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I. PROJECT OVERVIEW

Background on Weston Nurseries (from the Hopkinton Land Use Study Committee web
site):

“Weston Nurseries comprises +/- 920 acres of land (more than 5% of the total land area
of Hopkinton), and because of this, the nursery in many ways defines the character of the
entire northeast quadrant of the Town. For the last several years the owners of the
property have been quietly investigating ways to extract value from the land to enable the
business to re-invent itself for the next generation of the family. Most recently, there has
appeared in the marketplace an offering of 615 acres of nursery property for sale. *

MAPC recognized that any development of the Weston nurseries site, and the vacant land
around this property, would have multi-community impacts. In 2005, with the support of
the communities of Hopkinton, Ashland and Southborough, MAPC applied for a state
Smart Growth Technical Assistance grant to undertake a regional level analysis to assist
the towns.

Specifically, the purpose of the grant was to:

a. To undertake a regional analysis of the implications of development of the
site under existing regulations, including traffic, housing, natural
resources, water supply and fiscal impacts.

b. To hold a series of meetings to gather public input on goals for
development and/or preservation of various portions of the site and the
surrounding area

c. To develop alternative scenarios (different from the Hopkinton analysis)
for the future of the site and surrounding area, and analyze the
implications of those alternative futures, and

d. To assist the towns by proposing alternative means of achieving the
alternative “best case” futures, such as

i. acquisitions of key areas for public open space,
ii. alternative regulations such as changes to cluster bylaws, other re-
zoning options
iii. proposed mitigation to accompany potential future development
plans


http://www.westonnurseries.com/




I1. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

MAPC met three times with a committee made up of representatives from Hopkinton,
Ashland and Southborough and the MetroWest Growth Management Committee. These
meetings took place on:

e February 9, 2006
e April 3,2006
e May 31, 2006

Table 1
Committee Membership

Name Community  Representing

Paul Monaco Ashland Board of Selectmen

Steve Kerlin Ashland Town Planner

Finley Perry Hopkinton Hopkinton Land Use Study Committee
Eric Sonnett Hopkinton Board of Selectmen

Elaine Lazarus Hopkinton Town Planner

Vera Kolias Southborough Town Planner

Charles Gaffney Southborough Planning Board

In addition, there were two public forums on March 7, 2006 and June 15, 2006. The
agendas for these public forums are included in Appendix G. The public forums were
advertised in the local newspapers, posted in town halls and on town websites.







I11. THE FIRST PUBLIC FORUM

Purpose of the first public forum

The purpose of the first public forum was twofold; to familiarize the residents of the three
communities with the work being done under the Smart Growth Technical Assistance
Grant and to poll residents concerning areas to be protected, desirable land uses and
impacts to be studied.

Analysis in preparation for the first public forum

In preparation for the public forum, the MAPC GIS lab prepared a series of maps. These
maps included the following:

e Natural resources

e Water resources

Transportation

Economic development and housing
Topography

Soils suitability

Ortho-photograph of the site

These maps are included in Appendix I.

MAPC divided the entire site into 17 sub parcels based on site characteristics and
prepared a chart that listed all of the natural features found in those parcels as well as
other characteristics such as roadway access. This map and chart were used to obtain
feedback at the public forum. This chart is included in Appendix D.

The Public Forum Agenda

The first public forum was held on March 7, 2006 at the EImwood School in Hopkinton.
The full agenda for this forum is included in Appendix G. After presenting an overview
of the grant and previous studies that were done for the site, MAPC posed the following
questions to the attendees:

1. What areas of the site are the most important to preserve?

2. What are the potential land uses that would work well for the site and the region?

3. What are the impacts of future development on the site that are of the most
concern?

In order to identify the areas that were most important for preservation, MAPC went
through all 17 sub-parcels and asked for input as to unique features that warranted
protection. Then MAPC conducted a “show of hands” voting exercise, with each
attendee being “given” five votes. The results of the voting are detailed in Appendix D.



The most important areas for preservation were the northern portion of the site that drains
into the Hopkinton Reservoir, the agricultural views along Route 135 and an area to the
south of the site that is critical to protecting the future Aprilla Farms well site.



IV. DEVELOPMENT OF THE ILLUSTRATIVE CONCEPTS

MAPC developed three illustrative concepts based on the following:

Input from the committee

A review of the master plans and other documents from each community
Input received at the March 7, 2006 public forum

The Commonwealths” Sustainable Development Principles (These are
included as Appendix C).

These three potential development scenarios were termed “illustrative concepts” to
emphasize that these represent only three potential scenarios out of many. In order to
conduct an analysis of impacts, it was necessary to come up with several different
approaches that met the goals for the project. These three concepts were used as starting
points for the analysis. There are many other potential concepts that could be tested. In
addition, it is important to note that this project did not take a site planning approach.
Even within the three concepts, the exact locations of buildings were not determined, and
was not considered critical to the analysis.

It should also be noted that the concepts were developed to meet the goals of the
communities existing plans. This, rather than the goal of fiscal neutrality, drove the
development of the concepts. The fiscal impacts analysis was not run until after the
alternative concepts were developed.

Concept #1 was prepared based on input received from the 5/3/06 meeting of
representatives of Hopkinton, Ashland and Southborough. Additional information
relating to the zoning analysis which was completed in order to develop Alternative
Concept #1 can be found in Appendix A). Concepts #2 and 3 were intended to illustrate
alternative development options which would meet the following guiding goals:

1) Meet the objectives of the March 7 public forum which included protection of key
areas, providing connections to nearby town centers and state parks and
encompassing certain preferred uses.

2) Meet the goals of the communities existing plans. This was considered more
important than the goal of fiscal neutrality.

3) Use development to “pay for” significant protection of open space — most likely
to be accomplished through zoning and transfer of development rights.

4) Have development concepts be realistic from a market standpoint. MAPC
avoided including any development concepts that were not likely to be
economically feasible. MAPC worked with our economic development sub-
consultant (Community Opportunities Group, Inc.) to determine which uses
would likely be marketable.



5)

6)

The development concepts should be able to be implemented through zoning
changes to the maximum extent, with additional potential of land acquisitions by
the communities. MAPC did not want to depend upon implementation by
municipal purchase, because even if the town(s) could purchase portions of the
Weston Nurseries site, this would not be a sustainable model for use in the
remainder of undeveloped land in eastern Hopkinton.

Develop plans that would score well when evaluated against the EOEA
Sustainable Development Principles, in order for this project to be a
demonstration project for smart growth for other suburban/rural areas.



V. DESCRIPTION OF THE THREE CONCEPTS
Concept #1 — Possible Buildout Under Existing Zoning

Overview - This concept assumes development of the entire site under existing zoning
based upon by-right and special permit development options. Because the entire site is
zoned residential, there is no retail or office development proposed and no cemetery or
golf course. Any protection of open space, viewsheds or water supply areas would be
done through zoning provisions, site design and site constraints. There would be no
specific lands set aside for recreation.

