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Executive Summary 

The Town of Wrentham requested MAPC’s assistance to identify and review town bylaws that 
relate to transportation mitigation for development projects.  The project goal was to survey 
communities within the MAPC region and provide examples of bylaws dealing with mitigating the 
impacts on the transportation infrastructure due to increased development.  The Town Planner will 
evaluate these examples to help determine if Wrentham should consider incorporating 
transportation mitigation during development reviews, particularly for projects in the South 

Street/Route 1A area near the Wrentham Outlet Mall.   

Key Concepts of Transportation Mitigation 

 

 There are a variety of approaches municipalities have used in the MAPC region to try to 

capture transportation mitigation as part of the development approval process.  

 The myriad approaches municipalities have used all seem to be context sensitive and 
dependant on the goals and outcomes the municipality is trying to achieve by putting 
transportation mitigation policies in place. Some are very development or location 
specific, while others are attempting to improve the transportation network across the 
municipality. As other municipalities look to implement a formal process for transportation 

mitigation, having clear goals and outcomes are important components. 

 Some municipalities have established incentives, such as a density bonus, which are tied to 
the transportation mitigation fees. Having a clear and transparent link between the impact 
of the development on the transportation network and how the mitigation funding will be 

used to remedy that impact are critical to the successful implementation of the Bylaw. 

 Most, if not all of the transportation mitigation procedures that are described in this memo 
use the Special Permit and/or Site Plan Review process to review the development and 

assess the appropriate level of transportation mitigation. 

 In our discussions with municipal staff from these four communities, it appears that the 
process for securing transportation mitigation is one that involves not only clear and 
transparent language in the Bylaw, but also a process of negotiating with the developer 

to reach a fair and balanced set of mitigation requirements. 

 Throughout our review and discussions with municipal staff, it appears that the funding 
provided through the transportation mitigation process is often not enough to cover the 
cost of both designing and constructing the transportation project. In most cases, 
municipalities still need to seek local, state, and/or federal transportation funding sources 

to complete the projects. 
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Chapter One: Introduction and Background 

2012 DLTA Project 

 

In 2012, the Town of Wrentham requested District Local Technical Assistance to evaluate the 
amount of new traffic that would result from the development or redevelopment of 
approximately 250 acres in the South Street/Route 1A area near the Wrentham Premium Outlet 
Mall.  This area was identified by the Planning Board and Paige Duncan, AICP, Wrentham Town 
Planner as having the potential to significantly exacerbate traffic conditions already congested 
because of the 94-acre Wrentham Mall.  The Town would then examine the existing zoning 
regulations  to determine if they should be modified to better manage future traffic volumes. 

The second part of the 2012 Planning Project was to conduct a community visioning for Downtown 
Wrentham, focused on the former Tyco Valve company site (now Tyco/FRM site).  The purpose 
was to identify the community’s goals for the area, including potential land uses and design 
preferences.  Possible pedestrian/bicycle connections between these two areas were also 

explored. 

This project was completed with build-out analysis and trip generation rates for 4 development 
options, compared against existing conditions.  Also, over 50 residents and business owners 
attended the November 27, 2012 Downtown Wrentham Visioning Workshop and discussed 
development principles, and desired downtown land uses, design guidelines, and the potential to 

connect the town through multi-use trails. 

2013 DLTA Project 

 

One of the 2012 Next Steps was to follow-up on the build-out and trip generation information by 
determining if Wrentham should adopt transportation mitigation measures as part of its review of 
development projects.  The Town requested 2013 DLTA funds to enable MAPC to survey other 
communities that had already implemented this so that the Planning Board could review other 
examples and make a decision about whether or not to draft a bylaw to address this issue, 
particularly in the South Street/Route 1A area. 

MAPC identified four communities that had regulations addressing transportation mitigation: 
Foxborough, Framingham, Lexington and Marshfield.  The Technical Memorandum in the next 
Chapter discusses the findings of the research.  The Appendix includes the relevant sections of the 

town bylaw that addresses transportation mitigation. 

