The
semi-private room rates were requested to be increased based on this, from $440 to $500 and private
rooms from $460 to $520 in FY 19. The second phase would be in FY 20 and raise the semi-private rate
from $500 to $560 and Private rate from $520 to $580 per day respectively. This gave us the ability to
re-assess cost of care in an updated cost report. The 2018 cost report showed a per patient day cost of
$661.00. this large jump was not expense based, but rather due to a census drop in 2018. The
expenses , in general, only increased 1.6%. The census, however, dropped by 2006 patient days in
2018. This drop ws due to general fluctuation primarily coupled minimally with bed out of service for a
renovation. Since then the census has been increasing, slowly, back to the norm and we are seeing
increased volume of referrlas recently. I do not foresee the cost of care decreasing below the
requested rates, however.
Staff Recommendation
See attached request for consideration and voting on increasing room rates.
Background/Discussion
Phase one of the request was already implemented in FY 2019. Basedon hard data we need to close the
gap in Per day room rates and cost of care to a much more equitable difference. Implementing Phase 2
of the original request will accomplish that.
Impact: Environmental ☐

Fiscal ☒

Community☒

Other☐

By implementing the rate increase it will increase in-stream revenue . I am sure there may be some
community concern as this is the second annual increase . I believe that annually this should be done
based on cost report data. The last time this was done prior to the initial request was 2014. The
increases requested are higher than normal annual increases if done every year as we are playing catchup, So ther may be some sticker shock from the community.

Board/Commission Recommendation
Click or tap here to enter text.
Public Outreach
Click or tap here to enter text.
Attachments
SB request for consideration letter.

Agenda Item Summary
Agenda Item # XI. 1.
Date 8/7/19

Staff
Brett Lennerton , Our Island Home Administrator
Subject
5 star rating update to SB
Executive Summary
I am requesting to present the most recent 5 start ratings of OIH. Last time I pesented was February
2019
Staff Recommendation
See attached 5 star report
Background/Discussion
5 star ratings are what CMS develops from your staffing and clinical documentation reports. They can
fluctuate on ascale of 1-5, 1 being below average and 5 beieng above average. They are tallied by
collecting data and scoring in 4 areas: 1. Overall staffing (nursing dept), 2. RN staffing, 3. State surveys
and 4. Quality measures. This data is then compared with state and national averages to determine
where each facility falls in relation. It is common in smaller bed size facilities to see larger swings in
scoring quarter to quarter as small changes in numbers can cause larger percentage changes.
Impact: Environmental ☐

Fiscal ☐

Community☒

Other☐

The 5 Star rating is the single tool that CMS gives the public to see how buildings measure up to
competitiors in an operating area, state or in relation to facilities all over the U.S. Though scores (
higher or lower) are not necessarily indicators of poor care, this could be a good marketing tool to
understand how the scores are calculated. OIH being the only SNF on Nantucket lowers the competitive
need to use this as a marketing tool for sales.
Board/Commission Recommendation
Click or tap here to enter text.
Public Outreach
Click or tap here to enter text.
Attachments
5 star presentation to follow.

Our Island Home
5 Star Quality Rating System
August 2019

What is the 5 Star Rating System?
• The Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) created the FiveStar Quality Rating System to help consumers and families compare
nursing homes based on facility performance for three types of
performance measures. The rating takes the form of ‘stars’ and each
facility is given between 1 and 5 stars in each area in comparison to other
nursing homes that participate in Medicare or Medicaid.
• The three performance areas are:
– Health Inspections
– Staffing
– Quality Measures

•

The following cut point criteria is used:
–
–
–

The top 10% of nursing home receive 5 stars
The middle 70% received 2, 3, or 4 stars with an equal number (approx 23.33%) in each rating category
The bottom 20% receive 1 star rating

• Our Island Home’s overall rating: Below Average

Our Island Home’s Rating: July 2019
Overall Rating: Below Average
December 2018 – 1 out of 5
April 2019 – 4 out of 5

Health Inspections: Average
Staffing: Below Average
Quality Measures: Below Average

Health Inspections
•

•
•
•

The health inspection rating contains information from the last 3
comprehensive inspections and inspections due to complaints in the last 3
years. This information is gathered by inspectors who go onsite to the nursing
home and follow a specific process to determine the extent to which a nursing
home has met Medicaid and Medicare’s minimum quality requirements.
Facilities within the same State are compared to control for State by State
variations.
All deficiencies are weighted by scope and severity. So more points are
assigned to deficiencies that are more serious and more widespread.
The most recent survey findings are weighted more than the prior two years.
•
•

Based on 2/7/19 Health Survey
Based on 2/21/19 Life Safety Survey

• These are recalibrated each month: State and federal data thru 3/2019
Total number of OIH health deficiencies:
Average number of health deficiencies in Massachusetts:
Average number of health deficiencies in the United States:

5
8.8
8.0

Staffing
•
•

•
•
•

The staffing rating has information about the number of hours of care
provided on average to each resident each day by nursing staff (Registered
Nurses, Licensed Practical Nurses, and Certified Nursing Assistants).
This rating considers differences in the levels of residents' care need in each
nursing home. For example, a nursing home with residents who had more
severe needs would be expected to have more nursing staff than a nursing
home where the resident needs were not as high.
This information is self reported by the nursing home and is only a snap-shot
in time of the staffing level in the facility over a 2 week period of time.
Unlike the other two measures, staffing is a set ratio and doesn’t vary month
to month.
It is reported to show the number of staff hours per resident per day as is
based on 2 measures:
– RN hours per resident per day
– Total staffing hours per resident per day (RN, LPN and CNAs)

OIH Staffing Comparison
OUR ISLAND HOME Staffing

MASSACHUSETTS AVERAGE

Total number of residents

33.7

97.7

Total number of licensed
nurse staff hours per
resident per day

1 hour and 28 minutes

1 hour and 37 minutes

RN hours per resident per
day

31 minutes

LPN/LVN hours per resident
per day

57 minutes

CNA hours per resident per
day

2 hrs 52 minutes

Physical therapy staff hours
per resident per day

0 minutes (error)

44 minutes
53 minutes
2 hrs 11 min
6 minutes

NATIONAL AVERAGE

85.9

1 hour and 34 minutes

41 minutes
53 minutes
2 hrs 17 min
5 minutes

Quality Measures
• The quality measure rating is a combination of the values of 16 of the 24
listed clinical measures over four quarters of reported data for nursing
home residents. The rating now includes information about nursing
homes' use of antipsychotic medications in both long-stay and short-stay
residents. This information is collected by the nursing home for all
residents. The QMs offer information about how well nursing homes are
caring for their residents’ physical and clinical needs.
• These QMs aren’t meant to be benchmarks and are based on care given to
all residents.
• The QMs reflect a residents’ conditions based upon nursing home
Minimum Data Set assessments as well as hospital and emergency
department claims. The MDS assessment includes the resident’s health,
physical functioning, mental status, and general well-being. This is selfreported information.
• This information on ‘cut points’ is updated monthly.

Quality Measure scoring groups
through 3/2019
•
•
•
•
•

1 Star---2 Star---3 Star---4 Star---5 Star----

325-789
790-889
890-969
970-1054
1055-1600

most recent QTR 980
previous report 924

New Quality Measure scoring as of
4/2019
Point Ranges for the QM Ratings (as of April 2019)
Rating Thresholds
QM Rating Long-Stay QM Short-Stay QM Overall QM
1
175 - 524
167 - 541
342 - 1066
2
525 - 624
542 - 638
1067 - 1263
3
625 - 709
639 - 721
1264 - 1431
4
710 - 799
722 - 805
1432 - 1605
5
800 - 1250
806 - 1250
1606 - 2500

OIH Short Stay Quality Measures
Nursing Home Short-Stay Residents
Who made improvements in function

OUR ISLAND HOME

MASSACHUSETTS
AVERAGE

NATIONAL AVERAGE

NOT AVAILABLE

61.6%

67.1%

Who were re-hospitalized after a nursing home admission

30.2%

24.6%

22.3%

Who have had an outpatient emergency department visit

10.4%

10.3%

10.7%

Successfully discharged to the community (Higher % are better)

NOT AVAILABLE

57.6%

57.0%

48.5%

12.2%

12.0%

Not Available

Not Available

1.6%

3.7%

1.8%

1.8%

(Higher % are better)

Who self-report moderate to severe pain
With pressure ulcers that are new or worsened
Who newly received an antipsychotic medication

• Items in Blue are the clinical values that are used in the 5 Star Rating
• Lower percentages are better unless otherwise indicated.
• Data Not Available because specifications used for Nursing Home Compare require at least 20 resident assessments for the QM. If OIH did
not have at least 20 assessments for that QM providing an adequate denominator size it is an NA value.
• The current period of data collected is from 4/1/18-6/30/18

OIH Long Stay Quality Measures

Nursing Home Long-Stay Residents

OUR ISLAND HOME MASSACHUSETTS AVERAGE

NATIONAL AVERAGE

4.7%

3.4%

3.4%

4.0%

2.7%

2.8%

19.9%

5.3%

6.6%

4.9%

5.7%

7.3%

2.0%

1.50%

1.73%

0%

2.1%

%

Received an antipsychotic medication

26.8%

17.8.%

14.6%

Whose ability to move independently worsened

9.1%
11.9%

17.8%
14.8%

17.7%
14.7%

1.79%

.78%

1.02%

100%

95.2%

95.7%

99.2%

90.1%

93.7%

Experiencing 1 or more falls with major injury
With a urinary tract infection
Who self-report moderate to severe pain
High-risk residents with pressure ulcers
Hospitalizations per 100 RD
Have/Had catheter inserted, left in their bladder

Whose need for help with daily activities has increased
Outpatient ED visits per 1000 PD

Percentage of Residents that needed and got a Flu shot
Percentage of Residents that needed and got the Pneumo Vacc.

This is data collected through _____________________________
Icategories in Green indicate higher percentages are better.

Our Island Home
Quarterly Financial Report
Fourth Fiscal Quarter Ended June 30, 2019
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Our Island Home Financial Highlights

OIH Revenues
Total revenue ended the year down 7% (-$342K) compared to FY18. Although
revenue from operations did not meet expectations due to lower-thanexpected census, total revenue represented 127% of the FY19 budget due to
state reimbursement of $1.4M in the form of CPE Receipts.
•

There were 748 less billable days this year compared to last year.

•

Average Reimbursement Rates:
• Medicare Rates:
• FY19 $451.93 and 970 billable days
• FY18 $483.81 and 713 days, respectively
• Medicaid Rates:
• FY19 $206.95 and 8,965 billable days
• FY18 $208.55 and 9,587 days, respectively

OIH Expenses
Expenses for FY19 were down 5% ($406K) compared to last fiscal year and
represent 92% of annual budgeted expenses. Many expense categories,
including payroll, saw reductions over FY18 while professional services was
$178K over budget and up 12% ($88K) over last year due to contract nurses
hired to fill vacant positions.

Our Island Home Summary
TOWN OF NANTUCKET
OUR ISLAND HOME ENTERPRISE FUND
Operating Revenue and Expenditures for Twelve Months Ended June 30, 2019

Budget

Twelve Months Ended June 30,

FY2019
Revenue

$

Expenses
Net Earnings
Transfer from Retained Earnings
NET EARNINGS

FY2019 Actuals

FY2018 Actuals

3,608,087 $

4,594,375 $

4,937,270

8,203,162

7,523,924

7,923,602

(4,595,075)

(2,929,549)

(2,986,332)

3,018,623

3,018,623

2,449,221

$

(1,576,452) $

89,074 $

(537,111)

$

1,511,446 $
65,006
-

1,511,446 $
63,375
-

1,511,446
66,330
-

Surplus(Deficit) Including Debt Service and Other Financing Sources $

0 $

1,663,895 $

1,040,665

Retained Earnings
OTHER SOURCES/USES:
General Fund Subsidy
Encumbrance Carryforwards
FinCom GF Reserve Fund Transfer

Certified Retained Earnings as of July 01, 2018
Plus: Current Surplus as of June 30, 2019
Less:Authorized use of Retained Earningsfor FY20 Operations
Projected Balance as of June 30, 2019

(1)(2)

$

2,687,275
1,663,895
2,687,245

$

1,663,925

(1) Revenues remain a projection, until certified by the the Department of Revenue, therefore this is only a projection as of this point
in time, until Retained Earnings go through the Certification process.
(2) Actual balance will be lower due to encumbrances that are carried forward

OIH Revenues
Where does the money come from?

FY2019 Revenue Breakdown - YTD Actuals

Census Data Per Payor Source

OIH Revenues

OIH Revenue for Quarter Ended June 30, 2019
Quarter Ended June 30,
FY2019 Actuals FY2018 Actuals

REVENUE

Total Revenue*

Medicaid Patient Revenue $
Medicare Revenue
Private Patient Income
Patient Paid Amount
Secondary Insurance
Direct Care Staff Payments
Prior Year CPE Receipts
Bounced Checks
Interest Earned
$

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES

FY2019 Actuals

General Fund Subsidy $
Voted Use of Certified Retained Earnings - Operations
FinCom Transfer
FY2018 Encumbrance Carryforward
Total Other Financing Sources
$

TOTAL REVENUE AND OTHER FINANCIAL SOURCES

259,140 $
19,939
317,209
83,312
7,637
1,448,300
2,135,538 $

$

FY2018 Actuals

- $
- $

2,135,538

280,457
77,206
124,104
87,374
22,641
32,279
1,515,353
2,139,414

$

QTR/QTR
% Change
$ Change
(8%) $
(74%)
156%
(5%)
(66%)
(100%)
(4%)
na
na
(0%) $
% Change

FY2019 Budget
Annual w/ Carryfwd

(21,317) $
(57,267)
193,104
(4,062)
(15,003)
(32,279)
(67,053)
(3,877) $
$ Change

1,445,000
317,480
1,228,992
440,850
175,765
3,608,087
Annual Budget

-

na
na
na
na
na $

- $
- $

1,511,446
3,018,623
65,006
4,595,075

2,139,414

(0%) $

(3,877) $

8,203,162

*Note: Governments operate on a budgetary basis; therefore revenue earned in excess of the certified budget is not available to offset
expenditures in the current fiscal year. Excess revenue and expenditure turnbacks must go through the State of Massachusetts retained
earnings certification process before they can be appropriated at a subsequent annual and/or special town meeting. Once certified, retained
earnings can only be appropriated at an annual and/or special town meeting.

OIH Revenues

OIH Revenue for Twelve Months Ended June 30, 2019
REVENUE

Total Revenue*
OTHER FINANCING SOURCES

Twelve Months Ended June 30,
FY2019 Actuals FY2018 Actuals
Medicaid Patient Revenue $
Medicare Revenue
Private Patient Income
Patient Paid Amount
Secondary Insurance
Direct Care Staff Payments
Prior Year CPE Receipts
Bounced Checks
Interest Earned
$

1,330,071 $
288,339
1,023,938
389,605
44,461
69,662
1,448,300
4,594,375 $

1,428,558
294,355
1,135,393
402,219
79,844
95,297
1,515,353
(13,749)
4,937,270

FY2019 Actuals FY2018 Actuals

General Fund Subsidy $
Voted Use of Certified Retained Earnings - Operations
FinCom Transfer
FY2018 Encumbrance Carryforward
Total Other Financing Sources
$

1,511,446 $
63,375
1,574,821 $

1,511,446
66,330
1,577,776

TOTAL REVENUE AND OTHER FINANCIAL SOURCES $ 6,169,196 $

6,515,047

YR/YR
FY2019 Budget
% Change
$ Change Annual w/ Carryfwd
(7%) $
(2%)
(10%)
(3%)
(44%)
(27%)
(4%)
(100%)
na
(7%) $
% Change
0% $
na
na
(4%)
(0%) $

(98,488) $
(6,015)
(111,455)
(12,614)
(35,383)
(25,635)
(67,053)
13,749
(342,895) $
$ Change

Variance to Budget

1,445,000 $
317,480
1,228,992
440,850
175,765
3,608,087 $
Annual Budget

(114,929)
(29,141)
(205,054)
(51,245)
(131,304)
69,662
1,448,300
986,288

Variance to Budget

- $
(2,955)
(2,955) $

1,511,446 $
3,018,623
65,006
4,595,075 $

(3,018,623)
(1,631)
(3,020,254)

(5%) $ (345,851) $

8,203,162 $

(2,033,966)

*Note: Governments operate on a budgetary basis; therefore revenue earned in excess of the certified budget is not available to offset
expenditures in the current fiscal year. Excess revenue and expenditure turnbacks must go through the State of Massachusetts retained
earnings certification process before they can be appropriated at a subsequent annual and/or special town meeting. Once certified, retained
earnings can only be appropriated at an annual and/or special town meeting.