920 housing units with none affordable.

890 units in Hopkinton and 30 units in Ashland.

Total population of 2,981.

Does not protect views along Route 135.

No specific provisions for protecting wells and aquifers.

No delineation of a protected wildlife/open space corridor.
No land set aside for playing fields or a school.

Puts housing development adjacent to the NSTAR facility.
Development is not clustered close to the LIFT bus.

No buffer provided adjacent to existing residential development.
No commercial or office development.

Open space protected through zoning provisions - 501 acres.

Housing — This concept allocates approximately 469 acres to 560 single family homes
developed under the Open Space and Landscape Preservation Development bylaw
(OSLPD). The total number of units is based upon buildout calculations which take into
account lot size, losses to roadways and odd lot sizes, wetlands, etc. Note that lot yield
shown is less than potential calculated via OSLPD bylaw calculations. For a detailed
description of how the number of units was calculated, see Appendix A.

An additional 90 acres are used to develop 360 units (in three clusters) under the garden
apartment bylaw. In consultation with Judi Barrett, we assumed that the garden
apartments would be 40% rental and 60% owner occupied. Hopkinton Town Planner
Elaine Lazarus noted that all previous Garden Apartment developments that were
maximum density included municipal/common water and sewer available. All recent
Garden Apartment developments are at lower density, possibly due to the market and also
due to the need for space for on-site sewage treatment.

None of the units are affordable because the current zoning does not require any
affordability.



Table 2
Summary of Residential Development for Concept #1

Total

# of 1BR | 2BR |3BR |4BR % affordable

Units | Units | Units | Units | Units | Affordable | units
Single family 560 560 0% 0
Apartments/condo
(Garden Apts.) 360 36 288 36 0 0% 0
Retail/office 0
Total dwelling units 920

Commercial Development — This development concept does not include any
commercial uses because the zoning does not allow commercial development.

Open Space - Open space is a function of zoning requirements specific to the two

different zoning bylaws applicable to Concept 1. The layout of the open space is

conceptual at this time.

Table 3
Summary of Open Space for Concept #1
Parcel Designation Acreage
Cluster #1 218.14
Cluster #2 26.09
Cluster #3 225.01
Multi-Family #1 9.25
Multi-Family #2 10.89
Multi-Family #3 11.67
Total Open Space 501.05

Transportation — This concept does not specifically address the layout of any new roads
nor does it attempt to lay out the development to maximize access to the LIFT bus by

locating residential uses within ¥ mile of the existing transit route.

Water and sewer — This development concept assumes all residential uses will be using
a municipal water system (or community well) and a community sewage treatment plant,
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in order to facilitate development in a manner less dependent upon soils. Note that it may
be possible to propose this development so that all single family development uses
private individual wells and septic systems and that the garden apartments will be using
shared systems.

Concept #2 — Open Space Preservation Supported by Development

Overview — The goal of this concept is to have development “pay for” significant
protection of open space — most likely to be accomplished through zoning and transfer of
development rights. The development mix includes residential, retail and office uses.
This concept seeks to provide a mix of housing and other uses that will help offset the
costs of open space protection. This concept would require new zoning.

1,158 housing units including 180 affordable units.

Total population of 2,891.

Protects the views along Route 135.

Protects the wells adjacent to Hopkinton Reservoir and the future well near

Aprilla Farms.

Provides a wildlife/trail corridor connecting the state parks.

Reserves land for playing fields and a future school.

Provides low-density uses as a buffer to the NSTAR facility.

Enhances transit opportunities with the potential for bringing the LIFT Bus onto

the site.

Provides an open space buffer around existing residential development.

e Total protected open space — 703 acres.

e Limits general commercial to 25,000 square feet to avoid negative impacts on
downtown and allows for a 40,000 square foot clubhouse if the golf option is
chosen.

¢ Includes 40,000 square feet of medical/professional office space.

Housing — This concept allows for a wide-range of housing types at varying densities and
assumes 25% affordability for most housing types. It takes into account the goals of the
town’s housing plan as well as the realities of the market.

The 220 mixed-use units are assumed to be rental apartments. Although it is proposed
that the vast majority of the single family units are to be on lots of approximately 1/2 acre
as part of a tightly clustered plan, some lots at the edges of agricultural fields may be 5+
acres by including part of the agricultural areas (under conservation restriction) within the
lot area. This would provide a different market for sale of these oversized lots while still
protecting open space. Agricultural land could also be leased to a farmer/horticulturalist.

The assisted living facility is a residential use but is considered commercial for tax
purposes and for the purposes of doing the fiscal impact analysis.

11



Table 4
Summary of Residential Development for Concept #2

Total
# of 1BR 2BR | 3BR 4 BR % affordable

Units Units Units | Units Units | Affordable | units
Single family 314 0 0 0| 314 0 0
Condos/townhouses 6/acre 312 0 312 0 0 25% 78
Condos/townhouses 4/acre 68 0 68 0 0 25% 17
Mixed-use with apts. 8/acre 88 9 70 9 0 25% 22
Mixed-use with apts. 12/acre 132 13 106 13 0 25% 33
Asst. living senior apts.12/acre 120 120 0 0 0 25% 30
Senior townhouse 8/acre 32 0 32 0 0 0% 0
Senior single family 4/acre 92 0 92 0 0 0% 0
Total dwelling units 1158 180

Open Space — Concept #2 specifically targets for protection those areas that were
identified as having a high priority for preservation at the March public forum. Table 5
details each parcel that was included in the total open space acreage. This plan
acknowledges that there are many ways to count open space depending on whether the

focus is wildlife, trails, active recreation or water quality. The working definition of open

space for this planning process is the undeveloped portions of the site that address key
concepts voiced in the public forum regarding what land to protect and uses that might
accomplish that. It should be noted that the golf course parcel is larger than would be

needed for a 18 hole course. This excess acreage would allow for greater flexibility when

designing a golf course, allowing it to be located outside of the watershed for the
reservoir. The excess acreage could be used for other open space uses. There is also
more than enough acreage to include space for community gardens if desired.
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Table 5
Summary of Open Space for Concept #2
Parcel Designation Acreage
Agricultural views protection 67.04
Buffer/trail 25.04
Cemetery/golf course 265.21
Far south 73.25
Recreation 50.17
Water supply protection 84.70
Wildlife/trail 138.21
Total open space 703.62

Commercial Development — Concept #2 envisions a modest amount of commercial
space consisting of three parcels where retail and office uses would be included and the
golf course clubhouse.

The first area where offices would be appropriate is the Southeast parcel where the
assisted living facility would be. This area would be most appropriate for medical
offices. Some limited “convenience” retail may also be located at this site.

