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Abstract 
 
The New Urbanist movement has grown considerably in the past decade in response to the impacts of sprawl 
in the United States.  The crisis of sprawl has been caused in large part by poorly crafted land use regulations, 
many of which mandate sprawl.  While an abundance of contemporary land use and planning literature 
focuses on the concepts of New Urbanism, little attention has been given to their regulatory implementation.  
And while developers and architects have responded to the problems of sprawl with plans for the 
development of new communities, few have looked at the opportunity to retrofit existing suburbs.  This 
research adds to the field by illustrating how selected New Urbanist principles can be viably applied to 
residential infill developments in mature suburbs (specifically Greater Boston) if alternative regulations are 
adopted.  Such development will not only preserve natural resources at the urban edge, but will ensure the 
efficiency and vitality of our mature core communities. 
 
Four developments in communities’ representative of the Greater Boston region illustrate the contemporary 
(conventional) form of residential infill and two are given a post-mortem design alternative (New Urbanist).  
These alternative developments illustrate the viability of applying New Urbanist principles to residential infill 
in mature suburbs of Greater Boston.  A model hamlet development regulation, used as a guide in developing 
the alternative designs, illustrates that: 
 
1. The application of New Urbanist principles to residential infill is a viable alternative to conventional 

sprawl development at the fringe of our mature communities; and 
2. No drastic paradigm shift is necessary to implement the principles of New Urbanism in infill 

residential development.  Even small changes to local land use regulations can afford significant 
improvements to the sustainability of our local land use regulations. 

 
The framework and results of this research are transferable to cities and towns across the Commonwealth 
and our nation.  It is my hope that the principles and recommendations herein will be applied accordingly. 
 
Thesis Supervisor: Terry Szold 
Title: Adjunct Associate Professor of Land Use Planning 
 
Thesis Reader: Eran Ben-Joseph 
Title: Hayes Career Development Assistant Professor of Landscape Architecture and Planning 
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Chapter 1: 
Executive Summary 

 
“Development patterns should not blur or eradicate the edges of the 
metropolis. Infill development within existing urban areas conserves 
environmental resources, economic investment, and social fabric, 
while reclaiming marginal and abandoned areas. Metropolitan regions 
should develop strategies to encourage such infill development over 
peripheral expansion.” 
 

~Charter of the New Urbanism 
 
This thesis is a proposition for changes to local land use regulations in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  
The New Urbanist movement has grown considerably in the past decade in response to the impacts of sprawl 
in the United States.  The crisis of sprawl has been caused in large part by poorly crafted land use regulations, 
many of which mandate sprawl.  While an abundance of contemporary land use and planning literature 
focuses on the concepts of New Urbanism, little attention has been given to their regulatory implementation.  
And while developers and architects have responded to the problems of sprawl with plans for the 
development of new communities, few have looked at the opportunity to retrofit existing suburbs.  This 
research adds to the field by illustrating how selected New Urbanist principles can be viably applied to 
residential infill developments in mature suburbs (specifically Greater Boston) if alternative regulations are 
adopted.  The intent is to provide a much needed link between theory and practice.  Such development will 
not only preserve natural resources at the urban edge, but will ensure the efficiency and vitality of our mature 
core communities. 
 
Four developments in communities’ representative of the Greater Boston region illustrate the contemporary 
(conventional) form of residential infill and two are given a post-mortem design alternative (New Urbanist).  
These alternative developments illustrate the viability of applying New Urbanist principles to residential infill 
in mature suburbs of Greater Boston.  A model hamlet development regulation, used as a guide in developing 
the alternative designs, illustrates that: 
 
1. The application of New Urbanist principles to residential infill is a viable alternative to conventional 

sprawl development at the fringe of our mature communities; and 
2. No drastic paradigm shift is necessary to implement the principles of New Urbanism in infill 

residential development.  Even small changes to local land use regulations can afford significant 
improvements to the sustainability of our local land use regulations. 

 
The framework and results of this research are transferable to cities and towns across the Commonwealth 
and our nation.  It is my hope that the principles and recommendations herein will be applied accordingly. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  
   

 

  
 PAGE 8 OF 95  

 

Chapter 2: 
Introduction 

 
 
Purpose of Thesis            
 
New Urbanism has been hailed as the most significant movement in urban planning and architecture 
in this century.  (Song, 1)  “In brief, the principles of New Urbanism include high density, mixed-use 
neighborhoods; convenient public transit, bicycle paths and pedestrian-friendly street networks; 
strategically placed open spaces; and architecture designed to foster social interaction” (emphasis 
added).1  Critics argue that the design of isolated New Urbanist communities on greenfield 2 sites 
fails to address the complex issue of splicing New Urbanism into existing communities.  As a 
municipal planner in Massachusetts for five years now I have seen the consequences of crude and 
narrowly constructed land use regulations, many of which encourage or mandate sprawl.  With a 
background in Landscape Architecture, it is clear to me that the majority of land use regulations 
across our Commonwealth fail to address the art of urban design, place-making, and the making of 
community.  The purpose of this thesis is to assess the viability of incorporating key New Urbanist3 
design principles into residential infill4 developments in mature suburbs5 of Greater Boston.6 
 
Curbing Sprawl            
 
The wasteful form of today’s sprawling (outward) urban growth continues to cost our 
Commonwealth a loss of natural resources, lack of civic proximity, and attendant increase in 
infrastructure and transportation costs.  NIMBY7 opposition to compact residential development 
remains in part because of our failure as planners to engage and educate the general public, and to 
provide viable examples of such New Urbanist developments, which may (in turn) allow the public 
an educated comparison. 
 

                                                 
1 New Urbanism (NU), Creating livable neighborhoods, Available on the web at http://www.newurbanism.org, 2002. 
2 Greenfield Development: Development of previously undeveloped lands such as fields or forests in communities 
currently below 50% “Buildout” (of total developed land area) according to a recent Buildout analysis conducted by the 
State of Massachusetts. 
3 New Urbanist Development: Development adhering to established key principles of New Urbanism (For the purposes 
of this research, compact development with sufficient provision for preserved greenways and common spaces). 
4 Infill: The use of vacant land and property within a built-up area for further construction or development rather than 
on new undeveloped land outside the city or town.  Residential Infill: Development of residential neighborhoods in 
mature suburbs and distinct from greenfield development outside the urban core established by these communities. 
5 Mature Suburbs: Largely developed communities with high build-out ratios (communities currently above 50% 
“Buildout” (of total developed land area) according to a recent Buildout Analysis conducted by the State of 
Massachusetts., Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA). 
6 Greater Boston: Municipalities in the Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) region. 
7 “Not In My Back Yard” (NIMBY), a term used by planners to express community and resident opposition to 
development and population growth, regardless of form and character. 
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The negative results of our recent development patterns are both irresponsible and unnecessary.  If 
we assume that the call of “New Urbanists” is a noble one (i.e. the creation of more compact and 
livable communities), then the important question of implementation remains.  Can the New 
Urbanism be viably introduced into local land use regulations in Massachusetts?  What would it 
mean to insert New Urbanism into mature cities and towns?  The benefits of infill over outward 
sprawl include the preservation of open space and the creation of “places worth caring about.”8 
 
The Common in Commonwealth          
 

 
Figure 2.1.  A plan of land parcels in the Town of Sudbury Massachusetts in 1640.  “Early settlers were granted 
individual landholdings arranged in relation to common pasture land and a central meeting house.” (Conzen, 
212)  The compact village form is oriented toward the common open space, and the surrounding landscape is 
preserved in its natural form and for agricultural uses. 
 
The image above depicts the traditional New England form of settlement; a compact cluster of 
dwellings and other uses oriented around a common area in the center.  As this figure shows, it is 

                                                 
8 A poignant phrase used by James Howard Kunstler in the pivotal book, “The Geography of Nowhere.”  
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the compact urban form, sharp contrast between developed and undeveloped areas, and shared 
common spaces that defines traditional New England development patterns.  This neo-traditional 
form of development illustrates several key principles of New Urbanism.  This form of residential 
development ensures: 
 
1. Compact and Efficient Urban Form (both in individual lot size and clustering of the whole) 
2. Emphasis on and Definition of Common Space (the public realm) 
 

“In the early 1900’s, much of the residential housing was concentrated around 
traditional town and village commons within walking distance of commercial and 
retail activity as well as churches and other cultural institutions.  This scale of living 
allowed people to gather and interact closely with one another on a daily basis, 
providing a secure network of relationships… Some say "smart growth" or "new 
urbanism" is the way to mitigate the impacts of growth by relieving development 
pressure on “greenfield" sites. Ironically, today’s "new urbanism" movement touts 
the very land use patterns for which Massachusetts is historically famous.  In this 
way, Community Preservation is about bringing the good ideas of the past into the 
future.”  (EOEA, 3) 

 
This cozy form of development is rarely found now in contemporary residential development across 
Massachusetts, whether infill or greenfield.  The reason for this is simple.  Land use regulations 
developed over the past century have reduced our traditional forms of settlement to legal and 
engineering principles such as use restrictions, and nonsensical dimensional requirements.  Local 
land use regulations in Massachusetts are similar to those adopted across much of our nation, 
emphasizing (in place of the above principles) the following: 
 
1. Arbitrary Separation of Uses and Structures & Complete Dependence on the Automobile 
2. Inadequate Provision for Human-Scaled Civic Spaces 
 
In a year 2000 report entitled, “The State of Our Environment,” prepared by the Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA), the state defines the threat of sprawl as “low 
density, single-use development on the urban fringe that is almost totally dependent on private 
automobiles for transportation.”  The report provides a detailed explanation for the numerous 
societal costs of sprawl, from loss of open space, to pollution and infrastructure costs, to loss of 
“our sense of place.” 
 
The EOEA report indicates that “Since 1950, the population density of developed land in 
Massachusetts has decreased by more than 50%, from 11.9 persons/acre to 4.97 persons/acre.  
Each of us now consumes more than twice as much developed land as we did in 1950.  Sprawl is not 
a function of population growth.  Between 1950 and 1990, the population of Massachusetts 
increased by only 28%.  In that same period, the amount of developed land increased by 188%.  We 
have used up more land in the half-century since 1950 than was developed in the three previous 
centuries.” 
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On the New Urbanism, the report has this to say: 
 

“In other parts of the country, there is a strong push to design and build new towns 
that have main streets with shops and offices and apartments all mixed together, and 
residential neighborhoods within walking distance.  This concept is called the “New 
Urbanism.”  But in Massachusetts, the New Urbanism is really the old urbanism …  
Massachusetts already possesses three-centuries-worth of cities and towns that are 
attractive, livable, and environmentally sound.” 

 
With regard to contemporary sprawl, the report says “There aren’t any town greens or town squares.  
Often there aren’t even any sidewalks.”  (EOEA)  A comprehensive Buildout Analysis conducted 
for each city and town in the Commonwealth lead the state to this conclusion about local land use 
regulations: 
 

“The Buildout analyses have shown consistently that most current zoning codes 
allow far more development than the community could possibly want or absorb and 
that growth would often occur in inappropriate places.” 

 
The report also notes that existing zoning makes it impossible to reproduce the “livable, pedestrian-
friendly” neo-traditional forms of development, such as mixed-use downtowns, and compact 
(cluster) residential developments.  The report recommends that local governments “reform local 
zoning to encourage appropriate development patterns.”  However, this report stops short of 
making the connection between the percentage of local communities zoned solely for single-family 
residential development, and their corresponding high Buildout values.  As discussed in Chapter 4, 
the vast majority of our Commonwealth is zoned for subdivision as single-family dwelling lots.  Our 
poor urban form is in large part a cause of social decay and the loss of community pride across this 
state and our nation.  Could a gentle paradigm shift from the influence of private property rights and 
euclidean zoning toward New Urbanist principles viably further the reinvention of public space 
and the preservation of greenways for generations to come? 9 
 

                                                 
9 “Towards the Reinvention of Public Space:  Implications of the Recent work of Andres Duany and Elizabeth Plater-
Zyberk,” the title of a 1990 MCP thesis by David Sundell. 
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Figure 2.2.: A simple graphic showing population density illustrates the growth pressures radiating from the 
Greater Boston region.  It is not hard to envision this map decades from now, covered in red, orange, and 
yellow, with only traces of green.  Charles Elliot once said, “The time is coming when it will be hard to find 
within a day’s journey of our largest cities a single spot capable of stirring the soul of man to speak in poetry.” 
 
In a report entitled, “Conserving our Commonwealth: A Vision for the Massachusetts Landscape,” 
the Trustees of Reservations note that “unplanned development and sprawl are outrunning the 
opportunities for protecting valuable open space and for linking protected lands into a coherent 
open space network.”  Among other recommendations, this report argues that we must: 
 
• Create stronger incentives to encourage (or to mandate) cluster development; and 
• Locate new development in established urban areas and village centers. 
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Figure 2.3: The MAPC Region (Greater Boston, for the purposes of this research). 
 
In a report entitled, “A Decade of Change: Growth Trends in the Greater Boston Area – 1990 to 
2000,” the Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) emphasizes the desperate need for regional 
planning due to current growth pressures and the attendant growth management issues.  The two 
primary “growth trend” changes noted in the report are “the rapid escalation of housing prices and 
rapid consumption of previously undeveloped land.”  Both of these can be attributed in large part to 
a blanket of excessive large-lot single-family zoning, which not only increases home prices and 
related development costs, but consumes an inordinate amount of our greenfields. 
 
MAPC estimates that 22,290 acres of land were developed in the Greater Boston region between 
1990 and 2000, “an average of 7.6 acres lost per day, the vast majority of which were developed for 
single-family homes.”  (MAPC)  The following chart summarizes this relationship for the Greater 
Boston region:10 
 

                                                 
10 Simplified version of table shown on page 100 of report entitled, “A Decade of Change: Growth Trends in the 
Greater Boston Region – 1990 to 2000.  Report available on the web at www.mapc.org  
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 Undeveloped Single-Family 
Year Total Acres % of Land Total Acres % of Land 
1991 547,003 59.6 % 281,640 30.5 % 
1999 524,713 57.1 % 300,879 32.7 % 
Difference -22,290 -2.5 % 19,239 2.2 % 

 
Table 2.1.  The relationship between total land consumption from new development and total land area of our 
communities zoned solely for by-right large-lot single-family dwellings. 
 
Among the four iconic mature suburban communities selected in Chapter 5, the Buildout ratios and 
percentages of land zoned “single-family” were as follows: 
 
 % of Total Land Area Built-Out % of Total Land Area Zoned “Single-Family” 
Boxborough 63.0 % 68.9 % 
Reading 88.0 % 93.9 % 
Scituate 82.0 % 93.9 % 
Westwood 89.0 % 79.9 % 

 

 
 
Table 2.2.  The relationship between percent community buildout (of total land area) as compared with the 
percentage of land area zoned solely for by-right large-lot single-family dwellings, in communities selected for 
this analysis. 
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Wisdom of the Ages            
 

“Everything that can ever be said has already been said, but since no one was 
listening it has to be said all over again.” 

~Unknown 
 

 
Figure 2.4.  An old village plan from England, depicting dwellings oriented around a common green.  Notice 
the sharp transition between the urban area and beyond.  “The village is the local climax.” (Brown) 
 
Compact form and the definition of common space are central themes in the New Urbanism, a 
movement arguing for the return to traditional urban development patterns, proven over centuries 
of human settlement.  The basic human need for social interaction is completely neglected in today’s 
large-lot single-family subdivisions, where no consideration is given to proximity or civic spaces. 
 
In the book “The Not So Big House,” author Sarah Susanka illustrates the unfortunate American 
“starter castle complex” – the notion that houses should be “designed to impress rather than to 
nurture.”  It is this same model, and the simplification of residential development to a mere 
subdivision of land, which characterizes today’s “cookie-cutter” form of residential development in 
New England.  And just as “more rooms, bigger spaces, and vaulted ceilings do not necessarily give 
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us what we need in a home,” lack of consideration for the whole in our new neighborhoods, results 
in a wasteland of individual homes that fail to provide a sense of place or larger meaning. (Susanka, 
3)  Concern for the public realm and a relationship to larger society may be the most central tenants 
of New Urbanism, and of traditional New England development patterns. 
 

