








              

        

     

      

  

     

                 
         

 

 

   













 
 
 
 
 
 
 
June 23, 2021 
 
Re: New Board Member  
 
To the Select Board: 
 
This letter is to recommend Ellen Murphy as a new Board Member on the Board of Assessor. 
At the meeting held on Tuesday, June 22, 2021, the Board unanimously voted to recommend 
Ellen as the new member for the open position. 
The Assessors is a three-member Board, each with a three-year term. One of our members has 
recently resigned.  If appointed, she would be filling that position which will run until the end of 
fiscal 2023.   
 
Included is a copy of the Talent Bank Form she submitted on June 9, 2021. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Ann M Williams, M.A.A. 
Principal Assessor 
Town of Hopedale 
 

 Donald W. Howes 
Chairperson 

 
Matthew M. Dailey 

Office of the Board of Assessors 
P.O. Box 7 

74 Hopedale Street 
Hopedale, MA 01747 

Ann M. Williams Principal Assessor 
Tel. (508) 634-2203 x 224 FAX (508) 634-2200 

e-mail: awilliams@hopedale-ma.gov 
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Bureau of Municipal Finance Law 

Informational Guideline Release (IGR) No. 21-12 

May 2021 

 

(Supersedes IGR No. 03-209) 

 

SUPPLEMENTAL TAX ASSESSMENT ON NEW CONSTRUCTION 
 

 G.L. c. 59, § 2D 

 

 

 This Informational Guideline Release (IGR) informs local officials of the requirements 

of  G.L. c. 59, § 2D  allowing supplemental tax assessments and abatements due to fire or 

natural disaster after the assessment date. 
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Supporting a Commonwealth of Communities 

www.mass.gov/DLS  P.O. Box 9569 Boston, MA 02114-9569  (617) 626-2300

 

 
    Geoffrey E. Snyder 
                                  Commissioner of Revenue 
 
                                   Sean R. Cronin 
                                   Senior Deputy Commissioner 
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Bureau of Municipal Finance Law 

Informational Guideline Release (IGR) No. 21-12 

May 2021 

 

(Supersedes IGR No. 03-209) 

 

SUPPLEMENTAL TAX ASSESSMENT ON NEW CONSTRUCTION 
 

 G.L. c. 59, § 2D 

 

SUMMARY: 

 

 Cities and towns may make a pro rata tax assessment on the value of certain improvements 

to real estate made after the January 1 assessment date.  G.L. c. 59, § 2D.  The assessment is made 

only on those parcels for which an occupancy permit is issued during the fiscal year and the new 

construction increases the parcel value by over 50 percent, exclusive of the value of the land.  This 

assessment is in addition to the regular property tax that is assessed on the property based on its 

January 1 status.  It is calculated by applying the tax rate to the value of the improvement and pro-

rating that amount over the remainder of the fiscal year after the permit was issued.  If the permit 

was issued between January 1 and June 30, a pro forma tax assessment may be imposed for the 

following fiscal year as well.  The purpose of this supplemental assessment is to provide the city or 

town with some of the real estate taxes that would have been due for the fiscal year if the new 

construction had existed on that year’s assessment date. In addition, the assessors must abate 

property taxes on any parcel in the community whenever it loses more than 50 percent of its value 

due to fire or other natural disaster after the assessment date, exclusive of the value of the land.   

 

 The statute applies automatically unless the Department of Revenue is notified in writing 

by the selectmen, town council or city council, with the mayor's approval if required by law, of its 

rejection.   

 

 Assessors must assess supplemental assessments on any qualifying new construction for 

which an occupancy permit issues, and grant abatements on any qualifying property loss that 

occurs, unless their city or town rejects the statute and notifies the Department.   

 

 These guidelines are in effect and supersede IGR No. 03-209 Supplemental Tax 

Assessment on New Construction and inconsistent prior written statements.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BUREAU OF MUNICIPAL FINANCE LAW     KENNETH WOODLAND, CHIEF 
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GUIDELINES:  

 

I. APPLICATION OF STATUTE 

  

 Assessors must make supplemental assessments and grant abatements on qualifying parcels 

unless the Department of Revenue has been notified that their city or town has 

rejected the provisions.  G.L. c. 59, § 2D. 

 

A. Decision to Reject 

 

 The decision to reject application of the statute is made by majority vote of the selectmen, 

town council or city council, with the approval of the mayor if required by law.  The 

rejection will apply until rescinded.  See Section I-D below. 

 

 A city or town that had previously accepted the statute may reject it in this manner at any 

time.  The community does not need to wait a minimum of three years before changing its 

decision because the statute is no longer a local acceptance provision subject to G.L. c. 4, § 

4B. 

 

B. Notice of Rejection 

 

 The Department of Revenue must be notified in writing of the rejection for it to be 

effective.  To do so, the municipal clerk should submit a completed  "Notice of Rejection" 

to the Division of Local Services. 

 

C. Effective Fiscal Year 

 

 The vote and notification should ordinarily be made before the beginning of the fiscal year 

the rejection is to take effect so that the assessors and collector can properly plan in the 

event implementation is required.  In all cases, the vote should expressly state the fiscal 

year the rejection takes effect.  The following language is recommended for the vote: 

 

VOTED:  That the city/town of __________ reject the provisions of G.L. c. 

59, § 2D, which impose a supplemental property tax assessments on certain 

improvements to real estate constructed after January 1 once an occupancy 

permit is issued, for fiscal years that begin on or after July 1, ______. 

 

D. Revocation of Rejection 

 

 A community may rescind its rejection at any time. 

 

 Rescission is also by majority vote of the selectmen, town council or city council, with the 

approval of the mayor if required by law, and written notice must be given to the 

Department of Revenue to be effective.  To do so, the municipal clerk should submit a 

completed  “Notice of Rescission of Rejection" to the Division of Local Services.   The 

vote and notice should be made before the beginning of the fiscal year the rescission is to 

take effect to allow the assessors and collector sufficient time to plan for implementation.  

The following language is recommended for the vote: 



 

3 
 

 

VOTED:  That the city/town of __________ rescind its vote of ________, 

______ to reject the provisions of G.L. c. 59, § 2D and make those 

provisions applicable in the city/town for fiscal years that begin on or after 

July 1, ______. 

 

 

II. SUPPLEMENTAL ASSESSMENTS 

 

 A supplemental tax assessment is made on a real estate parcel for the fiscal year whenever 

(1) a temporary or permanent occupancy permit is issued for that parcel during that fiscal 

year and (2) the new construction or improvement made after the annual assessment for the 

fiscal year has increased the assessed value of the parcel by over 50 percent, exclusive of 

the value of land.  In some cases, a supplemental tax assessment may be made for the 

following fiscal year as well. 

 

A. Occupancy Permits 

 

 Assessments are triggered by the issuance of a temporary or permanent occupancy permit.  

Therefore, the assessors and building inspectors will have to develop a system for ensuring 

that the assessors’ office receives timely notification of all occupancy permits issued. 

 

B. Assessment 

 

 1. Pro Rata Supplemental Assessment 

 

  For the fiscal year in which the occupancy permit is issued, any supplemental tax 

assessment will be pro-rated based on the number of days left in the fiscal year after 

the permit issued.  The assessment is based on the increased valuation that results 

from the parcel being improved by new construction after the regular tax 

assessment on the property was determined for that fiscal year.  An assessment may 

be made only if the value of the parcel (exclusive of the value of the land) improved 

by the new construction is greater than 50 percent of the assessed value of the 

parcel for the FY (exclusive of the value of land). No assessment is made if the 

construction results in a 50 percent or less increase. 

 

  The pro rata assessment is computed by applying the tax rate for the current fiscal 

year, i.e., the fiscal year in which the occupancy permit is issued, to the increased 

value of the improvement and multiplying the result by a fraction  equal to the 

number of days left in the tax year over 365.  

 

 

Example 1 

A parcel of vacant residential land is assessed for $50,000 as of January 1, 2019, at a 

FY20 tax rate of $10.00/1000.  On April 1, 2020, an occupancy permit is issued after 

construction of a new house.  The value of the improvement is $200,000. Because the 

value of the improvements has increased by more than 50% (from zero to $200,000), a 

FY20 pro rata supplemental tax assessment is made as follows: 
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a. Tax rate FY20 $10/1000 

b. Value of improvements on assessment date Jan 1, 2019 0 

c. Value of improvements after new construction and 

occupancy permit issued April 1, 2020 

$200,000 

d. Increased value of improvements $200,000 

e. 50% value of improvements on Jan 1 assessment date 0 – vacant land 

f. Increased value improvements > 50% of value 

improvements on Jan 1 assessment date? 

Yes, $200,000 > 0 

g. Number tax days remaining in FY 90 

h. Fraction representing remaining days in FY 90/365 

i. FY 20 supplemental assessment calculation ($200,000[d] x $10.00/1000[a]) x 

90/365[g] = $493.15 

 

 

Example 2 

A parcel including a house is assessed at $200,000 (house value is $150,000 and land 

value is $50,000) as of January 1, 2019. The FY20 tax rate is $10.00/$1000.  During 

FY20, the house is torn down and a larger, modern house is built.  An occupancy permit 

for the new house is issued on April 1, 2020. The new house has a value of $200,000. As 

a result, the increased value of the improvement is $200,000 - $150,000 = $50,000. 