The second area where commercial development is envisioned is the Southwest parcel.
This is the mixed-use area where a modest amount of office and retail could be located at
the ground level with apartments above. The type of retail that would be most
appropriate would be neighborhood convenience shopping for basic everyday items as
well as small specialty stores and offices.

The third area is the parcel on Route 135 labeled agricultural retail and offices where the
existing nursery sales are located. This area would be most appropriate for agricultural-
related businesses such as produce, gardening supplies and a small restaurant or coffee
shop.

The decision on the amount of retail was made in order to avoid any conflicts with either
the Ashland or Hopkinton town centers. The amount of retail was also kept low to avoid
putting an additional heavy traffic generator on Route 135.

Table 6
Summary of Commercial Development in Concept #2
Type of Use Square Feet
Retail 25,000
Office 40,000
Golf clubhouse 40,000
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Concept #3 — Smart Growth Development (40R) Density

Overview — Concept #3 examines the potential results of changes to zoning which would
establish density which is consistent with Chapter 40R, the state’s Smart Growth Zoning
law. The plan includes a mix of single family, duplex and multi-family units at 40R
densities, and also includes a separate “rural homestead” component. Rural homesteads
are single family homes on oversized lots (10+ acres) which may be used for agricultural
uses or for those who wish to have horses. This concept attempts to apply the smart
growth principles to this site (to the extent possible) and to allow the communities to
benefit from the density bonus payment and zoning incentive payment provisions for
units created under the 40R program. More information on Chapter 40R can be found at:

http://www.mass.gov/envir/smart growth toolkit/pages/mod-40R.html

1,030 housing units including 210 affordable units.

Total population of 2,326.

Protects the views along Route 135.

Protects the wells adjacent to Hopkinton Reservoir and the future well near

Aprilla Farms.

Provides a wildlife/trail corridor connecting the state parks.

e Reserves land for playing fields and a future school.

e Provides low-density uses as a buffer to the NSTAR facility.

e Enhances transit opportunities with the potential for bringing the LIFT Bus onto
the site.

e Provides an open space buffer around existing residential development.

e Total protected open space —783 acres.

e Limits general commercial to 25,000 square feet to avoid negative impacts on
downtown and allows for a 40,000 square foot clubhouse if the town decides to
include a golf course.

e This concept includes 40,000 square feet of medical/professional office space.

Housing — In this concept, two parcels (the North parcel and the Southwest parcel) would
be designated as 40R districts and developed at 40R densities (20 units/acre multi-family,
12 units/acre duplexes, 8 units/acre single family) The assisted living facility would also
be developed as part of this concept. The assisted living facility would include 25%
affordable units and the remainder of the 40R housing would be 20% affordable.

14



Table 7
Summary of Residential Development for Concept #3

Total
# of 1BR |2BR 3BR | 4BR | % affordable
Units | Units | Units | Units | Units | Affordable units
Rural homesteads- (10+ acre
lots) 10 10 0% 0
Condominiums/Apartments
@20 units/acre 700 70 560 70 20% 140
Duplex condos @ 12 units/acre | 120 120 20% 24
Single Family houses @ 8
units/acre 80 80 20% 16
Asst. living senior apts.12/acre | 120 120 0 0 0 25% 30
Total dwelling units 1030 210

Open Space — Concept #3 specifically targets for protection those areas that were
identified as having a high priority for preservation at the March public forum.
The total open space acreage is higher in Concept 3 because the parcels designated for

the 40R district are larger than required for development. The excess acreage would be

open space designed to enhance the development. See the open space section for
Concept #2 for additional comments on open space.

Table 8
Summary of Open Space for Concept #3
Parcel Designation Acreage
Agricultural view protection 67.04
Buffer/trail 25.0
Far south 73.25
Cemetery/golf course 265.21
Open space 26.16
Open space 2.09
Recreation 50.17
South 36.23
Water supply 84.70
Wildlife/trail 153.97
Total open space 783.86
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Commercial Development — Concept #3 allows for the same amount and general
location of commercial development as Concept #2.

Table 9
Summary of Commercial Development for Concept #3
Type of Use Square Feet
Retail 25,000
Office 40,000
Golf clubhouse 40,000

Comparison of Concepts — Table 10 provides an overview of the similarities and

differences between the three concepts.

Table 10
Comparison of Concepts
#1 #2 #3
Existing | Open Space Smart
Zoning | Protection Growth
Housing units 920 1,158 1,030
Affordable units 0 180 210
Protects views along Rte. 135 No Yes Yes
Protects current and future wells No Yes Yes
Wildlife/trail corridor connecting state parks No Yes Yes
Land for school/playing fields No Yes Yes
Low-density buffer for NSTAR facility No Yes Yes
Enhanced transit opportunities No Yes Yes
Open space buffer around existing residential. Yes Yes Yes
Total protected open space 501 703 783
General commercial — 25,000 square feet No Yes Yes
40,000 square foot golf clubhouse No Yes Yes
40,000 square feet of office No Yes Yes

16




Relationship to the Sustainable Development Principles

One of the goals for this grant was to develop and test alternatives that applied smart
growth principles (as embodied by the state’s Sustainable Development Principles) to a
more suburban/rural setting to determine if a smart growth concept would lessen impacts
on the communities. Table 11 evaluates the three concepts against the ten sustainable
development principles adopted by the Office of Commonwealth Development. The
Sustainable Development Principles are included in Appendix C. Table 11 uses the
following designations:

No: This concept does not support the principle.
Moderate: This concept is moderately consistent with the principle.
High: This concept is highly consistent with the principle.

The discussion following Table 11 provides details which support MAPC’s designations
of the three concepts relative to the Sustainable Development Principles.

Table 11

Relationship of the Three Concepts to the Sustainable Development Principles
Principle Concept #1 Concept #2 Concept #3
Redevelop first No No No
Concentrate No Moderate High
development
Be fair No Moderate Moderate
Restore and enhance | No High High
the environment
Conserve natural Moderate High High
resources
Expand housing No High High
opportunities
Provide No Moderate Moderate
transportation
choice
Increase job No Moderate Moderate
opportunities
Foster sustainable No Moderate Moderate
development
Plan regionally No High High

17




Redevelop First — This principle is not applicable to this project because the focus was on
planning for the eventual development of an agricultural parcel.

Concentrate Development — Both Concept 2 and 3 are attempts to concentrate
development in a way that would not be allowed under the current zoning. Concept #2
achieves this goal but Concept #3 takes this one step further by using 40R densities.
Both Concepts # 2 and #3 include mixed use that is not possible in Concept #1 under
existing zoning.

Be Fair — Because Concept #1 could proceed under existing zoning without any further
involvement by Ashland and Southborough, there would be no opportunity for
neighboring communities to influence development patterns and mitigation of potential
impacts. Concepts #2 and 3 would require more community input because of the need to
adopt new zoning which would also entail more control over potential impacts.

