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Executive Summary 

The Town of Southborough requested MAPC’s assistance in estimating the change in development 

potential for three areas of town—the Route 9 commercial corridor, the three villages and the 

lower-density residential areas—under a proposed revised version of the Zoning Bylaw. The 

revised zoning has been in development for several years and includes new zoning for cluster 

development to preserve open spaces while enabling housing development, as well as zoning to 

enable mixed-used redevelopment in three village areas. The Town was also considering 

changing to parking requirements for commercial uses. The Town wished to address questions 

about the potential increase in density (both residential and commercial) as well as the likely 

housing types that could result from the zoning changes. 

From August to December of 2012, MAPC worked with the Town of Southborough to review the 

differences between the existing and proposed zoning and generate build-out estimates for 

several aspects of the proposed zoning, including: 

 A proposed Open Space Residential Design bylaw, and comparisons to the existing 

Major Residential Development bylaw and existing base, by-right residential zoning. 

 Zoning changes to the commercial areas along Route 9, which provided an update to 

previous MAPC analyses conducted in recent years. 

 Changes to the Business Village district zoning, which affects three areas in town, each 

with a distinct set of redevelopment assumptions.  

The method and results used to analyze each of these areas are detailed in the following pages 

and referenced appendices. 

 

Open Space Residential Design  

SCOPE 

The Town of Southborough asked MAPC to review the proposed Open Space Residential Design 

and—using hypothetical development parcels and/or examples of actual subdivisions—compare 

the likely build-out under the proposed zoning to a conventional development build-out. Then, 

MAPC was to extrapolate the results to the entire town. Originally, the Town was to provide 

information on the amount of available land that could be developed under the proposed OSRD 

bylaw. In the end, however, and as explained below, MAPC undertook additional GIS analysis to 

determine the amount of developable land applicable to the proposed OSRD bylaw. 

The deliverables for this portion of the project included: 
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1. Maps for hypothetical or example properties under both Major Residential Development 

(MRD) and OSRD bylaws. 

2. Calculations for both conventional (MRD) and OSRD development on example sites, 

including analyses of potential types of housing. 

3. Calculations of potential development, and the types of housing, generated town-wide by 

the two alternative build-out analyses process and methods. 

This process for this portion of the project involved two types of analysis.  

The first phase addressed the first and second deliverables listed above. MAPC created four 

illustrations of potential developments under the proposed OSRD bylaw compared with 

development completed under the existing MRD bylaw. Each case illustrates the yield plan 

produced for the Major Residential Development bylaw and a possible outcome of development 

through the proposed OSRD provision. The illustrations were accompanied by tabular data that 

shows the different units and open space results of the two sets of development regulations. The 

results of this analysis were compiled in an October 11, 2012 Memorandum to the Planning 

Board, included as Appendix A. 

To extrapolate the significance from the first phase of this analysis to a town-wide level—and 

thus addressing the third deliverable listed above—MAPC created tabular calculations for town-

wide build-out analysis in the areas eligible for development under the proposed OSRD bylaws. 

The parameters of this analysis were informed by the phase one analysis. Creating the model 

required additional mapping to establish the amount of remaining developable land to which the 

proposed OSRD bylaw would apply.  

The additional mapping was conducted by querying GIS and assessor’s data (provided by the 

Town of Southborough) to identify parcels within the existing RA and RB zoning district (and thus 

applicable to the proposed OSRD zoning) that were vacant or largely vacant, did not belong to 

the Town or educational institutions and were six or more acres in size. The result was a total of 

1,224 acres of available land in RA and RB zoning districts, 1,037 in the former and 187 in the 

latter. 

RESULTS  

The phase two calculations are shown in Table 1 and should be considered in tandem with the 

site-planning–based illustrations and calculations in Appendix A. 

In summary: 

 There are 1,224 acres of land available for development under the proposed OSRD 

bylaw.  

 Total build-out under existing zoning is 1,108 lots. 
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 Total build-out under the proposed OSRD zoning (assuming all land is developed with 

said provision) is 1,675, calculated using the following notable assumptions: 

o 10 percent of the available land would be in developments accessing the 

affordable housing bonus provision. This provision grants three bonus units for each 

affordable unit in a development, provided that at least 12.5 percent of the total 

units in the development are affordable.  

o 10 percent of the available land would be in subdivisions that are completely 

(100 percent) townhome developments, and therefore get a bonus of one unit for 

each two-bedroom townhome unit. 

Also, as noted in footnote 8 of Table 1, if the assumptions for build-out under existing zoning 

included all provisions of the MRD (including required affordable units and the associated bonus 

units), the total potential units would increase significantly, and this would notably decrease the 

difference between the existing and proposed zoning build-outs. 

The complete analysis, including explanatory notes, is shown in Table 1 on the following page. 



 

Table 1: Build-out analysis under existing RA and RB zoning and proposed OSRD bylaw 

 

Undeveloped 
land  (acres) 

 Undeveloped 
land  (sf)  

 Base # 
future 

lots  
 Bonus 

lots/units  

Total 
potential 

future DUs 

Existing Zoning           

 
          

Residential District RA  Total  1,037.2 45,180,432 851 0 851 

Residential District RB  Total  187.4 8,160,966 258 0 258 

Total, existing zoning: 1,224.6 53,341,398 1,108   1,108 

Proposed OSRD Zoning           

Residential District RA           

Total Land Area 1,037.2 45,180,432       

80%, standard OSRD 829.8 36,144,346 896     

10% OSRD with 12.5% affordable housing lots and bonus 103.7 4,518,043 112 42   

10%, OSRD with all units as townhome units with 1 for 1 bonus 103.7 4,518,043 112 112   

Subtotal, RA district      1,120 154 1,274 

Residential District RB           

Total Land Area 187.4 8,160,966       

80%, standard OSRD 149.9 6,528,773 282     

10%, OSRD with 12.5% Affordable housing lots and Bonus 18.7 816,097 35 13   

10%, OSRD with all units as townhome units with 1 for 1 
bonus 

18.7 816,097 35 35   

Subtotal District RB     353 48 401 

Total build-out under proposed OSRD bylaw: 1,224.6 53,341,398 1,473 203 1,675 

 



NOTES/ASSUMPTIONS FOR TABLE 1: 

1. The land area available in each zoning district is an estimate based upon a 2012 review 

of vacant land parcels not owned by the municipality, schools, the Commonwealth or 

otherwise not developable.  

2. The "existing zoning" calculations follow the process used in the circa 2000 build-out 

analysis, and accounts for reductions in yield due to roadways and odd lot shapes. 

3. The base number of units calculated under the proposed OSRD zoning is based on the 

proposed formula, which accounts for roadways and also includes a bonus for use of the 

bylaw. 

4. The calculations for the proposed OSRD zoning assume that 80% of the land will be 

developed using the standard OSRD bylaw, 10% of the land will be developed using the 

bonus achieved through establishment of affordable housing units in the development, and 

10% will be developed as two-bedroom townhomes which provides for a bonus number 

of units.  

5. The bonus units in the developments with affordable housing assume that 12.5% of the 

base number of units will be affordable, and that the bonus number of units is equal to 

three times the number of affordable units.  

6. The bonus units in the developments that are 100% two-bedroom townhomes are equal to 

the total base number, since there are two potential  townhomes for each single family 

home in the base number.  

7. Based on the assumptions included above, the total number of units possible increases by 

approximately 50 percent over the number possible under current zoning   

8. However, the base number under current zoning could also increase if the developments 

were approved under the existing MRD provision, which requires that 12.5% of total units 

are affordable, and then grants a three-for-one bonus number of units for each 

affordable unit established. Using that additional assumption, the total potential number 

of units under the current zoning would increase by a factor of approximately 37.5%.  

This would increase the total potential under the current zoning to approximately 1,524 

units. The increase based on the proposed new OSRD zoning may therefore not be as 

large as it first appears. 
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Route 9 Commercial Areas 

SCOPE 

The Town asked MAPC to estimate the changes in commercial density that will result from the 

proposed zoning for the Route 9 Corridor, which includes Highway Business, Industrial and 

Industrial Park districts. This analysis was undertaken using the proposed zoning and 

environmental data developed from a previous MAPC 2010 Route 9 Build-out Study for the 

Route 9 Corridor. 

METHODS AND RESULTS 

The October 11 Planning Board Memorandum (Appendix A) explains the background to the 

Route 9 portion of this project. 

The complete analysis, with explanatory notes, of the Route 9 commercial areas is included as 

Appendix D. Within the analysis table, the highlighted cells indicate where the assumptions were 

changed from the 2010 Alternative Build-out. In some cases the analysis zones were not included 

because the Fayville Village zone boundary changed (this area is included in the Business Village 

analysis, below). Also, although some of the assumptions did not change from the 2010 analysis, 

some of the results did (these are shown by the highlighted figures) largely due to the different 

parking ratios under the proposed zoning, which changes effective FAR and therefore 

development potential.   

The 2009 and 2010 build-out analyses are attached as Appendix B and Appendix C, 

respectively, for comparison purposes. 

This updated 2012 build-out analysis for Route 9 estimates 6,282,395 net potential commercial 

square feet, and 528 net potential dwelling units.  

However, since the land area included in the 2012 analysis does not include all of the analysis 

zones in the 2009 and 2010 analyses, it is more appropriate to look at the impacts of the 

changes to height, open space and parking assumptions by comparing the results of each analysis 

zone across the three sets of assumptions. The information provided, the Town is now able to 

analyze alternative scenarios. 

 

Business Villages  

SCOPE 

The Town of Southborough asked MAPC to review the Southborough zoning (proposed) for the 

three Business Village (BV) areas and work with the Town Planner to develop assumptions for a 

redevelopment analysis for these areas. Then, based on those assumptions and parameters of the 
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proposed zoning, MAPC was to calculate the development potential for these Business Village 

areas.  

METHODS AND RESULTS 

MAPC addressed each Business Village district separately, assuming the boundaries including the 

most recent draft proposed zoning. For the most part, these were minimally different from the 

existing BV district boundaries. The analysis includes a selection of parcels whose total acreage 

equals the amount assumed for redevelopment, per the Planning Board’s direction, and as follows: 

 Town Center:  20% redevelopment 

 Cordaville:  10% redevelopment 

 Fayville Route 9:  60% redevelopment 

 Fayville:  25% redevelopment 

 

Table 2 summarizes the results of this section of the project. Detailed individual analyses (with 

maps) are included as Appendix E. 

Table 2: Business Village districts development/redevelopment potential 

 
Gross potential 
commercial sf  

Net potential 
commercial sf 

Gross potential 
DUs 

Net potential DUs 

Town Center 22,445  16,407  45  44  

Cordaville 13,279  11815 27 27 

Fayville Route 9 192,492  188,546  0 -11 

Fayville 24,158  21,382  48  44  
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Appendix A 

MAPC October 11, 2012 Memo to Planning Board. Updated December 24, 2012 to address 
questions, clarify points and provide new information per discussions with the Planning Board 
after October 11, 2012. 
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Memorandum 

To: Eric Denoncourt, Town Planner & Town of Southborough Planning Board members 

From: Mark Racicot, MAPC; Angela Insinger, MAPC 

On: October 11, 2012, Updated December 24, 2012 

Re: Southborough Zoning Review 

Through an effort funded by the District Local Technical Assistance program, MAPC is reviewing 
several elements of the proposed changes to the Town of Southborough’s Zoning Bylaws. This 
memo provides an analysis for two elements of the scope:  

1) Comparison of the existing Major Residential Development (MRD) and proposed Open 
Space Residential Development (OSRD) bylaws 

2) Evaluating density implications of the proposed changes to the Industrial and Industrial 
Park districts along Route 9.  