 
Figure 2.5.  A photograph of the Town Common in Petersham, Massachusetts captures the traditional New 
England settlement. 
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Figure 2.6.  An aerial photograph of the Common in Belchertown, Massachusetts reminds us that there are still 
centuries-old civic spaces and compact urban forms left to inform today’s residential development. 
 
The following chapters illustrate the application of New Urbanist principles to the development of 
residential infill in mature suburbs of Greater Boston.  This analysis is intended to demonstrate the 
viability and benefits of New Urbanism as a framework for residential infill as an alternative to 
wasteful sprawl at the fringes of our existing suburbs.11  It is time to rethink our “by-right” 
development patterns, and to sculpt them into expressions of efficiency and timeless human needs. 
 
Hypothesis & Argument           
 
My hypotheses for this research were three-fold: 
 
1. Residential infill development in mature suburbs of Greater Boston has been largely 

uninfluenced (and unimproved) by the New Urbanism. 

                                                 
11 Infill as defined by the State is “Developing on empty lots of land within an urban area rather than on new undeveloped land outside the 
city or town.” 
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2. A major obstacle to implementing New Urbanist development in mature suburbs of Greater 
Boston is the web of narrowly defined land use regulations imposed on infill development.   

3. New Urbanism is a viable alternative to the planning and design of residential infill in mature 
suburbs of Greater Boston. 

  
Research Questions            
 
As noted above there has been a significant amount of literature on the general benefits of New 
Urbanism.  My research questions explore a segment which is not yet understood: the implications 
of New Urbanism for residential infill in Massachusetts. The questions addressed are as follows: 
 

• To what extent have recent residential infill developments in mature suburbs of 
Massachusetts responded to the call of New Urbanism? 

• What are the obstacles to implementing New Urbanist forms of residential infill 
development? 

• What is the viability of applying New Urbanist principles to remaining infill parcels that 
would otherwise be developed only for large-lot single-family homes? 

• What would such infill development look like? 
• What changes need to be made to municipal land use regulations to encourage compact 

residential infill development (New Urbanism) as an alternative to outward sprawl 
(conventional development)? 

 
Framework & Methodology           
 
Unlike MIT theses which analyze and describe a relationship between two variables to support an 
argument, this thesis prescribes the application of one model to a narrow range of case studies in order 
to assess its viability.  In this case, selected New Urbanist principles are applied to the development 
of residential infill in mature suburbs of Greater Boston. 
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Figure 2.7.  A Venn Diagram illustrates making a connection between the theory of New Urbanism and its 
implementation. 
 
With the broader goal of bridging the gap between theory and implementation, this Thesis will focus on the 
application of New Urbanist principles through regulation.  In the effort to avoid regurgitation of 
theories and concepts well-documented, and to provide for a manageable and focused analysis, this 
research focuses on the application of two key principles of new urbanism: 
 
1. Compact and Efficient Urban Form (both in individual lot size and clustering of the whole) 
2. Emphasis on and Definition of Common Space (the public realm) 
 
The research begins with background information on the New Urbanism and on the structure of 
land use regulations in Massachusetts (Chapters 3 and 4, respectively).  A connection is then made 
between the theory of new urbanism and the reality of local land use regulations by applying these 
principles of New Urbanism to selected residential infill developments used as case-studies.  The 
process of community selection is illustrated in Chapter 5, and the base-line “by-right” 
developments are discussed in Chapter 6.  Analysis of four case-study developments (plan and 
regulation) is followed by a post-mortem design alternative for two selected developments (Chapter 
7).  A Model Hamlet Development Bylaw (Appendix B) was developed and used as guidance in the 
creation of the alternative development plans, within the framework of Massachusetts land use 
regulations.  Key findings, obstacles to the implementation of New Urbanism, and 
recommendations for future work, are provided in Chapters 8 and 9.   
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Figure 2.8.  The Framework & Methodology for this research is diagramed. 
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Chapter 3: 
Background on New Urbanism 

 
 

“What it is, is bringing all the separated land uses back together into an integrated 
form of development … A sensibly laid out town or city would, in fact, have all of 
the necessities and pleasures of daily existence within walking distance of one's 
residence. You might have to use mechanical transportation to go to the opera, but 
you should not need to use a car to get a quart of milk, nor should you have to be a 
chauffeur for your children.” 
 

~ Andy Kunz, on the New Urbanism 
 

“At New Year's, everyone would go out on their porches and bang pots and pans at 
midnight to ring in the New Year -- you'd hear a cacophony of joyous racket 
throughout the community as neighbors greeted one another. When a neighbor 
needed help, everyone pitched in. My mother's friendships forged during all her years 
growing up in the Grove remain some of her strongest. And everyone spoke to one 
another, looked after one another, and knew each other's children and family. You 
felt that overwhelmingly warm, cocooning feeling like you were "home." 
 
~ Robert Davis, on his hometown Washington Grove, and the “feeling” Seaside, Florida was 
intended to recreate. 

 
Sprawl, New Urbanism & the Popularity of Neo-Traditional Town Planning    
 
The problems of sprawl are caused in large part by rudimentary land use regulations which address 
only a small range of urban development issues.  Originally designed to address issues of nuisance, 
minimum design standards, and the separation of incompatible uses, zoning and subdivision 
regulations are fairly interchangeable across Massachusetts. 
 
New Urbanism is an increasingly popular movement in urban planning, architecture, and 
community design.  New Urbanism is also given the name “traditional neighborhood development” 
(TND), because in many respects, it calls upon the lessons of urban form over a century ago - 
before the advent of the automobile - where people bought their groceries at small "mom and pop" 
stores, their meat at the local butcher, their pastries at the local baker.  Everyone knew everyone else 
because there was a sense of community – at a scale that could be lived and appreciated.  The beauty 
of this “sense of place” is what New Urbanists strive to revive.  Borrowing 
from urban design concepts throughout history, the New Urbanism seeks to recreate the compact 
close-knit communities of our past. 
 
The New Urbanism offers an alternative paradigm for urban development intended to create 
destinations truly designed for people.  While model New Urbanist regulations and guidelines 
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cannot be universally applied across the Commonwealth, the principles driving them are of benefit 
to all communities.  The failure of our conventional land use regulations to create “places worth 
caring about” is not a failure of regulation itself, but rather the result of poorly crafted regulations 
too narrowly defined. 
 

“New Urbanism isn’t really new … It’s how we have built towns for more than 
4,000 years, places built on a human scale with a sense of place and community.  
After World War II, planners discarded recorded history.  They decided to build 
places for the automobile instead of the person,  and the result has been more than 
50 years of suburban sprawl.” (Burchell) 

 
Traditional patterns of growth are proven to reduce land consumption and save infrastructure costs. 
Sprawl developments on the other hand, “continue prior trends of agricultural and other frail land 
consumption, significant road/pavement construction, and high amounts of water and sewer 
infrastructure provision.  This type of development has been reported to have contributed to both 
higher housing costs for new households and predominantly negative fiscal impacts to host public 
service jurisdictions.”  (Burchell, 2) 
 

“Associated with this movement outward are both (1) the requirement for more land 
and public infrastructure to service the radiating growth, and (2) the increasing 
underutilization of core land and infrastructure.  The dual costs of (1) providing new 
infrastructure for those who are moving outward, and (2) maintaining the old 
infrastructure for the population and economic entities that are left behind, cause 
taxes and development costs to rise throughout the metropolitan area, thus causing a 
regional rise in the costs either to do business or to reside in the area.”  (Burchell, 3) 

 
The Transect: Compact Development & the Preservation of Open Space    
 

 
Figure 3.1: This plan illustrates how the Transect classifies the elements of human settlements from rural to 
urban, in a left-to-right sequence.  The Transect has six zones, moving from rural to urban. It begins with two 
that are entirely rural in character: Rural preserve (protected areas in perpetuity); and Rural reserve (areas of 
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high environmental or scenic quality that are not currently preserved, but perhaps should be).  The transition 
zone between countryside and town is called the Edge, which encompasses the most rural part of the 
neighborhood, and the countryside just beyond. The Edge is primarily single family homes. Although Edge is 
the most purely residential zone, it can have some mixed-use, such as civic buildings (schools are particularly 
appropriate for the Edge). Next is General, the largest zone in most neighborhoods. General is primarily 
residential, but more urban in character (somewhat higher density with a mix of housing types and a slightly 
greater mix of uses allowed).  At the urban end of the spectrum are two zones which are primarily mixed use: 
Center (this can be a small neighborhood center or a larger town center, the latter serving more than one 
neighborhood); and Core (serving the region — typically a central business district). Core is the most urban 
zone.12  The suburb offends our sensibilities, because it is, in the words of Andre Dauny, “neither urban or 
rural …. it is a transect violation.”13 
 
The conditions of urban sprawl are not unique to any community or region in the United States.  
Inefficient land use and layout of public infrastructure, from roads to utilities, is the result of an 
outdated model of urban design.  In this model the excessive separation of uses and complete 
reliance the on automobile as a form of transportation has meat the loss of great urban cores, such 
as downtowns and village centers.  The loss of a hierarchy or transect in urban density and 
development, from the most urban to the most rural, has meant the loss of community orientation.  
Greenways and urban growth boundaries must become something meaningful in our way of 
community development, not merely the preservation of open space.  A civilized society must 
provide for civic spaces as well as the preservation of open space.  
 
Coherence and Cohesiveness: Civic Space & Good Urban Form      
 

 
Figure 3.2: Ebenezer Howard’s Garden City Diagram illustrates the concept of coherent urban form.  By 
creating compact clusters of urban development, the New Urbanism (like the Garden City) provides hierarchy 
and orientation to our overall urban development. 
                                                 
12 Image and summary adapted from article “Transect Applied to Regional Plans” in the September 2000 issue of New 
Urban News (www.newurbannews.com). 
13 Andre Duany, speaking at the 25th Annual American Planning Association Conference in Washington, D.C.,  2004. 
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There are many benefits of adhering to the development principles of New Urbanism.  
Conceptually, the New Urbanism offers the benefit of coherent urban form, planned with 
forethought and consideration of spatial orientation and hierarchy.  The town of Seaside Florida, 
designed by Architects from Duany Platter-Zyberk (DPZ) provides a clear orientation toward civic 
spaces and a sharp contrast between urban development, and preserved open space beyond. 
 

 
Figure 3.3: The planned community of Seaside, Florida (primarily residential) closely follows the Garden City 
form of development in both concept and implementation. 
 
Under contemporary land use regulations, the development of each private property for residential 
neighborhoods is allowed without consideration for common spaces or the preservation of open 
space.  Residents of contemporary Massachusetts neighborhoods enjoy proximity to other members 
of the community primarily in the public right-of-way (roads).  This is to say that the public realm 
for adults (and sadly for our nation’s children) is generally that of the roads that get us from point A 
to point B within those little isolating bubbles we call the automobile.  While the separation of 
incompatible land uses (such as residential and industrial) is a justifiable public interest, the 
arbitrary and excessive separation of dwelling units and housing types into cookie-cutter 
subdivision tracts is not. 
 
Just as a poor (or sprawling) urban form can decrease the sense of community, good urban design 
can increase the sense of community through a hierarchical orientation of the physical realm and a 
more orderly network of public roads, greenways, parks, plazas, and so forth. 
 



  
   

 

  
 PAGE 25 OF 95  

 

 
Figure 3.4: Ancient civilizations were developed around public spaces and civic institutions.  Alex Krier’s 
diagram of public and private spaces illustrates this concept. (Brown) 
 
The physical environment (our urban environs) influences the social vitality of society (for better or 
worse).  Traditional urban settlements (across New England, and through the centuries) were 
oriented toward civic spaces and public institutions.  This simple orientation, in addition to compact 
form, can enlighten the current pattern of residential infill in Greater Boston suburbs by 
emphasizing the public good as the focus of our neighborhoods and communities. 
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Figure 3.5: The above diagrams for the plan of Seaside illustrate the timeless orientation of urban settlements 
toward common civic spaces.  Note the sharp similarity to the previous figure. 
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Figure 3.6: Civic spaces are the focus of New Urbanist developments whether residential or mixed-use. 
 

“Seaside is the kind of place that is all about reconnecting -- reconnecting with your 
family, your sense of time, your ability to relax, your sense of community, your 
enjoyment of the simple things, and your sense of self. It is about taking the time to 
watch a sunset, to stare up at a night sky full of shimmering stars, to speak to your 
neighbors, to take long walks and to talk with those you love.”  
 

~A sample of the “fuzzy-feeling” affectionate adjectives used to describe Seaside. 
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The form of the urban environs can be designed to create a sense of place and promote the feeling 
of community, by increasing the frequency of person-to-person interaction.  Broad porches, 
mandated in the Seaside architectural code, promote neighborliness, as does the proximity of the 
houses, and the pedestrian-only walk-ways linking the cottages.   
 

 
Figure 3.7: Residents of Seaside can stop to talk with their neighbors.  Porches are mandatory to create a 
greater connection between the private home and the public realm.  (Note that the existence of porches would 
do little to encourage socialization behind the excessive setbacks required under local zoning codes in 
Massachusetts.)  Older New England houses often have front porches that connect them to the street and the 
community beyond.  These transitional spaces provide a place of shaded respite during the summer months 
and increased social interaction with neighbors passing by. 
 
In America, there are two primary types of settlement today: the traditional neighborhood, which 
was the model in America from the first settlements until World War II, and suburban sprawl, which 
has been the model since then.  New Urbanism is rooted in the design of neighborhoods. Andres 
Duany and Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk (DPZ), architects and urban designers, utilized twelve guiding 
principles in development of the Seaside neighborhood, culled from centuries of tradition, that 
distinguish America’s best neighborhoods and small towns.  According to DPZ and the Congress 
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for New Urbanism (CNU) authentic neo-traditional (New Urbanist) neighborhoods contain the 
following key attributes: 14 
 

• The neighborhood has a discernible center, public square or green. 
 

• The neighborhood has visually discernible edges where the neighborhood ends, formed by 
transportation corridors or by natural and agricultural landscapes. 

 
• Dispersed throughout the neighborhood are a range of parks, from tot-lots and village 

greens to ballfields and greenbelts. 
 

• The neighborhood has streets laid out in a network, so that there are alternate routes to most 
destinations. This permits most streets to be smaller with slower traffic, and to have parking, 
trees and sidewalks. Such streets are equitable for both vehicles and pedestrians, encourage 
walking, and reduce the number and length of automobile trips. 

 
• The neighborhood places its buildings close to the street, so that streets and squares are 

spatially defined as ‘outdoor rooms’. This creates a strong sense of the neighborhood's 
centers and streets as places, and of the neighborhood itself as a place. 

 
Characteristics of New Urbanism in Residential Development      
 
The principles of New Urbanism provide an alternative to our wasteful contemporary development 
pattern.  While there are numerous characteristics of New Urbanism providing a desirable 
alternative to conventional development patterns, only two of these are the focus of this inquiry.  
The following table15 summarizes the salient points of these two features, which will serve as 
evaluation criteria in the review of residential infill developments (the designs and regulations) in 
Chapters 6, 7, and 8. 
 

Evaluation Criteria Conventional Development New Urbanism 
Compact Development & 
Preserved Greenways 

• Loss of open space 
• Separation of land uses and 

structures (low-density sprawl 
blanketing entire landscape) 

• Waste of land & infrastructure 
• Large lot sizes and setbacks 
• Encouragement of sprawl 

 

• Permanent preservation of open 
space and environmental resources 
(integration of greenways into 
urban form) 

• Compact (higher density) 
neighborhoods (concentrated in 
areas of least environmental 
impact). 