OIH Expenses
Where does the money go?

FY2019 Expenses Breakdown - YTD Actuals

OIH Expenses
OIH Operating Expenses for Quarter Ended June 30, 2019
OPERATING EXPENSES WITHOUT DEBT

Quarter Ended June 30,
FY2019 Actuals FY2018 Actuals

Payroll - Salary $
Medicare P/R Tax Expense
Medical Insurance
Barnstable County Retirement
Contractual Obligations
Utilities
Repairs & Maintenance
Food
Professional Services
Medical Supplies
General Insurance
Other Supplies
Indirect Costs
Other
Transfer to Capital
Total Expenditures - Excluding Debt Service
$
DEBT SERVICE

Total Debt Service

(8%) $
(11%)
(12%)
na
na
7%
(34%)
24%
(20%)
(5%)
(3%)
22%
0%
(65%)
na
(10%) $

(92,501) $
(1,798)
(42,851)
2,537
(4,767)
8,742
(67,295)
(1,162)
(1,622)
2,969
0
(14,108)
(211,856) $

4,361,989
61,200
1,386,000
781,294
35,400
163,381
43,511
156,150
676,286
117,186
85,800
61,639
92,300
181,027
8,203,162

FY2019 Actuals FY2018 Actuals % Change
Principal $
- $
na
Interest
na
Issuance Costs
na
BAN Costs, Principal, Interest
na
Other
na
$
- $
na $

$ Change
- $
- $

Annual Budget
-

(10%) $ (211,856) $

8,203,162

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES AND DEBT SERVICE $
Target Debt Service to Total Expenses Ratio
Actual Debt Service to Total Expenses Ratio

1,073,691 $
14,177
300,794
39,271
9,248
44,942
261,874
24,325
54,219
16,369
23,075
7,570
1,869,554 $

1,869,554 $
12%
0%

1,166,192
15,975
343,646
36,734
14,015
36,200
329,169
25,486
55,841
13,399
23,075
21,678
2,081,410

QTR/QTR
FY2019 Budget
% Change
$ Change Annual w/ Carryfwd

2,081,410
12%
0%

*Note: Governments operate on a budgetary basis; therefore revenue earned in excess of the certified budget is not available to offset
expenditures in the current fiscal year. Excess revenue and expenditure turnbacks must go through the State of Massachusetts retained
earnings certification process before they can be appropriated at a subsequent annual and/or special town meeting. Once certified,
retained earnings can only be appropriated at an annual and/or special town meeting.

OIH Expenses
OIH Operating Expenses for Twelve Months Ended June 30, 2019
Twelve Months Ended June 30,
YR/YR
FY2019 Budget Variance to Budget
OPERATING EXPENSES WITHOUT DEBT
FY2019 Actuals FY2018 Actuals % Change
$ Change Annual w/ Carryfwd
Payroll - Salary $
Medicare P/R Tax Expense
Medical Insurance
Barnstable County Retirement
Contractual Obligations
Utilities
Repairs & Maintenance
Food
Professional Services
Medical Supplies
General Insurance
Other Supplies
Indirect Costs
Other
Transfer to Capital
Total Expenditures - Excluding Debt Service
$
DEBT SERVICE

Total Debt Service

4,045,373 $
56,618
1,157,912
774,864
143,157
36,653
133,569
853,950
98,414
54,219
46,146
92,300
24,091
7,517,266 $

4,436,101
62,858
1,307,440
714,400
140,195
33,093
128,991
765,637
98,578
55,841
51,460
92,300
36,708
7,923,602

(9%) $
(10%)
(11%)
8%
na
2%
11%
4%
12%
(0%)
(3%)
(10%)
0%
(34%)
na
(5%) $

FY2019 Actuals FY2018 Actuals % Change
Principal $
- $
na $
Interest
na
Issuance Costs
na
BAN Costs, Principal, Interest
na
Other
na
$
- $
na $

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES AND DEBT SERVICE $

7,517,266 $

7,923,602

(390,728) $
(6,240)
(149,528)
60,464
2,961
3,560
4,577
88,312
(164)
(1,622)
(5,313)
0
(12,617)
(406,337) $

4,361,989 $
61,200
1,386,000
781,294
35,400
163,381
43,511
156,150
676,286
117,186
85,800
61,639
92,300
181,027
8,203,162 $

(316,616)
(4,582)
(228,088)
(6,430)
(35,400)
(20,224)
(6,858)
(22,581)
177,664
(18,773)
(31,581)
(15,492)
(156,936)
(685,897)

$ Change
Annual Budget Variance to Budget
- $
- $
- $
- $
-

(5%) $ (406,337) $

8,203,162 $

(685,897)

TOWN OF NANTUCKET
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Financial Highlights
The Town of Nantucket’s financial position at the end of Fiscal Year 2019 remains strong, however there are
indications that local receipts are slowing down. A few local indicators, notably real estate sales and building
permits, which historically have moved in the same direction, seem to tapering off. At the national level however,
the outlook maintains positive. Despite some uncertainty related to international trade, economic growth is solid,
inflation is approaching normal levels and labor markets are tight.
During FY2019, the Town has focused incremental spending on the island’s infrastructure and public facilities,
capital project management, upgrades to the schools and technology as well as addressing state mandates.
General Fund Revenues
For FY2019, General Fund (1) revenues were $97.6M, representing a $2.5M jump (+3%) compared to last year.
Excise taxes, the largest local receipt category, ended the year higher with a particularly strong jump in motor
excise taxes and modest growth in rooms tax collected. Other revenue categories that contributed to the year-overyear increase include inspection fees, state local aid, and fines and forfeits, particularly code violations citations.
General Fund Expenses
General Fund expenses ended the year at $85.9M, equivalent to a $1.3 increase (+2%) over FY2018. Excluding the
schools, expenditures were up 3% or $1.6M. Schools saw a decrease of approx. $621K year-over-year equivalent to
1%. In general government, vacant positions were filled and a few new positions were created, which translated
into higher salary expenses overall. Most of the expense categories were in line with expectations.

General Fund Revenues
5-Yr History
(in millions of dollars)

General Fund Expenditures (2)
5-Yr History
(in millions of dollars)

(1) General Fund: general government, safety & protection, marine department, maintenance, human services, culture & recreation,
and contractual obligations.
(2) Excludes school spending which was $28.1M in FY2018 (see next page).

General Fund Revenues
Where does the money come from?
General Fund Revenues (1)
For Fiscal Quarter Ended June 30, 2019

(1) Excludes

Fourth Quarter Rooms Tax
(in thousands of dollars)

Fourth Quarter Motor Vehicle Excise Tax
(in millions of dollars)

Fourth Quarter Meals Tax
(in thousands of dollars)

Fourth Quarter Building Permits
(in thousands of dollars)

real estate and personal property tax revenue, which equals approx. 84% of total revenues collected in Q4/FY18.

General Fund Revenues
Results for most recent quarter

Quarter Ended June 30,
FY2019 Actuals FY2018 Actuals
Real Estate Taxes
Personal Property Taxes

$

19,603,637
369,587

$

17,113,309
380,994

QTR/QTR Actuals
% Change
$ Change

FY2019 Budget
Quarter

15% $ 2,490,328 $
(3%)
(11,407)

FY2019
Budget

19,766,201 $ 79,064,804
506,826
2,027,303

Excise Taxes
Motor Vehicle Excise Tax
Local Rooms Tax
Local Meals Tax
Other - Includes Penalties & Interest
Subtotal - Excise Taxes

609,827
246,697
856,524

517,985
176,177
78,037
188,879
961,079

18%
(100%)
(100%)
31%
(11%)

91,842
(176,177)
(78,037)
57,818
(104,555)

625,000
775,000
231,250
145,500
1,776,750

2,500,000
3,100,000
925,000
582,000
7,107,000

Charges for Services

12,613

5,774

118%

6,838

7,250

29,000

Fees & Rentals
Planning Board Filing Fees
Plumbing & Wiring Inspection Fees
HDC Filing Fees
Concession Rental Fees
Marine Moorings & Docking Fees
Other
Subtotal - Fees & Rentals

33,182
102,070
55,766
66,150
29,514
186,657
473,339

27,650
78,820
67,941
63,000
36,138
140,197
413,746

20%
29%
(18%)
5%
(18%)
33%
14%

5,532
23,250
(12,175)
3,150
(6,623)
46,459
59,592

23,750
83,750
53,750
42,000
40,000
104,250
347,500

95,000
335,000
215,000
168,000
160,000
417,000
1,390,000

License & Permits
Building Permits
Liquor Licenses
Other
Subtotal - License & Permits

229,821
118,700
111,375
459,896

221,895
109,800
113,950
445,645

4%
8%
(2%)
3%

7,926
8,900
(2,575)
14,251

275,000
45,625
49,400
370,025

1,100,000
182,500
197,600
1,480,100

State Local Aid
School Aid
Other
Subtotal - State Local Aid

591,726
51,540
643,266

778,641
63,542
842,183

(24%)
(19%)
(24%)

(186,915)
(12,003)
(198,918)

778,641
51,491
830,132

3,114,564
205,963
3,320,527

Fines & Forfeits
Parking Fines
Other
Subtotal - Fines & Forfeits

41,536
3,012
44,548

48,228
2,640
50,868

(14%)
14%
(12%)

(6,692)
372
(6,320)

53,750
53,750

215,000
215,000

Investment Income

137

96,552

(100%)

(96,416)

33,750

135,000

Other Departmental Revenue
Town Gas Sales
Off Duty Police and Fire Personnel
Other Departmental Revenue
Subtotal - Other Dept'l Revenue

22,155
20,394
41,131
83,680

22,589
14,517
241,767
278,873

(2%)
40%
(83%)
(70%)

(434)
5,877
(200,635)
(195,193)

10,750
15,375
17,983
44,108

43,000
61,500
71,930
176,430

Miscellaneous

19,500

-

na

19,500

-

-

Transfer & Other Sources
Debt Premium
Indirect Costs
Other
Subtotal - Transfer & Other Sources

154,075
154,075

151,825
151,825

na
1%
na
1%

2,250
2,250

154,075
154,075

616,300

Total General Fund Revenue

$

22,720,800

$

20,740,848

10% $ 1,979,952

$

616,300

23,890,366 $ 95,561,464

General Fund Revenues
Results for year-to-date period

Twelve Months Ended June 30 ,
FY2019 Actuals FY2018 Actuals
Real Estate Taxes
Personal Property Taxes

$

78,485,281
1,553,313

$

76,582,409
1,572,347

YR/YR Actuals
% Change
$ Change
2% $
(1%)

FY2019
Budget

Variance to Budget

1,902,872 $ 79,064,804 $
(19,034)
2,027,303

(579,523)
(473,990)

Excise Taxes
Motor Vehicle Excise Tax
Local Rooms Tax
Local Meals Tax
Other - Includes Penalties & Interest
Subtotal - Excise Taxes

3,338,861
3,687,063
1,086,097
648,948
8,760,969

2,952,629
3,622,242
1,102,316
630,094
8,307,280

13%
2%
(1%)
3%
5%

386,232
64,822
(16,219)
18,854
453,689

2,500,000
3,100,000
925,000
582,000
7,107,000

838,861
587,063
161,097
66,948
1,653,969

Charges for Services

39,648

32,522

22%

7,126

29,000

10,648

Fees & Rentals
Planning Board Filing Fees
Plumbing & Wiring Inspection Fees
HDC Filing Fees
Concession Rental Fees
Marine Moorings & Docking Fees
Other
Subtotal - Fees & Rentals

101,886
400,725
264,465
259,665
218,482
474,863
1,720,087

102,386
354,217
279,865
327,643
230,318
495,830
1,790,258

(0%)
13%
(6%)
(21%)
(5%)
(4%)
(4%)

(500)
46,508
(15,400)
(67,977)
(11,835)
(20,967)
(70,171)

95,000
335,000
215,000
168,000
160,000
417,000
1,390,000

6,886
65,725
49,465
91,665
58,482
57,863
330,087

License & Permits
Building Permits
Liquor Licenses
Other
Subtotal - License & Permits

1,176,849
227,350
244,935
1,649,134

1,166,167
226,300
222,228
1,614,695

1%
0%
10%
2%

10,681
1,050
22,708
34,439

1,100,000
182,500
197,600
1,480,100

76,849
44,850
47,335
169,034

State Local Aid
School Aid
Other
Subtotal - State Local Aid

3,254,493
277,415
3,531,908

3,114,564
242,173
3,356,737

4%
15%
5%

139,929
35,242
175,171

3,114,564
205,963
3,320,527

139,929
71,452
211,381

Fines & Forfeits
Parking Fines
Other
Subtotal - Fines & Forfeits

333,790
28,572
362,362

305,840
9,187
315,027

9%
211%
15%

(6,692)
372
47,336

215,000
215,000

118,790
(28,572)
147,362

Investment Income

342,299

261,751

31%

80,548

135,000

207,299

Other Departmental Revenue
Town Gas Sales
Off Duty Police and Fire Personnel
Other Departmental Revenue
Subtotal - Other Dept'l Revenue

67,272
67,144
122,830
257,246

65,142
71,101
455,191
591,434

3%
(6%)
(73%)
(57%)

2,130
(3,957)
(332,360)
(334,188)

43,000
61,500
71,930
176,430

24,272
5,644
50,900
80,816

Miscellaneous

21,400

3,397

530%

19,500

-

21,400

Transfer & Other Sources
Debt Premium
Indirect Costs
Other
Subtotal - Transfer & Other Sources

616,300
209,209
825,509

616,300
616,300

na
0%
na
34%

209,209
209,209

616,300

209,209
209,209

Total General Fund Revenue

$

97,549,156

$

95,044,156

3% $

616,300

2,505,000 $ 95,561,464

$

(1,987,692)

General Fund Expenses
Where does the money go?
General Fund Expenses
For Fiscal Quarter Ended June 30, 2019

Fourth Quarter Operational Expenses (1)
(in millions of dollars)

Fourth Quarter Salary Expenses (2)
(in millions of dollars)

Fourth Quarter Health & Other Group Insurance
(in millions of dollars)

Fourth Quarter Debt Service (P&I)
(in millions of dollars)

(1) Excludes

Debt Service, Transfers and State Assessments, which are subject to timing differences

General Fund Expenses
Results for most recent quarter

Quarter Ended June 30,
FY2019
FY2018
General Government
Finance Committee
$
Finance & Operations
Human Resources
Information Systems / GIS
Legal / Town Counsel
Moderator
Planning & Land Use Services
Town Administration
Natural Resources
Town Clerk
Subtotal $

QTR/QTR
% Change
$ Change

FY2019 Budget
Quarter
Annual

- $
545,986
98,467
355,700
156,957
178
592,361
543,286
243,650
102,684
2,639,268 $

5,000
583,231
103,190
215,272
227,330
178
569,601
444,058
226,618
100,009
2,474,488

(100%) $
(6%)
(5%)
65%
(31%)
4%
22%
8%
3%
7% $

(5,000) $
(37,245)
(4,723)
140,428
(70,374)
22,760
99,227
17,032
2,675
164,780 $

4,670 $
18,680
665,421
2,661,686
104,467
417,867
305,975
1,223,901
171,500
686,000
420
1,680
481,787
1,927,148
496,810
1,987,242
188,404
753,617
86,439
345,755
2,505,894 $ 10,023,575

- $
822,679
1,770,607
23,668
2,616,954 $

739,936
1,775,613
51,063
2,566,612

na
11%
(0%)
(54%)
2% $

82,743
(5,006)
(27,396)
50,342 $

2,000
742,901
1,614,424
41,250
2,400,575

$
$

242,115
242,115

(14%)
(14%) $

(33,970)
(33,970) $

Subtotal $

97,719 $
34,233
367,138
911,160
1,410,249 $

126,166
24,412
307,115
832,322
29,811
1,319,826

(23%)
40%
20%
9%
(100%)
7% $

(28,447)
9,820
60,023
78,837
(29,811)
90,423 $

$
Subtotal $

86,360 $
86,360 $

85,031
85,031

2%
2% $

1,329
1,329 $

179,940
141
119,894
299,975

0%
880%
(15%)
(5%) $

744
1,239
(17,553)
(15,570) $

Other Expenditures
Debt Service Principal
$
25,556 $
(224,947)
Debt Service Interest
768,751
777,972
Group Insurance
3,187,812
2,727,906
General Insurance
(241,527)
(349,865)
Retirement Assessment
Cherry Sheet Assessments
92,060
108,374
Contractual Obligations
Intergovernmental-SWEF
Intergovernmental-OIH
Intergovernmental- Cumm School
Education
$8,539,516
$9,394,260
Subtotal $ 12,372,168 $ 12,433,699

(111%)
(1%)
17%
(31%)
na
(15%)
na
na
na
na
(9%)
(0%) $

250,504
1,086,357
4,345,427
(9,222)
738,163
2,952,651
459,906
3,108,392
12,433,566
108,339
403,509
1,614,036
1,105,135
4,420,540
(16,314)
124,500
498,000
275,000
1,100,000
1,509,881
6,039,524
377,862
1,511,446
112,500
450,000
(854,743)
7,204,911
28,819,642
(61,531) $ 16,046,208 $ 64,184,832

1% $

195,802 $ 22,906,339 $ 91,625,357

Safety & Protection
Emergency Management
Fire Department
Police & Animal Control
Street Lighting

$

Subtotal $
Marine & Coastal Resources
Marine Department

$
Subtotal $

Maintenance
Gas / Town Vehicles
Mosquito Control
Public Buildings
Public Works
Snow & Ice Removal
Human Services
Human Services

$

Culture & Recreation
Atheneum
Town Clock
Visitor Services

$
Subtotal $

Total General Fund Expenses

208,145
208,145

180,684
1,380
102,341
284,405

$ 19,617,549

$
$

$ 19,421,747

(1) Budget includes prior year encumbrances, enterprise fund transfers and trust fund transfers.
(2) Includes annual transfer to Community School.