Because the increased value of the improvement ($50,000) is not more than 50% of the 

value of the improvement on the January 1 assessment date ($75,000), a supplemental 

assessment for FY20 is not allowed.   

 

a. Tax rate FY20 $10/1000 

b. Value of improvements on assessment date Jan 1, 2019 $150,000 

c. Value of improvements after new construction and 

occupancy permit issued April 1, 2020 

$200,000 

d. Increased value of improvements $50,000 

e. 50% value of improvements on Jan 1 assessment date $75,000 

e. Increased value improvements > 50% of value 

improvements on Jan 1 assessment date? 

No, $50,000 is < $75,000 

f. Number tax days remaining in FY N/A 

g. Fraction representing remaining days in FY N/A 

h. FY20 supplemental assessment calculation N/A 

 

 

Example 3 

A parcel including a house is assessed at $200,000 (house value is $150,000 and land 

value is $50,000) as of January 1, 2019. The FY20 tax rate is $10.00/$1000.  During 

FY20, the house is torn down and a larger, modern house is built.  An occupancy permit 

for the new house is issued on April 1, 2020. The new house has a value of $350,000. As 

a result, the increased value of the improvement is $350,000 - $150,000 = $200,000. 

Because the increased value of the improvement ($200,000) is more than 50% of the 
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value of the improvement on the January 1 assessment date ($75,000), a supplemental 

assessment is allowed.   

 

a. Tax rate FY20 $10/1000 

b. Value of improvements on assessment date Jan 1, 2019 $150,000 

c. Value of improvement after new construction and 

occupancy permit issued April 1, 2020 

$350,000 

d. Increased value of improvement $200,000 

e. 50% value of improvements on Jan 1 assessment date $75,000 

e. Increased value improvements > 50% value 

improvements on Jan 1 assessment date? 

Yes, $200,000 is > $75,000 

f. Number tax days remaining in FY 90 

g. Fraction representing remaining days in FY 90/365 

h. FY20 supplemental assessment calculation ($200,000[d] x $10.00/1000[a]) x 

90/365[g] = $493.15 

 

 

Example 4 

A parcel including a house is assessed at $200,000 (house value is $150,000 and land 

value is $50,000) as of January 1, 2019. The FY20 tax rate is $10.00/$1000.  During 

FY20, the house is torn down and a larger, modern house is built.  An occupancy permit 

for the new house is issued on April 1, 2020. The new house has a value of $225,000. As a 

result, the increased value of the improvement is $225,000 - $150,000 = $75,000. Because 

the increased value of the improvement ($75,000) is not more than 50% of the value of the 

improvement on the January 1 assessment date ($75,000), a supplemental assessment is 

not allowed.   

 

a. Tax rate FY20 $10/1000 

b. Value of improvements on assessment date Jan 1, 2019 $150,000 

c. Value of improvement after new construction and 

occupancy permit issued April 1, 2020 

$225,000 

d. Increased value of improvement $75,000 

e. 50% value of improvements on Jan 1 assessment date $75,000 

e. Increased value improvements > 50% value 

improvements on Jan 1 assessment date? 

No, $75,000 is not > $75,000 

f. Number tax days remaining in FY N/A 

g. Fraction representing remaining days in FY N/A 

h. FY20 supplemental assessment calculation N/A 

 

 

 2. Pro Forma Supplemental Assessment 

 

  If the occupancy permit is issued between January 1 and June 30, the parcel may 

also be subject to a full pro forma supplemental tax assessment for the following 

fiscal year unless the community has adopted Chapter 653 § 40 of the Acts of 1989, 

codified in the general laws in the third sentence of G.L. c. 59, § 2A. If this local 

option is adopted, the value of the improvement will already be included in the 
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following year’s regular property tax assessment because the value of improvement 

as of June 30 is deemed part of the property as of the preceding January 1 

assessment date.  

 

  A pro forma supplemental assessment is based on the increased valuation that 

results from the parcel being improved by new construction after the January 1  

assessment date for the fiscal year of the pro forma assessment (the fiscal year 

following the fiscal year the occupancy permit was issued).  Again, an assessment 

may be made only if the value of the parcel with the improvement is more than 50 

per cent greater than the assessed value for that particular year, exclusive of the 

value of land.  Therefore, the assessed valuation of the parcel may be different from 

that used to determine the pro rata assessment. 

 

  The pro forma assessment is computed by applying the next fiscal year’s tax rate to 

the increased value of the improvement for that year, exclusive of the value of land.   

 

 

Example 5 

A parcel of vacant land has a value of $60,000 on the January 1, 2020 assessment 

date for FY21. The construction activity for the new house takes place as described 

in Example 1 above after the January 1, 2020 assessment date and an occupancy 

permit issues on April 1, 2020.  The FY21 assessed valuation of the parcel is 

$60,000 (vacant land); however, the value of the improved parcel after the permit 

issues is $260,000 as it includes the value of the improvement ($200,000). Because 

the value of the improvements has increased by more than 50% (from zero to 

$200,000), a FY21 pro rata supplemental tax assessment is made based upon the 

FY21 tax rate as follows: 

 

a. Tax rate FY21 $11/1000 

b. Value of improvements on assessment date Jan 1, 2020 0 

c. Value of improvements after new construction and 

occupancy permit issued April 1, 2020 

$200,000 

d. Increased value of improvement $200,000 

e. 50% value of improvements on Jan 1 assessment date 0 – vacant land 

f. Increased value improvements > 50% of value 

improvements on Jan 1 assessment date? 

Yes, $200,000 > 0 

i. FY 21 supplemental assessment calculation $200,000[d] x $11.00/1000[a] = 

$2200 

 

 

Example 6 

A parcel including a house is assessed at $235,000 (house value is $175,000 and 

land value is $60,000) as of January 1, 2020. The FY21 tax rate is $11.00/$1000.  

During FY20, the house is torn down and a larger, modern house is built for which 

an occupancy permit is issued on April 1, 2020. The new house has a value of 

$200,000. As a result, the increased value of the improvement is $200,000 - 

$175,000 = $25,000. Because the increased value of the improvement ($25,000) is 
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not more than 50% of the value of the improvement on the January 1, 2020 

assessment date ($87,500), a supplemental assessment for FY21 is not allowed.   

 

 

 

a. Tax rate FY21 $11/1000 

b. Value of improvements on assessment date Jan 1, 2020 $175,000 

c. Value of improvement after new construction and 

occupancy permit issued April 1, 2020 

$200,000 

d. Increased value of improvement $25,000 

e. 50% value of improvements on Jan 1 assessment date $87,500 

e. Increased value improvements > 50% of value 

improvements on Jan 1 assessment date? 

No, $25,000 is < $87,500 

h. FY21 supplemental assessment calculation N/A 

 

 

Example 7 

A parcel including a house is assessed at $250,000 (house value is $175,000 and 

land value is $75,000) as of January 1, 2020. The FY21 tax rate is $11.00/$1000.  

During FY20, the house is torn down and a larger, modern house is built.  An 

occupancy permit for the new house is issued on April 1, 2020. The new house has 

a value of $350,000. As a result, the increased value of the improvement is 

$350,000 - $175,000 = $175,000. Because the increased value of the improvement 

($175,000) is more than 50% of the value of the improvement on the January 1 

assessment date ($87,500), a supplemental assessment is allowed.   

 

a. Tax rate FY21 $11/1000 

b. Value of improvements on assessment date Jan 1, 2020 $175,000 

c. Value of improvement after new construction and 

occupancy permit issued April 1, 2020 

$350,000 

d. Increased value of improvement $175,000 

e. 50% value of improvements on Jan 1 assessment date $87,500 

e. Increased value improvements > 50% value 

improvements on Jan 1 assessment date? 

Yes, $175,000 is > $87,500 

h. FY21 supplemental assessment calculation $175,000[d] x $11.00/1000[a] = 

$1925 

 

 

Example 8 

A parcel including a house is assessed at $250,000 (house value is $175,000 and 

land value is $75,000) as of January 1, 2020. The FY21 tax rate is $11.00/$1000.  

During FY20, the house is torn down and a larger, modern house is built.  An 

occupancy permit for the new house is issued on April 1, 2020. The new house has 

a value of $262,500. As a result, the increased value of the improvement is 

$262,500 - $175,000 = $87,500. Because the increased value of the improvement 

($87,500) is not more than 50% of the value of the improvement on the January 1 

assessment date ($87,500), a supplemental assessment is not allowed.   
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a. Tax rate FY21 $11/1000 

b. Value of improvements on assessment date Jan 1, 2020 $175,000 

c. Value of improvement after new construction and 

occupancy permit issued April 1, 2020 

$262,500 

d. Increased value of improvement $87,500 

e. 50% value of improvements on Jan 1 assessment date $87,500 

e. Increased value improvements > 50% value 

improvements on Jan 1 assessment date? 

No, $87,500 is not > $87,500 

h. FY21 supplemental assessment calculation N/A 

 

 

3. Person Assessed 

 

  Supplemental tax assessments are made to the person(s) assessed the regular real 

estate tax on the parcel for the fiscal year of the supplemental assessment, i.e., the 

record owner as of the applicable January 1 assessment date.  Therefore, if a 

parcel subject to both a pro rata and pro forma supplemental tax assessment has 

had a change in ownership, the assessments could be made to different owners 

depending on when the transfer occurred. 