• Economy of land & infrastructure 
 

                                                 
14 Adapted from key New Urbanist principles identified by the Congress for the New Urbanism (www.cnu.org) for the 
design and development of residential neighborhoods. 
15 Developed in review of the Charter for New Urbanism & Ahwahnee Principles, available on the Congress for New 
Urbanism (CNU) Website (www.cnu.org).  The full text of the Charter of New Urbanism can be found in Appendix A. 
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Common (Civic) Spaces • Absence of public and common 
spaces (aside from roadways 
designed for the automobile) 

 

• Clearly defined town and 
neighborhood centers (including an 
ample supply of public squares, 
parks, commons, greens, tot-lots) 

• Physical definition of streets and 
public spaces as places of shared 
use.  

• Human-scale, Pedestrian and 
transit-oriented development 
(pedestrian-oriented networks) 

 
 
Table 3.1:  Key principles and defining characteristics of New Urbanism used in this analysis. 
 
The above characteristics are summary, and provide general evaluation criteria for the selected case 
study developments.  These criteria apply to residential neighborhood development only, and do not address 
other principles of New Urbanism which may also improve the conventional model of development 
(sprawl). 
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Chapter 4: 
Background on Land Use Planning in Massachusetts 

 
 
The Massachusetts Context           
 
Zoning and subdivision regulations in Massachusetts Cities and Towns may be seen as a sample of 
land use regulations across the nation, many of which follow the model of New York City’s first 
zoning regulations in 1920.   
 
 
Home Rule Authority           
 
For better or worse the 351 cities and towns of the Commonwealth each determine the appropriate 
use of land and form of neighborhood development within their municipal boundaries.  Each 
community is empowered to enact local zoning, subdivision, and other regulations to promote the 
general welfare under several specific statutes.  
 
Municipal zoning powers do not principally derive from the Zoning Act but from the “Home Rule 
Amendment,” and cities and towns are free to indulge any legislative preference for their unique and 
local conceptions of good planning, save only that what they do not conflict with state law.  Under 
the Home Rule Amendment to the Massachusetts Constitution (Article II § 1) each municipality of 
the Commonwealth is granted the authority to enact such laws as are deemed necessary for 
protection of the public good and the regulation of land therein.  The article states: 
 

“It is the intention of this article to reaffirm the customary and traditional liberties of 
the people with respect to the conduct of their local government, and to grant and 
confirm to the people of every city and town the right of self-government in local 
matters, subject to the provisions of this article and to such standards and 
requirements as the general court may establish by law in accordance with the 
provisions of this article.” 

 
Zoning Regulations            
 
Under the old Zoning Enabling Act (Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 40A - 1954) each 
municipality of the Commonwealth was granted the authority to enact land use regulations 
throughout the community, bounded only by the state constitution, applicable federal laws, and 
consistency with related state statutes.  In 1975, the new Zoning Act (Massachusetts General Laws, 
Chapter 40A) replaced the previous statute in order “to facilitate, encourage, and foster the adoption 
and modernization of zoning ordinances and bylaws by municipal governments; and to establish 
standardized procedures for the administration and promulgation of municipal zoning bylaws.” 
(DHCD, annotated version)  The statute grants broad flexibility in land use regulations, in 
accordance with the Home Rule Amendment to the Massachusetts Constitution. 
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A typical Zoning Ordinance or Bylaw begins with a Purpose section indicating the objectives of the 
regulations.  This section is essential, as it establishes the sufficient governmental objective for the 
regulation of private land within the community.  While such a list of purposes and objectives is no 
longer contained within M.G.L. Chapter 40A, they can be found in Section 2A of Chapter 808 of 
the Acts of 1975.  The following passage is excerpted from the City of Peabody Zoning Ordinance, 
and includes objectives representative of such zoning regulations across the Commonwealth:  
 

“Purpose:  The purposes of this ordinance include, but are not limited to, the 
following: to lessen congestion in the streets; to conserve health; to secure safety 
from fire, flood, panic and other dangers; to provide adequate light and air; to 
prevent overcrowding of land; to avoid undue concentration of population; to 
encourage housing for persons of all income levels; to facilitate the adequate 
provision of transportation, water, water supply, drainage, sewerage, schools, parks, 
open space and other public requirements; to conserve the value of land and 
buildings, including the conservation of natural resources and the prevention of 
blight and pollution of the environment; to encourage the most appropriate use of 
land throughout the city, including consideration of the recommendations of the 
comprehensive plan, if any, adopted by the planning board and the comprehensive 
plan, if any, of the Metropolitan Area Planning Council; and to preserve and increase 
amenities in the City of Peabody.  
 
Regulations adopted pursuant to these purposes may include, but are not limited to, 
restricting, prohibiting, permitting or regulating the use, alteration, height, area and 
location of buildings and structures and the use of premises in the City of Peabody.” 

 
Subdivision Control            
 
The Subdivision Control Law (Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 41 § 81K-GG) was enacted in 
substantially its present form in 1953.  M.G.L. Chapter 41 § 81M states: 
 

“The subdivision control law has been enacted for the purpose of protecting the 
safety, convenience and welfare of the inhabitants of the cities and towns in which it 
is, or may hereafter be, put in effect by regulating the laying out and construction of 
ways in subdivisions providing access to the several lots therein, but which have not 
become public ways, and ensuring sanitary conditions in subdivisions and in proper 
cases parks and open areas. 
 
The powers of a planning board and of a board of appeal under the subdivision 
control law shall be exercised with due regard for the provision of adequate access to 
all of the lots in a subdivision by ways that will be safe and convenient for travel; for 
lessening congestion in such ways and in the adjacent public ways; for reducing 
danger to life and limb in the operation of motor vehicles; for securing safety in the 
case of fire, flood, panic and other emergencies; for insuring compliance with the 
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applicable zoning ordinances or by-laws; for securing adequate provision for water, 
sewerage, drainage, underground utility services, fire, police, and other similar 
municipal equipment, and street lighting and other requirements where necessary in a 
subdivision; and for coordinating the ways in a subdivision with each other and with 
the public ways in the city or town in which it is located and with the ways in 
neighboring subdivisions. Such powers may also be exercised with due regard for the 
policy of the commonwealth to encourage the use of solar energy and protect the 
access to direct sunlight of solar energy systems. It is the intent of the subdivision 
control law that any subdivision plan filed with the planning board shall receive the 
approval of such board if said plan conforms to the recommendation of the board of 
health and to the reasonable rules and regulations of the planning board pertaining to 
subdivisions of land; provided, however, that such board may, when appropriate, 
waive, as provided for in section eighty-one R, such portions of the rules and 
regulations as is deemed advisable.” 

 
The Subdivision Control Law grants authority to local Planning Boards to “adopt … reasonable 
rules and regulations relative to subdivision control not inconsistent with the Subdivision Control 
Law or with any other provisions of a statute or of any valid ordinance or by-law of the city or 
town.” (Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 41 § 81Q)   Case law has clarified that any rules 
adopted by planning boards pursuant to M.G.L. Chapter 81Q must remain within the substitutive 
boundaries of M.G.L. Chapter 81M (above). 
 
M.G.L. Chapter 41 § 81O states: 
 

“No person shall make a subdivision of any land in any city or town in which the 
subdivision control law is in effect unless he has first submitted to the planning 
board of such city or town for its approval a plan of such proposed subdivision, 
showing the lots into which such land is to be divided and the ways already existing 
or which are to be provided by him for furnishing access to such lots, and the 
planning board has approved such plan in the manner hereinafter provided.” 

 
The Relationship between Zoning & Subdivision Control: Lotting to Oblivion    
 
Zoning regulations primarily restrict the use and dimensions associated with land development, 
while subdivision control primarily regulates the creation of adequate public ways and utilities within 
new developments.  The two major regulatory impediments to implementing New Urbanism in 
residential developments across Massachusetts are the parcelization of all land in new subdivisions 
(conventional subdivision control) and the excessive separation of dwelling units on large lots 
(arbitrary minimum dimensional requirements in zoning).  The result of this configuration is the 
privatization of all land in new neighborhoods, and the complete absence of both greenways and 
common spaces providing for the environmental and social sustainability of new neighborhoods. 
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The Threat of Large-Lot Single-Family Zoning: “The Geography of Nowhere”   
 
The larger portion of Massachusetts cities and towns are zoned single-family residential.  If we look 
at the resulting Buildout across the state, the consequences are devastating.  The consumption of 
land for single-family residential sprawl is the largest threat to greenfields preservation by total land 
area.  Recent focus has been placed on mixed-use transit-oriented development.  Significantly less 
attention has been given to the wasteful form of residential developments surrounding these centers, 
which cover the larger part of developed cities and towns, and comprises the larger part of zoning 
districts in less developed communities.   
 
Conventional residential development in Massachusetts is thus characterized in great part by large-
lot single-family tract subdivisions.  The cumulative impact of such development will eventually lead 
to the wasteful (and unnecessary) “buildout” of the Commonwealth.  We continue to lot all land 
into parcels of arbitrary size, orientation, and use, with the confused and irrational single-family 
“frontier” mentality, each of us hoping to get a piece of land apart from our fellow citizens.  The 
inevitable result of this piecemeal approach will mean not only the loss of irreplaceable greenfields, 
but the creation of neighborhoods, which are, as James Howard Kunstler says, “nowhere in 
particular.”  These developments are cookie-cutter sprawl, rather than communities which are part 
of a coherent whole.  The design alternatives in Chapter 7 demonstrate the possibilities of 
implementing of New Urbanist regulations. 
 
Sustainability: Land Use Regulations as a Tool of Government Action     
 
Land use regulation is the key tool empowering a municipality to establish and regulate an urban 
design policy.  In essence Zoning is the DNA for the physical development of our communities and 
should be respected and cautiously considered as such.  Zoning and other land use regulations can 
have not only desirable, but un-intended or even undesirable affects on urban design within the 
community.  One of the key responsibilities of local land use planners is to support “good urban 
design” policies. 
 
With few exceptions of piecemeal experiments, additions and modifications (usually allowed only by 
Special Permit), Zoning Ordinances across the Commonwealth are devoid of innovation toward the 
development of compact communities which provide sufficient public space and preserve open 
space.  Many have not undergone comprehensive revisions in several decades.  If land use 
regulations are the DNA of our physical surroundings, then we must devote ourselves to ensuring 
that our codes produce the kind of neighborhoods worth living in.  “Primary in the move to 
sufficiency is the growing recognition that we cannot continue to squander the earth’s resources at 
the current rate.”  (Susanka, 184)  We must re-write our land use codes to require a responsible and 
cohesive urban form which provides economic efficiency, environmental protection, and social 
justice. 
 



  
   

 

  
 PAGE 35 OF 95  

 

 
Figure 4.1.  The Three E’s of Sustainability essential to New Urbanism and Smart Growth; Economy, 
Environment and Equity.  
 
Splicing the New Urbanism into Local Codes        
 
The implementation of traditional euclidean zoning regulations across the Commonwealth has had a 
tremendous impact on the form of our communities.  Conventional zoning regulations, 
implemented similarly across the nation, were once intended to improve the physical form of the 
city for the benefit of all.  In recent decades, however a growing collective consciousness (many of 
whom are New Urbanists) has begun to question the rationale guiding the specific requirements of 
the regulations.  While some provisions have improved the quality of life in our communities, others 
have had drastic negative impacts on the environment, development costs, and our quality of life.  
Conventional zoning and subdivision regulations clearly do not produce the desirable urban forms 
and traditional neighborhoods that the New Urbanism does.  What would New Urbanist residential 
infill development look like for Massachusetts, and how can we splice it into our local zoning codes?  
The remaining chapters illuminate this inquiry. 
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Chapter 5: 
Community Selection Process 

 
 
In order to demonstrate the viability of applying New Urbanist principles to residential infill, it was 
necessary to select a small and manageable set of communities and ultimately to identify two 
development projects for design analysis.  Community selection was made according to the 
following criteria: 
 

• All selected communities are within Greater Boston, as defined by the MAPC region. 
• All communities are suburbs as defined by the state.  (The Department of Revenue (DOR) 

utilizes the term “Kind of Community” to identify such status.) 
• All selected communities have a municipal GIS to allow for a more detailed contextual 

analysis. 
• All selected communities have a complete and up-to-date version of their Zoning Ordinance 

and Subdivision Regulations accessible (via the internet) to allow for an accurate and detailed 
review of regulatory issues involved in the analysis. 

• All selected communities have a population of less than 26,415, representing the majority of 
MAPC (Greater Boston) communities. 

• All selected communities have a total land area of less than 18 square miles, representing the 
majority of MAPC (Greater Boston) communities. 

• All communities are currently above 50% “Buildout” (of total developed land area) 
according to a recent Buildout analysis conducted by the State of Massachusetts. 

• All communities illustrate the clear (pure) defect of excessive land area zoned for by-right 
large-lot single-family residential development. 

 
A request was made to the Planning Department of each of the remaining communities 
(Boxborough, Reading, Scituate, and Westwood) for subdivision plans, roughly five acres in size16 or 
larger, emblematic of approval under zoning and subdivision regulations currently in effect.  All 
selected development projects are emblematic of the remaining “by-right” single-family residential 
infill developments in mature suburbs of Greater Boston. 
 
Each community was generous enough to provide the requested plans and background information, 
but only two communities (Boxborough and Reading) were selected for the analysis17 – application 
of the selected New Urbanist principles to post-mortem development alternatives (Chapter 7).   
 
While the above selection process allowed for a more detailed review of the selected projects, it is 
noted that these are important limitations on the scope of this thesis.  Caveats accompany any 

                                                 
16 This was requested to allow for a manageable size developments to be illustrated in this analysis. 
17 Due to time restrictions, available information on the approved developments, and the design flexibility afforded by 
larger overall tract size. 



  
   

 

  
 PAGE 37 OF 95  

 

research project, regardless of their breadth or depth, and it is this researchers informed opinion that 
these source limitations do not alter the transferability of recommendations herein. 
 
The following maps graphically illustrate the community selection process described above and used 
in this analysis: 
 
 

 
Figure 5.1.  A GIS map of Massachusetts is overlaid with the Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) 
region, to limit selection of communities to those within the Greater Boston region. 
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Figure 5.2.  The 101 communities within MAPC are identified by “Kind of Community” (KOC) as determined 
by the Massachusetts Department of Revenue (DOR). 
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Figure 5.3.  Seventy-three percent (73%) of MAPC Cities and Towns are identified as a “Residential Suburb” 
or “Economically Developed Suburb” by the Department of Revenue (KOCs) (suburb for the purposes of this 
research).  To ensure that the case-study communities were representative of communities in the Greater 
Boston area those identified as a “Residential Suburb” or “Economically Developed Suburb” were therefore 
selected as a subset from the MAPC region. 
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Figure 5.4.  Communities with a parcel-based GIS system were then selected to allow for ease of community 
and development level analysis. 
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Figure 5.5.  Communities with online land-use regulations (zoning and subdivision codes) were then selected 
as a subset which would allow for ease of regulatory analysis. 
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Figure 5.6.  Seventy-five percent (75%) of MAPC’s suburban communities have a population below 26,415 
persons.  To ensure that the case-study communities were representative of communities in the Greater 
Boston area, those with a population less than 26,415 were selected as a subset. 
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Figure 5.7.  Seventy-five percent (75%) of MAPC’s suburban communities have a total land area of less than 18 
square miles.  To ensure that the case-study communities were representative of communities in the Greater 
Boston area, those with a total land area less than 18 square miles were selected as a subset. 
 