Key Findings 

MRD and OSRD 

 Yield plans prepared for the MRD result in fewer base residential units than the base 
maximum number of units permitted under the proposed OSRD regulations. Therefore, if 
the goal of the OSRD was to provide an incentive to developers to pursue a cluster 
subdivision, the new regulations achieve this. 
 

 The proposed OSRD provides enough of an incentive for cluster development that  
developers would be less inclined to pursue development on frontage lots (since they will 
get bonuses for including this land area in the OSRD). This would result in better protection 
of roadside farmlands and views.   
 

 For sites that have a significant amount of wetlands, the difference between the MRD 
yield plan and the base maximum yield allowed under the proposed OSRD increases 
significantly.  This is because, to a large degree, extensive areas of wetlands cannot be 
incorporated into buildable sites in a yield plan, but this wetland acreage is allowed to 
contribute to the base number of units calculated under OSRD.   
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MAPC suggests that the town may wish to consider changing  the OSRD base maximum 
yield formula to account for the reduced development potential from wetlands. One way 
to do this would be to remove 50 percent of wetlands from the formula as follows 
(suggested changes underlined): 

 ((Total land – 10%) – (0.50 x land area of wetlands)  = Net tract area 

Net Tract Area x 1.2/ minimum lot size for zoning district = Base max number 

 For developers that pursue the incentives for affordable housing units (proposed zoning 
Section 174-49) within their development, the requirement for a minimum of 12.5 percent 
of the total base number of units to be set aside as affordable can lead to significant 
increases in densities in an OSRD. Since this is s voluntary program, there is not a need for 
such a high minimum percentage (which may in fact be a disincentive for production of 
smaller numbers of units). 
 

 In the proposed OSRD bylaw, the “proportional wetlands rule” (or the requirement that 
the percentage of wetlands in the preserved open space parcel be the same as in the 
overall development) is problematic because: 
 

 It does not reflect the standard principles for the four-step OSRD process, which 
generally include wetlands as primary conservation resources that should be 
incorporated as protected open space. 
 

 It compromises the quality of design on properties where there is a large amount 
of wetlands and may act as a disincentive to do cluster development or may 
encourage a change from single family houses to townhouse or multi-family units, 
due to the layout requirements (see Schipper Lane II and  Attachment 4, below). 

MAPC understands the intent of the Planning Board to prevent developer proposals to 
provide only wetland areas as open space.  We suggest that it might be feasible to 
address the management issues, and to allow for additional open spaces to be set aside, 
by having the bylaw state that the “required minimum amount of open space should have 
the same percentage of wetlands as exists on the parcel as a whole, but that additional 
areas of wetlands may be added to the open space parcel to increase the total acreage 
protected and managed as open space”. 

 MAPC believes that without further direction from the Planning Board relating to 
assumptions to include in the modeling, it is impossible to project the town-wide net-unit 
increase that would result under the proposed OSRD bylaw, because there are too many 
variables to take into account. These include the percentage of wetlands are on the sites; 
the housing unit types and subsequent change in total housing units (e.g., shift to two-
bedroom multi-family that generates an increase in units); and the effects of affordable 
housing incentives and/or requirements on the unit yield. 
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Major Residential Development & Open Space Residential Design 

This section compares the effects of Southborough’s current Major Residential Development (MRD) 
provision (174-13.2) and the proposed Open Space Residential Development (OSRD) bylaw 
(174-48) by examining three previously approved subdivisions.1 Each case illustrates the yield 
plan produced for the Major Residential Development bylaw and a possible outcome of 
development through the proposed OSRD provision. The analyses, with corresponding illustrative 
plans and tabular data (see following Attachments) are: 

Attachment 1: Deerfoot Estates 
Attachment 2: Barn Hollow 
Attachment 3: Schipper Farms 
Attachment 4: Schipper Farms II (Hypothetical case) 

It is important to note that for one of the first three illustrations, MAPC did not adhere to what we 
will call the “proportional wetlands rule,” or the requirement that the percentage of wetlands 
included in the protected open space in an OSRD be the same as the proportion of wetlands on 
the entire subdivision. For two of the three, MAPC’s examples do illustrate how it would be 
possible to meet this rule; for the third, we note that it is also possible, but that it would have an 
impact on development design and choice of building type (it would be more feasible with either 
duplex or townhome units). The effects and issues associated with of this specific rule are 
illustrated in Schipper Farms II Attachment 4, which presents a variation on the Schipper Farms 
MRD plan. 

Note also that that the base number of lots calculated under current zoning could also increase if 
the each of the developments were approved under the Major Residential Development (MRD) 
element of the bylaw, which requires that 12.5% of total base number of units are affordable, 
and then grants a 3:1 bonus number of units for each affordable unit established.  Using that 
additional assumption, then the total potential number of units under the current zoning would 
increase by a factor of approximately 37.5%.  We did not include that assumption in this 
analysis, because the 3 examples provided to MAPC by the Planning Board did not appear to 
follow that process. 

 

Estates at Deerfoot (Attachment 1) 

For this subdivision, the MRD Plan is based on a Yield Plan provided by the developer for ten 
residential lots. The MRD Plan includes space for a common leaching system (Parcel A), stormwater 
detention (Parcel B), and a large open space parcel that comprises approximately 37 percent of 
the lot, or 4.9 acres. 

As shown in the detailed analysis table in Attachment 1, the Base Maximum Yield Formula applied 
to this tract would permit 14 lots or units.  

                                            
1 For a side-by-side comparison of the existing MRD provision and proposed OSRD bylaw, please see Attachment 5. 
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With a total tract area of about 13 acres, the OSRD bylaw would require a minimum 6.55 acres 
(50 percent) open space. The OSRD bylaw would allow the leaching system (all of Parcel A) and 
the stormwater detention lot less the surface area of the pond (Parcel B less 10,000 sq. ft.) to 
contribute toward the protected open space. These areas, plus the other large open space areas 
comprise about seven acres of total open space, exceeding the minimum requirement. The open 
space area would include the hilltop, all wetlands, roadside buffer and a perimeter trail system 
that also connects through to Clifford Road. 

As discussed above, the OSRD Plan does not illustrate a scenario where the percentage of 
wetlands in the open space is proportional to those on the entire tract. Because the total amount 
of wetlands on this tract is small (25,000 square feet, or 4.4 percent), it would be possible in this 
example to remove a proportional (4.4 percent) amount of wetlands from the open space and 
still meet the open space requirement. However, on tracts with large amounts of wetlands, this 
becomes more difficult (see Schipper Farms II, Attachment 4). 

Because the open space structure in the MRD Plan fulfills the requirement for an OSRD 
development, the only change needed to make the MRD Plan meet the potential under the 
proposed OSRD bylaw was to further divide the residential parcels to increase the yield from 10 
to 14 lots.   

This development might require a second leaching area so that no single leaching area exceeds 
10,000 gallons of flow per day (to stay under Massachusetts DEP limit).  As an alternative, a 
development with fewer total bedrooms could work within the limits of a single leaching area, or 
a development with a larger number of units/bedrooms could include a private wastewater 
treatment facility. 

 

Barn Hollow (Attachment 2) 

The Barn Hollow MRD Plan has 19 single-family residential parcels plus a 7.65 acre open space 
parcel on 28.5 acres. While MAPC did not receive a yield plan for this subdivision that 
demonstrates the maximum number of lots possible under Southborough’s existing zoning, we 
estimate that the tract could actually support 23-24 lots, with no open space (assuming a 15 
percent loss to roads and inefficiencies of odd lot shapes). It seems the final MRD Plan did not 
maximize the site. We base this assessment on the fact that wetlands are small and there is a long 
existing road frontage. Additionally, the MRD Plan lots are large—about one acre each—so their 
effective density is the same as the underlying zoning.  

An OSRD development for this site would produce 30 units under the Base Maximum Yield 
formula. The concept OSRD Plan in Attachment 2 shows these units as 6 single-family and 24 
duplex units in 12 structures. The lots are shown in a layout similar to the MRD Plan, though they 
are somewhat smaller to increase the farmland road frontage and the perimeter open space. It 
would be possible to create another concept with 30 single-family residential units on smaller 
parcels. 

The OSRD Plan open space provides a significant roadside buffer, a perimeter and internally- 
connecting trail system, and a tot-lot play area, totaling 14.26 acres of open space. 
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Like the Deerfoot Estates site, Barn Hollow also has a small amount of wetlands—25,794 sq. ft. or 
0.59 acres, about 2 percent of the total lot area.  Also like Deerfoot, the wetlands are shown 
within the open space. If we followed the “proportional wetlands rule” in this example, the 
wetlands would have to comprise only 2 percent of the protected open space or 13,000 sq. ft. 
The remaining 2 percent or 13,000 square feet would need to be allocated into a non-open-
space parcel, or added to the individual building lot areas. Again, dividing wetlands among 
residential lot raises a host of issues, including compromised design and split wetlands 
management. 

Schipper Farm Lane (Attachment 3) 

The MRD Plan for this site consists of 11 subdivision lots and 7 frontage lots for a total 18 lots on 
29.59 acres.  There is no specific parcel set aside for open space, but there is a 3.44-acre open 
space easement area that traverses several of the lots. 

Like Barn Hollow (Attachment 2), there was no yield plan for this subdivision. MAPC’s assessment 
finds that a yield plan seeking to maximize development potential would have produced more 
lots than included in this subdivision. While the frontage lots and the parcels at the front (eastern 
end) of the subdivision are essentially as dense as they can be around one acre per lot, from 
parcels #5 and #6 westward, the lots are generally oversized.  Although these parcels do 
contain the majority of the wetlands on the overall site, it appears that there is additional 
development potential. While additional lots would require more roadway for frontage, we 
believe it feasible that a yield plan could produce approximately 24 lots,  6 lots more than the 
approved plan. This plan would still meet the uplands requirements for the residential lots. The 
gross density for this plan would be 0.81 units/acre, as opposed to 0.61 for the MRD Plan that 
was ultimately approved and built. 

MAPC calculated two OSRD scenarios, one determined solely by the Base Maximum Yield 
formula and the other determined by the formula and the affordable housing incentive (proposed 
zoning Section 174-49). The former scenario is illustrated in Attachment 3. 

Base Maximum Yield 

Using the OSRD Base Maximum Yield formula for this site produces 31units. The OSRD Plan in 
Attachment 3 shows these units as 13 single family lots and 9 duplex lots (18 units). As required, 
the open space network comprises 50 percent of the total lot. It includes all of the wetlands, a 
significant farmland buffer along the Fisher Road frontage, an extensive perimeter and internal 
trail system, and two common leaching areas (to serve the two sections of the development). 