 

 4. Usage Classification and Tax Rate 

 

  In communities using multiple tax rates, the usage classification of 

properties on January l of the fiscal year of the supplemental tax assessment 

will generally govern the tax rate to apply.  However, if the construction 

activity results in a change in classification, the assessors should use the tax 

rate that would have applied if the construction had been completed by 

January 1. 

 

5. Commitment and Warrant 

 

a. Form and Content 

 

   The assessors must commit the supplemental tax assessments, with a 

warrant, to the collector.  The commitment should be in the same form as 

the regular real estate commitment, but captioned to indicate it is for 

supplemental tax assessments under the provisions of G.L. c. 59, § 2D, and 

should contain the same information.  This includes, at a minimum, (1) the 

name of the assessed owner of the parcel as of January 1, (2) property 

identification, (3) the amount of the supplemental assessment and (4) the 

amount of each installment payment. 
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   Separate commitments must be made for each year’s supplemental 

assessments, whether pro rata or pro forma. 

 

   Regular real estate tax warrants may also be used if modified to indicate that 

they are for supplemental tax assessments.  G.L. c. 59, § 2D. 

 

  b. Deadline 

 

   There is no statutory deadline for committing the supplemental tax 

assessments, unlike omitted and revised assessments made under G.L. c. 59 

§§ 75 and 76.  Wherever possible, however, assessors should have all 

supplemental assessments for a particular fiscal year committed no later 

than the date of the actual commitment for the year the improvement 

becomes subject to regular real estate taxes. 

 

   Assessors should make a first commitment of supplemental assessments 

contemporaneously with, or shortly after, the actual tax commitment each 

fiscal year.  That first commitment should include all (1) pro rata 

assessments for that year due to occupancy permits issued before the tax rate 

was set, and (2) pro forma assessments for the year due to permits issued 

between January 1 and June 30 of the previous fiscal year. 

 

   Thereafter, assessors should establish a monthly or other appropriate 

schedule for committing pro rata supplemental assessments triggered by 

occupancy permits issued after the tax rate is set.  This will ensure the 

assessments are made in a timely fashion after the permit is issued. 

 

 

 

III. COLLECTION OF ASSESSMENTS 

 

 The provisions of law regarding the procedures for issuing, mailing, paying and collecting 

property tax bills generally apply to supplemental tax assessments. 

 

 

A. Bill Form and Content 

 

 After receiving the commitment, the collector will issue bills for the supplemental tax 

assessments.  If a property is subject to a pro rata and pro forma supplemental assessment, 

separate bills must be issued for each year’s assessment.  The bill should show just the 

additional amount assessed.  Regular real estate tax bills issued for the applicable year may 

be used to bill the supplemental assessment, but the bill or an enclosure should explain that 

the bill is for an assessment.  G.L. c. 59, § 2D. 

 

B. Due Date 

 

 Supplemental tax assessments for a fiscal year are due at the same time and in the same 

number of installments as regular real estate assessments for that year.  Therefore, if a 
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parcel is subject to a pro rata and pro forma assessment, the assessments will be due at 

different times depending on when the bill for each fiscal year’s assessment is mailed. 

 

 

C. Collection 

 

 The same remedies available to the collector for collection of regular real estate taxes are 

available for collection of supplemental assessments, including a tax taking.  The lien for 

the supplemental tax assessment arises as of the January 1 assessment date of the fiscal 

year the assessment relates to and terminates the same time as that year’s real estate tax 

lien. 

 

 Collectors must list only those supplemental assessments actually committed on municipal 

lien certificates.  However, a standard notation should be pre-printed on all municipal lien 

certificates that real estate parcels in the community are subject to supplemental tax 

assessments.  G.L. c. 59, § 2D. 

 

 

IV. BUDGET AND ACCOUNTING PROCEDURES 

 

A. Revenue 

 

 Revenue from supplemental tax assessments belongs to the general fund and is not part of 

the tax levy limited by Proposition 2½.  The amount estimated to be received during the 

fiscal year should be itemized under the “Miscellaneous Non-recurring” line of the 

Recapitulation Sheet.  Receipts in excess of that amount will close to surplus revenue at the 

end of the year and become part of the community’s free cash upon certification by the 

Director of Accounts. 

 

B. Tax Base Growth 

 

 The calculation of tax base growth for purposes of increasing the levy limit under 

Proposition 2½ is not affected.  Once the improvements are subject to regular real estate 

taxes in the next fiscal year, they become part of that year’s tax base growth. 

 

C. Municipal Revenue Growth Factor 

 

 Revenue from supplemental tax assessments will not be used to calculate the municipal 

revenue factor.  Revenue from the improvements will continue to be included in the 

calculation when they are subject to regular taxes and become part of the levy limit as 

growth. 

 

 

V. ABATEMENT PROCESS 

 

A. Abatement of Supplemental Assessments 
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 The taxpayer may contest a supplemental tax assessment by filing an application for 

abatement with the assessors.  The application is due the same day payment of the first 

installment of the supplemental assessment for that fiscal year is due.  The assessors’ 

decision on the application may be appealed in the same manner and by the same deadline 

as a decision on an application for an abatement of a regular property tax assessment. 

 

 Regular abatement application forms (State Tax Form 128) may be used by taxpayers to 

apply for an abatement of a supplemental tax assessment.  An abatement should be 

processed in the same manner as an abatement of a regular real estate tax and charged to 

the overlay account for the fiscal year of the assessment.  Forms used in processing any 

abatement, denial or deemed denial should be modified to indicate that the action relates to 

a supplemental tax assessment.  G.L. c. 59, § 2D. 

 

B. Abatements on Damaged Properties   

 

 1. Calculation of Abatement 

 

  The assessors must grant a pro rata abatement of the regular real estate tax assessed 

on a parcel whenever damage occurs due to fire or natural disaster after the 

applicable assessment date and a loss in value of more than 50 percent, excluding 

the value of the land, results.  The abatement is to be calculated in the same manner 

as a pro rata supplemental assessment, but on the amount of the decreased value 

instead, and then pro-rated for the balance of the fiscal year remaining after the fire 

or natural disaster. 

 

  If the damage occurs between January 1 and June 30, a pro forma abatement of the 

next year’s real estate tax on the parcel must also be given, unless the community 

has adopted Chapter 653, § 40 of the Acts of 1989, where the damage would 

already be reflected in the following year’s regular property tax assessment. 

 

 2. Abatement Procedure and Deadline 

 

  The abatement may be made on the assessors’ own motion or upon written 

application by the taxpayer within one year following the fire or natural disaster.  

Before granting an abatement on their own motion, however, assessors with 

knowledge of damage should first try to obtain an application from the taxpayer.  

This will establish a timetable for the assessors’ action and any taxpayer appeal.  An 

application should be processed in the same manner and using the same forms as 

regular property tax abatements.  However, the assessors’ records should reflect that 

the abatement is authorized by G.L. C. 59, § 2D.  All abatements granted are 

charged to the overlay.   

 

3.         Reconstruction or Repair of Property 

 

A rebuilt or repaired property is subject to a supplemental tax assessment if an 

occupancy permit is issued and the value of the parcel as improved by the new 

construction is more than 50 percent higher than the assessed valuation of the 

parcel, excluding the value of the land, as abated. 





We believe the essentials of life 

– our water supply, the air we 

breathe, the soil in which we grow our 

food – are so fundamental to our existence, 

safeguarding them should not even be a 

question. But the battle to protect our 

environment is among the most important 

ones we fight. Contaminated water and soil 

are preventable and we are here to help.
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T   he nationally recognized attorneys 

from Baron & Budd, P.C. and 

Cossich Sumich Parsiola & Taylor, LLC, 

known together as the PFAS Litigation 

Group, are actively representing those 

affected by PFAS contamination across 

the nation. These clients include public 

and private drinking water providers, 

wastewater treatment facilities, airports 

and fire training facilities.  

 

The lawyers and staff with the PFAS 

Litigation Group are experienced in  

representing these entities in contamination 

cases. The PFAS Litigation Group first 

teamed up on the BP oil spill case,  

serving both on leadership and 

representing many significant clients 

who were impacted by the spill. 

Our attorneys know the technical 

environmental regulations and laws  

and the complicated legal issues 

involved in these cases.  

 

Our commitment to safeguarding 

the environment has continued for 

over 40 years as we have achieved 

unprecedented results and recovered 

billions of dollars for our clients.   

We are proud to lead the charge in 

many high-profile cases, taking on oil 

giants and major companies. 
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Perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA), 

and perfluorooctane sulfonic acid 

(PFOS) are man-made chemicals within 

a class known as perfluoroalkyl acid 

(PFAA). PFAAs are part of the larger 

chemical family known as per-and 

polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS). 

These chemicals are used to create 

many nonstick, stain resistant, and 

waterproof products. These are also the 

chemicals used in the manufacturing  

of AFFF.  
 

AFFF is a water-based firefighting agent 

used to control and extinguish Class B 

fuel fires and is used in many locations 

like military bases, airports, petroleum 

refineries, and fire training centers. 