$

8,000
2,971,606
6,457,695
165,000
9,602,301

220,469
220,469 $

881,877
881,877

93,750
40,095
376,547
824,133
20,650
1,355,175

$

375,000
160,381
1,506,186
3,296,533
82,600
5,420,700

84,045
84,045 $

336,180
336,180

180,684
1,185
112,105
293,973

$

722,735
4,738
448,418
1,175,891

General Fund Expenses
Results for year-to-date period

Twelve Months Ended June 30,
FY2018
FY2019
General Government
$
Finance Committee
Finance & Operations
Human Resources
Information Systems / GIS
Legal / Town Counsel
Moderator
Planning & Land Use Services
Town Administration
Natural Resources
Town Clerk
Subtotal $
Safety & Protection
Emergency Management
Fire Department
Police & Animal Control
Street Lighting

$

Subtotal $
Marine & Coastal Resources
Marine Department

YR/YR
% Change

$ Change

FY2019 Budget Variance to Budget
Annual

18,680 $
9,514 $
2,661,686
182,533
417,867
3,284
1,223,901
220,104
686,000
81,900
1,680
(2)
1,927,148
281,476
1,987,242
420,944
753,617
126,298
345,755
(37,823)
1,288,228 $ 10,023,575 $

$

10,002
2,028,266
348,018
955,724
412,170
180
1,812,939
1,394,776
662,669
325,019
7,949,762

95% $
9%
1%
23%
20%
(1%)
16%
30%
19%
(12%)
16% $

3,231 $
2,745,802
6,289,970
86,857
9,125,860 $

7,934
2,652,206
6,043,212
120,957
8,824,310

(59%)
4%
4%
(28%)
3% $

(4,703)
93,595
246,757
(34,100)
301,550 $

19,517
2,210,799
351,302
1,175,828
494,070
178
2,094,415
1,815,720
788,967
287,196
9,237,990

$

8,000
2,971,606
6,457,695
165,000
9,602,301

837
(450,887)
(66,565)
(48,073)
(191,930)
(1,502)
167,267
(171,522)
35,349
(58,559)
(785,585)

$

(4,769)
(225,804)
(167,725)
(78,143)
476,441

$
Subtotal $

914,589
914,589

$
$

837,990
837,990

9%
9% $

76,599
76,599 $

881,877
881,877 $

32,712
32,712

$

$

Subtotal $

279,235
125,756
1,124,791
3,035,558
60,415
4,625,756

$

325,265
111,833
910,981
2,796,040
207,050
4,351,169

(14%)
12%
23%
9%
(71%)
6% $

(46,030)
13,924
213,810
239,518
(146,635)
274,587 $

375,000
160,381
1,506,186
3,296,533
82,600
5,420,700 $

(95,765)
(34,625)
(381,396)
(260,974)
(22,185)
(794,944)

$
Subtotal $

308,817
308,817

$
$

291,475
291,475

6%
6% $

17,342
17,342 $

336,180
336,180

$

$

Subtotal $

722,735
1,742
400,830
1,125,307

719,719
3,464
436,586
1,159,769

0%
(50%)
(8%)
(3%) $

3,016
(1,721)
(35,757)
(34,462) $

722,735
4,738
448,418
1,175,891

Other Expenditures
$
Debt Service Principal
Debt Service Interest
Group Insurance
General Insurance
Retirement Assessment
Cherry Sheet Assessments
Contractual Obligations
Intergovernmental-SWEF
Intergovernmental-OIH
Intergovernmental- Cumm School
Education
Subtotal $

4,225,867
2,906,247
11,600,442
1,170,039
4,420,538
481,079
6,039,524
1,511,446
450,000
$27,724,551
60,529,733

$

$

5,181,358
3,087,076
10,834,052
1,069,608
4,096,124
462,491
92,117
6,342,218
1,511,446
400,000
$28,074,347
61,150,836

(18%)
(6%)
7%
9%
8%
4%
(100%)
(5%)
13%
(1%)
(1%) $

$

85,868,052

$

84,565,312

2% $

Maintenance
Gas / Town Vehicles
Mosquito Control
Public Buildings
Public Works
Snow & Ice Removal
Human Services
Human Services
Culture & Recreation
Atheneum
Town Clock
Visitor Services

Total General Fund Expenses

(1)

$

$

(27,363)
(27,363)

$

(2,996)
(47,588)
(50,584)

$

(119,560)
(53,062)
(833,124)
(443,997)
(2)
(16,921)
(1,100,000)
(1,095,091)
(3,661,757)

1,296,082 $ 91,625,357 $

5,763,963

4,345,427
(955,491)
2,952,651
(187,487)
12,433,566
766,391
1,614,036
100,431
4,420,540
324,414
498,000
18,588
1,100,000
(92,117)
6,039,524
(302,694)
1,511,446
450,000
50,000
28,819,642
(349,796)
(627,761) $ 64,184,832

Budget includes prior year encumbrances, transfers to enterprise funds and transfers to trust funds.
annual transfer to Community School.

(2) Includes

Capital Investments
Maintaining and improving the infrastructure

FY2019 Top 12 Capital Projects
Expenditures for the Twelve Months Ended June 30, 2019

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

New Fire Station
Road Maintenance
Sidewalks Repair
Land Acquisition
Heavy Machinery & Vehicles
Stormwater Improvements
Virtual Servers
Dredging of Polpis Harbor
GIS Update
Municipal Roof Repairs
Town Pier Repairs
Surfside/Bartlett Roundabout

Total

$11,229,818
$876,488
$959,416
$520,000
$605,000
$311,494
$164,105
$155,233
$142,771
$135,194
$127,713
$110,023
$

15,546,475

New Fire Station:

Design, project manager services, construction and equipping of the fire station at 4 Fairgrounds Road

Road Maintenance:

Island-wide road maintenance, repairs and improvements

Sidewalks Repair:

Maintenance of downtown sidewalks and pedestrian walkways

Land Acquisition:

Portion of 71 Washington street aquired for roadway improvements while opening up views of Washington Street and the harbor

Heavy Machinery & Vehicles: Purchase of a vacuum jetter truck, track aerial lift, buy rubber tired vibratory roller with trailer
Stormwater Improvements:

Improvements to the Town's storm water discharge system

Virtual Servers:

Costs associated with purchase of and transition to virtual servers

Dredging of Polpis Harbor:

Professional services and costs associated with dredgingthe entrance to Polpis Harbor

GIS Update:

Updating the Town's GIS digital images

Municipal Roof Repairs:

Costs associated with municipal facility roof repairs

Town Pier Repairs:

Improvements to the Town Pier

Surfside/Bartlett Roundabout: Costs associated with a round-about at the intersection of Surfside Road at Barlett Road

Financing Activity
How much do we owe?

▪ In June 2019 the Town of Nantucket issued the following short-term obligations for various entities:
▪ $13,656,8567 of Series A general obligation anticipation notes due in October with a coupon rate of
2.50%
▪ Related to projects at Our Island Home, airport and sewer.
▪ $4,539,760 of Series B and other general obligation anticipation notes due in May of 2020 at with a
coupon rate of 2.75%
▪ Related to projects for the airport and sewer.
▪ $211,922 of Series C grant anticipation note with a due date of May 2020 and a coupon rate of 2.70
Related to projects at the airport
▪ At the end of Q4/FY2019, the General Fund’s total outstanding long-term debt obligation was $137.3M
▪ This total includes $106.5M in principal payments and $30.6M in interest payments
▪ Approximately 51% of General Fund debt is scheduled to be amortized over the next 10 years
▪ Principal and interest payments due in FY2020: $9.3M
▪ Principal and interest payments due through the next 5 years (FY20-FY24): $44.8M
▪ The next borrowing of short-term and long-term bonds is expected to be completed in the fall of 2019

▪ The Town monitors borrowings and other performance measures against Financial Policies

The Town’s Credit Rating
▪ External credit ratings have a direct influence on the Town’s ability to:
▪ Minimize borrowing costs
▪ Successfully borrow funds to complete the improvement and construction of long-term assets and
the Town’s infrastructure
▪ In October 2018, Moody’s affirmed the Town’s rating of AAA- the highest rating on the municipal credit
rating scale - and reaffirmed a positive outlook.
▪ In October 2016, Standard & Poor’s initiated coverage on the Town of Nantucket’s general obligation debt in
a report establishing a AA rating. There has been no new rating since this initial report.

Type of Bond Issued
General Obligation

Moody’s Rating

Standard & Poor’s Rating

AAA

AA

Investment Report
How safe is our money?

Equity Markets - Review
Volatility returned in FY 19 as we saw increased uncertainty around the direction of US
economic data, corporate earnings and interest rates. For the full year, US equity market
returns were positive (S&P +10.4%), but investors experienced sharp selloffs in October &
December 2018, as well as May 2019.
Fixed Income - Review
The 10 Year Treasury ended last fiscal year at 2.85% on 6/30/18. After reaching a high of
3.25% in October 2018, long-term interest rates have been in a steady decline, as investors
concern for economic strength grew. In January 2019, The Federal Reserve announced a
pause in their scheduled interest rate hikes. The 10 Year Treasury ended 6/30/19 at 2.0%
Account Summary

Portfolio Commentary
• Fixed Income selection - US Gov’t Agency and Treasury securities
• Yield Curve – currently an “Inverted” yield curve, meaning bonds with shorter maturities
(3-12 months) have higher yields than longer maturities (5-10 years)
• Maturity range – have shortened our target maturity range to under 2 years, based on
the yield curve
• Equities – Legal List stock portfolio has performed well, and continues to show relatively
strong downside protection in volatile periods (Oct – Dec 2018, May 2019)
• Asset Allocation – reduced Equity allocation from 22% to 10% in Pooled Trust funds.
• OPEB – deposit of $500,000 on 6/28/19 was invested into portfolio in early July.
• Outlook – Uncertainty remains surrounding near term interest rates as investors
question the strength of the US economy and whether the Federal Reserve will lower
interest rates this year, possibly as early as July
Fees – total transaction charges for 7/1/18 – 6/30/19
Pooled Trust Funds - $37,746.44
OPEB - $4,211.91
Airport - $988

Outlook
The Muni Watch – as of June 30, 2019
Periods based on fiscal calendar

(1)

Trend

(2)

Local Receipts

Last Qtr

Building Permits

$288,815

(16%)

$1.1M

(3%)

Rooms Tax

$168,245

15%

$3.7M

2%

Meals Tax

$101,669

15%

$1.1M

(1%)

- Yellow if trend is between +5% and -10%

$1,930,077

10%

$2.7M

13%

- Red if trend is below -10%

$239M

30%

$1,090M

(1%)

Real Estate categories: - Green if trend ≥ 0%, Yellow if

Real Estate - Transactions

96

7%

435

(13%)

between 0% and -10%, Red if trend is < 10%

SSA Freight Revenue ($M)

$8.9M

55%

$25M

(8%)

SSA categories: - Green if trend ≥ 0%, Yellow if

SSA Nantucket Passengers

110,300

(34%)

618,858

4%

3,161

(4%)

13,403

(2%)

Motor Excise Tax

Qtr/Qtr

LTM

Yr/Yr

3-Mo

LTM

Details
For Local Receipts categories:
- Green if trend is 5% or above

Local Indicators (3)
Real Estate - Sales ($M)

GA Airport Landings

(4)

Nat'l Leading Indicators

Current

3-Mo

12-Mo

LIBOR T-Bill Yield Spread

28%

(0%)

45%

(420%)

280%

(700%)

Sr Loan Officer Survey

2,942

2,834

2,717

213,000 220,000
Weekly Initial Claims
Quarterly Building Permits
(in thousands of dollars)

229,250

S&P 500 Performance

Quarterly Motor Excise Tax
(in millions of dollars)

between 0% and -3%, Red if trend is < 3%
Airport: Private aircraft activity.
Green if trend ≥ 5%, Yellow if 0% to 5%, Red if < 0%

3-Mo

LTM
- Difference between 3mth LIBOR & 3 mth treasury bill
(< 0.5% signals stability).
- Fed Reserve: % of loan officers seeing loan standards
tightening for med/large firms (< 10% is positive).
- S&P 500 index as proxy of performance of risky
equity assets. Level > 1950 is positive.
- 4-wk average of unemployment insurance initial
claims, < 300,000 is positive.

Quarterly Real Estate Sales
(in millions of dollars)

Quarterly Rooms Tax
(in millions of dollars)

(1) Local receipt and local indicator data comparisons are based on the Town’s fiscal year (ex: Q1 = 7/1-9/30).
(2) LTM refers to “last twelve months”.
(3) SSA Nantucket Passenger data was affected by service interruption for Iyanough in June and July 2017.
(4) Airport landings based on Q3 data (ending June 30, 2018).

Quarterly Meals Tax
(in thousands of dollars)

Solid Waste Enterprise Fund
Quarterly Financial Report
Fourth Fiscal Quarter Ended June 30, 2019
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Solid Waste Financial Highlights
Solid Waste Revenues
Total Revenue for FY19 was down 2% from last year and represented a $73K
decrease over the projected revenue budget. Tipping fees were down 3% due
to lower volumes processed at the landfill. Landfill fees collected increased 4%
compared to last year, however fell 9% short of projections.
Solid Waste Expenses
Total Expenditures, excluding Debt Service were 10% lower compared to FY18
and no year-end budget transfer was necessary to balance the budget. FY19
expenditures represented 90% of the $10.5M budgeted. C&D Professional
services were down 30% ($2.5M) compared to last year while professional
services from Recycle/MRF were up 107% ($380K). Freight expenses were up
over 1,200% ($1.7M), however expenses were within the $1.9M budget at 99%.