Wetlands comprise approximately 15 percent (4.45 acres) of the total 29.6 acre site. As 
mentioned, the OSRD Plan shows them all in the protected open space where they comprise 
approximately 30 percent of the minimum 14.8 acres of open space. On this tract the 
“proportional wetlands rule” would be particularly difficult to follow, and this is illustrated in the 
following case study Schipper Farms II, Attachment 4.  

Affordable Housing Incentive  

To access the Incentives for Affordable Housing (Section 174-49 in the proposed zoning), a 
proponent is required to provide at least 12.5 percent affordable units of the base number of 
units, at or above which he is given three additional units for each affordable unit provided. In the 
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Schipper Farms OSRD Plan, 12.5 percent of the total units is four units, and the 3-for-1 bonus 
would mean that a total of 12 residential units could be added to the overall development, 
resulting in a total of 43 residential units. A development of this nature on the Schipper Farms 
parcel would likely include a mix of single-family, duplex and multi-family townhome 
development styles. Though MAPC did not illustrate this scenario, the general plan framework 
including open space and development areas shown in Attachment 3 would accommodate this 
higher density development.  

While the OSRD formula and other development incentives create higher densities, they also 
create less pressure to develop frontage lots since developers get bonuses for including 
additional units in the OSRD. This incentive structure would result in better protection of roadside 
farmlands and views.  This effect is illustrated in the OSRD Plans for both Barn Hollow (Attachment 
2) and Schipper Farms (Attachment 3) 

Schipper Farm II (Attachment 4) 

This set of illustrations aims to show the effects of the “proportional wetlands rule” on a site with a 
large amount of wetlands. To show this, we created a hypothetical variation on the Schipper 
Farms case where the tract is approximately 51 percent wetlands (about 15 acres).   

To comply with the proportional wetlands rule in this scenario, no more than 51 percent of the 
required open space for the OSRD Plan (50 percent or 14.54 acres), may be wetlands – about 
7.5 acres. The other 7.3 acres must be upland area. Similarly, the developable land would need 
to accommodate the remaining 49 percent wetlands, or about 7.12 acres, since these cannot be 
considered part of the protected open space. This reduces the amount of developable upland 
area to 7.41 acres. The Base Maximum Yield for the site would be the same as for the previous 
Schipper Farms OSRD illustration – 31 units. So, to comply with the proportional wetlands rule 
while accommodating the base maximum number of units allowed under the OSRD, a 
development would need to accommodate 31 units on approximately 7 acres of upland.   

The OSRD Plan in Attachment 4 shows one possibility for such development. There are four 
developable lots which could each accommodate a row of 7-8 townhomes likely held in a 
condominium style of ownership, resulting in 31 units. Alternatively, the developable area could 
be subdivided into smaller, 1/5-acre (+-8,700 square foot) lots to accommodate 31 single-family 
houses. Because only a small amount of the 7.5 acres of non-open-space wetlands could be 
incorporated into the parcels, it is likely that most of the wetlands would need to be held in a 
separate lot, shown as lot #5 on the illustrative plan.  

The number of lots (units) produced through a yield plan for this case study (also shown on 
Attachment 4) is much lower than the OSRD Plan.  MAPC’s illustration shows 14 or 15 lots 
arranged on the 51 percent wetlands site, about half of the OSRD Plan’s 31 units.   

If the base maximum yield formula were modified to deduct 50 percent the wetlands from the net 
land calculation, then the base maximum number of units would be 23 units. While this is still 
higher than the 14–15 estimated from the yield plan, it is more in line with the the OSRD density 
increases seen in the Barn Hollow and Deerfoot Estates cases. Thus, a modified formula would still 
provide meaningful incentive to use the OSRD, but would not produce such widely varying unit 
yields. 
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Adjusting the Base Maximum Yield formula as suggested above should be accompanied by 
removing the proportional wetlands rule. The modified formula would temper the unit yields 
without influencing the design of the overall site. Wetlands could be incorporated into the open 
space as critical resource areas and also encompassed within the same management program, 
allowing for more efficient and effective care of the open space.  

Good site design, meaningful incorporation of open space into residential development, and a 
framework for sustainable management of that open space are some of the basic objectives of 
an OSRD policy. Adjusting Southborough’s proposed OSRD bylaw as specified would better help 
meet those objectives. 

 

Route 9 Areas 

Background  

In 2010, MAPC completed a buildout analysis of various land use scenarios along Route 9 in a 
corridor planning study. In Southborough, for the Town’s Industrial Park and Industrial zones, the 
maximum buildout assumptions were for either three-story offices or three-story structures with 
two stories of offices over a floor of retail. 

An effective floor area ratio (FAR) is the ratio between the maximum amount of floor space that 
can be built while meeting all appropriate local regulations (e.g., zoning) to land area.  For 
Southborough’s zoning, the factors that would determine an effective FAR are height limits, 
parking ratios, open space and landscaping requirements, allowed uses, surface or garage 
parking, and the zoning bylaw’s maximum FAR. 

The initial Route 9 Study assumed surface parking in some areas and structured parking in others 
for the Industrial and Industrial Park districts at the western end of Route 9. For the areas that 
assumed three-story offices, surface parking, minimal (5 percent) open space, and three-story 
height limits, the effective FAR was 0.52. 2 This means that on one acre of land, 0.52 acres of 
floor space could be constructed, or 0.173 acre on each floor of a three-story structure.  For the 
areas that assumed structured parking where the offices square footage was not constrained by 
the land area needed for parking, the effective FAR was the same as the bylaw FAR—0.60.    

One of the Route 9 scenarios assumed that a structure could go one story higher.  Since these 
areas also assumed structured parking, the future development was still limited by the FAR of 
0.60 that was listed in the bylaw. 

 

 

 

                                            
2 There was no requirement for any open space, but there would inevitably be some areas kept for minimal 
landscaping. 
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Comparison to Proposed Zoning 

The proposed zoning makes a number of changes to Industrial and Industrial Park district 
regulations for Route 9 that would impact development potential. These include height limits 
(extended  to five stories by special permit), parking regulations (lowered ratios of spaces per 
1,000 square feet of built space), and an increased FAR to 0.70. 

The proposed zoning for the I and IP district does not include an open space requirement other 
than the limited amounts required for the landscaped buffer at the edge of lots and in parking 
areas.  However, MAPC has assumed an additional 5 percent more for open space in this analysis 
to account for the new Low Impact Design for stormwater facilities requirement, since these 
facilities generally require some additional green space for stormwater filtration. This analysis 
also assumed that the majority of land within the river protection areas, or within wetland buffers, 
would be preserved.  Therefore, when undertaking the buildout analyses, the land for which the 
development is calculated is predominantly the unconstrained lands, with only a limited amount of 
development being generated by lands within these constraints. 

The proposed zoning includes reduced parking ratios. In particular, the requirement for offices 
above the first floor there has been significantly reduced. The net result of this change is a 
considerable increase in the effective FAR.  Assuming a 10 percent open space factor (because of 
the added land needed for LID), the FAR under the existing regulations for unconstrained land is 
0.50.  Under the proposed regulations (with the reduced parking requirements) this effective FAR 
increases to 0.68.  Based on the assumptions above, a development would not need structured 
parking to approach an FAR of 0.70 on unconstrained lands. 

 

However, if a parcel of land was 25 percent wetlands, then the constrained lands would occupy a 
considerable portion of the property.  In this case, although the FAR on the unconstrained lands 
would remain high, the constrained lands would lower the gross development potential, or the 
amount of building that could occur on the parcel as a whole. In this type of scenario, structured 
parking would probably be necessary to achieve a 0.70 gross FAR for the overall parcel. 

The proposed zoning also includes reduced parking ratios for retail uses. This also generally 
increases the FAR of developments with retail elements. Since the retail parking requirement is the 
same as the first-floor office parking requirement, the requirements would make it easier for a 
property owner to switch back and forth between these uses over time, since there would be no 
need for changes to the site development. 

As a side note, MAPC suggests that these lowered parking ratios may work best in a village or 
transit environment, but may be low for areas that are not well served by pedestrian or transit 
connections.  Offices and retail businesses that rely on such low ratios should be encouraged (or 
perhaps required as a condition of a special permit) to build pedestrian connectivity and a 
location for transit stops into their site design, and to support future transit and ride-share 
programs.   



Attachment 1: Estates at Deerfoot 

 

MRD Plan (based on 10-lot yield plan)  

 

Total Lots 10 

Total Open Space (acres) 4.87 

Dwelling units/acre 0.76 

 

  



Attachment 1: Estates at Deerfoot 

 

OSRD Plan (14 single-family lots) 

 

Total Units with Base Max Yield formula 14 

Total Open Space (acres) 7.00 

Dwelling units/acre 1.08 

 

  



Attachment 1: Estates at Deerfoot 

 

 

Detailed Analysis 

Tract Acres SF 

Total land 13.11 571,072 

Frontage lots 0 0 

Subdivision area 13.11 571,072 

MRD Plan (based on Yield Plan for 10 lots) Acres Lots 

Subdivision area 13.11 10 

Open space 4.87 
 

Road 1.03 

 
Developable area 5.08 

 
DU/Acre  0.76 

 OSRD Plan (for 14 single-family lots) Acres SF 

Base Max Yield Calculation 
  

Area @ 90% 11.80 513,964 

 w/ 1.2  multiplier  14.16 616,757 

Total lots @ 43,560 sf min lot size  14 
 

Required open space @ 50%  6.56 
 

Less road  1.03 44,925 

Developable area  5.52 240,611 

DU /Acre 1.08 
 Open Space shown in OSRD Plan Acres SF 

Open Space A 235,155 5.40 

Open Space B (island) 28,133 0.65 

Parcel A (septic) 28,205 0.65 

Total open space 304,995 7.00 

 



Attachment 2: Barn Hollow 

MRD Plan (19 single-family lots)  

  

Total Lots 19 * 

Total Open Space (acres) 7.65 

Dwelling units/acre 0.67 

*We estimate that the maximum yield on this site is approx. 24-25 units. 