Restore and Enhance the Environment — Concept #1 achieves some level of natural
resource protection because of the nature of the Open Space and Landscape Preservation
Development zoning but does not specifically target those areas which the community
most wants to see protected including water supply protection and preservation of
agricultural landscapes. Both Concepts #2 and 3 would specifically protect those areas.
Zoning changes enabling the increased clustering of uses in Concepts #2 and 3 also
promote more preservation of open space.

Conserve Natural Resources — The recommended mitigation measures that would be
included in any new zoning include the following:

Low Impact Development

LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design)
Environmentally sensitive golf course design and management
Water re-use

Expand Housing Opportunities — Concept #1 only includes the two housing types
allowed under existing zoning (single family and garden apartments) and does not
include any affordability component. Concept #2 and 3 both include a wider range of
housing types, densities and both include affordable units. Concepts 2 and 3 also
coordinate location of housing with transit (LIFT) and services (neighborhood
commercial development).

Provide Transportation Choice — This is a difficult site in which to significantly improve
transportation options. Concept #1, while it still has access to the LIFT bus route along
Route 135, does not attempt to cluster development within ¥ mile of the LIFT bus to
improve the potential for transit use. It also does not provide an option for routing the
LIFT bus through the site. Options 2 and 3 put higher density development within ¥ mile
of the LIFT bus and assume a bike path connection and sidewalks. See the section on
transportation impacts for more details.

18



Increase Job Opportunities — Concept #1 does not include any additional commercial
development because of the constraints of the current zoning. Concepts #2 and 3 do
include some level of commercial development but the emphasis is on residential
development because of the sites’ location. Therefore, job creation is minimal.

Foster Sustainable Development — This principle focuses on strengthening natural
resource based businesses. Although this project anticipates that a large portion of the
site will be converted from agriculture to residential development, residential
development is required to ensure that the scaled back nursery operation continues. Two
of the concepts seek to build a small retail cluster of agriculturally related businesses.
Concepts 2 and3 also preserve agricultural land for future uses in the event that the
nursery no longer operates on the site.

Plan Regionally — This project is a regional effort to plan for development that will
enhance the three immediately affected communities in the following ways:
e By protecting multi-community water supply.
e By providing for potential multi-community recreational areas.
e By promoting development that does not adversely impact nearby town-center
commercial areas.
e By promoting development options that have lower traffic impacts.
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VI. IMPACTS ANALYSIS

A. Water and Sewer
Water Demand

The potential water demand of the Weston Nurseries project was estimated by MAPC
based on water use factors for residential, retail, office, and golf course uses (see Table
12 and Figure 1). For each of the 3 development concepts, the residential population was
calculated, and per capita water use factors were applied. For all apartments, condos, and
elderly housing types, a per capita factor of 65 gallons per person per day was used. This
reflects DEP’s performance standard for medium and high stress river basins. For single
family housing, a higher water use factor of 80 gallons per person per day was used, in

order to account for the greater amount of water used for outdoor applications.

Table 12
Projected Hopkinton Water Demand for Weston Nurseries Development
# of Units Water Demand
Development Concepts or sq. ft. Gal/Da
Concept 1 - Possible Buildout Under Existing Zoning
Total dwelling units 890
Total Residential Population 2865 217,080
Retail/office 0
Total Water Demand 217,080
Development
Total dwelling units 1158
Total Residential Population 2890 203,105
Retail space / water / wastewater 25,000 1,250
Office space / water / wastewater 40,000 3,000
Total Water Demand 207,355
Golf clubhouse (golf course alternative only) 40,000 10,500
Total Water Demand w/ Golf Course 217,855
Concept 3- Smart Growth Development (40R Densit
Total dwelling units 1030
Total Residential Population 2326 154,925
Retail space 25,000 1,250
Office space 40,000 3,000
Total Water Demand 159,175
Golf clubhouse (golf course alternative) 40,000 10,500
Total Water Demand w/ Golf Course 169,675
Golf Course Alternative--Irrigation
Golf Course Irrigation (~May-September,
assumed to be non-municipal water) 250,000
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The estimated water use for the three development concepts range from 159,175 gallons
per day (gpd) for Concept 3 to a high of 217,080 gpd for Concept 1. A golf course club
house facility could add an additional 10,500 gpd to either Concept 2 or 3. Additional
water for irrigating the golf course, estimated at 250,000 gpd, would not be from the
public water system, but rather from on site wells and/or reused wastewater.

Figure 1
Estimated Water Demand for 3 Development Concepts

O Without Golf Course
B With Golf Course

250,000

200,000

150,000 -

Gallons Per Day

100,000 -

50,000

Concept 1 Concept 2 Concept 3

Water Supply Impacts

The town of Hopkinton currently operates 4 wells, Fruit Street wells # 1, 2, and 3, and
Whitehall well #5. The town also purchases water from the town of Ashland (which is
withdrawn from a well close to the Hopkinton Reservoir, just north of the Weston
Nurseries site). The total amount of water currently allowed to be withdrawn by
Hopkinton’s Water Management Act (WMA) registration and permit is 0.98 million
gallons per day (mgd). The town’s existing demand has been approaching that limit in
recent years—it has been at or above 0.85 mgd since 2001, leaving the town with a
margin of about 120,000 gallons per day under its existing WMA permit.

MAPC has produced projections of future water demand to the year 2030 for all
communities in the region, based on current trends in the growth of population and
employment (see Figure 2). MAPC’s projections for Hopkinton indicate that the town
will have a demand of 0.92 mgd by the year 2010, which will grow to 1.00 mgd in 2020
and 1.07 by 2020, which would suggest that the town may exceed its current WMA
permit after 2010. However, recent growth trends lead local officials to believe that
water demand will increase more rapidly, exceeding the existing WMA permit sooner.
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Figure 2
Hopkinton Water Demand-Existing Trends and Projected to 2030
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These future projections create a context to evaluate the impact of the potential new water
demand for the development of the Weston Nurseries site. When the estimated water
demand for the three development concepts is added to the existing demand trends, it
becomes clear that any of the three development concepts would result in a water demand
greater than the town’s existing Water Management Act permit. The development’s
estimated water demand, which ranges from about 160,000 gpd to 217,000 gpd, would
increase demand of such a magnitude that existing sources of water would need to be
supplemented, and of course the town’s Water Management Act permit would need to be
modified to accommodate this additional demand (see Table 13 and Figure 3).

Table 13
Projected Hopkinton Water Demand:
Existing Trend and Weston Nursery 3 Concepts

Existing With With
Trend Conceptlor2 Concept 3 Water
Projection Water Demand Demand
(mgd) (mgd) (mgd)
2010 0.92 1.14 1.09
2020 1.00 1.22 1.17
2030 1.07 1.29 1.24
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Compared to the existing Water Management Act registration and permit, the town’s
projected future demand with the additional demand of the Weston Nurseries project
would exceed the WMA withdrawals by a range of 111,000 gallons per day in 2010, up
to a maximum of 310,000 gallons per day by the year 2030 (see Table 14). Development
Concepts 1 and 2 would have a water demand about 48,000 gpd more than Concept 3.