Summary Buildout Analysis for Selected Communities 
 

Community Buildout Summary – Boxborough, MA 
Total Land Area (Sq. Miles) 10.36 

Total Population 4,937 
  

Undeveloped Land Area (Sq. Ft.) 102,015,766 
÷ Total Land Area (Sq. Ft.) 279,269,258 

= Percent Land Area Undeveloped 37 % 
(100% - Above =) Percent Land Area Built-Out 63 % 

  
Zone AR (Agricultural / Residential) 68.9% 

Percent Land Area Zoned for Low-Density By-Right Single Family Residential (Sprawl) 68.9 %   
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Community Buildout Summary – Reading, MA 
Total Land Area (Sq. Miles) 9.93 

Total Population 23,680 
  

Undeveloped Land Area (Sq. Ft.) 31,661,693 
÷ Total Land Area (Sq. Ft.) 277,670,679 

= Percent Land Area Undeveloped 12 % 
(100% - Above =) Percent Land Area Built-Out 88 % 

  
Zone S-20 (Residence Single Family) 41.0 % 

+ Zone S-15 (Residence Single Family) 33.3 % 
+ Zone S-40 (Residence Single Family) 19.6 % 

Percent Land Area Zoned for Low-Density By-Right Single Family Residential (Sprawl) 93.9 %   
 

 
Community Buildout Summary – Scituate, MA 

Total Land Area (Sq. Miles) 17.18 
Total Population 18,152 

  
Undeveloped Land Area (Sq. Ft.) 88,829,792 

÷ Total Land Area (Sq. Ft.) 483,040,324 
= Percent Land Area Undeveloped 18 % 

(100% - Above =) Percent Land Area Built-Out 82 % 
  

Zone A-1 (Residence) 36.95 % 
+ Zone A-2 (Residence) 31.96 % 
+ Zone A-3 (Residence) 12.81 % 

Percent Land Area Zoned for Low-Density By-Right Single Family Residential (Sprawl) 93.9 %   
 

 
Community Buildout Summary – Westwood, MA 

Total Land Area (Sq. Miles) 10.97 
Total Population 14,181 

  
Undeveloped Land Area (Sq. Ft.) 67,870,876 

÷ Total Land Area (Sq. Ft.) 621,906,120 
= Percent Land Area Undeveloped 11 % 

(100% - Above =) Percent Land Area Built-Out 89 % 
  

Zone Single Residence A (Single Residence) 3.3 % 
+ Zone Single Residence B (Single Residence) 3.7 % 
+ Zone Single Residence C (Single Residence) 48.7 % 
+ Zone Single Residence D (Single Residence) 1.0 % 
+ Zone Single Residence E (Single Residence) 23.2 % 

Percent Land Area Zoned for Low-Density By-Right Single Family Residential (Sprawl) 79.9 %   
 

 
Table 5.1.  The MAPC Buildout Analysis for the remaining communities were then reviewed for two important 
criteria, percent of land area built-out, and percent of land area zoned for single family residential 
development.  All ten communities exceeded the minimum required build-out threshold (50% of total land 
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area).  However, after a detailed review of zoning codes for the above communities, only four provided a 
“pure” example for the high percentage of by-right large-lot single-family zoning.  Those communities 
removed from the subset provided potential alternative uses (multifamily and mixed use) and development 
approaches (such as Planned Unit Developments) throughout the community. It should be noted that while 
such regulatory provisions provide an exception to the rule of mandated single-family sprawl, such provisions 
are sorely underutilized, and are not emblematic of the majority of contemporary residential development in 
the suburbs of Greater Boston.  However, in the interest of a focused inquiry, these communities were 
removed from the subset regardless.  Note that there appears to be a correlation between the percentages of 
land area zoned solely for by-right single-family residential development and the high build-out ratios. 
 

 
Figure 5.8.  The four remaining communities (Boxborough, Reading, Scituate, and Westwood) were chosen 
using the above sequence of selection criteria.  Each of these communities are within the Greater Boston 
region, are classified as “residential” by the state, have a population and land area similar to other 
communities in the region, and have an accessible GIS system and Zoning Code used during this analysis.  
78% of MAPC Communities are classified as Towns.  It is therefore appropriate that all the case studies used 
in this analysis are classified as Towns. 
 
While the concepts of this research may be applied to many communities and developments within 
the Greater Boston region (and indeed the nation), the above selection criteria were utilized in order 
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to ensure that the developments and regulations used during this analysis are representative of 
contemporary land use regulations and infill developments within the Greater Boston region.  This 
is important in order to guarantee that the selected communities and developments are 
representative of the MAPC suburbs, and that the findings and recommendations of this analysis are 
transferable thereto. 
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Chapter 6: 
Conventional Residential Developments 

 
 
Residential developments were selected from each of the four mature suburbs representative of the Greater 
Boston region (as identified in Chapter 5).  Brief interviews were conducted with town planners from each of 
these communities to ensure that the selected subdivisions were emblematic of by-right residential 
development within the community, and that each substantially adhered to existing codes.  This is important, 
because each of the four developments serves as a projection of local land use regulations onto landscape 
development, and is indicative of residential buildout.  The following subdivision plans are emblematic of by-
right residential infill development in mature suburbs of Greater Boston. 
 
GREEN ACRES SUBDIVISION, BOXBOROUGH, MA       
 

 
Figure 6.1:  Approved Definitive Subdivision Plan for Green Acres, Boxborough, MA 
 
The above subdivision plan “Green Acres” was approved in the Town of Boxborough in August, 
1999.  The subdivision consists of five lots on a total of 12.09 acres of land.  There is no preserved 
open space, no shared common space, and all houses are single family homes of roughly the same 
size.  The minimum lot size in this district (Agricultural-Residential) is an excessive 60,000 square 
feet. 
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CORNERSTONE ESTATES, SCITUATE, MA        
 

 
Figure 6.2:  Approved Definitive Subdivision Plan for Cornerstone Estates, Scituate, MA 
 
The above subdivision plan “Cornerstone Estates” is expected to be approved by the Town of 
Scituate in late spring, 2004.  The subdivision consists of six lots on a total of 2.96 acres of land.  
There is minimal preserved open space (a thin buffer only), no shared common space, and all houses 
are single family homes of roughly the same size.  The minimum lot size in this district (A2) is an 
excessive 20,000 square feet. 
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CONIFER LANE, WESTWOOD, MA         
 

 
Figure 6.3:  Approved Definitive Subdivision Plan for Conifer Lane, Westwood, MA 
 
The above subdivision plan “Green Acres” was approved in the Town of Westwood in September, 
1998.  The subdivision consists of three lots on a total of 10.00 acres of land.  There is no 
permanently preserved open space (though one lot was approved as a non-buildable lot), no shared 
common space, and all houses are single family homes of roughly the same size.  The minimum lot 
size in this district (Single Family E) is an excessive 80,000 square feet. 
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CARRIAGE ESTATES/CORY LANE SUBDIVISION, READING, MA     
 

 
Figure 6.4:  Approved Definitive Subdivision Plan for Carriage Estates & Cory Lane, Reading, MA 
 
The above subdivision plans “Carriage Estates” and “Cory Lane” (related) were approved in the 
Town of Reading in November 1991 and November, 1995, respectively.  The subdivision consists 
of twenty-three lots on a total of 12.09 acres of land.  There is no preserved open space, no shared 
common space, and all houses are single family homes of roughly the same size.  The minimum lot 
size in this district (S-20) is an excessive 20,000 square feet. 
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Chapter 7: 
Post-Mortem/New Urbanist Alternatives 

 
Two conventional subdivision plans18 were selected, from the four identified in Chapter 6, in order 
to illustrate the possibilities viable through alternative residential developments.  These alternative 
plans were prepared based on the guidelines established in the Model Hamlet Development Bylaw 
(Appendix B).19  An evaluation of the by-right and alternative development plans is then provided 
based on the key principles of New Urbanism in this analysis, identified in Chapter 3. 
 
ALTERNATIVE (HAMLET) GREEN ACRES SUBDIVISION      
 

 
Figure 7.1:  Approved Definitive Subdivision Plan for Green Acres, Boxborough, MA 
 
In order to demonstrate the viability and desirability of integrating New Urbanist principles into existing land 
use regulations in cities and towns of the Commonwealth, a contrast is made between the approved 
subdivision development (shown above) and alternative development (below). 

 

                                                 
18 Only two plans were chosen for design and analysis for several reasons, including: 

• Size of the Development (to illustrate the full potential of alternative development) 
• Prior Approval and Construction (to illustrate the comparison between by-right compliance with conventional 

subdivision regulations as compared with the alternative) 
• Available GIS Information (to allow for better site design in consideration of surrounding development, 

topographical and environmental restrictions) 
• Available Time for the analysis 

19 Model Hamlet Development Bylaw developed in accordance with the key New Urbanist Principles addressed in this 
research: compact cluster development and provision for common space. 
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Figure 7.2.  A Post-Mortem Alternative to the Green Acres Subdivision developed in accordance with New 
Urbanist principles, under guidelines established in the model Hamlet Development Bylaw.  
 
The above subdivision is an alternative New Urbanist cluster development plan for the Green Acres 
Subdivision developed in accordance with the New Urbanist principles of compact development 
and common space, and under the guidelines of the Model Hamlet Development Bylaw in 
Appendix B.  Compare this alternative plan with that approved by the Boxborough Planning Board 
in 1999.  The following table summarizes the comparison of lot size, common space, and preserved 
open space in the two subdivisions (conventional and alternative): 
 

Evaluation Criteria 
Approved 

Conventional Subdivision 
Alternative 

Hamlet Cluster Subdivision 
Preserved Open Space 0% 75% 
Common Space 0% 10% 
Total Number of Lots 23 24 
Lot Size Requirements 
(for private lots) 

Minimum 60,000 sq. ft. Maximum 10,000 sq. ft. 

Street Connections 1 full connection 2 full connections 
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ALTERNATIVE (HAMLET) CARRIAGE ESTATES/CORY LANE SUBDIVISION   
 

 
Figure 7.3:  Approved Definitive Subdivision Plan for Carriage Estates & Cory Lane, Reading, MA 
 
In order to demonstrate the viability and desirability of integrating New Urbanist principles into existing land 
use regulations in cities and towns of the Commonwealth, a contrast is made between the approved 
subdivision development (shown above) and alternative development (below). 
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Figure 7.4.  A Post-Mortem Alternative to the Carriage Estates/Cory Lane Subdivision developed in 
accordance with New Urbanist principles, under guidelines established in the model Hamlet Development 
Bylaw.  
 
The above subdivision is an alternative New Urbanist cluster development plan for the Carriage 
Estates/Cory Lane Subdivision developed in accordance with the New Urbanist principles of 
compact development and common space, and under the guidelines of the Model Hamlet 
Development Bylaw in Appendix B.  Compare this alternative plan with that approved by the 
Reading Planning Board in 1995.  The following table summarizes the comparison of lot size, 
common space, and preserved open space in the two subdivisions (conventional and alternative): 
 

Evaluation Criteria 
Approved 

Conventional Subdivision 
Alternative 

Hamlet Cluster Subdivision 
Preserved Open Space 0% 75% 
Common Space 0% 10% 
Total Number of Lots 23 24 
Lot Sizes Requirements 
(for private lots) 

Minimum 20,000 sq. ft. Maximum 10,000 sq. ft. 

Street Connections 1 full connection 2 full connections 
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EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE VS. CONVENTIONAL      
 
Evaluation of the by-right (conventional) and alternative (New Urbanist) development plans 
illustrates that implementation of New Urbanist principles in local land use regulations is not only 
viable, but has the following benefits not addressed through conventional zoning and subdivision 
regulations in these communities: 
 

1. Significant preservation of greenways and open space 
2. Reduced infrastructure costs 
3. Creation of neighborhood common spaces 
4. Private lots and dwellings defining and supporting the public realm20 
5. Higher density development (where desired) as compared with conventional development 

 
The alternative Hamlet development plans, designed in accordance with the Hamlet Development 
Bylaw in Appendix B, provides several major benefits over the conventional subdivisions since 
approved and constructed.  The clustering of dwelling units around a common open space on 
reduced lot sizes affords protection of 75% of the open space in the subdivision for sustainability of 
the environment and the enjoyment of future generations.  Common septic fields (if necessary) may 
be included in this land area.  Providing common open spaces and focusing the dwelling units 
around such spaces increases opportunity for social interaction and a sense of community.  The 
development is able to support the same amount of dwellings (or greater), while reducing 
infrastructure lengths (and therefore costs).  Lastly, the alternative Hamlet development provides 
two full street connections to adjacent roadways, and expected subdivisions.  The conventional 
subdivision, by comparison, provides only one full connection to an arterial road, thereby ensuring 
congestion of such roadways. 
 
Further additions and amendments to the model bylaw may be developed to address additional New 
Urbanist principles such as minimal architectural standards (such as front porches, detailing, and the 
placement of garage doors), affordable housing requirements (percentage of affordable units 
created), pedestrian connectivity in the hamlet site plan (pathways, sidewalks, and other  amenities), 
as well as other site design standards (traffic calming and landscaping). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
20 Lot sizes are standardized for ease of site and architectural design, though many alternative arrangements are possible. 
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Chapter 8: 
Obstacles to Implementing New Urbanism 

 
The previous chapter illustrates the viability of New Urbanist residential infill with regard to design 
issues only.  The following sections address the viability of New Urbanist residential infill under 
related non-design issues such as comprehensive planning, state and local land use regulations, 
private property rights, and the market viability of New Urbanism. 
 
Absence of True Regional Planning         
 
While state and regional failures to address the problems of sprawl are beyond the scope of this 
thesis, it is worth noting herein that a complete lack of meaningful regional planning allows local 
communities to continue with irresponsible (i.e. unsustainable) land use policies (zoning and 
subdivision regulations accordingly).  Most notable is the excessive devotion of local land areas 
zoned for large-lot single-family development (see Table 2.2).  While recent attempts to pass the 
Massachusetts Land Use Reform Act (MLURA) may address the antiquated elements of state land 
use statutes, the act also does not address the lack of authority held by regional planning agencies 
(and the attendant lack of meaningful regional planning and land use coordination).  Further, 
MLURA does not address the need to establish smart-growth regulations at the local level.  MLURA 
simply allows communities greater freedom in adopting alternative provisions in land use 
regulations.  While a few progressive communities may alter their local zoning and subdivision 
regulations to allow for compact development, preservation of open space, greater density, mixed 
use, and a variety of housing, it is irresponsible to assume that these few communities alone can 
respond to our Commonwealth’s regional needs.  As growth management and affordable housing 
issues cross municipal borders, the state must take a leading role in bringing meaningful changes to 
land use regulations which mandate smart-growth instead of sprawl. 
 
Americans have a historical passion for local government and limited state intervention in local 
decision-making.  The problems associated with sprawl have been seriously exacerbated by the 
fragmentation of land use regulations across arbitrary municipal boundaries.  Land use regulations 
and growth management remains uncoordinated at the state and regional level in Massachusetts.  If 
serious and appropriate correction is to be made to development patterns in Massachusetts, the state 
(through its regional planning agencies) must intervene for the “public interest”…  We can no 
longer live by the call of “private property rights” and absolute “home rule” to the detriment of our 
neighbors, surrounding communities, and the rights and potential of future generations.  Despite the 
failure of local governments to address regional growth management issues in a piecemeal and self-
interested manner, our citizens are unwilling to return the responsibility of oversight to the state. 
While statewide planning and land use regulation is politically unsavory, it is the logical and 
responsible solution to regional growth-management pressures and conflicts.  Regional planning 
agencies like the Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) must be given more authority and 
oversight over local land use regulations to ensure that compact development patterns (New 
Urbanism) replace today’s scattered development patterns (sprawl). 
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Antiquated State Land Use Statutes         
 

“The achievement of long-term environmental objectives and economic goals will 
require revision of antiquated regulations and provision of incentives to stimulate 
development that is consistent with smart-growth principles” (ULI, 11) 

 
An abundance of antiquities, idiosyncrasies and contradictions in state land use statutes limit the 
extent to which local communities can implement the concepts of New Urbanism in their land use 
regulations.  For instance, while case law shows that land use regulation may extend as far as a 
demonstrated and justifiable public interest, the Massachusetts Subdivision Control Law (Section 
81U) does not allow cities and towns to require an adequate proportion of preserved open space or 
common spaces in new residential developments.  While private property rights are protected (i.e. 
the right to develop one’s land), there is insufficient protection of documented public interests (i.e. 
concentration of development in appropriate areas and the permanent protection of greenways and 
common civic spaces through public ownership).  We must ask therefore, if private land-owners are 
allowed to develop their lands, should they be allowed to do so with disregard for the existing and 
future needs of residents?  Or should mitigation measures and development requirements accurately 
and completely reflect the public interests of communities?  It is time for the pendulum to swing 
from the side of private property rights advocates to interests in the public good.  The state zoning 
act and subdivision control law should be amended to allow cities and towns to require the 
permanent protection of greenways and common spaces as mitigation for the clear impacts of new 
residential development and the logical needs of future residents. 
 