Since the 1960s, several companies 

have manufactured, marketed, and 

sold AFFF knowing that it contained 

toxic chemicals that would be released 

into the environment when used by 

consumers as recommended. The 

carbon-fluorine bond in PFAS is one of 

the strongest known bonds, which is the 

reason these chemicals are so persistent 

in the environment. PFOA and PFOS are 

highly water soluble, which increases the 

rate at which they spread throughout 

the environment, contaminating soil, 

groundwater, surface water, wastewater 

and even concrete. Because of this 

persistence, PFAS chemicals are 

frequently referred to as “forever 

chemicals.”  These companies failed 

to notify consumers of the potential 

hazards to the environment related 

to these products. Many facilities and 

organizations have been using AFFF 

in the methods recommended and 

promoted by the AFFF manufacturers, 

completely unaware that the product 

was contaminating their property  

and water.  
 

The AFFF manufacturers had the 

technology to produce AFFF with 

safer chemicals from as early as the 

1960s.  However, these manufacturers 

knowingly chose to make and sell AFFF 

with PFOA and PFOS. Cities, towns, and 

neighborhoods surrounding locations 

where AFFF was utilized have reported 

contaminated groundwater and soil in 

their communities.  
 

Chemical manufacturers can be held 

liable for their negligence. Litigation 

against these companies has resulted 

in the recovery of billions of dollars that 

has helped toward the cost of cleanup 

efforts. It is crucial that chemical 

companies are held accountable so we 

can stop the spread of these forever 

chemicals in our environment. 

AQUEOUS FILM-FORMING FOAM (AFFF)
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Based in Louisiana, Cossich, Sumich, 

Parsiola and Taylor, LLC represents 

our clients in a wide array of environmental 

matters, including wetland and habitat 

protection, legacy oilfield contamination, 

and toxic torts. 

We also have extensive experience in 

complex litigation, often fighting against 

multinational corporations who have 

harmed our clients. 

In the BP Oil Spill Multidistrict Litigation, 

our lawyers were chosen to serve on  

the Plaintiffs’ Steering Committee and 

Plaintiff’s Science Committee because 

of our history of obtaining justice. In  

the current AFFF MDL, both Christina 

Cossich and Philip Cossich, Jr., have once 

again been selected to serve leadership 

roles on the Plaintiffs’ Executive 

Committee.
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OUR FIRMS

Rodman, Rodman & Sandman, P.C., 

and its predecessor law firm, Allen 

Rodman, P.C., were pioneers in both the 

asbestos and tobacco litigations.  

Beginning in the late-1970s, Allen 

Rodman brought in and settled some of 

the earliest asbestos cases in the 

country, and the firm has continued to 

this day representing victims of 

mesothelioma and other diseases that 

are caused by asbestos exposure.  In the 

1990s, the firm joined more than 50 

other national law firms in a ground-

breaking case against the tobacco 

industry for causing nicotine addiction 

and smoking-related diseases.  This 

consortium of firms was an integral 

force in ultimately negotiating the multi-

billion dollar settlement against the 

tobacco industry.  In the past twenty 

years, the firm has been active in water 

contamination and environmental 

exposure cases and continues to 

represent victims of catastrophic injuries 

in the areas of pharmaceutical and drug 

injuries, defective medical devices and 

personal injury litigation. 
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Richard M. Sandman and 

his firm have co counseled 

with Baron and Budd on 

several litigations over the past 18 years.  

Starting in 2003, Rich and Scott Summy 

were able to secure a $100 million 

settlement for 90 Massachusetts cities, 

towns and water districts whose public 

wells were contaminated by the gasoline 

additive, MTBE.  Both firms have worked 

together on PCB contamination in public 

schools, and most recently are working 

together to stem the tide of the opioid 

epidemic.  Presently Rich and Baron and 

Budd represent 125 Massachusetts cities 

and towns in a consolidated action to 

hold drug manufacturers and distributors 

accountable for their roles in causing the 

opioid crisis.  Rich has practiced in state 

and federal courts for over 40 years, 

having first prosecuted rape crimes in 

Philadelphia, and then becoming a 

plaintiffs’ attorney who has tried and 

resolved thousands of cases on behalf of 

victims of asbestos diseases.  In addition 

to his work on MTBE water 

contamination cases, Rich currently 

represents many public and private well 

owners in the PFAS litigation.  He also 

represents victims of sexual abuse and 

victims of pharmaceutical negligence. 
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KENNEDY & MADONNA, LLP 
Attorneys at Law 
__________________  

 
48 DEWITT MILLS ROAD 

HURLEY, NEW YORK 12443 
 

ROBERT F. KENNEDY, JR (845) 481-2622 
KEVIN J. MADONNA (845) 230-3111 (fax) 
_______________________ kmadonna@kennedymadonna.com 
 

 
 

June 10, 2021 
 

Diana Schindler, Town Administrator 
78 Hopedale Street 
P.O. Box 7 
Hopedale, MA 01747   
 
VIA EMAIL 
 
Re:  PFAS Contamination Litigation 
 ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILGED/ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 
 
Dear Ms. Schindler: 
  

This letter provides some preliminary information regarding the history of PFAS 
litigation as well as information pertaining to each of the firms making up the legal team with 
whom we have the privilege of working with on this issue.  Please do not hesitate to contact me 
at kmadonna@kennedymadonna.com or at 845-481-2622 if you have any additional questions or 
wish to discuss this issue further.   

 
A. PFAS Litigation Against 3M and Dupont  
Given the scope of the PFAS contamination throughout the United States and the fact that 

those responsible for the contamination are some of the largest chemical companies in the 
country, my firm is working with the following five law firms to collectively represent our clients 
in litigation against the parties responsible for the PFAS contamination of public drinking water 
supplies: 

 
• SL Environmental Law Group, PC (San Francisco, CA, Concord, NH); 
• Taft, Stettinius & Hollister, LLP (Cincinnati, OH); 
• Douglas & London, P.C. (New York, NY); 
• Levin, Papantonio, Thomas, Mitchell, Rafferty, & Proctor, P.A. (Pensacola, FL). 

 
Most of this legal team has worked together for over a decade and brings unmatched 

experience and results related to PFAS litigation against 3M and Dupont – the primary 
defendants in PFAS lawsuits – as well as litigation on behalf of public water suppliers in general.  
This team consists of the only lawyers in the country to have tried multiple PFOA cases 
successfully, and, in fact, have tried three with tremendous results.  Together, they have 
developed an extensive and unmatched library of documents from 3M and DuPont that cannot be 
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replicated by anyone else, including 3M and DuPont themselves, as the companies have “lost” 
many of these documents over the past twenty-five years.  The evidence uncovered in this team’s 
prior litigation demonstrates 3M and DuPont knew PFAS was harmful, they purposefully 
manipulated and used inadequate scientific studies to support their position that PFAS was 
supposedly harmless, and they provided false information to the public about the dangers of 
PFAS.  The information that was uncovered by this team was so shocking to the public 
conscience that a documentary (The Devil We Know, available on Netflix) and a full-length 
feature film (Dark Waters,1 released on November 22, 2019 and available on many streaming 
platforms) were made about the team’s litigation efforts to hold DuPont responsible for the 
damage it has caused to public drinking water supplies. 
 

As highlighted in both of these movies, and which was the focus of the team’s three 
PFAS trials, 3M and DuPont are not the innocent victims of evolving science who created a 
product decades ago with the best of intentions and who are now being held to what 3M and 
Dupont might refer to as an unfair legal standard based on hindsight.  To the contrary, 3M and 
DuPont both knew as early as 1950 that PFAS was toxic, knew as early as 1971 that PFAS is 
biopersistent, and knew as early as 1977 that PFAS bioaccumulates in human tissue.  Despite 
this knowledge, both 3M and DuPont engaged in sophisticated campaigns to distort the science 
around PFAS and manipulate regulatory agencies at the expense of human health and threat to 
public drinking water supplies.   

 
For example, a significant aspect of 3M’s campaign to influence independent scientific 

research involved 3M’s relationship with Professor John Giesy.  3M provided millions of dollars 
in grants to Professor Giesy, who presented himself publicly as an independent expert but, as 
revealed in his deposition testimony, privately characterized himself as part of the 3M “team” 
who worked to “buy favors” from scientists in the PFAS field.  Through his position as an editor 
of academic journals, Professor Giesy reviewed “about half of the papers published in the area” 
of PFAS ecotoxicology and billed 3M for his time reviewing the articles and, in performing 
reviews of these articles, Professor Giesy stated that he was always careful to ensure that there 
was “no paper trail to 3M” and that his goal was to “keep ‘bad’ papers [regarding PFAS] out of 
the literature” because “in litigation situations” those articles “can be a large obstacle to refute.” 

 
Indeed, even 3M’s own employees recognized that the company was concealing known 

dangers regarding PFAS.  For example, a March 28, 1999 employee resignation letter to 3M 
states the following: 

 
3M continues to make and sell these chemicals, though the 
company knows of an ecological risk assessment . . . that indicates 
there is a better than 100% probability that [PFOS] is 
biomagnifying in the food chain and harming sea mammals.  
 
 . . . 
 