Chapter Two: Transportation Mitigation Memorandum 
 

Following is the Technical Memorandum: Transportation Mitigation Bylaw Examples, dated 

December 30, 2013.  Referenced bylaws are found in the Appendix following the Memorandum. 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM: TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION BYLAW EXAMPLES 
 
TO:   Paige E. Duncan, AICP, Wrentham Town Planner 
   Wrentham Planning Board 
FROM:  Eric Halvorsen, AICP, Assistant Director of Transportation, MAPC  

Mark Racicot, Director of Land Use, MAPC 
   Cynthia Wall, Senior Regional Planner, MAPC 
DATE:  December 30, 2013 
RE:   Examples of Transportation Mitigation Language from Select MAPC Town Bylaws 
 
KEY CONCEPTS of TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION 

 
 There are a variety of approaches municipalities have used in the MAPC region to try to 

capture transportation mitigation as part of the development approval process.  
 The myriad approaches municipalities have used all seem to be context sensitive and 

dependant on the goals and outcomes the municipality is trying to achieve by putting 
transportation mitigation policies in place. Some are very development or location specific, 
while others are attempting to improve the transportation network across the municipality. 
As other municipalities look to implement a formal process for transportation mitigation, 
having clear goals and outcomes are important components. 

 Some municipalities have established incentives, such as a density bonus, which are tied to 
the transportation mitigation fees. Having a clear and transparent link between the impact 
of the development on the transportation network and how the mitigation funding will be 
used to remedy that impact are critical to the successful implementation of the Bylaw. 

 Most, if not all of the transportation mitigation procedures that are described in this memo 
use the Special Permit and/or Site Plan Review process to review the development and 
assess the appropriate level of transportation mitigation. 

 In our discussions with municipal staff from these four communities, it appears that the 
process for securing transportation mitigation is one that involves not only clear and 
transparent language in the Bylaw, but also a process of negotiating with the developer to 
reach a fair and balanced set of mitigation requirements. 

 Throughout our review and discussions with municipal staff, it appears that the funding 
provided through the transportation mitigation process is often not enough to cover the 
cost of both designing and constructing the transportation project. In most cases, 
municipalities still need to seek local, state, and/or federal transportation funding sources 
to complete the projects. 

 
PROJECT CONTEXT 
 
The Town of Wrentham requested the assistance of the Metropolitan Area Planning Council 
(MAPC) to identify and review town bylaws within the MAPC region that specifically address on- 
and off-site transportation mitigation related to proposals of new development. The Town of 
Wrentham is interested in learning from the experiences of other Towns in the region and 
potentially developing a Bylaw to mitigate transportation issues that result from new development. 
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MAPC has compiled a summary of four sets of zoning bylaws that include transportation 
mitigation language. Each example differs based on the approach used, reason for its 
implementation, method for calculating transportation mitigation, and bylaw language. 
 
 
TOWN OF FOXBOROUGH 
 
The Town of Foxborough has a section in their current Zoning By-laws (Section 6.5.12) that 
briefly describes the requirement of project applicants to make off-site improvements to public 
roads or other community facilities to offset any negative impacts on the transportation network. 
The Town also allows payments in-lieu of the actual improvements. The improvements may 
include but are not limited to the widening of streets and improvements of intersections which 
provide access to the development site; installation of curb and sidewalks along streets serving the 
site; and drainage improvements necessitated by the development of the site. Developments that 
go through the Special Permit process are subject to this requirement at the discretion of the 
Planning Board. Of the four examples MAPC reviewed as part of this research effort, 
Foxborough’s is the simplest and leaves much of the decision regarding impacts to the discretion 
of the Planning Board.  Conversations with town planning staff indicated that this requirement 
has been used primarily to ensure that pedestrian connections between the development site and 
adjacent sidewalks are constructed. The Town also prefers to have the infrastructure improvements 
constructed by the developer, as they do not seem to have a formal mechanism for taking 
payments in-lieu of actual physical transportation improvements. 
 
The full Zoning By-law for Foxborough can be found at: 
http://www.foxboroughma.gov/Pages/FoxboroughMA_Planning/zonbylaw/index 

 
 
TOWN OF FRAMINGHAM 
 
The Town of Framingham has two sections under their current Zoning By-laws addressing 
transportation mitigation resulting from new development. The first is a general requirement 
found in Section IV.I under Site Plan Review1 that requires a project proponent to complete a 
Development Impact Statement. Within this Statement, a project proponent must complete a 
Traffic Impact Assessment documenting existing traffic conditions (including vehicle, pedestrian, 
and bicycle accommodations) in the vicinity of the project. The Traffic Assessment must also 
document the potential impact the proposed development would have on surrounding traffic 
patterns, and identify measures to mitigate any adverse impacts on traffic. Details on the format 
and scope of the Traffic Impact Statement can be found in Section IV.I.5.g.1.b. 
 