Additional recommended changes to Massachusetts land use statues are provisions for 
comprehensive planning, urban growth boundaries, planned unit development, transit oriented 
development, mixed use, rural lot sizes and densities (20+ acres per dwelling unit), and, in 
accordance with this research, mandatory cluster development (where conventional sprawl is 
allowed only by “special exception”). 
 
Excessive Mandatory Lot Sizes & Setbacks        
 
“Developers, according to a recent survey, find land use regulations to be the greatest obstacle to 
alternative forms of development.”  (ULI, 11)  A review of the applicable zoning and subdivision 
codes for each of the communities and developments discussed in Chapters 6 and 7 illuminates four 
key obstacles to the creation of New Urbanist residential infill: 
 
1. Excessive lot size requirements 
2. Excessive setback requirements 
3. Cluster and multifamily development allowed only by Special Permit (whereas conventional 

large-lot single-family sprawl is allowed by-right) 
4. Lack of provision for common space & greenways 
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There are various tools to allow alternative development patterns under the existing land use 
regulatory structure.  These include cluster zoning, planned unit developments, and traditional 
neighborhood development bylaws.  An example Hamlet Cluster Development Bylaw is provided in 
Appendix B, and illustrates the means by which the key principles of New Urbanism can be required 
under by-right Hamlet cluster residential development.21  Unfortunately, flexible development 
regulations are underutilized across the Commonwealth or have restrictive provisions (such as 
required special permits) rendering them undesirable or unmarketable. 
 
 “Suburban large-lot residential development …is both ecologically and financially inefficient.”  
(ULI, 16)  Local officials in Massachusetts often adopt “large-lot” zoning (of 1-3 acres) in order to 
preserve open space and curb the impacts of population growth.22  “Requiring really large lots of say 
25 or 50 acres can maintain open space and protect environmental resources.  But requiring smaller 
“large” lots of two to ten acres encourages development that actually exacerbates the problems 
associated with rapid growth, including traffic congestion, high infrastructure costs, and loss of open 
space.  Development at such densities does little to maintain the ecological value of natural areas and 
can carve up the countryside rather than protect it.” (ULI, 16) 
 

“Rather than adopt large-lot zoning to preserve a fragmented system of open space, 
communities should undertake to plan more comprehensively for growth and 
conservation on the urban fringe.  Planning for growth and conservation (and 
adopting regulations that support the planning) will help achieve a mix of land uses 
and densities that can have many advantages over unplanned growth and a uniformly 
low-density development pattern, including the more efficient provision of 
infrastructure, the more effective protection of natural resources and natural systems, 
the preservation of important open space, the establishment of a sense of 
community, and the creation of sustainable communities that increase value over 
time.” (ULI, 16) 

 
The most arbitrary and restrictive requirements of local zoning codes preventing New Urbanist 
forms of residential development are the excessive lot sizes and setbacks mandated under zoning 
and subdivision regulations.  New Urbanism shifts concern over private lot size to the relationship 
of private dwellings to the whole neighborhood.  Given this priority, lot sizes for individual 
dwellings are reduced to a more appropriate human scale, with reduced dimensions, allowing for 
proximity to other dwelling units and the preservation of collective open space.  Model homes are 
being developed which illustrate the efficiency and market viability of New Urbanist dwellings and 

                                                 
21 Developed with elements from Randall Arendt’s  “Growing Greener” model zoning and subdivision bylaws, and 
MAPC’s “Conservation Subdivision Design” model bylaw.  (Arendt) & (MAPC) respectively. 
22 Personal experience and research into local land use regulations as a municipal planner in Massachusetts and 
member of the “massplanners” listserv.  Such a zoning amendment was recently adopted by the City Council of the 
City of Peabody, despite objection from the professional planning staff and the Peabody Planning Board. 
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lot configurations.  The Orlando House website states, “The City of Orlando has been overwhelmed 
with the interest that the project has received from the construction industry.”23 
 

 
 
 
Figure 8.1.  The Orlando House in Orlando, Florida serves as a model, not only for the Green Building 
commuity, but for New Urbanist residential dwellings, which can be sited on smaller lots, oriented closely to 
public spaces and the streetscape. 
 

                                                 
23 Orlando House: Florida’s Future. Plans and information available on the web at 
www.cityoforlando.net/planning/orlandohouse  
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Figure 8.2.  Numerous houses like the one above, designed for compact New Urbanist residential 
developments can be found in books like, “Traditional Neighborhood Home Plans: 170 Designs for Living in 
Villages & Towns.” 
 
Opposition from Private Property Rights Advocates       
 
New Urbanist regulations, like all land-use regulations, must satisfy the requirements of substantive 
due process. Since they are exercises of the police power, land use regulations must advance 
legitimate government interests that serve the public health, safety, morals, and general welfare.  
Such regulations have increasingly been upheld, with many cases citing the U.S. Supreme Court's 
pronouncement in Berman v. Parker, 348 U.S. 26 33 (1954): 
 

“The concept of the public welfare is broad and inclusive. The values it represents 
are spiritual as well as physical, aesthetic as well as monetary. It is within the power 
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of the legislature to determine that the community should be beautiful as well as 
healthy, spacious as well as clean, well balanced as well as carefully patrolled.” 

 
The Supreme Court's decision in The Members of City Council of the City of Los Angeles v. Taxpayers for 
Vincent, 466 U.S. 784 (1984), cemented the Court's view that aesthetics are a proper focus of 
governmental regulation, which could arguably include design of the public realm.  One way to 
avoid such questions is to focus on New Urbanist regulations as a tool to shape public space. After 
all, one could argue, government has a duty to promote and maintain a healthy and safe public 
realm.  By this logic, mitigation for the impacts of development and the needs created by new 
residents are not an excessive burden on the development of residentially zoned property.  
Minimum percentages of permanently preserved open space and common spaces would seem to be 
an obvious and justifiable “linkage.” 
 
Development Costs & Market Viability         
 
Critics argue that New Urbanist forms of residential development are more costly than conventional 
development patterns.  While numerous studies have factually and statistically supported the 
opposite conclusion, I shall attempt to address herein the salient points. 
 
Advocates of New Urbanism counter that such high costs are simply due to the high demand for 
homes in these neo-traditional communities, and the comparatively low supply available.  Studies 
have shown that traditional development patterns offer numerous cost-benefit advantages over 
contemporary sprawl development.  In a working paper entitled, “Land, Infrastructure, Housing 
Costs and Fiscal Impacts Associated with Growth,” researchers Robert W. Burchell and David 
Listokin state: 
 

“Land developed at higher densities, closer in to existing development, and drawing 
upon already developed infrastructure or extensions … can provide significant 
capital and cost savings over … sprawl type development.” 

 
The authors analyze four key areas of development impact, and reported findings as follows24: 
 
1. Land Consumption:  Traditional developments consume approximately 40 percent as much 

land overall, 60 percent of agricultural acreage, and 17 percent of the level of development 
on frail lands, as found in conventional sprawl. 

2. Infrastructure Requirements:  Traditional developments is only 75% as expensive with 
respect to roads, 95% as expensive with respect to schools, 85% as expensive with respect to 
utilities, and at parity with other infrastructure costs, as found in conventional sprawl.  
“Compact, infill, and higher density development is more efficient to serve than scattered, 
linear, and lower density sprawl.” (Burchell, 4) 

                                                 
24 Summary list substituting the term “traditional development” for “planned development,” and adapted from 
Lincoln Institute of Land Policy working paper entitled “Land, Infrastructure, Housing Costs and Fiscal Impacts 
Associated with Growth:  The literature on the Impacts of Sprawl verses Managed Growth.” 
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3. Housing Costs: Traditional developments do not increase housing costs over conventional 
sprawl, and may afford a small (i.e. less than 6 percent) savings. 

4. Fiscal Impacts:  Traditional developments is less costly than conventional sprawl on an 
annual basis to both municipality and school districts (by about 2 percent), and requires less 
capital expenditure (about 3 percent) for school districts. 

 
The report goes on to note that “ongoing operating costs for roads and infrastructure are reduced, 
and “by preserving land in the process of development, there is less need to acquire land for parks 
and recreation.” 
 
Recent studies have shown that homes in New Urbanist neighborhoods are in high demand in 
comparison to those found in contemporary sprawl.  In a research paper entitled, “New Urbanism 
and Housing Values: A Disaggregate Assessment,” researchers Yan Song and Gerrit-Jan Knaap 
report: 
 

“We find that our measures of urban form capture meaningful differences in the 
characters of urban neighborhoods that could well have direct impacts on the utility 
of urban residents.  Further we find that such differences are capitalized into 
residential property values.  The results imply that … the design features of new 
urbanism provide benefits for which urban residents are willing to pay.” 

 
Their research goes on to state: 
 

“Recent market research shows that there is a demand for denser, more walkable 
residential environments in the United States as a whole, and the growing demand is 
a result of changing demographics, changing tastes, and the closing of the suburban 
frontier.” 

 
Published studies have examined the premiums captured by new Urbanist developments.  These 
studies compared the prices of single-family homes in New Urbanist and suburban neighborhoods 
and found consumers willing to pay a premium for houses in a New Urbanist neighborhood.  (Eppli 
& Tu)  “What is more, we find that this premium more than compensates for the severe price 
discount for the small size of New Urbanist lots.”  This is an important finding, as the compact 
form of New Urbanism requires smaller than normal lot sizes to allow for close proximity between 
dwelling units. 
 
In a publication entitled, “Environment and Development: Myth and Fact,” the Urban Land 
Institute (ULI) debunks the myth that “development that protects and enhances the environment 
adds little market value.”  The ULI reports: 
 

“Projects that incorporate green features often achieve premium prices and faster 
absorption rates than conventional developments… In fact, the demand for 
environmentally sensitive projects is strong enough to have outrun supply … Nearly 
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70 percent of developers from around the country who were surveyed recently say 
that the supply of alternative developments – for example conservation 
communities, higher-density development, and pedestrian- and transit-oriented 
developments – is inadequate… Developers think the market for alternative 
development exceeds 50 percent in some regions of the country. (ULI, 8) 

 
Market forces support New Urbanist residential developments.  While critics argue that Seaside’s 
inflated property values prohibit a mix of incomes, the design itself supports a mix of uses.  It is the 
lack of similar alternative developments elsewhere that has made Seaside such a popular place to 
live - in short supply and high demand - and therefore too expensive for most.  The solution is not 
to stop building places like Seaside, but rather to build many more with New Urbanist design 
considerations and amenities. 
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Chapter 9: 
Conclusion: Findings & Recommendations 

 
 

 
Figure 9.1:  “Sprawl is out - New Urbanism is in.” 
 
Commonwealth … Common Wealth: “Home from Nowhere”      
 
The alternative New Urbanist form of development, which “favors the quality of its space over the 
quantity,” is a return to traditional New England (and indeed human) development values. (Susanka, 
3)  Residential developments of the future will be a form of evolution, not revolution, built in 
accordance with New Urbanist (traditional New England) development principles. Even small 
changes, like compact neighborhoods and provision for common spaces, can make significant 
progress toward New Urbanist objectives.  No paradigm shift is needed to realize this vision - 
rather, we can give careful attention to more subtle changes within our existing regulatory structure.  
These changes can bring the “sense of place,” community, and sustainability back to our residential 
neighborhoods.   
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The Zoning Ordinance of tomorrow, with beginnings rooted in today’s planning and urban design 
innovation, is one based on the ideals of New Urbanism, where a hierarchy or transect of uses and 
density make provision for town centers, village sub-centers, close-knit neighborhoods, parks, 
greens, plazas, and greenways, and the public realm in all it’s various forms.  The Zoning Ordinance 
of tomorrow will not only support efficiency, environmental protection, and social justice, but will 
take-on the forgotten responsibility of “good urban form” evaluated in terms of the creation of 
community (“an interacting population of various kinds of individuals with common interests in a common 
location”). 
 
Through improved regulation urban design policy can help to achieve not only good urban form, 
but an increase in social capital.  Albeit the choice to spend more time with neighbors and associate 
oneself with the larger community is one of individual origin.  However, the opportunities for such 
social interaction, mutual trust, and support are increased ten-fold when a community lives in an 
urban landscape that increases the frequency of such interaction in the public realm.   
 
The new American dream is residing in a “livable” and sustainable community where interaction 
with one’s neighbors and the larger community is commonplace.  New Urbanist principles must be 
applied not only to project-scale developments (Seaside), but to the municipal-scale (new and infill 
residential neighborhoods and mixed-use centers), and the regional scale (transit-oriented 
development), to define a hierarchy of uses and densities, as an antidote to the monotony of sprawl.   
 
The previous chapters illustrate that embracing the principles of New Urbanism through residential 
infill is a viable means to reduce the negative impacts of sprawl. The success of New Urbanist 
developments (as documented in numerous studies) illustrates the market demand for similar livable 
communities.  What is required of us now as municipal planners is reform of the codes themselves – 
to allow, encourage, and even require such development in the first place. 
 
Urban infill, a subtext of New Urbanism, is an alternative to sprawl at the urban “edge,” including its 
attendant loss of greenfields, central city decay, economic disinvestment, increased crime, loss of 
sense of place, and the breakdown of basic family values. (Zelenak)  It is clear from the sample of 
residential developments in this research that New Urbanist principles have not yet taken hold in 
zoning and subdivision regulations of Massachusetts cities and towns.  Clearly, these regulations do 
not advance compact development, fail to protect open space, and lack provision for civic and 
common spaces. 
 
Alternative development scenarios (Chapter 7) and a Model Hamlet Development Bylaw (Appendix 
B) demonstrate that key principles of New Urbanism can be spliced into our existing land use codes 
without a drastic paradigm shift.  Both provide for the creation of residential infill based on the 
principles of New Urbanism identified in Chapters 2 and 3. 
 
 
The following table summarizes the comparison between conventional (by-right) subdivisions and 
the alternative (New Urbanist) designs provided in Chapter 7: 
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Preserved Open Space  
    

 

  
Common Space  

    
 

  
 
Evaluation Key  
• Meets or Exceeds Criteria 

 
• Moderately  Addresses Criteria 

 
• Fails to Address Criteria 

 
 
Table 9.1.  Evaluation of the conventional by-right subdivisions compared to alternative development possible 
under the principles of New Urbanism and guidelines established by the Model Hamlet Development Bylaw.  
 
 
The Hamlet: A Theory of Good Neighborhood Form       
 
The Model Hamlet Development Bylaw (Appendix B) illustrates several key advantages over 
conventional subdivision regulations and cluster development zoning provisions as follows: 
 
1. Compact cluster development and the preservation of open space is the required (by-right) 

development, not a “special exception.” 
2. Common space is required in residential developments to serve the needs of new residents 

created by the development. 
 
Transferability            
 
While the application of this work was limited to the narrow area of residential development in four 
cities and towns, for the purpose of a focused analysis, the framework and principles are transferable 
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to land use regulations across our Commonwealth and the nation.  No new paradigm is necessary to 
embrace the concepts of New Urbanism in our land use regulations.  It is not necessary to abandon 
our existing regulatory structure, or to insist upon the “transect” model as a basis for land use 
regulations.  Many communities would benefit simply in the shift from contemporary sprawl-
mandating regulations toward such a model, with the caveat that the details of local ordinances 
should be adjusted in accordance with the municipal context. 
 