I have worked to the best of my ability within the system to see 
that the right actions are taken on behalf of the environment. At 
almost every step, I have been assured that action will be taken—
yet I see slow or no results. I am told the company is concerned, 
but their actions speak to different concerns than mine. I can no 

 
1 https://www.focusfeatures.com/dark-waters 
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longer participate in the process that 3M has established for the 
management of PFOS and precursors. For me it is unethical to be 
concerned with markets, legal defensibility and image over 
environmental safety. 

 
Similarly, DuPont retained consultants whose entire objective was to help DuPont 

manipulate the scientific evidence on C-8, mislead the public and the regulators on C-8 risks, 
discredit plaintiffs or anyone else who dared challenge DuPont’s position on C-8, and generally 
“shape the debate at all levels” including attempts to influence the judiciary.  According to their 
consultant, its objective was to work in concert with DuPont to do the following: 

 
[I]mplement a strategy at the outset which discourages 
governmental agencies, the plaintiff’s bar, and misguided 
environmental groups from pursuing this [C-8] matter any further . 
. . .  We strive to end this now . . . . [D]ue to the situation in West 
Virginia . . . the threat of expanded litigation and additional 
regulation by the EPA has become acute . . . .  

 
As for implementing this plan, in concerted action and coordination with DuPont, the 

consultant made clear that its objective was to implement “a strategy to limit the effect of 
litigation and regulation on the revenue stream generated by PFOA.”  The desired outcome of 
this coordinated effort was a “multifaceted plan to take control of the ongoing risk assessment by 
the EPA, looming regulatory challenges, likely litigation, and almost certain medical monitoring 
hurdles”: 

 
The primary focus of this endeavor is to strive to create the climate 
and conditions that will obviate, or at the very least, minimize 
ongoing litigation and contemplated regulation relating to PFOA.  
This would include facilitating the publication of papers and 
articles dispelling the alleged nexus between PFOA and 
teratogenicity as well as other claimed harms.  We would also lay 
the foundation for creating Daubert precedent to discourage 
additional lawsuits. 
 
… 
 
This battle must be won in the minds of the regulators, judges, 
potential jurors, and the plaintiff’s bar.  The recent certification by 
numerous federal courts of medical monitoring classes as well as 
the organization, sophistication, and financial strength of the 
plaintiff’s bar require an aggressive, relentless strategy be 
implemented and driven by the manufacturers.  Manufacturers 
must be the aggressors. 
 

Despite these efforts, the attorneys on this legal team brought DuPont to justice not once, 
but three times, with two juries awarding punitive damages based on DuPont’s malicious 
conduct.  Our legal team is committed to holding 3M and DuPont responsible for the 
contamination of public drinking water supplies and forcing them to internalize the cost of 
introducing their toxic chemicals into the stream of commerce instead of forcing the public to 
subsidize the external costs associated with their toxic PFAS.  The goal of the litigation is to 
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force 3M and DuPont to pay for all damages to public water suppliers, including the costs of 
filtration, and prevent these costs from being shifted to the public.  

 
B. Our Legal Team’s PFAS Experience is Unmatched  

1. Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP  
Our legal team’s PFAS experience began nearly twenty years ago when Rob Bilott from 

Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP (“Taft Law Firm”) filed the first case in the country that resulted 
in the discovery and public disclosure of PFOA in drinking water supplies for approximately 
70,000 people in West Virginia and Ohio attributable to DuPont.  Rob’s discovery led to the 
2001 filing of the nation’s first case on behalf of individuals exposed to PFOA in their drinking 
water.  Rob helped negotiate and obtain a class settlement in 2004 that secured benefits for the 
class valued in excess of $300 million, including water filtration systems for impacted private 
and public water supplies in West Virginia and Ohio, blood testing of 69,000 people, and 
eventual medical monitoring and establishment of general causation findings for personal injury 
claims.  

 
Rob led additional litigation against DuPont in New Jersey arising from PFOA 

contamination of water supplies that resulted in a 2011 settlement that provided clean water to 
residents.  Rob was also involved in litigation against 3M in Minnesota during which dozens of 
3M witnesses and experts were deposed and additional documents were collected and reviewed.  
He also assisted the Minnesota Attorney General’s Office with its case against 3M related to 
PFAS contamination which settled in 2017 for $850 million. 

 
In 2013, Rob and his colleagues at the Taft Law Firm, together with Douglas & London, 

Levin Papantonio, and Kennedy & Madonna filed litigation against DuPont on behalf of 
approximately 3,500 individuals who contracted kidney and testicular cancer and other injuries 
from drinking water that was contaminated with PFOA from DuPont’s West Virginia 
Washington Work’s plant.  These cases were consolidated in a multi-district litigation (“MDL”) 
proceeding in the Southern District of Ohio where Rob Bilott and Mike London of the Douglas 
& London law firm served as Co-Lead Counsel.  During the C8 MDL, which includes over 5200 
docket entries, the legal team took 67 depositions and litigated PFOA issues that resulted in 
twenty-four case management orders, forty-seven pretrial orders, twelve discovery orders, 
twenty-nine dispositive motions orders, twenty-four evidentiary (Daubert) motions orders, and 
rulings on 142 motions in limine.  After four years of litigation, including three trials that 
resulted in verdicts in favor of each individual plaintiff of $1.8 million, $5.6 million and $12.8 
million (including punitive damages in the last two trials), a global resolution was reached for 
$670.7 million.   

 
The PFAS experience that this legal team has accumulated over the past twenty years, 

dwarves the competition.  Our team has taken four cases to trial, three of which resulted in very 
favorable jury verdicts.  During the fourth trial, DuPont reach settlement with the class.  Our 
team has taken about 170 depositions related to PFAS contamination and has achieved 
settlements or verdicts in excess of $1 billion. 

  
In addition to having more PFAS experience than any other attorneys in the country, this 

team also has deep experience representing public entities and communities in environmental 
litigation in general.   

 
 



Page | 5  
 

2. SL Environmental Law Group, PC   
For example, San Francisco based SL Environment’s (“SL”) practice is limited to 

representing public agencies in groundwater contamination cases.  SL has represented over forty 
public water suppliers including successfully litigating two cases to trial – one on behalf of the 
State of New Hampshire and one on behalf of New York City.  Collectively, SL has recovered 
more than $1 billion for its clients and has represented dozens and dozens of public water 
suppliers across the country.   

3. Kennedy & Madonna, LLP 

Kennedy & Madonna’s (“KM”) practice is also limited to litigating environmental cases.  
In addition to leading briefing efforts in the C8 MDL, KM recovered $96 million for the 
environmental contamination of a community in Pensacola, Florida, $25 million for a public 
water supplier in Michigan, and received a jury verdict of $396 million against DuPont for 
poisoning a West Virginia community.  KM also represented a northern New Jersey state 
recognized Indian tribe in a high-profile case against Ford Motor Company.  That case resulted 
in the eventual relisting of the site on the national Superfund list (the first time in the program’s 
history) after it had been declared “clean” by EPA more than fifteen years ago.  The firm’s 
litigation efforts on behalf of the tribe were chronicled in an HBO documentary titled Mann v. 
Ford.    

4. Douglas & London, P.C.  
Over the last two decades, Douglas & London has focused its practice on personal injury, 

mass tort, consumer class action, and environmental exposure litigation.  In prosecuting these 
cases, the firm’s co-founding partners have served in leadership roles as well as trial counsel in 
some of the largest national multidistrict litigations in the country.  In the C-8 MDL, Gary 
Douglas served as co-lead trial counsel in the first two trial cases and lead counsel in the third 
case, securing a total combined award of more than $20 million for the three plaintiffs.  Michael 
London served as the lead negotiator for settlement in the C-8 litigation, successfully negotiating 
a $670.7 million settlement with DuPont.  Mr. London has served as either co-lead or liaison 
counsel in eight complex litigations that were resolved efficiently through overall settlements, 
with the resolutions accomplished in the span of eighteen to forty-seven months. 

 
5. Levin, Papantonio, Thomas, Mitchell, Rafferty, & Proctor, P.A. 

 
The Levin Papantonio (“LP”) firm is recognized as one of the top litigation firms in the 

country.  Its team of over thirty attorneys have been litigating personal injury and products 
liability cases since its inception in 1955.  Over the last twenty years, the firm has developed a 
sophisticated mass torts and products liability department that is one of the most well recognized 
in the country.  Members of the firm have served on Plaintiffs’ Steering Committees and/or 
Plaintiffs’ Executive Committees in over twenty MDL’s across the nation.  LP focuses on all 
aspects of trial preparation for our PFAS cases including working up expert reports, organizing 
discovery, taking depositions, organizing trial exhibits and drafting and defending motions in 
limine and Daubert motions.  LP attorneys also served as trial counsel in all three of our PFAS 
cases that have gone to trial. 

 
 
 
 



Page | 6  
 

C. The Legal Team’s Other PFAS Experience 
 
In addition to each team’s unique litigation skills, this team also has knowledge of PFAS 

that was developed across two decades of litigation against 3M and DuPont.  Their efforts 
included the analysis of hundreds of thousands of documents (that total over six million pages), 
taking the depositions of dozens of DuPont and 3M representatives, the preparation of dozens of 
expert reports (and access to many other experts, including many of the world’s leading 
scientific experts), and the culmination of three successful trials.  There are simply no other 
attorneys who have a better grasp of the evidence at issue in these cases.  As such our legal 
team can streamline discovery regarding 3M and DuPont’s knowledge and egregious conduct 
which will substantially accelerate our clients’ cases.  For example, many of the documents and 
materials uncovered by the Taft Law firm were used by the State of Minnesota’s Attorney 
General in its motion to amend its complaint to include punitive damages in its case against 3M, 
which resulted in a settlement three months after the motion and exhibits were filed. 