Once a Traffic Impact Assessment is completed for the proposed development, and the 
Town/Planning Board have reviewed the findings in the Development Impact Statement, the 

                                                           
1 Criteria for what triggers site plan review can be found in Section IV.I.2 of the Framingham Zoning By-law. 

http://www.foxboroughma.gov/Pages/FoxboroughMA_Planning/zonbylaw/index
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project proponent is required to raise the level of service (LOS) of all impacted2 intersections and 
streets to an adequate3 level following project development or contribute a minimum of 3% of the 
total development costs of the proposed project to the Town to cover transportation mitigation. In 
granting approval of an application, the Planning Board may impose other conditions, limitations 
and safeguards to be part of the approval. This may include a requirement for off-site 
improvements/mitigation of up to 6% (including the 3% above) of the total development costs to 
cover not only transportation improvements but also water, sewer, drainage and other public 
facilities which are likely to be affected by the proposed development. However, the Town usually 
limits its requests to 3%. A key element with this By-law is that it applies to by-right developments 
subject to Site Plan Review. Most other communities limit their program to Special Permit 
projects. 
 
During a phone conversation with planning staff for the Town, it was noted that the 3% 
mitigation requirement was primarily used during major site plan review and that the 3% was not 
a mandatory contribution. More often, the mitigation is a negotiation between the project 
proponent and staff from planning and the department of public works. When mitigation funding 
is acquired for off-site improvements, it is typically matched with funding from the Town to pay 
for larger transportation improvement projects. 
 
The Town also has special provisions under the Highway Overlay District Regulations (Section 
IV.K). The Town has two overlay districts which fall under this section, the Regional Center (RC) 
district and the Highway Corridor (HC) district. Within these two districts there are incentives 
which allow a development to exceed the density restrictions of the underlying zoning in return for 
providing public amenities which compensate for one or more specific impacts of increased 
density. These amenities may include traffic improvements, pedestrian or transit improvements, 
creation of additional open space, or provisions for public assembly areas. 
 
In the RC district, the Planning Board may grant (by Special Permit) an increase in the Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) for new construction above the existing maximum of 0.32 up to a maximum of 0.40. 
In granting an increase in the FAR, the Planning Board shall make a specific finding in writing 
that the increase shall not be substantially more detrimental to the neighborhood than the existing 
structure or use. In addition, the project proponent must provide public benefit amenities such as 
park space, pedestrian circulation improvements, public assembly space, traffic improvements, or 
transit amenities. The amenities provided must adhere to the schedule of bonuses table as listed in 
Section IV.K.9.c. The table lists the ratios outlining how many square feet of new development is 
equal to square feet or dollars of public amenities. 
 
The final provision in the Town’s By-law relates to both the RC and HC districts. To encourage 
the consolidation of lots, the Planning Board by Special Permit may grant an increase in the FAR 

                                                           
2 Impacted intersections refers to those that are projected to receive at least 5% of the expected traffic generated by the 
proposed development, either based on the peak hour traffic or the total daily traffic generated by the proposed 
project. 
3 Adequate is defined as a level of service “B” or better for rural, scenic or residential streets and for all new streets and 
intersections to be created by the project; and “D” or better for all other streets and intersections. 
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above 0.32. The increase shall not exceed 20% of the combined gross floor area of the buildings 
on the lots to be consolidated, or 12,000 square feet, whichever is less, up to a maximum of 0.40 
FAR. There are objectives and standards associated with consolidating lots such as reducing curb 
cuts, unifying landscaping and signage, and achieving a higher standard of design than what may 
be possible with separate developments on individual lots. 
 
Similar density bonus provisions in the Route 9/Golden Triangle area in the Town of Natick 
mirror the Framingham Bylaws. The development of the TJX Headquarters and Natick Mall has 
generated significant mitigation funds to that community. 
 