Caveats, Limitations on Scope & Recommendations for Future Work     

God grant me the serenity  
to accept the things I cannot change;  
courage to change the things I can; 
and wisdom to know the difference. 

~The Serenity Prayer 

The scope of this thesis is limited by a number of factors, necessary to ensure a feasible study within 
the limited time and resources available.  This thesis is an argument for the viability of incorporating 
New Urbanist principles into residential infill developments.  The Analysis applies two central New 
Urbanist principles to the development of residential infill as follows: 
 
1. Compact and Efficient Urban Form (both in individual lot size and clustering of the whole) 
2. Emphasis on and Definition of Common Space (the public realm) 
 
This research does not address the following important issues, which while related, are beyond the 
scope of this thesis: 
 
• Application of New Urbanist principles to the remaining inventory of properties in 

other land use categories, such as commercial and mixed-use districts. 
• The necessity for greater state and regional planning, hierarchy and coordination 
• NIMBY-ism, public education, and opposition to any form of development  It is 

understood that NIMBY single-family homeowners will protest ANY kind of residential 
infill, regardless of quality or the noble virtues of New Urbanism.  But, as the great professor 
Terry Szold once said, “I relieve you of your mediocrity.”  In the interest of chance, vision 
and progress, an assumption is made that the findings and recommendations of this research 
may be incorporated into local and state regulations accordingly. 

 
Additional caveats about the scope of this research are noted in the selection of communities and 
sites analyzed, though the author does not believe these limitations significantly alter the 
implications of findings and recommendations herein. 
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Admittedly, this work merely scratches the surface of possibilities for new and innovative land use 
regulation.  This framework and model are intended as a starting point only for a glimpse of the 
future. 
 
Contributions to Existing Literature & Field        
 
There is a large body of literature on the theoretical principles and benefits of New Urbanism over 
conventional development.  Practical applications, however, are few and far between, and these are 
not found frequently in Massachusetts.  While specific in scope, the findings and recommendations 
of this research have a high level of “transferability” for application to municipal land use 
regulations throughout the Commonwealth and the nation.  It is the hope of this author that the 
principles and recommendations throughout this thesis will be applied likewise to land use 
regulations across the Commonwealth which is my home. 
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Appendix A: 
Charter of New Urbanism 

 
Source: Congress for the New Urbanism (www.cnu.org) 

 
The Congress for the New Urbanism views disinvestment in central cities, the spread of placeless 
sprawl, increasing separation by race and income, environmental deterioration, loss of agricultural 
lands and wilderness, and the erosion of society's built heritage as one interrelated community-
building challenge. 
 
We stand for the restoration of existing urban centers and towns within coherent metropolitan 
regions, the reconfiguration of sprawling suburbs into communities of real neighborhoods and 
diverse districts, the conservation of natural environments, and the preservation of our built legacy. 
 
We recognize that physical solutions by themselves will not solve social and economic problems, but 
neither can economic vitality, community stability, and environmental health be sustained without a 
coherent and supportive physical framework. 
 
We advocate the restructuring of public policy and development practices to support the following 
principles: neighborhoods should be diverse in use and population; communities should be designed 
for the pedestrian and transit as well as the car; cities and towns should be shaped by physically 
defined and universally accessible public spaces and community institutions; urban places should be 
framed by architecture and landscape design that celebrate local history, climate, ecology, and 
building practice. 
 
We represent a broad-based citizenry, composed of public and private sector leaders, community 
activists, and multidisciplinary professionals. We are committed to reestablishing the relationship 
between the art of building and the making of community, through citizen-based participatory 
planning and design. 
 
We dedicate ourselves to reclaiming our homes, blocks, streets, parks, neighborhoods, districts, 
towns, cities, regions, and environment. 
 
We assert the following principles to guide public policy, development practice, urban planning, and 
design: 
 
The Region: Metropolis, City, and Town 
 
• Metropolitan regions are finite places with geographic boundaries derived from topography, 

watersheds, coastlines, farmlands, regional parks, and river basins. The metropolis is made of 
multiple centers that are cities, towns, and villages, each with its own identifiable center and 
edges.  
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• The metropolitan region is a fundamental economic unit of the contemporary world. 
Governmental cooperation, public policy, physical planning, and economic strategies must 
reflect this new reality. 
 

• The metropolis has a necessary and fragile relationship to its agrarian hinterland and natural 
landscapes. The relationship is environmental, economic, and cultural. Farmland and nature are 
as important to the metropolis as the garden is to the house. 
 

• Development patterns should not blur or eradicate the edges of the metropolis. Infill 
development within existing urban areas conserves environmental resources, economic 
investment, and social fabric, while reclaiming marginal and abandoned areas. Metropolitan 
regions should develop strategies to encourage such infill development over peripheral 
expansion. 
 

• Where appropriate, new development contiguous to urban boundaries should be organized as 
neighborhoods and districts, and be integrated with the existing urban pattern. Noncontiguous 
development should be organized as towns and villages with their own urban edges, and planned 
for a jobs/housing balance, not as bedroom suburbs. 
 

• The development and redevelopment of towns and cities should respect historical patterns, 
precedents, and boundaries. 
 

• Cities and towns should bring into proximity a broad spectrum of public and private uses to 
support a regional economy that benefits people of all incomes. Affordable housing should be 
distributed throughout the region to match job opportunities and to avoid concentrations of 
poverty. 
 

• The physical organization of the region should be supported by a framework of transportation 
alternatives. Transit, pedestrian, and bicycle systems should maximize access and mobility 
throughout the region while reducing dependence upon the automobile. 
 

• Revenues and resources can be shared more cooperatively among the municipalities and centers 
within regions to avoid destructive competition for tax base and to promote rational 
coordination of transportation, recreation, public services, housing, and community institutions. 

 
The Neighborhood, The District, and the Corridor 
 
• The neighborhood, the district, and the corridor are the essential elements of development and 

redevelopment in the metropolis. They form identifiable areas that encourage citizens to take 
responsibility for their maintenance and evolution. 
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• Neighborhoods should be compact, pedestrian-friendly, and mixed-use. Districts generally 
emphasize a special single use, and should follow the principles of neighborhood design when 
possible. Corridors are regional connectors of neighborhoods and districts; they range from 
boulevards and rail lines to rivers and parkways. 

• Many activities of daily living should occur within walking distance, allowing independence to 
those who do not drive, especially the elderly and the young. Interconnected networks of streets 
should be designed to encourage walking, reduce the number and length of automobile trips, 
and conserve energy. 
 

• Within neighborhoods, a broad range of housing types and price levels can bring people of 
diverse ages, races, and incomes into daily interaction, strengthening the personal and civic 
bonds essential to an authentic community. 
 

• Transit corridors, when properly planned and coordinated, can help organize metropolitan 
structure and revitalize urban centers. In contrast, highway corridors should not displace 
investment from existing centers.  
 

• Appropriate building densities and land uses should be within walking distance of transit stops, 
permitting public transit to become a viable alternative to the automobile. 
 

• Concentrations of civic, institutional, and commercial activity should be embedded in 
neighborhoods and districts, not isolated in remote, single-use complexes. Schools should be 
sized and located to enable children to walk or bicycle to them.  
 

• The economic health and harmonious evolution of neighborhoods, districts, and corridors can 
be improved through graphic urban design codes that serve as predictable guides for change. 
 

• A range of parks, from tot-lots and village greens to ballfields and community gardens, should 
be distributed within neighborhoods. Conservation areas and open lands should be used to 
define and connect different neighborhoods and districts. 

 
The Neighborhood, The District, and the Corridor 
 
• A primary task of all urban architecture and landscape design is the physical definition of streets 

and public spaces as places of shared use.  
 

• Individual architectural projects should be seamlessly linked to their surroundings. This issue 
transcends style. 
 

• The revitalization of urban places depends on safety and security. The design of streets and 
buildings should reinforce safe environments, but not at the expense of accessibility and 
openness. 
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• In the contemporary metropolis, development must adequately accommodate automobiles. It 

should do so in ways that respect the pedestrian and the form of public space. 
 

• Streets and squares should be safe, comfortable, and interesting to the pedestrian. Properly 
configured, they encourage walking and enable neighbors to know each other and protect their 
communities. 
 

• Architecture and landscape design should grow from local climate, topography, history, and 
building practice. 
 

• Civic buildings and public gathering places require important sites to reinforce community 
identity and the culture of democracy. They deserve distinctive form, because their role is 
different from that of other buildings and places that constitute the fabric of the city. 
 

• All buildings should provide their inhabitants with a clear sense of location, weather and time. 
Natural methods of heating and cooling can be more resource-efficient than mechanical systems. 
 

• Preservation and renewal of historic buildings, districts, and landscapes affirm the continuity and 
evolution of urban society. 
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Appendix B: 
Model Hamlet Development Bylaw 

 
Commentary & Caveats:           
 
A Starting Point 
 
There is nothing in Massachusetts General Laws that prevents local cities and towns from 
designating cluster subdivisions as the preferred form of residential development.  This Appendix 
provides a model bylaw (framework) for the creation of traditional New England (New Urbanist) 
residential neighborhoods (through cluster subdivisions) based on the concept of the Hamlet, where 
common spaces are the focal point of neighborhoods.  This model bylaw is not meant to be 
comprehensive and merely scratches the surface of the possibilities for incorporating New Urbanist 
concepts into the development of residential infill in Massachusetts.  It is essential that each city and 
town modify the model to address local needs. 
 
Cluster Requirement 
 
The town of Amherst, Massachusetts requires developers to cluster in several resource protection 
districts, in addition to allowing cluster by right in other districts through a Site Plan Review 
process.25  However, the legality of this mandatory approach has not been tested in the courts. The 
Subdivision Control Law, G.L. c. 41, ss. 81K-81GG, permits developers to subdivide as of right, as 
long as the project complies with local standards.  There is no provision in Massachusetts General 
Laws which prohibits the allowance of cluster developments by-right, or mandates conventional 
subdivisions to the detriment of natural resources and creation of true communities.  The 
Commonwealth’s current affordable housing crisis is in large part the result of unnecessarily large lot 
size and setback requirements for residential development consuming a grossly disproportionate 
amount of land.  Such requirements consume open space at an alarming rate, increase development, 
infrastructure and housing costs, and prevent the creation of effective urban forms referred to by 
Author James Howard Kunstler as “civic art.”  The time and uncertainty of the Special Permit 
process often discourages developers from pursuing cluster development under bylaws which offer 
cluster only through conditional use permits.  As planners and urban designers we must ask the 
question, why is the preferred development arrangement offered only through exception?  A community 
that has predetermined cluster development as favorable to conventional development should not 
create a bylaw that provides disincentives for the use of such compact development.  It is clear that 
compact cluster development should be allowed by-right, while any deviation from that norm 
should be allowed only by special exception.  For these reason, the model bylaw mandates compact 
cluster development (except by waiver), in sharp contrast to the irresponsibility of current regulatory 
mandates for sprawl. 
 

                                                 
25 Conversation with Bob Mitchell AICP, Planning Director for the Town of Amherst, MA,  Wednesday, April 14, 2004 
1:41 PM 
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This requirement also eliminates the need for nonsensical “yield plans” and complex density bonus 
which are yet another arbitrary set of numbers and proportions having no relationship to desirable 
urban form or the public interest.  (Conventional dimensional standards for lot sizes are themselves 
irrational and arbitrary themselves, having no demonstrated relationship to justifiable public 
interests).  Under this bylaw landowners are free to develop privately owned land, but only in 
coordination with surrounding development, and in accordance with sustainable development 
practices.  The sacrifice of unbridled private property rights is the price (responsibility) we pay for 
the benefit (returns) of living in an organized society where the needs of the many outweigh the 
needs of the few. 
 
Certain attorney’s may argue that requiring cluster development over conventional subdivision is 
unlikely to be upheld by the Courts on appeal unless the “yield” of such development (total number 
of market-rate single-family dwelling units) is equal to or greater than that allowed under 
conventional subdivision regulations.  This is nonsensical, since the yield created by the conventional 
subdivision requirements (excessive dimensional controls) is arbitrary in the first place.  An 
alternative residential bylaw has significant incentives without a density bonus. Reduced lot sizes 
reduce infrastructure and construction costs. While minimum lot sizes and setbacks were once 
necessary to protect properties from adjacent uses, the excessive dimensional requirements in most 
municipal zoning codes have no substantiated relationship to the public interest.  The development 
of residential neighborhoods is a question of common public interests not private property rights.  
While landowners have the right to develop their land, such development should be sustainable in 
the public interest and should provide for an adequate supply of public amenities including 
preserved public open space.  For this reason I recommend that no residential infill be approved by 
local planning boards unless development proposals meet the minimum criteria established in this 
bylaw. 
 
Common Space Requirement 
 
The adoption of cluster development bylaws across the state is beginning to address the first key 
principle of new urbanism identified in this analysis - the preservation of open space through 
compact and efficient development.  However, these cluster development bylaws fail to address the 
public realm and the relationship of the private dwellings to each other and the creation of a civic 
environment.  As this concern for public space is perhaps more central to the New Urbanism than 
the conservation of greenfields through clustering, this model bylaw emphasizes the creation of 
common spaces as the focus of new residential development in the form of Hamlets. 
 
Codification & References 
 
This model bylaw is not codified with section numbers for ease of reading and to allow insertion 
into any local bylaw or ordinance.  References are made to provisions in the Reading Zoning Bylaw 
to illustrate the relationship of the Hamlet overlay to underlying zoning and subdivision 
requirements.  It is essential that each city and town modify the model to splice seamlessly into 
existing regulations and to address local needs and concerns. 
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Simplified Development Process 
 
Many communities have expressed the need for regulations that provides a simple method for 
calculating the number of dwelling lots permissible under the bylaw and which streamlines the 
subdivision and special permit processes. Some towns expressed a desire for a model that provides 
the same overall density as conventional subdivision, while others desire the ability to provide for 
density bonuses (presumably to make cluster development more attractive to developers).  This 
bylaw may be amended to allow development density equal to or greater than that of conventional 
subdivision developments by modifying the minimum open space requirements. 
 

 
By-right 

Hamlet Cluster Development 
 

Preliminary Development Review Conference 
(Recommended) 

 
Prepare & Submit Proposed 

Preliminary Hamlet Cluster Subdivision Plan 
to Planning Board for Review & Approval 

 
(in accordance with hamlet design process) 

 
Incorporate Planning Board 

Recommendations 
 

Prepare & Submit Definitive Hamlet Cluster 
Subdivision Plan to Planning Board for 

Review & Approval 
 

 
Obtain Related Permits & 

Construct Hamlet Subdivision 
 

Submit As Built Plans for Review & Approval 
of Planning Board prior to Certificate of 

Occupancy 
 

 
Conventional Subdivision 

By Special Permit 
 

Preliminary Development Review Conference 
(Recommended) 

 
Prepare & Submit Hamlet Cluster Subdivision 
Plan with Proposed Conventional Subdivision 
(Alternative) to Planning Board for Review & 

Approval of Special Permit 
(in accordance with guidelines for exceptions) 

 
Incorporate Planning Board 

Recommendations for Approved Plan 
 

Prepare & Submit Definitive Hamlet Cluster 
Subdivision Plan or Conventional Subdivision 
(if approved) to Planning Board for Review & 

Approval 
 

Obtain Related Permits & 
Construct Approved Subdivision 

 
Submit As Built Plans for Review & Approval 

of Planning Board prior to Certificate of 
Occupancy 

 

 
Figure B.1.  Diagram Illustrating the permitting and approval process and sequence for the creation of Hamlet 
Cluster Residential Developments (by-right) as compared with conventional subdivisions by Special Permit. 
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Design Process 
 
The conservation of land (through compact clustering of development) and provision for common 
civic spaces are the focus of this model bylaw. The design process makes the placement of 
greenways, common spaces, house lots and streets sensitive to this objective.  The process consists 
of four steps: 

Prepare Base Map showing Surveying 
and Existing Conditions 

 
Prepare Development Suitability Overlay 
Map indicating fragile land and resources 

 
Designate 50% Preserved Greenways & 
Locate 10% Central Common  Spaces 

 
Locate Roadway and Pedestrian 

Connections to Adjacent Developments 
 

Arrange Dwelling Lots Around Common 
Spaces, Roadways and Greenways 

 
Incorporate Additional Requirements 

such as Architectural Guidelines & 
Affordable Housing Restrictions 

 
Prepare & Submit Proposed 

Hamlet Cluster Subdivision Plan to 
Planning Board for Review & Approval 

 
Figure B-2.  Diagram Illustrating the design process for the creation of Hamlet Cluster Residential 
Developments. 
 