 
Our legal team is currently pursuing legal claims against 3M and DuPont on behalf of 

municipal and state clients across the country for the investigation and treatment of drinking 
water supplies contaminated with PFAS.  Each client has retained us on a contingency fee basis 
where our team covers all costs associated with the litigation and bears the risk of loss if a case is 
not successful.  Again, the goal of this litigation is to hold the companies which profited from the 
use of PFAS financially responsible for the treatment costs rather than ratepayers.  We currently 
represent over fifty public water suppliers throughout the country. 

 
Some of these cases have been transferred into MDL proceedings in the District of South 

Carolina.  That MDL was established to exclusively handle PFAS cases where the source of the 
PFAS contamination is from the use of aqueous film forming foam (“AFFF”), which was widely 
used at airports, air force bases, and fire training facilities.  Non-AFFF PFAS cases are not part of 
the MDL and are being litigated in their home jurisdictions.   

 
Recognizing the experience of the team, the Judge in the AFFF MDL appointed Mike 

London from Douglas & London as Co-Lead Counsel and Rob Bilott as Special Counsel.  The 
Judge also appointed fourteen other attorneys from this team to additional leadership positions 
within the various plaintiff MDL committees.   

 
Please let me know if you would like additional information. 
 

Very truly yours, 
       
      Kevin J. Madonna 
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ARPA Guidance

COVID-Related Federal Aid

Context

• US Treasury released materials associated with the launch of the 

Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds (CSLFRF) 

on May 10, 2021

› Updated state and local allocation amounts

› Guidance in the form of an “Interim Final Rule” providing 

further definitions, restrictions, and reporting requirements on 

the funds

› FAQ document 



Federal Funds Office (FFO)

Executive Office for Administration and Finance

Draft for Policy Discussions Only Version Date: May 13, 2021

3Data and policies updated frequently; current data as of May 11, 2021

ARPA Guidance

COVID-Related Federal Aid

Updated Allocations

• The Commonwealth now slated to receive $5.3 B, an 

increase of approximately $774 M versus the preliminary 

estimate of $4.5 B

› Calculated based on more recent unemployment data 

relative to the rest of the country

• Local governments in Massachusetts to get $3.4 B, similar 

to the preliminary estimate but with slightly different 

distribution among cities and towns

• In total, $8.7 B for the state, counties, and municipalities in 

Massachusetts

Note

• Treasury is expected to 

release more information on 

local allocations in the 

coming days



Federal Funds Office (FFO)

Executive Office for Administration and Finance

Draft for Policy Discussions Only Version Date: May 13, 2021

4Data and policies updated frequently; current data as of May 11, 2021

ARPA Guidance

COVID-Related Federal Aid

1. Respond to the public health emergency with respect to 

COVID-19 or its negative economic impacts

2. Provide premium pay to employees providing essential work 

during the COVID-19 public health emergency

3. Provide government services to the extent of the reduction 

in revenue due to COVID-19

4. Invest in water, sewer, or broadband infrastructure

Eligible Uses for the State and Local Aid 
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COVID-Related Federal Aid

Respond to the public health emergency with respect to COVID-19 

or its negative economic impacts

Potential Eligible Uses Include:

• Direct COVID-related costs 

(testing, contact tracing, etc.)

• Public health and safety staff

• Hiring state and local 

government staff up to the 

number of employees to pre-

pandemic levels

• Assistance to unemployed 

workers, including job 

training

• Contributions to UI 

systems

• Small business assistance

• Nonprofit assistance

• Assistance to households

• Aid to impacted industries

• Expenses to improve 

efficacy of public health or 

economic relief programs

• Survivor’s benefits

• Aid to disproportionately 

impacted populations or 

communities (see next slide)
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Aid to Disproportionately Impacted Populations or 

Communities:

› Two ways to define these populations or communities:

»Generate our own definition of disproportionately impacted 

populations or communities

»Qualified Census Tracts (QCTs) identified by HUD 

➢There are 312 QCTs in Massachusetts located within 49 

municipalities

➢The QCTs represent approximately 1.3 M people
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COVID-Related Federal Aid

Stats on QCTs

• 312 QCTs in 

Massachusetts

• Represents 

approximately 19% of 

the population
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ARPA Guidance

COVID-Related Federal Aid

Aid to Disproportionately Impacted Populations or Communities:

› Potential eligible uses for disproportionately impacted populations 

or communities:

»Programs that facilitate access to health and social services

»Programs that address housing insecurity, lack of affordable 

housing, or homelessness

»Programs that mitigate the impacts of COVID on education; and

»Programs that mitigate the impacts of COVID on childhood 

health or welfare
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COVID-Related Federal Aid

Revenue replacement

• Helpful definition of revenue replacement:

› Create a counterfactual revenue collection scenario 

based on a set of assumptions described by Treasury

• Funds used for revenue replacement have broad ability to 

spend, but cannot be deposited in Stabilization Fund or 

use to support debt service costs

Covered Period

• Expenses must be obligated 

by December 31, 2024, but 

actual payments can lag to 

December 31, 2026
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Water, Sewer, and Broadband Infrastructure

› Wide discretion for projects eligible for Clean Water Trust programs

› Dams and culverts are not explicitly prohibited, but do not seem to 

align with the guidance

Compliance and Reporting Obligations

› Need to carefully document and describe the eligibility of each 

expenditure, with caveats noted above

› Extensive list of reporting requirements

»Also requires the development of a Key Performance Indicators 

framework (further guidance forthcoming)

› These obligations will last until calendar year 2027
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First Name Last Name Term Ends Board/Comm Term Length Response Yes Response No No Response
Matthew Dailey 30-Jun-21 BOA 2 Years X
Joesphine Yanovitch 30-Jun-21 BOR 3 Years X
Tim Aicardi 30-Jun-21 Building Commissioner &   1 Year X
Tim Aicardi 30-Jun-21 Building Inspector 1 Year X
Lisa Pedroli 30-Jun-21 Burial Agent 1 Year X
Bob Casali 30-Jun-21 COA 3 Years X
Cheryl Moreci 30-Jun-21 COA 3 Years X
Mario Sousa 30-Jun-21 Constable 3 Years X
Ann Labrode 30-Jun-21 Cultural Council 3 Years X
Billi Manning 30-Jun-21 Cultural Council 3 Years X
Elllen Murphy 30-Jun-21 Cultural Council 3 Years X
Kelly O'Malley 30-Jun-21 Cultural Council 3 Years X
Jeffrey Ross 30-Jun-21 Deputy Wiring Inspector 1 Year X
Kevin Chambers 30-Jun-21 Disability Commission 3 Years X
Mark Francis 30-Jun-21 Disability Commission 3 Years X
Chief Daige 30-Jun-21 EMD 1 Years X
Elizabeth Callahan 30-Jun-21 Finance Committee 3 Years X
Chief Daige 30-Jun-21 Fire Chief 1 Year X
Joseph Zacchilli 30-Jun-21 Gas & Plumbing Asst. Insp1 Year X
John Fontana 30-Jun-21 Gas & Plumbing Inspecto 1 Year X
Jonathan Chase 30-Jun-21 Historical Commission 3 Years X
Patrick Giles 30-Jun-21 Historical Commission 3 Years X
Nancilee Fuller 30-Jun-21 Housing Authority 1 Year X
Daniel Soares 30-Jun-21 On-Call Wiring Inspector 1 Year X
Donna Lamphere 30-Jun-21 Parking Fines Clerk 1 Year X
Brandon Westfield 30-Jun-21 Recreational Field Ad Hoc 1 Year X
Derek Atherton 30-Jun-21 Recreational Field Ad Hoc 1 Year X
David Guglielmi - concom rep 30-Jun-21 Recreational Field Ad Hoc 1 Year
Jim Abbruzzese 30-Jun-21 Recreational Field Ad Hoc 1 Year X
Joseph Drugan 30-Jun-21 Recreational Field Ad Hoc 1 Year X
Jennifer McKeon 30-Jun-21 Recreational Field Ad Hoc 1 Year X
Keith Smith 30-Jun-21 Recreational Field Ad Hoc 1 Year X
Michael Bresciani 30-Jun-21 Recreational Field Ad Hoc 1 Year X
Michael Reynolds 30-Jun-21 Recreational Field Ad Hoc 1 Year X
KP LAW 30-Jun-21 Town Counsel 1 Year X
Stephanie L'Etalien 30-Jun-21 Treasurer/Collector 1 Year X
Patrick Morris 30-Jun-21 Veteran's Agent 1 Year X
Joseph Scanzaroli 30-Jun-21 Wiring Inspector 1 Year X
Chris Hodgens, Sr 30-Jun-21 Zoning Board of Apppeals 3 Years X
Sandra Biagetti 30-Jun-21 Zoning Board of Apppeals 3 Years X

HOLD - CONCOM NEEDS TO HAVE MEETING TO APPOINT REP



Beyond Full
rent-$750

paid date / ck# comments
FY total 8/1/2019 300.00 8/15/2019 - ck# 102 business opened 8/11/2019- partial payment