Solid Waste Summary

TOWN OF NANTUCKET
SOLID WASTE ENTERPRISE FUND
Operating Revenue and Expenses for Twelve Months Ended June 30, 2019
Budget
FY2019

Revenue

$

Expenses
Gross Earnings
Transfer from Retained Earnings
Net Earnings

$

3,596,690 $

Twelve Months Ended June 30,
FY2019

FY2018

3,350,130 $

3,423,505

10,629,758

9,500,413

10,540,635

(7,033,068)

(6,150,283)

(7,117,129)

400,572

400,572

(6,632,496) $

(5,749,711) $

(7,117,129)

Retained Earnings
Net Sources (Uses)
General Fund Subsidy - Override
General Fund Subsidy - Tax Levy
General Fund Subsidy
Authorized use of free cash
General Fund Subsidy - Shortfall Raised on Recap
Encumbrance Carryforwards
Surplus (Deficit)

6,039,524
550,000

$

Certified Retained Earnings as of July 01, 2018
$
Plus: Current Surplus as of June 30, 2019 $
Less: Authorized use of Retained Earnings for FY20 Operations $
Projected Balance as of June 30, 2019 (1)(2)

$

42,972
(0) $

6,039,524
550,000

38,843
878,656 $

2,099,354
878,656
1,367,606
1,610,404

(1) Revenues remain a projection, until certified by the the Department of Revenue. Therefore this is only a projection as of this
point in time until Retained Earnings go through the Certification process.
(2) Actual balance will be lower due to encumbrances carried forward

3,385,632
2,506,586
700,000

417,374
(107,537)

Solid Waste Revenues
Where does the money come from?

Revenue Breakdown (in thousands)

Month-Over-Month C&D Volume (in thousands of tons)
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Solid Waste Revenues

Operating Revenue for Quarter Ended June 30, 2019
Quarter Ended June 30,
REVENUE

Total Revenue*

FY2019
Landfill Fees $
Tipping Fees
Debt Premium
Miscellaneous Revenues
$

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES

Total Revenue and Other Financing Sources

66,146 $
823,179
97
889,422 $
FY2019

General Fund Subsidy - Override $
General Fund Subsidy - Tax Levy
General Fund Subsidy
General Fund Subsidy - Shortfall Raised on Recap
Voted Use of Certified Retained Earnings - Operations
Voted Use of Certified Free Cash - Operations
Encumbrance Carryforwards
Total Other Financing Sources
$
$

QTR/QTR

FY2018

-

$

550,000
550,000 $
1,439,422

$

$ Change

299,381 $
836,939
1,272
1,137,591 $

(233,235)
(13,760)
(1,174)
(248,169)

FY2018

$ Change

-

$
-

1,137,591

-

$

550,000
550,000 na

$

301,831

FY2019 Budget
% Change

Annual w/ Carryfwd

(78%) $
(2%)
na
(92%)
(22%) $

531,600
3,065,090
3,596,690

% Change Annual w/ Carryfwd
na $
na
na
na
na
na
na
$

6,039,524

27% $

10,629,758

*Note: Governments operate on a budgetary basis; therefore revenue earned in excess of the certified budget is not available
to offset expenditures in the current fiscal year. Excess revenue and expenditure turnbacks must go through the State of
Massachusetts retained earnings certification process before they can be appropriated at a subsequent annual and/or
special town meeting. Once certified, retained earnings can only be appropriated at an annual and/or special town meeting.

400,572
550,000
42,972
7,033,068

Solid Waste Revenues

Operating Revenue for Twelve Months Ended June 30, 2019
Twelve Months Ended June30,
REVENUE

Total Revenue*

FY2019
Landfill Fees $
Tipping Fees
Debt Premium
Miscellaneous Revenues
$

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES

FY2018

$ Change

428,111 $
2,933,461
(11,441)
3,350,130 $

409,799 $
3,012,407
1,300
3,423,505 $

FY2019

FY2018

General Fund Subsidy - Override $
General Fund Subsidy - Tax Levy
General Fund Subsidy
General Fund Subsidy - Shortfall Raised on Recap
Voted Use of Certified Retained Earnings - Operations
Voted Use of Certified Free Cash - Operations
Encumbrance Carryforwards
Total Other Financing Sources
$

$
6,039,524
550,000
38,843
6,628,367 $

Total Revenue and Other Financing Sources

9,978,497 $

$

YR/YR

3,385,632
2,506,586
700,000
417,374
7,009,592

18,312
(78,946)
(12,741)
(73,375)
$ Change

$
$

% Change

FY2019 Budget

Variance

Annual w/ Carryfwd

to Budget

4% $
(3%)
na
(980%)
(2%) $

% Change Annual w/ Carryfwd
(100%) $

$

(3,385,632)
3,532,938
(700,000)
550,000
(378,531)
(381,225)

10,433,097 $

(454,600)

(4%) $

$

531,600 $
3,065,090
3,596,690 $

(100%)
na
na
na
(91%)
(5%) $

*Note: Governments operate on a budgetary basis; therefore revenue earned in excess of the certified budget is not
available to offset expenditures in the current fiscal year. Excess revenue and expenditure turnbacks must go
through the State of Massachusetts retained earnings certification process before they can be appropriated at a
subsequent annual and/or special town meeting. Once certified, retained earnings can only be appropriated at an
annual and/or special town meeting.

Var to Budget

$
6,039,524
400,572
550,000
42,972
7,033,068 $
10,629,758

(103,489)
(131,629)
(11,441)
(246,560)

$

(400,572)
(4,129)
(404,701)
(651,260)

Solid Waste Expenses

Operating Expenses for Quarter Ended June 30, 2019
Quarter Ended June 30,

QTR/QTR

FY2019 Budget

OPERATING EXPENDITURES WITHOUT DEBT
FY2019
FY2018
$ Change % Change Annual w/ Carryfwd
Payroll - Salary $
5,572 $
5,408 $
164
3% $
103,810
Medicare P/R Tax Expense
81
78
2
3%
1,510
Medical Insurance
na
30,000
Barnstable County Retirement
na
Utilities
85,199
125,379
(40,179)
(32%)
386,937
Repair & Maintenance
110,385
110,385
na
264,500
Prof. Services - Collection & Disposal 1,798,075 2,582,246
(784,171)
(30%)
6,842,770.00
Prof. Services - Recycle / MRF
195,971
104,385
91,586
88%
769,009
Freight
600,998
33,256
567,742
1,707%
1,849,000
General Insurance
na
Indirect Costs
28,750
28,750
0
0%
115,000
Other (Contigency)
18,200
13,518
4,683
35%
194,070
Landfill Mining Cost
Total Expenses - Excluding Debt Service

$ 2,843,232 $ 2,893,020 $

(49,788)

(2%) $

10,556,606

DEBT SERVICE

FY2019
FY2018
$ Change % Change Annual w/ Carryfwd
Principal $
$
$
na $
34,000
Interest
5,264
5,382
(118)
(2%)
39,152
Issuance Costs
na
BAN Costs, Principal, Interest
na
Other
na
Total Debt Service
$
5,264 $
5,382 $
(118)
(2%) $
73,152
Total Expenses and Debt Service

$2,848,496

$2,898,401 $

(49,906)

(2%) $

10,629,758

Solid Waste Expenses

Operating Expenses for Twelve Months Ended June 30, 2019
Twelve Months Ended June 30

YR/YR

FY2019 Budget

OPERATING EXPENDITURES WITHOUT DEBT
FY2019
Payroll - Salary $
20,750 $
Medicare P/R Tax Expense
301
Medical Insurance
Barnstable County Retirement
Utilities
351,104
Repair & Maintenance
144,229
Prof. Services - Collection & Disposal
6,167,659
Prof. Services - Recycle / MRF
736,196
Freight
1,821,460
General Insurance
Indirect Costs
115,000
Other (Contigency)
98,532
Landfill Mining Cost

FY2018
$ Change % Change Annual w/ Carryfwd
20,342 $
408
2% $
103,810 $
295
6
2%
1,510
na
30,000
na
360,012
(8,908)
(2%)
386,937
144,229
na
264,500
8,750,929
(2,583,270)
(30%)
6,842,770.00
355,767
380,429
107%
769,009
135,186
1,686,274
1,247%
1,849,000
na
115,000
0
0%
115,000
50,003
48,528
97%
194,070
700,000
(700,000)

Total Expenses - Excluding Debt Service

10,487,534 $ (1,032,304)

$ 9,455,230 $

DEBT SERVICE
Principal $
Interest
Issuance Costs
BAN Costs, Principal, Interest
Other
Total Debt Service
$
Total Expenses and Debt Service

FY2019
34,000 $
11,183
45,183 $

$ 9,500,413 $

Variance

10,556,606 $

to Budget
(83,060)
(1,209)
(30,000)
(35,833)
(120,271)
(675,111)
(32,813)
(27,540)
(95,538)
(1,101,376)

FY2018
$ Change % Change Annual w/ Carryfwd
40,000 $
(6,000)
(15%) $
34,000 $
13,101
(1,917)
(15%)
39,152
na
na
na
53,101 $
(7,917)
(15%) $
73,152 $

(27,969)
(27,969)

10,540,635 $ (1,040,222)

(10%) $

(10%) $

10,629,758 $

(1,129,345)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Town of Nantucket Pond Management Principles 2019

Introduction:
Ponds serve as a valuable resource for wildlife by providing an important habitat for animals
such as birds, fish, frogs, and turtles. This productive ecosystem also benefits human life by
reducing nutrients and serving as a place for recreation which ultimately has economic impacts
for tourism and property values. Nantucket is home to seven great ponds: Hummock, Long,
Sesachacha, Miacomet, Coskata, Gibbs and Tom Nevers. Since the 1980s, the Town of
Nantucket has been monitoring and managing Hummock, Long, Miacomet and Sesachacha
Ponds. Changes in human population and land use have altered watershed inputs into the
ponds causing detrimental changes to the aquatic ecosystems. Overtime the ponds’ water
quality and associated habitats have degraded, and improved management is crucial in
restoring these important ecosystems.

Statement of Problem:
The four great ponds managed by the Town have been receiving an excessive amount of
nutrients through overland (runoff) and subsurface (beneath earth’s surface) flow. These
excess nutrients have led to overgrowth of algae and invasive plants, loss of native species,
depletion of dissolved oxygen and decreased water clarity. These impacts diminish aesthetic
appeal, impact recreational opportunities, and decrease the quality of life both in and around the
ponds.

Pond Major Findings:
Currently Hummock, Miacomet, and Long Ponds are not attaining uses with regards to
swimming, boating and fishing due to low water clarity, invasive submerged aquatic vegetation,
or the potential for harmful algal blooms. Sesachacha Pond is also not attaining uses with
regards to swimming and fishing although boating is still in use. Water quality standards are not
being met due to high Total Phosphorous (TP) and high Total Nitrogen (TN) in Hummock,
Miacomet, and Sesachacha Ponds. Long Pond water quality standards are presently being met.

Definition of Areas:
The table below and the map on the following page indicate the current delineation of the pond
areas and associated watersheds.
Great Pond
Hummock Pond
Long Pond
Miacomet Pond
Sesachacha Pond

Pond Area
(Acres)
190
132
43.5
267

Watershed Area
(Acres)
2227
1620
1040
800

Watershed: Pond
Ratio
12:1
12:1
24:1
3:1

*Note: The pond area is the average regular area during normal conditions, not during flood conditions.

Vision:
After reviewing existing water quality data, long-term trends and meeting with the community, it
has been determined to minimize the human-made impacts to the great ponds of Nantucket.
Through minimizing these impacts, actively incorporating responsible management, and
performing public education and outreach, these systems have the potential to restore to
healthy ecosystems once again.

Recommendations:
The Pond Management Principles addresses long-term and short-term management goals
related to the Natural Resources Department’s mission to “preserve, protect or restore
Nantucket’s natural resources through responsible active management, research, education
and outreach”. Long-term watershed management techniques are considered optimal because
they eliminate or reduce the source of nutrients and educate the public on their role in nutrient
pollution while minimizing cost associated with immediate short-term management. Many pond
systems require short-term goals regarding in-pond management to control internal nutrient
loading (through bi-annual pond openings, dredging of accumulated sediment), combat pond
weeds (through aquatic vegetation removal), control cyanobacteria blooms (reducing use of
fertilizer), and decrease stormwater inputs through active management of roads and impervious
surfaces. It is important to keep in mind that projects will require monitoring as part of their
permit requirements and maintenance to ensure long-term success and project efficacy.

Goals:
1. Reduction of human-made inputs to the great ponds.
2. Improve and update pond and watershed data collected and include habitat evaluation
to capture ecosystem and environmental health.
3. Investigate and implement the best available measures to improve water quality.
4. Enhance the public’s ability to utilize the ponds for recreation without having an adverse
impact to the ponds.
5. Evaluate and implement cost effective in-pond management options.
6. Provide homeowner’s the tools to have a positive impact to the health of the ponds on
their property and in their neighborhoods.

TOWN OF NANTUCKET GREAT
PONDS MANAGEMENT
PRINCIPLES
Prepared by the Town of Nantucket Natural
Resources Department

Authored by the Town of Nantucket’s Water Resource Specialists
Kaitlyn Shaw and Thaïs Fournier
August 1, 2019
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Chapter 1.
Introduction
Ponds serve as a valuable resource for wildlife by providing an important habitat for animals such
as birds, fish, frogs, and turtles. This productive ecosystem also benefits human life by reducing nutrients
and serving as a place for recreation, which ultimately has economic impacts for tourism and property
values. Nantucket is home to seven great ponds: Hummock, Long, Sesachacha, Miacomet, Coskata,
Gibbs and Tom Nevers. Nantucket’s ponds vary in geology, chemistry, biology and historic
management. Since the 1980s, the Town of Nantucket has actively participated in monitoring four of
these seven ponds; Hummock, Long, Sesachacha and Miacomet, whereas the other three systems fall
within private lands and are therefore managed privately. Over hundreds of years, the natural progression
of pond systems fill in with organic matter from plant decay, animal waste and sediment deposition. This
natural progression is greatly accelerated through the influence of human activities. This process is called
“eutrophication” and it is part of the natural evolution of closed pond systems, however it is being
expedited by population growth and human activities. Overtime Nantucket’s ponds’ water quality and
associated habitats have degraded, and improved management is crucial in restoring these important
ecosystems.
The use of synthetic fertilizers in the 20th century has also increased the rate of eutrophication due
to increased availability of usable nutrients. Ponds are subjected to nutrient inputs from improperly cited
or failed septic systems influencing groundwater nutrient concentrations, fertilizers leaching into
groundwater, paved roads, de-watering activities and mowed entry points diverting stormwater towards
ponds, and enhanced nutrient concentrations in rain due to the burning of fossil fuels. Nutrient additions
to aquatic systems such as ponds cause shifts in biological processes that can result in habitat degradation.
The four great ponds managed by the Town have been receiving an excessive amount of nutrients through
overland (runoff) and subsurface (beneath earth’s surface) flow. These excess nutrients have led to
overgrowth of algae and invasive plants, loss of native species, depletion of dissolved oxygen and
decreased water clarity. These impacts diminish aesthetic appeal, impact recreational opportunities, and
decrease the quality of ecological health both in and around the ponds.
As such, excessive algae and seaweed growth can reduce water clarity and organic matter
enrichment in water and sediments. This may lead to increased rates of oxygen consumption and periodic
depletion of dissolved oxygen, specifically in bottom waters, as well as limiting the growth of desirable
species. The increased organic matter deposition to the sediments generally result in a declining habitat
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quality for benthic infauna communities (animals living in the sediments). These changes in habitat
quality result in a shift from high diversity (deep burrowing animals which include economically
important species) to low diversity of organisms (shallow dwelling animals indicative of degraded
habitat).
This shift in habitat quality causes degradation of resources and a loss of productivity to shellfishing, sport-fishing and offshore fisheries. Both the sport-fishery and the offshore fin fishery are
dependent upon highly productive coastal salt ponds as a habitat and food resource during migration and
various stages of their life cycles. Sea level rise and extreme weather events play an important role in the
future management of these pond systems. As over-wash events become more prevalent, coastal
infrastructure will continue to be jeopardized as evidenced with Sesachacha Pond washing out part of
Polpis Road during the winter of 2018.
Each of Nantucket’s ponds have undergone rigorous scientific investigations by a multitude of
researchers from the 1970’s to present. Hummock, Sesachacha and Long Ponds have had Massachusetts
Estuaries Project (MEP) studies conducted which combined habitat assessments, long-term historic water
quality data, hydrodynamics and watershed land use to develop threshold nutrient concentrations. The
MEP reports and resulting goals (TMDL’s: Total Maximum Daily Loads) are nitrogen based, because at
the time of the original MEP designations, each of the pond nutrient ratios indicated nitrogen was the
limiting nutrient. MEP nitrogen thresholds were developed specifically for each system so that the habitat
should recover if the threshold nutrient concentrations were achieved. Given the time elapsed since these
studies, changes to zoning and land use should be updated periodically to assess whether historic ‘buildout’ conditions have since been achieved or surpassed, warranting the need for updated linkedembayment model runs to support nutrient reductions.
Nutrients such as nitrogen are typically released from atmospheric deposition, wastewater,
fertilizers, and changes in the freshwater hydrology associated with development (stormwater). Systems
with large surface areas are more influenced by atmospheric deposition, due the area subject to deposition
(Sesachacha Pond), whereas small systems tend to be influenced less by atmospheric nitrogen deposition
(Long Pond). Streams and direct wet and dry deposition from the atmosphere represent natural sources of
nutrients, however these are affected by human activities as well, such as proximity to fertilized
landscapes, agriculture and failed septic systems.
Phosphorous is the limiting nutrient in freshwater systems and an important driver of harmful
algal blooms of cyanobacteria (CyanoHAB).