Benefits of Bylaw            
 
Following is a summary of the key provisions and benefits of this bylaw: 
 
Preserved Open Space:  The ordinance requires preservation of a minimum of 50% open space 
(with public access) within the development, to the benefit of those living within the neighborhood.  
Preserved open space captures important natural resources such as waterbodies and wetlands. 
 
Maximum Lot Sizes:  The ordinance establishes maximum lot sizes rather than minimum sizes; 
thereby ensuring private housing utilizes remaining land in the community efficiently and 
responsibly for social, infrastructure, and environmental purposes. 
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Clustering of Homes:  By requiring the clustering of housing lots around common open spaces, 
the bylaw ensures proximity of dwelling units.  This, in turn, allows for a minimum of healthy social 
interaction fostering a sense of community. 
 
Variety of Lot & Dwelling Sizes:  The ordinance requires a mix of lot sizes and dwelling units, 
thereby ensuring that a range of housing types are promoted within the same neighborhood.  This 
not only avoids social segregation, but provides for a range of housing prices and types to meet all 
needs.  Conventional zoning, subdivision and cluster ordinances produce a monotony of cookie-
cutter lot-alike units.  The requirement for a range of lot sizes and dwelling types is in response to 
the never-ending battle in our Commonwealth over Chapter 40B Comprehensive Permits.  While I 
strongly support the purposes of Chapter 40B, the Anti-Snob Zoning Act,” it is hard to support a 
statewide mandate that produces only a limited percentage of affordable housing units at the 
expense of other local concerns and proper regulatory oversight.  Chapter 40B will never produce an 
adequate supply of affordable housing units in any community in its current structure.  The 10% 
threshold it establishes is an arbitrary number (more than 10% of our housing units need to be 
affordable) and even this it fails to produce.  Dwelling and lot size variation in the bylaw is intended 
to be modified by each community to provide a broad range of housing options in a single unified 
and comprehensive neighborhood. 
 
Street Connectivity:  The bylaw requires that a minimum of two road and right-of-way connections 
be provided to adjacent roads, properties, and existing developments.  The resulting network of 
roadway connections will reduce overall traffic congestion within the community as a result of new 
residential development. 
 
Pedestrian Connectivity & Amenities:  The ordinance requires that a minimum of 5% of the 
development area be utilized for pedestrian paths for connectivity within and outside the 
neighborhood.  In addition, a minimum of one public amenity must be provided for every two lots 
created, such as public benches and picnic tables for common spaces. 
 
Additional Site Plan & Architectural Standards:  The ordinance incorporates by reference an 
external document entitled the “Site Plan & Design Review Guidelines” which, adopted by the 
Planning Board at its discretion, provides additional guidelines for site plan, architectural, and 
development design.  Incorporation of such a document allows the Board to update such review 
criteria and guidelines more frequently than is allowed by petition to the Town Meeting or City 
Council for amendments to the Zoning Code. 
 
Model Bylaw             
 
Preamble & Purpose            
 
Whereas conventional residential subdivision of land in Massachusetts and the [Town] of  [Reading] 
has resulted in an inefficient use of private land to the detriment of public interests;  
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Whereas, large lot tract subdivisions where every square foot of land is divided into private lots 
results in a fragmented landscape where no such land is preserved for the betterment of future 
generations, neighborhoods are grossly lacking in common space, and infrastructure costs are 
unnecessarily high; 
 
Therefore let it be resolved that Hamlet Residential Development is the preferred form of residential 
development and/or redevelopment in the [Town] of [Reading]. 
 
Authority 
 
This bylaw is adopted under the Home Rule Amendment of the Massachusetts Constitution and the 
Home Rule Statutes and in accordance with the provisions of the Massachusetts General Laws, 
Chapter 40A and any and all amendments thereto. This ordinance shall be known and may be cited 
as "The Hamlet Development Overlay District of the [Town] of [Reading], Massachusetts."  The site 
plan and design review process described herein is adopted pursuant to the Home Rule Amendment 
of the Massachusetts Constitution for the following purposes: 
 

• to protect and promote the health, safety, convenience, and general welfare of the 
inhabitants of the [town] 

• to promote acceptable site planning and design practices and standards within the [town]; 
• to protect the safety, convenience and welfare of the inhabitants of the [town] by regulating 

the laying out and constructions of ways in subdivisions providing access to the several lots 
therein, but which have not become public ways, and ensuring adequate provision for parks 
and open areas in new and infill neighborhoods; 

• to lessen congestion in the streets; 
• to prevent the overcrowding and undue concentration of population, and to prevent 

inefficient use of land; 
• to encourage affordable housing for persons of all income levels, including low, moderate, 

and median income families; 
• to ensure the economy of land and infrastructure and to facilitate the adequate provision of 

transportation, water, water supply, drainage, sewerage, parks, open space and other public 
requirements; 

• to conserve the value of land and buildings, including the conservation of natural resources 
and the prevention of pollution of the environment; 

• to encourage the most appropriate use of land throughout the [town]; 
• to create compact housing and neighborhood developments of a traditional New England 

character in the form of hamlets in order to preserve open space, lower infrastructure costs, 
increase opportunities for social interaction and sense of community; 

• to ensure that new residential development will be compatible with historic village and 
hamlet building patterns of New England, and that they will reinforce the "sense of place" 
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• to control the location, scale and physical character of such new development, as well as the 
manner in which they would fit into the existing pattern of fields, woodlands and developed 
areas; 

• to encourage the preservation of open land for its scenic beauty and to enhance agricultural, 
open space, forestry, and recreational use; 

• to preserve historical and archeological resources; to protect the natural environment, 
including the City’s varied landscapes and water resources; 

• to protect the value of real property (both existing and proposed); 
• to promote more sensitive siting of buildings and better overall site planning as an alternative 

to standard subdivision development; 
• to perpetuate the appearance of the [Town]'s traditional New England landscape character 

and land use pattern in which small villages contrast with open land. 
• to facilitate the construction and maintenance of streets, utilities, and public services in a 

more economical and efficient manner; 
• to encourage a less sprawling and more efficient form of development that consumes less 

open land and conforms to existing topography and natural features better than a 
conventional or grid subdivision; 

• to ensure the unified development of new and infill neighborhoods and residential districts; 
• to minimize the total amount of disturbance on the site. 
• to preserve open space and common civic areas for active and passive recreational use, 

including the provision of neighborhood parks and trails; 
• to further the goals and policies of the local comprehensive plans and regional plans. 

 
The above purposes may be cited as the essential public interests protected by this [bylaw]. 
 
Relationship to Subdivision Rules & Regulations 
 
Under the authority vested in the Planning Board of the [Town] of [Reading] by Section 81 Q of 
Chapter 41 of the General Laws, said Board hereby adopts these regulations by incorporation, into 
the Rules and Regulations Governing the Subdivision of Land in the [Town] of [Reading].   
 
The Planning Board shall adopt and amend such additional Rules and Regulations Governing the 
Subdivision of Land in the [Town] of [Reading], as are deemed necessary to address the purposes of 
Section 81M of Chapter 41 of the General Laws, Subdivision Control, including all technical and 
engineering requirements therein.  The Planning Board may adopt additional rules and regulations 
governing the subdivision approval process and sequence in accordance with the Subdivision 
Control Law (M.G.L. Chapter 41, Sections 81K-81GG), including submittal requirements, 
preliminary conferences, the submission of Preliminary and Definitive Plans, final approval and 
monitoring.  In addition the Planning Board may also adopt reasonable regulations for the 
administration of Site Plan Review. 
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Nothing contained herein shall exempt a proposed subdivision from compliance with other 
applicable provisions of these bylaws or the Subdivision Rules and Regulations of the Planning 
Board, nor shall it affect the right of the Board of Health and of the Planning Board to approve, 
condition or disapprove a subdivision plan in accordance with the provision of such Rules and 
Regulations and of the Subdivision Control Law.  
 
Zoning Map & Overlay District 
 
The Hamlet Development Overlay District shall be defined and bounded on the maps 
accompanying this bylaw, entitled "Town of Reading Zoning Map, [date], on file in the office of the 
Town Clerk and with the Planning Board. The zoning overlay map, with all explanatory matter 
thereon, is made part of this ordinance.  The geographic boundaries of the Hamlet Development 
Overlay District shall be the same as those for the underlying Zoning Districts S-20, S-15, and S-40, 
“Residence Single Family.”   
 
Applicability 
            
All residential subdivisions within the [Hamlet Development Overlay District] shall be subject to 
development in accordance with the provisions of this [bylaw].  Unless otherwise provided for in 
this Section, the requirements of the underlying zoning districts shall apply.  The Planning Board 
may grant a Definitive Hamlet Subdivision Approval subject to the regulations and conditions 
herein.  Any parcel or contiguous parcels of at least 5 acres, in common ownership, in any district 
permitting single family residences, developed or undeveloped may redevelop the existing 
development in accordance with the provisions of this ordinance. 
 
Definitions 
 
Hamlet:  A residential development designed in accordance with this bylaw, in which the buildings 
are clustered together with reduced lot sizes and frontage. The land not included in the building lots 
is permanently preserved as open space. Hamlets shall consist of clustered residential dwellings only, 
developed around a common open space or open spaces, but greater housing variety is permitted, as 
described herein. 
 
Conventional Subdivision:  A residential development designed in accordance with the requirements 
of the underlying zoning district. 
 
Special Permit Required for Conventional Subdivision 
 
A Special Permit is required from the Planning Board for the development of any Conventional 
Subdivision in accordance with the provisions of the underlying districts.  The Planning Board may 
grant a special permit for a conventional subdivision development if it determines that the proposed 
conventional subdivision is superior in design to the Hamlet Cluster and will produce less 
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detrimental impacts on the tract and the larger community, after considering purposes for, and 
public interests protected by, this bylaw (above). 
 
Approved Plan Required 
 
No person shall make a subdivision with the meaning of the Subdivision Control Law of any 
residentially zoned land within the [Town] or proceed with the improvement for sale of lots in a 
subdivision, or the construction of ways, or preparation therefore or the installation of utilities and 
municipal services therein, unless and until a Definitive Plan of such Subdivision has been submitted 
and approved by the [Reading] Planning Board as hereinafter provided. 
 
Continuation of Public Hearing to Address Site Plan & Design Issues 
 
The Planning Board shall have the authority to continue any hearing for good cause, to a certain 
date announced at the hearing, for reasons stated at the hearing, which may include the receipt of 
additional information offered by the applicant or others, or information and plans required of the 
applicant deemed necessary by the Board.  If a date for continuation is not specified, the hearing 
shall reconvene within twenty-one (21) days after the submission of a specified piece of information 
or the occurrence of a specified action.  If the date of said continued hearing is not announced at an 
earlier hearing, the new hearing date shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation in the 
[Town of Reading], and written notice shall be sent to any person who so requests in writing, at the 
expense of the applicant. 
 
Application & Submission Requirements 
         
The Planning Board shall adopt Rules and Regulations consistent with the provisions of this bylaw 
and shall file a copy of said Rules and Regulations with the Town Clerk. Such rules shall address the 
size, form, contents, and number of copies of plans and other submittals and the procedure for the 
review of subdivisions under this bylaw. 
 
Compliance with Conditions of Approval 
 
If it issues a Definitive Subdivision Approval, the Planning Board may impose standard and 
conditions in the approval which the Board deems necessary or desirable to protect the values and 
public interests protected by this bylaw. All activities shall be done in accordance with those 
conditions. All work shall be subject to inspection by the Planning Board and its agents. 
 
Development Review Process 
 
The following steps shall be followed sequentially in the development review process, and may be 
combined only at the discretion of the municipality: 
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1. Sketch Hamlet Development Plan 
 

The applicant shall submit a Sketch Hamlet Development Plan for Review and discussion of 
the Board at a pre-application development review conference prior to the submission of a 
Preliminary and Definitive subdivision plan, in accordance with the Subdivision Rules and 
Regulations of the [Town] of [Reading]. This requirement is intended to speed the formal 
development review process and may result in lower overall costs for the project. 
 
The purpose of a pre-application review is to minimize the applicant's costs of engineering 
and other technical experts, and to commence negotiations with the Planning Board at the 
earliest possible stage of development.  The purpose of the pre-application meeting is to 
scope the important issues posed by the development, review the requirements and criteria 
for subdivision approval, obtain preliminary feedback from the Planning Board and/or its 
technical experts, and address questions in order to give the applicant advice and comments 
prior to submitting a Preliminary subdivision plan.    Prior to investing in extensive 
professional design costs for preparation of formal subdivision plans, the applicant shall 
review the proposed development of the parcel of land with the Planning Board, in order to 
explore general conditions involving the site and to discuss potential problems.  Pencil 
sketches, which need not be professionally prepared, will assist in this discussion, and should 
show the critical features of a Preliminary Plan.  It should be understood by all parties that 
this is only a preliminary review and that other issues may be raised and addressed in the 
public hearing process. 

 
2. Preliminary Hamlet Cluster Subdivision Plan 
 

The applicant shall Prepare and submit a Preliminary Hamlet Cluster Subdivision Plan (or 
conventional subdivision plan if approved) for review and approval of the Planning Board in 
accordance with the Subdivision Rules and Regulations of the [Town] of [Reading]. 

 
3. Incorporate Planning Board Recommendations 
 

The applicant shall revise the Preliminary Hamlet Cluster Subdivision Plan to incorporate all 
requirements indicated by the Planning Board during review of the Preliminary review 
described in item 2 above.  Failure to incorporate all such requirements or to respond to all 
requests for information may result in delay of development review and approval.  

 
4. Definitive Hamlet Cluster Subdivision Plan 
 

The applicant shall prepare and submit the definitive Hamlet Cluster Subdivision Plan (or 
conventional subdivision plan if approved) for review and approval of the Planning Board in 
accordance with the Subdivision Rules and Regulations of the [Town] of [Reading]. 
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Development Design Process 
 
The sequential Design Process described below is required for all developments subject to the 
provisions of this bylaw.  Each proposed development plan prepared for the above review process 
shall follow the design process outlined below.  When the development plan is submitted, applicants 
shall be prepared to demonstrate to the Planning Board that this Design Process was considered in 
determining the layout of proposed streets, houselots, contiguous open space (greenways) and 
common spaces.  All Sketch, Preliminary, and Definitive Subdivision Plans prepared subject to the 
provisions of this [bylaw] shall include documentation of the four-step design process described 
below in determining the layout of proposed greenway lands, common spaces, house sites, streets 
and lot lines, as described below.  All applicants for subdivision approval governed by this bylaw 
shall have the burden of proving by a preponderance of the credible evidence that the proposed 
residential development have been developed in accordance with the Hamlet Development 
Guidelines established herein.  Applicants shall be prepared to submit four separate sketch maps 
indicating the findings of each step of the design process, if so requested by the Planning Board.  
Failure to provide adequate evidence to the Planning Board shall be sufficient cause for the Planning 
Board to withhold subdivision approval or to continue the public hearing until such time as the 
applicant has provided sufficient evidence thereof. 
 