Figure 3
Hopkinton Water Demand Projections with 3 Weston Nursery Concepts
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Table 14
Projected Hopkinton Water Demand:
Comparison to Existing Water Management Act
Withdrawal Registration & Permit Limit
Existing With With
Trend Concept 1 or 2 Concept 3
Projection Water Demand Water Demand
(mgd) (mgd) (mgd)
2010 +0.06 (0.16) (0.11)
2020 (0.02) (0.24) (0.19)
2030 (0.09) (0.31) (0.26)
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The above analysis focuses on the total water demand, expressed as average day demand.
However, water demand fluctuates seasonally, with a significant increase in the summer
months, leading to increased stress on both the water supply distribution system and the
source water aquifers and related streams and surface waters. Planning for the Weston
Nurseries development needs to take this “peak water demand” into consideration as it
can have significantly greater impacts than the annual average day demand. In fact, the
town of Hopkinton’s water demand has a moderately high “seasonal peaking” factor.
MAPC has compiled a data base of the ratio of peak day to average day demand in 140
communities in Eastern Massachusetts. This measure of seasonal peak demand for the
years 1998 to 2002 ranges from 1.2 to 2.7, and the town of Hopkinton has a ratio of 1.88,
above the regional median of 1.70 (see Figure 4). The most significant factor in peak
water demand is outdoor water use for lawn and landscape irrigation; therefore it would
be expected that Concept 3 would have the lowest peak demand factor because it has the
fewest number of large-lot homes.

Figure 4
Ratio of Peak Day to Average Day Demand for 140 Communities
in Eastern Massachusetts, 1998-2002
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Wastewater

The Weston Nurseries site does not have municipal wastewater collection service, nor is
it likely to be feasible to connect to the town’s limited sewer service area in the future.
All the wastewater treatment for any development on the Weston Nurseries land will
need to be provided on site as part of the infrastructure of the development.
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MAPC has estimated the wastewater flow for the three development concepts, using the
wastewater generation rates required by the state’s Title 5 regulations (310 CMR 15).
The following factors from the Title 5 regulations were applied for this calculation:

Residential 110 gallons/day per bedroom
Retail 50 gallons/day per 1,000 square feet
Office 75 gallons/day per 1,000 square feet

Applying these wastewater factors to the three development concepts results in a range of
wastewater flow from 250,650 gpd for Concept 3 to 325,010 gpd for Concept 2 (see
Table 15 and Figure 5). If a golf course with club house is added to either Concept 2 or
3, it would add an additional 10,500 gpd of wastewater flow.

Table 15
Projected Wastewater Flow for Weston Nurseries Development Concepts

Wastewater
# of Units or Flow (Title 5)
Development Concepts sq. ft. Gal/Day

Concept 1 - Possible Buildout Under Existing Zonin

Total dwelling units 890
Total Bedrooms 2840 312,400
Retail/office 0
Total Wastewater Flow 312,400

Development

Total Wastewater Flow w/ Golf Course

Total dwelling units 1158

Total Bedrooms 2916 320,760
Retail space 25,000 1,250
Office space 40,000 3,000

Total Wastewater Flow 325,010

Golf clubhouse (golf course alternative only) 40,000 10,500

335,510

Concept 3- Smart Growth Development (40R Density)

Total dwelling units 1030

Total Bedrooms 2240 246,400
Retail space 25,000 1,250
Office space 40,000 3,000
Total Wastewater Flow 250,650
Golf clubhouse (golf course alternative only) 40,000 10,500
Total Wastewater Flow w/ Golf Course 261,150

Note: Wastewater flow numbers are different from water demand numbers because of different methods
of estimation for residential uses. Wastewater flows are based on Title 5’s factor of 110 gallons per bed-
room, while the water supply estimates are based on per capita water use factors of 65 and 80 gallons
per day, according to DEP performance standards.
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Figure 5
Estimated Wastewater Flow for 3 Development Concepts
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These wastewater flow estimates include all of the housing, retail, and office uses in each
of the three development concepts. It may be possible to use on-site Title 5 systems for
some of the large-lot residential units, but these represent a relatively small percentage of
the total wastewater generated, so that even with some Title 5 systems, the vast majority
of the development’s wastewater that would need to be treated in an on-site facility.

An on-site treatment facility would require advanced treatment processes and leaching
facilities to discharge treated effluent to the ground. The leaching facilities would need
to be developed in a portion or portions of the site that have favorable soils, e.g.,
acceptable percolation rates and depth to bedrock and water table. The Soil Conservation
Service maps indicate that there may be two areas that are more likely to have favorable
soils, one north of Rt. 135, and the other in the extreme southern portion of the site, south
of Rt. 135. These maps provide only a general indication of soil types; site specific soil
surveys would need to be done to definitively identify soils favorable for the leaching
facilities.

Given the size of the needed wastewater facility, it would require a Groundwater
Discharge Permit from the Department of Environmental Protection. DEP will require a
level of treatment sufficient to protect the quality of the receiving groundwater.

Given the varied topography of the site, and depending on where the treatment facility

and the leaching facilities are located, it may also be necessary to pump the wastewater
from some parts of the site, or to pump the treated effluent to the leaching facilities.
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Water Resources Mitigation Measures

The potential impacts of the development related to water supply, wastewater, and storm
water can be reduced or mitigated by a number of best management practices. MAPC
recommends that any development on the Weston Nurseries site incorporate and fully
implement the following measures:

Source Water Protection

The wastewater discharge should take into consideration the proximity of the site
to existing and potential water supply wells. Ashland’s wells are just north of the
site near the Hopkinton Reservoir, and the potential Aprilla Farm well site is on
the southern portion of the site. The Zone 2 or wellhead protection areas of these
wells and potential wells should be protected from contamination. Likewise, the
golf course and other development should sited in a manner that is sensitive to
these critical water supply sources. The Zone 2/wellhead areas should contain the
maximum possible open space managed solely for aquifer protection.

Demand Management and Water Conservation

Reduce indoor water use by installing ultra-low flush toilets & fixtures. Make
this a model “green development” that incorporates state-of-the-art measures that
equal or exceed plumbing code and water conservation requirements. This could
be part of an overall LEED certification for the project (see below).

Reduce outdoor water use, and the seasonal peak demand, by reducing lawn areas
and requiring water-efficient landscaping. MAPC and the 495/MetroWest
Corridor Partnership have recently published guide to reducing peak season water
demand, “SummerSmart Water Use,” which is available from MAPC and can be
downloaded from www.mapc.org/peakdemand

Reduce outdoor water use by restricting or eliminating automated irrigation
systems; any systems allowed should include weather-based controllers to
minimize water use.