 

 

 

 

  



Attachment 2: Barn Hollow 

 
OSRD Plan (6 single-family w/garages and 24 duplex units) 

 

Total Units with Base Max Yield formula 30 

Total Open Space (acres) 14.26 

Dwelling units/acre 1.05 

 

 

 

 

 



Attachment 2: Barn Hollow 

Detailed Analysis 

Tract Acres SF 

Total land 28.52 1,242,331 

Frontage lot 1.12 48,787 

Subdivision area 27.4 1,193,544 

MRD Plan Acres Lots 

Subdivision area 27.4 19 

Open space 7.65 
 

Road 2.19 
 

Developable area 17.56 
 

DU/Acre (19 units) 0.67 
 OSRD Plan (Concept shows 6 SF units and 24 duplex 

units) Acres SF 

Base Max Yield Calculation 
  

Total tract area @ 90% 25.67 1,118,098 

with 1.2 multiplier 30.80 1,341,718 

Total lots @ 43,560 sf min lot size  30  

Open space @ 50% (acres) 14.26 621,166 

Less road (acres) 2.19 95,453 

Developable area (acres) 12.07 525,713 

DU/Acre (30 units) 1.05  

Affordable housing incentive (concept not shown) Units  

30 units @ 12.5%  4  

4 units @ 3 units per affordable unit 11  

Total units with affordable units 41  

DU/Acre with affordable units 1.45  

 



Attachment 3: Schipper Farm Lane 

MRD Plan (11 subdivision lots with 7 frontage lots)  

  

Total Lots 18 

Total Open Space (acres) 3.44 

Dwelling units/acre 0.61 

 

  



Attachment 3: Schipper Farm Lane 

 

OSRD Plan (13 single-family and 18 duplex units) 

 

Total Units with Base Max Yield formula 31 

Total Open Space (acres) 14.80 

Dwelling units/acre 1.05 

 

  



Attachment 3: Schipper Farm Lane 

Detailed Analysis 

Tract Acres 

 Total land 29.59 
 

Frontage lots  7.64 
 

Subdivision area 21.95 
 MRD Plan Acres Lots 

Subdivision area 21.95 11 

Open space 3.44 
 

Road 1.34 
 

Developable area 17.17 
 

DU/Acre  0.61 
 OSRD Plan Acres SF 

Base Max Yield Calculation 
  

Total tract area @ 90% 26.63 1,160,046 

w/ 1.2  multiplier  31.96 1,392,056 

Total units @ 43,560 sf min lot size  31  

Open space @ 50% (acres) 14.80  

Less road (acres) -1.34  

Developable area (acres) 13.46  

DU/Acre 1.05  

Affordable housing incentive Units  

31 units @ 12.5% bonus 4  

4 units @ 3 units/affordable unit 12  

Total units with affordable units 43  

DU/Acre with affordable units 1.45  

 

 



Attachment 4: Schipper Farms II (Hypothetical case) 

MRD Yield Plan for 51% wetlands tract  

 

Total Lots 14 

Total Open Space (acres) 0 

Dwelling units/acre 0.47 

 

 

 

 

  



Attachment 4: Schipper Farms II (Hypothetical case) 

 

OSRD Plan for 51% wetlands tract 

 

Total Units 31 

Total Open Space (acres) 14.80 

Dwelling units/acre 1.05 

 

  



Attachment 4: Schipper Farms II (Hypothetical case) 

Detailed Analysis 

Hypothetic Parcel Acres SF 

Total land 29.59 1,288,940 

Total wetlands 15.05 655,635 

Percentage wetlands 51% 
 MRD Yield Plan 

  Total lots (including frontage) 14 
 

Open space 0 
 

DU/Acre 0.47 
 OSRD Plan (with proportional wetlands rule) Acres SF 

Base Max Yield Calculation 
  

Total tract area @ 90% 26.631 1,160,046 

w/ 1.2  multiplier  31.96 1,392,056 

Total units @ 43,560 sf min lot size  31.0 
 

Open space @ 50% (acres) 14.8  

Wetlands (14.8 X 51%) 7.5  

Upland  7.3  

Developable area (acres) 14.54  

Less 49% wetlands 7.12  

Total developable area (acres) 7.41  

DU /Acre 1.05  

 



Attachment 5  

Southborough Zoning Review 
 

 

 Current zoning:  Major Residential Development (MRD) 
(174-13.2A) 

Proposed zoning:  Open Space Residential Design 
(OSRD) (174-48) 

Unit size threshold 8 or more lots; OR construction of 8 or more lots within an 
8-year period (see option for smaller properties) 

1 parcel or 2+ contiguous parcels 

This is an optional special permit process for any future 
number of lots; no minimum number of lots or parcel size 

Housing types - If Multi-family (MF) development, not more than 
2/3 of dwelling units (DUs) any parcel shall be MF 
DUs containing 2 or more units (senior housing not 
included).  All developments must include at least 
1/3 Single Family (SF) dwellings 

- No more than 4 units in a structure, and no more 
than 16 MF units in a group (groups of MF units 
have increased separation from MF units either 
inside or outside of development (667- 1000’) 

By right: 

• Detached SF DU 

• 2-family DU 

• No required mix of units 

Special permit: 

• Townhouses (up to 5 DUs); no more than 20 
townhomes in one clustered group; minimum space 
of 50’ between clusters of townhomes 

• MF buildings (up to 8 DUs) 

Base maximum yield Whether SF or MF units in the cluster, the number of units 
allowed is the same as the number expected under 
existing zoning and other regulations (MRD allowed in 
Residence A, Business Village, ID, SP, Residence B).  
Number of units to be shown by a Yield Plan that meets all 
regulations, including the minimum amount of upland per 
lot, etc. 

• Total tract area (sq. ft.) – 10% = Net Tract Area 
• Net Tract Area X 1.2/minimum lot size for RA or 

RB = Base max number of unit 

This process does not remove wetlands from the calculation  
and therefore acts as a bonus in some parcels.  MAPC 
tested this by examining the potential for development 
under the new zoning of several clusters approved under 
the MRD.  These included varying amounts of wetlands to 



Attachment 5  

Southborough Zoning Review 
 

 

determine the impacts.  The base maximum number of units 
did appear higher, especially in the developments with 
significant wetlands. 

 

Open Space Varies by unit type: 

• SF detached housing, on septic: 10% of site area 
in natural state, exclusive of wetlands; 25% as 
common open space (Since it is not precluded, it 
appears that the minimum 25% common open 
space can include the minimum 10% in the natural 
state ) 

• SF detached housing, with Waste-Water 
Treatment Facility: Minimum of 20% of site area in 
natural state, exclusive of wetlands, and minimum 
of 35% dedicated as common open space.  All 
land resulting from lots being smaller than 2/3 of 
conventional lots shall be dedicated as common 
open space or dedicated to the town. 

• MF housing: 10% min in natural state, exclusive of 
wetlands, increase in direct proportion to % of MF 
units up to max 20%; in addition, min 35% overall 
dedicated as common open space (assume that this 
can include the “natural state” lands). 

• Wetlands, ponds, man-made detention areas 
cannot be counted in as open space for calculating 
area required under this bylaw.  Note that only 
the “reserve areas” of common leaching fields can 
be in the open space areas 

• Minimum 50%  of total tract area 

• Percentage of Open Space (OS) that includes 
wetlands cannot exceed % of site that includes 
wetlands unless a larger percentage of wetlands 
promotes purposes of zoning, determined by PB.  
[This requirement is in conflict with the standard 
OSRD process, since that process calls for the 
setting aside of all primary resource areas in the 
open space; this includes wetlands.  In order for 
the percentage in the open space to equal the 
percentage of wetlands in the overall tract, then 
a significant amount of wetlands cannot be 
included in the open space] 

Also, note that it you do try to meet this requirement, the 
orientation/massing of the wetlands on the site may be 
the most limiting factor, since it may be difficult to orient 
the lots in a manner that will allow incorporation of 
sufficient wetlands in the building lots to ensure that the 
same percentage of wetlands in the open space as there 
is on the overall parcel –this has the potential to 
eliminate any incentive for a developer to undertake a 
cluster subdivision of a tract with significant wetlands 
resources. 

Maximum of 3% of the site can be covered with 
pavement, gravel roads and structures accessory to the 
use of the open space. 
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Subsurface community sanitary or shared drainage 
facilities may be located in the open space; this is more 
generous that the MRD. 

Density bonuses • Up to 10% increase for: 

 Middle income units – one additional lot for each 
mod-income unit (must be restricted for at least 
10 years; local preference applies) 

• On-site or off-site preservation of critical areas 
(preserving land under cons restriction or deeded to 
town, land PB determines to be of critical importance 
to preserving in undeveloped state: 

 Land w/i 200 ft of existing roads 

 Land with scenic view 

 Special habitat or ecological value 

 Can add 1 lot or DU for each lot which could be 
expected to be developed in restricted area under 
conventional plan 

 For off-site preservation of Critical Resource District 
areas, can receive  two dwelling unit bonus for every 
lot expected on a conventional plan for the restricted 
land. 

• Can receive 3 market units/lots additional bonus for 
each affordable unit (it appears that this includes ALL 
affordable units, including the required units, thereby 
building in an automatic bonus to the MRD) 

By special permit: 

• For ea. additional 10% of site set aside as 
common OS above required 50% = 5% above 
base max number of DUs 

• For every 1 DU in a townhouse or MF structure 
limited to 2 bedrooms = 1 additional unit (max 
2 bedrooms) added to base max number 

• For every 1 historically sig. building/structure 
preserved =  1 additional DU to base max 
number 

• 1 DU restricted in perpetuity as affordable 
housing (must comply with all applicable 
requirements of 174-49) = 3 market-rate 
dwelling units added to base max number . 

• Density bonuses cannot exceed in aggregate, 
50% of base max number BUT density bonus for 
affordable units exempt from aggregate 50% 
limit of base max number 

No TDR Bonus – must be contiguous parcels to be in 
OSRD  

Minimum Lot Sizes in 
Cluster-style 

• With on-site septic systems, min lot size is 2/3 of 
conventional for the Zoning District, or 29,185 for  
Residence A (with a minimum of 20,000 Sq. ft. of 

No minimum lot sizes required; minimum frontage is 25 
feet. Would need adequate space for septic unless there is 
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subdivision upland) and 16,750 for residence B (which must 
contain entirely uplands – no wetlands allowed since 
this is under 20,000 Sq. ft.) 

a common wastewater facility 

Lots having reduced sizes in the cluster shall not front on a 
road other than within the OSRD, unless Pl Bd determines 
that there will be no detrimental impact on abutting 
properties. 

Note that it may be difficult for very small lots to both a) 
incorporate wetlands into the lots in order to meet the 
requirement that the open space not include a greater 
percentage of wetlands than is on the development overall 
and b) meeting the setbacks from the wetlands for 
structures.   

Affordable Units • For all MRD, 12.5% of the units must be affordable.  
To establish bonus units, the minimum lot area can be 
further reduced, 

• Alternatively, can  provide affordable units in off-site 
location, or make payments to town 

• Developments of less than 8 units that use the MRD 
process are NOT required to include any Affordable 
Housing element (but do follow all other MRD 
requirements) 

Incentives for affordable housing (Section 174-49) is 
entirely a voluntary bonus  that may be used in any 
division of land that has more than 4 units prior to the 
bonus.  Bonus is 3 market units for every 1 “affordable 
unit”.  In most cases, affordable units will meet 40B 
requirements; however, provisions also allow for units 
affordable to residents earning 80-100% of AMI, IF 50% 
of all affordable units are for residents earning less than 
50% AMI.  While this is a good effort to make units for 
lower income individuals and families, only ½ of the total 
affordable units can count towards 40B 10% requirement. 

On or off-site units are allowed, or payments in lieu of 
units. 