Phosphorous comes from past detergent use, the

weathering of rocks, streams, wastewater and fertilizer. Reports indicate co-limitation between nitrogen
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and phosphorous is likely in brackish coastal water bodies1. Due to declining salinity in Hummock Pond
and fresh water conditions in Miacomet Pond, Dr. Ken Wagner and Water Resources Services LLC
submitted and received a grant from the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
(MADEP) to assess the inputs and potential influence of phosphorous in each pond. The project entitled
“604b Study of Phosphorous Sources to Hummock and Miacomet Ponds” was a collaboration between
the Nantucket Pond Coalition, the Nantucket Land Council and the Town of Nantucket2. This study,
combined with historic studies provide ample background information on Nantucket’s ponds and set the
stage for future management decisions.

1.1
I.
II.

Objectives
Reduction of human-made inputs to the great ponds.
Improve and update pond and watershed data collected and include habitat evaluation to capture
ecosystem and environmental health.

III.

Investigate and implement the best available measures to improve water quality.

IV.

Creat research projects that will not negatively impact any pond habitats or wildlife.

V.

Enhance the public’s ability to utilize the ponds for recreation without having an adverse impact
to the ponds.

VI.
VII.

Evaluate and implement cost effective in-pond management options.
Provide homeowner’s the tools to have a positive impact to the health of the ponds on their
property and in their neighborhoods.

The pond management principles were developed in accordance with the “Final Generic
Environmental Impact Report: Eutrophication and Aquatic Plant Management in Massachusetts”
henceforth referred to as ‘the management guide’, prepared by the Executive Office of Environmental
Affairs, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 20043. Cost estimates for each management option are
provided for comparison however project values may be higher due to permitting requirements,
Nantucket’s remote location, and the need for equipment and supplies to be shipped from off-island.
Long-term watershed management techniques are considered optimal because they eliminate or reduce
the source of nutrients and educate the public on their role in nutrient pollution. Many pond systems
require in-pond management to control internal nutrient loading, combat pond weeds, and control
cyanobacteria blooms, which pose a threat to public health. The Pond Management Principles addresses
long-term and short-term management goals related to the Natural Resources Department’s mission to
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“preserve, protect or restore Nantucket’s natural resources through responsible active management,
research, education and outreach”. It is important to keep in mind that projects will require monitoring as
part of their permit requirements and maintenance to ensure long-term success and project efficacy. The
outline of each pond follows the sections below:
I.

Statement of Problem

II.

Management Goals

III.

Watershed and Pond Characteristics

IV.

Review of Past In-pond Management Techniques

V.

Review of Existing Watershed Management Techniques

VI.

Evaluation of In-pond and Watershed Management Alternatives

VII.

Management Recommendations

Pond nutrient management can fall into the following categories2;
•

Non-Point Source Management – control of diffuse nutrient sources from the watershed

•

Point Source Management – control of point sources, usually piped discharges

•

Hydraulic Controls – diversion, dilution, flushing, and hypolimnetic withdrawal strategies

•

Phosphorus Inactivation – chemical binding of phosphorus to limit availability

•

Artificial Circulation and Aeration – mixing and oxygen addition

•

Dredging – removal of nutrient-laden sediments

•

Bacterial Additives – encouraging uptake of nutrients by non-algal microbes

•

Removal of Bottom Feeding Fish – elimination of major recyclers of nutrients
Although not discussed in detail within these principles, artificial circulation would require a

network of points by which artificial aeration would be necessary. The expense and interference of the
application network with recreational and ecological functions is generally intolerable, so this approach is
unlikely to be appropriate for these ponds2. Bacterial additives are also not likely to produce the desired
effect in Nantucket’s ponds until nutrients, cyanoHAB and aquatic vegetation are more actively controlled.
Therefore, although aeration and bacterial additives represent two nutrient management alternatives, they
are less likely to be utilized on Nantucket due to the circulation patterns and current level of nutrient
impairment observed.
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Chapter 2.
Hummock Pond
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Figure 1. Extent of Hummock Pond watershed, as determined by Horsley, Witten and Hegeman in the 1990 Nantucket Water
Resources Management Plan. Points indicate location of water quality sites used for Massachusetts Estuaries Project and ongoing
sampling.

2.1

Statement of Problem
Hummock Pond is a brackish coastal pond that is 220 acres and has a 2227 acre watershed. The

pond is connected to the north head by a human-made channel. The pond is generally closed to exchange
with the Atlantic Ocean except for bi-annual pond openings which occur in the spring and fall to enhance
anadromous/diadromous fishery resources. The primary ecological threat to Hummock Pond is
degradation due to nutrient enrichment. Although the watershed and the pond have experienced issues
related to bacterial contamination in the past, it does not appear to be having large ecosystem-wide
impacts. Development in the Hummock Pond watershed is limited compared to other Nantucket ponds,
due to its western shore being comprised of conservation land (historically used for agriculture).
Hummock Pond and its associated watershed have been greatly altered by human activities over the past
~100 years1. As a result, the present nitrogen “overloading” appears to result partly from alterations to its
ecological systems. These watershed alterations subsequently affect nitrogen loading within the watershed
and influence the degree to which nitrogen loads impact the estuary1. Reports dating back to 1989
indicated that the primary bloom forming algae was Anabaena. Anabaena has since undergone a
phylogenic name change to Dolichospermum, which is the type of algae that bloomed in Hummock Pond
in 2016 and 2017. Due to high chlorophyll-a levels, low dissolved oxygen levels, and water column
nitrogen concentrations within Hummock Pond, there is a current lack of eelgrass beds with significantly
to moderately degraded benthic infauna habitat quality. Hummock Pond is under seasonal oxygen stress
as indicated by dissolved oxygen records, consistent with its significant nitrogen enrichment. 1
Hummock Pond is currently not attaining uses with regards to swimming, boating and fishing.
Swimming standards are not being met due to low water clarity (<1.2m: safe swimming standard),
nuisance pond weeds and potentially harmful cyanoHAB. Water quality standards are also not being met
due to high Total Phosphorous (TP) and high Total Nitrogen (TN). TN exceeded the goal of 0.50mg/L,
with 2017 pond-wide averages of 1.07mg/L. Hummock phosphorous exceeded EPA water quality
standards of 0.025mg/L, with pond-wide averages of 0.106 mg/L. Recent 604b work indicated that TP
levels >0.02mg/L represent a distinct algae bloom hazard, while 2016 Hummock TP levels were
0.08mg/L. The research conducted as part of the 604b study indicated that sediment provides additional
phosphorous for algal blooms and removal may alleviate nutrients capable of inducing blooms, as well as
resting algal cysts which lay dormant in the sediment.
Historically algae blooms in Hummock Pond originated in the Head of Hummock and eventually
made their way to the main pond basin. However, blooms in 2015 and 2016 began in the main upper
portion of the pond and continued throughout the summer season, indicating further degradation of the
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pond habitat. The chlorophyll data from the Head of Hummock region indicated restriction between the
upper main pond and Head of Hummock, as high dissolved oxygen concentrations associated with the
algae blooms were observed in 2016, while subsequent bottom oxygen depletion was likely post bloom
conditions.
Aesthetic values and boating are limited due to dense submerged aquatic vegetation, cyanoHAB
and the invasive wetland grass phragmites. There is a need for defined access and an information kiosk
describing bloom possibility and any other pertinent information regarding the pond. Historically the
Head of Hummock pond was separate from the main pond basin and there have been discussions with the
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MaDEP) regarding the isolation of the Head of
Hummock from the main pond due to concern over the elevated concentrations of sediment derived
phosphorous3.

2.2
Year

Management Goals
Total
Nitrogen
0.825
mg/L

Phosph
-orous
0.0325
mg/L

Total
Phosphorous
0.053

Chlorophyll a
8.99
ug/L

Clarity

2017

1.07
mg/L

0.106
mg/L

N/A

31.66
ug/l

Goals

0.50
mg/L

0.015
mg/L

0.015 mg/L

<10
ug/L

2016

2.3

Watershed and Pond Characteristics
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Benthic
Infauna
Moderate significant
impairment

Vegetation

Phytoplankton

Dense
nuisance
pond weed

Periodic blooms
in the Head of
Hummock;
2016-2017 main
pond bloom

0.74m

Moderate significant
impairment

Dense
nuisance
pond weed

Periodic blooms
in the Head of
Hummock;
2016-2017 main
pond bloom

>1.2 m

Diversity >3,
Evenness >0.7,
low # poor
health indicator
species

Low
nuisance
pond weed,
swimmable
fishable

No
cyanobacteria
blooms, diverse
phytoplankton
assemblage

0.713m

According to the Hummock Pond MEP report1, much of the locally controllable, un-attenuated
nitrogen load to Hummock Pond is from wastewater at 81%, while impervious surfaces, farm animals and
fertilizer all contribute less than 7% each respectively. Most of the uncontrollable nitrogen load to
Hummock Pond is from direct precipitation to the water body surface area at 15%, while natural surfaces
in the form of small streams contribute 5%.

Pond-wide Total Nitrogen (TN) in 1989 averaged 1.09mg/L while Total Phosphorous (TP)
averaged 0.343mg/L2. The conductivity averaged 376ms/cm (or <0.2psu salinity) in 1989, 8 years after
the 1984 April opening which lasted 3 days. Average pond-wide salinity averaged 6.62ppt in 2016 and is
highly dependent on the duration of the pond openings. Currently the pond is highly eutrophic and
experiencing significant impairment1, although present conditions show improvement over 1989
concentrations. In 2016, pond-wide TN averaged 0.825mg/L, elevated concentrations (0.87mg/L) were
observed at HUM5 located approximately halfway up the pond. TP measured as part of the pre-pond
opening sampling, revealed elevated values of 0.053mg/L, over five times the ‘healthy’ threshold of
0.01mg/L. Average 2016 summer pond-wide phosphate was 0.0325mg/L, and was greatest in the
northernmost channel of the pond.
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According to the 604b study3, phosphorus loading to Hummock Pond was estimated to be 399 kg
P/yr, with about 75% from internal loading from sediments. Dr. Wagner concluded that N, P and light are
important drivers of phytoplankton growth in Hummock Pond and that available phosphorous
concentrations can support cyanobacterial blooms. As the bloom forming alga Dolichospermum is
capable of fixing nitrogen from the atmosphere, it is likely controlled by phosphorous availability within
the pond. The 604b study concludes that, “If internal phosphorous loading could be controlled in
Hummock Pond, no further action should be necessary to prevent the frequent and severe cyanobacteria
blooms currently experienced during summer. Additional watershed management would be desirable
mainly as protection to prolong the benefits of internal load control3”.
2.4

Review of Past in-pond Management Techniques
Aquatic Vegetation Management
The Nantucket Pond Coalition has facilitated aquatic harvesting of rooted plants from
Hummock Pond. According to Dr. Wagner, “harvesting represents the primary alternative
strategy, and has already been demonstrated in Hummock Pond in 2015. Mechanical harvesting
machines, functionally aquatic lawnmowers, can be used to keep boating, swimming and fishing
lanes open, creating a network of channels and open patches that are both ecologically and
recreationally beneficial”.
•

2015: The 2015 harvester pilot project in Hummock Pond removed 23,000 lbs. of
aquatic vegetation which was re-cycled as fertilizer by Sustainable Nantucket.

•

2017: Aquatic vegetation removal continued in 2017 and acts to remove the nutrientrich vegetation and re-cycle those nutrients elsewhere as fertilizer.

Hydraulic Control
Bi-annual pond openings represent a hydraulic management technique and facilitate
dilution of high-nutrient pond waters with low-nutrient ocean waters. However, depending on the
duration of the openings, this exchange can cause groundwater with elevated nutrients to be
drawn into the pond at a faster rate than without the openings. During flooded conditions, the
surface area of the pond increases from ~140 acres to approximately 425 acres1. Hummock Pond
was historically opened to the ocean to enhance fish resources. Hummock was opened again
1984, during which P. Dunwiddle and J. Roe conducted a study on the efficacy of the openings4.
The finding from this report indicated that the farthest region which experienced lowered water
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level was Millbrook swamp, there was no change in the mosquito breeding grounds in Trots
swamp, salinity increased in the pond but was not measurable at the wells nearby, no saltwater
fish were attracted to the opening, there were no impacts to nesting waterfowl, limited shoreline
erosion was observed at two summer residences nearby, pond openings limit dune formation and
effect aquatic and pond shoreline ecology. These findings are important for the current
understanding of the perceived effect that pond openings have on the nearby groundwater table.
Unfortunately, historic building practices did not consider the proximity of wetlands and the
impact those wetlands would have on flooding in wet spring months.
Public concerns have been voiced over the efficacy of the pond openings, the impact to
freshwater species, and the subsequent enhanced groundwater flow that results from the
sometimes-long duration pond openings which Hummock Pond experiences. While vigorous
flushing of the pond occurs during inlet openings, pond water is continuously discharging to the
ocean by pond water seepage through the barrier beach. In addition to historic openings to the
ocean, past management activities included dredging a channel from the hyper-eutrophic Head of
Hummock region to the main pond basin. Further investigation is required to determine if
isolation of the Head of Hummock is permittable, whether pond openings are providing sufficient
flushing for in-pond fauna to thrive, and the effect of pond openings on phosphorous availability.
The efficacy and environmental benefit of pond openings has long been debated. The
lower pond reveals post opening nutrient improvements, while the upper pond may experience
enhanced nutrient loads through groundwater inflows post closure. Given long-term watershed
non-point source nutrient management, groundwater derived loads should decline. In addition,
connection to town water and sewer systems will inevitably affect the quantity and quality of
groundwater over time. Investigations into hydrological enhancements of pond openings
revealed that openings should occur a few days prior to the spring tide, during the latter portion of
the dropping offshore tidal stage, the hydraulic head differential (difference between ocean height
and pond height) must be over 1 meter, preferably 1.5 meters at the time of the pond opening, and
the use of offshore predictive wave models (Wavewatch III) will allow for the most successful
opening7. It is important to note that with increased frequency and duration of extreme weather
and sea level rise predicted, Hummock Pond will continue to periodically receive saline waters
from the Atlantic Ocean. It has long been recommended through the Hummock Pond MEP and
subsequent technical memos that pond openings represent a relatively inexpensive means to
improve nutrient-related water quality within the pond1,5,7. However, given that sediment derived
13

phosphorous is capable of driving potentially harmful cyanoHAB, periodic pond closures may be
warranted to lower salinity and prepare for in-pond management of phosphorous.
Aeration
In response to the Cyanophyte blooms and hyper-eutrophic state of Head of Hummock
Pond (HHP), the Nantucket Land Council funded a project whereby Community Preservation Act
funding was used to test a SolarBee® long-distance water circulation device to circulate water
and disrupt cyanophyte bloom development/ continuation6. Findings from the deployment
indicated that there was no clear evidence that the SolarBee® long-distance circulation unit had
any effect on the 2011 water quality of HHP. Nutrient levels continued to be excessive during the
mid-summer and fall and the Cyanophyte blooms continued unabated as in the two previous years
with the algal neurotoxin, microcystin, detected in the water column on several occasions. In fact,
summaries of water temperature data collected from different levels of the pond provided
evidence that long-distance water circulation never became established in the epilimnion of the
pond during 2011. It appears that ambient wind blowing across the surface of the pond is
sufficient to disrupt the integrity of long-distance water circulation generated by the SolarBee®
unit6.
2.5

Review of Existing Watershed Management Techniques
Nutrient inputs are best managed through active land management aimed at decreasing the
quantity of nutrients entering ponds from the watershed. As such the Town of Nantucket has
several long-term management techniques currently underway to protect Hummock Pond from
land-derived nutrient inputs. State and town-wide strategies for long-term water quality in
Nantucket’s Great ponds are as follows:
•

2010 Massachusetts General Laws Part 1 Title XIV Chapter 111 Public Health Section
5R Definitions; distribution and sale of household cleansing products containing
phosphorus; limitations; violations

•

2012 Massachusetts Legislature: An Act Relative to the Regulation of Plant Nutrients
o

Phosphorus-containing fertilizer may only be applied when a soil test indicates
that it is needed or when a lawn is being established, patched or renovated.
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o

Do not apply plant nutrients to sidewalks or other impervious surfaces. Plant
nutrients that land on these surfaces must be swept back onto the grass or cleaned
up.

o

No applications of plant nutrients shall be made:
▪

between December 1 and March 1;

▪

to frozen and/or snow covered soil;

▪

to saturated soil, or soils that are frequently flooded;

▪

within 20 feet of waterways if using a broadcast method, or 10 feet if
using a more targeted application method, such as a drop spreader;

▪

within a Zone I of a public water supply well or within 100 feet of
surface waters that are used for public drinking water supply

•

Non-point Source Management
o

Board of Health Regulations
▪

Local Regulation 55.00 Inspection and Upgrading of Substandard Onsite
Sewage Disposal Systems within the Hummock Pond Watershed Protection
District. September 2010.