Wastewater Management

Treat wastewater to higher standards to protect aquifers that provide water supply
and surrounding watershed resources. This might include additional nutrient
removal.

Site groundwater discharge to avoid impacts on Ashland’s wells and potential
Aprilla Farms well
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Water Reuse

Develop a water reuse system to provide irrigation for the golf course, nursery
operations, and other irrigation needs from treated effluent. Such a system could
significantly reduce the need for additional groundwater withdrawals from on-site
wells to provide irrigation water for the golf course and other landscaped areas.
Note that the projected irrigation needs of a golf course are approximately the
same as the estimated wastewater flow for Concept 3, and a substantial
percentage of the wastewater flow of Concepts 1 and 2.

MAPC and the 495/MetroWest Corridor Partnership have recently published
guide to water reuse, “Once is Not Enough,” which is available from MAPC and
can be downloaded from www.mapc.org/waterreuse

Stormwater

Reduce the amount of stormwater runoff from developed areas by implementing
Low Impact Development measures in the design of the project. These
measures may

e Bioretention cells & Rain Gardens
e Vegetated swales & filter strips

e Infiltration trenches & dry wells

e Permeable paving

e Cisterns & Rain Barrels

These measures will reduce runoff and increase recharge of the aquifers, and
benefits both water quantity & water quality in the watershed.

MAPC and the 495/MetroWest Corridor Partnership have recently published the
“Massachusetts Low Impact Development Tool Kit,” which is available from
MAPC and can be downloaded from www.mapc.org/lid
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Housing Analysis

A review of the Master Plans and Housing Plans of the communities of Hopkinton,
Ashland and Southborough indicates that the communities realize that there are housing
needs which are not being met by the current housing stock within their communities.

Specifically, the highlights of the goals set forth by the communities are as follows:

Hopkinton Master Plan
e Provide sound & affordable housing for all ages and income levels
e Provide for a variety of housing types within the town's rural residential character

Hopkinton Housing Plan
e Affordable rental units for lower-income families
e Affordable rentals designed for seniors & persons with disabilities
e Affordable homeownership units for moderate-income families & elders
e Homeownership units at below-market prices, affordable to middle-income
homebuyers

Ashland Housing Strategy
e Provide a range of options for safe & affordable housing that will blend in with
existing neighborhoods & enhance town character
e Create housing that meets the requirements of young families, town employees,
elderly, low/moderate groups, & other current & potential inhabitants
e Maintain & surpass 10% affordable (Ch. 40B) housing

Southborough Affordable Housing Strategic Plan
e Provide affordable housing for all
e Achieve 10% affordability under 40B
e Also provide housing opportunities for households with incomes at 81-120% of
area median income

A review of the data on housing supply (see Appendix B) indicates that although the
supply of housing in the three communities has grown substantially since 1980, the
amount of multi-family housing, and the amount of rental housing, as a percentage of the
total housing stock, has shown steady decline. In addition, none of the three communities
is close to meeting the 40B goals of having 10% affordable housing stock.

The affordability gap has increased over the recent past, with housing prices within the
three communities rising substantially faster than the regional median income. The need
for affordability of units beyond the standard “affordable to families earning 80% of
median income” appears to becoming more pronounced. This is evidenced by the
broader housing goals expressed in the reports referenced above.
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As is noted in the portion of this report which discusses the details of each of the
illustrative concepts, each of the concepts addresses these housing goals in a different
fashion and to a different degree.

Concept #1, which is the potential development that could be allowed under existing
zoning, is predominantly single family homes which would not meet the affordable
housing goals of the municipal plans. The garden apartment developments assumed as
part of Concept 1 would potentially meet some of the middle income housing needs for
either rental or ownership units, since the 1, 2 and 3 bedroom units would be lower value
than the 4+ bedroom houses which are the standard construction in Hopkinton. However,
since there is no requirement for an affordable component under the existing regulations,
there would not be any housing that would meet these low or moderate income needs.

Concept #2 includes a broader variety of housing types and densities. In addition, this
concept assumes an affordability component for the condos/townhouse and apartments.
Given the density proposed, it is likely that the market units within the
apartments/townhouses would serve to meet middle income market needs. In order to
increase economic viability of the project, the 4+ bedroom single-family homes do not
include an affordable component. In addition, based upon MAPC’s economic
development consultant review of existing problems in marketing affordable over-55
units, the senior residential units also do not have an affordability component.

Concept #3 also includes housing types which are designed to meet the low/moderate and
middle income housing needs expressed in the housing plans. The mix of single family
units, duplexes and higher density condominiums/apartments is designed to provide a
diversity of housing styles not presently common in the three communities. This concept
again includes an affordability component, but in this case the 40R affordability
component includes the 3-bedroom single family homes on small lots as well as the
condominium/apartments and duplex units.
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C. Transportation Impacts

Existing Conditions

There were no Level-of-Service (LOS) calculations available for Hopkinton town center
(Routes 135/85). However, Congestion Management System (CMS) ratings (from the
Boston Region MPO/CTPS) show LOS E in the AM and F in the PM peak periods and
personal observation during the PM peak showed delays and queues on all approaches.
Separate turn lanes are provided on three of the four approaches (only Route 85
northbound, the lowest volume approach, is without) and the existing signal appears to
operate on a fixed timer rather than a volume-actuated system. Queues were also
observed on Route 135 westbound, west of the intersection, which appeared to extend to
1-495. Between 25 and 54 crashes were reported at this intersection in the CMS for the
1997-99. Between the years 2002 and 2004 there were at least 43, 34, and 50 crashes
reported annually on either Route 135 or Route 85 within %2 mile of this intersection.

There are well marked crosswalks and pedestrian-actuated signals at the intersection, but
the sidewalks do not extend to the Weston Nursery site. The distance from the Weston
Nursery site to the town center is too far to encourage regular walking, and building a
complete sidewalk network appears to be difficult based on several narrow bridges and
some residential development which extends up to the roadway.

The Lift 5 runs along Route 135, past the Weston Nursery site and turning around in
Hopkinton center with 60 to 80 minute headways. There is no direct service to either the
Ashland or the Southborough train stations but Lift 5 does stop at the Framingham train
station (approximately 25 minutes after leaving Hopkinton center). The Southborough
train station has a 364 space parking lot, which is regularly filled. The Ashland station
has 678 spaces but is reported to be only 1/3 full.! The Worcester line is also reported in
the CMS to operate at 0.92 riders per seat in the peak hours, slightly below the average
crowding figures on the MBTA’s commuter rail services and local information suggests
that the cars are frequently full after leaving Southborough station in the AM peak.