1. Prepare Site Context Map. This map illustrates the parcel in connection to its surrounding 

neighborhood. Based upon existing data sources and field inspections, it should show 
various kinds of major natural resource areas or features that cross parcel lines or that are 
located on adjoining lands. This map enables the Planning Board to understand the site in 
relation to what is occurring on adjacent properties. 

 
2. Prepare Existing Conditions/Site Analysis Plan. This plan familiarizes officials with 

existing conditions on the property. Based upon existing data sources and field inspections, 
this base map locates and describes noteworthy resources that should be left protected 
through sensitive subdivision layouts. These resources include wetlands, riverfront areas, 
floodplains and steep slopes, but may also include mature un-degraded woodlands, 
hedgerows, farmland, unique or special wildlife habitats, historic or cultural features (such as 
old structures or stone walls), unusual geologic formations and scenic views into and out 
from the property. By overlaying this plan onto a development plan the parties involved can 
clearly see where conservation priorities and desired development overlap or conflict. 

 
The existing conditions plan shall also indicate the following features: 

 
• Topographic, physical, and cultural features including fields, pastures, meadows, 

wooded areas, trees with a diameter of fifteen inches or more, hedgerows and other 
significant vegetation, steep slopes (over 25%), rock outcrops, soil types, ponds, 
ditches, drains, dumps, storage tanks, streams within two hundred (200) feet of the 
tract, and existing rights-of-way and  easements, and cultural features such as all 
structures, foundations, walls, wells, trails, and abandoned roads; 
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• The location and delineation of ponds, streams, ditches, drains, and natural drainage 

swales, as well as the 100-year floodplains and wetlands; 
 

• Vegetative cover conditions on the property according to general cover type 
including cultivated land, permanent grass land, meadow, pasture, old field, 
hedgerow, woodland and wetland, trees with a caliper in excess of fifteen inches, the 
actual canopy line of existing trees and woodlands. Vegetative types shall be 
described by plant community, relative age and condition; 

 
• All existing man-made features including but not limited to streets, driveways, farm 

roads, woods roads, buildings, foundations, walls, wells, drainage fields, dumps, 
utilities, fire hydrants, and storm and sanitary sewers; 

 
• Locations of all historically significant sites or structures on the tract, including but 

not limited to cellarholes, stone walls, earthworks, and graves; 
 

• Locations of trails that have been in public use (pedestrian, equestrian, bicycle, etc.); 
 

• All easements and other encumbrances of property which are or have been filed of 
record with the Recorder of Deeds of ______ County shall be shown on the plan. 

 
3. Prepare Site Layout Plan .  This plan indicates a general concept for land conservation and 

development, in accordance with items A-E below, the boundaries of the lot(s) in the 
proposed development, proposed structures, drives, parking, fences, walls, walks, outdoor 
lighting, and all proposed greenways, open space and common spaces.  Plans shall be 
prepared by a Registered Professional Engineer, Registered Land Surveyor, Architect, or 
Landscape Architect, as may be appropriate. 

 
A. Delineation of Greenway Lands 
 

A minimum of 50% of the upland area of the parcel ("applicable land area") shall be 
provided as open space.  All remaining land area not utilized for lots, roads, and drainage 
shall be set aside as open space. Open space shall be deeded to the City/Town or a qualified 
land trust pursuant to [see section below] of this bylaw, to ensure permanent protection in 
the public interest. 
 
Open space shall be planned as large, contiguous areas whenever possible. Long thin strips 
or narrow areas of open space (less than 100' wide) shall occur only when necessary for 
access, as vegetated buffers along wetlands or the perimeter of the site, or as connections 
between open space areas. 
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Open space shall be arranged to protect valuable natural and cultural environments such as 
stream valleys, wetland buffers, unfragmented forestland and significant trees, wildlife 
habitat, open fields, scenic views, trails, and archeological sites and to avoid development in 
hazardous areas such as floodplains and steep slopes. The development plan shall take 
advantage of the natural topography of the parcel and cuts and fills shall be minimized. 
 
Open space may be in more than one parcel provided that the size, shape and location of 
such parcels are suitable for the designated uses. Where feasible, these parcels shall be linked 
by trails. 
 
Preserved open spaces shall capture existing wetlands, waterways, waterbodies, forests, steep 
slopes, flood zones, and other natural resources.  All wetlands, waterbodies, waterways, and 
their respective buffer zones under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act must be 
included within the required open space but shall not count toward the open space 
requirement.  No development within said water resources or their buffer zones shall be 
permitted except for crossings necessary to access land-locked parcels otherwise 
undevelopable under the provisions of this bylaw.  Roadway rights of way shall not count 
toward the area to be provided as open space. 
 
Proposed greenway lands shall be designated using the Existing Conditions/Site Analysis 
Plan as a base map.  The municipality's Map of Potential Conservation Lands  in the 
Comprehensive Plan shall also be referenced and considered. Primary Conservation Areas 
shall be delineated comprising floodplains, wetlands and slopes over 25 percent. 
 
The applicant shall prioritize natural and cultural resources on the tract in terms of their 
highest to lowest suitability for inclusion in the proposed Greenway, in consultation with the 
Planning Board. 
 
On the basis of those priorities and practical considerations given to the tract's 
configuration, its context in relation to resources areas on adjoining and neighboring 
properties, and the applicant's subdivision objectives, proposed Greenways shall be 
delineated to meet at least the minimum percentage of total required area for Greenways 
(50% of the total tract area) and in a manner clearly indicating their boundaries as well as the 
types of resources included within them.  Provide draft restrictions governing the use of 
such land in accordance with guidelines established by the Planning Board. 
 
Any proposed contiguous open space, unless conveyed to the [Town] or its Conservation 
Commission, shall be subject to a recorded restriction enforceable by the [Town], providing 
that such land shall be perpetually kept in an open state, that it shall be preserved for 
exclusively agricultural, horticultural, educational or passive recreational purposes, and that it 
shall be maintained in a manner which will ensure suitability for its intended purposes.    
 

B. Location of Common Spaces 
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Locate proposed common spaces on the basis of the tract's configuration, its context in 
relation to item A above, and the applicant's subdivision objectives.  Proposed Common 
Spaces shall be delineated to meet at least the minimum percentage of total required area for 
Common Spaces (10% of the total tract area) and in a manner clearly indicating their 
boundaries.  Provide draft restrictions governing the use of such land in accordance with 
guidelines established by the Planning Board.  This land shall be in a form usable to and 
accessible by the residents, such as a central greens, neighborhood squares, commons, 
recreational playing fields, a community park, or any combination of the above, as 
opportunities for neighborhood social gathering and interaction.  At least 50% of lots shall 
and dwellings shall be oriented toward common spaces. 

 
C. Location of House Sites 

 
Potential house sites shall be tentatively located, using the Existing Conditions/Site Analysis 
Plan, and in relation to items A and B above. 

 
Hamlet Developments may consist of any combination of single-family, two-family and 
multifamily residential structures.  A multifamily structure shall not contain more than three 
(3) dwelling units.  The architecture of all multifamily buildings shall be residential in 
character, particularly providing gabled roofs, predominantly wood siding, an articulated 
footprint and varied facades. 
 
Choose from the following dwelling types and percentage requirements to establish the 
proportion of new housing units created in each development:26 
 
 Dwelling Type Proportion of Total Lots 
1 Single Family 1/3 (maximum) 
2 Two Family 1/3 (minimum) 
3 Three Family 1/3 (minimum) 
4 Accessory Apartments 1 unit allowed for every 5 single-family dwellings 

 
Lot Shape: All building lots must be able to contain a circle of a minimum diameter of 50' 
from the front lot line to the rear building line.  
 
Setbacks: Individual lots, structures, and setbacks shall support the physical definition of 
streets and public spaces as places of shared use – the public realm.  All proposed dwellings 
shall be oriented toward the street serving the premises, And shall be set back a minimum of 
5' and a maximum of 10’ from the front lot line, and a minimum of 50' from the outer 
perimeter of the land subject to the application. This 50' setback shall be maintained in a 

                                                 
26 Modification of this provision provides for a mix of housing options, including affordable units and accessory 
apartments. 
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naturally vegetated state to screen and buffer the development and may be included within 
the required open space. This setback may be eliminated where the proposed development 
abuts existing permanent open space.  All dwellings on each proposed roadway shall meet 
the same setback line, and such lines shall be labeled on the plan as the “Build-To Line.” 
 

D. Alignment of Streets and Trails 
 

Upon designating the house sites, a street plan shall be designed to provide vehicular access 
to each house, complying with the additional Planning Board Rules and Regulations and 
bearing a logical relationship to topographic conditions. Impacts of the street plan on 
proposed greenway lands shall be minimized, particularly with respect to crossing 
environmentally sensitive areas such as wetlands and traversing slopes exceeding 15%. Street 
connections shall generally be encouraged to minimize the number of new cul-de-sacs to be 
maintained by the municipality and to facilitate access to and from homes in different parts 
of the tract (and adjoining parcels).  The sharing of driveways to reduce curb cuts is 
encouraged.  Development shall provide a clear orientation and hierarchy of the overall 
layout.  There shall be an integrated street grid (network) and connectivity within 
development, and street connections shall be provided to at least two abutting neighborhood 
roads and/or properties. 

 
E. Drawing in the Lot Lines 
 

Lot lines shall be drawn as required to delineate the boundaries of individual residential lots.  
Choose from the following lot sizes and percentage requirements to establish square footage 
of lots created in each development: 
 
 Required Lot Size Proportion of Total Lots 
1 5,000 sq. ft. 1/3 (minimum) 
2 7,500 sq. ft. 1/3 (minimum) 
3 10,000 sq. ft. 1/3 (maximum) 

 
Evaluation Criteria & Consultant Fees 
 
Proposed Hamlet Cluster Subdivisions shall be evaluated subject to the following criteria.  Pursuant 
to G.L. c. 44, s. 53G, the Board may require the applicant to establish an escrow account with an 
initial deposit of up to $2,000.00, and thereafter engage a landscape architect to conduct a peer 
review of the proposed development in accordance with the guidelines above and the criteria below: 
 
1.   Understanding the Site.  Inventory existing site features, taking care to identify sensitive 

and noteworthy natural, scenic and cultural resources on the site, and determine the 
connection of these important features to each other. 
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2.   Evaluating Site Context. Evaluate the site in its larger context by identifying physical (e.g., 
stream corridors, wetlands), transportation (e.g., road and bicycle networks), and cultural 
(e.g., recreational opportunities) connections to surrounding land uses and activities. 

 
3.   Designating the Contiguous Open Space.  Identify the contiguous open space to be 

preserved on the site.  Such open space should include the most sensitive and noteworthy 
resources of the site, and, where appropriate, areas that serve to extend neighborhood open 
space networks.   

 
3.   Location of Common Spaces.  Identify the contiguous open space to be preserved on the 

site.  Such open space should include the most sensitive and noteworthy resources of the 
site, and, where appropriate, areas that serve to extend neighborhood open space networks.   

 
4.   Location of Development Areas.  Locate building sites, streets, parking areas, paths and 

other built features of the development.  The design should include a delineation of private 
yards, public streets and other areas, and shared amenities, so as to reflect an integrated 
community, with emphasis on consistency with the City’s historical development patterns. 

 
5.   Location of Lot Lines.  Delineate lot lines in accordance with the above Development 

Design Process. 
 
 
House Lot & Architectural Design Requirements 
 
Reserved (for Future expansion) 
 
Site Plan & Design Review Guidelines 
 

• All lots shall front onto a street or a green 
• At least two-thirds of the buildings shall have pitched gabled roofs with roof pitches 

between 8/12 and 12/12, and the orientation of those gable ends shall be mixed, with some 
facing the street and others with the ridgeline parallel to the street. 

• At least 50% of the houses shall have a covered front entry porch, at least six-feet deep and 
raised a minimum of eighteen inches above ground level. 

• Homes may be located at or within five feet of side lot lines. 
• Residences housing more than one family shall be designed to emulate traditional buildings 

of this nature in historic settlements in New England, or shall be designed to resemble large 
single-family residences. 

• Stucco and painted wood clapboard siding shall be encouraged 
• Housing styles, shapes and materials should be varied, within the overall theme of traditional 

village dwellings found in the rural parts of New England (which may also include 
contemporary interpretations of vernacular building forms). 
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• If garages, carports or other accessory structures designed for accessory parking of 
automobiles in the Residential Areas are front-loaded (i.e, having their large entry door 
facing the street), they shall generally be set back at least 10 feet further (see also Section 
104.G.5.a) from the front property line than the foremost facade of the principal building 
facing the front property line (stoops, porticos, open colonnades and open porches 
excluded). 

 
Street & Streetscape Design Requirements 
 
Reserved (for Future expansion) 
 

• New streets proposed to be created as a part of any development proposal shall be 
integrated closely with the municipality's Official Map of existing and future streets. The 
Official Map shall show the realignment and redesign of certain intersections and road 
segments to facilitate traffic flow and improve safety. 

• Rectilinear street layouts are generally preferred, with occasional diagonal elements to 
enhance visual interest, although curvilinear layouts shall be acceptable when designed to 
address environmental constraints, interconnect and produce terminal vistas of protected 
open space or prominent structures. 

• Streets shall be aligned so that their terminal vistas are of open spaces or gateways, wherever 
possible.  Where this is not possible, every effort shall be made to terminate those streets 
with buildings of above-average size, whose architecture shall be encouraged to be special in 
one way or another. 

• Streets shall be interconnected as far as practicable (employing cul-de-sacs only where 
essential), and they may also be supplemented with back lanes or alleys.  Where cul-de-sacs 
are deemed to be unavoidable, continuous pedestrian circulation shall be provided for by 
connecting sidewalks that link the end of the cul-de-sac with the next street (or open space). 

• To the greatest extent practicable, streets shall be designed to have maximum lengths of 600 
feet between intersections, and maximum lengths of 1,200 feet before terminating at three-
way "T" intersections or angling off in a diagonal direction. (This design approach helps to 
reduce traffic speed, making the development more friendly to pedestrians.) Blocks greater 
than 600 feet long shall generally be provided with cross-block pedestrian connections at 
mid-block locations. 

• Streets shall be laid out to promote pedestrian circulation and ease of  access from all points 
in the Residential Areas to the Village Mixed Use/Commercial Area.  

• Easements shall be reserved to permit streets to be extended to allow adjoining properties to 
be connected in the future, if so desired 

• Collector streets shall generally connect existing municipal roads to central greens in each 
subdistrict. 

• Street width and parking requirements 
 
 



  
   

 

  
 PAGE 90 OF 95  

 

Street Tree, Amenity & Landscaping Requirements 
 
Reserved (for Future expansion) 
 
Utility Location & Curb-Cut Requirements 
 
Reserved (for Future expansion) 
 
Restrictions on Use & Ownership of Common Spaces & Greenways 
 
Reserved (for Future expansion) 
 
Pedestrian Connection Requirements 
 
Reserved (for Future expansion) 
 
Traffic Calming Requirements 
 
Reserved (for Future expansion) 
  
Consultant & Peer Review Fees 
 
Reserved (for Future expansion) 
 
Affordable Housing Requirements 
 
Reserved (for Future expansion) 
 
Performance Guarantees & Enforcement 
 
Reserved (for Future expansion) 
 
Severability:             
 
If any provision of this bylaw is held invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder of 
the bylaw shall not be affected thereby. The invalidity of any section or sections or parts of any 
section or sections of this bylaw shall not affect the validity of the remainder of the [Town of 
Reading] Zoning [Bylaw].   If, in any respect, any provisions of these Rules and Regulations in whole 
or in part, shall prove to be invalid for any reason, such invalidity shall only affect the part of such 
provision which shall be invalid, and in all other respects these Rules and Regulations shall stand as if 
such invalid provisions had not been made, and they shall fail to the extent, and only to the extent of 
such invalid provision, and no other provision of these Rules and Regulations shall be invalidated, 
impaired or affected thereby. 
 
In the case of conflict between these Rules and Regulations and the Massachusetts General Laws, the 
General Laws shall govern. 
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