▪

Local Regulation 56.00 Septic Wastewater Flow Limitations within
Hummock Pond Watershed Protection District.

o

o

Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan- State approved 20-year plan
▪

Hummock Pond South: Design, 2022 Construction, 2023

▪

Hummock Pond North: Design, 2025 Construction, 2026

Board of Health Local Regulation 75.00 The Content and Application of Fertilizer
for Use on Nantucket

o

Best Management Practices for Landscape Fertilizer Use on Nantucket: Limits to the
quantity of nitrogen fertilizer applied per year and no phosphorous containing
fertilizer may be used unless a soil test indicates a phosphorous deficiency.
▪

To provide landscape professionals and homeowners with information for
making environmentally sound landscaping decisions that take Nantucket's
unique conditions and natural resources into consideration

▪

To promote the protection of water resources while maintaining healthy and
vibrant ornamental landscapes

▪

To reduce the amount of fertilizer use by promoting cultural practices that
help reduce nutrient inputs
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▪

To offer site-planning guidelines and suggestions for ecological restoration
that help reduce island-wide fertilizer-dependent landscapes

▪

To provide science-based guidance for nutrient management of lawns and
gardens on Nantucket

2.6

Evaluation of In-pond and Watershed Management Alternatives
•

Update watershed inspection and upgrade timeline until sewer becomes available

•

Improve storm-water infiltration in watershed (remove direct sources of runoff from East side
pathways/ Bartlett area, enhance infiltration and vegetated buffers).

•

Conduct survey of vegetation (follow Miacomet procedure).

•

Assess soft sediment quantity through depth survey, following Ken Wagner’s protocols.

•

Sediment removal to sandy bottom (Rough estimate from Miacomet investigation ~$8.1 million).
o

Pre-assess sediment quality using same procedures used in Miacomet Pond ($2000) for
likelihood of disposal.

•

Town owned excavation equipment to facilitate pond openings for emergency management and
routine clearing of accumulated sediment from opening channel.

•

In-pond bottom sediment provides additional phosphorous for algal blooms, 604b recommended
phosphorous inactivation due to potentially toxic cyanobacterial blooms.
o

SOLitude estimates provided by The Nantucket Pond Coalition:
•

Low dose treatment= $100,000.

•

High Dose treatment = $525,000.

•

Trial: Head of Hummock only 17 acres= Low $18,500, High $75,000 (depends
on area subject to anoxia).

•

Trial: Upper reaches (33 acres) + HOH (17 acres)= Low dose: $55,500. (Propose
for Spring 2019).

▪

High dose= $225,000 (unlikely due to logistics of this much Aluminum chloride
being transported to island).

•

Get quote for pumping apparatus and tubing to drain water without opening, in the event of
flooding concerns.

•

Re-assess load from western shore which previously indicated elevated concentration of
inorganic nitrogen (NLC 2018).
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•

Investigate algaecide utility.
o

Must track the algae composition weekly and apply treatment prior to bloom but as algae
is multiplying (PAK27: no water or sediment persistence, Captain XTR: 1-2 day half-life,
can lead to low dissolved oxygen levels, toxic to fauna).

o

Permits required: Conservation Commission and BRP WM 04.

•

Possibility for Permeable Reactive Barrier (PRB) if load is significant- ~$138,000 or $180/ft2.

•

Pilot project to harvest phragmites.
o

2.7

Recent studies in Martha’s Vineyard have indicated that harvesting phragmites and
pelletizing the harvested material represents a compromise by which both nutrient
remediation and view-shed management can be achieved for relatively low costs
compared with chemical techniques.

Management Recommendations
•

Add Total Phosphorous (TP) to routine Hummock Pond monitoring program.

•

Assess soft sediment quantity through depth survey, following Dr. Wagner’s protocols.

•

Continued aquatic vegetation harvesting to maintain navigable channels.

•

Halt pond opening in Fall 2018 and Spring 2019, to allow water to freshen prior to phosphorous
inactivation.

•

Contract out Wetland Protection Act permitting for Conservation Commission NOI. (Solitude
providing quote)

•

Investigate need for further permitting to apply chemicals through DEP, possible need for 401Q
Water Quality permit through DEP (Solitude).

•

Request review by NHESP (further action required if protected species are present).

•

Test treatment: 33 Acres in upper reaches of pond. (Quote requested- Estimate: $18,000 $45,000 would be sufficient to control nutrients for the season, settle onto sediment and provide
further sediment inactivation and reveal efficacy of this treatment option).
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Chapter 3.
Miacomet Pond

Figure 1. Woodard and Curran (2014) direct surface contribution to Miacomet Pond.
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3.1 Statement of Problem
Miacomet Pond is a 43.5 acre freshwater pond located on the southern shore of Nantucket
Island, MA which is fed through groundwater and surface water runoff from a 1040 acre watershed of
which 653 acres contribute to direct surface runoff1. Miacomet Pond has an average depth of 4.0 ft
and a maximum depth of 10 ft. Historically the pond was opened yearly to the Atlantic Ocean (1910
report) until it was determined that the pond should be managed as a fresh water body and openings
were terminated. The pond periodically receives salt water from the ocean during periods of high
sustained winds and was last physically opened, by permit, to the ocean in 2005 due to flooding
concerns. The first written records of pond status were from the 1910 Inland Waters reports which
included acidity-alkalinity, temperature, light penetration, dissolved oxygen, iron content, fish and
vegetation presence.
Miacomet Pond was given a moderate/ poor ecological health score in the report entitled
“Overview of Nantucket Fresh Ponds: 1989-1992” due to its extreme salinity fluctuations, oxygen
stress and elevated nutrient and phytoplankton concentrations2. Since then, several reports have been
conducted on Miacomet Pond’s watershed, water quality, flora and fauna and hydrodynamics3,4,5,6,7,8.
Most of the water inputs to the pond are derived from direct surface water runoff (653 acres), while
the remaining 387 acres of the watershed contribute to groundwater input through isolated
depressions (Figure 1)3. As the total area of the Miacomet Pond watershed is 1040 acres, its
watershed is nearly 24 times the size of the receiving pond (Miacomet Pond area ~43.5acres), making
its inputs predominately freshwater3. Miacomet pond has experienced algae blooms in summer,
including cyanobacteria at potentially hazardous levels. The ultimate source of P continues in the
watershed, however is moved through sandy soils with groundwater and/or release from
accumulations in surficial sediments within the pond8.
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3.2
Year

Management Goals
Phosph
-orous
0.011
mg/L

Total
Phosphorous
0.059 mg/L

Chlorophyll a
14.09
ug/L

Clarity

2016

Total
Nitrogen
0.74 mg/L

2017

0.71 mg/L

0.019
mg/L

N/A

Goals

0.60 mg/L
(no
regulatory
threshold
developed)

0.015
mg/L

0.015 mg/L

3.3

Vegetation

Phytoplankton

1.11 m

Benthic
Infauna
No data

Dense
nuisance
pond weed

Strong bloom
potential

14.11
ug/L

1.74 m

No data

Dense
nuisance
pond weed

Strong bloom
potential

<10
ug/L

>1.2 m

Diversity >3,
Evenness >0.7,
low # poor
health indicator
species

Low
nuisance
pond weed,
swimmable
fishable

No
cyanobacteria
blooms, diverse
phytoplankton
assemblage

Watershed and Pond Characteristics
According to the 2002 Miacomet study conducted by Applied Science Associates5, wastewater

accounted for 44% (1484kgN/yr) of the total load of nitrogen to the pond. Fertilizer was the second
largest contributor at 32% (1080kgN/yr), while atmospheric deposition accounted for 24% (812 kgN/yr).
It was estimated that the golf course contributed 23% to the Total Nitrogen load while residential lawns
were estimated to contribute 9%5.

Estimated Nitrogen Load to Miacomet
Pond
0%
24%
44%

Wastewater
Fertilizer
Atmospheric

32%

Figure 2. Applied Science Associates (2002) Estimated Nitrogen Load to Miacoment Pond.
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Bioactive nitrogen (PON+nitrate+ammonia) in 1989 averaged 0.70mg/L, however only one
station located near MP2 was sampled. Phosphorous averaged 0.05mg/L and salinity averaged 0.15ppt in
1989, however increased to 1.44ppt in 1991 after Hurricane Bob. Pond-wide salinity averaged 0.10ppt in
2016 and is highly dependent on the quantity and extent of storm overwash events. Currently the pond is
highly eutrophic and experiencing significant impairment3,4.8 although present conditions show
improvement over 1989 concentrations. In 2016 pond-wide TN averaged 0.740mg/L, higher
concentrations (0.78mg/L) were observed at sampling site MP3, located at the northern extent of the
pond4. Total Phosphate (TP), averaged 0.059mg/L in 2016, while average pond-wide phosphate was
0.011mg/L, and was greatest at sampling site MP2, located at the southernmost end of the pond. 2016 TP
levels exceeded the EPA Total Phosphorous threshold for this ecoregion of 0.009 mg/L TP by six and a
half times in 20164.
According to the 604b study8, phosphorus loading to Miacomet Pond was estimated to be 97 kg
P/yr, with internal loading, groundwater and surface water inputs contributing8. Dr. Wagner indicated
that, “Nutrient limitation appears to fluctuate between P and N, with cyanobacteria blooms seemingly
coincident with periods of N limitation. Blooms of golden algae (chrysophytes) are more common when
P is limiting, but algae abundance is high most of the summer”. The 604b report concludes that “In
Miacomet Pond the estimated internal load is the largest source, but both groundwater and possible
surface water inputs may be adequate to support blooms if only internal loading is controlled. Some
watershed management may be necessary, although the temporal distribution of internal loading (mostly
in late spring and summer) makes that source disproportionately important and its control is likely to
provide more benefit than a simple annual accounting of loading would indicate”8.
Miacomet Pond is currently not attaining uses with regards to swimming, boating and fishing.
Swimming standards not being met due to low water clarity (<1.2m safe swimming standard), historic
and periodic high fecal coliform and blue-green algae blooms. Water quality standards are also not being
met due to high Total Phosphorous (TP) and high Total Nitrogen (TN) (values over threshold). Aesthetic
values and boating are limited due to dense submerged aquatic vegetation and invasive phragmites6.
Several other invasive species have been documented in Miacomet Pond that require attention
such as pond vegetation likePhragmites and Parrot feather, as well as fishes like Grass Carp and Koi6.
Parrot feather management has taken place in Burchell Pond by the Land Bank, however regular
monitoring of the main pond basin will be required, as there is evidence of infestations in the channel
from Burchell Pond to the main pond6. Controlling this invasive plant and educating the public on the
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threats of invasive species is a priority. There is a mercury TMDL for fish tissue in Miacomet Pond due to
atmospheric deposition, which is difficult to remediate, due to continued atmospheric deposition. Access
to the pond is not well defined, which leads boaters and other pond users to walk over vegetated buffers
creating pathways for stormwater to directly enter the pond. There is a need for defined access and an
information kiosk describing that fishes should not be consumed, cyanoHAB possibility, and the presence
of invasive pond weeds.
There is ongoing discussion about the need to open Miacomet Pond to the ocean due to concerns
about basement flooding and to improve water quality. Due to the disproportionate size of the
increasingly developed watershed compared to the size of Miacomet pond, groundwater inflow rapidly
replaces salt water exchange from pond openings. The Town of Nantucket does not have plans to open
Miacomet Pond to the ocean via a man-made channel. This decision is based off many years of historic
management documents which indicate opening benefits were quickly overwhelmed by fresh
groundwater inflow to the pond. Based on the flora and fauna currently inhabiting the pond, salt water
intrusion would negatively impact the freshwater fauna potentially leading to stress and mortality.
3.4

Review of Past In-pond Management Techniques
Hydraulic Control:
o

Historically Miacomet Pond was also opened to the Atlantic Ocean, however the
pond receives such a high quantity of fresh water from the surrounding developed
watershed that any positive influence of openings is quickly diminished as freshwater
from the watershed replaces pond water. “Opening of Miacomet Pond to the ocean
stopped over a decade ago and there is little reason to resume that practice, but there
does appear to be some surface flow to the pond that must be addressed in loading
analysis.”8

o

Historic pump systems have also been attempted to drain the pond, however due to
the overwhelming quantity of water in this watershed, the pump was unable to
operate fast enough to provide a long-term benefit.

o

The northern reaches of Miacomet Pond were dredged to create a connection with the
main body of the pond as part of a real estate development8, prior to the Wetlands
Protection Act. This activity turned wetlands capable of natural nutrient remediation
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into a man-made channel which will require routine management to maintain. Costs
associated with maintaining this channel should therefore be the responsibility of the
individuals interested in such work and not the Town of Nantucket. Permit requests
to maintain this region will to be assessed on a case by case basis through the
Conservation Commission.

3.5

Review of Existing Watershed Management Techniques
Nutrient inputs are best managed through active land management aimed at decreasing
the quantity of nutrients entering ponds from the watershed. The Town of Nantucket has several
long-term management techniques currently underway to protect Miacomet Pond from landderived nutrient inputs. State and town-wide strategies for long-term water quality in Nantucket’s
Great ponds are as follows:
•

2010 Massachusetts General Laws Part 1 Title XIV Chapter 111 Public Health Section
5R Definitions; distribution and sale of household cleansing products containing
phosphorus; limitations; violations

•

2012 Massachusetts Legislature: An Act Relative to the Regulation of Plant Nutrientso

Phosphorus-containing fertilizer may only be applied when a soil test indicates
that it is needed or when a lawn is being established, patched or renovated.

o

Do not apply plant nutrients to sidewalks or other impervious surfaces. Plant
nutrients that land on these surfaces must be swept back onto the grass or cleaned
up.

o

No applications of plant nutrients shall be made:
▪

between December 1 and March 1;

▪

to frozen and/or snow-covered soil;

▪

to saturated soil, or soils that are frequently flooded;

▪

within 20 feet of waterways if using a broadcast method, or 10 feet if
using a more targeted application method, such as a drop spreader;

▪

within a Zone I of a public water supply well or within 100 feet of
surface waters that are used for public drinking water supply
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•

Non-point Source Management
o

Board of Health Regulations

o

Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan- State approved 20-year plan

o

▪

Miacomet: Design, 2028 Construction, 2029

▪

Somerset: Design 2016 Construction, 2017 (delayed)

Board of Health Local Regulation 75.00 The Content and Application of Fertilizer
for Use on Nantucket

o

Best Management Practices for Landscape Fertilizer Use on Nantucket: Limits to the
quantity of nitrogen fertilizer applied per year and no phosphorous containing
fertilizer may be used unless a soil test indicates a phosphorous deficiency.
▪

To provide landscape professionals and homeowners with information for
making environmentally sound landscaping decisions that take Nantucket's
unique conditions and natural resources into consideration

▪

To promote the protection of water resources while maintaining healthy and
vibrant ornamental landscapes

▪

To reduce the amount of fertilizer use by promoting cultural practices that
help reduce nutrient inputs

▪

To offer site-planning guidelines and suggestions for ecological restoration
that help reduce island-wide fertilizer-dependent landscapes

▪

To provide science-based guidance for nutrient management of lawns and
gardens on Nantucket

3.6 Evaluation of In-pond and Watershed Management Alternatives
•

Update watershed inspection and upgrade timeline until sewer becomes available.