New Trips

The table below shows estimated new trips from the site under all three concepts. The
initial total trips are based on ITE Trip Generation factors for the appropriate land use
category. The vehicle trip estimates are based on the assumptions about the potential for
walk and bicycle trips within the site and to downtown Hopkinton, for internal drive trips
that never leave the Weston Nursery site, and for pass-by trips to retail uses on the site. A
range of values is given for all estimates to emphasize the uncertainty of the results.

! park-and-ride statistics come from the CMS 2004 report and personal observation (6/6/06) at the
Southborough station. Number of parking spaces from the MBTA web site.
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Table 16
Potential New Trips

PM PM
Daily peak Daily Peak
total total vehicle | vehicle
trips trips trips trips Assumptions

1% = walk, bike, transit trips,
plus internal drive and pass-by -
Without mixed use, no place to
7,2481t0 | 725to0 7,176 to | 718to walk/bike/drive internally,
Concept 1 9,651 999 9,554 989 densities not sufficient for transit

15% = walk, bike, transit trips,
plus internal drive and pass-by
trips - With mixed use,
opportunities to walk/bike and
drive internally. Only 252 units
with densities (7 DU/acre)
sufficient for transit use to
12,015 10,213 Hopkinton, Ashland and

to 1229 to to 1045 to Southborough commuter rail, if
Concept 2 16,396 | 1734 13,937 1474 available

25% = walk, bike, transit trips,
plus internal drive and pass-by
trips - With mixed use,
opportunities to walk/bike and
drive internally. Except for 10 SF
units all densities sufficient for
10,956 transit use to Hopkinton, Ashland
to 1121 to 8,217to |841to and Southborough commuter rail,
Concept 3 14,509 | 1606 10,882 1205 if available

! park-and-ride statistics come from the CMS 2004 report and personal observation (6/6/06) at the
Southborough station. Number of parking spaces from the MBTA web site.

Given the distance from the town center and the difficulties for providing sidewalks for
walk trips, the lack of many retail options on site for the residents, and the limited
existing Lift schedule, the 15 and 25% assumptions for vehicle trip reductions in
Concepts 2 and 3 are probably the upper bounds on any estimates of trip reductions based
on mixed use and higher density plans. These calculations and assumptions yield
estimates of less than 10 peak transit passengers (Concept 1) to about 160 passengers
under Concept 3. Similarly optimistic estimates show a demand of around 175 new
residents under all three concepts who might be potential commuter rail customers and
might take the Lift there is available. In the year 2000, according the Census estimates,
2.5% of Hopkinton residents took transit to work. Achieving these higher numbers of
passengers will require much shorter headways than the existing 60 to 80 minutes for the
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Lift (since there is not currently the capacity to move that many riders even if they were
available).

Almost all new auto trips, regardless of the level, would be expected to enter and exit the
site through Hopkinton center. Based on 2000 Census journey to work data, 84% of all
past trips went through the 135/85 intersection. If a direct access from the site to Route
85 north of town was provided this number might drop to 76%, with all but 5% traveling
thru on Route 135. This means that between 515 (725 x 71% for Concept 1) and 1231
new vehicles (1734 x 71% for Concept 2) will be added to an already crowded
intersection. There is no way even 500 new vehicles can be moved through this
intersection without adding significantly to congestion and safety problems.

Mitigation Strategies

Since there are already turning lanes on all approaches except Route 85 northbound
(where it is probably not needed) there is no need to add additional lanes. Additional thru
lanes on Route 135 would probably increase flow/reduce congestion, but at the expense
of any prospect of the area functioning as a true downtown. Nevertheless, improvements
to flow (and maybe some resulting safety benefits) can be achieved by upgrading the
signal equipment to a fully-actuated demand responsive system on all approaches, which
would remove most of the misallocated green time currently observed with a fixed time
signal. This new equipment would probably cost $100,000 - $200,000.

Even with the long distance between the downtown and the site, there is still a need for a
pedestrian and bicyclist connection. With a sidewalk along Route 135 precluded, the
development of a bike path along the south side is probably the most practical solution

Concepts 2 and 3 have some potential for transit ridership, and would probably best be
served by a new stop at the existing Weston Nursery shop/proposed retail center. There is
probably also a market that would allow Lift 5 to be diverted to either the Southborough
or Ashland train stations. As an alternative, an aggressive program to provide commuter
rail information to residents and encourage them to rideshare to the stations might also be
successful.

Ultimately from a transportation standpoint there doesn’t seem to be any way to make
large scale development at this location sustainable. A more sustainable option might be
to allow some development at this site (less than 100 units) with a transfer of the
remaining development rights to Hopkinton center. Development in the center would
have the advantage of being walkable, providing a concentrated transit service area, and
of distributing the remaining traffic in all directions around the intersection.
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D. Fiscal Impacts
Introduction

The fiscal impacts analysis was prepared by Judi Barrett of Community Opportunities
Group, Inc. The conclusion of the report is that Concept #3 (Smart Growth 40R Density)
appears to offer the most advantageous fiscal outcome for the town. The text of the
complete report can be found in Appendix F.

A fiscal impact study explores the relationship between the community service costs and
revenue attributable to a change in land use. The relationship is expressed as a ratio of
costs to revenue. When a development generates more than enough revenue to pay for the
services used by its residents, businesses or employees, it is said to be “revenue positive,”
i.e., a cost-revenue ratio <1.0. Similarly, a development that produces the same amount
of revenue and service costs is “revenue neutral,” or 1.0, and a “revenue negative” project
costs more to serve than the amount of revenue it contributes to the community, or >1.00.
Local officials often want to know if a proposed development will have a positive or
negative impact on the community’s tax rate because if the project does not pay for itself,
the gap between new service costs and new revenue will have to be absorbed by other
property owners in the form of higher taxes.

Summary of Fiscal Impacts

Table 17
Net Fiscal Impact of Alternative Development Plans, Years 1-12; Present
Value (2006)

Hopkinton Ashland

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 1

Housing Units 890 1,158 1,030 30
Population 2,864 2,891 2,326 116
School-Age Children 772 551 325 31
Non-Residential Sq. Ft. 0 105,000 105,000 0
Cost of Municipal & School Services $82,714,200 $66,629,700 $39,659,900 $3,303,560
Revenue $74,926,000 $70,315,000 $50,337,000 $3,136,920
Cost-Revenue Ratio 1.10 0.95 0.79 1.05
Surplus/(Deficit) Revenue ($7,788,200) $3,685,300 $10,677,100 ($166,640)
Avg. Annual Surplus/(Deficit) ($899,000) $326,900 $976,000 ($15,100)

Note: numbers may not add to total due to rounding.

Methodology

For a discussion of the methodology, please refer to the full report in Appendix F.
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Key Findings for Concept #1

Concept is revenue negative.

This concept has a net cost-to-revenue ratio of 1.10.

For every new dollar of revenue, the town’s new costs will be $1.10.

Most of the cost growth stems from associated debt service for school
construction.