 



 
 

Appendix B 

Southborough Route 9 Redevelopment Analysis, January 12, 2009. 
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Southborough Route 9 Redevelopment Analysis
MAPC 1/12/09 FINAL

Southborough Analysis Section

Square footage land area  

(sq. ft.) Total Acreage FAR 

Total potential 

Built Square 

Footage

Total potential 

residential units

Existing Built 

Square Footage 

Net future built 

Square footage

Total number 

of existing 

dwelling units

Total net 

future dwelling 

units

Analysis Section 1: Industrial Park Zone

     Total 531,762                     12                      319,057             0 319,057              0

     In Absolute Constraints 0 -                     0 0

     In Partial Constraints -                             -                     0.12 -                     

     Outside of Constraints 531,762                     12                      0.60 319,057             

Analysis Section 2: Industrial Park Zone

     Total 4,260,935                  98                      1,519,858          0 1,519,858           0

     In Absolute Constraints 1,034,623                  24                      0 0

     In Partial Constraints 866,519                     20                      0.12 103,982             

     Outside of Constraints 2,359,793                  54                      0.60 1,415,876          

Analysis Section 3

Total for ID and IP Section 3 5,064,032                  116                       1,144,291          -                    539,434              604,857              7 (7)                         

     Total - Industrial District 1,751,935                  40                      457,272             

     In Absolute Constraints 753,310                     17                      0 0

     In Partial Constraints 295,632                     7                        0.12 35,476               

     Outside of Constraints 702,993                     16                      0.60 421,796             

     Total - Industrial Park 3,312,097                  76                      687,020             

     In Absolute Constraints 1,682,915                  39                      0 0

     In Partial Constraints 605,186                     14                      0.12 72,622               

     Outside of Constraints 1,023,996                  24                      0.60 614,398             

Analysis Section 4 BH Zone

     Total 758,327                     17                      229,097             152,748              76,349                0

     In Absolute Constraints 4,920                          0                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 225,830                     5                        0.08 18,066               

     Outside of Constraints 527,576                     12                      0.40 211,030             

Analysis Section 5 IP Zone (EMC)

     Total 7,993,536                  184                    3,483,726          88,488                2,111,512           0

     In Absolute Constraints 1,506,930                  35                      0 0

     In Partial Constraints 850,495                     20                      0.12 102,059             

     Outside of Constraints 5,636,111                  129                    0.60 3,381,667          

EMC proposal in Southborough 818,000             

     EMC Proposal assumed for traffic 2,200,000

Analysis Section 6 IP Zone

     Total 696,960                     16                      1,350               200                   1,350                   0 0 200                     

     In Absolute Constraints 126,986                     3                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 46,736                       1                        0.146 6,823                 

     Outside of Constraints 523,238                     12                      0.73 381,964             

     Avalon Site Proposal 200

Analysis Section 7: Industrial Park Zone

     Total 1,755,005                      40                      764,931             108,909              656,022              0

     In Absolute Constraints 335,307                     8                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 181,018                     4                        0.12 21,722               

     Outside of Constraints 1,238,681                  28                      0.60 743,208             

Analysis Section 8 Industrial Zone

     Total 574,409                         13                      77,884               0 77,884                0

     In Absolute Constraints 279,526                     6                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 173,892                     4                        0.1 17,389               

     Outside of Constraints 120,991                     3                        0.50 60,495               

Analysis Section 9: 

Total for Industrial and BH Zones 1,139,024                      326,888             106,078              220,810              1 (1)                         

     Total - ID Zone 869,010                         20                      309,508             0

     In Absolute Constraints 43,212                       1                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 111,093                     3                        0.084 9,332                 

     Outside of Constraints 714,705                     16                      0.42 300,176             

     Total - BH Zone 270,014                         6                        17,380               1

     In Absolute Constraints -                             -                     0 0

     In Partial Constraints 251,738                     6                        0.04 10,070               

     Outside of Constraints 18,276                       0                        0.40 7,310                 

Analysis Section 10: Business Highway Zone

     Total 975,692                     22                      137,108             2,284                   134,824              

     In Absolute Constraints 239,927                     6                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 491,244                     11                      0.08 39,300               

     Outside of Constraints 244,521                     6                        0.40 97,809               

Analysis Section 11: Business Village

     Total 382,702                     9                        74,083               23,849                50,234                

     In Absolute Constraints 62,110                       1                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 57,764                       1                        0.054 3,119                 

     Outside of Constraints 262,828                     6                        0.27 70,964               

Analysis Section 12: Business Highway

     Total 1,340,171                      31                      386,012             134,011              252,001              

     In Absolute Constraints 48,955                       1                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 151,854                     3                        0.066 10,022               

     Outside of Constraints 1,139,362                  26                      0.33 375,989             



Southborough Route 9 Redevelopment Analysis
MAPC 1/12/09 FINAL

Southborough Analysis Section

Square footage land area  

(sq. ft.) Total Acreage FAR 

Total potential 

Built Square 

Footage

Total potential 

residential units

Existing Built 

Square Footage 

Net future built 

Square footage

Total number 

of existing 

dwelling units

Total net 

future dwelling 

units

Analysis Section 13: Business Village

     Total 322,826                     7                        86,425               22,979                63,446                

     In Absolute Constraints -                             -                     0 0

     In Partial Constraints 3,416                          0                        0.054 184                    

     Outside of Constraints 319,411                     7                        0.27 86,241               

Analysis Section 14: Business Highway

     Total 741,777                     17                      195,267             56,527                138,740              

     In Absolute Constraints 5,388                          0                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 16,475                       0                        0.054 890                    

     Outside of Constraints 719,915                     17                      0.27 194,377             

Analysis Section 15: Industrial (Rte 30)

     Total 1,691,520                  39                      720,368             166,204              554,164              

     In Absolute Constraints 257,673                     6                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 291,542                     7                        0.12 34,985               

     Outside of Constraints 1,142,305                  26                      0.60 685,383             

Analysis Section 16: Industrial (Rte 85)

     Total 629,397                         14                         207,988             82,754                125,234              

     In Absolute Constraints 30,546                       1                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 98,602                       2                        0.08 7,888                 

     Outside of Constraints 500,249                     11                      0.40 200,099             

Total of existing square footage from entire Route 9 Southborough Corridor 1,485,615           

Total potential square footage at buildout 8,390,607          

Total Net new square footage (Future minus existing) of commercial and industrial space 6,904,992           

Notes:

Absolute Constraints include all lands within ponds or wetlands, all areas within 20 feet of wetlands, and all areas within 100' of perennial Streams (River Protection Zone) 

Partial Constraints include all lands outside of Absolute constraints but within flood zone or within the 100 - 200' buffer zone of 

          perennial Streams, or within 100 feet of any pond, reservoir or wetland

          FAR yield within the partial constraints is assumed to be equal to 20% of FAR of unconstrained lands (based on calibration with bartolinni proposal for Section 8)

Analysis Section 1 is assumed to be developed for 3-story offices, with access via Westborough.  Structured parking is 

     assumed, so .6 bylaw FAR is assumed to be limiting factor

Analysis Section 2 is assumed to be developed for 3-story offices  Structured parking is assumed, so ..6 bylaw FAR is

      assumed to be limiting factor.  Note previously approved for 600,000 sq. ft.

Analysis Section 3 is assumed to be developed for 3-story offices in the Industrial District, and up to 4-story offices in the Industrial Park District.  

           However, since Structured parking is assumed, the FAR limit of .6 is assumed to be the limiting factor in both Districts

Analysis Section 4 is assumed to be developed for 3-story structures, with 2 stories of offices over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 10% Open Space required (in addition to landscaping in parking areas)

           This analysis assumes that the 5.62 acres of the Volvo dealership is not redeveloped.

Analysis Section 5 is assumed to be developed for 3-story offices  Structured parking is assumed, so for calculation purposes .6 Bylaw FAR is

      assumed to be limiting factor.  Note previously approved for 818,000 sq. ft. in Southborough

          with a total for Southborough and Westborough equal to 2,200,000 sq. ft., the traffic from which will all exit in Southborough

      For purposes of estimating future development and traffic, 2,200,000 sq. ft. approved for EMC will be used.

Analysis Section 6 is assumed to be developed for multi-family housing, in 3-story structures, with surface parking

          Total number of units is reduced to the 200 units total proposed by Avalon for which they received site approval

          Analysis in Section 6 assumes that the existing Cumberalnd Farms stays as is. Total Acreage is amended to reflect this.

Analysis Section 7 is assumed to be developed for 3-story offices  Structured parking is assumed, so .2 lot coverage is

      assumed to be limiting factor, yielding .6 FAR.  

Analysis Section 8 is assumed to be developed for 3-story offices  Surface parking is assumed, with a 10% open space allocation.

      FAR based on these assumptions is .50 FAR.  Note the area was previously approved for 76,000 sq. ft. in Bartolinni development

Analysis Section 9 is assumed to be developed for 3-story structures, with 2 stories of officces over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 10% Open Space required (in addition to landscaping in parking areas)

           The area subject to partial constraints in the BH Zone is reduced to 10% of unconstrained yield because there is little unconstrained 

               land associated with the constrained land on which one could build (assume mostly redevelopment of existing footprint)

           This analysis assumes that the Hummer Dealership will not be redeveloped.  Acreage has been reduced to take this into account

Analysis Section 10 is assumed to be developed for 3-story structures, with 2 stories of officces over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 10% Open Space required (in addition to landscaping in parking areas)

Analysis Section 11 is assumed to be developed for 2-story structures, with 1 story of officces over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 25% Open Space required 

Analysis Section 12 is assumed to be developed for 3-story structures, with 2 stories of offices over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 25% Open Space required (in addition to landscaping in parking areas) due to slope issues

Analysis Section 13 is assumed to be developed for 2-story structures, with 1 story of officces over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 25% Open Space required 

Analysis Section 14 is assumed to be developed for 2-story structures, with 1 story of offices over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 25% Open Space required due to impact of larger setbacks on small lots in this area

          The New England Center for Children parcels are included in the redevelopment above.  An alternative scenario would be the NECC proposal for expansion

Analysis Section 15 is assumed to be developed for 3-story offices, based on its proximity to the Framingham office park.  Structured parking is 

     assumed, so .6 FAR is assumed to be limiting factor

Analysis Section 16 is assumed to be developed for 3-story structures, with 2 stories of offices over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 10% Open Space required (in addition to landscaping in parking areas)

          This scenario assume lot consolidation in order to place water management structures ourtside of 400' buffer in order to make northernmost lot buildable

Note that the above calculations do not take into account Commercial Areas outside of the study zones that are assumed to not change.
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Southborough Analysis Section Total Area (SF) Unconstrained Absolutely Constrained Area Partially Contrained Area ZONE Code
1 531762 531762 0 0 IP
2 4260935 2359793 1034623 866519 IP
3 5064032 702993 753310 295632 ID
3 1023996 1682915 605186 IP
4 1003134 772383 4920 225830 BH
5 7993536 5636111 1506930 850495 IP
6 896497 722775 126986 46736 IP
7 1755005 1238681 335307 181018 IP
8 574409 120991 279526 173892 ID
9 270039 18276 0 251738 BH
9 869010 714705 43212 111093 ID

10 975692 244521 239927 491244 BH
11 382702 262828 62110 57764 BV
12 1340170 1139362 48955 151854 BH
13 322826 319411 0 3416 BV
14 741777 719915 5388 16475 BH
15 1691520 1142305 257673 291542 ID
16 629397 500249 6056 123092 ID
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Appendix C 

Southborough Route 9 Redevelopment Analysis, March 30, 2010. 
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Southborough Route 9 Redevelopment Analysis
 Alternative future scenario based on 11/10/09 Community input, prepared by MAPC 3/30/10