•

Improve storm-water infiltration in watershed and remove direct sources of runoff from various
access pathways, enhance infiltration and vegetated buffers.

•

Entire pond sediment removal to sandy bottom (Rough estimate from NPC $3,677,640, initial
investment of $30,000 for site assessment and testing).

•

Town owned excavation equipment to facilitate dredging of accumulated sediment

•

Possibility for Permeable Reactive Barrier (PRB) for elevated Nitrogen concentrations from
western edge of pond- ~$138,000 or $180/ft2).
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•

Re-assess benthic infauna community for improvements associated with nutrient reductions.

•

Potential for Town owned harvester to address in-pond accessibility through removal of rooted
aquatic vegetation.

•

Bottom-fish removal: This option represents an interesting approach for Miacomet Pond given the
presence of Carp and Koi. However, the effect of such management techniques would likely be
minimal compared with in-pond phosphorous inactivation, dredging or reduction of land-derived
inputs. The most common fishing technique to catch Carp is bow-fishing, which represents a
potential opportunity to encourage local anglers to catch and discard large carp and koi which are
likely adding to the turbidity and nutrient cycling within Miacomet Pond.

•

Pilot project to harvest phragmites.
•

Recent studies in Martha’s Vineyard have indicated that harvesting phragmites and
pelletizing the harvested material represents a compromise by where both nutrient
remediation and view-shed management can be achieved for relatively low costs
compared with chemical techniques.

3.7

Management Recommendations
•

Vegetation control with Aquatic Harvester.

•

Work with Nantucket Land Bank to control invasive Parrot Feather emanating from Burchell
Pond (NLB 2017, NLB/NRD 2018)
o

•

Determine if better control of Burchell Pond water could be achieved with barriers.

In-pond bottom sediment provides additional phosphorous for algal blooms, 604b recommended
phosphorous inactivation due to potentially toxic cyanobacterial blooms.

•

o

SOLitude estimates provided by The Nantucket Pond Coalition:

o

Low dose treatment= $18,050

o

High Dose treatment = $125,000

Periodic coliform failures (14% exceedance 2003-2016)
o

Watershed Inspections and Upgrade Regulation (BOH)
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•

Work with Miacomet Golf Course/ Land Bank to determine if BMP to reduce elevated western
inputs is necessary, potential for PRB.

•

Improve stormwater infiltration in watershed and remove direct sources of runoff from
unsanctioned access points/ educational component.

•

Provide access and informational kiosk on west side of Pond.

•

Identify East shore banks where small-scale restoration could be accomplished to intercept
stormwater runoff. Education component required to be successful.

3.8

•

Assess stream discharges

•

Assess groundwater discharges

•

Initial assessment of benthic infaunal community.
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Chapter 4.
Sesachacha Pond
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Figure 1. Extent of Sesachacha Pond watershed, as determined by Horsley, Witten and Hegeman in 1990 Nantucket Water
Resources Management Plan. Location of water quality sites used for Massachusetts Estuaries Project sampling.

4.1

Statement of Problem
Sesachacha Pond is a coastal eutrophic salt pond located on the northeast end of Nantucket

Island, MA. Sesachacha Pond was formed by the flooding of a kettle pond as a result of rising sea level
following the last glacial period approximately 18,000 years BP1. Sesachacha Pond covers 255 acres and
consists of two deep areas with a maximum depth of 6.6 meters1. The watershed to pond ratio is low
(3:1) compared to other Nantucket great ponds. Most of the freshwater input to Sesachacha Pond occurs
via groundwater seepage1. While direct small stream inputs to Sesachacha occur from Cains Pond, under
Polpis Road and from the southeastern end of the pond. Additional storm water inputs from Polpis Road
and Sesachacha Road occur during heavy rainfall. The pond is naturally non-tidal and the salinity is
maintained by periodic breaching of the barrier beach by the Town. To a lesser degree saline water enters
the pond via salt water intrusion through the barrier beach and storm overwash.
Historic pond openings date back to the 1660’s, while openings were still commonplace in the
1870’s. The northern portion of the pond reveals a Native American site and oyster shell midden,
indicating the pond was likely opened by Native Americans to enhance oysters within the pond. In 1981,
Sesachacha Pond was opened, however openings were ceased that same year under provisions of the
Wetlands Protection Act2. In 1983, IEP Inc. was hired by the landowner of the eastern shore (where
openings take place) to investigate the impact of pond openings on biological and geological resources.
No samples were taken as part of this effort; rather it represented a field reconnaissance, review of
pertinent reports and discussions with local experts. The biologic findings of this study were that
openings had no perceived effect on mosquito control due to the lack of quantitative data on mosquitoes
in the region. Additionally the benefit to the common oyster and soft shell clam seed populations were not
significant enough to warrant openings for this reason alone due to the small size of oysters and clams
produced. Finally the reason for opening for finfish enhancement actually stunted growth of saltwater
species due to low salinities and trapped fish within the pond as well as having potentially negative
impacts to nesting birds.
In addition to the impacts on wildlife, geologic findings indicated that openings negatively
impacted the dune, and subsequent dune restoration were never conducted. Lowered pond level had a
negative effect on groundwater quality through saltwater intrusion and expedited septic effluent seepage
as these systems may have been poorly cited close to the pond edge and hence should be relocated and
updated to combat loading due to septic influences. The rise in pond level is associated with groundwater
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inputs and rainwater and it has been suggested that low lying cottages be stilted to combat flooding
issues. Sesachacha was not opened legally by the town between 1981 and 1991, although illegal
openings did take place during that time3. In 1985 the Public Works Department funded a hydrogeologic
investigation by Perkins, Jordan Inc to determine the interaction between pond openings, groundwater
resources and pond water quality.
Findings from this study indicated that a clay layer exists in the northern region of the pond
between elevations 4 and 7 (and may exist under the entire pond) andcontinued closure would decrease
the salinity in the pond and surrounding groundwater. Further development in upgradient areas was not
expected to have a significant effect on eutrophication, although it was noted that septic systems cited
adjacent to the pond should be addressed on a case by case basis. A subsequent EIR in 1989 indicated
that periodic tidal exchange, through openings, was required to stabilize the ecology, since storm over
wash would lead to salinity cycling within the system. It was hypothesized that the salinity cycling from
over wash and storms would result in highly unstable conditions and impairment of habitat quality within
the pond. Sesachacha Pond’s MEP report was completed in 2006. Sesachacha’s in-pond nitrogen
declined below historic concentrations in 2010, 2012 and 2013, leading researchers to hypothesize that
successful pond openings were responsible for the improvement. Subsequent sediment tests indicated
that Sesachacha’s habitat-related health was improving along with its nutrient-related water quality4.
Restrictions due to protected habitat, narrow permit windows, tide and wind considerations, sand
deposition on the inner portion of the barrier beach and coordination between excavation contractors have
unfortunately led to the pond’s further eutrophic conditions since sufficient exchange has not been
maintained in recent years. Research has indicated that Sesachacha water quality is closely tied to
successful pond openings however the goal salinity levels (22ppt) have only been achieved eight times in
the past 50 years. Despite planning the openings during the most favorable conditions, changes in wind
speed and direction close the pond prematurely. Reports from the 1990’s indicated that 75% of the
nitrogen available for water column plant growth originates from pond sediment. This finding combined
with the high MEP sediment flux values indicates a potential need for sediment remediation. Currently
additional work is being planned for Sesachacha Pond to identify the main sources of nutrients to the
pond, ascertain whether nutrient threshold goals are attainable and whether pond openings are providing
sufficient flushing for in-pond shellfish and fish species to thrive. This study will lead to the
development of a restoration and/or management plan aimed at improving pond health.
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Sesachacha Pond is currently not attaining uses with regards to swimming. Swimming standards
not being met due to low water clarity (<1.2m safe swimming standard), nuisance pond weeds and the
potential for harmful blue-green algae blooms. Recreational boating in Sesachacha Pond is currently
unaffected. Sesachacha Pond is closed to shellfishing due to historic bacterial concerns. Water quality
standards are also not being met due to high Total Phosphorous (TP) and high Total Nitrogen (TN).
Sesachacha TN exceeded the TMDL of 0.60mg/L, with 2016 pond-wide averages of 0.978mg/L.
Sesachacha Pond’s phosphorous level far exceeded EPA water quality standards of 0.025mg/L, with
pond-wide averages of 0.208mg/L. High TN, TP and iron content entering the system through small
streams, represent a distinct concern with regards to phosphorous availability, given the dynamics
between iron, salt water intrusion (sulfate availability) and phosphorous release. High phosphorous
concentrations, over eight times the EPA water quality standard, pose a distinct blue-green algae bloom
threat if salinity levels drop below the primarily freshwater algae salinity tolerances.
There is a need for defined access and an information kiosk describing cyanobacteria bloom
possibility and any other pertinent information to the pond. There are ongoing discussions about the
efficacy and environmental benefit of the Sesachacha pond openings and the need for longer duration
openings or alternative management techniques. Currently water quality within the pond is tied to
successful openings which drain the pond of its high nutrient levels and allow ocean water to enter the
pond. This dilution does not represent a sustainable option for pond management, as it does not address
the root cause of the high nutrient concentrations, nor does it remediate the inputs. A more complete
understanding of the fish species present in Sesachacha Pond will enable better management of the pond
as an anadromous/catadromous fish resource. Although soft shell clams, oysters, herring, striped bass
and eels have been observed in Sesachacha Pond, the salinities presently are not sufficient to allow for
these species to grow to marketable size. A more thorough understanding of the fish and shellfish species
present and their health must be conducted prior to any changes in management of this pond.
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4.2

Year

Management Goals

Total
Nitrogen
0.978
mg/L

Phosph
-orous
0.208
mg/L

Total
Phosphorous
N/A

Chlorophyll a
7.29
ug/L

Clarity

2017

0.884
mg/L

0.251
mg/L

N/A

10.62
ug/L

0.923m

N/A

Goals

0.60 mg/L

0.015
mg/L

0.015 mg/L

<10
ug/L

>1.2 m

Diversity >3,
Evenness >0.7,
low # poor
health indicator
species

2016

0.77m

Benthic
Infauna
From 2012
1.56 Diversity
0.713 Evenness
From 2002
0.99, 0.566

Vegetation

Phytoplankton

No data (or
very old)

Strong bloom
potential

Strong bloom
potential

Low
nuisance
pond weed,
swimmable
fishable

No
cyanobacteria
blooms, diverse
phytoplankton
assemblage

4.3 Watershed and Pond Characteristics

According to MEP research and models, most of the locally uncontrollable, un-attenuated
nitrogen load to Sesachacha Pond is from direct wet and dry precipitation of nitrogen on the water body
surface, with natural surface inputs being the second largest uncontrollable load. Impervious surfaces
such as roads direct stormwater towards the pond and represent the greatest contribution to controllable
nitrogen inputs at 65% of the total nitrogen load; wastewater from septic systems contributes 25%;
fertilizers contribute 10%1. Sediment incubations indicated that the shallow regions of Sesachacha Pond
were releasing nitrogen to the water column while the deeper basins represented a sink. Overall, there
was a net release of nitrogen to the water column, which substantiates the 1991 finding that ~75% of the
water column nitrogen is derived from the sediments1.
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Pond Total Nitrogen (TN) in 1985 averaged 0.46mg/L and was greatest at Station 1 (0.665mg/L),
located in the northernmost portion of the pond closest to Quidnet village1. Total Phosphorous (TP)
averaged 0.475mg/L and was greatest at Station 5, located in the middle of the pond (0.560mg/L)1. The
salinity averaged 5.675ppt in 1985, 4 years after the 1981 opening3,4. Currently the pond is highly
eutrophic and experiencing significant impairment2,6. In 2016, pond wide TN averaged 0.978mg/L, over
two times the concentrations observed 30 years ago6. Total Phosphate (TP) is not currently measured in
Sesachacha Pond, however 2016 average pond wide phosphate values were 0.208mg/L, and were greatest
in the southwest corner of the pond, near Cains Pond. The phosphate values measured in Sesachacha
were the highest pond phosphate values observed in 2016 and ranged from 7-20 times higher than the
phosphate of other Nantucket great ponds. Due to the observed levels of phosphate and nitrogen, there is
a strong algae bloom potential for this system. In 2016 average pond wide salinity was 11.52 ppt which
may prevent cyanobacteria species from forming blooms.
Sesachacha Pond receives freshwater from groundwater, however small streams and Cains Pond
also contribute freshwater to the pond. Elevated iron content in inputs are of concern for phosphorus
dynamics. The phosphorous load to Sesachacha Pond is exacerbated by the high iron content in the
inputs. High iron paired with saltwater intrusion into groundwater, leads to phosphorous release (due to
iron binding to sulfate in seawater, thereby releasing phosphorous). This scenario favors cyanobacteria
blooms, due to the availability of phosphorous, which is limiting to growth. The current salinity of
Sesachacha may be protecting it from cyanobacterial blooms. The 2005 MEP report indicated that the
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linear increase in total nitrogen concentration is directly related to the rate of net nitrogen release from the
sediments, integrated over the entire pond2. This rate of nitrogen increase in pond waters was used to
calculate a rate of nitrogen increase per square meter across the entire pond per day, from the water
volume and bottom area measurements. It was determined that the estimated daily input from Sesachacha
sediments during the summer was approximately 18.0 mg N/ m2/day. This benthic nitrogen flux is
similar to Head of Hummock Pond and slightly higher than Long Pond2.
4.4

Review of Past In-pond Management Techniques

Hydraulic Control
The MEP report on Sesachacha Pond indicated that achieving a salinity of 22 psu would facilitate
improved water quality within the pond. In the past 50 years, Sesachacha Pond has only achieved a
salinity >22 psu 8 times. Recently, 2012 was the last time that salinity >22 psu was achieved in the pond.
The opening in 2012 increased the salinity within the pond and lead the Town to investigate the effects
that increased salinity and improved water quality had on the benthic infauna of the pond6. Samples
revealed that the benthic infauna were responding to improved water quality conditions through increased
diversity and evenness metrics. However subsequent openings have not achieved the desired salinity,
likely due to sand accumulation and pond opening constraints dealing with time of year restrictions and
wind speed/direction changes.
In the Spring of 2016, the Natural Resources Department began measuring water quality
parameters pre and post pond openings to ascertain the effect of openings on pond water quality.
Both nitrogen and phosphorous increased steadily throughout the summer sampling season. The Spring
2016 opening duration was three days and resulted in a 0.2 mg/L decline in TN and a slight decline in
phosphate, although levels were very low (<0.005 mg/L) even before the opening took place. A slight
decline in Total Phosphorous also occurred. TN and phosphorous again showed a consistent increase
throughout the summer, yet began to decline post Fall opening. The Fall 2016 opening duration was 1.5
days and resulted in a large TP and phosphorous decline post closure. TN increased slightly post closure
in the Fall. The Spring 2017 opening duration was seven days in total and required re-opening due to a
premature closure from winds. The Spring opening resulted in a 0.2 mg/L decline in TN, and already low
levels of phosphorous declined further post pond closure, whereas TP showed a moderate increase post
closure. The pond opening water quality measurements indicate that openings can reduce TN levels,
especially during the Spring openings, however in-pond TN levels quickly increase to elevated levels
during the summer post pond closure. The September TN levels in 2016 were ~0.2 mg/L greater than
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2015, indicating that pond openings do not produce a sustained benefit in terms of decreasing in-pond TN
levels. May TN levels were nearly 0.2 mg/L higher in 2016 than 2015. Both May and September TN
levels were ~0.2 mg/L greater in 2016 than 2015. Seasonal phosphorous trends indicate that depletion
naturally occurs during the winter months, leaving very low levels prior to the Spring opening. This
seasonal trend is also evident in the Fall when phosphorous concentrations begin to decline prior to the
pond being opened. The benefit of Fall openings to phosphorous concentrations is unclear, as it appears
seasonal phosphorous cycling has already begun to decrease the phosphorous content prior to the
opening.
4.5