The full Zoning Bylaw for the Town of Framingham can be found at: 
http://www.framinghamma.gov/index.aspx?NID=246 
 
 
TOWN OF LEXINGTON 
 
In 2009, the Town of Lexington (through Town Meeting) approved an increase in the amount of 
development allowed for the Hartwell Avenue Corridor. Realizing that increased development 
would have an impact on the overall transportation network in this corridor, the Town moved to 
adopt an overlay district that would link the transportation impacts of development to specific 
mitigation measures. The Town called the overlay district the Transportation Management Overlay 
District, or TMOD (Zoning Bylaw Section 135-7.2 formerly §135.43C). In concert with the 
development of the overlay district, the Town also hired an engineering consultant to determine 
what transportation improvements were needed in the corridor. The transportation improvement 
plan was a key piece which helped the Town to understand future transportation needs, how new 
development might impact transportation in the area, and ultimately estimate costs for the 
improvements. It is also worth noting that the idea of increasing the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) in 
this corridor and tying that increase to specific transportation improvements was a goal in 
Lexington’s Comprehensive Plan. The currently proposed zoning reform legislation relating to 
development impact fees is similar to the Lexington process. 
 
TMOD’s can be established in other areas of Lexington where development impacts are deemed to 
have a degrading impact on the transportation network and quality of life of Lexington residents. 
A TMOD must first have a Plan completed that describes the: 
  

1. Assessment of the impacts of reasonably anticipated future development in the TMO 
District considering current zoning bylaws and other legal and physical constraints; 

2. Analysis of existing capital improvement plans or the facilities element of a plan adopted 
under MGL c. 41, s. 81D (Master Plans); 

3. Cost projections for transportation infrastructure improvements required to address the 
impacts generated by the anticipated development in the TMO District, including the 
potential impact on nearby residential streets and neighborhoods; 

4. Analysis of other reasonably anticipated sources of funding; 

http://www.framinghamma.gov/index.aspx?NID=246
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5. Required transportation mitigation fees in accordance with a methodology determined 
pursuant to this study; 

6.  Off-street parking and loading requirements for the TMO District; 
7. Parking and Transportation Demand Management techniques reasonably calculated to 

reduce the number of vehicle trips generated by developments in the TMO District and to 
ensure the long term stability of the transportation system; 

8. Implementation program that defines and schedules the specific municipal actions necessary 
to achieve the objectives of the plan; and 

9. Plan to encourage voluntary participation in TDM programs by those not required to 
participate. 

 
The Plan shall also be periodically updated to reflect actual development activity, actual costs of 
infrastructure improvements completed or underway, changes to plans in the area, or amendments 
to the Zoning Bylaws. The Transportation Plan for the area is meant to specifically address all 
modes of transportation, not just vehicular movement.  
 
The Hartwell Avenue Corridor (where the first TMOD was established) is currently zoned CM 
(Manufacturing) and has an area-wide FAR of 0.35. FAR increases above the existing 0.35 are 
allowed by special permit, and the Special Permit Granting Authority may impose conditions, 
including additional transportation mitigation fees, to meet the goals of the TMOD Plan that was 
developed for the area. A developer has a choice to go through the traditional special permit 
process, or elect to go through the TMOD process. The TMOD process includes a specific set of 
regulations and fee structures for a development making the process more streamlined and 
predictable. If a developer elects to go through the regular special permit process, they may be 
subject to potentially higher transportation mitigation requirements.  
 
As part of the TMOD process, the developer must create a full or partial Parking and 
Transportation Demand Management Plan (PTDM) depending on the size of the development. 
These plans must address specific demand management techniques that will be utilized to reduce 
single-occupancy vehicle trips, (e.g., membership in a transportation management association), and 
a parking plan. Developers are required to submit annual reports to the town that include 
information on employee/patron mode split and the results of the PTDM measures and goal 
attainment. 
 
The Town of Lexington created a transportation mitigation fee structure for development as well. 
The fee is the sum of $5.00 for every square foot of increased Net Floor Area above the FAR listed 
under the base zoning, which in the case of the CM zone is 0.35. The transportation fees collected 
from new development in the TMOD are put into an account that is used to pay for the design 
and improvements to the transportation network to further the goals of the plan established for 
the TMOD. In most cases, the money collected may only account for a portion of the funds 
needed for design or construction. In these cases, the Town would seek outside funding sources 
such as state or federal transportation resources. Town staff indicated that they have not seen a lot 
of development activity in the Hartwell Avenue TMOD area and have not been able to fully assess 
the success of implementing the overlay district. 
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The following documents are included for reference: Lexington Zoning Bylaw Section 7.2; the 
Lexington Planning Board TMOD (Transportation Management Overlay District) Regulations 
and  the Lexington Transportation Management Plan for TMO-1 District The Hartwell Avenue 
Area Plan 
 