Non-shaded areas indicate assumptions and calculations for initial buildout, 2008 Blue indicates changes to prepare 3/30/10 Alternative Scenario

Southborough Analysis Section

Square footage land area  

(sq. ft.) Total Acreage FAR 

Total potential 

Built Square 

Footage

Total potential 

residential units

Existing Built Square 

Footage 

Net future built 

Square footage

Total number 

of existing 

dwelling units

Total net 

future 

dwelling units

Analysis Section 1: Industrial Park Zone

     Total 531,762                     12                      10                     0 -                      0 10                       

     In Absolute Constraints 0 -                     

     In Partial Constraints -                             -                     

     Outside of Constraints 531,762                     12                      

Analysis Section 2: Industrial Park Zone

     Total 4,260,935                  98                      1,114,562          0 0 1,114,562           0 0

     In Absolute Constraints 1,034,623                  24                      0 0

     In Partial Constraints 866,519                     20                      0.088 76,254               

     Outside of Constraints 2,359,793                  54                      0.44 1,038,309          

Analysis Section 3

Total for ID and IP Section 3 5,064,032                  116                       1,312,329          -                    539,434                    772,895              7 (7)                        

     Total - Industrial District 1,751,935                  40                      396,302             

     In Absolute Constraints 753,310                     17                      0 0

     In Partial Constraints 295,632                     7                        0.104 30,746               

     Outside of Constraints 702,993                     16                      0.52 365,556             

     Total - Industrial Park 3,312,097                  76                      916,027             

     In Absolute Constraints 1,682,915                  39                      0 0

     In Partial Constraints 605,186                     14                      0.16 96,830               

     Outside of Constraints 1,023,996                  24                      0.80 819,197             

Analysis Section 4 BH Zone

     Total 758,327                     17                      200,460             152,748                    47,712                0 0

     In Absolute Constraints 4,920                          0                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 225,830                     5                        0.07 15,808               

     Outside of Constraints 527,576                     12                      0.35 184,652             

Analysis Section 5 IP Zone (EMC)

     Total 7,993,536                  184                    88,488                      2,111,512           0

     In Absolute Constraints 1,506,930                  35                      

     In Partial Constraints 850,495                     20                      

     Outside of Constraints 5,636,111                  129                    

EMC proposal in Southborough 818,000             

2,200,000

Analysis Section 6 IP Zone

     Total 696,960                     16                      207,708           1,350                        206,358              0 0

     In Absolute Constraints 126,986                     3                        0 -                     

     In Partial Constraints 46,736                       1                        0.078 3,645                 

     Outside of Constraints 523,238                     12                      0.39 204,063             

Analysis Section 7: Industrial Park Zone

     Total 1,755,005                      40                      764,931             108,909                    656,022              0 0

     In Absolute Constraints 335,307                     8                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 181,018                     4                        0.12 21,722               

     Outside of Constraints 1,238,681                  28                      0.60 743,208             

Analysis Section 8 Industrial Zone

     Total 574,409                         13                      68,538               0 68,538                0

     In Absolute Constraints 279,526                     6                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 173,892                     4                        0.088 15,303               

     Outside of Constraints 120,991                     3                        0.44 53,236               

Assume EMC Proposal is built, occupies all of section 5,  and is accessed through 

Southborough 



Southborough Route 9 Redevelopment Analysis
 Alternative future scenario based on 11/10/09 Community input, prepared by MAPC 3/30/10

Non-shaded areas indicate assumptions and calculations for initial buildout, 2008 Blue indicates changes to prepare 3/30/10 Alternative Scenario

Southborough Analysis Section

Square footage land area  

(sq. ft.) Total Acreage FAR 

Total potential 

Built Square 

Footage

Total potential 

residential units

Existing Built Square 

Footage 

Net future built 

Square footage

Total number 

of existing 

dwelling units

Total net 

future 

dwelling units

Analysis Section 9: 

Total for Industrial and BH Zones 1,139,024                      273,131             106,078                    167,053              1 (1)                        

     Total - ID Zone 869,010                         20                      257,923             0

     In Absolute Constraints 43,212                       1                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 111,093                     3                        0.07 7,777                 

     Outside of Constraints 714,705                     16                      0.35 250,147             

     Total - BH Zone 270,014                         6                        15,207               1

     In Absolute Constraints -                             -                     0 0

     In Partial Constraints 251,738                     6                        0.035 8,811                 

     Outside of Constraints 18,276                       0                        0.35 6,397                 

Analysis Section 10: Business Highway Zone

     Total 975,692                     22                      55,986               112                   2,284                        53,702                112                     

     In Absolute Constraints 239,927                     6                        0 0 0

     In Partial Constraints 491,244                     11                      0.098 16,047               32                     

     Outside of Constraints 244,521                     6                        0.49 39,938               80                     

Analysis Section 11: Business Village

     Total 382,702                     9                        40,243               80                     23,849                      16,394                0 80                     

     In Absolute Constraints 62,110                       1                        0 -                     -                    

     In Partial Constraints 57,764                       1                        0.088 1,694                 3                       

     Outside of Constraints 262,828                     6                        0.44 38,548               77                     

Analysis Section 12: Business Highway

     Total 1,340,171                      31                      386,012             134,011                    252,001              

     In Absolute Constraints 48,955                       1                        0 0

     In Partial Constraints 151,854                     3                        0.066 10,022               

     Outside of Constraints 1,139,362                  26                      0.33 375,989             

Analysis Section 13: Business Village

     Total 322,826                     7                        46,947               94                     22,979                      23,968                0 94                     

     In Absolute Constraints -                             -                     0 -                     -                    

     In Partial Constraints 3,416                          0                        0.088 100                    0                       

     Outside of Constraints 319,411                     7                        0.44 46,847               94                     

Analysis Section 14: Business Highway

     Total 741,777                     17                      56,527                      35,000                0

     In Absolute Constraints 5,388                          0                        

     In Partial Constraints 16,475                       0                        

     Outside of Constraints 719,915                     17                      

Analysis Section 15: Industrial (Rte 30)

     Total 1,691,520                  39                      263                   166,204                    (166,204)            0 263                     

     In Absolute Constraints 257,673                     6                        0

     In Partial Constraints 291,542                     7                        54                     

     Outside of Constraints 1,142,305                  26                      210                   

Analysis Section 16: Industrial (Rte 85)

     Total 629,397                         14                         111,793             112                   82,754                      29,039                0 112                     

     In Absolute Constraints 30,546                       1                        0 0 0

     In Partial Constraints 98,602                       2                        0.086 4,240                 4                       

     Outside of Constraints 500,249                     11                      0.43 107,553             108                   

Total of existing square footage from entire Route 9 Southborough Corridor 1,485,615                 

Total potential square footage at buildout 6,782,639          

Total Net new square footage (Future minus existing) of commercial and industrial space 5,388,551           

Total net dwelling units 664                     



Southborough Route 9 Redevelopment Analysis
 Alternative future scenario based on 11/10/09 Community input, prepared by MAPC 3/30/10

Non-shaded areas indicate assumptions and calculations for initial buildout, 2008 Blue indicates changes to prepare 3/30/10 Alternative Scenario

Southborough Analysis Section

Square footage land area  

(sq. ft.) Total Acreage FAR 

Total potential 

Built Square 

Footage

Total potential 

residential units

Existing Built Square 

Footage 

Net future built 

Square footage

Total number 

of existing 

dwelling units

Total net 

future 

dwelling units

Notes:

Absolute Constraints include all lands within ponds or wetlands, all areas within 20 feet of wetlands, and all areas within 100' of perennial Streams (River Protection Zone) 

Partial Constraints include all lands outside of Absolute constraints but within flood zone or within the 100 - 200' buffer zone of 

          perennial Streams, or within 100 feet of any pond, reservoir or wetland

          FAR yield within the partial constraints is assumed to be equal to 20% of FAR of unconstrained lands (based on calibration with Bartolinni proposal for Section 8)

Analysis Section 1 is assumed to be developed for single family homes on 1-acre sites, since this is the zoning in the area that would provide access to the 

     area from Southborough 

Analysis Section 2 is assumed to be developed for 3-story offices.  Surface parking is assumed, with 20% open space due to difficulty of site layout due to wetlands

      Parking and open space are limiting factor in .44FAR.  Note previously approved for 600,000 sq. ft.

Analysis Section 3 is assumed to be developed for 3-story offices in the Industrial District, with surface parking.  Assumed open space would be 20% minimum, but would largely be 

          addressed through use of wetlands and buffer areas, with the upland open space assmed at 5%.    

Analysis Section 3 is assumed to be developed for 4-story offices in the Industrial Park District, with structured parking.  Assumed open space would be 20% minimum, but would largely be

           addressed through use of wetlands and buffer areas, with the upland open space assmed at 5%.  However, since Structured parking is assumed, and a taller building is assumed, the FAR limit 

           of .8 is assumed to be the limiting factor in the Industrial Park District (would need 3-4 story parking structure)

Analysis Section 4 is assumed to be developed for 3-story structures, with 2 stories of offices over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 20% Open Space required (in addition to landscaping in parking areas)

           This analysis assumes that the 5.62 acres of the Volvo dealership is not redeveloped.

Analysis Section 5 is assumed to be developed for 3-story offices  Structured parking is assumed, so for calculation purposes .6 Bylaw FAR is

      assumed to be limiting factor.  Note previously approved for 818,000 sq. ft. in Southborough

          with a total for Southborough and Westborough equal to 2,200,000 sq. ft., the traffic from which will all exit in Southborough

      For purposes of estimating future development and traffic, 2,200,000 sq. ft. approved for EMC will be used.

Analysis Section 6 is assumed to be developed for 3 story offices with surface parking and 30% open space due to slope issues

Analysis Section 7 is assumed to be developed for 3-story offices  Structured parking is assumed, so .2 lot coverage is

      assumed to be limiting factor, yielding .6 FAR.  

Analysis Section 8 is assumed to be developed for 3-story offices  Surface parking is assumed, with a 20% open space allocation.

      FAR based on these assumptions is .44 FAR.  Note the area was previously approved for 76,000 sq. ft. in Bartolinni development

Analysis Section 9 is assumed to be developed for 3-story structures, with 2 stories of offices over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 20% Open Space required (in addition to landscaping in parking areas)

           The area subject to partial constraints in the BH Zone is reduced to 10% of unconstrained yield because there is little unconstrained 

               land associated with the constrained land on which one could build (assume mostly redevelopment of existing footprint)

           This analysis assumes that the Hummer Dealership will not be redeveloped (stays as auto dealership).  Acreage has been reduced to take this into account

Analysis Section 10 is assumed to be developed for 3-story structures, with 2 stories of residential over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 20% Open Space required (but assume most of the 20% is in the constrained lands and so calculate only 10% of unconstrained areas).

For Section 11, assume lot consolidation (which would lower impact of setbacks and therefore lower open space requirement, thereby increasing FAR).  Assume 20% open space.

Also assume a future mix of 2 stories of residential uses over 1 story of retail space; assume 2 parking spaces per unit

Note that residential yield as calculated is approximately 9 units per acre

Analysis Section 12 is assumed to be developed for 3-story structures, with 2 stories of offices over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 25% Open Space required (in addition to landscaping in parking areas) due to slope issues

For Section 13, assume lot consolidation (which would lower impact of setbacks and therefore lower open space requirement, thereby increasing FAR).  Assume 20% open space.