9/1/2019 750.00 10/9/2019 - ck# 1342
10/1/2019 750.00 paid 
11/1/2019 750.00 11/18/2019- ck# 113
12/1/2019 750.00 12/31/2019

1/1/2020 750.00 2/3/2020 - ck# 119
2/1/2020 750.00 3/2/2020
3/1/2020 375.00 4/21/2020 - ck# 123 at the April 13, 2020 BOS meeting, the Board voted to reduce the March rent to 1/2 and forgive April's rent payment
4/1/2020 0.00

5,362.50 5/1/2020 187.50 6/3/2020 - ck# 100 BOS partial payment decision
6/1/2020 187.50 7/31/2020 - ck# 125 BOS partial payment decision
7/1/2020 0.00
8/1/2020 187.50 9/1/2020 - ck# 126 BOS partial payment decision
9/1/2020 187.50 10/6/2020 - ck# 127 BOS partial payment decision

10/1/2020 187.50 11/6/2020 - ck# 130 BOS partial payment decision
11/1/2020 187.50 11/24/2020 - ck# 132 BOS partial payment decision
12/1/2020 187.50 12/3/2020 - ck# 134 BOS partial payment decision

1/1/2021 0.00 waiting on BOS payment decision (partial or full)
2/1/2021 0.00 waiting on BOS payment decision (partial or full)
3/1/2021 0.00 waiting on BOS payment decision (partial or full)
4/1/2021 750.00 4/27/2021 - ck# 148
5/1/2021 750.00 5/7/2021 - ck# 152

2,625.00 6/1/2021
7/1/2021
8/1/2021
9/1/2021

10/1/2021
11/1/2021
12/1/2021
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Extension of Pandemic-Related Relief  
Relative to Municipal Operations  

June 17, 2021 
 
Numerous legislative and gubernatorial enactments provided temporary relief from various provisions of state 
law as a result of the COVID-19 public health emergency.   However, when the State of Emergency ended, those 
relief provisions either expired or were rescinded.  Unfortunately, consensus was not reached between the 
Governor, House, and Senate on proposals extending some of those relief provisions before the State of 
Emergency expired.  Late on June 15th, however, the House and Senate approved a compromise relief bill, signed 
by the Governor yesterday as Chapter 20 of the Acts of 2021 (the “Act”).  The Act codifies and extends several 
pandemic-relief provisions important to municipal operations, explained below.  Importantly, the Act does not 
contain any provisions relative to municipal elections, including mail-in or early voting, as it is reported that the 
Legislature is separately considering action on such matters. 
 
Open Meeting Law (Section 20 of the Act): 

Perhaps the most eagerly anticipated provision of the Act for public sector entities is the extension until April 1, 

2022 of the relief provided by Governor Baker’s temporary suspension of certain provisions of the Open Meeting 

Law (OML), authorizing public bodies subject to the OML to continue to hold public meetings entirely by virtual or 

remote means.   Attached are some examples of updated language that could be included on meeting notices, 

indicating that a meeting will be held via remote means. 

The Act continues the rules and requirements applicable during the State of Emergency under Governor Baker’s 

March 12, 2020 Order Suspending Certain Provisions of the Open Meeting Law, G.L. c. 30A, §20.  (For more 

information on those requirements, please see our March 13, 2020 eUpdate, found here).  Importantly, this 

means that even in municipalities where the Chief Executive Officer has not adopted remote participation for 

boards and committees, individual public bodies may independently decide to continue holding entirely virtual 

meetings.   

Public bodies may, but are not required to, continue to hold entirely virtual meetings until April 1, 2022 or such 

later time as the Legislature may deem it appropriate to amend the OML permanently for such purposes.  It is 

anticipated, however, that with more public buildings re-opening, some municipalities may decide to move 

forward with entirely in-person meetings, while others may choose to hold “hybrid” meetings simultaneously in 

person and via remote means.    

While many boards and committees faced difficult decisions on or before June 15th about whether to move 

forward with virtual meetings/hearings that were posted or advertised prior to the expiration of the State of 
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Emergency, the Act ratifies any such meetings for purposes of the OML if they were held in compliance with the 

Governor’s previous Executive Order.  Unfortunately, this portion of the Act was added to the legislation at the 

last minute, and thus many boards and committees either postponed or continued meetings scheduled for June 

15th or 16th.  

Other provisions of the Act of interest to municipalities are summarized below. 

 

Outdoor Dining & Alcohol “To Go”: 

 Outdoor Dining (Section 19 of the Act): Extends until April 1, 2022 the ability of cities and towns to 

approve requests for expansion of outdoor dining service.  This section also extends until April 1, 2022 a 

local licensing authority’s ability to approve, without further ABCC review or approval, changes in the 

description of a licensed premises for outdoor alcohol service.  The Act also authorizes a local licensing 

authority to extend or modify the scope of an earlier approval issued under the now-rescinded Governor’s 

Executive Orders to address potential issues with snow removal, pedestrian traffic or similar concerns.     

The authority to permit an extended area for alcohol service without ABCC approval is unlikely to be 

extended again, so local licensing authorities may wish to advise license holders, when they are filing their 

renewal applications in November, that they should file an Alteration of Premises application (which 

requires both local and ABCC approval) if they wish to request the extended outdoor space through 2022 

and beyond.               

 Beer, Wine and Cocktails to Go (Sections 1, 2, 10 and 11 of the Act): Extends until May 1, 2022 the sale of 

beer, wine and cocktails “to go” and requires prices for on-premises and off-premises consumption to be 

the same. (For more information, please see our May 25, 2021 eUpdate, found here). 

 

 

Town Meetings: 

 Quorum (Section 8 of the Act): Extends until December 15, 2021 the ability of a town Select Board, in 

consultation with, and approval of, the Moderator, to lower a Town Meeting quorum requirement.  The 

procedural prerequisites for adopting a lower quorum are the same as originally adopted under Chapter 

92 of the Acts of 2020.  (For more information, please see our May 5, 2020 eUpdate, summarizing S.2680, 

found here). 

 Remote Representative Town Meeting (Section 9 of the Act): Extends until December 15, 2021 the ability 

of a town Moderator to request, through the Select Board, that a representative town meeting be held 

remotely.  The requirements for a remote representative town meeting are the same as originally 

provided for by Chapter 92 of the Acts of 2020.  The Act does not authorize open Town Meetings to meet 

remotely.  (For more information, please see our May 5, 2020 eUpdate, summarizing S.2680, found here). 
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Virtual Notarization: 

 Section 7 of the Act extends until December 15, 2021 the ability to perform “virtual” notarizations, 

including for the execution of documents to be filed in the registry of deeds and other specific functions.  

(For more information on virtual notarization requirements, please see our April 28, 2020 eUpdate, found 

here). 

  

 

Housing/Evictions: 

 Notice to Quit (Sections 12 to 14, Section 32):  

o Effective upon the termination or nullification of the Temporary Halt in Residential Evictions to 

Prevent the Further Spread of COVID-19 Order issued by the federal Centers for Disease Control 

and Prevention (the “CDC eviction moratorium”). 

o Extends until December 30, 2022 the requirement that landlords include with a notice to quit for 

non-payment of rent a form informing tenants of their rights in an eviction case and rental 

assistance options.  The Executive Office of Housing and Economic Development  (EOHED) will  

develop this new form and make it publicly available on its website.  Landlords issuing notices to 

quit after the termination or nullification of the CDC eviction moratorium should not use the old 

form, but instead the new EOHED form.   

o Extends until December 30, 2022 the requirement that landlords submit a copy of a notice to quit 

for non-payment of rent to the EOHED.  

 Eviction Continuance/Stay (Section 17): Extends until April 1, 2022 the requirement that courts grant a 

continuance or stay of eviction in a case for non-payment of rent where the tenant has a pending rental 

assistance application and the non-payment is was due to a financial hardship related to the COVID-19 

emergency.  (For more information, see our February 1, 2021 eUpdate, found here, and our subsequent 

February 26, 2021  eUpdate, found here). 

 
 

We will, of course, continue to keep you apprised of new developments.  In the meantime, should you have 

questions, please contact your KP Law attorney or e-mail us at coronavirusinfo@k-plaw.com. 

 

 

 

Disclaimer: This information is provided as a service by KP Law, P.C.  This information is general in nature and does not, and is not intended to, constitute 
legal advice.  Neither the provision nor receipt of this information creates an attorney-client relationship with KP Law, P.C.  Whether to take any action based 
upon the information contained herein should be determined only after consultation with legal counsel. 
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Sample language for inclusion on meeting notices: 
 

For “hybrid” meetings and public hearings, where the public will be allowed to access the meeting either by in 
person attendance or by virtual means: 
 

Pursuant to Chapter 20 of the Acts of 2021, this meeting will be conducted in person and via remote means, in 

accordance with applicable law.   This means that members of the public body as well as members of the public 

may access this meeting in person, or via virtual means.  In person attendance will be at the meeting location 

listed above, and it is possible that any or all members of the public body may attend remotely, with in-person 

attendance consisting of members of the public.   The meeting may also be accessed remotely via [insert method 

of remote access, including login information or the contact information for someone who is available to provide 

that information prior to and through the meeting itself].   When required by law or allowed by the Chair, 

persons wishing to provide public comment or otherwise participate in the meeting, may do so by in person 

attendance, or by accessing the meeting remotely, as noted above.  Additionally, the meeting will be broadcast 

live, in real time, via [insert information regarding how to access live broadcast to meeting, such YouTube, 

Facebook live, local cable access, etc.].   