The full Lexington Zoning Bylaw can be found at: 
http://www.lexingtonma.gov/Zoning%20Bylaw%20w%20Italics%20(3-20-2013).pdf 
 
 
TOWN OF MARSHFIELD 
 
The Town of Marshfield took a different approach when developing a transportation mitigation 
section within their Zoning Bylaw. During the development of a large industrial park off Route 
139 in Marshfield, the Town created a transportation mitigation bylaw to ensure that part of the 
costs for roadway and intersection improvements in the area were shared by the developer and the 
Town. This Bylaw was developed in partnership with the owner of the industrial park land. Based 
on the anticipated build-out of the industrial park, the Town identified improvements along Route 
139 to accommodate additional vehicle trips. The largest identified improvement was the widening 
of Route 139. The mitigation funding collected from new development in the industrial park was 
placed into a fund that was eventually used (in combination with a More Jobs Grant) to fund the 
design of the Route 139 improvements. 
 
Within the current Zoning Bylaw, Article XI Special Permit Conditions Section (11.10) describes 
when a traffic impact analysis is required for new development. The Bylaw requires a traffic impact 
analysis for any development that requires a Special Permit for a principle use within the B-1, B-2, 
or I-1 zoning districts, or that would have an anticipated average peak hour trip generation in 
excess of 30 vehicle trip ends or an average weekday generation in excess of 400 vehicle trip ends. 
Exceptions are made for developments where it is found by the Board that a traffic study for the 
area impacted by the proposed project has been completed within the last 12 months and is 
acceptable to assess the impacts; or where it is determined by the Board that the traffic impacts 
affect Route 139. When impacts are germane to Route 139, the applicant can contribute funds to 
the Town in an amount at least equal to the cost of completing a traffic impact analysis. 
 
Generally, the applicant is required to make improvements to the transportation network which 
will minimize traffic and safety impacts, and do not degrade the Level of Service at nearby 
intersections below the Level of D. If the proposed mitigation is deemed by the Board to be 
inadequate, the Board can seek alternative proposals to meet the standard which include reducing 
the size of the development, changing uses on site, contributions to off-site street and intersection 
improvements, or actual construction of off-site street and intersection improvements. If the 
development will have primary impacts on Route 139, the applicant may be required to contribute 
to a traffic mitigation fund at least equal to $300.00 per parking space. Based on our review, it 
appears that the traffic impact analysis is the pre-requisite for determining transportation impacts 
and appropriate mitigation. The mitigation requirements and/or dollar value contribution to the 

http://www.lexingtonma.gov/Zoning%20Bylaw%20w%20Italics%20(3-20-2013).pdf
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mitigation fund is based on the location of the development (on Route 139 or elsewhere), 
significance of the transportation impacts, and negotiations between the Planning Board and the 
developer. 
 
In our discussions with the Town Planner, this transportation mitigation section of the Bylaw was 
developed to help mitigate impacts to Route 139 from the proposed build-out of the industrial 
park in that area. Due to market conditions and other factors, the development did not take place 
at the level of intensity originally envisioned and mitigation funds alone were not enough to pay 
for the design of the Route 139 improvements. As was mentioned above, the mitigation funds 
were coupled with a More Jobs Grant to fund the design. The Route 139 improvements are now 
being constructed by MassDOT. 
 
The full Zoning Bylaw for the Town of Marshfield can be found at: 
http://www.townofmarshfield.org/government-departments-building-zoning-bylaws.htm 

http://www.townofmarshfield.org/government-departments-building-zoning-bylaws.htm
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Appendix: Town Bylaw Examples of Transportation Mitigation 

 
 Foxborough Zoning By-Law Section 6.5.12 
  
 Framingham Zoning By-Law Section IV I. and Section IV K. 
  
 Lexington Zoning Bylaw Section 7.2 
 Lexington Planning Board TMOD (Transportation Management Overlay District) Regulations 
 Lexington Transportation Management Plan for TMO-1 District The Hartwell Avenue Area  
  Plan 
 
 Marshfield Zoning Bylaw Section 11.10 
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