Also assume a future mix of 2 stories of residential uses over 1 story of retail space; assume 2 parking spaces per unit

Note that residential yield as calculated is approximately 9 units per acre

For analysis section 14, do not assume re-development of any of this site for commercial development.  Assume 2 More phases of expansion of New England Center for Children to follow.

   Phase 2 = 3 level parking garage for 216 cars.  Phase 3 incldues a 3 story research center and gym.  Total sq. footage = 35,000

Analysis Section 15 is assumed to be developed for townhomes at a density of 8 units per acre. 

     Assume a shared water and septic/sewage treatment system.

Analysis Section 16 is assumed to be developed for 2-story structures, with 1 story of residential over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 20% Open Space required (in addition to landscaping in parking areas)

          This scenario assume lot consolidation in order to place water management structures ourtside of 400' buffer in order to make northernmost lot buildable

Note that the above calculations do not take into account Commercial Areas outside of the study zones that are assumed to not change.

See notes and calculations shadeed in Blue above for changes from original Final Scenario 
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Appendix D 

Alternative future scenario based on 2012 proposed zoning changes and Planning Board input, prepared 

by MAPC, December 30, 2012. 
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 Alternative future scenario based on 2012 Proposed zoning changes and Planning Board input, prepared by MAPC 12/30/12

Non-shaded areas indicate assumptions and calculations for 2010 buildout alternative Gold indicates changes to prepare 12/30/12 Alternative Scenario

Southborough Analysis Section

Square footage land area  

(sq. ft.) Total Acreage FAR 

Total potential Built 

Square Footage

Total 

potential 

residential 

units

Existing Built 

Square Footage 

Net future built 

Square 

footage

Total number of 

existing 

dwelling units

Total net future 

dwelling units

Analysis Section 1: Industrial Park Zone

     Total 531,762                          12                 10               0 -                 0 10                      

     In Absolute Constraints 0 -                0

     In Partial Constraints -                                  -                

     Outside of Constraints 531,762                          12                 

Analysis Section 2: Industrial Park Zone

     Total 4,260,935                       98                 1,545,189           0 0 1,545,189      0 0

     In Absolute Constraints 1,034,623                       24                 0 0

     In Partial Constraints 866,519                          20                 0.122 105,715              

     Outside of Constraints 2,359,793                       54                 0.61 1,439,473           

Analysis Section 3

Total for ID and IP Section 3 5,064,032                       116               1,319,764            -              539,434           780,330         7 (7)                       

     Total - Industrial District 1,751,935                       40                 518,241              

     In Absolute Constraints 753,310                          17                 0 0

     In Partial Constraints 295,632                          7                   0.136 40,206                

     Outside of Constraints 702,993                          16                 0.68 478,035              

     Total - Industrial Park 3,312,097                       76                 801,523              

     In Absolute Constraints 1,682,915                       39                 0 0

     In Partial Constraints 605,186                          14                 0.14 84,726                

     Outside of Constraints 1,023,996                       24                 0.70 716,797              

Analysis Section 4 BH Zone

     Total 758,327                          17                 257,734               152,748           104,986         0 0

     In Absolute Constraints 4,920                              0                   0 0

     In Partial Constraints 225,830                          5                   0.09 20,325                

     Outside of Constraints 527,576                          12                 0.45 237,409              

Analysis Section 5 IP Zone (EMC)

     Total 7,993,536                       184               4,064,347            88,488             2,111,512      0

     In Absolute Constraints 1,506,930                       35                 0 0

     In Partial Constraints 850,495                          20                 0.14 119,069              

     Outside of Constraints 5,636,111                       129               0.70 3,945,278           

EMC proposal in Southborough 818,000              

2,200,000

Analysis Section 6 IP Zone

     Total 696,960                          16                 282,270               1,350               280,920         0 0

     In Absolute Constraints 126,986                          3                   0 -                      

     In Partial Constraints 46,736                            1                   0.106 4,954                  

     Outside of Constraints 523,238                          12                 0.53 277,316              

Analysis Section 7: Industrial Park Zone

     Total 1,755,005                       40                 892,419              108,909           783,510         0 0

     In Absolute Constraints 335,307                          8                   0 0

     In Partial Constraints 181,018                          4                   0.14 25,343                

     Outside of Constraints 1,238,681                       28                 0.70 867,077              

Analysis Section 8 Industrial Zone

     Total 574,409                          13                 95,019                0 95,019           0

     In Absolute Constraints 279,526                          6                   0 0

     In Partial Constraints 173,892                          4                   0.122 21,215                

Assume EMC Proposal is built, occupies all of section 5,  and is accessed through Southborough 



 Alternative future scenario based on 2012 Proposed zoning changes and Planning Board input, prepared by MAPC 12/30/12

Non-shaded areas indicate assumptions and calculations for 2010 buildout alternative Gold indicates changes to prepare 12/30/12 Alternative Scenario

Southborough Analysis Section

Square footage land area  

(sq. ft.) Total Acreage FAR 

Total potential Built 

Square Footage

Total 

potential 

residential 

units

Existing Built 

Square Footage 

Net future built 

Square 

footage

Total number of 

existing 

dwelling units

Total net future 

dwelling units

     Outside of Constraints 120,991                          3                   0.61 73,804                

Analysis Section 9: 

Total for Industrial and BH Zones 1,139,024                       351,168               106,078           245,090         1 (1)                       

     Total - ID Zone 869,010                          20                 331,616              0

     In Absolute Constraints 43,212                            1                   0 0

     In Partial Constraints 111,093                          3                   0.09 9,998                  

     Outside of Constraints 714,705                          16                 0.45 321,617              

     Total - BH Zone 270,014                          6                   19,552                1

     In Absolute Constraints -                                  -                0 0

     In Partial Constraints 251,738                          6                   0.045 11,328                

     Outside of Constraints 18,276                            0                   0.45 8,224                  

Analysis Section 10: Business Highway Zone

     Total 975,692                          22                 67,411                 135             2,284               65,127           135                    

     In Absolute Constraints 239,927                          6                   0 0 0

     In Partial Constraints 491,244                          11                 0.118 19,322                39               

     Outside of Constraints 244,521                          6                   0.59 48,089                96               

Analysis Section 11: Business Village

     Total 382,702                          9                   

     In Absolute Constraints 62,110                            1                   Not part of this analysis

     In Partial Constraints 57,764                            1                   See analysis of new village zoning districts

     Outside of Constraints 262,828                          6                   

Analysis Section 12: Business Highway

     Total 1,340,171                       31                 491,288               134,011           357,277         

     In Absolute Constraints 48,955                            1                   0 0

     In Partial Constraints 151,854                          3                   0.084 12,756                

     Outside of Constraints 1,139,362                       26                 0.42 478,532              



 Alternative future scenario based on 2012 Proposed zoning changes and Planning Board input, prepared by MAPC 12/30/12

Non-shaded areas indicate assumptions and calculations for 2010 buildout alternative Gold indicates changes to prepare 12/30/12 Alternative Scenario

Southborough Analysis Section

Square footage land area  

(sq. ft.) Total Acreage FAR 

Total potential Built 

Square Footage

Total 

potential 

residential 

units

Existing Built 

Square Footage 

Net future built 

Square 

footage

Total number of 

existing 

dwelling units

Total net future 

dwelling units

Analysis Section 13: Business Village

     Total 322,826                          7                   

     In Absolute Constraints -                                  -                Not part of this analysis

     In Partial Constraints 3,416                              0                   See analysis of new village zoning districts

     Outside of Constraints 319,411                          7                   

Analysis Section 14: Business Highway

     Total 741,777                          17                 56,527             35,000           0

     In Absolute Constraints 5,388                              0                   

     In Partial Constraints 16,475                            0                   

     Outside of Constraints 719,915                          17                 

Analysis Section 15: Industrial (Rte 30)

     Total 1,691,520                       39                 263             166,204           (166,204)        0 263                    

     In Absolute Constraints 257,673                          6                   0

     In Partial Constraints 291,542                          7                   54               

     Outside of Constraints 1,142,305                       26                 210             

Analysis Section 16: Industrial (Rte 85)

     Total 629,397                          14                 127,392              127             82,754             44,638           0 127                    

     In Absolute Constraints 30,546                            1                   0 0 0

     In Partial Constraints 98,602                            2                   0.098 4,832                  5                 

     Outside of Constraints 500,249                          11                 0.49 122,561              123             

Total of existing square footage from entire Route 9 Southborough Corridor 1,438,787         

Total potential square footage at buildout 7,629,655            

Total net new square footage (Future minus existing) of commercial and industrial space 6,282,395      

Total net dwelling units 528                    

Notes:

Absolute Constraints include all lands within ponds or wetlands, all areas within 20 feet of wetlands, and all areas within 100' of perennial Streams (River Protection Zone) 

Partial Constraints include all lands outside of Absolute constraints but within flood zone or within the 100 - 200' buffer zone of 

          perennial Streams, or within 100 feet of any pond, reservoir or wetland

          FAR yield within the partial constraints is assumed to be equal to 20% of FAR of unconstrained lands (based on calibration with Bartolinni proposal for Section 8)

Analysis Section 1 is assumed to be developed for single family homes on 1-acre sites, since this is the zoning in the area that would provide access to the 

     area from Southborough 

Analysis Section 2 is assumed to be developed for 5-story offices.  Surface parking is assumed, with 20% open space due to difficulty of site layout due to wetlands

      Note previously approved for 600,000 sq. ft.

Analysis Section 3 is assumed to be developed for 5-story offices in the Industrial District, with surface parking.  Assumed open space would be 20% minimum, but would largely be 

          addressed through use of wetlands and buffer areas, with the upland open space assmed at 10%.    

Analysis Section 3 is assumed to be developed for 5-story offices in the Industrial Park District, with structured parking.  Assumed open space would be 20% minimum, but would largely be

           addressed through use of wetlands and buffer areas, with the upland open space assmed at 10%.  However, since Structured parking is assumed, and a taller building is assumed, the FAR limit 

           of .7 is assumed to be the limiting factor in the Industrial Park District (would need 3-4 story parking structure)

Analysis Section 4 is assumed to be developed for 3-story structures, with 2 stories of offices over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 20% Open Space required (in addition to landscaping in parking areas)

           This analysis assumes that the 5.62 acres of the Volvo dealership is not redeveloped.

Analysis Section 5 is assumed to be developed for 5-story offices  Structured parking is assumed, so for calculation purposes .7 Bylaw FAR is

      assumed to be limiting factor.  Note previously approved for 818,000 sq. ft. in Southborough



 Alternative future scenario based on 2012 Proposed zoning changes and Planning Board input, prepared by MAPC 12/30/12

Non-shaded areas indicate assumptions and calculations for 2010 buildout alternative Gold indicates changes to prepare 12/30/12 Alternative Scenario

Southborough Analysis Section

Square footage land area  

(sq. ft.) Total Acreage FAR 

Total potential Built 

Square Footage

Total 

potential 

residential 

units

Existing Built 

Square Footage 

Net future built 

Square 

footage

Total number of 

existing 

dwelling units

Total net future 

dwelling units

          with a total for Southborough and Westborough equal to 2,200,000 sq. ft., the traffic from which will all exit in Southborough

      For purposes of estimating future development and traffic, 2,200,000 sq. ft. approved for EMC will be used.