The cost-revenue ratio peaks at 1.45 and declines to 1.05 over a 20 year period.
Ashland’s cost-to-revenue ratio is 1.05 because no school construction is
anticipated.

Key Findings for Concept #2

Concept is slightly revenue positive but should be viewed as revenue neutral.
This concept has a net cost-to-revenue ratio of 0.95.

Due to the availability of senior housing option, the resale of empty-nester homes
to young families may trigger a secondary fiscal impact (the “echo” effect).

Key Findings for Concept #3

Concept is revenue positive.

This concept has a net cost-to-revenue ratio of 0.79.

The lower rate of tax revenue is because higher density single-family homes will
have a lower assessed value.

Duplex condominiums generate more school children than townhouses.

Under 40R, the town would qualify for a one-time, non-recurring “zoning
incentive payment” of up to $600,000 and a one-time payment per building
permit of $3,000 for each unit over what could be built under existing zoning.
The town could also qualify for assistance with school costs associated with the
40R district under the Chapter 40S regulations. These one-time payments were
not included in the fiscal impacts analysis.
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VIl. THE SECOND PUBLIC FORUM

The second public forum was held on June 15, 2006 at the First Congregational Church
in Hopkinton. The purpose of the forum was to present the three concepts, to discuss
their impacts and to get citizen reaction to the three concepts. The results of that forum
are summarized in Appendix E.

VIIl. ZONING STRATEGIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Overview

MAPC’s review of the existing town plans of Hopkinton, Ashland and Southborough
contributed to the development concepts presented, in addition to input received at the
committee meetings and the public forums. Careful review of the zoning bylaws
indicated that zoning bylaw amendments and changes to existing rules and regulations
would be required to both implement the existing town plans and to allow development
of the Weston Nurseries site under either Concept 2 -Open Space Preservation Supported
by Development or Concept 3 - Smart Growth Development (40R Density).

The Weston Nurseries site is an ideal location to demonstrate many of the new and
emerging zoning tools that can assist the communities in preservation of open space,
protection of key natural resources, and the creation of walkable neighborhoods that offer
cultural and recreational opportunities and a mixture of housing choices in addition to
shops and offices that provide goods and services in close proximity to housing.

Relationship of Recommendations to the East Hopkinton Master Plan

The town is beginning a significant planning effort in East Hopkinton. MAPC
recommends that this report be used during that process to help shape the analysis and
public discussion. The town will most likely want to wait until that Master Plan is
complete before going forward with any of these concepts. For this reason, MAPC is not
making a recommendation concerning which concept should be selected. The zoning
strategies below represent the overall zoning approach that would be needed to
implement Concepts 2 and 3 if one of those is selected as a result of the East Hopkinton
Master Plan.

Key Zoning Strategies Necessary to Implement Concepts 2 and 3
The two key zoning tools necessary to implement Concepts 2 and 3 are:

1. A Mixed-use Overlay District
2. A Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) bylaw.

The mixed-use overlay district would address the mix of uses allowed, the densities and
would include affordable housing provisions. A TDR bylaw would be the mechanism by
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which development is directed away from lands that should be preserved to areas better
suited to higher density development.

Although many model bylaws exist, both of these tools need to be grounded in
comprehensive planning to assess local conditions, community reaction and to answer the
many questions that need to be asked before any zoning is written. The East Hopkinton
Master Plan process provides an excellent opportunity to do the planning that needs to
precede the development of these two zoning tools.

Zoning Strategy #1: Develop a Mixed-Use Overlay District for Concept #2

If Concept #2 (or a similar concept) is chosen, MAPC recommends that the Town of
Hopkinton develop and adopt a Mixed-Use Overlay District for the site to facilitate
development in accordance with Concepts 2 and 3. If Concept #3 is chosen, then there
are additional requirements and regulations that will need to be adhered to in order to be
approved as a 40R district.

There are a number of Mixed-Use Overlay bylaw models that can be used as a starting
point. This Mixed-Use Overlay District will need to include the following provisions:

e Establish a mixture of allowed land uses for the overlay district including
single family housing, accessory apartments, duplexes, three and four
family dwellings, multi-family dwellings, assisted living, and over 55
independent living communities at a density of not more than 12 units per
acre.

e Allowed retail uses subject to a size limitation per business use

e Professional offices as an allowed use.

e Design standards for the Overlay District to guide development of
buildings and landscapes that are contextually compatible with the
characteristics of the towns.

One way to engage the community is to undertake a Visual Preference Poll to
show examples of mixed use and gather citizen feedback on what they like and
don’t like. In other similar projects, MAPC has compiled a Powerpoint
presentation showing examples of mixed use in the region. This presentation was
then used to ask residents to vote for those types of development that they would
like to see in the areas being considered for mixed use in their community. MAPC
then went back through the presentation and asked residents to identify the
features they liked and the features they did not like. Some of the examples
appear in the MAPC Mixed-Use Toolkit. The Mixed-Use Toolkit can be found
at:

Links:
http://www.mapc.org/whats new/Regional Record/May2006/mixed use toolkit.html.
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Zoning Strategy #2: Implement a Transfer of Development Rights Bylaw

TDR is based on the legal principle that the right to develop land can be separated from
the land itself. In practice, the right to build on a parcel is transferred from the land to be
protected (sending area) to another parcel of land (receiving area), often with a different
owner, which can then be developed at an increased density.

The major issue with TDR is the designation of receiving zones. Two possible
alternatives are specific sites or other area of town (which could be used in combination).
One “other area of town” is downtown Hopkinton, where the increased density could be
included in a mixed use redevelopment of the area to increase pedestrian uses, to support
local business, and to create more of a village atmosphere. The “specific site” alternative
could transfer from the areas of the site targeted for open space preservation, wildlife
corridors and hiking trails to target areas within the overlay district. In these areas, the
density including Transferred Development Rights could be based on water, septic and
traffic limitations.

Step #1: Educate town boards and the community about TDR.

Since TDR is not a traditional tool that is familiar, it will be necessary for the Planning
Board and Board of Selectmen to become knowledgeable about TDR. This information
would then need to be conveyed to the public. The TDR portion of the Smart Growth
Tool Kit (see link below) contains the following educational information that could be
used in this effort:

e Three case studies
e Two slide shows
e A brochure

e Three links to other websites

Step #2: Work with the development community to determine if TDR is feasible.

A separate but related effort must be made with the development community to ensure
that developers with an interest in working in East Hopkinton are given an opportunity to
help shape a program that will be likely to be viewed as feasible by the development
community. The link below has specific information for developers and realtors.

http://www.realtor.org/libweb.nsf/pages/fq804

Step #3: Determine likely sending zones and receiving zones on the Weston Nurseries site
and in the larger context of East Hopkinton.

If the East Hopkinton Master Plan process determines that TDR is feasible, the next step
will be to make a preliminary determination as to appropriate sending and receiv