Review of Existing Watershed Management Techniques
Nutrient inputs are best managed through active land management aimed at decreasing the

quantity of nutrients entering ponds from the watershed. The Town of Nantucket has a number of longterm management techniques currently underway to protect Sesachacha Pond from land-derived nutrient
inputs. State and town-wide strategies for long-term water quality in Nantucket’s Great ponds are as
follows:
•

2010 Massachusetts General Laws Part 1 Title XIV Chapter 111 Public Health Section
5R Definitions; distribution and sale of household cleansing products containing
phosphorus; limitations; violations

•

2012 Massachusetts Legislature: An Act Relative to the Regulation of Plant Nutrientso

Phosphorus-containing fertilizer may only be applied when a soil test indicates
that it is needed or when a lawn is being established, patched or renovated.

o

Do not apply plant nutrients to sidewalks or other impervious surfaces. Plant
nutrients that land on these surfaces must be swept back onto the grass or cleaned
up.

o

No applications of plant nutrients shall be made:
▪

between December 1 and March 1;

▪

to frozen and/or snow covered soil;

▪

to saturated soil, or soils that are frequently flooded;

▪

within 20 feet of waterways if using a broadcast method, or 10 feet if
using a more targeted application method, such as a drop spreader;

▪

within a Zone I of a public water supply well or within 100 feet of
surface waters that are used for public drinking water supply
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•

Non-point Source Management
o

Board of Health Local Regulation 75.00 The Content and Application of Fertilizer
for Use on Nantucket

o

Best Management Practices for Landscape Fertilizer Use on Nantucket: Limits to the
quantity of nitrogen fertilizer applied per year and no phosphorous containing
fertilizer may be used unless a soil test indicates a phosphorous deficiency.
▪

To provide landscape professionals and homeowners with information for
making environmentally sound landscaping decisions that take Nantucket's
unique conditions and natural resources into consideration

▪

To promote the protection of water resources while maintaining healthy and
vibrant ornamental landscapes

▪

To reduce the amount of fertilizer use by promoting cultural practices that
help reduce nutrient inputs

▪

To offer site-planning guidelines and suggestions for ecological restoration
that help reduce island-wide fertilizer-dependent landscapes

▪

To provide science-based guidance for nutrient management of lawns and
gardens on Nantucket

4.6

Evaluation of In-pond and Watershed Management Alternatives
•

Town owned excavation equipment to facilitate pond openings for emergency management and
routine clearing of accumulated sediment from opening channel.

•

o

Sediment testing for common limits to dredge disposal.

o

Contract out permitting required for dredge/ channel maintenance

o

Feasibility/ alternatives analysis for openings.

o

Investigate feasibility/ benefit of mid-summer opening potential in future.

Re-assess benthic infauna community for improvements associated with nutrient reductions
(NRD, report due April 2018).

•

Cost estimate for Town owned harvester to address in-pond accessibility (TBD- NPC).
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4.7

Management Recommendations
•

Add Total Phosphorous (TP) to routine Sesachacha monitoring program (NRD 2018).

•

Quidnet Squam Association resident funded investigation into restoration potential for nutrient
remediation in Sesachacha Pond (NRD/ Horsley Witten 2018).

•

Biologic surveys of vegetation, phytoplankton, fish, shellfish and benthic infauna.

•

Apply for Coastal Resilience Grant Program, Coastal Zone Management funding for Natural
Storm-Damage Protection Techniques.
o

Pond opening equipment.

o

Funds to do living shoreline/oyster castle remediation project (Dependent on results from
Spring 2018 Horsley Witten site visit and associated work).

•

Re-assessment of Sesachacha watershed using current techniques.
o

•

Finalize Sesachacha on-site septic system inspection and upgrade program.

Decrease stormwater inputs through active management of roads and impervious surfaces.
o

Redirect stormwater from roads back to natural wetland system to the south of Polpis
Road

o
•

Redirect stormwater from Sesachacha rd. to wetlands to the northwest of Quidnet village.

Research study to determine if pond openings can outweigh the eutrophication due to benthic
regenerated nutrients.

4.8
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Chapter 5.
Long Pond

Figure 1. Extent of Long Pond watershed, as determined by Horlsey, Witten and Hegeman in 1990 Nantucket Water Resources
Management Plan. Location of water quality sites used for Massachusetts Estuaries Project sampling.

5.1

Statement of Problem
As Long Pond and North Head of Long Pond are brackish water basins with significant wetland

influence, these basins are naturally nutrient and organic matter enriched. Generally, brackish basins
support productive benthic animal communities. Long Pond has a high number of benthic animal
individuals, however has low species numbers, diversity and Evenness. Due to observed hypoxic
conditions and elevated chlorophyll, there are low numbers of total species and overall diversity which
indicate an impaired habitat. The North Head of Long Pond is similar to Long Pond in that it also
supports a lower numbers of individuals, however the community is dominated by amphipods rather than
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oligochaeta worms, which indicate a productive organic rich habitat and are consistent with the observed
oxygen levels in this basin3.
Water quality standards are currently being met as 2016 represents the second year that the entire
pond average TN has been below the secondary TMDL goal of 0.800 mg/L. Phosphorous was below the
EPA water quality criteria for lakes and reservoirs of 0.025 mg/L, with a pond-wide average of 0.01 mg/L
in 2016. Long Pond is currently not attaining uses with regards to swimming, boating and fishing.
Swimming standards are also not being met due to low water clarity (<1.2m safe swimming standard),
historic high fecal coliform and periodic algae blooms. Aesthetic values and boating are limited due to
submerged aquatic vegetation and invasive phragmites. Access to the pond is not well defined, which
makes boat access difficult for water quality sampling as well as other boat uses. There is a need for
defined access and an information kiosk describing that fishes should not be consumed and that toxic
algal blooms are a possibility. The culverts connecting Long Pond to the Madaket ditches are undersized
and need to be cleaned out/resized. Very little is known about the aquatic fauna in Long Pond.

5.2
Year

Management Goals
Phosph
-orous
0.01
mg/L

Total
Phosphorous
N/A

Chlorophyll a
5.82
ug/L

Clarity

2016

Total
Nitrogen
0.64 mg/L

2017

0.79 mg/L

0.023
mg/L

N/A

18.56
ug/L

Goals

0.80 mg/L
(secondary
TMDL)

0.015
mg/L

0.015 mg/L

<10
ug/L
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Benthic
Infauna
1.19 Diversity
0.6 Evenness

Vegetation

Phytoplankton

Widgeon
Grass

Euglena, green
algae (indicative
of organic matter
inputs)

0.78

N/A

Widgeon
Grass

Euglena, green
algae (indicative
of organic matter
inputs)

>1.2 m

Diversity >3,
Evenness >0.7,
low # poor
health indicator
species

Low
nuisance
pond weed,
swimmable
fishable

No
cyanobacteria
blooms, diverse
phytoplankton
assemblage

0.73

5.3

Watershed and Pond Characteristics
Long Pond is a 132 acre tidally restricted brackish pond dominated by fringing wetlands, located

to the east of Hither Creek on the western side of Nantucket Island, MA. Long Pond is surrounded by
several closely settled residential lots with septic systems and private wells, and the town Landfill is
located on the eastern shore. A significant amount of conservation land surrounds the pond, buffering
some of the potential land use impacts. According to the Massachusetts Estuaries Project report, the
primary locally controllable load to Long Pond comes from the landfill at 78%, while wastewater
represents 12%, impervious surfaces 8% and fertilizers 2%. Natural surface inputs represent 15% of the
uncontrollable total load1.
Pond-wide bioactive nitrogen (PON+nitrate+ammonia) in 1989 averaged 0.58 mg/L and was
greatest at the innermost pond site (near current site LP5)2. Pond-wide phosphate averaged 0.21 mg/L in
1989 and was greatest near present day site LP6. The salinity averaged 4.00 ppt in 1989, yet likely
fluctuated with the tidal cycle, due to the connection to Hither Creek via the Madaket Ditch2. Pond-wide
salinity averaged 12.865 psu in 2016 and continues to fluctuate tidally through the connection with Hither
Creek via Madaket Ditch4. In 2016 pond-wide TN averaged 0.640mg/L, with higher concentrations
occurring further from the ditch connection, at LP5. Phosphorous was below the EPA water quality
criteria for lakes and reservoirs of 0.025mg/L, with a pond-wide average of 0.01mg/L in 20164.
An investigation into the Nantucket’s landfill nutrient data was conducted in response to the
hypothesis that capping and mining activities at the landfill are responsible for the improved nutrientrelated water quality health at the water quality monitoring station adjacent to the landfill in Long Pond.
Total Nitrogen (TN) levels at this site indicate an improvement, with TN falling below the secondary
nutrient goal (Goal= 0.800mg/L) for that site for four consecutive years (Figure 2). Sampling station
Long 6 is located East of second bridge, directly to the West of MW5 and to the Northwest of MW4.
Historically, the Western edge of the landfill site had been used for animal carcass disposal, which may
have contributed to elevated nutrient loads as the carcasses decomposed. There is no way to validate the
historic inputs to the pond, however we can gage whether the habitat is improving because of lowered inpond nutrient concentrations. In the Fall of 2017, habitat related water quality health was assessed
through sediment sampling. The animals that live in the sediment (benthic infauna) were compared to
historic data to determine if habitat improvement was occurring in conjunction with the TN reductions.
The final report of this work will be available in the Spring of 2019.
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Figure 2. Percent contributions of all nitrogen sources to the Madaket Harbor and Long Pond
Estuarine System (Madaket Harbor and Long Pond Estuarine System Total Maximum Daily Loads
for Total Nitrogren 2015).
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5.4

Review of Past In-pond Management Techniques
•

Hydraulic Control: Long Pond connects to Hither Creek and Madaket Harbor by a ditch dug in
1665 through a cooperative agreement between the island’s early European settlers and the
Native American Wampanoag Tribe who sought an efficient method of harvesting Blueback
herring and American eels spawning and living in the pond, respectively2.
There is no need to manually open the southern portion of Long Pond to the Atlantic

o

Ocean as enhanced flushing can be achieved through maintenance of the Madaket
Ditch.
•

Invasive Species Management: The Nantucket Pond Coalition has facilitated several Phragmites
eradication projects in the Long Pond watershed.
2015-2017 Massasoit Bridge Phragmites Pilot Project: Madaket Residents

o

Association financed.

5.5

o

2016-2017 White Goose Cove: CPC Financed.

o

2017 Southwest shore of Long Pond: Resident/abutter financed.

o

2018 Northwest shore of Long Pond: Resident/abutter financed.

Review of Existing Watershed Management Techniques
Nutrient inputs are best managed through active land management aimed at decreasing
the quantity of nutrients entering ponds from the watershed. The Town of Nantucket has longterm management techniques currently underway to protect Long Pond from land-derived
nutrient inputs. State and town-wide strategies for long-term water quality in Nantucket’s Great
ponds are as follows:
•

2010 Massachusetts General Laws Part 1 Title XIV Chapter 111 Public Health Section
5R Definitions; distribution and sale of household cleansing products containing
phosphorus; limitations; violations

•

2012 Massachusetts Legislature: An Act Relative to the Regulation of Plant Nutrientso

Phosphorus-containing fertilizer may only be applied when a soil test indicates
that it is needed or when a lawn is being established, patched or renovated.

o

Do not apply plant nutrients to sidewalks or other impervious surfaces. Plant
nutrients that land on these surfaces must be swept back onto the grass or cleaned
up.

o

No applications of plant nutrients shall be made:
▪

between December 1 and March 1;
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▪

to frozen and/or snow-covered soil;

▪

to saturated soil, or soils that are frequently flooded;

▪

within 20 feet of waterways if using a broadcast method, or 10 feet if
using a more targeted application method, such as a drop spreader;

▪

within a Zone I of a public water supply well or within 100 feet of
surface waters that are used for public drinking water supply

•

Non-point Source Management
o

Board of Health Regulations
▪

Local Regulation 53.00: Inspection and upgrading of substandard onsite
sewage disposal systems within the Madaket Harbor Watershed

▪

Local Regulation 49.00 Madaket Tight Tank Policy

▪

Local Regulation 51.00 Town of Nantucket Board of Health Regulations
Affecting Madaket.

o

Board of Health Local Regulation 75.00 The Content and Application of Fertilizer
for Use on Nantucket

o

Best Management Practices for Landscape Fertilizer Use on Nantucket: Limits to the
quantity of nitrogen fertilizer applied per year and no phosphorous containing
fertilizer may be used unless a soil test indicates a phosphorous deficiency.
▪

To provide landscape professionals and homeowners with information for
making environmentally sound landscaping decisions that take Nantucket's
unique conditions and natural resources into consideration

▪

To promote the protection of water resources while maintaining healthy and
vibrant ornamental landscapes

▪

To reduce the amount of fertilizer use by promoting cultural practices that
help reduce nutrient inputs

▪

To offer site-planning guidelines and suggestions for ecological restoration
that help reduce island-wide fertilizer-dependent landscapes

▪

To provide science-based guidance for nutrient management of lawns and
gardens on Nantucket

o

Ongoing landfill capping and mining: With the current mining operation of the
landfill, material in the existing unlined cell is removed, sorted, portions passed
through a digester and/or recycled. Some materials that cannot be recycled are then
shipped off Island and what cannot be recycled or reused are then placed in lined
cells, which are then capped preventing contamination to the groundwater.
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o

This process reduces the potential for nitrogen loading to the groundwater that
ultimately flows into the watershed via Long Pond, Madaket Ditch, Hither Creek and
ultimately Madaket Harbor. As this process continues, nitrogen loading is further
reduced to the overall watershed. The Town’s Annual Water Quality testing shows
preliminary results that this mining is reducing the Nitrogen load to Long Pond and
together with the removal of on-site wastewater is the solution to meet the TMDL in
this embayment area.

5.6

Evaluation of In-pond and Watershed Management Alternatives
•

Landfill capping, mining and additional nutrient testing of wells.
•

Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan- State approved 20-year plan. The East
side of Long Pond falls within the Madaket sewer need area, whilst the entirety of Long
Pond falls within the Madaket Water Protection District, as such it has been
recommended for sewer service since the 1980’s.
•

“In contrast to Madaket Harbor, Long Pond and Hither Creek are well beyond
their respective abilities to assimilate additional nutrient loading without
impacting ecological health. Nitrogen levels are elevated in these areas with
eelgrass beds totally lost from Hither Creek. The result is a need for nitrogen
management in the overall system in order to restore the resources and limit
future nitrogen loading in the watershed”.

•

The ACO provides property owners with failing on-site systems the ability to defer major
repairs as long as their property is located within an approved Needs Area and sewer is
proposed in the near future. At the time of this development, Madaket Needs Area was
approved to utilize the ACO, which saves the owner from having the expense of
designing and installing a major repair/replacement system and then having to pay for
sewer. The Board of Health will work with the property owner to find a temporary
solution until such time as sewer is available.

•
•

Local regulation I/A clause if sewer not passed, effective July 2019.

Determine seepage of groundwater from Eastern shore. Assess future PRB possibility- must be
cited outside of saltwater intrusion zone.
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•

Undersized culverts connecting Hither Creek to Long Pond via Madaket Ditch (scope of work
and cost associated TBD through Madaket Water Quality Improvement Project 2017-2019).

•

Sediment testing for common limits to dredge disposal

•

Re-assess benthic infauna community for improvements associated with nutrient reductions.

5.7

Management Recommendations
•

Add Total Phosphorous (TP) to routine Long Pond monitoring program (NRD 2018).

•

Additional samples to assess landfill nutrient inputs to Long Pond (2017) indicate lower loads
than previously estimated

•

Continue monitoring for Total Nitrogen, Total Phosphorous, landfill area and groundwater
movement to track further reductions (CDM/ DPW).

•

Landfill loads should be updated using the new landfill area and new groundwater flow data
(CDM/ DPW).

•

Linked-embayment models should be updated to reflect landfill management activities and
ascertain current land management requirements to achieve TMDL goal in Hither Creek
sentinel station (SMAST/ Applied Coastal scope pending: April 2018) (NRD).

•

Aquatic flora and fauna surveys (NRD/NLC).

•

Herring/diadromous fishery assessment (NRD/ NLC).

•

Continue with Long Pond Phragmites work (NPC).
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