Analysis Section 6 is assumed to be developed for 5 story offices with surface parking and 30% open space due to slope issues

Analysis Section 7 is assumed to be developed for 5-story offices  Structured parking is assumed, so .7 FAR is

      assumed to be limiting factor.  

Analysis Section 8 is assumed to be developed for 5-story offices  Surface parking is assumed, with a 20% open space allocation.

      Note the area was previously approved for 76,000 sq. ft. in Bartolinni development

Analysis Section 9 is assumed to be developed for 3-story structures, with 2 stories of offices over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 20% Open Space required (in addition to landscaping in parking areas)

           The area subject to partial constraints in the BH Zone is reduced to 10% of unconstrained yield because there is little unconstrained 

               land associated with the constrained land on which one could build (assume mostly redevelopment of existing footprint)

           This analysis assumes that the Hummer Dealership will not be redeveloped (stays as auto dealership).  Acreage has been reduced to take this into account

Analysis Section 10 is assumed to be developed for 3-story structures, with 2 stories of residential over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 20% Open Space required.

Section 11,  is not part of this analysis, due to the re-zoning of the villages.  See accompanying analysis

Analysis Section 12 is assumed to be developed for 3-story structures, with 2 stories of offices over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 25% Open Space required (in addition to landscaping in parking areas) due to slope issues

Section 13 is not part of this analysis, due to the re-zoning of the villages.  See accompanying analysis

For analysis section 14, do not assume re-development of any of this site for commercial development.  Assume 2 More phases of expansion of New England Center for Children to follow.

   Phase 2 = 3 level parking garage for 216 cars.  Phase 3 incldues a 3 story research center and gym.  Total sq. footage = 35,000

Analysis Section 15 is assumed to be developed for townhomes at a density of 8 units per acre. 

     Assume a shared water and septic/sewage treatment system.

Analysis Section 16 is assumed to be developed for 2-story structures, with 1 story of residential over 1 story of retail  

           This area is assumed to have surface parking with 20% Open Space required (in addition to landscaping in parking areas)

          This scenario assume lot consolidation in order to place water management structures ourtside of 400' buffer in order to make northernmost lot buildable

Note that the above calculations do not take into account Commercial Areas outside of the study zones that are assumed to not change.

See notes and calculations shaded in gold above for changes from 2010 Scenario 
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Buildout Analysis 2012:  Town Center Parcels
MAPC 12/30/12

House 
# Street MAP & LOT

Total Land 
Area 

(Acres)

Total Land 
Area (Square 

Feet)

Existing 
Residential 
Units (from 

LUC)

From C&I Table: 
GROUND FLOOR 

AREA FAR

Total potential 
future Sq. Ft.  
Commercial 

Net Future 
potential built 

Sq. Ft. 
Commercial

Total Future 
potential 

residential 
units

Net Future 
potential 

residential 
units

0 BOSTON ROAD 54-62.A 0.72 31,363            0 0 0.59 6,168                  6168 12 12
4 MAIN STREET 54-64 0.09 3,920              0 1,890 0.59 771                     -1119 2 2
2 PARK STREET 54-66 0.18 7,841              1 0.59 1,542                  1542 3 2
0 PARK STREET 54-67 0.45 19,602            0 0 0.59 3,855                  3855 8 8
5 PARK STREET 54-68 0.73 31,799            0 4,148 0.59 6,254                  2106 13 13
2 EAST MAIN ST 54-43 0.45 19,602            0 0 0.59 3,855                  3855 8 8

Total 2.62 114,127          1 6,038 22,445 16,407 45 44

Notes:
1.  The total town center zoning district is approximately 11.79 acres in size.  Based on Planning Board direction, the above builodout assumes that
approximately 20% of the land area of the district would redevelop over the next 20-30 years, which means approximately 2.36 acres
2.  The above parcels total approximately 2.62 acres, or approximately 20% of the total land area of the district

4.  Parcels of the same color in the spreadsheet above are contiguous and might be logically redeveloped together if land consolidation occurred
5.  Built space for residential units is assumed to 1,000 sq. ft. per unit gross (including hallways, entrance foyers etc.)
6.  Net residential density is approximately 17 units per acre; to achieve this, it is likely that a sewage treatment system (public or private) would be needed.

3. The buildout assumes that the redevelopment will consist of 2 stories of residential over one story of retail use, with surface parking and 20% open space producing an 
effective FAR of 0.59



Buildout Analysis 2012:  Cordaville Village Parcels
MAPC 12/30/12

House # Street
MAP & 

LOT
Total Land 

Area (Acres)

Total Land 
Area 

(Square 
Feet)

Existing 
Residential 

Units

From C&I Table: 
GROUND FLOOR 

AREA FAR

Total potential 
future Sq. Ft.  
Commercial 

Net Future 
potential 

built Sq. Ft. 
Commercial

Total 
Future 

potential 
residential 

units

Net Future 
potential 

residential 
units

110 SOUTHVILLE ROAD 4 - 40 1.55 67,518         0 1,464                           0.59 13,279              11815 27 27

Notes:
1.  The total Cordaville Village zoning district is approximately 12.27 acres in size.  Based on Planning Board direction, the above buildout assumes that
approximately 10% of the land area of the district would redevelop over the next 20-30 years, which means approximately 1.23 acres
2.  The above parcel totals approximately 1.55 acres, or approximately 20% of the total land area of the district

4.  Built space for residential units is assumed to 1,000 sq. ft. per unit gross (including hallways, entrance foyers etc.)
5.  Net residential density is approximately 17 units per acre; to achieve this, it is likely that a sewage treatment system (public or private) would be needed.

3. The buildout assumes that the redevelopment will consist of two stories of residential over one story of retail use, with surface parking and 20% open space, producing 
an effective FAR of 0.59.



Buildout Analysis 2012:  Fayville Route 9 District Parcels

MAPC 12/30/12

House 
# Street MAP & LOT

Total 
Land Area 

(Acres)

Total Land 
Area 

(Square 
Feet)

Existing 
Residential 
Units (from 

LUC)

From C&I Table: 
GROUND FLOOR 

AREA FAR

Total potential 
future Sq. Ft.  

Commercial 
(Retail & Office)

Net Future 
potential built 

Sq. Ft. 
Commercial

Total Future 
potential 

residential 
units

Net Future 
potential 

residential units
67 TURNPIKE ROAD 38-66 1.48 64,469       1 0.45 29,011                29,011              0 (1)                             
63 TURNPIKE ROAD 38-67 0.28 12,197       1 0.45 5,489                  5,489                0 (1)                             
71 TURNPIKE ROAD 38-65 0.28 12,197       0 1,308 0.45 5,489                  4,181                0 -                           
75 TURNPIKE ROAD 38-64 0.28 12,197       0 0 0.45 5,489                  5,489                0 -                           
77 TURNPIKE ROAD 38-37 0.91 39,640       0 2,270 0.45 17,838                15,568              0 -                           
81 TURNPIKE ROAD 38-36 0.62 27,007       2 0.45 12,153                12,153              0 (2)                             
16 WINTER STREET 38-35 0.44 19,166       0 0 0.45 8,625                  8,625                0 -                           
70 TURNPIKE ROAD 39-53 1.6 69,696       1 0.45 31,363                31,363              0 (1)                             

2 WOODLAND ROAD 38-12 0.26 11,326       0 368 0.45 5,097                  4,729                0 -                           
88 TURNPIKE ROAD 38-11 0.31 13,504       2 0.45 6,077                  6,077                0 (2)                             
84 TURNPIKE ROAD 38-10 (part) 3.36 146,362     4 0.45 65,863                65,863              0 (4)                             

Totals 9.82 427,759     11 192,492              188,546            0 -11
Notes:
1.  The total Fayville Village zoning district is approximately 15.48 acres in size.  Based on Planning Board direction, the above buildout assumes
that approximately 60% of the land area of the district would redevelop over the next 20-30 years, which means approximately 9.3 acres
2.  Parcel 38-10 is 13.36 acres in size.  Approximately 3.36 acres are assumed to be within the Fayville Route 9 District for purposes of this analysis.
3.  The above parcels total approximately 9.8 acres, or approximately 60% of the total land area of the district

5.  Parcels of the same color in the spreadsheet above are contiguous and might be logically redeveloped together if land consolidation occurred
6.  Existing residential units are estimates based on assessor's land use codes
7.  Approximately 2/3 of the future built space is modeled to be offices, with 1/3 modeled to be retail

4. The buildout assumes that the redevelopment will consist of 2 stories of office over one story of retail use, with surface parking, and 20% open space. This produces an effective 
FAR of 0.45.  (No residential uses are allowed in this district.)



Buildout Analysis 2012:  Fayville Village Parcels
MAPC 12/30/12

House 
# Street

MAP & 
LOT

Total 
Land 
Area 

(Acres)

Total Land 
Area (Square 

Feet)

Existing 
Residential 

Units

From C&I 
Table: 

GROUND 
FLOOR AREA FAR

Total 
potential 

future Sq. Ft.  
Commercial 

Net Future 
potential 

built Sq. Ft. 
Commercial

Total Future 
potential 

residential 
units

Net Future 
potential 

residential 
units

60 CENTRAL STREET 38-61 0.25 10,890           0 0 0.59 2,142               2142 4 4
64 CENTRAL STREET 38-62 0.23 10,019           0 0 0.59 1,970               1970 4 4
66 CENTRAL STREET 38-63 0.28 12,197           1 0.59 2,399               2399 5 4
54 CENTRAL STREET 38-59 0.31 13,504           0 1,254 0.59 2,656               1402 5 5
56 CENTRAL STREET 38-60 0.75 32,670           0 1,522 0.59 6,425               4903 13 13
57 CENTRAL STREET 38-39 0.28 12,197           1 0.59 2,399               2399 5 4
59 CENTRAL STREET 38-38 0.35 15,246           1 0.59 2,998               2998 6 5
61 CENTRAL STREET 38-34 0.37 16,117           1 0.59 3,170               3170 6 5

2.82 122,839 4 2,776 24,158 21,382 48 44
Notes:
1.  The total Fayville Village zoning district is approximately 11.37 acres in size.  Based on Planning Board direction, the above builodout assumes
that approximately 25% of the land area of the district would redevelop over the next 20-30 years, which means approximately 2.84 acres
2.  The above parcels total approximately 2.82 acres, or approximately 25% of the total land area of the district

4.  Parcels of the same color in the spreadsheet above are contiguous and might be logically redeveloped together if land consolidation occurred
5.  Built space for residential units is assumed to 1,000 sq. ft. per unit gross (including hallways, entrance foyers etc.)
6.  Net residential density is approximately 17 units per acre; to achieve this, it is likely that a sewage treatment system (public or
 private) would be needed.

3. The buildout assumes that the redevelopment will consist of 2 stories of residential over one story of retail use, with surface parking and 20% open space, with 
an effective FAR of 0.59
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