For entirely virtual public meetings, where the public will not be allowed to attend in person: 

Pursuant to Chapter 20 of the Acts of 2021, this meeting will be conducted via remote means.  Members of the 

public who wish to access the meeting may do so in the following manner: [insert method of remote access, 

including login information or the contact information for someone who is available to provide that information 

prior to and through the meeting itself, and/or insert information regarding how to access live broadcast to 

meeting, such YouTube, Facebook live, local cable access, etc.].  No in-person attendance of members of the 

public will be permitted, but every effort will be made to ensure that the public can adequately access the 

proceedings in real time, via technological means.  In the event that we are unable to do so, for reasons of 

economic hardship and despite best efforts, we will post on the ______________ website an audio or video 

recording, transcript, or other comprehensive record of proceedings as soon as possible after the meeting.  

For entirely virtual public meetings including public hearings, where the public will not be allowed to attend in 
person:  

Pursuant to Chapter 20 of the Acts of 2021, this meeting/public hearing will be conducted via remote 

means.  Members of the public who wish to access the meeting may do so in the following manner: [insert 

method of remote access, including login information or the contact information for someone who is available to 

provide that information prior to and through the meeting itself].  No in-person attendance of members of the 

public will be permitted, and public participation in any public hearing conducted during this meeting shall be 

by remote means only. 

Optional additional sentence, applicable for all of the above suggested statements:   

Specific information and the general guidelines for remote participation by members of the public and/or 

parties with a right and/or requirement to attend this meeting/hearing can be found on the 

_____________________ website at _______________.  









Activity/Project/Grant Title Progress Effective 06/02/21
Anticipated Completion 

Date
Funding Source (if 
applicable)

Amount Grant Closing 
Date

Dept, Project 
Manager 

File Location

FY22 Budget
debt exclusion vote scheduled for 
6/29/21 6/29/2021

Town Meeting; Debt 
Exclusion

TA/Fin Com/Dept 
Heads Coordinator, Budgets, FY22

FY22-FY26 Capital Planning ongoing 9/15/2021
TA/Fin Com/Dept 
Heads Coordinator, Budgets, FY22

Union Negotiations (5 Personal; 6 units & 
Schools)

Completed: 5 units remaining; 
clerical, PW, dispatch, fire, call fire

9/1/2021 Town Meeting $54,000

TA/BoS/ School 
Committee

Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness (MVP) 
Planning 

Invites sent for Stakeholder 
Workshops

$17,000 & 6/15/2021

1st Workshop completed; 36 
Participants from Hopedale & Region, 
2nd Workshop, Survey sent 3x to 
participants to complete.

3/16/21 & 3/23/21 150 hrs 
staff/vol 
match

Public Listening Session 5/24/2021

Final Public Comments due 6/21/2021
Bancroft Memorial Library Roof Repairs Grant contracts co-signed and 

received by State
$55,000, 
$100,000

6/30/2021 Coordinator, Library, Roof 
Repairs 

Bids Due/Received 2/28/2021
Contract Awarded to Almar 2/22/2021

Notice to Award & Contract Docs Sent 
3/4/2021

Contracts Signed. Construction Kickoff 
Meeting

3/17/2021

Work in Progress 6/28/2021

Reconstruction of Mendon Street/Hopedale 
Street (aka Cumby’s Intersection) 

Easements prepared for ATM vote; 
Met w RR to relook at design due to 
RR Gate being installed. BSC 
incorporating RR signaling into design. 
Bid specs in final review.

6/28/2021 MassWorks Grant $1 million 6/30/2022
TA; Highway 
Superintendent Coordinator, Projects

COVID Mitigation Current Reconciliation sent 3/5/21; 
American Response Plan $ 10/31/2021

   
American Response 
Funds

$506,000; 
$500,000 X

TA/EMD/School 
Admin Coordinator, CARES

Master Planning (Housing & Economic 
Development Chapters ) 

Visioning Workshop Complete 10/31/2021 EEA $50,000
X

MPSC, CMRPC
Coordinator, Master Planning 

Benchmark Review Underway
Vision statement drafted.
Housing, ED & Land Use Chapters in 
Development 

Open Space & Recreation Plan Chapter & 
Zoning Review

Recruiting for vacancies for Open 
Space & Recreation Planning 
Committee

Committee to start 
meeting in July 2021 EEA $33,500 6/30/2022 TA, CMRPC

EOEEA Grant TA/EA Coordinator, Projects

MA Historic Grant, 
FY21 Appropriation 

Library 
Director/Town 
Administrator



Permitting Guide (DLTA hrs)
Planning Board Voted to Submit DLTA 
Application to CMRPC for Permitting 
Guide; CMRPC voted to fund on 
3/31/21. Project to Proceed. CMRPC DLTA $10,000 12/30/2021 TA, EA, CMRPC Coordinator, Projects

Hazardous Mitigation Plan Update RFP in process. FEMA $17,500 6/30/2022

TA, Local Hazard 
Mitigation 
Committee Coordinator, Projects

Electronic Permitting for BOH, Building & Fire 
Dept

RFQ in process. Team attending 
Demos

RFQ responses due 
7/21/21 CC Municipal IT $47,000 12/31/2021

Town 
Admin/CBO/BOH/Fi
re Chief Coordinator, Projects

Community One Stop for Growth Planning Board Voted to Use CMRPC 
LPA (12 Hrs) for submittal 3/3/2021 CMRPC/TA 
Expression of Interest Submitted 3/29/2021
Feedback Report Received 4/12/2021
Full Application Submitted 6/4/2021

Community Preservation Act (start 7/1/21) Draft Bylaw Prepared 4/26/2021 CPA Fund Town Admin 
Committee to Form after ATM 6/30/2021

Stormwater MS4 Permitting
PB Hearing To Be Scheduled for 
4/28/21
Voted at ATM FY25 Appropriation $500,000 TA/PB Coordinator, Projects

Streetlight LED Conversion 
Contracts Signed w RealTerm Energy $268,000 TA Coordinator, Projects
Waiting for Acquisition Docs from 
National Grid mid-May 2021

Acquisition documents in works 7/15/2021
Green Communities Designation Submitted & Awaiting Response FY22 EOEEA $135,000 X TA/EA, CMRPC Coordinator, Projects

Rebate Paperwork Submitted to 
National Grid for LED Conversions at 
Police Station, Bancroft Memorial 
Library & Jr/Sr High School); Met 4/5 
to prepare and review projects; Town 
received designation 4/8. Paperwork 
to be returned in 90 days. Town Admin Coordinator, Projects

Complete Streets Implementation Policy Adopted 2/8/21, Submitted to 
Portal & Under review by MA DOT; 
Policy scored 97 points. Proceed to 
Tier II planning. ongoing MA DOT Town Admin Coordinator, Projects

Website Redesign/Updates & Implementation

Approved & Submitted to Civic Plus 
for Final Development; EA working on 
updates to go live, 4/21/21 6/30/2021 Appropriation $4,500 Executive Asst

CPA 1% 
surcharge

Appropriation 
(Borrowing 
Authorization)



Freedom Street Dam Repair/Reconstruction
Proposal Received; Sent to Owner; 
Approved by Road Commissioners on 
3/10; Confirmed funding & sent to 
Tighe & Bond 3/21 FY22 FY16 Bond Issue TA, Highway Super Coordinator, Freedom St Dam

Draper Mill Demolition & Redevelopment
WBDC to Provide Update to MPSC on 
3/17 FY24 Town Admin Coordinator, Projects

GURR Settlement Agreement Implementation

Land Surveys ongoing; Rollback taxes 
being calculated; Superior Court 
Decision pending. Letter sent to 
Hopedale Foundation re donation 
4/17. 6/30/2021 Town Admin/GURR Coordinator, Projects

DC Pre-Development & TIF

Pre-development mtg w EY Boston; 
Develop TIF for ATM (for Rosenfeld 
Concrete site); Mtg 4/5 updates & TIF

ongoing 

Town Admin/ED 
Development Team

Zoning Bylaw Amendment - Cannabis 
Cultivation BoS to vote to Refer to PB 4/12 ongoing Planning Board 

Appeal from Green River Cannabis 

Appeal filed on denial of Special 
permit for Green River Cannabis at 54 
Mellen Street; Town Counsel met 
with ZBA on 4/22 ongoing Town Appropriation ZBA/Town Counsel

PFAS Treatment Grant 
for PFAS treatment in water system; 
Contract signed and returned.

6/30/2021; final 
paperwork due August 

2021 MassDEP Grant $200,000 Water/Sewer Super

Firefighter Equipment Safety Grant 

To purchase replacement Washer 
Extractor Unit & Drying Cabinet Rack; 
contract signed and returned.

6/30/21; final 
paperwork due 7/23/21

EOPPS, Department 
of Fire Services $12,494 Fire Chief 

Ad placed 6/1/2021 ongoing 
Library Director Hiring Applications Received 




